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tuth and Confirmation *

RUDOLF CARNAP

The difference between the two concepts 'true' and 'confirmed' ('veri-
fied', 'scientifically accepted') is important and yet frequently not suffi-
ciently recognized. 'True' in its customary meaning is a time-independent
term; i. e., it is employed without a temporal specification. For example,

one cannot say "such and such a statement is true today (was true yester-
day; will be true tomorrow) " but only "the statement is ttue." 'Confirmed',
however, is time-dependent. When we say "such and such a statement is

confirmed to a high degree by observations" then we must add: "at such
and such a time." This is the pragmatical concept of degree of confirmation.
The semantical concept of the degree of confirmation of a statement,u;ith
respect to other stdtements which formulate the evidence is again inde-
pendent of the temporal aspect; in using this concept we are merely assert-
ing an analytic or logical truth which is a sheer consequence of the defini-
tion of 'degree of confirmation' (weight, strength of evidence) presup-
posed.

As is well known, the concept of truth, when used without restrictions
(as in conversational language), leads to contladictions (the so-called an-
tinomies). For this reason some logicians in recent times have been rather
diffident in regard to this concept and have tried to avoid it. At times it
u,as considered altogether impossible to establish an exact and consistent
definition of truth (in its customary meaning); this has brought it about
that the te.rm 't.rue' was used in the sense of the entireiy different concept
'confirmed'. But this leads to considerable deviations from the common
usage of language. Thus one would find it necessary to abandon, e.9., the
principle of the excluded middle. This principle maintains for every state-
ment that either it or its negation is true. But as to the vast majority of
statements, neither they nor their negations are confirmed or scientifically
accepted. Tarski,' however, succeeded in establishing an unobiectionable
definition of truth which explicates adequately the meaning of this word
in common language (but of course is also bound to restrict its employ-
ment, as compared with common usage, in order to eliminate the contra-

* Adapted by the author and translated by H. F. from "Wahrheit und Bewdhrung",
Actes dit Congris lnternational de Philosoi;hie Scientifique, ry36, by kind permissibn
of Hermann & Cie., Paris, and from "Remarks on Induction and Truth", Philosoplty
and Phenornenological Researcb, Vol. VI, by kind permission of the editor.

r Cf. Tarski's article in this collection. 
,r,
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dictions). Hence the term'true'should properly no longer be used in the

sense of 'confirmed'' We must not exPect the definition of truth to fur-

nish a criterion of confirm"ti,on ro.h as is sought in.epistemological analyses'

On the basis of ,rri, a#"iii"n the questiol tig"tding th; criterl:1of truth

can be siven onlv, ';;;i;i";;;*erl 
which cJnsistsln the statement itself'

Til::oo]'rrt.'iln"iii"n of truth we can,conclude only' e"'g': The state-

ment 
('snow i, -tir"'iil'tt* ir "a 

on]y i{ snow is rvhiie' This conclusion

is surely correct; *hi;";;;;; in*t tt definition was adequatelv estab-

iliJ.'ffi;;;d";r;t"n of ,r,. criterion of con'rmation iJ thereby left

unanswered'
The neglect of the distinction between truth and knorvledge of truth

(verification, "onfi,*"iii"i 
lt -iJttp'T.d.'nd has led to serious confu-

sions. Perhaps th" foffii'ig ;"urftit'will help towards a clarification'

Let us cclnsider the following four sentences:

r. "The substance in this vessel is alcohol"'

z. "The sentence 'the substance in this vessel is alcohol' is true'"

3. "X knows (at the Present moment) that the substance in this vessel

is alcohol'"

4. "X knows that the sentence 'the substance in this vessel is alcohol'

is ffue."

First a remark concerning the interpretation of the term 'to know' as

i.;;;;'; in (3) and i;r, "';generally 
as,it is applied yi'h::',-P^"' to svn-

thetic propositions t:TiJt;;id pr'ytiJ"t things''In which of the following

;;';.[."aij ""a 
(&) should ii be understood?

a. It is meant in the sense of perf ect knowled'ge' that is' knowledge

which.,"nii;tti;il;;Jr"'"a or even wiakened by any future

,. ffTTffit i' tt. sense of imperfect knousled'ge' thal-is' knowl-

edge which"#;"ry'l qt"'i d"g'"e of assurance' not absolute

certainty, "'J 
*t'it( therefore,ma!. possibty 

-Ot 
tt-t^'^t:j or weak-

ened by f"*t;';;;t;; (This'is'm""ti as a theoretical pos-

sibiliry; if the degrie of ""o"ntt 
is sufficiently high' we may' for

,ll prr.ti""l';;;t"':"";i;;;;;J ;' possibiliryj of a fuure refuta-

tion.)

I am in agreement with practically .everybody 'l'''' 
sentences of the

kind (3) should always be understood in thl sense (&)' not (a)' For the

following air.o,'iolYilt;;t;;ht' init'p'"'u'ion'of the sentences (3)

,.Il3 
*" decisive point for our whole problem is this: the sentences (t)

dnd (z) ,r, togi';rl";;;;;;;-' i" "inJ' 
words' thev entail each other;
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they are merely different formulations for the same factual content; no-
body may accept the one and relect the other; if used as communications,
both sentences convey the same information though in different form. The
difierence in form is indeed important; the two sentences belong to two
quite difierent parts of the language. (In my terminology, ( I ) belongs

to the oblect part of the language, (z) to its meta-part, and, more sPe-

cifically, to iti semantical part.) This diffeience in form, however, does

not prevent their logical equivalence. The fact that this equivalence has

been overlooked by many authors (e. g., C. S. Peirce and John Dewey,z

Reichenbach,' and Neurath a) seems to be the source of manY misunder-
standings in current discussions on the concePt of truth. It must be ad-

mitted that any statement of the logical equivalence of two sentences in
English can only be made with certain qualifications, because of the

ambiguity of ordinary words, here the word 'true'. The equivalence holds

certainly if 'true' is understood in the sense of the semantical concept of
iluth.s I believe with Tarski that this is also the sense in which the rvord
'true' is mostly used both in everyday life and in science'u However, this
is a psychological or historical question, which we need not here examine

further. In this discussion, at any rate,I use the word 'ttue' in the semantical

sense.

The sentences (r) and (3) obviously do not say the same' This leads

to the important result, which is rather obvious but often overlooked,
that the sentences (z) and Q) haae different contents. (3) and (4) are

Iogically equivalent since (r) and (z) are.It follows that (z) and (4) have

different contents. It is now clear that a certain terminological possibility
cannot be accepted. "If we constantly bear in mind that the acceptance of
any proposition may be reversed," in other words, that we have always

to-,rr. ini..pretation (b),not (a), "then we might instead call an accepted

proposition a ffue proposition." This usage, however, would be quite
misieading because ii would blur the fundamental distinction bet$'een (2)
and (3).

Felix Kaufmann ? comes to the conclusion that my concePtion, although

2See John Dewey, Logic: The Theory of lnquiry, 1938, p. 345, foomote 6, with
ouotations from Peirce.
' , flans Reichenbach, Experience and Prediction, 1938; see 5Szz, 35.

aOtto Neurath, "(Jniversal Jargon and Terminology," Proceedings Aristotelian
Society, tg4o-tg4t, pp. rz7-t48 see especially pp. Ij8 f. _

5 For this point and-the subsequent diicussion iompare Alfred Tarski, "The Semantic
Conception'of Truth, and the-Foundations of Semantics," in this volume, where a

numbelr of common misunderstandings are cleared up. Compare aiso my lntroductiott
to Semantics, r94zi see p. u6: "We u1e the term ['true'] here in such a sense that fa
assert that a sentence is irue means the sawte ds to dssert the sentence itself ,"

6 Arne Ness has expressed doubts in this respect; but he has admitted that in 9o7o
of the cases examined'by him the persons questioned reacted in the sense of the equiv-
aience. See Tarski, with reference to Ness.

7 Ph;losophy and Phenomenological Researcb, Vol. II (1942), pp.457-47r; and, espe-

cialiy Vol. IV (1944), pp.267-284.
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in asreement r.vith "the traditional vier.v", "is incompatible with the princi-

;il'?iil;;trv which rules out the invariable truth of synthetic proposi-

ir*r. rr-i-rripossible for an empirical procedure to confirm to any 
.d9-

oree somethine which is excluded by a general (constitutive) principle

3i .-piri.rf pr"ncedure. Krowledge oi int;ariable truth of synthetic propo'

,ilr"i (,tuheiher perf ect or irnperlect) is uno-btainable,not beca,se of lhni-

t:dtions'of humai knouledge,-but because -the 
conception of such knoul-

edgei,na'olt;esacontradicti"oninterms'"Thisreasoningse:m-stomebased

"""it " -rorrg identification of truth with perfect knowledge, hence, in

ifr..rr-pt",?he identification of (z) r'vith (3) in interpretation (a)' The

orin.irt"i of scientific procedure do indeed rule out perfect knowledge

["i # irrin. ir,"y.rnlo, rule out (z), because this says.nothiug else than

,.rr*.. (r), which, I suppose' will be acknowledg.ed by all.of us as

.*prti.rffi' *.r^ingiol' Wi"n Kaufmann declares that even imperfect

f*J*f"ag! of trutliis unobtainable, then this means that even imperfect

il""_r"a[" of (z) is unobtainable and hence that an event as described in

ff),.rr"i in interpretation (D), cannot occur' Ho'ivever' as soon as the

.r.r, <3) occurs inow alwayi assuming interpretation (D) )'.which no-

bodv resards as impossible, the event (4J thereby occurs too; for the sen-

;."JJi:trna t+i describe merelv in different words one and the same

"r..tt, " 
-..rrain 

state of knowledge of the person X'- 
l-., u, represent in a slightly dlfierent way the obiection rai,sld agailst

,n. 
"on..p,'of 

truth, in orier io examine the presupposition.underlying its

.fri.f "tg,i*ent' 
The obiection concerns th,e concept of tru.th. in its seman-

tical sen-se; Kaufmann *", h"re the term "in'aria6le truth" because truth

i" afrit ."rrre i, independent of person and state of knowledge' and hence

;f il". (Incidentaily, the *oid .,invariable" is not quite appropriate; it

would be more correct to say instead that truth is a 
1'time-independent"

or "non-temporal" concePt' The volume of a body !.*uy:t,,rn"y to'
change in the course of time; hence we may say that it 

" :li'11]:^":l*t
it is iivariable. The sentence "the volume of b at the time t $ a" ls mean-

ingful but without the phrase "at the time ," it would be incomplete. on

,r.?^"iir* rrrnj, tn. for'mulation "the sentence S is true at the time 
"' 

is

*.rnirrgt.rr; wiren the phrase "at the time l" is ornitted we obtain a com-

plete st-atement. Thereiore, to speak of change or non-change,' of vari-

I;li;i';;t^"rriruitiry of truth"is not.quite iorrect') Now Kaufmann'

Reichenbach,' Neuralh,' and other auth-ors are of the opinion that the

sReichenbach, op. cit., footnote zo, P. r88: 'Thus there -are 
left 1" Pro!:1']t:

", 
,ii *f-,i"t 

"rrr'b" 
,broioJy veri6ed. ihe predicate of truth-value. of.a proposition'

therefore il1, is a *"."'dttii"'q"'iiiy, i" pLce is in an ide'al world of 
'sCience 

only'

whereas actual science 
"r.,,,ot 

*ikt uie of it' Acrual science'instead employs through-

out the predicate of weight"'""r'i;;#.";j;; N;;,h";;en he reiects the possibilitv of absolutely certain knowl-

"d;.?";;";;pr., 
i, t i, .iiii"i'*ii S"rrrl"t, #tro beliei'ed that the knowledse of cer-

taii basic sentences ("#;;;;t';;;;;t ;";' 'ttot'ilry "t'tein' 
See Neu*ih' "Radi-

iil;;il;fi;ii,-;;.i:wi.i.ii.hxw.1,,"' Erkenntnis, Vol. IV (re34), pp. 346162.



TRUTH AND CONFIRMATION 
123semantical concePt of.truth, at ]east in its applicarion to synthetic senrencesconcerning phvsicar things,. oug.,t to t. 

"tandoned because ir can never bedecided u'ith absolu.r. ..,irinqifo, ,rr"u giu.r-renrence rv'ether ir is rrue ornot' I agree that this 
"rn rJu.r-n"-t.t ided. But is the inference varid

'tr'hich reads from this resurr to ;h.;;;rt;;;;, &;#: of truth isinadmissiblel It seems that this trf;;;
prem is e p,,,A term (pre dic nte f 

';;;; 
fi ::TI i'r"l 11., 

j:ll"#?r,": Tjeever decide with absorut" ..rrri.r,y ro. 
"ny given instance rvhether or:r.oi rhe rerm applies.,, The ,rgr;;;r.r;;1 by the authors rvould be valid:i rhrs principle p were presup-posed, and_I do not see horv they reach thecr'nclusion witho,t,this'f*ry'p!";i,iln.'Lo*.r,.r, I think that rhe aurhorsJo nor actualry berieve'ir.rh'.'p;;n.rpr. r. m any ccse, it can easirv be::::h* the atceptance of p *;"iJl:;; ,o absurd consequences. For in_s:ance, we can neyer decide with ,b."r"i" ""lrl,-Il"].if^'-,-isubsranceirrr.rr,"rornoqrr,ur;",.Jlfi 

;1T:1?;"YJ,.JT:J.T,J..;"atcohot', wourd have to be reiected. ;;d",h; ;;;..;;ilf,lu.uiorrry ro,
;:11r':fl.',il';:fi lf ':': 

I I a n s u age' 11 u' t 

-, 
yRR o,. ;;;' ;. ;;r as ree rh a t

o n e o f . r,. p,; n 
", 

pl.,oli 
i il'::,ta 

o..] 
:?|]i.:, ilH'.,?:;:. fi*; * [* r:care) is a legirimate rci.niific ,;;i;;r"."gnitive conrenr, is empiricary

=eaningful) ,t rr. 
"r:y]i , ,.nr.n."'rpplying the rerm to a siven insrance:an possibly be confirmed to at least rorn. a"g..".,, ,,possiblf,, 

means here"$ certain specifiabre obse*,arions ;*";;i 
.,,ro sorne degreei, is nor meanr- necessarirv imorving a numericar .urturiion- 

"il'r, 
;"rt"*riila' ror*utr_:on of th. 'ir.qrirlme-nt of .onfir,nruiliri,, ,, *n,.n,; ;,,ii, ;;:ssenrially:: asreemenr u'irh Reichenbach's "first oiincipre of the fr"uriiury theory:: n':eaning,', ,' borh b.eing ti;errrJ.i I."rrl;# ff lio,.,,:?,J{r,r.n,.r,:t 

'erifiabitiry as stared ff.a. ,. p;J;;,';"rgensrein, 
and others.,, Norv,.::cording ro p*, ,rt"y11f ir,, f.g.ii-;; r.i.nUn. rerm, because the sen-:;nce (r) can be confirmed ,o io_. a.gr.. if certain observarions are::ade. But the same observations *"rriT".n m (r) ;; ,h. ,;;. degreetecause it is loqicaltl,.qyrrr,..n, 

Ig- ai- Therefore, according ro p*.

\\'e shalr no* r'n,iin" *or. .ror.ry ir,.'.on..pt of confirmation. This;'i.ll require thar we 
*:::,!. ,,nJ;;:i{;;" of scientific testing and thatI1:!..try the conditions under *f,l.f, , ,rr.._.n., as a result of suchr:r I cannot agree with him^-when he proceeds from,this r.ierv ro the rejection of the'._'.,.o.,"li"lil:n;1?n 

l.rl.o...ment;onld 
e;.ri;r'(i, foornore,l r.,. rryl-ipp. r38f.):

i-:::red at a cerrain ,t,,.Ti9':'i:iLl 
Janguage we ma\'t'"i t['i,.-.'r,ri!,[.r,, ,..;: :::_ther,;_",_Ur?,*",",e oy a certain person and llor. accepred Uy it,"..r*. p"r.on----='and .i;r;J;;,;;;,11:e,Tlr:ffi:.I1.J;;jroa.re rrue -a.y d,,,",io-o,.o*,

. - .,tilf l:#t.il:Vil lL ;;;Jivi#ilsY,"i/H'i, 
i,o 

ry,t s c i e nc e, vor. rrr ( r e3 6),': 
!* fl.;.i,."r,,.r,,,; iiii.".r,X;,:i::iii,I1;.k,r,*,r,,;;;.,;,;;*,,, ,ru.:: See the references ii, n.i6r,.nur.i, ri.'iil,',,FiJr,ro,. ,o, p. *r.
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testing, is considered as mole or less confirmed, i. e', scientifically accepted

or rej"ected. The description of that procedure is not a matter of logic.but

is itsJf empirically-scientific (psychblogical and sociological). One might

call it ,meihodological', especialiy if it-is presented in the form of pro-

posals and precep;. Only ihe esential features of the scientific procedure

*ill h.r" be sch&natically outlined; what matters here are not so much the

details but rather a cleai emphasis upon the distinction between the two

most important oPerations of the procedure.
The siatements of (empirical) sCience are such that they can never be

definitively accepted or rejected. They can o-nly be.confirmed or discon-

firmed to'a ceriain degree. For the 
'sake 

of simplicity we may distin-

guish two types of staiements lvhich are, however, n9t sharply sePara-

6t" 1i.e., difiering only by degree): the directly testable and the. lonly)
indirectly testabll ttrtl-..,tt. We shall speak of 'directly testable state-

ment' wiren circumstances are conceivable in which we confidentlY con-

sider the starement so strongly confirmed or else disconfirmed on the basis

of one or vefy few observitions that we would eitheraccept-or reiect it
outright. Examples: "There is a key on my desk". conditions for the test:

I starid n.rr rr.,f desk, sufrcient illumination is provided, etc. Condition of

acceptance: I iee a key on my desk; condition of rei-ection: I don't see a

key ihere. Indirect t.riirg of a statement.consists in directly testing other

statements which stand ii specifiable logical relations to the statement in

question. These other statehents may be,called 'test-sentences' for the

girr.r rarr.-ent. Occasionally an indirectly. testable. statement,may be

Ionfirmed by confirming statements from which it is deducible; this is the

case, e. g., *itf, existential statements. Scientific laws, however, have the

form oiuniversal statements. A universal statement (of simplest form)

can be confirmed to ever higher degrees by confirming more and more

statements derivable from the law and thereby accePting them (while

none are reiected). There are important questions as to the logical rela-

tions between such statements whlch are to be tested and their respective

test-sentences. We shall however not examine these any further but rather

attend to the analysis of the confirmation of directly testable statements'

Here we must disiinguish mainly the following two oPerations:

r. Confrontation bf a stfrtement ,tuith obseraation. Obselvations ale

performed and a statement is formulated such that- it may-be recognized

as confirmed on the basis of these observations. If, e' g', I see a key on

my desk and I make the statement: "There is a-\ey on my desk", I accePt

this statement because I acknowledge it as highly corfirmed on the basis

of my visual and, possibly, tactuai o_bservations. (The concePt of ob-

,.rrr"iion is here understood in its widest sensel "I am hungry" or "I am

angry" in this context ale also taken as observation statements.ls Ordi-

1s It is a matter of convention as to whether these directly established,statements

(protocol statements) are to be taken as referring to observed things and processes
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narily no definite rules are expressly stipulated as to how a stalor must be formulat"d wh.n'""rii.r-o[r.rr,"tions have o.r. ;frt:t&?ildren learn the use of common frrsrrgf and thereby ,h. 

-*.r.", 
p"r_formance of the operation d*.rio:;,irir"rgn"^il#.i'l*"i.rrion, 
r.,dusualty u'ithout the benefit of rules. These rurls, h;*.;;;;.Ja b. ,p."i_fied. Bur if no foreigr.lllg*g" ol ir,.-i".r"duction of new terms is in_voli.ed. the rules are-trivial]Fo? .*r*f[,.,,If one l, ;r,1g;;,';h. ,rrr.,n.n.'I am hungry' may be accepted,,; ;;,';i; one sees a.key one may acceprthe sratement 'there Iies a kgy'". in this context the definition of the con_cept of truth enters into. the 

^quertio, of .onfirmation; the rules we men-tioned originate from this defiirition.
z' Confrontation 

,of a stuteTtlent with preaiousry accepted statekents.A starement established on the urrir oi ir,. first operation is herd as (suf-ficiently strongly) confirmed ,r l;;;;r';n the second operation no stare_ments are found which.were previJusry estabrirh.d br:;-;;;;ation butare,incompatibre with the statimen, u"'ar. consideration. In the event ofsuch. an 
,incompatibility eithe*f,. n.- ,,rtement or at least one of thepreviously accepted statements must be revoked. certain *.tnoaotogr""rrules have to beitinulated; they r.ff ,, *u.n of the two decisions is to be

lade in.a 
giuen c,Je (;;; p;1.;';;;." r;'.;.This sheds right upon the rera_tion of the rwo ooerarions to one ,nott,"r.'Ti" il;;.;:;Jl"*po.rnnr.Without it there'could be no*,ing tik; .onfir_rtion. The ,J;";; one is anauxiliary operation. 

I:r_1T.r,", li ,ror,iy n.gative or;g;L-rt"* ir serves

il r**r"T-ation 
of incongruous elemeits fiom the ,yrr-._ of ,rr,.*".,*

closer attention to.these-two operations and their muftal relations w,rhelp to clarify a number of ....nily .n,r.i air"rrr.a ;;;;;'ihere hasbeen a good deal of dispute as to r.vhether in the procedure of scientific test_ing stateruenfi rm6t bi compared iii'irtr, or as to whether such com_parison be unnecessary,,if noi impossible. If ,"o_prrir";;i;r;;.;ent 
withfacr' means rhe procedure whilh *" 

-"rtt.a 
the first operation then itmust be admitted that this procedure is not oniy possible, but even in-dispensable for scientific ,"rr'i.rg. y.aii *rr, be remarked that the formu_lation 'comparison of st.temeni and fact' is not unobjectionabre. First, theconcepr 'comparison,. iy not quite appropriate here. 

,Tr"; 
;i;;; can becompared in.regard to a pro?erry *f,i"n'-^y .hrrr"rerize them in variousrvays (e.g., in regard to-"olor, iirr, o, nr_b., of parts, and so on). Wetherefore prefer t-o speak of ,confrontriioJrr,f.,., 

than ,comparison,. 
Con_frontation is undersiood to consist ;" n"airg out as to whether one ob-ject (the statemenr rr,:n-U;r*1 prop.rr.h,l the other (the fact); i.e.,as to wherher the fact is such as iiis &.r"'riU.a i, th. ,tut.il.rr, or, ,o .*_

Press it differently, as to whether the ,,rr.-.rr, is true to fact. Further_
("there is on the table ..^.',) or to the act of percrp_tion (,,I see. ..,,). Cf. Carnap."Ueber protoko,saetz",,, nririitir,';;,;hi""r:..popper, Logik der riiirnoog..
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more, the formulation in terms of 'comparison', in speaking of ,facts, or
'realities',.easily tempts one into the absdrutistic view accor8inn to whichwe are said to search for an absolute rearity rvhose nature is Tssumed asfixed independently of rhe ranguage choseri for its d.;p;; The an-
swer. to .a question concerning reality however- depends 'not only uponthat 'reality" ol ypo,, the fact*s but aiso upon the ,trr.tr.. (and the sctot concepts) of the language used for the-description. In translating one
language into another the f'actual content of an impiri"rr ,irt*.nt can_not always be 

-preser'ed unchanged. Such chang"J ,r. irr.uirJle if thesrrucrures of the two ranguages difier in essentiar-points. For exampre,
while many starements 

91 1"ae1i physics ,re compritely translatable into
statements of classical phvsics, this is not so or only inclmpletely so withother statements. The laiter siruation arises rvhen'rhe rrrri*."? in ques-tion contains concepts (rike, e. g., 'rvave-function' or 'qrr"n,;rrrion,) which
slmpry do not occur in, classicar-physics; the essentiar point being that these
concepts cannot be subsequentry included since they pr.ruppo"r. a differ-

:il lr^:TJ,l-,_ln*.r1r:. 
Thii becomes stilr more obvioui ir *.'contemprate

rn€. posslDllrty of a ranguage *'ith a discontinuous spatio-temporal orderwhich light be adopted in a future physics. Then, otviouriu, 
to*. 

,rr,._
:..,.,:.:l_:lissical 

physics could not'be translared into the ,i.* lr.,gurg.,
and others onlv incompletery. (This means not onry that previouiy ;.-
cepted rtrr...rt, woutd hrvl to be rejecteJ; a;; ;i;J rh;;;J;;;;in srate_
ments-regardless of whether thel' rvere herd true or false-there is no
corresponding statement at all in ihe new language.)

The scruples here advanced regarding the assertion that statemenrs areto be compared with facts (or reirity; i,ere directed not so much against
its content but rather against its form. The asserrion is not false-if onry itis interpreted in the manner indicated-but formulated in a potentially
misleading fashion. Hence, one must not, in repudiating ,n. ,rrt rrion, .._
place it .ly l" deniar: "statemenrs cannot b.'.ompria *iti-ir.t, 1o,with realitv)"; for thisnegative formulation is as mtich op.;;; obl."tron
as. the original affirmative one. In repudiating the forn,,ri.tion on. -ur,
:ll. .*: not to reject the procedur. .,rhi.h was presumably intended, viz.,the confrontation with observation. Nor musi the signihcance and in_
dispensability of such confronrarion be overshadowed fiy .r.turir,. ,,,.n-tion to the second.operation. (Besides, the phrase 'coriprrirorr-of state-
ments with each other', instead of 'confrontation', seems dp.., ao the same
objections') He who reary_ repudiates the first operation-I do not think
that anyone in scientifically ^oriented 

circles does-could nor be con-
sidered an empiricist.

The result of these considerations may no'uv be briefly summarized:

. '' T" question of the definition of truth nusr be clearly distinguished
from the question of a criterio n of confirmatton.



TRUTH AND CONFIRMATION
tz7

u. In connection with confirmation two different -operations'have 
to

be oerformed, the formulation of an observation and the confrontation of

.."i.*.n,, with each other; especially' we must not lose sight of the first

oPeration.
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