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ABSTRACT

The present study aims at an exposition and a defence

of the correspondence theory of truth. rn both respects,

its scope is limited.

Chap. I: Correspondence as the Meaning of Truth

According to the correspondence theory of truth,

the truth of a proposition means its correspondence to a

fact. There are theories which deny this "descriptive" view

of the meaning of truth, and thus do away with the very

foundation of the correspondence theory. Two of them --
namely, the redundancy theory and the performatory theory

-- are considered. According to the former, truth-varue

expressions are redundant in the sense that they add nothing

to the meaning of a sentence, and are mere assertion and

negation signs. According to the latter, "true,, and ,'false"

do not stand for any property; they are not applied to

anything at all, but function tike ',yes', or ,,Ditto.', Both

of these theories are found. unsatisfactory. Finally, it is
argued that there is a genuine distinction between the meaning

and the test of truth; and that, if so, the account of the

meaning of truth given by the correspondence theory alone

seems acceptable.
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Chap. II: proposition: the Subiect_Term of the

Correspondence Relation

correspondence as truth is a relation between two

terms. These terms have been called the "subject-term', and

the "object-term. " The former is that to whích "true,, and

"false" are apptied; while the latter is that whích justifies

this application. Dífferent kinds of "entities,, -- judg-

ments, propositions, beriefs etc. -- have been taken by

different thinkers to be the pri-mary bearers of truth-varues.

Examination reveals that propositions are the only primary

bearers. A proposition has been defined as the abstract

content of a judgment, which has no reality apart from the

judgmental activity. This content is the assertion of a

possible state-of-affairs consisting of the existence or

non-existence of an object or object-complex. Finally,
some theories of proposition -- those of Ryre, Ir,Ioozrey, and

Russell -- have been considered and. commented on.

fact.

Chap. III: Fact: the Object-Term of the

Correspondence Relation

The object-term of the correspondence reration is a

A distinction has been drawn between the propositional

non-propositional sense of ,'fact,', and a fact as theand the
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object-term has been identified with a fact in the latter
sense' A fact in thi-s sense, and not in the other sense, is
genuinely in the world. rt is defined simply as the existence

or non-exisLence of some object or object-comprex. A fact,
thus taken, does not itserf exist, but simply is, in some

sense. Later orr, the views of Lucas, Strawson, and Woozley

on the nature of a fact have been considered. These theories
seem to constitute a serious threat to the correspondence

theory; but none of them proves to be quite satisfactory in
itserf , or a rear threat to the correspond.ence theory.

Chap. IV: What ,,Correspondence', Means

The probrem now is one of considering what corres-
pondence between a proposition and a fact exactly means.

several views expressed on this problem are found to be

inadequate. Thus, it is not true (a) that the correspondence

relation is not further analysable, (b) that it is anarogous

to the reration between a picture and what is pictured, and

so on, or (c) that the reration is purery conventionar. An

alternative theory has been suggested in line with Russel| s

relationar view of correspond.ence. Tt is argued that,
within certaj-n rimíts, the correspond.ence relation is further
analysable ín terms of a one-to-one correlation between the
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propositionar and the factual "constituents.', of course,

in this respect, there is an important difference between an

affirmative and a negative proposition. An affirmative

proposítion is true if and only if there exists a factual

constituent corresponding to each propositional constituent,

whereas a negative proposition is true if and only if there

is at least one propositional constítuent to which no exis-

ting factual constituent corresponds. To each affirmative

proposition corresponds a positive fact; and to each negative

proposition, a negative fact. Thus the correlation between

a true proposition and a fact, each taken as a whole, is

one-to-one.

Chap. V: Summary and Conclusions

A brief summary of the preceding chapters is presen-

ted in the final chapter. This is followed by certain

observations of a general nature. special reference is made

to two problems pertinent to any comprehensive account of

the correspondence theory, ví2., the problem of considering

whether or how far the correspondence theory appries to ar1

different kinds of propositions, and that of defending (if

possible) the theory against the apparently grave objections

raised against it particularly by the coherence and. the

pragmatist theories.
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PREFACE

The aim of the present study is an exposition of

what is known as the correspondence Theory of Truth. rts
outcome may be anticipated as a defence of some form of the

correspondence theory, although the main burk of the

discussion is expository rather than critical. The general

position that has been upheld is that there is a distinctj-on

between the meaning and the test of truth, and that, whatever

theory one may hold with regard to the latter, the corres-

pondence theory seems to be the only vatid theory with

regard to the former (at reast so far as factual propositions,

i.e., propositions about the world -- about objects and

events -- are concerned) . It is, so to speak, hardly a

theory at arl; it is rather only a more systematic and

elaborate expression of what is apparently the most funda-

mental sense in which the word, "truth, " is generally used.

rt appears that a failure to see this, and. indeed the whole

controversy over the matter, arises mainly from a confusion

of issues.

I âÍt, however, thankful to prof . G. G. Cosby,

Department of philosophy, University of Manitoba, for his

very sympathetic guidance throughout the study. r take
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J. T. Stevenson of the

suggiestions on certain

to express my gratefulness to

same Department for his very

points.
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INTRODUCTION

Of late the problems of truth seem to have been one

of the important battle-grounds in philosophy. The contro-

versy among the idealists, the realists, and the pragmatists,

and, more rately, the debate between Austin and strawson

both on the problems of truth -- are perhaps among the

important features of recent and contemporary phirosophy.

The present study, ho\n/ever, wirl not be concerned with all

the problems of truth, nor with all the different solutions

that may have been advanced so far to any one of them. rt

will select for itself the correspondence theory of truth,

and will try mainly to give a prausíbre exposition of what

it precisely means.

There are different problems of truth; but the one

to which the correspondence theory is an ans\^ier seems to be,

sometimes, either overlooked or confused with some other. A

good deal of troubre may have arisen simply from this source.

Ayer, for example, observes that the only genuine problem

about truth is the one relating to the criterion of truth. I

1a.¡. Ayer, Language, Truth and Logic (rrlew york:
Dover Publications, Inc., 1935), p. 87; and also "The
Criterion of Truth," philosophy and Analysis (antony Flew,
editor; Oxford: Basil Blackwell, L954), p. 238.



This seems mistaken,

may be taken, There

about truth.
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whatever sense the word ,'criterion"

indeed more than one genuine problem

l_n

IS

of course, the word "criterion" seems to have a degree

of ambiguity which may be partly responsibre for the prevail-

ing confusion over the subject. A.c. Ewing, among others,

clearly distinguishes between the definition and the

criterion of truth. He upholds the traditional correspondence

theory as a theory of the definition of truth, and a different
and liberar type of theory regarding the criterion. so far
so good; but can we not use, if we choose, the word ',criterion',
in a different sense, and label "correspond.ence to a fact,, as

a críterion of truth? rndeed, this is what Ayer seems to

have done in his articre arready referred to (although he

hardly mentions the word "correspondence" in the other place

in this connection) At any rate thís seems guite possible

in virtue of the ambiguity of the word ,'criterion.', we may

say, for example, that the proposition that some roses are

red is true because it satisfies the criterion of correspond-

ence -- because, that is, investigation has shown that there

is an actual state-of-affairs (namely, some-roses being-red)

answering to the proposition.

But even if we use "criterion" in this (misleading)



sense, we have but answered only one question

truth of the proposition, and another question

to be answered. The question we have answered

3

regarding the

still remains

is: üIhat is

the propositionthe críterion whose satisfaction has rendered

true? The remaining question, on the contrary, is: How do

we know, orr this or on any particular occasion, whether the

criterion has been satisfied.? Here, presumably, one is faced

with two possible procedures which are rikely to lead to
quite different consequences:

(r) one may arbitrariry use the word, "d.efinition,',
where the word, "criterion" or "test, " may be preferred, or

conversely.

(2) One may fail to notice that there are two

distinct questions as just indicated.

The first procedure may be a wholly unnecessary departure

from common usage, and thus confusing and misleading; but its
defects are not likely to cause any harm so rong as the terms

are used consistently and, preferably, with due warning. But

the defects of the second procedure are grave and seem to be

the real source of most of the prevailing confusion and

debate on the issue in question.

However, there seems to be no reason to deny that
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both of the above questions are genuine questions about truth,2
and that they are different. There are of course other problems

about truth, but the present study will not be interested ín
them. rt wilr not be interested. even ín answering both of

the above questions. The questions have been distinguished

mainly as a basis for a precise detimitation of the present

inquiry which wilr rimit itserf to considering a certain

ans!úer to the f irst question.

Tt seems true that our ans\¡/er to the first question

is a basíc determinant of our ans\¡/er to the second, but itself
remains the same, however we may ans\¡/er the second. fhis is
part of the reason why in the present study a separate answer

to the first question is not considered impossible.

The usual formulation of the first guestion, however,

wirl be preferred here. Because of its ambiguity, the word

"criterion" will be avoided as far as possible, and. the two

questions will be regarded., respectively, âs the question

about the meaning and that about the test of truth. Thus the

questions will be formulated as follows:

Q.1. VrIhat is the meaning of the words, "truth" and

"falsity, " or of "true" and "false"?

.)
'Cf . Betrand Russell, The problems of philosophv

(rrondon: Oxford University press , L9L2) , pp. Il9_120.



Irrhat do we understand by them, when they are

applied to propositions, or when they occur in

sentences? Or, what is the precise analysis of

the expressions ,'is true" and. "is false', (or

"are true" and ',are false',)?

Q.2. what ís/are the test/LesLs of truth or falsity,

or of the legitimacy of our apptying ',is true,r or

"is false" to propositions? Or, simply, how are

we to know in a given case whether the proposition

is true or false?

The present study is interested in e.l, but not even

in the wtrole of it. Ttrere are propositions about the worrd

(understood as Lhe system of existents or actual states-of-
affairs) and about what is sometimes described as truths of

reason. The two kinds of propositions are usually contrasted

as empirical or factual, orr the one hand, and non-empirical or

a priori, on the other. The present enquiry will be concerned

with Q.r in relation to the empirical propositions only. The

position that will be defended is some form of the correspond.-

ence theory. The essay will be divided into four main chapters

forlowed by a concruding chapter which wilt present a sunmary

of the preceding chapters incruding a statement of the main

findings of the study, along with some remarks of a gienerar

nature,



CHAPTER

''CORRESPONDENCE'' AS THE MEANÏNG OF TRUTH

r. A statement of the correspondence Theory of Truth

The word "truth" Tras a good number of different

=..r=.".1 of these, only two seem to be primary, the rest
being either derivative or even obsorete. rn one of these

two senses, "truth', means "conformity with fact; agreement

with reality; accürâc1z, correctness (of statement or thor-rght),'2

or "conformity to fact or rearity; the properLy of a conception,

a judgment or proposition, a belief, an opinion, of being in
accord with what is, has been or must be.i'3 More simply,

"tru.th," in this sense, means the conformity of a proposition

or statement with the existing state-of-affairs. Tn the other

sense, "truth" mearls, not this property of a proposition or

statement, but the very "thing', (proposition or statement)

which has this property.

lTh.r" are as many as a dozen listings under "truth"in Thq Webster's Dictionarv of the English Languâ9ê, 2nd ed.
The number is about the same in
Dictionary, 3rd ed.

fhe Shorter Oxford English

2The Shorter Oxford English Dictionary, 3rd ed.

3rh" lvebster' s Dictionar
2nd ed.

the lish La
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This ambiguíty of the word, which is perhaps already

a good deal, seems to be seriousry aggravated by a third

sense which, though not as common as the other two, may d.eserve

mention, because it is also considerabry in vogue and is
perhaps the most confusing of alr. rn this third sense,

"truth" does not mean conformity with fact or rearity, but

fact or reality itself. The extent to which its ambiguity

is thereby aggravated may be evident from the fact that an

acceptance of these three senses together permits us to say:

"The truth of a truth is its conformity with truth.', perhaps

nothing can be more puzzl-ing than thís.

There are, however, philosophicat theories which are

concerned with this semantic problem, i.e., the problem of

the meaning of "truth." Such theoríes, usually, take the word

"truth" in the first sense, i.€., they take truth to be the

property of a proposition or statement, and try to explain

what this property exactly is. one of these theories is known

as the correspondence Theory of Truth. rn expraining the

meaning of "truth" as a property of propositions or statements

(or beriefs, or judgments, etc.) it seems to be in perfect

conformity with the general dictionary meaning of the word.

According to it, at least when we talk about the truth-value

of a factuar proposition -- i.e., a proposition about the

world truth invariably means "agreement with reality" or,
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more precisery, "correspondence to a fact." Thus, if p is a

factual proposition, "p. i= true,' is always synon)rmous with

each of the following:

(i) "p corresponds to a fact, "

(ii) "p corresponds to an actual situation or state-

of-affairs, "

(iii) "g corresponds to a situatíon or state-of-affairs

in the world. "

These expressions are synonymous in the sense that we can and

must utter them interchangeably if we utter them at arl , o:l^,

that if , in any instance, wê permi-t the use of any one of

them, \dê must also permit the use of any other.

Thus the correspondence theory demands that we cannot

say, for instance, that the proposition that the earth is

round is true, even though there is no fact involvíng, in

some sense or other, the earth and its round shape, correspond-

ing to it; or conversely. or again, one cannot assert truly
that canada is larger than the united states (i) if there is
actually no country ín the world corresponding to the phrase

"the united states, " or (ii) j-f, arthough there is such a

country, it is actually larger than Canada; and so on.

Thi-s brief exposition of the correspondence theory may

suggest (to a ral.man) that it is a simpre theory, and that

there is hardly any possible objection to it. But, as a
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matter of fact, there are many knotty issues involved in it,

and its validit.y has been seriously questioned by a good

number of phirosophers, though not arways on similar grounds.

First of all, the correspondence theory claims to be

a theory of the meaning or def inition of "truth',; and hence

a consideration of this theory may lead us back to an examina-

tion of how truth-value expressions (,'is true," "is false,"

etc.) are used or function in our language. It may be, âs

the foregoing dictionary account of the meaningi of truth may

suggest, that this theory is implicit in the very way truth-

value expressions are generally used, or that the very logic

of the situatiors ín which such expressions are generally

used demands an unconditional consent to the theory. Thís

is one reason wTry this examination is pertinent to the present

study. Another reason is that there are theories as to the

function of truth-value expressions which do away with any

possibility of the correspondence theory. ïf such theories

are indeed correct, the correspondence theory at once

collapses. These theories may now be taken up.

Theories Concerning the Function of

Truth-Value Expressions

There are at least three theories concerning the function

of truth-value expressions in ordinary language. According to

fï
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the first theory, which is the most radical of all, "the

words 'true' and'false' are not used to stand for anything,

but function in the sentence merely as assertion and negation

signs. "4 This theory may be called the Redundancy Theory of

truth-value expressions. The second theory confricts with

the first one, but denies, Iike the first, that truth and

falsity are properties of anything. This Ïras already been

named (by íts exponent) the Performatorv fheorv of truth.

According to the third theory, the expressions in question

are neither redundant nor merely performativei "trrle" and

"false" designate rear properties of something, however this

something may be named, and play a vital role in our language.

In view of its position in the history of thought, it may be

called the Classical Theory of truth-value expressions.

t. The redundancy theory. The redundancy theory

originated with F.P. Ramsey, and was elaborated to some extent

by Ayer. Ramsey observes straight off that "there is no

separate problem about truth but merety a linguistic muddle."5

According to him, "it is true that Caesar was murdered" does

not mean any more than "Caesar was murdered." fn other words,

4Ay"r, "Criterion of Truth,"

5¡".P. Ramsey, Foundations of

loc. cit.

Mathematics (London:
Routledge & Kegan PauI, Ltd., l93l), p. L42.
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as he says immediately after, this statement is the same as

"Caesar was murdered. "

His view seems to have two levels. At the first level,

he recognises that "is tnle" and "is false" are not absolutely

without a funcLion. They are phrases which we sometimes use

for emphasis or for stylistic reasons, or to indicate the

position occupied by a statement in our argument.6 But at

the next level Ramsey condemns these phrases as absorutery

superfluous. Sínce, according to him, "It is true that

caesar was murdered" is just the same as "caesar was murdered,',

to assert the first is to assert the second, and not to make

any further assertion.

Finally, Ramsey observes that "it is clear that the

problem is not as to the nature of truth and falsehood, but

as to the nature of judgment or assertion,', and it is

"imrnediately obvious that if we have analysed judgment we have

solved the problem. "T He lrants to say that to assert ,'a has

R to b" is to assert both that the judgment ,,a has R to b"

is true, and that the "fact" that a has R to b exists; and

conversely. And hence there is no separate probrem of truth;

all that is necessary is to analyse "He asserts a R b. "

6lbid., p. L42.

7fbid. , p. r43
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Ayer talks in the same vein; but, while Ramsey reduces

the problem of truth to a problem of the analysis of assertion,

he takes it to be solely a problem of the criterion of truth.

"True" and "false, " according to him, connote nothing; they

do not stand for any property; and Ïrence "there can be no

sense in asking us to analyse the concept of ,truth,,,,B or

"there can be no logical problem concerning the nature of

truth. "9 The only genuine problem about truth is: ,,Ho\M

are propositions actually validate¿2"10 irhat is to say, the

only real problem of the theory of truth is that of deter-

mining methods of verification.

Now, if this account of "Lrue" and ,,false" lvere

correct, the correspondence theory, âs an irluminating theory

of the meaning of "truth, " could not stand. But there are

plausible theories to the contrary; and indeed there seems

to be no good reason to accept this account.

First of all, it is not clear how the problem of the

meaning of truth could be reduced to the problem of the analysis

of "assertion. " Ramsey himself has not shown how this could

be possible. It may be true that "is true', and.',is false',

BAyer,

9Ay"r,

lol,o".

Language, Truth and Logic, p. 89.

"T1tle Criterion of Truth, " loc . cit.

cit.
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are sometimes used for mere emphasis or stylistic reasons.

But, on the one hand, this does not precrude the possibílity

of their having some further role; on the other, there are

good reasori.s to believe that they do indeed have some further

role.

Let g stand f.or "Caesar was murdered, " and ,'It is

true that g" for "ft is true that Caesar was murdered. " It

may be thaL in some (or even most) cases, when somebody

asserts "It is true that p, " þs does not refer to any state-

ment already made by someone else, and aII that he wants is

to assert, maybe with some emphasis, that g. But this does

not seem to be the only type of situatíon in which ',is true,,

or "is false" is used. There are situations in which someone

else has indeed already asserted that p; and in such situa-

tions "It is true that g" directlv refers, not to the historic

event (Caesar's murder, in the present case) stated in p

but to the statement that g.

This poínL may be furttrer clarified with reference

to some other types of sentences in which "true,, and "false.t

are used. If instead of saying "ft is true that g, " the

other man says "Your statement that p is true', or simply',p

is true, " then it seems quite inappropriate to say that the

two individuals are making the

true" or "is false" is in every

same statement, or that "is

case (in Ramsey's words) "an



obviously superfluous addition. "
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It is possible to imagine

a people who never think in terms of truth or falsity. Such

a people would never use any truth-value expression; and in

that case, some members of the group might say "Caesar was

murdered, " but none would say "Yesr lour statement is true. "

This may suggest that expressions of the form "p is true"

have come into vogue in order to serve a purpose which

expressions of the form trprr cannot serve.

It seems correct to say that statements of the form

"g is true" belong to a different level of talk from those

of the form "p.," or that there is a "type-difference'r between

the two. Thus, although Strawson's own positive thesis

(which witl be considered shortly) is unsatisfactory, he has

rightly pointed out that some statements involving tTre use

of truth-value expressions do not merely repeat the original

statement, but contain an implicit meta-statement to the

effect that some statement is already made. And Vrioozley,

objecting to Ayer's contention that "true" and "falseì' are

merely marks of assertion and denial, contends that some

cases of p and "p is true" are not identical, though logically

equívalent. When so used, he continues, "g i" true" is a

second order proposition, a proposition about p. He clarifies

this point, very aptly as it seems, by saying that, in thís

use, "p is true" (i) is not equivalent to "If you assert p,
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then what you assert is what f assert,', (ií) but to "If you

assert p, then what you assert is true.',

Ayer is quite right in saying that to ask ,'What is

truth?" is to ask for an analysis of "p_ ir true', where the

values of p. are propositions. But how is it evident from

this ttrat "true" and "false" add nothing to the sense of a

proposition? The truth seems to be far from that, if the

above analysis is correct. ff "p is true" is at reast in

some, if not most, cases a meta-statement about p, then it

cannot be denied that "true" and "false" ad.d to the sense

of a proposition. And hence, "p is true" admits of a

different analysis from p.

J.L. Austin objects to the view under consideration

by saying that while g is a statement about the world exclusive

of itself, "g is true" is a statement about the world inclusive

of p. ïf this is true, âs it seems to be, then it must roe an

error to say that the two statements are not different. This

point may be further brought out in the following \day.

Let X, for instance, sây, "The sky is clear,'; and

let Y say Lo X "Your statement 'The sky is clear' is true."

There is no disputing that neither sLatement wÍrt by itself

affect the sky in any way (though the physical process involved

in making them may).

Let us now imagine two listeners. The first lisLener
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only }istens to what x says, looks up, and finds that so-and-

so is the case. The second listener comes later and listens

only to what Y says; but he also looks up and finds that so-

and-so is the case. rn this sense, the two statements may be

said to have practicarly the same meaning. ft may also be

true that so far as the sky is concerned, bothx and y have

made exactly the same assertion. But that does not necessarily

mean that their statements as such are exactly the same.

First of alr, arthough both statements may, in a sense,

be said to be about the sky, they do not refer to the object,

the sky, in the same manner. Whereas X,s statement is

directry about the sky, y's statement is only indirectry so.

Y's statement is directly about X's statement, and thus has,

so to speak, a different rogic from the other statement. ft

is quite likely that, arthough the overt reactions of the

two listeners were the same, their total responses were different:

whereas the first listener did not, the second listener did

think of some X as having made a statement, which y's state+

ment referred to. rf there \^/ere actually no such X, and if

the second listener had on inspection found none other than

Y, he might even doubt the mental health of y. This is

because unress x has already made his statement, there is no

appropriate occasion for Y's statement, and to that extent

Y's statement is redundant. Herein, if nowhere else, con-
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sists the logical difference between the two statements; and

it is because of this difference that the two statements do

not appear to admit of the same anarysis. whereas x's state-

ment is a simple subject-predicate proposition (assuming that

"the sky" is a proper name), y's statement is, roughly,

analysable into three more elementary statements:

(i) X has (or, You Ïrave) made a statement;

(ii) This statement is that the sky is clear;

(iii) This statement is true.

This may have shown that Ramsey's view that ',true"

and "farse" are redundant expressions is hardry acceptable;

and similarly with Ayer's contention that there can be no

separate logicar problem concerning the naLure of truttr.

Bertrand Russell has pointed orrtll that there are, not one,

but two questions about trutTr. There is a questíon as to

what \^/e mean by truth and farseTrood, which is different from

the other question as to how we are to know in a given case,

whether our belief is true or false. Vrlhat is more interesting,

he remarks (though in a bit different manner) that while the

latter question is "of the greatest difficurty, " the former one

is ress difficutt but "preliminary. " Russer|s view seems

quite convincing. Truth and farsity do not seem to be simple,

llRussell, Problems, pp. LL}-2O.
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unanalysable notions, so that if somebody says of a proposition

ê.9., the proposition that Canada is to the north of the

united states -- that it is true, it is legitimate to ask

"what do you mean?" fn other words, it is tegitimate to ask

him for a definition of "truth. " And even when he has defined

truth, it is further possible to ask him, "How do you know

that the proposition that Canada is to the north of the United

states satisfies this definition?" This duality of question

about truth does not seem baseless. ft seems correct to say

not only that both of these problems are genuine, but also

that the former of the two is fundamental to the latter. As

long as truth is left undefined, there is no basis for deciding

whether or how far a particular proposition is true or false.

2. The performatorv theory. The performatory theory

has been advocated by strawson, and defended by him against

the redundancy theory as well as the classical theory

more particurarly, against Austin.l2 rn agreement with the

redundancy theory, he denies that "true" and. "false" stand

for properties, or even that they are applied to anything

(sentence, statement or proposition), but, in disagreement

with the same theory, he contends that, nevertheless, they

12via . The Austin-Strawson d.ebate ,
the Aristotelian Society, XXIV (Srrpp., f950)

Proceedings of
, pp. ILL-72.
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are not redundant and mere assertion and negation signs.

According to him, the expression, "That's true," functions

like "Yes" or "Ditto" (and similarry with "That,s false").
ft is used to perform the act of confirming a statement alread.y

made; not to make any further statement about the statement,

but only to express our agreement or disagreement with it.
fn some cases, a statement using "true" or "false" may be

shown to involve an implicit meta-statement to the effect that
some statement is arready made; but that is not the main

purpose of their use, either when such a meta-statement is
involved or when not.

strawson's main point against Austin (whose view will
be considered shortty) is that Austin wrongly thinks that
truth-value phrases are ever used to make statements about

statements; and once this is shown to be farse, the whole

edifice of the correspondence theory that he builds up collapses

strawson's position, however, seems to have been very

appropriately assessed by prof. warnock, and also by Austin

himself. warnock rightly points out that there is no real
contradiction between strawson and Austin, provided the former

sees the one-sidedness of his position. ft may well be allowed

that very often "is true" is used merely performatively; but

strawson is unjustified in claiming that this is always the

case. üIarnock's principar arguments are as forlows:
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(i) The locution "That's true" does no doubt have

an agreement-indicating role; but that is "because of what is

meant by the words and done by the one who utters them. "13

Their statement-making role is the "essential underlying

rationale" of their performatory role. "It is precisely

because, as Austin says, one who says 'That's true' therein

makes a certain statement about a statement that, âs Strawson

says, he thereby expresses (for instance) his agreement with

it. "14

(ii) Strawson tries to drive ?rome his point by arguing

that there are other locutions (e.g. "Yes, " "I quite agree"

etc.) besides "That's true" which can be used for the same

purpose, and thus there is no real logical {notwithstanding

some grammatical) difference between them. But i,rrarnock argues

correctly, again -- that although these locutions may be

used for the same purpose, they are not used "in the same way,

since there are contexts in which they are not indifferently

interchangeable. In the contexts of decisions or appraisals,

for example, although we can express our agreement by using

'T agree" or "You are right, " it would be out of place to say

"That's trl.e." Evidently, there is some restriction on the

13e .,¡. trrlarnock, "A problem
(George Pitcher, editor; Englewood
pp. 62-63.

About Truth, " Truth
Clif f s, New ,Jersey , L964) ,

LAL>". cit
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use

can

of

be

"That's true" for expressing assent: only statements

agreed to by using "That's true." "That -- more or

less -- only statements can be agreed with in this way is

explained if the utterance states, about what it refers to,

that it is true; and r cannot imagine how else that fact is

to be explaine¿. "15

Austin makes similar allowances for Strawson, but

claims that these allowances do not disprove his (Austin's)

theory. He even goes one step further than Strawson in

envisaging the performatory aspect of the role of truth-varue

expressions, but he denies that an utterance cannot be a

statement, simply because it has a performatory aspect. To

say "You are a cuckold" may be to insult somebody, ,'but it

is arso at the same time to make a statement which is true

or false. "16

Two most noteworthy charges of Strawson are that

Austin (i) misuses such words as "statement, " "fact,, and

"state-of-affairs" and (ii) confuses the genuine probrem of

truth with another quite different problem. But the first

of these charges is doubtful (and wirr be considered in the

following two chapters), and the second one also does not

rsrbid. , p. 65.

16,1.". Austin,
Clarendon Press, L96L) ,

Philosophical Papers (Oxford:
p. lOt.
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seem strong enough. Strawson identifies the genuine problem

of truttr as the problem about our use of "true, " and the other

problem as that of elucidating a certain type of "word-world-

relating discourse. " Even allowing for his conception of the

first problem, it may be said that he is providing us only

with a partial solution (a hatf-truth): he explains at best

only one use of "tru.e, " neglecting ttre other and more important

one.

It is not clear, ho\,,/ever, how one could avoid being

involved in the problem of elucidating the word-wortd-relatíng

discourse if (i) one is explaining the use of "true" and (ii)

such a discourse is, as he says, "built into" or "contained

in" it. It seems undeniable that the problem of explaining

the use of "true" is part of that word-world-relating discourse.

How can a judgment about the world be true or false without

reference to the world as such? But if so, "true" cannot

be used or explained without reference to the relation between

words and the world, and hence also except as part of the

general word-world-relating discourse. Not only this, âry

fair or full account of our use of "true" or "false" may

warrant a correspondence theory of truth, in some form or

other. ït may be difficult, as it presumably ís, to explain

the theory; but that does not by itself justify Strawson's

claim that the theory "requires, not. purification, but
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elimination. "I7

At any rate, Strawson has not substantiated his claim

that "true" has only a performatory use by showing that this

is actually the case, that people do, as a matter of fact,

use the word only in that !vay; nor has he shown that the

statement-making use of "true" is logically unjustified

that ít involves some sort of logical error.

3. The claesical theory. Not much, perhaps, remains

to be said about the last theory. Ttris seems to be the common

sense view, and also the one that has been maintained by the

overwhelming majority of thinkers who have come to grips with

the problem concerned. It denies both of the two positions

already consídered, and claims that "true" and "false" are

used to say something about something else. I,{hat this some-

thing else is, whether it is a statement or a proposition or

a judgment or a belief and so on, and what exactly is said

about it are, of course, by themselves matters of great con-

troversy, which will be considered later on. What the fore-

going considerations seem to have shown is that the doctrines

that claim to threaten the very possibility of the correspondence

theory are not at all sufficiently warranted, being based upon

17p .¡..
editor; Oxford:

Strawson, "Truth, "
Clarendon Press,

Truth (eeorge Pitcher,
1961), p. 32.
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of facts, that "true" and

merely performatory, and

definition of truth which

of the criterion of truth.

III. Final Defence of the

Correspondence Theory

This seems to furnish the correspondence theorist with

a basis on which he may make two fundamental claims on behalf

of his posítion as follows:

(f) There is no logical objection to believing that

"true" and "false" are not always used directty to talk about

the world, but that at least sometimes they are used directly

to talk about our talk about the world.

(2) When so used, some form or other of the correspond-

ence theory is implied by the meaning of the sentences in

which they occur. In other words, "correspondence to a fact"

is the definition of truth, the meaning of the word "true"

(at least in one of its important uses) .

Claim (1) has already been considered in the preceding

section. Certain things may, ho\n/ever, be said by way of

clarifying it a little further. It may be asked: If ',p is

true" is a different statement from g, what sort of statement

is the former, and exactly how does it differ from the latter?
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The answer might be that in asserting p we talk about some-

thing in the world; whereas in asserting "p is true," we talk

about p itself.I8 But they are, up to a point, of the same

nature, and may be described in the same way. If, for example,

p. is called a proposition, ot a statement, or a judgment, the

same can be said of "g i= true. " Further, botr of them are

descriptive: whereas p describes an actual or possible state-

of-affairs, "g i= true" describes p, i.e,, ascribes to it a

certain property, namely, truth. Yet there are important

points of difference between them. First of alt, a proposi-

tion of the form "p. is true" is complex, compared with one

of the form "9, " as may be evident from their very form.

Secondly, although g and "g is true" are logically equivalent,

they cannot functíon in place of each other. If, for example,

X makes a statement, and Y wants to say that the statement is

true, it wiII be unnatural on his part simply to repeat X's

statement; again, unless X's statement is already made, it

lBIr, 
" sense "p i= true" also may be about the world,

and g about a statement. fhis is precisely a matter of
directness and indirectTless. (eut this does not entail that
they are the same statement. ) lühen somebody says "The cat
is on the mat, " his statement is directly about the world;
but it may also be interpreted to mean "If anybody says
that the cat is on the mat, his statement will be true. "
Hence indirectly (or dispositionally, as WoozLey puts it)
it is a statement about a (possible) statement. On the other
hand, to say "The Statement that the cat is on the mat is
true" is also to say "The cat is on the mat. " Hence
indirectly it is about the world.
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it will be odd on Y's part to use a sentence of the form "p

ís true" (precisely, "Your statement that p is true")

However, it now remains for the correspondence theorist

Lo justify his claim (2) . To justify it is to justify a

definition. If the definition were claimed to be a reportive

one, its justification would consist mostly in furnishing

lexiconic evidence (and lexiconic evidence, ât any rate, does

not seem to contradict the correspondence theory, but rather

supports it); and then it would hardly be such a persistent

bone of contention. T'he real question seems to be whether

truth could be meaningfully (and usefully) definedas correspond-

ence to a fact, whether there is any logical difficulty

involved in such a step, so that one must look elsewhere for

the definition in question; or, assuming that the conìmon

man's notion is that truth means correspondence to a fact,

whether there is any necessity or justification for accepting

that notion.

No adequate consideration of this question seems

possible without reference to the whole debate between different

theories of truth, which is beyond the scope of the present

study. Certain observations may, however, be made which will,

presumably, go in favour of the correspondence theory.

F j-rst of all, the d.istinction between the def inition

of truth and the test or criterion of truth should not be lost
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sight of; and, if so, to solve the problem of definition is

not necessarily to solve the problem of test, and conversely.

It seems that if correspondence to a fact be taken to be the

test of truth, nothing else remains to be its definition; and

then we are reduced to the position that either there is

nothing like a definition of truth, oy that correspondence

to a fact is at once both the definition and the test of truth.

But neither of these alternatives seems acceptable.

First of aII, the distinction between definition and test is

nothing peculiar to truth. Given that fire and smoke are

causally connected, the existence of smoke is evidence for

the existence of fire; but that does not mean that fire and

smoke are identical. Again, a sweet smile may be evidence

for one's being pleased, without being identical with the

latter. Similarly, anything may be evidence for the truth of

a proposition, without being identical with the truth itself.

The very meaning of the word "test" seems to entail that there

is some X of which any given test is a test of. "Test" is

a relative term; and it seems meaningless to present some y

as a test without also presenting an X as what it is a test

of. But if truth Ïras a definition, besides having a test,

what could this definition possibty be?

To say that coherence with a body of true propositions,

whatever the dimension of the body, is the definition of



2B

truth, would be to say "p is true if and only if p coheres

with the body of true propositions, whether or not there is

a fact corresponding to it"; to say that workability or

utility is the definition of truth would be to say ',p is

true if and only if p works or is useful, whether or not

there is a fact corresponding to it, " and so on. This seems

too awkward for anyone to accept, so long as one understands

what this exactly means. It seems absurd to believe that a

proposition which is, ex hypothesi, about "the v/orld," (i...,

about a real entity other than itself) can be true or false

in virtue of any intrinsic quality, but only with reference

Lo the object it is about. But íf a reference to its object

-- which may ultimately be a reference to a "corresponding"

fact is essential, there is hardly any point in retaining

the coherence- or utility-element in the above definitions.

These elements not only turn out to be redundant, but lead

to difficulties, since the definition of truth cannot be

made its test as well, just as its test cannot be made its

definition.

A simple objection to the possible suggestion that

correspondence is both the definition and the test of truth

may be that this is impossible, if the definition and the

test of truth are, by definition, different. If the test

of truth is what provides evidence for whether a particular
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proposition fulfils the condition taid down in the definition

of truth, then it is not clear how the same thing could be

both the definition and the test of truth. Further, given

that correspondence to a fact ís the definition of truth,

to say that p is true would be to say that p corresponds to

a fact. rf correspondence were allowed to be a test as well,

then we would be reduced to a tautology; since, in that case,

to say that p is true because it satísfies the given test

would be to say that p corresponds to a fact because it
T9corresponds to a fact.

l9ct. "r want to know whether p is true. "
"W'hat do you mean? "
"I v/ant to know whettrer p corresponds to a f act. "
"Ho\¡/ do you want to do that? "
"I v/ant to know whether p corresponds to a fact
by checking whether p corresponds to a fact. "
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PROPOSITION: THE SUBJECT-TERM OF THE CORRESPONDENCE RELATTON

I. The Problem

Once truth is defined as correspondence to a fact,

two questions arise. First, for correspondence to be possible

at all there must be at least two terms between which the

correspondence relation is to hold. trúhat, then, are these

terms? Secondly, what exactly is to be understood by

correspondence itself? The present and the next two chapters

will be concerned with these questions. The questions are

inescapable; and after the correspondence theorist has defined

truth as correspondence to a fact, his next task will be to

anslver them. Indeed, until these questions are adequately

answered, his theory is left (as Woozley, for instance,

clearly poinLs out) at the popular level of vagueness and

confusion, with virtually nothing done by way of defending

it against its rivals.

Of course correspondence theorists have not left

these questions unanswered. But there is no complete agree-

ment among them; and indeed, sometimes, they even differ

fundamentally. It seems quite difficult to choose between
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Lhe different tTreories that have been advanced by them. In

the present chapter, ho\Mever, an attempt will be made to

consider their solutions only to part of the first questjon.

To begin with, there is a dístinction between the

judgmental and the non-judgimental, and also between the

linguístic and the non-linguistic. For instance, when some-

body judges (i.e., thinks) that Hitler committed suicide, his

act of judging is an event which may be called judgimental,

\^/hereas Hit1er's suicide is an event which may be called non-

judgmental. Again, when he hears somebody else say "Hitler

committed suicide, " this utterance and his ?rearing of the

same are both lingui-stic events, while Hitler's suícide ís

a non-linguistic event.

Now it seems correct to say that "true" and "false"

are applicable (and also are actually applied) only to the

judgmental and the linguisti.,I and that what justifies the

application ís to be looked for in the non-judgmental and

lNon-judgmental and non-linguistic events merely
occur, or do not occur, and non-judgimental and non-Iinguistic
objects merely exist or do not exist; they are neither true
nor false. Occurring or existing is entirely different from
being true; and if we use "true" to mean both, we only create
a peculiar linguistic convention (cf. "God is the supremely
true" or "Frustration of some sort or other is the inevitable
truth of life"), but cannot obliterate the distinction. And
if we use "beíng true" exclusively to mean occurring or
existíng, then we shall only need some other expression for
the other matter.
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the non-linguistic. one might talk of "x-sphere" as including

whatever is judgrmental or linguistic, and of "y-sphere', as

including whatever is non-judgmental or non-línguistic, and

say that correspondence as truth is a relation between some

x of the x-sphere and some y of the y-sphere. One might call

x and y (for want of better terms), respectively, ttre

"subject-term" and the "object-termln of the correspondence

relation. It seems true -- and this is the fundamental

contention of the correspondence theory -- that x cannot be

true or false apart from its relation to y, unless the words,

"true" and "false," are used in an arbítrary manner. ïf x is

about y, then x presumably cannot be true or false without a

reference to y.

fn the preceding discussions no strictness has been

observed in this respect, and different things have been

allowed to take the place of x judgrment, statement, and

what not. But what precisely is this x? Is ít a judgment,

or a statement, or a proposition, or something else?

Opinions, or at least practices, widely differ on this

point: there are different candidates for the role of x.

fndeed, there has been a sort of population explosion on the

side of both x and y, particularly, of the former. It seems,

however, that propositions are the ultimate bed-rock of all

our talk about truth and falsity, so far as the x-side is
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concerned. sentences are the next and secondary rock resting

on the former. A sentence, merely as a linguistic unit (event

or object), is not what it is, and is of rittre concern to us,

unress it is rerated to a proposition. This suggests that

"true" and "false" can be sensibly applied, primarily, only

to propositions, and only derivatively to sentences, uttered

or written. And so far as they apply to propositíons or

sentences they are adjectíves of a certain type. But one may,

if one so chooses (and indeed philosophers Ïrave sometimes so

chosen), make judgments (as acts of thinking) the primary

bearers of truth-values; and, in that case, "trueft and.

"false" should be treated as adverbs in disguíse.

Iï. Theories Concerning the Subject-Term

There seem to be some good reasons for one,s prefer-

ence for the view about x, which has just been outlined:

(I) First of atl, it may be desirable to cut down

the population explosion by a resort Lo Occam,s r.azor.

Perhaps too large a number of terms "statemeot,', "assertion,"

"belief," "sentence," "proposition,' etc., -- are often indis-

criminately scattered over the phirosophical literature,

sometimes vieing with one another for taking the place of x.

Often some intermediaríes are brought in between x and y,
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wrapping the issue in "unnecessary mystery. "2 Theír number

may be cut down, if, of course, that is reasonable; and also

the issue may be simprified as far as possible. rn particular,

it may be desirable not to be overawed and mísred by abstract

substantives, and to keep close to reality.

(2) It may be desirable for the sake of precision

and simplification to discover "the indispensable minimum"

of x, its bare essence, excluding from it atl irrelevant

psychological and social associations.

(3) If a number of terms equalty serve the purpose,

preference may be given to those which are less vague and

less ambiguous, to those which are more so. This is, again,

for the sake of precision and simplification.

These reasons, however, may each serve as a guiding

princíple in our assessment of the other theories in our

choosing from among Llne puzzling cluster of terms that have

taken the place of x. Let us then turn to the other theories

of the bearer of truth-values.

l. Statement. It is a very common practice, both

inside and outside philosophy, to ascribe truth and falsity

to statements. A witness s\^/ears in a legal procedure that

2ct 
-

George Allen
Russell, An Outline of Philosophy (London:
& Unwin Ltd. , 1927) , p. 265.
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he will give a true statement; a police officer is expected

to prepare a true statement about a criminal case. Russell

once held that "true" and "false" are predicates which apply

primarily to statements, and by extension to beliefs and

hypotheses -- a view which is not, of course, the only view

expressed by him. Austin, however, considers the matter

systematically, and arrives at a conclusion tTrat casts almost

aII votes for "statement.'r He tries to show that even when

lve apparently apply "true" and "false" to such other things

as words and sentences, our real target is some statement;

that is to say, words or sentences are said to be true only

insofar as tl.ey refer to a statement.

But there seems to be a grave objection to this theory.

"A statement," says Austin, "is made, and its making is a

historic event, Lhe utterance by a certain speaker or writer

of certain words (a sentence) to an audience with reference

to a historic situation, event or what not. "3 It appears

that by a statement Ïre means a speech-episode, a linguistic

event, actual or possible. But thereby he fails to satisfy

the second of our principles. It seems that when somebody

simply thinks that Canada is larger than the U.S.A. without

uttering the same to anybody íncluding himself, his thought

3Austin,
Press, L96L), pp.

Philosophical Papers (Oxford: Clarendon
87 -88 .
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is still susceptible of truth-value judgment. Thus, (i) if

\^/e mean by a statement a speech-episode and yet (ii) substítute

statements for x, \Me are going beyond the "indispensable

minimum." The fact seems to be that it is only the ,'content,'

of a judgment (propositional content or thought-content)

which is expressed or asserted in a speech-episode, and not

the speech-episode itself, which is the basic and minimal

bearer of truth-values. At least sometimes \^ie only think

that so-on-so is or is not the case, without spelling out

our thought in the form of a sentence.4 A statement is

usually public, and always the expression of some thought,

not the thought itself. The thought-content that is expressed

in a statement is what is usually meant by a "proposíüon',

(taking this ambiguous word in this restricted sense); and

it is propositions that seem to be the primary bearers of

truth-values.

2. Assertion. Sometimes assertions take the place

of statements. But that is perhaps theoretically worse.

"Assertion" is more ambiguous than "statement"; and is,

paradoxically no doubt, both wider and narrower than the

talking. That is
present study will
to mean sub-vocal

a matter of
not enter.

talking by a

4rh" behaviorists regard thinking as sub-vocal
controversy into which the
At least Austin seems not
statement.
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latter in denotation. We talk not only of "assertion, " but

of "self-assertion"; it is thus wider in denotation than

"statement. " (Austin sees this side, but not the other side.)

It is narro\Â/er, since assertion is contrasted with denial,

while both assertions and deniars are statements. w'hen Ayer

treats "true" and "false'r as assertion and denial signs, he

is illustrating this narro\Mer use of the word.

At least in one of its uses, hov/ever, "assertion',

violates tl.e second principle. A proposition is true or

false, even when it. is only entertained, and not exactly

asserted. one may very welr say, "lrlell, r am only considering

the proposition (or statement) , but r am not asserting it. "

I,{hen indicative sentences are used in make-berieve , or for

the purpose of irlustration, they express propositions which

are true or false, although nobody asserts them. To assert

a proposition is to claim truth (not falsity) on behalf of

it, but it is true or farse even before such a claim is made.

Of course, a difference ensues when such a claim is mad.e,

but that relates only to the craimer, who thereby becomes a

bearer of quite other predicates, such as "right" or ,,!,/rongl ,',

and not "true" or "¡-1="."5

5Ot course, (as wiII be explaíned later on) assertion
in a soft sense is a part of the content of a proposition.
However, "assertion is ambiguous in another way: when it is
said that our assertions are the bearers of truth or falsity,
"assertion" is taken to denote both assertions and denials.
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3. Belief. Often "true" and "false" are applied to

beliefs. To quote another view of Russell, truth, Ïre says,

is a property prímarily of beliefs and derivatively of

sentences.6 Pragmatists usually prefer talking of beliefs as

true or false, apparently because knowledge, in their view,

hardly ever entirely transcends the limitations of a belief.

But Ayer, for example, does not agree with this, and observes

that "to say that a belief is true is always an elliptical

way of ascribing truth to a proposition

But'belief" also does not seem to be the suitable

term. Like every other term under consideration, it is also

ambiguous: it is taken to mean either belief (what is

believed) or believing (tfre act of holding a belief). Further,

"belief" is sometimes used in a different context in which

it is contrasted with knowledge. Austin rightly observes

that "a man is said to hold a true belief when and in the

sense that he believes (in) something which is true, ot

believes that something which is true is true. "B "Belief''

contextually implies a disclaim to knowledge, an absence

of adequate grounds for making an assertion or denial (while

"̂Russell, An Inquiry into Meaning and Truth (mew York:
Vü.W. Norton & Company, Inc. , L94O) , p. 295.

7Ayer, Languagie, Truth and Loqic, p. BB .

BAustin, Philosophical Papers, p. 86.
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"knowledge" entails the presence of such grounds) -- a

fringe of meaning which is irrelevant to our present purpose.

We are not interested in whether somebody merely believes x

or knows it, but in understanding the nature of x itself.

4. Sentence. Will "sentence" do? It has perhaps

received the minimum of votes, cast particularly by logical

positivists. Russell, âs just noted, allows sentences to be

bearers of truth-values in a derivative sense. Austin also

would allow something like this, though ín a different manner.

But Strawson, consistently with his denial that truth is a

property of anything, objects to any such theory. In talking

about a sentence, he would say, one may ask what the sentence

means, but not whether it is true or false; the only adjectives

that appropriately apply to sentences are "ungrammatical,"

"misspelt" etc.9

ft seems that the question whether sentences are in

any \^/ay bearers of truth and falsity cannot be answered

straight off. A sentence, being linguistic, cannot be the

primary bearer of truth-values; since language is only a

conventional instrument of communication (and partly of

gstr.wson, "Truth, " Meaning and Knowledge:
Readings in Epístemoloqy (Ernest Nagel and Richard
editors; New York: Harcourt, Brace & Vüorld, Inc.,
p. t6I.

Systematic
B. Brand,
te65) ,
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thinking as well), and, âs an event or object, a sentence

is absolutely meaníngiless unless it is related to some thought

or proposition. But we may well ascribe truth or falsity to

sentences, as Russell admits, in a derivative sense. But

even then there is a difference: a "sentence-type" is a

more primary candidate than a "sentence-token. "

III. Propositions as the Subject-Terms

of the Correspondence Relation

l. The nature of a proposition. It is, however,

"propositions" that have most often been regarded by philos-

ophers as tTre primary bearers of truth-values. Thís is true

not only of the traditional but also of the modern philosophers

even of such "toug?r-minded" realists and positivists as

Moore, Russell, Wittgenst.ín,10 and Ayer. But the word,

"proposition, " has not always been used in the same sense.

In traditional logic, it has been used to denote the verbal

expression of a judgment. But, in recent times, it has been

used mainly to mean either (i) the content of a belief or

statement (or the meaning of a declarative sentence) or (ii)

a sentence-type. The content of a belief is, again, regarded

either as abstracL or as concrete. But the general tendency

roTh.r" is, of course,
Wittgenstein; but that may be

some difference of opinion on
ignored here.
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is to oppose the theory which presents a proposition as a

sort of Platonic entity, subsisting between a statement (or

a sentence) and a fact. Ryle, WoozLey, and GaIe, for example,

have advanced very convincing arguments against this th"oty; 11

and Ayer also warns us agaínst committing ourselves to any

such theory, himself defining proposition simply as "a class

of sentence=. "12

The arguments of such thinkers against the Platonic

or realistic view of proposition may not be reproduced here,

although they appear to constitute a good giround for rejecting

the theory. It may be observed, ho\¡/ever, that this ttreory ís

wedded to a more general theory of subsistence, pre-eminently

associated with the name of Alexius Meinong, which no longer

finds sympathy with contemporary thinkers. on the one hand,

it ís difficult to see what sort of reality or substantiality

llrriu. RyIe, "Are There Propositions?, " PAS, xXX
(Lgzg-Lsgo), pp . gL-L26.

A.D. Woozley, Theory of Knowledge: An Introduction
(London: Hutchinson & Co., Ltd., L949), Chap. 5.

R.M. Gale, "Propositions, ,Tudgments , Sentences,
and Statements," nncyclopaedia of Philosophy (eaul Edwards,
editor; New York: The Macmíllan Company & The Free Press,
L967), pp. 495-505.

L2
Ayer, Language, Truth and Logic, p. BB.
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a proposition, apart from an actual or possible act of thinking,

could possibly have. On the other, the realistic theory of

proposition ín view of the fact that ít seems possible to

explain the phenomena of judging and stating, truth and

falsíty, and so or1., without believing in propositions as in-

dependently real entities -- does not seem to consist with

the principle of Occam's razor. But this need not imply that

we cannot talk of propositions at all. If "proposition" is

redefined in the logically permissible !\iay, there is perhaps

no reason to shy away from it. fn fact, this is what Ïras

been attempted by a number of contemporary philosophers, such

as RusseII, Ayer, and RyIe.

It seems that !üe can very well talk of propositions

much in the same !\iay in which we can talk of "redness" or

"honesty. " In other words, lve are logically permitted to

talk of propositions provided we regard them as no more or

no less than abstract substantives. There is nothing like

redness as an índividual entity, but only as an aspect of

red objects; again, there is nothing like honesty as an entity

but only as an abstract aspect of honest \^/ays of behaving.

Similarly, a proposition may be defined as the universal

content of a class of (actual or possible) judgments. Thís

coilrmon content does not exist or occur; yet it is this common

content, this common aspect, which makes the judgments
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judgments of the same class, so that any one of them, at a

particular time, is as true or false as any other.

This meaning of the word, "proposition," however, ilây

be made clearer by contrasting a proposition with both a

judgment and a sentence.

(f) To take up an example, the sentence, "I think

that Canada exports wheat to China," represents a judgment

which is a sort of act-content complex. The word "judgment,'

is ambiguous, and means either an act of judgíng or what is

judged. This "what is judged" may be called the content of

the judgment. rt could be said that, in the present instance,

"I think" stands for the act of judging, and "Canada exports

wheat to china" for the content of the judgment. This content

is nothing analogous to the content of an egg, f.or example,

and ís not separable from the judgment in the same way as

the content of an egg is from an egg-shell; (unlike the latter)

it cannot exist or occur apart from the judgment. In other

words, a judgment is a complete whole in which the act and

t'he content are separable only in thought; that is to sã!,

insofar as they are distinct, it is possible to pay attention

to them separately and take one into consideration rather

than the othar.I3 There ís no mere "judging'or ,,that,,,

I3_
A

the internal
proposition, thus
accusative of a

understood, may be said to be
judgment; and propositional verbs
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but only "judging that"; and yet the that-clause occurring

in a sentence of the form, "X judges that . . ., " may be

exclusively attended to and passed judgment upon.

This may have brought out (i) that, so far as existence

is concerned, there is only one thing, namely, the act of

judgment; (ii) but still, in some sense, !\re may talk of two

things and consider them separately. This may be one good

reason for distinguishing between " judgment" (act of judging)

and "proposition" (however difficult it may be to express the

distinction in clear terms), and not considering the latter

redundant or a logically dubious kind of entity. Furthermore,

it seems not only possible but necessary to distinguish

between them, even though they do not exist or occur separately.

A judgment, âs an act, is an event and is datable -- a

property which cannot be ascribed to a proposiüon. Again, a

proposition being a coÍrmon content of a class of actual or

possible judgments, there can be a varying plurality of

judgments corresponding to one and the same proposition. lfhen,

for example, there are three other persons besides me judging

that Canada exports wheat to China, l--here is a total of f our

different acts of judging (and, in that sense, four different

judgments), but only one proposition (or common thought-content) .

such as "to think," "to state," "to believe" etc. may be said
to take an accusative only in this sense.
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(2) A proposition differs from a sentence in quite

a different way. A sentence is a more or less complex

linguistic symbol used for various purposes such as asking

questions, making commands, expressing emotions, and so on.

But sentences may be said to be true or false only when they

are used to make statements or to express propositions. Such

sentences have usually been distinguíshed from propositions

and statements, but not always . Russell, for instance, some-

times calls them statements (forms of words) , and sometimes

a kind of proposition, vLz., word-proposition.14 Again

Ryle, in his article mentioned earlier, completely identifies

sentences with statements and propositions. It is perhaps

loetter to call them just sentences, and distinguish them

from propositions as defined above.

By a sentence, ho\,vever, is meant either a sentence-

type or a sentence-token. The latter alone is an actual or

exísting something, while the former is perhaps nothing but

an abstraction from a class of sentences. A written sentence-

token is an object like a table or a tree, and is a concrete

part of the world; while an oral sentence-token is an event

Iike the wailing of the fire-brigade siren or an earth-quake,

l4*.r=seIl, Logic and Knowledge
London: George Allen and Unwin, L956),

(n.c . Marsh, ed. ;
p. 308.
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and a part of the world's history. With this in mind, \^/e may

ignore this type-token distinction, unless it is relevant on

special occasions, and talk índíscríminately only of sentences.

A sentence, then, may be shown to p1ay, oY to be able to play,

a double role z vLz. , that it expresses a proposition and

describes a possible state-of-affairs. For instance, the

sentence, "Canada exports wheat to China," may be said (i)

to express the proposition that Canada exports wheat to China,

and (ii) to describe the corresponding state-of*affairs , viz. ,

"Canada's exporting wheat to China." Indeed, a sentence

(i.e., an indicative sentence) derives its significance

entirely from these sources. It is, however, clear that a

sentence is not to be identified witÏr a proposition, since

an expression cannot be identical with what it expresses. A

sentence is a linguistic, while a proposition ís a logical,

entity; a sentence (i.e., a sentence-token) is a physical

object capable of sensuous apprehension, whereas a proposition

is something that neither exists nor occurs, and can be

apprehended only in thought. A sentence belongs to a particu-

Iar language, and is subject to the variable conventions of

that language; a sentence is, for example, ârI English sentence

or a French sentence, but the proposition it expresses is

neither English nor French. Further, we may use two or more

different sentences of the same language to express one and

the same proposition.
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However, a proposition as the abstract content of a

judgment may be defined simply as the assertio^l5 of a possible

state-of-affairsl6 consisting of the existence or non-existence

of an object or object-comprex. Thus defined, a proposition

may be said to have two components: (1) the concept of a

possible state-of-affairs, and (2) the assertion that such

a state-of-affairs is the case. The latter component, again,

consists of (a) the concept of an object or object-complex, 17

15
One could also say "assertion or denial"; but then

the analysis of the proposition would be different from the
one given below. Either approach seems equally plausible.
("socrates does not exist" may be taken to contain (-i) either
the assertion of socrates' non-existence , or (ii) the denial
of Socrates' existence. Here seems to be a puzzLe-box
containing, not brind arleys, but too many open arreys between
which it seems impossible to choose except on grounds of
simplicity.) The present one has been chosen for its relative
simplicity. Assertion, however, is to be taken in its soft
sense in which it is a case of merely having a pro-attiæ,
and should be distinguished from assertion in its strong sense
in which it involves an emphasis or a claim

I6t¡ot necessarily actual, since in that case no propo-
sition could be farse. Any actuar state-of-affairs is also
a possible state-of-affairs. But, f.or instance, that the war
in vietnam will come to an end in 1968 is a (merely) possible
state-of-affairs .

L7 The word "object" is being taken in a liberal sense
to mean anything which may be said to exist or not to exist
-- a thing such as a book, or a property such as its weight,
or a state such as happiness or unhappiness, and so on. An
object-complex will mean a complex of two or more objects
related in a certain \^ray. But, for the sake of simplicity,
the relation itself may also be referred to as an"objecL.i'
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and (b) the concept of the existence or non-existence (existing

or not existing) of this object or object-complex. When the

assertion is one of exístence, what is meant is that there is

an actual object or object-complex corresponding to the

concept therof; when of non-existence, what is meant is that

there is not an actual object or object-complex corresponding

to the concept thereof.

For example, the proposition, "Bertrand Russell exists,"

consists of the concept of the possible state-of-affairs, namely,

the existence of the object (the indivíduat) named Bertrand

Russell, together with the assertion that such a state-of-

affairs is the case. The proposition, "The golden mountain

does not exist," consists of the concept of the possible state-

of-affairs, namely, the non-existence of the object called

"the golden mountain, " together with the assertion that such

a state-of-affairs is the case. Again, "Canada exports wheat

to China, " consists of the concept of the possible state-of-

affairs, namely, the existence of the object-complex composed

of three objects , vLz., Canada, China, and wheat, and. their

peculiar relation of "exporting. . .to . . . " (ot simply exporting) ,

together with the assertion that such a state-of*affairs is

the case; and similarly with other propositions.

A proposition is either affirmative or negative, and

this is determined by the nature of the possible state-of-
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affairs involved. A proposition is affirmative or negative

according as it contains the concept of the existence or the

non-existence of some object or object-complex. Thus the

first and the third of the above propositions are affirmative,

while the second one is negative.

2. Sentences as the secondarv bearers of truth-values.

Now a proposition, thus defined, flây be regarded as the only

primary bearer of truth-values, since it alone seems to

satisfy aII the conditions laíd down at the beginning of the

previous section. First, it does not necessarily commit us

Lo any kind of undesirable Platonism. Furthermore, herein

we seem to díscover the "indispensable minimum" which excludes

aII irrelevant associations, psychological or otherwise; and

so on. But, although a proposition thus defined may be said

to be the primary bearer of truth-values, "true" and "false"

are applicable, though not primaríly, to sentences as well,

and this may be justified by the peculiar \rray a sentence

relates to a proposition or a state-of-affairs. IB A sentence

(precisely, an indicative sentence-token), strictly as a

sentence, is not merely a more or less complex pattern of

I8Cf . Íhe opposite view expressed by W.E. .Tohnson
in his Logic (cambridge: University Press, L92L) Part T,
Chap. l, p. 1.
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sounds or marks; it has a meaning and expresses a proposition.

As a mere pattern of sounds or marks, it is only a constituent

of the world on aII fours with other constituents; but, insofar

as it expresses a proposition, it is more than an ordinary

constituent of the world -- a very distinct and unique type

of constituent. Thus there may be no objection to holding

that (i) indicative sentences are bearers of truth-values,

(ii) even though they are to be so treated only in a derivative

sense. In other words, to say that an indicative sentence is

true is to say that the proposition it expresses is true, or

that the state-of-affairs that it describes exísts.

We may even go further. There seems to be no reason

for being too "fastidious" about the bearer of truth-values.

Perhaps there is no absurdity in the suggestion that,

derivatively, "true" and " false" may be applied not only to

sentences but also to other things such as beliefs, statements

etc. (rfris seems quite possible, provided, of course, it does

not engender confusion or needless debating.) There does not

seem to be any quaintness in the following expressions:

"The statement that diamond is the hardest known

mineral is true. "

"Some of his assertions are false. "

"Your utterances are quite true. "

"These are all false ideas. "



51

And if thorough-going scepticism is the only reasonable

epistemological doctrine, it will be preferable to talk only

of true and false (in the peculiar sense that may be allowed

by scepticism) "beliefs. " Our ordinary practical or theoreti-

cal purposes are not perhaps much affected by whichever lray

we may choose to talk. The sort of scrutiny and "pick and

choose" that has been done here is indispensable only when

we want to arrive at precision and theoretic satisfaction;

since we cannot have a clear conception of the relation of

correspondence unless we already have a correct and clear

idea of the terms of the relation.

IV. Some Further Theories Considered

Let us no!ü consider a few theoríes on the problem in

question, and offer comments, showing their relation to the

one already developed in the prevíous sections.

I. A proposition as the same as a sentence. Quite

long âgo, Ryle raised the question, "Are there propositions?,"

and gave a rather elaborate -rr=*"r. 19 He discussed the

doctrine of substantial propositions with reference to

Brentano's theory of intentíonality, and tried to show that

I9Ryt", "Are fhere Propositions?," loc. cit.
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it is altogether unsatisfactory. Íhe substantial theory (or

the proposition theory, âs it is also called) maintains that

there must be propositions as a special class of substances,

independent both of thinking minds and the physical world;

since ti) whereas a mind cannot think without an object to

think about, there is no physical or mental fact which it

thinks about when it lhinks falsely, and (ii) the same thíng

can be thought by different persons on the same occasion or

by the same person on different occasions. Such arguments

are apparently persuasive, but really baseless. The substance

of Ryle's objections to this theory is that, or the one hand,

it leads to embarrassing conclusions, and, on the other, it

does not advance our account of ho!'i \Me know things.

Ryle, hov/ever, does not merety reject the proposition

theory, but ad.vances !ühat he thinks to be a better substitute

for the same. He retains the word "proposition" as the name

for that Lo which "true" and "false" are primarily applied,

but redefines it in a quite different way. A proposition is,

according to him, the same as a sentence or a statement. It

is not \Mhat we think or tatk about, but what we talk or think

in.

There may not be any objection to redefining "propo-

sition" accordíng to one's purpose; but there seems to be no

good reason to agree with Ryle when he identifies the primary



53

bearer of truth-values with a proposition as defined by him

He would be right only if thinking were identical with utter-

ing a sentence or making a statement (which is not the case).

Thus although RyIe may be said to have succeeded in showing

the unsoundness of the proposition theory, he cannot be said

to have provided a flawless substitute.

2. A proposition as a combination of "bits of facts. "

And the same is perhaps true of Woozley, who follows the same

procedure but arrives at a different conclusion. He reduces

the question "Are there propositions?" to "Do sentences have

meaníngs?" -- and answers that they have. A proposition,

he says, is the same as the meaning of a sentence, not the

sentence itself, as Ryle maintains. But what does a sentence

mean? ft means a right or a wrong combination (done by the

judging mind) of "bits of facts. " It is because he defines

"proposition" in this way that he is led on to the view

that truth is "identity of proposition and fact" (i.e., a

true proposition is identical with a fact). But such a

view seems not only to be deficient, but to lose itself in

a paradox. First, it is deficient because it ignores propo-

sitions (.s has been defined above) as the primary bearers

of truth-values. Secondly, the paradox about this view is

that it applies "trlle" and "fa1se" to things to which they
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cannot be applied. A proposition as a (mental) combination

of bits of facts seems to be nothing but a possible state-

of-affairs; but a state-of-affairs can only be real or fail

to be real; it cannot be true or false. Woozley's view thus

leads us to talk, not of true or false, but of real or

unreal propositions. Woozley does a\¡ray with correspondence,

but as a matter of fact he does a\¡/ay with truth and f alsity.

He fails to discover the x !úe have been looking for.

It may be that he has loeen misled by the equivalence

of "It is true that p" and "It is a fact that p. " But "true

proposition" and "fact" cannot name the same thing, if we

mean by a fact an existing state-of-affairs, since existíng

and beíng true, presumably, are not the ="*..20 ïf we

force them to name the same thing, wê shall be in need of a

third expression to make our talk about truth possible. A

similar mistake seems to have been committed by Cousirr-.2L

If a proposition, ês he defines it, is a factworthy set of

real elements and consists of a thing and a quality, oî two

2oct. Austin's clear denial of identity loetween a
true statement and a fact: "betu/een statíng, however,
truly, that I am feeling sick and feeling sick there is a
great gulf fixed. "

2lvia. D.R. Cousin,
f950) , pp . L57 -7 2.

"Truth, " PAS, XXIV (Supp.,
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things and a dyadic relation, or in general of n things and

an n-adic relation, it is not understood how it could differ

from a fact or could be said to be true or false.

3. Russell's theory. Now for RusseII. He has

indeed a lot to say on the present problem, and seems to

have entered further than most (if not all) into it, though

not through the same door. He once held that "truth is

applicable primarily to a form of words, and derivatively

to a belief."22 A bit over a decade later he reverses the

order: "truth is a property primarily of beliefs,

derivatively of sentences."23 The theory defended in the

present chapter is more in agreement with his latter view

than with the former, but in full agreement with neither.

No form of words is capable of trulh-values unless it expresses

a proposition or a belief, and hence it cannot be a primary

bearer of truth-values. But we must also disregard belíefs

as primary bearers of truth-values for reasons noted earlier.

Even previous to his former views, however, Russell

deals rather elaborately with the problem of the nature of

propositions, and less elaborately with the problem of thelr

22Rtrs="Il. outline, p. 27 3 .

23rd"*, rnquiry, p. 295.
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truth and Í-aLsíty.24 He def ines a proposition as "rivhat v/e

believe when we believe truly or falsely" or as "the content
25of a belief,"-u and distinguishes between word-proposition

and image-proposition. A word-proposition is one which is

expressed in'words, while an image proposition is one which

consists of images; as a rule, a word-proposition directly

means an image-proposition, whereas an image-proposition

directly refers to an objective (i.e., the fact which makes

the belief true or false) .

In the present article, Russell does not claim that

propositions as defined by hím are the only things to which

"true" and "false" are to be applied; and hence he cannot

be saíd to have ignored the fact that propositions as defined

here are the primary bearers of truth and falsity. Ho!,/ever,

his theory which identifies the content of a belief (in our

case, of a judgment]' with an image-proposition or a word-

proposition does not seem convincing. llhinking or believing

involves imagination, or, maybe, a speech-episode, but

neither an image nor a sentence can perhaps be aaid to be

24Russell, "On Propositions: what they are and. how
they mean, " Logic and Knowledge.

25rbid., pp. 285, 308.
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the content thereof. Thinking or believing may be done in

images or words (which are concrete facts); but its content

is an abstract universal, i.e., a proposition. In other

words, images or words are only auxiliary to a judgment. A

possible state-of-affaírs may be pictured to one's mind by

a corresponding image, or described to oneself by a certain

sentence. We may be unable to apprehend what a possible

state-of-affairs would be like without somehow visualizing

it, or to express our thought to others without using some

symbols (which, again, may be understood by others only by

means of similar visualizitg); but the state-of-affairs

itself, actual or merely possible, ís not the same as the

image or the sentence.

Let us consider, for example, the state-of-affairs

that about twenty million people \^iere killed in the last

world \^/ar. The actual state-of-affairs is terribly complex,

too complex for our limited po\^/ers of ímagination; perhaps

no single image can possibfy pícture it, either precisely

or sufficiently elaborately, to our mind. It is because of

this (and also f.or other reasons, which may be briefly

indicated later on26) tfrat there are grave difficulties in-

26_Inrra, cft . l_v, sec .
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volved in identifying a proposition with an image or a

sentence -- difficulties that relate particularly to a

precise account of the correspondence relation.



CHAPTER IIT

FACT: THE OB,]ECT-TERM OF THE CORRESPONDENCE RELATION

I. The Problem

If truth is a relation of correspondence, and if the

subject-term of this relation is a proposition or a sentence,

the question now is: V'Ihat ís the other term? In other words,

what is the y in the y-sphere to which a true proposition

or a true sentence corresponds?

It seems to be a coÍtmon practice among the correspond-

ence theorists to describe y as a fact. Of course, the word

"fact" is not always used. Thus, for example, Russe1 uses

a generic word, namely, "verifier, " to name the object-term

that corresponds either to a true or to a false proposition,l

and a specific word, namely, "fact, " to name the object-term

that corresponds only Lo a true propositLon.2 Schtick talks

both of agreement with reality and agreement with a fact.

Austin uses not only "fact, " but also "historic situation";

and so on. But whatever word they may use, they seem to mean

lRussell, Inquiry, p. 2gL.

2Id"*, outline, p. 27 3 .
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the same thing, vLz. , "a real situation or an actual state-

of-affairs. "

The important thing, however, seems to be, not how

we name the object-term, but the realisation that there must

be such a term, and that a proposition must in some sense

correspond to it, if the same is Lo be true. This is impor-

tant, because, presumably, it is here lhat the correspondence

theory fundamentally differs from other theories -- especially,

from the coherence theory. Instead of talking of "correspond-

ence, " we may as well talk of "agreemeflt, " and agreement is

possible either with a fact or with a proposition (or a set

of propositions). But while the coherence theory defines

the truth of a proposition as íts agireement with the whole

body of propositions, the correspondence theory defines

truth as agreement with a fact or existing state-of-affairs

which is supposed to be absolutely other than a proposition.

But what is, after all, a fact? It is not perhaps

enough to say that a fact is the same as a real situation

or an existing state-of-affairs. It is not enough mainly

because the word " f act" is not unatÌrbiguous . It may be

remarked -- and this is expected to be clear as the discussion

proceeds -- that the ambiguity of the word "fact" is indeed

responsible for a considerable part of the confusion and
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controversy over the soundness of the correspondence theory.

Some have gone as far as to reject the correspondence theory

altogether, apparently because they have taken the word

" fact" in a certain sense, ignoring its other senses.

Defining "fact" thus seems to constitute a very important

step in an exposition of the correspondence theory. How,

then, to define the word?

II. The Nature of a Fact

I. Two senses of the word "fact." "Fact" originally

meant a deed or an act, and is now used at least in four

different senses. Two of them, in the current use of the

word, seem to be fundamental, and most relevant to the

present discussion. These senses may be described as its

"propositional" and "non-propositional" senses. In the former

sense, a fact is the same as a true proposition (or a true

statement) . "Ide note, " says Austin, "that when a detective

says "Let's look at the facts" he doesn't crawl round the

carpet, but proceeds to utter a string of statements. . . . "3

That "fact, " in one sense, is synonymous with "truth" or

"true statement" is a coilrmon dictionary Listing. In this

3Austin, Phílosophical Papers, p. gL
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sense, to say

"Tt is a fact that the earth is round"

is to say

"It is true (or a true proposition) that the earth

is round. "

fn the latter sense, however, "fact" means not a true

proposition but what a true proposition is about, ot what

makes a true proposition true. In this serì.se, a fact is

nothing judgmental or ideal; it is neither a statement nor

a proposition, but something of an altogether different kind.

It is not the bearer of truth-values, but the objective

condition of a proposítion's being true or false. In this

sense of "fact, " to say

"It is a fact that the earth is round"

is to say

"The earth's being round is an actual state-of-

affairs (or a real situation in the world) . "

Vrlhile a proposítíon is (sometimes) about a fact, a fact, in

this sense, is not about anythíng. In brief, a fact in the

non-propositional sense is what a fact in the propositional

sense is about.4

L'This meaning of fact in the non-propositional sense
is perhaps clearly indicated in the Webster's New Inter-
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Now when the correspondence theorist presents a fact

as the object-term of the correspondence relation, he takes

the word "fact" in the non-proposiLional sense. Russell

observes:

the truth or falsehood of a belief always depend
upon something which lies outside the belief itself.
If I believe that Charles T died on the scaffold, I
belíeve truly, not because of any intrinsic quality of
the belief, but because of an historical event which
happened two and a half centuries ago. If I believe
that Charles I died in his bed, f believe falsely: no
degree of vividness in my belief, or of care in arriving
at it, prevents it from being false, again because of
what happened long â9o, and not because of any intrin-
sic property of my belief. Hence, although truth and
falsehood are properties of beliefs, they are properties
dependent upon the relations of the beliefs to other
things, not upon any internal quality of the beliefs.5

Íhus Russell considers it an indispensable requisite of a

theory of the nature of truth to make truth or falsity of

"belíefs" dependent upon something other than beliefs, which

he subsequently calls " facts. " To quote him again: "The

thírd of the above requisites leads us to adopt the view

national Dictionary (second ed.) as follows: "That which
has actual existence, whether subjectively or objectively
considered; any event, mental or physical; an occurrence,
quality or relation, the reality of which is manifest in
experience or may be inferred with certainty; more narrowly,
an actual happening in time or space. Fact in its primary
meaning as an object of direct experience, is distinguished
from truth. "

5Russell, Problems, p. L2L.
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which has on the whole been commonest among philosophers

that truth consists in some form of correspondence between

belief and fact. "6

But, again, it is not perhaps enough to say that "p.

is true" means "p corresponds to a fact in the non-propo-

sitional sense of the word 'fact' . " Granted that there are

propositions, one may legitimately ask a correspondence

theorist what he precisely means by a fact in this sense, oy

exactly how he wiII define a fact. A fact, the latter may

reply, is something which is real or actual, or which is in

the world. But "things, " "qualitiês, " "events, " etc. are

also in the world. Are they facts? We say "It is a fact

that the earth is round. " Do we refer to the earth, or to

its round shape, or to its being round, or a complex of all

these? Agaín, wê say "It is a fact that Bertrand Russell

exists. " lfhat is the fact here? fs it the individual, or

his existence, or both?

2. The definítion of "fact. " The problems about the

nature of a fact just referred to have perhaps never been

considered in suffícient details. A fact is usually distin-

guished from a thing, or its qualities, and so on. fn brief,

6I,oc. cit.
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a distinction is drawn between the "constituents" and the

"substance" or "stuff" of the world, between what the world

consists of and \iühat its basic elements are. Thus, trtrittgenstein

said that the world consists of facts (of "a11 that is the

case"), or is "the totalíty of facts," although objects make

up the substance of the world, and that a fact is "a combina-

tion of objects (things)."7 In the same vein, RusseII contends

that a fact is "anything comp1es. "B He says that whether

"particulars" (i.e., the particular elements of the world) are

simple or not, a fact is always something complex. As he

puts it:

ïf the world contains no simples, then whatever it
contains is a fact ¡ Lf it contains any simples, then
facts are whatever it contains except simples. Vühen it
is raining, that is a fact; when the sun is shining,
that is a fact. The distance from London to Edinbur$ris
a fact.9

Thus, according to him, a fact is anything that cannot

be expressed by a single word; the full expression of a fact

always involves a sentence. For example, w€ express or state

a fact when we say that a certain thing has a property, or

7l,,rdrig Wittgenstein, Tractatus Logico-philosophicus
(S.f'. Pears and B.F. McGuinness, trans.; London: Routledge
and Kegan PauI, L96L) , p. 7.

BRussell, Logic and Knowledge, p. 285.

9Lo.. cit.
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that it has a certain relation to another thing; but the thing

which has the property or the relation is not itself a fact.

Like RusseII, Moore also regards facts as something

different from fhings etc. He contends that there is a type-

difference between "facts" and "things, " consisting in the

fact that whereas the latter can be said to exist, the former

cannot. Precisely, he distinguishes between what exists and

what simply is. A particular thing, such as a lion, he says,

exists; but there are two kinds of things which are (i.e.

have being) but do not exist. These are facts, and universals

or general ideas. fn order to keep this distinction clear,

and also because the word "fact" is ambiguous, meaning (as he

says) both what exists and what simply is, he prefers to call

facts by the name "truths."10 He argues:

ït is in the highest degree unnatural to say of these
that they exist. No one, for instance, would think of
saying that the fact that lions exist itself exists; or
that the fact that 2 + z - 4 exists.ll-

Or again:

It is quite natural to say of a lion that he exists,
but it does not seem natural to say that his existence

10". u .

(wew York: The
Moore, Some Main Problems of Philosophy
Macmillan Company, 1953), p. 3ll.

, P. 301.
11

rbid.
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also exists, though it is natural to say that his
existence is a fact or a truth.l2

Such theories are by no means fully clear, nor have

they been generally accepted. Moreover, they do not seem to

be quite free from difficulties. Russell, for instance, has

not clarified what he exactly means by the complexity of a

fact, and in what way exactly a fact could be distinguished

from a true proposition and saíd to be in the world. Accord-

ing to him, both of the expressions, "it rains" and "the

distance from London to Edinburgh, tr express a fact; but the

latter is only a phrase and not a complete sentence. In the

next place, Moore seems to be of opinion that it is merely

"unnatural" to say that a fact, for example, the existence

of a lion, exists; he does not say that it is "illogical" or

"meaningless. " But unnaturalness is not a logicat difficulty,

which permits that in course of time general usage may make

it natural to say that the existence of a lion itsetf exists.

But then we are involved in an infinite regress: we shall have

to admit that the existence of existence, or the existence of

the existence of existence also exists, and so on ad infinitum.

This seems puzzLíng, if not fantastic or even meaningless.

Nevertheless, it may be possible or even necessary

L2_. .Ibid., pp. 31f-I2.
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to define "fact" along some such theory. It seems that a

fact has to be different from a thing, since otherwíse the

distinction between "naming" or "referring, " on the one hand,

and "stating that" or "judging that," on the other, cannot be

maintained, whereas the distinctions seem undeniable. It may

be argued that we name or refer to a fhing, such as a book;

but we never judge or state a book, although we judge or state

"that the book exists, " "that the book ís brov/n," and so on.

In brief, whereas we refer to or name a thing (or a property,

or a relation, and so on) , \^/e judge or state its be-ing or be-

ing so and so etc. It seems difficult to give a meaning to

expressions of the form "that X exists" or "that X is red"

and so oo, unless we admit that, in some sense, there can be

"entities" which are not just things and are complex in a

sense in which things are not; and, furthermore, it may be

difficult for sentences containing such expressions to be true

unless there are in the world such entities.

If this is true, then such theories may have legit-

imately claimed that objects (i.e., things, and their properties,

relations, etc.) are not the only "things" in the world. And

Moore may have been quite right in pointing out that the

precise respect in which facts differ from other constituents

of the world is difficult to define, but easy to ="".13

13rbid., p. 296.
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But what is that difference exactly? It seems that, whereas

an object may be said to exist, or not to exist, a fact may

be defined as whatever simply is or is the gg.g9 (or an instance

of "its being the case that"Lâ'¡. Thus taken, a fact is not

any object or object-complex as such, but its existence or

non-existence.15 Bertrand Russell , f.or example, is by himself

an object; but his existence (or existing) is a fact. "Bertrand

Russell" is a name, but "that he exists" expresses the fact

consisting of his existence. And accordingly, the proposition,

"Bertrand Russell éxists, " may be said to correspond to the

fact consisting, not of Bertrand Russell, but his existence,

and "The golden mountain does not exist" to the fact consisting

of the non-existence of the golden mountain; and so on.

l4uot "its not being the case that. " In ordinary
usage, "It is not the case" is synon!¡mous with "ft is not a fact.

lsgesides the difficulties mentíoned in the previous
paragraph, there seems to be one special reason for which a
correspondence theorist may not be willing to identify facts
with objects. Let us consider the proposition, "The golden
mountain does not exist. " If a fact were an object as such,
what would be the fact corresponding to this proposition?
The possibl-e .ans\¡/er that it is the world exclusive of the golden
mountain may or may not work; but there is no reason to stick
Lo it if a simpler ans\^/er is available. On the other hand,
if the correspondence theorist dislikes this answer, he may
have to concede that the proposition is true in virtue of the
existence of no corresponding fact. Generalized, the con-
cession is that some propositions are true in virtue of non-
correspondence to a fact -- a concession he may not be willing
to make.

il
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Facts, thus defined, may be either positive or negiative.

A positive fact is simply the existence, and a negative fact

the non-existence, of something. Íhus the existence of

Bertrand Russell is a positive fact, whereas the non-existence

of the golden mountain a negative fact. Again, each fact has

one or more "constituents. " The constituent of a fact is

anything whose existence ornon-existence is the fact. ft is

either an object or a relatíon (involved in an object-complex).

Bertrand Russell is the constituent of the fact that he exists,

the golden mountain of the fact that the golden mountain does

not exist. Each constítuent of a positive fact does indeed

exist; otherwise the corresponding proposition could not be

true. But the case with a negative fact is different. If

it has only one constituent, then the corresponding proposi-

tion is true in viftue,.of its non-existence. If it has more

than orle, then at least one of the constituents must be non-

existent, so that the corresponding proposition can be true.

(This point will be elaborated ín the next chapter.)

Nour, as the present definition of "fact" sho\,vs, a

fact may be said, not to exist, but merely to be in some sense.

Objects exist or do not exist; but their existence or non-

existence simply is or is the case. It appears that, whether

there are or are not other things which could be called facts
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in this sense, the existence or non-existence of objects or

object-complexes is, at any rate, something which could be

said simply to be in some sense, and thus called a fact in

that particular sense. A man holding a book in his hand

perceives it by touch; he may also perceive it by sight if

he looks at ít; but in doing either he may be said to "perceive,

in some sense, the existence of the book as well. Again, íf

the book is taken away from him and destroyed in front of him,

he may be said to perceive or see for himself, in some sense,

the non-existence of the book. If so, then the actual exis-

tence or non-existence of something, and hence each fact, fiEy

be described as a real aspect of the world, or, in Russell's

terminology, "a feature in the constitution of the world. "16

In other words, a fact, thus taken, flâY claim to be in the

world as truly as any existing object (any real thíng, property

etc. ) and to be something qujte different from chimaeras or

griffins, as Moore would say.

1II. Some Íheories of Fact Considered

There are, however, theoríes of fact which are in-

consistent with the one outlíned above. Apparently, therefore,

they constitute a serious threat to the correspondence theory,

l6Russell, Logic and Knowledge, p. 285.
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and it may be pertinent here to consider some of them.

l. Facts as nothing absolute. Accordíng to one of

these theories, there are no facts in an absolute sense. A

fact, either in its propositional or non-propositional form,

is usually taken to be absolute, in the sense that it is nothing

subjective, oy relative to our apprehension or recognition.

fhus if a proposition (inctuding the time-element) is true,

it is true because of some objective ground, and once true,

it is true for all times to come. Again, Lf a fact as an

existing situation in the world, is indeed a fact at time t,

it is a fact at time t, irrespective of whether \^/e think of

orlmow it. ft is to this use of the word "fact" that this

theory seems to be objecting.

This theory has been represented by J.R. Lucas who

recommends a total Ì:an on "worshippíng facts. "17 The view

that there are facts in an absolute sense is considered by

him to be 'hot only false but dangerously false. 'r Ref erring

to the ambiguity of the word "fact, " he observes that we should

be "chary of making facts the cornerstone of our thinking. "

There are no facts in the absolute sense. Facts are only

17¡.R. Lucas, "on not
Quarterlv, vrrl (april, l95B),

worshippíng Facts," Philosophical
No. 31, pp. L44-L56.
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points of agreement in a dispute; "a fact is a fact relative

to a given dispute, or relative to two or more persons at a

given tíme arguing about a given poínt." Thus the word "fact"

is an incomplete symbol, the complete locution being "facts

in respect of such and such a dispute. "

In a way, the thesis of Lucas seems quite clear. He

draws examples from law and history to demonstrate the relativ-

ity of facts. There is no doubt that a legal investigation,

as a rule, starts with certain statements taken for granted;

nor in every case can a historian possibly begin from the

beginning. This is true even of philosophical thinking:

usually philosophicat investigations of one field start with

certain propositions of some other field taken for granted.

Hence, there is no disputing about this parLicular use of the

word "fact." But there is no reason to accept certain other

things that he says.

(a) Lu.cas claims that "fact" is one of several words

whose functioning can be correctly understood "only in the

context of a dialogue or dispute." This implies that the use

of "fact" that he elucidates is its only correct use. This

seems to be an entirely baseless claim. Íhere is good reason

to believe that "fact, " in its current ttse, primarily means

either a true statement or a real state-of-affairs (Lucas's
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the use which Lucas mentions is

least there can be no disputing

uses than the one Lucas mentions
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indicate that), and that

perhaps only derivative. At

that "fact" has other correct

(b) Although, according to Lucas, a fact is relatíve

to a discourse, he does not allow anything to be a fact. "A

fact," he says, "is \Mhat a disputant would concede as true

if he were a reasonable man living at that time. "IB Again:

"Facts do not make the reasonable man, the reasonable man

makes the facts. fhey are what the reasonable man cannot but

concede. "l9 Thus he defines a fact in terms of a reasonable

man; but it is not understood how he would define a reason-

able man. He cannot possibly define a reasonable man in terms

of a fact, since that would be círcular. Perhaps the only

plausible alternative left for him is to lay down a set of

rules relating to evidence and say something like this: "4

reasonable man is one who accepts a statement as a fact when

it satisfies RI , F.2, R3 Rn rules of evidence. " But can

we define evidence without reference to facts (to what he

calls factual facts) ? It seems that Lucas ignores the clear

tttotq. , n. l5o .

lttbid., p. 153.
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distinction between "facts" and our statements about them.

Our statements abouL them mav be relative to a discourse and

always more or less doubtful, but that does not logically

entail that there are no facts as such (i.e. facts as features

of the real world).

Lucas does not make it clear why a reasonable man

"cannot but concede" to certain statements. The only reason

that he mentions is that there is much external control in

their case. But perhaps by such external control in its

ultimate form \^/e usually understand correspondence to some

fact in the world. tf \^/e mean anythíng else, wê may have to

give ourselves either to pure authoritarianism or downright

scepticism -- alternatives, neither of which, it seems, wê

would be happy with.

(c) There are no absolute facts, Lucas says. By this

he means that alt facts are relative to a discourse and that

every statement is in principle dubitable. Perhaps this is

for him unnecessarily going too f.arì since, even if he is

granted that a fact is only what is accepted as a point of

agreement in a dispute, it is not inconsistent with this to

think that there are certain propositions which are assumed

in some díspute or other and are yet perfectly doubtless. It

is not clear whether he would say that propositions relating
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to sensations of the moment, or such propositions as "t\,vo plus

two is equal to f our," are also relative.

2. Strawson's theory. Anofher theory of fact seems

to disatlow the use of the word "fact" in the non-propositional

sense, and, oo that basis, reject the correspondence theory.

This theory may be ascribed to Strawson and Woozley. Strawson

distinguishes between what a statement is about, and what

makes a statement true or false. Things, persons etc., ot,

in a word, objects are what a statement is about, whereas

facts are what makes a statement true or false. But objects

alone are in the world (and there is a type-difference between

objects and facts). "The world," he says, "is the totality

of things, not of facts."20 Thus he distinguishes facts from

objects, and also grants that a fact ís "the only plausible

candidate for the desired non-linguistic correlate of "state-

ment."21 So far, he is in agreement with the correspondence

theorist; but he very fundamentally differs when he contends

that facts are nothing in the world. "Fact," he says, is

wedded to "that"-clauses, like "true," "states" etc.; and

"there is nothing unholy about this union. Facts are known,

2ostt-t=orr,
p. 40 (foot-note 6) .

"Truth," Truth (eeorge Pitcher, ed.),

2ltbid. , p. 37 .
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stated, learned, forgotten, overlooked, commented on, communi-

cated or noticed. (each of these verbs may be followed by a

"that"-clause or "the fact that"-clause.) They are not,

tike things or happenings on the face of the glove, witnessed

or heard or seen, broken or overturned, interrupted or pro-

longed, kicked, destroyed, mended or rtoísy ."22

Íhis seems to make it clear that he is not taking

"fact" in the non-propositional sense. But \Mhat then is a

fact? He does not say either of the two things he might have

said. He might have said either that a fact is the same as

a true proposition, or that a fact is something like a ghost

lying between a true proposition (or statement) and an exist-

ing state-of=affairs. It seems quite difficult to say what

his position exactly is. But there seems to be some good

reason to believe that it. is the latter position that he is

really getting at. According to him, a statement as the

bearer of truth or falsity is non-episodic; it is not the act

of stating but what is stated.23 Such a statement, when true,

corresponds to a fact. This suggests that, oo his view, the

relation between a proposition (what is stated) and a fact

22:rb:,ð.., p. 38.

23_- . -
-Lþl-O. , p. 33.
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is one of correspondence and not of identiLy, that there are

two things and not one. But íf there are two things, a propo-

sition (or what is stated) and a fact, and if a fact is neither

a true proposition nor anything in the world, then it is not

clear how facts in this sense could be anything but philo-

sophical ghosts. Again, Strawson describes a fact as non-

linguistic and pseudo-material; but if so, it is difficult

to see what exactly a fact is, if it is not the same as a

true propositíon.

On the other hand, one could also say that his o\^/n

account of "statement" and "fact" really inclines him towards the

other position, ví2., that a fact is the same as a true propo-

sition (atthough he need not necessaríly commit himself to the

same). "Facts," he says, "are what statements when true state

,r24 Simply, a fact is what is stated, and not the episode of

stating. But a statement (a= the bearer of truth-values) is also,

according to him, what is stated and not the episode of stating.

fn other words, both a fact and a true statement are, according

to him, what is stated. But, Lf so, it is possible, though

not necessary, that the two are regarded by him as identical.

If this other possible version of Strawson's view is

correct, certain conclusions followr 25

24Ibid., p. 38.

25Whether thís version of Strawson's view is correct
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First, he cannot at all talk of correspondence between

a statement and a fact: the word "correspondence" is, pfê-

cisely, robbed of all its meaning.

Secondly, his theory is not an answer to, but only

a modification of, the question under consideration. On his

theory, to say, "p i= true" is but to say "g is a fact"; and

our original question "What is the meaning of saying that g

is true?" is not solved but only transformed into "lrfhat is

the meaning of saying that p. is a fact?" So long as Stra\^/son

considers this question, as he indeed (partly rightly) does,

as parL of the word-world relating type of discourse, it is

not clear how he could answer it without invoking facts ín

the non-propositional sense.

Strawson, however, contends that "while we certainly

say that a statement corresponds to (fits, is borne out by,

agrees with) the facts, ãs a variant on saying that it is

true, wê never say that a statement corresponds to the thing,

person etc., it is about."26 Does he mean that there is some

opposition between "corresponds to X" and "is about X" (that

or not, such conclusions
which identifies a true
a fact in this sense as
falsity.

will indeed follow from any theory
proposition and a fact, and offers
the objecLive ground of truth and

26l.:oLd.. , p. 37
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is to sâ!, that if anything corresponds to X, it cannot be about

X, and conversefy)e That would, presumably, be quite \^/rong (and

this is important, because if it were absurd to talk of corres-

pondence in the other sense, then the account of correspondence

to be given in the next chapter would be impossible). First of

all, there seems to be no objection to saying that a statement

can, and indeed must, correspond to the X it is about, if it. is

to be true. Thís may be denied only if the expression, "corres-

ponds'or "corresponds to a fact," is taken in a very special

sense. But taking an expression in a special sense is not

rlecessarily a disproof of a theory. Secondly, Strawson's view

seems to be this: "A statement, when true, is true of something

in the world, in virtue of its correspondence to a fact about

that something. " But while a fact in the non-propositional sense

is not about a thing, but only involves a thing, and is therefore

as truly in the world as the thing it involves, a fact of no other

sort could perhaps be, in his words, "the only plausible candidate

for the position of what (in the world) makes the statement true. "

It is curíous that while a thing, a person etc., is the non-

linguistic correlate of one part of a statement, and a quality or

property the non-Iinguistic correlate of another part of the same

statement, the non-linguístic correlate of the whole statement, so

Strawson thinks, is a fact which is neither a thing nor a quality.

One may be led to say this only if one is predisposed to allow
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"fact" to mean nothing but a true statement or some mysterious

entity.

It may be clear from this that Strawson takes the word

"fact" in a peculiarly restricted sense, and makes that a

ground for rejecting the correspondence theory. His argument

seems to be this: "fhe correspondence theory needs facts as

somethíng in the world; but there are no facts in this sense;

therefore, the correspondence theory must give \day. " [his

argument must be fatal, provided the premises are true.

But it all depends upon what the correspondence theorist means

by "fact. " He may either show that what he means by the word

is not really a pseudo-entity, but an entity in the world, or

redefine the word if the former procedure leads him nowhere.

(ft seems curious to belíeve that he needs something which is

virtually nothing.) At any rate, the correspondence theory

does not seem to stand or fatt with our use, or even with the

existence or non-existence of a word, even if it is the word

"fact." What matters is not how vì/e name the object-term of

the correspondence relation, but the existence and the nature

of the term. And, therefore, if at least one of Strawson's

arguments against the validity of the correspondence theory

is that "fact" is never so used as to denote anything ín the

worJd, and if this is one of the reasons for his saying that

the correspondence theory "requires, not purification, but
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eliminati.on,"27 then his case does not seem to be strong enough.

3. I'acts as hvpostatized events. Now for a few words

on Vrloozley. In his provisional exposition of the correspondence

theory, a proposition and a fact are the two terms of the

correspondence relation; but, in his final theory, the truth

of a proposition means its being identical with a fact. By

certain arguments he tries to show that an event cannot be

the other term. For example, Mr. Attlee's broadcast on the

Home Servíce Radio at 9.15 p.m., August lOth, L947, is an

event, but what makes the proposition about it true is the

fact (tfrat l4r. Attlee did broadcast etc. , etc. ) about this

event. Thus, like Strawson, he also allows only an unduly

restricted use of the word " fact. " By a f act he means "aT1

hypostatized event, ân abstraction of what happened in an

event. " To quote him:

Ihe way in which I am using 'fact' and in which it
is commonly used is such that it does not make sense to
ask of a f act "Vühen did it happen? r' or "Where did it.
happen?" Íhe dropping of the Atom bomb on Hiroshima
was an event which occurred in August L945, but the
fact did not occur then.28

According to him, therefore, a fact is something non-spatial

2' toíu. , p. 32.

28vüoo=1"y, Theory of Knowledge, p. 136.
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and non-temporal, and once something is a fact, it is always

a fact.

Woozley thus seems to be subject t.o objections similar

to those raised against Strawson:

(f) If a true proposition is the same as a fact,

there is nolonger any point in talking about correspondence;

and indeed Woozley's final version of the correspondence theory

bears this out. As a matter of fact, like Strawson, he also

may be said to have done little more than putting the old

wine of our problem in a new bottle without advancing a real

solution.

(2) In what category of entities would a fact possibly

fall, according to Trloozley? A fact, âs the hypostasis of an

event, might have been the same as a meaning; but a meaning

cannot be what makes a proposition true or false. Vühat, then,

to understand by the hypostasis of an event? The event itself

occurs at a certain time, and is both placeable and datable.

How then could its hypostasis be out of place and time? A

fact, he says, is an aspect of an event; how could an aspect

exist apart from the something of which it is an aspect?

His conception of a fact, and of its distinction from a thing

and an event, is left obscure until these points are clarified.
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IV. Conclusions

Discussions in the present chapter seem to have made

three main points, âs follows:

(f) The y or the object-term of the correspondence

relation is always a fact in the non-propositional sense,

i.e., in an objective and absolute sense, in which a fact

is an actual state-of-affairs or real aspect of the world,

Iogically independent of our thought and interest, ârI entity

which is not exactly the same as an individual object but

nevertheless genuinely in the world.

(2) There seems to be no genuine logical objection

to believing in facts in this sense, and no justification

for restricting the use of the word "fact" so as to keep it

from meaning anything other than a true propositirn or a ghostly

something which is neither a true proposition nor a real

situation ín the world.

(3) We may not, if we choose, use "fact" to mean

entities which are aspects or constituents of the real world,

and which our propositions are about, but we cannot elucidate

at least one function of the locution, "p is true, " without

ref erence to such entities. lrIe may use some word or words to

name them, but that by itself does not make any difference in

our grounds for believing in them, nor in the validity of the

correspondence t.heory , Lf the theory is valid at all.



CHAPTER ÏV

WHAT''CORRESPONDENCE'' MEANS

f. The Problem

Previous discussions may have shown that both propo-

sitions and sentences should be regarded as the bearers of

truth-values, though not in the same sense, and that a

proposition or a sentence is true only when it corresponds

to a fact (in the non-propositional sense) . The purpose of

the present chapter is to consider \Mhat "corresponding to a

fact" exactly means. Questions relating to it divide them-

selves into two groups. (1) Questions in the first group

concern the kind or type of the correspondence relation.

Vühat sort of relation this "corresponding to a fact" exactly

is? Is it a relation of sameness or similarity? Is it a kind

of picturing, or a case of mere structural homogeneity between

the terms of the correspondence relation? Is it something

absolute, or something purely conventional and relative?

(2) Questions in the second group concern whether the

structural similarity, if any, between the terms of the

correspondence relation is partial or complete. Is it a

case of perfect one-to-one correlation between the constitu-
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terms as such? Again, is

the correlation between the terms One-one, or one-many, oT

many-one, or many-many?l

It seems that this question as to what "correspondence

to a fact" exactly means has not so far been given due atten-

tion, whereas it appears to be crucial in any elucidation and

vindication of the correspondence theory. However, in the

course of discussions and debates on the correspondence

theory -- sometimes, oo the theory of truth ín general, or

even on some different problem -- more or less different

views have been expressed, which may be regarded as theories

of the correspondence relation. And it. seems possible to

classify or name these theories (roughly at least) for the

facility of exposition. The present chapter will immediately

undertake a brief consideration of these theories, which will

be followed by certain general suggestions as to a possible

solution of the problem in question.

IT Theories of Correspondence

Correspondence as unanalysable. One possible

I-The correlation is one-one if to
corresponds only one fact, and conversely;
to one proposition there corresponds more
not: conversely; and so on.

one proposition there
it is one-may if

than one fact, but
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theory of correspondence is that the correspondence relation

is unique and elementary, and, therefore, unanalysable. On

such a theory, it is impossible to explain correspondence ín

terms of anything else, oT to define it except ostensively,

and it is futile to raise the questions enumerated above.

But there is perhaps no sufficient justifícation for such a

theory: it seems quíte possibte to ask for Êome elucidation

of the correspondence relation. It does not seem enough to

say that a proposition corresponds to a fact even when the

meanings Of "propositiOn" and " fact" have been adequately

explained; some explanation and clarifícation of what is

precisely meant by the correspondence relation seems necessary.

In fact, the wOrd "cgrrespondence" itself is not free from

ambiguity. 1t is used in more than one sense. lqe talk of

correspondence between two persons living apart, of corres-

pondence between two clocks keeping the same time, of

corresponding words (i.e., equivalents) of two or more

languages, of a negative proposition corresponding Lo an

affirmative one, and so on. What, then, is correspondence

between a proposition (or a sentence) and a fact? This appears

to be a genuine question; at least, there seems to be no clear

reason to betieve that it is a pseudo-question, or that

correspondence is not further analysable at all.
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But correspondence theorists have not always regarded

this question as genuine or important. A.C. Ewing is an

instance in point. He points out that one of the objections

of the coherence theorists against the correspondence theory

is that "no tenable account can be given of this correspond-

ence, foT, whether it is regarded as copying or as similarity

in structure or as one-to-one correlation very serious

difficulties arise."2 In his reply to this objection, he

contends:

It seems clear, however, that such criticism cannot
be final , f.or the reason why all accounts of it involve
great difficulties may be simply that the relation is
unique and unanalysable our failure to define it.
may be simply due to the fact that it is intrinsically
such as neither to require nor to admit of a definition.
If any relation be unanalysable, ... such a fundamental
relation as the one between a true judgiment and its
object is as tikely to be so as êfrf, and it seems to be
radically different from any other relation of which I
can think.3

Again, in his restatement of the correspondence theory " in

a form which will escape the objections brought against it, "

he suggests:

it will be safest to give up any attempt to explain
what correspondence is in terms of any other relation,

a
'Ewing, Idealism: A Critical Survel¡ (Strand;

Lt.d. , L934) , 3rd êd. , p. I95 .

L95-L96.

Metheun & Co.

3lbid.., pp.

!ü.c.:
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and simply to treat the relation between a true judg-
ment and its object as unique and unanalysable, ât
Ieast till a satisfactory analysís has been found f.or
it. We know what it is tike, ât least partially, in
particular cases, because we know what is meant by
holding true betiefs concerning some particular fact,
but we are not committed to the view that it. can be
analysed , or, still less, to any particular analysis
of íL -4

Ewing's move in saving the correspondence theory

seems to be quite a fair one, so far as it goes. If, indeed,

the correspondence relation \^/ere perfectly unique and un-

analysable, it would be futile on the part of the critics

of the correspondence theory to argue that the theory is

invalid because no further account of correspondence can be

given. They would have to show, in Ewing's words, "bo.!h

that the relation must be thus reducible and that it has not

been reduced successfully. "5 But the fact seems to be that,

whether it satisfies the critics or not, a "further account"

of correspondence can be given, that the correspondence

relation can be explained in terms of something simpler.

Even Ewing himself has no objection to an attempt to explain

it further, nor is he trying in all that he says to show that

the attempt must fail; all that he emphasizes is that "we

4Ibid., pp. 2oL-2o2.

5lbid., p. Lg6.
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certainly need not deny the presence of such a relation if

and because it fi. e. , the attempt] does faíI. "6

Brentano, however, is another instance in point. He

offers a definition of truth in terms of correspondence, which

is in line with Aristotle and is simple enough: "a judgment

is true if it asserts of something that is, that it is, and

asserts of something that is not, that ít is not -- and a

judgment is false if it contradicts that which is, or that

which is not."7 "And this is all," he then observes, "there

is to the correspondence of true judgment and object which

we have heard so much about. "B He thus seems to be suggesLing

that it is neither necessary nor possible to elucidate the

correspondence theory further than eliminating all confusions

and misunderstandings about it, and' that this redundancy as

weII as this impossibility derives from the fact that "the

ultimate and the most effective means of elucidation must

always consist in an appeal to the individual's intuition,

from which all our general critería are derived."9 He seems

6Io. . cit.
7Fr^n= Brentano, "Orl the Concept of Truth, " Readíngs

in the Theory of Knowledge ('¡.V. Canfield and F.H. Donnell,
on-Century-Crofts, Inc' , L964) ' p' 275'

B-Ibid., p. 275.

troru., p. 2iB.
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to believe that the notion of correspondence is as elemen-

tary as the notion of a sensible quality, since he asks:

"What would be the use of trying to elucidate the concepts

of red or blue if f could not present one with something

red or something blue?"10

Brentano's suggestion (as well as Ewing's) may be

quite significant, if we consider the fact that the problem

of analysing the correspondence relation seems, indeed, to

be an extremely difficult one. And. further, âoY analysis of

the correspondence relation is likety to look {though it need

not necessarily be) trívial or too naive. Yet the fact

remains that philosophers have not left the problem quite

unattacked, and that, if the account of the terms of correspond-

ence relation outlined in the previous discussions is at aII

correct, then it may be possible to show that the correspond-

ence relation is analysable in terms of something more

elementary, namely, "correlation" betr¡¡een the constituents of

a proposition and those of a fact. It is not therefore

necessary that one should merelv say, following Brentano, that

to correspond means "to be adequate, to fit, to be in agree-

ment with, to be in harmony with" etc., and leave the matter

at that. In other words, it is not necessary to hold that

l0_LOC. Cr-E.
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while truth is explained in terms of correspondence, corres-

pondence itself cannot be explained in terms of something

simpler.

It is, of course, true that "appeal to the indívidual's

intuition" must come into effect at some stage of the explica-

tion; the explication cannot go on ad ínfinitum. If

correspondence \^rere indeed explicable in terms of correlation

(or whatever else), one might still ask: In what other terms

could correlation itself be explained? Could it be reduced

to anything more elementary? Perhaps the ans\¡/er is "No";

and this seems to be the stage where there is no alternative

t.o an appeal to intuition. It appears, theref ore, that,

although one is bound to hatt somewhere in one's analysis of

the relation between a true proposition and a fact, it is not

just correspondence which is that halting-point.

2. The picture theory of correspondence. This is

another possibte theory of correspondence, which may be

ascribed to (tfre early) Wíttgenstein and, with some reserva-

tions, to Russell. Every meaningful and non-tautologous

proposition, according to Wittgenstein, is a picture of a

prototype in the real world; and it is true or false accord-

ing as it pictures the prototype correctly or incorrectly.

Again, Russell's exposition of the truth of \,,/hat he calls
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image-propositions may be brought under the picture theory

insofar as an image is a mental "picture" of an actual or

possible state-of-affairs. He wants to say that the elements

of a true image-proposition of the form "A is to the left of

B, " for instance, will have a sort of one-to-one correspondence

to the elements of the protot.ype in the world. ll

But the picture theory does not seem to give a true

account of the correspondence relation. No doubt that an

image may be called a pícture in a wider sense of the word

"picture, " but an image is not a prímary bearer of truth-

values. Russell's point of one-to-one correlation between

the elements of an image-proposition and those of a fact is

rather of little bearing on the present problem. But, letting

that alone, there does not appear to be in every case a one-

to-one correlation between a fact and a corresponding image

that may be called up in our mind when we think of the fact;

and Russell himself admits this at least in the case of

image-propositions corresponding to what he calls negative

facts. In such simple cases as "A is to the left of B" there

may be a perfect one-to-one correspondence between an þffirma-

tive) image-proposition and a corresponding fact; but this

II--Russell, Loqic and Knowledge, pP.3I5-16.
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does not seem to be true of complex cases.

lvhether or not the picture lheory is true of images,

it. is, at any rate, not true of propositions and sentences.

Neither a sentence nor a proposition is anything like a

picture even when it perfectly corresponds to a fact. fhe

function of a picture is iconic;12 it is something spatial,

and ',represents" what is pictured only by idritating the

the spatial features of the latter. And this is why a

picture can represent only what is spatial, i.e., what con-

sists of spatial elements having spatial relations. "A

picture is a visual pattern and can show only what is visu-

ally accessible. A still-tife of a duck cannot show the

taste of the bird as it may show its markings."l3 But, first

of aII, a sentence is not necessarily a spatial entity (only

written sentences are so) ; and a proposition is never so.

Secondly, even a written sentence, though by all means a

Spatial entity, is not a picture, but only a set of arbitrar'y

scratches conventionally adopted for the special purpose

which they serve. Hence, DaiLz seems right when he tries to

show (though in a different but altied context) that a picture

L2Ct. E. DaLLz, "The Picture Íheory of Meaniß9,"
"Essays ín Conceptual Analysis (entony Flew, êd.; London:
Íhe Macmillan CompanY, L966), P. 59.

turoiu., n. 54.
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account of language, of words and Sentences, is mistaken.

He distinguishes between the iconic and the conventional

mode of signification, and maintains that while a picture

signifies iconically, a sentence does so conventionally.

A sentence signifies or means something, not because it'

resembles or has properties in common !,/ith the Iatter, but

loecause it has been a convention to use it to state the

latter.

There is, however, one important consequence that

follows from the fact that a sentence is not a pícture.

Theír distinction implies that there may be some attributes

which, if ascribed to a picture, cannot be ascribed to a

sentence; and, indeed, there are some such attributes. For

example, a picture corresponds to an original and is, as a

copy of the original, either faithful or unfaithful to the

latter. But since the relation between a sentence and a

state-of-affairs is different from that between a copy and

its original, a sentence cannot be said to be faithful or

unfaithful (ín the same sense). Again, if we allow that a

picture can be said. to be accurate or lifelike, wê cannot

allow the same of a sentence. This distinction may be further

brought out by saying that while a picture may be said to be

true to the original, a sentence may be said to be true of
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1Aa fact. -'

3. The conventional theory of correspondence. This

theory belongs to ,f .L. Austin. He defines truth in terms of

correlation and two types of conventions, descriptive and

demonstru.tive.15 A statement, according to him, is true when

the historic state-of-affairs to which it is correlated by

the demonstrative conventions is of a type with which the

sentence used in making it is correlated by the descriptive

conventions. But although he thus upholds a correspondence

theory of truth, he rejects, âs he puts it, the commonly-

given "too restricted and too colourful a meaning" of the

expression "corresponds." "The only essential point," he

says, "is this: that the correlation between the words

(= sentences) and the type of situation, event, etc., which

is to be such that when a statement in those words is made

with reference to an historic situation of that type the

statement is then true, is absolutely and purely conventional."16

This theory is perhaps only partly right: right only

insofar as the truth of a sentence ís concerned.IT A sentence

L+ct. Austin, Philosophicat Papers. p. L7L.

t5_.Ibid., pp. 89-90.
L6 Ibid., p. 92.

"*neory might be true of "statements" as well,
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being a purely conventional device for communication, its

truth or falsity must also be in some sense a matter of

convention -- absolutely and purely, as Austin claims. A

sentence belonging to one language is no better than a jumble

of meaningless noises or scratches in the context of another;

and even the same sentence of the same language, which is

true at one time, may be false at another, if the relevant

conventions of that language undergo a change. For example,

the sentence, "Íhe tiger is carnivorous" which is true (in

English) today, flay turn out to be false a hundred years

hence, íf, other conditions remaining Lhe same, the English-

speaking people adopt the convention of meaning by "tiger"

what they now mean by "cow. " It is also possible that the

English-speaking people may gradually shift from English as

ít stands now to a language syntactically different from the

former. Thus, for instance, they may utter "Catamat" in

order to communicate the same thought or to make the same

statement as they now do by uttering "The cat is on the mat. "lB

Thus, it appears that the truth of a sentence, ês

if a statement were
down a sentence; but,
(essentiafly) a matter
being the utterance or

IBCf. Pitcher,

purely a matter of uttering or taking
as a matter of fact, a statement is
of asserting a proposition, besides
taking down of a sentence.

T ulh (tntroduction), p. L2.



9B

correspondence to a fact, is conventional on at least two

counts.

First, a language is a system of symbols, and the

vatidity of any symbolic system is absolutely determined by

convention (i.e., cofltmon agreement or general usage) ; so

that the truth or falsity of a sentence belonging to a language

may change along with changes in the conventions (or rules)

of that language. Secondly, the meaning, or perhaps the

referring-cum-descríptive function, of a sentence is also a

matter of convention. And so far Austin seems quite ríght

when he says:

There is no need whatsoever for the words used in
making a true statement to 'mirror' in any lvay, however
indirect, any feature whatsoever of the situation or
event; a statement no more needs, in order to be true,
to reproduce the 'multiplicity,' say, or the 'structure'
or 'form' of the reality, than a word needs to be echoic
or writing pictographicl L9

This shows that, although a sentence (about the world)

cannot be true without relation to some state-of-affairs

within the world, yet its truth does not depend upon there

being any structural similarity between the state-of-affairs

and itself. I{', for instance, there are three distinct

elements in the corresponding state-of-affairs, the Sentence

l9Arr=tirr, Philosophical Papers , p. 93 .
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itself need not have three distinct parts as a necessary

condition of íts being true. Thus, granting that in the

state-of-affairs , vLz., "the cat's being on the mat, " there

are three elements (the cat, the mat and the relation of one

of them being upon the other), "Catamat" is as true as "The

cat is on the mat, " provided., of course, the existing con-

ventions replace the latter expression by the former, 01.

bring both into vogue as synonymous' There is no rogic' rlo

law of reason, which is eíther for or against it; it is

simply a matter of general agreement, a matter of convention,

and to that extent arbitrary. It hardly makes sense (except

as a matter of historical or psychological interest) to ask

why people come to adopt orre convention rather than another,

or adopt two or more dif f erent conventions f.or one and the

same purpose; the only questions that can be raised relate

to consistency, precision, convenience¿ and so on.

But although the conventional theory is true of

sentences, it. is hardly true of propositions. Thougkt may be

closely related Lo, or even inseparable from language; but

still the two are different. The conventional theory would

be true of propositions as well as of sentences, if the two

\^/ere not different -- if , in other words, propositions also,

Iike sentences, \^iere purely a matter of convention. But



100

propositions, in the sense in which they are the same as

neither sentences nor statements (in the episodic sense),

have perhaps never been regarded as conventional. Nor does

it. seem possible to regard them as such. A proposition would

be conventional, only if it were chosen and generally accep-

ted from among an indefinite set of possible propositions

capable of performing the same function, just as á.sentence

or even a whole language is chosen from among an indefinite

set of possible sentences or languages, capable of performing

the same function. But it does not seem meaníngful to say

thaL propositions are conventional in this sense. There may

be conventions as to which one of a number of synon]¡mous

sentences should be used to express a proposition. For example,

a language may have no senLences in the passive voice; or

there might have been only "Al1 men are mortal" and not "All

human beings are mortal" in English. Again, there may be

psychological or moral principles determining which proposi-

tions a person will or ought to entertain. For instance, a

man who has never heard of Canada is not tikely to entertain

any propositions about this country; oT a morally sound person

is not likely to think that his neighbour is a rogue before

he knows him sufficiently well. But nothing of these makes

it sensible to say that a proposition is conventional. First
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of all, that the expression of a proposition is conventional

does not entail that what is expressed, the proposition, is

itsetf conventional. Secondly, psychological or moral princi-

ples of the kind just indicated determine which propositions

alone a person will entertain, but do not affect what a

proposition as such is.

Í{r, then, it is true that a proposition is nothing

conventional, it follows that the truth or falsity of a

proposition is by no means a matter of convention. More

precisely, the truth or falsity of a proposition does not at

all depend upon linguistic (or other) conventions or customs,

but solely on objective situations in the world, which it is

or purports to be about. It may be noted here that Austin

is ted into the conventional theory presumably because he

regiards a statement (in the episodic sense) as the primary

bearer of truth. If the bearer of truth and falsíty be

nothing but an uttered (índicative) sentence, then, because

a sentence has only a conventional significance, oT functions

according Lo generally accepted rules, whatever truth or

falsity it (the bearer) may have must itself be a matter of

convention. But if it is true to say that a propositioni

and not a statement in Austin's sense, is the primary bearer

of truth, then, and perhaps only then, truLh retains its

character as something absolute and above conventional
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relativism.

4. The operational theorv of correspondence. John

Dewey has described his instrumental theory of truth as a

form of the correspondence th"ory.20 He equates truth with

what he calls "warranted assertibility": to say that a

belief is true is to say that we are justified in holding it

to be true, since it satisfies certain conditions and opera-

tions of inquiry. An inquiry is set by the presence of a

problem, and a proposition is "affírmed" (not "asserted"

as he puts it) as a tentative solution to that problem; the

proposition no longer remains a mere proposition, but achieves

the status of a \¡/arranted. betief (or " judgment") , when

(operational or experimental) evidences show that it meets

the demands of the problem. Thus, in elucidating the

operational sense of correspondence, Dewey observes:

myo\^/nviewtakescorrespondenceintheopera_
tional sense it bears in all cases except the unique
epistemological case of an alleged relation between
a 'subject' and an 'object'; the meaning, namely' of
answerins, âs a key ans\^/ers to conditions imposed by
ã loct, eT as two correspondents 'answer' each other;
o:f-,ingeneral,asareplyisanadequateanswertoa
question or a criticism; âs, in short, a,solution
answers the requirements of a problem' "¿r

'o"t. Hís
theory of truth. "
cal Library t L946) ,

statement, "I hold a
Problems of Men (mew

' correspondence'
York: PhilosoPhi-
p. 343.Part IIT,

343.2lrbid., p.

Chap. 10,
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V\iith this as the meaning of correspondence, Dewey claims that

his type of theory is the only one entitled to be called a

correspondence theorY of truth.

But how far is this claim justified? First of all,

Dewey's theory is relevant to the present examination only

Lf it is indeed a theory of the meaning of truth (since other

problems about truth fall outside the scope of the present

stud.y). But it is not clear whether the operational theory

is a theory of the meaning or of the test of truth, oT of

both. It should be construed as a theory of the test of truth,

when Dewey contrasts it with Russell' s tineoty .22 He !üants

to say that Russell's theory is unacceptable, because,

although it may be granted that it ríghtty holds that the

truth of a certain type of proposítions is a direct causal

relationship between those propositions and certain correspond-

ing events, "this View does not, aS I See the matter, ansv/er

the question how we know that in a given case this direct

relationship actually exists."23 Dewey is here dealing with

a problem which Russell (rightly) considers to be quite differ-

ent from the problem of the meaning of truth; and whether his

22
L-I .

¿J

Russell, Inquiry, ChaP. 16.

Dev/eY, 99. cit. , P. 342
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ans\^/er is right or wrong is immaterial to the present examina-

tion.

lvhen, however, he Offers \iúarranted assertibility as

"a definition of the nature of knowledge in the honorific

sense according to which only true beliefs are knowledge,"24

his theory should be construed as a theory of the meaning of

truth, and is fulty pertinent to the present examination'

The question under consideration, then, splits itself up into

two sub-questions: (i) Is his theory really a form of the

correspondence theory at all? (ii) Is his theory the only

genuine form of the correspondence theory?

The first question may seem relatively difficult to

answer. correspondence is usually taken to be a relation

between a fact and a proposition as an assertion of the fact;

but, in the operational theory, correspondence is treated as

a relation between a proposition (as formulating a problem25)

and an event as an ans\^/er to the problem. But the two

relations -- one between an assertion and what is asserted,

and the other between a problem and its solution -- are

24-- -Dewey, oP. cit. , p. 332. Also cf ' "That which
guides us truly is true -- demonstrated capacity for such
guidance is precisely what is meant by truth . . . " Idem,
Reconstruction in PhilosophV (fi¡ew York: Henry Holt and
Company, L92O), p. 156.

25rh" proposition as a tentative solution to a problem
(í.e. as a hypothesis) is now itself a problem.
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perhaps quite different. Vühile a proposition as an assertion

of a possible state-of-affairs can be said to be true or

false, it seems a!'ikward to say the same of a problem. A

problem can be solved, unsolved or resolved, but not true or

false. Whatever else the operational theory may be, it does

not appear to be a theory of the meaning of truth, even

though it may really be a correspondence theory (insofar as

a problem and its solution may be said to correspond to each

other in a certain sense of "correspondence") And this

entails an answer to the second question. If the operational

theory is not a correspondence theory of truth, it is certainly

not the onlv genuine type of the correspondence theory.

Dewey's theory may be said to work well as a theory

of the test of truth; but even then it ís true only of those

types of propositions which, for logical or circumstancial

reasons, do not admit of direct verification. A universal

proposition, formulating a general scientific hypothesis,

such as "Al1 bodies gravitate," cannot be proved by direct

means; perhaps, in the final analysis, it cannot be proved

at alt. It is so far only a leading principle, a hypothesis

which is accepted as true only insofar as it satisfies

theoretic {or even sheer practical) needs, or solves theoretic

problems. Again, a proposition, such as "The interior of the
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earth is semi-solid, " cannot be proved or disproved by direct

means with the available methods of geological exploration.

Its truth or falsity, therefore, can be tested only with

reference to its theoretíc (or practical) consequences , or,

in Dewey's words, its "demonstrated capacity" for guiding us

truly. But there are propositions e.9. immediate propo-

sitions of the senses -- the verification of which does not,

presumably, involve any operation in the instrumentalist!:s

sense. It is here that the instrumentalist theory of truth

does not seem to hold water even as a theory of the test of

truth.

5. the correlatíonal theory of correspondence.

According to this theory, there is correspondence between a

proposition and a fact when the two are exactly identical

(i) in respect of their constituents (terms) and also (ii)

in respect of the relation between their constituents. Thus

correspondence means exact one-to-One correlation between a

proposition and a fact. This is, roughly, the theory of

Bertrand Russell who, of course, has presented his view in

more than one of his writings, and in more than one form.

A clear exposition of it (in one form) occurs in one of his

earlier works, namely, The Problems of Philosophy, where,

however, he presents heliefs and judgments as bearers of truth-
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values. Thus he contends that judging of believing " is a

certain complex unity of which a mind is a constituenti íf

the remaining constituents, taken in the order which they

have in the belief, form a complex unity, then the belief is

true ì Lf not, it is false ."26 The other constituents are

called by him object-terms, and their relation the object-

relation. Now, judging or believing is itself a kind of

relation, and a judgment or belief is true only when the

object-terms are related by the object-relation in the same

sense (or order of the relation) as they are in the judging

or believing itself. To quote Russell's own example, in

the belief27 "Othelo believes that Desdemona loves Cassio,"

Desdemona and Cassio are the object-terms, and loving, the

object-relation. In the belief these object-terms are related

by the object-relation in a certain Sense of the relation

(the relation goes from Desdemona to Cassio); and the belief

would be true if and only if the object-terms would actually

be related in the same sense of the relation.28

There seems to be no objection to such a theory of

26---Russell, Problems, PP. L2B-29.

27g.li".ring being taken as a relation, the subject
of the present belief, othelo, is also treated by him as a

constituent of the belief.
28"t. Russell, Logic and Knowledge, pp. 315-319.
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correspondence So |Lar as it goes; iL is not clear how other-

wise correspond.ence could be elucidated. But the fact remains

that the correlational theory as just explained is only a

half-truth: it appties only to relational propositions. It

does not seem to apply at least to (i) sentences, and (ií)

pure existential ProPositions.

That it does not apply to sentences is not perhaps

very difficult to see. A sentence may or may not have

d.istinguishable parts correlatable with the distinct elements

of the corresponding fact. It may well be a single word (cf.

"Catamat") and yet describe a whole complex state-of-affairs,

in whích case it is out of place to talk of agreement in

respect of relation, or even of one-to-one correlation between

constituents. Again, a pure existential proposition, simple

or complex, does not necessarily assert or deny a relation.

Further, when simpte, it has only one constituent. Hence,

in any case, there seems to be no scope for construing

correspondence between a pure existential and a fact as a

matter of correlation between terms in relation.

III. An Analysis of Correspondence

in Terms. of One-to-One Correlation

Discussions in the preceding section may have shown
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that none of the existíng theories of correspondence is fully

satisfactory. YerLif it is true that the correspondence theory

is a correct theory of truth, and also that the correspondence

relation is not quite unanalysable (however difficult the

analysis may be, or however trivial or naive it may look),

then it must be possible, if the correspondence theory is to

stand, to give a satisfactory analysis of the correspondence

relation. It appears that this analysis is a task which is

yet to be undertaken on a comprehensive scale-

The development of a satisfactory theory of correspond-

ence in suffícient details is likely to be complicated by the

intrusion of some other allied problems (e.9., the epistemo-

logical problem as to whether or how far experience is a

genuine source of knowledge, oT the metaphysical problem as

to what is a thing or a property or a relation, and so on),

besides those wftich are strictly problems of truth. But such

an ambitious task is not within the scope of the present study.

fn the remaining part of this chapter, however, an attempt

may be made to throw some light on the line (or one of the

possible lines) along which such a theory may be developed.

First of all, any fully satisfactory theory of

correspondence must provide for at least all kinds of primary

bearers of truth-values. Hence the form of such a theory
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will be determined by the theory of what these bearers are.

Propositions and sentences seem to be the primary bearers of

truth, of which, again, the former seem to be the more primary.

If so, then a futl account of the correspondence relation

should refer to both. It may be noted here that this account

\Mill consist of ans\,vers to the set of questions raised at the

beginning of this chapter, and that these ansvfers may follow

partly as conclusions from discussions in the preceding section.

1. Sentences. Insofar as sentences are concerned,

it may be said (i) that correspondence between a sentence

and a fact is fully contingent upon the conventions of the.

language to which the sentence belongs. Whether there is or

is not a fact corresponding sentence cannot be determined

without reference to what possible situation in the world ís

being meant by the sentence; and this other question can be

answered only with reference to the rules (i. e. , conventions)

of the language to which the sentence may belong. Therefore,

whether there is a fact corresponding to a sentence, and thus

whether a sentence is true or false, is purely a matter of

convention. (ii) Further, âoY such correspondence need not

necessarily be a case of exactly one-to-one correlation

between the elements of the sentence and those of the correspond-

ing fact. If lhere is such a correlation, well and good;
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but that has little bearing on the truth or falsity of the

sentence. If a sentence is true, it is perfectly true,

whether the correspondence is exactly one-to-one in the above

Sense, oT one between the sentence aS a !úhole and the fact

as a whole. As a matter of fact, a sentence deríves its

truth or falsity entirely from the proposition it expresse =;29

and hence it is enough if the corresponding proposition bears

such a one-to-one correspondence to the fact.

It is, of course, true that the more developed the

language to which a sentence belongs, the greater the likeli-

hood that the sentence \,vill have distinct parts expressing

the distinct constituents of the corresponding proposition

(or describing the distinct constituents of the corresponding

fact) Hence, objections against the correspondence theory,

which bank upon the absence of a one-to-one correlaLion, often

invent a most primitive kind of imaginary language consisting

of the "Catamat"-type of sentences. Perhaps any such objec-

tion will hardly apply to sentences of any existing developed

29--This however, must not imply that, because the
correspondence of a proposition to a fact is non-conventional,
the same must also be true of the sentence which expresses
it (trre proposition) . That a sentence expresses a propo-
sition itself depends upon conventions, and therefore the
conventional nature of truth or falsity of a sentence cannot be
disproved by such a move.
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language. Of course, it is impossible to consider whether

there is a one-to-one correlation between a sentence and a

fact unless the rules of the language to which the sentence

belongs are kno!ün. Hence, unless in the objections of the

above kind the rules of the imaginary language in question

are given, liLtle can be said as to whether there is or is

not one-to-one correlation, and at least to this extent such

objections may be quite pointless.

2. Propositions . Propositions, ho\"/ever, seem to be

free from all the limitations of a sentence in respect of

(i) the absoluteness of correspondence and (ii) the exact-

ness (in a sense to be explained shortly) of one-to-one

correlation, if any. Perhaps not much remains to be said on

the first point, besides what has been saíd in the preceding

section. But the second point seems too demanding and

apparently unconvincing. Yet an examination may reveal that

it is not just as it looks.

A fact has been said to be, not an object or object-

complex, but the existence or non-existence thereof, and each

fact has been said to have one or more constitu"rrt=.30 Novr,

like a fact, a proposition also may be saíd to have constitu-

30"r. supra, pp. 69-7o.



113

ents. Vühereas the constituents of a fact are the objects

or relations \¡/hose exisLence or non-existence constitutes

the fact, the constituents of a proposition are the concepts

of such objects or relations. Thus any concept contained in

the first component of the complex concepL of the possible

state-of-affairs involved in a propositiorr3l is a constituent

of that proposition. The concept of Bertrand Russell, for

example, is the only constituent of the proposition, "Bertrand

Russell exists"; the concept of canada, china, wheat, and

the relation of exporting between lhem32 are the constituents

of the proposition, "canada exports wheat to china"; and

similarly with other proposiLions.

If this account of "fact" and "proposition" is

plausible at all,33 then truth and falsity may be explained

?1
'-cf. supra, PP. 47-48.

32thi= qualification seems indispensable. An idea
of the general relation of exporting (or any other relation)
!üitl no- yield an object-complex. Íhe proposition asserts
the existence of a partícular instance of the relation. Íhis,
'however, may show that the relational constituent in any
object-complex cannot be taken exclusively of other constitu-
ents, and thus the object-complex constitutes a whole in which
parts can be distinguished but not separated. This may also
show that there must be a limit to the analysis of the
correspondence relation in terms of one-to-one correlation'

33
If not, that may throw do¡.rbt on the present expo-

sition of the correspondence theory, though not necessarily
on the validity of the theory itself. It may be correct to
say that the theory need not be bound up \^iith any particular
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as follows. First of all, ãrI affirmative proposition is true

when there is a positive fact corresponding to it; similarly,

a negative propositíon is true when lhere is a negatíve fact

corresponding to it; and furthermore, the correlation between

a proposition and a fact (each taken as a whole) is one-to-

one. This princíple may be illustrated very simply. A

positive fact is the existence, whereas a negative fact is

the non-existence of something. Thus the proposition,

"Bertrand Russell exists, " is true in virtue of the corres-

ponding fact, namely, the existence of Bertrand Russell.

Similarly, the proposition, "The golden mountain does not

exist, " is true in virtue of the non-existence of the golden

mountain; and so on. fhere seems to be no other fact which

could make this proposition true, or no other proposition

which could be true ín virtue of the presence of this fact.

In the next place, correspondence may be said to ol:tain

primarily (i) either between propositional and existing factual

constituents, (ii) oT, between a fact and its concept involved

in the corresponding proposition, and derivatively, between

a fact and a proposition as a whole. "(i)" is true of.an

affirmative, and. "(ii) " of a negative proposition. Let us

definition of its terms.
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fírst consider the case of affirmative propositions -- the

proposition, ,'Bertrand Russell exists," for instance. If

there does indeed exist the factual constituent (namely,

Bertrand Russell) correlatable with the correspondíng propo-

sitional constituent, then, trivially, there is the existence

of this factual constituent corresponding to his concept

involved in the proposition. And if his existence is indeed

the case, then (trivially again) there is correspondence

between ils "being the case" and the assertion-element of the

)4proposition.'-

The matter seems to be a tittle more complicated ín

the case of negative propositions. There is, for example,

no existing factual constituent corresponding to the(only)

constituent of the proposition, "|Íhe golden mountain does

not exist. " Elence no one-to-one correlation between propo-

sitional and existing factual constituents (which is invari-

ably present ín the case of affirmative propositions) is

present in this case. But this very non-existence of the

factual constituent is the fact in this case, and this (non-

existence) corresponds to its concept involved in the propo-

sition. And again, this non-existence's "being the case"

case. tt

34"Russ"Il exists" : "Russell's existence is the
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corresponds to the assertion-element in the proposition.35

Finally, whether there is correspondence between a

proposition and a fact depends upon the nature of the

correspondence between their constituents. Thus:

1. An affirmative proposition is true if and only

if there exists a factual constituent corresponding

to each proposítional constituent.

2. A negative propositíon is true if and only if

there is no existing factual constituent corresponding

to at least (and any) one of the propositional consti-

tuents; it being irrelevant to its truth or falsity

whether there exist factual constituents correspond-

ing to the remaining propositional constituents, Lf

any.

P_finc.fple--f.

An affirmative proposition asserts the existence of

a factual constituent corresponding to each one of its

constituents. Hence it cannot be true unless the number of

existing factual constituents is the same as the number of

its (propositional) constituents. But this numerical agree-

35rt
verifying a
affirmatíve
correlation
in the case

this is true, then all that is necessary in
propositíon is to ensure (i) in the case of an
proposition, that there is such one-to-one
between the two sets of constituents, and (ii)
of a negative proposition, that there is no



LL7

ment or identity ís not enough; there must be qualitative

identity as well. Propositional constituents and existing

factual constituents are so fundamentally different that there

cannot be qualitative identiLy between them in the sense in

which two books, or even pleasure and pain, foT example, can

be said to be qualitatively identical. (fwo books are quali-

tatively identical insofar as both of them are books, and

pleasure and pain at least insofar as both of them are possible

states in living beings. ) fhere is qualitative identity

between a propositional and a corresponding existing factual

constituent when the latter is the same object as the one

i^/hose concept is the correspond.ing propositional constituent.

Íhus, |'o1¡ example, the existence of Mr. L.B. Johnson will

not render the proposition, "Bertrartd Russell exists, " true;

it is Bertrand Russell himself who must exist if the propo-

sition is to be true. In other v/ords, if the propositional

constituent is the Russell-concePt, the corresponding existing

factual constituent must be the Russell-object; otherwise

there is no constituential correspondence, and the proposition

is false.

such correlaLion between at least
factual constituent. This PoinL,
what follows.

one propositional and one
however, may be clearer in
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This principle shows that there is much difference

between affirmative and negative propositions with respect

to the nature of correspondence between constiLuents. A

negative proposition (as also an affirmative proposition)

may be said to be simple when it has only one constituer¡t,

complex when more. When simple, its truth demands ihat there

should be no qualitatively identical existing factual con-

stituent corresponding to the propositional constituent.

V,ihen such a factual constituent does not exist, the resulting

fact, which is the non-existence of the factual constituent

whose concept is the corresponding propositional constituent,

renders the proposition true.

The truth oú falsíty of a complex negative proposi-

tion is determined ín a similar, but not exactly the same

\,vay. The non-existence of a single qualitatively identical

factual constituent is enough to make the proposition true;

otherwise, i.e., if aII the qualitatively identical factual

constituents exist, the proposition wiII be false' For

example, "Canada does not export rice to China" will be true

if (i) there is no country like canada or china, oT nothing

like rice, oT (ii) in spite of the existence of all these

three, there is no relation of exporting having this particular
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It9

It may be apparent

from this that, once one factual constituent is found to be

non-existent, it is irrelevant to the matter whether the

remaining factual constituenb exist or not. If they do not

exist, that witt not make the propositíon "truer"; if they

do, that witl not make the propositíon false. The reason

is that a complex negative proposition asserts the non-

existence of a certain object-complex, and the non-existence

of a single factual constituent entails the non-existence of

the object-complex as a whole.37

This may have shown that affirmative and negative

proposj-tions constitute two fundamentally different kinds,

and the analysis of correspondence in terms of one-to-one

correlation is quite different in the two cases. Whereas,

in the case of the former, truth depends upon the presence

of qualitatively as well as numerically exact one-to-one

correlation between the propositional and the (existing)

factual constituents, in the case of the latter, truth depends

upon the aJ:sence of one-to-one correlation in this sense

36fh" sense of a relation simply means the direction(s)
in which the relation goes. China might instead export rice
to canada, but then the sense of Lhe relation would be
different, and the proposition would not be true.
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This difference between the two cases may be further

clarified by entering into some details. Let us consider the

propositions, "The earth is round," and "The earth is not flat,"

and take up the first one first. A ptausible suggestion would

be to construe this proposition as asserting the existence

of "the round earth,,' and. thus to regard it as identical

with the proposition, "The round earth exists. " If this

suggestion is accepted, correspondence in this case may be

said to obtain between a single propositional constituent,

namely, the concept of the round earth, and a single existing

factual constituent, viz., the actual body, the round earth.

But it might be argued that the two propositions are, as a

matter of fact, different; that the former is complex in a

way the latter is not. ff this is true, then the proposition

may be taken to have, not one, but three constituents -- the

concept of the earth, the concept of round shape, and the

concept of a relation (between the two) which might be called

"the relation of having the property o¡."38 And if so,

38rhi" may create trouble. Usually a proposition of
this kind is treated as "subject-predicate" and distínguished
from a "relational" proposition such as "Canada exports wheat
to China. " The two indeed seem to be different in some

important respect. But this difference may be maintained by
bringing in the distinction between internal and external
relation, and regarding the relation of "having the property
of" (or, conversely, of "being the property of") as internal.
On the one hand, there may not be any serious objection to
this move insofar as the present analysis is concerned. On



L2L

correspondence in this case may be shown to be an instance

of one-to-one correlation between three propositional and

three existing factual constituents.

The case with the other proposition is different.

Three constituents of this proposítion are: the concept of

the earth, the concept of flat shape, and, again, the concept

of the relation (between them) of "having the property of."

What makes the proposítion true is the non-existence of the

property of flat shape in the earth. In other words, its

truth depends upon the absence of one-to-one correlation between

the propositional and the existing factual constituenLs.

IV. Some Possible Objectíons

I. The first obiection. It might be argued that the

foregoing analysis of correspondence between a fact and a

negative proposition is, in a sense, arbitrary and ínadequate.

In the case of "The earth is not flat, " for example, the

corresponding fact is not Lhe non-existence, but the exístence

of an object-complex, vLz., the one consisting of the earth,

,'round shape, " and. the relation between them of "having the

the other, if this proposition is indeed complex, it must
have at least three constituents one of which will be a
relation, since two unrelated objects cannot form a complex'
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property of"; and this other object-complex is precisely

the opposite of the one whose exisLence would make the propo-

sition false.

This objection might be fatal to the present theory

if "fact" were taken to denote only the existence of some-

thing and never its non-existence. But there seems to be no

good reason to limit the denotatíon of the word in that way

(provided the general approach to its definition, which has

been adopted here, is agreed upon). It may be said that

the earth is not flat, because it is round; but it may equally

be said. that it is round, because it is not flat. In

verifying the proposition, "The earth is not flat," it may

be unnecessary to know that it is round, or what shape it is

of, but simply to determine by some means that it is not

flat.

2. The second objection. It might be argued, in the

next place, that, although it has already been asserted

that correspondence between a proposition and a fact (unlike

that between a sentence and a fact) is absolute and exact,

these examples suggest that, âs a matter of fact, it is only

relative and approximate. This relativity rnay not spring

from the conventional nature of language, since a proposition
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is not a linguistic entity; but ít seems that any ordinary

enumeration of constituents, of a fact or a proposition, is

relative to our interest and perspective in a given case.

It might be saíd in reply that this relativity of

enumeration seems undeniable; but the fact remains that it

does not, in the final analysis, affect the absoluteness

and exactness of correspondence. That the enumeration of

constituents is relative may not be difficult to see. For

instance, in one of the above examples, "\¡/heat" has loeen

taken to be one constituent; but it is understood that Canada

does not export a single grain of wheat. The fact is that

the unity of a constituent is logical rather than ontologi-

cal or physical, and that, because it ís logícal, it can be

adjusted according to the requirements of analysis in a given

case. The same thing may be treated as one' or two, or

many according to our purpose or convenience. If this \^/ere

not so, the above analysis of correspondence (in terms of

numerical and qualitative exactness) could hardly be justified.

But it seems that this relativity does not rob

correspondence of its absoluteness and. exactness; and that

is because \iúhether there is correspondence or not depends

upon what we intend or mean when we entertain a proposition

or make a statement, and there seems to be no relativity about
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intend-ing or mean-ing in a sense which míght conflict with

the absoluteness in questiorr.39 Íf, for example, in enter-

taining the proposition, "Canada exports wheat to China, "

\^re mean "four" things (of a certain description), and if there

are indeed these four things in the world, then, âs it seems,

the correspondence is, ipso facto, absolute and exact. An

object or object-complex may be physically inseparable from

another, or the complex objective situation may contain an

irrelevant extra over and above the object-complex meant;

but So long as these four "thingis" are there in the situa-

tion, and only these four "things" are meant, the absolute-

ness and exactness of correspondence are perhaps beyond

question.

And it is because of the same reason that the

correspondence theory is, presumably, above the traditional

controversy between idealism and realism (or any similar

controversy). In claiming, for example, that the proposition,

"The earth is round, " is true because there is a fact corres-

ponding to it, we may mean by an existíng factual constituent,

39 "1'1r" train is coming. " vüe may mean that just one
thing is coming, (the train as a totality), or a few things
(the engine, and, saY, ten cars attached to it). Perhaps
there is relativity in mean-ing in this sense. But this
does not seem to affect the absoluteness of correspondence
in the intended sense.



L25

roughly speaking, (a) either an actual or possible datum of

experience, or a set of such data, (b) or a substratum in

add.ition to such datum or data. But this duality of what we

may possibry mean does not seem to affect the possibility of

the absoluteness and exactness of correspondence, but only

the possibirity of verífying whether the correspondence in

questíon is really there. It may be that, Lf we mean (b) ,

no direct verification is possible; but that, again, does

not seem to entail that correspondence itself is impossible'

40u.rl"== the word, "substratum," is absolutely
meaningless in which case, of course, the whole proposi-
tion or statement witl be nonsensical and not merely false.

40



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSTONS

The present study of the correspondence theory of

truth has been of a limited scope. It has not been concerned

with all the problems that may be raised in connection with

the theory. It has simply tried to present a positive,

constructive account of the theory, showing, partly as a

digression, that certain counter-theories quesLioning the

soundness or the very possibitity of the theory are not well-

founded..

Chapter I presents a statement of the basic tenet

of the correspondence theory, and. tries to show that there

is some good reason to accept it. The basic tenet of the

theory is (i) that it is a theory of the meaning (and not

of the test) of truth; and (ii) that this meaning of truth

is that to say that a proposition is true is to say that ít

corresponds to a fact. An examination of this leads back,

as a prerequisite, to a consideratíon of three different

theories aS to the use of truth-value expressions, viz., the

redundancy theory, the performatory theory, and the classícal

theory. The first theory has been advanced by Ramsey and
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Ayer, and the second by Strawson; and both of them have been

found to be unsatisfactory. Analysis shows, oo the one hand,

that truth-value expressions are not always redundant, and,

on the other, that the performatory theory may elucidate

some particular use of truth-value expressions, but not all

uses of them. This automaticalty lends support to the third

theory which is the position of the correspondence theorist'

According to this theory, truth-value expressions are primarily

used, not to talk about the world, but to talk about our talk

about the world. In other words, these expressions are

meta-linquistic, and cannot, therefore, be redundant.

Finally, it has been shown that, if it is admitted

(and there is good reason to do that) that there is a real

distinction between the definition and the test of truth,

the same thing cannot be said to be both. Thus, on the one

hand, " correspondence to a fact" cannot be made both the

d.efinition and the test of truth; on the other, if "corres-

pondence to a fact" is made the test of truth, nothing else

remains to be its definition.

chapter II introduces the basic task in any construc-

tion of the correspondence theory. It is argued that, for

correspondence to be possible at all, there must be at least

two terms between which correspondence is to hold. Hence
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a correspondence theory of truth must clearly indicate what

these terms are. Some liberty has been taken Lo call them

the subject-term and the object-term. The subject-term is

the bearer of truth-values, that to which the adjectives'

,,true" and "falSê, " are apptied. An examinatiOn of various

theories as to the primary bearer of truth-values has led

to a conclusion in favour of propositions. By a propositíon

has been meant, neither an abstract entity like Meinong's

subsistents, nor a possible state-of-affairs, but the abstract

"thought-content', of a judgiment (i.e., act of judging) . A

distinction has been drawn between a proposition and a

sentence; and the latter too has been recognised as a bearer

of truth-values, though only ín a derivative sense' Russell's

class of image-propositions has been rejected as a class of

bearers of truth-values.

In Chapter III, the object-term of the correspondence

relation has been identified as a fact. A distinction has

been made between the propositional and the non-propositional

sense of ',fact," and a fact as the object-term of the

correspondence relation has been identified with a fact in

the latter sense. A fact in the propositional sense is nothing

]¡ut a true proposition; it is something abstract, devoid of

spatio-temporal properties, and is, by no means, âo aspect
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or feature of the real world. On the contrary, a fact in

the other sense is properly within the wor1d. It is an

"aspect" of the world as truly as things (and their properties

and relations) are, although the latter can be said to exist,

whereas a fact simply is in some sense. A fact, thus taken,

has been identified, not with things as such, but with their

existence or non-existence.

In the latter part of the chapter, some theories of

" fact" have been criticised and found to be unsatisfactory

in themselves, or unworthy as a ground for rejecting the

correspondence theory. These are the theories of 'J.R. Lucas,

Strawson and Wooztey. Lucas denies the existence of facts

in an absolute sense, but his arguments to that effect are

not convincing. In the next place, it is not prima facie

clear what Strawson's view exactly is. Analysis, ho\Mever,

seernsto show that he takes the word "fact" in neither of the

two senses distinguished in Chapter II, but means by a fact

some ghostly entity. It has been argued thaL not only (i)

is he thereby using the word'rfact" in a special sense, but

also (ii) this, by rlo means, is giving him a good case for

rejecting the correspondence theory. Finally, Vüoozley's

view of fact is similar to that of Strawson, and is subject

to similar criticisms.



130

chapter IV deals with the next important task of the

correspondence theorist, ví2., the task of explaining whaL

"correspondence" ]oetWeen a proposition and a fact exactly

means. Different views have been expressed on this problem,

but none of them seems futty adequate. First of all, it is

not true that the correspondence relation is not further

analysable; but it is also not true that, it is analogous to

the relation between a picture and what is pictured, or that

between a problem and its solution. Thus, the picture theory

of the early Wittgenstein as well as the instrumentalism of

ilohn Dewey has been rejected.. Moreover, Austin's conventional

theory of correspondence also has been found to be only

partly true -- true of sentences, but not of propositions.

The construct.ive, alternative theory that has been

suggested is in line \^iith Russell' s relational view of

correspondence. First of all, there are two kinds of propo-

sitions: affirmative and negative. Facts also are of two

kinds: positive and negative. A positive fact is the existence,

white a negative fact is the non-existence, of something.

It has been argued that. there is a one-to-one correlation

between propositions and facts, each taken as a whole. To

each true affirmative proposition corresponds a positive fact;

and to each negative proposition corresponds a negative fact;
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and thus there is only one fact corresponding to one propo-

sition, and conversely.

secondly, there is a good deal of difference between

an affirmative and a negative proposition with respect to

the way a fact corresponds to them. In the case of the former,

there must be an existing "factual constituent" corresponding

to each "propositional constituent"; \^lhereas, in the case of

the latter, there must be at least one propositional

constituent to which no existing factual constituent corres-

ponds. Thus the truth of only affirmative propositions is

explicable in terms of one-to-one correlation between propo-

sítional and existing factual constituents.

Finally, it has been argued that, although both

propositions and sentences are bearers of truth-values, there

is a fundamental dífference between them. I¡{hether there ís

or is not a fact corresponding to a sentence, or whether there

is or is not a one-to-one correlation between the constituents

of a fact and the components of a sentence, will ultimately

depend upon the standing "rules" of the language to which the

Sentence belongs. But the rules of a language are a matter

of convention, and hence correspondence (or correlation) in

the case of a sentence cannot be absolute. A proposition,

on the contrary, is free from this límitation.
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This brief survey of the four chapters, hotvever, may

have made it clear that the present exposition of the

correspondence theory is by no means a complete one. A

complete exposition should take account of certain other

problems, and two of these problems are:

(f) How does the correspondence theory (or does it)

apply to atl different types of propositions, simple or

compound, analytic or synthetic, and so on?

(2) How to defend the theory against the grave

objections that have been raised against it, particularly

by the coherence and the pragmatist theories?

Whether or not there are other problems, these, êt

any rate, seem to be of great importance and deserve an

elaborate treatment whích is, of course, beyond the scope of

the present study. It may be observed, however, that the

correspondence theory seems to be applicable, without excep-

tion, to alt factual propositions. So long as the words,

"propOsition" and "fact," are taken in the Sense in which they

have been taken here, and so long as a proposition is,

directly or indirectly, about the world, it appears that the

corre.spondence theory hotds good of all simple (factual)

propositions. And if so, it may necessarity hold good of all

compounds consisting of simple propositions of this type.
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As to the other problem, it may be noted in a

summary way that the most formidable attack on the corres-

pondence theory seems to be that the theory "is forced to

choose between scepticism and self-contradiction. "l The

contention is that \^7e can know a fact either directly or

through the medium of a judgment; but if we know by the medium

of a judgiment, the fact as such ever remains unkno\^/n, and

hence no comparison between a judgment and a fact is logically

possible; and if we know directly, there is no judgment to

be compared with the fact. fn the first case, \dê end up in

a sort of scepticism (or an infinite regress of judgirnents,

trying to catch hold of the fact but ever catching hold of

another judgment and never the fact as such); in the latter

case, the correspondence theory ends up in a self-contra-

diction, since a direct grasp of the fact implies the non-

existence of one term of correspondence, namely, the judgiment.

The real pivot of the argument seems to be that so

Iong as we approach a fact through a judgiment (or a propo-

sition or an idea) , rro contact with the fact as such is possible.

In other words, wê cannot have both a judgiment and a fact at

1". Blanshard,
Allen and Unwin, 1939)

The Nature of Thouqht (l,ondon: George
, II, p. 269.
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the same time. The point to be made in stating this argument,

however, is not that this argument is irrefutable (which it

does not seem t,o be) , but símply that if this or any such

argument \^/ere really irrefutable, the correspondence theory

would indeed have to give way. This is not because the theory,

in that case, would be impracticable, since practical conse-

quences have nothing to do with the logical validity of a

theory, but because a theory which involves either an infinite

regress or a self-contradiction must be unsatisfactory.

Finally, ít may be observed in passing that a defence

of the correspondence theory, which the present essay partly

claims to be, is not necessarily an opposition to every other

theory of truth. Tt iS, of course, evident that since the

correspondence theory is a theory of the meaníng of truth,

any other theory claíming to be a theory of the same, must

be rejecLed by the correspondence theorist. But it seems that

the correspondence theory is not and cannot be a theory of

the test of truth (so long as a distinctíon between the meaning

and the test of truth is consistently maintained), and that

a correspondence theorist may and must accept some other

theory as a theory of the test of truth. It thus appears

that the correspondence theory need not conflict with other

theories of truth if they are properly formulated, i.e.,

formulated as theories of the test of truth. And indeed there
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aïe correspondence theorists (e.9., Bertrand Russell and

A.C. Ewing) who, more or less avowedly, associate themselves

with other theories, so far as the question of the test of

truth is concerned.
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