THOUGHT 23

the boundary between psychology and logic, 1
assign to Jogic the task of discovering the laws of
truth, not the laws of taking things to be true
or of thinking. The Bedeutung of the word “true’
is spelled out in the laws of truth.

But first I shall attempt to outline roughly how
| want to use ‘true’ [‘wahr’| in this connection, so
as to exclude irrelevant uses of the word. ‘True’
is not to be used here in the sense of ‘genuine’
[‘wahrhaftig’| or ‘veracious’ [‘wahrheitsliebend’);
nor yet in the way it sometimes occurs in dis-
cussion of artistic questions, when, for example,
people speak of truth in art, when truth is set
up as the aim of art, when the truth of a work of
art of true feeling is spoken of. Again, the word
‘true’ is prefixed to another word in order to show

~ that the word is to be understood in its proper,
~ unadulterated sense. This use too lies off the path
' followed here. What 1 have in mind is that sort
of truth which it is the aim of science to discern.
- Grammatically, the word ‘true’ looks like a
md for a property. So we want to delimit
e closely the region within which truth can
fadmted, the region in which there is any
question of truth. We find truth predicated of
res, ideas, sentences, and thoughts. It is
¢ that visible and audible things turn up here
y with things which cannot be perceived
-ﬂ:m’l‘lns sugggsts that alterations
z 1 des Sinnes]| have taken
ed M have! Is a picture con-
¢ visible and tangible thing really
a leaf not true? Obviously
re true unless there were

-Imc ls meant to

to test the genuineness of a banknote by compar-
ing it stereoscopically with a genuine one. But
it would be ridiculous to try to compare a gold
piece stereoscopically with a twenty-mark note.
It would only be possible to compare an idea
with a thing if the thing were an idea too. And
then, if the first did correspond perfectly with the
second, they would coincide. But this is not at
all what people intend when they define truth
as the correspondence of an idea with something
real. For in this case it is essential precisely that
the reality shall be distinct from the idea. But
then there can be no complete correspondence,
no complete truth. So nothing at all would be
true; for what is only half true is untrue. Truth
does not admit of more or less. But could we
not maintain that there is truth when there is
correspondence in a certain respect? But which
respect? For in that case what ought we to do so
as to decide whether something is true? We
should have to inquire whether it is frue that an
idea and a reality, say, correspond in the specified
respect. And then we should be confronted by a
question of the same kind, and the game could
begin again. So the attempted explanation of
truth as correspondence breaks down. And any
other attempt to define truth also breaks down.
For in a definition certain characteristics would
have to be specified. And in application to any
particular case the question would always arise
whether it were true that the characteristics were
present. So we should be going round in a circle.
So it seems likely that the content of the word ‘true’
is sui generis and indefinable.

When we ascribe truth to a picture we do not
really mean to ascribe a property which would
belong to this picture quite independently of
other things; we always have in mind some
totally different object and we want to say that the
picture corresponds in some way to this object.
‘My idea corresponds to Cologne Cathedral’ is
a sentence, and now it is a matter of the truth
of this sentence. So what is improperly called
the truth of pictures and ideas is reduced to the
truth of sentences. What is it that we call a sen-
tence? A series of sounds, but only if it has a sense
(which is not to say that any series of sounds that
has a sense is a sentence). And when we call a sen-

> tence true we really mean [meinen| that its sense
mmmdhme the only thing that raises the

of truth at all is the sense of sentences.



