your worldview) if-SIth.é _e'nﬁiW"iﬁﬁ?ﬁf
e red (vis-a-vis thcu-' vcrls;mllltud,f:} 4 in
However, the external and the internal PC"SPEC': a
when 'oﬁe chooses (a), (b), (c), ot (d) on The_-Oﬂ?qg; Qu
Answer Test. Those who choose (a) Ca-ﬂ alWﬂ}’S' claim to off
“in principle’) an externalist perspective that .1s;7ca.pgl?l.
jective verification. Those who choose (b) are boun )
st perspective or a naive empiricist perspective that re
substance to empirical perceptions or (c) rely upon t
her reliable procedures for picking out just what is true f
ance and what is false for rejection. The ‘reliable proc
open for public scrutiny, but the data inputs are not.
mechanical operation of the process remains in
inscrutable. In the case of correspondence theory;
object is given and only our ability to fashion replicas
Such is a quick rake on correspondence theory.”? -
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Coberence Theory : o1 o
Coherence theory stipulates that a given body of knowledge is trueif
and only if there are no internal deducrive ComradlCtians%fS%mﬁ;

ﬁmpcopleglso add the stipulation that the body of knowle 5&%
ﬂsg-'@mplﬁc;, meaning that one cannot pose a pmbleﬁi- rom the
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dies P an lsC?VEl’S various Pmperties Shatie )
fi:r;‘ﬁ{)nal worldview), then if X decides that Pt :; (:\?g: g
nt, then X

By (where P is an artifact, a natural object
» an agent,
, Of a

institution). As a result of this process of observ:

assifying tha leads to the judgement of elegance and ietsmng o
valuing Kipalees OR 2 _Corrcsponding duty to protect and ;‘mFUltam
abject © the constra,mts of the principle of human suw'vzlf:‘d P
Te ‘ought implies can doctrine." ! and

What this argument sets out is that when an account of na i

chis cas¢) is seen O cjohcre, then the meaning that is confwerret:{lfe (in
che entire context 18 normatively assented to. This conﬁrml;ﬂzl;

re 3 . i i i

mains intersubie.. the implies that the sincere and authentic scientist will strive to pro

le theory, e i Es natural phenomenon and the context in which it is underztot:t
ion replicas s i of the This argument completes the triple play: (Truth <=> Beaz ‘)
‘-‘Ory.'z questio, _, Good. The scientist working within her coherent Symmt!;f

Evolution/genome €xP ression/PCR to demonstrate the same is often
confronted with failure. Conjectures that form the basis of
hypotheses and their protocols most often fail. Then the researcher

dY of knowledge is trueif modifies and fiddles around. Then sometimes it happens: the

= contradictions. (Some- expected results occur. The paradigm is verified (in this small
he body of knowledge s instance). As the researcher reflects on what has happened she is
yose a problem from the sstounded at the beauty of the coherent cheoretical construct. The

beauty is situated within the coherent system that guides the scien-

-) Truth here means that

at an artifi ist. When _e_:xpctimmtal results and expansion of the explanans
«ry. Propo: ether, the result experientially significant to the

nmetry and €5 e e ind not b f an expected | ublication or promo-
s sort of & ut becat p oo of Truth and Beauty has

cruth 1s an {nternalist
Jement about the consis-




system evaluation for all to see. One may
for completeness or consistency (or by o ’
the end, the inclination for one to s b owever, In
strong sense) will be internal, This j

an intern
first case, the origins of any artific .
from the subjects oy intellectual/;
Benesis of th
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1 ot a] Findi” :
Con, h Pegg, Fg{ o ati [ i
cep erep 2N he o firmation @ separate and independent exi
1dgeq b Ua] CohEr:% (Eht:{ﬁmr (here Isfor . chat the truth claim is dependent u‘p:::stencg. The
udgerne he i“divl';lct‘ i 1% rﬂﬂs‘?:gaj“dgemcm about the claim. The observer jud, ::‘E ST\‘ICr
S about Ua fr:dy‘)- mal:: cohcl’fm or not (thin or thick). Thar's as far as 'l% goe: ‘[:fml:n
sing, p e her judgement, she may decare that hr
> Ltolen, : ‘Wi_ie gbserY' L GF made by reliable means) may be suffici =it
out vj ns : wud mel Lind 3 : urhcient to assert
\ats a b separate an independent. But that is only a conjectur
ca h ada Gy ul 5 - 5 (A
t oth 1 reliably, dd'tlon: i Thete i 1° arcaching necessity to some ontological claim. Whereas
ali 5 Soherep, S€ thege M . the €3%¢ of correspondence theory, the truth of the object was
1st J“dgeme tismy . i liverl necegsaril‘/ and only our abiht}’ to fashion mplicas was in ques-
thar they s o Octapy, tgiﬂﬂ- [n che case of coherence theory, the ability to fashion sound
de via the efSona_uy ju “bon g[ror—frﬁe accounts 18 gIven and only the account’s ultimate mode 01F
Persong| Worﬁig‘;:_ stence is in question — just the opposite!
its as g
W .
GEa atershed iy ok Pragmatic Theory
¥ inand a thio erey,. The ngma[ic theory of truth asserts that a theory is confirmed to be| I
i S : : L
mphasmes Only o CNse of e relative to cthe work it can perform. There are two distinct ways © BN
s . 1 > - " )
ntradiction ocin ng rid of ro ynderstand this: 1) relating to mere personal expediency (the
tin the easiest wa th? thiy intemahst pchPCCUV?-)s and 2) relating to intersubjective scientific
Y possible_ = nfirmation in the experlmemal method (the externalist perspec-

o) Liet’s examine these in order.
The firsti nrerpretation of pragmatic theory follows from William

Jam/és who said, ‘The true is only the expedient in the way of our
behavings expedient in almost any fashion, and expedient in the long
run and on the whole course.”” This means that a success standard
arises to justify what is or is not true. When related © personal ex-
pediency from the internalist standpoint, this amounts to the criteria
for justifying some belief as true. Plato, in the Theatetus, floats the
daim that if someone believes someching, and is justified in that

belief, then the belief is knowledge. However, Plato is cateful to
suggest various pitfalls in what would count as a justification (Plato
ieth century the

sacc rrespondence theory advocate). In the twentieti ¢
problem of what counts as adequate justification for belief from the
internalist perspective has led to arguments con erning adequate
conceptual grounds for justiﬁcation.10 From the internalist perspec

tive it all returns to some belief be This may be

‘however ludicroys they
¥

)V‘crview of the situation su
lam.tained. This may requir
kering and gerrymandering.
like elegance. ‘Elegance’ @
such as we judge fine foodat
n comes from oubsidethe

terio
£ Thus, coherence transforms
yrinciples could be peff?rmtd
i arion that require

<] worldview P

i cory "f“u.d'

ing good for us.
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e R iy
esiof this first interpretation of pragmaticism make it less
¢ uh and more.a theory of egoistic hedonism (a con-
5 fsorts among ethical claims). I think this is a very dangerous
use it violates the balance between the subject and society,
3 mbodied within the personal worldview imperative and
community worldview imperative. Donald Davidson has
inf __appre.hension to relativism: ‘Conceptual relativism is a
d exotic Joctrine, or would be if we could make good sense
¢ trouble is, as $° often in philosophy, it is hard to improve
pility while retaining the excitement.”? The excitement is
enerated at the expense of the logical argument. In Rorty's
"~ . wo statements of the good (that his argument imply)
nd (if we wish to heed to Davidson’s admonition) that we never
o solely in either the internal or the external perspective but
] hold each in dialectical tension so that each might inform
o the other. Thus. this first understanding of pragmatism must
constrained by these criteria.
The second interpretation of pragmatic theory states the work
med refers to scientific confirmation in the experimental
od. A hypothesis is proved whenever its predicted results come
r der controlled conditions. In this way, the pragmatic theory
nd interpretation) is the most externalist of all of the
. e G e

-~ outwhat is True




