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Abstract. The author sets creation of a new theory of knogdeals the main goal of
this paper and other treatises on gnoseology. Tesry called existential material-
ism would take into account the achievements ofagtedecades, both philosophical
and scientific, and other general cultural evemthjle remaining true to many classi-
cal principles — aiming at the solution of the sev&ey gnoseological problems.
Anticipating the solution of the central problemaoly cognition theory — the problem
of truth — we will once again establish fundamegtabseological postulates, namely,
those of reflection principle and unity of beingdacognition. The latter is denoted by
us as “Dabewul3tsein”: Dasein+Bewul3tsein.

The main question of all philosophy is the “scamdal’ problem of essence; in gno-
seology, though, it is transcribed as the probldntrath its localization, nature and
origin. Our works are intended to solve this proble the end.

Keywords. theory of knowledge, truth, essence, reality

...Nature, normallyphysisfor which he [Democritus]
substitutes the teretez, reality or truth.
Galen

Introduction . General Considerations of the Problem of Truth.

Postmodern times have palpably deprived philosoghits main function:
namely, forming the scientific foundation of wortsitlook. Circumstances are
such today that no one was left with the opportesiand hopes to inspire the
whole Republic of scholars, the more so — the wisolmmunity of people of cul-
ture, intellectuals, and even lesali-the reading people by any whole and common
program. There is no one sole and exclusive gbatgetis no single absolute value,
there is no such almighty category as the Absdilga, Communism or the King-
dom of God — there is only willingly or involuntirireceived pluralism. The axi-
om of postmodernism, which has grown from literemgicism, is rejection of natu-
ral sciences’ claims on thewatural scientificprivilege of owning authentic (objec-
tively true) knowledge, and proclamation of thesgamce of the tight shield of cul-
ture, in particularlanguage placed between the subject and the object. Tdssiel
cal ideal of science as a complex set of valued) as objective truth, fundamental
solidity, rationality, today has lost ground andged the position.

* TAUCHHA DOwmunus AHBapoBHa — IOKTOp (MIIOCOPCKUX HaykK, mpodeccop, mpo-
dbeccop kadenpsl ¢unocopur M MeIMAKOMMYyHHKanui Ka3zaHCKOro rocynapcTBEHHOTO
SHEPTeTHUECKOT0 YHUBEPCUTETA
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At the same time in the field of humanities andresecial science, there has
been rooted an opinion that rich linguistic pragnsatoes not allow, in principle,
to know things “for themselves” anai sicli; that there is an impenetrable screen
of signs and symbolic forms of culture between sat@and object of cognition.

The antipode to postmodern paradigm — namely, ipissit — is no better for gno-
seology. Although science has taken the respoitgifol social progress, positivism,
in principle, ismethodologyand not the world general outlook; it is not abounan
attitude and relationship with the world; it hasim@rest in human being as such.

Or maybe it has. But only as philosophy of science.

Hence, the famous problem of possibilityanlequate cognitionf the essence of
being must return to our discussions as the fundehguestion of gnoseology: fst
die nach dem Verhaltnis vom Denken und "Sédihere is also a very good English
term for this relationship, the reciprocal actiogtvieeen thinking and beingnter-
course In the original wording it is:Wie verhalten sich unsere Gedanke tber die uns
umgebende Welt zu dieser Welt selbbtprocessing: is our knowledge able to give
ustrue knowledgef the world? Is it absolutely true Or “at leasdlatively true?

We presume that reasoning about these subjedisg isasic, or main, or prin-
ciple syntagma of gnoseolog$Truth does exist, it is one and it is absoluiet at
the same time it is not absolute”. Relativity otitkr lies in dependence of
knowledge on the mode of action of the knowing pers

Truth is the central category of gnoseology. Ongddeven say that theory of
knowledge is essentially theory of truth and iisecia.

Truth is the “heart of hearts€pr cordiumof any theory of cognition.

Main Part. Truth in Genuine Philosophical texts.

Galen’s testimony about Demaocritus, the classiotfthe ancestor of “existen-
tial” materialism (who else could argue that alhseally perceived phenomena,
everything exceporder, displacementweight,andform, exist only in our senses,
while everything else is atoms that are devoidmyf sensible quality, — and empti-
ness?), once and for all embodied the basittological difficulty of gnoseology
about truth, or truthfulnesfo the true and the real coincide — and in Democritus
they did coincide! — or probably even conglutinate?

But even today we have not resolved this difficutgd on the ground of this on-
to-gnoseological problem, the embarrassment olsdwend level is based: namely,
epistemologicalone. Are (true) knowledge of reality and judgmextout this
knowledge compatible or incompatible, albeit ineese? For example, do the follow-
ing judgments differ: “I feel the smell of violetsind “is it true that | feel the smell of
violets™? Gottlob Frege, for example, believed thathing is different in them.

! “By convention sweet and by convention bitter,dmnvention hot, by convention
cold; by convention colour; but in reality atomsdavoid”. The Atomists..Fragments
D16. SextusAgainst the Matematician¥Il 135. See also: Diogenes Laertius, IX 72; Ga-
len On Medical Experienc&5.7 andOn the Elements according to Hippocrateés P. 20
[9]. The Atomists: Leucippus and Democritus. FragteeA text and translation with the
commentary by C.C.W. Taylor. http://docslide.uslgtoents/ccw-taylor-the-atomists-
leucippus-and-democritus-fragments-with-translatioml
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The same way of thinking is typical for contempgrphilosophers as well. If
we decide that now that this difficulty is liftedie will encounter the situation de-
scribed by Bernard Williams which is “the mistaketaking the same facts twice
over and then finding the relation between themtetjeus’.

Which makes it even sadder: the second statemenit atiolets, despite its
modal operator, may not be true but only truthdulsincere... or false.

To avoid the “mystery”, Bertrand Russell createxl“theory of types”, where the
term “set of all sets” is not applicable, and thierances of metalanguage such as
“truth” and “lie” are excluded from the object larage. Alfred Tarski having asserted
in his work “Truth and Evidencehat it is possible to formalize any system, atknli
the concept of truth to come into logic, but defirieas a mere feasibility of formal-
logical verification of propositions. In this vewsi, the question of any basic correla-
tion of knowledge and reality external to it cartgidoes not fit in well.

F. Ramsay supported later by A. Ayer developeddiftationary concept of
truth, according to which to affirm that the propios is true means simply to as-
sert the very proposition, and vice versa. “ltrigetthatp” contains nothing but the
statement op. The concept of truth, from this point of viewjsitself redundant.

Paul Horwich stated lately that, despite of therdaof peculiar depth and ob-
scurity” that surrounds our concept of truth, thesmimportant trend of the last
fifteen (now twentyE.T) years “has been away from traditional approaches,
which have taken for granted that truth is some ebfsubstantive’ property ...
and towards the development of so-caltedlationarytheories in which that as-
sumption is rejected”

The best of all deflationary theories, in his opmiis minimalism according to
which “our possession of the concept of truth aerifrom our regarding each proposi-
tion as equivalent to the proposition that is tfustch coherence and persistence is to
be welcomed of course; only, it doesn't help wita uestion of the origin of the first
true proposition playing the role of a matrix fdr @thers, and the aforementioned
problem about compatibility/incompatibility of whae say wenowabout reality and
the judgment about this knowledge including alethaderators “true” and “false”.

Finally, there is another question of the thirdeleeoncerning the correlation
of (ideal) knowledge and (material) reality, takan, to speak, “from the reverse
side” which “side” issemiotics This is the question of the correlation of the-co
cept and its name, i.esign There are trends of modern philosophizing, inclhi
the “samples captured in memory”, thattlspughts ideas, judgments, with their
nameslanguage notationsthat is, utterings, are indistinguishable. Thesngtic
difficulty in Western philosophy is overcome relaly easily: the term “proposi-
tion”, depending on the context, can mean both.

% (1972; 143). Quoted from: Bennett, JonatHararning from six philosopher¥. 2.
Locke, Berkeley, Hume. Clarendon Press — Oxfor2D61. —P. 199.

% Horwich, PaulTruth // The Oxford Handbook of Contemporary Philosopg. by
Frank Jackson & Michael Smith. Part IV. PhilosomtiyLanguage. — Oxford Univ. Press,
2013. P. 454.

* Ibid.
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M. Schlick, the leader of the direction of logicgintax (“neo-positivism”),
went around such complicated questions of epistegyoin his own way: since
names refer to concepts and not to real objectsylatlge is a designation (and not
reflection, experience or something like that), &neh the question of the corre-
spondence of knowledge to objective reality doelsanse at all. Designation is
conventional; it is purely formal, it is not a calier other “real” relationship.

For the materialistic Soviet philosophy such ingliénce was unbearable. It
was based on doubtless qualitative difference ofgoand consciousness, but be-
came interested in semiotics only in the late 186@f the XX century. Its main
attention has long been paid to the divergencéefitaterial and the ideal, that is,
the sensible sign and its supersensuous meaning.

Without making up an intrigue from the followingposition, we will offer at
the very beginning our variants (schemes) of dewessi 1) [concerning onto-
gnoselogical obstacle] truth and reality dispositiona) as being and knowledge
about it are dispositionary; 2) [concerning epistegical embarrassment] defla-
tionary theories of truth are either incorrect,csirthere is a legion of affirmative
but not truepropositions, or at least they are not applicadle multitude of cogni-
tive situations outside methodology of sciencefc®nhcerning semiotic difficulty]
sign, in quite a number of cases such as absteatbtics or formulae of algebra,
can coincide with its denotatum and designatum;itoist not the general case. In
general, judgment and utterance are easily disshgble as a form of thought and
a linguistic expression of it.

General considerations to which gnoseology has almet the laws of cogni-
tion are as follows.

The physical is grasped by the senses, directiphrmugh the readings of in-
struments, and at an intuitive level it is undesdt@s existing (awareness). The
metaphysical is delivered by intellectual intuitioeason, and it is accepted with
the help of logical proof, so as the question sfrdal existence can be abstracted
from. Such views did not change for a long timejaip we consider these well-
known thoughts a truism. Boethius once has sumrpetthelithousand-year history
of the development of gnoseology in emmentary on Porphyryndividual and
general have one subject, but otherwise the gerecainceived, otherwise the in-
dividual is felt in those things in which they habeir being. “These things [genus
and species] exist in singulars, but are thouglsainiversals®.

A clear and obvious entity is perceived by concseesations; the implicit, not
obviousessenceas acquired by abstract thought. These are thentaim stages of
cognition, set by the ancient philosophers and auttany disagreements accepted
by the philosophers of modern times. We do not ktteevyphysiology of this transi-
tion from the first stage to the second. There @®m@vincing evidence of such au-
thority in natural science as Soviet Academiciak. Anokhin. To the accuracy of
the ion, he wrote, | explain to my students whatatly physical and chemical pro-
cesses occur in neurostructures, when a persoivesdenpulse stimuli from the

®> Quoted from: Spade, Paul VinceBbethius against Universal¥he Arguments in the
Second Commentary on Porphyry. i. VI. http://wwvepade.com/Logic/docs/boethius.pdf

21



outside, feeling with the senses all the corporealf the world; and then | say:
stop! But consciousness is ideal...

It can be stated that the basic cognitive relatigm&hich breaks the universe into
the material and the ideal is simply the originaldjagreement, a convention, a postu-
late, and then we’ll never be seeking for a satutm a question of the nature of the
ideal. However, there a doubtless constant searcthét extra-spatial terrain, where
this gnoseological by its nature division doesndak the single “ontality”. There is an
opinion, and it is discussed widely, that the niashionable today concept of “sense”
is a half-feeling, half-thought. It can be recaltedt language is also a bilateral entity,
a membrane between the objective and the subjectie with this we can calm
down. It can be argued that sensations are alslodtifcentaurs”, they are both bodily
and incorporeal. It is possible to study the dyaift[re]presentations that belong sim-
ultaneously to sensuality and thinking — afterthkky are already abstracted from the
object, — more precisely, they are a connectindgeribetween senses and thoughts.
But for gnoseology it is quite enough that logis ksanvincingly answered already the
guestion of how the transition from initial perdeps to [re]presentations, which are
the central links of cognition proper, is takingug®. TheLogosis necessary for the
organization of chaos of sensuality.

“Erst wenn wir das Eine und Gemeinsame in dem Yiigkerausfinde, scheiden,
was in den raumlich und zeitlich getrennten Ersulnegen gleich, was in ihnen
verschieden ist, wenn wir die Unterschiede abstufiethi so den Inhalt derselben
ordnen, wird deWahrnehmungzur wirkkbhK enntniss, kann jedes
einzelne in ein schon vorhandenes System von Mansgen eingereiht werden, die
als Pradicate unserer Wahrnehmungsurtheile jedelem Erscheinung in eine feste
und bleibende Vorstellung zu verwandeln gestatten”

Two stages, or two kinds of cognition, sensorylagdtal, are often supplemented
in the history of philosophy with somethitigrd: through the exhalation of the intui-
tive from the sensual; sometimes through the alsgiom of intuitive certainty and
faith; or, on the contrary, through introducingtagr distinctions: the division of mind
and reason\ferstandvs Vernunft with the following specification of the latterr by
adding “experience”, “deed” or “practice” as adhatage of cognition.

Of them “intuition” was the most happy applicant foe role. “These two, viz.
intuition and demonstration, are the degrees ofkmawledge”, such authority in
gnoseology as John Locke wrote, and scholasticstbefore him.

“Whatever comes short of one of these, with whati@sce soever embraced,
is but faith or opinion, but not knowledge, at keimsall general truths... There can
be nothing more certain than that the idea we veckkbm an external object is in
our minds: this is intuitive knowledgé”.

® Sigwart, ChristophLogik. Zweiter BandDie MethodenlehreTiibingen, 1878. Ver-
lag der H. Laupp’schen Buchhandluignleitung 8§ 61. S. 10-11. Library of the Universi-
ty of Toronto.

" Locke, JohnAn Essay concerning Human UnderstandiBdy, Ch.ll, Of the De-
grees of our Knowledge. i. 14. http://ebooks.adeaidu.au/l/locke/john/I81u/
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In the beginning of the chapter Locke explains thatitive knowledge takes
place when the mind perceives the agreement ogrdisenent of two ideas “imme-
diately by themselves, without the interventioran¥ other”. Its characteristics are
“having no pains of proving or examining”; the mipérceives the truth “as the eye
doth light, only by being directed towards®itlt must be recalled that the idea of
the primacy and certainty of intuitive knowledgesvexpressed with all punctuality
by William Ockham already: by virtue of it one clamow whether theres a thing
or not, i.e. that itexists so that if a thing is really there, the mind inthagely
makes a judgment about what it is and clearly knaivat it is. Indeed, intuitive
knowledge fotitia intuitiva} of the thing is knowledge by power of which it is
possible potest scirj to know whether there is a thing — or nait{um res sit vel
nor}, so that if the things there §&it}, reason recons the same, and it cognizes its
essence immediatelye{ evidenter cognoscit eam gssethere won't be occasion-
al obstacle’ Sensual intuitive cognition, in Ockhamotitia intuitiva sensitiveis
followed by intellectual, intuitive as welhétitia intuitiva intellectivg; however,
what is calledntellectualknowledge is not yetbstract according to this philoso-
pher. It is the result of a direct perception & thbject and it forms the basis for
self-evident existential and attributive judgmeffsvareness and judgment]. And
only then followsabstractintellectual knowledgenftitia abstractivy, no more
intuitive. This kind of knowledge is not characstic of the individual; it always is
the knowledge of the general.

As to Locke — he explained the mechanism of irgnitin the following way:
first, it is the result “of such truths laid up tile memory as, whenever they occur
to the mind, it actually perceives the relationwestn those ideas”. The ideas, by
an immediate view, discover their mutual agreenoerdisagreement. Secondly, it
is of such truths “whereof the mind having beenvoced, it retains the memory
of the conviction, without the proofs®. This is a sort of assurance which exceeds
bare belief. It happens with all truths that weheiatuitively.

And the roots of this thought are even deeper: eet, ‘caenc” means both
“obvious” and “true”.

But in general, the sensual and the rational rermarhangingly established
since the time of the ancient classics. Doubt, lvands inherent to man’s nature:
is it really so? Is it for certain? Where is trutie greatest cognitive value located?
Questions like that remain unchanged in the uncadeess ofDabewtseiri’ —
here-and-now-being-consciousness.

In ancient Greeks, the physical grasped by theesenscomes or is considered
to be mere “opinion”, probabilistic knowledge; theetaphysical acquired by the

8 Locke, John“An Essay”, B.IV, Ch.ll, Of the Degrees of our Knowledge,1i.
http://ebooks.adelaide.edu.au/l/locke/john/I81u/

® William of Ockham.Selected worksed. and intr. article by A.V. Apollonov / M .:
“IF Editorial URSS Academy of Sciences”, 2002. B11/In Russian/. See also: William
of Ockham,From His Summa of Logidart I. Copyright © 1995 by Paul Vincent Spade.
eBooks@adelaide.edu.au

19 | ocke, John.“An Essay’ B.IV, Ch., Of Knowledge in General. i. 9.
http://ebooks.adelaide.edu.au/l/locke/john/I181u/
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mind appears as true knowledge, the goal of cagnéctivity. Philosophers usual-
ly give preference to reason, for feeling can gds# mistaken. But what about rea-
son? Is it, unquestionably selected, the only rigghteous path of a philosopher?..
Both in ancient and modern times there were thskdro answered yes. Frege, for
instance, stated that Thought is something eximaesg, and all sensible things
must be excluded from the domain in which the qaesif truth arises.

“Der Gedanke ist etwas Unsinnliches, und alle sshnlvahrnehmbaren Dinge
sind von dem Gebiete dessen auszuschlieRen, beiiderhaupt Wahrheit in Frage
kommen kann. Wahrheit ist nicht eine Eigenscha#, ainer besonderen Art von
Sinneseindriicken entspricht”.

The first, as in almost everything, were the aricigreeks.

Let us compare the translations of Parmenides’ wonk Naturé and another
remarkable “Italian”-Greek philosopher, Empedoclekp belonged, in contrast to
the famous Eleat, to the trend qitiysi$, that is, to materialism. His main text has
the same original title:On Naturé.

Like all ancient philosophers, Empedocles of Agnigen, the first who of all
philosophers ophysistried to solve the famous aporias of Eleatics (duadlast of
them became the great Democritus), asserted: mp#nises from nothing, nothing
is resolved into nothing.

For the sake of fairness, in Parmenides, the gedieke the same about Being:

VIII

For what kind of origin
For it

will you look for? In what way and from what source
Could it have drawn its increase? | shall nothegtsay nor
Think that it came from what is not...

B 8,7 000" ék un) €6vTog Edoow /
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However, Empedocles holds a different argumenthlof a thing is a mixed
formation of “something” that, when destroyed, retuto the eternal four ele-
ments, moving back to these roots and dissolvihg them. Here we are mainly
interested in the almost literal coincidence of ¢h# that both treatises contain, for
the philosopher to choose the true path of wisdadh fallow the path, cognizing
not only theobject — being, but also the ways of its cognitiomethodsand with-
out fail using the power of reason.

The most famous fragment from Parmenides in anessaxdtranslation runs as
follows.

VII
4 Nor let habit force thee to cast a wanderingug@n this
Devious track, or to turn thither thy resounding @athy

" Frege, GottlobDer Gedanke. Eine logische Untersuchu@gp. cit., p. 61. See also:
http://www.gavagai.de/HHP32.htm#anfang
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5 tongue; but do thou judge the subtle refutatibtineir
Discourse uttered by me
In Greek:
B 7 ...&M& 00 TH{00' &' 6500 SIZN010¢ £1pyE VOnua
pnNdE a' €Bo¢ ToAUTIEIPOV OO0V KaT( THVOE BI&aBw,
VWGV GOKOTTOV GO KAt XHECTTaV GKOunV
Kal yA&ooav, kptval & Adywi TToAOdNnpIv EAeyxov
There is another very convincing translation penfed by the eminent Russian
philosopher A.F. LoséY.
VII
But from such a way of seeking, keep your thougleya
Let the experienced temper not force you to folthis path, —
Dusk eyes and noisy ears to use
And language. Discuss with the help of reason
the rational argument in the words | pronounced.

The same Russian philosopher offers author’s ta#insl for Empedocles’ text:

Gods, turn away their madness from language,

Show them a pure source from your sacred mouth.
Muse, oh white-shouldered maiden, desired by many

| pray you, — that what can be ever entrusted tdat®o
From your goodness granted, send from above, seagtedignified chariot.
Do not let the flowers of glorified honour compeluy

To be praised by people for words higher than siacre
Sitting ambitiously on the heights of wisdom wittide.

But with all possible means you ought to exploe= ghbjects
And do not trust more to the eyes than to ears,

As well as to the noisy hearing, more than to tearovord.
Neither the voice of any limbs (that are servingraton)
believe you, and learn everything only to the grafiearity

Such trust in reason, science, philosophy, unattdénfor our muddled time,
does honour to the ancient sage; another thirtgatsbioth the idealist and the mate-
rialist question the evidence of feelings and sheec

Today, as in ancient times, there is a need f@hilesophers to solve elemen-
tary, that is, fundamental, basic questions. fhtiwiness and being are not identi-
cal, at least because being existed before cognit® emphasis is shifted to gno-
seological formulations based on the dispositiothefcognizing and the cogniza-
ble. It is not about the existence of being (wadwel that it exists!); buis being
“given” or “accepted” in the situation of here-andw-being-consciousness? Is it
“accepted” or “taken™? Is it “taken” — or “constted”? And if itis constructed —
then how, in what way?

2|n: Losev A.F Cultural and historical significance of the ancieskepticism and of
Sextus Empiricus activitiedntr. article to: Sextus Empiricus. Works in 2VW. 1. M .
Mysl, 1976. P. 82. /in Russian/

3 bid., p. 85.
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Imre Lakatos argued once that even mathematicalleuge is a process of
“guesswork” and “refutation” rather than pure coustion, and that mathemati-
cians makealiscoveriesn the same way as other scientists.

For gnoseology, the easiest answer is: being ispaed — or taken, “opened”.
Its origin is not a matter of theory of knowledgas a matter of natural science; its
design, “invention”, also quite obvious, must mgimiterest philosophy of science;
but the principle of cognition is in itself recogon of the “acceptance of being”. It
is acceptedelatively passively, and initially tactile, anyaierialist will say. Genet-
ically, it is a general sensitivity, where visiona$ not yet have all the advantages
before touch, smell, and so forth. Beingakenalready actively, at first “organo-
leptically”, then logically, and then also expermedly-practically; sometimes
evengrasped selected and conquered.

What about constructing?

This is the highest degree of activity, nametyeativity, in which all the
strength of man is manifested, and where knowlésigéso fully realized.

So, When was being “given”? By whom? And how?

Gilles Deleuze, for example, generally rejecteditiea of the original “being-
given”. Any individualization, he wrote, as well e preservation of a particular
kingdom or species, attests to the narrowness eoflithits of the second nature.
(Author’s translation).

“It is opposed by the idea of the first nature, themarer of a rigid negation,
which stands above the kingdoms and laws [not ghdawebeneath.T] liberated
even from the need for generation, preservationiagigidualization: this nature is
bottomless, it is beyond all bottom, every grouhds the original madness, the pri-
mordial chaos, composed only of violent, destrgctiolecules... But this primordi-
al nature cannot just kgiven the world of experience is formed solely by tiee s
cond nature, and negation is given only in papiaktesses of negation. That is why
the original nature is inevitably the object ofidea, and pure negation is insanity,
but the insanity of the mind as such...

This idea of what is not there, it is an idea of Nioa negation, that is not given
and cannot be given in experience, cannot be amythiit an object of proof (in the
sense of mathematical truths that retain all thiginificance, even if we sleep, even
if they do not exist in nature}”

The least satisfactory for our existential-matéstal gnoseology is
Heidegger’s “the giving of the given”. Let’s stopiia little more.

Es gibt Sein

It is clearly a game of the German language: “bésfigor “there is Being” is
translated as es gibt Sein, — lit. “it (somethigg)es being”. In other languages,
there is no, in similar clauses of the formal sabjanyes — “it”, that which
“gives”, gibt, hands us being. It is done by the third basimfof the notional verb,
called Partizip Il, participle Il, or passive. Im@ish, translation frones gibt Sein
— there is being — includes a formal adverb “thebeit the predicatis stands in the

1 Deleuze JPresentation of Sacher-Maso¢Bold and Cruel) / Venus in furs. - Ad
Marginem. M .: Kultura. 1992. - P. 203-204. /In Rias/
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personal form of the notional verb: the third parsingular. Being exists all by
itself and is not “given” bysomeone.

Heidegger’'s famous syntagma “beiisgiot being isgiveri is analogous in the
second, main part of this conjunction, to the Lendefinition of matter: “...which
is given to us in sensations, which is copied, tpgaphied’, reflected by our sen-
sations, existing outside of them” — and even ®naple “given” in mathematics
and logic, the beginning of all theorems. This aa@ntal “given” (as well as the
already nearly erased “reality”, in fact a synonfgn“objective reality” or “mate-
rial world”) contains a stable, powerful and almeabconscious setting: being is
given to us bysomeoneActus essendiThis is exactly what does not suit the mate-
rialist who listens to language.

In fact, we assume that being is not given. Beusg gimply exists, its. It is
primary, active and energetic in and for itself.ftr that matter, is not given, but
gives presents itself to the one who was born for kieolgeé and action. Being is
given by itself. And it can baccepted(or not accepted)taken or transfigured,
transformed, acquired, con-trived and also createxparate parts and manifesta-
tions — by man. By the way, if in Russian and iih.daction” and “actor” are par-
anymic to “activities” and even “reality” — this & nest of related words, — then in
Greek “reality” isevepyela, energy, and its result épyov. It does not etymologi-
cally imply theone who givebeing. Cosmos itself is active and charged wigren
gy, and it yields to the knower, because the Laguslogos are homogeneous, and
microcosm is a model of the macrocosm. The likegibirth to the like, the like is
known by the like.

Another matter is the description of the existésidf-feeling of a person who has
felt sort of a resonance with being: participatioomnmunion, Heidegger’s “standing in
the gleam of being” as a moment of experiencingfanating truth. Subjectively, this
Goodness is experienced as a bliss. So Dassinopen to me, feels the lucky one;
and | do not need any proofs of being of the BelBeng thus reveals itself; yes, we
confirm this intuition, it has such a property, tireversal substance has sadgtiden-
tia, because matter is the subject of all changesgBeinot “given”, it is accepted by
man. This existential situation is accompaniedisgovery

Let us recall: being in knowledge is primarily lisible, 2) seen being. In a
more general sense it is a) capable of generagngasions, b) sensually per-
ceived™. Beyond cognition, it exists as a substance tegetlith all its accidents,
and in the process of cognition that has startexf an essence coming outwards in
the form of phenomena, even lumino8shein

Essence is being largely mastered in its multiplenomena, in contact and in-
teraction with them; it is acquired in consciousnas reflection and as activity.
Aristotelian ovcia, “ouzia” (more than likely the English word “usebmes from
here), it can be recalled, had more connotatioas th translation of Boethius,
substantia “substance”, “standing under”. Aristotle “thenzatil’, as they would
say today, the notion that in ancient Greece caityndenoted the real price of

> It concerns not only sensations. It is of interésat in Greek “I read” —
avayryvooko, Which is definitely an intellectual act, with theot morphemevac (ic),
“knowledge”, also testifies to cognition with thelf of sight.
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property® (in English: real estate}Duziaprovides a stable basis for the proposed
and takerBeing, given and accepted in communication.

Well now, how does the essence of being open tgeid how is it created?

Outside of knowledge, it does not open, neithé dreated in any way, but it
is born, it arises, and exists (“lives”) in self-mement and self-development.

In cognition it opens when the essence is reletséie surface in the form of
a phenomenon, and is created by ma#pasv, — the result otvepyesio, occupa-
tion, business, matter.

In Aristotle himself, “pure essence” is not an aetl object, but a qualitative cer-
tainty of a thing. The third in the sequence ofsfatelian categories, quality, reflects
the fact of existence of a varietyaicitentiaof essence, as quantity, place, time, state,
relations, actions, etc. After Porphyry’'s and egglgcBoethius’ explanations, the
quality in logic became understood as “that whiesponds to the question ‘which is
it?’ and it is in relationship with substance”. Buts more important, and we have al-
ready had to point this out, thatnolov, orznolotec, “quality”, correlates paranimously
with moiéw, “I do, | create”,to moewv, “action”, androweua, “creation”. This corre-
sponds to the origin of the Russian term “qualiky(x)uectso, and to the designation
of a set of properties that is received or produmedny activity (of nature, or cogniz-
ing mind or working hand, instrument, technical ide). Pure essence “is sublimed”
from a phenomenon. Essence is acquired in actiersénsually perceived phenome-
non gives birth to ideal knowledge, matter givathhio spirit. By the way, the term
denoting the exit ofOuzia outwords —é&-ovsia — Is translated as “opportunity”,
“right”, and “freedom”, liberation.

Quality is not just a certainty identical with tlesisting being, although in
modern philosophy it is often understood in thigywdegel’s trace. In fact, in the
Greek language quality is denoted by another egpresvord,npa&ic, practice.
“How to deal with this” = “what do with this = wh& make of it?” This existential
situation is accompanied not simply by finding aitdaining ore or water, but by
creating new things. Consciousness in this casetisan image of a thing or a
thought, but of mode or manner of action.

Being is known in action, that's right. Going fuethit is necessary to emphasize:
“which”, “how”, “in what way” are the questions,alanswers to which are not simply
“related to substance”, but do represent phenongamginof essence in the process of
working with the object, or in a cognitive as waalin a communicative situation. This
is served by important linguo-gnoseological syntaggrsubordinate clauses of the
mode of action. Together with adverbial clausesiahner of action or independently
they carry out procedures, depending on the purpmatesr of further deepening to
Aristotelian “essence of the second order”, or &ixiy” it “to the surface” in the form
of a phenomenon. Therefore, referring to the fankargian forms that organize sen-
suality into a phenomenon (“space and time areitonsl for the possibility of all
things as phenomena”), namely, “moment” and “platehen” and “where”,here
and now, — it is necessary to add a third one: the modactibn. ToDasienand
Dabewul3tseint is necessary to adflosein and, accordinglySobewul3tsejrso-and-
now-being-consciousness, the premise of action.

16 .which is offered as a guarantor in commerce.
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This triplet — moment, place, mode/manner of actionill include both objec-
tive and subjective coordinates, in which the priyrf@apture” grasping the object
of thought occurs. Syntagma of the mode of actgalways a semantic center of
the whole complex sentence, and its aggregate mgadrawn to it. The essence
of entity is obtained in the activity of conscioass, becoming in the state of
Dabewul3tseirthat what we call “truth”. One can also say thatht and essence
constitute identity in the indicated co-existence.

It is interesting that in the preliminary stageeatijve knowledge about exist-
ence (0) and meta-knowledge (1) about this knovdesfgthe knowledge of exist-
ence (0) are still indistinguishable as ontologaadl gnoseological in the here-and-
now-being-consciousness and the existential jud¢gnailogic, either. This con-
glutination we formally called onto-gnoseologicatlgarrassment. At the very next
step of the cognitive movement, they diverge. Thst fquestion for natural-
philosophical ontology, after the “zero” stage,tl® question why’ there is a
thing, a body. And for epistemology the first afteee preliminary question is
“how’, by what means is the existence proved of theyl{jodthe “body”) of truth,
in what way is it confirmed. So the problem is siated from the worldview
sphere into the methodological plane.

Actually, the ancient skepticism began in the samiay. Diogenes Laertius,
describing the state of the methodological doubeiant in the first skeptics, inter-
preted it as follows: “So, we recognize that we aee we know that we think, but
howwe see antlowwe think is unknown to us.>* (italicized by meE.T).

The logic of the twentieth century put forward fokbowing standard to the aid of
epistemology: “He believeR because he believesand takes it to be a reason Rr
This reasoning is also important for the discussibthe main gnoseological syntag-
ma. In Heidegger's famous worloh the Essence of Trtitf there is a very interest-
ing place: the formula “truth is equating intellé¢ot things” meant earlier equating
things to the mind of Creatoadaequatio rei ad intellectum (divinunthis was the
guarantee for truth as equating of human mind itmythadaequatio intellectus (hu-
mani) ad rem (creandam]he medieval argumentative foundation disappeared,
hence the “unfounded” consequence is hung swaitiggiair.

There is a gradation, or a scale, of what can Imsidered sufficient grounds
for the evidence of proof, according to the lawLefbniz, and the strongest argu-
ments are, of course, physical laws, and after theonrl laws, and then facts, fig-
ures, quotes. In language there is also a lexiff@reince in the designation of ob-
jective, “natural’causedor “belief thatP”, and subjective or logical reasons called
arguments, oreasondor “belief thatP”.

Do the judgments “S — P”, and “I believe that S™nBt basically differ from
one another, other than epistemic modality of f2llerege, as already said, gave

" Diogenes Laertius. Lives of Eminent Philosoph&®. Hicks. Cambridge. Har-
vard University Press. 1972 (First published 192Bftp://data.perseus.org/citations/
urn:cts:greekLit:tig0004.tlg001.perseus-engl:9.&& Slso: Diogenes of Laertius. On the life,
teachings and sayings of the famous philosophersMysl, 1979. - P. 393. /in Russian/

18 Heidegger On the Essence of Truth Philosophical Sciences. - 1989. No. 4. /In
Russian/
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an example: | smell the violets = true, that | drtted violets. One of the main ar-
guments used in Aristotleletaphysicsagainst the metaphysics of Plato can be
recalled: in the idea there is nothing that wouwdtllve present in the thing.

Nothing — except for the “injection” of violets mtonsciousness.

Nothing — except the projection of consciousnedsvands (this is Epicurean
TPOAYIG).

Frege argued that, attributing the quality of tuitess to an idea of thought, we
add nothing to the thought itself (his example wiibiets’ aroma). At the same time
he, somewhat inconsistently, states a bit latdr@arsame treatise that not to distinguish
between grasping thought and recognizing it aswiudd be a mistake: years of hard
research can lie between grasping thought and ad#dging its truth.

“Beachtenswert ist es auch, dald der Satz ,ich eadhilchenduft” doch wohl
denselben Inhalt hat wie der Satz ,es ist wahr, idaRVeilchenduft rieche”. So
scheint denn dem Gedanken dadurch nichts hinzugetiigyerden, dal3 ich ihm die
Eigenschaft der Wahrheit beilege. Und doch! ishiedit ein groRer Erfolg, wenn
nach langem Schwanken und mihsamen Untersuchurggelfodscher schlieflich
sagen kann ,was ich vermutet habe, ist wafir'?

All this is put together, grasped in the existdntilistic, distinctive experi-
ence of here-and-now-being-consciousness, whentding-already-there: it is
the basic tone of all genuine human existerstee qua nonThis createssO\-
Mg, 1.e. capture, merging, a meeting place of thgestive and objective. It is
this encounter in the existential stateDafbewul3tseinand nothing else, is the on-
to-gnoseological basis for the simultaneous commig and disintegration of the
moment of absoluteness and the moment of relativitsuth. The first comes from
Dasein, the second introduces Dasvupte [Sein]. This is the birthplace of the
basic gnoseological syntagma.

Let’s proceed with the discussion.

Truth is undoubtedly absolute.

In the original sense, truth stands beyond destmicThe modern Greek phi-
losopher Stathis Psillos, laureate of the Presidéie British Society’s Prize in
Philosophy of Science, in his bo&kilosophy of Science from A tesgeaks of this
in the following terms: “Whatever else it is, trudbes not have an expiry date. Un-
like dairy products, truth cannot go off?%”

The eternity of the absolute is ttegosof truth.

Less than everything can the absolute mean geaeraptance. Stathis Psillos:
“Hence, truth cannot be equated with acceptance.chio it be equated with what
communities or individuals agree on, or with whe present evidence licensgs”
Truth as absolute does not depend on the subjemtieptance of it — or rejection,
which is also quite possible. Contemporary Engpbsilosophers Ophelia Benson

% Frege, GottlobDer Gedanke. Eine logische Untersuchu@g. cit., p. 61. See al-
so: http://www.gavagai.de/HHP32.htm#anfang

%0 psillos, StathisPhilosophy of Science A — Edinburgh Univ. Press. 2007. — P. 247.
2 |bid., p. 247-248.
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and Jeremy Stangroom write from the first lineshafir bookWhy Truth Matters:

“It is not new or surprising or puzzling to thinkat we don’'t always love the
truth...”®? This is expressed more expansive than the Ruésiath prickles the
eye”; but the idea is the same, truth can be uasglet and even un-acceptable, but
it's truth. The walking wisdom is that somethingnclae true, although it is not
beautiful and because it is not beautiful, notsaend not godd.

Truth as an absolute possesses other propertiekebgrerpetuity, outside the
guestion of its acceptance / non acceptance, iitiaaldo its nature, but still these
predicates come to mind most: eternal, permanentersal, necessary.

And what do the dictionaries say?

Dictionaries say something unexpected. Etymolotyicédlbsolute does not in
itself mean either eternal, or permanent; nor usale nomecessary

Absolute (ME absolut fr. L —absolutus solvere, to loosen, solve, dissolve, fr.
sed; se — apart + luere — to release, atone folugkn — to loosen, dissolve, de-
stroy; ab — from, away, off; Gkpo**. Consider: truth is beyond and over, far
from; from what?

It is beyond destruction and dissolution, aboverth&nd it is far above all de-
cisions. Abandoned from relaxation and release Atbwolute is enigma. Absolute
is free (or random!?), therefore, it can be freetgrpreted not as necessity, but as a
non-necessity, or contingency.

Truth is undoubtedly also relative, which is cortedowith the mobile incom-
pleteness of comprehension. To recognize this,not at all necessary to be a dia-
lectical materialist. Suffice it to be a Neo-Kantia

“Die Manigfaltigkeit Wahrnehmbaren ist unerschagili und wir kénnen also
der Vollstandigkeit in dieser Hinsicht nie gewissrden, weder der Vollstandigkeit
der Einzelnen Elemente, noch der VollstandigkeiritCombinationen, welche uns
die Wahrnehmung in immer weiterer Ausdehnung liefemn”®

This is the main argument in favor of the relayivof truth, and it was put for-
ward already by skeptics.

Interesting is that No less unexpected than thdietn of absoluteness,
there will be a deciphering of the term “relativéfi. Russian translation there is a
Greek-Latin root “carry” pepewv, ferein And the same root is present in the well-
known Webster dictionary:

Relate [L. relatus(pp. ofreferre— to carry back), fr. Re- latus pp. offerre —
to carry — more at TOLERATE, BARE] syn. See JOIN.

22 Benson, Ophelia, Stangroom, Jereihy Truth Matters— London — NY, Contin-
uum, 2007. - P. 1.

B \Weber M.Gesammelte Werke zur Wisseschaftslehiibingen, 1951. S. 583.

**\Webster's Seventh New Collegiate Dictionary. -irjfield, Mass., USA. — P. 3.

% Sigwart, ChristophLogik. Zweiter Band Die MethodenlehreTiibingen, 1878.

Verlag der H. Laupp’schen Buchhandluignleitung § 61. S. 7. Library of the University
of Toronto.
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The first explication of the notion and the concepder study in Webster runs
as follows:Relative — 1: a word referring grammatically to an antecede

However, there is more in the explicatigxbsolutelyunexpected, in the sense
indicated above, the following connotation turns twube: it is a relation or a link
or a necessary dependence. “The Relativaéwessary.

Relative — 1: a word referring grammatically to an antecggd2: a thing hav-
ing a 2réelation to or connection with or necessagpahdence upon another
thing...

It is self-evident that from such an angle ther@asappreciable difficulty in
pointing out the mutual overflow and the mutual gtestion of the absolute and the
relative.

The most widespread gnoseological (and gnostiodl religious-mystical) un-
derstanding of absolute truth as a whole univeksaivledge of the universality of
the universe is explicated today only as a guidd®al. But it is necessary to re-
member one more meaning of absoluteness: it is ghison, quantitative-
gualitative adequacy of correlated systems, nanwdlignowledge and its referent.
Adequacy, usually considered a scholastic termptsalways out-fashioned. In ra-
re cases, it appears as an isomorphism, a paiameeo-one correspondence of
both the paradigmatic elements and the syntagntiais between them. This
sometimes encountered or specially constructede"casinherent in some — in
fact, few — scientific theoriés

Relativity of truth, on its part, depends on botheative and subjective fac-
tors. Objective factors that cause relativizatidrany knowledge were listed by
skeptics among the five tropes of Agrippa and tepds of Enesydemus. In short,
the object is changing, the method of mastering @so changing, and our under-
standing is changing accordingfly

Besides, truth belongs to a knowing agent, histbesciousness; as such, it is
subjective. All inaccuracies, weaknesses and caBtsreative impulses and over-
exposures of consciousness make in essence tradekge only relative in con-
tent. This is primarily the dependence of knowledgehe way people act. In addi-
tion, outside these restrictions, physiological gilofities limit “from below” the
hypothetically existing absolute knowledge. Theaddlte knowledge of “what truly
is there”, i.e. what actually exists, is relatidz6rom above” at the expense of
man’s imagination and fantasy, constructive agtjand so on.

There are also factors, so to speak, objectivdbjestive, characteristic more for
the public, and not for the individual consciousndhese are the accepted picture of
the world, the style of thinking, the intellectdakiling” of the era itself, the ratio of

% Webster's Seventh New Collegiate Dictionary. -irgffield, Mass., USA. — P. 723.

" For example, proposing for the solution of thebpem of truth a precise, definite
and in this sensabsolutenumber to which the cognitive search tends, dengaand re-
turning, we stipulate its dependence on the nurobéerms of the series, very large, but
still finite (for S = 1000).

% This was called a “parallax” by a Chinese phildsapDawei Zhang during the
XXIV WCP held in Beijin, in August 2018.
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reception and transformation of traditional fornigwlture, the interpretation of ideas
of science, ideological pressing, aesthetic camtincal code, language norms, psy-
chological attitudes, etc. As far as | can judge e first time in Russian philosophy
these and other factors were qualified as a prasisgiknowledge by L.A. Mikeshina,
in theory of knowledge, epistemology and philosophgcience. | could add that it is
pre-requisite foscientificknowledge presumably.

Finally, it is important that, according to a sussfel remark by I.S. Narsky,
the suggested asymmetry of absolute and relatigksasrelative! With reference to
Lenin’s argument about the limits of absolute nsitgsand the absolute truthful-
ness of the gnoseological “relative opposition citter and consciousness”, I.S.
Narsky wrote: “In the ontological correlation of trea and consciousness, there is
a moment of absolute..., and in the gnoseologséet of this correlation there is
its own relativity...®

Of interest is that not all modern thinkers havéfainto relativism, contrary
to what the post-non-classical skeptic of the g¢mlemnfused era R. Rorty argues,
criticizing the “dogmatism” of Plato and Aristotl&or example, Renford Bam-
brough, a contemporary British philosopher, denratss the true courage of the
Enlighteners when he writes:

“| still think that philosophy is the pursuit ofuth and understanding, and that
there is a truth to be known and understood. | #isik that all this applies to every-
thing else that deserves the name of enquiry @sitnyation: the truths of mathemat-
ics, physics, history, psychology, theology, momabsl criticism are all alike time-
less. In so far as apprehension of any of themripen the acquisition of particu-
lar concepts, then those concepts are in prin@pélable to any enquirer at any
time. The mastery of them is itself a species afaustanding that one man or gener-
ation may have and another lack”.

This will be accepted by any significant thinkehavis following the tradi-
tions of the noble Enlightenment, and not neceysamaterialist.

Criticism of Bambrough concerns several famous saret us give the corre-
sponding fragment completely.

“Collingwood tells us that he and | do not even #sk same questions as our
philosophical predecessors. Macintyre ties moralopbphy to the coat tails of
morals and thinks that that makes moral philosdptije. Popper and his progeny
see the philosopher’s business changing as newianugeand answers are posed and
offered in science and society. Feyerabend and kspleak of scientific theories as
mutually incommensurable; there cannot be permasweantifictruthsto bediscov-
eredandestablishedbecause a scientific conflict is between partibese concepts
are different, so that there is no single unamhiguguestion at issue between them,

# Narsky .S To the analysis of the structure of blasic question of philosophy //
Philosophical Sciences, No. 6. 1982. — P. 58.

%0 Renford Bambrough, Fellow of St. John’s CollegambBridge, and Editor of Phi-
losophy. The Shape of Ignorance // ContemporarisBrPhilosophy / Ed. By H.O. Lewis.
— Plymouth: 1976.
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and hence no role for a crucial experiment or olaem. In morals and aesthetics
and criticism and religion it is easier still todi suggestions that truth is a shifting
sand, that nothing counts hew things arewaiting to be discovered or unfolded”.
(ibid.)

Unlike his opponents, Bambrough believes in thegyple of cognition:

“And all these truths and understandings are dathifuth and understanding,
to which it is not irrational to aspire, even thbugmay be unintelligible to suppose
that it can be reached”. (ibid.)

| think, together with this philosopher, that itnist necessary to limit the scope
and subject of rational research and inquiries. fByeof intellectual intuition, if-
tuitus purusg, will always be intentional to the universal tnutthe eternal rose that
Dante saw”.

Now let us stop somewhat longer ggoAryic, the projection of consciousness
outwards, not allowing “the cat to scratch its eyt&n it sees the mouse”.

As it is believed to be stated in Hume, itdea of existencés either clearly
connected with every perception of each subjethadight, or is identical with the
veryideaof perception(or perception of thebjec).

However, was he really contemplating on percepfons

This is what Hume wrote in the famouBréatise of Human Nature: Being An
Attempt to introduce the experimental Method ofdRaang into Moral subjects
generally called justTreatisé:

“The idea of existence, then, is the very same thighidea of what we conceive
to be existent. To reflect on any thing simply, daadeflect on it as existent, are
nothing different from each other. That idea, wivenjoin'd with the idea of any
object, makes no addition to it. Whatever we corgeive conceive to be existent.
Any idea we please to form is the idea of a beamgl the idea of a being is any idea
we please to form®

To “simply” reflect doesn’t necessary mean to pereeabove all.

What's more: Just to reflect, therefore, aboutdhell of violets and to think
that the flower does exist, perhaps, in fact, & shme thing. But “to simply per-
ceive” the smell of violets, to think about the $inaé violets, to reflect that you
smell the violets, to reflect what you think abéle smell of violets and AND to
think that your thoughts about the smell of violete true — are they all the same?
Or is the deflationary concept of trutight?

31 Hume, David A Treatise of Human NaturBeing An Attempt to introduce the ex-
perimental Method of Reasoning into Moral Subjesection VI. Of the idea of existence,
and of external existence. http://michaeljohnsolagbphy.com/wp-
content/uploads/2012/01/5010_Hume_Treatise Humatur&adf

See also: Hume, DavidA“Treatise..” // Transl. into Russian by S.I. Tsereteli. Notes
by I.S. Narski. Introduction by A.F. Gryaznov // D& Hume. Works. In 2 volumes. V. I. -
2 nd ed., Ext. and corrected. - M .: Mysl, 199B. 124.
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A thought that communicates a feeling may well &lsd, erroneous, phantas-
matic... even if the one who communicates it ixaialy convinced of its truth.
Then probably it might be necessary to formulagegtoposition under study in the
following form: “It is true that | believe that | smell viol&gs

Is it necessary or not to ascribe to knowledgeptioperty of truth, since there
is knowledge and it is knowledge about its object?

Attribution is not necessary, but it is not necegsa take it away, since it real-
ly does have the property of being trifealy; bracketing is possible, though).

Is it necessary or not to ascribe to judgment ttopgrty of conveying the au-
thor’s conviction in the reality of the object oidigment?

Ascribing is not necessary; neither it is necessarlgracket or take it away,
since the judgment really does have the propergoofeying the author’s convic-
tion (if any).

“The House of Truth is Lodiseems an indisputable phraze, because only in
logic, beginning with Aristotle himself, is it cldg defined by the examples of as-
sertive judgments. The point of view of G. Fregelase to this: the truevahi] is
only logical; this word in logic (and | think that gnoseology too. £.T) should
not be used in the sense of “genuinaVahrhaftigq or “sincerely truthful”
[wahrheitslieben}] neither should it be mixed up with “really exisgy”, [wirklichl].
However — and this is emblematic — in German tharak form of knowledge,
namely perception, is calle@ahrnehmung“taking the truth”. The word “aware-
ness” comes closest to GermafahrnehmungFor the single Russian termsog-
npustue» in honest German there is a dozen correspondevitedifferent shades
of meaning:Erfassen— comprehension, capturAneignung— appropriation, ap-
propriation; Aufnahme- acceptance, receptioAuffassung- catching, grasp, and
the most commorEmpfindung that reflects all that is found with the helpsain-
sory forms of cognition, situationally: Sensationpression, feeling.

Logic explains the work of gnoseology artlesslywl attribute a predicate to
the subject of the judgment, and the correspongmogerty of its original referent
really does exist, the judgment is true, and i§ fwoperty of the original does not
in fact exist, the judgment is false. Conversdiyye point out the absence of the
subject of a judgment, and it actually does nosteas an original referent, the
judgment is true, and if there is, it is false. Mieole difficulty is to find out first
whether there is an object of discussion (existgrtben what it is (essence) and
then to find out what its inherent properties (eeaits) are, and whether they are or
are not; it is a test omerum faith, conviction and truth of knowledge. Furthiére
trend of the future change of things will also beecclear in practice.

A familiar algorithm! What if we convincingly atbiute to the original referent
some property that it does not have, and vice Pef$erefore, only ostensive defi-
nitions unquestionably relate knowledge and realyich definitions are, to logic,
very indirect.

Let’s clarify another important point: (is it) thubf knowledge or truthfulness
of judgments, or propositions? What is more corneatharacterizing the primary
object of gnoseology?

Consider , for example, such a dictionary defimit{or rather, this division).
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Truth — quality, state, of being true or accurate or hoonestincere or loyal or
accurately shaped or adjusted. [Ofth] >

Everything is clear here and everything is upsiord Here, truth is thqual-
ity of being truth the property of the state of “being true”, or puwal, or earnest,
candid, etc., i.e. in fact, it is given as an atiyec In this dictionary we face truth as
an accident, not substance, although the definimndua noun. It would be more
logical, on the contrary, to regard the adjectisdaing applied to the noutmue —
quality, state, of being truth; “truth is qualifysoperty, state of beintguth”.

“True” means, after all, not “truth”, but “truthfiiéss”, a noun which is a sub-
stantiated adjective. For epistemology, logic arethmdology of science it is quite
acceptable. G. Frege, who considered the taskgit o be the discovery of the
laws oftruth (and not the discovery of laws of prudence or lafvhinking!), stat-
ed that it is in the laws of truthfulness that theaning of the word “true” [wahr] is
revealed. In the linguistic sense, the word “trisesianifested as an adjective. The
more so, Frege uses the wakhhrseinfor “truthfulness”, containing the root mor-
pheme Seiri, Being. It sounds stronger and more convincirgntthe Latin suffix
-nessturning the adjective “truthful” to a noun.

“Um jedes MiRverstandnis auszuschliel3en und diemt&rewischen Psycholo-
gie und Logik nicht verwischen zu lassen, weisedeh Logik die Aufgabe zu, die
Gesetze des Wabhrseins zu finden, nicht die des dfiihaltens oder Denkens. In

den Gesetzen des Wahrseins wird die Bedeutung aetedV,wahr” entwickelt...

Das Wort ,wahr” erscheint sprachlich als Eigenstsvadrt™,

Can we still define truth as a certain substanceth©so-called “pure truth” is
not an isolated subject, but a qualitative cernjagftknowledge?

Presumably, we can. The Greeks spoke quite sirtrplty1 istelos a body. It is
possible to put it this way: truth as a substaacel(likewisepeingas a substance)
is an idealization, an abstract object. Or it itdyeto formulate it in the following
wording. Truth is an abstraction, some meaningtidlification of knowledge ex-
isting in the form of thought, judgment, that isictly speaking,truthfulnessof
knowledge. Of note is that both truth and truthésl® are nouns, but the first is a
substance, and the second one is an accident eftgaality. In the role of qualifi-
cation, it allows mainly qualitative descriptiom, the function of abstraction — an
exact, mathematical, quantitative description.

Although Hegel believed that quantity is indiffetéa being — it is not indif-
ferent to cognition.

Truthfulness is not an ideal object, a certain mssgbut arabstractionof the
characteristic property of cognition as a proces® eonsciousness as its result:
namely, the property of assimilation to reality.efiResenting assimilation”, if we
take advantage of the successful expression ofeggiet.

32 Chambers’s 20th Century Dictionary. — London: 1965

% Frege, GottlobDer Gedanke. Eine logische Untersuchu@p. cit., p. 59.See al-
so: http://www.gavagai.de/HHP32.htm#anfang.
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Here we give a supplemented starting definitioathtr truthfulness is an iso-
lating abstraction, a certain qualification of ibdeal that reflects the essence of the
object of cognition encountered, “met”, appropratey the subject in action,
which essence is fixed in linguistic-logical formepresenting “morphism”, or in-
ternal ordering of the cognizable object.

A short digression. The simplest gnoseological sifeestion of concepts in
terms of their degree of abstraction includes thirees: abstraction of identifica-
tion is the first level; the middle one is isolatiabstraction; and abstraction of ide-
alization, or abstract object is on the higheseleMore detailed typologies rather
than given are developed by sciences. Particutastyis branching classification
of the living-beings. For example:

my Kitty your Benny that goldfinch
lynx airedale terrier goldfinch
cat dog bird

Further, several more lines may follow: animal @angral; living organism; en-
tity; substance; matter; being. Butbotany rich in classifications, beginning with
K. Linnaeus, and even with Democritus and Aristaliemselves, the number of
these lines is even greater: individuals are unitemspecies, species into families,
families into detachments, detachments into clagdasses — in types, and those,
in turn, in the realm of flora — and fauna, in zuogp|.

From the point of view of semiotics, linguistic-logl forms-words and other
signs are the stops on the “floors” of the sigifion lift.

Scrupulous John Locke believed that the abstraatiomentification is ob-
tained as follows. To shorten the path to its ggeall, knowledge, and above all, to
give the greatest volume and comprehension to pgoce the first thing that the
mind does is connect its perceptions into “bundkesd thus dispose them for one
or another group (sort, species, genus) so thatounkl confidently distribute all
the knowledge acquired about individual thingshe twhole this species and thus
move in more rapid steps.

“This... is the reason why we collect things undempeoehensive ideas, with
names annexed to them, imfeneraandspeciesi.e. into kinds and sort$”

The next stage in formation of a concept is thaustiipn of an isolating ab-
straction. According to Locke: “...the mind havingtgm idea which it thinks it
may have use of either in contemplation or disamutise first thing it does is to
abstract it, and then get a name td°itNames are given for the sake of conven-
ience; the resulting signs cover a considerablebaurof objects:

“...it is men who, taking occasion from the qualitibey find united ... range
them into sorts, in order to their naming, for tt@nvenience of comprehensive

3 Locke, John. Locke, Johmn Essay concerning Human Understandiss |l
Ch.XXXIlI, “Of True and False Ideas”,. i. 6. See als
http://ebooks.adelaide.edu.au/l/locke/john/I181u/

3 bid., B.Il, Ch.XXXIl, Of True and False Ideas, 7.
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signs; under which individuals, according to trainformity to this or that abstract
idea, come to be ranked as under ensigns: sohikastof the blue, that the red reg-
iment; this is a man, that a drill: and in thighink, consists the whole business of
genus and specie¥”

It is important that it is in the interval of thadstraction that substantiation of
adjectives and other parts of speech occurs, hahé mental transformation of
properties and qualities into substances.

Though isolating abstraction is mainly thought sfoeing an abstractepiali-
ty, Locke believed that thessencatself “of which that name is always to be the
mark” can be isolated — and this indeed might leectise.

The third step is constructing an abstract objeatke explains this in the fol-
lowing way:

“...the abstract ideas of mixed modes, being menlantary combinations of
such a precise collection of simple ideas, andheoessence of each species being
made by men alone, whereof we have no other sensidhdard existing anywhere
but the name itself, or the definition of that narfe

Now, which line in the elementary three-step loggr@oseological classifica-
tion does truth / truthfulness occupy?

The second, middle one. Truthfulness, as it wag, ssian isolating abstrac-
tion, similar in the level of logical existence ‘feeauty”, “courage” or the famous
“albedd, “whiteness”, which served so much the historylagic and epistemolo-
gy: just recall the famousSobrtes est all) “Socrates is white” (light-skinned or
pale). Probably, such abstractions grow out ofltiggcal search for a definitive
characteristic of the object of thought. Semaniyctiey are close to adjectives,
being an operational finding of such a search,aedmg the question “what kind
of?” [-truthful'] and having close relations to sténces. Locke: “...the name,
blue, notes properly nothing but that mark of digtion that is in a violet, discerni-
ble only by our eyes, whatever it consistsin”

As a result, we begin to deal with the propertytralsged from things as with a
particular concrete object: beauty, whitenesstaity, humanity... electrical conduc-
tivity, malleability, fusibility... truthfulness.nl this process of working with properties
abstracted by the power of mind from their bear@nspng their own attributes, “the
most distinctive”, the definitive one, is estabéidh We should not forget that the ab-
straction has an interval, and within its framewardny subspecies are possible. Sub-
stantiation of isolating abstractions “true”, “téul” leads to isolating abstraction
“truthfulness”, expressed by a noun. This is paldidy noticeable in the case of the
German language: the initial lexeme in itvghr (both the adjective and the adverb),
the attachment of the feminine suffigit to this adjective / adverb directly turns it into
a nounWabhrheit It means truth, and truthfulness, too.

%% |bid., B.1lI, Ch. VI, Of the Names of Substances36.
37 bid., B.ll, Ch.XXXII, Of True and False Ideas, 12.
®bid., i. 14.
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The path of the corresponding Russian lexeme tdastegoal is longer: true
(i.e, genuine, actually existing) — true — truthfutruthfulness — truthufrurnbit
(ecTeHHBIH, T.e. NMOUIMHHBINA, NEHCTBUTEIBHO CYIIECTBYIOIINH) — UCTUHHO — WC-
THHHOCTH — HCTHHA).

It is worth noting that the argument relies crugian the notion of what we
might call “higher-order properties”.

“We have not only animals, but animalities, andhtheimalityhoods, and “an-
imalityhoodships” (or whatever we want to call theand so on. The picture here is
one of higher-order properties, not just of higbeter predicates. It is a matter of
metaphysics, not just of language. Animals eacte lsme real metaphysical fea-
ture, an animality, in virtue of which they areraals. These animalities in turn each
have another metaphysical feature, an “animalitghome called it, in virtue of
which they are animalities, and so on. Animalitytid® a real feature of an animali-
ty; indeed, it is what makes it an animality. Buisinot a feature of an animal, since
an animal is not an animalify.

Increasing the degree of abstraction — and indhse, we must agree, the ulti-
mate abstraction is a complete separation fromldbeal bearer of truth, judg-
ment, — gives us an abstract, or ideal, objectthrdgreat philosophical category
TRUTH expressing this object. And the correspondivigrd. An Absolute, equal
to Being and Spirit, or equally powerful. Free framperfections, compulsions and
impurities, uncontrollable, self-sufficient, indejakent of qualification assessments,
measurement standards, external reference. “Immobitex of being” (Rev. Fa-
ther Pavel Florensky).

Now we must listen to the other part.

Not all philosophers would agree with these statémeAmong them there
was a critic of the dogmatism of the scientistst@&Empiricus.

In the Book First of the TreatiséAfainst Logician§ he, at first objectivisti-
cally and critically, writes about truthfulnessassomething fundamentally differ-
ent from the truth itself: “...others, and in paular the Stoics, believe that it differs
from the true in three ways: substangecfia], composition fiiotacic] and mean-
ing [Stvoyuc]” .

It is impossible not to pay attention, althoughthis case it distracts us from
the basic exposition, to the more than strangeskation of the wordvvauc: not
as “movement” but as “meaning”. For me, this reraamexplicable. [Perhaps it
was worthwhile, at least from the context, to ttatesthis third concept, which
shows the dynamics of truth, for example, as a “wéyinding”, a method...]
However, we will continue.

1. “It is different in substance, because truth i®dyh and the true exists as an
incorporeal”. It means that the true is a certaioppsition, a statement; “The
statement is a verbal expressiankfov), but it is incorporeal”. Analyzing truth in

%9 Spade, Paul VincenBoethius against Universal¥he Arguments in the Second
Commentary on Porphyry. http://www.pvspade.com/tapcs/boethius.pdf

0 Sextus EmpiricusAgainst the LogiciansBook 1. Works, in 2 v. V. IM.: Mysl,
1976. /In Russian/. P. 67.
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the second treatiséAgainst Physicists Sextus himself takes a stoic view of it, as
consisting of substance, substratum and meaningh T$ a body, because it turns
out to be knowledge of all that is true. This is,te speak, the corpus of all true
judgments. All knowledge is “the indwelling leade”nd the leading beginning,
according to the Stoics, is the body.

2. In composition, “true” is “something that is uniforand simple by nature”.
And truth is complex; it is “compiled as an estabéd, systematic knowledge that
is a collection of many truths”.

3. The differences intvaug for the “true” and “truth” itself in Sextus’
presentation concern methodology, or the ways qti@iong knowledge. “...They
differ from one another in that the true is not @ connected with science (be-
cause both the mentally retarded, the infant, aedriad sometimes express some-
thing true, not having the science of the true)emgls truth is contemplated ac-
cording to sciencé®.

Such an unreasoning piety before scientific knoggedhe kingdom of truth,
on the part of an inveterate relativist does hiedir And maybe, philosophy of
science will rejoice that Sextus here has in mimat the right path, the method
must lead to truth. Something true expressed hynglston, received outside the
correct method, is not truth.

So, the Skeptics and the Stoics agree that trdfarslifrom the true in sub-
stance, composition and meaning.

In spite of the clearly expressed position, thisigm did not persuade the au-
thor of this work, who remained convinced that thiéerence between the ana-
lyzed concepts consists, as stated above, in tle¢ ¢¢ abstraction of the substan-
tivized adjective “true” (or truthful) and the atestt object “truth”.

Parerga. Additional Considerations about Truth-makers, thi+earers and
Logical basics.

What property should appear in knowledge to comsidigue? Let us turn to
Plato’s dialogue Phaedd. 105 b-c. Socrates:

“If you should ask me what, coming into a body, &k hot, my reply would
not be that safe and ignorant one, that it is Ha#tpur present argument provides a
more sophisticated answer, namely, fire, and if §sk me what, on coming into a
body, makes it sick, | will not say sickness butefe Nor, if asked the presence of
what irlza number makes it odd, | will not say odsinleut oneness, and so with other

things™.
Ockham had a parallel: not the whiteness is thgestibf white, but the body.

“... It is said that the body or surface is a sabpf whiteness (and fire is
a subject of heat)iginis est subiectum calogis™,

*L Op. cit., p. 68.
“2 Plato.Phaedo http://cscs.res.in/dataarchive/textfiles/texti 0-09-15.2713280635/file
*3 Ockham, Op. cit., p. 79.
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For knowledge to become true, it should not bethtruhat springs out in it,
but something else... the order of being, for edamphe concept of truth must be
developed into a theory in the same way as theegmiraf essence. It is necessary
to begin the analysis with the study of the exisé¢rcharacteristics: existence,
grasp and distraction, identity and likeness, qra@rphism— continuing the sub-
stantial investigation of the qualitative featuodgruth and error and ending with
the concentration of gnoseology on the problenehdbsophy of science and epis-
temology, going ahead, onto sociocultural issuegrattical philosophy such as
ethics and communication.

Existential materialism rests on a postulate apgatdwy Father of logic, namely,
coincidence of foundations of being and cognitemg therefore it never breaks with
logic. Logical expression of this coincidence is tommortopos or terrain, of gen-
eral and individual judgments. In such kind of jodmts subjects and predicates have
a total volume: the predicate is “a designatiomfiemother part of the same issue that
is thought of in the subject”. (N. Lange’s wordinfy) Ockham, for a statement to be
true, it is sufficient that the subject and thedprate mean or replace the same thing;
henceFrusta fit per plura quod potest fieri per pauciorghis is pretty obvious and
therefore seems like a truism. What interests usia@ formal coincidence of: 1)-
definite, that is, most relative judgments, 2) wiédi particular judgments that acquire a
greater degree of probability, and 3) particulareding judgments that win in the
move to absolutely exact knowledge. All this ispiiesthe fact that they differ in con-
tent; and truth characterizes content, not form jodgment.

There is a unique opportunity to demonstrate thesition, the transfer of rela-
tive to absolute by means of Aristotelian logicisTphase transition is syntagmati-
cally fixed in the above-named indefinite, defingarticular and particular divert-
ing judgments, which formally constitute three stép the direction from relative
knowledge to absolute one.

Judgments of these types coincide in the form obraectly constructed for-
mula “There is an X that has the property A’X (A)X. For example, Some phi-
losophers are reasonable. Some musicians are cersp8®me writers are poets.

The nomenclature of judgments is as follows: quatitely, judgments are di-
vided into particular and common, or general. Iidiral judgments remain outside
our interests because they are equal in volumenergl ones: as it was said, sub-
jects and predicates coincide in them in scope.

Particular judgments are definite and indefinites tifficulty is that they can
have one and the same subject, the same predicateof course, the same quanti-
fier, “some”. For example: “Some witnesses gavelence®*. If it is free from
context, the form, one and the same, will not makessible to differentiate: some
— andprobably alP.. At leastsome?.0Only some — while other witnesses did not
give those testimonies?.. This is an indefinitetipalar judgment. Its content, or
volume, has a structure denoted by intersectingesirof Euler which means that
neither subject, nor predicate is of definite scope

* Examples are taken from the textbodlogic’ by V.1. Kirillov and A.A. Starchenko
(Moscow: Higher School, 1982), intended for law s, which explains their specific
“criminal” coloring. /in Russian/
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Context-related, i.e. meaningful, not formal, caisacbn — only> some <and
only these> witnesses gave evidence <and some witregsses, on the contrary,
did not give evidence] — will make it possible tstohguish thedefinite particular
judgment from others. Such a judgment contains kedge of both the revised
data knowledge about the scope of the subjecttlangdredicate (“non-witnesses”),
and can in principle be meaningfully considerea asmplex judgment.

So, is everything explained just by means of a fsfration”, the adverb “only”?

If you enter it, then all things become clear?t tBe matter is complicated by the ex-
istence of particular diverting, or specifying judgnts. It is the adverbs “only”, “just”,
explicitly applied or implicitly comprised, thatsfinguish them from others.

Here are the examples of all three types of simppd@ositions indicating indi-
vidual, general, and particular diverting judgmenibey mean to illustrate the
steps from relative to absolute on the primer efcHying the terms denotingred-
icateswhich means moving from indefinite knowledge tdimige — and P is al-
ways the main term in any judgment.

“Only N is a witness of an accident”. This is amliindual specifying judg-
ment; its content, or volume, is denoted by oneeEunircle which means in fact
two in one: botts andP have the same scope. “All crimes are socially damgs”.
This is a general specifying judgment, and its eofjtor volume, also has a struc-
ture designated by one Euler circle on the samsorea bothS and P have the
same scope. Crimes are socially dangerous. Wisaicially dangerous is a crime.
This is an established scheme fordafinitions and this is what distinguishes defi-
nitions from all other general affirmative propasits like All men are mortals or
All sparrows are birds, or All butterflies are int® where predicate is broader
than subject S and thus indefinite, or, we carsstrius relative, i.e. non-specified
in frames of such type of judgments. These exangkesimple enough.

But then there comes an intriguing, ambiguous: “Sarnitnesses gave evidence”.

Let’'s take a more transparent example of the sagied! structure: “Some cit-
ies are capitals of the American states”. This egdanmcludes an implicit adverb
“only”. And here the form, the same for more thare @ase, will not help to firmly
distinguish the two following ideas: some — andybe alP.. At leastsome?.0Only
some — while others are not?.. OR <only> somescdi® capitals [and some oth-
ers, on the contrary, are non-capitals of non-Aocagrinon-statesPnly some cities
are capitals of the American states, only thesescitonly them, and no others.
«<Only> theses are Rs, and onlytheseP-s» is the underpinning idea of particular
diverting, or specifying, judgments, distinguishitigem from indefinite particular
judgments with the same quantifier.

In the case of a context-bound conclusion, thereehef a particular specify-
ing judgment will be denoted differently than tlzditan indefinite particular judg-
ment: namely, by concentric circles. In the cetttere is a specified, isolated pred-
icateP: “the capitals of the American states”. Its voluimalefinite, or absolute, in
contrast to the predicates of indefinite particyelgments (though also in contrast
to the volume of the subject “cities”). And thisesffication of a predicate making
it definite — while predicates of other types dirafative propositions are all indef-
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inite — is one of the visualizations of our ideéswat truth as an increasingly accu-
rate and clear knowledge approaching the quanditnit.

Another question from the sphere of formal logi@lso of interest to gnoseol-
ogy discussing the basic syntagma. This is a quresfi modalities.

Even in the two-valued logic, it is possible tongter to communicant not only
the objective “core” of information, a certain ceptual complex, but also to ex-
press one’s own, subjective attitude to this infation. In other words, it can be
evaluated, offered as questionable or immutablejezgssary or contingent, etc.
The school definition of modality seems narrows Itadditional information about
the nature of the validity of the judgment or tlype of relationship between the
subject and the predicate expressed in the judgmesxplicit or implicit form™>.

In fact, such modal operators as “good” or “badilways” or “sometimes”, “pro-

hibited” or “allowed”, etc. speak not about theigdl of judgments, the objective
dependence of the predicate on the subject, hsitoitir, subjective, qualitative as-
sessment of what is happening; it is about our adnfidence, determination or
accepted axiological system.

The well-known “school” classification of modalitiencludes as the first lines
the alethic and epistemic modality. Epistemic lv&s more subspecies.

Alethic modalities express the degree of necesdityhe event. They are des-
ignated in language by operators “necessary”, tastial”, “impossible”, “possi-
ble”. Dialectics of possibilities (abstract and caete, formal and real) is not taken
into account in elementary logic. However, Aristdtimself wrote that two-valued
logic does not work well for the future; for exampthe saying “It is necessary that
a sea battle take place tomorrow” cannot be rgligstimated either as true or
false. The language of politics often uses thisigmty.

Epistemic modalities express the degree of theliglof a judgment; most of-
ten, of scientific one. They either agree with garified knowledge, or with un-
proven conviction.

Modalities of knowledge are indicated by operatofprovable”,
“undecidable”, “refutable”. This is the sphere afestific research, doubts, losses
and inventions. Modalities of belief, respectivelyave operators “presumed”,
“doubtful”, “rejected”, “admitted”.

More often than we would like, the theory of scitnitknowledge resorts to
deontological modalities: “obligingly”, “indifferdty “forbidden” and “allowed”.
Of course, all referents of these assessmentshlida field of pragmatics, the
sphere of “boundless subjectivism”.

Our question, however, is as follows. Why do ma@salidenoted by the sacra-
mental name “alethia”, designate not knowledgedbjgctive actuality, whatever it is
called, for example “event”? (R. Scruton, for exémpguggests to understand under
“reality” such its types and manifestations as, faittiation, reality and state of affairs).

Evidently, because truth “somehow” relates to dijec actuality. True
knowledge is in relationship with all these andeottypes of reality.

And why epistemic modalities marking scientific s#®B “science on the
march”, do not include such an assessment of #tigiude to the subject of search?

*5V.I. Kirillov and A.A. Starchenko, op. cit., p. 96
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The reason is they denote not reality, but thditptaf statements about it. The
care of epistemology is the coherence of utterantieat is why there is often a
temptation to adopt a deflationary, i.e. logicalthoelological theory to explicate
the concept of truth, and stop at this.

Excessive emphasis on the formal side of logiceg@ly speaking, is not needed.
By the way, Aristotelian logic was callddrmal by Kant; this is not its self-name.
However, we specifically focused on the schematermediate stages of clarification
of knowledge, and this is the reason for it. Logsteps from inconsistency to certain-
ty and to specific definiteness — that of the meaidi — are the steps of knowledge
meaningful in contenfrom the relative to the absolute. Here, not only logic is needed,
but also gnoseology. In the theory and practiceoghition, this approach to truth oc-
curs as a coincidence of knowledge with the actiaé of affairs.

Conclusion

As the ability to know and as a process of cognjttouth was identified in the
ancient Greeks, and both the ability and the peesre denoted by the same
word gnome Truth as such was designated by the word “[tmépngettable” ale-
thia. There are, therefore, not two (“process and t§sblut three main hypostases
of truth: 1) cognitive potential force (energy), the very process of acquiring
knowledge, i.e. ideal presentation of an object @hthe result of this action: a
true judgment. Or it may be a larger block of knedge, together with its socio-
cultural context. Or it is the corresponding exisi@ state, Heideggerian “stand-
ing-in-theLichtund, being-in-knowing. Or it is ourDabewul3tsein

True, there is knowledge that cannot be adequatahfirmed or completely
disproved by practical experience, in principlee3é are all those judgments, the
explicit or hidden background, the subtext, thetamessagef which is the idea of
an actual infinity of being. Only theoretical prstaphy can help in such cases. So
let us forward to truth. In philosophy, nothing bia is left in vain; the time of the
next knight tournament comes between those whe\xlin the existence of abso-
lute truth, and those who reject it or have alreegjgcted it. The author is with
those who believe. Let the strongest win.
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AnHomayus. Aemop cmasum ceoeil 3a0aueli co30anue HOBOU SHOCeO02UU, KOMopas
yuna 6l 0CMUICEHUS NOCIEOHUX Oecamuiemull, Kax guiocopcxue, max u Hayumwie,
U unble 0OWEKYIbMYPHYIEe, OCMABASCH NPU IMOM GEPHOU KIACCUYECKUM NPUHYUNAM.
Oma meopus, HasvieaeMas IK3UCMEHYUATbHLIM MAMEPUATUIMOM, HANPAGIEHA HA
peuienue Koyeguix eHoceonocuieckux npoonem. I nasuviti gonpoc cell unocopuu —
KCKAHOAMbHAA» NpodiemMa CYWHOCU;, 6 2SHOCeolo2uu, meM He MeHee, OH
mpauckpubupyemcst kax npobnrema ucmunvl. Ilpedsocxuwas pewenue yenmpaibHou
npoobaemul 110001 Meopul NO3HAHUS — NPOOIEeMbl UCMUHBL, Mbl euje pa3 YCMAaHO8UM
@ynoamenmanvuvie  cHoceonocuveckue — nocmyiamol. IIpunameii  nocmyiam
eouncmea Oblmust U NO3HAHUS, KAKOBOe GONIOWAEMCS 8 CYWHOCIU U 0003HAYAEeMCs 6
nHawetl enoceonoeuu mepmunom “Dabewul3tsein”, ouxmyem nocmpoenue yuenus o
OvimuY, OHMONO2UU, U VHEeHUs O NO3HAHUU, 2HOCeoNo2UU, maxdce 8 eourcmee. B
pesyibmame GO3HUKAEM OCHOBHOE OHMONIOZUHEeCKoe 3ampyOHeHUue 2HOCeOI02UlL.
60MPOC O NOKAMURAYUU, NPUPOOe U CYWHOCMU UCMUHbL. /laHHas cmambs, KAk u
Opyeue pabomul a8mMopa, NPU3EaAHa paspewiums 3mo 3ampyoneHue.

Knroueswvie cnosa. meopus NO3HAHUA, UCMUHA, CYWHoOCnbv, pedjlbHoCntb.

* TAUCUHA Dmuins AHBapoBHA — JOKTOP (GHIOCODCKHX HAyK, mpodeccop, mpo-

deccop xadenpel Gunocohun u MeaHaKOMMYHWKaImid KazaHCKOro TOCyaapcTBEHHOTO
SHEPreTUYECKOr0 YHUBEPCUTETA
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