(Theory of truth)
() (truth)

(theory of justification)”

Ernest Nagel and Richard B. Brandt, eds. Meaning and Knowledge:
Systematic Readings in Epistemology. New York: Harcourt, Brace & World, 1965. p. 121.
“Richard L. Kirkham, Theories of Truth: A Critical Introduction. London: A

Bradford Book, 1992. p. 26.



(meaning of predicate “is true”)

(sense / intention)

(Puai Horwich 1994)

() (traditional theories)

()

( deflatnionary theories)

(intention) “ " (“is true™)

» (1t IS trUe that p)

Paual Horwich, ed. Theories of Truth. Aldershot; Darmouth, 1994. pp. Xi-xvi.

)
Semantic theory of truth Deflationary - theory

Disquotational - theory
( Susan Haack, Philosophy of Logic. London: Cambridge University, 1979. pp. 90-91)



(predicate)

(Correspondence Theory of truth)

(Bertrand Russell 1906, 1912)
(9. L. Austin 1950)

(state of affairs)

Laurence Bonjour, The Structure of Empirical Knowledge.

Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 1985. p. 166.

(is true)



(structural isomorphism)

correspondence a congruence'*

(belief) (judgement)

(subject)

(mind)

(objects)
(dual relation)

(multiple relation)

(objective falsehoods)

"Richard L. Kirkham, Theories of Truth : A Critical Introduction, p. 120.
~Bertrand Russell, “On The Nature of Truth and Falsehood,” in Pual Horwich,

ed. Theories of Truth. Aldershot: Darmouth, 1994. p. 3.



(Russell 1912) “on)
(object-tams)

(object-relation) o

'bid., pp. 4-9.
“ len the belief is true, there is another complex unity, in which the
relation which was one of the objects of the belief relates the other objects. Thus, e.g., if
Othello believes truely that Desdemona loves Cassio, then there is a complex unity,
“Desdemona’s love for Cassio,” which is composed exclusively of the 0bjects of the belief, in
the same order as they had in the belief, with the relation which was one of the objects
occurring now as the cement that binds together the other objects of the belief. On the other
hand, when a belief isJ'alse, there is no such complex unity composed only of the objects of
the belief. If Othello believes falsely that Desdemona loves Cassio, then there is no such
complex unity as “Desdemona’s love for Cassio.” . . . Thus a belief is tru¢ when it
corresponds to a certain associated complex, andfalse when it does not.” (Bertrand Russell,

“Truth and Falsehood,” in Ernest Nagel and Richard B. Brandt, eds. Meaning and Knowledge:

Systematic Readings in Epistemology. New York: Harcourt, Brace & World, 1965. p. 138)



(complex unity) (direction) (order)

(sense)

(structural isomophism)

"Bertrand Russell, “On the Nature of Truth and Falsehood,” pp. 12-14.



(ideal language)

"0
(metaphysical realism)*

(semantic realism)

an Haack, Philosophy of Logic, pp. 92-93.
* “ " (metaphysical realism)

(thought-signs)
(reality in-itself)

( Hilary Putnam, Reason.Truth. and History. New York:
Cambridge University Press, 1989, pp. 49, 56-64. Hilary Putnam, “Why there isn’t a
Ready-Made World,” in Puai K. Moser, ed. Reality in Focus. New Jersey: Prentice Hall,
1990. pp. 34-49.)
reality in-itself
( William Alston, “Yes, Virginia, There is a Real World,” in Paul K. Moser, ed.
Reality in Focus. New Jersey: Prentice Hall, 1990. pp. 18-33)

(mind) ( Raurence Bonjour, The Structure of Empirical
Knowledge. Ibid., pp. 160-161)



(John Langshaw Austin 1950)
Truth (1950)

(“at will”) “ " (“words”)
‘" ("world”)

(conventions) 5
() Descriptive conventions ( )

(the types of situations, thing, event etc)

() Demonstrative conventions (
) (historic situations)

@), L. Austin, “Truth,” in Puai Horwich, ed. Theories of Truth. Aldershot:
Darmouth, 1994. pp. 171-172.



demonstrative conventions
descriptive conventions™

“ > descriptive conventions

demonstrative convention “« . . 0m

(mirror) (reconstruction)
(structure)m (form)

“A statement is said to be true when the historic state of affairs to which it
is correlated by the demonstrative conventions (the one to which it “refer”) is of a type with
which the sentence used in making it is correlated by the descriptive conventions.” (Ibid., p.
172)



‘. ” (obtains)

(independently of mind)

(isomorphism)

*“Ibid., pp.173-176,

"0

(correspondence as correlations)

Richard L. Kirkham, Theories of Truth: A Critical Introduction.

pp.125-127,



Let’s continue to restrict the discussion to those statements that can
plausibly be thought of as being “about something(s)”. For such a statement, the natural way
of specifying content, of making explicit what statement it is, is to specify the referent(s), and
to make explicit what is being asserted of that referent(s). But if that is what makes the
statement statement it is, then there is no alternative to supposing that the statement is true ijf
the referent(s) is as it is being said to be. If what | did in a certain utterance was refer to snow
and say of it that it is white, what alternative is there to holding that my statement is true iff
snow is white? You can’t in one and the same breath construe the statement as a commitment
to X’s being 0, and also deny that the statement is true iffx is 0. To understand statement
content in this familiar way is to subject it to realistic truth conditions. It is incoherent to say



B) B

Xy (R). B X y
X y (b) {bistrue¢ ,(3x) (Ely) (3r)[(b is the belief that xRy) &
XRyl} (),
X X X (){ istrue  (3x) [( means that X) & (x obtains)]}
(T)
XT X X (t) {t is true <> (3x) [(tRx) &
(x obtains)]}
t (truth-bearer)
X t
t X t X

“What | asserted was that snow is white (or what I did in my assertion was to refer to snow
and say of it that it is white), but the truth of my assertion does not ride on whether snow is
white.” (William Alston, “Yes, Virginia, There is a Real World,” in Paul K. Moser, ed. Reality
in Focus. New Jersey: Prentice Hall, 1990. pp. 26-27)

fiRichard L. Kirkham, Theories o Truth: A Critical Introduction, pp. 131-133.



(judgement)

" (X obtains)

(mental entity)

" (concept)



HILLL 1 L IRLLLE D)

ItuunTy
(theory)
(theory-laden)
, 0
, ( )
(fact) (reality)
. I© “ 7
(coherence)
?
2+2=4

{(p>q).0}>q

nuBrand Blanshard, “Coherence as the Test and Nature of Truth,” in Ernest
Nagel, and Richard B. Brandt, eds. Meaning and Knowledge: Systematic Readings in
Epistemology. New York: Harcourt, Brace & World, 1965. p. 142,

"ABonjour, Laurence. The Structure of Empirical Knowledge, pp. 94-101.



(1)
(positive connection)
(probabilistic consistency)

(2)

(inferential relation)

(truth-preserving in some degree)

(innate idea)

(foundationalism)

(logical consistency)

(given)



(3) (relation of explanation)

GEFully coherent knowledge would be knowledge in which every judgment
entialed, and was entialed by, the rest of the system.” (Brand Blanshard, “Coherence as the
Test and Nature of Truth,” p. 146.)



Nk

Ihid., pp. 146-147.

“A set of statements. . .will be said to be congruent if and only if they are so
related that the antecedent probability of any one of them will be increased if the remainder of
the set can be assumed as given premises.” [+ . Lewis, An Analysis of Knowledge and
Evaluation. La Salle, Il Open Court, 1946. p. 338. quoted in Raurence Bonjour, The
Structure of Empirical Knowledge, p. 97.)



(unified structure)
10

(positive coherence)

“Raurence Bonjour, The Structure of Empirical Knowledge, pp. 97-98.



(coherence as
justification) (test of truth)
(coherence as truth)
(1985) (1940)

(truth)

(realist conception)

" (To say that what is is not or that what is not is, is false, while to say that what is s,
or that what is not not, is true)



(contegent reality)
(statement) (proposition)

(an sich reality / reality in itself)

(correspondence relation)

“to say of what is not or what fails to possess some property that it is or
possesses that property, or of what is and possesses some property that it is not or does not
possess that property, is false; while to say of what is and possesses some property that it is or
does possess that property, or of what is not or fails to possess some property that it is not or
does not possess that property, is true.” (Ibid., pp. 166-167.)

“Ibid., pp. 167-168.



(Observation
Requirement)

(1©)

(Observation Requirement)

the correspondence hypothesis

Ihid., p. 170,
Ibid., p. 171,



(1940)

(criterion of truth)

(correspodence)

(coherence)

(nature of truth)



(sense that )

(isomorphism)

Brand Blanshard, “Coherence as the Test and Nature of Truth,” p. 413.



(idealism) (the Mind)

hid., p. 147.

Nicholas Reseller, “Truth as Ideal Coherence,” Review of Metaphysics 38
(June 1985), p. 795,

§ “To think of a thing is to get that thing itself in some degree within mind.
To think of a colour or an emotion is to have that within U5 which if it were developed and
completed, would identify itself with the object.” (Brand Blanshard, “Coherence as the Test
and Nature of Truth,” p. 145)



00

(Pragmatic theory of truth)

““|bid, p. 147,



(Charles . Peirce)
(William  James)
(John Dewey)

(Charles . Peirce 1836-1914)

(Pragmatism) Pragmaticism
pragmatism
(truth)
(Method) (hard words)
(abstract concepts) (experimental method)

(‘By their fruits ye shall know them T

““Charles . Peirce, “A Survey of Pragmatism,” in Amelie Rorty, ed.
Pragmatic Philosothy: An Anthology. New York: Anchor Book, 1966. pp. 29-30.



CING

(reasoning) “

(validity)

"KAyer, A. J. The Origins of Pragmatism. London: Macmillan, 1968, p. 40.

"Charles p. Peirce, “The Fixation of Belief,” in Amelie Rorty, Pragmatic Philosothy
: An Anthology. New York: Anchor Book. 1966. p.6.

" ...Hence, the sole object of inquiry is the settlement of opinion. We may fancy that
this is not enough for us, and that we seek, not merely an opinion, but a true. But put this fancy to the
test, and it proves groundless; for as soon as a firm belief is reached we are entirely satisfied, whether
the belief be true or false.” (Ibid., p. 9.)



“The essence of belief is the establishment of a habit, and different beliefs
are distinguished by the different modes of action to which they give rise. If beliefs do not
differ in this respect, if they appeas the doubt by producing the same rule of action, then no
mere differences in the manner of consciousness of them can make them different beliefs,. .”

(Charles p. Peirce, “How To Make Our Ideas Clear.” Amelie Rorty, Pragmatic Philosothv: An
Anthology. New York: Anchor Book, 1966 p.13.)



“You only puzzle yourself by talking of this metaphysical “truth” and
metaphysical “falsity,” that you know nothing about. All you have any dealings with are your
doubts and beliefs, with the course of life that forces new beliefs upon you and gives you
power to doubt old beliefs. Ifyour terms “truth” and “falsity” are taken in such senses as to be
definable in terms of doubt and belief and the course of experience. . . well and good: in that
case, you are only talking about doubt and belief. But if by truth and falsity you mean
something not definable in terms of doubt and belief in any way, then you are talking of
entities of whose existence you can know nothing, . . . Your problems would be greatly
simplified if, instead of saying that you want ot know the “truth,” you were simply to say that
you want to attain a state of belief unassialable by doubt.” (Charles p. Peirce, “What
Pragmatism is”in Amelie Rorty, Pragmatic Philosophy: An Anthology. New York: Anchor
Book, 1966. pp. 19-20.)



(method of tenacity)
(method of authority) (method of a priori) (sceintific
method)
(the real)

(established  truth)

(method of a priori)

"ICharles p. Peirce, “The Fixation of Belief,” pp. 11-12.
"rfiC.J. Misak, Truth and The End of Inquiry: A Peircean Account of Truth.
Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1991. p. 54.



enc

How To Make Our Ideas Clear

(sign)
(sign)
(thoughts) (object)
(interprétant of sign) “ n
( index)
(individual object)
incon
(similarity or resemblance)

“It appears, then, that the rule for attaining . . .clearness of apprehension is
as follow: consider what effects, which might conceivably have practical bearings, we
conceive the objects of our conception to have. Then, our conception of these effects is the
whole of our conception of the object” (Charles p. Pierce, “How To Make Our Ideas Clear,” p.
15.)



(derive) r

(proper effect) logical interprétant of sign

(rule / habite)

(object) (index)
05

(laws) (subjunctive conditional)
(counterfactual conditional) L -
..." (If pthen g and if~p then - q)

“ACharles p. Peirce, “A Survey of Pragmatism,” pp. 33-39. and C.B.
Christensen, “Peirce’s Transformation of Kant,” Review of Metaphvsic 48 (September 1994),
pp. 98-106. and: . J. Misak, Truth and The End of Inquiry: A Peircean Acount of Truth, pp.
12-21
¢. J. Misak, Truth and The End of Inquiry: A Peircean Acount of Truth.
pp. 4-8, 11.



(intellectual concept) f

(object) (the IEA]*®

(truth)

(fated to be absolutely agreed)

( Charles p. Peirce, “A Survey of Pragmatism,” pp.29-31
and John Dewey, “The Development of American Pragmatism,” pp.203-210. in Amelie Rorty,
ed. Pragmatic Philosophy.)

°“the opinion which is fated to be absolutely agreed to by all who
investigate, is what we mean by the truth, and the object represented in this opinion is the
real.” (Charles p. Peirce, “How To Make Our Ideas Clear,” p. 17.)

A. J. Ayer, The Origins of Pragmatism, p. 18. and | B. Christenzen,

“Peirce’s Transformation of Kant,” pp. 116-117)



()

(real

causal propencity) ( )

(stand in the long run)

“Charles p. Peirce, “ The Fixation of Belief,” p. 10.

Richard L. Kirkham, Theories of Truth: A Critical Introduction.

pp. 82-83.



(is true)
14 ”

(correspondence to reality)

(incidental)

(object)

(icon) (background knowledge)

(interpretation-laden)

c. B. Christenzen, “Peirc’s Transformation of Kant,” p. 116-117.
Richard Rorty, “Pragmatism, Davidson and Truth,” in Pual
Horwich, ed. Theories of Truth. Aldershot: Darmouth, 1994. pp. 446-448.

Richard L. Kirkham, Theories of Truth: A Critical Introduction, p. 84.



(fallible)

(absolute truth)

(here and now)

dA. J. Ayer, The Origins of Pragmatism, pp. 23-24.
c. J. Misak, Truht and The End of Inquiry: A Peircean Acount of Truth, pp.

51-54.



srar

(dogmatism)

(William James 1842 - 1910)
(method)
ragmatic method ragmatic rule) enetic
( prag prag g

”

theory of truth
(agree with reality) “ " (reality)

“ " (agreement) 8

(absolute truth)

William James, Pragmatism. London:; Harvard University Press, 1975.

p. %.



*0

thing-in-itself

(percepts) (concept)

(object) (subject)

°Ihid., pp. 106-107. and John p. Murphy, Pragmatism: From Peirce to
Davidson. Oxford:  estview, 1990. pp. 49-50.
William James, Some Problems of Philosophy. New York:

Greenwood Press, 1968. pp. 47-111.



(intellectual innovetion)

made)

(direct object)

(preconceptual)

(copy)

(flux of experience)

*

(ready-

(plastic world)

(man-made)

(incorrigibility)®

" (agree with)

“william James, Pragmatism, pp.l 15-129.



(antiskepticism)

“To ‘agree’, in the widest sense with reality, can only means to be guided
either straight up to it or into its surroundings, or to be put into such working touch with it as
to handle either it or something connected with it better than if we disagreed.” (Ibid., p.102)

® “Pragmatism, . . . asks its usaul question. “Grant an idea or belief to be
true,” it say, “What concret difference will its being true make in anyone’s actual life? How
will the truth be realized ? What experiences will be different from those which would obtain

if the belief were false ? What, in short, is the truth’s cash-value in experiential term ?” (Ibid.,



(becomes true)
genetic theory of truth

(becoming true) 01 (being true instrumentallyf *

the shelf)

Ibid.

* John P. Murphy, Pragmatism: From Peirce to Davidson, p. 51.

(put on



(process of verification)



(Sro

(dogma) “

(expedient)

(usefullness of prediction)

‘The true,’ to put it very briefly, is only the expedient in the way of our
thinking, just as ‘the right’ is only the expedient in the way of our behaving. Expedient in
almost any fashion; and expedient in the long run and on the whole of course; for what meets
expediently all the experience in sight won't neccessarily meet all farther experiences equally
satisfactorily. Experiences, as we know, has ways of boiling over, and making Us correct our
present formulas. (William James, Pragmatism, p. 106.)

Ibid., p. 42.

Ibid., pp. 42-43.



(explain or predict)

AHilary Putnam, Pragmatism: An Open Question. Massachusetts: Blackwell,
1995. pp.8-10.

°A. J. Ayer, The Origins of Pragmatism, p. 201.



(good)

good

(John Dewey 1859 -1952)

(inquiry)

(teleological mind) Principle of Psychology

(Behaviorism)

Richard L. Kirkham, Theories of Truth: A Critical

Introduction, pp. 95-99.



(inferior organisms)

(intelligence)
(judgement)

(teleological mind)

(assertibility or

warranted assertion)

(propositions) (subject-matter)

John Dewey, “The Development of American Pragmatism,” in Amelie
Rorty, Pragmatic Philosophy: An Anthology. New York: Anchor Book, 1966. pp. 214-215.
John Dewey, “The Function of Logic,” in Amelie Rorty, Pragmatic

Philosophy: An Anthology. New York: Anchor Book, 1966. pp. 253-255.



(judgment)

(token sentense) (means)

()

(discourse)

—_—

(the character of the operational procedure) !

a

() ()

(@ priori assumption)

b*John Dewey, “ Proposition, Warranted Assertibility, and Truth,” in Ernest
Nagel and Richard B. Brandt, eds. Meaning and Knowledge: Systematic Readings in

Epistemology. New York: Harcourt, Brace & World, 1965. p. 156.



operational and behavioral

procedures

(subject-matter)

(warranted assertion)

Ihid., pp. 156-159.



(method a priori)

operational and behavioral procedures

“1f ideas, meanings, conceptions, notions, theories, systems are instrumental
to an active reoganization of the given environment, to aremoval of some specific trouble and
perplexity, then the test of their validity and value lies in accomplishing this work. If they
succeed in their office, they are reliable, sound, valid, good, true. If they fail to clear up
confusion, to eliminate defects, if they increase confusion, uncertainty and evil when they are
acted upon, then they are false.” (John Dewey, Reconstruction in Philosophy. New York: A

Mentor Book, 1953. p. 128)



functionalism

(instrumentalism)

“Pragmatism” .

v Ouine)

(go around)

( William James, Pragmatism, pp. 27-28.)

lohn Dewey, Experience and Nature. New York: Dover, 1975. pp. 166-207.

quoted in John p. Murphy, Pragmatism: From Peirce to Davidson, pp. 80-81.



(empirical)

(Donald Davidson)

(sense / intention)

(stimulation)

(extension)

(hermanutic  circle)*



(Richard Rorty) (pragmatist)

*

, (external object)
(conceptual scheme)

(the
mind as mirror of nature) !
(confrontation)

(ideas and objects)

John p. Murphy, Pragmatism: From

Peirce to Davidson, pp. 79-116.
Richard Rorty, Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature. Oxford:
Basil Blackwell, 1980.: shapter iv-vi. Richard Rorty, “Pragmatism, Davidson and

Truth,” in Pual Horwich, Theories of Truth, pp. 443-465,

(2535): 121



(conversation) (social practice)

(metapractice)

(truth as “what it is a good for B

to believe”) (object)

" (warranted assertibility)

(truth as “contact with reality”)

(representation thesis)

Richard Rorty, Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature, pp. 170-172.

Ibid., p. 269.



(coherence) ,

“ ” (conversation)

“For the Quine-Sellars approach to epistemology, to say that truth and
knowledge can only be judged by the standards of the inquirers of our own day is not to say
that human knowledge is less noble or important, or more “cut off from the world,” than we
had thought. It is merely to say that nothing counts asjustification unless by reference to what
we already accept, and that there is no way to get outside our beliefs and our language so as to
find some test other than coherence.” (Ibid., p. 178.)

* (language game) Philosophical
Investigations

rf°Hilary Putnam. Pragmatism: An Open Question, pp. 32-38.



(“inner”)

(frame work) (perspective)

(Putnam, Hilary 1981, 1995)

Holism ,

(hermanutic circle)
°Richard Rorty, “Pragmatism, Davidson and Truth,” pp. 454-455.

Richard Rorty, Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature, p. 308.



(thing in-itself)

1 '

(conceptualized reality)

“Hilary Putnam, Reason. Truth, and History. New York: Cambridge

University Press, 1987. p. 49.
“For an internalist like myself, the situation is quite diffemt. In internalist
view also, sings do not intrinsically correspond to objects, independently of how those sings

are employed and by whom. But a sign that is actually employed in a partucular way by a



(some sort of (idealized) rational

acceptability)

(justification here and now)

(convergent)®

particular community of users can correspond to particular objects Within the conceptual
scheme ofthose users. ‘Objects’ do not exist independently of conceptual schemes. We cut up
the world into objects when we introduce one or another scheme of description. Since the
objects and the signs are alike internal to the scheme of description, it is possible to say what
matches what.” (Ibid., p. 52.)

Ibid., p. 56.



(forms of life)

(practical reason)

(fallibilism)

Hilary Putnam, Pragmatism : An Open Question, pp. 44-52.



(relativism)

deflationary theories desquotationary theories “p™ Is true’ if and
only if p’
“Is true”
“ls true”
(proposition)
deflationary theories
(truth-bearer)

Richard L. Kirkham, Theories of Truth: A Critical Introduction, p.311.



(deep structure)

(intention) ¢ ” (“|S true”)

[ 1} ”

1
| do” I
promise”
“p” ' “p”
» (It is true that)
redundancy theory (F.p. Ramsey 1927)

. (true) ‘o, (false)

Prosentential theory

" (It is true that / It is true)

(anaphor for some

antecedent / prosentences) “ " : ",



do such deflationary theories
/

redundency theory

Deflationary theories

“Is true”

an Haack, Philosophy of Logic, pp. 127-134, and Richard L. Kirkham,

Theories of Truth: A Critical Introduction, pp. 325-329.

Minimalism
prosentential theory
minimalists
minimalism
Deflationary theory minimalism John

O’Leary-Hawthome, and Graham Oppy, “Minimalism and Truth,” Nous 3l (Jan. 1997) 170 -

196.
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