
THE TRUTH AS BENCHMARK OR REASONING 

1. What about? 

Generally, the truth is an acceptability mark of the reality (AMR) regarding something existing within 
the reality (either objective or subjective). The reality contains only three categories of entities:  
a) things (T): are autonomous; b) properties (P): are not autonomous, being assigned to the things; 
c) relationships (R): are not autonomous too, being associated to pairs (or bigger groups) of things 
and/or properties. By the concept of acceptability mark, just introduced above, we understand a 
statement of a cognitive subject regarding the existence of something. We’ll treat the AMR in three 
very different situations: a) the knowledge (and, as consequence, the action) is about facts 
(factuals), with two cases: a.1) the cognitive subject doesn’t influence the entity about on the AMR 
is established; a.2) the cognitive subject influences the entity about on the AMR is established, and 
b) the knowledge (and, as consequence, the action) is not about facts (factuals), but about ideal 
objects (for example, numbers or concepts without denotation, that is, the Ideas). 

2. Von Neumann’s knowledge 

The case a.1) is associated to the sciences of nature, where is supposed the knowledge process (i.e. 
the focusing of the cognitive subject on the cognitive object) doesn’t modify the parameters of the 
object. The result is that the AMR assigned to the entity following its cognitive examination 
expresses (or guarantees) the permanency or the immutability of parameters of the object. Since 
the cognitive experience (or experiment) didn’t change the object of this experience (or 
experiment), it is presumed that another cognitive experience (or experiment) exerted by the same 
cognitive subject or by any other cognitive subject on the same object will deliver the same AMR. 
This „the same AMR” is named correspondence-truth (CORT). So, the correspondence-truth is a 
concept that is recognized as an AMR if and only if it has at least a double occurrence, provided by 
two independent cognitive subjects. This implies that the correspondence-truth must be 
reproduced as AMR at least once. Practically, there is a way that includes both the second cognitive 
experience of the same subject and the first cognitive experience of another subject on the same 
object: the prediction. This way says: if a proposition verbally expressed about an object (thing, 
property, or relation, as above shown) has the same signification with a proposition describing 
factually the same object, when the first proposition is true, i.e. it expresses the truth (i.e. the 
correspondence-truth). This double identical occurrence of the object for the cognitive subject is 
the sine qua non condition for the correspondence-truth. Many analysts and philosophers of science 
consider this condition as the condition of the scientificity itself. They call the first proposition as a 
prediction on a factual, and the second proposition as a verification of the prediction. So, the 
conclusion is: only the theories capable, in addition to explanations, to deliver predictions must be 
recognized as sciences. Moreover, not any prediction possibility confers the status of science, but 
only the predictions on facts (factuals), so only the predictions on the objects that are not disturbed 
in any way by the assigned cognitive process. The implicit guarantee for the correspondence-truth 
is the invariance of the initial conditions. So, the second occurrence of the correspondence-truth 
(the factual occurrence assigned to a prediction) is guaranteed both by the initial conditions 
invariance and the „movement law” invariance. It is obvious that the possibility of the second 
occurrence of the correspondence-truth is logically equivalent with an infinite number of such 
occurrences.  

3. Second order cybernetic systems 

The case a.2) is associated to the social sciences. The social sciences have as cognitive object the 
social structures (any case, the individuals integrated into the social structures). The social 
structures are concomitantly „endowed” with objects (for example, institutions) and subjects. 



Moreover, the cognitive subject is inside the „subject-object package” (SOP), so the cognitive 
process is, in a great extent, an auto-reflexive one. In this case, any experience (experiment) 
developed by the cognitive subject and aimed to know (for example, to measure) the SOP will 
influence even the cognitive subject. As consequence, the initial conditions will be changed. Even 
the „movement law” will be held invariant, since the initial conditions of the subject are changed, 
the prediction becomes impossible. If no prediction is possible, then no second occurrence of the 
truth involved is possible. So, in the social sciences we never will have a correspondence-truth. In 
this field, the AMR must be something else than the correspondence-truth. But what could it be? 
Since in the social field the presence of the subject has a logical necessity (by definition, social 
structure or entity is a functional mix between the object and the subject, the so above called SOP 
– subject-object package), the „movement law” is not simply an objective relation between the 
independent (causes) variables and the dependent (effect) variables, but it is a more complicated 
entity named rationality model: a rationality model is a „movement law” that contains both the 
subject and the object of the phenomenon of interest. According to the rationality model, an input 
(i.e. some given causes) will generate an output (i.e. some given effects), like the „movement law” 
in the sciences of nature with a very important distinction: the output concomitantly depends from 
the input and the subject involved. The subject cannot be considered simply an input, besides other 
inputs, because it is, in the same time, subject (which make the observation) and object (on which 

the observation is made). So, if are noted: 𝐼 = (𝑖1, 𝑖2, … 𝑖𝑛𝐼)
′
 as the input vector,  

𝑂 = (𝑜1, 𝑜2, … , 𝑜𝑛𝑂)
′
 as the output vector, so the „movement law” is: 𝑀𝐿 = 𝑓𝑀𝐿(𝑖1, 𝑖2, … , 𝑖𝑛𝐼) =

(𝑜1, 𝑜2, … , 𝑜𝑛𝑂). If is noted with 𝑅𝑀 the rationality model, and with 𝑠 the subject that is, 

concomitantly, object of its own observation, then 𝑅𝑀 = 𝑓𝑅𝑀(𝑖1, 𝑖2, … , 𝑖𝑛𝐼; 𝑠) = (𝑜1
𝑠 , 𝑜2

𝑠 , … , 𝑜𝑛𝑂
𝑠 ). 

This means the outputs appear as different for different subjects involved in the phenomenon 
examined. We’ll call this feature as the subjective contextualization of the truth. Such a 
contextualized truth we propose be named as concordance-truth (CONT). The concordance-truth is 
verifying the following conditions: 1) it is about facts (factuals); 2) the fact (factuals) are mixes 
between objective and subjective components (things, properties, or relations); 3) the CONT is 
considered from an expected benchmark (CONT-EX); 4) the CONT-EX cannot be calculated based on 
a rationality model, but it is only an expectation. 

4. The knowing machine 

The case b) is associated to the methods in knowledge (for example, mathematics or logic). In such 
a field, the object is represented not by facts (factuals) but by ideal objects (for example, numbers 
in mathematics, or logical constants in logic). All knowledge in this field is about such ideal objects, 
so they are not be modified by the interventions of the cognitive subject on them. Also, the subject 
is not modified in its initial conditions by this type of knowledge. Two consequences arise now: 1) 
the prediction is possible, since the initial conditions of the (ideal) object are not changed by the 
subject interventions, and 2) the prediction is about the ideal objects. The first consequence means 
the second occurrence of the AMR can appear in infinite numbers, for any subject involved, like in 
the case of the sciences of nature. The second consequence means the prediction is not about facts 
(factuals). So, we could talk about a kind of truth, but not quite in the sense of the sciences of nature. 
We have here a coherence-truth (COHT), that is, a truth with a logical determination, not with a 
factual one. Many analysts and philosophers of science consider such a truth as being of a-scientific 
nature, because it says nothing about the reality, although it says something about our ideas on 
reality.  

 


