WHAT IS TRUTH?
¨What is truth?¨
–Pontius Pilate´s question to Jesus
¨You can´t handle the truth!¨
–Col. Nathan R. Jessep (played by Jack Nicholson)
in the movie ¨A Few Good Men¨
 
Introduction
On this particular issue about ¨truth¨, I´d rather focus more on the specific problematization of ¨sentential truth¨. In other words, I will not be concerned with the truth of an event or an experience per se in the objective, intersubjective or subjective sense. In the present consideration, I´d be more concentrated on the truth of beliefs uttered in meaningful statements. This distinctively philosophical approach—in the linguistic-analytic tradition—is supportive of the intent to determine whether certain beliefs are matters of knowledge or not with respect to how classical philosophy presupposes that ONLY true beliefs achieve the category of knowledge. In this sense, the question of being true or the problem of truth plays an intrinsic function in the technical aspect of philosophy mainly in the discipline of epistemology (the philosophical field that deals with the issue of knowledge). In the most fundamental formulation, knowledge is defined as true belief. To resolve whether a belief is true or not, it has to be initially articulated in a sensible statement and must finally pass the test of verification.

There are two verification methods—either of which may be availed of—to determine the truth of an articulated belief: the empirical and the analytic. The first is by way of perceptual experience (on which science basically relies) and the other is through the technicalities of formal logic (which may include in certain complex cases the use of mathematical processes). Verification through perceptual experience appropriates the correspondence theory of truth while verification through logical analysis rests on the coherence theory of truth.
The Correspondence Theory of Truth
Alfred Tarski, in his classic, ¨The Semantic Conception of Truth¨ [http://www.cs.uwyo.edu/~jlc/courses/comp-sem/Semantic%20Conception%20of%20Truth.pdf] succinctly lays down the foundation of the correspondence theory of truth in clear-cut and thus well comprehensible terms:

THE MEANING OF THE TERM ¨TRUE¨. Much more serious difficulties are connected with the problem of the meaning (or the intension) of the concept of truth.
The word ¨true,¨ like other words from our everyday language, is certainly not unambiguous. And it does not seem to me that the philosophers who have discussed this concept have helped to diminish its ambiguity. In works and discussions of philosophers we meet many different conceptions of truth and falsity, and we must indicate which conception will be the basis of our discussion.
We should like our definition to do justice to the intuitions which adhere to the classical Aristotelian conception of truth—intuitions which find their expression in the well-known words of Aristotle´s Metaphysics:
¨To say of what is that it is not, or of what is not that it is, is false, while to say of what is that it is, or of what is not that it is not is true.¨
If we wished to adapt ourselves to modern philosophical terminology, we could perhaps express this conception by means of the familiar formula:
¨The truth of a sentence consists in its agreement with (or correspondence to) reality.¨
(For a theory of truth which is to based upon the latter formulation the term ¨correspondence theory¨ has been suggested.)
If on the other hand, we should decide to extend the popular usage of the term ¨designate¨ by applying it not only to names, but also to sentences, and if we agreed to speak of the designata of sentences ¨as states of affairs,¨ we could possibly use for the same purpose the following phrase:
¨A sentence is true if it designates an existing state of affairs.¨
In using the correspondence theory of truth, the truth of a belief articulated in a statement is determined by how its meaning (technically called ¨proposition¨ in formal logic) matches up with the state of affairs or fact it purports to tell, explain or—taking the term used above by Tarski—designate. The statement ¨Spain is experiencing an economic crisis¨ is true if and only if it corresponds to the fact that Spain is really experiencing an economic crisis.  The statement, ¨X is a student of Universidad Autonoma de Madrid¨ is true if and only if it tells the fact that X is really a student of Universidad Autonoma de Madrid. The statement, ¨The Partido Popular of Spain is dominated by fascist-leaning members¨ is true if and only if it can be proven beyond the shadow of doubt after conducting an in-depth research study, that facts show and hence establish that  the Partido Popular of Spain is really dominated by fascist-leaning members.

Nevertheless, in cases where the truth of a belief cannot be immediately established by the correspondence theory of truth, it should be maintained that such a belief is yet technically considered a matter of opinion based on the viewpoint of the one who holds it. In other words, a belief at the opinion level may not be construed to be true as yet for it is still subject to debates and argumentations to the point of even getting to be a controversial issue of widespread significance. Beliefs of this type have at least generalizing and at most universalizing claims and being so requires in-depth studies by experts in fields where these beliefs are specifically categorized and located. At the end of the day, concrete states of affairs will finally determine whether such beliefs correspond to them and must hence be accepted as indubitably true.

But there are also perennial matters of opinion. These are beliefs of people who do not even consciously think of subjecting what they believe to the truth test because of the personal notion that what they believe expresses their own conviction and nobody who doesn´t hold the same conviction has the right to question its validity, correctness and truth. Even the states of affairs to which this type of beliefs are supposed to correspond and from which their truth should be established are in one way or another blurred in deliberate equivocation and premeditated vagueness aimed to confuse determined criticism and close scrutiny.

There are however genuine beliefs of personal significance and hence subjectively proven without violating the correspondence theory of truth. The truth of a statement of a certain belief that specifically concerns the exclusive state of affairs of a particular individual is dependent on her or his unique circumstances that are not within the ambit of other people´s experiences and thus do not significantly concern them. In other words, the truth of one´s specific belief articulated in a statement is not subject to verification and/or validation of the objective type if such a statement tells of a circumstance whose reality is solely and hence uniquely that of the individual who experiences it alone in her/himself. The statement is true to her/himself and doesn´t require the concurrence of others. In considering this instance versus the previously discussed which concerns others on the issue of truth, it is essential to distinguish between and not get confused in events that require an objective approach on the one hand and a subjective attitude on the other.

The Coherence Theory of Truth
The coherence theory of truth is established in formal deductive logic and formal deductive logic does not necessarily commence within the scope of the world of empirical (experience-based) reality. The operational arena of formal deductive logic accommodates the formation of connecting statements with the intent to prove the truth of one statement on the basis of its coherence to the meanings of the other statements without any correspondence or reference at all to what is observable/perceivable in the world of experience. It doesn´t however connote that logic is not useful in the real world of experience. One´s knowledge of formal deductive logic is advantageous to essentially supplement the ability to critically analyse statements in discourses—both casual and formal—when the limitations of common sense creep in.

To get to the truth of a statement by coherence, such a statement should be located in an argument. In formal logic, the term ¨argument¨ is technical. To quote some portions of the introductory part of the Logic section of my book, An Introduction to Philosophy: Readings in Academic Philosophy (with Logic) [http://issuu.com/ruel56/docs/intro_to_philo], p. 219, the following fundamental concerns should be emphasized:

The general field of logic is argument. Technically, argument is understood not in its ordinary meaning of bickering or quarrelling where two or more people are involved in a shouting match. In logic an argument is a discourse wherein a statement is being proved to be true by means of other statements that serve as evidence to the former. . . .
Argument are different from mere assertions because the latter are only statements not connected with each other logically, i.e., nothing is being proved and the statements do not serve as evidence for any other statements. . . .
In logic, it is not enough to be concerned with argument; the argument has to be correct. This is the specific concern of logic: correctness of argument. The logician is therefore responsible for dealing with the standard rules of correctly getting from the evidence to the statement whose truth is being proved—the latter we call ¨conclusion¨.
Logic, therefore, is the study of the rules of correct argument.
By means of a logical argument, a claim formulated in a statement is proved to be true as the other statements which serve as its evidence cohere with it. Otherwise, the claim is false because the argument is invalid. Let´s get to an example of a logical argument where we are supposed to prove the truth of the compound statement, ¨If a student always studies his lessons, he will surely get good grades¨ on the basis of two related compound statements that serve as evidence to and hence cohere with it: (1) ¨If a student always studies his lessons, he will always pass his examinations¨ and (2) If a student always passes his examinations, he will surely get good grades.¨ This is a valid argument called hypothetical syllogism and the process proves the correctness and thus the truth of the claim.

However, a set of true empirical simple statements used as propositions in a logical argument to prove a claim may end up invalid and with the claim being false. An example of which is to prove that ¨All Spaniards are Europeans¨ on the basis of the premises that ¨All Spaniards are human beings¨ and ¨All Europeans are human beings.¨ The argument commits the fallacy of undistributed middle term. Hence, the claim that ¨All Spaniards are Europeans¨ is false on the basis of the other two premises used as evidence to prove it. The invalidity of this particular argument stresses the point that formal deductive logic has basically nothing to do with the truth of certain statements on the basis of their correspondence with matters in the world of experienced reality.

Conclusion
This is the path of honest-to-goodness philosophizing in and out of the academic premises. Truth is still one of its aims and rationality will always be its beckon in such a commitment despite the ¨energetic¨ campaign trail of post-modernism in western philosophy to vigorously stamp out objective truth along with the significance of rationality in their ¨philosophical¨ quests. Meanwhile, classical philosophy of the linguistic-analytic mould will always be on the more realistic plane where objective truth is fully recognized and signified along with an equal recognition and signification of subjective truth appropriately demarcated and acknowledged in their respective contextual terrains.
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