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1. Truth in the history of philosophy

Truth is one of the most central and largest subjecphilosophy. Truth has been a topic
of ongoing discussion for thousands of years. Matlhhe contemporary literature on
truth shows that the most significant theories #e correspondence, coherence and
pragmatist theories of truth.

However, despite the theories, my answer to tlestipn, ‘What is truttat all?’ is
that | do not know.

More exactly speaking, | know that in choosing efirdtion of truth | have
already chosen an ontology. | am persuaded tiatnorth following this methodological
track for a while.According to my thesis, epistemology and ontologgghtogether
inseparable, especially regarding the questiomratit

The necessary and inherent connection betweeresmiogy and ontology is
beyond question. Epistemology is always determibgdthe philosopher’s ontology.
Thousands of different philosophies have been Isarce its Greek beginnings, but in
some kind of form, in a direct or an indirect wasnery philosophy addresses the
relationship between the human being and the worldeneral. It seems to be self-
evident from the ancient Greek philosophy, throtigdhh mediaeval Christian philosophy,
to the end of the modern period. We can always dimtie ontology — usually in a latent
form that is without elaboration — alé®hind the so called contemporary philosophies.
Examples include Karl Jaspers, Jean-Paul Sarteargsng first of all the individual and
its existence, Bertrand Russell, Ludwig Wittgensteiohn Austin, and even the young
Richard Rorty, researching mind and language. Aldd their work on an ontology
based in the same question as the first philosspti&/ho is the human being in the
world?” | am persuaded that this is the main qoestf philosophy, because every
philosophical theory has been produdguda finite and historical human being who, first
of all, wanted to understand himself in the wothilosophy can be defined in several
concrete ways, but | think the essential structofregphilosophical thinking does not
change. The formal structure of this thinking worket only in the traditional
metaphysical philosophies, but also in contemporamyalytic and continental
philosophies.The formal structure of philosophical thinking midie regarded ashe
theoretical and historical self-reflection of theurhan being that is the permanent
condition of existential inquiry. However, if phslaphy is a permanent, theoretical self-
and world-understanding and interpretatiothen — drawn from its concept! — the
ontological question must be the dominant withierg\philosophy. The reason this is so
is that the main structure of the world and ourceldn the world can only be
comprehended on the basis of an ontological pri@diwhich is always an answer to the
guestion: “what is the world like?”) which can lmuhd already in the world-view of the



individual. This is a precondition of every form ohtology because ontology can be
expounded only from this kind of principle. | codesi this ontological principle so
general that is used by every individual and huimeings are mostly individuals, at least
from the time period of the Renaissance.

If we accept this relation between epistemology antology and look at truth as
one of the key questions of every epistemologyn thebecomes clear that we cannot
speak in general about the nature of truth beca@usiepends on the philosopher’s
ontology. The truth narrative always depends on the ontollgmarrative. (It is worth
here emphasizing that — in my opinion — the coesst must be required within one
philosophical narrative. This may not be the cadgbimother narratives, as in the case of
art, religion, or politics, but these do not haeeessarily philosophical contéent.

If we take a look, for example at Plato’s, Hegddisd the young Heidegger's
philosophies, we can see this quite clearly!

1.1. Plato

As it is well-known, Plato created the so-calleddtworld” ontology. He assumed the
existence of two, separate worlds. Beside our inemaworld he posited a transcendent
world, the world of Forms. On the one hand Platutht of our world as constantly
changing, with no unchangeable entities in it. @& dther hand, within the transcendent
world are the Forms; the pure, spiritual geneeditihich never change. The material
substance wasn't born later than the Forms, bistdietermined by the later ones in the
sense of methexis which is one of the four positmthections between the two separate
worlds (these are methexis, Demiurge, immortal pathe human soul and the doctrine
of recollection or “anamnesis”).

Since the things of the immanent world are deteechiby and resemble the
motionless, eternal, unchanging Forms, the ultin@igects of recognition cannot be
anything else, except these Forms. However, theng@xist in a different world from
the subject of the recognition, that's why Platd ba posit not only the immortal part of
the soul but also its reincarnation. Hence we can that Plato’s epistemology, the
anamnesis, obviously is determined by his ontology.

All of this also determines his concept of trutlecause it is identical with the
main Form of Good. - We can say now with Spinozao®@erat demonstrandum.

1.2. Hegel

Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel, one of the main figm of the 19 century German
Idealism, created an idealistic ontology, calleds@ute idealism’. The term allegedly
was coined by Schelling, but his contemporaries ereh Hegel used it as the name of
Hegel's own philosophy. It meant the complete idgnof knower and known, but,
unlike Schelling’s philosophy of identity, only ithe final stage of the World Spirit
which is Absolute Knowing. Hegel thought namelytttfze Absolute is a cosmic and
objective consciousness which he called World Sguting its historical development.

! This is one of the differences between philosagihiceory and literature. Within a philosophicatainy

we need a discursive consistence, and in literatltgedon’t need it necessarily. There can be also an
emotional consistence enough, or we don't neetatlaif the novel or poem would like to show jubke
lack of it.



Because this Absolute is the whole universe fogdHethis means that nothing
can exist outside of the Absolute. All entitiesnafture and society — including also the
‘human being’ and his institutions — are the obfeettions of the Absolute. The only
ultimate motion in the world is the self-recognitiof the Absolute which is identical
with the motion of Being.

For the Absolute, as a cosmic consciousness develoccording to the three main
laws of the Hegelian dialectical logic (the law wégation of negation; the law of
measurement; and the law of contradiction), itléaicthat not only his epistemology but
also his logic is identical with his ontology. This a logico-epistemologico-ontology,
where everything follows from that ontological gasi that the Absolute is an objective,
cosmic consciousness.

Every new step of recognition of the Absolute iegdl’s philosophy is a new step
of its progress towards the final stage which is@bte Knowing. At the starting point of
its development, the World Spirit exists as a bemigself, but gradually recognizing
itself it becomes a being-in-and-for-itself. Frothdd this, it follows that the true shape
in which the ultimate truth that is the truth ofetibsolute exists can only be the
scientific system of such truthGiven his Absolute exists not only as Substancg, b
equally as a SubjettHegel can say that:

“The True is the wholé. But the whole is nothing other than the essence
consummating itself through its development. Of Atisolute it must be said that it
is essentially aesultthat only in theendis it what it truly is; and that precisely in
this consists its nature, viz. (namely) to be dctzbject, the spontaneous becoming
of itself.”

Quod erat demonstrandum.

1.3. Heidegger

To understand well the young Heidegger’'s theoryrath, we have to look over more
thoroughly his first main workBeing and Tim& As is well-known Being and Timés an
unfinished work. What was published and what we aae, is nothing else but the

2 Cf. Georg Wilhelm Friedrich HegePhenomenology of Spiritransl. by A. V. Miller, Delhi: Motilal
Banarsidass Publ., 1998, p. 3. (Further: HegelanBmenology.)

3 Cf. Hegel's Phenomenology, p. 10.

* We also could say: “the Truth is the whole” — Aekaer.

® Hegel’'s Phenomenology, p. 14.: “That the Truedwal only as system, or that Substance is es#igntia
Subject, is expressed in the representation oAtismlute asSpirit — the most sublime Notion and the one
which belongs to the modern age and its religidme $piritual alone is thactual it is essence, or that
which hasbeing in itself it is that whichrelates itself to itselnd isdeterminateit is other-beingand
being-for-self and in this determinateness, or in its self-awbty, abides within itself; in other words, it is
in and for itself — But this being-in-and-for-itself is at firstlgrfor us, orin itself, it is spiritualSubstance

It must also be thifor itself, it must be the knowledge of the spiritual, anel khowledge of itself as Spirit,
i.e. it must be aobjectto itself, but just as immediately a sublated objeeflected into itself. It ifor itself
only forus in so far as its spiritual content is generateddelf. But in so far as it is also for itselfrfiis
own self, this self-generation, the pure Notiorfoisit the objective element in which it has itdstence,
and it is in this way, in its existence for itsedfy object reflected into itself. The Spirit thed, developed,
knows itself as Spirit iScience Science is its actuality and the realm whichuiids for itself in its own
element.”

® Martin HeideggerBeing and Timgtranslated by J. Macquarrie & E. Robinson, Newky &larper &

Row, 1962. — Further: BT.



existential analytic, namely Heidegger’s existdrtiarmeneutics. It can be seen from the
preliminary division of the work (BT § 8.), thatethrain of ideas is disrupted at the very
point where the direct treatment of the questioBeihg should have begun. But in my
opinion, Heidegger’'s existential hermeneutics -haitt the problem of Being — is an

independent unit of Meaning. SBeing and Timas a fundamental ontology remained a
torso, but it is not so as an existential analytic.

Nevertheless it is one of the philosophical bowkshe 20" century that had a
great impact on different fields of human cultuvéhat did it make possible? Among
several reasons, probably its original theme anprageh is the first cause for its
outstanding significance. Although the new "Uhneisschaft” ("science of origin”), that
is, Heideggeriarfundamental ontologyas first questioning the meaning of Being and
seeking to overcome Husserlian transcendental phemology, has remained a torso,
but its starting point, first part and — accordingHeidegger’s project — its final step, the
existential analytiof Dasein was completed. His existential-phenongioal approach
takes also the philosophical tradition into consatien, opens up the earlier never seen
depths of factical structure of human existencaciBf by the earlier philosophers as
orphan handled everyday life in the centre of bisearch; handling understanding as a
kind of Being of Dasein; transforming the tradi@nhermeneutical circle into an
existential circle, and interpreting the basic estaf Dasein as Being-in-the-world,
Heidegger creates philosophical hermeneutics. Hesese the world-less subject of
modern philosophy and shows the original unity e tvorld, Dasein and "Being-in".
After writing these constitutive moments, showihgr first as parts of a static structure,
he presents the dynamic of this factical existéstiaicture in the second division of his
work. Heidegger concentrates here not on the ieatith Dasein, but on ontological
concepts of the motion of the authentic mode ohB&LCf. BT, end of paragraph 38). He
analyzes first of all temporality and historicalibut also death and guiflt.

If we are looking for Heidegger’s epistemology, agve to realize that he doesn’t
have a particular epistemolodycould even say that he doesn’t have an epistegycht
all'! This follows from the nature of his existentialgplomenology which is an ontology
and a philosophical hermeneutics at the same fimhen’'t want to get lost too deeply in
the Heideggerian philosophy. However, in order talerstand his theory of truth, we

! However, Heidegger always keeps in view his odbjpurpose: the question of the meaning of Being!
The question of Being can be raised in a proper waccording to Heidegger -- if we understand the
authentic potentiality-for-Being-a-whole of Das€BiT 277):

"Our existential analysis of Dasein up till now cattay claim to primordiality Its fore-having never
included more than thimauthenticBeing of Dasein, and of Dasein as less tharale (als unganzesly.
the Interpretation of Dasein's Being is to becomimrdial, as a foundation for working out the lasi
guestion of ontology, then it must first have broug¢o light existentially the Being of Dasein irs it
possibilities ofauthenticityandtotality.” (BT 276)

Nevertheless, the possibility of Dasein's hawdngauthentic potentiality-for-Being-a-whole canrbade
possible only by the anticipation of death. In &igial sense death cannot be regarded as a pseand
"still outstanding," but death also cannot be cdetd as an "end," in the sense of "fulfillmenkbetause
even "unfulfilled" Dasein ends and vice versa. Deztnnot be understood as "Being-at-an-end" of iDase
but it is "Being-towards-the-end" ("Sein zum Todehat is a phenomenon. Death, in the broadesesens
a phenomenon of life. Death is a way to be, thadedatakes over as soon as it comes to life. THe fu
existential-ontological conception of death is "Bia%s ownmost possibility -- non-relational, centand as
such indefinite, not to be outstripped" (BT 303).



have to see that the philosophical hermeneuticayavhas a broader sense, broader
meaning than the mere epistemology, because it tiseary of our existential self-
understanding and self-interpretation. It also rsetwat recognition only a small part of
it, and it is derived from understanding.

Let’s summarize the hermeneutical novelty andittiqgortance of the analyses of
Being and Timdérom the point of view of my topic:
- Heidegger showed that the Being of Dasein as,Gahéch includes existentiality,
facticity and Being-fallen, is in itself hermeneati, because the understanding in not
only the function of intellect but basically it éskind of Being, an existentiale. It comes
from this that the interpretation as the developnoérthe understanding is regarded also
as essential moment of Being of Dasein. (Cf. B3E&2.)
- The existential understanding and interpretatiom based on the ontological Meaning
of our Being, on the temporality (Zeitlichkeit) tha this way gives also the foundation
of the historicality of our Being. (Cf. BT § 65.c8 74.)
- It follows from the previous reasoning that ahr understanding and interpretation is
historical; on the other hand it is self-understagdand self-interpretation as well;
whatever we understand, whatever we interpretctiyrer indirectly we also understand
and interpret ourselves (cf. especially with BT.&4d § 31., and TM p. 340.); thirdly,
according to Heidegger the general structure (Mouk®ur) of the above mentioned
circle of understanding is effective not exclusyvel an existential aspect, but in every
occurrence of the understanding itself.

The essence of Heidegger’s truth-theory followsnfinis existential ontology, and this is
the aletheiad\n0sia), that is taking entities out of their hiddennessl letting them be
seen in their unhidenness (their uncoveredness).

For we can comprehend orghhenomenan Heideggerian (and not in a Kantian or
Husserlian) sense that iexistential-ontological meaningsHeidegger denies the
traditional correspondence theory of trutltcording to his views, correspondence theory
cannot bridge the ontological gap between the juelg’s content and the thing:

“According to the general opinion, what is truekisowledge. But knowledge is
judging. In judgment one must distinguish betwedess judging as &eal psychical
process, and that which is judged, asd&al content. It will be said of the latter that
it is ‘true’. The Real psychical process, howevsrgither present-at-hand or not.
According to this opinion, the ideal content of gmakent stands in a relationship of
agreement. This relationship thus pertains to aaection between an ideal content
of judgment and the Real Thing as that which ig@dhbout Is this agreement Real
or ideal in its kind of Being, or neither of theddBw are we to take ontologically
the relation between an ideal entity and sometitivag is Real and present-at-hand?
Such a relation indeed subsists (bestheht); arfecitical judgments it subsists not
only as a relation between the content of judgnaeantthe Real Object, but likewise
as a relation between the ideal content and thé &#aof judgment. And does it
manifestly subsist ‘more inwardly’ in this latteaise?

Or is the ontological meaning of the relation begw Real and ideal something
about which we must not inquire? Yet the relationo be one whicbubsists What
does such “subsisting” (Bestand) mean ontologi@ally



Why should this not be a legitimate question? &ccidental that no headway has
been made with this problem in over two thousarats/ Has the question already
been perverted in the very way it has been appeshéh in the ontologically
unclarified separation of the Real and the ideéBT" 261)

Instead of the correspondence theory Heideggersoéfie existential ontological concept
of truth, and he also shows for us, how the comedpnce theory originates from the
existential ontological relationships of our faetitife.?

“To say that an assertion “is true” signifies thdtuncovers the entity as it is in
itself_Such an assertion asserts, points out, ‘lets’ thtye‘be seen’ in its
uncoveredness. THeeing-true(truth) of the assertion must be understoodBasmg-
uncovering Thus truth has by no means the structure of aeeagent between
knowing and the object in the sense of a likenifigpime entity (the subject) to
another (the object).

Being-true as Being-uncovering, is in turn ontadadly possible only on the basis
of Being-in-the-world. This latter phenomenon, whiwe have known as a basic
state of Dasein, is tHeundationfor the primordial phenomenon of truth.” (BT 260-
261. Emphasis: A. Kremer.)

Some pages later, Heidegger goes on to say that:

“Being-true as Being-uncovering, is a way of Befiog Dasein. What makes this
very uncovering possible must necessarily be célted’ in a still more primordial

sense.The most primordial phenomenon of truth is firsbwh by the existential-
ontological foundations of uncoveririg

8 Cf. Heidegger, BT 261: “Asserting is a way of Bgbowards the Thing itself that is. And what does’s
perceiving of it demonstrate? Nothing else tttzat this Thingis the very entity which one has in mind in
one’s assertion. What comes up for confirmatiotih& this entity is pointed out by the Being in alnithe
assertion is made — which is Being towards whapus forward in the assertion; thus what is to be
confirmed isthat such Beinguncoversthe entity towards which it is. What gets demaatstl is the Being-
uncovering of the assertion. In carrying out suclemonstration, the knowing remains related sdtethe
entity itself. In this entity the confirmation, @svere, gets enacted. The entity itself which bas in mind
shows itselfustasit is in itself; that is to say, it shows thatiit,its selfsameness, is justiagets pointed
out in the assertion as being — just as it getowered as being. Representations do not get couhpare
either among themselves orrelation to the Real Thing. What is to be demonstratectsan agreement
of knowing with its object, still less of the psychl with the physical; but neither is it an agresm
between ‘contents of consciousness’ among thenselWhat is to be demonstrated is solely the Being-
uncovered (Entdeckt-sein) of the entity itselfthat entity in the “how” of its uncoveredness. This
uncoveredness is confirmed when that which is putédrd in the assertion (namely the entity itsekfpws
itself as that very same thing. “Confirmatiorsignifiesthe entity’s showing itself in its selfsament@a/e

can say: as a phenomenon in Heideggerian senge!Kremer.)

° Heidegger, BT 263. (“Uncovering is a way of Beiiog Being-in-the-world. Circumspective concern, or
even that concern in which we tarry and look at sttnimg, uncovers entities within-the-world. These
entities become that which has been uncovered. @keitrue’ in a second sense. What is primarilyet

— that is, uncovering — is Dasein. ‘Truth’ in thecend sense does not mean Being-uncovering
(uncovering), but Being-uncovered (uncoverednesB)["263 — Emphasis: A. Kremer.)



| don’t want to go into the very details of the Heggerian truth-theory, because it would
need an extra lecture, but | think we can see twet.p\WWe can see on the one hand that
Heidegger emphasizes the contextuality and sitnatedof truth, and — as a consequence
of his truth-theory — he denies the absolute mefsipél truth:

“That there are ‘eternal truths’ will not be adetpy proved until someone has
succeeded in demonstrating that Dasein has beewilidzg for all eternity. As long
as such a proof is still outstanding, this prineigmains a fanciful contention which
does not gain in legitimacy from having philosoghesmmonly ‘believe’ it.*°

On the other hand it’s clear that his theory offtris also determined by his existential-
phenomenological ontology. — Quod erat demonstnandu

Why should there be then a different situationhe other fields of philosophyi?am
convinced that this is the case also in the amatyédition of philosophy that could be
demonstrated quite well for example on the changeswittgenstein’s ontology,
epistemology and theory of truth.

| don’t think that even the representatives ofgpratism or narrative philosophy
could handle the problem of truth in a differentylvelans-Georg Gadamer who was
Heidegger's disciple, denied every type of metamaysframework of the world. In
Truth and Methodhe expounded his own philosophical hermeneutidsimsisted orthe
contextuality and situatedness of trutHowever, since we are speaking now on
pragmatism, let us focus on Dewey'’s and Rorty'sthef truth.

2. Dewey on Truth

As we know, the young Dewey was touched by the kegelian idealism of George
Sylvester Morris at John Hopkins University (arout882-1884). However, during the
second Ann Arbor period of his career (1888-18%gwey abandoned the idea of a
supra-natural absolute spirit (around 1890-94)that time at which his ideas about
religion became increasingly liberal. His anti-npétgsical views developed together
with his instrumentalism and naturalism, especidilying his middle years (1899-1924),
when he was a philosophy professor at Columbia éigity in New York City. Although
he revised a little his earlier thoughts aboutitradal metaphysics discussed in the final
chapter ofExperience and Naturgl925), but his standpoint seems to be clear. #syL
Hickman (director of the Center for Dewey Studiesdte in his excellent article about
Dewey:

0BT 269-270. Beside that it is worth looking at BT2: “Both the contention that there are ‘eternal truths
and the jumbling together of Dasein’s phenomergibunded ‘ideality’ with an idealized absolute sdij
belong to those residues of Christian theology iwitphilosophical problematics which have not as yet
been radically extruded. - The Being of truth iswmected primordially with Dasein. And only because
Dasein is as constituted by disclosedness (thatbysunderstanding), can anything like Being be
understood; only so is it possible to understanith@@e Being (not entities) is something which ftaés’

(es gibt — A. Kremer) only in so far as truth isidAtruthis (ist — A. Kremer) only in so far as and as long
as Dasein is.”



“Dewey’s naturalism leads him to argue that evenglthat is known or knowable
exists in relation to other things. There is therefno such thing as an absolute
existence or absolute value. At the level of huntié® it is the business of
communication (which Dewey terms the most wondeofulll affairs) to generate
the meanings by which natural events are enablgrhdss beyond their existence as
mere occurrences and become pregnant with impicatf*

As we can see, there is not anything absolute,ythiag is relative and relational in
Dewey’s philosophy. That is why Dewey found thentetruth’ (like ‘knowledge’) a
misleading term, one that smacks of finality, detia and correspondence with reality.
Instead of using concepts ‘truth’, ‘belief’ and twledge’, he wrote rather about
‘warranted assertibility’ from his 1938 bodkpgic: The Theory of Inquirgn:

“What has been said helps explain why the termrarded assertibility’ is preferred
to the termdelief andknowledgelt is free from the ambiguity of the latter terins
(LW 12:16)*

As Hickman says, Dewey’'s 1938 book has the remrtatif being one of his most
difficult works. There can be little doubt that gshattempt to refine and advance the
instrumentalist logic of his 190%tudies in Logical Theorgnd his 1916Essays in
Experimental Logicran against the grain of received logical theoby.“treated
propositions as something to be abstracted fromtegts in which inference was
attempting to move toward judgment. It treatedntrptagmatically, that is as contextual
and provisional.” (Hickman, 167.) Hickman also auak Dewey's new expression,
warranted assertibility

“Dewey discarded the term “truth” because of whatdonsidered its unfortunate
connotations. In its place he proposed “warranteskuibility.” The “warranted”
portion of the phrase points to the past, to expental inference already
accomplished and judgments already rendered. Thseffbility” portion of the
phrase points to the future, to novel conditionsl aasts not yet conducted.
Warranted assertibility thus takes account of irential work accomplished and
asserts, provisionally, that its results are sigdfity general that they will be
applicable to future situations.” (Hickman, 167.)

" Larry A. Hickman, ‘John Dewey, 1859-1952’, ifihe Blackwell Guide to American Philosopfford:
Blackwell Publishing, 2004, 162.

1241 the case obelief the main ambiguity is between it as a state efchaind asvhatis believed—subject
-matter. In the case dfnowledge it concerns the difference between knowledge msoatcome of
“competent and controlled inquiry” and knowledgeposed to “have a meaning of its own apart from
connection with, and reference to, inquiry”.” Dewsote this footnote to the paragraph, when heeplidt

in 1941 in his answer to Bertrand Russell, ‘Propass, Warranted Assertibility, and Truth’. ([fhe
Essential Deweyvol. 2, ed. by Larry A. Hickman and Thomas M. xdeder, Bloomington and
Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, 1998, p11.



Dewey’s 1938 booki.ogic was not well received, but he stuck obviously t® View in
the rest of his life. In his 1941 response to Bewtr RussellPropositions, Warranted
Assetibility, and Trutlne gave a clear summary of his standpoint:

“The position which | take, namely, that all knodde, or warranted assertion,
depends upon inquiry and that inquiry is, truishcaconnected with what is
questionable (and questioned) involves a skepgtahent, or what Peirce called
“fallibilism.” But it also provides foprobability, and for determination of degrees of
probability in rejecting all intrinsically dogmatistatements, where “dogmatic”
applies toany statement asserted to possess inherent self-¢trdém That the only
aleternative to ascribing to some propositionssetficient, self-possessed, and self-
evident truth is a theory which finds the test amark of truth inconsequencesf
some sort is, | hope, an acceptable view. At adingy, it is a position to be kept in
mind in assessing my views->"

David Hildebrand evaluates the development of Désvegmprehension to truth in the
same way as Larry Hickman. Hildebrand quotes Desvegluctant definition of truth
from his 1939 essagxperience, Knowledge and Value: A Rejoindad analyzes his
words:

“The ‘truth’ (of any present proposition) is, byetidefinition, subject to the outcome
of continued inquiriesits ‘truth’, if the word must be used, is provisionaknear
the truth as inquiry haas yetcome, a matter determinewt by a guess at some
future belief but by the care and pains with whittuiry has been conducted up to
the present time.” (LW14:56-7)

“Notice how Dewey's definition directs attentiondkaupon theprocessof inquiry,
the eventof truth-making. Truth is a label characterizingawvinquiry has come up
with — in that situation, forthosepurposes. But since new problems crop up all the
time, we should never expect to be finally confidainout the certainty of any belief
inquiry has produced. ‘The attainment of settledief®, Dewey writes, ‘is a
progressive matter; there is no belief so settledhat to be exposed to further
inquiry’ (LW12:16). If we need to honor a statemdoy calling it ‘true’ or
‘knowledge’, let us follow science in thinking thae honor it because it is settled
enough to be eesourcefor future inquiries. To say it isue that ‘Fresh bread, when
eaten, provides nourishment’ is to announce thatltelief can be used reliably as a
conceptual ingredient in future inquiries. It istre statement about the way the
world really is.

There is a function to ‘truth’ that needs to begarved; we need to identify which
assertions have proved useful or reliable. Forettreasons, Dewey begins to use
‘warrant’ or ‘warranted assertibility’ to capturket element in his theory closest to
traditional truth (or ‘knowledge’ in its honorifisense of true-belief). Saying that a

13 John Dewey, ‘Propositions, Warranted Assertihilapd Truth’, inThe Essential Deweyol. 2, ed. by
Larry A. Hickman and Thomas M. Alexander, Bloomimgtand Indianapolis: Indiana University Press,
1998, 203.



statement or proposition ‘warrants assertion’ igfulsbut not misleading, as it
indicates that inquires which rely on it can prategéth confidence ™

We can summarize Dewey’s truth comprehension inag that it was in a continuous
development, but on the one hand it always developgether with his instrumentalism
and naturalism. On the other hand it was alwaysomganic part of his theory of
experience and inquiry:

“...my whole theory is determined by the attempt tates what conditions and
operations of inquirywarrant a “believing,” or justify its assertion as trudyat
propositions, as such, are so far from being cakbslievings that they are means of
attaining a warranted believing, their worth as nseéeing determined by their
pertinency and efficacy in “satisfying” conditiortbat are rigorously set by the
problem they are employed to resolve.”

As we can see from all of this, Dewey's comprehemsif truth is determined by his
version of pragmatism that is by his instrumentaligand naturalism. Quod erat
demonstrandum.

3. Rort on Truth

As is well-known Richard Rorty was an analytic #en and only later, in the 1970s
became a neopragmatic philosopher. In contrast he® traditional foundational
philosophers, Rorty hailed first of all Dewey, Wethstein, Heidegger and Derrida as the
most important philosophers of the twentieth centur

According to Rorty, as we can see it also in leskbof 1989 Contingency, Irony
and Solidarity®, pragmatismis ananti-essentialist, historicist constructivisrsince we
create both language and truth about the worldt Thavhy we should be constantly
interested in reconstructing language to make rtemuseful and rewarding and to make
our experienced world more satisfying to our desire

He believes that thisupporting-pillars’ of our human existencknguage self
andcommunityarecontingenf’ and he, as every pragmatist, is algma-relationist He
expounds in his articléd World — without Substances or Essengaslished in 1994)
that the gap between the so-called ‘analytic’ apetaled ‘Continental’ philosophy
shows not too many signs of being bridged, althaihghbest works being done in these
two traditions overlap to an important extent.

14 David HildebrandDPewey Oxford: Oneworld, 2008, 60-61.

15 John Dewey, ‘Propositions, Warranted Assertihilapd Truth’, inThe Essential Deweyol. 2, ed. by
Larry A. Hickman and Thomas M. Alexander, Bloomimgtand Indianapolis: Indiana University Press,
1998, 208.

16 Richard Rorty,Contingency, Irony and SolidaritxCambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1989. —
Further: CIS.

" “The line of thought common to Blumenberg, NietmscFreud, and Davidson suggests that we try to get
to the point where we no longer worslapything where we treabothingas a quasi divinity, where we
treateverything— our language, our conscience, our community a psduct of time and chance.” (CIS
22)
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Additionally, Rorty claims that ‘everything is a@al construction’ and ‘all
awareness is a linguistic affatf Rorty draws from this not only the conclusion thias
hopeless to get behind appearance to the intniragiore of reality, but he also claims that
there is no such thing as the absolute intrinstaneaat all. (Cf. ibid. 50. and 63.) The
anti-essentialists, as also Rorty is, even canebé\e that human reason would be a
special faculty for penetrating through appeararioeseality. As he wrote: “We anti-
essentialists, of course, do not believe that tiemsaich a faculty. Since nothing has an
intrinsic nature, neither do human beings.” (Il&8)

Let us focus now on the question of his truth tiieAccording to my theses,*jIRorty’s
ontology is nothing other than his world-descriptig2"® Rorty’s truth-description can
be regarded as a special combination and improvémérsome characteristics of the
pragmatist and analytic truth theories; and{3Rorty’s truth-comprehension is also
determined by his ontology.

3.1. Rorty’s ontology is nothing else than his woddescription

If we concentrate first on Rorty’s ontology, it fmlvs from his above mentioned views
that he represents a kind ofturalism and nominalism As is well-known, Rorty
regarded himself as an inheritor of Enlightenmemtd the ultimate goal of his neo-
pragmatism was to promote with philosophical argusiethe new development of
human culture as the next step of the enormous gdl&nlightenment. His pragmatism
is, like its classical antecedents, itself a forrh maturalism Contrary to the
representationalist vocabularies, he regarded widaabs that is our world- and self-
descriptions as tools, employed by natural creature a natural world. Different
vocabularies give us beliefs that are more or lsgsin coping with the environment in
various aspects. However, as Brandom says, Rorgllofl's Kant in sharply
distinguishing issues afausationfrom issues ofustification Enforcing this distinction
between the natural and the normative (accordirthedessons he learned from Sellars’
“Empiricism and the Philosophy of Mind”) is whata#s Rorty to insist that our
environment can at mosauseus to form beliefs, nqustify them. In his reliance on this
fundamental distinction, Rorty is a Kantian, evenha deploys this tool to criticize the
epistemological tradition Kant represent$.All of this entails that Rorty appropriates
essentially Sellar'spsychological nominalismwhich includes an antifoundationalist
critique of the Myth of the Given. As we have sabove, in Rorty’s opinion ‘everything
is a social construction’ and ‘all awareness isnguistic affair'. He told me in an
interview in 2005, that “you can discuss the relatf some sentences to other sentences,

18 Rorty wants to show us the following: “Both (thger A. Kremer) are ways of saying that we shallarev
be able to step outside of language, never begrbkp reality unmediated by a linguistic descriptiSo
both are ways of saying that we should be suspicimfuthe Greek distinction between appearance and
reality, and that we should try to replace it withmething like the distinction between ‘less useful
description of the world’ and ‘more useful desdoptof the world’. To say that everything is a sdci
construction is to say that our linguistic practi@e so bound up with our other social practibas our
descriptions of nature, as well as of ourselved, alivays be a function or our social needs.” (Rich
Rorty, ‘A World — without Substances or EssencesPhilosophy and Social Hopeondon-New York:
Penguin Books, 1999, 48. — Further: PSH.)

19 Rorty and his Criticsed. by Robert B. Brandom, Oxford: Blackwell, 2084. (Further: RC)
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or that of beliefs to other beliefs, but you candicuss the relation between beliefs or
sentences and non-beliefs and non-senterites”.

If we can have only a linguistically mediated vabvliew; if we never can step out
of it, then the next main logical consequence®foland characterize hisominalism

1) Reality is not identical with world. It means thae can never know what
reality is in itself and in its wholeneddowever, we do not even need this knowledge for
our life which is our practice in a broad sense. &k able to know only, how the world
is given to us, and how we describe ourselves wittand our relations to this world.

2) That is, why for us finite and radically timednd historical human beings, it
never cannot be proven aonpchangeable intrinsic nature or Final Realiffhe world
(not reality!) is given to us always only through our descaps, and these descriptions
can show us only the relations of thinghat is, the things of the world are given to us
always in a relational wayEvery logically thinking man should accept thathimeg can
be non-relational. (Cf. e.g. PSH 50 and 53-54.)

Rorty does not stand alone with this view, sinas-he writes — philosophers as
diverse as William James and Friedrich Nietzschendld Davidson and Jacques
Derrida, Hilary Putnam and Bruno Latour, John Deveeyl Michael Foucault — and
Richard Rorty, of course — are anti-dualists. Thiexean overlapping among those
American and European thinkers who are trying pda@e the world pictures constructed
with the aid of metaphysical dualisms inheritedrirthe Greeks (essence and accident;
substance and property; appearance and reality) eith a picture of a flux of
continually changing relations. (Cf. PSH 47.)

3) If everything is irflow and fluxthan it is obvious that even reasons do not have
any final natural order. (Cf. PSH 36.)

4) The concept obbjectivealso cannot be defined as a relation to the iitrin
features of things. The new conceptaifjectiveis given by Rorty asntersubjective
agreement(Cf. PSH 15, 50-51.)

5) If nothing has any unchangeable, intrinsic rgtuhen truth cannot mean
correspondence between a sentence and a reakfedtarthingThe intrinsic nature and
the correspondence theory of truth stand and éajether

It follows from all of this that Rorty'saturalism and nominalisrgoes together with the
denial of the traditional representational epistlgy but he cannot be considered a
solipsist philosopher. He does not deny the extgtesf the world, as it entails from his
famous passage of hzontingencybook:

“We need to make a distinction between the claiat the world is out there and the
claim that truth is out there. To say that the Wadd out there, that it is not our
creation, is to say, with common sense, that ntasgs$ in space and time are the
effects of causes which do not include human mestées. To say that truth is not
out there is simply to say that where there aresertences there is no truth, that
sentences are elements of human languages, antuiman languages are human
creations.

20 Alexander Kremer, ‘An Interview with Richard Rortin Alexander Kremer - John Ryder (ed$Sglf
and SocietyVol. IV. Central European Pragmatist Forum. Amdaen & New York: Rodopi Press, 2009,
228.
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Truth cannot be out there — cannot exist indepehdehthe human mind — because
sentences cannot so exist, or be out there. Thiel wgout there, but descriptions of
the world are not. Only descriptions of the worlthde true or false. The world on
its own — unaided by describing activities of hurbamgs — cannot.” (CIS 4-5.)

My claim is that, although Rorty refuses to writsecial ontology or even ontology at
all, for he wants “to argue that cultural politiseould replace ontology, and also that
whether it should or not isself a matter of cultural politics®* his world-description can
still be considered a kind of ontology. It does nmtter how he calls that he creates, he
still takes a stand on the existence of the thongshe one hand, and on the rejection of
solipsism and that of any kind of absolute, theinstc nature of the things and the
ultimate causal order of the world on the othemé¢dg in my opinion, we still can find an
ontology in Rorty’s philosophy — although it is neatsystematically explained, separate
ontology —, but it takes stand on the basic onioldgquestions of being and entities.
Rorty’s world-comprehension, world-description daconsidered his ontology

3.2. Rorty’s truth-description can be regarded as aspecial combination and
improvement of some characteristics of the pragmadt and analytic truth theories
When | describe these pragmatic and analytic effedtaw first of all on his article,
‘Truth — without Correspondence to Reality(1994), supplemented by lines of thought
also from other articles.

a) Pragmatic features:

The pragmatic effects can be graspedtwo featureswhich characterizes not only
Rorty’s neo-pragmatism, but also the traditionalgonatismOn the one hand, only those
beliefs can be true which are provably good in parsonal and/or community practice,
and justification is much more important than trutm the other handn pragmatist
sense only those beliefs can be considered truehwh even if very indirectly — can
change also practice, that is useful in wide sefsefrom pragmatist point of view those
guestions have a point “which meet William Jamegguirement that any difference
must makea difference. Other questions, such as those aheubntological status of
constellations or of moral values, are ‘merely wadrbor, worse yet, ‘merely
philosophical’.?* (PSH 58)

All of this is tied closely to pragmatisteliorismaccording to which the first and
foremost goal of philosophy is not to find an e&raubstance above history, but the
constant struggle to make our lives better boththenprivate and the social level, and
regarding this goal philosophy itself is a tool.the Relativismarticle we can read the
following:

2 Richard Rorty,Philosophy as Cultural PoliticsCambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007, 5.
(Further: PCP)

22 Richard Rorty, ‘Truth — without CorrespondenceReality’, in Philosophy and Social Hopeondon-
New York: Penguin Books, 1999. — Further: PSH.

% Rorty says similar things in different texts. lis lrticle, 'Relativism: Finding and Making’ he weofor
example: ,Inquiry that does not achieve coordinated behaviour is not inquiry but simply wordplay.”
(PSH xxv.)
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»90, for pragmatists there is no sharp break betwestural science and social
science, nor between social science and politios,between politics, philosophy
and literature All areas of culture are parts of the same endeavoumake life
better. There is no deep split between theory aadtige, because on a pragmatist
view all so-called 'theory’ which is not wordplay always already practic§PSH
xxv. — Emphasis: A. K.)

On the other hand, as we had seen it in Jame#igaisbn is more important than truth.
The reason of this relation which can also be foundlassical pragmatism is that
contrary to those claims which are 'true’ in pastar relations, 'truth’ — according to the
Plato-Decartes-Kant tradition in European philogoph is absolute, eternal and
independent from the world of relations. In conus essentially the "Truth’ cannot be
defined, and moreover it cannot be articulatedtsnwhole.Truth is ineffable On the
contrary to the justification of trueness of giveaatements and beliefs which however is
always relative, timely and historical, since aegistatement and belief can only always
be justified before a given historical audience Rty says it in one of his interviews:

.l think it was unfortunate that pragmatism becamsort of theory or definition of
truth. It would have been better if the pragmatistsl said, 'we can tell you about
justification, but cannot tell you anything aboutith, there is nothing to be said
about truth.” We know how to justify beliefs, wedw that the adjective 'true’ is that
we apply to the beliefs we have justified. We knthat a belief cannot be true
without being justifiedThat is all we know about truth. Justification eative to an
audience regarding truth-candidates, truth is nelative to anything. Just because it
IS not relative to anything, there is nothing todaed about it. Truth with a capital
T is sort of like God. There is not much you csay about God. That is why
theologians talk about ineffability, and that isyypragmatists tend to say that truth
is indefinable’ (Rorty on Truth — an intervieff. — Emphasis: A. K.)

Exactly this distinction is the reason why pragstatiare accused of mixing absolute,
eternal truth and justification. According to Rorigragmatists answer to this charge
essentially in two ways. Some — like Peirce, Jaamek Putnam — think that we can hold
on to the absolute sense of 'true’ if we mean ifigsttion in the ideal situation’ under it,
with the situation which Peirce called 'the endimfuiry’ among ideal circumstances.
However, others like Dewey, and in a certain sé&eé@dson, think that not much can be
said about the absolute, eternal truth, and philless should onlgonfinethemselves to
justification, to what Dewey called 'warranted a$ibdity’. Rorty chooses consciously
the latter strategy, because he thinks that theggies of Putham and Habermas in
applying the ,ideal epistemic situation” do not sseto be more useful than that of the
definition of ,correspondence to reality” or anyhet definition which is used by

24 This is one part of a series of interviews withlpdophers, writers, scientist and other kinds of
intellectuals about the relationship between beanty consolation. In this part, part 23 (Of Beaatyl
Consolation: Part 23 — Richard Rorty), the famousefican pragmatist philosopher Richard Rorty imgei
interviewed.fttp://video.google.com/videoplay?docid=-614896 8REBD50958#docid=8097059476 12929506
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philosophers to give the definitive explanationtieé world 'true’. (Cf. PSH 32.) Rorty
summarizes his thoughts on the relationship betiregin and justification as follows:

,10 sum up, my reply to the claim that pragmatstefuse truth and justification is
to turn this charge against those who make it. Tdreythe ones who are confused,
because they think of truth as something towardgtwive are moving, something
we get closer to the more justification we haBg.contrast, pragmatists think that
there are a lot of detailed things to be said aljastification to any given audience,
but nothing to be said about justification in gemlerThat is why there is nothing
general to be said about the nature of limits afnlan knowledge, nor anything to be
said about a connection between justification amdht” (PSH 38. — Emphasis: A.
Kremer)

From this understanding of 'Truth’ and the prioritf justification at least two
consequences can be derived for neopragmatistading Rorty. These are, on the one
hand,antirepresentationalisirand on the other hand, the interpretation ofoamnection

to the world as a merelgausal connectianBecause, if we cannot say anything about
"Truth’ in a definitive manner, and due to its naational and unprovable feature even
its existence becomes questionable, than consdygueobgnition cannot be understood
as representation. Rorty thinks, together with sdvether philosophers, among them
with Dewey, Davidson and Goodman, that

~we should give up the idea that knowledge is &enapt torepresentreality. Rather,
we should view inquiry as a way of using realitg. the relation between our truth
claims and the rest of the world is causal rathantrepresentational. It causes us to
hold beliefs, and we continue to hold the beliefscl prove to be reliable guides to
getting what we want. Goodman is right to say thate is no one Way the World Is,
and so one way it is to be accurately represeetithere are lots of ways to act so
as to realize human hopes of happiness. The aainof such happiness is not
something distinct from the attainment of justifieelief; rather, the latter is a special
case of the former.” (PSH 33.)

However, the acknowledgement of things existingepehdently from us in space and
time, and the denial of representationalism makesacknowledgement of at least the
causal pressures necessary. Since without thisadkeowledged things which would
exist in this way merely in themselves could notdbeany effect on us, and the self-
contained character of our world-descriptions woh&l unavoidable for Rorty. As a
nominalist who wants to avoid solipsism, Rorty melaim the causal connection at least:

,50 even if there is no Way the World Is, evenhére is no such thing as 'the

intrinsic nature of reality’, there are still calgmessures. These pressures will be
described in different ways at different times &mddifferent purposes, but they are

pressures none the less.” (PSH 33.)

However, the pan-relationism of pragmatism canmoténied even by Rorty, and as we
could see he does not wish to deny it. Hence, atgrthe causal pressures he questions
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the ultimate natural order of reasons at the same. tSince these dimensions relate to
each other logically in a necessary manner. Thectibe, unchanging reality and its

recognition or the natural order of reasons areptieeonditions of the representational
understanding of recognition (and wiht this theeé#trof scepticism), which however

leads to the correspondence comprehension of #illtbf this stands or falls as on&o,

if the correspondence theory of truth becomes dresble from a number of causes,
than

»we shall recognize no such thing as 'our knowledlgihe external world’, nor any
such order as 'the natural order of reasons’ — adey which, for example, starts
with the ’deliverances of the senses’ and works$ram there in the time-honoured
manner imagined by empiricists from Locke to Quibese two notions are
interlocked since, as Williams says, 'the threasa#pticism is indissolubly linked to
a foundational conception of knowledge’ and thatasption is indissolubly linked
to that of context-free justification. To give upetidea of context-free justification is
to give up the ide of '’knowledge’ as a suitableegbjos study — the idea which
Descartes and Kant inherited from Platbteatetus (PSH 34. — Emphasis: A. K.)

In the academic philosophy after Kant questioning tentral role of recognition is a

strange effort. But Rorty still does exactly thisdarather follows Dewey and Emerson,
when with the central philosophical significancer@¢ognition he discards also the need
of epistemological certainity. He chooses rathergtagmatist meliorism:

»---philosophy should stop trying to provide reassumand instead encourage what
Emerson called ’self-reliance’To encourage self-reliance, in this sense, is to
encourage the willingness to turn one’s back bethihe past and on the attempt of
'the classical philosophy of Europe’ to ground gast in the eternalt is to attempt
Emersonian self-creation on a communal scale. Ty that one should replace
knowledge by hopes to say much the same thing: that one should storrying
about whether what one believes is well groundebistart worrying about whether
one has been imaginative enough to think up intergslternatives to one’s present
beliefs” (PSH 34. — Emphasis: A. K.)

b) Analytic features:

If we replace the central role of recognition witbpe, since nothing has an unchanging
intrinsic nature; if everything is relational andetaining only the causal pressures — we
discard the representationalist interpretation @tognition, than the correspondence
theory of truth becomes untenable, too. Insteatthisf in the case of Rorty — due to his
intellectual heritage — we can only speak primaoly a pragmatically transformed
coherence comprehension of trutiuth is namely a relatiarMy beliefs (my statements,
my judgements, my phenomena, that is something humaust be compared to
something else. If | cannot compare them eventuallgpomething human-independent,
unchangeable intrinsic nature, | can only comphemmtto each other. And this creates
the coherence comprehension of truth, which shdvesady the analytic influenceon
Rorty:
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“We pragmatists, who have been impressed by Psiéicism of Descartes, think

that both skeptics and foundationalists are ledapdby the picture of beliefs as

attempts to represent reality, and by the assatimtea that truth is a matter of

correspondence to realitio we become coherentisBut we coherentists remain

divided about what, if anything, needs to be sdidua truth. | think that, once one

has explicated the distinction between justificatemd truth by that between present
and future justifiability, there is little more be said.” (RC 5.)

However, Rorty does not omit to emphasize in thetrfote that the coherence
comprehension of truth is not necessariliy idehtig¢gh the coherenctheoryof truth:

»,Being a coherentist in this sense does not nedgssaean having a coherence
theory of truth.Davidson's repudiation of the latter label for Wisw, a label he had
previously accepted, is a corollary of his claimttthere can be no definition of the
term "true-in-L" for variable LDavidson's present view, with which | have come to
agree is that "[W]e should not say that truth is cop@sdence, coherence,
warranted assertability, ideally justified asseliighh what is accepted in the
conversation of the right people, what science enlll up maintaining, what explains
the convergence on single theories in sciencehesticcess of our ordinary beliefs.
To the extent that realism and antirealism dependne or another of these views of
truth we should refuse to endorse either." (‘Theu@ure and Content of Truth’,
Journal of Philosophwol. 87 (1990), p. 309).” (Quoted by Rorty: RC ZB-2-
Emphasis: A. Kremer.)

As a neopragmatist, Rorty thinks that the reasapleetry to make their beliefs coherent
in not that they love truth but because they carv@p doing so. Building upon D.
Dennett’s research, he claims that our minds camore stand incoherence than our
brains can stand neuro-chemical imbalance, whi¢hdsphysiological correlate of such
incoherence. The need to make our beliefs cohé&gehbwever, not separable from the
need for the respect of our peers. We strongly denraspect of — at least — certain
peers, because we cannot trust our own beliefsyaantain our long-term self-respect,
unless we are sure that our most important contiensd interlocutors agree among
themselves — despite some of our strange beligfeat-we are not crazy. Both needs
(coherence of our beliefs and respect of our pdells)v — according to Rorty — from the
fact that to imagine a form of human life we hasaemagine agreement in judgments as
well as in meanings. (Cf. RC 1% Davidson fully supports this idea, which comesrfro
Wittgenstein, when he says:

» The ultimate source of both objectivity and commation is the triangle that, by
relating speaker, interpreter, and the world, detéres the contents of thought and
speecti?® (Emphasis: A. K.)

% From all of this we can also see, that Rorty hatsomly a brilliant, ironic and witty style, butas a more
general analytic heritage — he makes deadly aeearatlysis of concepts at the proper points ofrdia of
thoughts.

% Donald Davidson ‘The Structure and Content of Argfournal of Philosophyol. 87, 1990) p. 325,
quoted by Rorty. The whole Davidsonian paragrapinde as follows: “The idea that the propositional
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We would not know what we believed, nor have ariefs unless our belief had a place
and position in a network of beliefs and desirast tBat network would not exist unless
we and others could pair off features of our nomn enviroment with assent to our
utterances by other language-users and utterameesed by those very features. Rorty
and Davidson would like to draw all the conclusiafiddegel’s and Mead’s recognition
that our selves are dialogical all the way downeréhwould not be language without the
mentioned triangulation, and it also means thatcaa@d not have any language or any
beliefs, without being in touch with both human eoomity and non-human reality. (Cf.
RC 16.)

“Coherence, truth, and community go togetmeat because truth is to be defined in
terms of coherence rather than correspondencernrstof social practice rather than
in terms of coping with non-human forces, but syripécause to ascribe a belief is
automatically to ascribe a place in a largely ceheset of mostly true beliefs.” (RC

16. — Emphasis: A. Kremer)

It is obvious that the analytic heritage is immeedig modified by Rorty’'s hand§Vvhy
can we say that the coherence comprehension afisutot identical with the coherence
theory of truth? The ultimate reason of that is tkia traditional coherence theory of
truth is based on &heory of meaningas the correspondence theory of truth, and it can
become easily a supporter of realism or anti-realiBut Rorty, together with Davidson
and others, applies and develops consciously moednly Wittgenstein’s meaning-based
theory of language, but the late Wittgensteinsage-based theory of languaghich is
close in several aspects to the pragmatist views.

According to Davidson’s comprehension of languagach is accepted by Rorty,
there is not such thing as language in traditiseake:

»1here is no such thing as a language, not if a legg is anything like what
philosophers, at least, have suppas€ldere is therefore no such thing to be learned
or mastered. We must give up the idea of a cledefined shared structure which
language users master and then apply to cases.sh@igd give up the attempt to
illuminate how we communicate by appeal to conwsrgi” (D. Davidson: A
Nice Derangement of Epitaphs,” in Lepore, ettuth and Interpretationp. 446.
Italics from Rorty who quotes it: CIS, p. 15.)

Davidson develops namely Wittgenstein’s view ofalmdaries as tools in a way, that he
obviously has doubts about the traditional, befiggenstein existing comprehension
of language. Davidson — and Rorty, too — refusesitterpretation that language is a
medium which expresses or describes meanings andotaccept the views that

content of observation sentences is (in most cadet®rmined by what is common and salient to both
speaker and interpreter is a direct correlate @ctmmon-sense view of language learning. It ha®opnd
consequences for the relation between thought aahimg, and for our view of the role of truth, fonot
only ensures that there is a ground level on spealteare views, but also that what they shardasgaly
correct picture of a common world. The ultimate reeuof both objectivity and communication is the
triangle that, by relating speaker, interpreted #re world, determines the contents of thoughtsgpekch.
Given this source, there is no room for a relagdizoncept of truth.”
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language has a definite task or it is an entityhvatclearly defined common structure.
For Davidson and Rorty language is a tool of waaldjustmentTaking our relationship
to the world as basically causal, Rorty sees tatight pragmatist attitude in connection
with truth is that we do not need more philosophthaory of the nature of truth or the
meaning of 'true’, than a philosophical theory bé thature of danger or the meaning of
'danger’. Both have the same purpose, namely, toh\paople that they may not have
seen all the consequences of their proposed a¢@dnRC 4.)

From all of this follows in Davidson’s opinion, ah,truth is not an epistemic
concept”. (PSH 37.) Hence, we never can find aer@sting and important connection
between the concepts jofstification andtruth:

»The only connection between these two notionsha,for the same reason that
most beliefs are true, most beliefs are justifiedr, a believer who is (unlike a child
or a psychotic) a fully fledged member of her comitwwill always be able to
produce justification for most of her beliefs —tjfisation which meets the demands
of that community.” (PSH 37. — Emphasis: A. Kremer)

But in this way we do not get back to some necgssannection of justification and
truth. We cannot say that those claims of a comtpumember will be more true, which
are more justified and vice versa. On this critipalnt, Rorty gives his argumentation
with deadly accuracy as he usually does in impor@estions; those arguments shared
with Davidson, which makes — in Rorty’s opinion -a\dson’s philosophy pragmatist
(cf. PSH 41-42):

»1he fact that most beliefs are justified is, likee fact that most beliefs are true,
merely one more consequence of the holistic cherradtbelief-ascription. That, in
turn, is a consequence of the fact that beliefscivlaire expressed as meaningful
sentences necessariliy have lots of predictablerential connections with lots of
other meaningful sentences.” (PSH 37.)

We cannot, no matter how hard we try, continuedid la belief which we have tried, and
conspicuously failed, to weave together with oureotbeliefs into a justificatory web.
The best we can do is to distract our own attentiom the question of why we hold
certain beliefs. For most matters of common condaeswever, our community will insist
that we attend to those questions; that we thinér again those problems. So such
distraction is only feasible for private obsessjaswch as my conviction that ,some day
my lucky number will win the jackpot” or to see #adk cat means that it brings
misfortune. (Cf. PSH 37.\What is more, such description of the relationsbgiween
truth and justification not only harmonizes withethragmatist view that language and
vocabularies are always tools of adjusting our telaal world, but it also resists the
charge of solipsism, relativism and arbitrarine3he Davidsonian summary of a truth
theory shared absolutely with Rorty sounds as \idto

,Davidson’s claim that truth theory for a natural language is nothingnaor less

than an empirical explanation of the causal realsavhich hold between features of
the enviroment and the holding true of sentensesms to me all the guarantee we
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need that we are, always and everywhere, ’'in tauth the world’. If we have such
a guarantee, then we have all the insurance we agathst 'relativism’ and
‘arbitrariness’. For Davidson tells us thae can never be more arbitrary than the
world lets us bé (PSH 33. — Emphasis: A. K.)

3.3. Rorty’s truth-comprehension is determined by s ontology

Finally, we have to speak about the determinatiolg of Rorty’s naturalism and
nominalism, that is his ontology regarding hishrabmprehension, since this determines
his ,bricolage” in the field. In this way | can fify my general thesis that always
ontology determines a philosopher’s truth compreten or at least frames 4t, and
Rorty is no exception.

Rorty regards it as a principle that truth is estmade than found. This view is
drawn from his nominalism, since nominalism allonsither the existence of some
absolute or some universal order of causes, nar geaerality’s independent existence
from human consciousness. However, truth is notiquéar and situational in lots of
cases, but general, which can have its place axelysin language. But language is
produced by human beings. The background of ttasncls, according to Rorty, that
everything is a social construction, and all awassns a linguistic affair. This standpoint
entails that in his opinion every philosophical lgem, even the question of truth, is
made rather than found. As he wrote it in his titRelativism: Finding and Making’
(1996):

»This question, the question of the nature of thhebfems which the Greeks,
Descartes, Kant and Hegel have bequeathed to ads les back around to the
distinction between finding and making. The philgsical tradition has insisted that
these problems ar®und in the sense that they are inevitably encountesedny
reflective mind. The pragmatist tradition has itesis that they aremade — are
artificial rather than natural — and can lnemade by using a different vocabulary
than that which the philosophical tradition hasdus&PSH xxi-xxii.)

As we can see from all of this, Rorty’'s comprehensof truth is determined by his
version of pragmatism. Quod erat demonstrandum.
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