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Before June 1905, Russell does nat treat the
problem of trﬁth at léagth; but in the five subsquent
years he devotes a number of important papers to the
guestion: What is Truth? In his attempt to find the'ans—
wer to this question in the‘foilowiné few years,lhe cri- |
ticiées and rejects all othe revalant theories of the
time. In ponseqyence-Russelgrzi\;gzg‘?Ufestablish his owQ/
view on the nature af-fruth in 1910. A: ) ¢
The aiﬁﬁof this thésis ;s go present a unified
view of the whole period, with itsi@ifferenﬁ aspects
and their evaluatioé._Tﬁis unified view will @epresent a
transition from the initial indecision of 1905 to a
definite formulatidn of the notion of ttruth' in 1910. In °
the controversieé of this transitional period, certain

een pointed out,

defects of the then prevalant views have

~ ¢
apart from those of Russell. Certain defpcts in Russell's

.

criticisms have also been pointed out.<Finally it has

beeh shown~that_Ruséell‘s own positive notion of 'truth'

AR Y

is also not an adequate one.
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I came hedre once upon a time

And I had| & life, and Ir lived
And I lived for You

And one day 9
Shall.silently pass away ¥or ever
And then, ... then what

I don't know the triuth )
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. INTRODUCTION

One important feature of Russell's philosophy @s
revealed by its transitional nature: Russell continually
cﬁanges positions and is rarely content for long with
any doctrine he arrives at. This Heraclitegn naturélis
more or less present in all phases of h{é\philosoph@cal
writings. As A.J.A&er says, "He is inc6mparab1y ferfile

in ideas and uncommonly flexible in his handling of them".q

+

This is equally, perhaps specially, true -in regard to his
notion of truth. ‘
C
According to Russell taere are two phases in his

accounf of the-notion of 'truth'. The earlier one begins

in the beginning of this century; the later oﬁe beéiﬁs at
the latér part of the fourth decade of the same century. As
he puts it, '

THE QUESTION of the definition of
'truth' is one which I wrote about

at two different periods. Four essays
on this topic, written in the years
1906-9,(wsre)reprinted in Philosophical
Essays (1910). I took up the subject
again in the late 'thirtigs ...2 ’

1Ayer, A.J. Russell and lMoore: The Analytical
Heritage, Macmillan and Co. Ltd., London, 1971, p. 9

2Russell, B, My Philosophical Development, Simon
and. Scnuster, hew York, 1959, p. 175

et mm o
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However closer attention reveals at léast four
phases of Russell's theory of truth between 1900 and
1919 albone, viz., (a) Roses are Red Theory of Truth, 1900-
19053 (b) Period of indecision, 19C5-1910; (c) Multiple
ReIdtion Taneory, 1910—1933 and (d) Fropositicnal Theory,
1913 onwards.

In fact Russell ignores the period before 1906.
And when James writes to Russell, "One of the first things
I am going to do after I éet back to my own library is to
re-read the Chap. on Truth in yonr Phil. of K."," Russell
. replies, "I fear ycu.wonft_find much about 'Truth’' in my
Principles of Mathematics [190317.° In fact Russell's
serious writings on truth begins with 1905 as will become
clear in the fcllowing discussion.

Although Russell ignores tne beriod which preceeds

1906, scholars and critics nave tried t¢9 find out the true.:

nature of Russell's view on the nature of truth in that
‘period. The findings are mainly negative, discussions

are mainly critical. But whatever tae nature of tne find-

ings and discussions are, they are based on some foundation.

- The ﬁpundationﬂ-sketchy, scattered and unfinisaed though

1James‘ letter to Russell, dated, October 4, 1908,
printed in.villiam James' The Meaning of Truth, Harvard
University Press, Massachusetts, 1975, pp. 299-300

2Russell’s reply to James, Ibid., p. 300

[ R S g -
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it may be, nas received different treatments from differ-
. ’ o
ent c¢ritids. The only common aspeet in tne whole matter
is that, wuatever view Russell has at that time is, in

this way or that, very closely connected with his notion

o~

af\a proposition.

' Sometning may be said about th? extent of the
periéd under discussion. From Russell's own view, this
period seems to be that of 1906-1909. éut it may fairly be
said that this period begins with 1905; and théﬂunpubllshed
paper of June 1905 contains all the distinqtive charécter-
istics of the whole period. Moreover, this paper containsﬁ
certain views on the nafure of "fact' and the nature of -~
'object' jof belief which have bearing on hislpositive
views on the nature of truth. o the other hand, though,
all tae main papers and dlsqussions appear by tne year
1909, yet one brief paper on William James appears in 1910,

after the death of James. Moreover, in this period the s

£

most important paper on 'truth', which marks the first

definite formulation of his view, appears for the first

4

time with the publication of his' Philosophical Essays in

1910, For these reasons, the extent of this period can
better be defined as between 1905 and 1940.

Russell's notion of truth befoge the period

=/
' 1905«1910 is found in The Prihciples of Mathematics (1903),

v
and in the third of his series of papers "Meinong's Theory

of Complexes and Assumptions" (1y04), A retrospect of fhis

-

ey



timexbefore 1905 . may not be unwortHWL;le: ihe purpose
of this retrospect.is not ;\detailed discussion of Russell's .
‘posiﬁlon'bﬁfore 1905, b?cause the extent of this thgsis
does not feguire that, and secondly;because the Tretrospect
is only to get an idea.aslto how a new period be.ins 1n
1905

L)

In The Principles of'Mathematics,‘Russell sives

only four pages to the problem of 'truth'. The first consi-
deration taat Russel]l gives to.'truth' in this work 1s

connected with the definition of pure mathematics. Russell
- .
s3ys, _ .
PURE Mathematics is the class of all
propositions of the form "p implies
q," where p and q are propositions ...
and néither p nor g contains any
. constants except logical constants.
And logical constants are all ngiions

' definable in tegrms of the followlng:
i . Implication, the relation of & term
t to a class ..., the notion.of such
that, ... and such further notions ...
In addition te these, mathematics uses
~ a notion which is not a constituent \ -
g~ of the propositions which it considers, .
namely tne notion of truth.l’ -

v,

It is observaole that Russell is mainly concerned
w1tn<f;;§position"and only least concerned with the
notion of truth.at this time. when next Ruséell‘considers

: , 'tne notion of 'trutu', he does not conglder'it for xnowing
any criterion for or meaning of 'érutn‘, or for knowing

kJ

% \vjﬁziééjl’ B. The Principles of dathematics, George
i Allen and ¥wwin Ltd., Loudon, 1972, p. 3 .

- . Vd -




truth iLself‘ls. llis main concern 1s thg notion of
prop&iitlon in connection with the definition of mathe-
matics and consegquently the distinction between true and
false propositions. Thus he asks the question, Jﬁoﬁ does
a proposition differ by bbing agtually true from what it
would be as an entity if it were not true?"’ And he

holds that truth is the quality of non-psychological

assertion of a proposition. This view 1s not tenable and

Russell 1s aware of 1t. To put the whole point in his

language, "true propositions nave a gquality not belonging

tg, false ones, a quality which; in a nQn—psychological
sense, may be called being asserted. Yet tﬁﬁre are grave

difficulties in forming a consistent theory on this

polnt ... e *

24N

Thus admittin, the grave ifficulp&gs, he goes on

O
to claim that 'truth' or 'falsehood! has either an internzl

hY 2

or an external relation with a proposition.3 To understand

3
——

Russell's cldim it is necessary to understand what Russell
means by the nature of internal and ext.rnal rela;fbns
1n connection with propositions. Here Russell distingui-

shes' between asserted anld unasserted propositions, as for

L)
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example, between (a) Caesar died and (b) the deathhgf
Caesar. In the unasserted proposition, the verb becomes
the verbal noun.

In consequence, Dr. Griffin distinguishes them as,
" t'verbal propositions' (those whose verb occurs as verb)
and ‘nomlnaiized propositicns' (whose verb occurs as a

1

verbal noun)"; Dr. Griffin further continues that, "the

[

distinction between verbal and nominaliéed propositions
is not equivalent to the distinction between asse{ted and
unasserted propositi?ﬂs, for, while all nominalized propo-
sitions are'unasserted, some unasserted propositions are
verbal. Thus being a verbal proposition is a necessary,
but not sufficient, condition for being an aséertéd-propo;
31tlon".2

. In this context Russell hblds that "the death of
Caesar" has an external relation to truth or falsehaod
(as tne case may be), whereas "Caesar died“ in some way
or other contains its own truth or falsehood as an ‘ele-
@entpﬁ That 1s, asserted propositions’contain trutﬁ or
féisehood 1n itself or és an internal relation; but the

unassetrted propositions<ccontain truth or falsehood as a

relation external to the PropOSition.‘

- k)

T o

1Gr1ffin, H. "The Roses are Red Theory of Truth",
ungublished paper, MclMaster University, Canada, 1977, p. 6

2Ibid{, pp. 6=7

" “Russell, B. The Principles of Mathematics, p. 48

{
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But here also Russell only considers the relations
of the propositions with truth or falsehood and does not
say (and has of course nothing to say since fhey are un-
analysable) about the nature or meaning of 'truth' or 'false-
hoodi.‘lnjthis case also Russell is in great difficulty and
holds tha% "[this difficulty]l] seems to be inherent in the
very mnature of truth and falsehood, [andl is one with which

1

I do not know phow to deal satisfdctorily".

’ Thusfthough Russell does not know the nature of

" truth, ang/he is aware of grave difficulties in his view, he
still mayntains that, "It is also almost impossible, at

least to me, to divorce assertion from truth".2 This unsatis-
factory, difficult and incomplete view, with which Russell
himself does not know what to do, is his view upto 1903.

J The situation however, does not improve much with
the following year (1904). Russell still retains the view
that truth ?nd falsehood are the unanalysable properties
0of propositions. Andnin the third paper of -the series
"Meinong's Theory of Complexes and Assumptions”, Rﬁséell
holds it to be a correct view that there is no problem ‘at

[
‘all in truth apd falsehood.5 This seems to mean that the

Mbid., p. 48

°Ibid., p. 504 _ ‘ .
. 5Russell,'B. "Meinong's Theorj of Comrlexes and
Assumptions (III)", Mind, 1904, p. 523 |

-
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solution of the problem of truth and fzlsehood is so
simple that it 1s not usually recognised as @ solution.
It is in this utterly simple manner that Russell conti-
nues to say, '"some propositions are tryg, and some false,
Just as some roses are red and some w‘r.ite".1 In conse-
quence Dr. Griffin describes this view as "The Roses are
Red Theory of Truth".

And though Russell says that tnere is no b;oblem
in truth and falsehood, he cannot ignore the concepts,
and‘the re%ult consists (gs seen above) in inquiries
without any definité and firm result: it is as if a.scien-

tist's experiments with new and probable hypotheses. None

turns to be satisfactory, and his position seems to swing

from one idea to anotlier. But this is how human knowledge
aevelops; and in Bussell's case the vacillations are most
clearly visible in his paper on "The Nature of Truth"™ of
June 1905. And this paper is what determines the whole
character of tne period 1905-1910. This is clear when

Russell writes, -
Two questions, theoretically distinct, !
but very hard to discuss sepzrately,
are included in the subjects wanich I
wish to deal with. The first is: What
are truth and falsehood themseives?
the second, what kinds of things are
true or false? On the first guestion,
I have no positive doctrine to advocate,

s §
e

T1vid., p. 523

rd



but am content to try.and refute whatever
positive doctrine comes into our discu-
ssion.’

On the nature of truth this periodrof 1905=1910
is pre-dominantly characterised by this negative and
critical attitude with a later positive‘development of
Russell's own. view. Thus, throughout this whole period,
all his puéliéhed and unpublished papers on truth (except
onee) are the criticisms of this or that theory, or the
rev1ews of this or that book on truth..

It may therefore be argued that the total nature
of this period is three-fold in character. First, it is
transitional. It makes a transition from the earlier
‘uncertainties to a later positive view. Secondly,. tie
whole period is critical and consists in the criticisms
of the other prevalent theories of that time. Thirdly,
this period is formetive in charagter. Starting in 1905
without any positive netlon of truth, Russell arrives at
one at the end of the period: ) 3
In‘the strict sense, the theories which Russell

criticises mainly in this period are the pragmatic theory

'y

L, o
Russell B.. "The Nature of Truth", unpublished
paper of Juns 1905, Russell Archives reference no. 220..
010890, McMaster University, Canada, menuscript p. 1, my
1tallcs, henceforth referred to as the unpuollshed paper
of June 1905.

2The last chapter of' Russell's Philosorhical Essays

g
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of truth and tge‘ooherengk theory of truth. Only a very
brief review of the correspondence theory of truth is
found in the unpubliéhea’oaper of June 1905. Russell's
discussion of the pragmatic theory and coherence will
take place in two separate chapters. Russell's sketdhy
and brief discussion on toe correspondence theory may be
discussed here. |

%pough Russell rejects the correspondence theory
in his unpublishea paper of June,1905,‘yet a hint of the
- negative attitude towards this theory is found in the
year before, in his paper on Meinong. Siﬁcé, according to
the, correspondence theory truth con81sts in the correspon—
dence of judgment with reallty, the Judgment is a relatum
to be appropriately related with reality. Against such a

relation of correspondence, Russell retorts, regarding

judgments and propositions, that they "cannot be merely

»

imaginary relata for what appears as a relation of presen- .

tation or J'udgxm'ent".‘1 Ruosell~considers here thelidealistic
notion of correspondenoe\as a mattfr of imagination. From
a simiiar context Russell again affirms that "an erroneous
judgment aRb (i.e. "a has the relétion R to b") might be
composed of the presentatlons of a and R and b sultably

-

related, and might have no corresponding obaect" 2

Russell B. "Meinong's Theory of Complexes and
assumptlons (I1I. )", p. 509 -

2101&., p. 517

r
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However, Russell's explicit attitude towards the.
ccorrespondence theory of truth is clear from the following
quotation.

The definition of truth by corres-
pondence is certainly the one which
appeals most to the plain man. "Truth
consists, it tells us, in the .corres-
pondence.of ideas wWith reality." A
muddlied form of this definition is to
be found in Locke, whose claim to be
regarded - as a-philosopher seems to be
derived from his having put together
all the mistakes' that unphilosophical
people are prone to commit. One may
often hear such people saying, with an
air of profoundity, that truth consists
. in agreément between the 'order of
thought and the order of thHings.”

Russell's criticism of this view is that, sometimes
our ideas or the order of our thoughts do not exactly

correspondzw{th the reality and we fail to understand -that.

" Russell also raises objection against what is meant by

'correspondence'.2

Thus if anyone thinks that a Banker's
'cierk is descéndingffrom a bus and a?ter a second look he
sees 1t to be a hippopotamus, the firsf idea fails to corres-
pénd to reality.‘But for Russell, the first idea is nbt

thet of a Banker's cie:k, but the whol&’ idea that, "that-
a—Banker's~clérk-is-descénding-fromwthat—‘bus-gt-that— .

momen‘c".3 The reason why this idea does not correspond

qiussell, B. The unpublished paper of June 1905,
manuscript p. 3- . '

°Ibid., p. 3
5Tvid., p. &

°

LN
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with reality is that, at that moment a Banker's clerk.
‘was not descending from the bus; and hence this is not
true because it is mot true that’a Banker's clerk was
;xdescending from the bus at that moment. So, the relation
between 'truth' and 'correspondence' is becoming circular;.
1f the idea of the Banker's elerk's descending is 'true',
then it corresponds with reality and this idea corres-
ponds with reality if it is true. As Russell puts it:
An idea 1s to be true when it corres-
ponds with reality, i.e. when it is
' true that it corresponds with reality,
i.&. when the ide& that it corresponds -
wlth reality corresponds with reality,
and so on.n
But this criticism does not seem to be a sound
one. This may be made clear by taking a predicate T for
‘a proposition p, such that p is true if and only if Ip.
. Then it follon that,

P, and then

Tp =
TTp = Tp, and so on. - ’ o

But this does not make the congept of truth absurd, ana if
it does, what would be aﬁsurd is thé'b;edicate‘g which
_stands for 'it is true that', not this or that.accgunt of
what this predicate means. This kind of e¢riticism of

Russell can be’'placed agsinst any theory of truth and

TIpid., p. 4

.
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Russell uses it against the pragmatib theory of truth.q

It may also be meﬂtioned here tﬂé% tﬁough Russell 1
rejects the correspondénce theory ;f ﬁruth, by 1910 he
adopts some form of this theory as a part of his own view.

In his unpublished paper of June 1905, Russell
next explaig; his own viey on the nature of facts and
the nature of the objects of belief. This is discussed in
the chapter (of this thesis) on Russell's posit@ve views
on truth. However, aitér explaining his views'on the nature
of facts and the obJects of belief, ﬁusé@lijholds‘that,.
"The correspondence-theory placed truth and fal§ehood in &
relation between belief and its object; I wish to place
them wholly in the object",2 which indicates that»he still
maintains the 'roses are red' theofy. Russell next proceeds
to combét the coherence theory of truth, which has been
dealt with in a separate chapter of this thesis. .

Last of all, it éay be said that the whole dis-~
cussion of this thesis has been pursued both from historical
and critical-analytical perspecﬁives. Historical perspective
n

is due to fhe demand of the nature of the problem, which

extends over.a period of a few years and involves certain

. ! s
historical personalities, vi%ws and schools. The critical-

© 13 , - .

"1Russell, B. Philosophical Essays, Simén‘and
Schuster, New York, from 1966 @ of George Allen and Unwin™
Ltd., p. 125 S ~

2Russell, B. The unpublished paper of June 1905,
manuscript p. 7
hY . -

<
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analytical perspective presupposes a cértain amount of
the exposition of the vie@s and that has been done. The
critical-analytical perspective itself is due to the’
‘Eé}andé of the nature of the views and. the argument-

instances, upon which the views rest. However, the dis-

cussion of chapter one may now be started.

-/
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Chapter I

RUSSELL'S PROBLzZMS WITH T.E PRAGMATIC THEORY OF TRUTH ,

Russell's criticisms of the pragmatic theory of

*truth consist mainl; of the criticisms of James' notion

of truth. These criticisms appear in his papers "Trans-—

atlantic 'Truth' " and "Prégmatism"; both of wnich were

reprinted in his Philosophical £ssays. While criticising

James' views, Russell also makes brief criticisms or
comments on Peirce's, Schiller's and Dewey's Qiews in the
above two papers and aldo in other places in his writings.
In this chapter an attempt will be made to discuss Russell's
criticisms of thne pragmatic theory of truth and to examine
how far the criticisms are sétisfactory. For this purpose,
the pragmatic theory of truth may first be explained. Let
us start with C. S. Peirce. - '
In his gaﬁer "gow to Make Qur Ideas Cleaf", Peirce
says tnat "we come‘%okn to wﬁat is tangible and conceivably
pra:fical, as the root of every real aistinction of thougnt,
... and thereiis no distinction of meening so fine as to
consist in énything but a possible c¢iffzrence of practlce".1

St N

&

1 . P . . e .
Buchler, J. (ed., rhilosop..ical wWritings of Peirce,
vover Publicsticans Inc., wsew York, 1955, . ov

15
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G. Ezorsky considers this view of P%}rce as giving the
‘best understanding of the pragmatic theor;gs of i:ruth./l
Tﬁls is because the notion of 'practical difference’ is
the main notion of the whole pragmatic theory of truth and
the pragmatic tradition. Another al%pect of the pragmatic
tradition is clear in Peirce's view when,, reé;rding the
beliefs, doubts and disputes in philosophy, he says that
"Philosophy ousht to imitate the successful sciences in
its methods, so far as to proceed only from tangible pre-

2

misses ...".” But though some 1dea of the nature of the

pragmatic theory of truth chin be Sbﬁalned from Peirce's
writings, yet he does not develop his theory of truth.
Peirce's view prevails in history as a method in philosophy.
But primarily as a theory of truth, pragmatism has been
revived and reformulated in 1898 by William James and then
it has been further developed, expanded and disseminated

by John Dewey and F. C. S. Schiller.5 We may now, there-
fore, turn to these other authors. |

James' treatment of pragmatism is both like and

unlike the views of Peirce. James accepts Peirce's

1Ezorsky, G. "Pragmatic Theory of Truth" in Paul
Ediards (ed.) Tne =ncyclopedia of Philosophy, Macmillan
Publishing Co., Inc. & The Free Press, hkew York, 1972,
vol. VI, p. &27 .

s 2Buchler, J. Philosophical Writinzs of Peirce, p.229

3T’nayer, ii. S. "Pragmatism", in The Encyclopedia
of Philosophy, vol. VI, p. 431 S
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methodological approach of practjcal conseguences. This
15 clear when James says,

The pragmatic method is primarily

- a method of settling metaphysical
disputes that otherwise might
be interminable. Is the world one
or many? -~ fated or free? - material
.or spifitual? -~ here are notions
either of which may or may not hold
good of the world; and @gsputes
over such notions are urfending. The
pragmatic method in such cases is
to try to interpret each notion by
tracing its respective practical
consequences. What difference would
it practically make to any one if
this notion rather than that notion

\ were true? If no practical differ-

‘snce whatever can be traced, then
tﬁe alterngtives mean practlcally
the same thing, and all dispute is
idle. Whenever a dispute is serious,
we ought to able to show some prac-—
tical difference that must follow
from one side or the other's being
right.1

It is further said about this method <hat "It Rps
no dogmas, and no doctrine save its method", and this

« method is "The attitude of lookinz away from first things,

principles, 'categories,' supposed necessities; and of

looking towards last things, fruits, conseguences, facts".2

This is a divergence from Peirce, whose method proceeds

from the premisses of science and conversely does not

/‘

Janes, W. Pragmatism, A New Name for Some 014 .Jdys
of Thnikins, Lonzmans, Green and Co., London, 1928, pp. 45-40,
hencefortrn referred to as Pragmatism : <

2

Ibid., pp. 54-55
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intend to look away from principles, categories and

supposed necessities. But JQmes extends this method to

N

the theory of truth and holds that -"Meanwhile the word

pra.matism has come to be used i1n a still wilder sense,

1

as meaning; also a certain theory of truth", and that

pragmatism is "first, a method; and secénd, a genetic
theory of wanat.is meant by truth".2 )
James holds in common with prevailing theories of
truth which he calls 'intellectualist®, that "Truth ...
is a property of certain of our ideas. It means their
agreement,' as falsity means their disagreement, with
'reality.’ "BMﬁt may be mentioned here that James main-
éains‘tnroughqut'his career this view that truth repre-—
sents a property of our ideas.4 By reality James means
"erther ‘concrete facts, or abstract kindé of thing and
relations perceived intuitively vetween them. They fur-
thermore and thirdly mean, as things that new ideas of

ours must no less take account of, the whole body of

other truths already in our possession".5 As to the

1., ~
Ivid., . 55

)]

I5id., pp. ©5-66
®Ibid., p. 198 ‘

James, 7. The Meanlng of Truth Harvard Unlverswty
Press, Massachusetts, 19/5, p. 8

5James, d. Pragrmatism, p. 212°
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apreement, 1t means, "To 'arree' in the widest sense

with a reality can only mgan to be gpuirded eirt.er ctraicht

up to it or into 1ts surjéundincs, or to be put 1into
/

such/working touch with 1t as to handle =ither it or

somethin,, connected with it better than if we disag_reed".1

In thi. way tué “"True ideag are those that we can 3ssimi-

late, validate, corroborate 'and ver1fy".2 And truth 1is

made by the process of verification and validation of the
idea. All these processes,

again signify certain practical
consequences of the verified and
validated i1dea. It is hard to
« find any one phrase that charac-
terizes these consequences better
than the ordindry agreement-formula -
just such congequences beirng what
we have in migd- whenever we say
that our ideas 'agree' with reality.
They lead us, namely, through the
acts and other ideag which thney ins-
tizate, into or up to, or towards,
other parts of experience with wnich
we feel all tife while - such feeling
being among our potentialities -
that the original ideas remain in
agreement. The connexions and' tran-
sitions come to us from point to
point as being progressive, Larmo- -
nious, satisfactory. This function
of asreeable leading is what we
mean by an idea's vérification.?

AY

The whole accoun®% can be summarised in a statement

“%.\

Ibid., p. 201

Lid., ppr. 201-202, my italics
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that the "account of Truth is an account og truths in

the plural, of processes of "leading, realized in rebus,
. . . : 1

and naving only- this quality in common, that they pay".

Or tuat, " 'The true,' to put it very briefly, is only

vhe expeddent 1in the way of our thinkineg, just as 'the

. ¥
richt' 15 only the exredient in the wayv of our behaving.

sxpedient in almost any fashion; and expedient in the long

-

run and on the whole of course ...".2 Ezrosky comments

ttiat, this is a "famous statement that shocked i(the gene-

3

rall philosophical community".
Frg% tuls account of James' views, it is clear

th.t 'truth' is a matter of three aspects, viz., )
(g‘ First, tre truth-process is a process of

1eadi§;, and "fully verified leadings 2re certzinly the

4
ori-inals and prototvpes of the truth-process".

(b) Secondly, the leading mus*t be agreeable, i.e.

must be progressive, .iarmonious and as well as satisfac-
tory. The progressive,.harmonious ahd satisfactory chara-
cter of agreeableness can be either intellectual or

rractical and thisfmay only mean the negative fact that

Ivid., p. 218

21pid., p. 222

' QEzorsky, G. The sncyclopedia of Philosopny,
vol. VI; p. 425

“James, W. Pragmatism, p. 200 ) .

B
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there is nothing contradictory.q

(¢) And *hirdly, in the agreeable processes of
‘ G
LA

leadings, the only common quality is that they pay. -
TQo more aspects of James' views are to bg taken
into account for déa;ing with Russell'S‘criticismg of
James. The first is that, like iree, James also gives
much emphasis to the,KSEIBh‘ science in formulating his
view of truth. He says, " 'truth' in our ideas and beliefs
means the_same thing that. it -means in science ... Any idea
upon which we can ride, so to speak; any idea that will
carry us prospefouély from one part of our experience to ,

any other part, linking things satisfactorily, working

securely, 'simplifying, saving labor; is true for Jjust so

much, true in so far forth, true inStrumentally ... the

view that truth in our ideas means tneir power to

'work,) ..;".2 Thus it is clear that James' notion of

truth is connected with that of science. Russell‘éiﬁes

much emphasis on this issue in criticising James.

Secondly, at -the outset of his discussion, James

makes a distinction between the tender-minded and the

tou: h-minded types of philosophy and phiioéophe:s and

characterise them in the following way.

1bid., p. 215

. ®Ibid.), p. 58 “, , ..
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THE TENDER-NMINDZD.

1
Rationalistic (going
by 'principles‘%,
Intellectualistic
Idealistic,

Optimistic,

22

THE TOUGH-MINDED.
Empiricist (going by
'facts'),
Sensationalistic,
Materialistic,

Pessimistic,

Religious, Irreligious,
Free-willist, Fatalistic,
Monis%ic, Pluralistic,
Dogmaticaly Sceptical.’

Russell discusses this.distinction in connection
with the pragmatic qftixude towards the notion of truth.
The pragmatic attitude of thi§-diétinction is tﬂat of
the reconciiiation of the two(types, and it has "a hanker- L)
ing for thezgqod'things on both sides of the line".2
James further holds about pragmétism that, "; have all
along béén offering it expressly as a mé&iator between ‘
tough-mindedness and tender—mindeéness”.5 \

Schiller's theory of truth, the next to be consi-

dered, may be dealt with under two heéads: "(a) the nature

of the grouﬁd oyér which the truth-valuation is used,

1pid., p. 12
“Ibid., p. 13

“O1bid., p. 269 -
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(b) the way in wanich our brlcks cohere, i.e. the ‘formal' .

" nature of truth®. 1

The nature of the ground of truth-valuation lies,
in Schiller's view, in the nature of 'facts'. The facts
can be apprehended, and the objecte of contemplaticn can
also become 'fact';‘when valued as fruﬁh. "The system of

truth therefore is constfucted by an interpretation of

'fact' .2 The next attempt is therefore thé search for
the concepts’and postnlates of the fundamental principles

of thought. Such conCepts and postulates are to be sought

“in the pragnaﬁlc pr1nc1ples. And since truth is not a

“f
—

matter of personal monopoly, it is to ve found in the 8001a1
recognition of its common property. "Hence in the fullest -
sense of Truth 1ts definition must be pragmatic. 3 And.

instead of other theories of truth, ohe can "try the
o ' &

alternative adventure of a thoroughly}and consistently

dependent truth, dependent that is, on human 1lifé& and

ministering to its needs, made by us and referrlng to our

‘absolute' and 'transcendent' ...f.“
| * Tgcniller, F. €. S. Humanism, dacmillan and Co.
Ltd., London, 1912, p: 57 ‘ ’ SN
- °Ipid., p. 57 | ‘
g 59 oo o

-4

4Schmller F, C. S. Studlee .in Humanism, Macmillan
and Co. Ltd., London, 4907, p. 185

e 2
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In a summary form, this view may be presented

as,
... the answer to the question. =~
what is Truth? .- to which our prag-
matism has conducted us, is this.
. As regards the psychical fact of the
. truth-valuation, Truth may be called
an ultimate attitude and specific
function of our intellectual activity.
As regards the objects valued as
'true,' Truth is that manipulation
of them which has after trial been
adopted as usefuly primarily for any
human end, but ultimately for éat
pexrfect harmony of our whole lNfe
‘which forms our final aspiration.”

. Like its adherents, this view also -makes some

reflections on the natufe of science. But unliké the pre-
, * § .
decessors, Schiller does not follow the methods of science,

Q >
but intends to determine the pragmatic purpose of science.
Thug, |

In any case ..¢ scientific knowledge
is not an ultimate and unamalysable
term in the explanation of things:
Science subordinates itself to the
needs and ends of life alike whether )
we regard its origin - practical :

necessity, or its criterion - prac- ,,,/

tical utility.2

Or agsin,

for what we wént to know in the
rscience will determine the question
Wwe put, and thezr ‘bearing dn the

- .
1Schil1er, F., C. S.‘Humanism3 p. &1

°Tbid., p. 105

/.
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questions puu will determine the
standing of the ansyers we attain.
If we can take the answers as rele-’
vant to our guestions -and conducive
to our ends, they will yleld ftruth';
if we cannot, . 'falsehood.'1.

-

<§r Apart from this scientific aépect of Sghfller's
huma 'sm,‘another‘importﬁnt aspect is his ethical coﬂéi-
depfiions. ‘He éoﬁsidegs\"the ethical conception of Good
las thel supreme authority over thé Yogical conceﬁtion
of True ... The Good becomgs a determinant both of the

1
‘True and of the Real ...".2 And “the predlcatlons of 'good!

and 'bad, * 'prng‘,énd,'false,‘ etc., may take rank with
the experiences of “Sﬁeet,‘ 'rgﬁ,‘ 'loud,’' 'hard,' etc.;
‘as ultimate facts which need be analysed no further".”?
Schiller’% view, as is thus evident, is in

csmpiete harmony{Qith the bas;p.sp?rit of James' views.
We may now turn to Dewe&'s views of the nature of‘trutﬂ.y
His views also are in harmony with those of his prede-
‘cessors. Like Peircs (of’whom Dewey was a_studeqt for
sometime), he also holds that refleétionlaﬁd knowledgé

arise because of- the 1ncompat1ble factors in the empiri-

cal s1tgaq10ns,4 and that, reflectlons become domingnt

Schlller, F. C S. Studles in Humanlsm, p. 152

2Schlller, F. C S. Humanlsm, p. 8

[

3Sch:.ller, F. C S. Studles in Humanlsm, p. 44

[

Dewey, Je Essays in nxperlmental nglc, Dover
Publlcatlons Inc., New York, 4955, pp- 9~WO - :

‘e
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in a situation when there is some trouble, active dis-

cordance and eonflicts émong the factors of a priori

- non-intellectual experience.1 To meet such a situation,

"we have (a) to locate the difficulty, and (b) to devise

a method of coping with it".2 The notion of truth follows

from an attempt to deal with such situctions. Thus it
is held that, : .

If ideas, meanlngs, conceptions,
notions, théories, systems are ins-
trumental to.an active reorganiza-
tion ofvthe given enviornment, to a
removal of some specific trouble -+

s and perplexity, then the test of
their wvalidity and value lies in
.accomplishing this work. If they
succeed in their office, they are
reliable, sound, valid, good, "true.
If they Tail to cléar up confusion,
to eliminate defects, if they increase
confusion, uncertainty and evil when
‘they are acted upon, they are false
... That which guides us truly is
true - demonstrated capacity for such .

. guidance is prec1se1y what is neant
- by truth.? K

-

This. account ‘of truth is further amplified by the
, - . ~
claim that, "The hypothesis that works is the true one;
and. truth is.an abstract noun applied to the colleption

of cases,.actual, foreseen and desired, that receive

'Ibid., p. o% . >
axbid.T p. 12, my italic

3Dewey, J. Reconstruction in' Philosophy, Henry

"Holt and Company, New York, 1920, p. 156
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confirmation ih their works and consequences". As to

the workability of truth, "It 1ncludes qullc and obaec-
tive conditions. It is not to be manlpulated by whim or
personal 1d10§yncrasy ,2 and Dewey continues by saying
that if utility ig meant for purely personal end, then
as a caonception of truth it is very repuléivé. In this
way~Dgyey emphasises a general notion of fruth instead of
any pebéonal or privatejone.

‘ T&hards the end of his)life, there occurs some
changes in Dewey's view, initiated by Russell's criticisms.

At, this time Dewey considers the mark of truth as some

sort of consequences of warranted assertlons.5 And he

descrlbes this view as the corresggndence theory of truth

in the operational sense of corregpondence.4 TH@S lgter

version alsq-retains its pragmatic character by taking -

the account of the conseguencés and operational senses.

Further discussion of this later version is not, of course,

necessary for the extent of Russell's criticisms between

~1905-1910. « s o ‘

To look for a unity or a disunity of these views

" which undergo. Russell's criticisms, a brief 'sketch may be

-

Y

YIbia., pp. 156-57 - .
. T ] .
. 2Ibid:, p. 157 &>

S 5Dewey, J. Problems of Men,aPhllosophlcal lerary
Inc., New York 1945, p. 555 .

.

Ibld., Pp. 243-44

USRSV U
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drawn on the basis of the discussions.

The notion of practical -consequences and differgnf
ces areipresent to a{l tne exponents. This unity of view
ié not however vitiated by the fact as to what is %o be =
understood by the meaning of '?racfical'. But whatever ‘
may be.fhe meaniqg of this word, it is connected with the
notion of ‘prac%ical life' of man. Secondly, all draw a
connection of their view with the notion of science.

Peirce, James and Dewey try to derive their views fragm

ﬂithe notion of sciences ® But. James diverges from Pelrcé by

> v

taKing metaphysical views into account as well, Both James

and Dewey give«va1Ues to the working hypgthesis of science.

On the othexr hand, "gchiller does-not connect science and

Dragmatlsm in the same way. He attempts to determlne the

«course .of science by a351gn1ng to 1t the pragmatlc value

in the normative way and he cons1ders truth to be a matter
*bﬁaethic&l consideration. While Peirce almbst exciusively

considers pragmaulsm as a method, James and Dewey consider

; it both as a method and a theory of truuh. They also take

it to give a criterion for and »he meanlng of truth. James
on the contrary considers also the concrete and particular
aspects of the practical conseguences.”

- Russell's criticisms of the pragmatic theory of
truth may now be discussed. Sometimes his criticisms are
, 4 - .
psychological, sometimes logical, sometimes concerned with

-

'scieace and sometimes of a general type. It is very

-

o —— — st et
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difficult to discuss them under a strict classification,

because, they are involved with different éfggmatists in

different ways and different contexts. If may be a conve-
nient way to diséﬁss thémjgs they occur in Russell's
writing, maintaining’as‘ﬁuch consistency as possible.

¢ Russell considers James' "Will to Believe" as an

~ introduction to pragmatism and that this esséy is chara-

cteristic of Jameﬁ' later views,1 and further considers

. ‘ . B

1t_as a transitioral doctrine, leading by a natural develop-
t -

ment to pragmatism‘2 In fact, though the. word pragmatism

is ngt explicifly present iq thig essay, yet the pragmatic
spirit is explicitly present gnd.the pbagmatic notion of .
truth is implicitly Bpesent Rere. James considers his’
"Will to Believe" as an essay in justification of (reli-

gious) faith,5 and briefly states its thesis as the

£
f

fo}lowingi W .

Qur passional nature not only

lawfully may, but must, decide an

option between propositions, when-

ever 1t 1s a genulne optlon that >
cannot by 1ts nature be decided on
intellectual grounds; for say,

under such circumstances, "Do not
decide, but leave the guestion

open," is itself a passional deci-

) sion, ~ just like deciding yes or p !
N N ;
, A " ‘ o
. ) 1Russe;>l, B. ‘Philosophical Essays, p. 81

2Russell B. History of Western Philosophy, George
Allen and Unwin Ltd.,‘Loda*n 19671, . 770

\ McDermott, J. J. (ed.) The Writings of William
- James, Rardom House Inc., New York, 1957, p. 717
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no, -~ and is attended with the
same risk of loosing the truth.’

"Scepticism, then, is not avoidance of option;

it is option of a certain particular kind of risk. Better

2

{
risk loss of truth than chance of error ...","~ and "We

must know the truth; and we must avoid error, - these are

w >

our first and great commandments as would-be knowers ...".

And in the case of the absence of any reason in favour of

i

any of twoLalternatives, one would accept one, if it gives

a passiona1
|

takes the account of religious and moral arguments and

_satisfaction. To establish thnis thesis, James

examples., -

One criticism of this position is that it involves
"the confusion bétween acting on an hypothesis [an optionl
and believing it".* Russell's example is that a scien-

tist may act on an hypothesis but may not belisvé it. More-

”» -
d

over, in the case of forced option between fwé rival
nypotheseg,'one may be forced to act on one of them, but
gné may not believe in’either; and the action.may be either
wrong or right, but’the belief since it does not exist can

be neither. And "the actual belief thast a probable hypothesis

Ibid., n. 723
Ibid., p. 732
Ibid., pp. 720-27

[ O

W

v

“Russeil, B. Philosophical Essays, p. 84
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1s true is apt to be a-ainderance to tne progress of

knowledge./l Again,

if, in the case of an option which
we have no rational means of deci-
ding, we believe one alternative at
a venture, we cannot be said to know,
even if, by good luck, we have chossen
the alternative wnich in fact is true

...the precept 'we must know the truth', ~

which James invokes, is irrelevant

to the issue ... The true precept of
veracity, which, includes both the
rursuit of truth and the avoidance of
arror, is this: 'We ought to give to
every proposition which we consider
as nearly as possible that degree.of
credence which is warranted by the
probability it acquires from the evi-

dence known to us.'2:

In this connection Russell criticises James' view
-

that immense numbers of people may hold immense numrbers of

differing beliefs and they may believe everything in the

r hope of getting as much truth as possible is to bractise

a wrong view.5 Russell argues that if, as James says that

knowledge is merely belief in true propositions, then the

first task of a knower would ve to maximise the number of

true beliefs. Thus, if there is a choice between two rival

options where there is no evidence for either, then the

best policy would be to believe both the options, since in

“hat wzy one is sure to get the one which is true.

'1bid., p. 85
2Thid., p. 86
5Tpid., pp. 8.~37
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Before commencing the criticism of the proper
pragmétic theory of truth, it may be held that Russell's
main front of attack is James' views among all the prazma-
tists and on the other hand James' main front of attack
is all other prevailing theories of truth. James" disquiet
is clear from the following quotation.

Common sense, common science s.. Or
idealistic philosophy, all seem
insufficiently true in some regard and
leave some dissatisfaction. It is
evident that the conflict of these .

- 80 widely differing systems obliges .
us to overhaul the very idea of truth,
for at present we have no definite
notion of what the word may mean.’ ,

This is James' attempt at preparing the ground for
establishing his own view. Whis commeny of Jémes occurs
just before the start of the discussion of his own view
of truth. And Russell.confro%ts this at tfe very Heginning

and holds that this is a mere non sequi ur.2 *

This criticism of Russell is corhect and accentable.
Russell makes 1t clear by the analogous argumeniNthat "A

damson—taft; a plum-tart, and a gooseberry-tart ma "all

overhaul the very notion of sweetness ..._?"5 In Russell's

view, therefore, the insufficiency of the ftruth of science,

?James, W. Pragmatism, p-. 192

2Russe;;g B, Philosophical Essays, p. 113

51bid., p. 113
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philosophy, ané common sense does not oblige us to

overhaul the prevailing (i.e. non-pragmafist) ideas of

truth. This can be made evident by an expmple. The expo-

nents of the coherence theory of trul consider all

-

IS

numan truth and knowledge to be 1nsurflclently true but
they do not, on that account, fqel tre need to adopt the
pn@gmﬁtic theory of truth.

.Buﬁ tre analogy which Russell makes here to break
through James' claim, itself opreaks down. When James cites
The examp}es’of science, ph?loséph L common éense, etc.,
ne covers,the main examples or theM;ijzéigms of the pufsuits
of knowledge where we can hope to find truth. But to cgntra-
dict nges' arcument, when Russeil cites ﬁhe examples of
damson-tart, plum-tart or .gooseberry-tart, as the examples
of sQeetness,_ne does not cover the main examples or the
paradigms or the better examples of sweet things. This is
not a fair analogy on Russell's par%@

fioreover, Russell holds thaf if we perceive that
damsop~*a t, rium-tart and éoosebevrv—tart are &ll insuffi-
fﬁﬂ§3°1y sweet, then we do Ynow what sweetness' 1s.q This

//argument is no= tenable. 2%15 maJ be made clear vy taklng

4

' two e¢xampleg. First, the

-

otion of goodness: one may know
that something ig insufficiently Sood without knowing
\v—-—‘&—-—-—u.,_\ " N ’
whag tre notion of 'goodness' itself is and if asked .to




PR Y.

Sttt et € e = o o e e -

T

define or %to explain the notion of éoodness,»one may

not be able to do tha® adequately. Secondly, without
nowing thé notion of truth in the true sense oflknbwing,
one can well knoQ or understand the results of‘s&me .
scientific investigation to be insufrficiently true or
inadequate. From this discussion it can be said that

though Russell's claim that Jameg' view is a non sequitur,

is correct, yet, the analogy which Russell us;;\tg/support
his claim is mot a good one.
One of the main criticisms of Russell against prag-

matic theory of truth is based on his distinction between

" the criterion and the meaning of truth and te make this

distinction clear ne takes, the example of a 1ib;arym Russeli
holds that the catalogue is the criterion byrﬁhich one can
know, whether a particular1book.is in the library or not. But
the fact that a book is in the library does not ﬁggg thét

it is mentioned in the catalogue, because there may be

“%ncatalogued books in the library. And again a book may

be mentioned in Ehe”cétalogue, but that does not mean that
the book is in the library, because, 'the book‘migﬁt have
been 1pst; Russell also holds that ‘a criterion may be & use-
ful criterion or ﬁay not be a useful criterion. "Speaking
abstractly, we may say that a property L is a criterion

of a property B when the same objects-possgss voth; and A

is a useful criterion of-.8 if it is easier to discover

‘wpethér'an objec% possesses the property A than whether
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it possesés the property B". L
on thls point.of the dlstlnctlon between criterion
and meanlng, neither James nor .Schiller is very .¢clear, and .

that 1f the pragmatlst afflrms that utility is a crlterlon

, of truth then there is much less to be said against “their

2

view and there are certalnly very few cases, if any, in

2.

wh;ch it is uséful to believe what is false.® "The chief |

criticism one would then have to make on pragmatism would

.

be to ‘deny thét'utility is a useful criterion, because it

,13 S0 often harder to determine whether a belief is useful

‘than whether it is true" 5
" But it is worth notlng when James says that

. Good consequences are- not proposed
by us merely as a sure sign, mark,
.or crlterlon, by. which truth's pre-
. sence is habitually ascertained, tho T
- they may imdeed serve.on occassion as - :
- such a sign; they are proposed rather. .
as the lurking motive inside of every
truth-claim, ... They assign the only- -

"“intelligible. practical meaning to
that difference in our Bellffs which

' \\;Ngu@—habtfﬁag calling them true or .
‘ false oompo ts. _ -

Ibld., p. 120, a detalled discusgsion of tEis issue
w1ll take place at the beglnnlng of the fthird chapter.

2Ib1d., p. 120, this. crltlclsm can - -be re-criticised
by Russell’s own: examples. If "One gathers (perhaps wrongly)
. from his instanc¢es that a Frenchman ought to believe in
Catholicism, an’ American in the Monroe octrine, and an Arab -

" in the Mahdi': (Ibid., p. 115), tken that suggests that false

‘bellefs are very useful in certaln case;.

N 5Ibid:, pp. 420-2%”

anmes, w. Tbe Meanlng,of Truth, pp. 146-47
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It seems, therefore, that for James utility
' ® .

provides a criterion, though not always a uépful’oné,

-for truth. Tﬁis shows that Russe;l's above criticism holds

against’ James' viéw;\Aé it is evident from this above
quotationz by.good cohsequené%s aré not merely meant the
sure or useful criterion, but the only inteilégibie prac-
tical meaning of truth. -
| BupiRussell ¢en be cr%ticised.heré from another
whether a belief is useful than whether it is true. It mé;);s
be éskedwwhét dées RpsSell,mean by tiuth’heré.LTbroughQut
the whole discﬁssion Russell is criticising the pragmaficfview
of truth and mallns statements regardlng truth llke “the
above one, but not gl(lng his own VLew what he th;nks the
meanlng of truuh to be. In fact, here he .is only begglng
the question,against James. h : A LT

James seems to be dlsapp01nted by such a. 51tuatlon

and. though he does not raise the objection. of begglng the

~

‘questlon, he expresses his dissatisfaction in one of his

’ '1etters to Russell,

But untll you give somé articulate SRR . .
account of your own .of what truth .
in the true sense. does mean, you
must n't be astonisht if I don't come
down. I am "sick and tired" at last @
" of the.very name of "truth," ... -.and o
© I am to0 -lazy to yry to . go- into the .
detail of showing’ that your illus-
trations .. in bhis article doen't
work as you mean them to ... & the
c1mplest thlng is. to challenge ¥ou -

¢



oo to give the wonderful true meaning
- which escépes us.4

o . ' &
In this.contfdversy regarding the notion of meaning,
Russellfho}dS‘that’tbe.word ‘meaﬁing" can be takeﬁ’to have
. two meanings, "In th& first sense, one thing 'means' ano-
‘bhier when the existence ... of the other can be inferred
from the one, i.e. wken there is & causal cédnection between
- them. In the‘sécond sense 'meaﬁing' is confined %o symbols,
i. e to words, and whatever other ways maJ be employed

for communlcatlng .our thoughts". 2

Russell accuses pragmatism
of con£u31ng these two senses of meanlng. Thus, in the
flrst sense pragmatism dlscavers certain causal connections

between. true beilef and’ utillty and then in the second

_gense, takes utmllﬁy to give the meaning Qf 'truth"

Thus in Schlller s v1ew, truth 1s that which
.furthers our purposes, that is, wblch .causes certain satls—
factory cbanges. For R%Fsell furtherlng our purpose or -
causxng certain satlsfactory changes is not what we have
in our mlnd when we judge that a certain bellef 1s true.

Schiller also makes a d1st1nctlon between ‘truth
_as clain' and 'truth as valldated‘i and théreby makes a-’
,disﬁinétion,petweem.twolsgpées of tru%h.' #ﬁsgg}igddes not "

<

.,v
. . P .
P RN - ‘e

' 4James letter to Russell May 14, 190 Haivérd ﬁMs
Am 1002 Russell [8151 prlnted 1n The Meanlng of Truth p,5Q1

2

Russell B PhllOSQphlcal Essays, p. 97 e

.
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-of these e%fects is refuted when Russell says, "Suppose I,

' because of 1ts effects

. agalnst Dewed. The fundamental thesls of Dewey s notlon

- my 1t811cs

'

,accepﬁ tﬁis distinction. Russell argues that, whether

something is clalmed as truth and whether somethlng has
been valldated as truth, the sense of ‘truth’ sho%ld be.

same in both the ‘cases. In this.connection Russell makes

‘a dlstlnctlon between what we contlnue to tdlnk to be

true and vhat is true.q Schlller s view that 'truth'

furthers our purpOSe‘ is due to the fact that ‘we continue-

‘to think that to be true.

Another of Russell‘s criticisms is that the notlons

v

-of practlcal Qorsequences' ‘agreeable leadlng , and B

) paylng', are effects of one's. bellefs whlch follow the

bellef The.determlnatlon of the nature of truth by means -

say there was such a person as Columbus, everyone w111

agree that what I say is true. But why is. it. true7 Because"
[ 2N

of a certaln man of ‘flesh and blood who 11ved 450 .years

'

ago ‘=’ 1n short, because of the causes of my bellef, not
2
tl

Arguments of. the slmllar type has also been made

of truth as formulated by Russell 14 that, "if would have

' been sald that 1nqu1ry is’ dlstlnguzshed by its- purpose,‘

- ~ ‘ ﬁ

1

Russell B. PhllOSOpthdl Essaxs,

2Russell B. Hlstory of Western Phllosorgz, p. ?72

“

B . .
qwmrlwﬁa%;‘ IR S

.o . ‘ ) . \ Ve
{ LN -t " | .. . , . R
() i B . ' . . ' N e
. . . .
i - > . . A v - .
. . Vo ) . ) )

.
o e AT R i o o

RV

- s



e e — kv -

‘which is to ascertaih some truth“,'aﬁd that "The rela-
tlons of an organlsm to 1its env1ronment are sometlmes
satlsfactory to the organlsm, sometlmec unsatlsfacto;a.

" When they are unsatlsiactory, the situation- may be 1mpro—

S

ved by mutual aduustment When the alt%;atloés by means

of which the ‘situation i% 1mproved are a1n1yfbn~¢he

31de of the organlsm ‘e the process 1nv lwed is. called

'inquiry': nl y . oy y

LN
B

Russell holds that the maln dlffe ence between Dewey
and hlm 1s that Dewey judges a bellef by its effects, -
\

whereas he Judges it by'means of the causes where a past

xOCCurance has_ occured 2 Tt is ev1dent that Russell's crltl—

cism of Dewey is in 11ne ﬁlth hig above crltlclsm on assgss—

"ing truth—vclue by reference 0 the cause or the effect o
a belief: L . _ . .
However, Dewey's attitude towargs Russell's criti-

-cisms is based iﬂ,theffeeling'thathussell'Shuts off from

'understanding“what°DeWey means;5 A similaf‘adcusé%ion has
L also been made by H.:C. Bmown by saylng that Russell is.
barred by hls own predllectlons in unﬂerstandlng Dewey*s

- o . . C. . .
. B »
. . . : . .
.. L AN S . S
. ; .
i - o .

Ibld., P. 778

EIbld., p- '780 ’

¢

.o 56f Dewey, “Experlenoe Knowledge and Value A .-

Rejoirder", in P. A. Schllpp (ed.) The Philosophy of John

.A'Dewez, The lerary of: LlVlne Phllosopners Inc., 4959, D. 946 g
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o

philosophy L

A
Russell's drgument ig again dlrected against
Schiller when he con81ders "truth' as one species of
'good', and considers ' g;od'~as whatt satisfies desire,
Russell holds that this position becomes qoﬁﬁecﬁedAwith ;
psychological notions and psychplogy becomés paramount over
logic, knd%;edge,and ethics and "The facts which fill the

2

iﬁaginations of pragmatists are psychical facts" ;< thus

for example, when others may think about the validity.of

‘spiéntific hypotheses and laws, pragmafists will think

about the satlsfaqxory consequences of them.

Russell next crl%lclses pragmatlsts because of "the

fact that thelr ‘theories start very often from subh thlngs

113

as the general hypo heses of sq1ence and because "One

r

of the approaches B .pragmatism is thpough the consideration
1N

of 1nduct10n and scientific method"‘4 ot L : L

Russell puts forward’ three obaectlons against the <
/

,pragmatlc approach through scientific and inductive methods.

Russell holds tbat the pragmatlc notion that truth 'works'

is derlved from the fact that the uc1ent1f1c and 1nduct1ve

1Brown, . C. "A Loblclan in the FLeld of Psyehor
logy", in P. A. Schiipp (ed.) The Philosophy of Bertrand
Russell The Library of’ L1v1ng rhllosdpners, 1971, p. 451

.2

Russell, B. PhllOSOphlcal Essavs, Da 93

3Ibld., p. 121
“Ibid., p. 95

.
b _/

&
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_ methods and the hypotﬁeseé '‘work'. But "there are tpufhé
of factﬁ which are‘prior fo(the whole inductive procedure,
and that tgese truths of fact must be 'true' in some
other sense"q tnan the pragmatlc sense.' ' -

. Secondly Russell holds that the s01ent1f1c ‘and -
inductive methods 'work' in the theoretical sense, but the
pragmatig sense of 'work' is the'p}actical sense. And "“the
kind éf 'working' Qh@ch science desiderates is a very
different thing fr;m the kind which pragmatism considers

2 A, 0. Lovejoy makes a similar

to be'the essence of truth".
criticism that, "A belief may "work" in two very different -
senses, either by having its actual predictions fulfilleqd,
or by contributing to increase the energ1es or effici cy
.or chance of survival of those who belleVe it“ 5 Lovejoy
'expllans thls by taklng the example that Jews belleved for
many centurles tnat a natlonal Me531ah would come to restore
;the 1ndependence and establlsh.the supremacy of Isracl.

This bellef did not work~ for ‘the Dredlcted°events did not
occur. But blologlcally 1t worked It did much to produce

‘the extraordinary perslstency of the Jewish racial oharacter

. .
(% e

T1bid., p. o4

'2Ibid., p. 95

5Loveaoy, A, O. "The Thlrteen Pragmatisms"; in _
Muelder, W. G. and Sears, L.-(eds.) The Development of .
American Phllosophy, Houghton leflln Gompany, New York,
4940, p. 405 . i
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and the exceptioﬂal énergyt séif~00nffdence, and tenacify
of purpose of the individual Jew. | |

Russell's third objection to the argument from
'working ﬁypotheses' ‘

is that by men of scienfe these are .
explicitly contrasted with esta- :
blished truthg. An hypothesis, as
experience shows, may explain all

known relevant facts admirably, and

yet at any moment be rendered in-
adequate by new facts ... Thus the

cases from which pragmatism endea-

vours to discover the nature of T
truth-are the very cases in which

we have-least assurance that truth

is present at all.tl oS

’Aﬁd,therefore Russell holds that pragmatism derives

its notions from a hypothesis to which prudent men will .
give only a very prov151onal assent 2 In thié tonnection

Russell further argues that pragmatlsm has so far shown

. that the s01ent§§1c procedure does not contradict spragma-

tism, but it has not shown that science pgsitively supports
it.7 : s ,
Apart from Russell's criticisms, James' view can.

ais& be criticised‘oﬁ the ground that, his notion. of the '

: word“prac%iCal‘\is very ambiguous. Sometimes he tigs up -

this word with the verification and validatio

qRuséell,'?. ?hilosophical’Essays, p.,96:

“Ibid., p. 96 R S
. Jmbide, pe 95 0 . g

.
i
o

N B g i tn e et s = 4 = oo

& W i, o

.3 mEt



r‘jﬂéf:r o

w3 -

43‘

and sometimes with satisfactery consequerres. In the

First sense, it becomes v1rtually the verification

4pr1n01ple of the logical empiricists, and pragmatlsm is

further affiliated with this trend by James' claim

that his.pﬁilosophy is radical empiricism. On fhe other
hand when the word 'prectical'»means satisfactory conse-
quences, praématism‘s tie with the verification pfinciple
breaksg down and it succumbs to other difficulties already
mentioned. James is thus ambiguous on the exact meaning:
of the word 'practical'.

Though Russell does not make any criticiem of the
am%lgulty of the word practlcal', yet in ‘the, controiersy
of Russell and Schiller, there is a similar hint in
Russell 5 view that there is an ambiguity in the two prag-
métic eenses, viz., verifying and paying. Rgsseilfs inter-
pbretation is that,"in pragmatic sense, 'A e;ists' may he
true even if A doee not ‘exist. ' In reply to this, Schiller
holds that, but ’no belief‘thef A exists could have become
"true" eiceﬁt'by verifying a prior clgih that A“eﬁcists".2

To this Russell, it seems,jusﬁly, counter-~replies that,

A

"What strikes me wus pathetig is the inability of pragmatism-

to become awafe of its own assumptions. My argument, in

" brief, is this: In order to prove that the belief that .

3

Tbid.; p. 123

ESchlller, F. C. S.- "The Trlbulatlons of Trqﬁ%

’The Albany Rev1ew, London, 1908, p. 632
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‘A exists' is what you calljf;rUe', you establish that ...

.
"the belief thet 'A exists' Qazs".“q

This makes clear the evidence of the ambiguity

‘of confusing verifying and paying. Russell and Schiller

are involved in this case in the verifying of truth with

-3

facts.
As to the notion of fact, Sékillér seems to mis-
understand Russell' s‘p051t10n. For Schiller, the 0ld notlon
of 'fact' crumbles toééther with the old notion of 'truth'. 2
By the old notion of* 'truth', as a pragmatist, Schiller
means all the past notfions, specially the idealist and the

intellectualist ones. By the 0ld notion of 'fact', as

© belonging to the radical'empiricist group, Schiller means

the notion of the idealists who think that 'facts' are
tne ideas of mind. But Russell does not fall in that group

and this misunderstanding is stgféd by Russell by saying

-that Schiller insists on giving a psychological coloﬁr}%o

his notion of 'fact', and otherwise it wonld appear that

Schiller's doctrine assumes 'fact' just as' much as Russell's

>

doctrine.-

Regarding thiS’contro§e§§y a certain synthetic

=~

1Russell B. "A Reply to Dr. Schiller", unpublished -
paper, Russell Archlves reference no. 220.071124, Mcnaster
Unlver51ty, Canada, manuscript pp. 3-4, my 1tallcs

2

) BRuEéell,bB. "A Reply to Dr. Schiller", manuscript -
Pp. 1-2 : ) '

TN

Schiller, F. C., 8. "The Tribulations of Truth", p.e30
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position can be observed from what Russell says, namely:

The essence of my arg&aent:is that
pragmatism, like every other  philosgophy,
really presupposes (tho' unconsciously Y
the oojective complexes, such as 'A
exists', which I call facts; and that
when we realize these complexes, we see
that it is beliefs in them tnat are
'true'. The answer of pragmatism seems

to be that we cannot know such complexes
if there are any; to whicn my retort is,
that the whole of its account of 'verifi-
cation' collapses.unless it is assumed
tnat we can know them, and that in fact
we do know them whenever we believe one
of them -.a& case which arises, at the
least, with one of two disputants who
each think the otaer mistceken.

Apart frem.Russell's criticisms, James also can be
criticised rggarding ?ﬁg émbiguity of the word 'agreeable'

which can be understood in two senses. In the context of

James' discussion (Pragmatism, pp. 198, 212-15), "agreement'
v '
means the non-contradictory harmony with reality. Bu:t, when

»

“wJames says that truth is agreement and truth pavs (Pragma-

tism, pp. 198, 218), then 'agreement' means paying. These
lead to the ambiguify of tne word 'agreeaole'. Thés? two
meanings moreover maﬂ conflict with each other. 4And in
contra§t to tne first meaning, a belief in a contradiction
may well-pay in tne sense of the relief of intellectual
discquort: ’ )

James' view also seems to involve another

[

confusion when he says that truth is a process of leading

-




1S

and is something which pazys. The putting of cne's toe
' ’ 2

on a hot surface is not truth, though it validates the
belief that thé surface is hot and yields useful conse-
quences causing comfort, and in that sense pays. The

s
leading process to which James refers is the process

by which tru?h is ascertained, but tne'process itself is
not 'truth'. This criticism is in conformity witﬁ'James'
claim that truth is made and that it is a preperty of our
ideas. A machine-may be made, but the machine itself is
.not“the pmééess which makes it.

1 In conncection with pragmatic‘theory of truth,

pragmatic attitude fowards philosophy can also be discussed.

This attitude is the pragmatic attitude of reconciliation

between tne empiricists and rationalists or the tough- o

minded and tefider-minded types of philosophy. To contradict
James' claim of this reconcﬁ&iation, Russell holds that )
he himgelf agrces with the tough-minded half of ppagmafism, 
bgt does‘not agree with the other,half.q

But iﬁlis not righthén\RdsSell's pa;t'to regard
himself as representing the whole empiricist tradition.
And in this way it is possibleﬁthét some empiricist may
" well agréélwith both the aspects o} pragmatism. Berkeley,
for example, is' tender-minded in:fhg sense that he is-

idealistic, optimistig, religious,.monistic, and dogmatic.

-

Y

Russell, B. Philqsgphical Essays, pp. 113-14
N .

I
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z
But this example on tune other hand proves that, strictly

speaking, James is not right’to croup the empiriciét
philosophers as tough-minded. James could have said that

tne empiricists are usually and predominantly tough-
minded -in type, and it is rossible to find tender-minded

elements in them. The same also can be said about the
tender-minded or the rationalistic.group. .
Russell also criticises the pragmatist claim that

they are open-minded and undogmaiic, and holds that tuis

;::;? is true as regor%“§61ent1flc questions and the

s important issues of philosophy, but regarding the

nature of truth, pragmetism is quite aégmatlc.q Schiller ,
retorts to this objection t Y "Je do not claim to be
infallible; it would 5;~;£Z§i:z;;ent wlth our theory e
cofitend thaf any truth remained irremediably true when

2

a better could be had".” James also expresses a-similar

. 4 view when he says that,
*  The individual [any individual personl
has a stock of old opinions already,

but he meets new experience thst puts
them to strain. Somebody contradicts
-them; or in a reflective moment he dis-
covers that they contradict each other;
or he.hears of facts with wzich ‘they '
J . are 1ncompat1ble, or desires arise in

. him whith they cease to satisfy. The
o - result is-an inward trouble to whick his

qlbid., pp; ‘114-15 .

®Schiller, F. C. S. "The Tribulations of Fruth";

N
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mind till tnen had been a stranger,

and from which he seeks to escape

by modifying his previous mass of

options ... 80 he triez to change °

first the opinion ... until at last

some new idea comes uUp ...

This new. idea is then adopted as the

true one ... New truth is always a

go-betwgen, a smoother-over of. tran- ‘
sitions.t ~ b W .

But one important distinction is to be noficedJ
here. In tﬁis contfoversy.RUSsell's critidigm (that pragma-
tism 1is dogmatic and truly is noé open-minded) is ab&ut
the general nature of ftruth. But Sdhlller s reply and
James' above quoted view only. afflrm that pragnatlsm is n
undogmatlc and open-minded only 1p:the cases of partlculaf
instances of truth. It therefbre éeem§ that in the true
sense éusse%l'é criticism remains unanswered. - ’

Ruéée;l next criticises the pragmati@ théofy of
truth in connection with its religious views. In coppedtion
with the Absolute, Russell makes a distinction betwggy

2 wBut

,‘belief in. the Absolute! and ' Abgolute™as a fact'
we cannot believe the “ypOthe31s tnat tbe Absoluue 1s a’
fact me*ely because we mercelve that useful coﬂsequences

Tlow frgm thls hypothesls" 5 In response to thls criticism

James holds that, ' . .

<

1James, W «Prarmatism, pp: 59~61 . o

:QRussell B. Phllosgphlcal Essays, p.--124

5Ibld., p. 124 : < . " PR
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- This 15}311 rubbish. Aand the coin-~
cidence of the true with the emotionally
satisiactory becomes of Importance [Gar 1
determining what may . count for Lrue, : 9

-only when there 1s no ofker evidence-. :
Surely, ... in 2 beliefs, Mr. Russell

himself would not adopt the less /
emotionally satisfactory one, solely for
that reason.’| * ‘ o

~But'in Russell‘s'view the pragmatic view results

in the contradlctlon that it belleves as true what is not

| R . upefal Puesell obseves that,

s . ' useful consequences flow fvom the
o hypothesis that the Absolute is a
fact, not from the-hypothesis that .
. useful corsequences flow from belief
... % . . in the Absolute ... In other words,
L ‘the useful belief is that the Absolute
L is a fact, and pragmatism shows that
. this belief is what it -calls,'true'.
. * Phus pragmatism persuades us ‘that
. : . . belief in the Absolute is *true',.but
) _ does not persuade us that the Absolute i
: ' .7 'is a fact. The belief which it per-_ - ’
e , suades us 10 adopt is therefore not one : ‘
: . -~ which is usgful. .

Next, when James says that "On-pﬂegmatic orlnc1ples,
‘1f uhe hypoth931s of God works satlsfactorlly in the
"w1dest seuse of vhe word, 1t 1s trae', 3 Russell holds it

P . . %o.be a tautologyf It 1s because, since 'true' means

- "works' savisfactorily in +he widest: sense of vhe ‘word",

-

‘ 1Jamcs, U The Meanlng of Truth p 309, thls is
’James annotation oL Russell's paper "”ransatlantlc

N 'Tru*h',”, reprinted as- chapter v 1n PhliOooyhlcal Lssays
-, 8 , 2?usséll B. Phl;OSQpthﬂl mssavs, pp. 24—25
] ‘ N §¥ o . 3James, U Pragmatlsm, p. 299 ) jz N ‘
\ﬁvc - Lo ’ T - . - P . N P '




v Ao e A

- it gy g 8 o

' o 1Quésell B. PhllosOphlcal Ess ajs, ; -125

the above pragmatic statement becomes, {h1;magmatic\
pr1n01ofea, if the hypothe51s of G0od WOrKs satisfac—
torllj 1n ‘the widest sense of the werd, Fthen it works .
satlsfactorlly in the widest senoe of the word", )

The strongest arbument against pragmatlc v*ew
of rellglon seems to be .that, jwhexeas what ‘religion d631res
15 the cornclusion that God ex1sts, which pragmatlsm neVer
even approacnes" 3 To thlo James reply is that in hls
account of the ppobxem of God he simply illustrates the
fact that men do, and alyays w1ll use moral qatlsfactorl-
ness astan 1ngredlent in the truta\of a bellef:2
‘These®pragnatic arguments for the belief in God are

D

somewhat similar -to . what is known in history as the

‘J;nofal a:gument for the aiistence of God. Both the pragmatic

"and tna moral argument fa lief in God are based on

_some kind of cons1deraulon of ,éefulﬂess, ulllty, con§é— ™

< . »

. quences or pragmatlc 'leadln up' of the belief.
. ) ‘.l : * by
The whole discussion however suggests the idea
taat there ~are lot of genuiné problems with pragmatic. ;
theory of truth. Apart from Russell’s and ouhe”s criéi-
01sms, certaln anblgultlec of pragmatic vlew and certaln

defects or 1ﬂprovem¢nus of Russell' T cr1t1c1sms.nava also

Ty

. -

4

o 2James, We- The heanﬂng of Truth, p 309, thls 1s_
ldo Janes eanqotatlon on Raosell S- paner.
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been pointed‘out-ip this, chapter. For the time being

e

Russgll's 0p£ion for the non—pragmatic view may be granted
. R . ™ -

- .50 see and follow where it leads to foX an account of

[}
’ &

Russell's own view.
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Chaptet II 4
Y Laataars Ty “ B
INCORERENCE IN THE COHERENCE THEORY 1

-

The decond theory of truth Dkich)Russell discusses

and reaect 1s the coherence theory of truth as expounded
bj Harold H. Joachim. ' This controversy between Russell ~

and Joachimtaabout whlch Joachim was aware beforehand

represents (through the | ontroversy on a partmcular 1ssue)

C\ a controversy betweeﬂ two phllOSOphlcal schools. It is a
» .
controversy ‘between %h@ 1deallst1c and the realistic,

c ’ “
appreach to the.prob em of truth, and more generally a

bcontroversy petween/ the general philosopﬁioal,positione;
of these tko scho\ls. Thus, Russell‘rejects'the coherenc
theory'of truth ae well as the underlying i ealistic the es
of the theory. In this chapter, an attempt w1ll be made [to
make these contentlons clear. | CoL / i s
At the very bgginning, Joachim makes clear the ’
| ldeallstlc aspect of hlS phllosophy .
Thus, the reader will see for hlmself i
how greatly I have been influenced by |
Mr. F. H. Bradley and Professor

Bosanguet, though I have referred %o r S
"them but seldom, eee And I aﬂ fully” ’

e - Vjoachim, H. H. The Nature of Truth, The Ox£ord

oty

University Press, Tondon, 1939, Pe 5
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- . aware that ‘the greater part of my
. work -draws its inspiration €f~m .
the wrltlngg'of Hegel ... .
iong before Joachim writes,'ﬁussell rejects Hegelianism

‘and he only repeats his rejection of it in the writings

.on Joachim. This will be evident fromthe following

discussion.
To, explain his view of t , Joachim holds
that,

'Anything is true which can be eon-
' .ceived. It is true betause, and 1

so far as, it can be conceived, W
Concelivability is the essential
nature of truth' ., . And to be
'conceivable' means to be a 'signi-
ficant whole', or a whole possessed
of meanlng for thoughts A 'signifi-
cant whole' is ‘such that all its " °
constituent elements reciprocally
involve one another, or reciprocally
deterplne one another's being as

. contrabutory features in a single”

. concrete meaning.

' !
And at the end of his book, &s the outcdme of nis whole
discussion Joachim arrives at the view that, "the t;uth

. \
‘itself is one, and whole, and complete; and that all

thinking and all expértence moves within its recongnition

. and suogect 0o 'its manifest authorlty, thls I have never

doubtea".? !

-

v

Ibid., pp. 2-5 - | ‘

. 2Tpid., p. 66 I L

1

. 31bid., p. 178 ' o
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Asuto'the further explanation of his view,
Joachimgsays that the relation of the constituent ele-

ments or the Ra;té of this’significaﬁt whole or the

truth must be a relation of systematic,coherenceq and

" 'conceivabilityi means for us systematic eoherence,

and is the deterﬁining characteristic of a 'signifiant

whole' ".° The conceivability of the significant whole

or its systematic™coherence is "not of truths, but of

Lthel truth",5 and it "must not be confused with the

'consistenc?'=of formal loé?&f.q For Joachim, an example

:can be consisﬁent and valid in the formal logical sense, «

but may fail to exhibit that systematic coherence which’

is the truth.
- Cw

Joachim reformulates this theory as follows:

A élgnlflcant whole' is .an organized
individual experience, self-fulfilling
and .self-fulfilled. Its organization is
the process of its self-fulfilment, and
the concrete manifestation of its indi-
dvality ... The whole is not, if 'is'
implies that its nasure is a finished
product prlor or posterior to the .
procesg, or in any sense. apart: from 'it.
And the wnole has no parts, if.'to .
have part means to consist o6f fixed
and dete¥minate constituents, from

-

T1via., pp. 67-68
®Ibid. pp. 67-58
5Tbid., p.:72

" “Ibid., p. 76

Loy § e .
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actions pf its organic life pro- .
. ceed ... Its 'parts' are through
and through in the process and cons-
~ tituted by it. They are’ 'moments’ -
in the self-fulfilling process whigh ~
is the,i?dividuality'of the whole,?

and to wglch the actions and inter-

Joachim also holdSXthat this process is a "living and

" E‘and\"ﬁhere can be one and only one such

1 5

" moving whole

experiencei or only one significant whole and "human
: knowledge ... is clearly not a significant whole in’
this iaeally cohplete sense. Hence the truth, ... is ...
an 1deal . and an 1dea1 which can never as such, or in its
completeness, be actual as human experlence“.4 Joachlm
also dlstlngulshes bitween the partial whole and the .
-whole and holds that the partial whole cannot adequately. |
express the thle* And aecdrdingatp Joachim human'know—
ledge is always é partialqwhole‘in this sense.
Agalnst the charge that this 1deal or tne signi-

‘flcant whole 1s 1nconce1vab1e, Joachlm maintains that,.
"it would seem that the s1gn1f1cant whole, whlch is tputh,1

can in the end be most adequateiy described‘only in .
. terms of the categeries of sélf~conscious,thougﬁt", and

that "it is the ideal which is solid and substantial
~ 1 L ” N
Ibld., P- 76 - ' \
2Thi4. ) v. 77 b S N
J1bid., p- 78 , _ | ﬂ \
*Ipid., p. 797 . S N\
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~

and fully actual. The finite experiences are rooted in
the ideal. They share its actuaiity,‘and draw from it
whatever being and conceivability they possess".q It is
furthép>argued"that“" 'Such'aq ideal experieﬁce is every-
‘where-and at all times; it-is the partial pbssession of
kinite beings, and they are the incpmpletevvehicles of
it"".z It therefore follows that the significant whole
is conceivable, thoﬁgh not wholly or’ completely.

This giveé the fundamental outline of Joachim's
tnptipn of ?ruth with its.underiyiné philoSQphid§I”EBs%fién.
These views, however, femind one Of\Heéel's.ABsolute or

.Bradley's all-inclusive whole or the oréanié unity, where

o -

"~ any single ﬁérf by itself is mefely appeafance‘and unreal.
This notion of the 'Whole and part', the 'One and many' or:
the 'Absolute and. particular! are the basic notioqs of

Hegelian idealism. Similarly Joachim also explains

his view as that of the 'Whole', the 'Cne' or the 'Absolute'

. truth and his view becomes that of the Truth Tmstead .of-
truths. The importance of this theory is als t ed by.
Russell: "This doctrine; ... is ons\ of the foundation-

o , .
stones of monistic idealism{‘.3 Or thut, "Mr. Joachim's book

ig valuable -as an atteﬁpt‘to establish some of the

M1pid., p. 82

°Thid., p. 84

?Russell, B. Philosophical Essays, g 132

Y

POV S



[P——

¥
i pa—— i Ao a1 o A

.
:
RN S —
.

57
fundamenzals of tae Hegelian puilosophy“.q “

after this outline sketch of the fundamental

points of Joachim's views, Russell's c¢criticisms may now

be discussed. A brief idea of the naturééand purpose of
Russell's criticisms may be obtained from the following
cuotation: . .

~ In the first (part] I shall state the
monistic theory/of truth, sketching
the philosophy with which it is
bound up [(which I nave done abovel,
and shall then consider certain
internal difficulties of tzis philo-
sophy, which suggests a douodt as to
the axioms upon whick the philosophy
1s based. In the second part I shall
consider the chief of these axioms,-
namely, the axiom that relations are

~ always grounded in the natures of

- their terms ... .2

The first argument which Russeil_puts forward is .

that, "if [in Joachim's viewl no partial truth is quite

" . .
true, it cannot be guite true that no partial truth is .

guite true; -unless indeed the whole of truth is contained

in- the proposition 'no partial truth is quite true',
wnlch is too sceptical a v1éw ...".5
Tne above CrlthlSm can be Dresented in the
follbwlng way. It may be said that given:
\

ﬁ(K) No partial truth is ‘quite true,

i

\ qRussell B. "What is TruthQ" ihe Independent
Review, London, June 1906, p. 349 .

Russell B. Phllosophlcal Essats, p. 131
7

>

1vid., p. 133 - .

B -



then either,

or,
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(B) (A) is mot gquite true (i.e. it is partial

truth)

-

(53 (A) is not a partial truth (i;e. it 1s the

whole truth).

But the idealists assent to (A) and then, their position

is either not quite true or it is the whole truth. But

it is clear that the idealists deny“thét'we can know the

whole truth. Thus Joachim writes: "human knowiedge ee. 1s

clearly not a significant whele in this ideally complete

1 . . . .
sense", .or "That nothing in our partial experience answers

precisely to the demands of the ideal ...",

2

'

or that -this

ideal truth "is [onlyl.the partial possession of all fﬁnite

beings".3 Therefore their position is not quite true.

this objection, but he does not give any ref

Joachim faces it. Before finding this out; it ﬁay be notéd

Russell admits' that Joachim very candidly faces

-~

-

erence where

that in Joachim's discussion; the whole or the truth or

the self-Tulfilled living,experﬁenoe are all

context that Joachim says,

>

«1

v

2

>1bid., p. 84

4Russell, B. Philosophical Essays, p

Ibid., p. 83

' same sense of giving the whole truth. And it

"we shall be able

! ,
Joachim, H. H. Thée Nature of Truth,

3

<

.used in the
is in this

tolface

p. 79

~

. 133

T e o i

P

LT T SR



¢ 29

-

[candidly]l the difficulties we have raised; but we must

not assume that we shall be able to solve or remove

. \
them". And he immediately goes on to deal with partial

PR £

truth on which Russell bases nis objection.

PP,

. . »
It is also clear that, by facing these difficul-
ties, Joachim does not expect to solve them, rather to

give a working explanation.

o o e ¢ v

wWwhen Russell begins his objection by saying that ¢
; no partial truth is quite true, Joachim's reply could be:

'partial truth' is a judgment which
contains c&mplete and gbsolute truth,
... fandl a 'partial truth' is the
same thing as a true but indetermi-
nate judgment. The determinate judg~
ment is the whole truth about a matter

. wheﬁe the indeterminate judsment ..

: affirms only part of the truth.2 .

A ' ‘ Q‘ 'The context from which these difficulties arise’
2 . is é;so worth no%ing in this connection. Regarding the

partial whole and the whole, Joachim says: i (
But because we are not complete, it
does not follow that we are divorced
from the complete and in sheer oppo-
sition to it. We are not absolutely .
real, but neither are we utterly
unreal. And because our apprehension
is restricted, and in part confused,
it does not follow that it is utterly D

. false and .an entire distortion of the N «

nature of things.> v

1

Joachim, H. H. The Nature of Truth, p. 84
R ‘ °Ibid., p. 87
1 .+ Ibid.,.p. 81
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* 3

The same can also be said about the whole truth and
oartial truth. Therefore, one can.become a bit sceptical
Qhen Russell characterises Joachiqﬁs~position(hs scep-
tical. .
VRussell also maintains th%t this criticism "is
met [by the idealists] by challenging the distinction
between fin;te minds and Mind"./I But against Russell, it
may be said that in fact Joachim does not challenge this

distinction, rather-admits it. Joachim not so much denies

the ‘distinction as blurs it since ‘any -distinction is nece-

ssarily a partial truth in Joachim;s sysfemb Russell next
passes to the Qistincﬁion'of finite knowledge and Absolut
knowledge and holds that though we know that we know‘ail
trukh, the idealists claim that only they know the whole
truth.2 This is agaiﬂ contrary. to what Joachim's actual
claim is. Joachim clearly claims aﬁout‘human knowledge
in general that, "not mere}yngl knowlédge or zgggg, bﬁt

the best and fullest knowl dgé in\the world at any stage

of.its'development - clearly not a significant
whole ..t“.B,But,"of course, this distinction between
human kndwledge and Abgolute knowlédge is only partially

. ﬂ \
true and it is this point on which Russell (illicitly)

4

[

.
S,

1Russe]:‘l, B. Phildsophical Essays, p. 133

°Ibid., p. 133 o \

5Joachim, H. H. The Nature of Truth, p. 79 -
. 7’
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o ; ‘{‘
depends to.gain His conclusion tnat we know all truth,

A

but only the idealists.know thut they know it.

+* Russell glves a con51derab1e attention to the

' dlStlnCtlon between finite and Absolute knowledge, though

it is not clear that he gets the 1dea%:st theory rlght.
For example,. he says, "although you and I .may not know !

that I am 5 ft 8 in height, or may sgmetimes, in the ' /

/
Hurry of ‘the moment, forget this welghty facty yet the

absolute knows 1t, and never forgets it .for one moment ...".H

”

It is a madter of serious doubt whether this 1nterprete—

tion of idealism is correct.” Thils doubt is further streng-

~

thened by the following point. )

Russell's maln obaectlon agalnst the finite end
Absolute knowledge is that, knowledge actually depends
upon fact and "it-is 1mp0551b1e to see how tpe fact that
I am of such and-such pelght can depend upon Absolute s

knowled e any more thau upon any one €lse's, s1nce to

.‘) h

“khow it is to recognlze lt, and thenefore the fact must .

be already.there to be récognlzed" g It may be sald that

) Russell's criticisms here(are more eboui his own assumption

of philosopcy than of Joachfmjs own. exposition.

’

2

qRussell B. "The Nature of’ Truth“ unpubllshed '

" paper of January—February, 1907, Russell Archlves reference

no. 220.011250, McMaster Unrvers1ty5 Canada, ﬂ978 manus-—
cript.p..9 -+ .
*

2Ibids, po 0 0 . - ~

7
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,become equally as-complex as the'whole; and the whole

62

Russell's vie& is'that all theséddifficulties
are tased on the notion of . the whole s> Wwhich underlm&s
Joachnm s views. But a whole W must con51st of parts a,
b, &, etcf, nowe of whych is real - because," only‘the
Wwhole ié real. "Thus W is & whole of parts all of which

gre not quite real",j and thus the whole dtself is not

real. Russell thinks that this is agsin a reductio ad

absurdum for the coherence theory.
\, y Bussell also makes a dlstlnctlon between two
meaAlngs of Eart and holds that the notion of the organlo

unity or’uhe whole depends upon anvosclllatxon,between

*

" these two meanings.2 In Russell's view,.an organic whole

is a complex and parts can bé distinguished in it. And
. T * 2 ‘ ’
these are parts’iq the sense that they are constituents.

In the second sense the parts involve the whole and

K
w

becomes part of the parts, just as parts are parts of the .

‘whole. "Here part is used in a different sense: instead of
-+ . §

the pért which really was-a conét%tuent of the whole, we
substituted what is called the whole'naturé of the part,

3 * . on o o.
which is 8 new wheole having parts itseli"‘.5 Russell claims

&
o

qRussell‘yB Philosophical‘Essaysf . 154

Russell B. Unpubllshed paper of June 1905, manus-
¢ript p.. 16  ~

3Ibid., p. 16




. : 4hat'this oscillation betweeﬁ'tyo meahings_reso&ts in E
self-contradiction in ﬁhe.orgenio'whole of .the idealist
'phllosophy." ( ‘

A 31m11ar argument 1n,Russf11's is thé follow1ng

In a 'significant whole', each part,
since it involves the whole and every-
other part, i1s just as complex as
. the"whole; the parts, of a part, in
turn, are just as complex as the part,
and therefore just as complex as the
whole, Since, morecver, the whole is
. congbitutive of the nature of each
rart, Jjust as much as each part-is of
the whole, we may say that the whole
is .part of each part. In these cir-
cumstances. it becomes perfectly arbi-
_ trary to say that a is*part of W '
S L rather than W is part of a.’l

S,
N
/__‘)’“'\
.
<

Russell next raises another kind of dlfflculty of
 the cokerence theory, and’ says, "The other obgectlon to

this deflnltlon of tIUuh is that it assumes mhe meanlng

of- 'coherence' known, whereas, in fact coherence"
presupposes the truth of ‘the laws of 1oglc“ 2 Russell' - -
obaectlon is ‘that to understand/that somethmng is coherent
one requlreslto know the tr'th of the“laws of logic like
that of the law of contradlctlon, Thus, two pr0p0s1t10ns
are coherent, 1f ‘they do not contradlct ‘each. other. What

‘ ' follows 15 thet, coherenos theory cannot .give us truth, .

'.o
3 * d’/ v i

¥ - ’ . ‘ 1Russell B Phllosgphlcel Essays, p~ 154

i

g." . . - Russell, B. ‘The Problems of Philosophy, A Galaxy
- oo Book, - Oxford University Press, New York, 1959, pp. 122-23

-
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because it reqhires to be preceeded and supplemented by

certaln laws of logic. '\ . ) \ } o

But as mentloned in the beglnnlng of this chapter,
Joachim's coherence theory does not necessar11y1need to
be preceeded by the notion of the consistencey of £ormal’
logic. ‘So, Russell's objection in this case is not a
sound ome. It may be poss1ble for Russell tqgreply that
though Joachim's view is not 1nvolved with loglc
in this way, yet some - prop051t10ns are requlred to state

the condition for coherence and these statements must be

3

* true. To this posslble obaeotlon, it can be replied that

any Eheory of truth presupposes that there are some true

‘statements ~ but-this'dees'not‘make, 'accounf of truth

circular or inadquate. And this is applicable to any.

theory of truth. ’ . 1

i
|

Russell's next objection is against Joachim's view -

of the nature of error. As.it has been evident in the

" earlier discussiops that truth is an Idea},‘a whole and,

the one truth, % wpuld follow that anj; pa“rtial truth is

- an error. And any partlal truth whaéh is unqualifled by

-

this fact must be an error. That is, "It is thls claim o [

to express truth unquallfled .s. that constltutes kne
1

'stlng of error"‘ Thls is clear when Joachlm says that,

1\
"The errlnb subaects S confldent bellef in the truth of

i

ﬂJoachln H. H. The Nature of Truth, pp, 145—44

_my- 1ta11cs

-
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As 1long as thié théory is aécepted, no Jjudgment:

[

. 65'

hls knowledge dlstlnctlvely character?Zes error, and
eonverts a partlal apprehen51on of the truth lnto falsity".
Joachim furtper says,-"Error cse 1s ghat form of ignorance
which poses, té itself and to ophers,*@s indubitable
knowledce; - or that form of false thinkiné which_unhesita-

tingly claims to'be true, and in so claiming substantiates
‘ 2

and completes,its falsity".
Russell's one interesting criticisﬁ of this view
is that "it makes error eonsist wholly and solely in

rejection of the monistic theory of truth Lof Joachiml,

A\

‘is an error; as soon &8s it is reaected every judgmenﬁ

is an error". 3 This must be a very obaecﬁionable'ﬁosition

for a theory. of truth. Moreover, as Russell points out,

the truth or falsehood of certain prop051tlons such as

"A murderéd B" is not- $0 be regarded as partlal truth or
partial.falsehood. Whether somedody murderéd sqmebody else

is either true or false, and there is no questian whether

.1t is partially true or partially false.

Another criticism of toherence theory, pubforward-

-

‘by-Russell; is that "there is o explanation, on the -

_coherence theory, of the distinctionvcommonly eXp}essed by

-
TIbid., p. 162 - i

*\74 2Ibid., p. 142 o . @
3Russell ,B. PhllOOOEhlcal Essavs, p. 135 . .

.
™ . . .-
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. the words 'true' and 'false', and no evidence thet a

system of false propositions might not, as in a good
novel, be just as coherent as the system'which is the
whole “of truth“',/lll '

In comnection with this criticism, Ryssell suﬁpo—
ses that, the possible reply of Joachim would be an appeal
to experiencé.e,Russell supposes this, because Joachim
speaks of"the“one organized individuel, self-fulfilling

and self-fulfilled experience; and because, the coherent

.systems of novels can not fgii under this category of

t

experience.

But the context (The Nature of Trdth p. 78) in

, Which Joachlm.dlscusses thls notPon of experlence and whlch

~

Russell refers to in connectlon with the above crltlclsm,

is quite dlfferent from the context Of the coherent systems

of the novels andyfictrons. The contexts of Jbachim's

dlscuss1on here- 1s that of the actual (not flctltlous) human
experlence and ideal exﬁerlence. But Russell s maln concern
here 1s about how we could dlstlngulsh the cohérent flctl-
tlous systems of novel from other systems. Obvmously
Joachlm s reply would be the appeal to tne 1deal experlence.
Russell S sup0051t10n that the - sxstems of a novel

or‘fictlon ¢an be coherent is true in g sénse out'that is

- .
! .
iy N
v
.
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not true in the sense of Joachim's view. Joéchiﬁ*%learly
makes a aistinction between 'coherence' and 'formal con-
sistency of thought'. This distinction (as discussed in
the beginning. of thisg chapter) can be applied in thls :
case, and then tne systems of novels and fictions will
not be coherent in Joachim's sense. But though JLachlm S
..sense is an appeal to ideal experience, yet it is not -
unthinksble and is theo:eticalli possible to construct a
fictitious system which is like an ideal system in}respect
of coherence and congistency. And this is the hain point'
of.Russell's objection. ‘ J .

Russell°honever observes  that Joachim's notion

involves a distinction between two kinds of‘experience:

the 1dea1 exper;enoe (which is the coherent Wholga and

-
o

"flnlte experlence. And on Joachlm s view any body of propo~
e51t10ns, short of a complete descrlpt}on of tne Absolute,
hﬁili_be only partially tine (i.e. paftialiy cohereﬁt).

Phus a novel can be at least as coherent as any such body
of prop031tlons. Thus, e.a., a. novel mav be partia;by

tﬂue in the same. way and to the same extent as,a,history%
‘book. But’ the fwo may be }nconSLStent (e.g. a histo:§.
Lof’the Americen civil war and a notel about what would

have happened if the south had won) Coherence here prov1des

‘no bround for treating one as partlally true to a certaln ‘.

v

S 1bias, p. 137

Wy
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degree and the other as bartially true tp‘a lesser dezree.
Russell again makes a distinction between ‘two
aspects of ‘finite experiencef i.e. experience as an act
of experiencing and experience as fhe khowledge of some~ -
thing, and "The distinction between know‘ng something and
! . the something which we know".q Scuh distinctions in

experlence are not present’in Joachlm s view. Thls is clear

when Joachim says that,

. But if 'experience' tends to suggest
: e the experieicing apart from the expe-
rienced, 'significant whole' tends

to suggest the experienced apart from
the experiencing. We want a term to
express the. concrete unity of both,
and I cannot find one.2

. Again Russell's view-of experiencing somethlng is

possibBle in the seuse of _pprehendlng wmthout believing

in what is experlenced In.this sense, however, Russell

.argues that one can experience.some ooherent (net ln

: “ Joachim's sense of 'coherence') false system in the sense
> ~of apprghending’wirhout<éf course believing. In another
sense one c¢an also experience something in the sense of

»

belie&ing. In this.case it may be said that'Rﬁsseil rightly

cr&tlclses Joachlm for _failing to glve an adeouate expla=- .
natlon of .the notlon of experlence. .

RusSellmnext proceeds\to examine the main axiom,

"“Ibidz, p. 137

-

N 2Joach1m, H. H. The Nature of Truth, pp. 83-84n,
my 1ta110s . .

-
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the axiom of internzl relations, upon which Joachim's

l
view is based. It may be mentioned here that this axiom

-

is not what. Joachim explicitly puts forward in his

discussion, but rather, as mentioned earlier, is connected
p\

with the phHilosophy with which Joachim's view is inti~
mateiy\connected. This is Rﬁssell‘s own position as is -
clearqwﬁenahé says about the axiom that,

The doctrines we have been considering
may all be deduced from one central
logical doctrine, whlch.may be expressed
thus: 'Every relation is. grounded in

the natures of .the related terms.'

Let us call this the axiom of wnternal
relad:a.m:l:s.’T

1

“Russell discusses three aspécts'of this axiom,

ViZa, (a) the consequences of this axiom, - (b) érgumenf§

‘against the axiom &nd (c) arguments. in faveur.of the axiom..

» ‘ - - - ‘
And the conelusion of Russell's discussions in-each case

‘of these aspects goes againstLJoachim“s view.

- Ag to the first consequence, Russell holds that,

‘It follows .at once from this axiom

that the whole of reality-or of

truth must be a significant whole

in Mr. Joachim's sense. For each -

part will have a nature which exhi---
bitseits relations to every other

part and to the whole, hence, if the
nature of zny one part were comple-

tely known, the nature of the whole .
and of every other part-would also

be completely known; .while conversely, -
if the nature of the whole vere comple-
tely known, that would 1nvolVe .

TRussell, B. Philosophical Essays, p. 139 .
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knowledge of-its relations to each

part, and therefore of the relations

of each part to each other part, and

therefore 6f the nature of each part.

It is also evident that, if reality

or truth is a slgnlflcant whole in

Mr. Joachim's sense, ‘the axiom of : .
internal relations must be true. Hence

the axiom is equivalent to the monls~

tic theory of truth.’

-

Next Russell observes that (as another conseguence
of the ax1om) to understand one thlng truly, one has to
understand it in its relation to the whole and that would
involve the understanding of the whole~universe. Rqssell's

impression is that it is not a plau51b1e v1ew.'

[
A}

Before discussing the arguments agalnst the axiom
of internal relatlons, Russell gives two possible -interpre-
tations of the axiom, viz., "according as it is held that

~every relation .is really coretltuted by the natures of

the terms cr of the whole w;Xch they compose, or fasl RN

merely tnat every relatlon has a ground in these na’cures".2 .1
+ - But as Russell, says, in either meanlng, the -

relatlon of the releted terms becomes i.possible to explaln.

In thls connectlon both Russell's" and BradleJ s arguments -

are 11ke the. follow1ng. If two terms 2 and b are related

by a relatlon R “then R.w111 have another separate relatlon )

elther with a or with b, glVlng rige to. a nmew relation R,s

\
i
v

[

'Ibid:, p. 140

°Ibid., p. 141
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which will again involve with the terms in the same way
I3 v A N3

giving rise to other new relations, leading to an infi-
N i

—

nlte regress.

"Thus Bradley affirms that relatlons "are nothlng
intelligible, eltpgr with or without their gualities f{or
terms]“.1 Bradiey‘g view is ?hata withqﬁf'teﬁms, ther§
cannot be any relation. And wibh‘terms, relations are
inexpiicable in ‘the sense that they lead to infinite
regress. The same standpoint is reflected in Russell's
writing: |

The dlffloultles which I have urged
against the view that relations are,
not purely external are largely to:
be found in Mr. Bradley's Appearance
and Reality. What he there says sgainst
. Substance and Attribute, and against
Qualities and Relations, seem to me to )
be a largely valid proof thet the :
doctrine that relations modify their \
terms is inconsistent with the whole o
of the rest of our usual beliefs.2 ’ .
. . %
In this context Russell observes elsewhere that

It Ethls axioml 1eai§;§§§a1ght to the view that nothing

is quite real except niverse as a whole". 5 Thus, if

all terms and relatlons are unlntelllglble then "the

_axiom of 1nterna1 relatlons is equlvalent to the assumptlon

of ontologlcal monlsm ana to the denlal tgit there. are

3

1Bradley, F. H. Appearance and Reallty, Oxford,
Clarendor Press, 1962, p. 27

2

[

JRussell, B. "What is Truth?", p. 351 -

Russe;l, B, Unpublished ﬁaper,dfiJune 1905, p. 18a v
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v

any relations"." In'the same vein is Rﬁssell‘s reference
to Bradley's view that reality. is one.?

However, on this assumpticn of ontoiogical monism,
the one and only truth will involve in a proposiéion'w;th

a subject and a predicate arnd will again involve the

.relation of subject to predicate (and the distinction

between them). 5 (
Bussell holds that if the whole is composed of
parts, .then in the propggfélon 'the whole is coqggsed of

parts', the subjeé% 'whole' would.be the sum of the parts';

‘and it would be an error. From this standpoint Russell

says that "there would be no ground for opposing subjectsi
to predlcates, if subjects were nothing but coliectlons of
predicates. Moreover, if this were the case, predica-

tions ... would be just as analytic as those concerning
essences ..."." Rudsell devises this subject-predicate
contrast to discuss Leibniz's notion of substance and thinks

this’tQAbe applicable to Joachim's notion of whole.5 On

»

\\jiRuscell B. Phlloeophlcal Ess;ys, p. W42’
Y2+

Lbld., p. 141in
5Ib1d., p. 142
Russell B. A Critical ﬁzp051t10n of the Philosorhy

of Lelbnlz, George Allen. and«HhWLn*Ltd., Tondon, 1971, p- 50

5Russell Bs Phllosqpplcal Essays, p. 145n )

v
N <
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an earlier page Russell makes a similar comparison between
Joachim and Leibniz and criticises their view by sayingc
that nothing quite true can be said about something short
of taking account of the whole of universe. And the

'whole' 'of Joachim is not such that the parts are the

'essences' of the whole, but rather the extreme opposites

and mere unreals. \\\\\ R

.

Another difficulty agains¥ the axiom of internal

relation is regarding the relati n of the nature of a

term with the term itseif. This/ again involves the process
of infinite regress if the te
from itsrhatﬁre. But if. the nAture of the term is not

different from the term 1f§e)f then every proposition

'regardlng the term w111 be urely analytlc. Thus Russell

Lholds that, there are diff culties in the axiom whether it

is affirmed or denied tha{ a subject is other than its own
nature,

Russell's position can also be presented and con-
trasted with Joachim's ih the following way..

It is a common opinion ... that all
proposmtlons, ultimately, consist

of a subject’ and a predicate. When

this opinior is confronted by a
relational proposition, it has two. \\
ways of dealing with it, of which

the one may be called monadlstlc, the
other monistic, Given, say, the pro-.

" position aRb, where R is, some rela-
tion, the mo monadlstlc view will analyse
this into two propositions, 'which we
may call ar, and bra, which give to

L

is supposed to be different _
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a and b respectively adjectives
Supposed to be together equivalent

» - $o R. The monistic view, on the
contrary, regards the relation as a
property of thg whole composed of
a and b and as thus equivalent to a
%ro§051t10n which we may denote by
ab

Russell holds that the monistic type is held by
Bradley (among others); and Joaghim, by his confessed
adkerence to Bradley, also belongs to this group. "The
monistic theory holds that every relational propos1tlon
aRb is to be résolvéd iﬁgg a propgsition boncerning the
whole which a and_g,dompose".e For Rﬁ;sell, if this

proposition is not about the whole and 'part, then it would

‘be false, But if it is about the whole ahd part; then it

would require a new one for its meaning.3 Thus Russell

shows the inner contradiction of the axiom of internal

* relations.

Russell further thinks that it is actually d}fficﬁlt

to use the axiom of internal relations as it has been- already’

seen in the cases of the terms with diversity, which involve
A\ .

the relation of endless regress. Regarding the™gifficulti

of this axiom, Russell's conclusion would be "Ar_uments

lagainst this monistic viewl. of a more general nature might

Vs

1Russell, B. The Principles of Mathematics, p. 227

21pid., p. 224
>1pid., p. 225
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be multiplied almost indefinitely”.q
Russell next discusses two grounds in facour of

téb axiom of internal relations and shows that neither

'

of them-is satisfactory.

) ~ The first ground is based on tne law 47T sufficient

reagon, by which Rugsell meang that every prgposition can be
deduced from simpler propositions. Russe ¥“thinks that
this view does not work on Joachim's account, because,on'
5oachim'§ view,'the axiom of internal relations would‘
consider the propositions to be less and less true, the
simpler tuey aie. Moreover, thé”law of sufficient reason

>

thus interpreted, must be false anyway - because there must

~

be a limit to the’simplicity of propositions.

The second ground is the fact that if two terms
have a certain felation, they cannot-but have it, and if
they did not have it, fhey wéhld not be what they are. But

if the two berms do haveJthls relatlon then to think that

ie false - and anything can be
‘A,ﬂ[%the51s. This argument of
Russell 8 connects o:-uctlon w1th the notlon of material

1mpllcatlon, which would ngot be accepted‘by the 1deallsts

¢

and whlch has also been rejectéd by many others. So

.

"™ Russgdl artlculateé the second argument that if anyth;ng

LIV

.15 not related in the way 1n;whlch sbme given terms are

-

’ - - A
o ks . . *
3

1

£

Ibido ). p; 2245 .~ . ‘ ; hd

o
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related, then it must be numerically diverse from the
given terms. This again renders inadequate the ground
for the axiom of internai relations. By these argumepts
Russell rejects this axiom.

Although Russell cannot adequately distinguish
between truth and necessary truth at this time, éhe
second argument in favour of the ax?om can be criticised
(apaft from Russell's criticism) from the standpoint of'

necessity and posslblllty, i.e. from the standpoint of
modal Poglc. ) | - \ o

fhe axiom holds thaf if two terms have .certain
'relation} then they cannot but have it. Tﬁhs, if a and b
have a'relation R, then it is necessary for them toﬁhavé
that relation, i.e. they cannot but havé {f. This can“bé'
expressed formally as:. |

(A) aRb=10 aRb.
But (A) is not valid. It g'loves b, then it is.not a
necessary relatlon between a and b, rather a contlngent
one; a and b could be a and’ b without loving each other.
But 1dea115ts argue for (A) by means of the olalm that
necessarlly if a and b are related by R, then anythlng
’not related by .R would not be 1dentlcal to a and b. But

A

tonis amounts To

&
M

(B) o (aRbD aRb) s

b

whlch is valld But it is quite’ 1nsuff101ent to prove ‘the

.stronger requ1red thesis (A). . o

e



»avowealy crltloal in character and negative in result"

7

Joachim examineé in his book three Qossible
theories of truth, viz., 'Truth asncorrespoﬁdgnce',“jTruth
as a quality of independent entities' énd 'Truth as
coherence'. Joachim rejects the first two and tries toh
establish the third one. On tﬁe other hand Russell rejects,

and surely with some strong arguments, the #iew which

Joachim attempts to establish. If Russellks refutation of

Joachim's notion of the coherence theory of truth-is accep-

table; then there remains ﬁothing as JPachim's positive

contribution to the nature of truth, and Joachim's whole

" endeavour becomes negative.

From a somewhat different standpoint Joachim also
considérs his whole discussion to be negative. This is
clear from Joachim's views that "The following Essay does

not pretend to establish a new théqu",q and that "It‘fg .

natural to feel some hes1tat10n in publlshlng a work R

2

This, of course, dpoes not support Russell's reaectloq of

Joachim's view,. but only the fact‘that Joachim himself

" does not; establish any new theory of truth.

In spite.of thls, Russell glves some credit to }~

I

i'Joachim. Russell holds th¢t “The question 'Vhat 1slggmt$ 7!

is one which every phllosopher«ouaht ta face, aluhough, |

'1
# S

‘ . . 3 ,
1joachim, H, HP The Nature of Truth, p. 4

Elbid. , p_. 2 L ‘ o | »:

. . . . W
d ! v 0



78

-

unfortuhatel,J... it hag become unfashionable to ask
it., Mr. Joachim has done very well in und%rtaking a
serious and caggful dicscussion of the natu;é of trutﬁ".q
Russell also gives credit pp Joachim for giving a due
consideration to the prcblem of error.2 Furthermore,’
though coherence does not give the meaning of truth, "As

a criterion, coherence, in some sense, is certainly invalu-

able",3 and "it is often 'a most important test of truth

after a certain amount of truth has become known".q

Joachim and Russell are.involVed in a controversy
as to the two approaches towards the. understanding of the
meaning of truth. Joachim aJms at% knowing the final truth

or the whole truth, which will explain and will contain

"the explanatioﬁ of e&erything. This approach ié’not satis-

factory in the sense that human intelligencé and éxperience

cannot reach it, as Joachim himself -holds that this whole
o ' :

or final truth is in the partial possession of all finite

belngs (The Nature of Truth, p. 84). ' ,

But Rnssell s approach is- dlfferent beoauce it is

not possible to'kpow the final exp}anation.of every thing

Tussel 1, B. ."hat is Trush?", p. ' 349
2

“ Russell B. Phllosophlcal Lssays, p. 88 .
> 5Russell, B. "hat is Truth?", P 551

*Russell,—B—aGe Problems of Philosophy, p.125
: M v Su— R
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and one has to stop soméwhefe, anﬁ one hag to take
scmethin% as assumption or as granted. Thié appyoach is
mainly that of-science. Science works and dealgf;ith the
approi@mate truths instead of the aﬂsolute 0 é{ From

this standpoint Russell holds that, "I canpbt see why

we should expect a reason for everythj g",q or that "final
truth belongs to heaven, not to ihi world".2 '

A Y
’

qRussell, B. "The Nature of “Pruth", Mind., 1906,

2Russell B. An Outllne of Ph;losovhy, George
s~llen and Unwin Ltd.,London 4927, p. 3 .
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Chapter III
. N
THE WOLTIPLE RELATION THEORY OF TRUTH
The theory of truth‘toward which Russell moves
between 1905-1910 and maintaiﬂs for sometime is based
upon certain other views which Russell frequently uses
in his diséussions of ?ruth throughout this period.
Digcussion of Russell's view of truth in this period
presuﬁposes the discussions of thgse other views. These
views are, for exampie, the distinction between tﬁe~.
criterion and meaning of truth, the distinctien betweén
what truth itself is and what things are tfue, and so cn.
The culmlnatlon of the dlscu351on of Russell's view of

truth may be'maﬁe through the discussioqs of these other

" views, 1 ‘ -

1

&Russell's:distinction between the criterion and

reaning oi truth may be discussed first. Russell makes

" this distinction through the whole period and gives much

importance to it. He discusses it.in his rejections of.

both the pragmatic and coherence theories of truth. On

'above.péges 54—25,Kbrief reference hes been made to it.

) Thls dlstlnctlon may be discussed here ‘more . adequately.r

Russell holds that the "dlstlnctlon between the .

v *‘ £

- g0
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nuture of truth and a crit®rion of truth is impértant,
ang has ngt.always been sufficiently emphusized by
philosophers".1 Russell discusses tae nature of this
d1stinetion in different places in dlfLerent Ways,, for
example, at one time ne takes tne oxample of a lleary
and its catalogue2 and at snother time the example of'a
{:rade—maxjk..3 Russell considgrs the catalogue as one which

can Be used as a criterion for searching of books of

Y

a library. But the catalogue cannot make one sureéésether
a ﬁarticular book is in the_liprarﬁ-or not. Because some.
catalogued books may be lost or may be out of the library
for some reason or other and sometimes some books ére

found in the library whlch are still uncatalogued And

therefore, for Russell thouvh a catalogae camr be a

’ cglterlon for a book's belng in the library, being listed .

in the catalogue cannot mean the same as being in the

llorary, and in this case, also, satlsfylng the criterion

does_QQE;izi%cally guarantee possession of the property

for which. i is-a crlterlon. Russell’ defines a crlterlon

as Tollows: "Speaklnw abstractly, we may say that a
property A 1$ a criterion of'a property B when the sahe

i)
L]

A

. 1Ru§sell, B. Philoéop@}cal issays, p. 149 .

2Ibid., p. 120 -

3bid., p. 149

?

»
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objects possess both".q But such a criterion may some-
timss be useful and sometimes may not be. Russell dis-
tinguishes among the criteria as: "A is a usegu criterion
of B 1f it is easier to discover whetHer am object.
possesses the property A than whether it possess the
propercty B".2 Q<\ ' .

The exposition bf the nature of vhe distinction
between criterion and\meaning.does not seem to be a very
satisfactory one. And Russell himself also says that, "The

analogy of the library is not, to my mind, fantastic or

unaust but as .close and exact an analogy 'as I have been

able to think of".3 It is not wrong to say that the

‘catalogue is a criterion for a book's being in the library

@

buf it would be ‘more, appropriate .to call it a guide
for searching books. Andﬂ’criterion'hadd,'guide' are not

exactly the same. Nor is this analogy satisfactqry in the

‘light of the 1ater ana)ogy which Rus%gll makes in this

Aconnﬁctlon. Russell says. that, np criterion is a $ort of

»

trade-mark, i.e. some comparatively obvious characteristic-

3 . : 3 ‘ - 4 -
which is-a guarantee of genuineness". o .

Now, a criterion can be either a guaranteeing

- ~ ,1

- i

Ibid.o ) po 120 - "
2 - ) , &K '
Ibldo’ P ’IEQ ’ . *

’15id., p. 121, my italics

V 5 n_. ! ‘ N ) , .
. Ibid., p. 149 - . |
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for the'job“ One can measure something by different

83
criterion or one which is not a guaranteeing criterion. |
Thus a tréde—mark igs a guaranfeeing criterion because
satisfaction of ithe criterion guarantees the possession
ol the property for which it is a criterion and the - |
catalogue in a library is not a guaranteeing one.

For tnis reason I. have subgested above the word }
'guide' instead of crlterloﬁ' Slmllarly, Wlttgensteln ° |
contrastsq the word 'symptom' Mith“criterion‘. Thus the
possession of the property A is a guide to, or symptom

of, the possession of the. property B, if most of the’things

'which~possess‘A, also possess B. But ifjall of the things

which possess A, also possess B, then the possession of
A 1s a guaranteeing criteribn‘fof the possession’of B.

| However, in this context, instead of the analogy
of .a library, perhaps & better analogy might lie in the case
of selectlng a person for a job. There would be a criterion
for thls parpose, on-the ba51s of which dlflerent persons’
w1ll be distinguished. But vthe. crlteﬂlon of the selectlon

w

w111%nou be the same ‘as the meanLng of selectlon. A crite-
&

rion may be the physical fltness, which however, cannot

even be the last tﬁiqgﬁto-be the meahing of being selected

¢riteria or standards of measurements, but there is one

e

qdlgtgehsteln, L. The Blue and BrOWﬁ Books, Bas11
and Rlackwell Oxford 1972, pp. 2425 . )
x 2N\

« - f
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thing measuyred. According to Rus ell the criteria

of truth may be many, but he wanty 'truth' to have one

meaning. Thus Russell holds that he does not believe
that truth has, universally, any on Afrade—mark as ¢ri-
terion.1
The purpose of discussing this\distinction is
th;t Russell wants to know the meanfng f truth instead
of a4 criterion and Russell is criticising\on this ground
both the pragmatic and coherence theories
Again,~befofe discussing the meaning\ of truth,

Russell wants to make a distinction between w 2t truth

itself is and what things are true. This is cleéy when
Russell saﬁs that,

The guestion 'What is Truth?' is one
which may be understood in several
different ways, and before beginning
our search for an answer, it will be
well to be guite clear as to the sense
in which we are asking the question.
-We may meangto ask what things are
»~ true: is sclence true? is revealed
religion true? and so on. But before
we can answer such guestions as these,
we ought- to be able to say whatv these
questions mean: what is it, exactly,
that we are asking when we say, 'is
science. true?' It is this preliminary
‘question that I wish to discuss.?Z

L 4

Russell 'is -clear and correct in making this dis-
- : L4

_ tinction. This view of-Russell's reminds one of the

T,

TRusse11; B. Philosophital Essays, p. 149

2Tbid., p. 147

4
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,.unlike Socrate

| - u | 55

Socratic procedure. Socrates also, to_ “ake an example,

makes a distinction between the meanins of virtue and

-

the thingswhich are virtuous. But Sozrates thinks that

knowing the meganing of 'virtue' is the necessary pre-
4 N

condition of knowing the things which are Virtuous. But

ussell thinks that w%;p@ut knowing

- . . ¥ .
the general cordsiderations as to what 'truth' means, one

‘can settle whether this or that is true (Russell says,

if ‘at all) by considerations concerning this or that.’1

‘Similarly a person who does not'knbwaaﬁything about

philosophy, logic or truth or even genépal knowledge,
may well know the truth that man is mortal. Russell says,

"we may know a number of plain facts Qithout being able

to séz ....what we mean wpen we affirm their trﬁth",z

and that thése are "Two questions,‘theoretically distinct,
but very hard to discuss separately Lol Russell is

right here, because it is easier to kmow whether something

is true than to know the general and abstract meaning
- 4 " " \

_of truth.

a—

T1via., p. 147

2Russell ‘Ba Unpuollshed paper of January-February
1907, manuscrlpt p. 1, my italics

>Rugsell, B. Unpubllshed psper of Juné 1905, D.

4But compare (Philosophlcal Essays, p. 147) when
Russell says that before answering the question of which

“things .are true, one .ought to be abke to say what these

questlono mean.
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. Regarding this meaning of truth, Russell discards
certain possibilities at the very beginning. Thus Russell
does not want to know the meaning of truth in the sense
of nhow the word is uséa.q Russell considers this kind o# 7
meaning to be the meaning used in dictionaries and not in

philo§ophy. Russell also rejects some other perfectly

proper uses of the term "truth', becauce they are irrele-

"vant for this imduiry. Thus, 'true man', 'true poet', etc.

do not say anything about the nature of truth; nathef
what they say are about a man or a poet. Russell also
rejects what people usually have in their minds when they

use the word 'truth'. Russell holds that "This quesfion

comes nearer to the question we have to ask, but is still

different ffom‘§t$ The question what ideas péople have
when ﬁhéy use a wofd 1s a question of psychology; moreover,

there is very little in common'between\the ideas which

two different people in fact attach to the same word ...".2

What Russell has in mind to discuss is that,

... in the case of such a word as ,
'truth!, .we all feel that some v ¢
fundamental concept, of great phlxoso~
phical impertance, is inwolved,- though

it i difficult to be clear as‘to what
this concept is. What we wish.to :

20 is.to detach this conc¢ept from

the mass of irrelevancies in which,

gl
.

‘1Ru83pll,’B. Philosophical Essays, . 147

~

Ibid., pp. 147-48
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when we use it, it is normally

embedded, and to bring clearly

oefQre the mind tne abstract oppo-

sition upon which our distinction

of true and false depends.’
Russell 13 also very clear about and conscious of the
method which he will follow.in his inquiry. The period
under discussion is the period from which the twentieth
century analytical trendlgets its main impetus. And
Russeli's 1905 paper "On Denoting" is one of the starti
points of this trend. Russell's method of discussing the
nature of truth 1is also that of analysis. This aspect
has been clear in his discussions of pragmatic and
coherence theories ot truth. Russell analyses and divides
these views into simpler parts, examines the consequences,
seeks to show.the inner cogtradictions and thereby tries
to render them unsatisfaéfdryh This method of discussion
is also prevalent in his positive inquiries as to tné
natu;e of truth. This is eviden® in thé preceeding quota-
tion where Russell iﬁtends to detéch the concepts and
wants to get the clear abgtract position. This whole
position is furcher emppasiséa when Russell says,

e The proéess to be gone through

is -essentially one .of analgsis:
we have various complex and more

or less confuséd beliefs about
the true and the false, and we
have to reduce these to forms

-

-

Ibid., p. 148

o
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which are simple and clear, without
causin any avoidable conflict )
between our initial complex and con-
fused beliefs and our [inal simple

. and clear assertions. These {inal
assertions are to be tested partly
by -their intrinsic evidence, partly
oy their power of accouanting for
the 'data'; and the 'data', in such
a problem, are the complex and ¢ton-
fused beliafs with which we start.

Keeping this view in mind, Russell proceeds to
give his view ol the notion'or truth. Russell starts his
discussioh~with.the things whicn afe either true or félse,
and holds that, "Broadly speaking, the things thaélére
true or false, iq the sense with which we are’conberned,'
are stépeméﬁts,ﬁand‘beligfs or Judgmen’és".2 Russell yses
here the words 'belief' and 'jadgment' as synonyms.3

) At this point two criticisms may be put forward.
First, Russell says that the things which are true or -

false are statements, judgments, belié?s, ttc.; but these

are not the things, but the kinds of things which are

‘either true or false. It would be more accurate on Russell's
part to séy that these are the kinds 6f things %hich
are true or false.

"ind secondly, the significant point to be noticed

here is the absence of propositvions from this list. 3ut

T{pid., p. 143, my italics
lbid., p. 148

.\’:

Ivid., p. 148n

r
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vefore 1905, the propositions are the primary bearers

of truth-value. And even in 1905, though Russell expli-
citly confesses that lie has no positive view about the
nature of truth;1 he still seems to retain his previous
attachment to gropositions. This 1s clear when he says

thut it 15 the things which are or may be objects of

belief that can be cai’ed propositions, and it is such
things to which he ascribes tru%h and faisehood.2 The
reason for the disappearance of propositioﬁs from Russell's

list in.1910 is the multiple relation theory of belief

He has in mind and is going to explain. This absence of
~ . :

' propositions from the list is an initial indication of

the transivion to a difinite formulation of Rusggll'é‘vwn
View, -

. Taking Jjudgments or beliefs or statements as the
thingg or the kin@s of things w@ichNare true or faise,
Russell proceeds step by step to define the nature of
truth. He proposes cert@an possible views, examines them,.
“rejeqtsﬂthem:as inadequaté, anéhih this way “errives at
the view which he himself thinks to be the true account
of tne meaning 6f 'truth'. Regarding the first such

possible view Russell holds that,

“

1Russell, B. Unpublished paper of June 1905, manus-—
crivt p. 1 ;

a@pid.; p. 5
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. false beliefs, Russell introduces the notion of the

q
i

i e - :
., s€ems- to have subjective ground, and so far as discussedy

90

The truth or falsehood of statements
can be defined in terms of the truth
or falsehoods of beliefs. 4 statement
ig true when a person,who believes it
believes truly, and false when a person
: who believes it believes falsely. Thus

T in considering the nature of truth we
may confine ourselves to the truth. of
beliefs, since the truth of statements
is a notion derived from that of beliefs.
The guestion we have to discuss is ' 4
therefore: What is the difference beéetween
a true belief and a false belief?’

For discussing the difference between true and

believer; in other words, he introduces the notion of

* v

'mind, with which every belief (whether tru; or false),

is necessarily counected. Without a béiiever, there cannot -
\be any belieft without a mind there cannot be anything to
wake a judgment. On the ofher hand whether a beliefl is

tfﬁe or false depends entirely upor "the facts about which

2 So,.believing or.jﬁdging becomes a unity of

he Jjudges".
three aspects, vig:, {a) a mind or believer, who judges
or believes, (b) a fact or facts, upon wheih judgment
or belief occurs, and (c¢) the relation between the two,
which is the actual belief or judgmenf,‘and,is either

true or fdlse.'Bo, believing or judging is a process which e
. ‘;

~

1

kY

2

ﬁussell, B. Philosopnhical Essays, pp. 148—49
Ibid., p. 149
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an objective ground: - -

In all cognitive acts,. such as belie-

- ving, doubting, disbelieving, appre-
hending, perceiving, imagining, the
mind ha&s objects other than itself to
which it stands 'in some one of these
various relations. In such a case as
perception this is sufficiently obvious:
the thing perceived is necessarily
something different from the act of
perceiving it, and the perceiving is
a relation between the person percei-
ving and the thing perceived.

A similar view is also'pfesgnt in another of
Russell's papers where he says, "Truth, then, we might
suppose, is the guality of belief which have facts for

their objécts, end falsehoold is the guality of other

beliefs.. An@ a fact may be defined as whatever theré is
that is =z comglex“.2 The further develobment of this ‘
notion of 'complexity'-is oﬁe way by which Russell develops'
his notion of multiple relation. It can be said that
Ruséellfs n;tion of the mult}ple relation, whi;h he deve-
lops in 1909,'ié present iq/embryo,form aé thé tiﬁe of 1
writing his paper for the Aristetolian Society in 1906~07.
. On the bééis of this discussion, if judgment or

belief is a relation betweén a subjective aspect, which

y

- Iivig., p. 150
2Russe11, B. "On the Nature of Truth", Proceedings -

of the Aristotelian Soceity, 1906~07, p. 45, my italics;
whiii}geprinting this paper in Philosophical Essays, :

“Russeld omlts the.third part of the paper.
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is a mind and an objecﬂive aspect, which is a fact or
facts,; then truth and falsehood shéuld have some bearing
on the nature of the oﬁjective aspect. And assuming that
there are. such objects which mske the objective aspect, .

" Russell, following Meinong, calls these obggcets ‘objectives'.

may be observed that some such objectives
(namely, the true ones) are what Russell calls 'facts';

and says thyt, "we way make truth a property of the objects ¢

1

of judgments, \i.e. of what we may call thets". Russell . s

makes it clear later on that the objects of only true
Judgments are ‘the facts. Regarding such objectives or facts,
‘Russell's Vview is that the objectives or fagts are such
that, one can think of them, but they theﬁselves are not
thoqghtsL In other words, éhey can be related with a hind,’
but they are not mental. Caegsar's croséing the river .
Rubicon is such a fact, aﬁd;if anybody thinks that it is

a mental_fact or an idea in his dind, then Qe must be
» B : , g .
.sufferigg from water on braln.2 The nature of the objec~

tives or facts will be further clarified from the followiﬁg\

x

r

discussion.

Thus Russell discusses whether a judgment or a-

Yo

belief can have a single fact as its object or more than

2

one object. Russell ‘says, ‘Q. ) . *

-
qRussell, B. Uﬁpublished paper of June 1905, manus-
cript p. 5 -, :

°Ipid., p. 6

) -
<
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£’ 1 judge (say) that Charles I died
on the scaffold, is that a reiation
between me and a single 'fact!, namely,
Charles I's deafh on the scaffold,zor *
"that Charles I died on the scaffold',
or is it a relation betwsen me and ‘
Chavles I and dying and the scaffold?
We shall find that the possibility of
false Judgments compels us to adopt
the later vLew. But let us first exa-
mine -the view that a Judgment has a
single object.1

It is evident from thls passage that by 'fact'
Russell means Charles I's death on the scaffold or ‘that

Charles I.4ied on the scaffplﬂ'. These facts are also

what Russ®ll calls objectives. Thus,

So long as we only consider true .
judgments, the-view that they have
objectives is plausible: thes actual

event which we destribe as ‘Charles

I's death.on the scaffold' may

regarded as whé objecTive oI une ' »
judgment 'Charles L died on the sca-
ffold'. .But what is the objective of

the judgment 'Charles I died in- his

bed'? There was no event such as

'Charles I's death in his bed!.c

From these two quoted passages it 1is clear that

" Russell uses 'objective' (when true) and 'fact’ 1n the

same sense. These uses of the 'fact"and 'objective' and .

giving the name, 'objective' for the object of ju?gment

are not in fact satisfactory. This unsatisfactoriness is 1\
evident from Russell's discussions of the objections To -

& - o .

Russell B. Phllosonnlcal LSSLYS, p, 150, my italics

EIde.%,}p. ’15'1, my italies

\. 0 s "
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calls 'Objekte', i.e. those 'Gegenstande' whieh are not

o

~

the view that judgment hes an objéctive.

Russell holds that, "The#first .[objection] is-.

that it is difficult to believe  that there are such

objects as 'that Charles 1 died in his bed', or even

'that Charles I died or the scaffold'." But regarding the

second instance that,- 'that Charles I died on the scaffold’,

though it cannot be an object it is plausibie to think cf

it as the objective of the judgment that Charles I. died

" on the scal . In the contoxt of this, discussion,

Russell uses the word 'object' in a different sense.than
¢

1ts usual sense. And when Russell adopts 'objebtivea'

- (ahd prefers it to obaect ), he does so following Meinong

(Philosophical Essays, p. 151). In Melnong-there is the

distinetion between"Objecktg' and 'Gegenstandef; What

Russell calls 'objectives' are a category of"Gegenstande'

and what Russell -calls 'objects' are those which eiqong' N

. [ 4
objectives. In this way 'objectives' can be said to be a

species. of 'Gegenstande' .

[}

On the other hand Russell makes a dlstlnctlon

wbetween 'obgectlves (Wthh .can agaln Be true or false)

’ and 'facts'. On the view Russell is here CrlthlSlngﬁ in

the Judgment that Cherles I died on the scaffold, ‘tnat

Charles I,ﬁled on the scaffold' is true and is an obdectlve

[

MTbid., ps 151
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extent of his d1scussmon, 1u1te unhappy in u31qé these

95
or a faét.‘But in the Judgment. that Charles I died in
h¥ bed, 'that Charles I died in his bed! is false and
it is not a fact t&ough 1t can be an objective. Thus
arises the notion of false objectives, which though not
logically impossible, is dhsatisfactory and it is better
to avoid such a viewfq When the objective (of a judgment).
is true, it is-what Ruséell calls fact. In other words,

[}
true objectives are facts. But Russell 15, upto "this

words, and'he considers tnem to be unsaplsfaotéry.
This seems to be the reason why the dfstlnCCIOH

of . obgect' 'objective' and factj is only Zsed at this

stage in the development of Russell's discus

ion. With the
. “ '
final development of Russell's view at the end of the

~discussion, it will be foynd that he resolves 'facts' and 1/

'objectives' to individual 'ebfects' and.thereby drops
NS !
The ngtlosc of ;fact' and. obJec%}ve“. On {his aspect of

Russell's view, P.T.Geach's comment goes in favour of .

" Russell wnen Geach says, "analysing judgments in terms of

“'opjective' is'a 1azy analysm"'2 , ¢

Before discussing Russell s seqpnd objection in

3

this connection, onc dlscrenancy may.be pointed out here. v |

7/

y Ibld., P 192

2Geach P. T. Nental Acts, Routledme and hegan
Paul London, 1957, p. "9
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. Russell in this context. s
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!

In the two ouo%ed passuges on page 9%, in the first one

" Russell does pot use quotanion mark to express a judgment,

out in the sg¢cond one Russell does so. In the first

guoted passaée Russell Qrites that YIf I judge (say) that
Charles I died on the scaffdld ...", and in the second
quoted passage he writes, "Bun ... the judgment 'Charles I .
died in hié bed' ...". First, it is a disciepancyl Secondly:
Russell 1s confu51ng (consc1ous1y or uncon301ously) the

dlfference between. a sentence and a prop051t10n. A propo-

*

\51t10ﬁ.1s %hﬁt a/sentence erresses, and this express1on

of a sentence £; what the proposition is, and is specified
[=}'s quetation mark. Russell is wrong in using q‘jﬁdgment

sometimes as a sentence ahd sometlmes as a propos1t10n by

" the use of gquotatien marks. This, of courseé, has no bearlng

on th eory of truth that Russell is going Qp establish

‘here, {and tris is more an observation than a criticism of

A

’ However the second objection against the yiew

. A
that a Judgment has an objective is,. . M \

... more fatal, and more germane . :
.- tp the consideration of truth and
o falsehood. If we allow that all
o judzments have objectives, we shall
have to allow that there are objec-
tives which are falge. Thus there S
will be in the world entities, not
devendent upon the existence
Jnarments, which can be described
as-objective falsehocds. This is
in itself almost incredible: we
feel that there could be no false~
hood if there were no minds %o

~
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b4 s
make mistakes. But it has the
further drawback that it leaves ‘ ¢
the difference tetween truth and '
falsehocd guite inexplicable. We
feel that when we Judge,truly
some entity corresponding in
some way to our Jjudgment is to be
found outside our Jjudgment, while
when we judge falsely there is no
such 'corresponding' entity.l

>

It is mainly on the ground~ of this second objec-
tion that Russell rejects the v1ew that Judgments have
obgectlves. Because, in that case, false Judgments w111
have false objectives and there will be sUch things as
uobaectlve falsehoods, which Russell rlghtly thinks to bé
:1nored1ble. fu

o On this ground Russell next proposes another

possible view that we oould saz,simply/that true judgments

have objectives‘but the false judgmen@% do not Lave  any
N . . . . ‘v/ )
such. And "With a new definition of objectives this view

might become tenable, but it is not tenable so long as
. . v g ‘a

" wk hold to the view thét‘judgmént aq%uéllygis~a relation
2 L

of the m1nd to an objective".

Russell holds Jthat, if Judngnt is a relatlon of
. the mind to an objective, then, aocordlng to thc new

deflnltlon, there will be ne such thlngs as false objectives

to be relatea with the mind. Thls is oecause, "a relation

"Ibid. , pp. 151-52
2Ipid., p. 152, my italics

i
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cannot be.related to nothing".q In this dilemma,; Russell
wants to maintain the view that judgment involve§ a
relation with a mind, and therefore finally is compelled
to modify hig view again and to_hold that "no judgmen%
consists in a relation to’single object".2 )

Russell holds that, the difficulty of the view
that we have been considering so far, is that it compels
us either to )* ept the "existence of the obJect1Ve false-.
hoo@ or to a (EQ?t when one Judges falsely, there is
nothing that he is " judging.> And "The way out of the '
difficulty;consists in.maintaining that, whether we judge
truly 2{ whether we judge falsely, there is no one thing
that’W§’are ,judging".4

In ,this way Russell rejects the view that every

;//:i:dgment tas a single objective, and proceeds to explain

e view that instead of one objective, there are several
objects which dre involved in a judgment. Thus Russell
says, "when we jﬁdge that Charles I died on the scaffold,
we have before us, not one chect but several objects,

namely, Charles I and dying and the scaffold". 0 As

pe]

1193@., p. 152
Ibid., p. 153
’Ibid., p. 153
Ibid., p. 153 = o .

g “?Ibid., p. 153
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nmentioned éarliqr, it ma: also %9 noticed here that
russell is expressing a judgmené without guotation marks,
and aoing so correctly. Now in the case of the several .
objects, we need to examine what hsppens to false judgmerts.
Following Russell, it can be said that if it is judged
that Charles I died in his bed, then it is a false judg-
ment,. but it has several objects and the~5bjects are not

~ fictitious. In*tﬁislcase, the objects are Charles I, dying
and the bed;  consequently, there is no such thing as the
objective falsehood and in-a false judgment one can still
have a relation of something with the mind. This‘is what

Russell thinks is the correct view. Russell says that,

"Thus in this view judgment is a relation of the mind to
several other ferms: when these other terms have inter se
a ‘'corresponding’' relation, the judgment is true; when
not, it is false. This view, which I believé to be the
‘correct one, must now be further expanded and explained“.1
Thus we get the_ﬁucleus cr the fundamental concept of
Russell's view, '

Noy, in the case of the judgment that Charles 1
died on the scaffold, Rdssellldoes not mean that the mind
of a person (whé judses) hasadifferenf separate relations
with each of the separate objects, namely, Charles I,

dyinz and <<caffold. Russell does not deny that this is
k

TIeig., p. 153 *
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3
poséﬁble, and in fact, the mind of the person who

judges, can be separately conscious of each of these
several separate objects. Thus, the judging mind can héve'
a separate relation with Charles I, being a relation of
two terms; or it can have ano:heé separatéqrelation with_
dying, being another rglation of two terms, and éo on.
But Russell 53%3 not mean these several separate )
relations. Because, in that ca§e, the.iudgment will
loose its integrity. Thus Russeil.holds that, "In order
to obtain this judgment [that Charles I died on the
scaffqld], we must have one single unity of the mind and”

Charles T and dying and the scaffold, i.e."we must have,

" not several instances of a relation between two terms,:

o -
but one instance [i.e. a unityl of a relation between more

2]

than two terms".
About the relatlons Russell holds that,
- H
We will glve the name multlgle.
relations' to sueh as require: ¢
moxge thap two terms. Thus a pela- g
tion ise multlple if the simplest,
propositions* in which it ogcurs areé
precpositions, involving moré than
two terms (not counting the relation).
From what has been said it is obvi-
cus that multiple relations are L
common, and that many matters cannot
be undérstood without thelr help.2

1

Iold., p. 154, my italics
©Tpid., p. 155
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Ls an instaunc< Eﬁ multiple relagion Russell
takeslanother éxémple iﬁd a term of new type, namely,
time-factor. Many relations hold between two terms at .
some times and not at chers, thus ‘& complete expression
of the relation betwéqp these two terms require a relation
of mare than tgo placks - namely a thrée-';ace relaéion
in which two places are ‘held by the priginal two terms
and the éhird By a time. Russell says that, "Take such
& propositien as -'A loved B in ﬁay and hated him in
June', ... Toen we cannot say that, apart. from dates, A

L 3

has to B either the relation’ of loving or that of hating.

‘ ?gks rece551ty for a date does not -arise with all ordi-
r

¥y relatlonshlps; for example, if A is the brother of
. . b
1 About the unity .of the relation of mind and
. k% »
other terms in a judgment/ Russell says here that, "This

relatlon betdeen A and-’E and May cannot be anglysed 1nto

2

relations between Agfnd B, A and May, B and May kt is a

31ngle unity".” Russgell thlnks that-in thakphllosophy of

time~and change, the acgqount of time-factor as one term
of a2*relation is a necessary one.

On the basis of the notion of multiple relation

/
Russell sayifihau, "The theory of judgment which I am

advocatiqg,is that judgment is pot_a dual relation of

Void., p. 154

°Ibid., p. 154 b -
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tte mind to a2 single otjective, but a multiple relation

of tne mind to the various other terms with which the
judgrent is concerned”.q Or that, "Zvery deéhent is a ©
relation of a mind to cevceral objects, one of which is
a relavtion; §pe judgment is true when the rélation which
1s one of the o.jects relates the other objects, other—
wise it is false".2

Russell then proceeds to give anlaccount of the
'corresyondence' which is connected with the notion of

truth.. Russell again takes the example of the judgment

that a loves B. In this Jjudgment there are three terms :

‘ /
A, B and the relation 'love'. And it may nappen that A

loves B, but B does not love A. One has therefore to’

e A .
judgment “thwt A loves B from the judgment
fa 3 ¢ . .
that B loves A. Jhether the relation goes fxom A to B-

distinguish the’

-

or from B to A really makes a difference in'the corres- |

bonding jﬁdgment. And there 'will be two senses of the R
relation as it goes from A to B or“f%og B %o A;'and
accordingly there will be a corresponding complex object.
Russell says, ' -

Then the relation as it enters into
the judgment must have a 'sense',
and in the corresponding complex -
it must have the same 'sense'. Thus
P . .
4 - O

1

L}

cid., p. 155, .my italics
* 2Ibid., p. 150 ’
4 . ’ K{A
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, the judgmenrt that two terms have a

! : certain’'relation R is a relation of
the mind to the two terms and the
relation R w1th the approprlate
sense: the 'corresponding' complex

‘ corisists of the two terms related

o by the relation R with the same ¢
sense. The judgment is true when
there is such a complex, and false
when there is not. ... This rives '
the definition of truth and false-
ht)oao 1 '

!
¥e_now know what the meaning (with which Russ®ll

-

startt all his discussioﬁg in all his pupers on the rature

) ¥
.0f truth, and for which he expresses so much concern) of

-4

o This whcle thing has been presented by Russell>in
|

a different way imThe Problems.of Philosophy (chapter XII).

Russell maintains there the same position that truth and
falsehood zre the properties of beliefs, statementsg or

‘§ Judgments and says, "What is called belief or Jjudgment is
// nothing but this relation of believing or judging, which
“%; relates a mind~to several things other than itself".2

-

YRussell calls the mind the gubject of judgment and the

' other oojects the constituents of Judgments.3 The relatgon
itsell between the subgect on the o bqnd ana the

obJeqts on the other hand is the relation of judging or

® : \ ,
o 1. . e /

'Ibid., p. 158, my italics \<

.2Russe1i, B. The Problems of PhliOSODhy p. 126
1bid., p. 126
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.
believing. This relavion of jud>ing 1s true when it is

reclated to its objects in the,way or order or direction

or sense¢ in which the objects themselves are actually
related. Russell makes this clea® by the example that,

«Othelo's judgmenrt thit Cassio
loves Desdemona differs: from
his judgment that Desdemona loves -
Cassio, in spide of tne fact thet
it consists of ‘the same consti-
uents, because the relation of
judging places the constituents in
a different order in the two cases.’

"Thus a belief ig frue when it correspdnds to a

{ &

certain associated complex [in the actual order or

direction of its termsl, and false when it does not", 2

However, before piving my own view on this notion
of trutﬁ, certain other criticisms may be discussed first.

P. T. Geach says that Russell's theory doés not
show how it is that we should be able to understand the

statement abbreviated as 'James judges that 2'.5 This ?

criticism is due to the fact that the analysis of judgment

1Ibid., pp. 126-27; it may be mentioned here that
in this later version, the order of the terms of the Jjudg-
ment is the order determined by the Jjudging relation. But
in *he earlier version of 1910, the order of The terms 1is
determined by the subordinate relation which itvself is one
term of the judgment. Thus in the example thet A loves E,
the order of 4 and 8 is determined by 'love' and thus
obviavinc some subsquent criticisms of the theory.

2

ivid., p. 128 : .

2Geach, P. T. Mental acts, p. 49
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will differ with dafferent rossible interpreta@ions of
'P*, and-"Russell's theory woulld herq réquire different

relations of Judging ... for every different logical

e
form of sentences expressing judgments”.

) From a similar standpoint Wittgenstein says that
in "A judges (that) P", P cannot be replaced by a proper
name, and that this is apparent if we substitute "A
judges that P is true and not-P is félse".2 And zlso tpat'
Russell "imagines every fact as a spatial complex, and
since spa?ial complexes consist of things and relations
only, therefore he holds . all do".3

P. T. Geach further argues:
Again Russe¥l holds that if James

Judges that a is larger tnan b,

then the relation larger than is @
one of the things between which

the judging relation obtains. But

this idea, of a ‘relation's being

itself one among things that are
related, is by no means clear. A
relative term like 'larger than'

is incomplete. ... .

r

Geach observes that when certain relation enters as a term

in the Jjudging relation, certain obscurity results and

Mpig., p. 49

2M1tt€en stein, L. Notebooks 1914-1916, Harper and

Brothers, New York, from ()Basml and biackwell 1966, p. 96

SIvia.) p. 96 . . / : .
®Geach, P. T. Meutal Acts, p. 50
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that‘Russell'does not notice this difficulty.
BEven if 1t 1is Caid that,

... the relatlon R is before the

mind, not as relating a and b,

bgt only as a term Qf a judging
lation that holds between the

. mind, a, the relaticn R, and b, fthenl

how can there be any talk of The

relation R's 'proceeding' from

a to b rather than from b to a?

... This difficulty looks even

worse if we consider how in fact

the realtion R does enter 1nto

the judgment ... .7 ' »

This criticism is in fact applicable only to the
earlier version of the theo}y in 1910, due -to the distinc-
tioﬁ gé made in fhe foot note on page 104, )

From a somewhat different sténdpoint Wittgenstein ~
holds that "The fact that in a certain sénse the logical
form of [a sentencel P must bg present;even if P is not
the caée, shews symbolically through the fact that 'P!
occurs if AP' Q‘and in contrast to Russell further conti-

o~

nues tha* "Any proposition can be negated. And this shews

that 'true' and 'false' mean the same 'for all propo-

sitions".2 Russeli's mulfiple relation theory does not
. N ! Iy !

take account of such possibitities and that seems to be

inadequate on its part.

Closely similar to P. T+ Geach's is the argument

v e
,.

bed., ph. 51-52
1ttgenste1n, L. Notebooxs 1914-1916, p. 21

i
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put forwarl by A. D. WOoziey. voozley isiinclined

<

first, to doubt whetheér the theory o' tru h which

Rugssell seems to think is 1mplled oy it, i.e. the corres-

=1

. pondence theory, is really implied by it or 1s tenable,1

and secon&ly to say that "Russell does not explaln what

-he means by

on 2 "
correspondence, . ¢

WOozley explains it by taking an example that

M Judbes that 4 is related to B. Woozley distinguishes two

complexes in this Judgment, v1z.,

" and,

and further

(a)
kb)
(1)

(i1)
(1ii)

the judging comp¥ex M j A r B, where M is the
subject or the judging mlwd J is the Jjudging

.relaulon,

the fact complex A T E,
analyses -these two complexes as %he following:.

In (a) there are four terms (M,A,r,B),.and
one reldtion (j). In (b) there are.two terms
(A and B) and the relation (z); .

In (a) T is a term; in (b) iT is a relation;
In (g) the order-of A,r, and B ts determined
by J3 in (b) the order of A,r, and B is
determlned by .2

1‘

Fow.the questlon that is, asKed is that in the

<

. lizht of thése differences, how the multiple relation

theory can clainm a correspondence between ArB as part of”

the Jjudgment complex and ArB as the whole of the fact

L)

1.oozley, A. D. Theory of kno'ledge, Hutchinson A

. & Co. (Publishers) Ltd., London, 1957, p. 125

101d., v. 126

51vid., p. 126 - . o e
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complex. In reply to this query of Voozley's it may
be said that the 'correspondence' reiuired for true
judgment is to be found in the‘identity of the fact com-

plex as found in the judgment with same state of affairs

_in the world. In false judgment there is no. such identity,

the fact complex does not exist outside of the judgment.
Whether o} not the identity holds caﬂ, of course, be —~ ./
determined by standard empiriéal (or other) means.

However, what Woozley 1s more toncerned with is: ¢
”The(real dlfflculty i3 that xr performs a different
fqnctlon in each of the two complexés, being a term in
one. and a relafion in the other", 1 and Wobzley thinks that
thls crpiticism regarding the dlstlnctlon of twos functions
of the same relation can be malntalned if the theory is
not reinterpreted or modified.

However, apart from such .intrinsic difficulties,

is Russell giving in his,multiplé relation theory the

truth or fal'sehood of a 'Judgment or the both? This question

" arises because, Russell has been throughout the whole

discussion, so concerned about the dist¥:§x10n between the

criterion and the meaning of truth. 4nd in diseusSing

_"1
his positive views$, throughout the whole éisCussion Russell

3.

pid., p. 126 . e
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is mainly discussing. when a judgment is true and when it
is falsef’and in h}s final definition (as discussed above
on pages 102-03) of truth, Russell also is saying .

when a judgment is true and when it is not and then

saying, "This jgives the definition of truth and falsehood".

Thus, simply by telling us when a Jjudgment is . .true and
when not, Russell is just giving a criterion for distinéui-

',shing true judgménts from false ones.

Discussion on the issue of the meaning and criterion

of truth has“been given at the beginning of the chapter;
but. thet has been given for the exposit{on of Russell's
- / ;

view. It is again taken over here for/%he'@valuation of

his view. ‘ / . -

" We can‘agree that there is difference between
mearing and criterion. This differénce takes its shape
and extent in the context in which one is involved. Some-
times it is the criterion which helps to get the meaning,
sbmetimes it does not. In the sélectign»of a person fof
& Jjob, the critérion-bf selection may be the 1evel~of ,
intelligence of .the person, but the me?ning of 'being
celected' is not the level 5f"fntelligence or the ﬁntelli—
gence itéglf, In this case,-fhe meaning:of 'being selected’
is far away fror the criterion and close to the purpose of
’selecﬁioﬂﬁ )

The meaning of different thin,s are different,.and

Sew
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the cqfrespondiﬁg con?éxts.are also‘different. Similarly,
the criterion'qf one thing is differ;gt from that of ‘
anotherg%hiﬁg.' Aind the néture of the relation bet&een
meaning and criterion is also different with different
things and contexts. What Russell says is the definition
of truth, can as well be a criterion of the distinction
betweern trué and -false judgments.

In certain cases it also is not c¢lear how to
determine the truth or falsehood of a judgment by the
multipie relation theorg,'lf 6ne‘judgés that Godéexisré,
it is not clear how or in which way or ways the term
'God' can be related with 'exists} and theé ‘judgingwmind‘.

'Secondly if the term 'God' is related with a mind
in more that one way, then more than one truth can occur
from fhe single judgment thet God exists. Russell's mulTi-
ple relation theory of truth in this‘early formulation
does not éiplian,such a case.

) ’

In spite of these limivations and incompletenegégﬁ,‘
Russell's theory occupies an, important place im ﬁistory. )
The historical way of its development, its transitional
. snd formétive chapacter, its basis as the efgmlhation of
“inner contradﬁg%ions of certain othefivieWs}'énd its
analytical apﬁroach and mathemaiical elements - all these

contribute to its significance. It is tiie outcome of o

<
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period when Russell ic completing his Frincipia

Mathematica. And his notion of multiple relation gets

much of its impetus from mathematics (Philosophical
Essaysy p. 154). And as much as this, it can be said

t0 be a mathematics and science oriented view of truth.

[ . . \
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