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Introduction

This book contains some results of my inquiry into the domain of the history
of Polish analytical philosophy.

It is divided into three parts.

First part includes studies in which I take a general view of some phases
and aspects of this history — culminating in the Lvov—Warsaw School and its
SUCCessors.

Second part shows two examples of close connections between the modern
analytical philosophy in Poland and the analytical movement in Austria and
Germany.

Third part is a collection of monographs concerning some important figures
of Polish analytical philosophy. Some historians identify the modern phase of
this philosophy with the Lvov—Warsaw School, but this opinion is a misun-
derstanding. For instance, Leon Chwistek and Roman Ingarden were certainly
analytical philosophers, but they were not members of this school; what is more,
they criticized very rough pupils of Kazimierz Twardowski, and vice versa, the
formers were criticized also very rough by the latters.

“Appendix” contains the bibliography of Polish logic from the second half of
the 14" century to the first half of the 20™ century (the only text, which refers
to items of this bibliography — except works published after 1945 — is “The
sources of the contemporary Polish logic”; the bibliography for all the remain-
ing texts is completed in “References”). It is a fruit of my research executed in
connection with preparing a fragment about the history of Polish logic to the
History of Polish science. Its part containing the old logic is collected mainly on
the ground of indirect sources. On the other hand, the list of works from the
period 1757-1939, is collected by me personally. This list seems to be complete
in principle.

Particular texts were published during the period of last thirty years. Refer-
ences to them are not actualized, although I am conscious that in some cases
many new studies on the subject appeared. I mention here only that it was
inaugurated the sub—series Polish Analytical Philosophy within the framework
of Poznan Studies in the Philosophy of the Sciences and the Humanities (pub-
lished by Rodopi); it contains, i.a., the volumes presenting at great length the
philosophical production of Kazimierz Twardowski, Tadeusz Czezowski and
Jan Salamucha.

I am very grateful to the publishers for their kind permission to insert in this
volume my texts originally published in anthologies or philosophical journals.
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“The sources of the contemporary Polish logic” and “Polish philosophers
during the II world war” are reprinted by courtesy of the Editors of Dialectics
and Humanism (where the second text was published under the title “Think-
ers with brave hearts”). “The development of the Polish philosophy of science
and philosophy of nature before the II world war” (with Wtadystaw Krajewski
as a co—author), “The Lvov—Warsaw School and its influence upon the Polish
philosophy of the twentieth century’, the second part of the text “On Kazimierz
Twardowski’s descripitive semiotics and its metaphysical basis” (published origi-
nally under the title “Kazimierz Twardowski’s descriptive semiotics”), the first
part of the text “On Tadeusz Czezowski’s metaphysics and semiotics” (published
originally under the title “Trouble with ontic categories or some remarks on
Tadeusz Czezowski’s philosophical views”) and “On Jan Salamucha’s life and
work” (published originally in abridged version with Kordula Swietorzecka as a
co—author) are reprinted by courtesy of Editions Rodopi. “The rise and decline
of the modern scientific philosophy in Warsaw’, “The conceptual system of
the Lvov—Warsaw School” and “Alexius Meinong and the Polish philosophy”
are reprinted by courtesy of the Editors of Axiomathes (where the first text
was published under the title “Warsaw: the rise and decline of the modern
scientific philosophy in the capital city of Poland”). “Heinrich Scholz and the
Lvov—Warsaw School” is reprinted by courtesy of the Editors of Filozofia Nauki.
The first part of the text “On Kazimierz Twardowski’s descripitive semiotics and
its metaphysical basis” is reprinted by courtesy of Wydawnictwo Uniwersytetu
Marii Curie—Sktodowskiej (which published it under the title “The metaphysical
basis of Kazimierz Twardowski’s descriptive semiotics”). “On Leon Chwistek’s
philosophy of language” is reprinted by courtesy of Mouton Publishers (which
published it under the title “On Leon Chwistek’s semiotic views”). “On Wtadystaw
Tatarkiewicz’s personality and philosophical achievements” is reprinted by
courtesy of Wydawnictwo Wydziatu Filozofii i Socjologii Uniwersytetu War-
szawskiego (which published it under the title “Chapter from the history of
Polish philosophy: Wtadystaw Tatarkiewicz”). The second part of the text “On
Tadeusz Czezowski’s metaphysics and semiotics” is reprinted by courtesy of the
Editors of Brentano Studien (where it was published under the title “On Tadeusz
Czezowski’s semiotic views”). “On Roman Ingarden’s philosophy of language”
is reprinted by courtesy of the Editors of Analecta Husserliana (where it was
published under the title “On Roman Ingarden’s semiotic views: a contribution
to the history of Polish semiotics”). “Bibliography of the Polish logic from the
second half of the 14" century to the first half of the 20" century” is reprinted
in translation from the Polish by courtesy of the Editors of Studia Filozoficzne
(where it was published under the title “Bibliografia logiki polskiej”).

Jacek Jadacki
Warsaw, 27" of September, 2008.



PART I
INTERESTS AND TRENDS







1. The sources of the contemporary
Polish logic

The text below falls into three parts. In the

first part I shall make up the main attain-
ments of the golden age of Polish logic, the

two decades between the wars. The sec-
ond part will contain a general overview
of Polish logical inheritance going back six
centuries and which constitutes the foun-
dation for those attainments I mention

in the first part. In the third part I shall

indicate the immediate sources of those

attainments, that is, the problems which

occupied the minds of Polish logicians in

the years prior to the golden age.

1. THE ATTAINMENTS

The greatest of Polish historians of phi-
losophy, Wtadystaw Tatarkiewicz, once
made this comment about his subject:

It is in a worse state than other branches of
history simply because philosophy is in a bet-
ter state. You see, political or economic events
pass by, whereas philosophical events are here
to stay: in the shape of manuscripts and books.
For this reason political or economic history
has its raison détre, since a historian in these
fields reconstructs something which no longer
takes place; the historian of philosophy, on
the other hand, only copies what is already
there anyway.

He did add, however, a few lines later:

If that really were all the historian of phi- Konstanty Michalski
losophy did, then his work would have no
meaning. But actually he does something else [...]. The work of the historian of philoso-
phy is not limited to corroborating facts. He must also, as must other historians, make
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choices, interpret, unite, order, connect and
correct (Tatarkiewicz 1952: 63—64).

Thus, although the attainments of
Polish logic during the Second Republic
are generally known and continue to con-
stitute the source for logical investigation
both here in Poland and elsewhere, it is
yet quite pertinent to our subject to try
to make a choice of the most important
and influential attainments, unite and
bring them together, and to discover the
immediate and not so immediate connec-
tions holding between them.

Attainments in the search for knowl-
edge are usually of two kinds; of the peda-
gogic and of the kind whose essence lies
in advancing the subject matter taught.
These attainments of the first kind issue
from a reshaping of our stock of knowl-
edge in a given field. Those of the second
kind depend on enlarging that stock of
knowledge. This latter may take on vari-
ous forms. For example a new problem
may be advanced (a new idea) or an old
problem solved. An attainment would
consist in constructing a completely new
set of convictions (a new theory), as in
improving one already constructed. This
latter may depend upon amongst other
things justifying some one single convic-
tion (a new thesis). Finally one can talk of
attainments tin cases both where some
hitherto unknown mode of investigation

is devised (a new method) and where methods, already applied, are improved.
The part played by logicians of the generation of Jan Lukasiewicz, Stanistaw
Les$niewski and Alfred Tarski had its fruition in attainments of all the above

varieties.

First and foremost from the pens of representatives of these three generations
came works which brought definitive presentations of the state of the art in
the field of logic in their day (Sierpinski 1923; Wilkosz 1925a; Zawirski 1927a;
Ajdukiewicz 1928b; Lukasiewicz 1929; Kotarbinski 1929; Chwistek 1935b; Tarski
1935e; Metallmann 1939a). Secondly there came about within the some academic
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environment, doubtlessly under the influ-
ence of Lukasiewicz, a reconstruction of
opinion as to the achievements of our
logical forebears. The following develop-
ments contributed to this fundamental
reinterpretation of the history of logic:

(1) the logistic exposition of the logic
of the Academy, first and foremost that
of Plato (Jordan);

(2) the systematization of Peripatetic
logic, mainly that of Aristotle (Lukasiewicz
and Salamucha);

(3) the discovery of the beginnings of
the modern propositional calculus in the
logic of the Stoics, first of all of Chrysip-
pos (Lukasiewicz and Krokiewicz);

(4) an analysis of the achievements of
Megarian logic; of Eubulides, Philo and
Diodorus Cronus (Lukasiewicz);

(5) the reconstruction of certain results
of Scholastic logic, of Aquinas, Petrus His-
panus and Duns Scotus (Lukasiewicz and
Salamucha), as well as of the first ideas on
three—valued logic of William of Occam
(Salamucha and Michalski);

(6) the attempt at a synthetic ap-
praisal of the history of modern logic
(Sleszynski).

The decisive contribution to the ex-
ceptional character of Polish logic of
that period is made not so much by the
achievements in teaching as by those
which consist in original work in the field
itself. Some can be found in the hand-
books on logic or in the works on the history of logic. The rest are contained in
the numerous original articles published at the time. (Amongst the most relevant
are: Czezowski 1918a and 1927; Lukasiewicz 1920, 1930a, 1930b and 1936c;
Ajdukiewicz 1921a, 1934e, 1934f and 1935h; Kuratowski 1921; Chwistek 1922b,
1922c¢, 1922d, 1924a, 1929, 1932b, 1932c and 1938c; Lesniewski 1927-1931,
1929¢, 1932 and 1939; Tarski 1930b, 1933a and 1935e; Zawirski 1934a).

These attainments which are purely original contributions to the field of logic
itself and which are presented in these articles amongst others consist in, first
of all, new logical theories, in particular:

Tadeusz Kotarbinski

Joachim Metallmann
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(1) axiomatic systems of protothetic, both implicational and equivalential
based on one axiom (Le$niewski);

(2) a matrix—based system of a three—valued propositional calculus
(Lukasiewicz);

(3) matrix—based systems of finitely and infinitely many—valued propositional
calculi (Lukasiewicz);

(4) predicate calculi based on natural deduction techniques (Le$niewski and
Jaskowski);

(5) axiomatic systems of syllogistic (Ajdukiewicz and Lukasiewicz);

(6) an axiomatic system of ontology (Lesniewski and Sobocinski);

(7) the pure theory of types (Chwistek);

(8) an axiomatic system of mereology (Le$niewski);

(9) a theory of the syntactic categories of language (Lesniewski and Ajdukie-
wicz) and of the syntactic coherence of compound expressions (Ajdukiewicz);

(10) a directional theory of meaning (Ajdukiewicz);

(11) the theory of semantic models (Tarski);
(12) an axiomatic system of logical semantics (Chwistek);
(13) the calculus of systems (Ajdukiewicz, Lukasiewicz and Tarski);

(14) foundations for a theory of interrogatives (Ajdukiewicz).

Then there are those attainments which consist in improvements to existing
theories. These are:

(1) a simplification of the formalization of the implicational system of the
classical propositional calculus to three axioms and two rules of inference (Tar-
ski) and the discovery of the shortest single axiom constructed out of thirteen
signs — in Polish notation (Lukasiewicz);

(2) the discovery of the shortest single axiom consisting of eleven signs of
the equivalential calculus (Lukasiewicz);

(3) the reduction of the number of axioms in the classical propositional
calculus based on alternative and negation (the AN—calculus) first of all to four
then to three (Lukasiewicz);

(4) the reduction of the number of axioms in the classical propositional
calculus based on implication and negation (the CN—calculus) first of all to
three, one exposition with a longest axiom of eleven signs, a second with one
of fourteen signs (Lukasiewicz) — and later on to a single axiom of fifty three
signs (Tarski), then shortened to twenty seven (Sobocinski), twenty five and
twenty three signs (Lukasiewicz);

(5) the reduction of the number of axioms of the implicational classical
calculus with falsehood to three axioms (Tarski);

(6) the simplification of the single axiom of the classical propositional cal-
culus based on disjunction to one having twenty four signs and four variables
(Lukasiewicz, Sobocinski, Tarski and Wajsberg);

(7) the presentation of an adequate matrix—based system (Jaskowski) and
an axiomatization based on implication, conjunction, alternative and negation

1
1
1
1
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of the intuitionist propositional calculus
(Stupecki);

(8) a partial axiomatization based on
negation and implication (Wajsberg)
and a complete axiomatization based
on implication, negation and using 7-
functors (three—valued truth—operators)
of a three—valued propositional calcu-
lus (the CNT—-calculus) (Stupecki and
Sobocinski);

(9) an axiomatization of a model prop-
ositional calculus (Stupecki);

(10) an extended axiomatization of the
predicate calculus (Wajsberg);

(11) the simplification of the theory of
types (Chwistek);

(12) an exposition of set—theory based
upon the simplified theory of types
(Wilkosz);

(13) the reduction of the theory of rela-
tions to set—theory (Kuratowski);

(14) a generalization of set—theory
(Tarski);

(15) a presentation of a general theory
of signs (Ossowski);

(16) an exact analysis of individual semi-
otic functions of language (Kotarbinski);

(17) an exact distinction of general sen-
tences of various types (Kotarbinski);

(18) an attempt at making the the-
ory of modal sentences more precise
(Czezowski);

(19) an attempt at making an exact dis-
tinction between names and predicates
(Kotarbinski);

-
Stanistaw Ossowski

(20)attempts at making the definition of extensionality more precise
(Le$niewski) and the classic definition of truth (Tarski);

(21) the introduction of the concept of the denominate (Kotarbinski);

(22) an attempt at clarifying the extensional relations of independence, sub—

opposition, opposition and contradiction (Czezowski);

(23) an exact rendering of the concept of vagueness (Kotarbinski);
(24) an attempt at making a clear distinction between axioms and rules of

inference (Lukasiewicz and Tarski);
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(25) the drawing of a clear distinction
between rules of formation and rules of
proof (Chwistek);

(26) an exact rendering of rules of defi-
nition (Chwistek and Le$niewski);

(27) a generalization of the theory of
definition (Ajdukiewicz);

(28) a clarification of the con-
cept of explanation and of causal law
(Kotarbiniska).

Thirdly numerous new theses, mainly
methodological, were validated, namely:

(1) only the functors of disjunction
or simultaneous denial lend themselves
: _ for use as the single primitives of an axi-

Janina Kotarbiriska omatized classical propositional calculus
(Zylinski);
(2) the axiomatized classical implica-
tional calculus is complete (Tarski and Wajsberg);

(3) the axiomatized implicational calculus with negation is complete and
independent (Lukasiewicz);

(4) many-valued propositional calculi are incomplete and non—contradictory
(Lukasiewicz and Tarski);

(5) the extended predicate calculus is complete (Wajsberg);

(6) the system of strict implication is not reducible to one of material impli-
cation (Wajsberg);

(7) the probability of a sentence in a many—valued calculus is not a value of
the sentence (Ajdukiewicz);

(8) in order to prove a given implication it suffices to deduce its consequent
from its antecedent (Tarski);

(9) the conjunction of all those consequences of a thesis which are not
equivalent to it logically implies that thesis (Ajdukiewicz);

(10) every class of sentences is denumerable given certain assumption
(Tarski);

(11) there are certain theses of set theory which are not provable using
techniques of pure logic (Chwistek);

(12) purely syntactic operations which always transform true sentences
into true ones are not reducible to rules of inference applied in the deductive
sciences (Tarski);

(13) there are a number of set theories, not one complete one (Chwistek);

(14) the sources of the logical and semantic antinomies are to be found in
violations of the rule of definition (from this results ambiguity of expressions),
failing to keep the syntactic categories of language separate or carelessness

16



in distinguishing object-language from LA
meta—language (Lesniewski);

(15) the concept of truth for formulae
of a deductive system in a language of
first-level cannot be expressed in that
language (Tarski);

(16) the rules of inference applied
in a given deductive system do not be-
long to that system, and for this reason
must be expressed in ordinary language
(Le$niewski);

(17) definitions are not only conven-
tional (and superfluous) abbreviations,
but also constitute a means of choosing
a language (Le$niewski);

(18) the set of theses of a given deduc-
tive system depends not only upon the
choice of axioms but also upon the rules
of inference applied (Lesniewski);

(19) the choice of language influences the concept of empirical knowledge
(Ajdukiewicz);

(20) every meaning postulate has amongst its logical consequences a thesis
that the objects referred to do exist (Ajdukiewicz).

Fourthly, new methods of analysis appreared, the most important being:

(1) Polish notation: a bracketless, punctuationless script for expression belong-
ing to the language of the propositional calculus (Lukasiewicz and Chwistek);

(2) the method of matrices: a means of establishing by matrix the truth—value
of sentences (Lukasiewicz);

(3) generalizing deduction: the proof of a thesis on the basis of its particular
case (Lukasiewicz);

(4) indexing: fractionary determination of syntactic categories of expressions
(Ajdukiewicz);

(5) the elimination of hipostasis (the misinterpretation of abstract nouns): a
reistic interpretation upon scientific theses (Kotarbinski);

(6) meta—theoretical paraphrase: the solutions of problems of a theory in
the language of a meta—theory (Kuratowski and Tarski);

(7) semantic paraphrase: translating philosophical problems into the language
of semantics (Ajdukiewicz);

(8) constructionism: the solution of scientific problems by analyzing complex
concepts and replacing these by primitive concepts delineated by axioms or
definition (Chwistek).

On top of this, and fifthly, certain methods already applied were streamlined.
Of particular importance were:

Alfred Tarski
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(1) the generalization of the technique
of reducing all axioms of the classical
propositional calculus to one (Tarski);

(2) an exact presentation of the meth-
od of giving proofs of completeness
(Sleszynski);

(3) a generalization of the procedure
for proving consistency and completeness
of the axiomatics of a deductive system
(Lukasiewicz);

(4) a more precise rendering of the
technique for establishing formal validity
of arguments (Lukasiewicz).

In this cornucopia of achievements the
following must be granted positions of
particular prominence: the reconstruction
Jerzy Stupecki of the syllogism and the regulative theory
of meaning of Kazimierz Ajdukiewicz;
the many—valued propositional calculus
of Jan Lukasiewicz; the deduction system
for quantifiers of Stanistaw Jaskowski; the
system of protothetic, ontology and mere-
ology of Stanistaw Les$niewski; the pure
theory of types and logical semantics of
Leon Chwistek; the calculus of systems
and model-theory of Alfred Tarski. Their
exalted position is guaranteed by their
general relevance to philosophy.

Thus the logistic interpretation of
traditional syllogistic undertaken by
Ajdukiewicz showed that the ultimate
assumptions of the syllogistic were two
axioms; one asserting that there are no
empty names, the other that there exist at
least three objects (in other words there
are two terms which intersect). Such an interpretation demanded an extension
of the axiom system based on alternative and negation to encompass these two
axioms, definitions of four kinds of categorical sentences, a rule of substitution
for name—variables, which would not enable substitution of empty names, and
a rule, prohibiting invalid moods.

Again, the construction of many-valued systems by Lukasiewicz was meant,
in the intent of their creator, to facilitate a solution of the philosophical dispute
between determinism and indeterminism (to the advantage of the latter), to
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make the content of model concepts more tangible and lay the foundations for
a logical theory of probability. Research on these calculi brought, moreover, a
generalization of the concept of a logical matrix.

The relevance of the directive—based system of Jaskowski, on the other hand,
consists in its being a solution to the task of formulating deductive systems
which differ from the axiomatic method. Its principles, moreover, turned out
to be nearer to the simplified methods of proof, actually applied by mathemati-
cians amongst others (techniques of natural deduction). On top of this its rules
of inference were so selected that the class of axioms could be empty — thus
the tendency then common to shorten and simplify the axiom set as much as
possible was taken to its very limit. And in this the status of logical laws was
finally clarified as that of theses which are acceptable without having to assume
anything.

Similar merits could be seen in Lesniewski’s protothetic, ontology and
mereology. The theory of syntactic categories underlying the first two systems
admirably reflected those linguistic intuitions accompanying at least the Slavonic
languages which support a classification of expressions according to the parts
of speech. Similarly the mereological concept of class proved superior to that
of the distributive class, not just because it did not lead to logical antinomies in
the mereology, but also because it was closer to the ordinary commonsensical
interpretation of the properties of classes. So it is not at all strange that the
ontology became an apt basis for philosophy (for reism) and later for the theory
of machine—translation, whereas mereology applied itself more to geometry
and certain concepts of biology.

The notion of following a path consistent with opinions of commonsense also
influenced Chwistek when he created the pure theory of types. Even before this
the idea of a simplified (simple) theory of types was intended to remove from
the ramified theory that part which was least clear by rejecting the distinctions
of order amongst functions. Thanks to the idea that the type—level of a function
is determined by the type—level of free variables occurring in it (and not — as
was accepted in the ramified theory — by bound variables and quantifiers),
it was impossible to engender logical antinomies in the simple theory. But
this theory did not resolve the semantic antinomies. From the pure theory of
types — bringing with it the reduction of the concept of class to that of func-
tion — Chwistek did not hesitate to remove the existential axioms, even at the
cost of rendering such a reduced theory incapable of supporting large areas
of mathematics. The removal of the existential axioms — in particular of the
principle of reducibility — was in his view, a necessary condition for ridding
logic (and mathematics) of idealist metaphysics. For these axioms assume the
existence of non—construable entities, i.e. entities which cannot be unambigu-
ously defined by means of a finite number of terms. This same desire to beware
of the pitfalls of metaphysics found expression in his logical semantics. This was
meant to be a deductive theory of expressions, in which the only unformalized
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operations would rest upon a distinction
of shape in a certain number of signs and
the application of a few rules for creating
complex expressions. Thanks to this the
foundations of logic and mathematics —
which logical semantics ought to provide
— would not suffer coming into conflict
with the principles of commonsense.
Tarski was able to develop such a theory
to the highest level of formalization and
generality in the form of his calculus of
systems. In Chwistek’s logical semantics
the primitive concept was that of con-
tainment (of one expression in another).
Tarski based his calculus on the concept of
entailment (of one expression by another)
Bolestaw Sobocinski which was determined by axioms. To this
concept all other concepts were reduced,
including that of definability. The role of
the concept of entailment (deducibility) in the calculus of systems was in model—
theory taken over by the concept of fulfillment (of a given sentential function
by certain entities), for which Tarski gave an exact definition (in the language
of set—theory) and which allowed him then to formulate the classic definition
of truth in such a way as to prevent the occurrence of semantic antinomies.
Ajdukiewicz had recourse to other preventive measures in his directional
theory of meaning. The meaning of a given expression was identified in this
theory with the class of all the expressions in the given language equivalent to
this expression. The language however was subject in this theory to very strict
conditions of closure and coherence. It was thus meant to be a creation which
was unambiguously determined by the vocabulary and complete scope of the
meaning—directives (axiomatic, deductive and empirical ones, amongst others)
which characterized the means of using expressions. The place of the concept
of truth was taken by that of a world—picture, i.e. the set of all theses accepted
on the basis of experience in a given conceptual apparatus. If Ajdukiewicz did
eventually reject this theory (in favor of a co—referential one), then this was
under the influence of those same philosophical motives which influenced
Lesniewski and Chwistek amongst others, and to which he himself gave the
name of anti—irrationalism.

2. THE INHERITANCE

Such numerous and important attainments had never before been the lot of
Polish logicians. The fact that their originators all belonged to the three genera-
tions hailing from the years 1878-1884, 1886—1897 and 1901-1906 is not as
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surprising as is sometimes thought. Even
more than a hundred years ago Henryk
Struve correctly observed:

Logic and practical philosophy, or ethics,
are the two branches of philosophy most, per-
haps exclusively, cultivated in Poland. The lit-
erature devoted to the first of these disciplines
is, it seems to me, decidedly more extensive
than that pertaining to the latter; as a result
the history of logic is the most important area
in a general history of philosophy in Poland
(Struve 1870: IX).

Indeed, as early as the second half of
the fourteenth century there appeared
in Poland the first logical essays. Their
authors were Jan of Grotkéw, Jan Isner
and Jan of Ziebice and all three came from
Silesia which at that time was under the
influence of the Czech center of studies
in logic in Prague. The birth during the
first half of the fifteenth century of an
indigenous school at the University of
Cracow is due to Benedykt Hesse and
Bartfomiej of Radom as well as to students
of the former, namely, Piotr of Sienno, Jan
Waciega and Jan of Stupcza. Common
to both centers and to both generations
was a tendency towards nominalism and
towards mixing logical problems — which
then were limited mainly to analyzing
the principles of valid argument — with
ontological ones. The first period in the
history of logic in Poland, covering the
turn of the fourteenth and fifteenth cen-
turies, was, then, one could say, the period
of ontologism.

In the second period — the period
of grammaticalism — i.e. at the turn of
the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, the
place of nominalism was taken over by
realism. Most of the work undertaken at

Jan Waciega
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that time consisted of analysis of language,
especially of its semantic functions. The
works of the leading logicians of the pe-
riod bear witness to this. They were: Jan
of Glogéw, Michal Twardg, Michat Falke-
ner, Jan of Stobnica — a pupil of Twardg,
and Mikotaj of Gielczew — a pupil of Jan
of Stobnica. At this time there appeared
what was perhaps the first Polish logical
essay in print (Jan of Glogéw 1499) and
the first Polish manual on logic (Michat
Falkener 1504) which distinguished itself
through its great didactic merits; the es-
says of the previous period are known
only in manuscript—form.

The third period — of epistemologi-
sim — is really to be found in the first
half of the seventeenth century; in the
second half only Jakub Gérski was active.
In this period the following amongst oth-
ers worked on logical problems: Adam
Burski, Marcin Smiglecki, Bartfomiej
Keckermann, Marek Korona, Mikotaj
Moscicki, Samuel Wierzchonski, Jan
Makowski (the elder) — a pupil of Ke-
ckermann — and Stanistaw Pudlowski.
Their place of work was already no lon-
ger limited to Cracow for they worked in
other towns of Little Poland as well and,
what is more important, in other areas
of the cosmopolitan Commonwealth: in
Ruthenia, Lithuania and Prussia. Most
common at the time were investigations
concerning the basis of knowledge: of the
way sentences are connected (instead of
the hitherto more usual investigations
turning on connections between terms),
and of the principles of induction, of ana-
logical inference and of the essence of
causal dependence (Gérski 1563; Keck-
ermann 1599; Burski 1604). At this time
a number of valuable logical manuals
appeared (Keckermann 1605; Smiglecki



1618; Wierzchonski 1620; Mo$cicki 1625;
Makowski the elder 1660). Also there was
a first attempt at constructing a logical
symbolism (Pudiowski 1634).

The history of old logic in Poland is
brought to an end by the period of di-
dacticism lasting throughout the second
half of the seventeenth and first half of
the eighteenth centuries. Logic was the
concern of the following at this time:
Tomasz Mlodzianowski, Wojciech Tyl-
kowski, Lukasz Zaluski, Szymon Makows-
ki (the younger), Jan Morawski, Ferdynand y
Ohm-Januszowski, Adam Krasnodebski, Stanistaw Konarski
Stefan Sczaniecki, Adrian Miaskowski,
Kazimierz Ostrowski, Aleksander Podle-
siecki and Kazimierz Steplowski. The main
centers of logic were in Great Poland, in
Little Poland (especially during the first
half of the eighteenth century), in Lithu-
ania and in Mazovia. Typical of the time
was a concentration on teaching activity,
which was more common than work of
an original nature. Works which were of a
fundamentally logical nature came in the B N
form of logical manuals which were usu- a | ' 1 ‘
ally part of more comprehensive outlines AR s
of philosophy (Morawski 1660; Tylkowski
1669 and 1680; Mlodzianowski 1671 and
1682; Krasnodebski 1678; Makowski the
younger 1679; Ohm-Januszowski 1692;
Sczaniecki 1694; Ostrowski 1719; Mi-
askowski 1720; Podlesiecki 1731a; in the
first half of the seventeenth century only
Zatuski 1640).

The second half of the eighteenth cen-
tury brings the first harbingers of modern
logic. In Mazovia, Ruthenia and Lithu-
ania, later also in Great Poland and Little
Poland and abroad, a new generation of
logicians appeared. To this generation
belong Hieronim (Stanistaw) Konar-
ski, Stanistaw Kleczewski, Benedykt

Kazimierz Narbutt
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Dobszewicz, Ignacy Wlodek, Jan Benistawski, Kazimierz Narbutt, Marcin
Nikuta, Patrycy Przeczytanski, Jan Sniadecki, Aniot Dowgird, Feliks Jaronski,
his pupil J6zef Jankowski, Michal Wiszniewski, Jé6zef Goluchowski, Bronistaw
Trentowski and Adolf Kudasiewicz. As a result of their labors the previously
widespread tendency to disseminate more widely knowledge on matters of
logic was brought into disrepute. On top of this the fruits of previous logical
investigation itself were also rejected. Without a doubt this general evaluation
was exaggeratedly negative; even contemporaries pointed that out (Steplowski
1753). It did however have certain positive consequences. It meant, for instance,
that attempts were made at making psychology a foundation for logic (psychology
then being a kind of rationalistic quasi—epistemology). These attempts at first
were hardly noticeable (Dobszewicz 1761; Konarski 1767; Narbutt 1769; to a
certain extent Kleczewski 1772; Benistawski 1774; Nikuta 1798 as well), then
much more audacious (Jaronski 1812; Przeczytanski 1816; to a certain extent
Goluchowski 1821; Jankowski 1822; extensively in the work of Sniadecki 1822;
Dowgird 1828; Wiszniewski 1848). This engendered an interest in the founda-
tions of logic and lasted throughout next period as well, but the interest was all
the more general as a result of such investigations after the foundations in the
realms of epistemology (Wlodek 1780-1814; Wiszniewski 1834), of ontology
(Trentowski 1844) and even in grammar (Kudasiewicz 1858). But the conviction
that logic must be founded on psychology held the most general sway. The first
period of modern logic, therefore, i.e. the turn of the eighteenth and nineteenth
centuries, is best called the period of psychologism.

The period in which Polish logicians attained their highest achievements,
the period of algebraicism, is the sixth period in the history of Polish logic
and the second period of modern logic, which follows that of psychologism,
though only after a lapse of five years which was effectively barren in logical
terms (1865—1869). Within this period of algebraicism one can distinguish four
subordinate periods: 1870—-1882, 1884—1889, 1900—1917 and 1918-1939. The
first three have all the signs of being periods of preparation before the flowering
of Polish logic which occurred between 1918 and 1939, a flowering which was
mercilessly interrupted, once again for a period of five years, by the events of
the II world war.

This period of preparation stands out firstly because of the hitherto unheard-
of growth in the number of centers where logic was pursued, secondly on ac-
count of the increase in the number of essays in circulation. At the peak of the
period of psychologism, between 1842 and 1864, there were only ten scholars
working on logic, and they only published in those twenty years a mere fifteen
essays. Between 1870 and 1882 on the other hand fifteen scholars published
thirty essays; between 1884 and 1899 thirty scholars published sixty essays; and
from 1900 to 1917 sixty scholars published two hundred essays, and one might
add that in 1912, for instance, as many essays were published as in the course
of the thirteen years from 1870 to 1882.
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The individual regions of the old Com-
monwealth were not, however, at that
time in equal measure «saturated» with
logic. The most robust centers of research
belonged to Ruthenia and Little Poland.
Prime of place should be accorded to that
at Lvov, which employed the following
amongst others: Aleksander Raciborski,
Stanistaw Piatkiewicz, Waclaw Wolski,
Kazimierz Twardowski, Jan Lukasiewicz,
Bronistaw Bandrowski, Wactaw Sierpinski,
Zygmunt Zawirski, Kazimierz So$nicki,
Stanistaw Le$niewski, Tadeusz Kotarbiniski,
Tadeusz Czezowski and Kazimierz Ajduk-
iewicz. The center at Cracow functioned
around the following, amongst others:
Jézef Kremer, Stefan Pawlicki, Antoni
Molicki, Konstanty Czaykowski, Fran-
ciszek Gabryl, Konstanty Michalski and
Leon Chwistek. Partly connected with
Cracow were Wladystaw Bieganski and
Franciszek Sekowski. In Mazovia, on
the other hand, only Henryk Struve,
Wtadystaw Gosiewski, Adam Mahrburg,
Wiadystaw Mieczystaw Koztowski (the
younger), Jézef Abramowski and Stefan
Mazurkiewicz worked on logic. Edward
Stamm still belonged to the center of
Warsaw, although he worked elsewhere.
In Great Poland it was only Kazimierz
Wize and Czeslaw Znamierowski who
first started work on logic; in Prussia there
was Wiadystaw Switalski, who was loosely
connected with the rest of the country
(amongst other ways by membership in
the Polish Philosophical Society). The
logical center in Lithuania, which after
the January Uprising experienced par-
ticularly cruel persecution on the part of
the partitioning power, was reborn only
during the twenties, mainly thanks to the
participation of Tadeusz Czezowski. Out- ;
side Poland the following amongst others Benedykt Dobszewicz

Jan Sniadecki
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worked in logic: Bronistaw Trentowski (in
Germany), Platon Porecki (in Russia) who
moreover did not keep in touch at all with
centers in Poland, Wincenty Lutostawski
(in Switzerland, England and France) and
Jozefa Kodisowa, born Krzyzanowska (in
the United States).

In the second half of the nineteenth
century it was not only the number of
logicians which increased, but also the
size of what one might call the passive
logical community. The contributing fac-
tors in this were firstly the appearance of
logic amongst subjects on the curricula,
where either Polish or the language of
the relevant partitioning power was the
teaching—medium, of grammar schools
(gimnazja) in each region of the old Com-
monwealth: Little Poland and Ruthenia
(1855), Great Poland and Prussia (1862),
Mazovia (1863 and in the final instance
1871) and finally Lithuania (1871). An
even greater contributing factor was, sec-
ondly, the renewal of courses of lectures
on logic, given in Polish, at university—
level: in the Warsaw School of Further
Education (1862-1869), at the Jagellonian
University (1870) and at the University of
Lvov (1871). It is perhaps worth mention-
ing that the revival of logic—teaching not
only constituted a means of inculcating
the habits of disciplined thought (Kasze-
wski 1861; Bobrzynski 1912), but also en-
abled people to act in more decisive ways,
particularly in matters affecting society
generally (Krupinski 1878).

The introduction of logic as the subject
of lecture—courses engendered a demand
for text—books. At the beginning this was
solved by translating foreign works. Of
six translations made of works on logic
in the years 1870—1882 as many as five
were of manuals on logic; amongst these



was the excellent translation of Alexander
Bain’s Logic from the pen of Franciszek
Krupinski (1878). Gradually, however,
more and more, original manuals began to
be written. In the last twenty years of the
period of psychologism only two manuals
appeared, of these one was of university—
level. If one discounts reprints, then in the
years 1870—1882 four manuals appeared,
of these, one of university—level; between
1884 and 1899 eight manuals were pub-
lished, two of these being of university—
level; between 1900 and 1917, on the other
hand, fourteen manuals appeared; three
of which were of university—level. In the
years 1884—1899 the number of transla-
tions of foreign manuals fell to three (out
of seven translations of logical works) and
between 1900 and 1917, although there
was no remarkable change in the number
of translations of other works on logic —
there were six works published — not one
manual of logic was translated. The origi-
nal Polish manuals were of unequal worth.
A few of them were excellent (Twardowski
1901c; Bieganski 1907d and 1916), a few
were decidedly bad (Dzieduszycki 1895;
Brzozowski 1905). The rest had their
weaker and their stronger sides. Amongst
the former was the inclusion of a lot of
padding in the form of irrelevant infor-
mation (Kremer 1876; Nuckowski 1903a),
obscure layout and vagueness in the set-
ting out of proofs (Koztowski the younger
1916) and blatant mistakes (Kremer 1876;
Koztowski the elder 1891). On the posi-
tive side were accessibility (Pawlicki 1895;
Pechnik 1897; Twardowski 1901c; Struve
1907; Bieganski 1907d and 1916; Gabryl
1912), clarity (Zagérzanski 1873; Kremer
1878), objectiveness (Zagdrzanski 1873),
and just careful use of language (Kautny
1871; Kremer 1878). Undoubtedly a merit

Wiadystaw Koztowski
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of certain of the manuals was the intercon-
nection of short histories of logic (Pawl-
icki 1895; Gabryl 1899; Mahrburg 1902;
Bieganski 1907d), and above all the provi-
sion of sets of exercises (Koztowski the
elder 1891; Nuckowski 1903a; Lutostawski
1906; Bieganski 1907d and 1916). Of value
also was the idea of preparing manuals on
logic intended for certain well-defined
areas of the reading—public: for physicians
(Bieganski 1894), teachers (Baranowski
1895; Twardowski 1901c¢) and for civil
servants (Heryng 1896).

Individual problems of logic were vari-
ously treated by the various authors of
these manuals. Of equal consequence in
this were the personal preferences of the
author and the tendencies and prefer-
ences common to the age in which the
book was written. And it was at this time
that currents in research began to change
relatively quickly. Not everyone was able
to grasp the rejuvenating effect that this
difference of opinion was having on logic:
intuitionism rivaled with intellectualism,
formalism or ontologizing anti—psycholo-
gism with psychologism (Bieganski 1912).
But just about everybody felt the need to

Aleksander Raciborski continue the work of laying a foundation
for logic begun in the period of psycholo-
gism (Heryng 1896).

The first thirteen years of the period of algebraicism (1870-1882) were
characterized by research in methodology (Molicki 1879). The development
of methodology at this time is undoubtedly connected with the watch—words
of the epistemologization of logic which were current in the years 1842—-1864.
The fruits of previous generations’ work in logic, so negatively but superficially
evaluated and well nigh rejected as a whole during the period of psychologism,
now became the object of profounder reflection (Struve 1870). It was still held
that logic should be given a foundation on psychology, but here psychology was
no longer the rationalistic kind as before but an empirical psychology (Kremer
1878). A consequence of this conviction was the undertaking of investigations
in the area dividing psychology and logic, and these were rewarded between
1884 and 1899 in the form of fundamental results in the field of psycho-logic
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(Twardowski 1894 and 1898). Concurrent
with these developments began a gradual
retreat from psychologism. Attempts
were made, not always in full conscious-
ness of what was actually happening, to
augment logic with grammar, which like
psychology at this time had yielded to the
challenge of empiricism (Gabryl 1899).
Historical investigations began to encom-
pass the logic of Ancient Greece: Plato
(Lutostawski 1897) and Aristotle (Gabryl
1897; Lukasiewicz 1910a). Works were
appearing which broke with the hitherto
usual attitude of disrespect towards the
results of classical Greek logic (Zaranski
1882; Czaykowski 1894—1895; later Twar-
dowski 1910a; Lukasiewicz 1911a). Inves-
tigations in methodology were continuing
(Raciborski 1886; Bieganiski 1894). In the
next eighteen years, from 1900 to 1917, a
decidedly anti—psychologistic trend set
in (Twardowski 1912) along with one to-
ward grammaticalism, which this time
was fully conscious. Both these currents
favored the rebirth of interest in semiotics
(Bandrowski 1905d). The investigations
in the history of logic which were con-
tinually being undertaken (Twardowski
1910a; Lukasiewicz 1911a) influenced
methods of solving problems in pure logic
(Lukasiewicz 1910a). Essays on previous
work in logic in Poland (Struve 1911),
especially pertaining to the period of on-
tologism (Michalski 1916), occasioned a
revaluation of attitude to the past attain-
ments of the tradition these logicians were
part of. The analysis of different problems
of methodology continued undisrupted
(Bandrowski 1904; Lukasiewicz 1906a,
1907b and 1913a). At the end of these
thirteen years the first attempts at algebra-
icizing logic were beginning to be made
(Lukasiewicz 1910a; Stamm 1911-1912;
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Chwistek 1912; Le$niewski 1916; in the
years prior to this time Pigtkiewicz 1888).
This heralded that blossoming in logistic
which characterizes the inter—war years.

The legacy of the years from 1870 to
1917, years embracing three preparatory
subordinate periods, as one might call
them, which preceded the golden age
of Polish logic (1918-1939), was the re-
sult of the work of three generations of
logicians: of the generation of Henryk
Struve, that of Wtadystaw Bieganski and
that of Kazimierz Twardowski. But these
three men themselves made the greatest
contribution. One could say that Struve’s
concern was with tradition, Bieganiski’s
with thoroughness and Twardowski’s was
with the future of logic in Poland. Thanks
to the indefatigable researching of Struve,
the originators of those achievements
in Polish logic of the inter—war period
were able to appreciate the wealth of our
logical past. Thanks to the comprehensive
knowledge of Bieganski they were able to
become acquainted with the contempo-
rary state of logic in the world. Thanks
to Twardowski’s work as a teacher they
could justifiably cherish the hope that the
legacy jointly assimilated by them would
not fall on stony ground.

3. THE SOURCES

The year 1904, the year of the founding of
the Polish Philosophical Society in Lvov,
turned out to be felicitous for Polish logic;
and not just because it was in that year
that as many as five logicians, all of them
amongst the originators of those attain-
ments of the inter—war years, were born;
I have in mind Izydora Dambska, Sew-
eryna Luszczewska, Adolf Lindenbaum,
Henryk Mehlberg and Jerzy Stupecki.
The year was also felicitous in that the



Society managed to bring together a large
proportion of logicians then active and a
high proportion of the members of the
Society constituted from the beginning
the logicians.

A similar tendency could be noted
in the remaining philosophical societ-
ies in the country. Logic was the subject
of three, successive, presidents of the
Cracow Philosophical Society, founded
in 1909: Maurycy Straszewski, Witold
Rubczynski and Zygmunt Zawirski. In the
Warsaw Institute of Philosophy, founded
in 1915, Lukasiewicz led the section of
logic and, after the death of Wtadyslaw
Weryho in 1916 was in charge of all the ac-
tivities of the Institute. The first secretary
of the Poznan Philosophical Society was
Wiadystaw Mieczystaw Koztowski (the
younger) who was also concerned with
matters of logic; the society was founded
in 1921. Tadeusz Kotarbinski presided
over the Warsaw Philosophical Society
from the time of its inception in 1927,
and then presided over the whole Polish
Philosophical Society from the time of
the general unification of the provincial
societies in 1948. His successor was also
a logician, Klemens Szaniawski. During
the whole of the existence of the Vilna
Philosophical Society, from 1928, that is,
until after the end of the II world war, its
president was Tadeusz Czezowski.

So itis not a coincidence that one fifth,
and in some years a higher proportion, of

ol

Czestaw Znamierowski

all the meetings of the Polish Philosophical Society should have been devoted
exclusively to logic. It is not a coincidence that the first paper on logic should
have been presented to the Society by Jan Lukasiewicz as soon as the fourth
meeting, which took place on the 29" of March 1904 and the guest speaker
at the fifth meeting on the 13™ of April of the same year, was also a logician,
Bronistaw Bandrowski. It is not a coincidence that the first section should
have been the section of logic. Nor is it coincidental that on the first roll of
members of the Society we should find the names of Struve, as one of the two
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founding—members, and of Bieganski and
Twardowski amongst the circle of the fifty
eight active members.

The Polish Philosophical Society will not
serve the purposes of any one philosophical
approach to the exclusion of others, for it is
our wish that all approaches come under our
auspices. We want to be free of one—sidedness;
we want to be as many-sided as possible. The
one and only dogma of the Society will be
our conviction that dogmatism is the greatest
enemy of all academic investigation.

These remarks were made by Twar-
dowski (1904b: 241). But the conviction
which Twardowski spoke of was shared
by both Struve and Bieganski. In this way
an environment was created which to a
great extent accelerated the transforma-
tions which were coming to the surface
in the field of logic in Poland from 1870
onwards.

One can best assess those transforma-
tions by following the objections raised
against the usual ways, common to manu-
als on logic of the day, of outlining the area
¥ of logical investigation. The usual views

{-.\ were that the object of logical investiga-

K tion was either knowledge or reasoning,

“i or language, or methods of proof, or just
% reality.
Platon Porecki Arguments against these views went

as follows. If knowledge pure and simple

were the object of logical investigation
(Straszewski 1872 and 1900; Mahrburg 1901; Stamm 1911d), then logic would
in no wise differ from epistemology. At the same time, within epistemology one
is after criteria for the truth of various individual constituents of knowledge
but logic at the most establishes a test for the mutual consistency of these
constituents. Their tasks are moreover different and one ought to be on one’s
guard against mixing logic and epistemology (Raciborski 1885b; Heinrich 1901;
Bieganski 1903a and 1912a; Gabryl 1912). All the more should one regard the
attempts at basing logic upon epistemology as miscarried. The same can be
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said of attempts at finding a foundation
for logic in psychology, be it the old ratio-
nalistic psychology or the newer empirical
kind. When one accepts the concept of
reasoning as the object of logical inves-
tigation (Kautny 1871; Raciborski 1886;
Hoyer 1888; Bieganski 1912a; Rubczynski
1919), then there is a real danger of being
under the impression that logic is part
of psychology (Ochorowicz 1872; Twar-
dowski 1898; Bieganski 1897a and 1903a;
Znamierowski 1912). But that would be a
false impression. Logical assertions have
the status of normative rules, whereas
the assertions of psychology are descrip-
tive laws (Ochorowicz 1872; Zagoérzanski
1873; Kremer 1878; Mahrburg 1902a;
Bieganski 1903a). Rules of logic are un-
assailable and unchanging, psychological
laws can be disputed and changed (Lu-
kasiewicz 1907¢; Koztowski the younger
1916). The rules of logic provide principles
with which the results of certain intel-
lectual processes should comply (namely
cognitive processes), but the laws of psy-
chology provide a generalized description
of these processes themselves (Molicki
1879; Gabryl 1899; Bandrowski 1904b
and 1907; Lukasiewicz 1907 c;Twardowski
1912; Zawirski 1914).

Neither can grammar become the basis
for logic. Admittedly, if one assumes, as
is sometimes done (Lukasiewicz 1912b;
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Molicki 1914), that the object of logical investigation is language, then the
temptation can arise of reducing logic to grammar (Struve 1870; Trentowski
1874; Raciborski 1885b). However, this particular route constitutes an impasse
for all those who deny only that there is identity, but also full correspondence
of thought and language (Zagérzanski 1873; Debicki 1876; Swistun 1890;
Nuckowski 1903a; Appel 1909; Wize 1914). If there were such a correspondence,
then indeed one could arrive at principles of logic from a straight analysis of
language—form (Molicki 1879; Bandrowski 1905d). Now principles of grammar
have authorizing force usually with reference to a given language (Debicki 1876;
Gabryl 1899), and even within the limits of this relativization they become
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transformed throughout different periods in the development of the language

(Rozwadowski 1913). Logic, however, does not take into account such limitations;

assertions of logic hold in all circumstances and do not change. In this respect

they remind one of assertions of mathematics. If it were to happen that there

arose a branch of logic whose essence lie in investigating the principles of proof,
then assertions in this field would have to be taken as a certain interpretation

of algebraic formulae (Struve 1870; Trentowski 1874; Porecki 1884; Raciborski

1885b; Stamm 1911d; Ajdukiewicz 1911). The distinguishing mark of logic in this

interpretation would be that the entities referred to in the algebraic formulae

would be concepts or propositions, and not, for instance as in set theory, sets

(Pigtkiewicz 1888; Stamm 1911a; Janiszewski 1914). One could moreover go

further and hold that the necessary connections between propositions affirmed

in the assertions of logic are really necessary connections between states of af-
fairs which are referred to by the propositions investigated in logic (Bandrowski

1905d). In such a way logic would become a kind of ontology (Horodyski 1914b).
However, such a position is not defensible, since one can easily show that the

assumption that logical and ontological categories run parallel with each other
is mistaken (Raciborski 1885b; Bandrowski 1905d; Pawlicki 1909; Biegariski

1912a; Gabryl 1912).

As a result of such considerations there arose the awareness that neither at-
tempts to reduce logic to epistemology, psychology, grammar, algebra or ontology,
nor attempts to found logic on any of these disciplines, could succeed. Ultimately
the conviction, that logic was independent of these, won the day (Gabryl 1912).
But out of research undertaken in various directions, but connected with these
very attempts, there arose a wealth of interests and far—reaching solutions which
characterize Polish logic of the inter—war years. For it was exactly these inves-
tigations which led to the development of methodology, the achievements of
psycho-logic, the rebirth of semiotics, the progress in logistic and the discovery,
at the threshold of the interwar era, of non—Aristotelian logic.

The immediate source of the development in methodological investigation
was the concern with the relation of logic to epistemology. In order to justify a
specific position in that dispute it was necessary to have at one’s disposal more
exact ideas than had hitherto been usual of what truth and reasoning were. The
first was considered eventually to be a relative (Kotarbinski 1913a) or an absolute
(Twardowski 1900b; Lesniewski 1913c) attribute pertaining to all and only those
sentences which were adequately justified (Kozlowski the elder 1898; Bieganiski
1907d and 1910e). Truth thus characterized was opposed to criteria of truth
(Lukasiewicz 1911e) which were usually considered to be found in the measure
of agreement holding between attributes predicated of an object and attributes
really belonging to the object (Kautny 1871; Lukasiewicz 1907c and 1910a), but
sometimes also in the measure of agreement holding between a thought and the
relation indicated in that thought as holding between objects (Gabryl 1900) or
even between the thought and other constituents of knowledge (Bieganski 1910e).

34



As far as reasoning was concerned, it was
generally agreed that it was analyzable as
a logical relation holding between expe-
riential and semantic entities (Borowski
1913a). Opinion as to the nature of this
relation and of the entities entering into
it was, however, divided. On the one hand
the relation of agreement between im-
pressions or expressions was taken into
account (Kautny 1871; Bieganski 1897 and
1903a); on the other the relation of en-
tailment between thoughts (Twardowski
1901c) or sentences (Lukasiewicz 1911d).
In connection with the problem of the na-
ture of reasoning the question arose of the
basis for asserting a relation of agreement
or of entailment. Such a basis began to be
looked for in various kinds of real rela-
tions (Raciborski 1886; L.ukasiewicz 1907;
Bieganski 1909; Sekowski 1910b; So$nicki
1910c; Zielenczyk 1910; Kodisowa 1910a;
Borowski 1913a), especially in the care-
fully analyzed relation of cause and effect
(Niedzwiecki 1874; Hoyer 1897; Gabryl
1902; Bandrowski 1904b; Lukasiewicz
1906b; Borowski 1913a).

Accompanying these general investiga-
tions into the nature of reasoning were
analyses of its various forms. It was per-
ceived that depending on whether the
direction of reasoning is in agreement
with that of entailment, as in the case of
inference and confirmation, or not so, as Wiadystaw Heinrich
in the case of demonstration or explana-
tion, reasonings can be divided under the headings: deductive and reductive
(Twardowski 1901¢; Lukasiewicz 1910a and 1911b; Ajdukiewicz 1913a; Koztowski
the younger 1916). Particular attention was paid to reductive reasonings. At
first it was accepted that proof was a certain (complete) kind of justification
(Bieganski 1909a; Kotarbinski 1913d). For proof so understood exact and at the
same time general conditions of completeness were found (Sleszynski 1913c).
Similarly the concept of explanation was brought under the more general
concept of clarification (Heryng 1896; Hoyer 1897; Sekowski 1910b; Borowski
1913a). Here a dispute developed on the role of clarification and description in
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science (Heryng 1896; Hoyer 1897; Kodisowa 1910a). This dispute led to the
realization that in science a pure description is essentially incomplete and does
not lead to new discoveries and that clarification is indispensable (Sekowski
1910a; Zielericzyk 1910). On occasion logicians concerned themselves with,
first of all, the relationship of clarification to induction, understood at that time
largely (Koztowski the elder 1893; Kozlowski the younger 1916) but with ex-
ceptions (Gosiewski 1904) as deduction in reverse. Secondly an important step
was taken toward grasping the structure of scientific theories: they began to be
regarded as a set of assertions ordered by the entailment—relation (Mahrburg
1897; Lukasiewicz 1906b and 1911b). At the same time it was recognized that
there was a disparity amongst the members of the set, and the first attempts
at establishing the status of the laws belonging to it (Korzybski 1870), and in
particular of their hypothetical character (Lukasiewicz 1906b; Twardowski
1907a; Borowski 1913a) were begun.

In this way the discovery of the foundations of logic in epistemology pre-
pared a basis for later attainments in methodology, particularly in the field of
meta—logic.

It was a different direction which the investigations of those who wanted
to found logic on empirical psychology took. Intentions of constructing an
intensional logic — and thus of reconstructing the true course of cognitive
processes in the mind (Bieganski 1901 and 1903a; Kozlowski the younger
1916) — were not in fact realized (Bieganski 1912a). But attempts at making
psychology a foundation for logic fructified in the form of essential issues in
the field of psycho—logic (Stogbauer 1910a) mentioned above. The first of these
issues consisted in an exact differentiation between the actual process and the
object of a given presentation (Twardowski 1894). Thanks to this distinction one
could then show what the difference between presentations and propositions in
general consisted in (Twardowski 1894 and 1901c; Jawicéwna 1905) as well as
indicate within the sphere of presentations the difference between concepts and
images (Raciborski 1886; Koztowski the elder 1892; Twardowski 1898, 1901c
and 1904a; Bieganski 1900; Gabryl 1904 and 1912; Stogbauer 1910a; Kozlowski
the younger 1916). This also enabled one avoiding the hitherto not unknown
tendency of confusing the logical content of a concept with its psychological
content (Abramowski 1915b).

At this point problems arising from the tendency to underpin logic with psy-
chology converged with problems arising from the tendency to establish a more
exact link between logic and grammar, and this led to the rebirth of semiotics.
Although it is indeed the case that grammar must assume the laws of logic, and
not vice versa (Zagérzanski 1873), certain observations made within grammar
can contribute to a clarification of certain matters pertaining to logic (Rubczynski
1911a), on condition, that is, that, while investigating the logic of natural lan-
guage (Zagorzanski 1873), one does not lose sight of two things: the fact that
language has many functions (Bandrowski 1905d; Twardowski 1910b; Bieganski

36



1915; Koztowski the younger 1916) and
the danger of a vicious circle where lan-
guage is used to describe language (Hoyer
1897). Among the problems of semiotics
most attention was devoted to the key
question of the meaning of expressions.
Some logicians identified meaning with
a presentation (an image or a concept)
connected with a given word and cor-
respondingly with a thought (a belief or
proposition) connected with a sentence
(Kautny 1871; Rozwadowski 1903; Gabryl
1904; Struve 1907; Twardowski 1910b). ) ‘q
Others considered meaning to be an ex- ‘
ternal object (real or abstract) which is

referred to by a given word (Kaunty 1871;
Bandrowski 1905d and 1907; Lukasiewicz
1907¢; Bieganski 1913 and 1915), and the
relation between object which a sentence
refers to (Ostrzeniewski 1890; Le$niewski
1911c), or just the essence of these objects
(Molicki 1879). Both these views were
then assimilated by introducing the notion
of dual semantic function in language: on
the one hand, the function of expression
(immediate reference) and, on the other,
of indication (mediate reference). Expres-
sions immediately refer to presentations
or thoughts and mediately to objects or
relations between them (Kautny 1871; Ga-
bryl 1899; Twardowski 1901c; Nuckowski Vi
1903a; Biegariski 1903a, 1913 and 1915, gy P Tyt P
Bandrowski 1905d; Y.ukasiewicz 1907c;

Zawirski 1914). Some logicians, on the

other hand, tried to reduce the meaning of words to the meaning of sentences,
identifying the meaning of a word with the totality of sentences in which that
word is used (Bandrowski 1905d; Bieganski 1913 and 1915; Koztowski the
younger 1916). Within the realm of sentences particularly searching analyses
awaited existential and model sentences. As far as the first is concerned, this
came about because it appeared at the time that the reduction of all other in-
dicative sentences to them would be a profitable undertaking (Zawirski 1914).
It turned out, however, that under a certain interpretation (Lukasiewicz 1907c)
existential sentences are without truth—value (Le$niewski 1911a and 1913d), so

Izydora Dambska
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that if such a reduction really could be effected, it would have unusually para-
doxical consequences. In the case of modal sentences investigation showed that
the identification of varieties of these bad hitherto proceeded, not according to

one, as usually believed, but according to as many as four principles of subdivi-
sion (Zawirski 1914). Of the varieties of modal sentence only ones expressing

possibility and necessity had been given logically satisfactory (free, that is,
from, on the one hand, subjectivism, on the other, ontologizing assumptions)

characterizations (Kotarbinski 1912), having recourse, namely, to agreement
between subject and predicate or the relation of entailment between sentences

(Lukasiewicz 1907c; Bieganski 1912a). The achievement of a purely logical char-
acterization of sentences expressing possibility and necessity inclined logicians

toward renewed reflection on the problems of analyticity (Bieganski 1903a;

Wolfke 1906), definability (Molicki 1914) and the principles of classification
(Bieganski 1903a; Soénicki 1911). Moreover the foundations of a logical theory
of questions were laid in that the concept of a question was supplemented and

given sharp boundaries (Twardowski 1901c; Le$niewski 1911a) together with

the concepts of proper and improper answer (Twardowski 1901c¢). Last of all,
there evolved from these investigations contributions to a general theory of
signs: basic language—forms were characterized in terms of language seen as a
system of signs of a particular kind (Molicki 1879; Twardowski 1910b), as were

the main forms such signs could take (Kautny 1871, Gabryl 1899 and 1903—-1906;

Bandrowski 1905d; Bieganski 1913 and 1915).

So the achievements of the golden age in the field of semiotics were an exten-
sion of the results of investigations undertaken in the years 1870-1917 in the
boundary-—areas of logic, psychology and grammar.

The source of the inter—war attainments in logistic consisted in the progress
made here in this preparatory period under the influence of attempts at finding
an answer to the problem of the relationship of logic and algebra.

In the beginning the algebraicisation of logic had a number of opponents in
Poland: they denied that logistic had any potential for new discoveries (Krupinski
1879), or the necessary versatility (Pawlicki 1895; Koch 1910; Gabryl 1912), or
exactitude (Bieganski 1903a). Defendants of algebraicisation answered these ob-
jections by reminding that it was exactly this algebraicisation which modern logic
had to thank for the theory of relations unknown to traditional logic (Lukasiewicz
1910a), the generalized theory of inference (Porecki 1900, Lukasiewicz 1910a;
Bieganski 1912a; Stamm 1913c; Koztowski the younger 1916) and the libera-
tion from the mistakes of epistemologism, psychologism and grammaticalism
(Lukasiewicz 1910a; Bieganski 1912a; Kozlowski the younger 1916). However,
logicians involved in the development of logistic themselves made a discovery
which cast doubt on all their constructions to date — as yet very distant from their
later perfection (Piatkiewicz 1888; Sleszyniski 1893; Bieganiski 1903c; Lukasiewicz
1910a; Stamm 1911¢). The antinomies inherent in the foundations of these
constructions were uncovered. At once attempts were begun to overcome these
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antinomies either by making the relevant
concepts more exact, amongst these the

concept of a part (Lukasiewicz 1907a)

and of class (Smolka 1913; Czezowski

1914; Lesniewski 1914b), or by jettisoning
certain logical laws: the law of non—con-
tradiction (Lukasiewicz 1910a), the law of
excluded middle (Le$niewski 1913b), and

the law of reducibility (Chwistek 1912).
And so the analysis of the content of the

concept of class became a stimulus for the

construction of mereology (Lesniewski

1916). On the other hand research into

the consequence of rejecting certain of the
theses hitherto considered to be the most
fundamental laws of logic evolved into

parallel investigations into axiomatic de-
ductive theories (Porecki 1899; Sleszyniski

1913¢; Zaremba 1916), in particular of
axiomatic set theory (Sierpinski 1912)

and the foundations of probability theory
(Porecki 1887a; Gosiewski 1904 and 1906).
This area of logical investigation, begun in

Poland at the turn of the century, turned

out to be the most fertile and produced

the most indisputable gains.

The most important revolution in logic,
however, took place as a result of research
in logico—ontology. For it was in the at-
tempts at distinguishing logic and ontol-
ogy that the later achievements in inves-
tigations in many—valued logics bad their
beginnings; it is here that these logics have
their immediate source. Analysis effected
in connection with the discovery and
search for ways of disposing of the logi-
cal antinomies showed that the so—called
laws of logic are not ultimate (Lukasiewicz
1910a) nor mutually dependent (Ajdukie-
wicz 1913a) and can moreover be replaced
by others with a corresponding change
in the system they underlie (Bieganski vy ML
1912a). The one justification for these ~ Klemens Szaniawski

Henryk Mehlberg
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principles are formal proofs (the corresponding definitions) or just practical
considerations (Lukasiewicz 1910a; Stamm 1910c) — and not material proofs
(Lukasiewicz 1910a). This had the effect of making an issue of the question
whether the rule enjoining rejection in sciende of internally contradictory
objects was fundamental (Lukasiewicz 1910a; Chwistek 1917). Amongst such
objects were held to be universals (Le$niewski 1913d). However logicians began
to defend the position that universals are not contradictory objects, but rather
are such that the principle of contradiction does not in effect apply to them
(Bieganski 1903a; Lukasiewicz 1910a), in the same way as that in which it has
no application to certain sentences about the future (Kotarbiniski 1912). At
the same time in the field of the theory of probability the idea became current
that probability should be understood as a property of certain undetermined
sentences rather than of events (Lukasiewicz 1913a). And this very coincidence
of circumstances led to the birth of non—Aristotelian logic.

The upheavals which took place in these directions were shortly to issue in
an unusually fecund vintage of logical achievement. As yet we have not been
able to complete the harvest.

Such is the inheritance, such the attainments and such their immediate sources
of Polish logic.

The greatest obstacle dividing people is their lack of knowledge about themselves.

These words of Tadeusz Czezowski (1948b: 14) concern not only, I think,
our contemporaries, but also our forbears. I think they also concern logicians,
especially in that when it comes to views on logical matters the distinction
between truth and falsity is more easily drawn that in other areas. In view of
this, the least danger for a history of logic is that it becomes a history of past
mistakes or a graveyard of oddities or in any case it can easily be dealt such a
reproach if such pitfalls are not avoided.
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2. The development of the Polish philosophy
of science and philosophy of nature before
the Il world war

1. THE ORIGINS OF THE POLISH PHILOSOPHY OF SCIENCE AND
PHILOSOPHY OF NATURE, AND ITS LATER DEVELOPMENT UNTIL THE 19™
CENTURY

The first known Polish philosopher was Witelo (cir. 1230 — cir. 1314), a physicist
and the author of Perspectiva and De causa primaria poenitentiae et de natura
daemonum. The issues which he addressed in those treatises included the
problems of various modes of knowledge. However, the emergence of a true
philosophical milieu in Poland is connected with the founding of the Cracow
Academy in 1364.

In the 15" century, aspects of methodology and the philosophy of science
were essential parts of treatises that contained comments on Aristotle’s Analytics,
Topics, Physics, etc. The issues raised by Cracow philosophers included questions
concerning the operations of defining, classifying and proving. The problems
of induction were also analyzed. Five personages should be mentioned in this
context: Andrzej Wezyk (cir. 1377 — 1430), the author of Exercitium librorum

“Physicorum”; Benedykt Hesse (cir. 1389 — 1456), who discussed, among others,
the problem of movement in Quaestiones super libros “Physicorum” (where he
adopted the conception of impetus); Jan of Stupcza (1408-1488), the author of a
commentary on Aristotle’s De caelo et mundo; Jan of Glogéw (cir. 1440 — 1507),
who was not only a philosopher but also an astronomer and geographer and
who considered, among others, the problem of principium individuationis in
his treatise Exercitium veteris artis; and Jakub from Gostynin (cir. 1450 — 1506),
who analyzed the notion of cause in Theoremata, seu preopositiones auctoris
causarum containing his commentary on Proclos’ Liber de causis.

In the 16" century, the following philosophers dealt with issues in philosophy
of science: Michat Twarég (cir. 1450 — cir. 1520) in Quaestiones in tractatus

“Parvorum logicalium” Petri Hispani (where he discussed the problem of sup-
positio, among others); Michal Falkener (cir. 1460 — 1534), a philosopher and
astronomer in Epitoma figurarum in libros “Physicorum” et “De anima” Ar-
istotelis; Wojciech Nowopolczyk (1508-1559) in “Oratio de laude physices”;
Jakub Gérski (1525-1585) in Commentariorum artis dialecticae libri decem. De
revolutionibus, the work of the greatest scientist of the century, Mikotaj Kopernik
(1473-1543), can also be considered a contribution to natural philosophy: it
was of great methodological significance, as it had overcome both dogmatism
and crude empiricism.
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Among 17"—century philosophers,
Adam Burski (cir. 1560 — 1611) occupies
a particularly prominent place. In his
Dialectica Ciceronis, Burski advocated
stoic empiricism and recommended the
inductive method (prior to Francis Bacon).
Bacon’s methodology was disseminated
in Poland by Jan Jonston (1603-1675).
General methodology was one of the prin-
cipal subjects of the famous manuals of
those times: Logica selectis disputationi-
bus et quaestionibus ilustrata by Marcin
Smiglecki (1564—1618), and Systema logi-
cae tribus libris adornatum by Bartlomiej
Keckermann (1572?-1609?). With regard

Witelo of Legnica to the issues of natural philosophy, the
question of vacuum was debated particu-
larly intensely by Polish thinkers: this is

revealed by a comparison of positions adopted in this context by Jan Brozek
(1585-1652) in his Peripateticus cracoviensis, Wojciech Wijuk—Kojatowicz
(1605-1677) in Oculus ratione correctus, and Ferdynand Ohm-Januszowski
(1639-1712) in Summa philosophica. In Prelectiones philosophicae in octo libors
Physicorum by Tomasz Mlodzianowski (1622-1686), modes of existence of matter
were described. On the other hand, Adam Kwiryn Krasnodebski (1628-1702)
was occupied by some problems of the philosophy of physics in Philosophia
Aristotelis explicata, and Adam Kochanski (1631-1700) raised questions in the
field of the philosophy of mathematics in Analecta mathematica, co—authored
by Kasper Schott (1608—1666).

In the 18 century, Marcin Swiatkowski (cir. 1620 — 1790), the author of Pro-
dromus Polonus eruditae veritatis, emerged as a precursor of the philosophy of
science; Hieronim (Stanistaw) Konarski (1700-1777) in De arte bene cogitandi ad
artem bene dicendi analyzed modes of reasoning; the philosophy of physics was
one of subjects of Commentariorum philosophiae, logicae scilicet, metaphysicae,
physicae generalis et particularis by Antoni Skorulski (1715-1777), Propositiones
philosophicae ex physica recentiorum by Antoni Wisniewski (1718-1774), and
Carmina by Ignacy Wilczek (1728 — after 1788). The notion of causality was
analyzed in detail by Benedykt Dobszewicz (1722—-1794) in Placita recentiorum
philosophorum explanata, whereas Samuel Chréscikowski (1730-1799) wrote
on features of the matter in Fizyka doswiadczeniami potwierdzona [Physics
confirmed by experiments]. On the other hand, Ignacy Wlodek (1723-1780)
proposed an original classification of the sciences in his O naukach wyzwolonych
w powszechnosci i szczegolnosci ksiegi dwie [ Two books on liberal arts in general
and in particular].
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In the Polish philosophy of science,
the first half of the 19" century is asso-
ciated with the name of Jan Sniadecki
(1756-1830), a mathematician and phi-
losopher who advanced empiricism in his
papers collected in Pisma rozmaite [Mis-
cellaneous writings]. His brother, Jedrzej
Sniadecki (1768—1838), a chemist and
biologist, the author of Teoria jestestw
organicznych [A theory of organic beings]
and “Mowa o niepewnosci zdan i nauk na
doswiadczeniu fundowanych” [“A speech
on the uncertainty of sentences and sci-
ences founded on experience”] appealed
to the unity of experience and reason. The
classification of the sciences preoccupied
Jézef Leski (1760-1825) in Rozprawa o
nauce przyrodzenia [A treatise on the
science of nature]. In Poland of that time,
epistemology founded on common sense
had a prominent advocate in the person of
Aniol Dowgird (1776-1835), the author of
Wykiad przyrodzonych myslenia prawidet
[An exposition of the natural rules of think-
ing]. The renaissance of methodological
empiricism was the mark of the epoch.
Michat Wiszniewski (1794—1865) pub-
lished Bakona metoda ttumaczenia natury
[Bacon’s method of explaining nature], and
Dominik Szulc (1797-1860), a student
of Jan Sniadecki, emerged as a precursor
of Polish positivism in his O Zrédle wie- Jedrzej Sniadecki
dzy tegoczesnej [On the source of modern
knowledge]. In contrast to these trends,
an eminent mathematician, J6zef Hoene—Wronski (1776—1853), developed
an extremely speculative system of all branches of philosophy, including the
philosophy of nature (despite his professional mastery of mathematics, his
philosophical views, collected in Leevre philosophique, were rather obscure).

In the second half of the 19 century, positivism and scientism became promi-
nent in Poland as in other European countries. Wojciech Urbanski (1820-1889),
a physician, was one of the early positivists. His papers were published as Pisma
mniejsze [Minor writings]. Wladystaw Koztowski (the elder) (1832-1899), a psy-
chologist and sociologist, whose works were published posthumously in Pisma

Jan Brozek
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Jézef Hoene-Wronski

Tytus Chatubinski

filozoficzne i psychologiczne [Philosophical
and psychological writings] was a mature
advocate of scientism. The program of the
positivist movement was formulated by
Julian Ochorowicz (1850-1917) in Wstep
i poglad ogdlny na filozofie pozytywnag
[An introduction to and an overview of
positive philosophy]. The program was
criticized by Stefan Pawlicki (1839-1916)
in “Studia nad pozytywizmem” [“Studies
on positivism”]. In Kilka uwag o podstawie
i granicach filozofii [A few remarks on the
foundations and limits of philosophy], he
discussed, among others, the relations
between philosophy and the sciences.
His adversary was Marian Morawski
(1845-1901), the author of the treatises
Filozofia i jej zadanie [Philosophy and its
task] and Celowos¢ w naturze [Teleology
in nature]. In that period, an important
role in the development of the anti—spec-
ulative philosophy of science was played
by physicians. The first impulse was given
by Ferdynand Dworzaczek (1804—1876)
in “Rzecz dotyczaca filozofii medycyny’
[“On the philosophy of medicine”]. The
classic volumes in the Polish philosophy
of medicine are the treatise Metody wyna-
jdywania wskazan lekarskich [Methods of
searching for medical indications] writ-
ten by Tytus Chatubinski (1820-1889), a
physician and naturalist, and Logika me-
dycyny, czyli zasady ogdlnej metodologii
nauk lekarskich [The logic of medicine, or
the principles of the general methodology

4

of the medical sciences), written by Wladyslaw Bieganski (1857-1917). In another
book, Neo—Teleologia [Neo—Teleology], Bieganski defended the teleological
method of explaining biological phenomena referring to a purpose or a function.
His adversary was Adam Mahrburg (1855-1913), an opponent of teleological
explanations, and a defender of empirical instrumentalism; his works were
collected in Pisma filozoficzne [Philosophical writings]. More general questions
were raised in the methodological text “O metodzie badania naukowego” [“On
the method of scientific study”] written by another physician, Henryk Hoyer
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(1834-1907). Other topics in philosophy
of science discussed in Poland during that

period that should be mentioned include

the problem of prediction, investigated

by Stanistaw Kramsztyk (1841-1906)

in Szkice przyrodnicze z dziedziny fizyki,
geofizyki i astronomii [Studies of nature: es-
says in physics, geophysics and astronomy],
and the problem of causality, discussed

by Aleksander Raciborski (1845-1920)

in “Pojecie przyczynowosci w Systemie

logiki dedukcyjnej i indukcyjnej].S. Milla”
[“The concept of causality in J.S. Mill’s

System of logic ratiocinative and induc-
tive”]. The philosophy of mathematics oc-
cupied Samuel Dickstein (1851-1939) in

Matematyka i rzeczywistosc¢ [Mathematics

and reality], and the methodology of his-
tory was studied by Zofia Daszyniska—Goliriska (born Poznanska) (1866—1934)

in Szkice metodologiczne [ Methodological essays].

The great Polish physicist of the beginning of our century, Marian Smolu-
chowski (1872-1917), authored important ideas in the methodology of statisti-
cal physics, and Czestaw Biatobrzeski (1878—-1953) developed an Aristotelian
approach to quantum mechanics.

Marian Smoluchowski

2. THE POLISH PHILOSOPHY OF SCIENCE AND PHILOSOPHY OF NATURE
FROM THE BEGINNING OF THE 20™ CENTURY TO 1945
In the 20th century, many professional philosophers in Poland dealt seriously
with philosophy of science and philosophy of nature.

An original approach to general methodology was introduced by Leon
Petrazycki (1877-1931) in Nowe podstawy logiki i klasyfikacja umiejetnosci [New
foundations of logic and classification of sciences). Leon Chwistek (1884—1944)
published the inspiring book The limits of science, where he presented the concep-
tion of scientific theories as results of a schematization of reality, and outlined
the so—called rational meta—mathematics. Napoleon Cybulski (1854—1919)
discussed the problem of reductionism in the work “O wspétczesnym witalizmie
i mechanizmie” [“On contemporary vitalism and mechanism”]. The problem of
determinism was discussed by Wtadystaw Horodyski (1885-1920), the author of
Pojecie stosunku przyczynowego [ The notion of a causal relation], Edward Stamm
(1886—1940), a mathematician, the author of “Przyczynowo$¢ a stosunek funkc-
jonalny” [“Causality and the functional relation”], Adam Wiegner (1889-1967),
the author of Uwagi nad indeterminizmem w fizyce [Remarks on indeterminism in
physics], and Joachim Metallmann (1889-1942), the author of Determinizim nauk
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Stanistaw Kobytecki
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Tadeusz Garbowski

Leon Petrazycki

przyrodnicznych [Determinism of the natu-
ral sciences)]. Helena Konczewska (1877—-
1959) supplied a multi—faceted analysis of
the notion of substance in Le probléme de

la substance. The mind—body problem oc-
cupied Wiadystaw Mieczystaw Koztowski

(the younger) (1858—1935) in Przyrodoz-
nawstwo i filozofia [Natural science and

philosophy]. The evolutionary paradigm

was defended by Jézef Nusbaum—Hila-
rowicz (1859-1917) in Idea ewolucji w

biologii [The idea of evolution in biology],
and by Tadeusz Garbowski (1869—-1940)

in Organizm a spoteczeristwo [Organism

and society]. Stanistaw Kobytecki (1864—
1939) supported the idea of separating

scientific facts and their interpretations

in Postulaty psychologii doswiadczalnej

[Postulates of experimental psychology].
Jézefa Kodisowa (born Krzyzanowska)

(1865—-1940), in papers collected in Stu-
dia filozoficzne [Philosophical studies],
and Wiadystaw Heinrich (1869-1957) in

the work “O metodologii nauk” [“On the

methodology of the sciences”] developed

the position of empirio—criticism. Inves-
tigation in the field of the methodology
of medicine was continued by Edmund

Biernacki (1866—1911) in Zasady poz-
nania lekarskiego [Principles of medical

knowledge], and by Wladystaw Szumowski

(1875-1954) in Logika dla medykow [Logic

for physicians]. A distinctive approach to

the sociology of science was presented

by Florian Znaniecki (1882-1958) in

Przedmiot i zadania nauki o wiedzy [The

object and aims of the science of knowl-
edge]. Bronistaw Malinowski (1884—1942),
a sociologist and ethnographer, employed

the functional method of explanation in

sociology and ethnography, in his papers

collected in ‘A scientific theory of culture”
and other essays.



Each of scholars mentioned above
worked alone, so to speak. The situation
changed in the case of Kazimierz Twar-
dowski (1866—1938). Twardowski was
primarily interested in the philosophy of
psychology not in the philosophy of natu-
ral sciences. As Franz Brentano’s student,
Twardowski was awarded his doctoral
degree in Vienna and was a professor of
philosophy at the University of Lvov from
1895 onward. He had many students and
was a founder of the Lvov School, which
became known as the Lvov—Warsaw
School after the I world war when some
of its members became professors of the
University of Warsaw. It was a philosophi-
cal movement that instilled analytical and
scientific philosophy in Poland. An enemy of «philosophical systems», Twar-
dowski fostered analysis of specific problems and concepts in a clear, precise
and consistent way. The majority of philosophers presented in this volume are
his disciples or disciples of his disciples.

The Lvov—Warsaw School attached great importance to formal logic and
had an excellent «logical branch». Among the representatives of Polish logic
were: Stanistaw Le$niewski (1886—1939), who developed some original formal
systems including that of ontology and mereology, Jan Lukasiewicz (1878—1956),
the author of many—valued logic, Alfred Tarski (1902—-1983), famous for his
definition of truth, and Andrzej Mostowski (1913—-1975), who investigated the
foundations of mathematics. All of them also engaged in an in—depth analysis of
the philosophical problems arising from their formal works. Especially sensitive
to those issues was Lukasiewicz.

The «philosophical branch» of the Lvov—Warsaw School (which also used
logic to a great extent) continued Twardowski’s tradition. Below is a list of
its most distinguished members. Bronistaw Bandrowski (1879-1914) dealt
with the problem of induction. Zygmunt Zawirski (1882—-1948) was one of the
most outstanding Polish philosophers of physics, a forerunner of historical
methodology, a pioneer of axiomatizing empirical sciences (especially physics),
who initiated discussions on the logical foundations of quantum mechanics
in Poland. Outside Poland, he is known primarily as the author of the mono-
graph Lévolution de la notion du temps. Tadeusz Kotarbinski (1886—-1981) is
the author of a materialistic and nominalistic ontological conception known
as reism (or concretism). His book Gnosiology was an academic textbook
and, at the same time, an exposition of reism and his other original views.
Kazimierz Ajdukiewicz (1890-1963) published in Erkenntnis, presenting his

Florian Znaniecki
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profound epistemology known as radi-
cal conventionalism. Tadeusz Czezowski
(1889-1981) analyzed various method-
ological and epistemological concepts,
adopting rather unorthodox positions
in many fields. Edward Poznanski
(1901-1976), jointly with Aleksander
Wundheiler (1902-1957), analyzed the
notion of truth in physics. Jan Rutski
(1903-1939) contributed a logical analy-
sis of statistical dependencies. Izydora
Dambska (1904—-1983), the youngest
of Twardowski’s disciples, wrote about
the status of conventions and scientific
laws. Adolf Lindenbaum (1904—1941)
was an eminent logician; his wife Janina
Hosiasson—Lindenbaumowa (1899-
1942) examined the reliability of the
method of induction. Henryk Mehlberg
(1904—1979) wrote about time and other
general issues in philosophy of science.
Janina Kotarbinska (1901-1997), Tade-
usz Kotarbinski’s second wife, analyzed
the concepts of chance, of laws of nature,
of determinism, and others. Seweryna
Luszczewska—Romahnowa (1904—1978)
worked in the fields of semantics and
methodology and constructed a sys-
tematic theory of classification. Maria
Kokoszynska—Lutmanowa (1905-1981)
was an insightful critic of relativism; she
analyzed semantic and methodological
concepts, making valuable distinctions.
The couple Stanistaw Ossowski (1897—
1963) and Maria Ossowska (1896-1974)
worked in semiotics. They were among
the pioneers of the science of science.
Later on, Ossowski became a prominent
sociologist and Ossowska an eminent
ethicist.

The Lvov—Warsaw School co—operat-
ed closely with the Vienna Circle. Both
schools were akin in many respects.



Nevertheless, there were essential dif-
ferences between them. While members
of the Lvov—Warsaw School made many
efforts to highlight those dissimilarities,
commentators often overlooked them.
In particular, the Vienna Circle dismissed
any metaphysics, whereas the Lvov—War-
saw School was opposed to speculative
metaphysics not to metaphysics (ontol-
ogy) in general. These differences were
competently listed by Zawirski. Hence, the
Lvov—Warsaw School cannot be included
among the positivist schools, although
many philosophers, especially adversaries
of the Lvov—Warsaw School, called its
members “positivists”

There were many adversaries of the
Lvov—Warsaw School in Poland between
the two world wars (and later as well).
Even though they were not philosophers
of science, we will list the most eminent
among them: Roman Ingarden (1893—
1970), the founder of the phenomenologi-
cal school in Poland, Henryk Elzenberg
(1887-1967), a philosopher of culture,
Wincenty Lutostawski (1863—-1954), a
messianist, Stanistaw Ignacy Witkiewicz
(1885-1939), a «biological monadist»,
many traditional Thomists. It must be
stressed that there were also Thomists
who were adherents of the Lvov—Warsaw
School and tried to develop the Thomist
philosophy and even theology in a more

Andrzej Mostowski

precise manner, by making use of the tools of logic. This circle included Jézef
M. Bochenski (1902—-1994), Jan Franciszek Drewnowski (1896—1978) and Jan
Salamucha (1903-1944). The latter contributed a logical analysis of some of

St. Thomas’ proofs for the existence of God.

One more personage must be mentioned in this context, namely Ludwik Fleck
(1896-1961). He was a microbiologist who also dealt with the methodology of
science. His papers in this domain differed significantly from the Lvov—Warsaw
School paradigm. Fleck’s ideas were in fact hardly noticed by the members of
the school. Many years later, his work was praised by Thomas S. Kuhn and

inspired a new trend in the philosophy of science.
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During the German occupation
(1939-1945) many philosophers were
murdered by the Nazis. The greatest
losses were among those of Jewish origin
(among the above—mentioned: Metall-
mann and both Lindenbaums), but oth-
ers, including priests (Salamucha) lost
their lives, too. A few members of the
Lvov—Warsaw School left Poland before or
during the war. They did not return after
1945 and worked abroad (Lukasiewicz,
Bochenski, Tarski). However, most re-
mained in Poland (Kotarbinski, Ajduk-
iewicz, Czezowski, Zawirski, Dambska,
Kokoszynska, Kotarbiriska, Rohmanowa,
also Ingarden and Elzenberg) and resumed
their university work after the war.



3. The rise and decline of the modern
scientific philosophy in Warsaw

1. TRADITIONS

Philosophy has been cultivated in Poland

for eight centuries and always in close

connection with the general European

tradition. This connection is manifold,
even if we ignore the normal interchange

of ideas by the medium of publications

(for along time written in Latin) and if we

limit ourselves to the period when Poland

was integral and independent, excepting

the postpartition years, when (for a cen-
tury) Polish provinces found themselves

in the possession of Austria, Prussia, and

Russia. Firstly, the majority of outstanding
Polish philosophers studied or completed

their studies outside Poland, The oldest
scientific contacts of this kind concern
Italy (and France). Two 13 century Polish

philosophers studied (i.a.) in Italy — Piotr
(the elder) of Cracow (at Bologna and

Padua) and Witelo of Legnica (at Padua). And this situation did not change up to
the end of the 18" century. Let us mention, for example, the most distinguished
Polish philosophers who studied in Italy: in the 15" century: Grzegorz of Sanok
(at Rome) and Jan Ostrorég (at Bologna); in the 16" century: Sebastian Petrycy
(at Padua) and Marcin Smiglecki (at Rome); in the 17* century: Jan Brozek (at
Padua) and Adam Kochanski (at Florence); in the 18% one: Kazimierz Narbutt
(at Rome) and Hugo Koltataj (also at Rome). In the 14"-15" centuries Polish
philosophy (and science in general) was bound by the strongest ties to Bohemia.
Twenty Polish philosophers of that period (from Jan Isner to Marcin Krél) studied
at Prague. Later this contact lessened, but in the 16™ century Andrzej Frycz
Modrzewski, and in the 17* century Jan Makowski (the elder) were students of
Prague University. In the 15" century Poles began to go to German—speaking
countries: to Austria — for example, Andrzej of Malbork (to Vienna) in the
15™ century, Stanistaw Orzechowski (also to Vienna) in the 16" century, Aron
Aleksander Olizarowski (to Graz) in the 17™ century, and Stefan Luskina (to
Vienna) in the 18" century; or to Germany — for example, Pawel of Worczyn
(to Leipzig) in the 15" century, Grzegorz Pawel of Brzeziny (to Wittenberg) in

Sebastian Petrycy
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the 16" century, Jan Schulz—Szulecki (to
Frankfurt an der Oder) in the 17* century,
and Marcin Swigtkowski (to Halle) in the
18™ century.

Secondly, many foreign philosophers
lived and wrote — for varying periods of
time — in Poland. The list opens with a
Czech, Jan Stekna, a Thomist (14" cen-
tury). Then Italians: Filippo Buonaccorsi
z — called “Callimachus” — a humanist

7 (15" century), Fausto Sozzini, an Aryan

l (16 century), Valeriano Magni, an anti—

j Aristotelian (17* century), and Giovanni
Y Battista Albertrandi, an anti—sentimental-
Hugo Kottataj ist (18" century). In the 17" century we

have among others an Austrian, Baron Jo-

hannes Ludwig Wolzogen, and a German,
Johannes Crell. The special feature of this intellectual import consisted in the
opening of the Theatins College in Warsaw; two Italians, devotees of philosophia
recentiorum — Antonio Maria Portaluppi and Giuseppe Torri — were professors
at this college (the future Polish king, Stanislaus Augustus Poniatowski, being
their student). In Poland there were also active Jewish thinkers, including such
completely different persons as Israel ben Elieser — called “Baal-Shem—Tov’,
the originator of Chassidism, and Salomon ben Jehoshua — called “Maimon’,
the representative of Haskalism. Finally, let us add two of the heroes of this text:
Henryk Struve, born in Germany, and Adam Mahrburg, who was descended
from an Austrian family (living at first near Ljubljana): one part of this family
emigrated to Poland, another — to Italy...

2. FOUNDATIONS

Warsaw had no school on university standing up until the middle of the 18"

century. Not until the Piarist Collegium Nobilium (1740-1832) and the Royal

Chivalrous School (1765—-1794) were established did the situation change. Before

this, Warsaw — the capital city of Poland since 1611 — was philosophically
as well as intellectually a provincial city, remaining under the shadow of such

academic centers as Cracow, Vilna, and Lvov. The dominant school of thought
of the philosophical environment of the Collegium Nobilium was rationalism —
philosophia recentiorum — touched with antischolasticism (Hieronim Stanistaw
Konarski, Antoni Wisniewski), utilitarianism (Samuel Chréscikowski, Barttomiej

Kamienski) and physiocracy (Antoni Poptawski, Hieronim Stroynowski). Utili-
tarian (cf. Marcin Nikuta) and physiocrat (cf. Jozef Kajetan Skrzetuski) ideas

were also widespread at the Chivalrous School. It was the period when voices

speaking out against practicing speculative metaphysics appeared in Warsaw for
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the first time. They came from the circle
of professors at the Collegium Nobilium
(Wisniewski) as well as at the Chivalrous
School (led by Adam Kazimierz Czarto-
ryski). In particular, the Warsaw Jesuit,
Luskina, was impetuous in his appear-
ances against philosophical speculation,
discarding it in favor of exact sciences
(he was a physicist, like Wisniewski and
Chroéscikowski). This was in harmony with
the policy pursued by the Board of Na- o o
tional Education toward Cracow Univer- s

sity, which had just been turned into the A 1' ‘ p

General School of the Kingdom of Poland. /._r ; !
In 1778 the number of its philosophical . .\-"n". .
chairs was reduced from twenty four to Hieronim Stroynowski

two: namely the chair of metaphysics and

the chair of ethics (or moral philosophy).

In 1780 Kottataj abolished philosophical chairs altogether, and this state of affairs
survived up until 1802, even after the closing of the university by the Austrian
authorities in 1792 (i.e. in the year prior to the second partition of Poland). It
was 1809 before the chair of philosophia speculativa was re—established.

Two professors who held the chair in philosophy at the Royal University of
Warsaw — founded in 1816, and dissolved by the Russians in 1831 — criticized
speculative philosophy. The first of them, Adam Ignacy Zabellewicz, stressed
that the aim of philosophy lay in “discovering the conditions of the whole of
knowledge” or “laws governing the activity of the human mind” (1819: 73, 76).
The second of them, Krystyn Lach Szyrma, added: “the so—called Absolutum is
nothing but presumption” (1825a: 14) — and he also concentrated on finding

“connections of thoughts’, de associatione idearum (1825b: 283). Metaphysics
had its opponent too, in the professor of mechanics, Adrian Krzyzanowski, who
was in favor of the reduction of philosophy to theory of science. Philosophy at
the Warsaw General School — which existed for only seven years in the second
half of the 19* century (1862-1869) — was again thought in the positivistic
spirit: Struve fought ex cathedra against “romantic dreaming”; Stefan Pawlicki
exhorted the achievement of the program of scientism.

3. INFRASTRUCTURES

Between 1831 and 1862 Warsaw was deprived of a university in general; between
1869-1905 it was deprived of a Polish university although there was a Russian
university with Struve as a lecturer of philosophy (from 1871 to 1903). It was
superficial like in Czech Prague with its German university. But, firstly, Rus-
sians made up a tiny part of the population of Warsaw, and, secondly, Prague
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had its own legal Czech university at that
time, while the Polish Flying University,
active in Warsaw from 1882, was an un-
derground institution.

Nevertheless, this institution was of
vital importance, considering that lectures
in philosophy were delivered there by such
persons of note as Mahrburg (from 1890)
and Marian Massonius (from 1893).

The status was changed in 1905 when
the Czar’s authorities condescended to
open a private foundation — the Society
of Educational Courses. Philosophy at this
quasi—university was thought initially by
3 ‘ Mahrburg, Massonius, and Jézefa Kodiso-

Krystyn Lach Szyrma wa, and then by Ignacy Halpern—Myslicki
(from 1907) and Benedykt Bornstein
(from 1915).

But the true turning point came in 1915: after capturing Warsaw, the Ger-
mans agreed to open a university. That was Polish in the strict sense of the word.
Philosophy at the Theological Faculty of this university was taught, among
others, by a psychologist, Stanistaw Kobytecki (from 1919), and by an apologist,
Wincenty Kwiatkowski (from 1930). At the Faculty of Mathematics and Natural
Sciences, the philosophy chairs were taken by Jan Lukasiewicz (from 1915) and
Stanistaw Lesniewski (from 1919); Wiadyslaw Tatarkiewicz (1915-1919, and
from 1923) and Tadeusz Kotarbinski (from 1918) took the philosophy chairs
at the Faculty of Humanities; Kazimierz Ajdukiewicz also —for a short time
(1926-1928) — gave lectures in philosophy. The teaching staff of Warsaw Uni-
versity there also included the Privatdozents: Alfred Tarski (from 1926), Henryk
Elzenberg (1928-1936), Maria Ossowska and Stanistaw Ossowski (from 1935),
Dina—Janina Sztejnbarg—Kotarbirnska (from 1935), and Bohdan Kieszkowski
(just before the outbreak of war).

The older generation — Lukasiewicz, Lesniewski, Kotarbinski, and Ajdukie-
wicz — studied philosophy at Lvov, under Kazimierz Twardowski; Tatarkiewicz
also came into contact with him briefly. The representatives of the younger
generation were — with exception of Elzenberg — students of the former: Tarski
studied under Lukasiewicz and Lesniewski, the Ossowskis and Sztejnbarg under
Kotarbinski, Kieszkowski under Tatarkiewicz. It is interesting however, that the
majority of them also studied philosophy at foreign universities: Lukasiewicz
at Graz (1909) under Alexius Meinong, Lesniewski at Munich (before 1910)
under Hans Cornelius, Tatarkiewicz at Marburg (1907-1910) under Hermann
Cohen and Paul Natorp, Elzenberg at Paris (1905-1909) under Henri Bergson,
the Ossowskis at Cambridge (1933-1935) under George Edward Moore. This
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custom was interrupted with the outbreak of the II world war: the physical
isolation was intended to lead to intellectual deterioration...

As well as at the state university, philosophy was studied in Warsaw at the
private Free Polish University, established in 1918 from the former Society of
Educational Courses. The lecturers of this society, Kodisowa, Halpern—Myslicki
and Bornstein, became professors of philosophy at the new university; then Adam
Zielenczyk (from 1920) and Stefan Rudnianski (from 1928) joined them.

In 1927 there came into being an institution which united both the philo-
sophical circles. It was called the Warsaw Philosophical Society, created by
the merging of the Warsaw Psychological Society (active since 1907) and the
Warsaw Philosophical Institute (active since 1915). It is worth noting that the
Warsaw Psychological Society was a stand—in for a philosophical society. Firstly,
psychology then had the reputation of being a fundamental philosophical dis-
cipline, if not indeed a modern form of philosophy itself. Secondly, the Czar’s
authorities simply would not agree to the word “philosophical” in the official
name of a society: the Russian fear of philosophy went as far as a dread of the
word “philosophy” itself.

Lecturers in philosophy and other university disciplines used to meet at the
Warsaw Society of Sciences, inaugurated in 1907. It referred to the Society of
Friends of Sciences, active in Warsaw during the years 1800—1832 (NB. the first
president was the Italian Albertrandi, mentioned above).

Only the Messianic Institute, founded in 1919 by the votaries to the ultra—
speculative philosophy of J6zef Maria Hoene—Wrorniski — with Jézef Jankowski,
Paulin Chomicz, and Jerzy Braun at the head — kept partly to itself.

A sign of the beginning of disintegration even in the analytic circle was the
inaugurating in 1938 of the Polish Logical Society (which was a continuation
of the Logical Section of the Warsaw Philosophical Society), incorporating the
ultra—analytic wing of the Lvov—Warsaw School.

This state of affairs endured up to 1939, when the Germans after their vic-
torious attack upon Poland captured its capital. But these Germans were quite
different from those of 1915. The Germans of 1915 threw open the door for
Polish higher educational institutions — including the university; the Germans
of 1939 ordered the closure of all of these institutions. Warsaw University had
to start its underground life again.

It seemed that after the defeat of the Germans in 1945 the situation would
normalize. But the Russians, who chased the German troops from Poland,
turned out to be new occupiers. Warsaw University was not transformed (as
in 1869) into a Russian institution «by language», but it was made to change
into a Russian institution «by spirit». This «reconstruction» first of all affected
Warsaw philosophy. Lukasiewicz (from 1944) and Tarski (from 1939) remained in
exile — they did not want to return to the country in the new situation (or rather
could not), Lesniewski had died, Kieszkowski had to hide for political reasons,
Tatarkiewicz (from 1949) and the Ossowskis (from 1952) were barred from
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teaching by the Communist regime and
Kotarbinski received permission to teach
only the ideologically neutral logic.

Instead, party ideologists supported by
Moscow and their obedient (for the time
being ...) pupils held the philosophy chairs.
The Theological Faculty was simply rented
from the University (in 1954). In 1952
the Free Polish University disappeared
(the word “free” was not suspect to Com-
munists only in the phrase “free—thinker,’
i.e. “atheist”..); none of its philosophers
were alive: Halpern—Myslicki died in 1935,
Bornstein died in 1948, Zielericzyk was
murdered in 1943 and Rudnianski was
murdered in 1941. The Warsaw Philo-

Marian Massonius sophical Society and the Messianic Insti-
tute were not dissolved de iure, but ceased
their activities de facto. Then it was said

that the former was «dormant» until 1956; but the latter fell «asleep» forever. In
1952 Przeglad Filozoficzny [The Philosophical Review], which had been edited
for half a century, was eliminated.

The political terror abated a little in around 1955.

Ajdukiewicz took the second (after Kotarbinski) chair of logic (in 1955);
Tatarkiewicz and the Ossowskis were able to revive their lectures (in 1956); the
Warsaw Philosophical Society rose from the dead as the Warsaw Branch of the
Polish Philosophical Society. But all of them remained under the ideological
dictation of the Communist party.

4. PROGRAMS
Four main philosophical trends coexisted in interwar Warsaw: neocriticism,
neoscientism, neoscholasticism, and neomessiamsm.

The Warsaw neocriticism was the earliest of them. It first appeared in
the environment of the Society of Educational Courses; then — to a certain
degree — at the Free Polish University. The program of this formation — as
Mahrburg gave mental shape to it — was a program of a scientific philosophy,
i.e. a philosophy “arising from the lively interconnections with sciences in
general, and considering its duty acting as a scientific discipline” (1903a: 205).
The realization of such a program required the liquidation of traditional meta-
physics as simply irrational, i.e. methodologically undisciplined and having
maximalistic ambitions. It was compatible with the postulates of Immanuel
Kant, to whom the Polish neocriticists referred directly or indirectly (through
Albert Lange). According to this program, metaphysics was to be replaced

56



by the investigations of experimental psychology, intensively pursued later
by the neocriticists.

It is interesting that the representatives of the dominant tendency at
Warsaw University (apart from its Theological Faculty) — for lack of a
better word we can call this tendency “neoscientism” — attacked with ex-
treme vigor just neocriticism (with Kant himself), although the programs
of both formations were very similar. The neoscientists also declared in
favor of scientific philosophy, i.e. being “anti—irrationalistic” (according to
Ajdukiewicz’s terminology), of methodological precision, and the «mini-
malistic» way of philosophy (according to Tatarkiewicz’s terminology).
Kotarbinski — in his opening lecture at Warsaw University in 1918, known
from a short summary in Fragmenty filozoficzne (1934: 1) — proclaimed
that he wanted to pursue only “small’, and not “great’, philosophy, and in
1921 even proposed abandoning the name “philosophy” itself. Le$niewski
said he was a “philosophical apostate” (1927-1931: 174). Other people did
not go as far. According to the majority of them, metaphysics was possible
as well as necessary; they demanded the reform — and not the denial — of
traditional metaphysics.

Lukasiewicz (1936: 202) called on philosophers to attend to only “scientific
problems’, i.e. problems that were intelligible (compare the famous disqualify-
ing statement: “I do not understand” of Le$niewski, who also demanded an
«understanding» approach to logic). Lukasiewicz called on philosophers to
attend to only “univocally formulated” problems, in order for them to check the
correctness of their solutions “with the help of strictly determined methods”
He wrote (1906: 16):

The work deprived of scientific method is no scientific work at all, but only dreaming
on the subject of science.

There were two reasons for the Warsaw neoscientists’ critical attitude to
neocriticism. Firstly, they objected that the neocriticists were not really sci-
entifically oriented investigators: not really «scientifically disciplined» people.
Secondly, the Warsaw neoscientists — even if influenced by Franz Brentano, as
pupils of his pupil, Kazimierz Twardowski — were anti—psychologists. It was
not to their liking to found philosophy on experimental psychology, and all the
more to reduce philosophy to psychology — even to descriptive psychology
along Brentanian lines.

In short: Warsaw neocriticism as well as Warsaw neoscientism claimed to be
scientific philosophy; but the former had a marked empirical stamp, the latter
had an analytical one. Mahrburg characterized his empiricism in such a way:

I am a relative empiricist and moreover an empiricist of necessity, because I know
no sources of knowledge beside experience (1892: 632).
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Philosophical analysis was considered by Lukasiewicz as a product of using
the axiomatic method in philosophy.

We should lean on sentences that are as far as possible intuitively clear and sure, and
consider these sentences as axioms [...]. All remaining theses [should be] unconditionally
proved on the grounds of these axioms [...]. The results obtained should be continually
compared with data of intuition and experience, as well as with issues of other sciences,
especially natural ones (1928: 4-5).

One needs to stress, however, that among the analyticists a marked polariza-
tion was apparent — on the grounds of the attitude to natural language. All of
them claimed that it was a bad theoretical instrument, but for some of them

— such as Tatarkiewicz and Kotarbinski — it was enough to use language in
as precise as possible a way (in Kotarbinski it meant making its dehypostasis);
whereas others — like Lukasiewicz and Lesniewski — discarded natural language
completely in favor of some artificial language, “the precision scaffolding of the
symbolic language’; according to Lukasiewicz’s expression (1936: 202). At the
same time there was something specific for the symbolic-logical wing of the
Warsaw analyticists. Twardowski in Lvov came out with the so—called symbolo-
mania and pragmatophobia. For his Warsaw successors an anti—formalistic and
anti—intentionalistic approach to logic was characteristic (even non—classical
logics were «dipped» by them in extensional logic). The former resulted in the
fact that only Warsaw was the place for raising “scientific semantics” (Tarski’s
term). The latter, inversely, was prevented from developing pragmatic issues
(Ossowska’s works constituted an exception).

The reconstructivistic—constructivistic polarization had an especially dramatic
course in Lukasiewicz and Lesniewski, because the first — pre—Warsaw — stage
of their creative activity belonged to the reconstructivistic trend. Lukasiewicz
transvalued his views in this area independently, and Le$niewski rejected “gram-
matical philosophy” (as he called it) owing to external impulses: an acquaintance
with Lukasiewicz’s work O zasadzie sprzecznosci u Arystotelesa [On the principle
of contradiction in Aristotle] (1910a) and discussions with Leon Chwistek, who
was staying in Warsaw in 1920. NB. The presentation of mereology, published
by Le$niewski (1916), was made in natural language.

This polarization in the limits of the analytical tendency — we could say:
the polarization of a methodic nature — encountered another polarization
of an ontic nature, staying in the background of the controversy about
universals between realism (supported among others by Lukasiewicz and
Tatarkiewicz) and nominalism (supported among others by Kotarbinski
and Les$niewski).

Two remaining tendencies in Warsaw philosophy were the branches of «ideo-
logical» philosophy. Neoscholasticism, connected mainly with the university
Theological Faculty, but present in Warsaw even earlier (for example at the
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Metropolitan Ecclesiastical Seminary), as well as neomessianism, connected first
of all with the Messianic Institute, were in opposition to scientific philosophy.
They disagreed, however, in the radicality of their programs. The neomessianists,
negating the postulate of the precision (and of the literality) of philosophical
language, favored metaphors as the most accurate medium of expression in
philosophy. The significance of metaphors in philosophy was even stressed by
such a «moderate» irrationalist as Elzenberg.

The neoscholasticists — following in St. Thomas’ footsteps (along the lines of
Désiré Mercier) — agreed to the so—called analogical (i.e. aliteral) terminology,
but were generally conscious of its defects. The maximalism of neoscholasticism
was also much less «<bumptious» than the maximalism of neomessianism. Gener-
ally speaking, neoscholastic philosophy had speculative shades, while neomes-
sianistic philosophy had more visionary connotations. Otherwise, although
neocriticism and neoscientism condemned both the “obscure speculations”
(Lukasiewicz’s expression) of the neoscholasticists and the inspired visions of
the neomessianists, neoscholasticism was closer to them (or to neoscientism
at least) than neomessianism was. It was of no little importance, that both
Thomism and Brentanianism had common Aristotelian roots (let us remember
that Brentano himself was a deacon of the same order as St. Thomas was). For
that reason, Lukasiewicz could rehabilitate mediaeval scholasticism. On the
other hand, another Warsaw philosopher, Jan Salamucha, could — success-
fully — realize the program of analytic reconstruction with reference to strict
Thomistic problems (incidentally, a Czech ethician, Frantisek Jehlicka, was one
of Salamucha’s teachers...).

5. CORYPHAEI
Four main philosophical tendencies appeared in Warsaw, but only neocriticism
and then neoscientism — and its coiyphaei: Mahrburg, and then Lukasiewicz,
Lesniewski, Kotarbinski, and Tatarkiewicz (constituting also the group of out-
standing exponents of one of the main branches of the Lvov—Warsaw School)
— led the fashion of Warsaw philosophy.
That is how people of the period saw these figures.
Mahrburg:

As a man, he was pure and severe, tough in the old Polish style, accessible so far as
knowledge really went — but intolerant of loquacity and superficiality [...]. The circle of
his close colleagues and friends [surround him] with deep respect, carried sometimes to
adoration [...]. This witty and cheerful friend, manifesting the contemporary decadence
by no feature of his mentality or character, a loving head of his family, an enthusiastic
admirer of Chopin [...], a man with a strange combination of coolness of mind, warmth
of soul, and force of character, he had his evident idiosyncrasies: he liked solitary walks
and excursions; he sometimes had very long periods of silence (Spasowski 1914: XLII,
LXII-LXIV, LXXXI).
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Lukasiewicz:

He was of middling height, always correctly dressed, rather shy. Like every great
scholar, he was moderately absent—-minded [...]. He linked together a liking for beauty
with an adherence to precision (Bochenski 1993b: 116-118).

The following anecdote captures his personality in a nutshell. One day Jézef M.
Bochenski visited him and found his master typing a logical text. Lukasiewicz, at the
sight of his arrival, took a written sheet of paper from his typewriter and said: “Dear
father, how beautiful, and how evidently true it is!” The beautiful and evidently true
formula began like this: CCCKCCKCKKKKCCCKC... (Bochenski 1993b: 117).

Le$niewski:

He was a man [...] of a great posture. He received [...] [his guests] always smoking his
enormous pipe and drinking coffee from his enormous pot (Bocheniski 1993b: 118). His
calm, serene way of dealing with people suggested a comparison with a worthy, tame bear,
never getting irritated, because constantly sure of his power (Kotarbinski 1958: 296).

His intellectual life was characterized by an extreme sense of precision. An
anecdote, recounted by Kotarbinski, says that in his youth he liked to force his
colleagues, who he bad met in cafes, to have long discussions on the subject of
how to find a translation of the word “zur” in the title of Anton Marty’s Unter-
suchungen zur Grundlegung der allgemeinen Grammatik und Sprachphilosophie,
that would render the idea precisely. Despite:

Biting the mark with extraordinary precision, when it came to purely objective mat-
ters, this man was sometimes irrational in his estimations, where matters of the beast
were concerned (Kotarbinski 1958: 306).

Kotarbinski:

A characteristic figure, more old—fashioned to look at than the silhouettes of his equals,
thanks to his Sarmatic moustaches. His way of life harmonized with his aspect: a gallantry in
manners that was quite behind the times; cordial, an irresistible laugh in moments of good
cheer. Humor without gall, wit without malice, seriousness without unction. He refuses irony
on principle as being base [...]. He finds the greatest satisfaction in non—banal conversations
in the company of his friends [...]. With a touch of melancholy he says he is like the «worst»
saint — Thaddeus, the patron saint of hopeless matters (Pelc 1966: 313).

Tatarkiewicz:

At first sight he would take a sympathetic stand on all the sincere views he encoun-
tered. However he was strict when the matter was about moral positions in social or
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national life [...]. He also made severe judgments in the domain of aesthetics [...]. Here
his great carefulness regarding the aesthetics of his apartment, his clothes, and — most
of all — where words came from (Swiezawski 1987: 239).

A propitious fate enabled him to succeed in avoiding traumata and complexes;
he owes his satisfaction with his life to his own temper and the active balance
in his life to fate, his temper, and his own work.

His personal charm, good humor, elegance in manners as well as in dress, his talent
of being together with people, all these qualities win him everyone’s liking and make
him popular in society. [...] This is an image of a happy man and a happy life, in three
meanings of the word “happiness’, differentiated by Tatarkiewicz himself: of success,
of eudaemony, and of satisfaction (Pelc 1976: 177).

6. BRENTANIANS

All the representatives of the Warsaw branch of the Lvov—Warsaw School were,
of course, Brentanians, as Brentano’s philosophical agitates. Moreover, we find
direct references to Brentano in their works.

There are also traces of Brentano in the philosophical production of the
extra—analytical Warsaw thinkers of the period discussed. For instance, Struve
was probably the first philosopher in Warsaw to mention — in his Wstep
krytyczny do filozofii [Critical introduction to philosophy] (1896) — Brentano’s
remarks from “Uber die Grunde der Entmutigung auf philosophischen Gebiete”
(1874b) on the problem of disagreements between philosophers’ opinions. Then,
the «original» Brentanian (or idiogenetic — in the Polish tradition) theory of
propositions, presented in Psychologie vom empirischen Standpunkt (1874a), was
critically analyzed by Bieganski in his Teoria logiki [Theory of logic] (1912); he
recognized the Brentanian theory as unsatisfactory: it did not give an account of
an analytical component of judgments (in judging, we break down presentations
into their elements: properties, relations etc.). The topical text on the occasion
of Brentano’s death was published by Halpern—Myslicki (1917).

But to return to what I was saying about Twardowski’ s Warsaw pupils
and «grandpupils», the most critical views on Brentano were Le$niewski’s
views — expressed in his “Przyczynek do analizy zdan egzystencjalnych” [“A
contribution to the analysis of existential sentences”] (1911). He expressed
himself rather ironically on Brentano and the so—called Austrian School. His
criticism concerned — as in the case of Bieganski — the Brentanian theory of
propositions. Le$niewski wrote:

The theory says that all propositions can, without changing their meaning, be reduced
to existential propositions [...]. Were it really so [...], we would have to draw [...] the absurd
conclusion that no proposition containing a negative copula can be true (1911: 14).
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In his paper “Czy prawda jest tylko wieczna, czy tez i wieczna i odwieczna?”
[“Is all truth only true eternally or is it also true without a beginning?”] (1913),
Lesniewski also expressed himself with disapproval of Brentano’s identifying “to
exist” with “to be able to be justly accepted” NB. Bieganski in his Teoria logiki
[Theory of logic], mentioned above, found Lesniewski’s criticism as to the exis-
tential theory of propositions groundless; according to Bieganski, Lesniewski
mixed two notions of existence: subjective and objective (and only the former,
i.e. the existence of the subjective object of presentation, could not be rejected
in acts of judging).

After Le$niewski, Ajdukiewicz — in his “Zalozenia logiki tradycyjnej” [“Foun-
dations of traditional logic”] (1926) — referred to Brentano as one of first
scholars to existentially interpret categorical sentences. In his “Kierunki i
prady filozofii wspoélczesnej” [“Trends and currents of modern philosophy”]
(1937), Ajdukiewicz generally characterized Brentano as the thinker who — in
the Aristotelian—scholastic spirit — treated the relation between thoughts and
their objects as the intentional relation, and not as the relation of identity (i.e.
not in the spirit of Hume and the empiriocriticists).

In 1936 Tatarkiewicz published a review of Brentano’s Vom Ursprung sitt-
licher Erkenntnis (1889). He returned to Brentano’s views several times. His
most important text is the chapter “Brentano” in the book Nineteenth century
philosophy. Twentieth century philosophy (1973), which is the English translation
of the third volume of Historia filozofii [ The history of philosophy] (1931-1950).
We may say that it is the Warsaw analogue of Roman Ingarden’s remarkable
monograph “Filozofia w rozumieniu Brentany” [“The notion of philosophy in
Brentano”] (1936b), published in French as “Le concept de philosophie chez
Franz Brentano” (1969). According to Tatarkiewicz, the most important point
in Brentano’s philosophy was the view that evidence is the only criterion of
truth (but evidence of true propositions themselves, and not evidence of the
intuition grasping such sentences). Tatarkiewicz stressed — in his “Réflexions
chronologiques sur I'époque ou vécu Husserl (1959) — the revolutionism
of Brentano’s conception of the intentional act; and — in the paper “Pojecie
warto$ci” [“The notion of value”] (1968) — the fact that Brentano was the
precursor, in Vom Ursprung der sittlichen Erkenntnis (1889), of the idea of the
theory of values.

For Kotarbinski, Brentano — or more exactly the «late» Brentano, i.e. the
Brentano of “Von den wahren und fiktiven Objekten” (1911) — was, first of all,
the precursor of reism. He recalled this fact many times, e.g., in the review of
Oskar Kraus’ Wege und Abwege der Philosophie (1935), in the paper “O realizmie
w szkole Franciszka Brentana” [“On realism in Franz Brentano’s school” (1937a),
in his Wykiady z dziejow logiki [Lectures on the history of logic] (1957), and in
the ample text “Franciszek Brentano jako reista” [“Franz Brentano as reist”]
(1967); Kotarbinski, of course, being a somatistic monist, distanced himself
from Brentano’s dualism.
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Brentano’s views on ethics were analyzed in Warsaw by Ossowska, in her
Podstawy nauki o moralnosci [Foundations of the science of morality] (1947), be-
ing in preparation since 1933. She discussed Brentano’s intuitionism concerning
the problem of the truthfulness of moral norms. According to Ossowska any
intuition (even the intuition of evidence) could be reduced to dispositions for
stereotyped behavior, instilled during our childhood.

Last but not least, one should mention Lukasiewicz’s references to Brentano.
In his Aristotle’s syllogistic from the standpoint of modern formal logic (1951)
Lukasiewicz admitted he borrowed the distinction of two intellectual acts — al-
lowing (anerkennen) and rejecting (verwerfen) — from Brentano’s Psychologie
(1874a).

7. RESULTS

Certainly, all the Warsaw philosophical formations could glory in important —
from their own point of view — results. However only among the achievements

of the Warsaw analyticists are there such results which — to use Lukasiewicz’s

words — represented “fast issues of methodical inquiry” (1936: 202). Of course,
results from the domain of logic come to the fore. It is true that certain branches

of logic — the methodology of empirical sciences especially — were also

intensively developed by Warsaw neocriticists. But unquestioned progress

was made by neoscientists — first of all in the field of logical calculi and of the

methodology of deductive sciences.

To these results — which are the products of Lukasiewicz or which were
developed thanks to his inspiration — there belong, firstly, various axiomatic
systems of classical propositional calculus (expressed in Lukasiewicz’s original
bracketless symbolism, invented in 1924), as well as of: (i) its generalization in
the form of many—valued logics, NB. created by Lukasiewicz in 1922, under
the influence of Kotarbinski’s remarks on “undetermined” judgments (1913);
(i) its enlargement in the form of modal logic; and (iii) its attenuation in the
form of intuitionistic logics. We also have here axiomless systems (i.e. systems
of natural deduction), constructed by Lukasiewicz’s pupil, Stanistaw Jaskowski
(1934). The creators of all these systems struggled to construct them not only
according to the standard criteria of non—contradiction, of completeness (i.e.
with tautologies as consequences of their axioms), and of fullness (i.e. with the
constants used being enough to define all the constants of a given calculus). In
the case of axiomatic systems their creators struggled to construct them not
only as being independent (as to their axiomatics as well as their terms), but
also as having as short as possible and, at the same time organic, axioms.

Among the very important logical results we find, secondly, non—standard
(and expressed in non—standard «categorial» symbolism) versions of perfect
systems of the generalized calculus of propositions (with quantification) and
the «free» calculus of quantifiers, constructed by Le$niewski under the form
of his protothetics and ontology (1927-1931), as well as his non—standard
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version of the theory of sets — in the form of his mereology. These systems fulfill
Lukasiewicz’s conditions, mentioned above, as well as Le$niewski’s additional
criteria of categorial «economy» and canonity.

Thirdly, mention should be made of the methodological or — strictly speak-
ing — metalogical (metamathematical) achievements, attained first of all by
Tarski, in the form of «definitional» syntactic (1930) and semantic construc-
tions, with his semantic theory of truth (1933) at the core — being an essential
step towards the theory of models, and giving an explanation of the notion of

“correspondence” with the help of the notion of “fulfillment by any sequence
of terms”. It is worth saying that these constructions arose — in the first place

— from Le$niewski’s conception of the stratification of language and required
both his distinction between language and metalanguage and his theory of
semantical categories (1927-1931).

The first position among the factors decisive in terms of the plurality and
the quality of the results in the Warsaw Logical School is held by the fact that
in Warsaw there was close cooperation between the logician—philosophers
(Lukasiewicz and Le$niewski; then Bolestaw Sobocinski and Czestaw Lejewski)
and the logician—mathematicians (Tarski, Jerzy Stupecki, Jaskowski and Andrzej
Mostowski). Thanks to this cooperation the slogan “logic for logic” could be
successfully realized: logic was neither «purely» philosophically oriented, nor
«purely» mathematically oriented. NB. Tarski wrote about himself in (1944: 281)
that he was “a mathematician — or a logician, or even perhaps a philosopher in
some sense”. But this tendency corresponded to a certain tendency (the strongest
one in Lesniewski) to ontologize that is to intend logical systems as describing
some special aspects of the real world.

Very important results were obtained, fourthly, in the domain of general
methodology, and of the methodology of the empirical sciences and the hu-
manities. As far as the first domain goes, the project of classification of reason-
ing by Kotarbinski (1929) claims attention; as far as the second one goes, we
should distinguish: the analysis of induction made by Kotarbinski’s pupil, Janina
Hosiasson—Lindenbaumowa (1928; 1934), as well as the defense of naturalistic
and anti—naturalistic approaches to humanities, formulated by Kotarbinski
(1929) and Ossowski (1935) respectively.

When it comes to metaphysics, the «maximalistic» product created in the
Warsaw circle was — lit from all possible angles — the ontological doctrine
of reism (connected with the reistic program of unifying knowledge and the
reistic criterion of the meaningfulness of utterances); then, the epistemo-
logical doctrine of presentationistic imitationism (i.e. of the so—called radical
realism). These doctrines were created by Kotarbinski, but — as it afterwards
appeared — were anticipated in the «late» Brentano. The remaining results
were of a «minimalistic» character; belonging here are the analyses of the
problem of causality (Kotarbifiska 1931) and determinism (Lukasiewicz 1922,
Kotarbinska 1932—-1933); the mind—body problem by Henryk Mehlberg (1937)
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and the problem of the spatio—temporal structure of the universe (Mehlberg
1935-1937).

Original ethical systems — claiming to be the realization of Twardowski’s
program of scientific ethics — also came from the circle of Warsaw neoscientists:
Kotarbinski’s practical realism, and Tatarkiewicz’s objectivistic absolutism.

A separate group of further results of the Warsaw analyticists can be found
in their historical works. Here it is, first of all, a question of: (i) Tatarkiewicz’s
standard Historia filozofii [History of philosophy] (1931-1950); (ii) Lukasiewicz’s
modernized interpretation of Aristotelian syllogistics (1939) and Stoic propo-
sitional logic; then (iii) the analysis of mediaeval philosophy and the logic of St.
Thomas and William of Occam — made by Salamucha (1934a; 1935b; 1937a;
1937d), one of Lukasiewicz’s pupils.

8. PUBLICATIONS

The period 1880-1980 in Warsaw philosophy falls almost uniformly into five
twenty—year periods. The first two periods are marked by neocriticism. The
foundations had already been laid by Warsaw positivism; its programmatic
publication was Wstep i poglad ogélny na filozofie pozytywng [An introduction
to and a general view of positive philosophy] (1872) by Julian Ochorowicz. The
main philosophical works of the period 1880—1900 concerned the methodology
of the empirical sciences: “O metodzie badania naukowego” [On the method of
scientific inquiry] (1888) by Henryk Fryderyk Hoyer, and Logika medycyny czyli
zasady ogoélnej metodologii nauk lekarskich [ The logic of medicine, or principles
of the general methodology of medical sciences] (1894) by Wtadyslaw Bieganski
(who was a philosopher and a physician living in Czestochowa, but connected
with Warsaw).

A very similar intellectual atmosphere lingered on in the period 1900-1920,
or at least until the outbreak of the I world war. Mahrburg published his
considerations “W sprawie naukowosci metafizyki” [“On the scientificity of
metaphysics”] (1903b); Kodisowa published her Studia filozoficzne | Philosophi-
cal sketches] (1903), referring to empiriocriticist epistemology; Massonius, his
Agnostycyzm [Agnosticism] (1904); Bieganski, his Traktat o poznaniu i prawdzie
[Treatise on knowledge and truth] (1910) and Teoria poznania ze stanowiska
zasady celowosci [ Theory of knowledge from the point of view of the teleological
principle] (1915), in which he argued his opinion that the aim of science is
foresight (he named this view “previdism”).

However, in this period the harbingers of neoscholasticism and neomessian-
ism were already on the scene. At the beginning, Idzi Benedykt Radziszewski
published his “Odrodzenie filozofii scholastycznej” [“Renaissance of scholastic
philosophy”] (1901). Then, during just one year — though outside of Warsaw

— works constituting important positions within the analytical as well as the
visionary current appeared. In Cracow, Lukasiewicz published his famous
treatise O zasadzie sprzecznosci u Arystotelesa [On the principle of contradiction
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in Aristotle] (1910a), and at the same time Tatarkiewicz took his doctorate in
Marburg with the thesis Die Disposition der aristotelischen Prinzipien (1910).
In Lvov, Idee. Wstep do filozofii dojrzatosci dziejowej [Ideas. An introduction
to the philosophy of historical ripeness] (1910) by Brzozowski appeared, and
a little later, in Warsaw, Drogi i bezdroza filozofiii [Ways and tracklessnesses
of philosophy] (1912) by Zielericzyk. The presence of the name of Aristotle in
the titles of first two works by two analytic philosophers — representing two
different wings of the Lvov—Warsaw School: constructivistic (or logistic) and
reconstructivistic — is very significant. NB. The founder of the School, Twar-
dowski, published his Szes¢ wyktadéw o filozofii sredniowiecznej [Six lectures
on mediaeval philosophy] (1910) in the same period.

The central phase of the years 1880—1980 — the inter—war period — was
marked by the Lvov—Warsaw School, which, after the re—opening of the uni-
versity, dominated Warsaw philosophy. Therefore one could say that during the
first half of the 20" century scientific philosophy kept its ascendancy, and the
word “science” was continuously repeated by Warsaw philosophers. In 1897 the
inaugural issue of Przeglad Filozoficzny [Philosophical Review], appeared with
Mahrburg’s text “Co to jest nauka?” [“What is science?”]; in 1935 in the periodical
Polish Science the Ossowskis published their text “Nauka o nauce” [“The science
of science”]. The outbreak of the II world war made it impossible to print the
opening issue of Collectanea Logica. The pressure of criticistic—scientistic ideas
was so strong, that even irrationalists yielded to its style of expression. It was
not by accident that Bornstein entitled one of his first works (1916) Elementy
filozofii jako nauki Scistej [Elements of philosophy as a strict science]; a dozen or
so years later (in 1930) Elzenberg wrote about “Nauka i barbarzynstwo” [“Sci-
ence and barbarity”]; and the title of Braun’s book (of 1939) was Wroriskizm a
nauki formalne [ Wroriski and the formal sciences).

The apogee of the central phase — i.e. the years 1927-1931 (just after the
coup détat by Jozef Pitsudski in 1926) — saw an explosion in publications. In the
course of these years were edited, e.g., such essential positions of the Warsaw
representatives of Twardowski’s School as “O podstawach matematyki” [“On the
foundations of mathematics”] (1927-1931) or the presentation of Lesniewski’s
ontology and protothetics; Gtdwne zasady metodologii nauk i logiki formalnej
[Main principles of the methodology of sciences and of formal logic] (1928) or
Ajdukiewicz’s Warsaw lectures; Elementy logiki matematycznej [Elements of
mathematical logic] (1929) by Lukasiewicz; Elementy teorii poznania, logiki
formalnej i metodologii nauk [Elements of the theory of knowledge, formal logic,
and the methodology of sciences] (1929) by Kotarbinski; “Untersuchungen iiber
den Aussagenkalkil” (1930) by Lukasiewicz and Tarski; Historia filozofii [History
of philosophy] in two volumes, then enlarged to three volumes (1931-1950)
by Tatarkiewicz. A little later, Tarski’s Pojecie prawdy w jezykach nauk deduk-
cyjnych [ The concept of truth in the languages of deductive sciences) (1933) was
published.
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But two remaining — ideological — currents, present in Warsaw philosophy,
can also be proud of positions that were very important for them, such as Born-
stein’s Architektonika zmystowosci i rozsadku [The architectonics of sensuality
and reason] (1927), Kazimierz Kowalski’s Istota i cel filozofii wedtug zasad
neotomizmu [ The essence and the aim of philosophy according to the principles
of neo—Thomism] (1929) and his Podstawy filozofii [Foundations of philosophy)
(1930), as well as Salamucha’s Pojecie dedukcji u Arystotelesa i sw. Tomasza z
Akwinu [ The notion of deduction in Aristotle and St. Thomas Aquinas) (1930).

The first two twenty—year periods after the II world war were marked by
philosophical barbarity, trying by means of political and administrative meth-
ods to impress a totalitarian ideology. It is interesting, however, that even the
immense (quantitatively!) literary production of the initial period of Soviet
occupation — appeared in the form of a scientific philosophy. In the second
twenty—year period the impetus of this ideological offensive clearly broke down,
and many ideological bonzes openly or quietly criticized it in the end.

And after 1980, in Warsaw, and all over Poland, there came not only the
gradual return of political freedom, but also the gradual return of philosophy
to its general European and own native tradition.
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4. The conceptual system
of the Lvov—Warsaw School

1. LANGUAGE AS A TOOL
Kazimierz Twardowski wrote in 1919 in his famous paper “On clear and obscure
style of philosophical writing”:

Human speech is not only an outward manifestation of thought, but also its instru-
ment [...]; when thinking, we think in words, and hence in speech (1919-1920: 347).

This metaphor of language as a tool becomes intelligible in the light of two
distinctions made in 1934 by Twardowski’s great disciples: Tadeusz Kotarbinski
and Kazimierz Ajdukiewicz. Analyzing the notion of act, Kotarbinski (1934)
distinguished, i.a., its author, its tool, its material, and its product (i.e. its intended
result). Ajdukiewicz (1934b: 101) distinguished among the acts of thinking the
articulated judgings (i.e. judgings expressible in sentences), and among the latter
the verbal judgings (i.e. judgings containing acts of assertion and presentations
of a respective sentence).

Appealing to these distinctions, we can state precisely the positive part of
Twardowski’s thesis saying that in verbal thinking language plays the part of its
tool as well as its material. The situation is analogous to the role of a piece of
chalk during the act of writing on the blackboard.

The sentence:

(1) I claim that p
is an external expression of my verbal act of judgment, and the sentence:

p
is a tool-material of this act of judgment.

Now it is obvious that the full reconstruction of the language used by the
representatives of the Lvov—Warsaw School is a crucial question, when we want
to work according to standards of the School.

2. CONCEPTUAL SYSTEM

In his well-known works “Sprache und Sinn” (1934a) and “Das Weltbild und
die Begriffsapparatur” (1934c), Ajdukiewicz introduced the notion of concep-
tual apparatus or the class of all senses ascribed to expressions of a certain
(consistent and closed) language. He contrasted this notion with the notion of
language on the one hand, and with the notion of world—image or the class of all
sentences which can be constructed with the aid of notions belonging to a given
conceptual apparatus and which should be claimed in the face of experiential
data on the other hand.
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The aim of reconstructing the language of the Lvov—Warsaw School is
understood here as reconstructing the conceptual apparatus of this lan-
guage, or rather the system of semantic links between notions belonging
to this apparatus. This system may be called by the name of the conceptual
system.

Such a reconstruction requires one premise and one limitation.

The (idealizing) premise is that there is exactly one philosophical language
of the Lvov—Warsaw School. This premise has a very important consequence.
If there is — in principle — only one philosophical language of the School,
then the comparison of world—sub—images, peculiar to particular representa-
tives of the School, does not require translating languages expressing these
sub—images into a certain common language of interpretation, different at
least from one of interpreted languages. Thus there is no ground for troubles
starting up in the case of «dipping», e.g., the phenomenological or neoscho-
lastic language in the analytic one.

The limitation is that the reconstruction is limited to the conceptual sys-
tem of the objective language of the School. The conceptual system of pure
logical language is also ignored. The main reason is that the opinion of its
«universality» raises no controversy.

3. THE RULES OF CONCEPTUAL OPTIMIZATION AND PRECISION

Assuming that there is exactly one conceptual apparatus of the Lvov—Warsaw
School, we must be aware of two tendencies in its development. The first one is
a tendency initiated by Twardowski himself, namely the tendency towards an
essentially enriched list of conceptual items. “Essentially enriched” means that
new concepts are not fully defined with only the aid of old conceptual items.
The second one is a tendency connected mainly with Kotarbinski, namely the
tendency towards impoverishing this list.

There is a kind of common background of these two tendencies. The matter
is about a certain version of Occam’s razor, i.e. the old scholastic dictum: entia
non sunt multiplicanda praeter necessitatem. This version goes as follows: before
introducing new notions we should examine whether they could be spared.
According to such a rule of conceptual optimization all concepts belonging to
the domain of the relation of being—nothing—but should be eliminated from
the philosophical conceptual apparatus.

NB. Both the rule of conceptual optimization and the rule of conceptual
precision are the fundamental methodological rules scrupulously observed in
the Lvov—Warsaw School.

Conforming to this rule in practice, we are obliged to find such a known
relation to a known object, which determines notions under consideration. If it
is impossible to construct a satisfactory product and to select suitable domains
or counterdomains of former relations, we can and should find either new rela-
tions or a set of new objects satisfying these conditions.
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4. THE ROLE OF METAPHORS

The rule of conceptual precision as a cur-
rent in the Lvov—Warsaw School will be
analyzed in detail by Marian Przetecki
(1998). Let us stress only two aspects of
this rule. The philosophical language of
the Lvov—Warsaw School is precisely de-
termined with regard to both its semantic
and its pragmatic functions.

We can find many beautiful archaic
metaphors in Kotarbinski’s works. Ta-
tarkiewicz’s writings are distinguished
by their elegant expressiveness. That is
really true! But carrying only literal senses
is the relevant semantic function of this

. language. And only intellectual expres-
Marian Przetecki sions (i.e. expressing convictions, and not,
e.g., emotions or ecstasy) is its relevant

pragmatic function.

Kotarbinski’s metaphors are easily understood against the background of his
literal considerations. Tatarkiewicz’s expressiveness does not cover intellectual
contents of his language.

In the light of these facts, when two outstanding representatives of the
School, Tadeusz Czezowski (1958a/1969) and Przetecki (1982) admit meta-
phorical utterances serving as expressions of our experience of a mysterious-
ness of the world or a sense of human life, and when they declare that such
an experience cannot be, in principle, literally verbalized, their liberalism
in this point should be treated as a serious impairment of methodological
foundations of the School.

5. IDEAL AND REAL NOTIONS

For many philosophers the ideal situation is when elements of the conceptual
apparatus of a philosophy fit with elements of the «philosophical» world and
vice versa. Thus the second tendency, mentioned above, is accompanied by the
postulate (present in Kotarbinski’s writings) to regard the supposed objects as
corresponding to «pared» parts of language as hypostases required by ontologi-
cal reduction.

This situation can be described with the distinction made by Jan Lukasiewicz
in his “Analiza i konstrukcja pojecia przyczyny” [“Analysis and construction of
the notion of cause”] (1906). He identified notions with abstract objects, and
distinguished among them two kinds: «ready—made» notions and notions
which had to be constructed. According to Lukasiewicz, the latter can be either
ideal or real.
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To construct an abstract object means to search out some properties, to take into
consideration the problem, which of them can be interconnected, and which of them
must be removed, and to obtain in such a way a set of properties, linked together with
relations [...]. [Among abstracts ideal notions are] such abstract objects, which are con-
structed by our mind apart from the fact, whether they refer to something in reality or
not, i.e. which do not aim to cover concrete objects [...]. [Real notions, on the contrary,
are] such abstract objects, which are constructed by our mind on account of reality, i.e.
which do aim at covering some concrete objects (1906: 13—14).

A characteristic feature of the conceptual system of the Lvov—Warsaw School
is that its notions have been created with the intention of being real notions.

6. OBJECTS: THOUGHTS, SIGNS, AND GOODS
Now, let us present the main semantic nests—bonds of the Lvov—Warsaw School
conceptual apparatus.

Its central bond is the semantic nest of the notion of object. We can identify
this nest with the semantic range of ontology.

This ontological nest has three main «exits»: into semantic ranges of (descrip-
tive) psychology, (logical) semiotics, and (moral) axiology.

The semantic range of psychology is concentrated around the notion of
thought, i.e. object concerning something. The semantic range of semiotics is
concentrated around the notion of sign, i.e. object referring to something. The
semantic range of axiology is concentrated around the notion of good, i.e. the
object desired by something (somebody). The notion of the supreme good, or
God, leads us towards the semantic range of theology.

It is commonly held that theology, as well as psychology and semiotics, are
rather outside the area of philosophy. But from the ranges of psychology and
semiotics we may come back to it, namely to the semantic range of epistemology,
because its central notion, i.e. the notion of judgment, can be interpreted either
as thought stating something, or as a sign serving the same purpose.

7. THE SEMANTIC NEST OF THE OBJECT
The full peculiarity of the Lvov—Warsaw conceptual apparatus is perceptible
only within the particular nest-bonds.

Le us have a closer look at the narrow semantic nest of the notion of object.
We have here two chains of semantic links.

One chain leads up to the notion of a state of affairs via the conceptual pairs
part/whole (or element/set), relation/arguments and property/thing.

The notion of part (or element) is meant here as the notion of object belong-
ing to something (i.e. whole or set respectively). The notion of relation is meant
here as the notion of an object occurring between other objects (i.e. arguments).
The notion of property is meant here as the notion of an object characterizing
something. Having these three notions, we can introduce the notion of a state

71



of affairs saying that it is identical with the fact that something is either part of
a certain object, or a relation between some objects, or a property of a certain
object.

The other chain leads up to two pairs of notions: cause/effect and act/product.
The first step on this way is the notion of spatio—temporal — or existing — ob-
ject. The second step constitutes the notion of variable object. Thus a cause is
a (variable) object determining something, whereas an act is a (variable) object
tending towards something.

In this way we obtain a system of notions as nuclei of successive semantic
sub—nests.

Let us notice that using this very limited fragment of the semantic nest of the
object, we can exemplify the program of optimizing philosophical terminology.
Let us identify the notion of the soul as the notion of the object containing (as
its parts) thoughts that are causes of some acts.

If we accept such an explanation, we shall be entitled to consider the intro-
duction of the soul into our conceptual apparatus as an inessential enlargement
of it.

8. THE HISTORICAL ORDER OF CONCEPTS

There are two quite different orders in the area of concepts: the order of their
semantic subordination and the order of the historical sequence of their ap-
pearance in the range of a philosopher’s attention.

True enough, almost all the main semantic nests of the Lvov—Warsaw School
conceptual apparatus — in their rudimentary form — first appeared in Twar-
dowski’s writings. But in general — the central notions of this apparatus were sub-
jected to profound considerations only in writings of Twardowski’s disciples.

The most important exceptions are constituted by the notion of thought, which
was deeply analyzed (together with its full psychological nest) by Twardowski
himself in his Zur Lehre vom Inhalt und Gegenstand der Vorstellungen (1894),
and the notion of judgment analyzed in his paper “O idio— i allogenetycznych
teoriach sadu” [“On idio— and allogenetic theories of judgment”] (1907). Then
various notions of good were successively analyzed by Wiadystaw Tatarkiewicz,
in the monograph O bezwzglednosci dobra [On the absoluteness of good] (1919);
the notion of object by Marian Borowski in a series of works opened by the
paper “Co to jest przedmiot” [“What is an object”] (1920); the notion of a sign
by Stanistaw Ossowski in his paper “Analiza pojecia znaku” [“Analysis of the
notion of a sign”] (1926). It is a significant fact that the first analyses of the notion
of God in the School were developed no earlier than 1934, by Jan Salamucha
in his paper “Dowdd ex motu na istnienie Boga” [“The proof ex motu of the
existence of God”] (1943a).

From a chronological point of view, the notion of a cause was the starting
point in the analysis of the semantic nest of the notion of object: it was ana-
lyzed by Lukasiewicz in his paper “Analiza i konstrukcja pojecia przyczyny”

72



[“Analysis and construction of the notion of cause”] (1906), mentioned above.
This paper inaugurated a series of original analyses of other notions of this
nest: the notion of existence by Stanistaw Le$niewski in “Przyczynek do
analizy zdan egzystencjalnych” [“A contribution to the analysis of existential
sentences”] (1911); the notion of an act by Twardowski himself in his paper
“O czynnosciach i wytworach” [“Acts and products”] (1912a); the notion of
a part by Le$niewski in his Podstawy ogélnej teorii mnogosci [Foundation
of the general theory of set] (1916); the notion of property by Kotarbinski in
the paper “Sprawa istnienia przedmiotéw idealnych” [“The question of the
existence of ideal objects”] (1921a); the notion of state of affairs by Le$niewski
in his “Grundziige eines neuen Systems der Grundlagen der Mathematik”
(1929), assuming that Le$niewski’s protothetic (i.e. a kind of propositional
calculus) is interpreted objectively; the notion of relation by Alfred Tarski
in his paper “On the calculus of relations” (1941); and, finally, the notion of
change by Ajdukiewicz in the article “Zmiana i sprzeczno$¢” [“Change and
contradiction”] (1948b).

9. CLASSICAL TEXTS CONCERNING THE INDICATED NOTIONS

Only the first deep studies of the indicated notions undertaken by representatives
of the Lvov—Warsaw School are mentioned here. It is impossible to mention
the works which continued these studies in the School.

We are able, however, to list the works which are the «last words» (so to
speak) of the School in these areas.

The main semantic nest—bonds indi-
cated in chronological order are:

1925 — Wiadystaw Witwicki, Psycho-
logia [Psychology];

1933 — Alfred Tarski, Pojecie prawdy
w jezykach nauk dedukcyjnych [The con-
cept of truth in the languages of deductive
sciences);

1947 — Maria Ossowska, Podstawy
nauki o moralnosci [Foundations of the
science of morality];

1965 — Jozef M. Bochenski, The logic
of religion;

1972 — Witold Marciszewski, Podstawy
logicznej teorii przekonar [Foundations of
a logical theory of belief].

The nest of the notion of object is:

1954—1955 etc. — Czestaw Lejewski,

“A contribution to Le$niewski’s mereol-
ogy" etc.; Wiadystaw Witwicki
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1955 — Jerzy Stupecki, “Le$niewski’s
calculus of names”;

1960 — Tadeusz Pszczolowski, Zasady
sprawnego dziatania [Principles of effi-
cient action);

1963b — Zbigniew Jordan, “On logical
determinism”;

1965 — Roman Suszko, Wykiady
z logikiformalnej [Lectures on formal
logicl;

1975 — Zdzistaw Augustynek, Natura
czasu [ The nature of time);

1985 — Bogustaw Wolniewicz, Ontolo-
gia sytuacji [Ontology of situation];

1989 — Tomasz Placek, “Paradoksy
ruchu Zenona z Elei a problem continuum”
[“Zeno’s paradoxes of movement and the
problem of continuum”];

1993 — Jerzy Perzanowski, “Locative
ontology”

After this list we are entitled to for-
mulate a very broad hypothesis: the es-
sential progress in analyzing the notions
pertaining to the main semantic nest—
bonds arises in the second generation
of the School (i.e. after 30 years or so),
whereas the analyses of notions pertaining
to more detailed nests arise rather in the
third generation of the School.

Such regularity might imply that there
was a very important work including an
analysis of the notion of an object pub-
lished in circa 1950. Unfortunately, there
is known no such a work, written by any
representative of the School.

Is it, however, acceptable to recognize
in Roman Ingarden’s Der Streit um die
existenz der Welt (1947-1948) the work
we are seeking. After all, the Polish ver-
sion of its first two volumes was published
justin 1947-1948! Indeed, many parts of
this book are written in conformity to the
spirit of the School.



10. SUMMING UP AND CONTINUING
Andrzej Grzegorczyk wrote in 1993 in
his book Zycie jako wyzwanie [Life as a
challenge]:

I present a manner of philosophizing which
is very primitive. [...] I would like to call it a
proto—philosophy. According to this manner,
making precise some relatively simple [...]
notions, and formulating a simple [...] general
hypothesis with the aid of them, is considered
a cognitive achievement (1993: 5).

Grzegorczyk is regarded as a represen-
tative of the Lvov—Warsaw School, and
he admits membership of it. This fact is
confirmed, i.a., by his initial ontological declaration, including, as he writes,

“the general conceptual structure applied [...], to the description of the world”.
The declaration goes like this:

Andrzej a-rzegorczyk

The world [...], contains objects [...] having various properties, connected by various
relations, and belonging to various sets (1993: 27).

It is easy to notice that Grzegorczyk’s ontological declaration resorts to all
the notions mentioned above as links of the first semantic chain relating the
central ontological notion of an object with the notion of a state of affairs. NB.
Grzegorczyk’s analyses go further precisely along the second ontological chain,
i.e. towards the notions of case and act.

He declares however that his book “does not carry summing up its tradition,
but is a continuation [my emphasis, JJ] of this tradition” (1993: 6).

Deriving from the same tradition, we are convinced, however, that the philo-
sophical production of the Lvov—Warsaw School is not yet fully exhausted, at
least in Poland. Therefore a clear arrangement of this heritage is an important
task.

11. VARIOUS WORLD—-IMAGES AND A COMMON CONCEPTUAL APPARATUS
In his monograph Logic and philosophy in the Lvov—Warsaw School, published
in 1985, Jan Wolenski wrote:

We assume [...] that the following features are characteristic for scientific, including
philosophical, schools: (a) common genealogy [...]; (b) time, continuity and the place
of activity; (c) the consciousness of being members of a school; (d) common views
(1985/1989: 302—-303).
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It is generally assumed that the ideological
bonds of the School were not determined by
any set of commonly accepted opinions on
more or less fundamental philosophical prob-
lems, but by a common intellectual attitude. In
fact, the representatives of the School included
philosophers with very diverse theoretical ori-
entations and world—views (1985/1989: 1).

Employing Ajdukiewicz’s terminology
we can express the opinion that the rep-
resentatives of the Lvov—Warsaw School
had various world—images.

But the hypothesis that they shared
at least a common conceptual apparatus
seems to by very probable.



5. The Lvov—Warsaw School and its
influence upon the Polish philosophy
of the twentieth century

1. THESIS

Many factors influenced Polish philosophy of the second half of the 20™ century;
among those factors were philosophical traditions that had been present in
Poland for a long time as well as traditions that appeared only after the II world
war, with the influence of foreign ideas (mainly European and American analytic
thought) and external political circumstances also playing a formative role. But
it was the Lvov—Warsaw School whose influence proved decisive — in any case
upon what was of the greatest value in Polish philosophy of this period

Firstly, the majority of the most respected philosophers were students of the
School’s representatives and many of them also declared their membership of it.
Secondly, the School determined the program of scientific philosophy that held
well in Poland — not without intervals of course — during the course of the entire
20th century. This was the program formulated by Twardowski at the begin-
ning of his Lvov professorship and articulated emphatically by Lukasiewicz in
Warsaw. In the second fifty—year period, the postulate of the scientific character
of philosophy was strongly re—accentuated by Grzegorczyk (1989). Thirdly, in
the School two complementary methods of realizing this program were present:
the method of semantic analysis (Twardowski, Czezowski) and the method of
formal reconstruction (Lukasiewicz, Lesniewski). Fourthly, problems which were
exposed and elaborated by representatives of the first generation of the School
have remained central in the research of their successors. Fifthly, solutions
obtained by the main Polish philosophers of the last fifty—year period usually
referred to the results achieved in the School, either improving upon them or
being counterproposals springing from reliable criticisms of those results.

We shall concentrate upon the last two matters, because their importance
is not only of a historical or local character: a systematic examination of the
theoretical problems and results reached in modern Polish philosophy may
be of use for many philosophers—specialists in their current research and may
make the actual state of Polish and, in consequence, Euro—American philosophy
easier for a philosopher—amateur to comprehend (and who of us is not just an
amateur in the majority of philosophical disciplines?!)

Before going into the influence of the Lvov—Warsaw School on the Polish
philosophy of the second half of the 20" century, we shall briefly describe the
stages 20"—century Polish philosophy went though and its institutional and
publishing basis.
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2. DIVISION INTO PERIODS

From the perspective of the Lvov—Warsaw School, twentieth—century Polish
philosophy began ... in the 19" century (in 1895 to be precise) when Twar-
dowski, the founder of the School, took the chair of philosophy at Lvov
University. The century which has passed since that memorable year falls
naturally into five twenty—year phases, preceded by the five—year prologue
(1895-1900).

2.1. Phase of crystallization

During the first twenty years (1900-1920) — let us call them the phase of
crystallization — the process of forming the creative personalities of the

main representatives of the first generation of Twardowski’s students took

place; the majority of them having been born in the 1880s: Witwicki (b. 1878),
Lukasiewicz (b. 1878), Bandrowski (b. 1879), Zawirski (b. 1882), Sos$nicki (b.
1883), Lesniewski (b. 1886), Kotarbinski (b. 1886), Tatarkiewicz (b. 1886),
Kaczorowski (b. 1888), Tenneréwna—Gromska (b. 1889), Czezowski (b. 1889)

and Ajdukiewicz (b. 1890). This was a generation to which Znamierowski (b.
1888), a philosopher and jurist, and Janiszewski (b. 1888), a mathematician,
also belonged. Notwithstanding the fact that they studied abroad (Znami-
erowski with Cornelius and Janiszewski with Poincaré), both of them found

themselves in the orbit of the influences of Twardowski’s School and played

an important part in it. Janiszewski was one of the main initiators of the

co—operation between mathematicians and philosophers, which resulted

in the Warsaw Logical School. Znamierowski brought about a fusion of
Petrazycki’s philosophy of law with the paradigm of Twardowski’s School.
In the first five years of this period, the majority of the representatives of
the second generation of the School came into the world: Tarski (b. 1901),
Sztejnbarg—Kotarbinska (b. 1901), Poznanski (b. 1901), Wundheiler (b. 1902),
Wajsberg (b. 1902), Bochenski (b. 1902), Salamucha (b. 1903), Dambska (b.
1904), Luszczewska—Romahnowa (b. 1904), Stupecki (b. 1904), Mehlberg (b.
1904), Lindenbaum (b. 1904), Presburger (b. 1904), Kokoszynska—Lutmanowa

(b. 1905), Blaustein (b. 1905), Jaskowski (b. 1906), Sobociniski (b. 1906)

and Swiezawski (b. 1907). Iwanicki (b. 1902) was born at the same time.
His path was similar to that taken by Twardowski’s students, although he

studied not in Lvov but in Strasbourg. All of them would join the group of
their earlier—born colleagues: Korcik (b. 1892), Panski (b. 1894), Wallis (b.
1895), Niedzwiecka—Ossowska (b. 1896), Drewnowski (b. 1896), Ossowski

(b. 1897) and Hosiasson—Lindenbaumowa (b. 1899). This period was ended
by the premature death of two uncommonly talented scholars: Bandrowski

(d. 1914) and Janiszewski (d. 1920), mentioned above and by the outbreak
of the I world war (waged in great part on the Polish territories), accompa-
nied — in Poland’s case — by the Bolshevik invasion (luckily victoriously
repulsed), which interrupted normal scientific activities.
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2.2. Phase of prosperity
The second twenty—year period (1920—
1940) was also closed by violent military
and political events: in 1939, Poland was
attacked by its allied neighbors — Nazi
Germany and Bolshevik Russia; this time,
it was defeated and lost its independence
for fifty years. In philosophy — as well as
in the whole Polish culture — this second
period was a phase of splendid creative
prosperity: talents which crystallized dur-
ing the former period bore fruit in the
form of original scientific work — ideas,
conceptions and systems. At the same
time, in the first part of the period, come
into the world the future apostles and
improvers of these results, who would
come to belong to the third generation
of the School: L.o$ (b. 1920), Ziembinski
(b. 1920), Gumanski (b. 1921), Mortimer
(b. 1921), Lazari—Pawlowska (b. 1921),
Gregorowicz (b. 1921), Grzegorczyk (b.
1922), Przelecki (b. 1923), Kubinski (b.
1923), Stonert (b. 1923), Pelc (b. 1924),
Pawtowski (b. 1924), Szaniawski (b. 1925),
Giedymin (b. 1925), Augustynek (b. 1925),
Pogorzelski (b. 1927), Wolniewicz (b.
1927), Czerwinski (b. 1927), Iwanus$ (b.
1928), Koj (b. 1929), Malewski (b. 1929),
Skolimowski (b. 1930), Kwiatkowski (b.
1930), Surma (b. 1930), Zarnecka—Bialy
(b. 1930), Marciszewski (b. 1930), Ziemba
(b. 1930) and, just after them, Wéjcicki (b.
1931), Kmita (b. 1931) and Siemianowski
(b. 1932). They joined the people born in
the previous ten years: Zbigniew Jordan
(b. 1911), Lejewski (b. 1913), Mostowski
(b. 1913), Borkowski (b. 1914), Mazierski
(b. 1915), Kalinowski (b. 1916), Rasiowa (b.
1917), Hiz (b. 1917), Kaminski (b. 1919)
and Suszko (b. 1919).

In his remarkable Historia filozofii
[History of philosophy], Tatarkiewicz

2N

Helena Rasiowa

Henryk Hiz
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characterized the situation of Polish philosophy at the threshold of the second
half of our century:

The second great war found it in blooming state [...]. It was destroyed by occupants
between 1939 and 1944. The great part of young generation perished in fights or was
murdered in German [and Russian, let us add] camps. And the great part of scientific
workshops, libraries and institutes, was devastated, robbed, razed to the ground. For
Poland, much more than for other countries, these years closed an important and
rampant, but short and unfinished epoch (1931-1950, t. IIL: 371).

2.3. Phase of destruction

The external circumstances mentioned above meant that the third twenty
years (1940—1960) deserve the name of the phase of destruction. Firstly, at the
beginning Twardowski (d. 1938), Borowski (d. 1938) and Les$niewski (d. 1939)
died and war devoured Wajsberg (d. 1939), Lindenbaum (d. 1941), Panski (d.
1942), Hosiasson—Lindenbaumowa (d. 1942), Blaustein (d. 1944) and Sala-
mucha (d. 1944). Next, Zawirski (d. 1948) and Witwicki (d. 1948) passed away.
Afterwards, the country was exposed to the darkest five years of communist
terror. Soon after, both Lukasiewicz (d. 1956) and Wundheiler (d. 1957) died,
both having earlier emigrated. It is hardly surprising that Polish analytical
philosophy — which was an object of special pressure of the ideologists of the
regime — went into the intellectual underground or, at best, was reduced to
formal logic. At the time, this looked like the final destruction of the analytical
tradition in Poland. Skolimowski, a historian of this tradition, wrote in 1967:

The continuous development of the analytical movement [in Poland] led to its fin-
est results in the late 1920s and in the 1930s. The war shattered this continuity. After
the war, analytical philosophy never regained its previous strength; the 1950s saw its
definitive decline (1967: 260). [In the early 1960s], the analytical movement becomes
emasculated (1967: XI). Analytical philosophy is no longer a dominant trend in Poland;
its strength has been diluted; its output drastically limited (1967: 235).

Writing these words, Skolimowski could not know, of course, that in this
period the future representatives of the fourth generation of Twardowski’s suc-
cessors were born and that they would give the analytic direction to the Polish
philosophy in the last ten years of the 20th century. Herbut (b. 1933), Batég (b.
1934), Stanosz (b. 1935), Majdanski (b. 1935), Bryll (b. 1935), Zwinogrodzki (b.
1935), Zamecki (b. 1936), Nowaczyk (b. 1936), Leszko (b. 1937), Chwedenczuk (b.
1938), Kiczuk (b. 1938), Bronk (b. 1938), Pietruska—Madej (b. 1938), Nieznanski
(b. 1938) and Prucnal (b. 1939) were born before the war. Then, successively:
Zamiara (b. 1940), Wolenski (b. 1940), Wybraniec—Skardowska (b. 1940), Zabski
(b. 1940), Kaluszyniska (b. 1941), Omyla (b. 1941), Zdzistaw Kowalski (b. 1942),
Leszek Nowak (b. 1943), Perzanowski (b. 1943), Jacek Holowka (b. 1943),

81



4

Barbara Stanosz

Witold Strawiriski ' Jacek Pasniczek

82



Schrade (b. 1943), Gornicka—Kalinowska
(b. 1943), Wajszczyk (b. 1944), Teresa
Holéwka (b. 1944), Grzegorz Malinows-
ki (b. 1945), Zygmunt (b. 1945), Jadacki
(b. 1946), Zyciniski (b. 1948), Zeglen (b.
1949), Patryas (b. 1949), Grobler (b. 1949),
Murawski (b. 1949), Strawinski (b. 1949),
Tuchanska (b. 1949), Czelakowski (b.
1949), Jodkowski (b. 1950), Kleszcz (b.
1950), Buszkowski (b. 1950), Muszynski (b.
1951), Grabowski (b. 1951), Pasniczek (b.
1951), Pogonowski (b. 1951), Czarnocka
(b. 1952), Sady (b. 1952), Jonkisz (b. 1953),
Judycki (b. 1954), Pietruszczak (b. 1954),
Gorzka (b. 1955), Rosiak (b. 1956), Je- AR
dynak (b. 1956), Czerniawski (b. 1957), Andrzej Wisniewski
Szubka (b. 1958) and Andrzej Wisniewski

(b. 1958).

2.4. Phase of restoration

The fourth twenty years (1960—1980) constitute a phase of the restoration of
the Lvov—Warsaw School’s influence on Polish philosophy. This phenomenon
occurred even though three important representatives of the first generation
of Twardowski’s School passed away: Ajdukiewicz (d. 1963), Soénicki (d. 1971)
and Tenneréwna—Gromska (d. 1973), as well as Znamierowski (d. 1967). Also
some members of the second generation died: Ossowski (d. 1963), Jaskowski (d.
1965), Korcik (d. 1969), Kaczorowski (d. 1971), Ossowska (d. 1974), Drewnowski
(1978) and abroad — Poznanski (d. 1974) and Zbigniew Jordan (d. 1977). It
was especially poignant that three pillars of the third generation died: young
Malewski (d. 1963) together with Mostowski (d. 1975) and Suszko (d. 1979), both
being in the prime of their creative life. On the other hand, within this period
fall the dates of birth of the representatives of the fifth generation of successors
of the School-tradition: Placek (b. 1960), Bitat (b. 1960), Krysztofiak (b. 1963),
Bigaj (b. 1964), Wojtysiak (b. 1967), Woéjtowicz (b. 1967), Rojszczak (b. 1968),
Odrowaz—Sypniewska (b. 1971) and Tatasiewicz (b. 1973).

2.5. Phase of expansion

In the period of the fifth twenty years (1980—2000) we witnessed the phase of
expansion. True enough, the last representatives of the first generation of the
School passed away: Tatarkiewicz (d. 1980), Czezowski (d. 1981) and Kotarbinski
(d. 1981). After the death of Sobocinski (d. 1980), Kokoszynska—Lutmanowa (d.
1981), Dambska (d. 1983), Tarski (d. 1983), Bochenski (d. 1995) and Kotarbinska
(d. 1997), Swiezawski is the only active member of the second generation, being
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the unquestionable senior of the School.
The third generation was decimated as
well, for the following philosophers died:
Mortimer (d. 1984), Kaminski (d. 1986),
Stupecki (d. 1987), Szaniawski (d. 1990),
Stonert (d. 1992), Mazierski (d. 1993),
Giedymin (d. 1993), Borkowski (d. 1993),
Rasiowa (d. 1994), Lazari—Pawlowska (d.
1994), Iwanus$ (d. 1995), Pawlowski (d.
1996), Ziembinski (d. 1996), Gregorow-
icz (d. 1998), Pszczotowski (d. 1999) and
Augustynek (d. 2001). At the same time,
however, the activity of their students and
the students of their students increased
dramatically.

Halina Mortimer

3. INSTITUTIONAL AND PUBLISHING
BASIS
The theoretical efforts of the philosophers would not have been fruitful with-
out the great organizational work of the environment of Twardowski’s stu-
dents and their successors. Let me present the most important organizational
enterprises.

In the phase of restoration: the Department of Praxiology at the Polish
Academy of Science (1965) was established on Kotarbinski’ initiative (1965).
At Kotarbinski’s, Suszko’s and Pelc’s suggestion the Polish Semiotical Society
(1967) was founded. Yearly Conferences on the History of Logic initiated at the
beginning of this period (1959) by Czezowski became a customary phenom-
enon in Polish philosophical life. The conference on the analysis of the notion
of justification (1961) organized by Ajdukiewicz and the Winter Formal Logic
School inaugurated ten years later (1970) were of the utmost significance. The
pressure on the political regime was so great that during the second Congress of
Polish Science (1953) the communists were forced to put into their ideologists’
mouths a declaration of the reintroduction of logic teaching in universities and
other academic schools. The quarterly Ruch Filozoficzny founded by Twardowski
(appearing in 1911-1914, 1918-1939 and 1948-1950) and revived in 1958 and
the annual (initially) Studia Logica founded by Ajdukiewicz (1953; since 1974

— a quarterly in English) were joined by further periodicals: Prakseologia (Pol-
ish version) (1962), Studia Metodologiczne (1965), Studia Semiotyczne (1970),
Bulletin of the Section of Logic (in English) (1972), Reports of Mathematical
Logic (in English) (1973), Zagadnienia Filozoficzne w Nauce (1978), Zagadnienia
Naukoznawstwa (1978) and Reports on Philosophy (in English) (1977). Important
series appeared: Poznan Studies in the Philosophy of the Science and the Humani-
ties (in English) (Amsterdam 1975, Rodopi — the initiative came from Leszek

84



Nowak) and Poznariskie Studia z Filozo-
fii Nauki (Polish version) (Poznan 1976,
UAM,; since 1994 as Poznariskie Studia z
Filozofii Humanistyki). Mata encyklopedia
logiki [Small encyclopedia of logic] (1970)
edited by Marciszewski and Mata encyk-
lopedia prakseologii i teorii organizacji
[Small encyclopedia of praxiology and the
theory of organization] (1978) written by
Pszczotowski were published. Collected
works of coryphaei of the Lvov—Warsaw
School were published: Kotarbinski’s writ-
ings, published during the previous period
(1957-1958), were joined by Ajdukiewicz’s
writings (1960—1965) as well as those of
Lukasiewicz (1961), Twardowski (1965),
Ossowski (1966) and Tatarkiewicz (1971).
Their valuable handbooks were also re—

edited: Lukasiewicz’s Elementy logiki

matematycznej [Elements of mathematical logic] (1929/1958) and Kotarbinski’s
Elementy teorii poznania, logiki formalnej i metodologii nauk [Elements of
the theory of cognition, formal logic and methodology of science] (1929/1961).
Pawtowski’s antology Logiczna teoria nauki [Logical theory of science] (1966)
and Pelc’s antology Semiotyka polska. 1894—1969 [Polish semiotics. 1894—1969]
(1971) were important editorial events, too.

In the phase of expansion: the Polish Society of Logic and Methodology of
Sciences (1993) was called into being by Woéjcicki and Kabzinski. Perzanowski
inaugurated The Logical—Philosophical Workshops (1994). Conferences devoted
to the Application of logic in philosophy and foundations of mathematics started
taking place. Wojcicki organized The Summer School for Theory of Knowledge
(1998). During the sixth Polish Philosophical Congress (1995), Pelc contrasted
literary philosophy with scientific philosophy; only the latter did he recognize as
academic philosophy. Kwartalnik Filozoficzny (1990; it appeared in 1923-1938
and 1946-1950) and Przeglgd Filozoficzny (1992), founded by Weryho (it appeared
in 1898-1939 and 1946-1949), were resumed. New periodicals were started:
Studies in Logic, Grammar and Rhetoric (in English) (1982), Biuletyn Komisji
Logiki Towarzystwa Naukowego Warszawskiego (1991), Praxiology (English
version) (1992) and Filozofia Nauki (1993). Valuable series appeared: Realizm —
Racjonalnos¢ — Relatywnosc (Lublin 1984, UMCS), Logika i zastosowania logiki
(Warsaw 1985, PWN), Studies in Logic and Theory of Knowledge (in English)
(Lublin 1985, KUL), Znak — jezyk — rzeczywistos¢ (Warsaw 1990, PTS), Logic and
Logical Philosophy (in English) (Torun 1993, UMK), Filozofia — logika — filozofia
logiczna (Torun 1995, UMK), Dialogikon (Cracow 1995, U]J), Foundations of
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Science (in English) (Dordrecht 1998, Kluwer — series edited by Wojcicki), Polish

Analytical Philosophy (in English) (Amsterdam 1999, Rodopi — sub—series of
Poznari Studies in the Philosophy of the Science and the Humanities). Marciszewski

edited Dictionary of logic as applied in the study of language (English version)

(1983) and Logika formalna. Zarys encyklopedyczny [Formal logic. Encyclopedic

outline] (Polish version) (1981/1987) and Kmita, Szaniawski et al. edited Filozofia

a nauka. Zarys encyklopedyczny [Philosophy and science. Encyclopedic outline]

(1987). The enterprise of publishing collected papers of the representatives of the

first two generations of the Lvov—Warsaw School was continued: the writings of
Ossowska (1983), Czezowski (1989), Kaminski (1989-1998), Kotarbiriska (1990),
Kotarbinski (1990-2003), Bochenski (1993a), Tarski (1995), Drewnowski (1996),
Salamucha (1997) and Lukasiewicz (1998) saw the light of the day. Ajdukiewicz’s

classic handbook Zagadnienia i kierunki filozofii [Problems and orientations

of philosophy] (1928a/1983) and Lukasiewicz’s famous monographs O zasa-
dzie sprzecznosci u Arystotelesa [On the principle of contradiction in Aristotle]

(1910a/1987) and Sylogistyka Arystotelesa z punktu widzenia wspélczesnej logiki

formalnej [Aristotle’s syllogistic form the standpoint of modern formal logic] (Polish

version) (1951/1988) were re—edited.

It is worth adding that many representatives and sympathizers of the Lvov—
Warsaw School (i.e. Dambska, Lazari—Pawtowska, Kubinski, Szaniawski, Iwanus,
Leszek Nowak and Perzanowski) became involved in the Solidarity movement,
though the slogan of non—intervention in political controversies belonged to
the program of the School.

The activity of Polish philosophers was accompanied by an increasing interest
in Polish analytical philosophy abroad. At the beginning of the phase of expansion
(1989) yearly Philosophical Lectures devoted to Twardowski were inaugurated
in Lvov (which since the II world war has been within the borders of Ukraine).
Then, conferences started: Stanistaw Lesniewski aujourd’hui (Grenoble 1992),
The Lvov—Warsaw Philosophical School and Contemporary Philosophy (Lvov—
Warsaw 1995), Lukasiewicz in Dublin (Dublin 1996) and Alfred Tarski and the
Vienna Circle (Vienna 1997).

This growth in interest was certainly stimulated to a great extent by the promo-
tional activities of the Poles, themselves. Even before the war the state of Polish
analytical philosophy was described in French by Zawirski (1935) and in German by
Kotarbinski (1933) and Ajdukiewicz (1934a/1935). After the war, new works were
written: in English by Zbigniew Jordan (1945; 1963a), Skolimowski (1967), Ingarden
(1973/1974), Pelc (1973) and, most importantly, Woleriski (1985/1989); in French
by Bochenski (1947), Kotarbinski (1956¢; 1959) and Ostrowski (1971). Analytico—
historical texts by foreigners were also of great importance: in German by Franzke
and Rautenberg (1972); in English by Simons (1992) and Smith (1996).

Of course, publishing original texts in English translation was crucial here. The
fundamental works of Kotarbinski (1929/1966), Lukasiewicz (1970), Tatarkiewicz
(1947/1976), Twardowski (1894/1977; 1999), Lesniewski (1992), Czezowski
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(2000), Salamucha (2003) as well as McCall’s (1967), Pelc’s (1971/1979) and
Krajewski’s (2001) anthologies began to appear.

SYNCHORNISM
YEAR | BORN DEAD
1866 | Kazimierz Twardowski
1867 | Leon Petrazycki
1868 | Wiadyslaw Weryho
1878 Wladyslavy Wltwmkl
Jan Lukasiewicz
Bronistaw Bandrowski
1879 Marian Borowski
1882 Zygmunt Zawirski
Stanistaw Le$niewski
1886 | Tadeusz Kotarbinski
Wiadyslaw Tatarkiewicz
1888 Czestaw Znamierowski
1889 Tadeusz Czezowski
1890 Kazimierz Ajdukiewicz
1893 Roman Ingarden
PROLOGUE
1895 Mieczystaw Wallis
1896 Maria Ossowske.\
Jan Drewnowski
1897 Stanistaw Ossowski
1899 JaninaHosiassion—Lindenbaumowa
CRYSTALLISATION
Alfred Tarski
1901 | Janina Kotarbinska
(Dina Sztejnbarg)
1902 ]?zef M. Bgcbenslq
Jozef Iwanicki
1903 Jan Salamucha
Izydora Dambska
Seweryna
1904 Luszczewska—Romahnowa
Jerzy Stupecki
Henryk Mehlberg
1905 Maria Kokoszyniska—Lutmanowa
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Stanistaw Jaskowski

1906 Bolestaw Sobocinski
1911 Zbigniew Jordan
1913 Czestaw Lejewski
I WORLD WAR
1914 | Ludwik Borkowski Bandrowski
1915 Stanistaw Mazierski
1916 Jerzy Kalinowski Weryho
Helena Rasiowa
1917 Henryk Hiz
POLISH-BOLSHEVIST WAR
Stanistaw Kaminski
1919 Roman Suszko
PROSPERITY
Jerzy Lo$
1920 Zygr};lunt Ziembinski
Leon Gumanski
1921 Halina Mortimerowa
Jja Lazari—Pawlowska
Jan Gregorowicz
1922 Tadeusg Pszczolowski
Andrzej Grzegorczyk
Marian Przelecki
1923 | Tadeusz Kubinski
Henryk Stonert
Mieczystaw Lubanski
1924 | Jerzy Pelc
Tadeusz Pawlowski
Klemens Szaniawski
Jerzy Giedymin
1925 Adam Podgérecki
Zdzistaw Augustynek
1926 | Zdzistaw Pawlak
Jerzy Pogorzelski
1927 | Boguslaw Wolniewicz
Lech Dubikajtis
1928 Bogustaw Iwanus$
Leon Koj
1929 | Krystyna Pirég—Rzepecka
Andrzej Malewski
Henryk Skolimowski
Tadeusz Kwiatkowski
1930 | Ewa Zarnecka—Bialy

Witold Marciszewski
Zdzistaw Ziemba
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1931

Ryszard Wéjcicki
Jerzy Kmita

Petrazycki

1932

Andrzej Siemianowski

1933

Jézef Herbut

1934

Tadeusz Batdg

1935

Grzegorz Bryll

Zygmunt Zwinogrodzki
Barbara Stanosz

Stanistaw Majdanski

Lestaw Wtlodzimierz Szczerba

1936

Stefan Zamecki
Adam Nowaczyk
Ewa Orlowska

1937

Robert Leszko

1938

Bohdan Chwedenczuk
Stanistaw Kiczuk

Andrzej Bronk

Elzbieta Pietruska—Madej
Edward Nieznariski

Twardowski
Borowski

II WORLD WAR

1939

Tadeusz Prucnal
Andrzej Bednarczyk

Lesniewski

DESTRUCTION

1940

Krystyna Zamiara
Jan Wolenski

Elzbieta Wybraniec—Skardowska

Eugeniusz Zabski

1941

Elzbieta Katuszynska
Mieczytaw Omyta

1942

Michat Tempczyk
Jacek Kabzinski
Zdzistaw Kowalski

Hosiasson—-Lindenbaumowa

1943

Leszek Nowak

Jerzy Perzanowski

Jacek Hotéwka

Joanna Gdrnicka—Kalinowska

1944

Jozef Wajszczyk
Teresa Hotéwka
Jan Mikolaj Zytkow

Salamucha

1945

Grzegorz Malinowski
Jan Zygmunt

1946

Jacek Jadacki

1948

Jozef Zycinski

Zawirski
Witwicki
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Jerzy Bobryk
Urszula Zeglen

Wojciech Patryas
1949 Adam Grobler
Roman Murawski
Witold Strawinski
Michat Krynicki
Kazimierz Jodkowski
1950 Ryszard Kleszcz
Wojciech Byszkowski
Kazimierz Swirydowicz
1951 Zbystaw Muszynsl<1
Jacek Pasniczek
Jerzy Pogonowski
Teresa Rzepa
1952 | Malgorzata Czarnocka
Wojciech Sady
1953 | Adam Jonkisz
1954 | Andrzej Pietruszczak
Marcin Mostowski
1955 Cezary Gorzka
Marek Rosiak L
1956 Anna Jedynak Lukasiewicz
1957 Jan Czerniawski
1958 | Andrzej Wisniewski
1959 Jacek Malinowski
RESTORATION
Tomasz Placek
1960 Andrzej Bilat
1961 | Andrzej Krzysztof Rogalski
1962 | Marek Lechniak
Ajdukiewicz
1963 | Wojciech Krysztofiak Ossowski
Malewski
1964 | Tomasz Bigaj Jaskowski
Jacek Wojtysiak . .
1967 Krzysztof Woéjtowicz Znamierowski
Katarzyna Kijania—Placek
1968 Artur Rojszczak
1970 Rafat Dudkiewicz Ingarden
1971 Joanna Odrowaz—Sypniewska
1973
1974 Ossowska
1975 Wallis
1977 Jordan
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1978 Luszczewsk'fl—Romahnowa
Drewnowski
Suszko

1979 Mehlberg

EXPANSION

Tatarkiewicz

1980 Sobocinski
Czezowski

1981 Kotarbinski
Kokoszynska—Lutmanowa
Dambska

1983 Tarski

1984 Mortimerowa

1986 Kaminski

1987 Stupecki

1990 Szaniawski

1991 Kubiriski

1992 Stonert
Mazierski

1993 Giedymin
Borkowski
Rasiowa

1994 Lazari—Pawlowska
Bochenski

1995 Iwanus$
Iwanicki
Pawlowski

1996 Ziembinski

1997 Kotarbinska
Prucnal
Lo$

1998 Podgérecki
Gregorowicz

1999 Pszczolowski

2000 Kalinowski

4. FORMAL LOGIC

It is natural that the influence of the Lvov—Warsaw School on Polish philosophy
of the second half of the 20™ century manifests itself mainly in the domain of
formal logic, which became a kind of international visiting card of the School
as early as in the 1930s — thanks to a great German thinker, Scholz.
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PRAGMATICS

SET THEORY
FORMAL SEMANTICS
MEREOLOGY LOGIC Model theory
THEORY OF Functional semantics
RELATIONS Categorial systems
Combinatorial systems

SYNTACTICS

IEROTETICS I SENTENTIAL CALCULUS PROTOTHETIC
Chrysippian systems Fregean systems
Non-Chrysippian systems Non-Fregean systems
Nihilistic systems
Minimal systems
Intuitionistic systems

NOMINAL CALCULUS
Fictional systems

[(TRADITIONAL) FUNCTIONAL CALCULUS | LESNIEWSKI'S
| SYLLOGISTIC «Bifurcational» systems | ONTOLOGY

4.1. Sentential calculus
Sentential calculus, which had been an object of investigations under
Lukasiewicz’s leadership at Warsaw in the period of prosperity, in the next
years continued to be studied mainly by logicians assembled around Stupecki
and Borkowski. Outside the group were Gumanski (1981), who constructed
equivalence (reversible) systems, and Pietruszczak (1991), who was occupied
with quantifierless calculi. Grzegorz Malinowski (1990) developed Chrysippian
(two—valued), as well as non—Chrysippian (many—valued) logic initiated by
Lukasiewicz, including three—valued logic. Zawirski’s suggestions as to the
possibility of using it in physics have been taken up by Kiczuk (1995). But
new ideas appeared as well.

Firstly, Lukasiewicz’s questioning Chrysippos’ principle of bivalence was
followed by Suszko, who rejected Frege’s principle of identity of denotation of
sentences with their truth—value. Thus, the next non—classical logic — after

92



the non—Chrysippian one — came into being: namely, a non—Fregean logic,
which assumes that denotations of sentences are identical with correspondent
situations. Omyla (1986) systematized this new logic.

Secondly, systems of nihilistic logic were constructed (Zabski 1995). They
were founded upon the conception of truth according to which a sentence
of the form “The sentence p is true” is synonymous with the very sentence p;
such systems can be used to solve some antinomies. The genesis of research on
«paradoxical» logics was analogous; they allow for a substitution of sentential
variables with nonsensical (or sense—losing) expressions (Pirég—Rzepecka 1966;
1977; Rzepecka & Morawiec 1985).

Thirdly, studies in logics which result from the weakening of classical logic
by the elimination of some axioms (or rules of inference, respectively) were
undertaken. Special attention, inspired by Jaskowski (1948), was devoted to
intuitionistic logic, which rejects the principle tertium non datur and which
was already an object of Zawirski’s interest, as well as to para—consistent logic,
allowing for — or rather ignoring — contradiction by removing Duns Scotus’
law from among the axioms (Pasniczek 1984b; 1988a).

4.2. Nominal calculus

All three versions of nominal calculus considered by Twardowski’s immediate

students were pursued. Stupecki (1955), Iwanicki (1965) and Kwiatkowski

(1980) worked on adequate interpretation of Aristotle’s syllogistic, Nieznanski

proposed for it his own axiomatization (1966) and Iwanus (1969) discussed — in

contrast to Lukasiewicz’s standpoint — the possibility of enriching it by intro-
ducing names denoting empty and full sets. In the area of functional calculus,
codified by Borkowski (1958—-1960), interesting results were obtained by the

generalization of the notion of quantifiers — by taking into account ramified

quantifiers and by the construction of systems containing such «bifurcational»
quantifiers (Krynicki, Mostowski & Szczerba 1995). Extending functional

calculus (of the first order) to «fictional» (Meinongian) logic — pendant to

the above mentioned enrichment of syllogistic — made by Pasniczek (1998) is

even more interesting. Lesniewski’s ontology also continued to be an object of
interest (Stupecki 1955; Lejewski 1958; Iwanu$ 1969; 1973; Borkowski 1991).
Elementary nominal calculi, close to ontology, were built by Kubinski (1971b),
while Rogalski (1995) adjusted ontology to the needs of the reconstruction

of medieval metaphysics.

4.3. Erotetics

The genesis of modern erotetics in Poland can be found in Twardowski’s inciden-
tal remarks and in Ajdukiewicz’s theory of questions developing these remarks.
Their ideas were taken up and completed by Giedymin (1964), Kubinski (1971)
and Koj and Wisniewski (1989), as well as by Leszko (1980; 1983), who used
for that purpose the theory of graphs and matrices.
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4.4. Mereology
Attempts at completing Lesniewski’s mereology have not ceased. The system of
mereology was developed first of all by Sobocinski (1954—1955; 1971a; 1971b).
Lately, Pietruszczak (1996) studied it intensively and Gorzka (1999) — on Tarski’s
inspiration — has extended it (by introducing the notion of the diameter of a
region) with a view to constructing an ontology without points.

At the same time, attempts at constructing an alternative mereology have
started, using the notion of founding (Rosiak 1995; 1996).

4.5. Metalogic
Metalogical research went in two directions.

The first (metamathematical) direction, determined by Tarski, contained a
generalization of his theory of deductive systems (Stupecki & Bryll 1975; Ra-
siowa & Sikorski 1963; Rasiowa 1968) and the theory of proof (consequence),
in particular (Borkowski 1970; Zygmunt 1984).

The second direction, initiated by Hossiasson—Lindenbaumowa (1928; 1934;
1941), aimed at a satisfactory reconstruction of the logic of induction (Mortimer
1982).

METALOGIC

THEORY OF DEDUCTION THEORY OF INDUCTION

4.6. Semantics
The model—-theoretical semantics initiated by Tarski turned out to be the domi-
nant semantics in Poland. Pelc (1971) contrasted with it functional semantics
— and, broadly, semiotics — as more suitable for the analysis of natural language.
Starting from a similar motivation, Wybraniec—Skardowska (1985/1991) chose
categorial semantics (she constructed an original axiomatization for it), while
Pogonowski (1993) declared for combinatorial semantics. Moreover, specific se-
mantics for languages of many—valued logics were examined (Lechniak 1999).
Among particular semantic problems, the main attention was paid to the
problem of empty, ambiguous and quotational subject terms as well as to
self-referring expressions, probably because of their antinomiogeneity. After
Kotarbinski, semantic functions of empty names were discussed by Dambska
(1948) and Gumanski (1960) as well as by logicians interested in systems that
allowed empty names in their vocabulary (Iwanus$ 1976; Wybraniec—Skardowska
& Chuchro 1991). The problem of ambiguous names was analyzed by Kubirnski
(1958), by Przelecki (1964), who extended it to the problem of undetermined ex-
pressions and interpreted in the model-theoretical semantics, and by Muszynski
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(1988); recently, Odrowgz—Sypniewska has published a detailed monograph
concerning this subject (2000). Kubinski (1965) tried to find a remedy for
difficulties concerning the usage of quotational names, indicated already by
Les$niewski and Tarski. Self-referring expressions were examined by Koj (1967)
and Stanosz (1973).

On self-evident grounds, semantic antinomies and paradoxes, which played
such an important role in the logical research carried out by Twardowski’s
students, also attracted a lot of interest. Among people who came back to them
were: Suszko (1957), focusing on the liar antinomy (in Lukasiewicz’s formula-
tion); Koj (1963), linking semantic antinomies with the problem of transparency;
Stanosz (1965), analyzing the paradox of intensionality.

4.7. Pragmatics

Two pragmatic relations were the main object of examination: asserting and
understanding. The stimulus for examining the former came from Ajdukiewicz
and for examining the latter from Dambska.

Detailed reviews and systematisations of the problems of assertion were
written by Majdanski (1974) and Patryas (1987). Koj (1969) and Kmita (1971)
analyzed the nature and criteria of understanding (within the framework of the
theory of interpretation). A systematic survey of conceptions of understanding
was made by Jadacki (1990a).

5. ONTOLOGY

In ontology as practised in Poland in the past fifty years, two (actually com-
plementary) tendencies competed one with another: in the last ten years they
have been emphatically articulated as Perzanowski’s formal ontology program
(ontologic) (1988) and as Placek’s experimental ontology program (or metaphys-
ics in general) (1995). Both the programs referred to Augustynek’s ontological
program, the program of experimental ontology being (consciously or not) a
radicalization of Augustynek’s postulate requiring that ontological system be
adequate to modern physics (1970).

5.1. Theory of being or existence
In the domain of the theory of being, two thematic spheres dominated: the analysis
of the notion of existence and the program of unifying (the picture of) reality.
It was Twardowski, Lesniewski and Ajdukiewicz who initiated in Poland
modern analysis of the notion of existence and non—existence. Then, the subject
was taken up by Gumanski (1960), who formulated it in terms of existential
assumptions, Kubinski (1985b), Wojtysiak (2002), who drew subtle semantic
distinctions in this area, Czarnocka (1986), who examined the nature and
criteria of existence in the natural sciences, and Przetecki (1979; 1980), who, in
discussion with Jadacki (1980), focused upon the ways of eliminating problems
connected with sentences about non—being.
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The program of unifying reality took either the form of argumentation in
favor of the structural unity of the world (Tempczyk 1978; 1981) or the form
of realization of the postulate of onto—categorial reduction.

As far as reduction of ontic categories is concerned, the Lvov—Warsaw School
entered into the second half of the 20th century with Kotarbinski’s reism seriously
impaired by Borowski’s and Ajdukiewicz’s criticism. This criticism was continued
by Wolniewicz (1990), Przetecki (1984) and Szaniawski (1977), who indicated
the unlikeliness of a satisfactory interpretation of the distributive notion of a
set in this system. However, reism also had its defenders (Czerniawski 1997). In
the meantime, competitive conceptions have appeared. In those conceptions
categories other than things were accepted as basic categories, namely: proper-
ties (attributivism), states of affairs / facts (situationism), events (eventism) and
processes (processualism). Zabski gave a formal shape to attributivism (1998) and
Leszek Nowak developed the idea of a negative ontology opposed to (positivistic)
attributivism (1998-2004). Situationism was elaborated by Wolniewicz (1968;
1985) and Omyta (1996). These attempts were accompanied by the analysis of
the notion of a state of affairs covering negative (Kowalski, Krysztofiak & Bitat
1998) and intentional (fictional) states of affairs (Pelc 1983; Pasniczek (ed.) 1991;
Pasniczek 1998). The most perfect shape was given to eventism, considered by
its author, Augustynek (Augustynek & Jadacki 1993), as an ontology adequate
to relativistic physics. Processualism had its adherent in Tempczyk (1986).

The structural basis for these new reductive formal ontologies — and most
certainly of eventism — is set theory. Quite different — namely combinatory —
character was given by Perzanowski to his refined ontological systems.

5.2. Theory of necessity and possibility
The analysis of necessity and possibility has been carried out almost exclusively
within the range of modal logic (see below).

5.3. Theory of time and space
Augustynek has undertaken detailed studies on time — referring to Le$niewski’s and
Kotarbinski’s polemics, Ajdukiewicz’s conception and Zawirski’s and Dambska’s
considerations concerning the logical status of sentences about the future. Firstly, he
proposed a definition of time (1970) compatible with relativistic physics; secondly,
he analyzed various properties of time (topological and symmetric, in particular)
(1970; 1975); thirdly, he introduced relational notions of the past, the present and
the future (1979). Snihur (1990) was his opponent regarding this last issue.
Perzanowski’s analyses concerning space (within the framework of a more capacious
system of locative ontology) (1993) are equal to Augustynek’s analyses of time.

5.4. Theory of change and motion
Theory of change should solve two difficulties: how to get over paradoxes of motion
and becoming and how to reconcile changes with identity of changing objects.
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Regarding the first matter, Ajdukiewicz (1948a) proved that it is possible to
describe change without infringing on the principle of non—contradiction or
the principle of excluded middle. In this matter, Placek’s subtle analyses (1989;
1995) turned out to be decisive.

Regarding the second matter, Czezowski wrote a short paper (1951a), while
Augustynek gave it more attention, proposing his own definition of gen—identity
(1981).

5.5. Theory of determination and causality

The notions of determination and causality, and determinism and causalism,
respectively, so absorbing for Lukasiewicz and (later on) for Kotarbiniska, were
reconstructed precisely by Mazierski (1961), Augustynek (1962), Zbigniew
Jordan (1963b) and Trzesicki (1989).

6. EPISTEMOLOGY — METHODOLOGY — PRAXIOLOGY
During the last fifty years traditional epistemology has not been cultivated, in
principle, in the Lvov—Warsaw School. It was Ajdukiewicz’s standpoint which
was decisive here: according to him, epistemological problems could be stud-
ied only after a suitable semantic paraphrase and after such a paraphrase they
became indistinguishable from respective methodological problems. However,
some people saw the necessity of distinguishing epistemology from methodology
(Zamiara 1974). On the other hand, methodology itself could be recognized
either as a fragment of praxiology, constructed in the second half of our century,
or — on the ground of some assumptions — as a fragment of a theory of behavior
(Malewski 1964), or, finally, as a fragment of the theory of artificial intelligence
(Lubanski 1975) and the cognitive sciences (Bobryk 1988).

In the youngest generation there is a tendency to return to traditional prob-
lems of epistemology in their original form, but with modern methods, e.g., the
realism—idealism controversy (Krysztofiak 1999).

6.1. Programs

Normative Descriptive
methodology \/ methodology
METHODOLOGICAL
PROGRAMS
Apragmatic / \ Pragmatic
methodology methodology
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In Polish philosophy of the last half a century, four main (usually compet-
ing) methodological programs have functioned: apragmatical and pragmatical,
on the one side and descriptive and normative, on the other. Moreover, they
have been realized either by means of semantic analysis or by means of formal
reconstruction.

A clear differentiation between the first two programs — referring to the
general distinction between acts and results made by Twardowski (1912a) — ap-
peared thanks to Ajdukiewicz (1948c). Thus, it was realized that (apragmatical)
meta—science should be carefully separated from psychology and sociology of
cognition. Sociology of cognition — with some elements of historiosophy —
became an object of greater interest only in the last phase of twentieth—century
Polish philosophy (Pietruska—Madej 1980; Jodkowski 1990; Jonkisz 1990; 1998).
In this trend they analyzed, in general, such matters as the question of continu-
ity (paradigms) and changeability (revolutions) in science. The meta—scientific
attitude was dominant. Psychologico—sociological analyses provoked, at once,
serious objections of «apragmatists» (Kaluszynska 1994b).

Apart from apragmatical or pragmatical interest, methodologists were divided
in respect of descriptive and normative approaches. Some of them (Leszek
Nowak 1971; 1973; Kmita 1976; Giedymin 1982; Sady 1990) wanted to restrict
themselves to logical reconstruction of real procedures used by scholars to
obtain these results. Others (Koj 1998; Teresa Hotéwka 1998) thought that
their main task is formulating indications determining the methodological
duties of scientists.

All these programs were criticised by Misiek (1979).

6.2. Knowledge—creative procedures
Within both the pragmatical and apragmatical programs the knowledge—creative
procedures and their results were object of detailed examinations.

Firstly, analyses concerned observation and, more generally, evidence (Rojszc-
zak 1994), and especially experience (Kalinowski 1991; Czarnocka 1992) and
measurement (Kaluszynska 1983). Measurement was subjected to penetrating
considerations by Ajdukiewicz (in the final period of his life) (1961). In the
School a broad understanding of empirical cognition dominated which included
not only introspection, but also axiological intuition (Czezowski 1949; 1960a;
Przelecki 1996). Problems of observation were formulated, in general, in terms
of observational sentences; in such a context the problem of the analytical
components of factual sentences corresponded to the problem of theorized
facts (Jodkowski 1983). It was usually connected with the problem of the status
of theoretical terms (Borkowski 1966; Przelecki 1969; 1993; Nowaczyk 1985;
1990; Katuszyriska 1994a). Zytkow (1979) identifies those terms with sets of
operational procedures.

Secondly, studies in inferential procedures (ways of reasoning), begun already
by Twardowski and Lukasiewicz, were creatively continued. Polish philosophers
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analyzed both infallible (deductive) and fallible (inductive) inferences. Regarding
infallible inferences, problems of mathematical proof (Stupecki & Pogorzelski
1962) and its algorithmization (Orfowska 1973; Zwinogrodzki 1976; Rasiowa,
Banachowski et al. 1977; Marciszewski & Murawski 1995), on the one hand, and
problems of verification (Czezowski 1951b), on the other hand, were worked
upon. Ajdukiewicz (1958a) begun the studies on the problem of the logical
reconstruction of fallible inferences; Mortimer (1982) took it up in its full gen-
erality and Orlowska and Pawlak (1984) interpreted this kind of reasoning as
inferences in systems with incomplete information. Other philosophers examined
particular fragments of the logic of induction: the theory of inference by analogy
(Dambska 1962) and the possibility of its mechanization (Zwinogrodzki 1982);
the theory of «historical» inferences (i.e. inferences on the basis of testimony)
and the question of the reliability of informants (Giedymin 1961); finally, the
theory of probabilistic (Czezowski 1952c) and statistical inferences, in the light
of which it appeared that the majority of fallible methods of inference have no
degree of infallibility (Szaniawski 1994). A separate study was devoted to the
notion of certitude (Sady 1993).

Verbalisation Definition Interpretation

Partition KNOWLEDGE- OBSERVATION
Classification CREATIVE Experience
Ordering PROCEDURES Measurement
Formulating problems INFERENCE
DEDUCTION INDUCTION
Proof Statistic inference
Testing «Historical» inference
Inference by analogy

Prognostics
Explanation

Problems of deduction were seen, more and more commonly, as problems
of justification; moreover deductive justification was opposed to deductive
inference (Borkowski 1966). Analogously, induction was tied with the context
of discovery, which was logically reconstructed in the spirit of the School
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(Zamecki 1988; Pietruska—Madej 1990; Sady 1990). Prognostics (Wolenski
1984) and explanation, as well as the notions of scientific law (Pelc, Przetecki &
Szaniawski 1957; Mazierski 1993) and hypothesis (Herbut 1978) respectively,
were engaging a good deal of attention.

Thirdly, procedures of formulating problems were not neglected. The theory
of questions took the shape of erotetic logic. Among particular matters, the
notion of the essence of a problem was at the center of investigations.

Fourthly, mereology and set theory were used to describe procedures of
partition, classification and ordering. In particular, theory of classification was
developed by Czezowski (1950) and Luszczewska—Romahnowa & Batég (1965),
to whom we owe its generalization.

Fifthly, Polish philosophers gave a considerable amount of thought to the
verbalization and interpretation of theories. Twardowski’s followers have always
remembered his postulate of clarity and, even if they did not accept officially
its theoretical foundation, arguing that sometimes a clear thought cannot be
expressed clearly (Gorzka 1990), they have in practice struggled to observe this
postulate to the highest degree. In this area, studies culminated in the analysis
of definition, inaugurated in Poland in the modern manner by Le$niewski
and Ajdukiewicz. Afterwards, many people were occupied with the theory of
definition: Kokoszyniska—Lutmanowa (1971; 1973) (who declared for the solu-
tion which assumes only one notion of definition, contrary to Ajdukiewicz),
Borkowski (1966), Gregorowicz (1962), Stonert (1959) (in deductive sciences)
and Pawlowski (1978) (in humanities).

6.3. Rationality

In the domain of epistemologico—methodological problems, the main subjects of
inquiry were definition, typology and criteria of rationality. Pre—war Dambska’s

research on irrationalism (1937) constituted a background for later attempts to

get to grips with this question. Direct or indirect links connected her research

with Grzegorczyk (1993; 1997), who finds in rationality a distinctive feature of
European civilization; with Przelecki (1996), who enlarges the notion of rational-
ity beyond the limits of scientific knowledge; with Marciszewski (1991), who

concentrates his considerations mainly on the rationality of discussion; with

Zyciniski (1993), who struggles to indicate the place of rationality within the

compass of religion; and finally, with Grobler (1993), who analyses especially
the notion of deferred rationality.

Apart from these considerations, rationality has been approached in decision
theory (Szaniawski 1994).

Finally, Kleszcz (1998) presented a review of the results of examinations in this
area, distinguishing seven types of rationality (conceptual, logical, ontological,
epistemological, methodological, practical and axiological); he contrasted the ratio-
nality of convictions with the rationality of acts; described the difference between
rationality, on the one hand, and irrationality or non—rationality, on the other; drew
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up a list of criteria for rationality, introducing into it: verbal precision, application
of logical laws, criticism and resolvability of entertained problems. Strawinski also
added simplicity to them and devoted a special study (1991) to it.

6.4. Problem of truth
The problem of truth has not stopped being a mater of penetrating inquiries since
Twardowski presented a persuasive criticism of alethic relativism and Tarski
developed the semantic (model—-theoretical) version of the correspondence con-
ception of truth. Nobody in this environment — especially after Kokoszynska’s
additional explications — questioned alethic absolutism. Ajdukiewicz quickly
retracted his radical conventionalism. On the other hand, Dambska (1962;
1975a) argued that radical conventionalism did not lead to alethic relativism
because conventions do not have to be arbitrary. The acceptance of moderate
conventionalism (Giedymin 1982; Siemianowski 1983; 1989) could be reconciled,
a fortiori, with the absolutist conception of truth. Let us add that in general
skepticism in this matter was not shared (Andrzej Wisniewski 1992).

Similarly, the opinion that the correspondence conception of truth is cor-
rect, dominated. It was pointed out that both the coherentist and pragmatic
conceptions are inadequate. This was done by either referring to common sense
(Chwedenczuk 1984) or to philosophical interpretations of limiting theorems
(Woleniski 1993). On the other hand, Grzegorczyk (1997) explicitly proved
the accuracy of the correspondence conception. This does not mean, however,
that the explanative power of conceptions of truth competitive in relation to
the semantic conception was not tested. Thus, a «<non—Fregean» version of the
correspondence conception was constructed where states of affairs stated by
sentences are considered to be extra—linguistic counterparts of sentences. Such
a version was recognized as the most adequate interpretation of the classical
(Aristotelian) solution (Borkowski 1995; Nieznanski 1984; Jadacki 1990c; Bifat
1994; 1995). Tomasz Jordan’s attempts (1989) tended towards a similar direc-
tion — approaching the intuitions of natural languages.

On the other hand, Grobler (1993) — not without sympathy — presented
a version of the pragmatic conception, namely the dynamic (approximative)
version, in which the property of being true is replaced by the relation of
being—more—closely—to—the—truth—than. Jacek Malinowski (1995) studied the
illocutionary version with efficiency as an equivalent of truth. Another version
of the pragmatic conception, namely the consensual version, was reconstructed
lately by Kijania—Placek (2000).

Zabski (1995) build an original logic for the nihilistic conception.

6.5. Praxiology

Although the problem of distinguishing and analyzing actions (versus products)
was formulated by Twardowski, it was Kotarbinski (1956a; 1966b) who was the
real creator of the theory of action — i.e. praxiology. Afterwards, Podgérecki
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(1962), Pszczolowski (1969) and Ziembinski (1972a) proposed important con-
tributions and improved syntheses.

7. PHILOSOPHY OF SCIENCE

7.1. Classification of sciences

Twardowski made a penetrating analysis of the traditional classifications of
sciences: the classification into a priori sciences and a posteriori sciences, in
particular. The most universal inquiries into the notion of science and the
classification of scientific disciplines — from various points of view — were
undertaken by Kaminski (1961a).

7.2. Philosophy of mathematics

In philosophy of mathematics Batog (1996) and Murawski (1995; 1999) were
active. In particular, the question of the philosophical significance of reverse
mathematics held the attention of the latter. Now, two representatives of the
younger generation have joined to them; they have examined in great depth the
arguments on account of mathematical realism (Bigaj 1997; Wéjtowicz 1999)
and intuitionism (Placek 1999).

7.3. Philosophy of physics, chemistry and biology
In the philosophy of physics, the question of the philosophical interpretation of
relativistic physics was continuously at issue (Zawirski 1921; Czerniawski 1993).
Lastly, the theory of chaos — and its implications for general philosophy — has
become an object of study (Tempczyk 1995; 1998). At the beginning of the ex-
amined period, Mehlberg (1951) considered the controversy between idealism
and realism in modern physics; and at the end of it, Jodkowski (1996) studied
the controversy between evolutionism and creationism in modern biology.
Pietruska—Madej’s attention (1975) turned to the philosophy of chemistry.

7.4. Philosophy of psychology and sociology
Two philosophers from the circle of the Lvov—Warsaw School, Bobryk (1988)
and Rzepa (2002), occupied themselves with the philosophical problems of

psychology.

7.5. Philosophy of the humanities: linguistics, jurisprudence and history
The most serious results in the philosophy of linguistics were achieved by the
program of formalizing theoretical phonology, formulated and realized by
Batdg (1967; 1995) and Pogonowski (1979; 1981). As a result, the reduction of
the basic phonological categories was obtained (Batég 1967)

Relatively many philosophers worked creatively in the philosophy of law
(Gregorowicz 1962; Ziembinski 1963; 1966; Leszek Nowak 1971; 1973; Woleniski
1972; 1980; 1999). For instance, the status of juristic definitions (Gregorowicz
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1962), modes of justifying juristic norms (Ziembinski 1972b) and the relation
between juristic and ethical norms (Ziembinski 1966) were investigated.
Giedymin (1961; 1964), Nowak & Kmita (1968) and Zamiara (1989) pursued
the methodology of history — and, broadly, the humanities — concentrating
their efforts especially on reconstructing procedures of interpretation and also
explaining the status of theoretical terms in the theory of belles—lettres.

7.6. Reductionism and holism

The problem of integrating the sciences and the chances of reductionism in this
field were investigated by Strawinski (1991; 1997) and Grobler (1993). Jedynak
(1998) probed in detail the empiricist version of reductionism; she showed that it
cannot be fully realized because of the disharmony of its particular components.
Siemianowski (1988) indicated the consequences of radical empirism.

8. AXIOLOGY

Interrelations
Cognitivism Deontologism
Emotivism Axiologism
Ontic status Motivation
Objectivism Autonomism
Subjectivism Heteronomism
DESCRIPTION
ESTIMATION NORM
AV
Universality Respecting
Absolutism Rigorism
Relativism Utilitarianism

103



8.1. Description, estimation and norm
It was Twardowski’s Lvov lectures in ethics which proved the main impulse for
inquiries in axiology (or, strictly speaking, ethics) among Polish philosophers
influenced by the Lvov—Warsaw School. In these lectures, the founder of the
School declared himself a cognitivist and axiologist regarding the question of the
relations between description, estimation and norm. This standpoint — mainly
thanks to Znamierowski (1957b), Czezowski (1960a; 1960c) and Ossowska (1947;
1963) — has become the dominant paradigm in this context.

Ethics — as Ossowska emphatically stated — could be a science and not just
a set of moral norms, if it were a science of moral phenomena, providing their
scientific description and containing meta—ethics (1970) as well as psychology
and sociology of morality (1963). Within the framework of the last of these,
Ossowska, herself, reconstructed two examples of an ethos present in Polish
society: the chivalrous ethos (1973) and the middle—class ethos (1956).

8.2. Ontic status and the universality of values
In the controversy regarding the ontic status of values Twardowski — and the
other representatives of the School (Tatarkiewicz 1919; 1938; Przetecki 1981)
after him — took the objectivist position: some objects are goods per se and not
because somebody considers them as goods. Constructing a formal theory of
goods became a goal; and it was Czezowski (1960a) who gave its outline first.
Objectivism was joined, in principle, with absolutism. At the same time, the
analysis of scepticism (Dambska 1948a) and relativism in relation to the question of
the universality of values was engaging a good deal of attention. Lazari—Pawlowska
(ed.) (1975), following the slogan of the School — clara et distincta, contrasted
axiological relativism with methodological, situational and cultural relativisms;
Jacek Hotéwka presented a monograph on the problem (1981).

8.3. Motivation and respecting norms
In the controversy regarding the sources of approval of moral norms, Twardowski
and his followers were adherents of autonomism: moral norms do not need external
justification, in general, and religious justification, in particular. For that reason, sys-
tems of independent ethics were developed (Kotarbiniski 1956; 1966a); they assumed
the shape of atheistic Christianity (Przetecki 1989), i.e. hic et nunc Catholic ethics
but without theistic theses. Usually, autonomism was connected with intuitionism
(Tatarkiewicz 1938; Czezowski 1949). According to axiologism, that is good which is
commanded; and, what is good in individual situations is — in intuitionists’ opinion
— simply «visible». Thus, it is not surprising that the «organ» of moral cognition,
conscience, was analyzed in detail (Gérnicka—Kalinowska 1992).

Twardowski was rigorist as to respecting moral norms. None of his followers
proclaimed (or respected) such a radical rigor and some people (Kotarbinski
1966a; Lazari—Pawlowska 1992) tended rather to a «soft» utilitarianism, pre-
senting, in particular, its praxiological version (Pszczotowski 1982). Anyway,
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philosophers referring to Twardowski’s program of scientific ethics offered
deep analyses of the notions of responsibility and fault (Znamierowski 1957b),
liberty (Lazari—Pawlowska 1992) and justice (Ajdukiewicz 1939), including just
distribution of goods (Szaniawski 1994/1998).

8.4. Ethical systems

Separating, following Twardowski and Ossowska, ethical standpoints from the sci-
ence of moral phenomena — as science ex definitione — Polish philosophers working

under the sign of the Lvov—Warsaw School tried to model their own «unscientific»
ethical views into the shape of possible, rationally—constructed systems. Altruism,
humanitarianism and perfectionism were stable fiducial points here.

Egoism
Altruism

ETHICAL SYSTEMS

MAXIMALISM MINIMALISM
Hedonism Humanitarianism
Perfectionism Ascetism

It is necessary (according to altruism) to take care not only of our own
welfare, but also — and maybe first of all (Przetecki 2005) — of other’s welfare.
The dominant position was occupied by the ethics of favor towards others
(Znamierowski 1957c¢), of good relations with others (Ossowska 1983) or at least
of esteem in relation to others (Witwicki 1957). Fair life consists just of taking
care of other’s welfare (Kotarbinski 1966b). In connection with the altruistic
attitude, semantic analyses of such notions as equality (Czezowski 1958a/1969)
and tolerance (Lazari—Pawlowska 1992) were written.

In the controversy between maximalism and minimalism the majority opinion
was on the side of minimalism. Taking care of other’s welfare should manifest
itself, in particular, in trying to minimalize the pains that others experience. This
was the position of humanitarianism (Lazari—-Pawlowska 1992). As far as our
own good is concerned, the perfectionistic—ascetic standpoint was dominant:
we ought to perfect our virtues, but the number of perfected virtues — if the
enterprise is to be successful — should be radically limited, to civic virtues in
particular (Ossowska 1973; 1983). Hedonism was, in principle, only an object
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of theoretical interest. Tatarkiewicz (1947) wrote a splendid analysis of the no-
tion of happiness, separating the happiness of an ethical character from vital,
psychological and dispositional happiness. One of the results of this analysis
was a justification of the thesis that hedonist happiness cannot be a rational
aim of human activity.

8.5. Aesthetics

In aesthetics, studies were focused on the psychology of creation and perception
of art (Tatarkiewicz 1951; Wallis 1968). Pawlowski (1989) initiated an inquiry
into aesthetic values, trying also in this sphere to make use of Occam’s razor.

9. FORMALIZATION AND AXIOMATIZATION OF VARIOUS DOMAINS OF
KNOWLEDGE

According to the paradigm of the Lvov—Warsaw School — at least in the ver-
sion which owes its shape to Lukasiewicz and Le$niewski — the final form of
philosophical disciplines should be their logical reconstruction and presentation
in a shape of axiomatized formal systems. In the second half of our century,
Poles constructed a few important systems of such «regional» logics, mainly
of intensional character (Jacek Malinowski 1989).

9.1. Natural deduction

As far as a fragment of methodology is concerned, such a system was presented
as early as 1934 by Jaskowski as a system of natural deduction (suppositional
logic). It was a realization of Lukasiewicz’s postulate (1928) to reconstruct by
logical means the real modes of reasoning used in mathematics. Afterwards,
many philosophers worked on developing and perfecting this system: Iwanicki
(1949), Stupecki and Borkowski (1963), Suszko (1965), Nieznanski (1966) and
lately Dudkiewicz (1988), who concentrated his efforts on using the method
of semantic matrices.

9.2. Deontic logic

Deontic logic was a regional logic for ethics and jurisprudence. It was developed
by Kalinowski (1965; 1972; 1996), Gumariski (1980; 1981), Ziemba (1969; 1983)
and Swirydowicz (Ziemba & Swirydowicz 1988), and Wolenski (1972).

9.3. Diachronic Logic
With historical inquiries in mind, Suszko (1957a) built a system of diachronic
logic.

9.4. Relevant logic and categorial grammar

In the domain of natural languages, Lesniewski’s and Ajdukiewicz’s ideas were
developed; they were put into the mature form of categorial grammars (Suszko
1958-1960; Stanosz & Nowaczyk (1976); Buszkowski 1989).

106



On the other hand, problems with using «normal» logic to examine natural
languages — signalized by Tarski — resulted in the development of relevant
logic (Tokarz 1993).

9.5. «Creational» logic
Praxiology «obtained» a «creational» logic, i.e. logic of action (efficiency)
(Kubinski 1985a).

9.6. Doxastic (epistemic) logic

It was Lukasiewicz who set the framework for inquiries into the logic of con-
victions in Poland with his analysis of systems with functors of acceptance
and rejection, written in connection with his reconstruction of Aristotle’s
logic. Lukasiewicz’s works concerning the logic of rejection were continued
by Wybraniec—Skardowska and Bryll (1969) as well as Stupecki, Bryll and
Wybraniec—Skardowska (1969; 1971-1972). Marciszewski devoted a monograph
to the general theory of convictions (1972).
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9.7. Modal, temporal, transformational and causal logic

Polish philosophers were also interested in the logical reconstruction of onto-
logico—physical problems. Various modal systems for the notions of necessity
and possibility were built (Jaskowski 1951; Zarnecka—Bialy 1973; Perzanowski
1989). A review of various attitudes towards problems of modality in logic
and philosophy was elaborated (Zegleri 1990). Great efforts were made to
construct a temporal, «transformational» logic which could help to avoid the
problem of change which threatened the principle of non—contradiction. Using
Lukasiewicz’s, Zawirski’s, Stupecki’s and Lo$’s ideas, Rogowski (1964), Kiczuk
(1984: 1985) and Wajszczyk (1989; 1995) engaged in research in this domain.
Wajszczyk proposed detailed systems both for dichotomous (being — non-—
being and vice versa) and continuous changes. In the case of causal logic, as in
the case of modal and temporal logic, the impulse came from Lukasiewicz and
Jaskowski (1951); later philosophers from a younger generation (Kiczuk 1978;
1995) have joined them.

9.8. «Theological» logic
The program of scientific philosophy, formulated by Twardowski, was later
extended — by Lukasiewicz, Drewnowski, Bochenski and Salamucha — to
cover also theology. The extension was undertaken against the opinions of, e.g.,
Witwicki (1939), who claimed that theological problems (and religion in general)
belonged to an irrational sphere. Witwicki’s view was endorsed by Kotarbirski
(1956d), Chwedenczuk (1997; 2000) and — it seems — by the majority of the
School’s sympathizers. Nevertheless, the opposite view has never lacked defend-
ers (Zycir'lski 1985-1986; Bronk 1996).

The main efforts were put into the logical analysis of traditional justifica-
tions (proofs) of the basic theistic thesis of God’s existence (Bocheriski 1965;
Salamucha 1934a; Nieznanski 1979; 1980).

10. FINAL REMARK

We must stress that the above picture of the theoretical problems and results
achieved by modern Polish philosophy that acknowledges its links with the
Lvov—Warsaw School tradition is necessarily of a sketchy character. One can
hardly expect more than an introductory diagnosis, if one realizes that now, in
Poland, there are circa one thousand active philosophers and that nearly two
hundred of them are titular professors!
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6. Polish philosophers during
the II world war

1. THE INSURGENTS
Wtadystaw Tatarkiewicz wrote about the November Uprising in Warsaw:

In that year Professor [of philosophy Krystyn] Lach Szyrma achieved more than
during years of Latin lectures. Together with the academicians he established the Na-
tional Guard and became its head. He was not the only philosopher to take part in the
struggle. Many university students joined the ranks, all those who later became worthy
contributors to Polish philosophy. Henryk Kamienski, student of the legal faculty and
subsequently the author of Filozofia ekonomii materialnej ludzkiego spoleczeristwa [ The
philosophy of the material economy of human society], served in the fourth uhlan regi-
ment, Feliks Koztowski, known for his polemic with [Bronistaw] Trentowski concerning
the Christian principle of philosophy, also fought. Trentowski, who had just graduated
from Warsaw University, served as an uhlan in the corps of [General Maciej] Rybinski.
Philosophers from other academies also enlisted. Karol Libelt left Paris, where he was
studying, to take part in the Uprising, was promoted to the rank of colonel and received
the Virtuti Militari Cross. J6zef Kremer, a freshly nominated doctor of law at Cracow
University, served with him in the same battery, and was wounded at Grochéw. The
merely 16—years old August Cieszkowski, too frail to serve in the ranks, was engaged
in building the fortifications of Warsaw (Tatarkiewicz 1915: 150-151).

To this list let us add Joachim Lelewel (b. 1788), member of the National
Government; Witold Heltman (b. 1796), who was enlisted into the tsarist army,
but after being taken into captivity by the Poles during the battle of Wawer (31
of March, 1831) joined the insurgents; Tadeusz Krepowiecki (b. 1798), who as a
volunteer joined the corps of General J6zef Dwernicki and fought in the victori-
ous battles of Stoczek (14™ of February, 1831) and Boremle (19" of April, 1831)
and ultimately became appointed aide de camp to General Jan Krukowiecki;
Stanistaw Worcel (b. 1779), who initially was a member of a partisan detachment
organised by his father, and later served in the detachment of Colonel Karol
Roézycki; Jan Podolecki (b. 1800), a volunteer in the insurgent army; J6zef Ordega
(b. 1802), who financed a cavalry regiment from Kalisz, in which he served as
captain, and then fought in the corps of General Dwernicki and General Samuel
Rézycki, and was awarded the Virtuti Militari Cross; then Jézefat Ostrowski (b.
1803), who participated in the Cadet Conspiracy, Maurycy Mochnacki (b. 1804),
also a participant of the Conspiracy and one of organizers of the Uprising; J6zef
Supinski, who fought in insurgent detachments as a rank—and—file soldier; Adam
Gorowski (b. 1805), who was awarded the Virtuti Militani Cross and promoted
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to the rank of officer for his merits during the siege of Warsaw; Antoni Bukaty
(b. 1808), an artilleryman who, just like Kremer, was wounded at the battle of
Grochéw (when he lost an eye); Leon Rzewuski (b. 1808), an artillery officer and
aide de camp to General J6zef Chtopicki during the battle of Grochéw (25 of
February, 1831); Konstanty Danielewicz (b. 1809), wounded during the battle of
Ostroleka (16™ of May, 1831), and finally Zenon Swietostawski (b. 1811), Piotr
Semenerniko (b. 1814) and Wojciech Jastrzebowski (b. 1799).

The same was before and after.

Before these events, at the time of the Kosciuszko Insurrection Jézef Wybicki
(b. 1747) worked with Rada Zastepcza Tymczasowa [Provisional Deputy Council],
and after the fall of the Insurrection co—organized the Legions in Italy; Jézef
Szymanowski (b. 1748) was the Minister of Justice in the Insurgent Government;
Hugo Kotlataj (b. 1750) was one of the organizers and leaders of the Insurrection;
Franciszek Dmochowski (b. 1762) was the Minister of Education; Jézef Szaniawski
(b. 1764) took part in preparations for the Insurrection; J6zef Hoene—Wroniski
(b. 1776) was the commander of an artillery battery at the battle of Maciejowice,
where he was captured by the Russians; other participants of the Insurrection
included Onufry Kopczynski (b. 1735) and Michat Karpowicz (b. 1744).

During the Napoleonic wars, Jézef Bychowiec (b. 1788) fulfilled the function
of aide de camp to Marshal Joachim Murat, commander of the Grande Armée
cavalry during the Russian campaign; Stanistaw Hotoniewski (b. 1791) financed
an entire regiment which he made available to the armed forces of the Duchy
of Warsaw.

After these events, Michal Wiszniewski (b. 1794) proclaimed himself the
short—lived dictator of the Cracow Insurrection of 1846; Edward Dembowski
(b. 1822) was its actual leader; and Walerian Kalinka (b. 1826) was the head of
the Government Chancery.

And still later, during the January Uprising Ludwik Mierostawski (b. 1814),
an officer of the November Uprising, was appointed dictator and commander—
in—chief of insurgent troops. Wladyslaw Kozlowski (the elder) (b. 1832) was a
member of the Volhynian Committee; Benedykt Dybowski (b. 1833) — a member
of the National Government — was a close collaborator of Romuald Traugutt;
other participants of the Uprising included J6zef Chwiezkowski (1821), Kazimierz
Kaszewski (b. 1825), Ludwik Szujski (b. 1835) and Wincenty Szysztto (b. 1838).

This is an incomplete list of survivors who, to a lesser or greater degree, had
become part of the history of Polish philosophy. How many of the debuting
philosophers and young students of philosophy had fallen in the battle against
the partitioners?

On the day of the outbreak of the Warsaw Uprising five of the participants of the
Philosophical Seminar held by Wiadystaw Tatarkiewicz were no longer alive.
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Michat Wasilewski, the seminar as-
sistant, was shot by the Russian invaders
on 17" of September, 1939, in Krzywa
Laka near Czortkéw (Podolia). Jerzy Si-
wiecki fell in battle at Kutno, on 9-20*
of September. Bolestaw Micinski, the
second seminar assistant, made his way
to France via Vilna and Kowno; evicted
in the winter from a rented flat he died
of tuberculosis on 30" of May, 1943, in
Laffrey near Grenoble. Jan Gralewski,
a member of Zwiazek Walki Zbrojnej
[Union of Armed Struggle] and Armia
Krajowa [Home Army], died as a secret
diplomatic courier together with General
Wiadystaw Sikorski in the air catastrophe
near Gibraltar on 4™ of July, 1943. Finally,
Jan Mosdorf, arrested in June, 1940, and
incarcerated in Pawiak (one of the main
German Sicherheitspolizei places of
detention in occupied Poland on Pawia
Street), on 6™ of January, 1941, was trans-
ported to Auschwitz, and on 11" of October, 1943, was killed by the Germans
in a group execution.

The majority of the other members of the seminar who proudly wore the
insurgent arm bands did not live to witness the ultimate catastrophe of the
Uprising.

The first to die was Mieczystaw Milbrandt, seriously wounded in the leg
on 8" of August while storming the parliamentary buildings in Wiejska Street.
On 11*of August SS and RONA barbarians bayoneted Jan Salamucha and Jan
Lempicki after the fall of the so—called Wawelska Redoubt. On 9" of September
Danuta Krzeszewska, a nurse, was killed by shell fire in Zgoda Street. On 2" of
October Alicja Szebekowa, born Tyszkiewicz, a Home Army officer, died on a
barricade in Piusa Street.

Some few membes of the circle surrounding Tatarkiewicz were saved:
Alicja Iwanska, Alicja Kadleréwna, Ludwik Kasinski, Jan Popiel, Danuta
Wicentowiczéwna—Hizowa...

It is worth adding that the Uprising was joined not only by members of the
Tatarkiewicz seminar, but also by the so—called Thaddeists, in other words
participants of a clandestine seminar held by Tadeusz Kotarbinski: Henryk
Hiz, Andrzej Grzegorczyk, Jerzy Pelc, and Klemens Szaniawski, as well as the
participants of another clandestine seminar, conducted by Jan Lukasiewicz and
Adam Krokiewicz (i.a., Bolestaw Sobocinski), omitted in this sketch.

Alicja Szebekowa
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2. VIEWS

2.1. Alicja Szebekowa and Danuta
Krzeszewska. Michal Wasilewski

The information about the philosophi-
cal interests of the oldest and youngest
among those who had not survived — Sze-
bekowa and Krzeszewska — comes only
from Tatarkiewicz himself, who declared
that they concentrated their attention on
ethics.

On the other hand, Wasilewski left
behind only works on the history of phi-
losophy, from which one may deduce that
the question which he found particularly
interesting — he sought a solution of it
among his predecessors — was the ques-
tion of proof for the existence of God.

Danuta Krzeszewska

2.2. Jan Mosdorf
The prime field of Mosdorf’s philosophical
interests was historiosophy.

2.2.1 Terminological precision
Those who always and everywhere de-
mand “a precise polishing of terms”
(Mosdorf 1938, cz. I: 8) should remem-
Michat Wasilewski ber two things. First, it is sheer illusion
to claim that precise terminology fully
protects from committing an error. Second, in certain situations it is easier
to remove “the admixture of concepts” (Mosdorf 1938, cz. I: 8) and to explain
misunderstandings without resorting to operations intent on the introduction
of precision. This is the case in, e.g., persuasion.

2.2.2. Agony of materialism

The adherents of modern materialism considered empiricism, determinism,
(ontological) infinitism, and evolutionism to be its pillars. It became obvious
that the very theses which were supposed to support materialism cannot be
retained. “Man is not only a living organism but also, and above all, a spiritual
creature” (Mosdorf 1938, cz. II: 35). Moreover, we cannot manage without the
premise about the immortality of the soul. The matter is that “the foundation
of human thought and activity” is belief in the sense of existence: our existence
(scil. life) and that of the world (Mosdorf 1938, cz. II: 36). Human life would
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have no sense whatsoever if the soul were
to “die” together with the body.

2.2.3. Constructive individualism

The nation is not an ordinary “mechanical”
collection of individuals, nor a frail union
of “hostile classes’, but a “uniform organ-
ism’; an “inseparable historical whole of
generations of the deceased, those who
are alive, and those who [...] shall come
[later]” (Mosdorf 1926: 7, 14). “The his-
tory of a nation [...] is a continuous entity,
and a partition of it into the past and the
future is an illusion” (Mosdorf 1938, cz. 3
I1: 231). The welfare of this entity is su- danltfosdou

preme in relation to that of the group arid

individuals comprising it. More, the nation is “the greatest of all human goods”
(Mosdorf 1938, cz. II: 14).

This is not to say that the welfare of an individual ceases be taken into con-
sideration, and that one must reject all individualism. It also does not mean that
every type of collectivism is an ideal.

On the one hand, creative individualism possesses its raison détre. Actually,

“activity itself has greater moral value than desisting. It is better to err even than to
remain passive” (Mosdorf 1938, cz. II: 189). Only passive individualism is unac-
ceptable — one that is oriented solely on protection against subjugation to the will
of another. In certain circumstances, such protection is irrational. The necessity of
subjecting oneself to joint welfare is obvious, for example, at the time of a threat.

On a beautiful day it is better to go by oneself than to swallow the dust raised by
the feet of fellow travelers; but during a snow storm, when the whole world becomes
invisible, it is much better to keep together than to trust instinct and guides (Mosdorf
1938, cz. II: 83).

On the other hand, there are various forms of collectivism. Communist col-
lectivism differs diametrically from monastic “collectivism” Someone who would
be inclined to claim that a “strictly communist system [...] is realized by Christian
monasteries” would forget that “the monastic system consists of a voluntary
fulfillment of duties. On the other hand, a social system is never fully voluntary:
one does not join society but is born into it” (Mosdorf 1938, cz. II: 83).

2.2.4. Arena of history
The comprehension of a certain, e.g., contemporary, state of a given society,
calls for becoming acquainted with its causes.
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Particular historical phenomena creating such a state are themselves a tangle
of numerous events. This is the reason why they are the outcome not of a single,
simple cause, but of many factors co—operating with each other and not reduci-
ble one to another. Such factors belong basically to one of four types. They can
be either ideological (moral values, religious norms), material (the natural and
civilizational environment), volitional (conscious “wishes” of individuals) or
accidental (unforeseen circumstances). Without taking into consideration all
those types of factors, expected comprehension remains unattainable.

Human history comprises an arena of the struggle waged by assorted nations,
whose characteristic feature is civilization with different values. At the same
time, “the value of civilization is testified not only by its peak representatives,
but also by the average views of average people as well as the economic and
social system based upon them” (Mosdorf 1938, cz. I: 30). Nations which belong
to an older race and possess an older culture are civilizationally stronger than
the “younger” nations. Unless the latter actively oppose the former, they risk
the hazard that they shall be incorporated, “absorbed” by them.

2.3. Jan Salamucha

Among the main protagonists of this text, Salamucha remains unquestionably a
prominent figure: the most outstanding, the most versatile, and with the greatest
scientific accomplishments. It is best, therefore, for him to speak for himself (for
the full presentation of his views see the chapter “On Jan Salamucha’s life and
work”). Here are fragments of his writings that cast a light on his stand:

2.3.1. Philosophical objectivity

For the sake of science it is necessary to precisely differentiate between the subjec-
tive psychic factors of scientific work, which could become the object of psychology,
and the objective arguments and premisses which introduce a given thesis into science.
This task is particularly important in philosophy in whose instance it is more difficult
than elsewhere to distinguish the mature products of human thought, which by means
of incessant efforts penetrate the secrets of reality, from scientific semi—products and
forgeries (Salamucha 1937e: 203).

2.3.2. Intellectual taste

Just as the selection of a certain style in art or a liking for it reaches so deeply into
the psychological structure of a given person and his development strata, that we speak
about it in a slightly trivial manner, saying: this is a question of taste, so the arbitrary
intellectual stand is a function of so many factors that it is difficult to justify it; in this
case one would also like to say: this is a question of taste. It is necessary to remember
certain consequences. If one professes method minimalism, then one opens up a field
for extraordinary intellectual anarchy. Everything can be justified with some or — in
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particular — bad means. If in the name of the method one limits the terrain of cognition
then vast areas of reality remain outside the range of intellectual control — and thus
unhampered emotions, presentations and superstitions (we have experienced their
further consequences not only intellectually...) (Salamucha 1946d: 63).

2.3.4. Logical control

No logic is capable of replacing creative intelligence [...]. One should not demand
from logic something which it cannot give us, although one should also not ignore its
controlling usefulness; the more efficient and diverse the logical apparatus the fuller
and more all-sided is such control. History is full of philosophical errors committed
in the course of proof, but there are also other mistakes, more frequent, embedded in
axioms. No logic can reverse axiomatic errors unless they lead to some sort of contra-
dictions. On the other hand, errors of proof are within the range of logical control [...].
The situation of logic resembles somewhat that of grammar vis a4 vis language. In the
majority of situations, linguistic intuition suffices. A good expert on a given language
sometimes feels the contents of the rules of grammar, but is incapable of formulating
them. But there are cases, when intuition fails, and it is necessary to turn for help to
distinctive rules of grammar; moreover, the better someone knows grammar, the more
correctly caeteris paribus he will speak (Salamucha 1946e: 68).

2.3.5. Faults of explication

All the so—called terminological explications are relatively easy when they refer to
technical expressions, artificially introduced into the language by a scholar conscious
of his objectives. [...] The situation appears to be much worse in the case of live expres-
sions, which emerged no one knows how and when, which are passed from mouth to
mouth, or from a piece of paper onto a piece of paper, and on the way are subjected to
the most varied transformations of meaning — as a result, they are used universally
although one never knows what meanings are being granted to them [...]. This is the
case not only with expressions of everyday language; frequently, the same happens
with scientific terms. This is precisely the reason why [...] whole artificial languages
are created so as to render scientific theories independent in relation to the wavering
meanings of commonly applied expressions. It is quite another matter that in the case
of such an approach the price paid for precision entails the danger of a new treat —
the severance (as they speak) of science from life. But this is the way of the world: the
conscious person knows no paths free from perils; the sole point is to know it and to
effectively overcome them (Salamucha 1960: 437).

2.3.6. Existential completeness

It is possible to push one’s way through life thoughtlessly, even without believing
in anything; only a person who is unafraid to recognize that which can, and should
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be believed sensibly, will live his life consciously. All the valiant worshippers of pure
intellect must admit, if they have the courage to take an honest look at the situation
that it is even possible to fight against faith only in the name of some other faith. Pure
cognition and science will always be only a fragment — although an extremely important
and perhaps the most loftily human particle — of human intellectual life (Salamucha
1936e: 119).

2.3.7. Theistic construction

Theism and spiritualism as a whole resemble a delicate Gothic construction. This
entity is cohesive, strong, bold and nobly soaring, but also curiously subtle, almost
open—work, with ostensibly weak supports and framework. When we take a closer
look at its fragments it seems incredible that they are capable of playing any sort of a
construction role — they appear to be so frail that they seem to be mere ornaments
[...]. Nonetheless, everything is necessary in this construction, and all elements
support each other; as a result, the whole construction towers proudly. If one were
to topple a single fragment, the construction would fracture and turn into a ruin.
But it stands firmly as a whole — a certain amplitude of vacillation is even foreseen
(Salamucha 1946j: 108).

2.3.8. Dynamic Catholicism

Human thought without revealed faith frequently goes astray. Faith grants it wings and,
at the same time, shows the direction of flight. What is the use of wings and signposts
when courage and the energy for flying are lacking...? — The wings wither and only
the nearest signposts are noticed — it would appear that there is no road ahead... But
a wide and long road does exist — and the signposts are clear if one only possesses the
courage and energy to go; one cannot stand still and even more so retreat. It is a pity
to waste energy on ineffective shuffling on the spot (Salamucha 1947b: 40).

2.3.9. Ethical directives

Revealed norms do not constitute a complete collection of directives. [...] No
system, at least as rich as theoretical arithmetic, can be logically put into order so as
to become a complete system, i.e. it will always contain logically unresolvable theses;
in other words, every such system contains such theses that the most subtle logical
operation, conducted within it, will not lead to the ascertainment of their truth nor
declare their falsehood. Any system of life norms for individual and social life is
certainly much more copious that theoretical arithmetics and this is the reason why
none can be a complete system. In view of this fact, revealed moral norms can posses
only the form of a frame; it is forbidden to go beyond that frame, albeit it is necessary
to fill the field within it with some sort of contents — otherwise it will remain empty
(Salamucha 1947b: 37).
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2.3.10. Ethical realism

When we look carefully at Polish society, whose majority is Catholic, we are struck
predominantly by those moral and religious symptoms which [...] could be described
as “closed morality” and “static religion’, so conspicuous in comparison with the lofti-
ness of Catholic ideology. And in the light of it, the optimism expressed by many of us,
claiming that the situation in Poland is satisfactory and that Catholicism is alive or at
least reviving at a rapid rate, appears to be banal and irritating. One would like to utter
an ominous warning, and pessimism appears to be a much more correct approach.

Meanwhile, the truth is in the middle. [...] The wide masses are incapable of grasp-
ing Catholicism in all of its powerful contents [...]. But this is simply the way it has to
be. This is insufficient, but we would have even less if we were to take away that core
of Catholicism, sticking in these symptoms.

When one serves great superhuman causes then the only sensible maxim of activity
should be probably the principle: to discount relative values and not to eject those which
are not full values (Salamucha 1932b: 128).

2.3.11. Transcendental objectivity

God is everywhere — not because His expanse encompasses the whole material
universe, but because He is a non—expansive being and, at the same time, infinite in
His essence and might.

God is eternal — not because his existence is measured with infinite time — but
because He persists in a way that is not measured with time.

By using geometric—spatial analogies one could say that the configuration of God’s
existence is entirely different from the temporal—spatial configuration in which man, all
the objects surrounding him, and his experiences exist. — Both different conceptual con-
figurations are built by us in order to describe different realities (Salamucha 1946g: 88).

2.3.12. Pedagogic of drill

It is a great art to steer spirits, but one which should go in the direction of creating
subjective values.

This is the direction which educational work should pursue if it is to be effective: its
proper task is the installment of suitable values in a child’s spirit.

Unless it is combined with the development of appropriate values the method of
producing good habits is tantamount to building castles in the sand; a good habit does
not mould character by itself, but is only a palliative concealing inner emptiness. Once
new contradictory habits appear, endowed with strong subjective impact, the longest
habit is immediately destroyed. [...]

Characters must be shaped by grafting values that will always maintain their nature.
Good habits could be also the result of simple drill, but drill is not character (Salamucha
1932a: 138).
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2.3.13. Regulated democracy

The screw of social organization cannot be
either twisted to the very end or totally loose
[...]. While turning the screw one should keep
in mind the empirical fact that the limitation
of freedom, even if it were to increase collec-
tive productivity for a short time, hampers the
creative efforts of the restrained individuals
[...]. For a Catholic, twisting the screw can be
regulated also by the simple truth maintain-
ing that human life is more valuable in the
face of God the more it is a function of the
individual’s conscience: ama et fac quod vis.
An excessive twisting of the screw generally
lowers the moral level of society because it
changes people into beasts of burden. [...]
Total freedom is an ideal which could be
implemented only in a society of angels [...]
(Salamucha 1939a: 174).

Jerzy Siweckiﬂ

2.3.14. Polymorphic altruism

Sometimes love forces to kill others (may the lamb-like scornful pacifists not be
shocked) [...]. Simply, if someone with whom I am bound by the strongest ties of love
becomes threatened by someone else, towards whom I have much lesser obligations,
then in certain conditions I shall even kill to protect beloved causes — precisely in the
name of love. [...]

I should love all people, but I love best of all those with whom I am associated the
closest. [...] I am conscious of cultural bonds with all the nations of the world [...]
but I am tied the closest to my own nation, because it is my expanded home [...]. The
process of shattering that native home means destroying my expanded personality [...]
(Salamucha 1942: 176-177).

2.4. Jerzy Siwecki
The attention of Siwecki was drawn primarily to methodology and ethics. This
is what he managed to say as regards those issues:

2.4.1. Classiffication of theories

Talking about skills we usually have in mind science and the arts, although both

those words — “science” and “the arts” — do not have an unambiguous meaning.
“Science” in particular can be, on the one hand, understood as either (a) a set of

theses relating to a certain «section» of reality, or (b) a set of rules of methodical
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conduct leading to the achievement of such theses. On the other hand, the

word “science” is sometimes used in an objective, psychological, disposition or

process meaning. According to the objective meaning, science is tantamount

to “contents recorded in the form of theses and rules”. In the psychological

meaning, it is a “set of information currently consciously experienced or latent”
(Siwecki 1960: 240). In the disposition meaning, it is the capability of winning

such information. Finally, in the process meaning, “science” signifies work

conducted with the assistance of assorted tools, intent on winning knowledge

about as certain topic.

A correct classification of sills — including sciences — must fulfill the usual
criteria of correctness, and thus it must be homogeneous, i.e. performed accord-
ing to a single principle (e.g., the topic of research, the applied method, the de-
gree of abstraction, the chosen ideal); it also must be a complete and economic
classification, and take into consideration the above indicated ambiguity.

2.4.2. Positive irrationalism
One often hears slogans calling for the purification of science of all irrational
elements. Those who formulate such slogans sometimes forget that there are
two types of irrationalism: negative and positive. He who acts irrationally first
recognizes some sort of a view without inquiring into its justification, i.e. he acts
totally uncritically. Here, the word “irrationalism” is correctly encumbered with
a pejorative “side—meaning” Nonetheless, there exists an irrationalism devoid
of that “side—meaning” It is the irrationalism of those who acknowledge certain
opinions (about reality) as empirically unresolvable, although they do so not
uncritically, but upon the basis of “profound justification” (Siwecki 1939: 416).
This sort of “positive” irrationalism probably cannot be simply eradicated
from science.

2.4.3. Postulate of egoism
Multiple misunderstandings stem from the mixing of two psychic predisposi-
tions: egoism and self—love.

Self-love is a striving towards one’s own good. It is either an unconscious
self—preservation drive or a conscious striving towards happiness. As such, it is
by no means reproachable, and can be morally positive as long as it is an “orderly”
striving, especially one aimed at a higher good (i.e. if it sacrifices sensual goods
for emotional ones, and emotional ones — for spiritual ones).

On the other hand, egoism aims exclusively at one’s own welfare, i.e. regardless
of the welfare of someone else and even to its detriment (at the price of injury
incurred to others). It assumes assorted forms — the attainment of profit, the
conviction about absolute ownership, the attitude of dispassionate aestheti-
cism, prayer—request instead of prayer—thanksgiving, total sexual freedom, etc.
In contrast to self-love, egoism (of an individual, a stratum or a nation — i.e.
nationalism) deserves to be condemned. Just as reproachable would be altruism
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if it were to assume the form of a striv-
ing solely towards someone else’s welfare,
based on the (mistaken!) conviction that
the welfare of our neighbor, as such, is
superior to our own.

The ideal is here friendship — the har-
monization of self-love and the love for
one’s neighbor.

There are those who consciously pursue
the ethics of egoism in the belief that the

“trampled rights of all the people” may be
compensated with the “happiness of several
extraordinary individuals” (Siwecki 1934:

) 202). They try to justify this belief by saying

N that all people are actually egoists. The false-

' hood of this view becomes obvious if one

distinguishes egoism from self—love.

¥ -

Jan tempicki 2.5. Jan Lempicki
Upon the basis of the remnants of the
philosophical-historical heritage of Lempicki — and more precisely the digres-
sions scattered throughout it — it is possible to reconstruct only some of his
views relative to the methodology of the humanities and to anthropology.

2.5.1. The humanities theory

A good theory in the humanities is anonymous, generalizing and realistic one.
In the case of history, e.g., this is history without names and chronology (“it is
not the person who acts in time, but it is time which exists within the person”;
(Lempicki 1938: 162); this is history which deals with possibilities (since only
they recur), but also history free, on the one hand, from an analysis of “pure”
possibilities and, on the other hand, from material one—sidedness.

The beginning of a good theory is good systematization.

2.5.2. Natura humana

The anachronistic view universal during the twentieth century proclaims that
the essence of man is created by his character, although the shape of that
«core of personality» is to a certain degree, but only up to a certain moment,
influenced by the external environment; it also claims that the features of
the already molded character of a given individual are disclosed in his deeds.
Thanks to psychoanalysis we know that the environment may produce certain
activity without the mediation of the individualized character. The activity of
the individual does not consist of «using» the character (talent, etc.) granted to
it, which, after all, sometimes «disobeys». It is not as if someone, for example,
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has a poetic predisposition and in certain
circumstances expresses it by writing po-
ems.

That is why, sometimes, the essence
of man must be sought in the manner of
the existentialists, directly in the activity
initiated by him. This is so in the case of
artistic activity. “In his capacity as the
source and material of art everyone is the
same. Qualitative features remain outside
the process of creation. The individual
does not express himself in art thanks to
his shape and psyche formed by nature,
but by the very experiencing of truth, the
direct relation towards extra—individual
issues” (Lempicki 1938: 135).

2.5.3. Forming the character

The character assumes particular features 2 3
(dispositions) under the impact of things Sl

which successively come into the “field

of visions” of the individual and enforce

certain adapting reactions (“decisions”) that make it possible to harmonize the
new “character trait” with existing ones. “In this manner, the historical definition
of a given person is, by necessity, given only at the moment of his death, the
total exhaustion of «ingenuity», or the withdrawal of «grace»” (Lempicki 1938:
154). This is also the reason why quite possibly “drama will always characterize
a person better than a portrait” (Lempicki 1938: 157).

People thus do not differ due to their “characters” We are all undifferenti-
ated and non-individualized “nuclei” of activity, different only as regards our
place in time and space. It is not a definite character which explains definite
deeds and behavior, but it is character itself which must be explained. It seems
worth seeking not an explanation of a given deed and that which it expresses,
but trying to explain it or to discover its meaning (significance, sense), because
different deeds can express the same. This problem may be generally formulated
as follows: “Every person possesses all possible features. The differences between
people must be already the outcome of a choice” (Lempicki 1938: 159).

2.6. Bolestaw Micinski
Micinski himself summed up his “philosophical attitude”:

The human mind can extract a limited number of answers — let us say four or five —
to the problems posed by reality, all equally false. They develop in this manner from the
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beginning of the world, and become simplified or complicated depending on individual
psychic structures and the general structure of the epoch (Micinski 1970: 440).

His detailed views are as follows:

2.6.1. Criterion of regularity
The only, or at any rate the main way to justify our belief in reality, which is
subjected to incessant changes of the “external world’, is the regularity of those
changes: the fact that they are periodical, and that they take place upon the basis
of relatively durable substances; we do not notice such regularities in the variable
stream of our fantasies. It could be even said that only such regularities are real.
In human life, regularities of this sort are determined by ethical norms.

If the existence of constant regularities — and a firm foundation — is a condi-
tion for the “normal” course of the world, then the existential end of this world
can be envisaged as a “dissolution” of periodicality and substantiality.

2.6.2. Tragic situation

Our situation becomes tragic when we have decided to opt for certain conduct
in the conviction that it will protect us against “evil fate”; meanwhile, however,
this conduct leads precisely towards the realization of such destiny. This sort
of fatalism, which assumes the possibility of making a free choice, should be
distinguished from determinism, which, on the contrary, excludes free will.

The unlimited freedom of will — in other words, the constant necessity of
making choices — leads to sui generis “enslavement”: we not only can, but we
always must choose something. In order to avoid becoming a “slave” to such a
necessity one has to, at least partially, renounce freedom in the same manner
as the man of faith renounces it for the sake of God.

Free will is de facto limited in another manner, namely, by the goal at which
the sequences of its acts aim. Since in psychic life this target is identical with
the cause, acts of the will are “determined” by such “selected” goals—causes.

“The enormous majority of the people become the slave of a choice once made”
(Micinski 1970: 469). Here, in order not to allow oneself to be “limited” in this
way one has to, paradoxically, perform voluntary self-limitation.

2.6.3. Dualism of the psyche
The psyche is dual in two ways. The first duality is that of its rational and irrational ele-
ments, while the second encompasses conscious and “subconscious” psychic facts.
As concerns the first duality, our attitude towards death is characteristic.
From the intellectual viewpoint it is impossible not to regard death as a life
necessity. Moreover, “death is [...] a constitutive element of life, and although
distant it formulates its course”. But emotionally, we “rebel” against this neces-
sity. “A flippant attitude towards death makes, simultaneously, a superficial
comprehension of life” (Micinski 1970: 159).
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The first type of dualism reveals itself
also in relations with others. Some peo-
ple proclaim the maxim: to understand
means to forgive. And to understand a
certain deed is tantamount to becoming
acquainted with its motives. Now, “every
deed has its motives, but not every one
deserves to be indulged” Forgiveness is
not the domain of the intellect. “If one is
to forgive, then one does so in the name of
love and not in the name of understanding
the motives” (Miciniski 1970: 154).

In the case of the duality of the con-
sciousness and the “subconscious’, facts _
comprising the latter should not be com- Slial ]
prehended as some sort of a separate “psy-
chic domain”; they are simply “facts on the threshold of consciousness’, creating
a continuum with those facts which had already crossed that threshold.

2.6.4. Instrument of communication
Language is the instrument of expression. One should keep in mind, however,
the fact that, on the one hand, it is basically an imperfect instrument and, on
the other hand, it is not a mere instrument. In other words, it “is impossible to
say everything in an understandable way’, while the tongue itself “essentially
influences” the expressed contents. This is why we should not succumb to “the
tyranny of understandability” or to the myth of emotions free from “linguistic
admixtures”. “It is impossible to conceive contents without being aware of the
associated formal elements” (Micinski 1970: 218). The impact of language on
expressed contents is essential, but it does not entitle to a “romantic belief in
the power of the word”
A sui generis instrumental quality is also characteristic for logic. It too is not
a perfect instrument — nor is it only an instrument. This is the reason why it
must be handled carefully. Logic is “a lancet, a precision file, a pen held by a
proofreader, which by no means limits the errors made by the typesetter and
arbitrarily crosses out pages covered with the rather illegible handwriting of the
author—philosopher” (Micinski 1970: 361). Worse — to put it in jocular terms
— “familiarity with formal logic renders impossible such simple conceptual
operations as ordering sausages and beer” (Micinski 1970: 521).

2.7. Jan Gralewski
Gralewski concentrated his interests mainly on aesthetics. His views, however,
had a metaphysical basis, and contained distinct references to historiosophy
and anthropology.
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2.7.1. Spheres of reality
The material world is enclosed in space and time. Just as space is nothing without
things, so time is empty without sounds.

The material world does not encompass all beings. There are still the spirits,
although spirits without matter would be nothing. Dreams too are a component
of reality. Moreover, they are an essential component: “people who are capable
of dreaming know more about actual reality than the realists” (Iwanska &
Gralewski 1940-1943: 159).

Beyond the real world there exists the world of longings. Faith is just postu-
lating them. Not everything can be examined, and not in everything can we
attain certainty. And only “if it were possible to study everything, and if there
would exist certainty, there would be no occasions for prayer” (Iwariska &
Gralewski 1940-1943: 155-156).

It is because the world is a disorderly sequence of accidents. Man fears that
which is haphazard, and seeks order; when he does not discover it in the world
he simply postulates it by building scientific theories and ideologies and, last
but not least, by creating art.

2.7.2. Civilizational barrier

Art can be conceived as (1) a set of artistic objects, or (2) artistic activity whose
products are those objects; in turn, the latter may be comprehended either as (a)
the creation of beautiful objects, or (b) the expression of the creator’s conscious-
ness or, more exactly, his experiences within his aesthetic attitude (the attitude
of “looking for the sake of looking”), i.e., shortly speaking, the expression of
the individual aesthetic experiences of the artist. Their object is the opposition
between the artist and the world: earthly or God’s. Since civilization reorganizes,

“humanizes” and thus “conceals” that world, the artist, seeking its direct, “true”
image, must “break through” this “cover” Today, this civilizational cover is so
tightly woven that it is difficult to see through it the world of nature, especially
in town, where “there are only human issues all around” (Iwanska & Gralewski
1940-1943: 69). Instead of personally experiencing the “element” of the natural
world, the artists limit their interests to the “rigid form” of the civilizational
cover which separates them from the world. This withdrawal from reality causes
a dissonance between the contemporary artist and his recipients. Historical
democratism vis—a—vis art is becoming universal. The recipients seek artistic

“truth” among artists of past epochs (hence the large number and popularity
of historical and retrospective exhibitions). This is an understandable reaction,
but it has a dangerous consequence: aesthetic relativism and the dissolution of
artistic taste (“everything is beautiful”).

The interpretation of art as an expression of individual aesthetic experiences
is certainly much too wide: not every aesthetic experience gives rise to art. It
does, however, posses a certain merit, namely, it casts suitable light on the
problem of art emulating reality.
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2.7.3. Types of deformation

Now, art does not imitate reality but deforms it or, to put it in more neutral
terms, transforms it. To be more precise, this occurs in the domain of the ap-
plied arts and especially ornamental arts as well as the art of “organizing space”.
The former artistically transforms the components of our actual surrounding,
while the latter — affects the whole of that environment by placing us within
an artwork. On the other hand, pure art transforms not so much reality as such
but its visions or image.

The prime factor of aesthetic experience is composed of sensual experiences,
which constitute the foundation of secondary, “circumferential” experiences:
irrational (emotions and faith) and intellectual (knowledge). Different types of
deformations take place depending on which of those factors is uppermost —
and to what degree — and on certain psychophysical (individual properties of
senses) and physical circumstances (the applied matter and tools).

Works of purely sensualistic art, deprived of irrational and intellectual factors,
are situated between two extremities. The first is naturalism: here, in furthermost
cases we deal with “pure empirical quality’; i.e. a totally chaotic multiplicity of
impressions. The second is abstractionism (decorationism, also its coloristic
variant), in which pride of place goes to the “pure a priori quality”— geometrical
temporal—spatial schemes.

In turn, irrationalism and intellectualism constitute two extreme ends of the
arts, expressing aesthetic experiences dominated by irrational (especially emo-
tional) or intellectual factors. In the latter case we do not have in mind either the
suffusion of a work with some sort of “tendency” (cf. the “idea” in literature or

“literature” in the plastic arts), nor “reflexive’, “over—thought’, non—spontaneous
execution. The heart of the matter is that works of intellectualistic art express
the thoughts of their author: concepts (types), the “literary” or “plastic” names
of real objects, which express the classification of reality. Suitable artistic forms
do not represent objects but designate them; they are “symbolic” forms. Art is
not “embedded” in the carriers of those forms, but in the reality designated by
them. Even “poetry is not enrooted in words but in the world”.

Here, central position is occupied by the so—called primitive art (the art
of primitive peoples, folk art, children’s art, and the art of “Sunday” painters).
The primitivism of this art consists not so much of its unskilfulness, “genetic”
primacy or “purity” of intention (versus degenerated art). The essence of
primitivism is to be found in the elementary nature (“rawness”) of the psychic
mechanism of transforming the “life experiences” of the primitive artist into
a work of art. The reaction of the primitivist towards reality is total, uniform,
and non—differentiated. His aesthetic experience contains all factors (sensual,
irrational and intellectual) to an equal degree and as if en bloc. This is the
reason why the works of primitivists, on the one hand, reveal the national
character in art and, on the other hand, provide constant inspiration for the

“mature” artists.
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The development of art (NB. not its progress) is presented as a gradual
disappearance of the irrational and intellectual elements, which by becom-
ing independent are suitably crystallized in the world outlook and in science.
It is characteristic for the artists—primitivists that their works express the
total human personality and not only the artistic, scientific or ideological

“demimonde”.

2.7.4. Artistic expression
Despite the fact that their works emerge upon the basis of individual aesthetic
experiences, the artists, voluntarily or not, express also the contemporary
state of the “spirit” of their nation or, more narrowly, their environment.
Moreover, “art is bad in those instances when it is at odds with its epoch
and does not express the intuition governing that epoch” (Gralewski 1939b:
98). By way of example, the art of twentieth—century France express the
“anxiety” of the French and Francophile cultural circles which instead of
“settling accounts with the world” are absorbed with “settling accounts with
themselves”. The English do not experience such unrest — hence English
art represents “sobriety”. In turn, the art of national-socialist Germany and
fascist Italy exemplifies, in accordance with the doctrine imposed upon
those countries, such values as heroism, respect for the family, and love for
the native land.

The national spirit reveals itself both in pure and applied arts. “He who
would like to become familiar with the Polish spirit and the rhythm of Polish
life through the intermediary of Polish decorative art should turn his attention
to the rhythm and color of the Polish ornament” (Gralewski 1939a: 184). This
rhythm of Polish life is a self—assured, ceremonial, “moderate” step not to be
encountered among other Slavs (actually, there is no “Slav quality” envisaged
as a certain form of the spirit). “The general character of Polish old and new
fabrics, their, if one my use the term, melody and serenity possess the same sort
of similarity which, while comparing the faces of assorted people, we describe
as a family resemblance” (Gralewski 1938b: 453). “Although broken, tradition
is one” (Gralewski 1938b: 453).

2.7.5. Specificity of the individual
The human individual comprises a combination of practical elements (ordinary
life activity and reflection) and a—practical ones (“artistic qualities”). Mental
health is guaranteed by an aequilibrium of both spheres and their suitable
“order”. Neglect of one of them produces neurasthenia. Once the artistic quality
disappears, and art is relegated to the margin of life (non—creative contact with
art in during “moments of leisure”), the result is “inner scribbling” — cinemania,
sports mania, erotomania, drug addiction, sleep addiction, etc. Meanwhile, our
life should possess a certain style: “only that which is stylish is alive” (Iwanska
& Gralewski 1940-1943: 82).
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The treatment of life as art is [not] a tendency towards an aestheticising pose. It is
a tendency towards making an effort, the willingness to tackle difficulties (Iwariska &
Gralewski 1940-1943: 140).

We are all, however, equal members of a certain society, “the same wandering
troupe of comedians” (Iwanska & Gralewski 1940—1943: 117). From this point of
view every life is worth the same: that of the “stylish” person and the life scrib-
bler, the intellectual and the simpleton. Generally speaking, there are “no bad
or good people — there is only man” (Iwanska & Gralewski 1940-1943: 117).

It is easiest to get to know oneself, to “draw forth the whole of one’s spe-
cific quality” (Iwanska & Gralewski 1940-1943: 41) while traveling, when one
abandons familiar places and people. But then “one must return home and
to Poland” in order to see, thanks to this “pendulum oscillating between the
home and the world’, “whether one had not lost oneself” (Iwaniska & Gralewski
1940-1943: 42).

The death of another person is a special experience of the individual. In its
face we reflect on the way in which we shall die. Life “attains its fullness at that
precise moment when it discloses its insignificance” (Iwanska & Gralewski
1940-1943: 132). The thought about death should incline us towards such a
life in which every moment would be a completed task.

The thought about death is one of the thoughts about the future. Some people
assume an “aggressive” attitude towards the future, but this is an unsuitable
stance. The future is something which “still contains nothing” (Iwanska &
Gralewski 1940-1943: 66); it is a “vacuum’, in whose case the suitable stand is
that of disinterested contemplation.

2.7.6. Conflict of generations
The occupation intensified the inter—generational conflict, stemming from dif-
ferent attitudes towards Poland. The position represented by the older genera-
tion is emotional: for members of that generation Poland is a question of faith
— hence they regard the occupation (“servitude”) as a natural state of things,
and feel in it at home. The attitude of the young generation is one of sobriety:
Poland is an obvious component of reality and does not stir emotions; therefore,
the occupation is an anomaly which must be eliminated “in cold blood” The
homeland is for them “something simple and ordinary, like the bread we eat in
order to live” (Iwaniska & Gralewski 1940—1943: 44); it is the condition of daily
activity and not the object of festive declamations (“a Homeland”).
A common-sense view suggests that the nation, similar to the individual,
“falls not when it suffers defeat, but only when it is incapable of benefiting from
that defeat” (Iwaniska & Gralewski 1940—-1943: 22). Even overwhelming defeat
is not as dangerous as long—term failure, which inclines to seek refuge in fiction,
to treat the homeland in “unrealistic terms’, and to turn towards messianistic
ideas. “To be a good Pole means to be truly oneself. If one claims otherwise, then
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one acknowledges the fact that Poland is not something alive and real, but an
abstract fiction which deserves no better than cloying declamations” (Iwanska
& Gralewski 1940-1943: 138). The real Poland is within us; we are the “living
component of national reality” (Iwanska & Gralewski 1940-1943: 138—139).
This is not to say that Poland starts with us. “There is no environment without
tradition” (Iwaniska & Gralewski 1940—-1943: 208).

Despite periods without statehood, Poland still cultivates a living tradition of
specific Christian chivalry. This Polish variant differs basically from the chivalry
of the German raubemitter, the French courtier concerned primarily with the

“smoothness” of form, or the English “commercialized” gentleman. It is based
on an affirmation of “impractical” values: goodness, truth, honor, and love.

2.8. Mieczystaw Milbrandt

2.8.1. Origin of philosophy

Some regard philosophy to be a necessity “stemming from life”, while others
consider it to be “a game played outside reality” (Milbrandt 1945a: 101). The
stimuli for performing this «life necessity» or embarking upon «a game tran-
scending reality» are sometimes sought in sheer curiosity. Meanwhile, in order
to satisfy curiosity or interest it suffices to exhaustively describe its object. The
true source of philosophical reflection is not sheer curiosity, but astonishment;
and its object is not composed of (merely) interesting things, but ones which
are inconceivable, such as death.

2.8.2. Defects of aesthetics

There are two reasons for the absence of
a satisfactory aesthetic theory. The first
is a lack of consent between researchers
concerning the very foundations of aes-
thetics: a solution to the question which
of the problems are aesthetic and in what
sort of mutual relations do those problems
remain. The second reason, present in
philosophy as a whole, is methodological
irresponsibility: asserting “with apodeictic
certainty” views which a “logician would
banish beyond the boundaries of science”
(Milbrandt 1936: 204).

2.8.3. Integral eudaimonism

Certain people, such as the stoics, regard
happiness to be a supreme good and, at the
Mieczystaw Millbrandt same time, call for moderation, sacrifice
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and even asceticism. We are supposed to be moderate in happiness because
we apparently pay for excessive happiness with “the black hours” (Milbrandt
1945b: 136) of despair. We are supposed to be ready for resignation — and even
asceticism — because this is presumably the best path towards happiness.

Meanwhile, the objective is not to avoid limiting possible happiness, but not
to confine actual happiness and to experience it without “a servile preparedness
for failures” (Milbrandt 1945b: 135) and without an awareness that happiness
has «swept over» us.

3. SUMMARY
All the presented thinkers shared a number of features.

They belonged to the same generation. The oldest — Szebekowa — was
45 years old at the time of the outbreak of the Uprising, and the youngest —
Krzeszewska — was 25 years of age.

All regarded themselves as Varsovians. Only Szebekowa, who was born in
Courland, Micinski — born in the region of Bractaw, and Milbrandt — born in
L6dz, did not come from Warsaw. Wasilewski, who was born in Warsaw but spent
his childhood in the region of Mohyléw, was an exception. Szebekowa, Miciriski
and Wasilewski were driven from their birthplaces by the Russian revolution.

All were the students of Tatarkiewicz, both literally and spiritually. It is not
surprising that they shared interests and expressed identical views concerning
many issues, which, as a rule, they shared with their teacher.

First and foremost, despite wartime experiences they paradoxically expressed
certain optimism. Salamucha noted:

Sometimes life forces us to face too many dark moments — and we protect ourselves
against their pessimistic suggestions by resorting to awareness that they are only frag-
ments of a great unknown entity, and that within that whole they could possibly appear
quite differently (Salamucha 1947a).

All had great appreciation for humor. Micinski wrote: “Humor protects against
hysteria, and brings the issues of this world down to their proper dimensions”
(Micinski 1970: 146). “Our life is a wonderful adventure’, declared Gralewski
(Iwanska & Gralewski 1940—1943: 103). This is not to say that they did not
experience sadness. Nonetheless, as Milbrandt wrote, sadness is not simply the
opposite of optimism, nor is it pessimism and even the absence of optimism.
Sadness is “disillusioned optimism” (Milbrandt 1945a: 10).

Secondly, they were all realists. “To take facts into account does not mean to
agree with them’, claimed Mosdorf (1938, cz. I: 166). The slogan of total freedom
is tempting, but unrealistic. Salamucha recalled that: “Total freedom is an ideal
which could be implemented only in a society of angels” (Salamucha 1939a: 182).
We should be prepared for “tackling difficulties’, stated Gralewski (Iwanska &
Gralewski 1940-1943: 140) speaking of real and not illusory difficulties.
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Thirdly, the presented thinkers endorsed activism despite the fact that some
of them disclosed a proclivity towards an aestheticizing attitude. “One does
not live to eat, but one eats in order to live, one lives in order to create”, wrote
Mosdorf (1938, cz. II: 40—41), while Salamucha confessed: “Our hearts are im-
passioned, we do not lack energy, and when faced with odds we never withdraw
in the manner of cowards” (Salamucha 1947b). The essence of man should be
sought in his deeds, proclaimed Lempicki. “I am an enthusiast of the philosophy
of creativity’, Micinski (1970: 469) described himself. “Our task is to live and
not to die’, asserted Gralewski (Iwanska & Gralewski 1940-1943: 163). Let us
remember while realizing this task that “each year [of life] reduces [...] the range
of [our] potential’; added Milbrandt (1945a: 8).

Fourthly, all were in favor of creativism, and believed that one should
create values and not merely defend them. Aggression is better than resigna-
tion. They were the enemies of non—violence attitude and, in particular, of
(as Mosdorf put it) “pacifistic frenzy” (Mosdorf 1926: 14). “The absence of
goodness can be overcome only by the creation of goodness”, wrote Mos-
dorf (1938, cz. II: 189), while Salamucha warned: “Are we not paying too
much attention to the eradication of evil and not thinking too little about
the cultivation of goodness?” (Salamucha 1932a: 15). “It is not enough to
avoid acting in an evil manner: one must disseminate goodness’, stressed
Siwecki (1934: 11).

Fifthly, the stands represented by all the discussed thinkers harmonized
creativism with anti—-mimetism and anti—catarctism. All negated the fact that
art imitates reality, although some were of the opinion that art deforms real-
ity, while others rejected both views. Micinski declared: “Art never deforms
reality; art always forms, creates and shapes” (Micinski 1970: 232). He added:

“A surge of real, not superficial emotions does not lull them [...]; purification
and an eruption of emotions lead to their even greater unleashing” (Micinski
1970: 512).

Sixth, they were, with the possible exception of Lempicki, integral conserva-
tives, even those who dealt with aesthetics and analyzed most recent art. Micinski
wrote: “I am worried about those who continue to babble about «new views»
and «new perspectives» — Sophocles and Bach are still little known, and people
already desire novelties” (Micinski 1970: 524).

Seventh, they all shared patriotism (which they sharply distinguished from
nationalism) despite the fact that Milbrandt and probably Mosdorf came from
families of German descent. Salamucha predicted: “I do not hate the destroyer
of my native home, but I shall protect it to my last breath, not only defensively
but also offensively” (Salamucha 1947c). “Devotion to the national cause does
not consist of a readiness to sacrifice one’s life in case of war, but to sacrifice
one’s social position”, wrote Mosdorf (1938, cz. II, 167). “It is impossible to love
one’s nation excessively’, emphasized Siwecki. The most stirring description
was formulated by Micinski:
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One should not assume [...] that if the Polish nation decided to fight [in 1939] then
it did so because this is the way it had been brought up by those who had been in power.
To think in this way is to offend the Polish nation by supposing that it could have acted
in any other way [...]. A nation with ten centuries of tradition is not brought up like a
schoolboy and adjusted in the course of ten years. The Polish nation had decided to
wage the 1939 war against Germany already prior to the times of Boleslaus the Brave
[...] (Micinski 1970, p. 174). The same fire which distinguishes man from the animal
world flared up on the slopes of the Warsaw Citadel after the fall of the January Upris-
ing. It was kindled by the ascetic hands of the Polish dictator Romuald Traugutt — an
authentic politician who in a frantic armed campaign conducted contrary to the sober
directives of politicians—collaborators, salvaged Polish independence. When on the eve
of the capitulation of Warsaw we burned our banners within the red brick walls of the
Citadel, they blazed in the fire of the gallows whose wooden skeleton towered over the
spreading Vistula, with the scattered crosses of nameless saints. The fragile shadow of
the Polish dictator who had based the principles of true, durable politics on the fire of
faith, hope and love, bent over this flame (Micinski 1970: 183).

The words of Micinski were excellent testimony to the correctness of Gralewski’
s declaration:

The homeland offers us magnificent and moving experiences — grandiose thoughts,
large—scale experiences, and a feeling of greatness (Iwarska & Gralewski 1940—1943: 44).
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PART 11
INFLUENCES AND CORRELATIONS







7. Alexius Meinong and the Polish
philosophy

1. MEINONGIAN PRESENCE IN THE POLISH PHILOSOPHICAL LIFE

It is a common philosophical opinion that Meinong is a thinker who claimed
explicitly that objects can be characterized by different modes of being. But
any given object has only one mode of being. One can say in jest that Meinong
existed in Poland in various modes, since he was related to Poland to many
different ways.

First, Meinong, Ritter von Handschusheim, was born on 17" of July, 1853, in
Lvov, the town which for six centuries was one of the greatest centers of Polish
culture. It is another matter that, as he wrote in his autobiography: “daf$ meine
Wiege auf polnischem Boden gestanden hat [...] brachten die Beruftspflichten
meines Vaters mit sich; unsere Familie ist jederzeit deutsch gewesen” (Meinong
1921: 4). Unfortunately, the Lvov period of Meinong’s life is now completely
unknown in Poland.

Second, Meinong, the Austrian philosopher born in Poland, was on friendly
terms with Kazimierz Jerzy Adolf Ogonczyk of Skrzypna Twardowski (what a
similarity of name—forms!), the Polish philosopher born in Austria. Twardowski
wrote in his autobiography (1926: 1):

My cradle is Vienna. I was born here on 20™ of October, 1866, in the Polish family of
an Austrian government official, Pius by name, and his wife, Malwina, born Kuhn. One
can shortly characterize the atmosphere of my family home as [...] ardently patriotic.

There still remain some fragments of correspondence between Meinong and
Twardowski. Twardowski’s letters were published; Meinong’s letters (from the years
1893-1907), kept in Twardowski’s archives at Warsaw University, await publica-
tion. It has been rumored that Meinong was influential on advancing the date of
Twardowski’s professorship to 1898 (Jadczak 1984, however, questions this).

Third, one of the participants at Meinong’s seminar at Graz University during
the academic year 1909-1910 was Jan Lukasiewicz, with a scholarship awarded
by the Cracow Academy of Sciences and Letters (Stupecki 1971: 236; Dambska
1979; Wolenski 1985/1989: 18), it is likely that he attended Meinong’s lectures
during the winter semester of the academic year 1908—1909 (Lukasiewicz 1910:
121). Over time, the attitude of Lukasiewicz to Meinong altered. In the begining
it was enthusiastic. Lukasiewicz (1906: 59) says:

This work [scil. Meinong’s Zur Relationstheorie] contains many correct thoughts,
although it is written from a psychologistic standpoint.
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From the same work we know that, according to Lukasiewicz, the logic written
by Meinong and Hofler (1890) is “one of the best handbooks of logic [...]. The
fragment concerning causality is clearly constructed in formal respects” But on
his home from Graz, Lukasiewicz changed his attitude and noted more defects
than virtues in their logic, stressing for instance that the book contains the fol-
lowing sentence: “Der Satz des Widerspruches pflegt hiufig so ausgesprochen
zu werden: A ist nich non—-A”, whereas it is false to identify the principle of
contradiction with the negation of the positive formula “A is A”, adopted for
the principle of identity (Lukasiewicz 1910a: 44).

Lukasiewicz (1907: 64) notes that in his work (1906), the difference between
judging—as—an—act and judgment—as—object—of—judging was indicated “inde-
pendently of Meinong” (the reference is to Meinong 1904).

Fourth, Meinong’s references to the works of Polish scholars are rare indeed.
Meinong (1889: 381; 1917: 338) refer to Twardowski (1894) and (1902: 228) to
Lukasiewicz (1910b); the appendix to one of Meinong’s works (1915: 732, 733,
745) contains some references to Smoluchowski (1918).

Fifth, a number of works written by Polish philosophers contain numerous
mentions of Meinong’s papers and books. Twardowski refers widely to Meinong
(Twardowski 1894; 1897; 1898a; 1898—1900; 1905—1906; 1924). Struve (1896:
672), appreciates Meinong’s efforts (in 1885) to write a philosophical propae-
deutics for secondary schools. The above are the first mentions of Meinong in
Polish philosophical literature.

After these first mentions, the name of Meinong is a constant presence in the
philosophical literature of the twentieth century, especially in the works of phi-
losophers from the Lvov—Warsaw School. To mention a few cases, see Lukasiewicz
(1906 and 1907), Igel (1919), Borowski (1930), Ajdukiewicz (1934b; 1960—1965),
Dambska (1979), Czezowski (1948a and 1949), and Pelc (1971). Besides members
of the Lvov—Warsaw school, Meinong is considered by Bieganski (1912), Chwistek
(1917; 1921; 1935), and Ingarden (1925; 1931; 1938; 1947—-1948; 1948a; 1960; 1970).
After the Il world war there are numerous references to Meinong in the works of
Polish historians of philosophy. See for instance: Tatarkiewicz (1950); Bocheniski
(1956a); Stepien (1964); Srzednicki (1965); Trebicki (1973); Skarzynski (1976);
Zamecki (1977); Kwiatkowski (1978); Dambska (1979); Paczkowska—tagowska
(1980); Jadczak (1984 and 1989); Wolenski (1987; 1985/1989; 1989); Zirk—Sadowski
(1989); Borzym (1991); and Zeglen (1991).

These authors express either a high opinion of Meinong’s theories, writing
that he is “one of the most outstanding of Brentano’s pupils” (Ajdukiewicz 1923:
103), “an outstanding philosophical individuality” (Paczkowska—tLagowska
1980: 6), or else are rather neutral. The only exceptions are represented by Leon
Chwistek and Roman Ingarden.

Chwistek regarded Meinong as “an ideologist” (Chwistek 1912: 327). And
sometimes considered Meinong ironically, saying that “from the days of Bol-
zano there is a special school of logicians (Meinong, in Poland Lukasiewicz),
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who think that there is no need to reject [...] [contradictory] objects, not being
able to find a ‘proof’ of the principle of contradiction. This standpoint can be
named ‘hyperrealism” (Chwistek 1917: 6), or contemptuously, writing in a later
paper that “Meinong, the Austrian philosopher whose views were fashionable
in Poland before the war of 1914, was firmly convinced that non—Euclidean
geometry deals with intersecting parallels and in all seriousness was attracted
by this absurdity” (Chwistek 1935/1949: 178). The reference is to (Meinong
1906-1907). In a previous paper, Chwistek noted:

Many philosophers, being impatient with contradictions, inseparable — up to our
times — from all the great constructive adventures even in the area of pure logic, relin-
quished once and for all the value of a scientific construction [...], appealing to a naive
analysis of the senses of words as the only way to finding the ‘true’ solution of a given
problem, in contrast to constructions, having — from the nature of things — optional
character (Husserl, Meinong etc.). [...] When we hear [the opinions that non—Euclidean
geometries are only a play on words] on the lips of Husserl’s or Meinong’s pupils, we
cannot avoid the conviction that they have something like a secret knowledge, inacces-
sible to mere mortals, being at the same time completely ignorant of things well known
to every scrupulous student of geometry (Chwistek 1921: 35, 40).

Ingarden very often wrote on Meinong with manifest antipathy: “I am not
sure whether Meinong’s «objective» does not refer to the object in the second
of the meanings of this term — distinguished by myself”, that is to a state of
affairs having independent existence (Ingarden 1925: 328). Ingarden’s attitude
is more evident in the following passage: “In Meinong one can find such places,
which seem to show that he distinguishes purely intentional states of affairs from
states of affairs objectively occurring” But in general “Meinong’s theory [...] is
not homogeneous, and for that reason it is obscure” (Ingarden 1931: 194).

Sixth, Polish philosophical literature contains detailed reports of Meinong’s
views on semiotics (Niklas 1973; Zegleri 1989 and 1994), ontology (Zegleri 1988)
and axiology (Buczynfiska—Garewicz 1973; Zegleri 1988). Unfortunately, not
many Meinong’s works have been translated into Polish; only a short fragment
of (Meinong 1906) was published in Polish by Ajdukiewicz (1923), and — after
70 years — a translation of (Meinong 1904).

Seventh, some of Meinong’s logico—ontological ideas found creative develop-
ment in Poland. In this regard, we may consider (Wolniewicz 1985) and, especially,
several works by Jacek Pasniczek (1983; 1984b; 1988a). Both authors emphasize
that only a kind of general inspiration is at stake here. Wolniewicz mentions that
his system of ontology only “in less essential [points] touches [...] Meinong’s theory
of objects” (Wolniewicz 1985: 13). Pasniczek writes that “we do not pretend to
adequately reconstruct Meinong’s views; we base ourselves rather on their popular
reception [...]. [We are concerned] rather with a certain traditional and generally
accepted interpretation of these views” (1984b: 9; 1988a: 71).
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2. POLISH EXPLICATIONS OF MEINONGIAN IDEAS

As far as one can tell, Meinong was — and is — present in many ways in Po-
land: he was born there, and he had friends and students from that country; he
referred to Poles and was referred to by them; his scholarly production found
among them reviewers as well as developers.

I would like, however, to concentrate here upon a different «mode of existence»
of Meinong in Poland, namely upon something that can be described as his nega-
tive existence, but which is — in spite of its description — the strongest mode
of being for philosophical ideas. Thus many of Meinong’s ideas met criticisms
in Poland; criticisms which have not only historical value. These criticisms bear
witness that Meinong’s work found not only penetrating, but also intelligent
readers in Polish philosophers. Below, I shall indicate some of the crucial ideas
developed by Meinong, together with their critical Polish clarifications.

The following are Meinong’s main theses, expressis verbis attacked by Polish
philosophers.

Ontological theses

1. There are various kinds of objects: concrete and abstract objects, fictitious
objects and incompatibilia (contradictory objects).

1.1. In particular, one can prove that some objects are incompatibilia.

[= MEINONG’S BEARD | CHWISTEK AND LESNIEWSKI]

1.2. Concrete objects differ from other objects because the former are com-
plete (vollstandige Gegenstande), whereas the latter — including abstract objects

— are incomplete (unvollstandige Gegenstande).

[= MEINONG’S BALDPATE J LUKASIEWICZ AND TWARDOWSKI]

2. There are various modes of being: existence (Existenz), subsistence (Bestand)
and «extra—sistence» (Aussersein).

[= MEINONG’S HORNS | PRZELECKI]

2.1. All concrete objects — constituting the so—called external world — exist.

2.1.2.The idealists’ argument against the existence of the external world is invalid.

[= MEINONG’S EYE | AJDUKIEWICZ AND BOROWSKI]

Semiotic theses

3. Names and sentences belong to the basic kinds of (categorematic)
expressions.

3.1. The difference between names and sentences does not inhere in their
semantic functions.

3.1.1.Every name, as well as every sentence, designates something (and
informs of something).

3.1.1.1. In particular, there are no empty names.

[= MEINONG'S MOUTH | DAMBSKA AND PERZANOWSKI]

3.2. The difference between names and sentences inheres in the kind of their
designata.

3.2.1.Names (and only names) designate objects, whereas sentences designate
objectives.

139



[= MEINONG’S BROWS | OSSOWSKI]

4. There is something between names and sentences, namely assumptions
(Annahmen).

4.1. Assumptions — like names and sentences — perform the function of
designating.

4.1.1.In particular, assumptions designate — like sentences, and in opposition
to names — objectives.

4.2. The difference between assumptions and sentences inheres in their
pragmatic function.

4.2.1.Names (and only names) express (druck aus) presentations (Vorstel-
lungen), sentences (and only sentences) express convictions ({/berzeugungen),
and assumptions (and only assumptions) express quasi—convictions.

[= MEINONG'S MOUSTACHE J TWARDOWSKI, WITWICKI AND
MARCISZEWSKI]|

Psychological theses

5. Presentations and thoughts — i.e. convictions and quasi—convictions —
fall within the class of intellectual psychic acts; besides we have emotional acts
(Gefiihle) and volitive ones (i.e. desires: thirsts and decisions).

6. Emotional acts contain presentational emotions (Vorstellungsgefiihle) and
convictional emotions (Urteilgefiihle), i.e. logical and axiological ones.

6.1. Logical emotions — in contrast to axiological emotions — are indepen-
dent from the quality of convictions, being motives (or foundations) of these
emotions.

[= MEINONG’S HEART ] TWARDOWSKI]

We shall now pass to details.

3. AGAINST MEINONG’S BEARD
As it is generally known, Willard van O. Quine labelled “Plato’s beard” the
doctrine claiming that there are non—existent objects (1948: 10). Meinong’s
beard is longer than the metaphysical Plato’s beard, because it contains also
incompatibilia.

The thesis that it is necessary to admit incompatibilia (1.1) was criticised by
Chwistek (1912) and Le$niewski (1913a).

Chwistek presents Meinong’s view on this subject — from (Meinong 1906—
1907) — in the following way:

The exclusion of non—existent objects from logic is impossible. As a matter of fact,
if I want to exclude from logic, e.g., the round square, it seems right to accept the judg-
ment “A round square is not an object” But in this judgment I say something about a
round square; thus I do not exclude it from logic.

Chwistek rejects Meinong’s view, because it has two non—acceptable
consequences.
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1. A system of logic cannot be free of contradiction, since it has to include also
contradictory objects (Chwistek 1912: 16).

2. We cannot find criteria for distinguishing contradictory objects from all the
other objects. As a matter of fact, criteria of that sort cannot be given by a system of
logic, because any system provides facilities for demonstrating that a round square is
a contradictory object, as well as that it is not a contradictory object. (This property is
possessed by every round square which both is and is not a contradictory object.) All
intuitive criteria fail analogously (Chwistek 1912: 17).

It must be said that is difficult to reconstruct Chwistek’s second argument
in detail. Besides, he himself adds:

The difficulties connected with the above theory have the following feature in common
with paradoxes: both of them are hard to demolish by means of a critical analysis, but
we can eliminate them by a systematic construction of concepts (Chwistek 1912: 17).

This is precisely the method used by Bertrand Russell to eliminate the paradox
discussed above, and Chwistek finally opts for this Russellian solution.

Lesniewski chooses a quite different way. I will quote his argument in
extenso:

If it were true that there are no ‘contradictory objects; in other words, no objects are
contradictory, then it would be true that a contradictory object is not an object. It can be,
however, true that ‘a contradictory object’ is not an object only in the case when a certain
object is ‘contradictory’ If no object were ‘contradictory; then no proposition about the

‘contradictory object’ could be true, including the proposition ‘a contradictory object is
not an object’ Thus, if it were true [that] ‘a contradictory object’ is not an object, then it
must be also true that a certain object is contradictory. This being so, the assumption
made at the beginning that no object is ‘contradictory’ entails the conclusion that a
certain object is ‘contradictory’ If, on the other hand, the assumption that no object is
‘contradictory’ is false, then it is true that a certain object is ‘contradictory’ Thus, both
the assumption that a certain object is ‘contradictory; and the assumption that no object
is ‘contradictory’ entails the conclusion that a certain object is contradictory. In other
case, the acceptance of ‘contradictory’ objects becomes logically inevitable [Meinong
1906-1907]. The solution of this ‘paradox’ becomes quite simple. [...] If it is true that
no object is ‘contradictory, then the proposition ‘a contradictory object is not an object’
cannot be true, contrary to Meinong’s opinion. This proposition cannot be true because
its subject ‘contradictory object” denotes nothing if no object is a contradictory object
(the expression ‘contradictory object’ could after all denote only an object which was
contradictory). Since the proposition ‘a contradictory object is not an object’ is false,
it is not necessary to accept the proposition ‘a certain object is contradictory’ as true,
it would have to be considered true if the proposition ‘a contradictory object is not
an object’ were true. Thus, contrary to Meinong, the assumption that no object is a
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contradictory object does not entail the conclusion that a certain object is contradic-
tory. There is not, then, any logical necessity such as Meinong envisages leading to the
acceptance of ‘contradictory objects’ (Le$niewski 1913b: 62-63).

Lesniewski’s argumentation is not the most limpid, but we can give it the
following form.

The point of departure (i.e. the assumption) of Meinong’s reasoning is the
sentence:

(1) No object is an incompatibile.
Sentence (1) is either false or true. If sentence (1) is false, then:

(2) A certain onject is an incompatibile,
i.e. there are incompatibilia. If sentence (1) is true, then:

(3) The sentence ‘An incompatibile is not an object’ is true.

Now:

(4) If a given sentence is true, then its subject designates something.
Thus from (3) and (4) we have:

(5) The expression “incompatibile” designates something.
And then:

(6) A certain object is an incompatibile,
or there are incompatibilia. Both assumptions lead to acceptance of the view that
there are incompatibilia. Le$niewski does not assume that (1) is false, because
elsewhere he proved that (1) is true (Le$niewski 1913a). The other assumption
does not lead to the thesis that some objects are incompatibilia. Provided that
(1) is true, then:

(7) The expression “incompatibile” could designate only an object which was
a incompatibile.

Thus from (1) and (7) we have (in spite of (3)):

(8) If the subject of any sentence designates nothing, then this sentence is
false.

Thus we cannot make steps (4)—(6), and we do not have to accept that there
are incompatibilia.

4. AGAINST MEINONG’S BALDPATE

According to the thesis (1.2.) abstract objects are incomplete objects. For
Meinong, objects are complete when they are determined in the smallest de-
tail. (Eukasiewicz 1910a: 113) presents Meinong’s position with the following
words: “every thinkable property can be either ascribed or denied to such an
object. [Adam] Mickiewicz’s column in Lvov is determined in all its smallest
details — it is a complete object” (NB. During A. Meinong’s stay in the town, it
did not exist). The situation is quite different with incomplete objects:

Should the proposition “A column [in general] is made of bronze” be considered as
true or as false? Some columns are made of bronze, others are #not; a column in general
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is not determined in this respect. For this reason the above property cannot be either
ascribed or denied to it.

Therefore, Lukasiewicz adds, for Meinong “the proposition “A column in
general is bronze” is neither true nor false”. Lukasiewicz proposes a different
solution. The point is not that some sentences concerning abstract objects are
neither true nor false. He does not say why, but we are able to fill in the missing
details. Utterances of the type “A column in general is bronze” are neither true nor
false because they are not sentences. We may avoid this conclusion if we accept
that some sentences about abstract objects, and their negations, are false.

Then: “we realize that the distinctive mark of incomplete objects is their
non—falling under the principle of the excluded middle” (Lukasiewicz 1910a:
113). Note (and I take responsibility for this remark) that Meinong’s thesis
about the complete determination of concrete objects does not satisfy our
intuitions. In fact, it seems that the principle of the excluded middle can be
violated also by concrete objects. Would it not be quite natural to concede that
Mickiewicz’s column in Lvov is, e.g., incomplete in the respect of rationality
or of virtue? That is why this doctrine can be named “Meinong’s baldpate”: the
proposition “Meinong had a carroty baldpate” follows on analogously. This
question has a certain psychological bias. Meinong claims that acts of grasp-
ing (constructing?) abstract objects — or acts of abstracting — “consisted of
taking into relief by attention some properties of the imaginated object, at the
cost of the remaining properties, placed into the background” (Twardowski
1898a: 135). However, since during our acts of presentation — and in particular
of imagination — our attention is never uniformly directed, then none of our
imaginations are concrete. Meinong accepted this consequence. Twardowski
objected that Meinong had made a wrong analysis of the acts of abstraction.
The point is that “the process of abstraction contains something more [than a
non—uniform attention given to the several properties of the imagined object]
and [...] the phenomenon described by Meinong [...] as abstraction considers
only its necessary conditions and not also its sufficient conditions” (Twardowski
1898a: 136). For Twardowski, the “something more” concerns the underlying
imagined judgments (Jadacki 1989).

5. AGAINST MEINONG’S HORNS

The problem of the several modes of being — see thesis (2) — was indirectly
addressed by Marian Przelecki’s in some of his works (Przetecki 1979; 1980) as
part of a polemic between Przetecki and the author of this text. At that time I
defended a fictionalistic ontology, whereas Przelecki took an anti—fictionalistic
position. In his works Przetecki reduced fictions to abstracts, identifying the
latter with classes (in the sense of set theory). His reduction concerned also
modes of being. Przelecki’s position is well represented by the title of one of his
papers: “There is nothing that does not exist” (Przetecki 1980).

143



The thesis of assuming various modes of being can be compared with the
thesis of assuming various modes of ... showing horns. To do this, Meinong
could either go hunting (with us), or make himself felt (for us). Let us label the
doctrine claiming that there are several modes of being as “Meinong’s horns”.

Przetecki’s argument against this doctrine is well expressed by the following
sentences:

There is only one sense of “existence’; or “being” [...]. In that sense, all real, i.e. non—
fictitious, objects are said to exist; at the same time, it is said that no—fictitious entity exists
[...]. The concept of “existence’; or “being’; seems to be a basic one — not definable by means
of other, more elementary notions. To grasp it, we have ultimately to appeal to the way it is
understood within natural language [...]. To exist means the same as to be. Whatever is, it
exists, and conversely. Saying that something does not exist is saying nothing more than that
there is no such thing. So, either something is, or it is not — tertium non datur [...]. If L have
to speak literally and seriously, I must conclude that there is no such thing as [....] [a fictitious
entity]; that no such entity exists. I cannot find any literal sense of “being’, or “existence’, that
would permit me to reach a different conclusion. I really do not understand what is meant
by ‘being’ as applied to the so—called fictitious entities (Przetecki 1980: 142-143).

But there is more to this. Przetecki reinforces his argument:

Contrary to Jadacki’s opinion, I would thus claim that metaphysical inquiry can be
developed without resorting to the theory of the several modes of being. What it might
require is a theory of various ontological categories. Objects which belong to different
categories differ in the properties they have (but not in their mode of being) and these
differences seem sufficient to account for what the alleged differences in their modes
of being were supposed to be needed for.

Ironically enough, instead of trying to build up «my» fictionalistic ontology, I
turned to developing a «thin» ontology (Augustynek & Jadacki 1993). In Poland,
the first task was instead assumed — rather successfully — by Pasniczek.

6. AGAINST MEINONG’S EYE

Sometimes Meinong — instead of elaborating his own position — analyses the
opposite positions elaborated on some problem. Needless to say, to demolish
an argumentation in favor of a certain thesis is not the same as to argue for
a thesis contradictory to the former one. In any case, it may prove to be an
important psychological reason in support of the latter. This fact exhibits the
value of reasoning, which leads to thesis (2.1.2). Meinong presents the idealists’
argumentation with the following words:

Am weitesten geht ohne Zweifel, wer meint, daf} auf die Erkenntnis einer Auflenwelt
deshalb nicht Bedacht zu nehmen sei, weil es eine solche Auflenwelt nicht nur nicht
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gibt, sondern nicht einmal geben kann, da ihre Konzeption einen Widerspruch in sich
schliefit. Jedermann, das ist der fiir eine solche Behauptung mafigebende Grund, den
man von “Idealisten”, “Positivisten”, “Empiriokritizisten” u.s.f. in den verschiedensten
Weisen variiert findet, denkt sich die Aulenwelt als etwas, das existiert, mag er oder sonst
jemand daran denken oder nicht. Aber am Ding, das unabhéngig von meinem Denken
existiert, m.a.W., ein Existierendes, an das ich nicht denke, ist eine Unmoglichkeit; denn
déachte ich nicht daran, wie wollte ich seine Existenz erkennen? Jedes Nichtgedachte
oder vom Denken Unabhingige, fiir das einer eintritt, mufite am Ende doch zugleich

am Gedachtes, also jedenfalls ein in sich Widersprechendes sein.

Then he calls our attention to a mistake in this argumentation (Meinong
1906: 458), continuing in the following way:

Fragen wir nun aber ganz direkt nach der Beweiskraft unseres Argumentes. Ich
durfte es eben als sehr einleuchtend bezeichnen, daf3, woran ich denke, kein zugleich
Ungedachtes sein kann. Denke ich also einmal an das Weltganze, so erhilt auch dieses
sozusagen durch mich die Eigenschaft, von mir gedacht zu sein. Folgt aber daraus
irgendwie, daf$, wenn ich an dieses Ganze oder an am einzelness Objekt nicht denke
oder auch eben jetzt nicht dachte, jenes Ganze oder dieses Objekt nicht existieren
konnte? Ebensowenig, als einer behaupten diirfte, nur das existiere, wovon er spreche,
oder was er aufschreibe, aufzeichne oder dgl. Denn auch in jedem dieser Falle lief3e sich
mutatis mutandis der obige Beweisgang anzuwenden: ich kann ja auch nichts Unauf-
gezeichnetes aufzeichnen, nichts Unbesprochenes besprechen u.s.f. [...] Wie dem am
Ende aber auch sei, dem in Rede stehenden Argumente ist einfach entgegenzuhalten:
Daf$ ich an nichts denken kann, das dann in jedem Sinne fiir ungedacht gelten diirfte,
ist richtig. Aber es besagt weder, daf3 die Existenz dessen, woran ich denke, irgendwie
von diesem Denken abhéngig wire, noch, daf$ nichts existieren konnte, ohne daf$ bisher
irgend jemand daran gedacht hitte, oder dem sich auch meine Gedanken anders als in
diesem so allgemeinen Urteile zuwenden miifiten (Meinong 1906: 460-461).

Providing that I understand Meinong’s ideas correctly, he ascribes to the
idealists the following assumptions:
(1) If somebody thinks of P, then P is thought by somebody.
(2) If P is thought by somebody, then P exists.
On the basis of these assumptions it is also obvious that:
(3) If somebody thinks of P, then P exists.
Assumption (1) as well as assumption (2) — and their consequences, of course
— are explicitly accepted by Meinong (according to a certain interpretation of
the word “exists”). Moreover, he thinks that the idealists regard the thesis
(4) If nobody thinks of P, then P does not exists,
as implied by (1) and (2). Thus the idealists would make a serious error, because
they reason according to the scheme:

(=) r(g—=1]—=(~p—-~r).
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Ajdukiewicz noted very elegantly:

The above way of formulating the idealists’ argument and its criticism [my emphasis,
JJ] cannot be considered as perfect (Ajdukiewicz 1923: 99).

He then presented his own interpretation of the idealistic argumentation:

External world is defined as something which exists independently of any thought.
This fact, that the external world is defined, causes the world to be dependent on the
thought expressed in the definition. But the consequence of the content of this definition
is that the external world is independent of any thought; thus it is independent also of the
above expressed thought. So we have a contradiction [...]. The above argument consists in
using the words ‘independent of thought’ in two senses [...]. The independence ascribed
to the external world by the definition consists in the non—occurrence of the relation of
a necessary condition between the world and the thought. The dependence motivated
by the definition consists in the occurrence of a rather djfferent relation between its
members, namely an [intentional] relation occurring between a thought and its object
[...]. So the contradiction is apparent, and the appearance of this contradiction comes
from an equivocal use of words.

According to Ajdukiewicz, the idealists reason in the following way.

Let us suppose that:

(5) The external world is independent of thought.

We can then say that:

(6) If in any sentence one say something about P, then P is dependent on the
thought expressed in this sentence.

In virtue of (5) and (6), we obtain:

(7) The world is dependent on the thought expressed in sentence (5).

Thus, assumption (5) leads to (7), which is the contradiction of (6); so we
are forced to reject this assumption, i.e. to agree that the external world is
dependent on (some) thought.

The above argument must be rejected because it falls into an error of equivoca-
tion. “Dependence” in assumption (5) — as well as in the supposed conclusion
(7) — has a meaning different from the meaning of “dependence” in assumption
(6).

It should be pointed out that the above reconstruction of the analysis of
the idealists’ argument developed by Ajdukiewicz has been simplified in some
respects. An interpretation closer to the original is the following. Let us assume
that

(8) The external world is independent of any thought.

Thus:

(9) The external world is dependent of no thought.

Let us agree that:
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(10) If somebody claims that P exists, then he thinks of P,
and that:

(11) If somebody thinks of P, then P is thought of by somebody,
as well as that:

(12) If P is thought of by somebody, then P is dependent on a certain thought.

From (10), (11), and (12) we obtain:

(13) If somebody claims that P exists, then P is dependent on a certain
thought.

Inversely:

(14) If P is dependent on no thought, then nobody can claim that P exists.

From (9) and (14) we obtain:

(15) Nobody can claim that the external world exists.

And (15) entails that:

(16) The external world does not exist.

The crucial point of this argument is assumption (12), which gives to the
expression ‘dependence [on a certain thought]” a meaning different from the
meaning it has in assumption (8).

It is worth noting that while rejecting idealism, Meinong did not avoid one of the
most typical of the idealistic mistakes, namely the mistake of classifying relations using
as their fundamentum divisionis the procedure of comparison (Meinong 1882).

As aresult of the above criterion, Meinong distinguished two classes of relations:
Vertraglichkeitsrelationen and Vergleichungsrelationen. Marian Borowski noted:

A psychical act of comparing cannot be an essential foundation of relations; it [can]
only make it easier to perceive them. The relation, e.g., of real equality in the physical
domain — or of exclusion of two notions in the ideal domain — does not result from our
psychical act of comparing, but it exists also without our being conscious of this relation.
The equality of two objects is not something less real or more dependent on us than their
causal connection. The combining of both the objects under consideration — what is called

“comparison” — is necessary only for perceiving the first as well as the second relation. We
cannot bring ourselves to believe that any of our psychical acts constitute a condition of
the relation of equality, of time succession, or of nearness (Borowski 1922: 340).

I completely agree with Borowski.

7. Against Meinong’s mouth

As to empty names — that is, as to thesis (3.1.1.1) — Izydora Dambska, according
to her pupil Jerzy Perzanowski, explicitly “accepted a solution in the spirit of [....]
Meinong” (Perzanowski 1984: 318). Dambska — in other words — accepted the
thesis. She analyzed — and rejected — a certain argument against it:

Someone might say that [...] logicians are not interested in the extensions of empty
names; they merely claim that names of non—existent objects do not designate anything.
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And you honest people have to worry about deciding — under the guidance of philoso-
phers — which names are empty. But you must not run the risk of claiming that there
are no empty names, for then you will have to accept the negation of that statement:
for if there are no empty names, then at least the name ‘empty name’ is empty since it
does not designate any object (Dambska 1948b: 163).

The argument against thesis (3.1.1.1) would derive from the definition of
‘empty name”:

(1) An empty name is a name which designates nothing.

Now let us assume that:

(2) There are no empty names.

If so, then:

(3) The name “empty name” designates nothing.

In the light of (1) and (3):

(4) The name “empty name” is an empty name.

Thus:

(5) There is at least one empty name.

Conclusion (5) is of course contradictory to assumption (2). Dambska writes
furthermore:

«

This antinomic issue can easily be dealt with: it is sufficient to make the reservation
that we are concerned only with names taken in their formal supposition [in suppositione
formali], and that we are only interested in such a use of names.

To avoid the paradox, Meinong should keep silent — at least as regards to...
empty names.

I agree with Perzanowski’s comment that the price is too high. Accord-
ing to Perzanowski, we are not forced to pay such a price, providing we
distinguish two types of semantic functions of names: designating (existent
objects) and assuming (possible objects), and — in consequence — two
types of ‘emptiness’: d—emptiness and s—emptiness. Now only “the concept
of s—empty name seems to be contradictory and with no natural examples”
(Perzanowski 1984: 319). In the past, I thought that the only empty name
was the expression ‘non—being’ (‘nothing’). Przelecki noted that this name
causes problems very similar to those described by Plato in his Sophist
(Przetecki 1980: 145). According to Przetecki, the simplest way to avoid
these problems is to use the above expressions only in their relative sense:
we do not say that something is a non—being, but that something is a
non-being—from-a-such—and-such-viewpoint.

8. AGAINST MEINONG’S BROWS
Theses (3.1.1) and (3.2.1) have been criticized by Stanistaw Ossowski (1926) in
his (Ossowski 1926).
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Concerning thesis (3.2.1), Ossowski notes that “by means of noun—phrases [i.e.
names] — and not by means of sentences — we designate what Meinong calls
‘objectives. Because Meinong himself, speaking about the designata of sentences,
refers to these designata not by sentences, but by noun—phrases. After all, the
expression “that there were no disorders” (dafs keine Ruhest Ordnung vorgefallen)
is a noun—phrase and not a logical sentence” (Ossowski 1926: 43—-44).

According to Ossowski, thesis (3.1.1) results from the following reasoning.
Since

(1) If a certain expression designates £ then this expression also informs
about (the existence of) F,
then

(2) If a certain expression informs about (the existence of) E then this ex-
pression designates P

Assumption (1) is an unsubstantiated generalization of the thesis that names
(vel noun—phrases) designating a certain object, inform us about this object. On
the other hand, (2) is an unsubstantiated conclusion from (1). Meinong commits
the simple logical error of reasoning according to the scheme:

(»—q) — (q—p)

This resembles the situation of someone who would infer the identity of the
functions of Meinong’s beard and brows only on the ground of the observation
that his beard and his brows beetle.

Let us add that the source of the analogy between the semantic functions
of names and sentences derives from the fact that we can ascribe the same
categorial structure to the sentences

(a) The name N designates P
and

(b) The sentence S informs that p (scil. that P exists),
given a certain interpretation of (b). In fact, we can assume that ‘the name N
designates £ and ‘the sentence S informs that—p’ have both the structure: n
s/nn n, where n means ‘name; and s/nn means ‘a functor creating a sentence
from two names’ But (b) can also be described as ‘the sentence S informs—that
p; that is as n sins s, where s/ns means ‘a functor creating a sentence from
a name and a sentence. On the ground of the second approach the above
analogy vanishes.

After all, what would the term ‘to designate’ means in the case of sentences?
Perhaps something like: “The sentence S designates [the fact] that p, when it is
possible truly to predicate the sentence S about [the fact] that p’ (Jadacki 1980).
Rejecting this interpretation as unintelligible, Przelecki declares:

Strictly speaking, I understand the phrase “We can truly predicate ‘y’ about x”, only
when I treat this phrase as a substitution of the phrase ““x is y” is true’, or simply “x is
¥, i.e. when I treat this phrase in the way which cannot be used, when ‘y’ is a sentence
and not a name (Przetecki 1980: 147).
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It is very interesting to note that both Lukasiewicz and Meinong claimed
that names as well as sentences have the function of designating. The former
claim “that something exists or does not exist, is such—and-such or is dif-
ferent or — generally speaking — that a certain object has a certain property
or does not have it” (Lukasiewicz 1907a: 34—35). However, at the same
time, Lukasiewicz charged Meinong with the error that he “transfer[red]
on no evidence the relation of dependence, existing among propositions
[my emphasis, JJ], into the domain of psychical phenomena” (Lukasiewicz
1910a: 29). Lukasiewicz’s argument is so clear and persuasive that we can
quote it without comment:

The first member of an intentional relation is [here] an act of conviction, the second
member is a real or an imaginary state of affairs [...]. If we express in words or with
other signs this second member of an intentional relation, a proposition will come
into being, and this proposition is either true or false, because it reproduces either a
real or imaginary state of affairs. On the other hand, a conviction [...] reproduces as a
phenomenon no fact, and for that reason it is — strictly speaking — neither true nor
false (Lukasiewicz 1910a: 30).

Besides, Lukasiewicz acknowledged his difficulties with the nature of the
objective designated by a sentence:

I am not able to characterize what is this relation of possessing or non—possessing
a certain property by a given object; I can only indicate such cases (Lukasiewicz
1907: 35).

An explanation of Meinong’s concept of objective was proposed by Bogustaw
Wolniewicz. According to his explication, the objective of a given sentence is
identical with the greatest situation presented by these sentences (Wolniewicz
1985: 13-14, 16). He defines “situation” as any fragment of reality which verifies
a sentence. For instance, the sentence

(a) Alexander, prince of the Polish Mazovia, during the years 1423—1444 was
the bishop of Tridentum
is verified not only by the fact

(1) that Alexander, prince of the Polish Mazovia, during the years 1423-1444
was the bishop of Tridentum,
but also by the fact, containing the fact (1)

(2) that in 1440 he was appointed cardinal by the antipope Felix the Fifth,
and by the fact, containing the fact (2),

(3) that he died in Vienna, etc.

The smallest situation verifying a given sentence is considered by Wolniewicz
the correlate of the sentence. In the case of sentence (a), the situation (1) is its
correlate. The sentence
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(b) Alexander, prince of the Polish Mazovia, during the years 1423-1444
was the bishop of Tridentum, and in 1440 he was appointed cardinal by the
antipope Felix the Fifth
presents situation (1) as well as situation (2). Situation (2) is also the objective
of the sentence (b) because this sentence does not present, e.g., situation (3). It
is easy to note that the objective of a given sentence is its correlate as well.

9. AGAINST MEINONG’S MOUSTACHE

Thesis (4) and its consequences say, in brief, that assumptions — and the
quasi—convictions expressed by them — are sui generis entities: they are neither
reducible to names (presentations) nor to sentences (convictions). The situation
is similar to the one analyzed for Meinong’s moustache, which is something
between his brows and his beard (but near the latter)

Meinong did not accept Twardowski’s solution, according to which the
class of psychical phenomena is exhausted by presentations, judgments, feel-
ings and decisions (Twardowski considered, say, ‘thirsts’ as a combination
of the first three phenomena). According to Twardowski, quasi—convictions
are not specific acts, but kinds of presentations, namely presentations of
convictions (judgments), or — what amounts to the same — presented
convictions (judgments). Meinong’s argument against Twardowski’s view
can be summed up as follows. If quasi—convictions are presentations of
corresponding convictions, then negative quasi—convictions would be pre-
sentations of some negative convictions. But no negative presentation (of any
non-P) is possible. When a negation occurs, we have to do with something
more than with a presentation. Only a simple object can be the object of a
presentation; a complex objective can be the object only of a conviction or
of something that is similar to it.

Twardowski answered by pointing out that “the presentation of a nega-
tive judgment runs symbolically” (Twardowski 1906b: 264), which means
that we present to ourselves not a judgment, but a sentence expressing this
judgment.

On the other hand, Twardowski understood ‘quasi—conviction’ rather nar-
rowly; e.g., he excluded — in opposition to Meinong — presumptions (tendencies
to some convictions) and lies.

Wiadystaw Witwicki, one of Twardowski’s pupils, only partially followed
his teacher. On the one hand, he explicitly distanced himself from Meinong,
writing:

Il pense [...] que nous ne pouvons par nous représenter des lacunes, des négation
resp. des object incomplets. Ces derniéres theses ne parraissent pas nécessaire (Witwicki
1939/1959: 13).

The Polish version of this paper contains something more:
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Contrary to Meinong, I consider it possible to present to myself some negative states
of affairs, which I then either must describe by means of some negations, or feel inside
them some gap or lack during the time of their presentation. I can perfectly present
myself a giraffe without a tail or a man without a head [...]. During these presentations,
I am not forced to take into account whether these objects and situations, together with
their gaps, exist or do not exist (Witwicki 1939/1959: 31).

Witwicki thought also that — contrary to Meinong — quasi—convictions can
be graduated: not only as to their vividness, but also as to their strength (Mei-
nong introduced the second gradation only in the area of convictions). Witwicki
measured the vividness of quasi—convictions “calculating” their “distance” from
the focus of attention, the strength of emotions connected to their objects, the
attitude towards the contradictory conviction, and the degree of readiness to
act in a consistent way with the corresponding convictions.

On the other hand, Witwicki understood “quasi—convictions” as generally
as Meinong; that is he treated — in opposition to Twardowski — assumptions
as quasi—convictions.

The following principle is for Witwicki a criterion able to distinguish quasi—
convictions from convictions:

(W) “Il est difficile a 'homme, en toute presence desprit, dadmettre deux
convictions contradictoires a la fois et avec conscience” (Witwicki 1939/1959:
42).

Witold Marciszewski charged Witwicki with imprudently including — con-
trary to his great teacher — assumptions in the class of quasi—convictions, as
well as criticising the ambiguity of his criterion for being a conviction (Mar-
ciszewski 1972).

As a matter of fact, principle (W) can be understood in three different
ways:

(W1) ~ a believes that (p A ~p),

(W2) ~ (a believes that p A ~ a believes that p),

(W3) a believes that ~ (p A ~p).

The difference between quasi—convictions and presumptions can be easily
seen as soon as we remember that one can hold a quasi—conviction in respect
to a certain ‘p’ that (p A ~p), whereas it is normally impossible to presuppose
the same. For a presupposes that p, when the probability of the fact that p for
aisequal to k, with 1 > k> 0.

Witwicki tried to find an agreement between two empirical theses: that
convictions fall under the principle of contradiction, and that sometimes evi-
dent contradictions occur among the convictions of one person. Marciszewski
recognized this attempt as unsuccessful, because of the oversimplification of
the situations analyzed. Marciszewski himself proposed to distinguish at least
three kinds of acceptance among non—assertive acts: perceptual ones (motivated
by the perception of something), probabilistic ones (motivated by the feeling
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of probability) and instrumental ones (motivated by the usefulness of issuing
proposition).

10. AGAINST MEINONG’S HEART

In thesis (6.1) Meinong opposes logical emotions to axiological ones, because
only logical emotions are dependent on the quality of the convictions that
motivate these emotions.

Meinong’s classification of emotions is as follows:

(1) On account of their bases, emotions divide into convictional and
presentational.

(2) An emotion is convictional when its base is the experience of a
conviction.

(3) On account of the relation to the quality of their base, convictional emo-
tions divide into logical and axiological.

(4) An emotion is logical when its quality does not depend on the quality of
a conviction which is its base.

(5) A logical emotion is pleasant when its base is identical with reaching
any solution of a given problem; it is unpleasant when no solution of a given
problem is reached.

Twardowski considered invalid the above classification and proposed cor-
rections (Twardowski 1906a). Twardowski’s reasoning is the following:

(6) Experiencing any conviction, as well as reaching a solution of a given
problem, consists in uttering some affirmative or negative judgment.

Hence — on the base of (2) — it follows that

(7) The base of a logical emotion is the utterance of some judgment,
and

(8) The base of an unpleasant logical emotion is uttering no judgment.

If so, then

(9) Unpleasant logical emotions are not logical emotions.

To avoid this unpleasant consequence, Twardowski proposes that the so—called
logical emotions are certain kinds of axiological emotions. The class of axiological
emotions is identical with the class of convictional emotions. In fact, their base
is — for (2) — experiencing any conviction. If this conviction is positive and
concerns the existence (or utterance) of some judgment, then a logical emotion
motivated by this conviction is pleasant. On the other hand, if this conviction is
negative and concerns the non—existence (or utterance) of a judgment (in a given
matter), then a logical emotion motivated by this conviction is unpleasant.

So far, Twardowski wished to integrate the dissociated ‘intellectual’ heart
of Meinong.

It is worth pointing out that Salomon Igel, Twardowski’s pupil, went further
and questioned the general validity of recognizing emotions of pleasantness and
of unpleasantness for kinds of experiences having presentations of convictions
as their objects (Igel 1919).
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11. CONCLUSION

A complete description of the relation between Meinong and Polish philosophy
should also contain a comparison of the problems developed by Meinong, and
his solutions, with the ideas elaborated by Polish philosophers. I am not ready to
carry out such a comparative analysis. Moreover, I think that a collective effort
is indispensable. Fortunately, steps are being taken in this direction. Simons
(1992) presents a partial comparison between Meinong and Lukasiewicz; Smith
(1980) and (Pasniczek 1984) compare some views of Meinong and Ingarden.
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8. Heinrich Scholz
and the Lvov—Warsaw School

1. LIFE AND WORK
I would like to register here only these facts of Heinrich Scholz’s life, which are
interesting from the point of view of Scholz’s connections with Poland.

The first such fact is that Scholz studied in Berlin under the supervision of
Alois Riehl. The philosophical views of Riehl formed in the atmosphere of her-
bartianism. The same went for the philosophical views of Franz Brentano, the
teacher of Kazimierz Twardowski, who was the founder of the Lvov—Warsaw
School. Riehl and Brentano were surrounded by Johann Herbart’s pupils during
their studies in Germany as well as in Austria. This fact is probably a source
of posterior aversion of Scholz — and Jan Lukasiewicz, one of Twardowski’s
pupils — to Immanuel Kant as well as to Kantianism.

The second of those facts is that Scholz — inspired by the Warsaw Logical School
— created in 1943 Institut fir mathematische Logik und Grundlagenforschung.
Creating this institute, Scholz crowned his attempts towards planting analytical
philosophy in Germany. Scholz conceived this design — as he stressed himself —
following Warsaw example [“nach dem Warschauer Vorbild’] (Scholz 1940: 384).
His idea was similar to the idea brought forward by Twardowski at Lvov University
in the end of 19™ century. And it was identical with an idea that Lukasiewicz had
before him when he took the Chair of Philosophy at Warsaw University in 1915.

The third such fact is that Scholz’s ties with Twardowski and his school were not
limited to ideological ties. Scholz came into personal contacts with representatives
of the Lvov—Warsaw School. These contacts resulted in his two visits to Poland in
the thirties. During the visit in 1932, Scholz delivered three lectures: in Warsaw and
in Lvov. On the 18" of October he talked about “Die moderne Pridikatenlogik als
die erste exakte Darstellung der aristotelische Ontologie” at the 370" meeting of
the Warsaw Philosophical Society. On the 25" of October he talked about “Uber
analytische und synthetische Sétze” at 320" meeting of the Polish Philosophical
Society in Lvov; an annalist noted that one of participants of the discussion which
followed this lecture was Kazimierz Ajdukiewicz. On the 25" of October Scholz
repeated his Warsaw lecture at the 321 meeting of the Polish Philosophical Society
in Lvov; Ajdukiewicz and Roman Ingarden took part in the discussion. During
the visit in 1938, Scholz delivered on the 19" of December the lecture “Sprechen
und Denken. Ein Bericht iiber neue Gemeinsame Ziele der Polnischen und der
Deutschen Grundlagenforschung” at the meeting of the Warsaw Scientific Society,
and on the 20" of December he took part in the ceremony at the German embassy
in Warsaw, where Hans von Moltke, the Reich ambassador in Poland, handed the
scroll of honorary doctor of Miinster University to Lukasiewicz.
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Scholz’s philosophical activity can be divided into two periods: prelogical
(up to 1921) and logical (since 1928). The first period is dominated by theolog-
ico—philosophical problems; the second one is filled by logico—philosophical
investigations. The transformation of interests is usually explained by his ac-
cidental falling upon Bertrand Russell and Alfred North Whitehead’s Principia
mathematica and studying this work in 1921. It is worth saying that reading this
book challenged also logical interests of Lukasiewicz and Le$niewski.

The forth fact which we should stress in connection with the above explana-
tion is that there were also other reasons of Scholz’s philosophical conversion.
These issues were the subject of a conversation between Scholz and Twardowski
in Lvov, on the 25" of October, 1932. According to Twardowski, “great troubles’
and consequently “loss of faith” have something to do with Scholz’s conversion.
He chose logic — instead of philosophy of religion — as the subject of his inves-
tigations as a discipline being “most abstract and far from shooting problems”
(Twardowski 1997, cz. 11: 248).

4

2. SCHOLZ’S VIEWS AGAINST A BACKGROUND OF THE LVOV-WARSAW
ScHooL
The philosophical views of Scholz are constituted by four ideas: the idea of
antispeculative deductionism, the idea of antidogmatic conservatism, the idea
of anticonstructivist realism, and the idea of antihypothetist illuminationism.
According to the antispeculative deductionism, the philosophy — if it is
meant to be a scientific philosophy (and not a speculation) — ought to use
the analytical method. Tadeusz Czezowski called this method “the method of
analytical description”

It is a feature of the philosophical trend called “analytical philosophy’, represented,
i.a., in Poland by Kazimierz Twardowski. [...] In philosophical research [...], where we
set ourselves a task of solving the most difficult problems created by reality, the method
of analytical description is the most infallible — if not the only — method giving a
perspective that our results will be as objective as possible and that they will have a
fast value (Czezowski 1953b: 197, 207).

The language of a scientific philosophy ought to be, according to Scholz, clear
(intersubjectively intelligible) and exact (accurate). The similar position was
occupied by Twardowski. He wrote a well known text being a kind of manifesto
of the so—called clearlists (Polish “jasnosciowcy”; Tadeusz Kotarbinski’s term);
remember that all Twardowski’s pupils took themselves for «clearlists». We
read in this manifesto:

An author who does not know how to express his thoughts clearly does not know
how to think clearly either, and therefore his thoughts do not deserve out efforts to
guess them (Twardowski 1919-1920: 2).
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After Scholz, philosophical theories ought to have a form of interpreted
axiomatic—deductive systems. Ontology, in particular, can be identified with
interpreted mathematical logic. For “the philosophy can be described as a
mathematical philosophy in a certain deep sense [of the term]. [...] It can be
also apprehended as mathematics transposed with essential restrictions to the
sphere of philosophical matters, and in this well defined sense — as mathesis
universalis” (Scholz 1940: 373). The project of Scholz in this area does not vary
from a project formulated by Lukasiewicz. He wrote:

The scientific philosophy should start its construction from the beginning, from
foundations. To start from foundations means here to make in the first place a survey
of philosophical problems and to choose among them only these problems which can
be formulated intelligibly, rejecting all the other ones. The mathematical logic can be
already useful in this preliminary work, for it fixed the meaning of many expressions
belonging to philosophy. Then we ought to start attempts of solving the philosophical
problems which can be intelligibly formulated. The most useful method of realizing such
a task seems to be again a method of the mathematical logic: the deductive, axiomatic
method. We need to base on sentences being as intuitively clear and undoubted as
possible; such sentences should be taken as axioms. As primary or undefined notions
we need to choose such expressions that their sense can be universally explained by
cases. We should try to limit maximally the number of axioms and primary notions,
enumerating all of them carefully. All remaining notions need to be unconditionally
defined on the ground of primary notions; all remaining theorems need to be uncondi-
tionally proved on the ground of axioms and by means of directives of proving accepted
in logic (Lukasiewicz 1928: 42).

The antidogmatic conservatism requires from analytical philosophers not
to slight their own tradition (Scholz 1936) — reaching as far back as Plato and
Aristotle (Scholz 1940), and then Descartes (Scholz 1931b; 1932) and Leibniz
(Scholz 1940). A special position in this tradition is occupied by Frege (Scholz
1941b). For Frege — as Scholz writes — “was the first to present logic in such
a way that it can compete with a mathematical theory, being superior to all
mathematical theories in respect of exactness and accuracy. To receive this
magnificent aim, [Frege] created the first genuinely Leibnizian [i.e. artificial]
language” (Scholz 1939: 3). This Scholz’s formula harmonises with Lukasiewicz’s
opinions of mathematical logic. We read in Lukasiewicz:

The logic created by mathematicians fixed a new measure of scientific exactness,
much more high than all previous measures of exactness; in consequence, the logic
opened our eyes on nothingness of philosophical speculation (Lukasiewicz 1928: 42).

However, the remaining philosophical tradition must not be treated only
as a cemetery of badly posed problems. It is true that — as Lukasiewicz wrote
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— “when we approach the great philosophical systems [...] with the criteria of
precision set up by mathematical logic, these systems fall to pieces as if they
were houses of cards. [...] The logical theories which often underlie them are
practically all erroneous” (Lukasiewicz 1922: 111-112). However, the idea is to
use the method of creative interpretation, recommended by Twardowski in the
reconstruction of the history of philosophy. In Tadeusz Kotarbinski’s approach,
this method is described in such a way:

An adherent of creative interpretation tries [...] to understand a given problem bet-
ter than an investigated thinker. [...] He set himself an ambitious task to understand
a given thinker more clearly and more deeply than this thinker could understand his
own views (Kotarbinski 1973: 5).

In particular, we ought to maintain a critical attitude towards Kant. Here we
have Lukasiewicz’s opinions concerning Kant:

Everywhere we have addle notions, unintelligible sentences, unfounded theorems,
contradictories and logical fallacies (Lukasiewicz 1924: 368).

One of the most heavy fallacies of Kant is — according to Scholz — that he
illegitimately recognized logical laws as analytic judgments not referring to reality
(Scholz 1936; 1941a). Under the anticonstructivist realism, truths belonging to
the «theory of foundations», including the theology (Scholz 1935a) or “meta-
physical truths’, “bind of course [...] also in real world. [...] [However,] a scope
of their validity is [...] incomparably more large [in comparison, e.g., with laws
of physics]. The scope of their validity contains the totality of possible worlds”
(Scholz 1940: 362). Possible worlds create a logical frame for every description
of the real world. Even the will of God is subjected to logical laws; this fact does
not limit God but rather deifies logic. Lukasiewicz expressed a similar thought
in the following words:

Whenever I work even on the least significant logistic problem, [...] I always have the
impression that I am facing a powerful, most coherent and most resistant structure. I
sense that structure as if it were a concrete, tangible object, made of the hardest metal,
a hundred times stronger than steel and concrete. I cannot change anything in it; I do
not create anything of my own will (Lukasiewicz 1937: 249).

Imposing the requirement of constructability upon logical objects is a mani-
festation of arbitrary anthropomorphism.

According to the antihypothetist illuminationism, philosophical theorems
ought not to be clearly and strictly formuated and included into an axiomatic—
deductive system, but also all of them, including axioms, ought to by justified.
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[They] ought to be incessantly confronted with intuitive data and experience as well as
with results of other sciences, especially natural ones. In case of incoherence, the system
should be corrected by formulating new axioms and selecting new primary notions.
One should care incessantly for contact with reality lest one should create mythological
entities like Plato’s ideas or Kant’s things in themselves, but understand the essence and
the structure of the real world in which we live and act (Lukasiewicz 1928: 42).

The manner of justifying a logical — as well as philosophical — theorem ought
to be distinguished from the manner of discovering them. “Objects of mathematics
[...] [and logic] exist in themselves like Plato’s ideas” (Scholz & Hasenjaeger 1961:
1). The same holds for the objects of philosophy understood as mathesis universalis.
In Scholz’s opinion, we receive the knowledge of necessary truths — concerning
these objects — thanks to God’s illumination. Lukasiewicz declared similarly that

“by strenuous work [...] [he] arrive[s] at unshakable and eternal truths [of logic].
Where is and what is that ideal structure? A [philosopher—]believer would say
that it is in God and is His thought” (Lukasiewicz 1937: 249).

3. SCHOLZ ON THE LVvOV-WARSAW SCHOOL
Scholz spoke of representatives of the Lvov—Warsaw School with the greatest
approbation.

In the first place, it concerns Jan Lukasiewicz.

The paper “Philosophische Bemerkungen zu mehrwertigen Systemen des
Aussagenkalkiils” written by Lukasiewicz (1930) — “a leading Polish logisti-
cian” — was recognized by Scholz as “an important and very interesting work’,
although he regarded Leibniz as a precursor of the idea of three—validity; in his
work “Specimina Iuris 111" (1669), Leibniz formulated in fact “the first matrix of
three—valued logic” (Scholz 1931a: 20). It was Lukasiewicz — “a reverend and
dear friend from Warsaw” (“verehrt liebe Warschauer Freunde”) — who called
Scholz’s attention to some embarrassing (and prima facie unseen) consequences
of the thesis that axioms of logic are sentences true in every (possible) world
(Scholz 1935a: 334—335). Close to the outbreak of the II world war, Scholz
announced that “the next issue of our Inquiries will be filled mainly by Prof.
Lukasiewicz’s masterful solutions given in Warsaw to two competitive problems
formulated in Minster” (Scholz 1939: 4).

Scholz made no bones about saying that many inspirations his logico—
historical works owed to Lukasiewicz’s investigations.

Asserting that the construction of propositional logic was Stoics’ merit,
Scholz stressed that “Lukasiewicz was the first who formulated this assertion”.
He added:

I must admit that his paper convinced me further that what I have said — against
«good» tradition — in the continuation of my work in favour of saving Stoic’s honour
was right (Scholz 1931a: 31).
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For his side, Lukasiewicz mentioned proudly that his paper “Zur Geschichte
der Aussagenlogik” (Lukasiewicz 1934a/1935-1936), delivered during the
Philosophical Congress in Prague, 1934, was considered by Scholz “the most
beautiful twenty pages from the history of logic” (Lukasiewicz 1949: 3.06.1949).
This paper, published finally in Erkenntnis and characterized as a model dis-
sertation (“die bahngrechende Abhandlung”), constituted a basic source of
information on Chrysippos’ logic (Scholz 1941a: 23).

The only critical remark aimed by Scholz at Lukasiewicz concerned the so—
called paradox of logical determinism, formulated by Aristotle. He saw a mistake
in this paradox. Hence he was anxious about the fact that for Lukasiewicz this
paradox is “the base of a new kind of logic (cf. ]. Lukasiewicz, “Philosophische
Bemerkungen zu mehrwertigen Systemen des Aussangenkalkiils” [(1930)])"
However Scholz added in a footnote:

As I understand, Lukasiewicz does not think that Aristotle’s argument is valid; he
considers it only as a sufficient ground for discussion. In my opinion, it is enough to be
a starting point of his extremely interesting logic. According to my knowledge, this logic
is the first example of non—Aristotelian logic in the strict sense of the word, i.e. a logic
containing sentences which would be false in Aristotelian logic (Scholz 1931a: 76).

Alfred Tarski was the second representative of the Lvov—Warsaw School who
was mentioned by Scholz appreciatively.
Scholz wrote in 1939 (the date is telltale):

Among representatives of the Warsaw School I must mention [...] Prof. Tarski with
his fundamental works on methodology of deductive sciences, and especially his work
formulating a noncontradictory notion of truth for these sciences (Scholz 1939: 5).

Of course, the fundamental work (“die grundlegende Arbeit”) (Scholz 1940:
384) he mentioned was Pojecie prawdy w jezykach nauk dedukcyjnych [The
concept of truth in the languages of deductive languages). In Scholz’s opinion,
the definition of truth given in this work is coherent with the classical concep-
tion of this notion (Scholz 1937b: 1914—-1915). Scholz refers to this work for
an exact presentation of the liar antinomy (Scholz 1937a: 264). Tarski himself
remarked (in a footnote added in 1956): “after the original of this paper had
appeared in print, H. Scholz in his article “Die Wissenschaftslehre Bolzanos.
Eine Jahrhundert-Betrachtung” [...] pointed out a far—reaching analogy between
this definition of consequence [according to which the sentence X follows logi-
cally from the sentence of the class K if and only if every model of the class K
is also a model of the sentence X] and the one suggested by B. Bolzano about
hundred years earlier” (Tarski 1936: 417). For Scholz, the fact that there is no
reference to Bolzano even in Tarski’s work is a testimony of general ignorance
as to Bolzano’s works (Scholz 1937a: 221-222). In 1941 (the date is of no little
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importance), Scholz admited that his method of precisifying the notion of
general validity (“der Allgemeingiiltigkeit”) had been modelled upon Tarski’s
work, which Scholz recognized as a strictly philosophical work in the proper
sense of the word (Scholz 1941a: 72). Scholz added that the notion of logical
truth was precised in this work; he had in mind the notion of logical truth as a
truth valid in each possible world (Scholz 1944: 434—435).

Apart from these references, in his lectures on logic, Scholz appealed to the
irreducibility of axioms of implication proved by Tarski (Scholz 1935b: 17) as
well as to Wajsberg’s theorems (Scholz 1935b: 23—-24). He also made use of the
notion of logical consequence defined in Tarski’s work “Uber den Begriff der
logischen Folgerung” (1936) (Scholz 1937a: 267). Discussing Pascal’s contribution
to the analysis of the notion of definability of predicates, Scholz indicated the
fact that the essential work (“grundlegende Arbeit”) in this domain is Tarski’s
paper “Einige methodologische Untersuchungen iiber die Definierbarkait der
Begriffe” (1935a), in which he formuated two definitions of definability and
proved that one of them resulted from another. Two other Tarski’s papers, i.e.

“Fundamentale Begriffe der Methodologie der deduktiven Wissenschaften I”
(1930) and “Grundziige des Systemenkalkiils” (1935b), were also recognized by
Scholz as essential, this time for the explanation of Pascal’s methodology from
the point of view of modern theory of knowledge (Scholz 1945: 122).

Scholz knew and set a high value on Kazimierz Ajdukiewicz’s works, i.a., his

“Zalozenia logiki tradycyjnej” [“Assumptions of traditional logic”] (1926); Scholz
found in this paper — as he wrote — “the strictest interpretation of Aristotelian
moods” (Scholz 1931a: 72). On the other hand, he spoke very well of an analysis
of Occam’s logic made with the help of modern logical tools in works of Jan
Salamucha, murdered in Warsaw during the II world war by Germans (“wéhrend
des Krieges in Warschau von den Deutschen ermordeten”), and of J6zef M.
Bochenski (Scholz 1948). Scholz characterized these works as “an innovative
inquire” in its area. Scholz noticed also that Carnapian notion of syntactic language
(“Syntaxsprache”) has its analogue in Tarski’s notion of metalanguage which is
called “semantic language” (“Semantiksprache”) by Maria Kokoszynska in her
excellent study (“in einer feinen Studie”) “Uber den absoluten Wahrheitsbegriff
und einige andere semantische Begriffe” (1936) (Scholz 1937a: 266). Another
Kokoszynska’s “beautiful approach” (“die schone Betrachtung”), “Bemerkungen
iber die Einheitswissenschaft” (1937—1938) is a place where Scholz refers to for
details concerning the thesis that the notion of truth for a given language cannot
be formulated in the same language (Scholz 1940: 385).

In Scholz’s works there are many positive opinions on the whole group of
Polish logicians in the inter—war period.

Scholz wrote in 1931:

In the late ten years, thanks to Jan Lukasiewcz, Poland became the main country, and Warsaw
constituted the main center of logistic investigations. [...] [I mean, i.a.,] works published in
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Fundamenta Mathematicae [...] by Stanistaw Lesniewski, W[actaw] Sierpinski, Alfred Tarski
and others. I must at least mention Leon Chwistek [and his] “The theory of constructive types.
Principles of logic and mathematics” [...] (1925-1926) (Scholz 1931a: 73).

Scholz consider representatives of the Warsaw School as discoverers of Frege.
Lukasiewicz noticed that Frege had been the first who created propositional
calculus and introduced the notion of independence of axioms. Lesniewski
proved that the axiom of extensionality dissalowed the results looked—forward—
to by Frege (Scholz 1939: 4).

“Warsaw friends” were also people — according to Scholz — who realized
Leibniz’s (Scholz 1940: 384) and Frege’s ideas. In the Warsaw School, initiated
by Lukasiewicz and Lesniewski — a new style of practising philosophy was
developed. We owe a “new [rational] comparative linguistics” to “Polish friends”
(Scholz 1939: 4-5). They created: (a) new Lebnizian (i.e. artificial) languages, (b)
standard theories of these languages, and (c) ground for comparative studies
concerning them.

Scholz summed up:

Talking about the Warsaw School, we talk about the fortress (“Hochburg”) in the
domain (“Kontinent”) of comparative inquiries about Leibnizian languages (Scholz
1939: 5).

4. THE LVOV—WARSAW SCHOOL ON SCHOLZ

Two testimonies of how Kazimierz Twardowski, the founder of the Lvov—Warsaw
School, estimated Scholz endured to our times. Scholz, invited by Twardowski,
delivered two lectures in Lvov, in autumn of 1932, as it has been mentioned
above. In his Dzienniki [Diaries], Twardowski wrote about the first of these
lectures in the following words:

The lecture was perfectly constructed, clear, limpid, very well delivered (Twardowski
1997, cz. II: 248).

He estimated the second lecture equally well:

The same can be said about this lecture [...], but with the addition that it was still
more beautiful. [...] The knowledge of Aristotle and the manner of interpreting certain
notions of his metaphysics were really extremely interesting. As it could be noticed, the
lecture strongly impressed the whole audience (Twardowski 1997, cz. I: 248).

The author of the paper “On clear obscure styles of philosophical writings”
(Twardowski 1919-1920) could hardly formulate a better praise.

Twardowski’s pupil, and the main pillar of the Warsaw School, Jan Lukasiewicz,
described Scholz as “a devotee of scientific philosophy grounded in modern
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logistics” (Lukasiewicz 1938: 372). However, he made references first of all to
Scholz’s logico—historical works.

On the one hand, Lukasiewicz expressed his satisfaction as to the fact that
Scholz accepted in Geschichte der Logik (1931a) the view on Stoics’ dialectics as
a propositional logic, defended by Lukasiewicz since 1923 (Lukasiewicz 1934a:
200; 1934b: 61). Jan Franciszek Drewnowski added later that this logic (what
was fully revealed not earlier than by Lukasiewicz and Scholz) “was known and
developed by medieval Schoolmen” (Drewnowski 1958: 176). Scholz claimed
also that Scholastic logic reached much more higher standard than logic of next
ages; this Scholz’s achievement was specially stressed by Jan Salamucha (1937d).
Lukasiewicz noted also Scholz’s hypothesis from Geschichte der Logik that “Galen
is probably nor responsible for the fourth figure” (Lukasiewicz 1951/1988: 39).

On the other hand, Lukasiewicz based on Scholz (1931b) his analysis of
Descartes’ formula “Cogito, ergo sum’. Namely following Scholz, Lukasiewicz
admitted that this formula expressed an inference, and not a conviction. But only
a conviction can be estimated as to its being true of false. Thus Descartes’ formula
does not fall under such estimation. Moreover, the inference expressed by the
formula “Cogito, ergo sum” is an enthymematic inference. After completion, it
has the following form: “If I think, then I exist; I think, so I exist” (Lukasiewicz
1938: 372). After many years, Eugeniusz Wojciechowski paid attention to the
fact that Scholz really considered such a possibility of interpreting Descartes’
formula, but “he rejected this interpretation as inadequate, for Descartes himself
protested against it” (Wojciechowski 1987: 194).

Lukasiewicz admitted also that Scholz was his inspirator in the investigation
of the axiomatization of intuitionist propositional calculus constructed in 1930
by Arned Heyting. This investigation resulted in proving that “the three—valued
calculus proves to be stronger and reacher than the two—valued’ i.e. the latter
can be interpreted in the former (Lukasiewicz 1941: 294).

Scholz’s works belonging to the domain of the history of mathematics called
attention of Leon Chwistek who not being a member of the Lvov—Warsaw
School was very near to it in many respects. He accepted Scholz’s view from

“an interesting discussion” in “Warum haben die Griechen die Irrationalzahlen
nich aufgebaut?” (Scholz 1928) that “the essential reason of why the Greeks did
not develop a concept of irrational numbers was that they had no concept of
rational numbers” (Chwistek 1935/1949: 56). Scholz impugned also the prejudice
that the Greeks were finitists; this prejudice was earlier objected in Poland by
Jan Sleszynski (Chwistek 1935/1949: 69).

Representatives of the Lvov—Warsaw School were interested mainly in Scholz’s
works concerning the history of logic.

We may suppose that Tadeusz Kotarbinski shared three of Scholz’s philo-
sophico—historical opinions from Geschichte der Logik: (a) that Stoics were
not aware of the logical anteriority of their logic in relation to Aristotelian
logic (Kotarbinski 1957: 69); (b) that the authors of Logic from Port Royal were
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probably the first logicians who treated methodology as a theory of methods of
mental operations (Kotarbinski 1956b: 517); and (c) that “la Logique de Port—
Royal, peut encore étre lue avec profit de nos jours, bien quelle ait été écrite il
y a fort longtemps de cela en 1622” (Kotarbinski 1957: 108).

Tadeusz Czezowski had also a very favorable opinion of Geschichte der Logik
(1931a); he called it a monograph of the history of logic which was concise but

“standing on the level of state of knowledge of the present day” (Czezowski
1968a: 257).

But Czezowski was interested mainly in Scholz as a metaphysician — a
representative of one of the three types of modern metaphysical theories. For
Czezowski distinguished axiomatic, inductive and intuitionist metaphysics.
He wrote:

The first one is a modern form of former speculative metaphysics; the assertions
of axiomatic metaphysics are interpretations of the assertions of the extended theory
of propositional functions (the theory of predicates and theory of relations) which are
obtained by substituting the term “thing” or “empirical individual” for nominal variables,
and the terms “feature’, “quality” or, in many—place functors, “relation” for functor
variables of propositional functions. The hypothetico—deductive theory obtained in
this way is an extended Aristotelian first philosophy. An example of this kind of theory
is provided by H. Scholz’s logico—ontological investigations [scil. Mathesis universalis

(1961)] (Czezowski 1963: 180).

In particular, Scholz’s Metaphysik als strenge Wissenschaft (1941a) is a “stan-
dard example” of axiomatic metaphysics (Czezowski 1951c: 42).

The same opinion was held by Kazimierz Ajdukiewicz who claimed that Scholz
was right in naming some parts of mathematical logic “metaphysics” (“in its
primary sense”) (Ajdukiewicz 1946: 28). Stanistaw Kaminski stressed also this
fact many times (Kaminski 1961a: 312; 1965: 138; 1975: 64) paralleling (rather
wrong) Scholz in this context with Benedykt Bornstein as the author of Teoria
absolutu [The theory of the absolute] (1948).

Ajdukiewicz appealed to Scholz also in the case of justifying the thesis that
operators (including quantifiers) were not complex but simple expressions.
According Ajudkiewicz, “there are ways of writing operators which make this
clear. Professor Scholz, for instance, writes “x” instead of “(ITx)”” (Ajdukiewicz
1935: 131).

In general, Ajdukiewicz ascertained to his satisfaction that Scholz was “a
sympathizer of logicising empiricism” (Ajdukiewicz 1946: 28). J6zef M. Bocheriski
considered Scholz as a classical representative of analytical philosophy; he
stressed at the same time that Scholz was an extreme Platonist, because according
to him even the negation “must be somewhere” (Bocherski 1990: 36-37). Ac-
cording to Jan Salamucha, the fact that such outstanding logicians as Lukasiewicz
and Scholz with another representatives of the so—called Group from Miinster
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(Gruppe von Miinster) spoke for the thesis that mathematical logic (logistics) is
functionally independent from positivism (Salamucha 1937f: 217-218).

Geschichte der Logik (1931a) was (in general) positively estimated also by
Antoni Korcik. In his opinion, “the author used the respective literature thor-
oughly and accurately” (Korcik 1966: 173).

But Korcik — appealing to his own investigations — questioned Scholz’s
identification of the so—called Galen’s figure with the traditional fourth figure
and showed that Galen’s figure is a separate figure consisting of three Aristotelian
figures (Korcik 1966: 173).

Korcik announced also some small historical corrections to Scholz’s work. He
noticed namely that: (a) The second edition of Julius Pacius’ Aristotelis Organum
(1617) was published not in Frankfort but in Hanover; (b) the first attempt of
the axiomatization of classical logic was taken up not by Girolamo Saccheri
(1697) but by Johann Christoph Sturm (1669); (c) Sturm is also a precursor of
Franz Brentano as to taking into account syllogisms of four terms; (d) Rudolf
Lotze (as well as, e.g., Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz and Gottlob Frege) considered
the copula “is” in sentences of the type “S is P” as referring to identity, but only
for the sake of «signifying» and not of meaning; (e) the principle of excluded
middle was criticized by Robert Grassmann (1872) much earlier than by Letzen
Brouwer (1908); (f) the idea of non—Aritstotelian three—valued logic appeared
before Jan Lukasiewicz (1918) in Nikolai Aleksandrovic¢ Vasilev (1912), and the
idea of anti—Aristotelian logic — in Elias Schnegass (1688) (Korcik 1966: 173).

Scholz’s works belonging to the domain of philosophy of religion became an
object of interest among Polish philosophers only lately.

Thus Bogustaw Wolniewicz noted that Scholz in Religionsphilosophie (1921):
(a) called in question the existence of the «experience» of sacrum (Wolniewicz
1992: 167-168); (b) ignored — as many philosophers of religion — the impor-
tance of the problem of death; if he mentioned in his book a horror of death
and a hope of immortality, he did it only in the context of discussion on sources
of religiosity, indicating namely that there were religious people who were not
afraid of death (Wolniewicz 1992: 168—169, 190).

Andrzej Lubomirski thought of Scholz much better in this respect. He wrote:

Scholz’s ideas [...] had great impact not only thanks to their clarity and simplicity,
but also — and probably first of all — by courage of faith in dignity of human being
as an entity who is capable of participating in the sphere of sacrum, and by courage of
humility expressing itself in the conviction that only thanks to Creator’s grace we were
able to overrun the limit between finititude and infinity (Lubomirski 1991: 72).

5. PERSONALITY

Among Polish philosophers Jan Lukasiewicz was the person who kept the nearest
relations with Scholz. For that reason, in Lukasiewicz’s writings, we find many
notes concerning Scholz as a person.
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In letters to Twardowski, Lukasiewicz characterized Scholz — after his visit
to Warsaw in 1932 — in the following words:

Prof. Scholz is immensely pleasant and likeable, sincere and with winning manners,
but since a long time he suffered of ulcers of stomach; hence he must be careful of his
living and after dinner he must rest in bed. He is interested very much in the history of
art (Lukasiewicz 1901-1937: 20.10.1932). Everybody was favorably impressed by him
(Lukasiewicz 1901-1937: 7.11.1932).

In 1936, Lukasiewicz visited Miinster on Scholz’s initiative; after this visit he

wrote to Twardowski that he was received “unusually cordially” and brought home

“the best associations connected with this twelve days’ journey” (Lukasiewicz
1901-1937: 4.03.1936).

Two years later, in one of his publications, Lukasiewicz describes Scholz as a
person “connected with the Warsaw Logistic School by bonds of collaboration
and friendship” (Lukasiewicz 1938: 372).

Many mentions concerning Scholz are in Lukasiewicz’s unpublished Pamietnik
[Diaries]. We find there, e.g., a description of an evening of February, 1936,

“in which nearly thirty professors took part’, and during which “Scholz pro-
posed witty toasts to his colleagues” (Lukasiewicz 1949: 23.06.1949). There is
a description of an event just before Christmas of 1938 in the oldest Warsaw
church of Our Lady, where Scholz felt religious affection of such a depth that

“though evangelical, he kneeled down and prayed” fervently (Lukasiewicz 1949:
12.06.1949). However, first of all, there is a description of efforts made by Scholz
during Hitler’s occupation of Poland in the years 1939-1944, to improve the
conditions of his friend’s life. Thus, we come to know that Scholz procured a
clerical post in the Municipal Archives in Warsaw for Lukasiewicz; this position
did not secure even minimum of means of subsistence, but at least it protected
against a forced working deportation to Germany (Lukasiewicz 1949: 20.07.1949).
Thanks to Scholz, Lukasiewicz received in 1944 passes to the Reich; it enabled
him to run (with his wife) to Miinster from the German—Russian front, nearing
to the capital of Poland (Lukasiewicz 1949: 29.07.1949). In Miinster, Scholz
procured passports for Lukasiewiczs, what was the necessary condition of
getting food ration cards. Scholz secured them also a residence: initially in his
home (Lukasiewicz 1949: 1.08.1949), then in a hospital, then in Meklenbeck
near Minster (Lukasiewicz 1949: 4.08.1949), in the end in a hospital again
(Lukasiewicz 1949: 7.08.1949).

It is small wonder that after the war — in his correspondence to Bocherski

— Lukasiewicz complained of the luck of answers to his letters to Scholz
(Lukasiewicz 1945-1950: 2.02.1947), who finally addressed him “after more
than full year’s silence” (Lukasiewicz 1945-1950: 7.10.1947). However, first of
all, Lukasiewicz rectified calumnies on Scholz which started going rounds. He
wrote:
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Your news on Scholz, Father, are strange. In my opinion, he is an exceptional good
and honest German. During the war, he saved us as he could; he got out late Salamucha
form Dachau; he pled even for Jews. I could not believe that “he was the first to hoist a
Hitlerian flag in the end of the war’, for he never been a Hitlerian; still in the autumn of
[19]44, he deprecate Hitlerians; and in November of [19]44 he left Miinster, and in the
end of the war, he was to be in Gottingen (Lukasiewicz 1945-1950: 27.04.1947).

Other representatives of the Lvov—Warsaw School spoke also very highly
of Scholz.
Tadeusz Kotarbinski — after Scholz’s death — stressed:

He was a well—tried friend of the community of Polish logicians. He proved this not
only presenting their achievements in the best light but also bringing help to Polish
colleagues in bad times (Kotarbinski 1965: 6).

Kazimierz Ajdukiewicz called him also “a friend of Polish logicians” (Ajduk-
iewicz 1946: 28). According to Jan Franciszek Drewnowski’s testimony, “Scholz
had taken to speaking Polish in order to study our logical works” (Drewnowski
1958: 165). Bochenski described a characteristic event:

Leaving illegally Poland in December [of 1939], I feared to take [...] an offprint [of
my paper on Theophrastus’ logic] with myself, because it was said that Germans (or
Muscovites?) shooted a Polish philosopher only for that reason that coustom—house
officers took a mathematico—logical text found on him as a cryptogram. Therefore I
sent my offprints to Scholz; he not only kept them in his seminar, but also announced
in its bulletin that this work was with him. One can imagine my terror when one day,
opening The Times in London, I read an information that Miinster had been raided by
a sea of flames (Bochenski 1993b: 138).

Scholz went a long way to save Jan Salamucha. On the 6" of November,
1939, together with another 182 professors of Jagiellonian University in Cra-
cow, Salamucha was arrested by Hitlerians and commited firstly in the camp
in Schsenhausen, and then in the camp in Dachau. It was thanks to Scholz’s
interventions that he was liberated from Dachau.

6. APPENDIX
6.1. Kazimierz Twardowski’s oration in honor of Heinrich Scholz

Highly Honoured Pofessor! It is a special joy for us that we can bid welcome to
you, Professor, in the circle of members of the Polish Philosophical Society. We are
especially grateful to you, Professor, that you decided by our request to come back from
Warsaw to your home via Lvov, and that you are kind enough to share some results of
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your works with us personally. Going from Warsaw to Lvov, Professor, you travelled
the way that logistical interests and inquires in Poland covered before in the opposite
direction. However, it does not mean that these interests and these inquires left Lvov;
by no means! What I have in mind is that they started in Lvov. For the first Polish work
on logistics (i.e. algebraic or mathematical logic, as they said in this time) appeared here,
in Lvov, 1888. I mean the work “Algebra in logic’, published in proceedings of IV*" State
Secondary School by the then director of this school, Stanistaw Piatkiewicz. Eleven years
later, during the academic year 1889/90, at the Lvov University, I delivered lectures on

“Reformatory tendencies in the field of formal logic’, acquainting our youth with attempts
which — including George Boole’s system — prepared modern logistics. At that time
Jan Lukasiewicz was one of my students; then he stood to mathematical logic, and it
became one of main domains of his investigations. He became a Privatdozent of the
Lvov University and was able to devolve his interests upon his own as well as some of
my pupils, first of all, Lesniewski and Ajdukiewicz. Important changes in many fields
caused by the world war took Lukasiewicz toward a professorship at Warsaw Univer-
sity, where chair was taken also by Lesniewski and Ajdukiewicz (up to his vocation for
Lvov). Thus Warsaw became a center of logistical inquiries and the seat of logisticians’
community, which increased and increases constantly thanks to the teaching activity of
the above mentioned professors. The work of Warsaw logisticians as well as their Lvov
colleagues — represented by Ajdukiewicz and Chwistek (who moved lately to Lvov form
Cracow) — is successful; this is reflected by the fact that publications of Polish logistics
attracted notice of foreign scholars. As a result of this fact, a wish to establish personal
relations arose. And you, Highly Honoured Professor, arrived in Poland to gratify this
wish. Welcome cordially and take the floor; it is my greatest pleasure to invite you to
deliver your lecture (Twardowski 1935).

6.2. Heinrich Scholz’s correspondence with the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs of the Reich in the matter of Jan Salamucha

6.2.1.The first letter of Heinrich Scholz

Minster I. W., d. 16 April 1940. An das Auswirtige Amt, Kulturabteilung. Berlin,
Kronenstr. 10. — Es scheint mir, daf} ich verpflichtet bin, die Aufmerksamkeit des Aus-
wirtigen Amtes auf die Person Herrn Prof. Dr. Jan Salamucha OP [sic!], zu lenken. Herr
S. hat der Theologischen Fakultit der ehemaligen Krakauer Universitit angehort. Seine
Krakauer Adresse ist gewesen: Bernardynska 3. — Herr S. ist der erste gegenwirtige
Kenner der noch fast unerforschten spatmittelalterlichen Logik. Durch eine Reihe von
ausgezeichneten Arbeiten hat er sich um die Autschliefung dieser Logik mit den exakten
Hilfsmitteln der neuen mathematisierten Logik grundlegende Verdienste erworben.

— Diese mathematisierte Logik ist eine grundeigentliche Schopfung des deutschen
Geisten. Sie geht auf den grofen deutschen Meister Gottlob Frege (1848-1925) zurtick.
Einen Denker, um den die Welt uns beneidet und fiir welchen endlich auch einmal
wir Deutschen werden wissen miissen, was wir ihm schuldig geworden sind. Hieraus
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ergibt sich, daf} Arbeiten, die mit den Mitteln dieser Logik in einem bahnbrechenden
Sinne durchgefiihrt sind, zugleich in einem pragnanten Sinne der Ehre des deutschen
Geistes dienen. Es ergibt sich ferner, dap in als einziger anerkannter Vertreter dieser
mathematisierten Logik an einer gropdeutschen Hochschule seit einer Reihe von Jahren
mit Herrn S. in einen lebhaften brieflichen Gedankenaustausch gestanden habe. In zwei
Begegnungen habe ich ihn auch personlich kennen gelernt. Er hat einen sehr starken
positiven Eindruck auf mich gemacht. Herr S. ist, wie angedeutet, Ordengeistlicher. —
Nach dem 6. Nov. 1939 ist Herr S. mit den tibrigen Mit fliedern des Krakauer Lehrkorpers
in des Konzenstrationslager Sachsenhausen bei Oranienburg abtransportiert worden.
Mitte Februar sind die Betroffenen, so weit sie das 40. Lebensjahr iiberschritten hatten
und noch am Leben waren, nach Krakau zuriickgefithrt worden. Herr S. hat das 40.
Lebensjahr noch nicht erreicht. Er ist zuriickgehalten worden mit allen, die in demselben
Falle sind. Fiir einige von ihnen ist mir bekannt geworden, daf sie inzwischen nach
Dachau abtransportiert worden sind. Es is moglich, daf} dies auch auf Herrn S. zutriftt.
Fiir Herrn S. ist zu meiner Kenntnis gelant, daf jedenfalls der psychische Zustand, in
welchem er sich schon Anfang Februar befunden hat, besorgniserregend gewesen ist.
— Esist ferner zu meiner Kenntnis gelangt, daf italienische Gelehrtenkreise, die sich
um diese neue mathematisierte Logik bemiihen, schom seit Monaten um Herrn S. sehr
ernstlich besorgt sind. Ich habe jetzt erfahren, day Herr S., wenn er freigelassen wiirde,
seine Studien in Italien fortsetzen konnte und daf die dort auf das Warmste begriift
werden wiirde, da man an seiner Mitarbeit stark interessiert ist. — Ich moéchte mich
also auf das Nachdriicklichste dafiir einsetzen, daf} geprift wird, ob Herr S. nich freige-
geben werden kann. Dies miifite sobald als moglich geschehen. Sonst ist zu befiirchten,
dab seine Gesundheit so zerrettet ist, daf die Freilassung zu spat kommt. Dies wiirde
nicht nur fiir die deutsche Wissenschaft, fiir die ich in diesem Falle verantwortlich bin,
einen unersetztlichen Schaden bedeuten, sondern es wiirde auch eine Rickwirkung
auf wissenschftliche Kreise Italien haben, fiir welche ich Grund habe zu vermuten, dab
sie im politischen Interesse unter alle Umstdnden vermieden werden sollte. — Der Fall
scheint mir so ernst zu sein, dab ich dringend darum bitte, daf mir auf diese Mitteilung
sobald als moglich ein Bescheid zuteil wird. — Heil Hitler! — O. Prof. d. Philosophie
der Mathematik und Naturwissenschaften a. Universitiat Miinster 1. Westf.

6.2.2. The answer of the Ministry (the 27th of April)

Es wird hier keine Moglichkeit gesehen, auf die Freilassung des Professors Salamucha
hinzuwirken. Insbesondere kdme eine Ausreise des Genannten nach Italien nich in
Frage.

6.2.3. The second letter of Heinrich Scholz

Miinster 1. W., 16. Mai 1940. An die Kulturabteilung des Auswirtigen Amtes. Berlin
W 8, Kronenstr. 10. — Am 16.5.1940 ist die beikommende Mitteilung eingeschrieben
zu die Kulturabtailund des Auswértigen Amtes abgegangen. Aus Griinde, die mir auch
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jetzt noch durchschlagend zu sein scheinen, habe ich am Schluf dieser Mitteilung
dringend um einen Bescheid gebeten. Dieser Bescheid ist bis heute nich eingetroffen.
Ich mochte daher mein Bitte un einen solchen erneuern diirfen. — Es ist inzwischen zu
meiner Kenntnis gelangt, dab Herr Salamucha zu den Krakauer Professoren gehort, die
nich nach Dachau abtransportiert worden sind, sondern sich noch in Sachsenhausen
befinden. — Heil Hitler! — O. Prof. etc. (Bolewski & Pierzchata: 1989: 630—-632).
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9. On Kazimierz Twardowski's
descripitive semiotics and its
metaphysical basis

1. INTRODUCTION
A strange legend has lingered on for some scores of years in Poland: the legend
of Kazimierz Twardowski. This legend has been propagated mainly by his
outstanding pupils such as Tadeusz Kotarbinski, and Kazimierz Ajdukiewicz,
as well as by Roman Ingarden. According to this legend Twardowski preferred
the thankless task of working in Poland in favor of secure career in Austria or
in Germany. Secondly, upon his return to the country, he gave up his scholarly
activity (its high point being the dissertation On the content and object of pres-
entations), and he occupied himself almost exclusively with educational job.
But maior reverentia ex longinquo. It is high time to reject this confusing
legend. The best way will be to show all the aspects of Twardowski’s real scholarly
achievements. This text tries to do it with regard to his descriptive semiotics
and its metaphysical basis.

2. ENTITIES

There are two competing metaphysical hypotheses about the diversity of the
world. According to the first, there are various kinds of existence. According
to the second, there is only one kind of existence; they are entities alone, which
should be considered as various — not their existence. The controversy has
not come to a head up so far. It seems that the simpler solution ought to be
accepted, i.e. the second one. Even if there were various kinds and modes of
existence, there would be always a common concept of existence in the most
general sense. Within the compass of this solution we shall speak only about
existential, metaphysical, and ontic categories of entities.

In respect of the existential category (in contrast to the way of existence,
which is only one) we can distinguish: possible and impossible entities, factual
(i.e. existing) and intentional (i.e. unexisting) entities, and, finally, real and
irreal ones. Existence is no property and for that reason it is rather hard to
describe the differences among particular existential categories of entities.
What we can say, in any case, is that all the impossible entities (e.g., an oblique
square, an unweighty body, speaking a hundred languages simultaneously)
are intentional, but some of the intentional entities (e.g., the circle as a geo-
metrical figure) are possible. On the other hand, real (e.g., a shrill tone, a
tree, redness) and irreal entities (e.g., absence, change, space) can be factual
as well as intentional.
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The above existential and metaphysical categories intersect. From the meta-
physical point of view we can distinguish individual and general entities, simple
and complex entities, and ultimately physical and psychical ones.

An individual entity (e.g., the universe, the day prior to the battle of Marathon,
the number thousand) is an entity, which, apart from components common to
many entities, has at least one specific component. A general entity (e.g., num-
ber in general, triangle in general, judgment in general) is a set of components
common for many entities — a set presented (i.e. imagined or conceived) as a
certain homogeneous whole.

A simple entity (e.g., coexistence, equality, a spiritual being) is an entity
completely unanalyzable. A complex entity (e.g., a sequence of numbers) is an
entity, in which we can isolate more elementary components. It is admissible
to recognize all the particular relations to other entities as components of a
given entity. Therefore we can speak only of relatively simple entities; allowing
such an assumption, we must say, that there are no absolutely simple entities at
all. We should distinguish simple and complex entities from entities presented
(respectively) as simple, or as complex. (The object of perceptive presentation
of the light — when moving from a dark space into the sunlight — is, at first,
presented as simple, although, as a matter of fact, it is complex, because we can
distinguish, e.g., its color, and its intensity.)

A physical entity (e.g., someone’s brain) is a spatially extensive entity — sensu-
ally perceptible. A psychical entity (e.g., any state of consciousness) is devoid of
spatial extension — and it is accessible only in individual introspection.

Every entity — irrespective of its existential and metaphysical category — is
a homogeneous whole, created by various properties. Such a whole remains
to its properties in the relation of possessing. Whatever can be distinguished
if a given entity is a component of this entity: a concrete component, if it is
distinguished factually, or an abstract component, if it is distinguished only
intentionally. All the properties and relations among them — including, of
course relations of possessing — are abstract components of entities. Proper-
ties of different types (i.e. properties of a whole, including its homogeneity,
properties of properties etc.) are material components; relations, on the other
hand, are formal ones.

There are three main ontic categories of entities: things and persons (e.g.,
a piece of paper, Lvov, Stanislaus Augustus), states, and especially: properties
(e.g., a color), changes (e.g., motion, activity, suicide) and acts (e.g., writing), and
finally, relations (e.g., fraternity). NB. The existence of a relation is independent
of the existence of its members: a relation can occur even if one or both of its
members are not present (e.g., presenting or naming — by anybody — a golden
mountain, being — by a golden mountain — a part of the state that here is this
mountain, the number four being greater than the number three). Phenomena
(e.g., thunder, lighting, fire) can be regarded as either a kind of things or a kind
of states.
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3. ACTS AND PRODUCTS

Some states — namely acts — are connected with some phenomena and things,
forming specific pairs with them: acts and products. Products are — in particu-
lar — entities that come into being thanks to definite acts.

There are among them relatively impermanent products, which can be
separated from correspondent acts only mentally (by abstraction), and relatively
permanent products.

Products of physical acts — i.e. physical products — are either impermanent
(e.g., a cry as the product of involuntary crying, a jump as the product of a
involuntary jumping, a turn as the product of turning), or permanent (e.g., an
impression as the product of involuntary impressing, a plait as the product of
a involuntary plaiting, a print as the product of printing). The latter ones — in
opposite to the former — exist longer than the acts which have created them.
All the products of psychical acts — i.e. psychical products — are impermanent
(e.g., a thought as the product of thinking, a sense as the product of sensing, a
decision as the product of deciding).

Some acts are directed at some entities. Entities — things in particular — to
which physical acts are directed, are the material of these acts (e.g., sand, in which
there is an imprint of a footprint). The product of a physical act directed at a certain
material is not this material itself but a new (created by the act) structure of this
material: the product of a directed physical act inheres in the material of this act.

The entity, to which a certain spiritual act is directed, constitutes the object
of this act (e.g., a landscape imagined by somebody). Acts, which are directed
at some objects, make up intentional acts.

Products would be distinguished from quasi—products, i.e. from entities,
which are similar to products of a certain act, but de facto came into being not
thanks to this act, but in another way (e.g., a design of the nervures of a leaf, a
natural plexus of strings, a vein of a precious stone).

There are, among other things, two appearances since one distinguishes
between acts and their products. Firstly, as it has been mentioned, some pro-
ducts — namely relatively permanent products — exist longer than the acts
creating them. Secondly, some properties of products do not belong to acts
creating these products (for instance, determining concept is not determining
conceiving; it happens that a dream is not made true, but not an act or dream-
ing; a question — but not questioning — can be unintelligible).

4. COMPONENTS OF CONSCIOUSNESS
Spiritual acts and their products are empirical components or consciousness, i.e.
psychical facts, and they can be only mentally separated. They are cognizable
only by self-consciousness. Only states of own consciousness are immediately
cognizable by a given human being.

The basic kind or spiritual acts is presenting. It is the necessary condition of
all other, secondary, kinds or spiritual acts, in particular: judging, reeling and
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deciding. On the other hand, judging is the necessary condition or reeling and
deciding.

Presenting and judging, as well as reasoning, are kinds or thinking. They are,
alternately, thinking of something (e.g., of Sphinx), thinking that something
is such—and—such (e.g., that somebody is in a position or trust), and thinking
about something (e.g., about the solution or a riddle).

All — and only — secondary spiritual acts are bipolar. Allowing, rejoicing,
and desiring are positive acts. Denying, worrying and refraining are respectively
negative ones.

Basic, as well as secondary, spiritual acts are intentional acts: they all require
certain objects.

Dispositions are spiritual conditions or spiritual acts. They are only hypothetic
components of consciousness.

5. ACT, CONTENT, AND OBJECT OF PRESENTATION

The product of an act of presenting is a content of presentation. This content
is what is presented iz a given act. The object of a given act is presented by the
content or this act.

Every presentation has exactly one object. And every entity — including
impossible, intentional, and irreal entities — can become the object of presen-
tation.

Components of a content of presentation are not components of the presented
object. They are (co)presentations of the last components — a component being
the complex of them — and relations among these (co)presentations. A content
of presentation is not in relation of possessing to the object of presentation.

Components of a presented object (co)presented by a certain content are
attributes of this object. Not all the components are such attributes, but all of
them — if they are known — can become the last ones. No object is presented
(or imagined) as a whole, but the homogeneity of it is always its attribute.

Some presentations (e.g., a presentation of a country without mountains, of
an eye of the human being, or of the father of Socrates) are not a part of the
content of the presentation with which they cooperate.

The difference between an act of presentation, its content and its object, is
real, not just logical. One of decisive arguments is that sometimes these entities
belong to different domains of being. Firstly, a given content of presentation is an
existing entity whenever the act of this presentation exists; whereas the object
can be an existing, as well as non—existent and even impossible entity. Thus the
existence of a content of presentation does not condition the existence of its
object. Secondly, the act of presenting is always a real entity, the content — is
irreal, whereas the object can be a real entity, as well as an irreal one. Thirdly,
two presentations with different contents (e.g., the presentation of the city
located at the site of Roman Juvavum and the presentation of the birthplace
of Mozart) can have the same object. Fourthly, some properties of an object of
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presentation cannot be properties of the corresponding content (for example,
the object of a presentation of the golden mountain is extensive, golden etc.;
the content of this presentation is neither extensive, nor golden.)

6. IMAGES AND CONCEPTS
One can distinguish between presentations, which are images, i.e. intuitive
presentations, and which are concepts, i.e. unintuitive ones.

The intuitiveness of images consists in their concreteness and vagueness. A
given presentation is concrete if attributes of its object are (co)presented by
the content in an undifferentiated way, and consequently are not differentiated
in this content. (Auditory impressions, received during a perception of violin
sounds, blend, and even if someone is able to distinguish violin sounds from,
e.g., piano sounds, he does not distinguish components of the former sounds.)
A given presentation is vague, if only components of the presented object are
explicitly (co)presented by its content. (In an image of a toothache the feeling of
the ache is in general explicit; on the other hand, the impressions of drilling or
extracting are vague. In an image of a painter looking at a slope of any mountain
color properties of a landscape will be explicit, while in an image of a timber
dealer — the height and girth of trees growing on this slope. When we imagine
a face of any person, the features of this face — the profile, the form of the lips
etc. — appear sometimes more explicit than, for instance, the color of the eyes.)
Only entities, which are, were or could be perceived or self—perceived, can be
intuitively presented objects.

There are perceptive, reproductive and productive images. Perceptive images
are fundamental; all other images are derivative.

Perceptive images (e.g., an image of an orange just seen, an image of a melody
just heard, an image of anger just experienced) are images taking place during
perceiving. Sense impressions or psychical elements are components of the content
of a perceptive image. Sense impressions arise as immediate effects of stimuli act-
ing upon sense organs. The existence of psychical elements is sometimes called in
question. The justification of the fact that apart from images of physical objects
there are also images of psychical objects is the fact that there are concepts of the
latter objects. Because every concept — as it remains to be seen — is based on
corresponding images. The formula: nihil est in intellectu quod non prius fuerit
in sensu keeps its force as regards external as well as internal images.

The content of perceptive images is a synthesis of some components: sense
impressions of psychical elements. It is rather hard to describe the nature of
this synthesis. The content of a perceptive image is at most only a part of the
content of a perception. Every perception consists of such a content, corre-
sponding impressions, and also the judgment on the existence of the object of
the constitutive image. Thus, perceptions are a kind of judgments.

Reproductive images (e.g., an image of the judgment that Cracus, legendary
founder of Cracow, is a historical personality, given long ago and no longer
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accepted; and image of an affection in the moment of death of a friend, not
being alive long ago; an image of a melody heard some time ago) are memorial
reproductions of perceptive images.

The following components form involuntary (e.g., an image of a dragon in
a dream) or voluntary (e.g., an image of joy to be experienced at some future
moment when dreams come true) productive images: the underlying image,
and particularly the reproductive image of the entity similar to the object to
be productively imagined; an image of judgment that neither assigns to the
productively imagined object such properties that de facto are not properties of
this object at all, or denies it the properties that it in fact possesses; an image of
the initially imagined object but with the first properties or without the second
properties mentioned above.

Components of the content of a concept are: an underlying image and im-
ages of some judgments concerning the object of this underlying image, and
intentionally changing it.

Among concepts there are synthetic and analytic ones. Objects of synthetic
concepts (e.g., concepts of a stormwind which broke a tree, of a monarch, of
God) are things or persons. The underlying image of a synthetic concept is a
(reproductive or productive) image of an object similar to the object which is to
be conceived. The component constituting the content is the image of a judg-
ment either predicating on the object of an underlying image, de facto properties
which are not possessing by this object, or denying properties possessing by it.
A synthetic concept is therefore a manqué productive image: it has not the third
factor of the latter. Objects of analytic conceptions (e.g., concepts of the shape
of full moon, of the height of the town hall tower in Lvov, of resemblance of two
faces) are entities, which are neither things, nor persons; they are properties and
relations. The underlying image of an analytic concept is an image of the object
which also possesses the property to be conceived (thought), or a sequence of
such entities among which the relation to be conceived (thought) occurs. The
imagined judgment which is actually false — which forms an analytic concept,
predicates on corresponding objects the absence in them of properties or rela-
tions, other than distinguished by the concept. Thus, synthetic concepts are
also sui generis manqué productive images.

Both kinds of concepts occur in two forms: virtual (described above) and
abbreviated, scil. hemisymbolic or symbolic. In the hemisymbolic form an act
of conceiving includes an image of the name signifying the object of the concept
and the corresponding underlying image. In the symbolic form conceiving
amounts to the first of indicated factors.

Concepts, as well as images, can be either singular or general.

Singular images (e.g., an image of a certain face with individual features) are
such that by their contents individual properties are explicitly (co)presented. By
contents of general images (e.g., an image of the violin sound in general) proper-
ties common to entities subsumed by the imagined object are (co)presented.
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Singular concepts (e.g., the concept of God, the concept of the universe, the
concept of the number one thousand) contain an additional imagined judgment,
predicating that the attributes conceived or ascribed in remaining judgments
include individual attributes. On the other hand, the content of a general concept
(e.g., the concept of number in general, of the triangle in general, of the judg-
ment in general) contains additionally an imagined judgment, predicating the
commonness of mentioned attributes. Concepts containing neither the former
nor the latter additional imagined judgments are incomplete concepts.

Every general presentation — like any presentation — has exactly one object.
It is a certain general entity, i.e. a set of all and only the properties common
to all the individual entities falling under a given general concept. Indirectly a
general presentation refers to objects of all presentations — singular ones in
particular — subordinated to this general presentation. The object of a general
presentation constitutes a part of each individual objects, subsumed by this
object. The object of a general presentation — and of a general concept in
particular — should be distinguished from the range of this presentation, i.e.
the set of all the entities that can be presented by means of it.

7. ADEQUACY OF CONCEPTS

Concepts are estimated first of all in respect of their adequacy. There are dif-
ferent degrees of adequacy. A given concept is more adequate in proportion
to the number of the components of the object of it that are attributes, i.e. are
(co)presented by the content of this concept. (The concept of a bird as a fledgy
animal laying eggs, having two legs and two wings, is more adequate than the
concept of a bird as a fledgy animal.)

The adequacy of a concept ought to be distinguished from its clearness and
strictness. A clear concept (e.g., the concept of a monkey as a four—handed
animal) is the concept with the content including characteristic attributes of the
object of the concept, i.e. attributes that make it possible to distinguish this object
from others. A strict concept (e.g., the concept of the pentagon, the concept of
the ruthenium, the concept of the Milky Way) is a concept, for which where is
a classical definition, strictly indicating its content: signifying the underlying
object by means of genus proximum (e.g., for a concept of a painter: a man),
and the imagined judgment by means of differentia specifica (in our example:
who paints pictures). Only synthetic concepts can be defined. It is impossible
to give any definition of analytic concepts — as well as of images — unless their
objects are treated as wholes with some properties of higher types. Thus, all the
strict concepts are synthetic ones.

8. ACT, CONTEXTURE, AND OBJECT OF JUDGMENT

Judging is not joining or disjoining presentations. Of course, not every compo-
sition of presentations is a judgment; some of such compositions create new

presentations (e.g., the concept of insolvency and the concept of a firm produce
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the concept of insolvency of a firm), others produce orders or questions. On
the other hand, not every judgment is a composition of presentation (e.g., some
subjectless judgments).

Judging, as a matter of fact, is an act sui generis.

The product of an act of judging (i.e. making judgment) is a judgment. What
is judged (or adjudged) in a judgment is its contexture. The contexture of a
judgment is the analogue of the content of a presentation. The contexture of all
judgments is the same: it is the existence (or the occurrence) of something. The
existence is taken here «intemporally»: as the past, present or future realness.
In this connection, the temporal determination expressing itself in the tense
of a verb belongs to the object of judgment. (For instance, in the judgment that
Pericles existed, the object is «past» Pericles. In the judgment that this man will
be my father—in—law, the object is my future father—in—law. In the judgment
that the weather will be fine tomorrow, the object is tomorrow’s weather.) And,
for example, if a given judgment stating the realness of the future event is true,
then the occurrence of this event is logically necessary, i.e. the truth of the
sentence “This event will happen” bears (logically) the truth of the sentence

“The future event exists’”.

Judgments vary with regard to quality of acts and with regard to their objects.
The act of judging itself is, strictly speaking, undefinable, because it is unanalyzable.
Acts of judging, as to their quality, are of two kinds: they consist in either allowing
or denying the contexture of a judgment, i.e. of the existence of an (ab)judged
object. Thus, judgments as to the quality of acts can be affirmative or negative.
The scheme of any judgment is consequently the formula “+ (there is) A"

Depending upon the way a conviction (i.e. a «potentialized» judgment)
arises the following kinds of judgments can be distinguished: perceptions, i.e.
judgments given when corresponding impressions are experienced or psychic
elements grasped; reminiscences, i.e. convictions founded upon memory; pieces
of information, i.e. convictions borrowed from credible persons; and, finally,
axioms. Inference is a special kind of conviction, i.e. a conviction acquired by
means of reasoning, or making judgments on argument—consequence relations
between judgments.

Judging, or an actualized conviction, cannot be gradated in the respect of its
intensity. If somebody speaks of the instability or stability of convictions, then
he really attributes these properties not to judging itself but to the personality
of the speaker (depending on the degree of his readiness to give definite judg-
ments and of his courage in uttering them).

Allowing or denying the existence of any entity does not constitute an ascrip-
tion or refusal any property to this entity because existence is not a property.
Existence cannot be presented in any concept; it can only be (ab)judged (i.e.
allowed or denied).

The object of a judgment is an entity to which this judgment refers: the ex-
istence of what is (ab)judged. Every (simple) judgment has exactly one object;
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«nothing» is not susceptible to judgment. The object of a judgment can be an
entity of any kind, e.g., another judgment (for instance in the judgment: I do
not believe that he is able to do this work). Allowing an affirmative judgment
referring to any entity is allowing implicite this entity itself.

In terms of their object we have, first of all, singular and general judgments.
Singular judgments (e.g., the judgment that human beings cannot fly without
mechanical assistance) are judgments concerning particular facts. General
judgments (i.e. laws) are judgments concerning necessary dependences among
phenomena. They can be logical or physical laws. Logical laws (e.g., the judgment
that ghosts exist or do not exist) concern necessary coexistences or necessary
sequence; they are a priori judgments, i.e. their justification does not appeal
to experimental data. Physical laws (e.g., the judgment that if somebody is a
man, he must die) — and probably singular judgments too — are a posteriori
judgments, i.e. they are experimentally justified.

The background (i.e. the necessary condition, but neither the sufficient con-
dition nor a component) to forming a judgment on any object consists in the
presentation of this object. Having, in particular, a concept of any object, we
can make judgments on this object thanks to the fact that this concept consists
of imagined judgments on the object of an underlying image. In the case of
relational judgments (i.e. judgments concerning relations) we should have three
concepts (i.e. concepts of the relation and of its two arguments) to (ab)judge the
object; in the case of arelational judgments only one concept is enough.

Judgments can be simple (e.g., the judgments that there are revenants) or
complex. The judgment is complex, when giving it we must give at least one
other judgment. (For instance, allowing that I am well, I must allow that there
is a state of health, and that a certain state occurs in my body. Allowing that the
square is a quadrilateral, and that the sum of angles in a quadrilateral is equal
to 360°, I must allow that the sum of angles in the square is equal to 360°.)

Judgments which are made should be strictly distinguished from judgments
which are only presented. In fact, the presented judgments are not judgments
at all; they are presentations of judgments.

9. TRUTHFULNESS OF JUDGMENTS
The analogue of the problem of adequacy in the area of presentations is the
problem of truthfulness in the area of judgments. To make for the first time a
true judgment of a certain object (or, strictly speaking, a sequence of such judg-
ments) means to cognize this object (or acquire knowledge of it). And inversely,
to have this knowledge is to have a disposition to making such a judgment.
The truthfulness of a given judgment is the correspondence between the quality
of this judgment and its object on account of its contexture. Thus, an affirmative
judgment is true if its object exists (i.e. if this judgment concerns an existing entity);
anegative judgment is true if its object does not exist. An affirmative judgment is,
respectively, false, if its object does not exist; a negative one, if its object exists.
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The above definitions indicate only the nature of truth but not the criterion of
truthfulness. They presuppose, besides, a certain metaphysical assumption: the
existence, at least in some cases, of objects apart from given judgments about
them. Some people try, for that reason, to construct a criterial and assumption—
free definition. There are three other conceptions apart from the one presented
above: coherentionism, transcendentalism, and pragmatism.

Coherentionism cannot be accepted because, i.a., it leads to allowing that no
judgment would be true if only judgments consistent with all judgments given
at any time were true. It does not exactly determine, moreover, the set of true
judgments (since not all the consequences of a given judgment are palpable).
And finally, it contains circulus in definiendo (because the notion of consistency
presupposes the notion of truth).

Transcendentalism should be denied because it either allows truthfulness to
be decided on the basis of a treacherous sense of certitude (that we have to do
with the duty of allowing a given judgment), or it is encumbered with circulus
in definiendo (because a judgment would be true, if we allowed in it what we
truly should allow; thus the duty of allowing a judgment is a duty on account
of obtaining a true judgment).

Pragmatism — on closer examination — appears to be a doctrine concerning
judgments which are assumed to be true, and in this interpretation it loses much
of its paradoxicality (since there is really a certain connection between making
judgments and their usefulness), and, in consequence, it does not contradict
the conception accepted here.

Truthfulness and falsity are, strictly speaking, properties of judgments, i.e.
products of judging. One can predicate them to other entities only mataphori-
cally. We can speak of judging as a certain act that it is indirectly true or false,
i.e. just or unjust, when the product of this act is, respectively, true or false. A
presentation can be indirectly called “true” or “false” when it is a presentation
(of a certain object), conditioning, respectively, a certain true or false judgment
(on this presented object). When we define the other entities as “true” or “false”
(e.g., true friendship, a false diamond, a false man), we express in an abbreviated
form the thought that certain judgments are, respectively true or false (e.g., the
judgment that it is the friendship, is true; the judgment that it is a diamond, is
false; the judgment that this man is veracious is false).

Ali the true judgments (i.e. truths) are true always and everywhere; thus they
are absolute truths. Pseudoarguments of relativists are apparently justified, only
when judgments are confused with sayings (or sentences).

Truthfulness and falsity ought to be distinguished from evidence and inevi-
dence as well as from probability and improbability (and also from certitude).

If a presentation, being the condition of an (affirmative) judgment, is such
that the existence of the object of this presentation cannot be disallowed (or
denied), then this judgment is evident. If a presentation of a respective object
(i.e. understanding the presentation conditioning a corresponding judgment)
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is not sufficient to allow the existence of this object, then a judgment on this
object is inevident (e.g., the judgment that this man has betrayed the confidence
placed in him). The status of evident judgments (among analytic judgments) is
possessed by logical axioms (e.g., the judgment that parallel lines intersect in
infinity); such a status (among synthetic judgments) is ascribed to existential
theses about facts accessible to our internal experience (e.g., the judgment
that I exist). Thus, all the objects of an internal experience are existing entities.
Evident judgments can appear to be true or false. For that reason, the allowing
of these judgments ought to be preceded by their confirmation, and denying,
by their falsification.

In opposition to truthfulness and falsity, which are properties of judgments
being made, probability and improbability (as well as certitude) are properties
of presentations of judgments (i.e. of presented judgments). Probable judgments
are presented judgments, which can be true but it is not known whether they are
true. (For instance, the judgment that the Earth probably revolves round the Sun
means that it is not understood whether the judgment that the Earth revolves
round the Sun is true or false but we tend to make this judgment because it
seems to be closer to truth than its negation.) If it were known that a presented
judgment, which can be true, is really true, then this judgment would become
certain. Judgments (being only presented) which are internally contradictory
(i.e. absurdities) are improbable; such judgments cannot be true.

Probability and improbability are sometimes metaphorically ascribed to
entities other than presented judgments, in particular, to objects, to which
these presented judgment would refer, if they were made.

10. RECAPITULATION

The metaphysical basis of Kazimierz Twardowski’s descriptive semiotics consists

of the following conceptions: the pluralistic conception of being, the bipolar

conception of act, the intentional conception of consciousness, the triadic

conception of presentations, the presentative conception of images, the allogenic

conception of concepts, the constructivistic conception of universals, the gradi-
ent conception of adequacy of concepts, the idiogenic conception judgments,
and the classical conception of truthfulness of judgments. The general outline

of Twardowski’s philosophical views presented above is based on his works

published in German and in Polish between 1892 and 1925. This schematic

reconstruction is hoped to facilitate not only the understanding his semiotics

but also the study of the great migrations of ideas within Central-European

circle of civilization in our century.

11. SEMANTIC PARAPHRASE

It is possible that we can facilitate the study of the migration of ideas, bringing
to effect a certain semantic paraphrase of some fragments of Twardowski’s views
which have been reconstructed above in a traditional manner.
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Let ‘A’ be the proper name of a certain entity, having properties of being a ,
a, ..., a. Thus, according to Twardowski, we have:
A=, such a single x, that x is a,xisa, ..., and x is a.

Let ‘" be the name representing a certain perceptive or reproductive image
of A, in which the property of being a,_is distinguished. Thus we have:

i =, such a single «, that x is a, .

Let us notice that the copula ‘=, stands for the formula “is presented as’; the
fragment of definiens “such a single x that” — for the formula “which” inserted
after the variable in the function “x is ak” (e.g., “x, which is ak’i “something,
what is ak”). Gold, for instance, can be presented as something yellow, metallic,
shining etc.; ache — as something painful and irritating etc.

Let i’ be the name representing a certain productive presentation of an
object, distinguished from A only by the fact that it has the property of being
b, instead of a,. Then we have:

‘ip’ =y such a single x, that: x is similar to A, and x is bk, whereas A is a, and
not b,.

We can read it in the following way: i is presented as something that is like
A, but being b,, and not a,. Thus, a grey black (horse) would be presented as a
black horse, but gray, and not black; five—sided lawn — as something that is

an elliptic lawn, but five—sided, and not elliptic; satyr — as a man with hooves
instead of legs. The formulae before the colons would correspond to the under-
lying image, and those after the colons — to presented judgments.

Let ‘¢’ be the name presenting a certain synthetic concept of the object
imagined by the presentation represented by the name ‘; . Thus, according to
Twardowski, we have:

C=y such a single x, that: x is similar to A and x is bk.

We can read definiens of this formula: something that is as A, but being b, —
or shortly: A being b, . For instance, a point would be conceived as something
that is like a dot, but inextensive.

Two last formulae can be regarded as quasi—ostensive definitions of the terms
‘ip’ and ‘¢’ The proper name ‘A’ would be here an ostensive element. We should
remember, however, that these formulae refer to presentations as individual
psychical acts (i.e. to presentations of gold, gray black horse, five—sided lawn,
satyr, point, and later on, the circumference of a circle — experienced in a definite
moment by a definite person). Thus we would either accept that the respective
terms (“gold’, “grey black horse” etc.) name single universals or get rid of the
realistic consequences by means of replacing the operator “such a single x, that”
by the operator “such any «, that’; or shortly: “such x, that” But to return to what
we were saying: let us notice, firstly, that with the aid of such definitions certain
expressions are really introduced into language. Secondly, the next step consists in
replacing the proper name in definiens by the appelative name, defined in advance
quasi—ostensively. The relics of such definitions in dictionaries are formulae with
definiens including phrases “somewhat like”, “like”, etc. Compare for instance:
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antelope =, a cud—chewing deer — like animal;

cornet =, a wind instrument somewhat like a trumpet;

marmalade =, preserve like jam, made of oranges etc.

Of course, neither antelopes are deers, nor cornets are trumpets, and marma-
lades are not jams.

Let ‘c. be the name representing a certain abstract concept of the property
of being a, characterizing the object A. Thus, we have:

C, =y such a single x, that x = a, and A is x, and for every y: if A is y, then y

=X

We can freely read definiens of this formula like this: something that is equal
with @ _and characterizes A as the only attribute (i.e. property being presented)
of it. For instance, the circumference of a circle can be conceived as something
that characterizes the circle apart from its surface. The following formulae are
short versions of this kind of definitions in dictionaries:

oval =, egg—shaped;

red = » the color of blood;

sweet = having a taste like honey.

It is possible to give the hemisymbolic formula for ‘c’ as well as for ‘c :

c=y such a single x, that: x is similar to A and «x is x (sic!);

¢, =, such a single x, that: x = ¢_(sic!) and A is «.

The corresponding symbolic formulae would be like these:

c=y such a single x, that: x is ¢ (sic!);

c, =, such a single x, that x = c_(sic!).

If these interpretations are adequate, same indicated formulae have explicit
circulus in definiendo.

Thus, the general formula for the names representing incomplete presenta-
tions would have the following form:

a =, such x, that F(x).

According to Twardowski, this formula bears:

Elx: a(x)

The fact that every presentation has exactly one object does not mean that
this object is an existing entity.

For an individual and general complete presentation we have respectively:
the a = such x, that: F(x), and for every y: F(y) if and only if y = a;

an a (i.e. a in general) = such «, that: F(x), and for every y: a(y) if and only
if F(y)

The first formula is about something having F as individual property of a,
and in the second one, as common property of a—s. For instance, the property
of being the day prior to the battle of Marathon, characterizes exactly one day
of September in 490 B.C. On the other hand, triangle in general is character-
ized only by triangularity, trilaterality etc., as the properties common to all
(individual) triangles.

So much for presentations. Now, let us proceed to judgments.
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Every (made) judgment is, according to Twardowski, represented by the
formula:

There is (resp. is not) such x, that F(x).

It concerns also traditional categorical judgments. Because we have:

Every P is O =, There is not such x, that: P(x) and it is not the case, that
O(x).

No P is O =, There is not such ¥, that: P(a) and O(x).

Some P are O =, There is such x, that: P(x) and O(x).

Some P are not O =, There is such x, that P(x) and it is not the case, that
O(x).

Thus, consequently, all these judgments can be interpreted as existential.

As we see, the general formula of any sentence is build with the aid of the
functor “there is” or “there is not’, which has any name as its argument. This
functor does not behave like a predicate. Consequently, the following formula
is intolerable:

*There is not such x, that F(x), and there is x.

It is possible to regard the idea that objects of presentations can be non—
existent, as the manifestation of denying the pseudo—implication:

*If such x, that E(x)..., then there is such x, that: F(x).

The functor “there is” (or “there is not”) is the universal functor creating
sentences with the aid of names. The functor “that”, on the other hand, is the
universal functor creating names with the aid of sentences:

(The fact) that there is (resp. there is not) such x, that F(x).

Such a nominalization can be, at least sometimes, made in natural language
with the aid of the phrase: “existence (resp. non—existence) of something being
or “F-ing of something”.

The following connection occurs between making a certain judgment and
allowing that the object of this judgment exists:

O makes the judgment that there is (resp. is not) such x, that: F(x) — if and
only if — Q allows (resp. denies), that there is such x, that F(x).

We find a certain difficulty in interpreting Twardowski’s view that truthfulness
(and falsity) characterizes originally judgments (being made) and not sentences,
whereas probability (and certitude) characterizes presented judgments. One
can write neither:

“there is such x, that: F(x)” is true — if and only if — there is such x, that
F(x),
because one would ascribe truthfulness to the sentence, nor:

(the fact) that there is such x, that F(x), is true — if and only if — there is
such x, that F(x),
because here one would ascribe truthfulness to the presented judgment. On
the other hand, we should have, perhaps, two formulae for probability:

(The fact) that there is such «, that F(x), is probable — if and only if — it is
possible that (but unknown whether, there is such x, that F(x),
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or:

“(Such «, that) F(x)” is probable — if and only if — it is possible that (but
unknown whether) there is such x, that F(x).

My own feeling is that such a «de—psychologizing» interpretation projects
interesting light on Twardowski’s descriptive semiotics and its relevance.

12. CONTRIBUTION TO SEMIOTICS

Twardowski’s contribution to semiotics has been fourfold: as of a critic of others
conception, of a constructor of his own analyses, distinctions, and theses, of a
precursor of new ideas and methods, and of an inspirer of posterior polemics.

Twardowski has cogently criticized psychologism and intuitionism in the
theory of semiotics, and of science in general. This criticism concerns: the
allogenic conception of judgment, the relativistic — as well as coherential,
transcendental, and pragmatic — conception of truth, and parallelism and
symbolomania in the theory of language. It was thanks to Twardowski that Jan
Lukasiewicz became an antipsychologist. As a consequence of his criticism of
relativism, the classical theory of truth ran current in Poland, and became the
background to Alfred Tarski’s semiotics. Moreover, in spite of his anti—sym-
bolomania, as early as 1898 Twardowski delivered lectures on the latest results
in mathematical logic. It is worth noticing that those were only the numerous
polemics with Bernard Bolzano in Twardowski’s writing that attracted people’s
attention to the author of Wissenschaftslehre.

Of equal value is Twardowski’s analysis of acts (isolating products), presen-
tations (isolating contents) and judgments (isolating contextures). The way
Twardowski distinguished contents from objects of presentations was assimilated
and supported by Alexius Meinong. The criticism of idealism founded on this
distinction was continued, among others, by Kazimierz Ajdukiewicz.

Twardowski’s distinctions in the area of the semiotic functions of badges
(being the expression of something versus expressing), of the representative
functions of lingual sings (among others, contrasting objective and subjective
functions), and of the ascriptive functions of adjective (filling up by abolitive
and confirmative functions), are very useful.

Twardowski’s thesis that there are no objectless presentations, as well as empty
names, is deeply justified. One can say the same about the theses that every
presentation — thus general ones too — has exactly one object; that objects
of intentional acts can be entities having any existential status, e.g., existing
entities; that probability is a property of presentations of judgments, and not
of judgments being given. This latter view was accepted afterwards, among
others, by Jan Lukasiewicz.

Twardowski’s idea of the act—product relation — as the relation of effectiveness
other than causal connection — later bore fruit thanks to Tadeusz Kotarbinski’s
praxiology. The idea of analyzing objects as correlatives of psychical acts, i.e.
existentially neutral entities — also presented in Alexius Meinong’s ontology
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and Edmund Husserl’s phenomenology — was revived later on in Saul Kripke’s

semantics of possible worlds. The idea of images as possible underlying con-
cepts admitted of extending normal defining outside of the classical formula

(per genus). The ideas of concepts as presentations containing in their content
(among others) presented judgments — can be regarded as a promise for the

reduction of concepts to propositional functions in Russellian philosophy. The

idea of judgments as specific psychical acts harmonizes with Bertrand Russell’s

conception of logic as founded finally in the theory of sentences. The idea of
presented judgments as presentations of given judgments became transformed

into the Ingardenian conception of quasi—propositions. The idea of works of
arts as products of artist’s acts different from the material of these acts — was

to be developed in detail by Roman Ingarden in his intentional aesthetics.

It is in Twardowski that we should look for archetypes of Tadeusz Czezowski’s
method of analytical description, Tadeusz Kotarbinski’s method of creative
interpretation (i.e. the logical — instead of purely philological — reconstruction
of classical philosophical texts), Kazimierz Ajdukiewicz’s method of semantic
paraphrases. We can find the application of the first method in Twardowski’s
work O istocie pojec [On the essence of notions) (1924); the application of the last
one can be found in opposing “being the object of true affirmative judgment”
to “existence’, as well as in the analysis of the word “nothing”.

The polemics originating in Twardowski’s views were carried on especially in
the Lvov—Warsaw School. The most important controversies concerned: empty
presentations (resp. names), objects of general conceptions, the reducibility of
all judgments to existential judgments, the nature of sense, criteria of truth, and
the boundaries of applicability of formal methods.

Twardowski must be recognized as the classic founder of Polish semiotics.
The significance of Twardowski lies in what he said, and not only in how he
said it.

This is the source of the legitimacy of the enterprise taken up below.

13. BADGES AND TESTIMONIES OF SPIRITUAL LIFE
If the act A, producing the phenomenon R,isa psychical act, and the act A,
producing the phenomenon R, is a physical entity, and moreover the act A, bears
upon theact A, (i.e. A, is a partial cause of A,) thanks to which the act A, becomes
a physico—psychical act, then the act A, is an external diagnostic of the act A .
(For instance, groaning is a diagnostic of suffering a pain; drawing is a diagnostic
of imagining a certain design; and composing — sometimes — a diagnostic of
a composer’s feeling pleasure or annoyance.) In the situation described above
the product R, is an external expression of the product R: R, expresses itself in
R,. (For instance, a pain is whatever expresses itself in a groan; an image — in
a design; an affection — sometimes in a musical composition.)

If the act A, producing the phenomenon R, is an imitation of the act A, i.e.
of the act A, was made with the intention of imitating the product R, of the act
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A, (e.g., a theatrical act as a product of presented feelings), and moreover the
product R, is similar to the product of R, or is the very same as R,, then R, is a
substitute (or an artifact) of R,: R, substitutes R,.

If, moreover, the act A, producing the phenomenon R, is a psychical act,
and the act A, or its product R, can bear upon the act A,, whereas the product
R, (or its substitute) is similar to the product R, or is the very same as R, then
the act A, is an index of the act (4 and) A,, whereas the product R, is a sign of
the product (R and) R,: R, expresses R and R, (R, and R, exist — although not
actually, but only potentially — in R)).

In general, any phenomenon is a sign of another phenomenon, if in virtue of
stating the occurrence of the former phenomenon — seeing it, hearing it — one
is entitled to infer the occurrence of the latter phenomenon, or provoked to
realize it. In the former case this sign is a factual sign (e.g., a smoke seen from
afar — a sign of a fire; a pale complexion — a sign of anemia; a strong rumble
on the ground — a sign of the fact that troops are marching); in the latter case
— it is a purposeful sign (e.g., a signal for an engine driver).

According to the kind of a connection between the sings and entities re-
ferred to, the set of signs can be divided into symptoms (e.g., a speech with
regard to thoughts) and symbols (e.g., a note with regard to a sound). In the
case of symptoms what we have to do with is a causal connection (here: with
an involuntary association consistent with the law of association). In the case
of symbols a conventional connection comes into play (with an association on
the grounds of a convention or a similarity).

If the product R, (or its substitute R ) is a permanent product, whereas the
products R and R, are impermanent products, then R, (or R)) is a fixative of
R and R; R, (and R)) fixes R and R,, and in consequence they are turned into
relicts (i.e. petrifactions).

Expressions and signs as well as diagnostics and indices — impermanent
and unfixed — are badges of spiritual life. Expressions and fixed signs are its
testimonies (or documents).

Badges and testimonies are the only way of getting to know the spiritual life of
another person. The reconstruction of a psyche on their ground rests on an analogy
(with one’s spiritual life). Perceiving other’s psychical facts is impossible.

14. SIGNS OF LANGUAGE

Spiritual products can be expressed with the aid of various signs, e.g., acoustic
articulation, miming, gesticulation and signalization. The most excellent signs
of spiritual products are signs of language. The advantage of lingual signs over
the other aids to expressing thought consists in five things. Firstly, they save time.
Secondly, they economize a user’s effort. Thirdly, one can use them at a distance.
Fourthly, one can fix them with the aid of writing and printing. Fifthly, one can
link them together in different ways, and therefore they are able to render the
most complex thoughts and the smallest differences among them.
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Language — as a system of signs — is a double instrument. Originally, it is
an aid to communicating; secondarily, it is an aid to thinking; namely, it enables
symbolic and hemisymbolic concepts to be created, and thanks to this role
it enables a great simplification of mental work. This simplification creates,
however, two menaces: the menace of pragmatophobia, i.e. losing the ability to
return to indirect thinking, and the menace of fanaticism, i.e. losing the ability
to consider things objectively.

Language is a double instrument thanks to the fact that particular lingual
signs fulfill double representative function (i.e. functions of expressing) with
regard to spiritual acts (originally, to emotional and volitional acts; secondarily,
to intellectual acts). These are objective and subjective functions. The fact that
lingual signs fulfill representative functions does not mean, however, that they
fulfill substitutive functions. They are quite different and independent functions.
(For instance, an ambassador is a representative of his country, but he is not its
substitute. On the other hand, a vice—chancellor is the substitute of a chancellor,
but he is not a representative of the latter).

Objective functions — i.e. significative and denotative ones — consist, re-
spectively, in the fact that a lingual signs signifies the product of represented
spiritual acts, and denotes the object of these acts. Subjective functions — i.e.
indicative and evocative ones — consist respectively in the fact that a lingual
sign indicates the act of a sender, and evokes the act of a receiver; the products
of the very acts are signified by this sign. Thanks to the indicative function of
(natural) lingual signs, they can indicate, among others, emotional moments,
marked, moreover, not only in the very selection of the vocabulary (e.g., the
pair of words: “a nag” — “a horse’, where the first element is usually marked
pejoratively). This possibility of indicating emotional moments creates, besides,
certain difficulties in thinking. On the other hand, it is thanks to the evocative
function that lingual signs can be understood at all.

The word “signify” as well as the word “denote” referred originally (in any
case, in Latin) to a physical act of providing something with a distinctive
characteristic. Apart from (let us say) the marcative sense and the significative
(psychological) sense, the word “signify” is sometimes used in the axiological
sense, as a synonym of the word “be valid” (“have value”). The logical sense of
lingual sign (e.g., a name, in particular) is a general entity having all (and only)
those properties which are common to the particular individual products of a
mental act (e.g., a presentation) represented by this sign.

Lingual signs are usually polysemic. One kind of a sign can have more than
one logical sense. (For instance, “my portrait” means “the portrait which I made’,

“the portrait which belongs to me’; or “the portrait which presents my person”
The word “is” means “equals’, “belongs’, or “has a property” — as in the contexts:
“Two and two is four”, “A dog is a vertebrate” and “A circle is round” “Painted” as
a determination of a landscape can mean “being a painting” or “being the model
for a painting”). Moreover, some signs have an indefinite number of logical senses.
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Such indefinitely polysemic signs are indexical expressions: their sense varies
with the person using them or the place or date concerned. (For instance, the
word “now” means “in the moment of pronouncing” The word “here” means
“in the place of pronouncing” The word “this” means “being here and now”)

Language is distinguished, moreover, by its multinominality. Many kinds of
lingual expressions correspond to one kind of thought.

Polysemy and the multinominality reflect the discrepancy between speaking
and thinking, this being a point against their parallelism. The fact that it is pos-
sible to speak unthinkingly (psittacism) and to think wordlessly (also constantly

— like mutes) falsifies, of course, the hypothesis about the identity of speaking
and thinking. The double connection occurs, however, between speaking and
thinking. Firstly, signs of language — as symbols of respective thoughts — re-
main in a causal relation with the latter. Secondly, in thinking — especially more
abstractive — what we have to do with are many hemisymbolic and symbolic
concepts. For that reason, apart from this discrepancy the “woolly’, obscure
style of language — of philosophical literature, anyway — can be regarded as
the diagnostic of woolly thinking.

The set of lingual signs consists of two subsets: of sentences, and of sentential
parts. The latter can be, moreover, “presentatives’, i.e. categorematic signs, or
copulations, i.e. syncategorematic signs. Categorematic signs perform indepen-
dently representative functions with respect to presentations. Syncategorematic
signs are only cosignifying. Names are typical categoremata, whereas conjunc-
tions are typical syncategoremata.

15. NAMES

Among the parts of speech (conceived in terms of traditional grammar) the role
of names is generally that of proper names (e.g., “Lvov’, “Stanislaus Augustus’,
“Sophroniscos”) and apellative nouns (e.g., “father”, “soul’; “difficulty”), pronouns

” o« ”» o« ”» o«

(e.g., “he’, “we’, “something”), adjectives (e.g., “white”, “gloomy’, “sunny”), nu-
merals (e.g., “two’, “tenth’, “fifty seven and a half”) and verba (e.g., “run’, “learn’,
“terminate”). Our focus is, however, on these parts which constitute a gram-
matical subject (excepting predicativeless sentences), a predicative (excepting
subjectless sentences) or a subject complement in syntactically simple clauses.
Names are not only single nouns, but also nominal phrases, i.e. combinations
of a noun with another noun (e.g., “an eye of a man”), with a demonstrative
pronoun (e.g., “this man”), with an indefinite pronoun (e.g., “any man”), with
a numeral (e.g., “the second son”), with a propositional phrase (e.g., “the high-
est mountain in Europe”) or with a subordinate sentence (e.g., “the son who

dishonors his father”). It also concerns adjectives and verbal phrases.

There are no subjectless presentations, and so there are no empty names.
Every name denotes a certain entity — and only one entity (even if it is a com-
plex noun). On the other hand denoting a certain entity does not imply the
existence of this object.
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The names can represent either images, or concepts. In the first usage every
name represents a certain image, but the great majority of names represent
general concepts. A general name denotes the object of a certain general concept,
and at the same time, designates all the entities falling under this general entity.
The very names can be used to denote general entities, as well as designate
individual entities, which is an additional source of polysemy.

Various kinds of names can denote entities of any ontic category. Only verbal
names exclusively denote states — and acts, in particular — or their products.

Apart from names, “presentatives” also contain quasi—-nominal phrases:
some sentences (in the grammatical sense of the word) which are, in particular,
dependent adjunctive sentence (e.g., “that tomorrow there will be fine weather”).
These sentences represent exclusively presentations of judgments.

16. SAYINGS

Sentences are, basically, signs (expressions or sequences of expressions) repre-
senting judgments, orders — wishes, requests, curses (e.g., “Read!”, “May the
weather be fine tomorrow”, “I want you to read”) — and questions.

Sentences representing orders and questions also represent (usually) certain
judgments — about the object denoted. In particular, the interrogative sentence,
meant to evoke an answer — i.e. prompting to give judgments about a certain
object or to perform certain acts — also expresses one or more judgments about
this object; these judgments are presuppositions (data) of a question. A question
is logical, if its presupposition is not a false judgment; otherwise a question is
illogical (e.g.,'Is the verb ‘field’ masculine or feminine?”).

With respect to the kind of answers the set of interrogative sentences breaks
up, on the one hand, into simple questions requiring answers in the form of
one judgment (e.g., “When did Casimir the Great die?”), and complex questions
requiring answers in the form of a few judgments (e.g., “What does a bear look
like?”). On the other hand, the set of interrogative sentences breaks up into
questions requiring a decision (e.g., “Did the Reformation have any supporters
in Poland?”) and questions requiring a completion (e.g., “How did the union of
Poland and Lithuania come about?”). Answers themselves — which express, of
course, judgments — can be appreciated according to their accuracy. An accurate
answer strictly contains, what a given question is about (e.g., the answer “No,
itis not” to the question “Is the distance between the Earth and the Sun always
the same?”). Otherwise it is an inaccurate answer, even if it expresses a true
judgment (e.g., the answer “The Earth revolves round the Sun” — to questions
similar to the question in the previous example).

Sentences representing exclusively judgments are sayings. (Not every saying
can be characterized as “a sentence” in the grammatical sense of the word. For
instance, the word “Fire!” sometimes represents the judgment that something is
on fire.) A saying signifies a contexture of a certain judgment (i.e. an existence),
indicates that a judgment has been made by a speaker, and evokes making — or
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only presenting (i.e. understanding) — a judgment by a listener. Particular rep-
resentative functions are either performed separately by individual elements of
saying, or by a given saying as a whole.

With regard to their sense sayings can be simple (e.g., “God exists”) or complex
(e.g., “Lvov and Cracow are Polish towns”), i.e. they can represent one or more
than one judgment respectively. The simplicity and complexity of sayings ought
to be distinguished from the simplicity and complexity of judgments.

Simple sayings are relational or irrelational — depending on whether they
represent judgment having a relation as their object (stating only the existence
of this relation — and not of the arguments of it), or an entity of another kind.
Relational sayings contain some categorical sayings (e.g., “Roses are flowers’, “Two
and two is four”, “All the radii of a circle are equal”) and potential-hypothetical
sayings, i.e. belonging to casus potentialis (e.g., “If there is still a resource, it is
necessary to seize upon it’, “He who sows the wind, reaps the whirlwind’, “A
man must be able to content himself with the little nothing of life, in order to be
happy”). Irrelational sayings contain existential sayings with explicitly expressed
contextures (e.g., “Revenants do not exists’, “Conferences take place’, “There is
the risk”) and impersonal sayings (impersonalia) with contextures which are
not explicitly expressed (e.g., “Fire!’, “It dawns’, “Cloudiness”).

Now, complex sayings can be existential-relational, real-hypothetical or
irreal-hypothetical (casus realis and casus irrealis), disjunctive and conjunc-
tive. Existentional-relational sayings can be of two kinds. Firstly, we have
categorical sayings (e.g., “I live at number 10 Golebia Street in Lvov”), which
express allowance for the existence of a certain relation (in our example: liv-
ing) and of the arguments of this relation (in our example: I — and number
10 Gotebia Street in Lvov). Secondly, we have restrictive sayings (e.g., “Only
human being have the ability to speak”), which express judgments allowing
the existence of a certain relation (here: having) and of its arguments (here:
human beings and the ability to speak), and at the same time denying certain
entities (here: being other than human beings with nonetheless have the
mentioned ability).

Real-hypothetical sayings (e.g., “Since you want to answer, I shall ask you a
question”) express judgments allowing both the sentential elements of sayings
(here: that you want to answer, and that I shall ask you a question) and that the
object stated in the first element (here: the fact that you want to answer) joins
with the object stated in the second element (here: the fact that I shall ask you
a question). Irreal-hypothetical sayings (e.g., “If it was Sunday today, there
would not be any lectures”) express judgments denying both the sentential
elements of sayings, and allowing, that the object stated in the first element
joins with the object stated in the second element. Disjunctive sayings (e.g.,

“The world is ruled by God or by blind chance”) express judgments that the
judgments presented by the sentential elements of sayings are probable, that
it is impossible for any of them to be true, and that the simultaneous existence
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sayings (e.g., “The feelings are circulating in the soul, glowing, firing” — from
Mickiewicz) express judgments expressed by particular sentential elements of
a given sequence.

Definition—formulae of the structure “A is B” (e.g., “The state is a public society,
which contains a population settled in a certain territory as a community of
rulers and ruled peoples”) are a special kind of sayings. These sayings represent
de facto judgments, that ‘A’ denotes B (in particular, that “state” denotes a cer-
tain object, the presentation of which was constructed in a given way); they do
not represent the judgment that A is B (in particular, our definition does not
represent any judgment about a state).

Truthfulness, evidence, and probability — and their opposites — can be as-
cribed to sayings only indirectly (metaphorically): with respect to the judgments
represented. Thus, in particular, a given saying is evident, when if somebody
understands it, then he knows at once that the judgment represented by this
saying is true. On the other hand, the distinction between absolute and relative
truthfulness — which is not admissible in the area of judgments — is admissible
here. Absolute truthfulness characterizes, namely, a saying which represents
exclusively true judgments. Only complete sayings can be true in this sense. A
saying which represents sometimes true and sometimes false judgments can
be defined as relatively true. Elliptical sayings (e.g., “It rains’, “Cold baths are
healthy’, “Flats in Lvov are expensive”) belong to such relatively true sayings.
(Exemplary complete analogues of the elliptical sayings given above are the
following sentences: “At noon on the first of March, 1900, according to the
Gregorian calendar, it rains in the region of Castle Mountain in Lvov’; “Cold
baths are sometimes healthy’, “Flats in Lvov are expensive for the most part”).

Analogously, unlike the area of judgments, with reference to sayings, there
is room for speaking about synonymity (equipolency). Two sayings are, namely,
synonymous, if they represent equal judgments.

17. COPULATIONS

Among copulations, a special place is occupied by qualifications.
Qualifications are those nouns, pronouns, adjectives, adverbs, and numer-

als — and phrases equivalent to them — which occur in attributive contexts

” «

(e.g., nouns like “a speed of movement’, the father of Socrates’, “a gable end of a
house”; pronouns like “this man’, “any man’, “no man”). In predicative contexts
they are categoremata.

A qualification — together with the name next to which it stands — (co)
represents a presentation of the judgment referring to the object denoted by a
qualified expression. Depending on the object of this judgment the ascriptive
function performed by the qualification on account of the qualified expression,
consists in determination, abolition, confirmation, or modification (i.e. abolition
and determination satisfied at the same time).The abolitive and determinative
functions consist in changing a given sense: respectively, in enriching (e.g., “a
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good man”) or derogating (e.g., “a sham form”). The confirmative function
consists in intensifying or restoring certain components of a sense (e.g. “the
real fact”). These three functions are simple functions. On the other hand, the
modificative function is a complex one. It consists in enriching and derogating
a sense at the same time (e.g., “a former minister”).

Qualifications — even in attributive contexts (e.g., “a bad man”) — are not,
however, syncategoremata proper, because, they not only (co)present a certain
judgment (here: the judgment that a man is bad), but also independently rep-
resent auxiliary presentations (here: the image of something bad), evoking the
presentation of the proper object of a given complex expression as a whole (here:
the image of a bad man), but the content of these auxiliary presentations does
not depend on the content of the underlying presentation (here: on the content
of the image of a man), creating the sense of the qualified expression.

In the fulfillment of the determinative, abolitive, confirmative, and modifica-
tive function in relation to names by complex qualifications — pronouns (e.g.,
“which”) and prepositions (e.g., “as’, “as far as’, “without”) take part.

The pronouns “which” or “who” (in the contexts: “a man who makes pic-
tures’, “a body which is chemically indecomposables’, “a book which is yellow”)
indicate that the presentation of the named entity should be in relation to the
underlying image — enriched or derogated (or, in the end, modified) by the
attribute mentioned in the presented judgment belonging to this presentation.
These pronouns also fulfill the modificative function in relation to the preced-
ing sentence, what makes this sentence become the expression of a judgment
presented, but not made. The word “that” has a similar function.

The prepositions “as” (in the context “Salzburg as the birthplace of Mozart”)
and “insofar as” (in the context “American monkeys, insofar as they are all
caudate”) signalize to a hearer that he should present the named objects by
complementing the attributes mentioned. The preposition “without” (in the
context “a country without mountains”) signalizes, that the proper presenta-
tion (here: the presentation of a low country) should be preceded by a certain
auxiliary presentation (here: the presentations of mountains).

Copulations proper are formed by conjunctions, which can occur in nominal
(e.g., “non-") or propositional contexts (e.g., “not’, “or’, “if”).

The conjunction “non-"in a nominal context (e.g., “non—Greek”) has a specific
modificative function with respect to its nominal argument: the infinitative
function. It changes the sense of this argument in such a way, that the sense of
all the context becomes equal to the sense of the generic name (genus proximum)
superior to this member (here to the name “man”), enriching the sense by the
presentation of the judgment denying the object of this name specific attributes
of the object of the negated name (here: the name “Greek”). The infinitation
rule is binding here. It permits adding “non-" only to those names which are
subordinated with respect to a certain name. The expression “non—entity” vio-
lates this rule, because it is impossible to find a genus for the word “entity”. Thus
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“non-—entity” is nonsense. If we recognize the noun “nothing” as synonymous
with the expression “non—entity’, we should recognize “nothing” as nonsense.
As a matter of fact “nothing” is the syncategorematic element of negation of an
existential quantifier. Thus the phrase “Nothing is eternal” is synonymous with

“There is not an entity, which is eternal”.

The conjunction “or” performs the modificative function with respect to
sentences which are connected by it. These sentences represent in such a con-
text judgment not made but only presented. And in a disjunctive sentence, as a
whole, the probability of these presented judgments is expressed. The degree of
this probability here is inversely proportional to the number of main elements
of the whole.

A similar modificative function — in some contexts, at least — is performed
by the conjunction “if” to sentence—elements (here: to antecedents and to
consequents). This kind of context expresses as a whole the judgment that the
logical argument—consequence relation occurs between the presented judgments.
The problem here concerns formal truths. They are sometimes contrasted with
material truths. But if these “truths” are true, their truthfulness is identical with
the truthfulness of every materially true judgment.

18. Understanding
The person O understands the name N, denoting the object P, if O, hearing or
reading N, evokes in himself — or at least can do so — the presentation of P.
The person O understands the sentence — and the saying, in particular — Z,
denoting the judgment S, if O, hearing or reading Z, evokes in himself — or at
least can do so — the presentation of S.

We do not understand words of an unknown language, just because they do
not evoke in us either an image, or a concept.

19. CONCLUSION

Kazimierz Twardowski’s descriptive semiotics is an abstract theory of lingual
phenomena, i.e. a system of definitions and their consequences, a system built
with the method of logical analysis, preceded by an inventory and supplemented
with a classification of these phenomena. This theory consists in the psycho—
physical conception of signs, the functional conception of expression, the
noematic conception of sense, and the discrepant conception of language.
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10. On Leon Chwistek’s philosophy
of language

1. INTRODUCTION

Leon Chwistek born on 13" of June, 1884, in Zakopane and died on 20" of
August, 1944, in Moscow, was a true renaissance figure and probably the most
all-round Polish scientist of the first half of our century. He was the creator of
rational metamathematics (in the field of the foundations of mathematics) and
the defender of nominalism (in the philosophy of mathematics). He realized (as
a formal logician and methodologist) the postulate of formalizing sciences, in
his semantic system. He presented (as an ontologist) the theory of the plurality
of realities, and his epistemology was founded on broad empiricism and realism.
In psychology he was the follower of experimentalism, in ethics of rigorism, in
his own version. In aesthetics and the theory of art he inclined to relativism,
and as a critic of art he supported the so—called formism.

After all, he himself painted fascinating «strefistic» pictures and was the
author of an expressionistic novel.

Semiotic problems were dealt with by him mainly in three periods: from 1916
to 1917, from 1920 to 1924, and from 1930 to 1937. The first period is opened
by the treatise Sens i rzeczywistos¢ [Meaning and reality] (1916), the last one
is closed by the paper “Uberwindung des Begriffsrealismus” (1937). Chwistek
most important remarks on language can be found in his main work Granice
nauki [The limits of science] (1935/1949).

Remarks put below concern Chwistek’s views on general semiotic problems.

2. SIGN, MEANING AND TRUTH

Every object can be a sign, but no object by itself is a sign. It becomes a sign

thanks to a convention which can be contracted without determining the on-
tological status of the object under consideration (Chwistek 1935, t. II: 55), i.e.
apart from establishing whether it is a thing, a concourse of molecules, a system

of impressions or an extra—temporal entity; whether it is an individual object

(sign—token) or a set of such objects (sign—design). Diving into such a question

is harmful punctiliousness because we are then in danger of involving ourselves

in verbal controversy, as for instance when ‘a’ ceases to be ‘a’ and begins to be ‘d’
or 0’ (Chwistek 1935, t. II: 11). One needs to get over the fact that it is impossible

to catch the right connotation of the word ‘sign’ (Chwistek 1935, t. II: 56). It is

necessary and sufficient if we simply indicate the (simple) signs used by ourselves

and the rules of forming out of them composed expressions (Chwistek 1935, t.
I1: 55). We may leave out of the question in their possible indefiniteness as long

as it does not begin to result in disturbances in using these signs (Chwistek 1935,

200



t. II: 11). The rules mentioned above are necessary because compound expres-
sions cannot be constructed quite arbitrarily; full arbitrariness leads sooner or
later to contradiction (Chwistek 1935/1961-1963, t. II: 35).

Every sign is a twofold object. One of its aspects is a more or less determi-
nate combination of sounds, the second is a more or less determinate meaning
(Chwistek 1920a; 1960: 101) expressed by these sounds (Chwistek 1920b: 105).
This meaning can be understood doubly. Originally, in speech, an expression
is a sort of label for the perceived object. The meaning of such an expression

— a name in particular — is the main framework, the scheme of this object
(Chwistek 1935, t. II: 213). The object in question is always the real object, for
there are no general objects, to which verbs, adjectives and some nouns ap-
pear to refer (Chwistek 1917, t. I: 3, 6, 109). In the case of sentences it will be a
certain distinguished real event (Chwistek 1932, t. I: 127) or a relation between
components of reality: extralingual reality for the affirmatives and lingual reality
for the negatives (Chwistek 1921, t. I: 65). Secondarily, first of all in the course
of reading, this framework is replaced by a certain experience (Chwistek 1932,
t. I: 121), namely the image or thought come into our head at the moment of
reflecting upon the mode of using this expression in speech (Chwistek 1932, t.
I: 129; 1935: XX—XXI). The formation of such a secondary meaning — of the
image in particular — is the condition of forming suitable habits affording use
of general expressions or names (Chwistek 1932, t. I: 121).

Only thanks to the fact that one attribute fixed meaning in the original sense
to a given expression, a reaction of replying to a given structure of impression
by equal lingual behavior (Chwistek 1930-1933, t. I: 128) is developed. As a
result of a habitual mode of using the expressions in speech fixed in such a
way, secondary meanings are established and the constitutive impressions are
analogous among different people using this language. This analogy grows little
as we become more distant from the area of everyday life. Out of this area only
partial understanding is possible. Hence, for example, all attempts at finding
intersubjective meaning, reachable finally for all the users of a given language,
have failed (Chwistek 1932, t. I: 121).

Since the original meaning of any expression — including also sentences — is
a real object or a system of real objects, a meaningful sentence, i.e. proposition,
is true if and only if it corresponds to reality. The criteria of this correspondence
(accordance) for experiential propositions are identical with the original criteria of
sound reason. So if they fulfill these criteria then they are absolutely true. Sentences
like “The distance from my home to the university is more than ten centimeters”
(Chwistek 1930-1933, t. I: 201; 1935, t. II: 24) or “Two times two is four” (Chwistek
1921, t. I: 42) are examples of absolutely true propositions. But the absoluteness or
doubtlessness of such propositions has dubious roots; they stick in our everyday
convictions (Chwistek 1930-1933, t. I: 208). Thereby the scope of experiential
propositions is very limited and the limits are dubious (Chwistek 1930-1933, t. I:
207). One can hardly hope here for more than the generalities just uttered.
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In the case of scientific (theoretical) propositions, the truth value of the
proposition depends upon how the extensions of the expressions occurring
in this proposition have been determined. So it is a relative property of some
propositions, but then it is possible sufficiently strictly to determine it (Chwistek
1935, t. II: 78). It is a relative property because it depends upon the accepted
general solutions in a given theory, the full systems of propositions in which
a given proposition occurs, and these general solutions are provisional and
revocable by nature. Even if one grants as absolutely true the propositions being
repeated in all the solutions, this choice itself is evidently arbitrary (Chwistek
1930-1933, t. I: 207-208). One must not confuse this relativity of truth value
characteristic of extraexperiential propositions with the pragmatic criterion.
Indeed, something can be useful on account of different purposes. One can
set oneself of course a task of which falsehood or absurdity favors the success
(Chwistek 1930-1933, t. I: 206). But if any scientist (even a mathematician)
takes such and such premises or definitions for granted, his arbitrary choice
is in accordance with the pragmatic criterion only in the sense that it is fitted
for ensuring that a given branch of science be as fruitful as possible (Chwistek
1921, t. I: 42; 1932, t. I: 134).

3. NATURAL LANGUAGE
Natural language arrogates to completeness (Chwistek 1924: 14). It admits of
talking about everything: one can talk in it of talking, signify expressions by
expressions, use (without restrictions) phrases like “all expressions’, “all proper-
ties’, etc. (Chwistek 1935, t. II: 16). This completeness is accompanied however,
by indefiniteness, ambiguity, and self—contradiction (Chwistek 1935, t. I: 17).
Natural language is indefinite because it does not have, first,
1. distinct criteria permitting demarcation of
a. meaningful from senseless expressions (Chwistek 1935, t. II: 31) and
b. true from false sentences (Chwistek 1935, t. II: 78);
and second,

2. distinct rules of constructing expressions (for example a satisfactory rule
of substitution); hence there are not in natural language general sentences with
totally definite content (Chwistek 1935, t. II: 93).

Then, it is ambiguous (Chwistek 1921, t. I: 46, 192; 1930-1933, t. I: 192; 1935,
t. IT: 55) because its expressions are obscure (Chwistek 1935, t. II: 55, 74) and
equivocal (Chwistek 1935, t. II: 4); hence one may, in certain circumstances, ac-
cept sentences like “This is white and nonwhite’, “Electrons are real and unreal”
(Chwistek 1935, t. II: 96).

Natural language is self—contradictory finally because applied to descriptions
of phenomena transcending everyday life it leads to antinomies (scil. Eubulides;
Grelling’s, etc.) (Chwistek 1935, t. II: 8).

In spite of its completeness and because of its indefiniteness, ambiguity,
and self—contradiction, natural language is not a perfect tool (Chwistek 1935,
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t. II: 5). It requires improvement (Chwistek 1935, t. II: 13—14). The attempt at
such improvement may be taken up by two means: analytic or constructive
methods.

4. ANALYTIC METHOD

Applying the analytic method, one admits in fact the claim of natural language
to completeness; and its imperfectness is counted as removable by explanation
and arrangements of ready, existing expressions. It requires only an analysis of
meaning of given expressions. This analysis makes it possible to establish their
essential, true, and distinct meaning.

Assumed is here the possibility of obtaining absolute, final knowledge. This
belief is accompanied by conviction that expressions of natural language do have
such true and distinct meanings; our concern is only to uncover and put them
in order (Chwistek 1923, t. I: 114). That is an illusory conviction. Expressions
of natural language have not one sole, true meaning; natural language does
not hide kernels of absolute truth (Chwistek 1935, t. II: 9). We will never get to
know what is good, beauty, love, friendship, personality, or matter by searching
for the immanent meaning of suitable words used in natural language. We will
never have knowledge of that sort (Chwistek 1924: 52; 1935, t. II: 4) because it is
not possible to achieve it by any means. One can settle somehow the extension
of an expression, for example of the notion of honesty; and dependent on the
establishment of this extension (i.e. how many people we ought to recognize as
being honest) our activities will be more or less efficacious. We can confer such
a meaning upon the notion of honesty that it would be possible to call nobody
honest; then the word ‘honesty” would be useless. So the question what is the
true extension of a given expression in natural language is simply an absurd
question (Chwistek 1935, t. II: 204). (Here — to anticipate possible strictures

— I hasten to say that Chwistek has in mind research oriented not historically
but theoretically. There is no denying that a pleasant task for a historian is the
reconstruction of true meaning; for instance, of the word ‘meaning’ as used by
such—and-such thinkers. And, as a matter of fact, I am now doing something
like that with Chwistek’s views). So, no expression of natural language — in-
cluding the simplest names such as “horse’, “sparrow’, “penny’, “man” — has a
sharp extension or clear content.

Of course it is difficult to confound, for example, “friendship” with “horse—
races” (Chwistek 1924: 52), but the analysis of meaning reaches such a point
in the end, in which it is impossible to decide if a given expression refers to a
given thing or not (Chwistek 1935, t. II: 10—11). Evidence of this may be found
in the old paradoxes of the bald head, of the sand—pail (both attributed to
Eubulides), and of the rustle (attributed to Zeno of Eleia) (Chwistek 1935, t. II:
11). It is easy to convince oneself as to the described situation — proposing to
make the simplest dichotomic division in the area of natural language (Chwistek
1923, t.1: 113).
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Therefore, natural language is not a system of clear and unambiguous expres-
sions; and it will never be such a system as long as it is a natural (i.e. complete)
language (Chwistek 1935, t. II: 9). And there is no need to look for such a system
in natural language (Chwistek 1935, t. II: 47—48). Moreover, the poverty of the
results obtained by the analytic method also proves the fruitlessness of this way
(Chwistek 1921, t. I: 39): it leads inevitably directly to verbal metaphysics.

It is because in carrying out the analysis of the meaning of expressions be-
longing to natural language we substitute finally for some expressions of this
language other ones belonging to the same language, that our definitions are
not free of obscurity and equivocity. There is as yet no efficacious criterion for
the distinguishing of more or less ambiguous expressions in natural language.

Besides, one should remember that such substitutions are unfortunately
sometimes made by means of classical definition per genus proximum et dif-
ferentia specifica. Then another illusion appears: that we can find such differ-
entiam specificam. In the majority of cases we get the property differentiating,
for example, “sparrow” and “canary”— instead of the differentiae specificae of
sparrow”. Thus is hidden the real states of affairs, namely that the word “sparrow”
(like most expressions in natural language) is introduced finally by pointing at
a living specimen with one’s finger (Chwistek 1935, t. II: 12). The result of such
a verbal definition is usually that instead of trivial but simple utterances, we
get the pronouncement of apparently unambiguous, but in fact only obscure
and heavy ones. The situation reduces considerably the validity of resources
connected with the analysis of meaning.

“«

5. CONSTRUCTIVE METHOD

The constructive method, on the other hand, can be proud of great achieve-
ments: it yields valuable results first of all in the works of logicians and mathe-
maticians, but also, for example, in those of codifiers of law (Chwistek 1924:
52; 1932, t. I: 130).

According to the constructive method, natural language needs not expla-
nation or arrangement but total reconstruction. First of all it is necessary to
reject its claim to completeness because precisely this claim is the source of
the indefiniteness, ambiguity, and self—contradiction of natural language. This
language is a good tool as long as we put up with its being limited (Chwistek
1935, t. II: 128, 129). It is free of these faults if we do not try to describe with the
aid of it phenomena not belonging to the world of everyday things (Chwistek
1930-1933, t. I: 192; 1935, t. II: 4). Then it is necessary to reject the view that
expressions in any language are clear and nonambiguous by themselves, and
consequently to reject the hope of obtaining final knowledge concerning their
meaning. Expressions may become clear and nonambiguous only by suitable
operations (Chwistek 1935, t. II: 47-48). The analysis of meaning may be a
useful preliminary operation. But true reconstruction begins afterwards. It
consists in building a nearly quite new language which permits us to talk about
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matters going beyond everyday life with no risk of indefiniteness, ambiguity, and
self—contradiction (Chwistek 1935, t. II: 68). The validity of substituting such a
language for natural language is founded upon the fact that every language can
be treated as containing, as a rule, a finite number of words (Chwistek 1917, t.
I: 7) and one can conceive of a list of combinations of these words which draws
out all that is and will be performed in a given language (Chwistek 1917, t. I: 8).
(Please, do not forget that this opinion was formulated at the beginning of our
century.) Such an artificial language ceases to be indefinite, because it is supplied
with a list of simple expressions and with a list of rules of building compound
expressions, of auxiliary rules of abbreviations, and of rules of demonstration
(establishing the principles of recognizing given expressions as statements of
a system).

The delimitation between senseful and senseless expressions can be done
here according to an arbitrarily chosen principle (Chwistek 1912, t. II; 1917,
t. I; 1935/1961-1963, t. II: 13). This is because the lingual units form one
continuous sequence. The expressions with scientific sense (including senseful
sentences, i.e. statements) occupy one of its poles, the senseless (i.e. empty of
meaning) expressions occupy the opposite pole (Chwistek 1921, t. I: 98; 1935,
t. II: 13). Depriving language of indefiniteness — in just such a way — causes
the basis of classifying the statements as analytic or synthetic, a priori, to
disappear, because it proves that all the statements are inferred from primitive
statements; the system of these latter exactly determines the meaning of the
primitive expressions.

Expressions with meaning determined in such a way can be used without
intuiting this meaning (Chwistek 1932, t. I: 121) if one does not transcend the
system of the above—mentioned primitive statements; beyond this system, we
run the risk of nonconclusive problems, i.e. problems admitting arbitrary deci-
sions (Chwistek 1922: 543). By these means the source of ambiguity of language
is removed (Chwistek 1935, t. II: 74—75). On the other hand it really comes to
this: no rule is strictly speaking an analytic statement because all rules bring
something really new and none of them can be proved: all of them are accepted
quite arbitarily (Chwistek 1921, t. I: 45; 1935, t. II: 41).

6. ARTIFICIAL LANGUAGE

Language built in such a way — free of the indefiniteness and ambiguity of
natural language — becomes free of self—contradiction (Chwistek 1921, t. I:
46). It is, however, necessary to keep in mind two things often omitted by
non-logicians.

First, this artificial language is not a substitutional language in relation to
natural language. Ultimately in every field in which there is the need of commu-
nication we are condemned to use natural language. Formally correct language,
for instance, the language of symbolic logic (Chwistek 1921, t. I: 41), is not a
tool of verbal communication but only a tool making possible the establishing
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of the limits, the scope of natural language, and enjoining our nondisturbance
of them during our speech acts (Chwistek 1935, t. II: 216). We say “Socrates is a
man” independently of using in this statement the word “Socrates” as a proper
name or as an individual or general name. But if we read this sentence and if
we want to hold to what is written, we have the obligation to understand this
inscription as having the same meaning as the statement “The set SOCRATES is
a subset of the set MAN”. Every other understanding is an addition of someone’s
interpretation, and may be quite strange to the sender of the communication,
appealing to our faith in or doubt of the existence of the definite man named
Socrates (Chwistek 1932, t. I: 124—125).

Second, this artificial language, like natural language, ought to keep to the
principles of sound reason, first of all to the principle of non—contradiction
(Chwistek 1935, t. II: 6-7). Sound reason cannot be identified here with com-
mon sense, which is, rather, “horse sense”; the requirements of the latter change
together with the conditions of life (Chwistek 1935, t. II: 2). Sentences which
may be built in this language and which are contradictory to the principles
of sound reason ought to be rejected. One such sentence is the principle of
subordination; when a general statements has the strong interpretation — i.e.

“For every x: if x is B, then x is Q” and not “There is not such an x that: x is P and
x is not Q” — this principle leads to asserting irreal things. For instance, the
acceptance of all devils being spoilers ought not to oblige us to assert that some
spoilers are devils, and then that devils really exist (Chwistek 1935, t. II: 8-9, 91).
In such circumstances taking up the problem of, for example, the complexity
of soul, we can overlook the fact that the word ‘soul’ is simply an empty name.
Assertion of existing things of that sort has as its consequence the ambiguity of
expressions of our language and the generation of apparent problems.

The faults of the analytic method reveal themselves much more explicitly
when one applies it to scientific languages. Here it is easy to see that an enter-
prise depending upon explanation of primary scientific notions is theoretically
useless for science because of the ambiguity of these notions (Chwistek 1921, t.
I: 39, 46). One can say that, for instance, in physics it is necessary to establish
the notion of the location of an electron so broadly in order that the notion of
the momentum of an electron has a sufficiently narrow extension. Then it is
no wonder that the true location and momentum are not fixable. To search for
the «true» location and «true» momentum is as absurd as to search for «true»
honesty (Chwistek 1935, t. II: 202). The same problem arises with the ambiguity
of the notion of a straight line and with the possibility of building many different
systems of geometry (Chwistek 1921, t. I: 40).

The analysis of meaning of scientific expressions can best impel to a conscious
appointing of their extension and content (Chwistek 1921, t. I: 461). Such an
appointment depends, according to the constructive method, on substitution
of primitive notions by precise lingual units (Chwistek 1921, t. I: 48; 1922: 342).
They should be chosen in a way which enables us to find their correlates in natural
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language (Chwistek 1932 t. I: 129) and to anticipate results of out experiments
(Chwistek 1930-1933, t. I: 195-196). One cannot, however, expect the miracle
of anticipatory real, spontaneous, elemental phenomena (Chwistek 1921, t. I:
71), except the simplest ones (Chwistek 1932, t. I: 129) in all their details; this
can be done only by Laplace’s spirit. It concerns linguistic data as well as, for
instance, meteorological data. The reconstructed or just simply constructed
meaning is fully determined by primary statements (Chwistek 1923, t. I: 113).
It is hard to speak about any understanding of them outside of the system of
these statements.

7. CONCLUSION

Chwistek not only demanded the creation of such a formal language and the
reconstruction of the primary principles of sound reason in it but tried to realize
his purpose. He gave utterance to it in the system of rational semantics improved
by him again and again. This system is the theory of expressions (Chwistek 1935:
XXIII), a reconstructing in a formal way — and free from metaphysical presup-
positions (Chwistek 1935: XXIII) — the original properties of expressions: the
relations of sequence, inclusion, substitution, and synonymity.
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11. On Wtadystaw Tatarkiewicz’s
personality and philosophical
achievements

Writing on Wladystaw Tatarkiewicz as a historian of philosophy, Tadeusz
Czezowski expressed the very accurate opinion that “at only one point was the
author unfaithful to historical precision: in the third volume of his Historia
filozofii [History of philosophy], when presenting the state of philosophical
studies in twentieth—century Poland, he totally neglected his own achievements”
(Czezowski 1967).

Let us try to supplement that gap.

1. LIFE AND PERSONALITY

He lived exactly 94 years — from the 3™ of April, 1886, to the 4" of April, 1980.
He was born and died in Warsaw. He was a successor of the Polish social—
intellectual elite, but without any inclinations towards exclusivity. He was
the grandfather of a Warsaw professorial dynasty but without an inclination
towards nepotism. A patriot but not a nationalist: he loved, valued, and knew
his homeland. A globetrotter but not a cosmopolitan: he was known, highly
esteemed, and well liked in the world.

He was a scholar who worked in eight languages (above all — Polish), and stud-
ied in five domains (above all — aesthetics); a lecturer at five universities (above
all — Warsaw from 1915 to 1968, with several interruptions), and a participant in
seven international conventions (above all — the aesthetics congress held in Am-
sterdam in 1964); a member of seventeen societies (above all — The International
Philosophical Institute, from 1930), and an editor or co—editor of four periodicals
(above all — the Przeglad Filozoficzny in the years 1919 to 1950); the recipient of
eight medals (above all — Commander with the Star of the Polonia Restituta), and
the winner of seven awards (above all — the Alfred Jurzykowski Foundation award).
Three universities (including Jagiellonian University) granted him the title of doctor
honoris causa, and five international institutions (including the Polish Philosophical
Society) bestowed the honorary chairmanship (or membership).

He was a man of four—fold elegance. His elegant wardrobe matched his
elegant taste, sensitivity to art and a particular liking for classicism, although
from time to time his weakness from Romanticism made itself known. His
elegant manners revealed an elegance of character; moderation revealed inflex-
ibility, directness — modesty, serenity — happiness, politeness — indulgence,
usefulness — magnanimity, although his personality, like that of every person
of style, was not free of dissonances.
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It was said that he was inflexible, since even in adversity he never gave vent
to bitterness. (He was the victim of quite a number of such adversities: the
manuscript of Zagadnienia filozofii [Problems in philosophy] written during an
occupation—period seminar, was lost. The manuscript of O szczesciu [Analysis
of happiness] (1947) almost shared the same fate when it was thrown in a
gutter by a Nazi officer with the words, “Es gibt keine polnische Kultur mehr”.
The manuscript of the third volume of History of philosophy was burnt in the
Warsaw Uprising, and despite the fact that it was recreated, much time passed
before it was issued. Difficulties accompanied the publication of Droga do
filozofii [Path towards philosophy] (1971-1972), as well as the Historia sztuki
polskiej w zarysie [History of Polish art in outline] (Dobrowolski & Tatarkiewicz
(eds.) 1962), of which he was co—author, and even the selection entitled Jakiej
filozofii Polacy potrzebujg | The philosophy needed by the Poles] ((ed.) 1970).) He
did not, however, succumb to disappointment, although he did not conceal his
doubts: “Life taught me to expect little from other people’, he admitted during
his ninetieth birthday.

It was said that he was modest because when famous he was never proud,
although he appreciated celebrity, and sometimes even sought it. In Zapiski
do autobiografii [Notes for an autobiography] (1979), he admitted outright:

“haughtiness is less unsympathetic than pride” He described himself as happy,
although one of his students witnessed that during a lecture about Kant, Ta-
tarkiewicz recalled how the aged philosopher, when asked whether he would
want to relive his life in the same manner, cried: “No, definitely not” And the
words of Kant sounded like Tatarkiewicz’s personal admission.

It was said that he was indulgent since he did not try to convince at any price
those who erred that they were wrong, even if their failing was all too obvious,
and despite the fact that he never abandoned a view that in his opinion was
sufficiently justified. But his indulgence was probably much too far-reaching,
since he also tolerated dilettantes and the frivolous in his environment.

It was said, finally, that he was magnanimous, or even good, since he never
tried at any price to destroy his attackers, even if the circumstances were condu-
cive, and despite the fact that he never ceased to negatively evaluate the author
of evil. But his magnanimity must have been too extensive since he sometimes
favored careerists and flatterers.

2. WRITINGS

Tatarkiewicz published over 300 works. His main philosophical treatises include
Die Disposition der aristotelischen Prinzipien (published in German in 1910,
and not in Polish until 1978), the study O szczesciu [Analysis of happiness]
(published in 1947, and written basically during the II world war, i.e. at a time,
as one of his students aptly noticed, when Albert Camus was working on The
plague), and finally, O doskonatosci [On perfection] (published in 1976, in the
ninetieth year of his life). Part of the remaining writing is contained in selected
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studies entitled Skupienie i marzenie [Concentration and dream) (1951), Droga
do filozofii [Path towards philosophy] and Droga przez estetyke [Path through
aesthetics] (1971-1972), and Parerga (1978).

The historical works constitute Tatarkiewicz’s opera vitae: the three volumes
of Historia filozofii [History of philosophy] (vol. I and II published in 1931, vol. III
in 1950), and the three volumes of Historia estetyki [History of aesthetics] (vol.
I and II published in 1960, vol. III in 1967), which are supplemented by Dzieje
szesciu pojec [History of six concepts] (1975). A special place among works deal-
ing with the history of philosophy is held by the little study on Polish thought
entitled “Miedzy Oswieceniem a mesjanizmem” [“Between the Enlightenment
and messianism” (1970), which is an introduction to the anthology Jakiej filozofii
Polacy potrzebujg [ The philosophy needed by the Pole], published in 1970. The
history of art was enriched by his works Lazienki Warszawskie [The Warsaw
Lazienki] (1957a) and O sztuce polskiej XVII i XVIII wieku [On Polish art of the
XVII?" and XVIII" centuries] (1966).

Zapiski do autobiografii [Notes for an autobiography] (published together
with Wspomnienia [Reminiscences] by his wife, Teresa, in 1979) proved to be a
masterpiece of reminiscences and a document of an epoch long passed.

3. DEVELOPMENT

Tatarkiewicz’s basic views took their ultimate shape around 1915 and from
that time on did not undergo any serious changes. If something was altered
in his long life, it was his interests. Until 1925 he concentrated on ethics and
aesthetics, from 1925 to 1930 on the history of philosophy, from 1930 to 1940
on ethics, once again on the history of philosophy in the period of 1940 to 1950,
and once more on aesthetics from 1950 on. On the other hand, his teaching
career encompassed four great breakthroughs: the first lecture, given at Warsaw
University in 1915 (“Z dziejéw filozofii na wszechnicy warszawskiej” [“From the
history of philosophy at Warsaw University”] (1915/1971)); the first post—war
lecture, at Jagiellonian University in 1945; the first course upon his return to
Warsaw University in 1957 (“Dzieje filozofii ostatnich stu lat” [“History of phi-
losophy during the last hundred years”]); and the last lecture he delivered there
in 1977 (“Dwa pojecia piekna” [“Two concepts of beauty”]). These breakthroughs
were originally of a mainly personal significance, but with time they also took
on a more general dimension, since they coincided with turning points in the
twentieth—century history of Polish scholarship.

4. PREDECESSORS

Tatarkiewicz’s closest predecessors were Blaise Pascal in regard to formation
(metaphysical disposition); Aristotle and Heinrich Rickert in regard to interests
(polyhistorism and aesthetics, respectively); Kant and Franz Brentano in regard
to orientation (ontological pluralism and ethical variabilism, respectively);
Pierre Abélard, Wilhelm Dilthey, and George Edward Moore in regards to
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method (semantic contrasting, historical interpretation, and semiotic analysis,
respectively); finally, in the field of style — Aristotle (succinctness), St. Thomas
(pedantry), and Francis Bacon (aphorisms).

Of the old Polish thinkers, Tatarkiewicz most valued Sebastian Petrycy
for his cult of Aristotle and his “interests in practical problems as well as the
retention of a union between philosophical theory and the needs of national
life” (1931-1950, t. II: 38); Feliks Jaronski for his program of a philosophy

“on which one could base both science and a world outlook, which would be
formulated in an accessible and understandable language” (1967: 191); finally,
Michat Wiszniewski for his sensible and mediation—oriented stand, “for his
minimalism [...] of intellect, and an extensive and unprejudiced interpretation
[...] of problems” (1931-1950, t. III: 174).

5. TEACHERS

The greatest influence was exerted upon Tatarkiewicz by his direct teachers, those
whose lectures he attended: Ludwik Krzywicki, although initially he treated his
lectures as a “supplementation of general education” (1976b: 3); Twardowski, “a
clear—cut and sober thinker, and a naturally gifted teacher” (1931-1950, t. III:
376); and Adam Mahrburg, whose lectures “were probably the best of all those’
Tatarkiewicz heard in his life (1979: 122). From the first of these teachers he
borrowed a liking for observing the transmigration of ideas — their shifting
in time and space. The second strengthened a minimalistic option. The third,
to whom Tatarkiewicz was particularly indebted, inculcated in him a habit
of descriptive interpretation of ethical and generally axiological problems, a
constant methodological self—control, and a dehypostazed and predominantly
clear and artistically ideal formulation of his own philosophical conceptions,
as well as those of others.

Slightly later, the impact of those with whom Tatarkiewicz became acquainted
and whose works he read with in his youth came: Wtadyslaw Bieganski, Marian
Massonius, Jan Lukasiewicz, and Konstanty Michalski. In Etyka ogdlna [General
ethics] (1918) by Bieganski, published by Tatarkiewicz from the author’s manu-
script, he discovered not only affirmation of the attitude of goodwill, but also of
perfection, which was the source of his willingness to deal with the problem of
happiness. Massonius, with whom Tatarkiewicz quickly became friendly, confirmed
the conviction that the idea that positivistic postulates are justified only in the
domain of scientific cognition is mistaken. An acquaintanceship with the famous
work O zasadzie sprzecznosci u Arystotelesa [On the principle of contradiction in
Aristotle] (1910a), by Lukasiewicz (which was published in the same year as Die
Disposition der aristotelischen Prinzipien, NB. reviewed by Lukasiewicz) was one
of the most important motives for Tatarkiewicz to rapidly abandon his previous
style of expression and thought, which he discovered in Marburg. Gradually, his
own style became so congenial with that of Lukasiewicz that if Tatarkiewicz’s later
studies about Aristotle (“Trzy etyki Arystotelesa” [“Three ethics of Aristotle”]

d
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(1931) and “Dwaj nowoczes$ni estetycy: Arystoteles i Cycero” [“Two modern
aestheticians: Aristotle and Cicero”] (1961)) were to be published together with
those by Lukasiewicz, there could emerge a whole that could be mistaken for
the work of a single author. From Michalski, on the other hand, Tatarkiewicz
borrowed a general view about the tasks and manner of conducting historical
studies, as well as a high regard for scholastic tradition.

Tatarkiewicz’s main guide was Wtadystaw Weryho, who was a protector and an
ideal, and a model of the well-wishing person, to whom Tatarkiewicz dedicated
the study O bezwzglednosci dobra [On the absoluteness of good] (1919).

It is noteworthy that only a slight and short-lived trace was left by Tatark-
iewicz’s foreign teachers in Berlin (Georg Simmel), Marburg (Herman Cohen
and Paul Natorp), and Paris (Henri Bergson and Pierre Janet), although lectures
by Simmel were fascinating and the interpretations proposed by Cohen and
Natorp were as apt as those later offered by Tatarkiewicz himself. He described
the lectures by Bergson and Janet briefly: “I found in them more pleasure than
substantial nourishment” (1979, p. 125).

6. VIEwWS

6.1. Ontology and epistemology
Reality is interpreted by man in a dual manner: as an ensemble of qualitatively
defined things (objects), and an ensemble of quantitatively defined phenomena
(processes), both independent of cognition. The prime source of the common
image of the world is external experience (sensory impressions and re—creative
and creative presentations); the main source of the scientific image is reasoning.
The universal image is far from perfect, since (despite universal assumption) it
is incomplete as a whole and its details are dim, variable, and relative (because
they depend upon the perspective and the state of the cognizant). But the
scientific image is also imperfect, since (contrary to the claims of scholars) it
is even less complete, despite its greater exactness, uniformity, and generality
(which it owes to putting details into types and to generalizations that reflect
the constant relations between phenomena).

The task of the philosopher is to analyze precisely and compare every form
of both images — above all, the degree of their departure from «true» reality.

6.2. Ethics
Values as qualitative properties belong to the common image of the world. The
questions concerning their types, ways of existence, cognition, experiencing, and
order were regarded by Tatarkiewicz as the fundamental problems of axiology.
He also considered solutions developed previously to be unsatisfactory. His
own answers to those inquiries had the following form.

Owing to the fact that, whether the objects are valuable in themselves or
due to certain relations to other (valuable) objects, one can divide them into
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objects possessing their own (direct) value, and objects of derivative value. The
latter includes the means (e.g., money, equipment), or conditions (e.g., forces,
capabilities) for attaining directly valuable objects, as well as ‘reservoirs’ (e.g.,
the family, community, science or art) and their signs (e.g., the attributes of
power, national relics, scientific degrees, distinctions).

Among the values themselves, from the point of view of the (directly valu-
able) objects to which they are due, one can distinguish intellectual values (i.e.
values of thought: wisdom or foolishness), moral values (i.e. values of conduct:
goodness and wickedness, honesty and dishonesty), hedonic values (i.e. values
of feelings: pleasure and suffering, happiness and disappointment), aesthetic
values (i.e. values of things: beauty and hideousness), and, finally, vital values
(i.e. values of life: health and illness, beauty and ugliness). Intellectual, moral,
and hedonic values constitute specifically human values, while aesthetic values
belong (also) to objective values, and vital values are on the borderline of human
and objective values. Some of the values mentioned above, and in particular
the values of goods (one’s own intellectual and aesthetic values as well as other
people’s moral and hedonic values), are regarded by Tatarkiewicz as intentional
(purposeful, primary), since they can be attained by means of intentional activity,
and comprise its intentional outcome. Others (one’s own moral and hedonic
values) are effectual (secondary, resultant) goods, which means that they can
be the outcome of intentional activity but also (usually and more easily) of an
activity aimed at something other than goods. Finally, still other values (vital
goods) are composed of natural (fate) goods, i.e. they cannot become the object
of undertakings and are simply the gift of chance.

Objects are valuable when some of their properties are valuable; goodness
(as well as evil) is a value that is absolutely and independently due to certain
properties. This was the conclusion drawn by Tatarkiewicz when he demon-
strated the baselessness of (ethical) relativism and subjectivism. Objects that
possess exclusively good properties and those with a (quantitative or qualitative)
predominance of such properties are good in themselves, while objects that
possess only bad properties or are dominated by them are bad in themselves.
But an object that is good in itself can contain a certain negative feature, and
vice versa; moreover, that valuable object can lose its value. The absolute and
independent nature of the values themselves (the fact that values are due to
certain properties without regard to something else, and independent of the
act of their perception) is accompanied, therefore, by the hetero—valence and
valuable changeability of the carriers of values (the fact that valuable objects
are, on the one hand, bad, and on the other hand, good, and that the valuable
objects alter their value).

This is the reason why when Tatarkiewicz reflected on the problem of moral
values he differentiated the estimation of the (absolute and independent) values
of a certain deed from the value of its outcome, the intention that acted as the
motive, and the effort of the person who undertook it. This is the source of the
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differentiation between estimations about goodness, legitimacy, nobility (mo-
rality sensu stricto), and merit. Only the judgments about goodness ascertain
the value really due to a deed.

The judgment about legitimacy pertains to the results of a deed; the latter is
estimated to be legitimate when it produces the most good or the least evil. We
speak about the noble nature of a deed when someone embarks upon a legitimate
activity because it is legitimate. The greater the effort necessary for the fulfillment
of the noble deed is, the greater the merit of the author of this deed.

Judgments about value (and in particular about goodness) are elementary
axiological (ethical) theses, intuitively (scil. a priori) justified, and as such they
are obvious and certain. On the other hand, judgments about the legitimacy of
a deed are justified partly empirically; in consequence they lose their obvious-
ness and certainty. The foundations for the recognition of duties (scil. norms),
which determine the legitimacy of conduct, are conditional; they vary in different
circumstances. The prime principles for legitimate conduct — the principle of
goodness (the positive rule) and the principle of honesty (the negative rule)

— are neither universal nor necessary. At times, they simply prove to be irrec-
oncilable and have to be replaced by a fallible calculation of goods. This would
be unnecessary for the good whose realization is always recommended by the
principle of conduct as being more valuable than all others; then, the supreme
good would be the only one. Tatarkiewicz believed that it is justified to not as-
sume such an exceptional distinction of one of the goods. Furthermore, he was
of the opinion that despite the hopes harbored by certain thinkers, there is no
constant order (hierarchy) of goods. They cannot be compared in abstracto, but
only in concreto; one must enquire not about that which possesses the supreme
value in general, but in concrete conditions. Moreover, situations can occur in
which it is impossible to evaluate such calculations in concreto because activity
must be undertaken immediately; in those cases, the only solution left is to base
oneself on intuition (reflex).

Even less certain than judgments concerning legitimacy, according to Tatar-
kiewicz, are those concerning nobility and merit. Both prove to be judgments
whose justifications must be sought in extrapolations of introspective data
(using the method of analogy). Obviously, this procedure is always partial and
poorly justifying.

Tatarkiewicz devoted an exceptionally great amount of attention to the problem
of happiness. People wish to be happy, but understand ‘happiness’ in different
ways. Tatarkiewicz distinguished four concepts of ‘happiness” happiness—success
(favorable fate), happiness—exhilaration (great joy), happiness—perfection (the
possession of supreme goods), and happiness—luck (a complete, permanent, and
justified satisfaction with life as a whole). Of the four, he recognized only feeling
lucky — a resultant good — as happiness sensu stricto. He subsequently showed
that it remains loosely connected with pleasure, that it attaches more significance
to the future than to the present, that essentially it is the object of efforts to a

216



lesser degree than is commonly believed, and that it is attainable if one assumes
a suitable attitude and does not make excessive demands. Above all, Tatarkiewicz
demonstrated that although it possesses an objective and absolute value, it remains
subjective and relative. This is why we do not have a right to be happy, but we have
an obligation to take care of happiness (our own and that of others) “because it
is a good thing if a good life provides deserved satisfaction”.

6.3. Aesthetics
Some people believe that the object of aesthetics is beauty, while others claim
that it comprises works (of art), and still others — a sui generis experience.

Tatarkiewicz opted for ascribing to aesthetics the most extensive domain
of research; he included in it beauty, artworks, and the experiences connected
with them. In this manner, he opened up the borderline between axiology, the
theory of art (poetry, music, architecture, sculpture, and painting), and the
psychology of reception.

According to Tatarkiewicz, beauty sensu largo remains all that we perceive
and imagine with preference and appreciation. But beautiful objects are beautiful
in themselves, not due to the fact that they please someone, or that someone
regards them as beautiful. Beauty is due to the objects, with regard to their
properties, and predominantly owing to their commensurability (proportion),
i.e. beauty sensu stricto (the beauty of form); and additionally, to their suitability
(expediency), subtlety, grace, loftiness (majesty), and picturesque, poetic nature.
Objects that constitute works of art are configuration of a certain manner, i.e. they
possess a formal—material structure, and only literary compositions (including
poetry) are significant configurations, i.e. possessing a semantic function.

An artwork is a conscious product that recreates reality and endows objects
with certain new forms or expresses the emotional experiences (of the creator),
and at the same time, is capable of bringing about a certain experience (e.g.,
delight, emotion, shock) on the part of the recipient. Those experiences can be
of three kinds: aesthetic (the attitude of sensuous concentration), literary (the
attitude of intellectual concentration), or poetic (the attitude of dream). The first
type of these experiences is specific to contact with art, but the other two are
also admissible (and de facto, do occur), just as it is possible to at times accept
the attitude of research concentration towards a work of art.

One can demand that an aesthetician supply regulations, descriptions, or
explanations of suitable states of things. Tatarkiewicz acknowledged that aes-
thetics has room for regulations, descriptions, and explanations. For example,
he described the state of contemporary art as critical, and explained this by
referring to the disappearance of traditional aesthetic norms (scil. regulations),
to the fact that beauty has ceased to be recognized as an indispensable property
of works of art and products of all types of creativity are regarded as artworks,
and that it is no longer required that the attitude of the recipients of art should
contain aesthetic experience.
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6.4. Methodology

In the domain of knowledge, Tatarkiewicz counterpoised formal disciplines

with real ones, and distinguished among the latter nomological (scil. constitut-
ing laws) and typological (scil. historical and systematic) branches. Among the

typological disciplines, he devoted the most attention to history, and especially
to the history of philosophy, aesthetics, and art, which he pursued himself.

Tatarkiewicz perceived the tasks of the historian as inventory, interpreta-
tion, periodization, and typology of facts. Inventory cannot be restricted to
an ordinary collection, since the historian must select the inventoried facts.
Interpretation must be managed without causal or genetic explanations, and
the historian can remain at the state of contextual (systemic) explanation, and
indicate the cultural context of the interpreted facts (the elements of this context
corresponding to each other, coexisting and being mutually connected). Peri-
odization is supposed to facilitate the presentation of the evolution of opinions,
problems, and language that was used to discuss them in particular periods.
Typology should result in the preparation of a unified conceptual apparatus
and a network of problems.

The methodological program proposed by Tatarkiewicz was, therefore, one
of interventionism and integrationism; one must not only engage in making
inventories, but also interpret, not only periodize, but also type. This program
was successfully realized by Tatarkiewicz himself, who employed a suitable
method of semiotic analysis and historical retrospection. (NB. When in 1975
he organized a private competition for a dissertation in the field of axiology, he
stipulated that it should contain an analysis of a selected ethical or aesthetic
concept.)

Tatarkiewicz’s method of semiotic analysis was composed of two basic steps:
the making of the distinction (usually by means of semiotic contrasting — the
comparison of pairs of contrary expressions), and explication (usually by means
of a regulating definition — making precise the meanings of the examined
expression). The method of historical retrospection came down to viewing
the past through the eyes of contemporary times, seeking current problems
(philosophical, aesthetic, or artistic) in the statements and solutions of the
past. The acceptance of this method deprived the saying that the historian
discovers in the documents only those thoughts that he formulated himself of
all overtones of a paradox.

The analytical-retrospective method was applied, above all, in his semantic-
historical treatises concerning value in general: goodness, happiness, and
perfection; beauty, creativity, and re—creativity; experience, and language; art,
and poetry; type, and form. The embodiment of the program of interventionism
and integrationism enabled Tatarkiewicz — predominantly in Historia filozofii
[History of philosophy] (1931-1950) and Historia estetyki [History of aesthetics)
(1960-1967) — to overcome the traditional dilemma of historians: whether to
present the history of particular people and their opinions (immanent studies)
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or the history of particular problems and currents (transcendent studies). In
the first place, it made it possible for his image of the history of philosophy,
aesthetics, and, possibly to a lesser degree, of art, to be exceptionally diversified
and multicourse, and at the same time, constant and uniform.

6.5. The history of philosophy

Historia filozofii [History of philosophy] (1931-1950) by Tatarkiewicz was the
first Polish work that provided a picture of the whole history of (West Euro-
pean) philosophy. Publications in this field heretofore pertained only to the
history of ancient and medieval thought (Wtadystaw Heinrich 1925-1930),
or exclusively to medieval thought (Twardowski 1910a), ancient philosophy
(Wojciech Dzieduszycki 1914), and merely classical Greek philosophy (Stefan
Pawlicki 1890—1917). In cases where such works tried to include contemporary
philosophy, they were usually far from satisfactory (Wladystaw Mieczystaw
Koztowski the younger 1904—1910).

Not only was the picture of the whole of philosophy presented by Tatarkiewicz
extremely diversified, but the same holds true for his presentation of the thought
of particular philosophers. Tatarkiewicz especially revealed the multi—current
nature of the views propounded by Aristotle: metaphysical (the co—existence
of various categorisations of the world: the natural systems of individuals, the
physico-mathematical system of energy—potency and form—matter, and the
strict metaphysical system of the absolute—substance), ethical (the co—existence
of perfectionism, rigourism, and altruism: the ideals of perfection, justice, and
goodwill), and aesthetic (the co—existence of traditional polymorphism and
pioneer homomorphism: theses about the unity of art; traditional mimetism
and pioneer creationism: theses about the creative element of art; traditional
heteronomism and pioneer autonomism: theses about the independence of art
from nature and morality).

Tatarkiewicz decidedly supported the view that relations between the philo-
sophical (or more extensively: intellectual) formation and other components of
culture — such as political formation — are not subject to general regularities. He
demonstrated with many examples that changes in the ways of thinking precede
transformation in social arrangements more frequently than vice versa.

Tatarkiewicz perceived a multi—course and relatively independent nature
not only in various element of culture in general; the same, according to him,
was true of relations between particular elements of philosophical culture. For
example, he showed that contrary to formerly circulating stereotypes, empiri-
cism and skepticism were combined with theism (or outright mysticism) by
many of the medieval and later thinkers, just as rationalism and dogmatism
were with atheism.

The history of philosophy is composed of many epochs, but Tatarkiewicz found
something that guaranteed the sequence of epochs a continuity and uniformity.
In the first place, in every epoch he distinguished three basic stages: the stage of
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critique (concerning solution proposed by predecessors), the stage of system (of
one’s own views), and the stage of schools (which gradually grew intellectually
ossified). In the second place, he discovered certain repetitive trends in each
epoch which he included in, above all, two general philosophical orientations:
maximalistic (which offered bold ontological systems), and minimalistic (which
was satisfied with careful epistemological critiques).

6.6. The history of aesthetics

Up to now, in presenting the history of aesthetics, historians limited themselves

to two periods: antiquity and contemporaneity. They treated the Middle Ages

and modern times either as an interval in the history of aesthetics (Robert Zim-
merman, Max Scheler, Bernard Bosanquet), or as partially or entirely unworthy

of the attention of historians (Katherine Gilbert, Helmut Kuhn, Monroe Beard-
sley). Tatarkiewicz devoted as much attention to the period from the third to

the eighteenth centuries as to ancient aesthetics. To a large degree, this became

possible thanks to the introduction of the concept of implicit aesthetics.

Aesthetics had different forms, and thus its history should be manifold. Ta-
tarkiewicz did not remain at the stage of comparing the universal convictions
and loose observations stated expressis verbis, i.e. explicit aesthetics, to which
certain historians of aesthetics (e.g., William Elmer Kennick) would like to limit
themselves. Tatarkiewicz tried to recreate the aesthetic opinions (norms) that
were not verbalised but only exemplified in artistic praxis.

At the same time, he demonstrated that in certain periods explicit aesthetics
remained in accord with implicit aesthetics — as was the case in ancient Greece
and Renaissance Italy; in others, there came to be a divergence between norms
proclaimed ex officio and those that de facto steered creativity, as was the case,
for example, in the late Gothic and mature Baroque. This trend was connected
with the fact that, generally speaking, ancient aesthetics was rather monolithic
and modern aesthetic — pluralistic; but even in the latter case, certain motifs
possessed an antique lineage.

6.7. The history of art

In the domain of the history of art, Tatarkiewicz dealt mainly with Polish art,
and primarily with architecture and sculpture, almost exclusively from the
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries (especially classical). This was a novelty
in the historiography of Polish art since up to then research was basically con-
centrated on Romanesque, Gothic, and Renaissance art.

Tatarkiewicz regarded the history of art, as he did history of all sorts, as a
typological discipline. And he offered detailed descriptions of three types in
particular: the Stanislaus Poniatowski type of architecture (distinguished owing
to the single royal patron), the Lublin—region type of sacral architecture (later
known as the “Tatarkiewicz style” — works from a single area), and the type of
tomb sculpture with kneeling figures (as single iconographic motif).
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As a historian of philosophy, Tatarkiewicz acknowledged the actual value
of scholastics. As a historian of aesthetics, he included the Middle Ages and
modern times in contemporary aesthetic tradition. As a historian of art, he
appreciated the merit of the newest art. He was probably the first to do justice
to the works of Stanistaw Ignacy Witkiewicz and Wtadyslaw Strzeminski, and
the first Pole to recognize the greatness of Paul Cézanne.

7. GENERAL ORIENTATION

The stand taken by Tatarkiewicz could be generally described as philosophical
polymorphism. Polymorphism in metaphysics comes down to the view that there
are several basic images of reality, and it contains a slight realistic overtone; in
practice, Tatarkiewicz was inclined to favor a commonsense image.

Polymorphism in axiology consisted of the conviction that ethical and aes-
thetic values are multi—form, and it possessed a certain moralistic overtone (in
ethics) and a formalistic one (in aesthetics). There are many varieties of good but
the outstanding one could be nobility (the value of motives); similarly, there are
many varieties of beauty, but if one wishes to seek beauty sensu stricto, it would
be identical with commensurability (scil. proportion). Tatarkiewicz combined
axiological pluaralism with cognitivism, intuitionism, objectivism and absolutism;
for him, axiology (the theory of good and the theory of beauty) was a knowledge
based on (a priori) intuition of independent and absolute values. In deontology,
this was accompanied by the altruistic element (the supreme principle of conduct
could be the principle of universal goodwill); in the theory of artwork — the
calomorphic element (there are many varieties of artwork but what truly dis-
tinguishes the work of art among other human products is, apparently, beauty);
and in the theory of aesthetic experience — the contemplative element (it is
possible to experience works of art in different ways but the proper approach
is the attitude of concentration). Polymorphism in methodology consisted of
the equal rightness of various modes of research, the choice depending on the
domain of the examined object; in the historical sciences, which Tatarkiewicz
himself pursued, he preferred the analytical-retrospective method which was
subordinate to the program of interventionism and integrationism.

If one were to apply Tatarkiewicz’s own measure to the views he expounded,
the one would have to recognize him as a representative of the minimalistic
orientation, but not threatened with being accused of relativism, a representa-
tive of positivistic orientations but free of the charge of skepticism, and finally,
a representative of the eclectic orientation, but one who defends himself (ef-
fectively) against being ascribed with variabilism.

9. PupriLs

Tatarkiewicz’s long life was filled not only with scientific activity but also with the
work of a teacher. Of the many generations of his pupils, one can distinguish three.
The first was composed of pupils a mere decade younger than their professor
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who initiated his academic career early on: Mieczystaw Wallis—Walfisz, and
Maria Ossowska and Stanistaw Ossowski, representatives of a generation that
did not survive its master. The second generation included pupils born some
ten years after the first one: Jan Salamucha, Stefan Swiezawski, and Bolestaw
Micinski; their fate proved to be unfortunate — the majority died during the II
world war (mainly in the Warsaw Uprising). Only the third generation, which
was separated from its predecessors by twenty years, was able to reach its crea-
tive peak, after the death of their professor.

All the persons mentioned, and also perhaps Jerzy Pelc, not cited above, were
probably the most representative, and at the same time, closest to Tatarkiewicz
regarding the style in which they pursued philosophy, the style of their language,
and even their own lifestyle. None of them, however, treated Tatarkiewicz as
their sole teacher or model; the same can be said about his other students. Quite
possibly, this was the reason for the intellectual diversity of the Tatarkiewicz’s
school. His students reflected many political orientations: the right-wing, the
center, and the left-wing. Different ideological tendencies were represented:
fervent Catholics and equally vehement atheists. Above all, one is struck by the
multiplicity of interests and professions. The Tatarkiewicz’s school attracted
artists as well as poets and writers of prose, aestheticians and critics (of litera-
ture), historians (of politics) and historians of arts, historians of philosophy and
authors of bibliographies, and lastly psychologists.

10. PEERS

The quarter—century in which Tatarkiewicz was born was particularly condu-
cive to the Polish philosophy. Just a few days before Tatarkiewicz, Stanistaw
Lesniewski and Tadeusz Kotarbinski were born, and Zygmunt Lempicki was
born slightly more than a month later. Witkiewicz was older by a year, and Leon
Chwistek by two years. Henryk Elzenberg was younger by a year, and Tadeusz
Czezowski by three years. Wiladystaw Witwicki was born eight years before,
and Michat Sobeski — nine years, while Kazimierz Ajdukiewicz was born four
years later and Roman Ingarden — seven years.

This was an epoch rich with antagonistic talents and just as rich in compet-
ing ideas. Tatarkiewicz was simply created for moderating those contradictory
personalities and extremities of thought, and in reality he often accomplished just
that. He was not only well acquainted with the writings of all those people, but
maintained close contacts with many (for example, Lesniewski and Kotarbinski),
and was the friend of others (e.g., Sobeski and Ingarden).

Chwistek proposed the concept of radical pluralism and Kotarbinski an equally
radical monism, Tatarkiewicz accepted that there are no numerous realities but
only a single one, although it can have more than one image.

If in methodology Kotarbinski regarded the natural principle for the classifi-
cation of knowledge to be its object (which made it feasible to distinguish such
disciplines as mathematical, physico—chemical-biological, historical, practical
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and philosophical), and Ajdukiewicz accepted as that principle the manner of
justified ultimate premises (he distinguished a priori, empirical, and humanistic
disciplines), Tatarkiewicz declared that what is examined and the way in which
it is examined is less important in knowledge than the outcome of research
(which provided the foundation for distinguishing formal, nomological, and
typological disciplines).

In ethics, an intermediate place between ambition—oriented conceptions
(Witwicki’s principle of dignity) and protectionist conceptions (Kotarbinski’s
principle of worthy guardianship) on the one hand, and perfectionist conceptions
(Ingarden’s principle of responsibility) on the other hand, was held by egalitarian
conceptions (Czezowski’s principle of equal measure) of either a pessimistic hue
(Elzenberg’s principle of indulgence) or an optimistic overtone (Ajdukiewicz’s
principle of justice). In this situation, Tatarkiewicz opted for something more
modest than the principle of guardianship or responsibility, but at the same
time going further than the principle of equality, i.e. for altruism: the primacy
of the principle of goodwill.

The most striking difference in aesthetics concerned the interpretation of the
work of art from the point of view of the recipient. The reaction to the artwork
was described either from the viewpoint of intellectualistic (Ingarden’s con-
cretization experience) and interpretationistic conceptions (Lempicki’s intuitive
experiences), or from a hedonistic position (Witwicki’s excitation experiences).
The more moderate conceptions shared a receptivistic approach (Witkiewicz’s
metaphysical experiences, Chwistek’s aesthetic experiences, and Sobeski’s af-
fective experiences), to which (and in particular to Chwistek’s interpretation)
Tatarkiewicz and his contemplationism was closest.

11. EVALUATION

It was said about Tatarkiewicz not without reason that he almost never po-
lemicized with anyone. It is also striking that he himself was rarely the object
of destructive criticism.

His ethical doctrine was questioned relatively late. It was noticed that his
moralistic ethics contains a certain perfectionist feature since it claims that “one
must formulate optimum axiological rules of conduct for each moral situation”
Ryszard Wisniewski (1980: 170), who drew attention to this trait, also indicated
that the division of good into good—aim and good—result cannot be maintained
in the domain of moral good owing to the dualism of perfection and happiness.
Previously, Izydora Dambska (1948c¢) recognized Tatarkiewicz’s characterization
of the happiness quality as erroneous: either happiness—luck does not have to
be justified by satisfaction or it cannot be constituted by satisfaction concerning
one’s whole life, and thus its unexperienced part, after all, remains unknown;
finally, happiness can be attained only at the moment of death when there is
no longer a (temporal) future. In contrast to Tatarkiewicz’s opinion, the idea
of luck was not alien to antiquity; if the ancient philosophers placed emphasis
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on perception, they did so because they regarded it as a conditio sine qua non
for the attainment of satisfaction.

In the domain of aesthetics, the view held by Tatarkiewicz that the semiotic
functions fulfilled by art could be applied as the basis for distinguishing literature
in the area of art, and poetry in the area of literature, met with criticism. Jerzy
Pelc demonstrated in 1960 that literary works are not the only ones to signify and
poetic works are not the only ones to express. Subsequently, Bohdan Dziemidok
(1967) voiced doubts regarding Tatarkiewicz’s supposition that the only way of
determining art (in general) would be the enumeration and definition of its fields,
and proposed instead of it an outline of a direct definition, which referred to
fragmentary ascertainments made by Tatarkiewicz. Maria Gotaszewska (1973)
questioned the typology of the attitudes to artwork proposed by Tatarkiewicz.
She claimed that Tatarkiewicz had not taken everything into account, but
rather only that which is essential in aesthetic experiences; this is the reason
he deprived his solution of explanatory merits.

The greatest controversy was brought about by Tatarkiewicz’s interpre-
tation of history, and in particular the history of philosophy. The earliest
reservations were presented in the 1930s. Marian Massonius (1932) criticised
Tatarkiewicz for the fact that in the first edition of his Historia filozofii [His-
tory of philosophy] (1931-1950) he devoted much too little attention to certain
philosophical disciplines (e.g., the philosophy of mathematics, aesthetics,
and ethnopsychology), and was overly lenient towards certain philosophers
(in particular Kant). The sharpest criticism was voiced in the 1950s by Ta-
deusz Kronski (1952), who stressed three issues: the fact that Tatarkiewicz
regarded materialism as one of the many permissible attitudes; the fact that
according to Tatarkiewicz the particular components of cultural formations
accompany each other in a way that is impossible to capture with any sort
of law; and thirdly, that Tatarkiewicz limited himself basically to the history
of West European philosophy and gave the history of sociology no more
space than the other sciences in his Historia filozofii [History of philosophy].
All that was true, but Kronski did not stop there. He perceived symptoms
of ‘reactionary’ idealism and cosmopolitanism, “fanatic” immanentism and
absolutism. His diagnosis was as unjustified as it was aggressively expressed.
In the 1960s, a critique of the Historia filozofii [History of philosophy] was
offered by Stefan Morawski (1961), who discerned in the historical writ-
ings of Tatarkiewicz an adialectical nature (a unification tendency), and an
ahistorical character (modernising terminology), as well as anticausalism
(correlationistic interpretations), and antisociologism (traditional periodiza-
tion). At the same time, Pawel Beylin (1961) once again accused Tatarkiewicz
of the sin of immanentism. In the 1970s, all those unfounded accusations,
often the outcome of ill will, ceased. Stanistaw Rainko (1973) aptly summed
up the controversy by saying neutrally that there is simply no sociological
analysis in the works of Tatarkiewicz.
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12. LANGUAGE

The legacy left by Tatarkiewicz is testimony of the encounter in a single person
of rare criticism with a still rarer competence: erudition (excellent knowledge),
thoroughness (independence and research based on sources), and empathy (the
ability to verbalize even para—poetic fantasies).

The unquestioned merit of Tatarkiewicz’s writings is their language — an
unsurpassable model of scientific studies, and not only philosophical prose.
This language satisfies all, predominantly logical postulates. Tatarkiewicz
wished to speak concretely: to—the—point and lucidly, unambiguously and
precisely, and at the same time clearly: comprehensibly and objectively,
concisely and simply. His efforts to be concise and simple proved to be
especially successful, and his works are written in a manner so succinct
that they cannot be easily summed up. Their arrangement is composed in
such a way that any alteration would be experienced as an introduction of
architectonic disharmony.

The logical merits of Tatarkiewicz’s language are accompanied by literary
qualities. Concreteness is combined with suggestiveness; many readers of his
historical treatises become aware of self—identification with the philosopher
presented by the author. Clarity merges with artistry; the writings of Tatarkiewicz
produce in some readers the experience of not only a scientific concentration
but also a sensuous one: not only concentration as such, but also dream. It was
said correctly that regarding language, Tatarkiewicz was doctor subtilissimus.
Undoubtedly, he was the main co—author of modern Polish philosophical termi-
nology. It is not by chance that his Historia filozofii [History of philosophy] is one
of the few philosophical works used by the Stownik jezyka polskiego [Dictonary
of the Polish language] (Doroszewski (ed.) 1958—1969) by Witold Doroszewski,
and the one that is cited the most.

13. INFLUENCE AND SIGNIFICANCE
In the East (and especially in the Soviet Union), the greatest impact was exerted
by Tatarkiewicz’s ethical views (although his study O szczesciu [Analysis of hap-
piness] was translated relatively late into Russian (1947/1981)). The problem of
happiness — seen as satisfaction — was alien to the West (1947/1976); the French
dealt rather with the ways of achieving immediate happiness for mankind, while
for the Anglo—Saxons happiness brought to mind almost exclusively success.

In the West (predominantly in the United States), the greatest interest accom-
panied the conception of aesthetics proposed by Tatarkiewicz (Historia estetyki
[History of aesthetics] (1960—1967/1970-1974) was his first larger work translated
into English). For the East, implicit aesthetics (and philosophy) was nothing
new; for quite some time the Russians recreated their intellectual tradition by
reconstructing the missing elements on the basis of indirect testimonies.

The greatest influence exerted by Tatarkiewicz was, obviously, upon the
intellect of the Poles.
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Three of his great peers are celebrated authors of new disciplines: Le$niewski

— of mereology, Kotarbinski — of praxiology, and Lempicki — of pure poet-

ics. “I am not inclined’; said Tatarkiewicz, “to distinguish new sciences and to

endow them with individual names”. It is typical that as an erudite, Tatarkiewicz

was usually satisfied with the collection, more perfect expression, and better
confirmation of statements that had already been made.

Lesniewski regarded everything that had been accomplished in philosophy
as murky foolishness. Tatarkiewicz, who dealt with the history of philosophy
most of all, would tolerate the messianistic fantasies of his good friend Wincenty
Lutostawski, and work in his own domain of a purely scientific nature, even if the
object was the history not of truth and lucidity but falsehood and confusion, to
which the proper reaction would be Le$niewski’s historical “I do not understand”
Tatarkiewicz’s works (also the history of philosophy and aesthetics) do not
provide an opportunity for such a reaction. In this manner, his works satisfied,
at least partially, the vital need, experienced by many, to achieve a temporary
comprehension of fundamental metaphysical problems at a time when Polish
philosophy was dominated by liquidation—oriented tendencies (propagated
especially by the Lvov—Warsaw School). Later on, the history of philosophy
as a whole, and the Historia filozofii [History of philosophy] (1931-1950) in
particular, constituted a chance to escape the one—sided metaphysical diet
for quite a few people. This fact had a paradoxical consequence. Tatarkiewicz,
whether he wished to or not, embedded in his readers the questionable opinion
that every philosophical system which reveals itself in the history of thought
enjoys equal rights with others, providing an opportunity for collectors of the
absurd to boast.

Kotarbinski explicitely proposed a program of the humanities without hy-
postases and personifications, although he himself did not shy away for baroque
ornaments in his writings. Ingarden, who was not only Tatarkiewicz’s friend but
also shared his interests (even the titles of many of their works are strikingly
similar) in a program-like manner opposed the postulates of Kotarbiriski and
utilized (especially initially) all the stylistic measures in his description of that

“what is ocularly given”. In Tatarkiewicz’s works, on the other hand, the postu-
lates proposed by Kotarbinski are enrooted implicitly and realize themselves
within them to a considerable extent. His reply to the question concerning
the philosopher is symptomatic: “I do not believe too much in the role of the
‘philosopher’ in our present—day world; I do know, however, that the role of
particular philosophers is great” (1976b: 22). Only in his recapitulation syntheses
was Tatarkiewicz not afraid to employ aphoristic—metaphorical stylization — a
fact that once again had a paradoxical consequence. Many of his readers and
listeners came to the conclusion that such a style is not only admissible but simply
necessary to adequately express at least some of the philosophical problems.

Contrary to formalistic tendencies, represented at that time by Manfred Kridl,

Lempicki ascribed prime importance to analyses of the author’s personality in
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research into the history of literature. Tatarkiewicz declared that in the his-
tory of philosophy, one cannot go further than the histories of philosophers,
and in certain works, especially the later ones, he tried to be faithful to his
declaration. But in his fundamental historical opera, the gallery of individual
conceptions was placed (for different reasons) higher than the amphitheatre
of supraindividual problems. The popularity of those works was the reason
why in current consciousness (of humanists), certain images of philosophy as a
variety of literary art and not a scientific discipline became indelible. This was
still another paradoxical consequence of the extraordinary perception of the
writings of Tatarkiewicz.
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12. On Tadeusz Czezowski's metaphysics
and semiotics

1. INTRODUCTION

As all experts of the matter stress in agreement, Tadeusz Czezowski belongs to
the «corps» of the most representative members of the Lvov—Warsaw School.
Everybody, who falls back — as I do — upon Czezowski’s «philosophical mini-
atures» not for the first time, finds them always so interesting theoretically, that he
becomes convinced it is worth to consult them not only once in a blue moon.

If I succeed in inspiring somebody to do it, one of the main purposes of this
text will be reached.

I shall begin with metaphysics.

Tadeusz Czezowski divides metaphysical problems into general and particular
ones. Among the former problems he distinguishes, i.a., the analysis of the no-
tions of being, existence, and reality — as well as the classification of beings.

I would like to show two kinds of troubles connected with Czezowski’s view.
The trouble of the first kind concerns the general metaphysical problems as
they are apprehended by Czezowski. The troubles of the second kind appear
when we state the results of the analysis and the classification, i.e. in the area of
a certain semiotic problem, related to these metaphysical problems.

2. GENERALIZATION AND CATEGORIALIZATION
Let the following Czezowski’s utterance be our point of departure:

(1) Notions are more or less general. If we have such two notions that one of them
is more general, while another one is less general, the latter being subordinated to the
former, we call the first notion “genus’, and the second notion “species” For instance,
RECTANGLE is a genus for the species SQUARE, and SQUARE is a species for the genus
RECTANGLE, because every square object is rectangular as well. Genera and species
are transformed into another genera resp. species in the processes of generalization,
specialization, and negation. Namely, generalization is transforming species into genus;
specialization is transforming genus into species; negation is transforming species into
complementary species, in the range of the same genus (these processes are well known
from elementary logic). The notion of being is the most general notion; it behaves in the
processes of generalization, specialization, and negation in a way quite different from
all genera and species. For that reason, if oversteps in a way the hierarchy of notions,
ordered according to generality from the lowest species to the highest genus — omni
genera transendit, as the Schoolmen expresssed it, calling in result the notion of being
TRANSCENDENTAL (transcendentale). This curiosity of the notion of being should
be analyzed more carefully.
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Every species contains elements — called properties — of two kinds. Some of them
are common to a given species and another species of the same genus. These are generic
properties; the complex of them constitutes a genus. Another properties differentiate
species of the same genus. These are specific differences of the particular species.
That is why we define a species per genus proximum et differentiam specificam. For
instance, the species SQUARE joins in itself the genus RECTANGLE, and the specific
difference EQUILATERALI[ITY]. The complementary species NONEQUILATERAL
RECTANGLE is the conjunction of the genus RECTANGLE and the specific differ-
ence NONEQUILATERAL[ITY]. Generalization from species SQUARE (equilateral
rectangle) and NONEQUILATERAL RECTANGLE to the genus of RECTANGLE
is brought to effect by abstraction, i.e. by eliminating generic differences. In our ex-
ample we abstract from properties of equilaterality and nonequilaterality, observing
the condition, that both the specific differences (equilaterality, nonequilaterality),
being subject to abstraction have no common elements, excluding one another. The
abstraction fulfilled this condition is called a PERFECT or PURE ABSTRACTION
(abstraction perfecta v. pura). It is possible in every case, where specific differences do
not contain elements (properties) belonging to the genus; because properties common
to both the complementary species would be in fact generic properties. The notion
which is not obtainable from subordinated notions in the way of perfect abstraction,
is not a generic notion for them. For instance, the notion of color is not a genus for
the notions of redness, greennes, yellowness, and blue, because a perfect abstraction
is not possible here. For the qualities (properties), which are here abstracted from, it
is common, in fact, that they are colors, but we cannot separate in redness, green-
nes, etc., their shadow from colorfulness. The colorful shadow remains always color.
Colors are simple qualities; they are not decomposable into genus et differentiam
specificam. The result is that color does constitute no ONE generic element, found-
able in redness and greenness; a DIFFERENT color is, in fact, in redness, a different
one is in greenness, etc. In metaphysics, this state of affairs is expressed by saying
that color is possessed by redness, greenness, etc. ANALOGICALLY (analogice), not
UNIVOCALLY (univoce). In the cases of perfect abstraction, a genus is possessed
by species univocally; the SAME genus is a constituent of various species, joined
with various differences. If perfect abstraction is not executable, if it is impossible to
separate generic properties and specific differences and to create genus, we can talk
only about analogy; it is like in all other cases, when we predict something common
about notions, not considering them, however, as being of the same genus; we state,
e.g., analogy in a calm face, and in a calm morning; it is only analogy, because these
two things do not belong to the same genus; calmness of a face is one matter, while
calmness in the meteorological sense is another matter (1948: 70-71).

Now, let Z, Z,Z,X, and Y be sets; let R, R, RQ, P, and Q be peculiarities of
elements of consecutive sets, mentioned before. We shall identify the peculiar-
ity of objects belonging to a certain set with the property possessed by all and
only by these objects.

229



Tadeusz Czezowski
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On the basis of the respective fragments of the quotation (1), I interpret the
notion of generalization in such a way:
(G)ZNZNZ,;[(Z, DCZ) N (Z,CZAZ,CZ)]—
Z is a generalization for Z _and Z =

VXVY:
M Z,=ZxX)A(Z,=ZxY)] A
2)(XDCY) A

B X+=ZAY=2Z)

We have also:

NZNZ NZ: Z and Z, are specializations for Z =

Z is generalization for Z, and Z,

The introductory condition of the definition (G) can be expressed in a differ-
ent way, namely by the statement that: (i) all elements of Z, have the property
R; (ii) all elements of Z have the property RQ; (iii) all elements of Z  as well as
all elements of R, have the property R. The conditions (1)—(3) can be expressed
together by the statement that R, — or the peculiarity of elements of Z, —isa
«conjunction» of the properties R and P, while R, — or the peculiarity of ele-
ments of Z, — is a «conjunction» of the properties R and Q; at the same time
the properties P and Q exclude one another.

Thus, the situation looks like this:

Let us assume that the above interpretation is correct. Then fulfilling the
conditions (1)—(3) results in that two subsets Z, and Z excluding one another
are species with regard to the set Z, while the set Z is a genus for the subsets Z
and Z,. R is correspondingly the generic property of elements of these species;
this property is possessed by them univocally (as their property sensu stricto,
or quality). P and Q are their specific property (i.e. differentiating properties
or specific differences). According to what has been said above, peculiarities of
elements of species are «conjunctions» of their generic property and specific

231



properties. The generalization is the effect of eliminating specific properties
from such «conjunctions», i.e. by perfect (or pure) abstraction.

I forejudge here that a genus is a set of objects, and it is not a complex of
peculiarities, though we can find passages in the quotation (1), where a genus
is identified with a generic property.

The formula (G) is fulfilled for e.g.: Z — the set of rectangles, Z, — the set
of squares, Z — the set of nonequilateral rectangles; because there are for
them correspondent supersets: X — the set of equilateral objects (figures), and
Y — the set of nonequilateral objects (figures). The set of rectangles is here the
genus for the set of squares, and the set of nonequilateral rectangle, which
are — respectively — species for the set of rectangles. The rectangularity is the
generic property of squares and nonegqilateral rectangles, while the equilateral-
ity and nonequilaterality are specific properties of squares and nonequilateral
rectangles, respectively.

Now, we shall distinguish categorization and analogization (let us call it in
such a way) from generalization and specialization, assuming that:

(A) NZNZNZ[(Z, DCZ )N (Z, CZANZ,C2Z)] —

Z is a categorization for Z,_and Z =

~VXVY:

M [(Z,=ZxX)A(Z,=Zx Y)] A

(2) (XDCY) A

B X=ZAY=2Z)

Respectively, we shall assume also that:

NZNZ NZ: Z, and Z are analizations for Z =

Z is a categorization for Z,_and Z,

Definiens of the definition (A) can be expressed in a different way, namely
by the statement that R, — or the peculiarity of elements of Z, — is identical
with the peculiarity of elements of X, while R , — or the peculiarity of elements
of Z — is identical with the peculiarity of elements of Y.

Thus, the situation here looks like that:

Z
(R=PorQ)
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Let us assume again that the above interpretation of the corresponding
fragments of the quotation (1) is correct. Then, two subsets Z (identical with
X) and Z, (identical with Y), excluding one another, are — let us call it in such
a way — analogues with regard to the set Z, while the set Z is the category
for the sets Z, and Z. R is respectively the categorial property of elements of
analogues — and it is possessed by these elements (only) analogically (i.e. not
as their properties sensu stricto, or not as their qualities). P and Q are their
analogical properties. The peculiarities of analogical elements are identical
with analogical properties; they are not, in particular, «conjunctions» of their
categorial property and analogical properties. According to Czezowski, a cat-
egorial property is identical with the «alternative» of analogical properties. For
that reason, categorization cannot be reached by something, what is similar
to perfect abstraction in the case of generalization. Imperfect abstraction, or
ignoring analogical properties, does not remain a categorial property in ele-
ments of analogues. On the contrary, objects guiltless of all properties, being
members of the «alternative» categorial property, would lose this property at
all, and they would cease creating a category.

The formula (A) is fulfilled for: Z — the set of colorful objects, Z, — the set
of red objects; Z, — the set of green objects; because there are not for them
corresponding sets. Thus, the set of colorful objects is a category (not a genus)
for the set of red objects and the set of green objects, which are analogues (not
species) for the set of colorful objects. The colorfulness is a categorial (not
generic) property of red objects and green objects; redness and greenness are
analogical (not specific) properties of red objects and green objects, respectively.
Saying that red objects are colorful, we say nothing more than that red objects
are red or green, etc.; we ascribe them, in general, nothing «new».

Let us notice that, according to an example from the quotation (1), a calm of
one’s face and a calm of a certain morning belong to analogues with regard to
the category of calms. What is more, if we impose here no additional conditions,
then any two disjoined sets can be «combined» into one category, «endowing»
it with adequately constructed, «alternative» categorial property.

I must declare that the only way of escaping this consequence I see in raising
Czezowski’s implicit assumption, that lack of supersets X and Y fulfilling the
conditions (1)—(3) of the definition (G) forecloses in any case that elements of
the respective superset Z have not «normal» nonalternative peculiarity.

3. MODIFICATIONS OF BEING
According to Czezowski, going here after the Schoolmen, the set of objects is
a category — not genus — for every of its subsets. We read:

(2) The notion of being distinguishes itself by the fact that there are not such no-
tions, that we can obtain the notion of being through generalization of them by perfect
abstraction. Because everything assumed as the specific differences would have the

233



following common property: they would contain being among their elements; whatever
we shall think about, is being. [...] Thus, the notion of being is not a generic notion; it
is analogical — not univocal — notion; various beings are peculiar beings (1948a: 72).

The subsets of the category of objects are not species in relation to it too;
they are — according to the terminology adopted here — analogues.

Ontic categories (in analyzed apprehension of category) are such subsets of
the category of objects, that the only category for them is just the category of
objects; then, they are the «highest kinds» of beings. Let us agree, in conformity
with the traditions, to call them “modifications of being” (modi essendi) or,
briefly, “modalities” As Czezowski writes:

(3) It is common for all the members of these distinctions (not always formulated
in the same way) that they create genera and species neither with regard to the notion
of being, nor in relationships among them; the reason is that they will come into being
by imperfect abstraction; thus, all of them are modifications of being (1948a: 76).

Czezowski quotes a few different classifications of objects.

(4) All beings or object were classified into REAL, i.e. ACTUAL or POTENTIAL, i.e.
which are actually (like this house) or can be (like a house, which can be built a little
further) — and THOUGHT (entia rations), i.e. which can be only thought, but which
are neither actual, nor potential, as e.g., contradictory objects (1948a: 69).

(5) We classify being into real (entia realia) and thought (entia rationis); now, we
classify real being into actually existing and possible. [...] Three classifications [...] [of
actual beings] act the significant part, namely classifications into: (a) EMPIRICAL
and EXTRAEMPIRICAL beings; (b) THINGS and PROPERTIES; (c) PHYSICAL and
PSYCHICAL beings (1948a: 88).

(6) According to the other distinction, mentioned above as originating from Aristotle,
real — actual or potential — being, and thought being, are listed as the highest kinds,
and actual being is further divided into necessary and accidental being (1948a: 76).

(7) The notion of reality (realitas) covered — in classic metaphysics — actual as well
as potential being; whatever exists as well whatever can occur. Reality, understood in
such a way, was opposed only to entia rationis as nonreal beings (sometimes also ens
intentionale — reflection of real object in a soul). Thus, the notion of reality is wider
than the notion of existence, containing only actual being (1948a: 77).

Thus, the first three floors of this classification look like this:
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Classification 1.

OBIECTS |

|REAL OBJECTS| | NONREAL OBJECTS

|EXISTING OBJECTS ’ [ NONEXISTING OBJECTS

(For the sake of clarity, I omit here all synonyms — for “objects”: “thought

», «

objects” and “presented objects”; for “real objects”: “entia realia”; for “nonreal

», « ” «

objects”: “(only) thought objects’, “intentional objects’, and “entia intentionalia”;

for “existing objects”: “objects which exist’, “actual objects’, and “actually existing

”, «

objects”; for “nonexisting objects”: “objects which can occur’, “objects which
can only be’, “possible objects’, and “potential objects”)
Now, existing objects are classified in two different ways (see the quotation

(5) and (6), respectively):

”» «
)

Classification 1a.

[ AUTONOMOUS OBIECTS | | PHYSICAL OBJECTS |
EXISTING OBJECTS
| HETERONOMOUS OBJECTS | | PSYCHICAL OBJECTS |
[EMPIRICAL OBJECTS|  [TRANSCENDENT OBJECTS |

Classification 1b.

EXISTING OBJECTS

NECESSARY OBJECTS | | ACCIDENTAL OBJECTS |
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”, «

(Here I also omit numerous synonyms — for “autonomous objects”: “sub-
stances’, “things’, “individuals’, and “entia per se”; for “heteronomous objects”
“ . ” « ” « . ” “ i3 . L
accidents’, “features’, “properties’, and “entia in alio”.)

A quite different classification of objects is given in the following fragment:

(8) However, the extension of existence was considered, in some respects, as wider
than the extension of real object. The existence of objects of negative form was as-
sumed, considering this object to be nonreal too. Here we have such objects like e.g.:
luck, evil (luck of good), vacuum (luck of matter); it was claimed that possessing a
certain property or possibility of possessing it, is something real, while the negation of
this possession is a negation of this reality, and — in consequence — is an assertion of
nonreality (1948a: 78).

Classification 2.

OBIJECTS '

EXISTING OBJECTS NONEXISTING OBJECTS

REAL OBJECTS | |.\‘ONI{E;\L ()B.]li("'m

It is not clear against this background, what means “nonexistence” asserted
to fictitious objects, when it is said that:

(9) The [so—called] fictitious or nonexisting object can be in no sense considered
as existing (1948a: 75).

To make it worse, the following dilemma arises here: either all these clas-
sifications are ramified and then only their first «branches» are modalities or
all the «branches» are modalities, and then these classifications are only ap-
parently ramified. In the latter case, particular classifications are (?) mutually
independent; on the ground of classifications (1)+(1a) not only some existing
objects would be heteronomous, but also, e.g., nonexisting ones.

It seems that the last solution is supported by the following utterances of
Czezowski:

(10) The classical metaphysics (beside the other distinctions) distinguished, in
particular, as the two highest kinds of beings, ens per se, AUTONOMOUS BEING —
substance of thing, and ens in alio, HETERONOMOUS BEING, inhering in autonomous
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being — properties of things. The hierarchy of genera and species began at those highest
kinds (summa genera).

Thus, already in the classical metaphysics, the most general notion of being seemed
to be unyielding to logical operations of generalization and specialization; it should be
broken into less general notions, ens per se and ens in alio (1948a: 70-72).

(11) Existence is not a quality of existing things; it is not their property, as color or
size are; it is, as the Shoolmen called it, “modus essendi” — a way of going, as well as
the necessary and sufficient condition of possessing properties (1948a: 75).

(12) We have previously used the expression “modus essendi” to refer existence. It was
said above that ens is a transcendental notion; it is possessed by the highest kinds, ens
per se and ens in alio, analogically, not univocally. Ens per se and and in alio are beings,
but thay are not beings in the same way: they are MODIFICATIONS OF BEING or
modi essendi. [...] Good and beauty are the other modifications of being (1948a: 76).

If my assumption is correct, the classification of modalities should look like
this:

Classification 3.

| AUTONOMOUS OBJECTS | | HETERONOMOUS OBJECTS |

| EXISTING OBIJECTS J GOOD OBJECTS |

|7\JONEXISTING OBIECTS EVIL OBJECTS I

OBJECTS

REAL OBIJECTS \ BEAUTIFUL OB}EC'I'S|

NONREAL OBIJECTS \ UGLY OBIJ F.C.']'Sl

[NECESSARY OBJECTS| | POSSIBLE OBJECTS |

As a matter of fact, it does not eliminate all the difficulties. It is not clear, e.g.,
what is the relationship between necessary and possible objects in the classifica-
tion (3), on one hand, and necessary and accidental objects in the classification
(1b), on the other hand.
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4. STATING MODIFICATIONS OF BEING
We read in Czezowski:

(13) Necessity, possibility, goodness, beauty — like existence — are not properties of
objects; they do not enter into presentations of objects, but they are stated in different
kinds of sentences: existence is stated in assertoric and categoric (indicative) sentence;
necessity is stated in apodeictic sentence; possibility is stated in problematic sentences;
goodness is stated in estimations of value; beauty is stated in esthetic estimations
(1948a: 76-77).

Czezowski describes different modes of being in such a way:

(14) Stating that an object possesses a certain property, is synonymous with stating
that this objects, possessing a given property, exists (1948a: 75).

(15) To state A (e.g., to state fine weather) is the same as to state the existence of A
(the existence of fine weather); to state that S is P (triangle is equilateral) is the same as
to state the existence of SP (the existence of equilaterality of triangle) (1948a: 74).

(16) We distinguish between two types of EXISTENTIAL SENTENCES, i.e. sen-
tences stating existence, as well as between two notions of existence connected with
theses two type of sentences. A sentence of the first type concerns the existence of an
object indicated individually; a sentence of the second type concerns the existence of
objects defined by its properties, without indicating object itself. When we indicate an
individual with the pronoun “this’, the sentence “This is so—and—so” is synonymous
with the sentence “This so—and—so exists”. We have to do here with the existence of
object given empirically by perception. On the other hand, the sentence “a exists’, if

“« _»

a” is a name of an object not being indicated individually, but being defined by the
fact that it corresponds to the meaning of the name “a” (e.g., “black stork”) or, more
precisely, “There is x such that x is a” (“There is such a bird, which is a black stork”).
In contrast with the previous existence, this is existence of objects given conceptually,
by definition. According the interpretation of the classical metaphysics, existence of
the first kind corresponds to Aristotelian apprehension of existence of the second-
ary substances; the term “a’, defining a certain object conceptually, is the name of a
secondary substance, which exists in primary substances: in objects x, which are a
(1948a: 75).

(17) Aristotle and medieval metaphysicians distinguished between properties of
objects and modifications of being, like existence, necessity, possibility, goodness |[...].
The sentence “a exists” has a structure different than the structure of the sentence “a
shines”; namely, the former means “For a certain x: x is identical with a” [...]. Analogously,
the sentence “a is good” expands itself into “It is good that  exists” (or “It would be good,
if a existed”), or “It is good that for a certain x: x is a’, and analogously for sentences
concerning necessity and the other modifications of being; it would arise a nonsense,
if somebody wanted in the similar way to expand the sentences, in which a property is
asserted, e.g., “a is square” (1960a: 107).
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Cezary Gorzka takes the latter without comments:

(18) The valuing expressions, in the logical sense, are sentence—forming functors
from sentential arguments; they are similar to modal functors; sentences of the type
“[Object] a is valuable” are — according to Czezowski — abbreviations for “It is valuably
that for a certain x: x is identical with a”. [...] [Czezowski assumes] that the sentence
“It is valuably that (Ex) (x = a)” [...] is the adequate translation of the sentence “a is
valuable” (1991: 20, 21).

Then Gorzka argues that:

(a) if the particular quantifier in these formulas were interpreted existentially,
we would conflict with common ascribing moral values to fictitious objects
(thus, with ascribing educational values to fables);

(b) if the particular quantifier in this formulas were interpreted in the exis-
tentially neutral way, we would state being valuable of tautologies in estimating
sentences; it follows from Leon Gumanski’s view (adopted also by Gorzka) that
the sentence “(Ex)(x = a)” is equivalent to the sentence “a = a”.

Let us interject that the fragment (17), quoted from Czezowski, excludes
de facto existential interpretation; then it excludes the situation (a); Gorzka
ignores this fact.

Gorzka’s conclusions sound like this:

(19) Independently of the fact, how we shall interpret the quantifier in [...] [the
translation of the sentence stating being valuable of something, as it is proposed by
Czezowski, this translation] implies paradoxical consequences; these consequences
seem to negate that valuing expressions are sentence—forming functors from sentential
arguments. Thus, the thesis that values are modi essendi of objects should be estimated
skeptically (1991: 21-22).

This seems to me, that it is a precocious conclusion; but if we want to escape
this conclusion, we must rather «correct» Czezowski.
The matter is that Czezowski, on one hand, declares:

(20) The author adopts the so—called idiogenic (or idiogenetic, as other people say)
theory of convictions; [...] it assumes that every conviction is existential, i.e. it affirms
or negates the existence of its objects” (1948a: 97).

Thus, every sentence, expressing a conviction, is either an existential sen-
tence, or is reducible to an existential one. In the fragment, quoted above, we
find examples of various types of existential sentences, as well as of existential
paraphrases of different sentences (see the quotations (14) or (16), and (15),
respectively):

(a) [The individual] 4 has the property P = a, having P, exists
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(b) [The species] Pis Q = Q—ity of P exists

The fact is, that for some existential sentences Czezowski gives paraphras-
es in the language of functional calculus (see the quotations (17) and (16),
respectively):

(¢) [The individual] a exists = Vx (x = a)

(d) [The species] P exists = Vx (Px)

It seems to me that Czezowski would accept also the following
paraphrases:

(e) a, having P, exists = Vx [(x = a) A Px]

(f) Q—ity of P exists = Vx [Px A Qx]

In virtue of (e) and (f) we have also:

(g) ahas P= Vx [(x =a) A Px]

(h) Pis Q= Vx [Px A Qx]

However, it is also the case that existential paraphrases are given in the above
examples only for sentences expressing convictions; in fact, the idiogenic theory
deals only just with such sentences.

On the other hand, Czezowski, after the schoolmen, believe that the sentence
‘a exists” (or “a is existing’, in a more emphatic apprehension of Stanistaw
Lesniewski) has not a semantico—categorial structure similar to the structure
of the sentence “a is rectangular”; in particular, it has not the structure of “Pa’.
Existence is not a property, and “existence” is not a predicate. Thus, let us suppose
that “existence” is a sentence—forming functor form one sentential argument. I
ignore here the question, whether it is admissible to carry generalization saying
that no expression referring to a category or an analogue is a predicate. Then,
the semantico—categorial structure of a sentence, stating, e.g., the existence of
the individual a, looks like this: “It is existing, that a certain object is identical
with a” But the statement, e.g., of the existence of the individual 4, having the
property P, will be of the following form: “It is existing, that a has P” Thus, we
get in general: “It is existing, that p”. We may interpret the sentence “p’} i.e. the
argument of the existential functor, according the idiogenetic theory; but we
are not obliged to do it.

Now, if stating goodness or beauty (or remaining modifications of being) is
to be analogous to stating existence, then the correspondent sentences should

”» o«

be of the following structure: “It is well, that p’, “It is beautifully, that p’, etc.
Analogously: “It is necessary, that p’, “It is possible, that p’, etc. Thus, these para-
phrases are quite different from those in the quotation (17) of Czezowski, and
in the quotation (18) of Gorzka: “It is well, that a (having P) exists’, and finally
“It is well, that it is existing, that 4 has P’ etc. Even the idiogenetic theory does
not require to put always existential sentence as an argument of the functor “It
is well, that”, because — let us repeat — it is the theory of sentences expressing
convictions, not e.g. estimations.
After such an amendment, we are not in danger of the paradoxical conse-
quences, indicated by Gorzka.

«
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Nevertheless, it does not follow from this ascertainment that the idea of modi-
fications of being, and Czezowski’s list of them, is without serious reserve.

I would expunge, otherwise, of this list among others: necessity — and
a fortiori possibility. Because I do not understand “the necessity of a given
state of affairs” in a context different than a sentence stating that something
occurs what is a sufficient condition of occurring of this state of affairs. In
other words, I interpret, e.g., the sentence “It is necessary, that Qa” as the
abbreviation of the sentence “Pa A Ax (Px — Qx)”, the second factor of
which stating, at the same time, that the fact that Qx is necessary condi-
tion of the fact that Px. I also understand “the possibility of a given state
of affairs” only in the context of a sentence stating, that this state of affairs
co—occurs with another one. “It is possible that Qa” means the same as “Pa
A Vx (Px A Qx)”.

5. CONTRIBUTIONS TO LOGIC

Semiotics is one but not only one branch of largo sensu logic, engaging Czezowski;
many of his logical works concern also stricto sensu (scil. formal) logic, and
methodology. Among the most important issues, acquired in these works — apart
from reconstructing Brentanian interpretation of the syllogistic, mentioned
above — I would set up the following results:

(1) in the class theory: a solution of the paradox of the class of classes not
constituting their own elements — by recognizing such a class being incor-
rectly defined (classes not constituting their own elements, as well as classes
constituting their own elements, being admitted), namely defined by a reflexive
property (1918a);

(2) in the theory of propositional functions: giving a good criterion of their
classification after syntactic categories of arguments (for sentences: after logical
types of objects in question), a criterion affording decision as to a category of
mixed sentences, like, e.g., “a has property C” (1965);

(3) in the theory of syllogistic: filling up the traditional pentamerous classifi-
cation of possible relations between categorical sentences (and analogically: of
possible relations between extensions of two non—empty names) to heptamer-
ous classification (distinguishing independence, subordination, subopposition,
opposition, superiority, and contradiction) (1920; 1928-1929; 1931);

(4) therein: discovering a graphic method of illustrating relations, men-
tioned sub (3), by means of either sections or ranges of concentric angles
(1928-1929);

(5) therein: giving triple admissible interpretation of individual sentences (of
the form “This S is P”): (a) as universal sentences (then their converse sounds:

“No non-P is this S”), (b) as particular sentences (then their converse sounds:
“A certain P is this S”), or (c) as compound existential sentences (of the form
“There is such x that: S refers to x, and «x is the one, and x is P and x is identical
with S)” (1952a);
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(6) therein: reconstructing various interpretations of Aristotelian modal
logic and demonstrating its duality for logic of categorical sentences (see, e.g.,
following correspondences: “It is necessary that S is P” —“Every S is P”; “It is
possible that S is P” — “A certain S is P”) (1936);

(7) in methodology: demarcating the following logical operations: (a) gen-
eralization (scil. logical summing), (b) idealization (scil. selecting types), (c)
abstraction (scil. passing to a higher logical category), and (d) formalizing (scil.
replacing constants by variables) (1926; 1965; 1978);

(8) therein: precizing criteria of distinguishing (a) real definitions (among
them: either content, scil. normal and axiomatic, ones, or extensional, scil.
ostensive ones and definitions by abstraction) in opposition to nominal (vel
‘verbal’) definitions; (b) analytic versus synthetic definitions; finally (c) reporting
versus projecting definitions (1959-1960; 1962; 1966b).

6. ANALYTIC AND SYNTHETIC METHOD

Before exposing Czezowski’s semiotic views it might be of use if we give thought
to one methodological problem, because it is an essential problem for estimating
his philosophical production in general, and semiotic production in particular.
The question is about two inquiring methods in science, named by Czezowski
“analytic” and “synthetic” (vel “inductive”) respectively.

It may be simply said, that both of them consist of three ‘steps’ In the case of
the analytic method, the first step lies in formulating real definitions of certain
distinguished objects, the second step being inferention of analytic consequences
from formulated definitions. In the case of the synthetic method, the first step
lies in inductive generalizing interdependences occurring among the examined
objects of different types, the second step being a formulation of hypotheses
explaining these interdependences. The first step in both the cases is a certain
(analytic or synthetic, respectively) “description”; the second one is reasoning
(scil. deduction or reduction). The third step is common to both of the methods:
it is testing consequences and hypotheses respectively.

Czezowski warned many times against neglecting the analytic method as
purporting to be only prototheoretic. What is more, he believed there were
disciplines of science, in which this method was either more fruitful than
remaining ones, or simply it made the only method, which showed a certain
promise of achieving conclusive results. He considered, i.a., the philosophy as
one of the last disciplines.

It is not surprising that he himself practiced semiotics by means of the very
analytic method.

7. FUNCTIONS OF EXPRESSIONS

Largo sensu expressions — or lingual signs (scil. symbols) — play various func-
tions: they express something, mean something, refer to something, indicate
something, signify something.
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Let what is expressed by a given expression be the content (scil. sense) of
this expression.

Having or not—having sense breaks the set of expressions into two subsets:
the subset of expressions—with—content (scil. stricto sensu or senseful expres-
sions) and the subset of expressions—without—content (scil. senseless expres-
sions). Contents of expressions are acts of thinking (scil. thoughts) expressed
by these expressions. An expression, if it is a stricto sensu name, expresses a
certain presentation (in particular: “a presentation connected with the name,
and causing that this name names a designatum, to which the presentation
in question refers to” (1918b)); if it is a stricto sensu sentence, it expresses a
conviction (scil. a judgment).

The difference between presentations and convictions can be verbalized, i.a.,
in the following manner: to have a presentation of something is to know about
something, what it is like; to have conviction — is to know about something,
that it occurs or does not occur.

There is something mediate — as to the content — between stricto sensu names
and stricto sensu sentences: these are quasi—sentences (scil. suppositions). Sup-
positions are expressions having the (grammatical) form of sentences, but their
contents are not convictions: they are presentations of a special kind, i.e. presenta-
tions of judgments (scil. judgments not ‘made’ but only presented) (1946b). As
suppositions can be considered, i.a., all the sentence-like expressions, (a) which
might he proceeded by the words “Let us suppose that” or “Let us assume that”
(and must not be — under threat of changing their sense — proceeded by the
words “It is true that” or “I claim that”); (b) which are members of conditionals;
(c) which are quotations (and should be placed in quotation marks).

8. TRUTH IN LITERARY FICTION

Sometimes (largo sensu) sentences belonging to works of literary fiction are
considered as suppositions. According such an approach sentences—suppositions
like “Achilles killed Hector” are interpreted as abbreviations of stricto sensu
sentences “We read in Iliad that Achilles killed Hector”, “After Homer, Achilles
killed Hector” etc.

The fact that proposed paraphrases speak neither about Achilles nor about
Hector, but about a certain work of art or its author, militates against this
approach.

It is more natural to assume, that some of these sentences are true in a special
manner — namely are formally true (after the fashion of hypothetico—deductive
systems in science). It means they are true under the condition of adopting as-
sumptions ‘constituting’ the world of literary vision. The only rigor valid at such
a ‘construction’ is the rigor of non—contradiction: contradictory ‘constructions’
are unimaginable; thus they are unintuitive. Individual concretisations of liter-
ary works — of imaginative, scenic or cinematographic kind — can be treated
here as semantic models of these ‘schematic’ works; only for the sake of such
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concretisations, one can say about material truth of respective interpretations
of a given work.

Formal truth of a given schema—work and material truth of its interpretation
for the sake of a respective concretisation must be distinguished from ‘meta-
phoric’: truth, where (as it goes in naturalistic literature) the more literary ‘con-
structions’ are similar to real situations, the more they are ‘true’ (1958a/1969).

The virtue of the last approach lies in its explanatory power: it explains namely
the essence of creative contribution brought by readers and performers of a given
literary work: every interpretation asks for making some additional assumptions,
individualizing a model — and a lower or higher element of creativity sticks in
the very choice of these assumptions.

9. MEANING
Let what is meant by a given expression be the meaning (scil. connotation) of
this expression.

Having or not-having connotation breaks the set of expressions into two
subsets: the subset of meaningful expressions and the subset of meaningless
expressions.

Meaningful names — contents of which usually being concepts — are com-
mon names (scil. general names, Russellian “class concepts”); meaningless
names — contents of which usually being psychical images — are proper names
(scil. individual names) and (in definite conditions) personal or demonstrative
pronouns (scil. indexical expressions like “this”; “here”; “today’, “tomorrow”;

“present”; “local”).

The difference between common names and proper names in everyday
speech is defaced by ambiguity of the word “is” If we insert a meaningful name
instead of dots in the expression “.. is B’, the word “is” will be synonymous with

“is included in” (scil. it indicates the relation of subordinating), and an arising
expression will be equivalent to the expression “Every ... is B” On the other
hand, if we insert a meaningless name there, the word “is” will be synonymous
with “is element of” (scil. it indicates the relations of belonging), and such an
expression might not be — with—out changing (or losing?) its content — proceed
by the expression “Every”.

Now, meaningful sentences are real sentences, meaningless sentences being
nominal ones. The first sentences (e.g., “Cain killed Abel”) are of general form

“aRb” (scil. “a stands in the relation R to ”), and their content is a conviction
about the existing relation R between objects a and b. The second sentences (e.g.,

“Planets are heavenly bodies”) are of general form “A is B’, and their content is a
conviction about the existing relation of subordination between the expression

“A” and the expression “B” (1918b). In other words, they state that a certain object
has two different names, predicating nothing about the extralingual reality.

The meaning of an expression can be approached either extralogically — i.e.
psychologically, behavioristically or objectivistically — or logically.
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The psychological meaning of a given expression is a content of thought
expressed by this expression: a content of presentation — in case of stricto
sensu names, and a content of conviction (scil. judgment) — in case of stricto
sensu sentences.

To determine what is a behavioristic as well as a objectivistic and a logical mean-
ing, one needs to determine in advance what is indicated by expressions.

10. DESIGNATUM
Let what is indicated by a given expression be the ‘indication’ (scil. designatum)
of this expression.

Having or not-having designatum breaks, on the one hand, the set of stricto
sensu names into two subsets: the subset of non—empty names (i.e. non—empty
common names like “king”, and non—empty proper names like “Nero”) and the
subset of empty names (i.e. empty common names like “square circle’; and empty
proper names like “Chiron”). Instead of speaking that a given (empty) name has
no designatum, we can assume that its designatum is «nothing».

On the other hand, having or not-having designatum breaks the set of
stricto sensu sentences into two subsets: the subset of true sentences (i.e. true
real sentences like “Kant wrote Kritik der reinen Vernunft, and true nominal
sentences like “Whale is mammal”) and the subset of false sentence (i.e. false
real sentences like “France lies in America’, and false nominal sentences like

“Triangle is quadrilateral”).

The common desigantum of true sentences is truth. The following argument
speaks for such a solution.

(1) The sentence a is equivalent to the sentence “a is the true”.

(2) The sentence “a is the true” is a nominal sentence; thus the expression
(here: the sentence) a is subordinated with regard to the expression “true” (or

“truth”).

(3) The expression “true” (“truth”) indicates truth, thus the sentence a, as
well as all the other true sentences, must also indicate truth.

Assuming, that the designatum of a given sentence is, e.g., this state of af-
fairs, which is a conviction expressed by this sentence concerns, would result
in the necessity of accepting the identity of designatum both of the sentence

“Volcanoes appear nearby Cracow” and of the name “appearance of volcanoes
nearby Cracow”.

Like in the case of names, instead of speaking that a given (false) sentence has
no designatum (scil. it does not indicate truth) one can say that its designatum
is falsity.

11. BEHAVIORISTIC, OBJECTIVISTIC, AND LOGICAL MEANING

The behaviorisitc meaning of a given expression can be now described as a
definite behavioral disposition (of users of this expression) with regard to a
designatum (vel to designata) of this expression.
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The objectivistic meaning is but a certain ‘aspect’ of designata: a definite
complex of their essential properties — in case of names, and a definite state
of affairs (being a certain described ‘aspect’ of truth, resp. a certain fragment
of reality) — in case of sentences; if such a sentence is false, it ‘inserts’ into this
state of affairs a certain property not occurring in it in fact (1918c).

Lastly, the logical meaning of a given expression is a result of a definite
operation made over other expressions. Logical meaning of a given name is, in
particular, the product of (all?) names superior with regard to this name. (Logi-
cal meaning and logical extension fulfill the traditional principle of inversion
of content — or here: meaning — and extension (1965).)

12, CORRELATE

Let what is referred to by a given expression be the object (scil. the correlate)
of this expression, identical with the object of thought expressed by the same
expression.

Correlates of general names are general objects, i.e. objects having all and
only ‘generic’ properties, belonging to contents of respective presentations. A
general object can be identified with an alternative complex of certain individual
objects. Thus the correlate of the name “Napoleon’s eye” is the object: Napoleon’s
right eye or Napoleon’s left eye.

The following paradox is connected with general objects: since a given
general object is general, then generality is a «generic» property, and — as
such — this property belongs to the content of (every) general presentation;
thus this property belongs to all individual (non—general!) objects, falling under
this presentation. The paradox will disappear, if we agree, that (a) generality is
identical with having (in content) «generic» properties, and that (b) having and
not-having certain «generic» property W in particular is not having a (new)
property of having this «generic» property W.

Correlates of sentences are, of course, objects of convictions expressed by
these sentences; e.g., the correlate of the sentence “It rains” is raining.

13. EXTENSION

Let what is signified by a given expression be the extension (scil. denotation) of
this expression. The objectivistically approached denotation of a given name
is the set of (all) its designata. The logically approached denotation of a given
name is the sum of (all) names subordinated with regard to this name.

14. INDEFINITE EXPRESSIONS

Expressions—with—content (scil. meaningful expressions) and expressions—
without—content (scil. meaningless expressions) should be distinguished from
expressions—with—indefinite—content (or, shortly speaking, indefinite expres-
sions) as well as from expressions—with—many—contents (or, shortly speaking,
polysemic expressions).
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The set of indefinite expressions contains indefinite names, i.e. nominal
variables and nominal functions, as well as indefinite sentences, i.e. sentential
variables and propositional functions. Indefiniteness of their sense causes that
their designata are also indefinite, i.e. unknown or any one.

”» o« » «

In everyday speech, ‘indefinite’ pronouns (like “anybody’, “somebody’, “some-
thing’, “any one’, some one”; “whichever”) can be considered as nominal variables.
The following fact witnesses a nominal variable being only largo sensu (and not
strico sensu) names. One must predicate nominal variables about nothing: the
expression “This is x” is an expression—without—content.

Nominal functions are expressions consisting of a functional concept (scil.
a functor) and its determination (scil. its argument), the last being a variable;
e.g., the functional concept of the nominal function “killer of x” (i.e. “killer of
somebody”) is the expression “killer of”.

Sentential functions are largo sensu sentences consisting of at least one
indefinite member (an indefinite name, in particular).

A special kind of indefinite sentences are «autoreflexive» sentences (scil. anti-
nomian impredicative phrases, Epimenidean sentences like “The sentence, uttered
by me now, is false”), containing a variable (here: “the sentence, uttered by me”),
which could become constant, only if a sentence, containing it, were indefinite,
i.e. only if this variable were not variable (what is, of course, impossible).

15. POLYSEMIC EXPRESSIONS
A polysemic name — in opposition to indefinite names (i.e. names—with—
indefinite—content) — has many contents, given conditions (like who utters it,
and in which circumstances) deciding, which of these contents is at stake. One
can identify expressions of a varying content with meaningless names, because
proper names, as well as ‘demonstrative pronouns’ acquire derivatively — by
indicating designata — a ‘temporary’ (scil. «occasional») content (scil. meaning?).
Both the proper names and ‘demonstrative pronouns’ are closely interconnected.
On the one hand, ‘demonstrative pronouns’ (like “that’, “this”; “today’, “tomor-
row”; “here”) become, in definite circumstances, proper names (e.g., on the 1*
of January, 1919, the word “today” names this very day; when I am indicating
a certain chair, pronoucing the word “this’, the very chair is designatum of the
word pronounced). On the other hand, connecting a proper name with its
designatum takes place by using an indexical name, indicating the designatum,
in a sentence, identifying the designatum of both the names (compare: “This
is Gartuch”) (1953c¢).
There is the following method we can «disoccasionalize» sentences (contain-
ing indexical expressions). Let us call a sign—token of a given expression—design
“signant” (an expression—design being the class of equiform signants). Now, every
sentence of the form “This is P—al” is equivalent to the sentence “The object,
indicated by this signant, is P—al’; where the word “This signant” indicates the
inscription, to which they belong.
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16. THESES ABOUT SEMIOTIC ENTITIES

What is said above, in the paragraphs (7)—(15), can be considered — in the light
of remarks of the paragraph (6) — as a complex of real definitions of semiotic
entities. However, Czezowski does not limit himself to perform the first step
in analyzing semiotic problems: he performs also the next step, posing and
defending some theses.

That is how they sound.

(T1) There is an analogy (vel a parallelism or duality) between two classes of
main elements of lingual systems, i.e. the class of names and the class of sen-
tences: e.g., the relation of subordinating in the domain of names corresponds
to the relation of consequence in the domain of sentences (1918b).

(T2) Every sentence — concerning any object — is reducible to a sentence
stating that a certain object belongs to a certain class (scil. is element of this
class); e.g., the sentence “Harpagon is miser” states that Harpagon fulfills the
propositional function: x likes excessively money; the sentence “Cherry is red”
states that cherry fulfills the propositional function: x is like ¢/is (object); the sen-
tence “Harpagon exists” states that Harpagon is like x (or anything) (1918a).

(T3) Every nominal sentence (scil. stating that a certain object is element of
a certain class) of the type “a is ¢(b)” (e.g., “a is the killer of b”) is equivalent to
a certain real sentence of the type ‘aRb” (here: “a killed ”) (1919).

(T4) Some sentences can be interpreted either as real or as nominal. One can
regard the content of the sentence “Salzburg is more picturesque than Cracow”
either as the conviction about occurring the relation of being more—picturesque—
than between Salzburg and Cracow (in real interpretation), or as the conviction
that the expression “Salzburg” is subordinated by the expression “being more
picturesque than Cracow” (in nominal interpretation) (1918b).

(T5) No expression—without—content has designatum (1918b).

(T6) The logical connotation of a given name (and of every expression?) is
identical with its logical denotation (1965).

(T7) If the designatum of a nominal variable (i.e. the class of its values, the
scope of this variable) is given, then a common name having denotation identi-
cal with the set of designata of values of this variable is given also (or can be
created) — and inversely (1919).

(T8) Some expressions are used in some cases as common names (e.g., the
word “palace” in the sentence “A palace is distinguished among houses by its
magnificence”), in some other cases being functional concepts (e.g., the same
word in the sentence “Versailles is a palace of Louis XIV”) (1919).

(T9) Negative names with an empty name as a determination (e.g. “non—work
of Minotaur”) are empty names. Negative sentences with an empty name in place
of their grammatical subject (e.g., “Minotaur is not devote of communism”) are
true sentences respectively (1919).

(T10) Let us call sentences of the type ‘aRb” (scil. “a stands in the relation
R to b”) “Zarembian sentences’, if a (and b?) does not belong to the field of the
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relation R, i.e. if there is no object, to which something could stand in this relation
(the sentences “Warsaw is the logical consequence of Lvov” being an example
of such a sentence). Zarembian sentences are not sentences—without—content
(scil. indefinite on account of logical value). Otherwise we should agree that
some definite — true, in particular — sentences either would be consequences
of Zarembian sentences, or would have Zarembian sentences among their
consequences. Let us consider the sentence “Wawel is not a number”; it is hard
to deny this sentence being true, but it is the consequence of the conjuction of
the Zarembian sentence “Wawel is neither lesser, nor greater than, nor equal
to the number 2” and the sentence “It is true for all pairs of numbers that one
of the members of a given pair is either lesser, or greater than, or equal to the
other member” Now, let us consider the sentence “Every entity stands in a
spatial relation to the Mozarteum”; its consequence is the Zarembian sentence
“My psychological image of the Mozarteum stands in a spatial relation to the
Mozarteum”; if we denied the last sentence (and other similar sentences) a
logical value (falsity, in particular), the respective generalization would not be
falsified.

17. COMMENTS
Now, I would like to formulate some comments on Czezowski’s semiotic defini-
tions and theses.

(K1) According to Czezowski, the word “is” in expressions like “Whale is
mammal” is synonymous to the expression “is included in” (or “is subset of”
etc.), whereas the same word in expressions like “Gartuch is a mountain” is
synonymous to the expression “belongs to” (or is element of” etc.). It is, however,
a kind of simplification. One must say neither that whale is ‘included in’ mam-
mal nor that Gartuch ‘belongs to’ mountain (the right formulas sound: the set
of whales is included in the set of mammals, and Garluch belongs to the set of
mountains, respectively).

(K2) I am afraid that if the theses (T2)—(T4) were accepted, the classification
of sentences as either real or nominal would be superfluous.

(K3) Czezowski declares the access for the semantic definition of truth. He
formulates it — with reference to empirical theories — in such a loose way:

A given sentence is true, iff it is fulfilled by every sequence of values (of variables),
representing — on the ground of a respective theory — various observational condi-
tions (1952a).

But this sentence is fulfilled, only if it becomes true for every sequence, or

— more explicitly speaking — true in every circumstance. We have, finally, the

result that a certain sentence is true,, if it is true, in every circumstance. If “truth,”

differs from “truth ’ then the question of the meaning of “truth,” arises; if both
the words are synonymous, the danger of circulus in definiendo appears.
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(K4) All horses are designata of the common name “horse”; its denotation
is identical with the set of horses. The sultan Soliman is the only designatum
of the proper name “Soliman”. The question of the denotation of this last name
(and denotations of proper names, in general) is not answered by Czezowski.

(K5) Let us assume that the thesis of duality (T1) has no essential delimita-
tions. If so, one could regard the conjunction of all (semantic?) consequences
of a given sentence as a logical connotation of this sentence. Analogically, the
disjunction of all (semantic?) reasons of a given sentence can be regarded as
its logical denotation. Such a solution provoke some questions, e.g.: are con-
notations and denotations, defined in such a way, equal, as it takes place in the
case of logical connotations and logical denotations of names, according to
the thesis (T6)?

(K6) Czezowski introduced a “logical” approach to the connotation and
denotation of names in order not to leave the sphere of “lingual entities” in the
process of defining semantic relations. However, reaching this goal seems to
be an illusion, because logical multiplication and logical addition are made de

facto over objectivistic denotations, i.e. over classes of designata of respective
names. The matter would stand better in the case of sentences: conjuctions and
disjuctions are operations carried into effect “immediately” over them.

(K7) In Czezowski’s conception, there is a parallelism between the results of
logical and psychological analysis, e.g., between indefinite names and sentences
in the area of logic, and general presentations and presented judgments (vel
presentations of judgments) in the area of psychology, respectively, variables
in propositional functions being the analogue of a basic presentation. However,
neither general presentations, nor presentations of judgments, are objectless.
On the contrary, both of them have “definite” objects: “general” objects and
judgments, respectively. Thus, we cannot also regard variables expressions with-
out “definite” contents, because they express the very respective presentations.
Propositional functions finally approach to suppositions, in this respect.

(K8) The status of designata of indefinite expressions, i.e. indefinite names
(scil. nominal variables) seems not to be clear in Czezowski. On the one hand,
one should not say that variables — like empty names — have no designata.
One should not say also that variables — like (some of) common names — have
many designata. On the other hand, Czezowski identifies “extensions” (i.e.
scopes) of variables with sets of their values, i.e. some definite names, which
can be substituted in place of these variables; we use here the word “extension”
in a sense quite different from the sense, when “extension” refers to the set of
designata of a given expression.

Another matter is that Czezowski contrasts logical variables in question with
objective variables (e.g. mathematical variables). A certain object O corresponds
to such an objective variable x, and this x is the name of O like the word “Rome”
is the name of the Eternal City. Thus an objective variable is a name, namely
indicating (scil. symbolizing) a certain (changing) object — i.e. its range — as
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its only designatum: it is the set of its objective values, i.e. some objects given

together with their positions. The last ones are interpreted as juxtaposition of

objective values and some other objects (scil. designata of determinations) on the

ground of a certain relation; if values of the variable y are integral numbers, then

the value of the variable y juxtaposed with the designatum of the determination
“7” on the ground of the relation of being—greater—of 3, is the number 8.

18. HISTORICAL REMARKS
Concluding, I would like to express a few historical remarks.

Czezowski’s semiotic views were crystallized and formulated at the beginning
of our century. They were closely connected with the main ideas transmigrating
inside the European philosophy of this period.

I have indicated Czezowski’s ideological parentage with Brentano. Now, I
shall add some other parentages.

The solution of the Russellian paradox of classes, proposed by Czezowski, is
a certain modification of solutions given by Poincaré and Zermelo. In general-
izing the classification of relations among categorical sentences (and among
non—empty names) Czezowski recurs to Gergonne, Schroder, and Sleszyniski.
The conjunctive interpretation of individual sentences bases on Reichenbach’s
proposal. Reagarding the distinction between acts and products, a founda-
tion for delimiting psychology and logic, invokes Twardowski’s conception;
Czezowski accepts here Twardowskian psychological analysis of thinking (with
his idiogenic conception of judgments, in particular), as well as his interpreta-
tion of indexical expressions. The analysis of quasi—sentences is made in terms
similar to the Ingardenian conceptual apparatus. In recognizing truth as a
common designatum of true sentences, Czezowski goes, of course, after Frege.
The starting point of Czezowski’s views on truth in empirical sciences is the
semantic definition in the version given by Tarski. Czezowski’s position in the
matter of sentences—without—content is his reaction to Zaremba’s views on the
very subject. Finally, the analysis of autoreflexive sentences takes advantage of
some of Bolzano’s observations.
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13. On Roman Ingarden’s
philosophy of language

1. INTRODUCTION

Every semiotician when asked about Polish semiotics during the first half of
twentieth century (or about our philosophy at that time at all), usually cites
the Lvov—Warsaw School and says no more. Indeed, the circle of Kazimierz
Twardowski’s pupils was the most influential group at the time, but it formed
the center of Polish philosophy in this period, the center between two radi-
cal and opposing wings — the first represented by Roman Ingarden, and the
second by Leon Chwistek. Outlining their views provides an opportunity
for understanding the turning—point which this school represented, a shift
in thinking that was then continued by other philosophers and semioticians
throughout the world. Moreover, it seems that this presentation would make
it easier to understand the differences among Twardowski’s pupils in the field
of semiotics itself, for Tadeusz Czezowski and Tadeusz Kotarbiniski were closer
to Ingarden’s standpoint, and Stanistaw Le$niewski and Jan Lukasiewicz were
closer to Chwistek’s standpoint, while Kazimierz Ajdukiewicz’s views were a
fusion of both the tendencies.

Roman Ingarden (1893-1970), one of the most distinguished figures in
twentieth century Polish philosophy, is known as an aesthetician and an epis-
temologist rather than as a semiotician. And yet, in most of his writings one
can find considerations of various problems concerning natural language. I wish
to present a short outline of these considerations. Irrespective of the cognitive
validity of his views — which today, after more than forty years, can be called in
question — I hope that making his way of thinking familiar will prove to have a
certain heuristic value, independent of historical light I seek to shed.

2. SIGNS AND LINGUISTIC FORMATIONS

The name Ingarden usually gives to words, phrases, sentences, and complexes of
sentences is usually the term “linguistic formations”. These linguistic formations

show some likeness to signs. Both linguistic formations and signs are — accord-
ing to Ingarden — the so—called two—sides (or two—ply) objects. (Today this is

a rather common opinion, but not in Ingarden’s time.) Two—sided objects have

both a “get—up” and a function performed. But the linguistic formation and the

sign are different on both sides.

The most essential difference concerns the second “stratum’, namely, the
function performed. In Ingarden’s opinion an object is the sign when it indi-
cates an object other than itself, and by means of its own existence it causes
the conviction of the existence of the denoted object. Thus exanthema can be a
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sign of allergy, and smoke, a sign of fire and so on. But it is not imperative that
there be a causal nexus between the signs and the designated object. Therefore
the traffic—signal is a sign also.

One cannot attribute these properties to all linguistic formations. For among
them one can find some formations which do not designate (namely, the so—
called functional words), others which do not cause conviction of the (real)
existence of the designated objects (for example, some names), and still others
with which such a conviction is connected, though it is caused by a special act
(namely, the act of judgment) for which the given linguistic formation is only
a tool.

The difference in the first “stratum” lies in the fact that the get—up of signs is
the object—specimen and that of linguistic formations is the object—type (first
of all, sound—type, and then symbol-type).

3. MEANING

The second “stratum” of the proper linguistic formation is meaning. To explain
what meaning is in Ingarden’s mind, one need to appeal to the notion of “inten-
tionality” This notion Ingarden adopted from Edmund Husserl, who himself
developed it from the ideas of Franz Brentano and Kazimierz Twardowski.

Intentionality is, in Ingarden’s estimation, a property of the specific relation
between objects. This relation — namely, the intention — between object x
and object y occurs, when: (i) object x, i.e. the intentio object, is different from
object y, i.e. the intentional object; (ii) x seemingly exceeds itself, indicates y;
(iii) y is transcendent to the intention itself.

Ingarden speaks of two kinds of intentional objects. If the intentional object
exists autonomously and independently of the intentio object, Ingarden names
it “the co—intentional object” If an intentional object exists non—autonomously
and dependently on the intentio object, it is for Ingarden a purely intentional
object. It should be explained here that an object exists non—autonomously,
when its properties are granted to it from outside. For example, properties of an
object imagined by my reader (if he imagined anything at all, let us suppose he
has) are not properties immanent to — let us say — a woman imagined by him,
but are only granted her by her “creator”. We cannot say this about a lady, who
is — for instance — reading this paper. Her properties are her own properties;
they inhere in her; thus she exists autonomously. At the same time the object y
exists independently of the object x, when it does not claim co—existence with
the second object, i.e. when for example destroying the object x results in no
changes in the existence (in the ontological sense of the word) of the object y.

Intentionality, i.e. the capacity to create an intention, belongs in its original
form to human experience. Let us take the following example: somebody looks
at me. The intentio object here is this person; the intentional object — also called
the co—intentional object — is me. Another example: the same person imagines
his wife or simply thinks of her. This imagined or thought of wife is a purely
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intentional object. Moreover, it is originally a purely intentional object, as an
immediate product of this person’s experience. No burst of his consciousness
would make me either non—existent or for example a perfect writer in Chinese.
Furthermore, I cannot — as a co—intentional object — be internally contradic-
tory: I cannot be white and black at the same time.

However, it is precisely my reader who creates and grants the properties of
objects of his own thoughts and dreams. And by and by, these objects can be
internally contradictory. My reader can, for example, think of a woman, who is
white and black at the same time — in his thinking of course.

This fact is possible thanks to a certain detail in the structure of the purely
intentional object. The structure of any object is, according to Ingarden, de-
termined by three factors: the formal structure, the material structure, and
existential character. In other words, every object has a certain form, a certain
set of properties, and exists somehow. The peculiarity of the purely intentional
object is its possession of the so—called content, which is the moment of its
material structure. This content of a purely intentional object has its own formal
structure and existential character as well. For that reason Ingarden speaks of
the double structure of the purely intentional object.

Let us come back to my reader, who imagines for himself his wife. She is
probably imagined by him as a human being (the formal structure of a thing),
existing in the spatio—temporal world (real existential character), and being a
very beautiful, pretty, and intelligent lady and so on (a certain material structure).
But this imagined young lady is only the content of an object in my reader’s
imagination. And this object, as a pure intentional object, has quite different
properties. One cannot say that it is the real thing (his wife being, let us sup-
pose, imagined as being real), or that it is an intelligent lady (for it has a material
structure different from that of its content), and so on.

As an originally purely intentional object, the image of my reader’s wife is his
own actual product. The original purely intentional object is, in Ingarden’s mind,
the mono—subjective object. This means that my reader is the only person, who
can give us a real description of his wife as imagined by himself.

But there are also purely intentional objects which are intersubjective objects.
Ingarden names them “derived purely intentional objects”.

Let us return once more to my reader’s fantasy. Imagining is an act in his expe-
rience; thus the subject of his actual imagination is an original purely intentional
object. But his wife can become a purely intentional object in another way, for
my reader will imagine her just now. She — as a purely intentional being — can
be fixed by a certain linguistic formation, for example just by the description “my
reader’s wife” Now we have two sequences: my reader — his imagination — the
imagined my reader’s wife; and “my reader’s wife” (i.e. a sound—or—symbol-
type) — its meaning — the designated my reader’s wife. What is the difference
between the imagined and designated reader’s wife? The intentional correlate of
the linguistic formation is — in Ingarden’s terminology — the schematic object.
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One can not tell much about the properties of the designatum of the word “my
reader’s wife”, when one knows nothing of my reader’s wife from other sources.
Ingarden says that derived purely intentional objects have imperfectly—definite
space in their content.

Now we are prepared to understand Ingarden’s conception of the linguistic
formation. The proper linguistic formation is a specific two—sided object, com-
posed of a sound—(or symbol-)type and a meaning. The meaning is a sort of
potential intention, which is conventionally connected with the sign—type and
is actualized during the process of understanding. This actualization is first of
all the fulfilment of the imperfectly—definite space, mentioned above.

4. THE KINDS OF THE MEANING
Every act of experience always fixes only one intentional object. Every act in
particular: (i) apprehends somehow (at one stoke or step by step or by—and-by)
the content of this object; (ii) attributes some (more or less numerous) proper-
ties to this content; (iii) ascribes to it a certain structure (of a thing, activity,
event, relation, property, or state of affairs); (iv) establishes a certain (real,
purely intentional, or ideal) type of existence for the content; and (v) somehow
establishes this existence (in a mode of certitude, possibility, doubt, negation,
or demand). And that is why Ingarden speaks of at least five possible moments
of the intention, of the potential intention (i.e. of the meaning) in particular:
(1) an intentional direction indicator, (2) material content, (3) formal content,
(4) existential character, and (5) existential thesis. (By “a moment” Ingarden
understands “a non-self-reliant component”) He distinguishes three kinds
of intention: static, dynamic, and synthetic. Dynamic intention is intention,
which — in contrast to static intention — has no intentional direction indicator.
Dynamic intention belongs (potentially of course) to verbs, and static intention,
to names, whereas synthetic intention is improper to sentences.

We shall limit ourselves to the analysis of verbal and nominal meaning only.
Moreover we shall get to know Ingarden’s views on the so—called in proper
linguistic formations.

5. THE NAME

To have an example of Ingarden’s method of analysis, let us see what the meaning
of a name looks like. The meaning of a name, as a derivative potential intention,
has the five moments mentioned before, i.e. an intentional direction indicator,
material content, formal content, existential character, as well as an existential
thesis. This means that, according to Ingarden, the isolated name determines
not only what is names (i.e. the constitutive nature of the content of the purely
intentional correlate) and that which this named entity is (i.e. the material and
formal structure of the content), but decides how and whether (or with what
power) the indicated and determined object exists (i.e. the existential character
of the content).
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For example, the meaning of the name “a woman”: (1) refers to something,
namely to a woman; (2) determines that this object is an adult female human
being; (3) determines that the object is a thing (and not, for instance, a prop-
erty); (4) decides that it is a real thing (and not, e.g., ideal or intentional); and
(5) decides that this thing certainly exists.

The kind of the intentional direction indicator determines the sort of the
given name. In considering the number of the indicated entities Ingarden speaks
of: (i) the mono-radiant indicator (that of singular names, like “the woman’,

“the Pole’, etc.); (ii) the multi-radiant indicator (that of plural names, like “the
women’, “the Poles’, etc.).

In his consideration of how much entities can be indicated in a term, Ingar-
den distinguishes: (i) the settled indicator (that of strictly proper names, like

“Hungary, “Mikolaj Kopernik’, etc.); (ii) the changeable indicator (that of general
names, like “a country’, “a man’, etc.).

An interesting feature of the material content of the meaning is the presence
of the so—called variable and non—variable components. The material content
of the name “a woman” determines explicitly that the question is about an adult
female human being of a particular color of skin (the non—variable component),
but it does not determine, whether the color is white, yellow, red, or black (an
inconstant component). Ingarden speaks too about actual versus potential
components of the material structure. Nobody can be certain whether he is able
to recognize all properties or even all kind of properties of a given designatum.
The material structure, in Ingarden’s terminology, has a set of non—actual,
potential components.

6. THE VERB

Contrary to the nominal meaning, the meaning of the (isolated) verb is not
self-standing. This is because it lacks an intentional direction indicator and
the moment of existential character, as well as probably that of the existential
thesis (being a potential one). However, the meaning of the verb has two other
moments, namely: (6a) the subjective (or verbal) indicator and (6b) the objective
indicator — in the instance of the transitive verb only. These are the so—called
backward indicators. They turn not toward the intentional correlate of the verb,
i.e. not toward the activity, but toward either the subject of this activity (in the
case of the subjective indicator) or toward the object of the given activity (the
objective indicator).

Thus verbal meaning has, according to Ingarden, the following moments: (2)
material content, (3) formal content, (6a) a verbal indicator, and occasionally,
(6b) an objective indicator.

The meaning of the verb “plays” for example: (2) determines that the question
is about, let us say, performing on a musical instrument; (3) determines that
it is in any case a certain activity; (6a) indicates the subject of this activity (for
instance — a man); and (6b) indicates its object (for instance — a sonata).
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The difference between verbal and nominal meaning will be more clear if we
compare the mentioned verb “plays” with the name “playing” The meaning of
the noun “playing” has the very same material and formal content, but it has
besides an intentional direction indicator, and the moment of the existential
character as well as that of the existential thesis. This means that the activity
named by the word “playing” is apprehended as a subject of possible properties
(i.e. substantia), and is established as real and actually existing being.

7. IMPROPER LINGUISTIC FORMATIONS
Among linguistic formations one finds formations which do not “produce” their
own intentional correlate (i.e. which do not have the moment of the material
and formal structure in their meaning), but which perform certain functions
relative to the correlates of other linguistic formations — or simply to linguistic
formations only. One may say that these formations have sensu stricto no mean-
ing at all. Ingarden calls them “improper linguistic formations” (or “functional
words”).
He gives most of his attention to the logical functors, analyzing especially
the functions of the formations “is’, “if ..., then .., “some’, “only”, “every’; and
“and’; as well as “no”. As an example showing the pattern of Ingarden’s analysis
I shall present his description of the functor “is” It can fulfill both the function
of predicating and of existential stating. Predication has four modifications: (i)
attribution: in a sentence like “The cat is black” “is” is equivalent approximately
to “has the property”; (ii) inclusion: in a sentence like “The cat is a mammal” “is”
is equivalent to “belong to”; (iii) identification: in a sentence like “Wroctaw is

» o« »

the main city of Polish Silesia” “is” is equivalent to “refers to the same as”; (iv)
appellation: in a sentence like “This is a cat” “is” is equivalent to “is called”.

The function of the existential statement consists in stating the existence of
something: in a sentence like “There is the most beautiful woman in the world”

“w: »

is” is equivalent to “exists”.

8. LANGUAGE AS A TOOL

Language is, according to Ingarden, the product of two mutually connected hu-
man acts: speaking and sense—giving. That is the reason for the two—sidedness
of linguistic formations. As we remember these sides or strata are: the sound—(or
symbol-)stratum and the meaning—stratum. The sound—stratum is the carrier
of the meaning, while the meaning—stratum is the producer of the derived
purely intentional correlate of the linguistic formation. Hearing or reading,
we actualize the meaning, i.e. the potential intention; in the performance of
writing, we give evidence of the sense—actualization. The actualization of the
meaning leads to the production of the appropriate purely intentional object.
One can say that the linguistic formation has the capacity for the intimation of
the sense—actualization, and for the presentation of the intentional correlate
of the actualized intention.
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The functions of intimating and presenting are the specific functions of
language. Through them language becomes the main tool of the human com-
munication. Two other functions of language are not functions peculiar to it.
I mean, first, the function of effecting, i.e. the engendering of certain behavior
in the recipient, and secondly, the function of expression, i.e. the manifestation
of a particular spiritual state of the speaker (or sender).

Let us consider the following example — somebody tells me indicating the
blackboard: “The blackboard is white”. This sentence: (a) presents or intentionally
produces a particular state of affairs, namely that the blackboard is white; (b)
intimates to me the actualization of its meaning made by my interlocutor and
provokes in me a similar actualization; (c) effects me, creating for example my
astonishment (over why, the blackboard is not white); (d) expresses the state of
my interlocutor’s mind, for instance his being in good humor and the like.

As the tool of communication — language is a cognitive instrument first
of all. In Ingarden’s opinion we have two modes of cognition: perceptive and
mental. The most important form of mental cognition is judgment. To judge
is, according to Ingarden, to perform four interrelated activities, namely: (i) to
isolate mentally a certain state of affairs from its environment; (ii) to predicate,
i.e. as if to open up this state of affairs; (iii) to ascertain it; (iv) to absolutize this
state of affairs, i.e. to recognize it as an autonomous one.

9. THE PROBLEM OF TRUTH

For Ingarden a sentence is true, if and only if beyond its intentional correlate it

has an objective correlate corresponding to the content of the intentional cor-
relate. Immediately, one can see that the truth of sentences is possible only when

the semantic categories are capable of mapping reality. This does not mean that

every kind of linguistic formation or every kind of grammatical category must

have an objective correlate in the form of sense—data, for example. After all, the

most functional words have no objective correlates in reality, even though one

cannot deny that they have the cognitive significance.

According to Ingarden’s point of view reality is formally very rich. It is composed
of things, activities, events, relations, properties, and states of affairs. It corresponds
to the multiplicity of semantic categories of natural language. A particular ontic
category is rendered by a certain semantic category. Thus, things are best rendered
by names; activities, by verbs; states of affairs, by categorical sentences; etc.

To be sure, all ontic categories can be nominalized, i.e. grasped by names,
but this would be adulteration of the reality. Thus, the objective state of affairs:
A is B — one can grasp by name “B-al A’ if B be made an adjective, but the
adequate expression in this instance is “A is B".

10. SOME CRITICAL REMARKS
Descriptive psychology is concerned with experiences. This does not mean,
however, that it is limited to the description of individual experiences. Contrary
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to Husserl’s opinion, descriptive psychology also classifies individual experience.
Kinds of experiences are not, as Husserl claimed, discovered through phenom-
enological investigation. They are established by the classifying of experience

which is done in “ordinary” psychology. The novelty of Husserl’s phenomenology
was only that kinds of experience were assigned a specific, extra—real, unchange-
able existence, and thus that the very activity of generalization was considered

to be a specific form of perception, i.e. ideation. Ordinary psychology places

experiences into respective categories, i.e. classifies them, the properties of the

experiences classified which are not important for the principle of classification

adopted being omitted; thus, generalizations have to be made. To accomplish

ideation, i.e. to perceive Husserl’s hypostatized types (and according to Husserl

this is something different from imagining), the so—called phenomenological

reduction must be carried out.

Ultimately, the whole of Husserl’s phenomenology is a more or less consistently
hypostatized descriptive psychology. This is probably due to the fact, that Hus-
serl’s views were underlain by a protest against some defects of the psychology of
his time. As a result of its extensive development in the late nineteenth century,
psychology became a paragon for and justification of all other sciences. There
was, that is, a tendency to reduce the laws of logic to rules of thinking, and
thus, of experiencing. This was the psychologism which Husserl so vigorously
opposed. He justly indicated that although understanding the rules of thinking
helps to understand the rules of logic and vice versa, it is impossible to con-
clude that they are identical. Unfortunately, even as he opposed psychologism’s
identification of the objective rules of logic with subjective, psychological truth,
Husserl misunderstood the objectivity of logic. He considered the rules of logic
to be objective and thus exact because they are not dependent on man and
experience. They are, however, exact because they are assumed by common
agreement, i.e. because they are (in a certain sense of the word “assumption”)
subjectively assumed. They do not depend on experience, but their acceptance,
i.e. agreement on them, does. Rules of logic must be made exact just as a knife
must be sharpened and a microscope, set. Only after being made exact are they
good tools for cognition and work.

Husserl effectively opposed the extreme psychologism which identified logical
formulations with individual experiences. His phenomenology, however, is not
free of psychologism, if the conviction that the justification of the rules of logic
should be sought in the rules of thinking, which conviction Husserl did not want
to abandon, is considered to be psychological. To preserve an ill-conceived
objectivity of the rules of logic, Husserl assumed an equally ill-conceived ob-
jectivity of the rules of thinking. That led to the peculiar view that discovery of
the regularities of thinking and of experiencing in general is not the description
of something subjective, and human, but of something objective, i.e. indepen-
dent of man, extra—human, or rather suprahuman, to describe the idea briefly.
That is, basically, the crux of the whole of Husserl’s phenomenology. Identity of
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meaning is insured therein not by the similarity of human experiences but by
the existence of experiences in specie. Pure grammar (description of semantic
categories) is not to be a generalization of particular grammars (i.e. descriptions
of the grammatical categories of respective languages) but an aprioristic science.
The discrepancy between a linguistic formation and reality is held to be due
not to the unavoidable inaccurateness of words resulting from the fact that it is
impossible to name each object with a separate word (and, presumably, there are
not two identical objects) but to the unavoidable imperfection of reality itself
which is only an accidental shadow of the hypostatized ideal possibilities.

There is no room here to assess how accurately de—hypostatized phenom-
enology gives an account of the structure and variants of linguistic experiences
(experiences connected with language). Whatever the assessment, though, it
should be acknowledged that Husserl’s distinctions are proof of considerable
effort made to put in order psychological terminology and eliminate misunder-
standings resulting from ambiguity of expression. Unfortunately, at the same
time, too many imprecise expressions are used to denote the same objects; this
pertains to names of such basic objects of Husserl’s investigation as act, fulfill-
ment, meaning, etc. As a result, Husserl’s concepts sometimes become simply
impossible to understand.

Ingarden’s works are a step forward in this respect. First of all, he made
an attempt at developing the phenomenological theory of meaning, rejecting
Husserl’s view that meanings are ideal objects. The phenomenological theory
of meaning lost, in Ingarden’s conception of it, its phenomenological character
and became an “ordinary” psychology of language. However, Ingarden inherited
Husserl’s tendency to hypostatize and did not speak in plain terms. Twardowski
considered his essays on language users’ relation to language to be psychologi-
cal essays or essays in psychology, grammar, and logic, whereas Ingarden was
convinced that in describing experiences connected with language use he was
practicing logic.

It is obvious that in perceiving, i.e. listening to or reading, a linguistic sign
one can learn about: (i) objects named or described by the sign; and (ii) experi-
ences of the receiver: concerning the objects named (described), i.e. about his
apprehending or imagining those objects; or concerning objects not directly
named (described) but which only accompany the apprehending or imagining
of those objects.

Obviously, the sender himself can produce (write or say) a linguistic sign
to let the receiver know about either the objects names (described) or about
his experiences, or to influence the receiver in some way, i.e. to induce him to
perform an action.

The first of the above presented relations, namely naming (describing), that
refer to reality, reality being a set of objects with their various details, belongs,
I believe, to the scope of logic. Laws laid down by logic are assumptions that
people themselves have established.
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The second relation, namely expressing, that is, referential relation between
language and its users, the language being the network of linguistic formations,
is, in my opinion, part of the domain of psychology. Laws set up by psychology
are generalizations of what is, to a great extent, independent of the users.

It must not be forgotten, however, that when speaking about naming (describ-
ing) objects and expressing experiences we speak figuratively. For, firstly, not the
very sounds and symbols but the sounding, i.e. the uttering of sounds, and the
writing, i.e. the putting down of symbols, may sometimes be a manifestation
of certain experiences. The sound or the symbol “the Moon” or say “The Moon
is round” is for example not an expression of imagining the Moon or thinking
that it is round but uttering of writing the word or the sentence is. Only briefly,
figuratively speaking can we say that the sound or symbol conveys a meaning.
Saying so is justifiable only in that sounds and symbols are products of speaking
and writing. Thus if we confront a sound or a symbol we may assume that it
is a product of speaking or writing, and they, in turn, are expressions of some
experiences of the speaker or writer.

Secondly, the sign is not a symptom. Let us put it clearly: “Sign A denotes

object a” is a shortened version of the sentence: “People denote object a by sign
A’ Likewise, “Sign A denotes the same object as sign B” is a shortened version
of the sentence, “People denote object a by sign A and by sign B”. Of course the
point is not to cease using such short—cuts for they make it easier to use the
language. But if they are truly to do this one must be continually aware that they
are only short—cuts. Forgetting this is a source of many misunderstandings in
linguistic investigation.

Ingarden lacks such continual awareness, although he often calls for it. Only
that can explain, it seems, the way in which he justified opposing linguistic
formations to all other signs, both conventional (symptoms) and causal (diag-
nostic). For in the case of both signs (in Ingarden’s understanding) and linguistic
formations, only a certain “background” can make the occurrence (presence) of
a sign or a linguistic formation evoke a conviction that what they refer to exists.
The “background” environment differs for various signs; for a traffic sign, for
example, it is the road, for a linguistic sign, it is a complex of other linguistic
signs (contexts), the behavior of the user, the prefacing a statement with the
phrase “I believe’, the specific place of occurrence (e.g., the names of plants
in botanical gardens), the fact that the place in which a given sentence occurs
is called “a scientific paper’, etc. What Ingarden said about signs in general in
opposing them to linguistic formations, may concern only diagnostic signs,
for only they by themselves confirm that what they are diagnostic of existence.
Only similar carelessness in using short—cut expressions explains Ingarden’s
way of describing the so—called two—sided structure of linguistic formations.
A linguistic formation sounds and means, i.e. it has a sound and a meaning. To
describe a linguistic formation means to describe its two strata, two objects,
sound and meaning. The next step is to anthropomorphize the objectivized
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meaning. Meaning becomes for Ingarden (as, as I believe, it did for the Stoics)
a potentialized intentional experience. That is to say “the meaning of A”denotes:
(i) naming, i.e. relation of sign A to object a; (ii) the named object (a); (iii) the
relation between sign A and sign B which denotes the same object as sign A;
(iv) sign B.

Ingarden belived that a linguistic formation means, i.e. it indicates an object
but also defines the object’s properties, structure, and mode of existence and
settles whether the object exists or not. It is obvious that such an understanding
of the meaning of (independent) linguistic formations arose from the fact that
Ingarden, although he had stated that the primary and fundamental semantic
category is the meaning of sentences, studied first the meaning of names and
only later extended the conclusions of his investigations to other linguistic
formations (especially sentences). Similarly, the assumption of the existence
of intentional objects arose from the wish to extend the formulation “A name
pertains to an object” to embrace all linguistic formations, also empty names
and sentences describing fictitious objects as well as false, interrogative, and
imperative sentences, etc. Thus, linguistic formations referring to objective
objects have been given a double meaning, and not only naming (i) has been
confused with the sign denoting of the same object as the sign the meaning of
which is being studied (iv) but also the activity of conceiving has been confused
with the function of language; and as a result, the property of conjecturing, the
object—forming property, has had its basis moved over from the experiencing
man to linguistic formations, and this heedless of the reservation that it is the
so—called derivative intentionality.

It might seem that if sign A is a name, then “Someone understands sign A”
is a short—cut for the sentence “Someone knows that sign A means object a”
or the sentence “Someone knows that sign A means the same as sign B” which
is a short—cut for “Someone knows the people denote object a with sign A
and also with sign B” According to Ingarden, however, understanding is the
taking out, thinking of, a meaning; it is only an actualization, which activates
a derivative intention, one previously attached to the linguistic sound (or
symbol). Husserl reproached Twardowski for identifying meaning with the
content of presentation, i.e. with the purely intentional object of Ingarden’s
understanding. Husserl, in turn, and Ingarden following him, believed that
meaning is the presentation (intention) itself; but, as antipsychologists they,
each in his own way, deprecated any understanding of intention as a concrete
experience of a concrete person. Husserl believed intention to be an ideal
presentation (species); Ingarden, in turn, believed that meaning is a potential
presentation (a derivative intention). For, if meaning were an ideal, i.e. an
unchangeable object, it could not, according to Ingarden, either originate a
meaning or, while retaining its identity as a unit of meaning, combine with
other meanings to make complex units, e.g., sentence meanings, which always
lead to a change in meaning.
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Ingarden’s description of the structure of meaning is, in fact, a kind of
objectivized, depragmatized description of the experiences of a language user.
Moreover, Ingarden considered hypostatized meaning at one time to be a com-
plex of factors generating an intentional equivalent, and, at another, to be an
outcome of a particular intentional experience, namely the activity of creating a
meaning. Meaning, thus, is at one time a derivative intention, and at another, a
primarily intentional object attached to the linguistic sound (symbol). The same
holds with purely intentional states of affairs. They are products of sentence
meaning, thus are derivedly intentional objects, and together with equivalents
of the meanings of adjoining sentences they intentionally determine, or present,
objects “in which” they take place; these are derivedly intentional objects. And
this too, makes it more difficult to understand Ingarden’s reasoning.

Ingarden’s view on the structure of meaning (at least that of names and verbs)
could be defended by identifying some of the moments of derivative intention
he differentiated with the functions of linguistic formations, i.e. with naming [of
concrete objects — (i)] and experiencing [the degree of conviction as to their pres-
ence — (v)], and with other ones having the necessary elements of the deflniens of
the essential definition, i.e. any one which mentions only those properties of the
object defined by the definiendum from which all other properties can be derived.
Such a definition ought to define what Ingarden called the material structure (2),
the formal structure (3), and the existential character (4) of the equivalent of the
deflniendum. For the name “the stone” for example, it would run: “The stone is a
real (4) thing (3) made of stone (2)”. Thus, merely the moments hidden, to a greater
or lesser degree, in the very meaning of word “the stone” are clearly expounded.
It is significant that Ingarden did not study the meanings of adjectives separately
but included them in the meaning of names. It seems that they are dependent
formations which serve to expound the moments of the material content and
existential character of the meaning of names (in the case of the meaning of
verbs the same role might be played by adverbs). In the case of our expression

“the stone made of stone” would be identical with the moment (2) and “real” with
the moment (4). This is suggested by Ingarden’s remark that adjectival names
assign their equivalents only one property. But this picture is blurred by what
Ingarden said about materially, formally, or existentially contradictory names. An
example of the first case might be “a wooden stone”; of the second, “a stone being
a property”; and of the third, “an ideal stone” It might seem that since “a stone
is a real thing made of stone,” then the expression “a wooden stone” after having
been expounded into “a real thing made (fully) of stone and wood” is internally
contradictory for it simultaneously ascribes to an object two mutually exclusive
properties: stone—ness and wood—ness. Ingarden, however, believed that the con-
tradiction was caused by the fact that the direction indicator of a contradictory
name was not co—directional with the material content. It can not be guessed
what he meant because material content is not, from Ingarden’s (and Husserl’s)
general standpoint, something directed.
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The list of moments differentiated by Ingarden for verbal meaning renders
his standpoint even more difficult to justify. It might be expected that for the
verb “is petrifying” the essential definition would be: “real (4) activity of acquir-
ing a property (3) of stone-likeness (2) by something (6)”. Then, obviously, a
definition equivalent of a sentence of the kind “The resin is petrifying” would be:

“State of affairs (3): real (4) activity of acquiring a property (3) of stone—likeness
(2) by the resin (6)”. However, Ingarden when discussing the meaning of verbs
did not mention the moment of existential character. And this does not mean
that a verb, e.g., “cries” does not exclude the ideal existence of the activity to
which it pertains, like, for example, the name “the stone’, if we agree that ideal
existence is existence at all.

For the above reasons Ingarden’s thought cannot be in toto retained, even if
some of its fragments can be modified and reinterpreted.
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14. On Jan Salamuchas life and work

1. LIFE

Jan Salamucha was born in Warsaw on the 10" of June, 1903. His mother was
Stanistawa born Marciniak (1881-1919) and his father was Andrzej Salamucha
(1876-7?), at the moment of his son’s birth a workman, and later a molder in one
of foundries in the Warsaw quarter Wola. Fulfilling his mother’s wish, on the 1*
of September, 1919, he entered the Warsaw Metropolitan Seminary.

From August to October of 1920 he took part in the Bolshevik—Polish war
and volunteered to work as an olderly. On the 1* of February, 1924 — soon
after completion of the Seminary — he was accepted at the Faculty of Catholic
Theology of Warsaw University, where he studied at the Philosophy Department.
His philosophy lecturers were Frantisek Jehlicka, Tadeusz Kotarbinski and
Wiktor Wasik; logic — Stanistaw Lesniewski and (probably) Jan Lukasiewicz;
mathematics — Stefan Mazurkiewicz and (probably) Waclaw Sierpinski; psy-
chology — Stanistaw Kobytecki.

In 1925 he was ordained. On the 30" of November, 1926, he obtained the
title of magister theologiae speciaem philosophiae for his work About categories
npdg T in Aristotle written under Kobylecki guidance. On the 11 of October,
1927, he passed doctor’s examination (one of the examiners was Lukasiewicz),
and on the 24" of October of the same year he obtained a doctorate on Christian
philosophy for the work Theory of modal consequence in Aristotle. Critical stud)y.
The professor conferring a degree was again Kobylecki.

In 1927-1929 he studied at the Gregorian University in Rome, where among
others, he attended lectures on cosmology given by the Dutch logician Pierre
Hoenen. For the work De deductione apud Aristotelem et S. Thomam he received
the title of magister aggregatus Universitatis Gregorianae. Polish version of this
work — Pojecie dedukcji u Arystotelesa i sw. Tomasza z Akwinu [ The notion of
deduction in Aristotle and St. Thomas Aquinas] (1930) — was the base of his
postdoctoral examination at Jagiellonian University, which happened under the
guidance of Konstanty Michalski on the 2" of June, 1933.

2. WORK

After he came back from Italy, from the 1% of October, 1929, to the 31* of
August, 1933, he was teaching classes on philosophy at the Warsaw Seminary.
In compliance with the instructions received from his superior authority, he
followed the book Elementa philosophiae scholasticae by Sebastian Reinstadler
(1913); but he only followed the order of the subjects discussed in this book,
but he was teaching “his own way” — as he informed in his letter of the 21 of
October, 1934, to J6zet M. Bochenski. He was also teaching in Polish, not in
Latin, as it was accustomed to.
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After the closure of Salamucha’s postdoctoral lecturing qualification course, on
the 8" of June, 1933, the Board of Faculty of Theology of Jagiellonian University
proposed the approval of postdoctoral lecturing qualification, his appointment
for a position of an assistant professor and also that the second department of
Christian philosophy should be opened especially for him. Because of intrigues
of personages being hostile to Salamucha, his qualification was accepted by the
Ministry of the Religions and Public Education only on the 17" of November,
1936. In the meantime, he delivered lectures at the Warsaw Seminary and then —
from 1935 — at Jagiellonian University, where, on the 6™ of December, 1938, he
finally was appointed for an assistant professor of the Christian philosophy.

During years of employment at Jagiellonian University, Salamucha was lec-
turing on logic, epistemology, cosmology, theodicy and history of the ancient
philosophy; he held classes on formal logic and epistemology and seminars on
history of logic. According to the rules of the department that he received, it
was only allowed to study, discuss and continue the work of St. Thomas. Later,
Salamucha used to say jokingly, that working on symbolical logic — he was actu-
ally following the third option of the above mentioned. In fact, he also studied
and commentated Thomistical tradition: among others Secondary analytics by
Aristotle with St. Thomas’ comments, the work Ars logica by John of St. Thomas
and episodes of St. Thomas’ treatise Summa contra gentiles.

Apart from teacher’s duties and hard scientific work, he was also active in
many different fields. He took part in the Second (Warsaw, 1927) and the Third
(Cracow, 1936) Polish Philosophical Congress. On the occasion of the last one, on
the 26" of September, 1936, he organized — together with Michalski, Bocheniski
and Jan Franciszek Drewnowski — a discussion which originated the so—colled
Cracow Circle, being some kind of the Catholic «branch» of the Lvov—Warsaw
School, into which Salamucha — as a student of, among others, Kotarbinski,
Lesniewski and Lukasiewicz — was included and he himself would admit.

3. PERSONALITY
Salamucha was a tall, well-build, broad—shouldered man. According to the
report of Maksymilian Majewski, “he represented a type of an anthropological
disharmonic, with the domination of Nordic and Mongoloid features. Slant—eyed,
with the well-developed cheek—bones and concave nose — his face looked a
little rough—hewed’, with some Tatar features (“salamacha” — in Tatar language
means “a noodle”) and deep, although slightly hazy look of his magnetic eyes,
usually covered with glasses. He did not treat too seriously his apparent Tatar
origin, and made a joking remark, when in Krytyka poznania [Criticism of
cognition] he gave the example of a true proposition: “Pilaw is the most favorite
Eastern meal; it is made out of fat mutton cooked with rice and poured over
with butter” (1995: 194).

Talented and hard—working, “he fought his way through to the possibility of
studying at a cost of great sacrifices” — as stated by Tadeusz Glemma. He spoke
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seven foreign languages: Greek, Latin and also English, French, German, Italian
and Russian. In his letter to Bocheniski dated on the 2" of April, 1939, he wrote:

What am I doing that I am so tired? When I look at the days to come, there is so much
to be done; when I look behind, so little has been done, and every day is so packed, that
sometimes even the matter of 5 more minutes becomes a huge problem.

And he would add jokingly:

I am coming to the conclusion, that luck of moderation at work can actually be a sin
more harmful than the luck of moderation in eating and drinking.

He had a precise mind, but at the same time, a sensitive heart. According
to Michalski:

He learned [...] scholastic philosophy, but also he deeply experienced Pascal and
Cardinal Newman [and also works of Sertillanges and Rousselot]; during his studies
in Rome, he would intently watch with admiration at the ancient sculpture and mas-
terpieces of Italian paintings; he would listen with rapt attention to the classical music
and he loved poetry.

As Majewski reports, Salamucha used to say: “What is clearly thought of
can be precisely expressed”. He would admit that “while doing his arduous and
detailed scientific work’, he would have “experiences similar to artistic experi-
ences”. It is possible that his sensibility was a reason of the breakdown he went
through in 1933 because of the failures in his life. Five years later, on the 9 of
December, 1938, he told Bochenski:

I would look at a lot of matters of this world much more peacefully, if I could find
some more clear criteria to exclude from some situations an indolence of the good
people and intrigues of the evil ones: it is easy to surrender to God’s Providence, but
not so easy to surrender to evil people.

Concentration camp experiences caused that his sensibility turned into
sensitivity.

He was firm, but at the same time charming. Since childhood uncompromis-
ing in discussion — he was a type of a «rigid» Catholic. This severity however
had nothing to do with dogmatism: Catholicism — as the dogmatic incomplete
system — according to him needed to be «completed» by individual activity.
And — as Jan Dobraczynski pointed out — “he was charming people, who were
involved with him in any way”.

He knew how to combine moral courage and “combativeness” with the
responsibility. Once at the concentration camp in Sachsenhausen, when some
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young SS—man started to torment one of the older priests professors, he asked:

“Aren’t you ashamed of torturing somebody who could be your father?”; and to

everybody’s surprise the SS—man blushed and left the barrack without any word.
Using words of Andrzej Grzegorczyk, one of his students of the occupation

time, “he lived seriously in every detail” But he would unite it with esprit de

contradiction. When accused that he did not put enough heart into his sermons,
he started saying the word “heart” wherever it was only possible — as Maksy-
milian Majewski reported. He was always preparing his sermons and lectures

with great care. “Every speech should have glamour of the freshly washed and

ironed linen” he used to say, referring to Stefan Zeromski’s opinion on Thomas

Carlyle style. His voice was low and strong: even when he whispered, the whole

church could hear his words very clearly. Having a feeling that he may die, on

the 1% of September, 1939 — before he left Cracow for Warsaw — he made his

last will, in which he bequeathed his whole scientific collection of books to the

Faculty of Theology of Jagiellonian University.

He believed that “the greatest thing is to do good to one’s friends”. He had
a lot of friends among people of various character, world outlook and occupa-
tion — most of them were obviously philosophers. Among others Michalski,
Bochenski and Drewnowski belonged to them. He also united in marriage tie
Henryk Hiz — declared atheist — and Danuta born Wicentowicz.

He loved nature. He would go for canoeing rallies, but most of all he liked
mountain—climbing. When he was studying in Rome, he tramped around Appe-
nines and Alps. In Poland he would set out into Tatra Mountains. As mentioned
by Michalski — “he was resting the best when he was on Fajki, when he was
climbing Lodowy from Kopa Lodowa side or when has was conquering Szatan”.
In his letter to Bochenski (dated on the 9™ of August, 1937) he wrote:

I [am] a little scared of the precipices, although [...] I am still walking even on clamps
with a nonchalant smile. The fear starts — so I say — much further. But overcoming
this fear refreshes a man in a peculiar way and makes him really stronger. Sometimes
when I am standing on the top of some difficult summit of the mountain, I am thinking
why I actually got there, but when I come down, I feel stronger, and after some rest,
something up there high is calling me again.

4. WAR AND DEATH
The last remained letter to Bocheriski — written on the 14" of June, 1939 —
Salamucha ended with the following words:

We are calm and decisive, but what is going to happen, we do not know anything.

The outbreak of the II world war found Salamucha in Cracow. Before the
Germans took over the city — with the permission of Archbishop Adam Sapieha
— he went to Warsaw, where on his own request he became the chaplain of Bem
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Fort Crew. In the last part of the battle, he commended the defense of the fort.
With his head wounded, he got decorated for his courage and self—control with
the Cross of Courage. He got out of the prisoner—of-war captivity, thanks to
help of the camp doctor — and he returned to Cracow.

On the 6 of November, 1939 — together with 182 other lecturers of JU — he
was arrested by Germans. From the prison at Montelupich he was taken to Wroctaw.
Then he was staying in the concentration camp in Sachsenhausen (from the 28"
of November). When — on Archbishop Sapieha intervention and action of the
commitee created in Rome by Bochernski and Walerian Meysztowicz, and also
after some steps taken by Count Galeazzo Ciano, the Italian Ministry of Foreign
Affairs — Germans released priests professors, Salamucha and Michalski, under the
pretext that they were not 40 yet, were taken to the camp in Dachau. Both of them
were released only on the 4™ of June, 1941, thanks to intervention of Lukasiewicz
and with the help of the German logician Heinrich Scholz, Salamucha returned
to Cracow; visited by his friends (also visited by Archbishop Sapieha) — who took
great care of him, for many weeks he was trying to cure nutritional edema.

In the spring of 1941 he went to Warsaw and started to work as a vicar at St.
Jacob’s parish. He threw himself immediately in the middle of the priesthood,
tutorial and scientific work and in the middle of the fight against the invaders.

During Sunday masses in St. Jacob’s church he gave very popular sermons for
the intellectuals. He gave lectures for more open public within secret courses of
the Catholic Academic Association luventus Christiana and he was the chaplain
of the VII Circle of this Association; among the listeners of his lectures was
Karol Irzykowski. He was also in charge of Caritas. He was giving lectures on
mathematic logic and metaphysics at the secret Seminary of priests—Orionists
— which were organized by Biago Marabotto — and at the Faculty of Arts of the
Underground University of the Regained Territories. He belonged to various
underground academic groups, among others, Intercollegiate Committee of
Postdoctoral Lecturing Qualification which on the 13" of June, 1944, conferred
the diploma to Stefan Swiezawski. He participated in underground seminar meet-
ings by Lukasiewicz and Adam Krokiewicz. The seminar was about Aristotle’s
logic and was a continuation of their pre—war seminar, which started in 1936.
To the group of these seminar participants, belonged later on famous in the
world logicians such as Hiz, Jerzy Stupecki and Bolestaw Sobocinski (almost in
front of his very own eyes Salamucha was murdered). In his letter to Michalski
dated on the 24" of December, 1941, Luksiewicz wrote:

Me and dear Fr. Jan we are seeing each other every week; he is in a quite a good
shape and continues studies.

Salamucha also attended seminars held by Tatarkiewicz and prepared under
his guidance a volume Zagadnienia filozofii [Problems of philosophy] ordered
by active then in Warsaw bookseller from Poznan Stefan Dippel.
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Apparently he was a member of the commanding authorities of the National
Armed Forces. A few times he wrote for the rightist Walka (it was possible to
identify only one of his texts), which was an occupation continuation of Prosto
z mostu managed by Stanistaw Piasecki. He mediated in uniting negotiations
NAF and HA, which happened, thanks to Tadeusz “B6r” Komorowski initiative,
in the spring and autumn of 1943.

Before the Uprising, Warsaw Curia asked him to work at the presbytery in
Skierniewice, but he did not accept it.

On the 1% of August, 1944, after the Warsaw Uprising outbreak, he found
himself in the so—called Wawelska Redoubt in the quarter of Ochota. He did duty
for the chaplain, but in fact he was a moral leader of the insurgent detachment —
160 people strong — which foghts bravely for ten days. When ammunition and
grenades ran out, «war council» of the redoubt took the decision of evacuation
of the detachment thorough the sewers to the quarter of Srédmiescie. However
Salamucha remained with injureds. “If I did not fulfill my priesthood duties, I
would not be able to do anything valuable anymore” — he explained himself.
And he added with a smile: “I am too tall anyway — I would not fit in the sewers”.
In consequence, on the 1" of August, he was bestially murdered by bandits of
the so—called Russian Liberating National Army [Russian: RONA — Rossijskaja
Osvoboditelnaja Narodnaja Armia], special «international» formation of SS,
delegated to fight against Polish insurgents.

Slaughtered body of Salamucha was found a few months after the Uprising
suppression, and then buried in the common grave for priests killed in the II
world war. He rests together with all of them at the Warsaw Powazki (Civilian)
Cementary.

5. METHODOLOGY

Short life did not give Salamucha the opportunity to fully systematize his
own philosophical opinions. However, on the grounds of the work left, the
essential part of his position can be reconstructed. We start from his views on
methodology.

5.1. Knowledge and belief
In Salamucha’s opinion, psychology is neither a part of philosophy — nor the
whole philosophy, as psychologists wanted it to be. Nevertheless, within the
range of philosophical researches, there are included — if not all, at least some
of — psychological acts. Assertive acts (scil. opinionative attitudes) certainly
belong here.

According to the type of motivation, assertive acts are rational or
irrational.

We accept some truths, because they are obvious to us: we can justify them
directly, referring to intuition or empiricism, or indirectly, deducing them — on
the way of (correct) reasoning — from the directly obvious truths; such obvious
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opinions can be called the demonstrative opinions. The demonstrative opinions
are rational opinions.

Also irrational are such opinions, motivation of which we do not realize at
all (often the so—called common-sense opinions belong here) or opinions that
have clearly emotional motivation; in this case we accept some truths «by habit»
or because they are «dear» to us.

There are also such truths, which we accept, because they are accepted (or
given) by someone who is an authority to us; such truths Salamucha calls the
authoritative opinions. The authoritative opinions are situated on the line of
rational and irrational convictions. The act of acceptance someone as one’s
authority, in a way always has an emotional motivation; however if we do
recognize someone as our authority, then the acceptance of the truths that he
proclaims has a demonstrative motivation (because of the fact that someone
is an authority in some domain — that is within this domain he accepts only
true propositions — and he accepts, that p, follows p).

All and only demonstrative opinions compose the knowledge — from the sub-
jective (psychological) point of view. I know that p, always and only if my opinion,
that p, is a demonstrative opinion. I am sure more or less of something: a complete
psychological conviction is a state excluding serious hesitation. All irrational opinions
together with authoritative opinions form a belief — in the subjective respect. I
believe that p, when my opinion, that p, is an irrational opinion. A subjective belief
may also have different degrees: it may be strong or it may be irresolute.

Knowledge in the objective sense means the same as the set of truths which
are the subject of demonstrative opinions; belief in the objective sense means the
same as the set of truths which are the subject of irrational (and authoritative)
opinions. From among demonstrative opinions, let us remove these opinions,
which directly or indirectly refer to intuition, and let us call the rest of them

— “methodical” From the objective angle, the truths which are the subject of
the methodical opinions form scientific knowledge (scil. science). An objec-
tive conviction is attributed to scientific truths as much as they are empirically
obvious or they have a correct (logically) proof.

Neither objective knowledge and belief, nor subjective knowledge and belief
can conflict with one another. It cannot happen, that at the same time it is true
that p, and it is true that ~ p. It also cannot happen that someone accepts that p,
as well as that ~ p. Accepting contradictory opinions is according to Salamucha
a criteria of the inner hypocrisy (scil. insincerity) or of the mental confusion
(scil. mental disease).

5.2. Language

Opinions — both belonging to the domain of believe, and the ones forming
knowledge — are expressed by the language, more precisely: by propositions.
It does not mean that the language is a necessary tool of thinking. Salamucha
says (in Krytyka poznania [Criticism of cognition)):
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Even us, although we are already «demoralized» by making the thinking easier with
the help of the linguistic signs, sometimes in ourselves we ascertain psychological
situations, when for the given thought we are looking for a linguistic expression and
we cannot find it (1995: 219).

There is a special kind of propositions, which are general propositions, that
the scientific knowledge is expressed by. Necessary elements, especially of such
propositions, are general expressions; the language which is the set of signs explic-
itly one—to—one assigned to their designata, would be highly useless. Generality
is set to some linguistic expressions, not because of the fact that apart from the
real designations, they have some real general notions (scil. generalities).

In general notion we consider elements occurring in the same form in the different
concrete objects and therefore we can build the notional knowledge about reality;
general notions are not real, but they are intellectual tools to learn the reality (1995:
204-205).

Such — moderately realistic — is Salamucha’s position to a question of dispute
on generalities position (expressed by him in 1995).

Notions of the given language may have one meaning or many meanings.
The particular kind of the last ones, are expressions which have many meanings
typically. Let us compare, for example, two following propositions:

(1) Propositon “The Earth revolves around the Sun” is true.

(2) Proposition (1) is true.

The word “proposition” (and the word “true”) is the expression which has
many meanings typically: in proposition (1) its designatum is proposition
saying something about not-linguistic reality, and in proposition (2) — its
designatum is proposition (1), that is a proposition saying something about
some proposition.

Salamucha considers analogical terms to be such expressions, which have
many meanings typically.

Expressions, which have many meanings typically, used carelessly can cause
antinomies. Protection against such antinomies is the following postulate of
types’«purity» (accepted on the ground of theory of types): we can talk correctly
about objects of any type, but it is not allowed to mix objects of the different
types (1937f: 144). If we identify analogical terms as expressions, which has many
meanings typically, also on their ground we have to mind similar restrictions.

5.3. Reasoning

Reasoning is the connecting of the unknown theses with the known theses in such
a manner, that the truth or falseness of the thesis unknown follows from the truth of
the known theses (1934b. 177).
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In others words, on the basis of inference relation, reasoning is an addition
of new theses to the theses, truth of which is accepted or assumed, done in such
a way that through this connection the truth, or smaller or greater probability
of the truth of these theses comes out.

Salamucha has made the classification of reasonings, considering two aspects:
certainty or uncertainty of components of reasoning, and the relation between
the direction of reasoning and the direction of inference.

The given thesis we consider certain, when we are sure about its truth or when
we assume its truth. Because — in Salamucha’s opinion — there is no scientific
reasoning, where either both premises and the conclusion are (in this sense)
certain, or when both premises and the conclusion are uncertain — therefore
two possibilities remain:

(a) premises are certain and the conclusion is not certain — this reasoning
Salamucha calls a deduction (scil. synthetic method);

(b) premises are not certain and the conclusion is certain — this reasoning
Salamucha calls a reduction (scil. analytic method).

When it comes to the relation between the direction of reasoning and the
direction of inference, again we have two possibilities:

(c) the directions are correspondent, that is from premises follows the
conclusion;

(d) the directions are not—correspondent, that is from the conclusion follow
premises.

On the basis of crossing of both divisions, Salamucha differs four kinds of
reasoning, that he names successively:

(1) inference — in case (a) and (c),

(2) proving — in case (a) and (d),

(3) testing — in case (b) and (c),
and

(4) explanation — in case (b) and (d).

In other words, deduction contains — according to him — inference (therein —
as a special case — the so—called mathematical induction) and proving, whereas
reduction contains testing and explanation (therein — as a special case — so
called natural induction).

6. STATUS OF PHILOSOPHY

6.1. Philosophy and logic

Philosophical systems belong to different orientations. Dissimilarity of these
orientations, among the others, on one hand concerns searching method, on
the other hand — the range of researches. Philosophical researches should be
precise to the highest degree — this is a motto of the methodical maximalism.
Philosophical researches should consider the whole reality — this motto may
be called the ambitual maximalism.
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It seems that the methodical maximalism has to go hand in hand with the
ambitual maximalism. Scientific methods are truly precise.

Philosophy is supposed to be a science, not a sentimental wondering about the world
in a romantic style, or a chaotic set of some personal wild outpourings (1936a: 184).

Only the scientific methods guarantee objectiveness, because they refer to
repeatable observations and experiments, and not to for example some elusive
statements about an individual internal experiences.

The necessary condition of science is the possibility to express what is scientifically
stated, and it seems that our experiences always will be more rich, than what can be
put in the forms of precise expressions (1939b: 420-421).

Only the scientific methods guarantee precision, because the reasoning
allowed within these methods — is not just free speculations, but procedures
submitted to rigor of logic. However, if a philosopher is to limit himself in
his researches to scientific methods, he also has to limit the domain of these
researches: not the whole reality is an empirical reality in this aspect.

If, for a change, a philosopher insists on the ambitual maximalism, then —
one could think — he should give up the methodical maximalism. The ambitual
maximalism has to go hand in hand with the methodical minimalism.

In Salamucha’s opinion, a philosopher can reject the following disjunction:
either maximalism of method and positivistic problem «diminution», or maxi-
malism of range and romantic intellectual anarchy. Both maximalisms can be
reconcilable, but “one has to be submitted to the other, if they are to coexist”
(1936b: 85): the philosophical researches should be precise to the highest pos-
sible degree within the given domain of reality. This double — although partly
relativistic — maximalism, is not any theoretical fiction: this was the rule of Ar-
istotelism — also referring to Aristotelian traditions scholasticism, tried to carry
it into effect. Salamucha refers to a little humoristic analogy (1936b: 85):

In life practice relationships are somehow similar to described theoretical opinion
of scholastics. On the regular basis an educated person cares not only for what he
eats (a range), but also how the food is served (a method). But it would be clearly a
symptom of some artificial and organic degeneration, if someone preferred to die out
of hunger rather than eat not properly served food. And should it be any different in
theoretical field?

In the end of Krytyka poznania [Criticism of cognition] Salamucha adds,
seriously this time:

The highest level of human knowledge is to know God, and one can get to know God
per es quae facta sunt, per omnia quae facta sunt [...]. From this comes the postulate of
maximal range. But God does not speak to us through the world, but only gives signs
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about Himself. Here, Heraclitus’ saying about Delphic oracle could be quoted: to pavtet
oV 1o Aghpolg ov Aeyel v alda oeporvet. That is why the most subtle tools available
should be used to read these signs properly. From that comes the postulate of maximal
methodical precision (1995: 224).

Scientific theories development is an accumulative process. If in the history
of philosophy there is any developmental continuity, it rather is a constant
modernization of different orientations.

If Catholic philosophy wants to be a real successor of scholasticism — and
not out of date «palaeoscholasticism» — first of all it should keep the loyalty
with this orientation in respect of «the architectural style», so accept scholastic
ideal of methodical-ambitual maximalism. Modernization is to be an applica-
tion of this ideal, and not an amplification of the system itself.

With reference to the philosophical researches concerning empirical reality,
this means use of modern scientific methods, satisfying, among others, criteria
formed by modern logic. Also researches concerning non—empirical reality have to
submit to the rigor of logic. So in both cases the main matter is to use the tools of
the modern logic — incomparably more perfect than the one used by scholastics
in the past. It does not mean that the practice of literary philosophy is in some way
«forbidden». There are people of emotional natures, in Salamucha’s opinion:

[This people] will always be satisfied with literary philosophy or they will practice this
philosophy. But if logical criteria do not stand there, let at least some aesthetical criteria
be obligatory. For the science differs from the so—called belles—lettres only in method,
because apart from this, everything can be discussed in a scientific way (1936a: 186).

Opponents of the presence of modern logic in philosophy and theology, put
forward three main objections: firstly, that logic is not metaphysically neutral;
secondly, that it leads to the mechanization of thinking; thirdly, that it cannot
be used in the domain of analogical notions.

So first of all, some are afraid that introduction of mathematical logic in
the field of philosophy will be followed by forejudging in advance some of the
philosophical controversies in the specified direction. These are groundless
worries. It is true that each descriptive theory has — according to Salamucha —
set normative consequences: “describing some domain, it enables and justifies
drawing common instructions about how we are supposed to behave within this
domain, to reach some aims” (1936a: 183). It also concerns logic: “normative
consequences of logic contain all the scientific domains and even an ordinary life,
if we want this ordinary life to be at least a little logical” (1936a: 184); because
logic is not some a priori code of artificial rules, but it is a systematization of
factual rules. However it is baseless to fear that “logistic tools themselves” lead
to defined philosophical “results” (1936a: 185); that use of these tools has some
purely descriptive consequences.

277



Secondly, some think, that mathematical logic — by making thinking mecha-
nized — “kills the creative thinking” (1937e: 112). It is a misunderstanding. Let
us consider any formalized axiomatic system. There are three moments, that
subjective, emotional—intuitive elements — this «creative thinking» — cannot
be removed in any way: it means choice of axioms, statement of proof steps
correctness (in extreme case — statement of the fact, that adequate signs have
the same shape) and examination of connection between system theses and the
studied domain of reality (especially checking their material truth).

Thirdly, some people question the usefulness of logic in the domain that
uses analogical terminology. But logical theses are universal — in this sense,
that variables can be instantiated also by analogical terms or sentences with
these terms. The real problem lies here in the unclearness of relation between
analogical terms and denotations of the given terms treated literally. However,
this is an «old» problem, not the problem that appeared in philosophy at the
moment of application of modern logic in it; although maybe only then it is
fully revealed.

6.2. Philosophical analysis

A special part, that modern logic plays in contemporary philosophical researches
causes that to the fore of the methods used in philosophy come formalization
and axiomatization.

Salamucha mentions four main advantages of formalistic work. Reason-
ings presented in the artificially made formal language are shorter, more clear,
«sharper», that is “cleaned of various confused associations” (1934a: 57), and
more neat linguistically — in comparison with the reasonings, which are made
in common language.

If the circumstances do not allow making an axiomatization sensu stricto, it is
worth — in Salamucha’s opinion — to at least use quasi—deductive reconstruc-
tion: to mention explicite accepted assumptions (scil. put together at least part
of axiomatics) and give at least main design of inferential sequences (that is to
outline proper enthymema).

Formalization and axiomatization are the methods of presenting ready—made
system. There are also, especially useful on the grounds of philosophy, heuristic
methods. Salamucha describes (and uses) four of these methods: «modeling»,
constructing of fiction, explication and genetic interpretation.

«Modeling» of the given problem is the setting of its possible solutions. And
the point is not either psychological or logical possibility sensu stricto — that
is, that every set solution could be sufficient to build an independent theory.
The point is that the solutions should be logically different between themselves.
This method gives good results, especially when it comes to analysis of the
traditional philosophical problems.

While investigating the fundamental problems — threatening with the danger
of petitonis principii — the method of fiction construction may be very useful.
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Let us assume, that we have to decide if we can adduce thesis T" in the proof of
thesis 1" Let T” be true only, if there are no objects of type P in reality. So let
us assume that there are objects of type P. With such fiction, will thesis 7" be
true? If not, then we cannot adduce thesis T in the proof of thesis 7",

Searching in the philosophical tradition for ideas how to solve some problem,
we often come across a flagrant irresolution of the traditional philosophical
language. In such situations it is natural to try to explicate these irresolute in
their meaning expressions. “It is necessary coming from the darkness into the
semidarkness; so it would be possible to go further” (1947a). Unfortunately no
explicatory reconstruction can be on principle accepted as definitively adequate

— especially towards «primitive» intuitions, hidden behind treated this way
expression. (Another thing is that formal constructions are also in the danger
of inadequacy — in relation to the researched reality.)

Sometimes traditional philosophy language is not only irresolute in its mean-
ing, but also it is expressed in complicated and unclear sentences. Sometimes it
is possible to solve and detangle these expressions, if we put them through the
genetic interpretation. For this interpretation such theses can be used, non—
intuition of which comes from the fact that they are «an organic synthesis» of a
few elementary conceptions. Separation of these simple elements of interpreted
this way thesis, usually restores its original intuition.

6.3. Philosophy and theology

The object of philosopher’s research — at least the philosopher of maximalistic

ambitions concerning the range of these researches — should be the whole real-
ity. Objective domain of the so—called detailed sciences is an empirical world;

non-empirical reality — especially God and His attitude towards the world — is

the domain of theology researches. These two domains exclude one another,
so we cannot talk here about an important conflict between researching them

branches. However, the domains of these both branches are the part of the range

of philosophy researches; so here is the possibility of a conflict — and on two

grounds: philosophy with detailed sciences and philosophy with theology.

Salamucha analyses the situation on the second «ground».

Let us concern — he says — some philosophical system and some theologi-
cal system. Let us assume — which is obviously an idealization — that both
systems are axiomatized. Philosophical axioms differ from theological axioms
in the fact, that the second ones (anyhow — let us add — at least some of them)
are accepted on the basis of Revelation, and the first ones — «on philosopher’s
own responsibility» (if the philosopher is responsible — let us add — they are
selected in accordance with the motto of the methodical maximalism). Because
of this, philosophical axiomatics differs from theological axiomatics, so the
class of theses which are the consequences of the first one, is different from
the class of theses which are the consequences of the second one. This happens,
although in these sets there can be included adequately philosophical theses
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and theological theses concerning the same objects. Of course the fact that the
class of philosophical theses is different from the class of theological theses, does
not exclude the fact, that some philosophical theses are identical with some
theological theses, or the fact that among philosophical theses there may be
a thesis which is the negation of some theological thesis. In the last situation,
what can Catholic philosopher do?

6.4. Catholicism
Religion — especially Catholic religion — is a conglomeration of some knowledge
(among others scientific), some belief and some ceremonies.

Catholicism of some Catholics is the formal—ceremonial Catholicism; others
practise the individual-emotional Catholicism. There are some, who profess
«rational» Catholicism: everything which is non-scientific — and even more,
which is contradictory to science — should be from Catholicism removed;
others agree to «irrational» Catholicism: because belief is supposed to be ex
definitione something non-scientific. Both «stiff» formalism and «exuberant»
individualism, both intellectualism and fideism — are some kind of distortion
of the Catholic spirit.

Full Catholicism as some kind of outlook on life — that is from the subjective
point of view — consists of both ceremonial and emotional, and also rational
elements.

However, from the objective point of view, the Catholic doctrine is the es-
sential part of Catholicism. This doctrine is of the authoritative nature.

Salamucha interprets it as sui generis system of axioms. On one hand, these
axioms can be divided into theoretical (in this, metaphysical) and practical (first
of all moral), on the other hand into dogmatic (scil. revealed by God and ap-
proved by the Church) and — let us say — directional (scil. not having the direct
sanction of Revelation). As it seems, all theoretical axioms have, according to
Salamucha, a dogmatic nature. The directional practical axioms belong to one
of three groups: natural directives (that is natural law regulations), canonical
directives (that is Church legal regulations) or — let us say in short — «indica-
tive» directives (that is instructions included in various official proclamations
of the Church authorities).

Only dogmas are the constant factors of Catholicism. However, their inter-
pretation may vary. It means, that they concern relations between God and the
world and a man, and the knowledge about the two last ones — conditioning
proper understanding of dogmas — is getting enriched all the time. The knowl-
edge about the structure of physical world and «the nature» of human psyche
also interferes in the intension of natural law directives. These directives are not
invariable; and so in the similar way that we assume, that natural regularities
are constant, although our knowledge about them accumulated in scientific
laws keeps changing, the same way the possibility of modification of natural
directives does not force us at all to accept, that the natural moral «regularities»
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are variable. The utmost factor of inconstancy lies in canonical and «indicative»
directives, because they are relativized to the changing conditions of life — and
as such they have to be continuously modified and completed. All this is the
reason, that Catholicism — in spite of the fact that its doctrine is authoritative

— is not just some stiff, dead system. Especially there is no such thing as ready,
once and forever given Catholic ethics. Only the doctrinal skeleton of this ethics
is absolute and constant. But this is enough to protect Catholic ethics from the
danger of relativism. For even individual norms completing the system, based
on the personal feeling of rightness, although sometimes difficult to catch, and
often irresolute, a Catholic interprets as norms dictated to him by inner Voice
of Conscience, that only sometimes he cannot understand.

Like every good axiomatics, the Catholic doctrine put in such way, aspirates
to be internally consistent and independent. However, like every rich axiomatics

— itis not complete, that is, it is not possible on its grounds to decide about the
truth (or rightness) of all the sentences formulated in the doctrine’s language.
This however does not mean, either that for example the acts which do not
come under the direct control of axiomatic moral directives of Catholicism,
are on the grounds of Catholicism morally indifferent, or even more, that on
its grounds Catholicism allows contradictory moral directives.

Catholic theology task is to develop doctrinal axiomatics into a system, that is
to deduce from it these consequences, which are necessary, so a Catholic could
have possibly complete (although never fully completed!) «theory of life».

If a Catholic philosopher, among theological theses finds a thesis contradic-
tory to some thesis of his philosophical system, then — if he wants to remain
a Catholic philosopher — he should remove this last thesis. This is the sense
of the formula, saying that Catholic philosophy is such a philosophical system,
towards which Catholic theology is a negative norm. The need of such negative
norm for the philosophy comes from imperfection of its searching methods; if
they were as precise as in mathematics or physics, such norm — in Salamucha’s
opinion — would be in philosophy as needless as in the mentioned sciences,
and talking about Catholic philosophy would shock as much as talking about
Catholic mathematics or physics.

7. ONTOLOGY

7.1. Objects and properties
Salamucha distincts two main kinds of existence: ideal (that is potential: logically,
physically or morally) and real (that is actual — in it, physical or psychical).
The object exists ideally, when it does not exist really, but it is described
by definition and this description is consistent — adequately — to the laws of
logic or physics or to ethical norms. The object exists really, when it is a factor
— or the Creator — of cosmos; it especially exists physically, when “it has all
properties characteristic for every physical object” and it exists psychologically,
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when “it has all properties of psychological object” (1934a: 337). It seems that
the last two qualifications can be expressed (according to Lesniewski spirit) in
the following way:

Ax (x exists physically/psychically = x is a physical/psychical object).

The main difference between real (factual) objects and ideal (non—factual)
objects is, that properties of the last ones are precisely set by their definitions.
The ideal object has all and only these properties, which are mentioned in its
definition, or they are «consequences» of these properties. Ideal objects are
fully our products — at least in respect to definitional properties. NB. As such,
they are not constant objects; definitions setting their structure after all can
be modified. The structure of real objects for a change does not depend on
any definitions: it is the definitions that have to be adjusted to this structure.
Anyway, if real objects are variable, then the source of this variability does not
lie in any operation of defining.

Among the properties, some scientists — also scholastics — distinguish
essential properties (essences), attribute properties (attributes) and accidental
properties (accidents).

For the “essence” Salamucha gives two definitions:

Df. 1. AP [Pis an essence of a= Ax (x =a — Px)].

Df. 2. Ax APAZ {x € Z — [Pis an essence of x = Ay (y € Z — Py)]}.

Adequately, definitions of “attributes” and “accidents” he reconstructs in the
following way:

Df. 3. Ax AP’ AP” {P’ is an essence of x — [P” is an attribute of x = Ay (Py
— P'y)]}.

Df. 4. Ax AP’ AP” {P is an essence of x — [P” is an accident of x = Vy (Py
A ~Py)l}.

The first definition of “essence” is not—operational, that is on its grounds it is
not possible to distinguish essential and non—essential properties. It happens
this way, because:

AP (P is an essence of a — Pa)
and also:

AP [Pa — Nx (x = a — Px)],
which is easy to prove. So every property of 2 would be an essence of a.

We can say the same about the second definition of “essence”. Here we have:

AxAP (P is an essence of x — Px).

So:

NxAP{NZ[xEZA Ny (yEZ— Py)]}.
But it is also true that:

NyAP{Px = NZ[xEZ A Ny (yEZ— Py)]}.

Such set Z is a set of objects with an essential property P.

The second definition could be defended, if we demand that this set was the
lowest natural type. However for such definition there is a danger of indirect
vicious circle, because:
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Df. 5. AZ {Z is the lowest natural type= AZANZ" [(Z CZANZ"CZ)—~(Z
differs essentially from Z”)]};
on the other hand:

Df.6. AZZAZ” [Z differs essentially from Z”= VP'VP" {(P = P") A Ax [(x €
Z' — P’ is an essence of x) A (x € Z” — P” is an essence of x)]}].

If “attributes” and “accidents” are defined by “essence’, they inherit mentioned
faults.

In Salamucha’s opinion, we can avoid these faults, if we refer to the genesis
of the expressions defined. It can be searched for in the structure of axiomatic
systems. In axiomatic system we distinguish axioms and definitions from the
system theses, which are their consequences; then, we distinguish axioms,
definitions and theses of the system from the non—system theses, formed in the
system language (properly enriched). If we adequately name properties stated in
the definitions and theses of the system with definitional properties and thetical
properties, and the properties stated in the non—system theses we name the
non-system properties, then the essence of the given object can be identified
with the group of its definitional properties, its attributes — with the adequate
thetical properties, and its accidents — with the non—system properties.

With such interpretation — and on the ground of contemporary knowledge
about axiomatic systems — two observations occur. Firstly, it is natural to differ
an essence from the other properties with reference to ideal objects; talking
about an essence (and attributes and accidents) of a real object would make sense
only, if the theories describing these objects were axiomatic systems. But it is
not like that: in empirical theories definitions always are of provisional nature.
Secondly, the problem whether some property is an essence or not, has been
relativized towards the specified axiomatics; the system may be axiomatized
in many different ways, and with different axioms systems, different properties
may become definitional properties.

7.2. Time and space
One of the fundamental elements of description of real objects is to define
them in the aspect of duration and location. Duration may be temporal or non—
temporal; visual model of temporal duration is a straight line, and non—temporal
duration — a point. From among temporal objects, some — physical (that is
bodies) — are temporally finite, that is in time they have a beginning and ending;
others — psychical (that is souls) are temporally infinite, but infinite «from one
side»: they have a beginning, but they do not have an ending in time — they
are, as Salamucha says, perpetual. Non—temporal objects — God belongs to
them — are also infinite, and infinite «on both sides»: their duration does have
not either beginning or ending — according to Salamucha, the eternity of God
consists in exactly this kind of infinite non—temporal duration.

Similarly, also the location may be spatial or non—spatial. For spatial objects,
that is bodies and souls, occurs at least, that:
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AxVm ~ (x is located in m),
where the range of variable x is the set of bodies and souls, and 7 — the set of loca-
tions in space (that is the set of proper parts of space). For bodies we also have:

AxVm (x is located in m).

According to Salamucha, the discussion about location of God does not have
literal sense. In this case however, it is probably not possible to go beyond the
statement of non—spatiality of this location.

Bodies and souls are variable objects — and therefore they have temporal
and spatial characteristic; God is non—temporal and non-spatial, so also
constant.

There are different temporal and spatial systems: absolute time (continuous,
homogeneous and one—dimensional) and not—absolute times, relativized;
Euclidean space (continuous, homogeneous and three—dimensional) and non—
Euclidean spaces. All these systems are connected by neutrality of ens. Temporal
and spatial objects influence other objects; neither time nor space, «in which»
these influences happen, do not influence, so they are not empirical objects.
Time and space are only theoretical constructions, and no such (as long as it is
logically correct) construction is empirically falsified: all of them empirically
(but not in an intuitional aspect!) have equal rights.

Let us name the universum of bodies the material world. In respect of time (and
space), bodies are finite. And how is it with the material world? Here, a Catholic
philosopher stands face to face with the negative norm, that is a dogma, according
to which material world (excluding human bodies), is neither secular (scil. it had
the beginning in time), nor perpetual (scil. it will have the ending in time).

In Salamucha’s opinion, assuming that:

(a) material world is a finite system (closed) — and it is as such ex
definitione,
next, that:

(b) in the whole material world the law of thermodynamics is obligatory,
and also, that:

(c) time is a «measure» of variability (comp. above),
this dogma finds the support in science.

7.3. Determination
In accordance with determinism:
AyVx (x determines y),
where x and y are some phenomena. Let us name the elements of domain of
relation of y determination, the conditions of y. Determinism may be then
expressed by saying, that everything is determined by its own conditions.
Indeterminism is a negation of determinism:
Vy~Vx (x determines y).
Of course indeterminism is not antideterminism, if it was supposed to be
the opinion, that:
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Ay~Vx (x determines y).

Both determinism and indeterminism are only some postulates (working hypoth-
eses), and they are even limited to natural occurrences, and more precisely — physical
occurrences: the problem of miracles and free will goes beyond the domain of these
hypotheses applicability. Behind the postulate of determinism acceptance hides the
assumption of the rational structure of the world; and we assume, that the world is
built rationally, because we cannot understand a different world.

With the pair of determinism—indeterminism, crosses the pair of
mechanism—finality.

Mechanism says:

Ax /Ay (x determines y — x is not subsequent to ).

Another words: the conditions of the given occurrence are not subsequent
to this occurrence. In accordance with finality it would be, that:

VxVy [x determines y A ~ (x is not subsequent to y)],
s0:

VxVy (x determines y — x is subsequent to y).

These subsequent conditions finalists identify with aims that the sequences
of occurrences determined by them «aim at».

So finality — again — is a negation of mechanism, and not antimechnism,
according to which it would be, that:

AxAy (x determines y — x is subsequent to y).

Both pairs of postulates considered — that is determinism-indeterminism
and mechanism—finality — are logically independent.

It is easy to notice, that if the postulate of determinism was limited to the
macro—objects domain, it would be possible to reconcile it with indeterminism

— at the presence mainly accepted in accordance with micro—objects domain.
Similarly — in Salamucha’s opinion — after some modifications, finality descrip-
tion of some sequence of occurrences may be accepted as a complementary
description — not an alternative one — in relation to mechanistic description.
Let us assume that we have three—element set of phenomena {z, z,, z.}, where
z, is set mechanistically by z , and z, is mechanistically set by z,. So this set can
be ordered by using the relation of being subsequent: <z, z,, z,>. Such order-
ing can be treated as an equivalent of the mechanistic description. It does not
exclude the fact, that the same set can be ordered purposely by an ordering
relation — the relation of preceding—with—respect—to—z, kind, where z, would
be a «purposeful» element of the «intension» of this relation.

8. EPISTEMOLOGY

8.1. Sources of knowledge

His epistemological opinion Salamucha presented in lectures Krytyka poznania
[Criticism of cognition]. In these lectures he gives the following definition of
knowledge:
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We know some object — this means, that — we can say at least one true statement
about it; the more of these statements we can say about this object, the better we know
it (1995: 194).

The task of epistemology is to critically analyze the human knowledge.
Epistemology does not have to consider the problem of the so—called possibil-
ity of knowledge, especially if this problem is connected with the postulate of
non—assumption (scil. of abstracting the whole hitherto existing knowledge).
Salamucha treats this problem as pseudo—problem.

Cognitive problem put this way (1) cannot be solved. Any solution of any problem
is a cognitive process; any cognitive process is in this case impossible, because it is
questioned in the problem itself. [It is also] (2) nonsensible, in spite of contrary appear-
ances. Any problem is sensible as much as sensible is its answer, affirmative and negative.
And so, negative answer to this problem is nonsense. Negative answer cannot be true,
because it is stated in it, that the knowledge of truth is impossible, so all together it is
a senseless expression; and here is the cause of the fact mentioned above in point (1).
Negative answer to the problem put this way, has a logical structure of the proposition
which is the base of Epimenides” antinomy (1995: 194—195).

Salamucha distinguishes — following St. Thomas Aquinas — four sources (and at
the same time criteria) of knowledge: external experience, internal experience, per-
ception of inter—notional relations (intellectus) and perception of inter—propositional
relations (ratio). The external experience (that is impressio) is a three—place function:
(a) physical object, (b) the subject of impressions and (c) (temporal—spatial) relation
between the subject and object; reasoning helps to eliminate elements (b) and (c) —
and by doing so, it protects us from falling into the attitude of radical epistemological
skepticism, which cannot be a scientific theory, because it will be contradictory
in itself. The internal experience is a two—place function: (a) consciousness and
(b) memory; here it is necessary to control especially element (b). The intellectual
perception is a source of the main axioms of any reasoning:

Here we are protected from mistakes by the precise analysis of notions and axioms
control made by explicite educing various logical consequences that arises from these
axioms (1995: 200).

Correctness of reasoning («rational» perception) is stated by the adequate
rules of formal logic.

8.2. Object of external experience

Indirect realists say, similarly as solipsists, that the intensions of consciousness are
the direct object of our knowledge. Only after that, through the analysis of intension
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of consciousness, basing mainly on the principle of causality, with the help of various
complicated reasonings, they try to state the existence of the objects independent from
our knowledge. Direct realists say, that we learn things directly, and psychical elements
of knowledge we learn only by reflection (1995: 220-221).

Salamucha votes for the direct realism.

Any attempts of indirect realists are insipid — and if they seemingly lead to the
intended aim, it only happens thanks to some logical twists. [...] If methodically we
limit ourselves to the bounds of our consciousness, then no proper reasonings will lead
us beyond these bounds; the method itself has to be changed (1995: 221).

8.3. Truth
(Logical) truth is a property of statements.

We formulate different statements about different objects, and the state of affairs
presented in these statements is either in agreement with the states of objects, which
these statements concern — then these statements are true; or the state of affairs pre-
sented in these statements is not in agreement with the state of objects — then these
statements are false (1995: 196).

So, when it concerns real objects, some statements about them are true,
others — false. However, in relation to the statements about ideal objects, the
question arises, if by any chance — since these are our own intellectual prod-
ucts — all of them are true? Well — according to Salamucha — it is not like
that, because even the ideal objects have some properties independent from
us: that at some point someone constructed them in some particular way, and
that they are in some particular relations towards one another. This thought
he expressed as follows: “Even in the domain of free human products, human
freedom is limited by the internal rules of these products”

Statements of special kind are existential statements. The truth of the state-
ments about the existence — that is an adequate consistency — of ideal objects
(scil. potential), is fixable by reasoning. The truth of the statements about the
existence of real objects (scil. actual), on the other hand, is fixable by experience

“or on the ground of reasoning based on such set of assumptions, among which
there is some existential thesis’, stated by experience.

9. HISTORY OF LOGIC

For the culture development it is certainly harmful, if some historical periods of its
growth are hidden in the darkness of forgetfulness. The harm is even more serious, if
the directions tightly connected with these forgotten historical periods are still alive
and they have a considerable influence on the present day formation. Until recently, the
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whole philosophical and theological medieval thought was such a not very well-known
part of history. Thanks to work of many leading researchers, among whom there are
also Polish scientists (Fr. Prof. K[onstanty] Michalski, Prof. [Aleksander] Birkenmajer),
today we are well-familiar with this medieval ground (1938a: 184).

Salamucha wrote these words, when he had already belonged for a few years
to the group of experts on this subject.

To the relatively low degree, logical tools are applicable in the historical sci-
ences. “An exception is of course the history of logic, which nowadays definitely
cannot be practiced without the knowledge of logistic” (1937d: 48), that is
mathematical logic. So Salamucha had the right qualifications to practise such
history. He used them, while researching ancient and medieval logic.

9.1. Deduction
Salamucha made first of all a thorough analysis of Aristotle’s and St. Thomas’
opinion on deduction. This analysis allowed him to state, that these opinions are
convergent in many points. It turned out, that by deduction both philosophers
understand reasoning out of universal premises. Both of them do not clearly
distinguish inference from proving. Both consider deduction the only scientific
method, that is the only method which guarantees an absolute value of reasoning
results (because they identify scientific knowledge with the absolutely certain
knowledge).

Next, both Aristotle and St. Thomas, as a general form of deduction, accept
one of the three figures:

MP PM MP
SM SM MS

SP SP SP

Both Aristotle and St. Thomas give the following conditions of the scientific
deduction correctness:

(a) premises should be true, «first» (that is they should be axioms, not the
conclusions of some other reasonings), certain (better known that conclusions)
and they should be the logical sufficient conditions of conclusion;

(b) conclusions should be necessary, so also essential (that is stating the
properties of the given object, following from the essence of this object) and
universal (that is concerning all objects of the given kind);

(c) extensions of the subject and predicate in premises and conclusions should
be equivalent, so the theses of deduction should be the identity definitions, and
especially middle term should be definiens of major term (according to Aristotle)
or minor term (according to St. Thomas).

Discrepancies occurrence in texts — especially in Aristotle’s texts — formu-
lating the conditions of the deduction correctness, Salamucha explains by using

288



«the auxiliary explicating hypothesis»: Aristotle tried to unify the following: (1)
reasonings used in mathematics, in geometry to be precise, that is the deduction—
a—priori reasonings (in which a criterion of truth is deducibility from axioms),
(2) reasonings made accordingly to the so—called natural hierarchy of classes and
(3) casual reasonings (natural), that is the deduction—a—posteriori reasonings
(in which criterion of truth, is the agreement with the empirical theses). These
reasonings are so different, that such unification — in Salamucha’s opinion — is
not possible to realize. For example condition (b) may be satisfied only within
the range of the first two domains, and condition (c) may be satisfied only within
the range of the extreme domains.

The main difference between Aristotle and St. Thomas occurs with reference
to the way of justification of the «first» premises that is axioms, although both
of them agree, that it cannot be a deductional justification.

According to Aristotle either intuitional justification can be involved, or
dialectical justification: elenctical (by deduction of the given axiom from other
theses accepted by his opponents), not direct (by reducing an opinion rejecting
the given axiom to a nonsense) or systematic (by showing, that the difficulties
put against the given axiom may be solved also on the ground of system which
includes this axiom). Aristotle draws such justifications for the principles of
contradiction and the principle of excluded middle. These principles may be
elenctically justified (1) on the ground of the truth and falseness definitions or
(2) by showing, that if scientific terms should be precisely specified in nominal
definitions, then their designata should have all the properties set in these
definitions, and therefore they have to posses these properties. In systematic
justifications Aristotle removes the problem following from the variability of
things by distinguishing the actual and potential existence, and the problem
following from inconsistent evidence of senses — by acceptance, that scientific
knowledge is a rational knowledge and not sensorial one. According to Sala-
mucha only systematic argumentations are logically correct. Both elenctical
argumentations, on the other hand, are burdened with petitionis principii
mistake: in argumentation (1) we must refer to the law of double negation, and
so finally we must refer to the principle of contradiction; in argumentation (2)
the conclusion is valid only if it is assumed, that the principle of contradiction
is true. Then again the not—direct justifications are burdened with petitionis
principii mistake and ignorantiam elenchi mistake, because not the principle
of contradiction is justified in them, but the thesis, which states that for some
propositions it is not true, that they are true together with their negations.

In opposition to Aristotle, while justifying axioms, St. Thomas refers only to
the intuition, which should be giving direct and unerring — in case of normal
man — look at proper notional relations.

Salamucha completed reconstruction of Aristotle’s and St. Thomas’ opinions about
deduction — by the analysis of Aristotelian modal syllogistics, trying to axiomatize it
and also to base the proofs on the sentential calculus (in not published work Teoria
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wynikania modalnego [u] Arystotelesa [ Theory of modal inference in Aristotle]). These
efforts showed that Aristotelian modal syllogistics is inconsistent, and its genesis
is connected with Aristotle’s belief in the existence of natural hierarchy of classes,
which — in Salamucha’s opinion — cannot be precisely described. The alternative
interpretation of Aristotle’s theory — as some many—valued calculus — Salamucha
recognized as incompatible with intentions of Aristotle, who on the ground of modal
syllogistics decidedly voted for keeping tertii exclusi principle.

9.2. Propositional calculus

Until this very day we do not have the history of sentential logic at all, and because
of that we do not have any proper picture of the whole formal logic history.

These words were written in 1934 by Jan Lukasiewicz (1934a: 179). One of
the very important parts of this history is sentential logic by William Occam.
Salamucha was the first historian, who studied the heritage of Occam from
this angle.

It has turned out, that Occam knows and properly uses functors of implica-
tion, conjunction, alternative (logical sum), equivalence and negation — and the
first three he even discusses in detail. Among others he correctly distinguishes
formal implication from material implication and he realizes the difference
between these implications and a common language conditional.

Salamucha also ascertained that Occam knew at least 27 theses of sentential
logic.

From the historical point of view it is important that Occam is conscious of
the fact that while doing the axiomatization of syllogistic, the theses of sentential
logic are the proof premises. (NB. Occam accepts only the first three syllogistic
figures; according to him, syllogisms of the fourth figure:

PM

MS

SpP
belong to the first figure, because to Occam the criterion for figures distinguish-
ing is only the collocation of the middle term in premises: then MP—-SM cannot
be distinguished from PM-MS.)

Unfortunately, after Occam, the consciousness of sentential logic «being
logically former» towards syllogistic, gradually disappears among logicians.
Similarly it happens with the consciousness of distinction between the formal
and material implication. The disappearance of the last one was probably caused
by the fact, that even in Occam’s work this distinction was overlapped by the
distinction of the complete and incomplete (enthymematic) inference; formal
implications (sensu stricto) have been therefore identified with the complete
inference, and material implications — with formal enthymema.
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9.3. Semantical antinomies

In the Middle Ages antinomies — usually various variants of the liar paradox —
were called the insolubles (insolubilia). Salamucha made a thorough study of the

ways, in which the liar paradox got to the medieval treatises; he reconstructed

typical variants of this antinomy and put together the most popular ways of
solving it. Although Eubulides is considered the author of the liar paradox, its

first satisfying formulation — “I say falsehood” (Ego dico falsum) — comes from

Alexander of Afrodisias. St. Thomas (or someone from his circle) — considering

the antinomy some kind of the «error of the statement» — gave it the following

form: “A liar tells the truth, saying that he lies” In William Occam work we find

a variant without self—reflexibility: “Socrates says falsehood”.

In the antiquity and the Middle Ages mainly three way of solving the an-
tinomy were considered: by accepting it (1) as equivocation, (2) as falseness (the
so—called «temporal» solution, leading to the elimination of self—reflexibility)
or (3) as nonsense.

(1) The antinomial sentence «simply» (concerning the intension) is false, but
«in some respect» (because it has been said) — it is not. This solution proposes
Aristotle in Sofistical refutations, and he is followed by, among others, Albert
the Great, John Duns Scotus and William Occam.

(2) The antinomial sentence is false, because it refers to a sentence that does
not exist: previous (according to Theofrastus) or subsequent (also according to
Albert the Great and John Duns Scotus).

(3) The antinomial sentence — if “falseness” concerns the whole — de facto
is not a sentence at all, but it is nonsense. This solution can be found also in
the work of Chrysippos, Alexander of Afrodisias, Alfarabi, Albert the Great
and William Occam.

In Nikomachean Ethics Aristotle proposed also the fourth «solution»: to
reject the antimony... because of the emotional reasons.

As far as the third solution is concerned, especially important are the com-
ments made by Giles of Roma, John Duns Scotus and Peter of Ailla. In this
context the first one reminds of the necessity of distinction of suppositio simplex
and suppositio materialis. The second one considers the question whether the
part of the sentence may mean the whole, and although he gives a positive
answer to this question (as a generality, in his opinion, it may happen) — this
way he formulates a problem analogical to the one, that the theory of types
got engaged in much later. In the work of the third of the mentioned authors,
the connections between the idea of using (ramified) theory of types and the
elimination of the liar paradox are very clear. Peter of Ailla introduces expressis
verbis the prohibition of using the self-reflexive signs, although this prohibition
is restricted only to the psychical language (comp. below); on the grounds of the
conventional languages this prohibition is not obligatory — because, accord-
ing to Peter of Ailla, the principle of contradiction is also not obligatory here.
Salamucha pointed out, that in this case Peter of Ailla was under the influence
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of the illusion of “a complete free choice of conventional languages” (1960: 237),
although he knew the destroying consequence of the negation of the principle
of contradiction: (p A ~p) —= q.

9.4. Nominalism

Medieval nominalism was either (1) the opinion, that the term used in sup-
positio persnalis refers to some psychological act (psychological nominalism
or conceptualism); also William Occam believed in it, or that it refers to some
intellectual fiction (logical nominalism); or (2) the opinion, that something
like suppositio personalis does not exist at all (this opinion may be called a
«negative» nominalism; also John Buridan believed in it); or (3) the opinion that
the relations are nothing separate form relatives (this would be some «reistic»
nominalism); or finally (4) the opinion, that species and generic notions do not
have any correlates in reality (metaphysical nominalism).

Also Peter of Ailla — and in a very radical way — declared for the theses of
the psychological nominalism.

Salamucha considered Peter of Ailla the precursor of reism — and he recon-
structed his prereistic attitude in the following way. Only individuals exist (also
non-material) — that is the things — and also properties and occurrences exist,
but only as much as they are concrete, that is they are vested in the things or
they happen «on them». Therefore the expressions of «graphic» and «phonetic»
languages are also the concrete signs or sounds. Both of these languages are
conventional languages. According to Peter of Ailla, there is one—one rela-
tion between many various conventional languages and one natural psychical
language: one — because it is common for all the people; natural — because in
the natural way it projects the reality; psychical — because it includes all the
concrete psychological acts. The meaning of the linguistic signs is the relation
between psychological signs and things, or between conventional and psychical
signs; as a relation the meaning is reducible to its arguments (comp. «reistic»
nominalism), so it is a concrete.

10. THEODICY

10.1. Existence of God
There are three main types of proofs of the existence — more strictly speaking,
the rational motives of the belief in the existence — of God: cosmological reasons,
psychological reasons and reasons that may be called utilitarian. The so—called
ontological proof (coming from St. Anselm) is to Salamucha a pseudo—proof:
the real (actual) existence cannot be proved without some existential premise,
stated through the experience.

Cosmological reasons were put together by St. Thomas in «five ways», that
lead to God as, in turn, Immobile Mover (motorial reason: ex motu), First Cause
(casual reason: ex causalitate), Incontingent Foundation («contingential» reason:
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ex contingentia), Order Giver (finalistic reason: ex finalitate) and Maximum
Perfection (perfective reason: ex gradibus perfectionis).

Psychological reasons may be found in the most suggestive form in St.
Augustus’ work: his «ways» lead to God as, in turn, Maximum Good (eudae-
monistical reason), Voice of Consciousness (deontological reason), Righteous
Judge («delusional» reason) and Good Shepherd («conversional» reason).

The best—known utilitarian reason is «Pascal’s bet»: the rejection of God
existence is the choice which is more dangerous for the chooser, than the ac-
ceptance of His existence.

Salamucha was closer engaged only in the cosmological reasons, especially
in the motorial and finalistic reasons.

The most thoroughly he reconstructs the proof ex motu. This proof goes
according to the following schema.

If at the same time:

(@) Ax {fx —= Vt[(tRx) A ~ (x = 1)]},

(b) K(R)
and

() VylyECRA Au{lu€ CR A~ (u=y)] = yRu}],
then

(d) Vv[~fv A Au{lu€ CR A ~ (u=v) = vRuj}].

This schema, according to the meanings of the terms used in it, may be read
in the following way.

If at the same time:

(a) for every x which is in motion there is another ¢, which moves x,

(b) motion relation is the lineary order relation
and

(c) within its field there is a first element,
then

(d) there is a first element of this relation, which is not in motion.

This first element, discussed in conclusion (d), is Immobile Mover that we
are looking for.

Salamucha reconstructs the premises, to which St. Thomas referred, accept-
ing thesis (a)—(c), and he proves, that the conclusion (d) logically results from
the premises (a)—(c).

The departure of the proof ex finalite is the analysis of the intentional action.
According to Salamucha person A acts purposely, when at the same time:

(a) A in time ¢, thinks of arising in (the later) time £, a phenomenon z,

(b) A thinks, that the arising of a phenomenon z depends on action of A,
and

(c) A within the duration ¢,—¢, sets in order the action of A in such way, so
that in time £, an phenomenon z could arise.

As we can see — the necessary factors of purposefulness are some mental acts
(thinking about something, considering, putting something in order), assuming
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the existence of some intelligent being, for example a man. Because in the mate-
rial world there are sequences of phenomena set in order intentionally without
the human interference, the reason of their existence must be the existence of
the superhuman Order Giver.

10.2. Freedom and pressure

In spite of the ordinary — common-sensual — convictions, neither the intel-
lectual acts (mental), nor the emotional acts, nor the physical acts (external) are
submitted to the «free» volitive acts. The acts of the free will are not so much the
sources of the psychical energy, «discharging» in our activities, but they rather
are something like switches, that move the already existing energy to some
specified tracks. Putting it in the yet different way, the will is not so much some
kind of the battery for our psychical energy, but it rather is its detonator.

Some objects — both real and ideal — are of this kind, that the given indi-
vidual likes them, he aims at them; some on the contrary — are of such kind,
that he does not like them, he avoids them. These are the subjective values of
this individual; their class is generally this way or otherwise put in hierarchy.
What objects belong to this class and how they are put in hierarchy, depends
mainly on two factors: on the psychical structure — that is the character — of
the given individual and on the situation, which this individual is in.

The will does not have a decisive influence on the man’s character. What really
decides about the psychical energy of the individual is the system of subjective
values accepted by this individual. So “the will-power’, is only — sometimes
quite convenient in use — shortened—substitute expression.

There are objects that people should aim at — and there are objects, that they
should avoid. These objects are the human objective values. The class of objective
values is also — similarly to the class of subjective values — put in hierarchy in
some particular way, and its elements are the function of the general structure
of the man and the world. It would be ideal, if the class of subjective values of the
individual was the same as the human objective values class — and if they were
put in hierarchy in the same way. They are different in practice. Especially the
value hierarchy of a child differs radically from the objective hierarchy. So one
of the main duties of a educator should be bringing these two hierarchies close
together. «The will-power» will be surely given to the ward not by the pedagogical
training, but by «inculcating» in him the great — absolute — values. However,
while doing so, the educator should not ignore the rest of the values.

When one serves the great causes, the superhuman causes, then the only rational
maxim of action should probably be the following principle: to discount the relative
values; not to reject values, which are not a hundred—per—cent values (1932b: 531).

The spiritual freedom of the individuals — despite liberalism — may be and
should be limited by the consideration of the good of the other individuals and
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the community. The freedom of the whole communities may be, and sometimes
should be limited too. It is allowed on the grounds of Catholicism, which — as
Salamucha points out — does not exclude the common responsibility (comp.
the original sin).

The society needs a well-regulated political organization, and the Catho-
lics should aim at such. After all, the Catholic doctrine does not precisely
set the border between the freedom and the pressure. However — despite
totalism — the social pressure also has to have its limit: first of all because
it slows down the creative efforts of the individual and it lowers the ethical
level of the society; for only the acts of the free man may be submitted to the
moral qualification.

10.3. Evil, pain and love

There are two kinds of evil: structural evil and functional evil. There are also
two kinds of the functional evil: ontological evil and moral evil. The structural
evil is some deviation from the normal structure of the given object. Functional
ontological evil is some deviation from the normal activity of the given object.
Functional moral evil is some «deviation» of one’s rational activity from the
activity ordered by some moral norm (obligatory to the acting person).

There are some dependencies between different types of evil. Firstly, the
structual evil may be a reason of the ontological evil. Secondly, moral evil may
be a reason of the structural evil.

How to agree the fact of the evil existence with the Catholic dogma of the
omnipotence and all-kindness of the Creator?

When it concerns the structural evil, the answer is obvious. God ex defini-
tione is Maximal Perfection; so everything different from God must be in some
respect imperfect — it does not have everything. So, if the ontological evil is
the consequence of the structural evil, then it has the similar excuse.

When it concerns the moral evil, it can be said, that a man is the source of
it: a man acts evil, abusing the freedom given to him. “But why did God create
free beings, so weak that they can abuse their freedom?” This question (1947a)
Salamucha considers the insoluble puzzle of philosophy.

Both the structural evil, and the ontological and moral evil, may be a source
of the pain. Sometimes the pain is so great, that it is easy to become pessimistic.
One can fight it with the belief, that these crushing us «dark fragments» of the
reality are only the parts of “the great, not—-known to us whole, and in the whole
maybe they would look different” (1947a).

Among Catholic ethical norms, the first place takes the command of the
love of one’s neighbors. How to understand it, standing face to face with the
magnitude of evil and pain? Does not someone who loves his enemy sentence
himself to self—annihilation?

There are such people, especially among the enemies of Catholicism and
pseudo—pacifists, who would willingly accept such interpretation, counting

295



on the fact that the consequent believer of the love command — in the name
of this love — will surrender to any aggressor without any fight. Salamucha
categorically rejects such interpretation.

First we should distinguish — he says — the egoistic love (pointed at oneself)
from the altruistic love (pointed beyond oneself). Surely, the love describing
by Catholic doctrine is not an egoistic «one—dimensional» love: neither this
individual narrow love nor the group love expanded over some group that we
identify with. So it is the altruistic love. But the altruistic love may be «two—
dimensional» or «multidimensional». The first one is the love of the same in-
tensity towards all the people; the second one is the love of different intensities:
higher towards the people closer to us, lower towards the people not so close
to us. To love really «two—dimensionally» — and «triumphantly» — only the
saints can. The ordinary people duty is the «multidimensional» love. It cannot
be expected from people to love everyone in the same way — even the enemies,
the important thing is, that they should not hate their enemies.

11. GENERAL POSITION
Salamucha was a Catholic philosopher. He also thought, that Catholicism is first
of all a belief, but connected with the knowledge. Catholic philosophy theses
cannot be contradictory to Catholic theology theses, but the first ones are not
only the consequences of the second ones. Salamucha consciously referred to
the scholastic philosophy. He himself characterized it in the following way:
“scholastic philosophy is pluralistic in opposition to the various monisms, it is
realistic in opposition to various idealisms, it is objectivistic in opposition to
Augustinian—Cartesian subjectivism”; “scholastic philosophy bases on the many
hundreds years old tradition and noone should be surprised by the frequent
references to Aristotle’s and St. Thomas Aquinas’ works”; “scholastic philosophy
is maximalistic in respect of the range and the method’, at the same time “the
postulate of the maximally precise method is submitted to the maximalism of
the range” — in opposition to “the logistic Vienna School, where the range is
submitted to the postulate of the precise method” (1936b: 85). He also thought
that one may refer to the scholastics, but through the modernization.

He was a pluralist, realist, objectivist and maximalist. The ontological plural-
ism he connected with the temporal—spatial antisubstantialism and determin-
ism put in the postulative way. His epistemological realism was relational and
presentative. As an axiologic objectivist, he declared for the correspondent and
absolutory conception of truth.

Being a methodological maximalist, he thought, that metaphysics should be
practiced, but with the use of the rational methods. No wonder then that he
thought that the precision of notion plays the most important part. It is not an
accident, that the motto of one of his first works (O kategorii mpoC T u Arysto-
telesa [On the category mpoC tu in Aristotle]), borrowed from the beginning of
the first chapter of System of Logic by John Stuart Mill, read:
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For the mind, which is not previously well familiar with the meaning and the proper use
of words, to try to study the philosophical methods, would be as though someone would
try to become an astronomy observer without learning first how to set the focal length
distance of the optical instruments, so everything is clearly seen (1879, t. I: 31-32).

Also no wonder, that in his opinion, the modern logic is necessary in phi-
losophy. He hoped, that “the variety of passed judgments on the subject of the
new logic [scil. mathematic] is in the scholastic camp a temporary occurrence”
(1946€); and that “the best answer to the opponents’ objections would be show-
ing them some parts of philosophy built with the help of the new tools” (1946e).
And so he gave such «answers» — by formalizing some parts of scholastics.

12. SOURCES

Salamucha referred to all-European scholastic tradition; it may be seen even
from the fact, that his work is abundant in the written in a foreign language bib-
liography. But to this tradition he attached «Polish standards»: standards of the
Polish analytical philosophy, and first of all — the standards of the Lvov—Warsaw
School. In his work he referred expressis verbis to the leaders of this school; from
the perspective of half—century he can be recognized as one of them.

The strongest influence on Salamucha had his direct teachers — Stanistaw
Kobylecki and the leaders of the Lvov—Warsaw School: Lukasiewicz, Lesniewski,
and also Wladystaw Tatarkiewicz and Tadeusz Kotarbinski.

In Salamucha’s metaphysical opinions can be clearly seen the echoes of Kobylecki’s
relationism; he also shared with him his epistemological direct realism, the general
conception of opinions and antypsychological attitude. Also mainly under Kobylecki’s
(the psychologist!) influence, he got interested in mathematical logic.

He followed Lukasiewicz, when it concerns general matters like argumentation
for the benefit of philosophical neutrality of logic and defense and realization of
the postulate of «making» the philosophy «logical» (that is to make it scientific).
He also followed Lukasiewicz in the more detailed matters, like the demarcation
the knowledge from the belief, classification of reasonings and use of the method
of fiction. Also in Lukasiewicz’s work he found the main impulse for studying
the history of logic: that is Aristotle’s syllogistics and scholastic logic (with the
suggestion of congeniality of medieval propositional logic towards the stoical
logic). (Lukasiewicz himself wrote about this impulse in his letter to Konstanty
Michalski dated on the 7 of October, 1933 (Usowicz 1970: 127).)

“Lesniewski had probably more influence on Salamucha’s way of thinking,
than St. Thomas Aquinas” — remembered Hiz (1961: 33). It was Le$niewski,
who Salamucha owned the thorough knowledge of basis of mathematics and the
deep understanding of semantical antinomies that resulted in his work about
the history of the liar paradox.

Kotarbinski found antecedents for his reism in Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz
work; Salamucha noticed them already in work of the medieval thinker Peter
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of Ailla. And he did not hesitate to recommend the «reistic» Elements by
Kotarbinski as a school-book in theological seminaries.

Important for Salamucha, distinction of maximalism and minimalism in
philosophy came from Tatarkiewicz; what is more important, as the years
passed by, at first a little rough linguistically works of Salamucha came closer
to the masterly writer’s style of Tatarkiewicz.

In the historical studies Salamucha had — apart from Tatarkiewicz — two
masters: Michalski and Krokiewicz. From Michalski he adopted the postulate
of methodological «teleologism» — that is expressing the history of philoso-
phy from the perspective of the modern philosophical problems — and also
he adopted many detailed solutions: among them the distinction between
the psychological and logical nominalism and also the hypothesis, that Oc-
cam’s followers were the precursors of the three—valued logic (unfortunately
the manuscript of the work confirming this hypothesis, got burned in the
Uprising).

Salamucha also used palaeographic ability of Krokiewicz; thanks to this, he
could borrow information from the medieval manuscriptal heritage and remove
gathered around the Middle Ages misunderstandings.

13. INFLUENCES

As it was mentioned above, Salamucha was the main architect of the Cracow
Circle and he made a strong influence on its members: Drewnowski, Bochenski
and Sobocinski. All three of them write expressis verbis about it, and first of all
Bochenski, who admits that thanks to Salamucha he finally turned his interests
to the mathematical logic, its history and its use in philosophy (among other
things in analysis of the analogical notions problem and the proofs of the exist-
ence of God and the soul immortality).

The influence of Salamucha’s thought grew in Poland slowly — but systemati-
cally — and it reached the culminating point at the moment of his tragic death.
Then he belonged to the group of the “first—class masters”, between whom Hiz
(1961) attained his logical and general logic epaulettes; then he also became a
logic teacher of Grzegorczyk — and a very good teacher, as the student himself
confirms.

Zygmunt Zawirski wrote in 1947 about Salamucha’s death:

It is an irreparable loss for the Polish science. It is not going to be easy for anybody
to replace him (1947).

Zawirski was not yet completely conscious of the fact, that even the influence
of Salamucha’s ideas itself was going to be pulled back for some time, because
of the coincidence of the unfriendly external circumstances: the circumstances
all together not friendly for the Polish philosophy, and — especially for the good
Polish philosophy.
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Luckily the external situation slowly changed, and the talented continuators
appeared. With his program of metaphysics and theology axiomatization already
for some time had sympathized Kazimierz Ktésak (1952) and Stanistaw Kaminski
(1962). Now Korneliusz Policki (1975) joined them (and first of all) also the stu-
dent of J6zef Iwanicki and Klésak — Edward Nieznanski (1979; 1980). Similarly
the historians started to refer to his logical-historical output: Olgierd Narbutt
(in the domain of the history of the medieval logic in general) (1969), Tadeusz
Wtodarczyk (in the domain of the reconstruction of propositional logic in John
Duns Scotus and William Occam work) (1971) and Mieczystaw Markowski (in
the domain of the history of the Polish medieval logic) (1975-1976).

This is what happened between Salamucha’s countrymen.

And abroad still before the war his work was known and respected by the
German logician and theologian, Scholz. He wrote about Salamucha:

We owe him the treatise O pojeciu dedukcji u Arystotelesa i sw. Tomasza z Akwinu,
which is — in my opinion — the best work, that has been written on this difficult
subject (1938a: 267).

After the war another German logician Johannes Bendiek (1956) referred to
the program of theodicy formalization (formalizing also the casual proof) and
also Italian logician Francesca R. Barb6 (1960; 1962). Between foreign sym-
phatizers of Salamucha’s program there also was a Dutch philosopher Fernand
J. Vandamme (1982a), who emphasized:

We want to — following Salamucha — express our hope that logic will help to better
understand and explain the religion thought and activity.

His countryman — Hubertus G. Hubbelling — wrote at the beginning of the
coedited book Logic and religion ((ed.) 1982) the following dedication:

This book is especially dedicated to a great Polish logician and philosopher of religion
Jan Salamucha, who was a pioneer in the field of logic and religion.

14. ASSESSEMENT

Many times and in many ways Salamucha tried to convince his listeners and
readers to respect philosophical tradition, but not to fetishize it. So the list of,
first of all, critical remarks — doubts and reservations — for his attitude, agrees
with Salamucha’s attitude.

(1) Salamucha proposed to interpret the analogical terms as the expressions
typically many—meaning. If such interpretation is accepted, then the term “just”
is the analogous term on the grounds of theology only on the condition, that
between theological theses there may be found not only the sentences of the
type: “God is just’, but also the sentences of the type: “Peter is just” However,
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it seems that the sentences of the second type do not belong to theology;
they are let us say — the consequences of some ethical theses. If so, then the
expression “just” on the grounds of theology language is either one—meaning
word, or «normally» many—meaning. And this would happen to every term.
Therefore the theology language could never be the analogous language; the
analogy could belong at the most to some «hybrid» discipline, including for
example theology and ethics.

(2) “We have «sharp» classifications only in mathematics and logic; in the
range of real objects the borders between groups specified will always be quite
unsettled” — wrote Salamucha (1946d), making the classification of philosophi-
cal systems. No wonder, that also his classification of the reasonings is not fully
satisfying. There are two main reasons of this.

Firstly, totum divisionis is not precisely enough stated in this classification.
Two senses of the “argumentatio” overlap: the one, which is about the searching
for adequately conclusions, axioms of the proof, checking results or explaining
hypotheses, and the one, which is about giving these conclusions, axioms, results
and hypotheses. In the first case the process of reasoning has the character of
the unattainable with the use of the logical heuristics means and to talk about
its one clear direction is groundless. In the second case, talking about any
direction of the reasoning process does not have any literary sense, because
there is not any process at all.

Secondly, Salamucha (similarly to what Lukasiewicz already did) wanted to select
fundamenta divisionis in such way, that the crossing of divisions would give — as
membra divisionis — conclusion, proving, checking and explanation. However, what
we de facto receive as a result of this crossing, is not the real conclusion, proving,
checking and explanation. Especially for example neither searching for the proof,
nor searching for the explaining hypothesis is a process, that would mean passing
«along» the sequence of the thesis put in order by the relation of inference, from the
beginning of this sequence to the end of it. Checking, on the other hand, is studying
the truth of the empirical consequences of some hypothesis, not the «drawing» of
this hypothesis only; «<undramatized» checking and explanatory sequences do not
differ from each other in any way. Similarly the simple formulation of the deduction,
as the reasoning leading to the conclusions as certain as the assumptions, does not
agree with the stated by Salamucha qualification of the deductional reasoning as
the one, in which the premises are certain, and the conclusion is uncertain (this
inconsistency was pointed out to Salamucha by Kiésak).

Probably the consciousness of these difficulties was the reason, that the
discussion on the problem of reasonings classification (comp. also Tadeusz
Czezowski’s consideration) finally went away from Lukasiewicz’s solutions
(comp. also Kazimierz Ajdukiewicz’s proposals).

(3) According to Salamucha, theological axiomatics has a different origin than
philosophical axiomatics — and these axiomatics are the systems of different
axioms. Apart from that, theological axiomatics is not only different from the
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philosophical axiomatics, but also different are the classes of consequences of
these axiomatics. This is the actual situation. Of course it is possible logically,
firstly, that two intensionally identical sequences of propositions may be differ-
ently justified — the more they are «acquired». Secondly, the given statement may
be — of course — the consequence of the different axiomatics, and every set of
statements which can be axiomized, can be axiomized in many different ways.

(4) Considered by Salamucha differences between two statements in con-
sideration of their intensions and their subject may be put in the following way.
Let us have the following given propositions: (1) Pa, (2) Pb, (3) Qa and (4) Qb,
where P = Q and a # B. Propositions (1) and (3) have the same subject, but
different intension; propositions (1) and (4) — and (3) and (4) — as pairs have
the same intension, but a different subject, propositions (1) and (4) — and (2)
and (3) — as pairs have a different intension and a different subject. Proposi-
tion (3) may especially have (that is with the assumption, that the denotations
of both predicate — understood literally — are complimentary) the following
form: (3’) ~Pa.

A question arises, how to understand Salamucha’s directive, that in the case,
when Catholic philosopher finds in his philosophical system thesis of type (3’),
which is the negation of some thesis equiformitive to thesis (1), which belongs
to the accepted by him Catholic theological system, then he should remove
thesis (3).

In accordance with the simplest occurring interpretation, he should simply
include thesis (1) to his system. This would have to be followed by the modifica-
tion of accepted by him philosophical axiomatics. However, thesis (1) is formu-
lated in the theological language, so predicate ‘P is the analogous predicate. Are
there any theological and philosophical theses of the same intensions literally?
If such theses do not exist, then the philosophical thesis (3°) is only seemingly
contradictory to the theological thesis (1).

There is one more problem. The opinion, that Catholic philosophy is such
philosophical system, for which Catholic theology is a negative norm, probably
cannot be interpreted — in spite of Salamucha’s suggestions — in the way, that
every system, in which no thesis is «effectively» contradictory to any thesis of
the Catholic theology, is ex definitione Catholic philosophy. Some additional
«pragmatic» factor is probably needed here — a factor of readiness to use this
norm «with the conviction»; or maybe, as Tadeusz Kordyasz (1946) assumes,
even this will not be enough.

(5) Contflict between the science and theology is, as Salamucha thought, ex-
cluded, because they have different subjective domains. The subject of the theo-
logical theses is God and his relationship with the man and extra—human world;
the science works only on the counterdomain of this relationship. So Salamucha
assumed, that saying something about — at least some — relations, we do not
say anything about the relatives setting the field (or more precisely the domain)
of such relations (they may be called the transcendental relations). However
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at the same time he declares for using the scientific knowledge in the Catholic
doctrine development, underlining that the knowledge about the physical and
psychical world makes it easier to understand the doctrinal axioms and it is
necessary for the correct development of doctrines into the system. This does
not seem consequent.

(6) Noticed by Salamucha danger of the vicious circle, while defining the es-
sential property, referring to the notions of the natural species, may be avoided,
if the essence of the differences between the lowest species is accepted as the
essence relativised to something (for example to some goal).

(7) From the fact, that it is true both about the bodies and the souls, that both
the first ones and the second ones do not exist somewhere, and also it is true
only about the bodies, that they are placed somewhere, it is allowed to draw
the conclusion, that the last statement is false for the souls, with the assump-
tion that no soul is a body. So it is not really clear what the souls’ spatiality is,
according to Salamucha.

(8) Cosmogenetical and anthropogenetical hypotheses in science — despite
the conviction of some of their authors — are not, in Salamucha’s opinion, the
«eschatological» hypotheses. For example, when we say, that cosmos has come
to existence out of the original nebulas or that the contemporary natural spe-
cies have come into being on the way of the primitive species evolution, then
justified are the questions, where did the original nebulas and original species
come from. According to Salamucha — free from such problematic regressus
ad infinitum is the theistic hypothesis. However, this requires the acceptance,
that the question about Creator’s genesis is the question either put in the wrong
way or without any sense at all.

(9) In spite of Salamucha — as pointed out by Kazimierz Kowalski (1931) —
the understanding of the deduction by Aristotle and St. Thomas (generality of
reason), is different from the understanding proposed by Salamucha (certainty
of reason).

(10) Not without a reason Aristotle “notices some difficulties” in the elenctical
argumentation in support of the principle of contradiction. If this argumenta-
tion is put in the form proposed by Salamucha, then accepted as the departure
definitions of truth and falseness either (a) show the confusion of the subjective
language and the metalanguage (which inevitably leads to the vicious circle),
or (b) they extend the subjective language with the functors ‘V’ and ‘F (which
unavoidable gives the contradiction). In Salamucha’s work — as it can be sus-
pected — we deal with case (a).

(11) As Kazimierz Kowalski (1931) says, Aristotle — despite Salamucha’s sug-
gestion — was conscious, that his argumentation in support of the first principles,
do not have a character of justification sensu stricto (because it is not possible
to give one), but they are something of the kind of un roman scientifique.

(12) Salamucha accused Peter of Ailla that by limiting the prohibition of
using of the self-reflexive signs only to the universal psychical language; he
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disturbs the one—one relation of the setting in order, between this language and
the conventional languages (graphical-phonetic). This accusation is not quite
right, because Salamucha groundlessly takes as a good sign the declarations of
Peter of Ailla about such one—one relation; such setting in order cannot hap-
pen — even cum grano salis — in the situation, where on one side we have just
one, and on the other side many languages, and what is more, double languages
(in the graphic and phonetic version).

(13) In Klésak’s opinion, Salamucha reconstructed the argumentation ex
motu given by St. Thomas in the incorrect way. The premises of St. Thomas’
reasoning were in fact to be as follows:

(a) for every x being in motion there is another ¢, that moves x (like in Sala-
mucha’s work);

(b) the movement relation is the linear order relation (like in Salamucha’s
work);

(c) there is a movement (this premise conforms with the assumption about
the reality of the field of the movement relation, which Salamucha mentions,
but does not include the set of the premises necessary for the reconstructed
deduction);

(d) the fact of the movement existence is (that is — is to be) understandable
(this meta—assumption of «rationality» in Salamucha’s work does not appear
at all).

(14) Stated by Salamucha interpretation of St. Thomas’ reasoning Francesca
Barbé considers materially not correct (and her opinion share Kaminski, Policki
and Nieznarnski). Because Salamucha wrongly thought, that in agreement with
St. Thomas the movement relation is compact in its own field, so it puts it in
linear order.

(15) Another objection was put forward by Bochenski. According to Bochenski,
St. Thomas does not prove the existence of the element which is primum
movens, but movens immobile. So the conclusion of his reasoning should have
the following form:

) Vv{Az~[zRvA~(v=2)] A Vu [VRu A ~ (u=v)]}.

But, as Nieznanski indicated, on the grounds of Salamucha’s calculus his
conclusion and the conclusion (*) are equivalent.

(16) Salamucha interpreted the premise about the prohibition regressus in
infinitum in a different way than it is understood in the accepted in general
today conception of Bendiek. According to this conception this premise is not
about the acceptance of the thesis of the limitation of the movement relation,
but it is about the prohibition of going back to the being first (and not into the
infinity!) in the sequence of the moved movers, so (with some interpretation)
about the acceptance of the thesis of the existence of the minimal element
of the relation: being—is the reason—for the existence. Salamucha interprets
this thesis as the thesis of the existence of the first element of the movement
relation field. However with the assumption that the movement relation field
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is the denumerable set (and this is most likely what Salamucha thinks), this
interpretation is equivalent to the thesis of this set finity.

(17) In agreement with Salamucha, the assumption, that the movement rela-
tion is in its field the linear order relation, may be weakened: it would be enough
to accept, that this relation is asymmetric. The asymmetry would be, according
to Salamucha, the property less obvious than its counter—reflexivity, transitive-
ness and compactness. This is difficult to agree with. With some interpretation
it may be stated, that the formalized text talks about the counter—reflexivity of
the movement relation. However it is difficult to find in this text the mention to
transitiveness and compactness; it actually seems — this is what for example Barbé
thinks — these properties do not belong to the (spatial) movement relation.

(18) St. Thomas’ argumentation in support of the existence of the first ele-
ment in the ordered field of the movement relation — put by Salamucha — is
not sufficient, because in the proof of the auxiliary thesis

~ Ax Ay [xRy — (fx A fy)]
the following axiom has been used:

For any two things x and y and any two time moments ¢, and ¢, it is, that if
x moves Y, ¢, is the duration of x, and £, is the duration of y, then ¢, is identical
tot,

It does not seem that this axiom is obviously true.

(19) On the base of the experience it is already difficult to agree with the
fact, that the (spatial) movement relation is the linear order, and even more dif-
ficult with the fact, that in the field of this relation the first element exists. The
justification with the help of the obviousness of some axioms, from which the
premises of the analyzed reasoning may be drawn, is also doubtful. It is difficult
to find the assertion of some axioms, if there are some not clear notions — for
example the notion of act and potency. The problem is additionally complicated
by the fact that the interpretation of these notions sometimes strays away from
St. Thomas’ intention. It happens this way, in Bochenski’s opinion, with the
mentioned notions of the act and potency. For the variable S in the notions
‘xAy (“xis in respect of S in actu towards y”) and “xPy” (“x is in respect S in
potentia towards y”) Salamucha puts the movement relation. Bochenski thinks
that the variables being the indexes by the constants ‘A’ and ‘P’ should rather
proceed the set of forms.

(20) Non—intuitional is proposed by Salamucha conception of the relation
ordering intentionally and not satisfying is given by him definition of the in-
tentional action, on which the first one is based on.

The condition (a) of the intentional action — that is the condition of the
occurrence of the purpose — is not sufficient; the condition (c) on the other
hand is in some respect not sufficient (the occurrence of the purpose does not
depend on any activity), in some other respect it is «too strong» (it is not true
that every purpose may be attained only through the activity of the specified
person).
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It seems that the first one would be more adequate, if it had a different shape.
We should assume that:

A starts the action [so] the occurrence z would occur in moment £; when
at the same time:

(a) A in duration (£, t,) wants, so that the occurrence z appears in moment £,,

(b) A thinks, that the occurrence z arising depends on the action (scil. the
sequence of functions) ordered in this way S;

(c) A in duration (¢, Z,) starts the action ordered in the way S.

Of course it does not remove the problems with the interpretation of the
«mysterious» intensional functors “wants, so that’, “thinks, that” and the problems
with the interpretation of the relation of the dependence between the arising
of the «wanted» occurrence and the action taken (is only a result? is always a
result?). Also open remains the question, if the condition (b) is also fulfilled,
when A is wrong when it concerns the occurrence of this dependence.

(21) The border that Salamucha set between the egoistic expanded (group)
love and the altruistic «multidimensional» love is not clear. Is this only about
the fact, that the second one is connected with the prohibition of hate towards
the «strangers»?

15. KARCHITECTONIC STYLE» IN PHILOSOPHY
How does, on the background of the detailed reservations and doubts, the
general estimation of his «architectonic style» in philosophy look like?

First of all, we can see in him “a fervent supporter of tomism” (Sobociriski) and
also “in a modern manner educated logician” (Hiz), who was spiritus movens and
the first realizer of “one of the most important in the history of new scholastics”
initiative — the program of mathematical logic use in the modernization of
neoscholastics (Tatarkiewicz). In this field his main achievements are: the first
thorough logical analysis of one of the proofs of God existence (Daniela Gromska,
Konstanty Michalski, Bochenski, Bendiek, Barbd) and modern (Bochenski)
and “extremely humorous and clever” (Zawirski) interpretation of scholastic
notion of analogy.

Secondly, he is considered an outstanding “expert in medieval logic” (Hiz) and
its Aristotelian sources. In this field as his main achievements we usually men-
tion: detection of the contradiction in Aristotle’s theory of deduction, outlining
the genesis of problems of antinomies in scholastics, reconstruction of William
Occam propositional logic and settlement of the authenticity of his treatise
about the insoluble (Czezowski). Let us add to this also a successful joining in
the stubbornly discussed in the 20" century Polish philosophy problem of the
notion of the essence.

All this is enough to recognize Salamucha as one the most outstanding Polish
philosophers of the 20" century, who knew how to connect his undoubtful logi-
cal competence with the philosophical erudition and theoretical «profundismy.
It is worth to point out, that at the same time he did not avoid the philosophy
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popularization, but while popularizing — he did not shallow, but cleared its
complications. He came from the good philosophical school and he consider-
ably increased its output.
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Appendix:
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logicalium” Petri Hispani, K. 1507.

1.3. The period of epistemologism: XVI*/XVII* century

Bodocki, Wawrzyniec (1608—1663): 1640 — Disputatio de natura, obiecto et fine logicae, Rk.
1640. — Burski, Adam (cir. 1560 — 1611): 1604 — Dialectica Ciceronis, Z. 1604. — Gérski, Jakub
(1525-1585): 1563 — Commentariorum artis dialecticae libii decem, Lg: 1563. — Holstein,
Mateusz (?—?): 1521 — Enchiridion logicae ac dialecticae, K. 1521. — Keckermann, Bartfomiej
(1572?-1609?): 1599 — Praecognitorum logicorum tractatus tres, Hg. 15997?; 1600 — Systema logicae
compendiosa methodo adornatum, Hr. 1600; 1605 — Systema logicae tribus libris adornatum,
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G. 1605. — Korona, Marek (cir. 1590 — 1651): 1639 — Directorium, albo raczej wprawowanie
do pojecia terminow elementow logicznych i filozoficznych, L. 1639. — Makowski, Jan (the elder)
(1588-1644): 1660 — Opuscula philosophica, A.1660. — Mikanski, Stefan (?—?): 1561 — Dialec-
ticae et rhetoricae praecepta, K. 1561. — Mo$cicki, Mikotaj (cir. 1574 — 1632): 1606 — Rudimenta
logices seu institutiones logicae libri septem, K. 1606; 1625 — Elementa logices libri septem,
K. 1625. — Pudlowski, Stanistaw (1597-1645): 1634 — [Symbola logicae], mn. 1634? — Smiglecki,
Marcin (1564—1618): 1618 — Logica selectis disputationibus et questionibus ilustrata, 1. 1618.
— Wierzchonski, Samuel (before 1600 — 1642?): 1620 — In universam Aristotelis logicam quaes-
tiones scholasticae, Kn. 1620; 1627 — Tractatum summularium, Kn. 1627. — Zatuski, Lukasz
(cir. 1600 — 1673): 1640 — Compendium totius philosophiae, Wo. 1640.

1.4. The period of didacticism: XVII*"/XVIII** century

Gengell, Jerzy (1657-1727): 1717 — Gradus ad atheismum, B. 1717. — Iwanski, Mikolaj
(?—?): 1741 — Quaestio logica de natura logicae, K. 1741. — Konarski, Hieronim (Stanislaw)
(1700-1773): 1741 — De emendandis eloquentiae vitiis, W. 1741. — Kowalski, Jan (1711-1789):
1747 — Rozmowa o filozofii, L. 1747; 1749 — (under the name of Antoni Kulesza) Philosophia
peripathetica, L. 1749. — Kozaczynski, Michal (1699 — after 1749): 1745 — Filozofia Arysto-
telesa podtug mniemania perypatetykéw na swiat podana, Kw. 1745. — Krasnodebski, Adam
(1645-1702): 1678 — Philosophia Aristotelis explicata, W. 1678. — Makowski, Szymon (the
younger) (cir. 1620 — 1683): 1679 — Cursus philosophicus t. 1, K. 1679. — Miaskowski, Adrian
(1657-1737): 1720 — Introductio in universam Aristotelis philosophiam seu dialectica, P. 1720.
— Mlodzianowski, Tomasz (1622—1686): 1671— Praelectiones metaphysicae et logicae, G. 1671;
1682 — Praelectiones philosophicae de metaphysica et logica, Mz.—G. 1682. — Morawski, Jan
(1631-1700): 1660 — Totius philosophiae principia, P. 1660. — Ohm-Januszowski, Ferdynand
(1639-1712): 1692 — Summa philosophica in tres partes divisa: logicam, physicam, metaphysi-
cam, K. 1692. — Ostrowski, Kazimierz (1669-1732): 1719 — Singulares universae rationalis
scientiae controversiae, P. 17197 — Podlesiecki, Aleksander (1682—1762): 1731a — Compendium
philosophiae Aritotelicae, P. 1731; 1731b —Connotata antonomastica, P. 1731; 1743 — Placita
recentiorum philosophorum, Ln. 1743. — Radlinski, Jakub (cir. 1700 — 1762): 1753 —Fundamenta
scientiarum, K. 1753. — Rudzki, Jedrzej (1714—1766): 1747 — (under the name of Wojciech
Obrebski) Philosophia orthodoxa in logicis thesibus propugnata, P. 1747; 1750 — Aristotelica
philosophia, Ln. 1750. — Schelgvigius, Samuel (?—?): 1673 — Idea logicae, TA. 1673. — Sczaniecki,
Stefan (1655?—17367?): 1694 — Fragmenta ex logica, Ksz. 1694. — Skorulski, Antoni (1715-1780):
1755 — Commentariorum philosophiae, logicae scilicet, metaphysicae, physicae generalis et
particularis, Wo. 1755. — Steplowski, Kazimierz (1700-1772): 1753 — Logica incipientium,
K. 1753. — Tylkowski, Wojciech (1624?-1695): 1669 — Logica curiosa, K. 1669; 1680 — Logica
curiosa, O. 1680; 1692 — Uczone rozmowy, W. 1692. — Zajaczkowic, Jan (cir. 1650 — 1717):
1695 — Optimum elixir apoplexiae mundanae sapientia, K. 1695.

2. THE MODERN LOGIC
2.1. The period of psychologism: 1757-1864

2.1.1. 1757-1782

Benistawski, Jan (1736-1806): 1744 — Institutiones logicae, seu brevis tractatus de cultura ingenii,
Wo. 1774 pp. 38. — Bohomolec, Jan (1724-1795): 1763 — Conclusiones ex universa logica et
metaphysica. Ex logica, W. 1763 pp. 22. — Dobszewicz, Benedykt (1722-1794): 1760 — Placita
recentiorum philosophorum explanata, Wo. 1760 pp. 10; 1761 — Praelectiones logicae, Wo. 1761
pp- 576. — Kleczewski, Stanistaw (1714—1799): 1772 — Prima elementa philosophiae rationalis
et experimentalis. Pars 1-2, L. 1772 pp. 202 + 180. — Konarski, Hieronim (Stanistaw): 1767 —
De arte bene cogitandi ad artem dicendi bene necessaria. Pars 1-3, W. 1767 pp. 186 + 148 + 138.
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— Narbutt, Kazimierz (1738-1807): 1769 — Logika, czyli rozwazania i rozsgdzania rzeczy nauka,
Wo. 1769 pp. 150. — Wisniewski, Antoni (1718—1774): 1757 — Elementa philosophiae varsaviae.
T. 1 — Complectens prolegomenam, logicam et ontologiam (tb.), mn. 1757 pp. 378. — Wlodek,
Ignacy (1723-1780): 17801814 — O naukach wyzwolonych w powszechnosci i szczegdlnosci ksiegi
dwie, Ra. 1780 pp. 416 (= ks. 1), Ww. 1814 pp. 290 (= fragments of ks. 2).

2.1.2.1798-1806

Hoene-Wronski, J6zef (1776—1853): 1803 — Philosophie du langage, [in:] Philosophie absolue.
Premiers travaux. Sept manuscrits inédits écrits de 1803—1806, Ps. 1879 p. 13—47. — Nikuta,
Marcin (1741-1812): 1798 — Sciographie de lart de penser, W. 1798 pp. 140. — Szaniawski,
Jozef (1764—1843): 1805 — Rady przyjacielskie mlodemu czcicielowi nauk i filozofii, W. 1805 pp.
278, XX.

2.1.3.1812-1839

Czarnocki, Mikotaj (1777-1818): 1812 — Logika (tb), mn. 1812 pp. 34. — Dowgird, Aniot
(1776-1835): 1817 — Rozbidr dzieta pod tytulem , O filozofii, przez Feliksa Jaroriskiego, z uwagami
nad nim, DW t. 6/1817 p. 67-111, 191-231, 283-331; 1821 — O logice, metafizyce i filozofii mor-
alnej, Wo. 1821 pp. 318; 1828 — Wyktad przyrodzonych myslenie prawidet, czyli logika teoretyczna
i praktyczna. Cz. 1, Pk. 1828 pp. 426; 1839 — Rzeczywistos¢ poznan ludzkich, WRNPN t. 5/1839
s. 5-81 (abridgement). — Goluchowski, Jozef (1797-1858): 1821 — O logice, metafizyce i filo-
zofii morainej. Cz. 1 — Logika, AHEMS t. 8/1962 p. 271-279. — Jankowski, J6zef (1790-1847):
1819 — Filozofia dawna w Uniwersytecie Krakowskim (tb.), mn. 1819 pp. 276; 1822 —Krétki rys
logiki wraz z jej historig utozony, K. 1822 pp. 10, 218; 1829 —Succincta logices in Polonorum
scholio historia, MCN t. 1/1829 p. 31-44; 1830 — Nauka filozofii wlasciwej (tb. of lectures?),
mn. 1818-1847? — Jaronski, Feliks (1777-1827): 1812 — O filozofii. Cz. 1-3, K. 1812 pp. XXIX,
CXXVII + 402 + 240. — Kaminski, Jan (1777-1855): 1830a — Czy jezyk nasz jest filozoficzny?,
H t. 1/1830 p. 71-108; 1830b — Wywdd filozoficznosci naszego jezyka, H. t. 2/1830 p. 108—164.
— Lach-Szyrma, Krystyn (1791-1866): 1825 — O zwigzkach mysli, PPKWU 1825 p. 15-34. —
Przeczytanski, Patrycy (1750-1817): 1816 — Logika, czyli sztuka rozumowania, W. 1816 pp.
188. — Sniadecki, Jan (1756—1830): 1818a — O rozumowaniu rachunkowym, DW t. 1/1818 p.
348-365; 1818b — O logice i retoryce, [in:] Pisma rozmaite. T. 3, Wo. 1818 p. 115-127; 1822 —
Filozofia umystu ludzkiego. Tres¢ nauki Arystotelesa i dawnych dialektykow o sylogizmie, [w:]
Pisma rozmaite. T. 4, Wo. 1822 p. 113—324. — Sniadecki, Jedrzej (1768—1838): 1818 — Z logiki:
Co jest rozum, WE 1818 p. 37-40. — Wiszniewski, Michat (1794—1865): 1834 — Bacona metoda
tHumaczenia natury, K. 1834 pp. XX1V, 192. — Zochowski, Feliks (1802-1868): 1833 — O zwigzku
mowy z myslg, TPWPU t. 2/1833 p. 110-115.

2.1.4. 1842-1864

Boczylinski, Ignacy (1826—1883): 1864 — Teofil Borzecki: , Ire$¢ logiki popularnej” (rev.), BW r.
24/1864 t. 3/95 z. 3 p. 500—-504. — Borzecki, Teofil (1800-1887): 1862 — Tres¢ logiki popularnej
poprzedzona krdtkim wyktadem psychologii, W. 1862 pp. 1V, 247. — Jezierski, Feliks (1817-1901):
1842 — Rzuty jezykowe, PN 1. 1/1842 t. 2 nr 14 p. 529-554; 1843a — Ustep z materiatow do filozofii
mowy polskiej, PN r.2/1843 t. 2 nr 14 p. 180—188; 1843b — Gldwne postepy mowoznawstwa, PN r.
2/1843t.2 nr 16 p. 293-306, r. 3/1844 t. 1 nr 6 p. 187-192, nr 7 p. 205-214; 1843c — Przygotowa-
nia do wiedzy mowy polskiej, W. 1843 pp. 354; 1845a — O dwdch pierwiastkach myslenia, PN r.
4/1845 t. 1 nr 9 p. 299-311; 1845b — Rzecz o pojeciach ludzkich, ich pochodzeniu i rozwijaniu
sie, PN r. 4/1845 t. 4 nr 30 p. 955-971, nr 31 p. 981-1003, nr 32—-33 p. 1026—-1054, nr 35-36 p.
1118-1148; 1846 — Mysl i twérczosé, PN r. 5/1846 t. 4 nr 30 p. 897-915, nr 33—34 p. 1039-1046,
nr 35 (Pigknos¢ w walce z historig) p. 1049—1055, nr 36 (Wplyw poezji na umyst i spoleczeristwo)
p. 1082—1089; 1847 — Nauczyciel ze stanowiska moralnego i naukowego, W. 1847 pp. 1X, 276.
— Kaminski, Jan: 1845a — Jaka roznica miedzy sposobem a srodkiem?, R 1845 nr 3 p. 22-23;
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1845b — Wiedza, pamied, przypomnienie. R 1845 nr 33 p. 266—267; 1851 — Dusza uwazana jako
mysl, stowo i znak, L. 1851 pp. IV, 214. — Kaszewski, Kazimierz (1825-1910): 1861 — Nauka
logiki i jej korzysci, T1 1861 nr 113 p. 201-203. — Kremer, J6zef (1806—1875): 1849 — Wyklad
systematyczny filozofii. T. 1 — Fenomenologia. Logika, K. 1849 pp. X1V, 492. — Kudasiewicz,
Adolf (1820-1865): 1856 — Wyjatek z dzieta ,,Probki filozofii mowy”, BW r. 16/1856 t. 3/63 z. 2
p. 121-142, z. 3 p. 300—326; 1858 — Prébki filozofii mowy, W. 1858 pp. X1, 314. — Plebanski,
Jézef (1831-1897): 1862 — Lekcja wstepna metodologii nauk akademickich, W. 1862 pp. 24. —
Struve, Henryk (1840-1912): 1863a — Wywdd pojecia filozofii, W. 1863 pp. 50; 1863b — Logika
poprzedzona wstepem psychologicznym (tb.), W. 1863 pp. 172, 428. — Trentowski, Bronistaw
(1808—1869): 1844 — Myslini, czyli catoksztalt logiki narodowej. T. 1-2, P. 1844, pp. XXXVII],
482 + 1V, 492. — Tyszynski, Aleksander (1811-1880): 1860 — Trzy logiki, czyli jaka powinna
by¢ logika, BW r. 20/1860 t. 4/80 z. 3 p. 469—-498. — Urbarnski, Wojciech (1820-1889): 1862 —
Metoda badania i zdobycze fizyki nowoczesnej, BO t. 1/1862 p. 271-300. — Wiszniewski, Michal:
1848 — O rozumie ludzkim, jego sitach, przymiotach i sposobach ksztatcenia, W. 1848 pp. 1V,
258. — Ziemiecka (born Gagatkiewicz), Eleonora (1819-1869): 1845 — Stéwko o podstawie
pewnosci filozoficznej, Pit. 1/1845 z. 3 p. 233—242. — Zochowski, Feliks: 1852 — Mdwnia jezyka
polskiego, W. 1852 pp. 218, XVL

2.2. The period of algebraicism: 1870-1939

2.2.1.1870-1882

Bukaty, Antoni (1808—1876): 1873 — Déduction et demonstration de trois lois primordiales de
la congruence des nombres, Ps. 1873 pp. 16; 1878 — Résolution générale des équations, Ps. 1878
pp. 20. — Chalubinski, Tytus (1820-1889): 1874 — Metody wynajdywania wskazan lekarskich,
[in:] Pisma lekarskie. T. 1, W. 1874 p. 96, I1I. — Debicki, Wtadystaw (1853—-1911): 1876 — Mysl
i stowo, logika i gramatyka. Kilka uwag, KR t. 4/1876 nr 4 p. 56—58, nr 5 p. 74-75. — Dzieduszycki,
Wojciech (1848-1909): 1880 — Wykiady o pierwszej filozofii, W. 1880 pp. 102. — Jezierski, Feliks:
1879 — Aleksander Bain ,Logika” (rev.), BW r. 39/1879 t. 3/155 z. 2 p. 145-163. — Kasparek,
Franciszek (1844-1903): 1877 — Metoda badania w naukach politycznych, PSA r. 2/1877 nr 4
p.- 29-30, nr 6 p. 45-48, nr 8 p. 61-64, nr 9 p. 69-72, nr 10 p. 77-80, nr 13 p. 101-104, nr 14 p.
135-138, nr 19 p. 151-154. — Kaszewski, Kazimierz: 1876 — Metoda Bacona, BW r. 36/1876
t. 4/144 z. 2 p. 201-212. — Kautny, Franciszek (1810-1882): 1871 — Propedeutyka filozoficzna
oparta na prawdziwych zasadach. Cz. 1, K. 1871 pp. 292. — Korzybski, Zdzistaw (1834-1896):
1870 — Wistep do teorii statystyki. Cz. 1, W. 1870 pp. IV, 140. — Kozlowski, Wiadystaw (the
elder) (1832-1899): 1879 — Alexander Bain ,Logika” (rev.), A r. 4/1879 t. 3/15 z. 1 p. 151-161.
— Kremer, Jozef: 1875 — Znaczenie sylogistyki, BW r. 35/1875 t. 1/137 z. 3 p. 374-394; 1876 —
Poczatki logiki dla szkét Srednich, K. 1876 pp. 11, VIII, 216; 1878 — Nowy wykiad logiki, [in:] Dziela.
T. 3, W. 1878 pp. VI, 372, VI. — Krupinski, Franciszek (1836-1898): 1878 — Od tlumacza, [in:]
Alexander Bain, Logika. T. 1, W. 1878 p. [-XVIII; 1879 — Logika i metafizyka, A r. 4/1879 t. 3/15
z. 2 p. 309-321. — Molicki, Antoni (1847-1924): 1879 — Wyklad systematyczny tagmatologii.
Czes$¢ fundamentalna. Metodologia, K. 1879 pp. 11, X, 414, VI. — Niedzwiecki, Kazimierz
(1843 — after 1914?): 1874 — O prawdopodobieristwie, Nr 3/1874 t. 5 nr 56 p. 173—176, nr 58 p.
221-223, nr 59 p. 264—250. — Ochorowicz, Julian (1850-1917): 1872 — Wistep i poglad ogdlny
na filozofie pozytywng, W. 1872 pp. 94. — Oczapowski, Jozef (1840—1895): 1873 — Statystyka
i poligrafia, Ek r. 8/1873 z. 12 p. 1007-1015. — Porecki, Platon (1846—1907): 1881 — [Osnovnye
nacala matematiceskoj logiki], PZOEKU g. 12/1880-1881 p. 2-30. — Skrochowski, Ignacy
(1847-1912): 1880 — O wiedzy ludzkiej, K. 1880 pp. 264. — Straszewski, Maurycy (1848-1921):
1872 — O stanowisku dzisiejszym filozofii i jej do innych umiejetnosci stosunku, PPol r. 7/1872 t. 2
z.4 p.40-50; 1875 — Albert Stoeckl ,Logika” (rev.), PK 1875 nr 6 p. 167-169. — Struve, Henryk:
1870 — Wykiad systematyczny logiki czyli nauka dochodzenia poznania prawdy. T. 1. Cz. wstepna,
W. 1870, pp. XI, 296; 1873 — Opredelenie i znacenie logiki, SLe t. 33/1873 nr 33 p. 5-8; 1874 — Ele-
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mentarnaja logika. Rukovodstvo dla predpodavanija v srednich ucebnych zavedenijach, W. 1874
pp. VIII, 150; 1876 — Psychologisch—metaphysische Analyse der Grundgesetze des Denkens, PM
B.12/1876 H. 3 p. 110-133. — Trentowski, Bronistaw: 1874 — Kosmopei pean drugi. Morfozyka
lub nauki i umiejetnosci odnoszgce sie do formy tego swiata, [in:] Panteon wiedzy ludzkiej. T. 2, P.
1874 p. 361-459. — Tyszynski, Aleksander: 1876 — Doswiadczenie jako kryterium prawdy, BW r.
36/1876t. 1/141 z. 3 p. 385—410. — Urbanski, Wojciech: 1874 — Stosunek Bacona Werulamskiego
do dzisiejszej metody, PNL 1. 2/1874 t. 1 nr 6 p. 467—470. — X (?): 1871 — Henryk Struve ,Wyktad
systematyczny logiki” (rev.), BW r. 31/1871 t. 2/122 z. 1 p. 144—157. — Zagérzanski, J6zef (before
18407 — after 18817?): 1873 — Logika formalna dla wyzszych gimnazjow, Rz. 1873 pp. X, 208. —
Zaranski, Stanistaw (1817?—1889): 1882 — Nowy organon dydaktyki wedtug metody Bakona. K.
1882 pp. X VI, 290. — Zawilinski, Roman (1855-1932): 1882 — Stanistaw Zaranski ,Nowy organ
['] dydaktyki wedlug metody Bacona” (rev.), BW r. 42/(1882 t. 3) 167 z. 2 p. 315-319.

2.2.2.1884-1899

Baranowski, Mieczyslaw (1851-1898): 1895 — Dydaktyka uzupeiniona ,zasadami logiki”, W.
1895 pp. VI, 112. — Bieganski, Wladystaw (1857-1917): 1893 — Poznawanie naukowe jako
metoda logiczna, A r. 18/1893 t. 4/72 z. 3 p. 463—487; 1894 — Logika medycyny, czyli zasady
ogolnej metodologii nauk lekarskich, W. 1894 pp. 1V, 166, 6; 1897a — Myslenie logiczne i kojarzenie
wyobrazen, PF r. 1/1897 z. 2 p. 1-17; 1897b — Zagadnienia ogolne z teorii nauk lekarskich, W.
1897 pp. X, 308. — Czaykowski, Konstanty (1859-1930): 1894—1895 — Indukcja u Arystotelesa
i perypatetykéw, PP t. 44/1894 z. 11/131 p. 161-182, z. 12/132 p. 337-359, t. 45/1895 z. 1/133 p.
72-93. — Daszynska—Golinska (born Poznanska), Zofia (1866—1934): 1899 — Nowa metoda
historycznego badania, PTyg r. 24/1889 nr 51 p. 641-643; 1892a — Zastosowanie obserwacji
i eksperymentu w naukach gospodarczych, EP r. 3/1892 t. 10 z. 5/29 p. 179-201; 1892b — Metoda
statystyki historycznej i jej dotychczasowe zdobycze, EP r. 3/1892 t. 11 z. 9/33 p. 280-319; 1892c —
Szkice metodologiczne [contains: 1892a i 1892b], W. 1892 pp. II, 64. — Dawid, Jan (1859-1914):
Kazimierz Twardowski ,Wyobrazenia i pojecia” (rev.), PF r. 1/1897 z. 4 p. 73-77. — Dickstein,
Samuel (1851-1939): 1889 — O najnowszych prébach kiasyfikacji nauk, A r. 14/1889 t. 1/53 z.
2 p. 259-277; 1891 — Teoria dziatan, [in:] Pojecia i metody matematyki. T. 1. Cz. 1, W. 1891 pp.
268; 1893a — Matematyka i rzeczywistosé, N r. 22/1893 nr 6 p. 232—235, nr 7 p. 274276, nr 8 p.
319-321, nr 9-10 p. 362—365; 1893b — Matematyka i rzeczywistosé, W. 1893 pp. 40. — Drzewicki,
Michal (1851-1928): 1893 — Introduction, [in:] John Wycliffe, ,Tractatus de logica’; Vol. 1, Lon. 1893
p. HI-XLVI. — Dworzaczek, Ignacy (?—?): 1887 — Louis Liard , Logika’, William Jevons , Logika”
(rev.), BW r. 47/1887 t. 2/186 z. 3 p. 469-475. — Dzieduszycki, Wojciech: 1893 — Roztrzgsania
filozoficzne o podstawach pewnosci ludzkiej, L. 1893 pp. 11, 192; 1895 — O wiedzy ludzkiej, L. 1895
pp. VI, 216. — Gabryl, Franciszek (1866-1914): 1897 — O kategoriach Arystotelesa, RAUWHF
ser. 2 t. 11(36)/1897 p. 1-165; 1899 — Logika formalna, [in:] System filozofii. T. 1, K. 1899 pp. 316.
— Heinrich, Wiadystaw (1869-1957): 1898 — O stosunku pojec i zasad fizycznych do filozofii, PF r.
2/1898-1899 z. 1 p. 73-76; 1899 — Zaleznos¢ kierunkow filozoficznych od metod nauk przyrodni-
czych, Ko r. 24/1899 z. 6-8 p. 272—288. — Heryng, Zygmunt (1854—1931): 1896 — Logika ekonomii,
W. 1896 pp. II, XVI, 312(-316), VI. — Hoyer, Henryk (1834—1907): 1888 — O metodzie badania
naukowego, W t. 7/1888 nr 28 p. 433-438, nr 29 p. 452—455, nr 30 p. 473—-478, nr 31 p. 487-490,
nr 32 p. 504-508; 1897 — Zasadnicze pojecia naukowe w swietle krytyki poznania, KL t. 1/1897
nr 1 p. 1-24. — Kosiba, Antoni (cir. 18507 — after 1898): 1883 — O rozwoju myslenia, SWGK 1879
p. 3-39; 1888 — O rozwoju myslenia, Sj. 1888 pp. 46. — Kozlowski, Wtadystaw (the elder): 1886
— Aleksander Raciborski ,Podstawy teorii poznania” (rev.), A r. 11/1886 t. 3/43 z. 3 p. 542—558;
1887 — Wyjasnienie, A r. 12/1887 t. 1/45 z. 1 p. 200—-204; 1891 — Logika elementarna, L. 1891 pp. 1V,
104; 1892 — OdpowiedZ Dr. Raciborskiemu na jego krytyke mojej ,Logiki elementarnej”, M r. 8/1892
p. 252-258; 1893 — Indukcja a dedukcja, UKZEO p. 328-329; 1898 — Pewnosc sadow (Z powodu
artykutu p. Adama Mahrburga ,Co to jest nauka?”), P r. 18/1898 nr 10 p. 115-116. — Koztowski,
Wiadystaw Mieczyslaw (the younger) (1858—1935): 1895 — Klasyfikacja umiejetnosci ze stanowiska
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potrzeb wyksztatcenia ogélnego, W. 1895 pp. 26. — Kramsztyk, Stanistaw (1841-1906): 1892 —
O przepowiedniach w nauce, BW r. 52/1892 t. 2/198 z. 3 p. 432—455. — Krupinski, Franciszek:
1887 — Louis Liard ,Logika’, William Jevons ,Logika” (rev.), A r. 12/1887 t. 3/47 z. 3 p. 539-541.
— Limanowski, Bolestaw (1835-1935): 1888 — Klasyfikacja nauk i socjologia, DMPT 1888 nr 8 p.
21-31. — Lutostawski, Wincenty (1863—1954): 1890 — Eine neue aufgefundene Logik aus dem XVI.
Jahrhundert, AGP B. 3/1890 H. 3 p. 394-417; 1891 — Sur la logique de Platon. 1" partie, BIASC cl.
1-2 1890 nr 9 p. 113-118; 2™ partie, BIASC cl. 1-2 1891 nr 9 p. 309-314; 1891-1892 — O logice
Platona. Cz. 1, RAUWHW ser. 2 t. 2/27/1891 p. 265-333, Cz. 2, W. 1892 pp. IV, 60; 1897 — The
origin and growth of Plato’s logic, Lon. 1897 pp. XVIII, 548. — Mahrburg, Adam (1855-1913):
1886 — Logika wspéiczesna, PLK 1886 nr 38 p. 2—5, nr 39 p. 4-5; 1888 — Metoda naukowa (Henryk
Hoyer ,,O metodzie badania naukowego”; rev.), PLK 1888 nr 43 p. 8-9; 1897 — Co to jest nauka?
PFr.1/1897 z.1 p. 7-29; 1898 — O prawde. Prawda i prawdopodobieristwo (Odpowiedz na artykut
p. Wiadystawa Koztowskiego ,,Pewnosc¢ sadow”), P r. 18/1898 nr 13 p. 154—155, nr 14 p. 166—167. —
Nuckowski, Jan (1867-1920): 1899 — Zasadniczy punkt wyjscia w badaniu filozoficznym, K. 1899
pp- 118. — Ostrzeniewski, Aleksander (cir. 1855 — cir. 1917): 1890 — Kilka zaryséw matematyczno—
filozoficznych, W. 1890 pp. 11, 62. — Pawlicki, Stefan (1839-1916): 1895 — Logika i dialektyka (mn.
mimeographed), 1895 pp. 556. — Pechnik, Aleksander (1855-1935): 1897 — Logika elementarna
z dodatkiem objasniajgcym, T. 1897 pp. 148. — Piatkiewicz, Stanistaw (1849 — cir. 1910?): 1888 —
Algebra w logice, SAGL 1888 p. 3—52. — Porecki, Platon: 1884 — O sposobach resenija logiceskich
ravenstv i ob obratnom sposobe matematiceskoj logiki, SPZOEKU t. 2/1883-1884 p. 161-330, I-1V,
[-XXIV; 1887a —Resenie obscej zadaci teorii verojatnostej pri pomosci matematiceskoj logiki, SP-
ZOEKU t. 5/1886—1887 p. 83—108; 1887b — Prilozenie. O numerizacii logiceskich ravenstv voobsce,
SPZOEKU t. 5/1886—1887 p. 108—116; 1889 — Po povodu brosury Volkova ,,Logiceskoe iscislenie”,
SPZOEKU t. 7/1888-1889 p. 260—268; 1896a — Zakon kornej v logike, NO g. 3/1896 kn. 3 nr 19
col. 588—593; 1896b — La loi des racines en logique, RM t. 6/1896—1899 f. 1-2 p. 5-8; 1899 — Sept
lois fondamentales de la théorie des égalités logique, IKU t. 8/1898—1899 nr 2 p. 33—103, nr 3 p.
129-181, nr 4 p. 183-216. — Raciborski, Aleksander (1845-1920): 1885a — Pojecie przyczynowosci
w ,Systemie logiki dedukcyjnej i indukcyjnej” J. S. Milla, BW r. 45/1885 t. 3/179 z. 7 p. 11-33, z.
8 p. 225-240, t. 4/180 z. 10 p. 98-107, p. 11 p. 275-284; 1885b — Rozbidr zapatrywar Milla na
sprawe tworzenia pojeé, PNL r. 13/1885 t. 13 nr 8 p. 682—694, nr 9 p. 778-793; 1886 — Podstawy
teorii poznania w ,Systemie logiki dedukcyjnej i indukcyjnej” J. S. Milla. Z. 1-2, L. 1886 pp. 336 +
312; 1887 — Odpowiedz na recenzje Pana Wtad. Koztowskiego, A r.12/1887 t. 1/45 z. 1 p. 194—200;
1892 — Wiadystaw Kozlowski ,Logika elementarna” (rev.), M r. 8/1892 z. 2 p. 104-113, z. 3 p.
172-185. — Sleszynski, Jan (1854—1931): 1893 — Logiceskaja masina DzZevonsa, VOFEM sem.
15/1893 nr 7/175 p. 145-154. — Struve, Henryk: 1890 — Vvedenie v filosofiju, W. 1890 pp. VI, 410;
1891 — Wincenty Lutostawski ,,O logice Platona” (rev.), BW r. 51/1891 t. 2/202 z. 3 p. 619-623;
1896a — Witep krytyczny do filozofii, W. 1895 pp. XXII, 724; 1896b — Nowy pracownik na niwie
filozofii. Kazimierz Twardowski ,,Idee und Perception’; ,Zur Lehre vom Inhalt und Gegenstand der
Vorstellungen” (rev.), BW r. 56/1896 t. 3/223 z. 3 p. 496-504; 1898 — Logika Platona (Wincenty
Lutostawski ,, The origin and growth of Plato’s logic’, rev.), BW r. 58/1898 t. 2/230 z. 2 p. 332-354. —
Swistun, Filip (before 1860? — after 1900): 1890 — Nauka jezykow jako srodek formalnego ksztatcenia
umystu, SWGR 1890 p. 3—-42. — Twardowski, Kazimierz (1866—1938): 1894 — Zur Lehre vom
Inhalt und Gegenstand der Vorstellungen, Wn. 1891 pp. 112; 1897 — Wyobrazenia i pojecia (ar.),
PFr.1/1897 z.2 p. 68—69; 1898 — Wyobrazenia i pojecia, L. 1898 pp. 152. — Wartenberg, Mscistaw
(1868-1938): 1899 — Kants Theorie der Kausalitdit, Lg. 1899 pp. VIII, 294.

2.2.3.1900-1917

Abramowski, J6zef (1868—1918): 1915a — Krytyka sylogizmu, PF r. 18/1915 z. 3—4 p. 169-189;
1915b — Przyczynek do psychologii myslenia logicznego, W. 1915 pp. II, 168. — Ajdukiewicz,
Kazimierz (1890-1963): 1911 — Edward Stamm ,,Czym jest i czym bedzie matematyka?” (rev.),
RF t. 1/1911 nr 4 p. 64a—65a; 1913a — W sprawie odwracalnosci stosunku wynikania, PF r. 16/1913
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z. 2-3 p. 287-297; 1913b — W sprawie interpretacji kantowskiego wyrazenia: forma zjawiska
(ar.), RF t. 3/1913 nr 3 p. 71a-71b; 1913¢c — Benedykt Bornstein ,,Prolegomena filozoficzne do
geometrii” (rev.), RF t. 3/1913 nr 3 p. 193a—195b; 1914a — Nowa aksjomatyka arytmetyki Hilberta,
RF t. 4/1914 nr 5 p. 136a—136b; 1914b — Leon Chwistek ,,Zasada sprzeczno$ci” (rev.), RF t.
4/1914 nr 7 p. 173b-176b. — Appel, Karol (1857-1930): 1909 — O istocie zjawisk jezykowych,
WDSzr.2/1909t.1z.2 p. 138158, z. 5 p. 447-466; 1911 — Anton Marty ,,Zur Sprachphilosophie”
(rev.), RE t. 1/1911 nr 9 p. 191b—192a; 1912 — Stanowisko jezykoznawstwa posréd innych nauk,
NTr.7/1912t.2 z. 10 p. 223-262; 1913 — Odrodzenie filozofii mowy, PF r. 16/1913 z. 1 p. 99-109.
— Bad, Hersch (1869-1942): 1913 — W sprawie tzw. odwracalnosci stosunku racji i nastepstwa
(ar.), RF t. 3/1913 nr 7 p. 180a—180b. — Bandrowski, Bronistaw (1879-1914): 1904a — O metodach
badania indukcyjnego (ar.), PF r. 8/1905 z. 1 p. 49; 1904b — O metodach badania indukcyjnego,
SGFJL 1904 p. 1-43; 1905a — Jan Nuckowski ,Poczatki logiki ogdlnej” (rev.), PF r. 8/1905 z. 2 p.
145-156; 1905b — Jan Nuckowski ,Kilka uwag o nowym podreczniku logiki” (rev.), PF r. 8/1905
z.2p. 170-171; 1905¢ — Maurycy Straszewski ,Propedeutyka filozoficzna w naszych gimnazjach”
(rev.), PF r. 8/1905 z. 2 p. 171-172; 1905d — O analizie mowy i jej znaczeniu dla filozofii, Rz. 1905
p. 52; 1906 — O analizie mowy i jej znaczeniu dla filozofii (ar.), PF r. 9/1906 z. 1 p. 70; 1907 —
Psychologiczna analiza zjawisk myslenia, PF r. 10/1907 z. 4 p. 518-531; 1910 — Przyczynki do
psychologii pytania, PLZNPPP p. 809-812; 1912 — Pamieé, EW t. 8/1912 p. 123-135; 1913 —
Obecny stan badan eksperymentalnych nad psychologia myslenia, KP11ZLPP p. 104—-105. —
Baudouin de Courtenay, Jan (1845—1929): 1903 — O psychicznych podstawach zjawisk jezykowych,
PF r. 6/1903 z. 2 p. 153-171. — Bieganska (born Rozenfeld), Mieczystawa (cir. 1866 — 1954):
1906 — Znaczenie przypadku w wynalazkach, BW r. 66/1906 t. 1/261 z. 2 p. 328—-349. — Bieganski,
Wiadystaw: 1900 — Geneza pojeé, PF r. 3/1900 z. 4 p. 11-25; 1901 — Istota sqdu, PF r. 4/1901 z.
2 p. 152-171; 1903a — Zasady logiki ogéinej, W. 1903 pp. VIII, 406, X; 1903b — Zasady logiki
ogolnej (ar.), PF 1. 6/1903 z. 3 p. 350-351; 1907a — O wspélczesnej filozofii przyrody, PF r. 10/1907
z. 4 p. 445-466; 1907b — O wnioskowaniu indukcyjnym, PF r. 10/1907 z. 4 p. 469-473; 1907¢
— Analogia i jej znaczenie w badaniu naukowym, PF 1. 10/1907 z. 4 p. 481-488; 1907d — Podrecznik
logiki i metodologii ogélnej, W.—L. 1907 pp. 4, IV, 216; 1909a — Wnioskowanie z analogii, L. 1909
pp. VIII, 82; 1909b — Medizinische Logik, Wg. 1909 pp. 238; 1910a — Neo—teleologia, SPTNW r.
3/1910 z. 3 p. 45-72; 1910b — Czym jest logika, SPTNW r. 3/1910 z. 6 p. 119-149; 1910c —
Prewidyzm i pragmatyzm, PF r. 13/1910 z. 2 p. 319-324; 1910d — Metodyka teleologii, SPTN'W r.
3/1910 z.9 p. 201-226; 1910e — Traktat o poznaniu i prawdzie, W. 1910 pp. 2, VI, 230(-6); 1912a
— Teoria logiki, W. 1912 pp. VIII, 642; 1912b — Sposobowos¢ logiczna w Swietle algebry logiki,
SPTNW r. 5/1912 z. 9 p. 67-79; 1913 — Czwarta postac wnioskowania z analogii, SPTNW r.
6/1913 z. 2 p. 25-37; 1915 — Teoria poznania ze stanowiska zasady celowosci, W. 1915 pp. VI,
328; 1916 — Podrecznik logiki ogélnej, W.—L. 1916 pp. VIII, 132. — Biegeleisen(—Zelazowsl(i),
Bronistaw (1881-1963): 1910 — O twdérczosci w naukach Scistych, PF r. 13/1910 z. 2 p. 263-288,
z. 3 p. 387-424; 1913 — Pragmatyzm i matematyka, RF t. 3/1913 nr 1 p. 21b. — Biernacki,
Edmund (1866-1911): 1902— Zasady poznania lekarskiego, W. 1902 pp. 11, X1V, 324, VIII. —
Bobinski, Stanistaw (1882-1937): 106 — O przyczynowosci, PF r. 9/1906 z. 23 p. 245-256; 1910
— Opis i wyjasnienie w nauce, PF 1. 13/1910 z. 1-2 p. 149-215. — Bobrzynski, Karol (1872-1954):
1912 — Socjalne zadania logiki w Polsce, W.—K. 1912 pp. II, 140. — Bornstein, Benedykt
(1880-1948): 1912 — Prolegomena filozoficzne do geometrii, W. 1912 pp. IV, 134; 1914a — Podstawy
filozoficzne teorii mnogosci, PF r. 17/1914 z. 2 p. 183-193; 1914b — W sprawie dowodu nieistnienia
mmnogosci nieskoriczonych o elementach aktualnych, PF 1. 17/1914 z. 3 p. 315-323; 1915 — W sprawie
recenzji p. Stanistawa Lesniewskiego rozprawy mojej pt. ,,Podstawy filozoficzne teorii mnogosci”,
PFr. 18/1915z. 1-2 p. 121-140; 1916 — Elementy filozofii jako nauki scistej, W. 1916 pp. IV, 240.
— Borowski, Marian (1879-1938): 1907 — Krytyka pojecia zwigzku przyczynowego, PF r. 10/1907
z. 4 p. 492-508; 1909 — O pojeciu koniecznosci, PF r. 12/1909 z. 2 p. 338-372, z. 3 p. 449-476;
1911 — Jan Lukasiewicz ,,O zasadzie sprzecznosci u Arystotelesa” (rev.), RF t. 1/1911 nr 3 p.
42a-43b; 1913a — Humanistyczne i empiryczne pierwiastki w nauce, L. 1913 pp. VI, 24; 1913b
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— Humanistyczne i empiryczne pierwiastki w nauce (ar.), RF t. 3/1913 nr 2 p. 47a-47b; 1914 —
Rodzaje przedmiotow ztozonych, PF r. 17/1914 z. 4 p. 417-435. — Brzozowski, Stanistaw
(1878-1911): 1905 — Logika, W. 1905 pp. 150, II. — Chwistek, Leon (1884—-1944): 1912 — Zasada
sprzecznosci w swietle nowszych badan Bertranda Russella, K. 1912 pp. 68; 1916 — Sens
i rzeczywistosé, mp. 1916; 1917 — Trzy odczyty odnoszace sie do pojecia istnienia, PF r. 20/1917
z.2-4p. 122-151. — Czezowski, Tadeusz (1889-1981): 1914 — Niektdre zasadnicze twierdzenia
teorii klas (ar.), RF t. 4/1914 nr 4 p. 113a—-113b. — Dancewicz, Stefan (1890-1962): 1911 — Joseph
Schnippenkotter ,Die Bedeutung der mathematischen Untersuchungen Couturats fiir Logik”
(rev.), RE t. 1/1911 nr 5 p. 103b—104a. — Daszynska—Golinska (born Poznanska), Zofia: 1911
— Demografia jako nauka. Przyczynek do metodologii nauk spotecznych, Ek r. 11/1911 t. 3. p.
1-22. — Erdmann, Edmund (1877-1936): 1903 — Prolegomena k obscej teorii ,ponijatij” na
émpiriokriticeskom osnovanii, W. 1903 pp. 46; 1904 — Drei Beitrdge zu einer allgemeinen Theorie
der ,Begriffe”, Lg. 1904 pp. 26. — Friankléwna, Maria (cir. 1883? — 1929): 1914 — O pewnym
paradoksie w logice Bolzana, PF 1. 17/1914 z. 3 p. 315-323. — Gabryl, Franciszek: 1900 — Noetyka,
K. 1900 pp. VI, 306; 1902 — Analityczny charakter prawa przyczynowosci, KT r. 1/1902 z. 3—4
p. XCI-CXYV; 1903-1906 — Realizm i nominalizm w dziejach filozofii, KT r. 2/1903 z. 4 p. 65-75, 1.
3/1904 z. 1-2 p. 28-66, z. 3—4 p. 25-50, r. 4/1905, z. 1-2 p. 57-76, z. 3—4 p. 17-33, . 5/1906 z.
1-2 p. 76-102; 1904 — Wyobrazenie typiczne a pojecie, KT r. 3/1904 z. 3—4 p. 177-192; 1911a
— Czy logika jest nauka samoistng?, PF r. 14/1911 z. 2 p. 213-227; 1911b — Stosunek logiki do
psychologii (ar.), RF t. 1/1911 nr 1 p. 14b; 1912 — Logika ogélna, K. 1912 pp. 1V, 308. — Gosiewski,
Wiadystaw (1844-1911): 1904 — O zasadach prawdopodobieristwa, PF r.7/1904 z. 3 p. 270-293;
1906 — Zasady rachunku prawdopodobieristwa, W. 1906 pp. XVI, 286; 1909a — O analogii, in-
dukcji i dedukcji z punktu widzenia teorii prawdopodobieristwa, PF r. 12/1909 z. 3 p. 373-377;
1909b — O uogdlnianiu z punktu widzenia teorii prawdopodobieristwa, PF r. 12/1909 z. 3 p.
377-381. — Gromska (born Tenneréwna), Daniela (1889-1973): 1914 — Istnienie jako ,tres¢”
sgdzenia i sgdu, PF 1. 17/1914 z. 4 p. 465—483. — Halpern(—Myslicki), Ignacy (1874—1935): 1904
— Nowy kierunek w psychologii: psychologia wypowiedzenia, PF r. 7/1904 z. 1 p. 97-103, z. 3 p.
354-361; 1913 — Hermann Lotze ,Logik” (rev.), RF t. 3/1913 nr 4 p. 88a—89a; 1916 — O metodach
historii filozofii, PF r. 19/1916 z. 2-3 p. 223-248. — Heinrich, Wladyslaw: 1901 — O metodologii
nauk, PF;. 4/1901 z. 3 p. 257-269; 1907 — O rozwoju metod badan naukowych, PS cz. VI/1, W.
1907 p. I-XXXI. — Horodyski, Wladystaw (1885-1920): 1910 — Pojecie stosunku przyczynowego,
K. 1910 pp. 48; 1914a — Quelque problémes comparatifs de la logique objective, BIASC cl. 1-2/1913
nr 9-10 p. 78-80; 1914b — Z porownawczych zagadnien logiki obiektywnej, PF r. 17/1914 2. 2 p.
194-265; 1914c — Z poréwnawczych zagadnien logiki obiektywnej (ar.), RF 4/1914 nr 1 p. 27b—
28a. — Ingarden, Roman (1893-1970): 1915 — Edmund Husserl ,Logische Untersuchungen”
(rev.), PF r. 18/1915 z. 3—4 p. 305-311. — Jakubanis, Henryk (1879-1949): 1910 — Ocenka sil-
logizma v glavnejse momenty ego istorii, Kw. 1910 pp. 18. — Janiszewski, Zygmunt (1888-1920):
1914a — Logistyka, PS t. 1/1914 p. 449-461; 1914b — Zagadnienia filozoficzne matematyki, PS
t. 1/1914 p. 462-489; 1916 — O realizmie i idealizmie w matematyce, PF r. 19/1916 z. 2-3 p.
161-170. — Jawicéwna(—Pannenkowa), Irena (1879-1969): 1905 — Sady przeczqce i twierdzgce,
PF r. 8/1905 z. 3 p. 201-215. — Kobrzyniski, Zygmunt (1893 — cir. 1944): 1917 — O wyznacznikach
terminow logicznych, PF r. 20/1917 z. 2—4 p. 264-287. — Koch, Zygmunt (cir. 1885 — ?): 1910
— O réznorodnych poglgdach na zadania logiki, SFEKPMS p. 113—-120. — Kodisowa (born
Krzyzanowska), J6zefa (1865-1940): 1907 — W sprawie eliminacji metody przyczynowej, PF r.
10/1907 z. 2 p. 149-174; 1910a — Wyjasnienie i opis, PF r. 13/1910 z. 1-2 p. 1-51; 1910b —
Wiadystaw Bieganski ,Wnioskowanie z analogii” (rev.), PF r. 13/1010 z. 3 p. 347-348; 1912 — Henri
Poincaré ,Nauka i metoda” (rev.), RF t. 2/1912 nr 1 p. 4a—5a; 1913 — Metafizyka w nauce, PF r.
16/1913 z. 4 p. 433-442. — Kotarbinski, Tadeusz (1886—1981): 1912 — Zagadnienie istnienia
przysztosci (ar.), RF t. 2/1912 nr 3 p. 47a, 118b; 1913a — Zagadnienie istnienia przysztosci, PF r.
16/1913 z. 1 p. 74-92; 1913b — Teoretyk i praktyk wobec przysztosci. Notatka metodologiczna,
NT r. 8/1913 z. 6-7 p. 269-276; 1913c — August Gallinger ,Das Problem der objektiven
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Moglichkeit” (rev.), RE r. 3/1913 nr 2 p. 34b—35b; 1913d — Przyczynek do teorii dowodzenia (ar.),
RF r. 3/1913 nr 10 p. 283b-284a; 1913e — Szkice praktyczne. Zagadnienia z filozofii czynu, W.
1913 pp. X, 178; 1914a — Hans Pichler ,,Moglichkeit und Widerspruchslosigkeit” (rev.), RF t.
4/1914 nr 4 p. 99a—100a; 1914b — Metoda konstrukcyjna i rozumowanie osobiste, PF r. 17/1914
z.2 p. 164—-182; 1915 — Dagznosci rozkiadowe postepu wiedzy, PF r. 18/1915 z. 1-2 p. 1-19. —
Kozlowski, Wiadystaw Mieczystaw (the younger): 1902a — Zagadnienie wiedzy, PF r. 5/1902 p.
1-16; 1902b — Postulata logiczne wiedzy, PF r. 5/1902 p. 200-212; 1908 — La causalité envisagée
comme principe fondamental de la science de la nature, V3IKP p. 505-511; 1910 — Logika nauk
spotecznych w systemacie Wundta, WDSz r. 3/1910 t. 3 z. 4 p. 356-362, z. 5 p. 471-476; 1911
— Logika psychologii i nauk historycznych wedtug Wundta, PF r. 14/1911 z. 2 p. 231-250; 1912
— Pragmatyczna rewizja logiki, MZ 1912 nr 2-3 p. 42-51; 1916 — Podstawy logiki czyli zasady
nauk, W. 1916 pp. 380. — Kramsztyk, Stanistaw: 1901 — Prawo i hipoteza w badaniu przyrody,
BWr.61/1901 t. 1/241 z. 3 p. 508-518; 1903a — Opis naukowy i obraz artystyczny, BW r. 63/1903
t. 3/251 z. 2 p. 323-344; 1903b — Udzial woli w badaniach naukowych, KL r. 7/1903 nr 11 p.
240-247. — Kuratowski, Kazimierz (1896—1980): 1917 — O definicji wielkosci, PF r. 20/1917 p.
288-306. — Les$niewski, Stanistaw (1886—1939): 1911a — Problemat istnienia w oswietleniu
norm gramatycznych (ar.), RF t. 1/1911 nr 6 p. 133a—133b; 1911b — Zagadnienie przedmiotéw
sprzecznych a teoria jezyka (ar.), RE t. 1/1911 nr 10 p. 222a-222b; 1911c — Przyczynek do analizy
zdan egzystencjalnych, PF r. 14/1911 z. 3 p. 329-345; 1912 — Préba dowodu ontologicznej zasady
sprzecznosci, PF r. 15/1912 z. 2 p. 202-226; 1913a — Problemat tworzenia prawdy (ar.), RF t.
3/1913 nr 5 p. 125b; 1913b — Krytyka logicznej zasady wylgczonego srodka, PF r. 16/1913 z. 2-3
p- 315-352; 1913¢c — Czy prawda jest tylko wieczna czy tez i wieczna i odwieczna?, NT r. 8/1913
z. 10 p. 493-528; 1913d — Logiceskije razsuzdenija, Pg. 1913 pp. 1V, 88; 1914a — O pewnej
wlasnosci wszystkich klas (ar.), RF t. 4/1914 nr 3 p. 79b—80a; 1914b — Czy klasa klas nie
podporzadkowanych sobie jest podporzgdkowana sobie?, PF r. 17/1914 p. 63-75; 1914c — Przy-
czynek do krytyki teorii mnogosci (ar.), RF t. 4/1914 nr 6 p. 161b; 1916 — Podstawy ogdlnej teorii
mmnogosci. I, Ma. 1916 pp. 42. — Lewkowicz, Jakub (1882-1910): 1908 — Wladystaw Bieganski
»Podrecznik logiki i metodologii” (rev.), SS r. 1/1908 nr 2 p. 130-133. — Lutostawski, Wincenty:
1906 — Logika ogélna czyli teoria poznania i logika formalna, K. 1906 pp. XXXII, 368. —
Lukasiewicz, Jan (1878-1956): 1903 — O indukcji jako inwersji dedukcji, PF r. 6/1903 z. 1 p.
138-152; 1904a — O stosunkach logicznych (ar.), PF r. 7/1904 z. 2 p. 245; 1904b — Teza Husserla
o stosunku logiki do psychologii, PF 1. 7/1904 z. 4 p. 476—477; 1906a — O dwdch rodzajach wnioskéw
indukcyjnych, PF 1. 9/1906 z. 1 p. 83—84; 1906b — Analiza i konstrukcja pojecia przyczyny, PF r.
9/1906 z.2—-3 p. 105-179; 1906¢c — Tezy Hoffera w sprawie przedstawier i sadow geometrycznych,
PF 1. 9/1906 z. 4 p. 451-452; 1907a — Co poczac z pojeciem nieskoriczonosci?, PF r. 10/1907 z. 1
p. 135-137; 1907b — O wnioskowaniu indukcyjnym, PF r. 10/1907 z. 4 p. 474—475; 1907c — Logika
a psychologia, PF r. 10/1907 z. 4 p. 489—-491; 1908 — Zadania i znaczenie ogdlnej teorii stosunkow,
PF r. 11/1908 z. 4 p. 344—347; 1909 — O prawdopodobieristwie wnioskéw indukcyjnych, PF r.
12/1909 z. 2 p. 209-210; 1910a — O zasadzie sprzecznosci u Arystotelesa. Studium krytyczne, K.
1910 pp. 1V, 212; 1910b — Uber den Satz des Widerspruch bei Aristoteles, BIASC cl. 1-2/1910
nr 1-2 p. 15-38; 1910c — O zasadzie wylgcznego srodka, PF r. 13/1910 z. 3 p. 372-373; 1911a
— O wartosciach logicznych (ar.), RF t. 1/1911 nr 3 p. 52a; 1911b — O rodzajach rozumowania.
Wistep do teorii stosunkow (ar.), RF t. 1/1911 nr 4 p. 78b; 1911c — Paul Natorp ,Die logischen
Grundlagen der exakten Wissenschaften” (rev.), RF t. 1/1911 nr 5 p. 101a—102a; 1911d — Henryk
Struve ,Historia logiki” (rev.), RF t. 1/1911 nr 6 p. 115a—-117a; 1911e — Zagadnienia prawdy,
KP11ZLPP p. 84-85, 86; 1912a — O potrzebie zalozenia instytutu metodologicznego, RF t. 2/1912
nr 2 p. 17-19; 1912b — Wladystaw Bieganski ,Czym jest logika?” (rev.), RF t. 2/1912 nr 8 p.
149a—-149b; 1912¢ — O twdérczosci w nauce, KPUL t. 1 p. 1-15; 1913a — Die logischen Grundlagen
der Wahrscheinlichkeitsrechnung, K. 1913 pp. 76; 1913b — Logiczne podstawy rachunku
prawdopodobieristwa, SCPAUK t. 18/1913 nr 2 p. 5-7; 1913c — Nowa teoria prawdopodobierstwa
(ar.), RF t. 3/1913 nr 1 p. 22a; 1913d — W sprawie odwracalnosci stosunku racji i nastepstwa,
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PF r. 16/1913 z. 2-3 p. 298—314; 1913e — Zagadnienia prawdy, KP11ZLPP p. 84-85, 87; 1914
— Rozumowanie a rzeczywistos¢ (ar.), RF r. 4/1914 p. 54a; 1915a — O nauce, PS t. 1/1915 p.
XV-XXXIX; 1915b — O nauce i filozofii, PF r. 18/1915 z. 3—4 p. 190-196; 1916 — O pojeciu
wielkosci, PF r. 19/1916 z. 1 p. 1-70. — Mahrburg, Adam: 1901 — Podziat i uktad nauk, PS cz.
2, W. 1901 p. XV-XLII; 1902a — Logika i teoria poznania, PS cz. 4, W. 1902 p. 1-108; 1902b
— Désiré Mercier ,Logika” (rev.), Ko r. 2/1902 nr 1 p. 6-7; 1902c — William Jevons ,Logika”
(rev.), Ko r. 2/1902 nr 9 p. 298—299; 1906 — Stanistaw Brzozowski ,,Logika” (rev.), Ko r. 6/1906
nr 7 p. 262-265. — Mazurkiewicz, Stefan (1888—1945): 1910 — Sur la théorie des ensembles,
CRHSAC t. 151/1910 p. 296-298; 1913 — Contribution a la théorie des ensembles, BIASC 1913
p. 46-55; 1915 —Teoria prawdopodobieristwa, PS t. 1/1915 p. 427-448; 1916 — Przyczynek do
teorii bledéw, We r. 5/1915-1916 z. 1-2 p. 1-6. — Mianowski, Teodor (1880-1932): 1903 —
O tzw. pojeciach wrodzonych u Lockea i Leibniza, SGS 1903 p. 1-15. — Michalski, Konstanty
(1879-1947): 1915 — Michat z Bystrzykowa i Jan ze Stobnicy jako przedstawiciele skotyzmu
w Polsce, AKBHFP t. 1/1915 cz. 1 p. 21-80; 1916 — Jan Buridanus i jego wplyw na filozofie
scholastyczng w Polsce, SCPAUK t. 21/1916 nr 10 p. 25-34. — Minkiewicz, Romuald (1878-1944):
1911 — Wiadystaw Bieganiski ,Neo—teleologia” (rev.), RF t. 1/1911 nr 10 p. 207a—208b. — Molicki,
Antoni: 1914 — Encyklopedia syntezy nauk, T. 1 — Basopedia, K. 1914 pp. 296, V1. — Nawroczynski,
Bogdan (1882-1974): 1913 — Sgd-wytwdr. Wobec teorii czynnosci i wytworow prof. Kazimierza
Twardowskiego, PF r. 16/1913 z. 4 p. 497-507. — Nuckowski, Jan: 1903a — Poczgtki logiki oglnej
dla szkot, K. 1903 pp. 11, 168; 1903b — Poczgtki logiki ogdlnej dla szkét (ar.), PF r. 6/1903 z. 3 p.
347-350; 1904 — Kilka uwag o nowym podreczniku logiki, CH. 1904 pp. 52. — Ochorowicz,
Julian: 1906 — Metoda w etyce, PF r. 9/1906 z. 1 p. 1-62. — Pawlicki, Stefan: 1909 — Logika
i dialektyka. Wyktady z pétrocza letniego 1909 roku (mn. mimeographed) 1909 pp. 1, 111, IL.
— Petrazycki, Leon (1877-1931): 1905 — Vvedenie v izucenie prava i nravstvennosti, Pg. 1905
pp. 476. — Porecki, Platon: 1900 — Exposé élémentaire de la théorie des égalités logiques a deux
termes a et b, RMM a. 8/1900 nr 3 p. 169—198; 1901 — Théorie des égalités logiques a trois termes
aetbetc, BCIPt. 3 p. 201-233; 1902a — Iz oblasti matematiceskoj logiki, FME nr 2 1902 p. 1-12;
1902b — Quelques lois ultérieures de théorie des égalités logiques, IKU t. 10/1900/1901 nr 1 p.
50-84, nr 2 p. 132-180, nr 3 p. 191-230, t. 11/1901 nr 2, p. 17-63; 1903 — Théorie des non—égalités
logiques, IKU, t. 13/1903 nr 3 p. 80-119, nr 4 p. 127-184; 1904 — Appendice sur mon travail
»Théorie des non—égalités logiques”, IKU t. 14/1904 nr 2 p. 118-131; 1906 — Théorie conjointe des
égalités et des non—égalités logiques, IKU t. 16/1908—1910 nr 1 p. 8—40, nr 2 p. 41-118. — Ro-
zwadowski, Jan (1867-1935): 1903 — Semazjologia czyli nauka o rozwoju znaczen wyrazéw, E r.
9/1903 z. 1 p. 17-111; 1904 — Wortbildung und Wortbedeutung, Hg. 1904 pp. VIII, 110; 1913
— O zjawiskach i rozwoju jezyka. Cz. 1 — Logika a jezyk, JP r. 1/1913 nr 9 p. 249-255. —
Rubczynski, Witold (1864—1938): 1906 — Kryterium prawdy w teorii poznania pierwszych stoikéw
i u Kartezjusza, PF r. 9/1906 z. 4 p. 358-368; 1911a — O znaczeniu prac niektérych naszych
lingwistow dla logiki, PF r. 14/1911 z. 4 p. 467-476; 1911b — O znaczeniu prac niektérych naszych
lingwistéw dla logiki (ar.), KP11ZLPP p. 117; 1912 — Metodologia (mn. mimeographed) after
19122, p. IV, 224. — Sekowski, Franciszek (cir. 18807 — after 1921): 1910a — Czy ,idee” Humea sq
kopiq ,impresji”, SFEKPMS p. 65-78; 1910b — Wyjasnianie i opis, PF r. 13/1910 z. 1-2 p. 52—103.
— Sierpinski, Wactaw (1882-1969): 1912 — Zarys teorii mnogosci, W. 1912 pp. VIII, 160; 1913
— Teoria mnogosci. Cz. 2 (tb. mimeographed), L. 1913 pp. VIII 232; 1914 — Teoria mnogosci, PS
t. 1/1914 p. 215-224. — Skorski, Zygmunt (cir. 1870 — after 1933): 1903 — Poglgd Wundta na
istote sgdow, PF r. 6/1903 z. 3 p. 321-333, z. 4 p. 442—-449. — Sleszynski, Jan: 1909a — Pamjati
Platona Sergeevica Poreckogo, VOFEM sem. 41/1909 nr 7/487 p. 145-148; 1909b — Appendix,
[to:] Lui Kutjura ,Algebra logiki” Oa. 1909 p. I-XII; 1910 — Po povodu otzyva prof. Kojalovi¢a
o knige ,Algebra logiki” Kutjura, ZMNP 1910 cz. 27 nr 5 p. 211-220; 1913a — O ideografii Peana
(ar.), RF t. 3/1913 nr 1 p. 22b—23a; 1913b — O zasadach rachunku nieskoriczonosciowego (ar.),
RF t. 3/1913 nr 4 p. 102b; 1913c — Pojecie dowodu w matematyce (ar.), RF t. 3/1913 nr 6 p. 119a;
1914 — Filozofia Vaihingera (fatszu i ztudy) w stosunku do matematyki (ar.), RF t. 4/1914 nr 7 p.
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198b-199B. — Smolka, Franciszek (1883-1947): 1913 — O niektérych znanych paradoksach
(ar.), RF t. 3/1913 nr 10 p. 282b—283a; 1914 — Zagadnienie kopernikariskie w stosunku do logiki
(ar.), RF t. 4/1914 nr 1 p. 28a. — Sobeski, Michat (1877-1939): 1910 — Uzasadnienie metody
obiektywnej w estetyce, K. 1910 pp. 142. — Soénicki, Kazimierz (1883-1976): 1910 — Wyjasnienie
i opis w badaniach naukowych, PF r. 13/1910 z. 1-2 p. 128-148; 1911 — Podziat dychotomiczny
(Szkic logiczny), PF r. 14/1911 z. 2 p. 228-230; 1912 — Wartosci logiczne, PF r. 15/1912 z. 3 p.
371-378. — Stamm, Edward (1886—1940): 1909 — O apriorycznosci w matematyce, PF r. 12/1909
z. 4 p. 504-514; 1910a — Czym jest i czym bedzie matematyka?, WM t. 14/1910 p. 181-196;
1910b — Das Prinzip der Identitdt und der Kausalitdt, VWPS J. 34/1910 H. 3 p. 292-309; 1910c
— Zur Theorie der Beziehungen und Operationen, PMF t. 21/1910 p. 43-53; 1911a — Préba nowej
teorii sgdow (ar.), RF t. 1/1911 nr 6 p. 133b; 1911b — Stanowisko zasady tozsamosci w logice, PF r.
14/1911 z. 1 p. 1-24; 1911c — Logiczne podstawy nauk matematycznych, PF r. 14/1911 z. 2 p.
251-274;1911d — Genetyczne ujecie logiki ogdlnej, PF 1. 14/1911 z. 4 p. 437-466; 1911e — Gene-
tyczne ujecie logiki ogdlnej (ar.), KP11ZLPP p. 98; 1911f — Beitrag zur Algebra der Logik, MMP
J.22/1911 H. 2 p. 137-149; 1911-1912 — Zasady algebry logiki, WM t. 15/1911 z. 1-4 p. 1-87,
t. 16/1912 z. 1-4 p. 1-31; 1912a — Przyczynowos¢ a stosunek funkcjonalny, PF r. 15/1912 z. 1 p.
67-99; 1912b — Figury zwigzkow przyczynowych i sgdéw, PF r. 15/1912 z. 2 p. 188-201; 1912¢
— Figury zwigzkow przyczynowych i sadéw syntetycznych (ar.), RF t. 2/1912 nr 2 p. 32a; 1912d
— »Characteristica geometrica” Leibniza i jej znaczenie w filozofii matematyki (ar.), RF t. 2/1912
nr 4 p. 73b; 1913a — Alessandro Padoa ,La logique déductive” (rev.), WM t. 17/1913 z. 5-6 p.
339-346; 1913b — Urteile und Kausalzusammenhdnge (Genetische Auffassung der allgemeine
Logik), VWPS i. 37/1913 H. 2 p. 290-316; 1913c — Szkic metodologii ogdlnej na podstawie
genetycznej, PF r. 16/1913 z. 2-3 p. 353-378; 1914a — Genetyczne ujecie metodologii ogélnej na
podstawie teorii nauki, religii i sztuki, W. 1914 pp. 224; 1914b — O rzeczywistosci, PF r. 17/1914
z. 1 p. 33-47; 1914c — Z dziedziny ogélnej metodologii, PF r. 17/1914 z. 4 p. 484-487; 1914d —
Witadyslaw Bieganski ,Czwarta posta¢ wnioskowania z analogii” (rev.), RF t. 4/1914 nr 5 p.
122a-122b. — Stogbauer, Adam (1882-1916): 1907 — Kiedy wyobrazenia majq ,ten sam”
przedmiot?, PF r. 10/1907 z. 4 p. 538-546; 1909 — Teoria funkcji psychicznych a psychiczna
analiza, PF 1. 12/1909 z. 4 p. 476-503; 1910a — O wyobrazeniach ogélnych. Przyczynek do psy-
chologii wyobrazen, L. 1910 pp. XII, 138; 1910b — Otto Pfordten ,Versuch einer Theorie von
Urteil und Begriff” (rev.), PF r. 13/1910 z. 3 p. 325—342; 1910c — O wyobrazeniach ogdlnych (ar.),
PFr. 13/1910 z. 3 p. 497-498; 1911 — O funkcjach intelektualnych (ar.), KP11ZLPP p. 103-104.
— Straszewski, Maurycy: 1900 — O filozofii i filozoficznych naukach, PP r. 17/1900 t. 66 z. 4/196
p- 22-43, z. 5/197 p. 266-292; 1905 — Logika, EWy t. 7/1905 p. 178-213; 1911 — O wartosci
tworéw logicznych (ar.), RF t. 1/1911 nr 5 p. 11a. — Struve, Henryk: 1907 — Logika elementarna.
Podrecznik dla szkét i samoukéw, W. 1907 pp. X1I, 182; 1911 — Historia logiki jako teorii poznania
w Polsce, W. 1911 pp. X, 542. — Switalski, Wiadyslaw (1875—1945); 1910 — Der Wahrheitsbegriff
des Pragmatismus nach William James, B. 1910 pp. 80; 1914 — Vom Denken und Erkennen. Eine
Einfiihrung in das Studium der Philosophie, Ken.—Mn. 1914 pp. X, 210. — Tatarkiewicz, Wiadystaw
(1886—1980): 1911 — O pojeciu i sqdzie (ar.), RF t. 1/1911 nr 9 p. 201b—202a; 1914 — Czy przed-
mioty idealne sq przedmiotami ogélnymi? (ar.), RF t. 4/1914 nr 1 p. 29a—28b. — Twardowski,
Kazimierz: 1900a — Mysl i mowa, L. 1900 pp. 10; 1900b — O tak zwanych prawdach wzglednych,
KPUK p. 1-25; 1901a — O tak zwanych prawdach wzglednych (ar.), PF r. 4/1901 z. 2 p. 207-208;
1901b — O formalizmie logicznym w mysleniu, SIP r. 6/1901 nr 135 p. 3; 1901¢c — Zasadnicze
pojecia dydaktyki i logiki do uzytku w seminariach nauczycielskich i w nauce prywatnej, L. 1901
pp. 224, XVI; 1903 — Uber begriffliche Vorstellungen, WBPGUW p. 1-28; 1904a — O wyobrazeniach
pojeciowych (ar.), PF 1. 7/1904 z. 3 p. 329-330; 1904b — Krdtki zarys logiki (program), PPWU r.
5/1904 ser. 2 p. 11, ser. 3 p. 11-12; 1904c — Logika w zarysie (mn. mimeographed) 1904? pp. 88;
1907a — O idio— i allogenetycznych teoriach sqdu, PF r. 10/1907 z. 4 p. 476-479; 1910a — O filozofii
Sredniowiecznej wyktadow szes¢, L. 1910 pp. XII, 140; 1910b — Logika. Metodologia badan
naukowych (mn. mimeographed) 1910? pp. 292, 286; 1911 — Uiber Funktionen und Gebilde (ar.),
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PG B. 3/1911 p. 214; 1912 — O czynnosciach i wytworach. Kilka uwag z pogranicza psychologii,
gramatyki i logiki, KPTJL t. 2 p. 1-33.— Wartenberg, Mscistaw: 1900a — Sigwarts Theorie der
Kausalitdt im Verhdltnis zur Kantischen, Ka B. 5/1900 H. 1 p. 1-20, H. 2 p. 182-206; 1900b — Das
Problem des Wirkens und die monistische Weltanschauung mit besonderer Beziehung auf Lotze,
Lg. 1900 pp. 256. — Witwicki, Wladyslaw (the elder) (1878-1948): 1909 — O definicji, PF r.
12/1909 z. 2 p. 212-215. — Wize, Kazimierz (1873-1953): 1908 — Eine Einleitung der phi-
losophischen Wissenschaften nach Aristoteies Prinzipien, VWPS J. 32/1908 H. 3 p. 305-326; 1914
— Nauka o kategoriach, P. 1914 pp. 144. — Wolfke, Ludomir (1882-?): 1906 — Indukcja mate-
matyczna i jej charakter analityczny, PF r. 9/1906 z. 2-3 p. 257-259. — Woroniecki, Adam (Jacek)
(1878-1949): 1902 — W sprawie podrecznika logiki Merciera, PF r. 5/1902 z. 3 p. 356-358. — Z(?),
(?): 1911 — Henryk Struve ,Historia logiki” (rev.), BW r. 71/1911 t. 4/284 p. 581-593. — Zaremba,
Stanistaw (1863-1942): 1911a — Poglad na te kierunki w badaniach matematycznych, ktére majg
znaczenie teoretyczno—poznawcze, WM t. 15/1911 z. 5-6 p. 217-223; 1911b — Ze stosunku
matematyki do filozofii (ar.), KP11ZLPP p. 121-122; 1916 — Essai sur la théorie de la démonstra-
tion dans les sciences mathématiques, EEM a. 18/1916 nr 1 p. 1-44; 1917 — O niektorych poglgdach
p. Lukasiewicza na metodyke nauk dedukcyjnych, PF r.20/1917 z. 1 p. 6—-80. — Zawirski, Zygmunt
(1882-1948): 1910 —Ilos¢ praw kojarzenia przedstawien. Szkic historyczno—psychologiczny, Rz.
1910 pp. IV, 88; 1912 — Przyczynowos¢ a stosunek funkcjonalny, PF r. 15/1912 z. 1 p. 1-66; 1914
— O modalnosci sgdow, L. 1914 pp. 108. — Zengteller, Ludwik (1883-1937): 1908 — Poglady
J. St. Milla na przyczynowosc, PF r. 11/1908 z. 3 p. 157-180, z. 4 p. 255-283. — Zielenczyk, Adam
(1880-1943): 1910 — Wyjasnienie i opis, PF r. 13/1910 p. 1-2 p. 104-127. — Znamierowski,
Czestaw (1888-1967): 1912 — Der Wahrheitsbegriff im Pragmatismus, W. 1912 pp. 92. — Znaniec-
ki, Florian (1882-1858): 1913 — Tres(, przedstawienie i przedmiot (ar.), RF t. 3/1913 nr 10 p.
283b.

2.2.4.1918-1939

Ajdukiewicz, Kazimierz: 1919-1920 — Definicja dowodu w znaczeniu logicznym (ar.), RF t.
5/1919-1920 nr 3 p. 59b—60a; 1920 — Pojecie istnienia w naukach dedukcyjnych (ar.), RF t.
5/1919-1920 nr 6 p. 112a—112b; 1921a — Z metodologii nauk dedukcyjnych, L. 1921 pp. 66;1921b
— Czas wzgledny i bezwzgledny, PF r. 24/1921 z. 1 p. 1-18; 1921c — Czas wzgledny i bezwzgledny
(ar.) RF t. 6/1921-1922 nr 3-5 p. 70b; 1922 — Redukcja czy indukcja (ar.), RF t. 7/1922-1923
nr 1-3 p. 39a-39b; 1923 — O intencji pytania ,,Co to jest ?” (ar.), RF t. 7/1922—-1923 nr 9-10 p.
152b-153a; 1924a — Kazimierz So$nicki ,Zarys logiki” (rev.), RF t. 8/1923-1924 nr 4—6 p. 62a—
64b; 1924b — O wartosci logiki formalnej (ar.), RF t. 8/1923-1924 nr 4—6 p. 87b; 1925a — Nazwy
i zdania (ar.), RF t. 9/1925 nr 1-2 p. 23b—24b; 1925b — Jan Nuckowski ,Poczatki logiki ogdlnej”
(rev.), RF t. 9/1925 nr 9-10 p. 128a—131a; 1925¢ — Sktadniki zdar (ar.), RF t. 9/1925 nr 9-10 p.
164a—164b; 1926a — Zalozenia logiki tradycyjnej, PF r. 29/1926 z. 3—4 p. 200-229; r. 30/1927 z.
2-3 p. 251-252; 1926b — Zalozenia logiki tradycyjnej (ar.), RF t. 10/1926—-1927 nr 1-6 p. 67a;
1927a — Analiza semantyczna zdania pytajnego (ar.), RF t. 10/1926—-1927 nr 7-40 p. 194b—195b;
1927b — O stosowaniu kryterium prawdy, PF r. 30/1927 p. 280-283; 1928a — W sprawie klasyfi-
kacji rozumowarn, PF r. 31/1928 z. 1-2 p. 148-152; 1928b — Gléwne zasady metodologii nauk
i logiki formalnej (tb. mimeographed), W. 1928 pp. 304; 1929 — O zasadzie podziatu rozumowari
(ar.), RF t. 11/1928-1929 nr 1-10 p. 166b—167a; 1930 — Tadeusz Kotarbiriski ,Elementy teorii
poznania” (rev.), PF r. 33/1930 z. 1-2 p. 140-160; 1931 — Paradoksy starozytnych, F 1931 nr
35 p. 6-14, nr 36 p. 51-58; 1932 — O znaczeniu wyrazen, KPPTFL p. 31-77; 1933a — Analiza
i synteza, SZ.t. 1/1933 col. 204—213; 1933b — Doswiadczenie, SZ.t. 1/1933 col. 1226-1233; 1934a
— W sprawie uniwersaliéw, PF r. 37/1934 z. 3 p. 219-234; 1934b — O stosowalnosci czystej logiki
do zagadnieri filozoficznych, PF r. 37/1934 z. 4 p. 323-327; 1934c — Logistyczny antyirracjonalizm
w Polsce, PF r. 37/1934 z. 4 p. 399-408; 1934d — Naukowa perspektywa swiata, PF r. 37/1934 z.
4 p. 409-416; 1934e — Sprache und Sinn, Er B. 4/1934 H. 2 p. 100-138; 1934f — Das Weltbild
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und die Begriffsapparatur, Er B. 4/1934 H. 4 p. 259-287; 1934g — Logiczne podstawy nauczania,
EW t.21/1934 z. 1 p. 1-73; 1935a — W obronie uniwersaliow (ar.), RF t. 13/1932-1936 nr 1-4 p.
40b—41b; 1935b — Krytycyzm, SZ t. 3/1935 col. 148-153; 1935¢c — Logika, SZ t. 3/1935 col.
358-367; 1935d — Die wissenschaftliche Weltperspective, Er B. 5/1935 H. 1 p. 22-30; 1935e — Der
logistische Antiirrationalismus in Polen, Er B. 5/1935 H. 2-3 p. 151-164; 1935f — Logik und
empirische Wissenchaft, Er B. 5/1935 H. 2—-3 p. 162; 1935g — Sinnregeln, Weltperspektive, Welt,
Er B. 5/1935 H. 2-3 p. 165-168; 1935h — Die syntaktische Konnexitdt, SP v. 1/1935 p. 1-27;
1936a — Rozumowanie, SZ t. 4/1936 col. 654—666; 1936b — Empiryczny fundament poznania,
SPTPN r. 10/1936 nr 1/25 p. 27-31; 1936¢c — Zagadnienie idealizmu w sformutowaniu seman-
tycznym, PF 1. 39/1936 z. 4 p. 334—336, 340; 1936d — Uiber die Anwendbarkeit der reinen Logik
auf philosophische Probleme, A8CIP p. 170-174; 1936e — Die Definition, ACIPS £. 5 p. 1;1936-1938
— Okres warunkowy w mowie potocznej i w logistyce (ar.), RF t. 14/1936—1938 nr 1-3 p. 134—134b;
1937 — Problemat transcendentalnego idealizmu w sformufowaniu semantycznym, PF r. 40/1937
z. 3 p. 271-287; 1938 — Propedeutyka filozofii dla liceow ogdlnoksztatcgcych, L.—W. 1938 pp.
216. — Banach, Stefan (1892-1945): 1923 — O pozornych paradoksach matematycznych (ar.),
RF t. 7/1922-1923 nr 7-8 p. 120a. — Bautro, Eugeniusz (1891-1982): 1934 — De jurisprudentia
symbolica. Cz. 1 — Prolegomena do logistyki prawniczej, L. 1934 pp. 54; 1935 — Idea lingwistyki
i semantyki prawniczej, L. 1935 pp. 20. — Bednarski, Jozef (?—?): 1921 — W sprawie , Podrecznika
logiki ogélnej” W1. Biegariskiego, RF t. 6/1921-1922 nr 3-5 p. 41-43. — Bialobrzeski, Czestaw
(1878-1953): 1928 — O aksjomatyzacji fizyki, PF r. 31/1928 z. 1-2 p. 23-26. — Biegeleisen(—
Zelazowski), Bronistaw: 1936 — O znaczeniu logiki matematycznej dla badar psychologicznych
nad nauczaniem poczgtkow matematyki, PF r. 39/1936 z. 4 p. 526—-527. — Birkenmajer, Aleksander
(1890-1967): 1938 — Jan Salamucha: ,Pojawienie si¢ zagadniert antynominalnych na gruncie
logiki sredniowiecznej” (rev.), KF t. 15/1938 z. 1 p. 85-87. — Blaustein, Leopold (1905-1944):
1927-1928 — Husserlowska nauka o akcie, tresci i przedmiocie przedstawienia, ATNL dz. 2 t.
4/1927-1928 z. 3 p. 359-453; 1929 — O przedmiotach przedstawier symbolicznych i schematy-
cznych (ar.), RF t. 11/1928-1929 nr 1-10 p. 169b—171a; 1931 — Przedstawienie schematyczne
i symboliczne. Badania z pogranicza psychologii i estetyki, L. 1931 pp. 144, VIII; 1932 — O naocznosci
jako wiasnosci niektérych przedstawien, KPPTFL, p. 120-142. — Blausteinowa (born Ginsberg),
Eugenia (1905-1944): 1932 — W sprawie samoistnosci i niesamoistnosci, KPPTFL p. 143-168.
— Blachowski, Stefan (1889-1962): 1918 — Problem myslenia bez stow, PNL r. 46/1918 t. 44 z.
11 p. 1010-1021. — Bochenski, Jozef (Innocenty Maria) (1902—1995): 1932 — Jan Salamucha:
»Pojecie dedukeji u Arystotelesa i $w. Tomasza z Akwinu” (rev.), BT a. 9/1932 nr 6 p. 401-405;
1933 — La méthaphysique et la logique moderne, SMTKP p. 153-159; 1934a — Studie o pojeti
a zasadé pric¢innosti, FR r. 6/1934 ¢. 1 p. 19-24, ¢. 2 p. 55-60; 1934b — Logistique et logique
classique, BT a. 11/1934 nr 4 p. 240-248; 1935a — Zagadnienie przyczynowosci u neoscholastykow,
PFr.38/1935 z. 1-2 p. 125-134; 1935b — Duae consequentiae Stephani de Monte, Anv. 12/1935
f. 3 p. 397-399; 1936a — W sprawie logistyki, V r. 3/1936 nr 3 p. 445-454; 1936b — Notiones
historiae logicae formalis, An v. 13/1936 f. 1 p. 109-123; 1937a — Tradycja mysli katolickiej
a Scistos¢, MKLW p. 27-34, 165-167; 1937b — O ,relatywizmie” logicznym, MKLW p. 87-111,
180-182; 1937¢ — Elementa logicae grecae, Ra. pp. 124; 1937d — Notes historiques sur les proposi-
tions modales, RSPT a. 26/1937 nr 4 p. 673-692; 1938a — Z historii zdan modalnych, L. 1938
pp. 148; 1938h — Powszechniki jako tres¢ cech w filozofii sw. Tomasza z Akwinu, PF r. 41/1936 z.
2 p. 136-149; 1938c — De consequentiis scholasticorum earumque origine, Anv. 15/1038 f. 1 p.
92-109; 1938d — Nove lezioni di logica simbolica, Ra. 1938 pp. 184: 1939a — Zespdt definicji do
metalogicznego wyktadu sylogistyki tradycyjnej, PPT r. 1/1939 nr 2 p. 104—114; 1939b — De logica
van Theophrastos, CL t.1/1939 p. 195 —304. — Bornstein, Benedykt: 1922 — Zarys architektoniki
i geometrii Swiata logicznego, PF r. 25/1922 z. 4 p. 475-490; 1923 — Sagdzenie a widzenie, PF r.
26/1923 z. 3—4 p. 160-174; 1926 — Geometria logiki kategorialnej i jej znaczenie dla filozofii,
PF r. 29/1926 z. 3—4 p. 173-194, r. 30/1927 z. 1 p. 69-85; 1927 — Myslenie a widzenie, PF r.
30/1927 z. 4 p. 295-296; 1928a — Logiczna (topologiczna) struktura rozmnazania organicznego,
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PFr. 31/1928 z. 1-2 p. 87-90; 1928b — Structure logique (topologique) de la reproduction orga-
nique, RFy r. 7/1928 nr 5 p. 87-90; 1928c — La logique géometrique et sa portée philosophique,
W. 1928 pp. 30; 1930 — Sylogizm a przyczynowosc czyli o zwigzku dziedziny logicznej z dziedzing
realng, PF r. 33/1930 z. 1-2 p. 106—130; 1934a —Harmonische elemente in der geometrischen
Logik, BSEPT B. 5/1934 H. 1 p. 78-87; 1934b — Architektonika swiata. T. 1-3, W. 1934—-1936
pp. 212 + 204 + 214; 1936 — Ontologiczne znaczenie logiki geometrycznej, PF r. 39/1936 z. 4 p.
405-406, 407; 1937a — Struktural-logischer und ontologischer Aspekt des freudschen Begriffes
der Verdringung, 1]. 23/1937 H. 3 p. 371-375; 1937b — La portée ontologique dé la logique
géomeétrique, RFy r. 16/1937 nr 5 p. 405-407; 1938 — Poczgtki logiki geometrycznej w filozofii
Platona, PK1 t. 4/1938 nr 8-9 p. 529-545; 1939a — Geometrical logic. The structure of thought
and space, W. 1939 pp. 114; 1939b — Jeszcze o poczgtkach logiki matematycznej u Platona, PK1
t. 5/1939 nr 1-2 p. 90-100; 1939¢ — Logika (mp. mimeographed), L. 1939 pp. 64. — Borowski,
Marian: 1920 — Co to jest przedmiot, PF r. 23/1920 p. 55-86; 1921 — O przedmiotach fizycznych,
psychicznych, idealnych i fikcyjnych, PF r. 24/1921 z. 3—4 p. 139-163; 1922a — Przedmioty wzgledne
i bezwzgledne, PF r. 25/1922 z. 3 p. 316—352; 1922b — W sprawie istnienia przedmiotéw idealnych,
PFr.25/1922 z. 4 p. 491-505; 1923a — Bertrand Russell ,Le mysticisme et la logique” (rev.), PF r.
26/1923 z. 1-2 p. 105-110; 1923b — O skfadnikach czynu, PF r. 26/1923 z. 3—4 p. 144—159; 1924
— O rodzajach czynu, PF 1. 27/1924 z. 1-2 p. 37—64; 1927 — O sktadnikach i rodzajach czynow,
PFr.30/1927 z. 4 p. 275— 277; 1929 — O teorii catosci (ar.), RF t. 11/1928-1929 nr 1-10 p. 176a;
1930 — Konspekt filozofii catosci, PF r. 33/1930 z. 3 p. 196-232. — Bortkiewicz, Wladyslaw
(1868-1931): 1918 — Z zasad teorii prawdopodobieristwa, WM t. 22/1918 z. 4—6 p. 217-256.
— Béttcher, Lucjan (1872-1931): 1927a — O zasadzie sprzecznosci, PF r. 30/1927 z. 4 p. 284;
1927b — O antynomii Russella, PF r. 30/1927 z. 4 p. 291-292. — Braun, Jerzy (1901-1975): 1939
— Wroriskizm a nauki formalne. Prolegomena semanto—logiczne do filozofii absolutnej, W. 1939
pp. 76. — Chechelski, J6zef (1900-1967): 1937 — Dyskusja nad logistyka, MKWLW p. 61-64,
171-172. — Chojnacki, Piotr (1897-1969): 1928 — Pojecia i wyobrazenia w swietle psychologii
i epistemologii, Ke. 1928 pp. 80, IV; 1933 — Akos von Pauler ,Logik, Versuch einer Theorie der
Wahrheit” (rev.), PF r. 36/1933 z. 1-2 p. 177-179; 1934 — Zadanie logiki wspéiczesnej i filozofii
pod wzgledem struktury naukowej, P72ZZZTP p. 147-171; 1937a — Julius Weinberg ,An examina-
tion of logical positivism” (rev.), KF t. 14/1937 z. 1 p. 61-64; 1937b — Dyskusja [concerning lo-
gistics], MKWLW p. 65-74, 173-178. — Chomicz, Paulin (1873 — cir. 1939?): 1936 — Hoene—
Wronskiego filozofia matematyki, PF r. 39/1936 z. 4 p. 399—400. — Chrzanowski, Bohdan
(1930-1941): 1930a — Podstawy logiczne ,, Analityki” Trentowskiego, AKBHFP t. 4/1930 pp. VI,
122; 1930b — Podstawy logiczne ,Analityki” Trentowskiego, SCPPAUK t. 35/1930 nr 3 p. 19-20.
— Chwistek, Leon: 1919 — W kwestii zdari ,pozbawionych tresci” (z powodu polemiki o definicje
wielkosci), PF r.22/1919 z. 1-2 p. 110-111; 1921a — Wielos¢ rzeczywistosci, K. 1921 pp. 96; 1921b
— Antynomie logiki formalnej, PF r. 24/1921 z. 3—4 p. 164-171; 1922a — Miara Lebesguea (Lo-
giczna analiza pojecia miary Lebesquea), STNL r. 1/1921 z. 3 p. 211; 1922b — Zasady teorii
typow konstruktywnych, SINL r. 2/1922 z. 2 p. 104-106; 1922c — Zasady czystej teorii typow,
PF r. 25/1922 z. 3 p. 359-391, z. 4 p. 564; 1922d — Uber die Antinomien der Prinzipien der
Mathematik, MZ B. 14/1922 H. 3—4 p. 236-243; 1923a — Miara Lebesguea. Logiczna analiza
i konstrukcja pojecia miary Lebesguea, ANTL dz. 3 t. 2/1923 z. 6 p. 111-121; 1923b — Zastoso-
wanie metody konstrukcyjnej do teorii poznania (Dalszy ciag dyskusji w sprawie ,Wielosci rze-
czywistosci”), PF r. 26/1923 z. 3—4 p. 175-167; 1924a — The theory of constructive types, RPTM
t. 2/1923 p. 9-48, t. 3/1924 (in fact 1925) p. 92—141; 1924b — Sur les fondements de la logique
moderne, A5CIF p. 24—27; 1926 — Uber die Hypothesen der Mengenlehre, MZ B. 25/1926 H. 3
p. 439-473; 1927a — Zasady czystej teorii typéw, PF r. 30/1927 z. 4 p. 286-288; 1927b — Zas-
tosowanie metody konstrukcyjnej do teorii poznania, PF r. 30/1927 z. 4 p. 298-298; 1929 — Neue
Grundlagen der Logik und Mathematik, MZ B. 30/1929 H. 5 p. 704—724; 1930a — Une méthode
métamathématique danalyse, SIKMKS p. 254—-263; 1930b — Nouvelles recherches sur les fonde-
ments des mathématique, ACIM p. 375-380; 1932a — Tragedia werbalnej metafizyki (z powodu
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ksigzki Dra Ingardena ,Das Literarische Kunstwerk”), KF t. 10/1932 z. 1 p. 46-76; 1932b — Neue
Grundlagen der Logik und Mathematik. Zweite Mitteilung, MZ B. 34/1931-1932 H. 4 p. 527-534;
1932c — Die nominalistische Grundlegung der Mathematik, Exr B. 3/1932—-1933 H. 4—6 p. 367-388;
1933 — Zagadnienia kultury duchowej w Polsce, W. 1933 pp. 208; 1934a — (with Wladystaw
Hetper and Jan Herzberg:) Fondements de la métamathématique rationnelle, BIAPSL cl. 3 ser.
A 1933 nr 3 p. 253-284; 1934b — (with Wladyslaw Hetper and Jan Herzberg:) Remarques sur la
méthode de la construction des notions fondamentales de la métamathématique rationnelle,
BIAPSL cl. 3 ser. A 1933 nr 3 p. 265-275; 1932¢c — Obrona logiki, PW r. 13/1934 t. 3/50 nr 9/149
p- 334-357; 1935a — Nouvelles recherches sur les fondements de la métamathématique rationnelle,
CR2CMPS p. 132; 1935b — Granice nauki. Zarys logiki i metodologii nauk Scistych, L.—\W. 1935
pp- XXIV, 286; 1935¢ — O granicach nauki, SPTPN r. 9/1935 nr 1-2/23 p. 9-10; 1936a — Logisches
zur Relativitétstheorie, ACIPS £. 5 p. 54—55; 1938b — Rola semantyki racjonalnej w filozofii, PF r.
39/1936 z. 4 p. 331-333, 334; 1937a — Krytyka pojecia zmiennej w systemie semantyki racjonalnej,
STNL 1. 17/1937 z. 3 p. 244; 1937b — Podstawy ogélnej teorii klas, STNL r. 17/1937 z. 3 p. 247-249;
1937c — Uberwindung des Begriffsrealismus, SP v. 2/1937 p. 1-18; 1937d — La sémantique ra-
tionnelle et ses applications, T9CIP f. 6 p. 77-81; 1937c — Construction des nombres transfinis
dans le systéme mathématique symbolique, RPTM t. 16/1937 p. 190-191; 1938a — Krytyka pojecia
zmiennej w systemie semantyki racjonalnej, ATNLdz. 3 t. 9/1938 z. 7 p. 283-334; 1938b — Liczby
nieskoriczenie mate i ich zastosowanie, STNL r. 18/1938 z. 3 p. 336—338; 1938c — (with Wladystaw
Hetper:) New foundations of formal metamathematics, JSLv. 3/1938 nr 1 p. 1-36; 1939a — A formal
proof of Godel’s theorem, JSL v. 4/1939 nr 2 p. 61-68; 1939b — Sur le fondaments des sciences
exactes, (in:) Ferdinand Gonseth, Philosophie mathématique, Pp. 1939 p. 88-91. — Cygielstrejch,
Adam (1886-1935): 1918 — O powstawaniu koncepcji, PF r. 21/1918 z. 1-2 p. 19-49. — Czezowski,
Tadeusz: 1918a — Teoria klas, AN dz. 1t.9/1918 z. 2 p. 81-124; 1918b — Imiona i zdania. Dwa
odczyty, PFr.21/1918 z. 3—4 p. 101-109; 1918c — O zdaniach bez tresci, PF r. 21/1918 z. 3—4 p.
110-120; 1919a — O formalnym pojeciu wartosci, PF r. 22/1919 z. 1-2 p. 13-24; 1919b — Zmienne
i funkcje, PF r.22/1919 z. 3 p. 157-173; 1920 — O niektorych stosunkach logicznych, PF r. 23/1920
p. 87-97; 1925 — Teoria poje¢ Kazimierza Twardowskiego (Kazimierz Twardowski ,,O istocie
pojec’, rev.), PF . 28/1925 z. 1-2 p. 106-110; 1926 — Kilka uwag o uogdlnianiu i o przedmiotach
pojec¢ ogolnych, PF r. 29/1926 z. 3—4 p. 195-199; 1927 — Klasyczna nauka o sadzie i wniosku
w Swietle logiki wspdtczesnej, Wo. 1927 pp. 60; 1928 — O stosunku przyczynowym, PF r. 31/1928
z.1-2 p. 165-168; 1928-1929 — Zagadnienie Gergonnea w logice klasycznej (ar.), RF t. 11/1928—
1929 nr 1-10 p. 182a—182b; 1929 — O przeciwienstwie i sprzecznosci, RF t. 11/1928-1929 nr
1-10, p. 182b 183a; 1932a — O pewnym uogdlnieniu logiki klasycznej, KPPTFL p. 169-181; 1932b
— O zalezno$ci miedzy tresciami i zakresami poje¢, PF r. 35/1932 z. 1-2 p. 70-80; 1933 — Jak
powstalo zagadnienie przyczynowosci. Zarys jego rozwoju w filozofii starozytnej, Wo. 1933 pp. 68;
1935 — O zaleznosci miedzy tresciami i zakresami pojec, SP v. 1/1935 p. 449—450; 1936a — Ary-
stotelesa teoria zdavi modalnych, PF r. 39/1936 z. 3 p. 232-241; 1936b — Pozytywizm i idealizm
w pojmowaniu nauki, W. 1936 pp. 14; 1937 — Metodologiczne postulaty Descartesa, PF r. 40/1937
z. 2 p. 111-119; 1938a — Propedeutyka filozofii. Podrecznik dla II klasy wszystkich wydziatéw
w liceach ogdlnoksztatcgcych, L. 1938 pp. 160; 1938b — Z powodu ksigzki Kazimierza Ajdukiewicza
o0 »,Logicznych podstawach nauczania”, PF r. 41/1938 z. 3 p. 298-300. — Czopowski, Henryk
(1863-1935): 1921 — Intuicja w naukach, W. 1921 pp. 8. — Dambska, Izydora (1904—1983):
1929a — Edmond Goblot ,Traité de logique” (rev.), RF t. 11/1928-1929 nr 1-10 p. 29a—31a;
1929b — Teoria sgdu Edmunda Goblota, STNL r. 9/1929 z. 2 p. 105-108; 1930a — W sprawie
nauczania logiki przy sposobnosci nauczania jezyka polskiego, PH r. 5/1930 z. 3 p. 279-287; 1930b
— La théorie du jugement de M. Edmond Goblot, ATNL dz. 2 t. 6/1930 z. 3 p. 361-434; 1931 —
Maria Ossowska ,,Stosunek logiki i gramatyki” (rev.), RF t. 12/1930-1931 nr 1-10 p. 18a—19b;
1932 — Prawa fizyki wobec postulatu prawdziwosci twierdzer naukowych, KPPTFL p. 183-198;
1933 — O prawach w nauce, L. 1933 pp. XX, 248; 1934 — Zdania warunkowe z uwzglednieniem
ich historycznego rozwoju w jezyku polskim, SCPPAUK t. 38/1933 nr 6 p. 6-7; 1935 — Les lois
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dans les sciences, SP v. 1/1935 p. 451; 1936a — Henry Leenhardt ,La nature de la connaissance
et l'erreur initiale des théories” (rev.), NPPOR t. 21/1936 p. 352—353; 1936b — ,,Sience et loi” (rev.),
NPPOR t.21/1936 p. 353-355; 1937 — Benedykt Bornstein ,La logique géométrique et sa portée
philosophique” (rev.), RF t. 13/1932-1936 nr 5-10 p. 94a-95a; 1938a — Irracjonalizm a pozna-
nie naukowe, KF t. 14/1937 z. 2 p. 83-118, z. 3 p. 185-212; 1938b — Z semantyki zdan warunkowych,
PF r. 41/1938 z. 3 p. 241-267; 1938c — Konwencjonalizm a relatywizm, KF t. 15/1938 z. 4 p.
328-337; 1939a — Moritz Schlick ,Gesammelte Aufsitze” (rev.), RF t. 15/1939 nr 3 p. 97a—97b;
1939b — O miejsce humanistyki w podziale nauk (ar.), RF t. 15/1939 nr 3 p. 155b; 1939¢c — O nie-
ktorych pogladach Kazimierza Twardowskiego z zakresu teorii nauk, KF t. 16/1939-1946 z. 1 p.
14-24. — Dominczak, Stanistaw (1880-1936): 1923 — Les jugements modaux chez Aristote et
les scolastiques, Lin. 1023 pp. 122. — Drewnowski, Jan (1896-1978): 1926 — William Johnson
»Logic” (rev.), PF r. 29/1926 z. 1-2 p. 125-129; 1933 — Rudolf Carnap ,Der logische Aufbau der
Welt” (rev.), PF r. 36/1933 z. 3 p. 287-289; 1934a — Zarys programu filozoficznego, PF r. 37/1934
z.1p.3-38, z. 2 p. 150-181, z. 3 p. 262-292; 1934b — Jan Salamucha ,Dowdd «ex motu» na
istnienie Boga” (rev.), PF r. 37/1934 z. 3 p. 310-311; 1936 — O potrzebie scistosci, V r. 3/1936 nr
3 p. 455-472; 1937 — Neoscholastyka wobec nowoczesnych wymagan nauki, MKLW p. 49-57,
169-171. — Elzenberg, Henryk (1887-1967): 1928 — O funkcji poznawczej wystawiania sie
obrazowego. Punkty wyjscia dla logiki przenosni i poréwnania, PF r. 31/1928 z. 3 p. 227-249. —
Erdmann, Edmund (1877-1936): 1924 — Jednostka lingwistyczna jako refleks symboliczny oraz
jej stosunek do jej odpowiednikow fizjologiczno—psychicznych, PF r. 27/1924 z. 1-2 p. 22-37; 1925
— Prinzipien der allgemeinen analytischen Ideographie, K. 1925 pp. 46; 1928 — Urzeczywistnienie
»Characteristica Universalis” Leibniza, PF r. 31/1928 z. 1-2 p. 152-157; 1936a — Elementy
wypowiedzi wlasnej i cudzej przedstawione graficznie, PF r. 39/1936 z. 2 p. 132—138; 1936b — Die
Elemente der eigenen und der fremden Aussage graphisch dargestellt, SPTNW wydz. 2 t. 29/1936
p- 1-10 — Filozoféwna(—Korzyniewska—Schillerowa), Irena (1906—-1967): 1932 — Leopold
Blaustein ,Przedstawienie schematyczne i symboliczne” (rev.), PF r. 35/1932 z. 1-2 p. 155-156;
1936 — Tadeusz Witwicki ,,O reprezentacji czyli o stosunku obrazu do przedmiotu odtworzonego”
(rev.), PF r. 39/1936 z. 1 p. 106—-109. — Fleck, Ludwik (1896—1961): 1935a — O obserwacji
naukowej i postrzeganiu w ogéle, PF r. 38/1935 z. 1-2 p. 58-76; 1935b — Entstehung und Ent-
wicklung einer Wissenschaftlichen Tatsache, Bl. 1935 pp. 150. — Gaertner, Henryk (1892-1935):
1931 — O tzw. wyrazach samodzielnych i niesamodzielnych, JP r. 16/1931 z. 2 p. 33—42. — Gar-
bowski, Tadeusz (1869-1940) 1936 — O jednolitosci wiedzy, PF r. 39/1936 z. 4 p. 340-342, 343.
— Gawecki, Bolestaw (1889-1984): 1918 — O wartosci nauki, W. 1918 pp. 24; 1925 — Zygmunt
Zawirski ,Metoda aksjomatyczna a przyrodoznawstwo” (rev.), PF r. 28/1925 z. 1-2 p. 110-114;
1926 — Florian Znaniecki ,Przedmiot i zadania nauki o wiedzy” (rev.), PF r. 29/1926 z. 1-2 p.
106-108; 1927 — Curt Ducasse ,Causation and the types of necessity” (rev.), KF t. 5/1927 z. 4 p.
501-509, t. 6/1928 z. 1 p. 97-102; 1928a — O stosunku czasowym przyczyny do skutku, PF r.
31/1928 z. 1-2 p. 168-169; 1928b — Stosunek czasowy przyczyny do skutku, KF t. 6/1928 z. 3 p.
336-384, z. 4 p. 401-418; 1931 — Pretensje logistykéw, RE t. 12/1930-1931 nr 1-10 p. 12-15;
1933 — Indukcja i dedukcja w badaniu zjawisk przyrody, MP t. 8/1933 nr 1-2 p. 7-25; 1934a
— Joachim Metallmann ,Determinizm nauk przyrodniczych” (rev.), KF t. 12/1934 z. 3 p. 305-309;
1934b — Max Planck, Erwin Schrodinger ,Zagadnienia wspé6lczesnej nauki” (rev.), MP t. 9/1934
nr 9-10 p. 155-156; 1934c — Arthur Eddington ,Nowe oblicze Natury” (rev.), MP t. 9/1934 nr
9-10 p. 156—57; 1936 — Nauki Sciste a metafizyka, PW r. 15/1936 t. 4/59 nr 10/174 p. 103-112;
1937a — O sprawdzaniu hipotez (ar.), RF t. 13/1932-1936 nr 5-10 p. 140a—140b; 1937b — Ka-
zimierz Ajdukiewicz ,Logiczne podstawy nauczania” (rev.), PF r. 40/1937 z. 3 p. 359-361; 1938
— Propedeutyka filozofii. Podrecznik dla klasy II licedw ogdlnoksztatcgcych, W. 1938 pp. VIII,
216. — Geblewicz, Eugeniusz (1904—-1974): 1932 — Analiza pojecia celu, PF r. 35/1932 z. 3—4 p.
233-244. — Goscicki, Tadeusz (?—?): 1932 — Ferdinand Schiller ,Logic for use. An introduction
to the voluntarist theory of knowledge” (rev.), KF t. 10/1932 z. 1 p. 77-88. — Greniewski, Henryk
(1903-1972): 1925 — Préba dedukcyjnej teorii przyczynowosci, PF r. 28/1925 z. 1-2 p. 82-105;
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1928 — Préba precyzacji pewnych pojec teorii czynu, PF r. 31/1928 z. 1-2 p. 157-160; 1929 —
O jednym terminie pierwotnym logiki matematycznej, KP1PZM p. 16-28. — Gromska (born
Tenneréwna), Daniela: 1920a — Brentanowska argumentacja w sprawie przedmiotu powiedzen
egzystencjalnych, PF r. 23/1920 p. 98-109; 1920b — Brentanowska argumentacja w sprawie
przedmiotu powiedzen egzystencjalnych (ar.), RF t. 5/1919-1920 nr 7—8 p. 145b—146a; 1920c
— Wtadystaw Bieganski ,Podrecznik logiki ogdlnej” (rev.), RF t. 5/1919-1920 nr 9 p. 157a—161b;
1921 — Kilka uwag o pracach logicznych Wiadystawa Bieganskiego, RF t. 6/1921-1922 nr 3-5
p.43-49. — Habermann, Edward (?-?): 1936 — Pojecie biegunowosci i logika wielowartosciowa,
PF r. 39/1936 z. 4 p. 438—441. — Halpern(—Myslicki), Ignacy: 1919 — Rzekoma i prawdziwa
klasyfikacja wiedzy d’Alemberta, PF r. 21/1918 z. 1-2 p. 65-97. — Handelsman, Marceli (1882-
1945): 1921 — Historyka. Cz. 1 — Zasady metodologii historii, Z. 1921 pp. XII, 256. — Harassek,
Stefan (1890-1952): 1931 — Bohdan Chrzanowski: ,Podstawy logiczne , Analityki” Trentowskiego”
(rev.), PF r. 34/1931 z. 2-3 p. 192-194. — Heitzman, Marian (1899-1964): 1937 — , Myl katolicka
wobec logiki wspélczesnej” (rev.), KF t. 14/1937 z. 4 p. 355-360. — Hetper, Wtadyslaw (before
1910 — 1941): 1934 — Semantische Arithmetik, SPTNW wydz. 3 1. 27/1934 z. 1-6 p. 9-11; 1937
— Podstawy semantyki, WM t. 43/1937 p. 57-86; 1938a — Rola schematow niezaleznych w budowie
systemu semantyki, ATNL dz. 3 t.9/1938 z. 5 p. 253-264; 1938b — Relacje ancestralne w systemie
semantyki, ATNL dz. 3 t. 9/1938 z. 6 p. 265-282. — Hoborski, Antoni (1879-1940): 1918 —
Charakterystyka teoryj dedukcyjnych, WM t. 22/1918 z. 4—6 p. 131-153; 1931 — Dowdd nie
wprost a szkota srednia, Pa t. 2/1931 z. 4-5 p. 99-108. — Hosiasson(—Lindenbaumowa), Janina
(1899-1942): 1928 — Definicje rozumowania indukcyjnego, PF r. 31/1928 z. 4 p. 352-367; 1930
— Quelques remarques sur le dépendance des probabilités a posteriori de celles a priori, SIKMKS
p. 375-382; 1931a — Z warsztatow wspdlczesnej logiki, WZ r. 6/1931 z. 12 p. 838—844; 1931b
— Why do we prefer probabilities relative to many data?, Mi. v. 40/1931 nr 157 p. 23-36; 1932a
— Uwagi w sprawie pojecia prawdopodobieristwa jako granicy czestosci, PF r. 35/1932 z. 3—4 p.
104-208; 1932b — , Logistyka” a logika tradycyjna, WZ r.7/1932 z. 5 p. 278285, z. 8-9 p. 495-509;
1934a — O prawomocnosci indukcji hipotetycznej, FFKPTK p. 11-34, 208; 1934b — Heinrich
Scholz ,Geschichte der Logik” (rev.), PF r. 37/1934 z. 1 p. 99-100; 1935a — Uwagi w sprawie
psychologii wnioskowari indukcyjnych, KP t. 7/1935 p. 275-300, 638-639; 1935b — Przyczynek
do pojecia prawdopodobieristwa jako granicy czestosci, WM t. 39/1935 p. 135-145; 1935¢ —
Wahrscheinlichkeit und Schluss aus Teilprdamissen, Er B. 5/1935 H. 1 p. 44—45, H. 2 p. 176; 1936a
— O prawdopodobieristwie hipotez, PF r. 39/1936 z. 4 p. 416—417; 1936b — La théorie des proba-
bilités est—elle une logique généralisée? Analyse critique, ACIPS f. 4 p. 58—64; 1936¢c — Wahr-
scheinlichkeit und Schluss aus Teilprdmissen, A8CIP, p. 192—196; 1937 — Bemerkungen iiber die
Zuriickfithrung der physischen auf psychische Begriffe, Er B. 7/1937-1938 H. 4 p. 335-341, 364—365.
— Igel, Salomon (1889-1942): 1921 — O przedstawionych sadach i uczuciach, RF t. 6/1921-1922
nr 3-5 p. 71a; 1929 — O przedmiotach zastepczych. Rzecz z pogranicza psychologii i teorii poznania,
PFr. 32/1929 z. 1-2 p. 102-121, z. 3 p. 206—-220. — Ingarden, Roman: 1920 — O jasnym i nie-
jasnym stylu filozoficznym, RF t. 5/1919-1920 nr 3 p. 45-48; 1924 — O pytaniach esencjalnych,
STNL t. 4/1924 z. 3 p. 119-135; 1925a — O pytaniu i jego trafnosci (ar.), RF t. 9/1925 nr 3-5 p.
73b—74a; 1925b — Esaentiale Fragen. Ein Beitrag zum Problem des Wesens, JPPF B. 7/1925 p.
125-304; 1925¢ — O klasyfikacji (ar.), RF t. 9/1925 nr 9-10 p. 164a—164b; 1929 — Leopold Blau-
stein ,Husserlowska nauka o akcie, tresci i przedmiocie przedstawienia” (rev.), PF r. 32/1929 z.
4 p. 315-316; 1931 — Das literarische Kunstwerk. Eine Untersuchung aus dem Grenzgebiet der
Ontologie, Logik und Literaturwissenschaft, He. 1931 pp. X1V, 390; 1933a — O nazwach i wyra-
zach funkcyjnych (ar.), RF t. 12/1930-1931 nr 1-10 p. 204a—205a; 1933b — Verbum finitum
a zdanie (ar.), RF t. 12/1930-1931 nr 1-10 p. 205a—206a; 1933¢c — Edmund Husserl ,Formale
und transzendentale Logik” (rev.), Ka B. 38/1933 H. 1-2 p. 206—209; 1934a — Logistyczna proba
uksztattowania filozofii, PF r. 37/1934 z. 4 p. 335-342; 1934b — Logistycky pokus o pretvoreni
filosofie, FR 1. 6/1934 ¢. 4 p. 165-167; 1935 — Lessai logistique d’une reforme de la philosophie,
RP a.60/1935 t. 120 nr 7-8 p. 137-159; 1936a — Der logistische Versuch einer Neugestaltung der
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Philosophie. Eine kritische Bemerkung, A8CIP p. 203—208; 1936b — Analiza zdania warunkowego,
SPTPN . 10/1936 nr 1/25 p. 17-27;1937a — O tak zwanej ,prawdzie” w literaturze, PW r. 16/1937
t.61 nr 6/182 p. 80-94, t. 62 nr 7/163 p. 72-91; 1938 — Zagadnienie budowy sqgdu warunkowego
(ar.), RF t. 14/1936-1938 nr 1-3 p. 132a. — Iwanicki, Jézef (1902—-1995): 1934 — Leibniz et les
démonstrations mathématiques de lexistence de Dieu, Pp. 1934 pp. 318; 1936 — Morin et les
démonstrations mathématiques de lexistence de Dieu, Pp. 1936 pp. 272. — Jakubanis, Henryk:
1938 — Zbigniew Jordan ,,O matematycznych podstawach systemu Platona” (rev.), PF r. 41/1938
2.4 p.422-428. — Jakubisiak, Augustyn (1884—1945): 1929 — Kryzys determinizmu, PF r. 32/1929
z. 4 p. 245-272; 1936 — Od zakresu do tresci, W. 1936 pp. 302; 1937 — W sprawie ksigzki ,Od
zakresu do tresci”, PF r. 40/1937 z. 1 p. 90-96. — Jasinowski, Bogumit (1883-1969): 1918 — Die
analytische Urteilslehre Leibnizens in ihrem Verhdltnis zu seiner Metaphysik, Wn. 1918 pp. VI,
122; 1931 — Marceli Handelsman ,Historyka. Zasady metodologii i teorii poznania historycznego”
(rev.), PF r. 34/1931 z. 4 p. 261-265; 1934 — Stosunek historii filozofii do filozofii systematycznej
a proces rozwojowy poznania naukowego, PF 1. 37/1934 z. 4 p. 343—346; 1935 — Les bornes de la
mathématique greque et ses fondements spéculatifs, ACIPS f. 8 p. 9-19; 1937 — Sur le fondements
logiques de histoire, TICIP f. 5. p. 39-48. — Jastrzebiec—Kozlowski, Czestaw (1894—1956):
1936 — Przyczynek do systematyki jezyka, PF 1. 39/1936 z. 4 p. 434—435; 1936—-1938 — Przyczynek
do systematyki jezyka, Zr. 5/1936—-1937 nr 19/111 p. 4, r. 6/1937-1938 nr 1/112 p. 4. — Jaskowski,
Stanistaw (1906—1965): 1934 — On the rules of suppositions in formal logic, W. 1934 pp. 32; 1936
— Recherches sur le systéme de la logique intuitioniste, ACIPS f. 6 p. 58—61. — Jordan, Zbigniew
(1911-1977): 1935 — Proba analizy teorii zdan psychologicznych prof. dra Tadeusza Kotarbiriskiego,
Ps r. 2/1935 nr 4 p. 347-375; 1936 — Platon odkrywcg metody aksjomatycznej, PF r. 39/1936 z.
4 p. 401-403; 1937a — Platon odkrywcg metody aksjomatycznej, PF r. 40/1937 z. 1 p. 57-67;
1937b — O matematycznych podstawach systemu Platona. Z historii racjonalizmu, P. 1937 pp.
VI, 328. — Kaczorowski, Stanistaw (1888—1971): 1920 — O sgdach zfozonych (ar.), RF t. 5/1919—
1920 nr 10 p. 192a-193b; 1921 — O niektorych warunkach stosowalnosci indukcji matematycznej,
PF r. 23/1920 p. 127-139; 1927 — O zwrotnych stosunkach przechodnich, PF r. 30/1927 z. 4 p.
284-286; 1932 — O pewnych podziatach klas, KPPTFL p. 259-290; 1937 — O podziale logicznym,
L. 1937 pp. 96; 1938a — Logika tradycyjna (Zarys dziejow), L. 1938 pp. 24; 1938b — Logika
matematyczna. Cz. 1 — Algebra logiki (Zarys dziejow). Cz. 2 — Logika nowoczesna (Zarys dziejéw),
L. 1938 pp. 28 + 36; 1939 — Rodzaje podziatu logicznego, L. 1939 pp. 36. — Kempisty, Stefan
(1892-1940): 1918 — Zasada indukcji matematycznej a postulat Dedekinda, We r. 6/1918 z. 3—4
p- 209-214. — Kieszkowski, Bohdan (1904 — after 1973?): 1933 — Guido Calogero , I fondamenti
della logica Aristotelica’; ,Einfleitung zur Geschichte der Antiken Logik’, ,Studi sull'eleatismo”
(rev.), PT 36/1933 z. 1-2 p. 162-163. — Kisiel, Aleksander (?—1985): 1939a — Nieznany logik
polski XVII stulecia, PP r. 56/1939 t. 221 nr 2/662 p. 171-194; 1939b — Nieznany kurs logiki
z Akademii Wileriskiej, PF r. 42/1939-1946 z. 1 p. 47-60. — Kobrzynski, Zygmunt: 1918 —
O wyznacznikach terminéw logicznych, PF r. 20/1917 z. 1-4 p. 264-287, 1. 25/1922 z. 1 p. 93-94;
1922 — O wyznacznikach rownai logicznych, PF r. 25/1922 z. 1 p. 79-92; 1929 — Deux types de
relations logiques et la méthode de Poretsky, RPTM t. 8/1929 p. 244—246; 1938 — La théorie des
determinants logiques, SPTNW wydz. 3 r. 30/1938 z. 1-3 p. 75-87. — Kobylecki, Stanislaw
(1864-1939): 1932 — Logika a logika tradycyjna i logika matematyczna, PP r. 49/1932 t. 195 nr
9/585 p. 209-226, t. 196 nr 10/586 p. 76—94; 1934 — O relacji jako podstawowej i pierwotnej idei
filozofii i logiki matematycznej, PF r. 37/1934 z. 4 p. 347-353. — Kodisowa (born Krzyzanowska),
Jézefa: 1927 — Edmund Erdmann: ,Zasady powszechnej ideografiki analitycznej” (rev.), PF r.
30/1927 z. 1 p. 98-99. — Kokoszynska(-—Lutmanowa), Maria (1905-1981): 1932 — Z semantyki
funkcyj zdaniowych, KPPTFEL p. 312-313; 1934a — ,, Fragmenty filozoficzne” (rev.), PF r. 37/1934
z.2 p. 199-210; 1934b — Nauka o supozycji terminéw wedtug Piotra Hiszpana, PF r. 37/1934 z.
3 p. 235-261; 1936a — Syntax, Semantik und Wissenachaftslogik, ACIPS f. 3 p. 9-14; 1936b —
Logiczna skladnia jezyka, semantyka i logika wiedzy, PF r. 39/1936 z. 1 p. 38—49; 1936¢ — Rudolf
Carnap ,Testability and Meaning” (rev.), KF t. 14/1936 z. 1 p. 55-61; 1936d — Filozofia nauki
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w Kole Wiederiskim, KF t. 13/1936 z. 2 p. 151-165, z. 3 p. 181-194; 1936e — W sprawie wzglednosci
i bezwzglednosci prawdy, PF r. 39/1936 z. 4 p. 424425, 426; 1936f — Uber den absoluten Wahr-
heitsbegriff und einige andere semantische Begriffe, Er B. 6/1936 H. 3 p. 143-165; 1937a — Sur
les éléments métaphysiques et empiriques dane la science, T9CIP f. 4 p. 108—-117; 1937b — Be-
merkungen iiber die Einheitswissenachaft, Er B. 7/1937-1938 H. 4 p. 325-335; 1938a — W sprawie
walki z metafizykq, PF r. 41/1938 z. 1 p. 9 24; 1938b — Friedrich Waismann: ,Einfithrung in das
mathematische Denken” (rev.), KF t. 15/1918 z. 4 p. 378-383. — Korcik, Antoni (1892-1969):
1936 — O zZrddtach drukowanych i nie drukowanych logiki Leibniza, PF r. 39/1936 z. 4 p. 378-382;
1937 — Teoria konwersji zdan asertorycznych u Arystotelesa w swietle teorii dedukcji. Studium
historyczno—krytyczne, Wc. 1937 pp. 36; 1938 — O tzw. ,sorycie Arystotelesa” i ,sorycie Gocleni-
usa”, PF r.41/1938 z. 3 p. 282-297. — Korzybski, Alfred (1879-1950): 1931 — A non—-Aristotelian
system and its necessity for rigour in mathematics and physics (mn. mimeographed), NO. 1931
pp. 30; 1933 — Science aud sanity, Lr. 1933 p. XX, 798; 1935 — Outline of general sematics (mp.
mimeographed), Clio. 1935 pp. 112. — Kotarbinski, Tadeusz: 1921 — Sprawa istnienia przed-
miotéw idealnych, PF r. 23/1920 p. 149-170; 1922a — Kazimierz Ajdukiewicz ,,Z metodologii
nauk dedukcyjnych” (rev.), RF t. 7/1922-1923 nr 1-3 p. 11a—13b; 1922b — O istocie doswiadczenia
wewnetrznego, PF 1. 25/1922 z. 2 p. 184-196; 1922¢ — Odpowied? [for polemists], PF r. 25/1922
z.4 p. 535-540; 1922-1923 — Wincenty Lutostawski ,Zadania logiczne” (rev.), RF t. 7/1922-1923
nr 4-5 p. 51a—55a; 1923a — Pojecie zewnetrznej moznosci dziatania, r. 26/1923 z. 1-2 p. 63—67;
1923b — O sposobach prowadzenia sporéw, PWar. 3/1923 t. 4 nr 26 p. 170—185; 1924 — Logika.
Wyktady wygtoszone w latach 19231924 (tb. mimeographed), W. 1924 pp. 230; 1925a — O sto-
sunku sprawstwa, PF r. 28/1925 z. 3—4 p. 137-151; 1925b — Logika w sensie szkolnym a logika
matematyczna (ar.), RF t. 9/1925 nr 1-2 p. 25b; 1925¢ — Logika dla nauczycieli a logika mate-
matyczna, RF t. 9/1925 nr 9-10 p. 121-128; 1925d — Logika. Skrypt z wyktadéw wygloszonych
w trymestrze jesiennym 1924—1925 r. akad|emickiego], W. 1925 pp. 168; 1926 — Mysl przewodnia
metodologii Franciszka Bacona, PF r. 29/1926 z. 3—4 p. 133-154; 1927a — Jan Sleszynski ,Teoria
dowodu” (rev.), RF t. 10/1926-1927 nr 1-6 p. 17a—19b; 1927b — Zasady teorii czynu, PF r. 30/1927
z. 4 p. 273-274; 1929 — Elementy teorii poznania, logiki formalnej i metodologii nauk, L. 1929
pp. VIIL, 484; 1930a — Jan Lukasiewicz ,Elementy logiki matematycznej” (rev.), PF r. 33/1930 z.
1-2p. 174-179; 1930b — Realizm radykalny, PF r. 33/1930 z. 4 p. 269-272;1930-1931 — Uwagi
na temat reizmu, RF t. 12/1930-1931 nr 1-10 p. 7-12; 1931a — Zasady reizmu, SPTPN t. 5/1931
nr 1 p. 16-18; 1931b — Le réalisme radical, P7ICP p. 187-190; 1932a — Program Bacona, PH r.
7/1932 z. 4-5 p. 371-392; 1932b — Georges—Henri Luquet ,Logique, morale, métaphysique”
(rev.), PFr. 35/1932 z. 1-2 p. 157-160; 1932-1936a — O realizmie w szkole Franciszka Brentana
(ar.), RF t. 13/1932-1936 nr 5-10 p. 137a; 1932—-1936b — Eugeniusz Bautro: ,De jurisprudentia
symbolica” (rev.), RF t. 13/1932-1936 nr 5-10 p. 137a; 1933a — Bacon o przysztosci nauki, NPPOR
t. 17/1933 p. 1-16; 1933b — Grundlinien und Tendenzen der Philosophie in Polen, SR J. 5/1933
nr 4 p. 218-229; 1934 — W sprawie pojecia prawdy (Alfred Tarski ,Pojecie prawdy w jezykach
nauk dedukcyjnych’, rev.), PF r. 37/1934 z. 1 p. 85-91; 1935a — The development of the main
problem in the methodology of Francis Bacon, SP v. 1/1935 p. 107-117; 1935b — Zasadnicze mysli
pansomatyzmu, PF r. 38/1935 z. 4 p. 283-294; 1936a — Les idées fondamentales de la théorie
générale de la lutte, Phv. 1/1936 f. 1-4 p. 196—214; 1936b — Z dziejéw pojecia teorii adekwatnej,
PF r. 39/1936 z. 4 p. 404—405; 1937a — Z dziejéw pojecia teorii adekwatnej, PF r. 40/1937 z. 3 p.
264-270; 1937b — Czyn, L. 1937 pp. 34; 1937c — Idée de la méthodologie générale. Praxéologie,
TICIP f. 4 p. 190-194; 1938a — Z zagadnier ogélnej teorii walki, W. 1938 pp. 94; 1938b — O istocie
i zadaniach metodologii ogdinej (prakseologii), PF r.41/1938 z. 1 p. 68-75. — Kozlowski, Wladystaw
Mieczyslaw (the younger): 1918 — Krdtki zarys logiki wraz z elementami ideografii logicznej, W.
1918 pp. VIII, 80; 1924 — La fonction logique du temps, A5CIF p. 1-8: 1930a — Idea homogennosti
védy a typy véd, CM r. 24/1928 se$. 2 p. 104—111, ses. 3 p. 193-210; 1930b — Lidée de Ihomogénéité
de la science et les types des sciences, FTM p. 1-22. — Kreczmar, Jerzy (1902-1985): 1931 — Sur
la métaphore, SPTNW wydz. 2 t. 24/1931 z. 1-6 p. 14—18; 1933 — Franciszek Manthey
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»Kategorematische und Synkategorematische Ausdriicke” (rev.), PF r. 36/1933 z. 1-2 p. 179-180;
1934 — réwnoznacznosé, wieloznacznosc, znaczenie, FFKPTK p. 35-51, 208-209; 1936 — O znac-
zeniu przenosnym (metaforycznym), PF r. 39/1936 z. 4 p. 441-442. — Kreutz, Mieczyslaw
(1893-1971): 1938 — Negatywne pojecie przyczynowosci, PF r. 41/1938 z. 1 p. 37-44. — Krok-
iewicz, Adam (1890-1977): 1923 — O tak zwanej indukcji Epikurejskiej, KF t. 1/1923 z. 3 p.
362-424; 1927 — O indukcji epikurejskiej (ar.), RF t. 10/1926-1927 nr 1-8 p. 71a—71b; 1929 —
Karneades, KP t.7/1929 z. 4 p. 353—418; 1933a — O tzw. indukcji stoickiej, SCPPAUK t. 38/1933
nr 2 p. 22-25; 1933b — O tak zwanej indukcji stoickiej, KF t. 11/1933 z. 1 p. 25-59, z. 2 p. 126158,
z. 3 p. 240-281; 1934 — Tadeusz Czezowski ,Jak powstalo zagadnienie przyczynowosci” (rev.),
PF r. 37/1934 z. 3 p. 306—310; 1939 — The humanities and their role in modern culture, O. v.
3/1939 p. 31-44. — Krdlinski, Kazimierz (properly: Jan Denes) (1877-1938): 1922 — Pedagogika
i dydaktyka wraz z ogélnymi zasadami logiki (Repetytorium przed—egzaminowe), L. 1922 pp.
68.— Kruszewski, Zygmunt (? — after 1939?): 1925 — Ontologia bez aksjomatéw (ar.), PF r.
28/1925 z. 1-2 p. 136. — Krzesinski, Andrzej (1884—-1964): 1923 — Rzeczywistos¢, poznanie
i prawda w dziejach filozofii, KF t. 1/1923 z. 1 p. 38-86, z. 2 p. 161-203, z. 3 p. 297-335; 1937
— Logistyka a filozofia (ar.), RF t. 14/1936-1938 nr 1-3 p. 148b. — Kuczynski, Jerzy (1923?-1963?):
1938 — O twierdzeniu Godla, KF t. 15/1938 z. 1-2 p. 74—80. — Kuratowski, Kazimierz: 1918
— Odpowiedz na artykut prof. Zaremby, PF r. 21/1918 z. 3—4 p. 128—132; 1920 — Sur la notion
de lensemble fini, FM t. 1/1920 p. 130-131; 1921 — Sur la notion de lordre dans la théorie des
ensambles, FM t. 2/1921 p. 161-171; 1931a — (with Alfred Tarski:) Les opérations logiques et les
ensembles projectifs, FM t. 17/1931 p. 240-248; 1931b — Evaluation de la classe borélienne ou
projective d'un ensemble de points a laide des symboles logique, FM t. 17/1931 p. 249-272; 1934
— (with Tadeusz Posament): Sur lisomorphie algébro—logique et les ensembles relativement
boréliens, FM t. 22/1934 p. 281-286; 1937 — Les types dordre définissables et les ensembles
boréliens, FM t. 29/1937 p. 97-100. — Kurylowicz, Jerzy (1895-1978): 1927 — Podstawy psy-
chologiczne semantyki, PF r. 30/1927 z. 4 p. 319-322. — Les$niewski, Stanistaw: 1927-1931 —
O podstawach matematyki, PF r. 30/1927 z. 2-3 p. 164—206, r. 31/1928 z. 3 p. 261-291, r. 32/1929
z.1-2 p.60-101,r. 33/1930 z. 1-2 p. 77-105, . 34/1931 z. 2—-3 p. 142-170; 1928 — O podstawach
teorii klas. O podstawach ontologii. O podstawach logistyki, PF r. 31/1928 z. 1-2 p. 160—161;
1929a — Uber Funktionen, deren Felder Gruppen mit Riicksicht auf diese Funktionen sind, FM t.
13/1929 p. 319-332; 1929b — Liber Funktionen deren Felder Abelsche Gruppen in Bezug auf diese
Funktionen sind, FM t. 14/1929 p. 242-251; 1929¢c — Grundziige eines neuen Systems der Grund-
lagen der Mathematik, FM t. 14/1929 p. 1-81, CL t. 1/1939 p. 61-144; 1930 — Uber die Grundlagen
der Ontologie, SPTNW wydz. 3 . 23/1930 z. 46 p. 111-132; 1932 — Uber Definitionen in der
sogenannten Theorie der Deduktion, SPTNW wydz. 3 r. 24/1931 z. 7-9 p. 289-309; 1939 — Ein-
leitende Bemerkungen zur Fortsetzung meiner Mitteilung u. cl. T. ,,Grundziige eines neuen Systems
der Grundlagen der Mathematik”, CL t. 1/1939 p. 1-60. — Lindenbaum, Adolf (1904-1941):
1927a — (with Alfred Tarski:) Communication sur les recherches de la théorie des ensembles,
SPTNW wydz. 3 1. 19/1926 z. 7-9 p. 299-330; 1927b — (with Alfred Tarski:) Sur l'indépendence
des notions primitives dans les systemes mathématiques (ar.) RPTM t. 5/1926 p. 111-113; 1930
— Remarques sur une question de la méthode axiomatique, FM t. 15/1930 p. 313-321; 1931 —
Bemerkungen zu den vorhergehenden Bemerkungen des Herrn J. v. Neumann, FM t. 17/1931 p.
335-336; 1936a — Sur la simplicité formelle des notions, ACIPS f. 7 p. 29-38; 1938b — (with
Alfred Tarski:) Uber die Beschrinktheit der Ausdruckmittel deduktiver Theorien, EMK H. 7/1934—
1935 p. 15-23. — Lutostawski, Wincenty: 1920 — Zadania logiczne dla szkdt i samoukéw
pragngcych sie wycwiczy¢é w poprawnym mysleniu, Wo. 1920 pp. 60. — Lomnicki, Antoni
(1881-1941): 1921 — O zasadzie dysjunkcji w logistyce i matematyce, RF t. 6/1921-1922 nr 1-2
p.- 9-10; 1923 — Noveaux fondemants du calcul des probabilités (Definition de la probabilité
fondée sur la théorie des ensembles), FM t. 4/1923 p. 34-71. — Lo§, Jan (1860-1928): 1927 —
Zakres wyrazu i pojecia, JP r. 12/1927 z. 3 p. 73-75. — Lubnicki, Narcyz (1904-1988): 1937 —
Construction de la science par lapplication de la méthode cartésienne, TOCIP f. 8 p. 195-202.
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— FLukasiewicz, Jan: 1919-1920a — O pojeciu mozliwosci (ar.), RF t. 5/1919-1920 nr 9 p. 169b—
170a; 1919-1920b — O logice tréjwartosciowej (ar.), RF t. 5/1919-1920 nr 9 p. 170a—171a; 1920
— Logika dwuwartosciowa, PF r. 23/1920 p. 189-205; 1921-1922 — O przedmiocie logiki (ar.),
RF t. 6/1921-1922 nr 1-2 p. 26a—26b; 19221923 — Interpretacja liczbowa teorii zdari (ar.), RF
t.7/1922-1923 nr 6 p. 92b—93a; 1923-1924 — Jan Sleszynski ,O logice tradycyjnej” (rev.), RF t.
8/1923-1924 nr 7-8 p. 107a—108a; 1924 — Démonstration de la compatibilité des axiomes de la
théorie de la déduction, RPTM t. 3/1924 p. 149; 1925a — Dlaczego nie zadowala nas logika fi-
lozoficzna?, RF t. 9/1925 nr 1-2 p. 25a—25b; 1925b — O pewnym sposobie pojmowania teorii
dedukcji (ar.), PF r. 28/1925 z. 1-2 p. 134—136; 1926—-1927 — Z najnowszej niemieckiej literatury
logicznej, F t. 10/1926-1927 nr 7-10 p. 197b—198a; 1927 — O logice stoikéw, PF r. 30/1927 z. 4
p. 278-279; 1928 — O metode w filozofii, PF r. 31/1928 z. 1-2 p. 3—5; 1928—1929a — Rola definicji
w systemach dedukcyjnych (ar.), RF t. 11/1928-1929 nr 1-10 p. 164a; 1928-1929b — O definicjach
w teorii dedukgji (ar.), RF t. 11/1928-1929 nr 1-10 p. 177a—178a; 1928—1929¢ — Franz Weidauer
»Zur Syllogistik” (rev.), RF t. 11/1928-1929 nr 1-10 p. 178a—178b; 1929a — Elementy logiki
matematycznej (tb. mimeographed), W. 1929 pp. VIII, 200; 1929b — O znaczeniu i potrzebach
logiki matematycznej, NPPOR t. 10/1929 p. 604—620; 1930a — (with Alfred Tarski:) Untersuchungen
iiber den Aussagenkalkiil, SPTN'W wydz. 3 r. 23/1930 z. 1-3 p. 30—50; 1930b — Philosophische
Bemerkungen zu mehrwertigen Systemen des Aussagenkalkiils, SPTNW wydz. 3 r. 23/1930 z. 1-3
p. 51-77; 1931 —Ein Vollstindigkeitsbeweis des zweiwertigen Aussagencalkiils, SPTN'W wydz.
31.24/1931 z. 2—6 p. 153—183; 1932 — Uwagi o aksjomacie Nicoda i o ,dedukcji uogélniajacej”,
KPPTFL p. 366-382; 1932—-1936 — Z dziejéw logiki starozytnej (ar.), RF t. 13/1932-1936 nr 1-4
p. 46a; 1934a — Znaczenie analizy logicznej dla poznania, PF 1. 37/1934 z. 4 p. 369-377; 1934b
— Z historii logiki zdan, PF 1. 37/1934 z. 4 p. 417-437; 1935a —Zur Geschichte der Aussagenlogik,
ErB.5/1935 H. 2-3 p. 111-131; 1935b — Zur vollen dreiwertigen Aussagenlogik, Er B. 5/1935 H.
2-3 p. 176; 1936a — Logistyka a filozofia, PF r. 39/1936 z. 2 p. 113-131; 1936b — Co data filozofii
wspoblczesna logika matematyczna?, PF r. 39/1936 z. 4 p. 325-326, 329; 1936¢ — Bedeutung der
logischen Analyse fiir die Erkenntnis, A8CIP p. 75—84, 117-118; 1937a — W obronie logistyki,
MKLW p. 12-26, 159-165; 1937c — En défence de la logique, WWTU]J ser. 1 nr /1937 p. 7-13;
1939a — O sylogistyce Arystotelesa, SCPPAUK t. 44/1939 nr 6 p. 220-227; 1939b — Der Aqui-
valenzenkalkiil, CLv. 1/1939 p. 145-169. — Luszczewska—Romahnowa, Seweryna (1904—1978):
1937a — O wyrazach okazjonalnych (ar.), RF t. 13/1932-1936 nr 5-10 p. 132b—133b; 1932-1936
— O indukcji przez proste wyliczenie (ar.), RF t. 13/1932—1936 nr 5-10 p. 137b—138a. — Makar-
czyk, Kazimierz (1901-1972): 1938 — Technika rachunku logicznego, W. 1938 pp. 36. — Mazur-
kiewicz, Stefan: 1918 — O podstawach teorii prawdopodobienstwa, SPTN'W wydz. 3 r. 11/1918
z.1p. 1-12; 1923 — Teoria mnogosci w stosunku do innych dziatéw matematyki, PS t. 3/1923 p.
89-98; 1932 — Zur Axiomatik der Wahrscheinlichkeitslehre, SPTN'W wydz. 3 r. 25/1932 z. 1-6
p- 1-4; 1934 — Uber die Grundlagen der Wahrscheinlichkeitsrechnugg I, MMP B. 41/1934 H. 3
p. 343-352. — Mehlberg, Henryk (1904-1978): 1928 — O strukturze przedmiotu, PF r. 31/1928
z.1-2 p. 161-163; 1932 — O pewnej interpretacji zdar spostrzegawczych, KPPTFL p. 383-393;
1935 — Essai sur la théorie causale du temps, SP v. 1/1935 p. 119-260, v. 2/1937 p. 111-231; 1936
— O przyczynowej koncepcji przestrzeni i czasu, PF r. 39/1936 z. 4 p. 409, 410. — Metallmann,
Joachim (1889-1942): 1919-1920 — O jasnym i niejasnym stylu filozofowania, RF t. 5/1919-1920
nr 3 p. 43—-44; 1923 — Jan Sleszynski ,,O logice tradycyjnej” (rev.), KF t. 1/1923 z. 1 p. 121-122;
1928 — Elementy determinizmu przyczynowego, PW r. 7/1928 t. 1/24 nr 2/70 p. 275-290, nr 3/71
p- 458-473; 1933a — Zagadnienie przypadku, PW r. 12/1933 t. 1/44 nr 1/129 p. 85-99; 1933b
— Problemat struktury i jego dominujgce stanowisko w nauce wspétczesnej, KF t. 11/1933 z. 4 p.
332-353; 1934 — Determinizm nauk przyrodniczych, K. 1934 pp. X1V, 424, 10; 1936 — Létat
actuel du probléme et de la notion de déterminisme dans les sciences de la nature, S a. 30/1936 v.
60 nr 7/291 p. 1-11; 1938a — Determinizm i pojecie emergencji w biologii, PF r. 41/1938 z. 1 p.
45-53; 1938b — O budowie i wlasciwosciach nauki, WZ r. 13/1938 z. 5-6 p- 356-367,z. 7-8 p.
441-453; 1939a — Wprowadzenie do zagadnieri filozoficznych. Cz. 1, K. 1939 pp. VIII, 152; 1939b

361



— Josef Tvrdy ,Logika” (rev.), KF t. 16/1939-1946 z. 1 p. 84-91; 1939¢c — Zygmunt Zawirski
»Lévolution de la notion du temps” (rev.), PF r. 42/1939-1946 z. 2 p. 204—-213. — Mianowski,
Teodor: 1930-1931 — Whioskowanie z podobieristwa w traktacie Epikurejczyka Filodemosa (ar.),
RF t. 12/1930-1931 nr 1-10 p. 232b—234b. — Michalski, Konstanty: 1919-1920 — Les courants
philosophique & Oxford et a Paris pendant le XIV siécle, BIAPSL cl. 1-2 1919-1920 nr 1-10 p.
59-88; 1926 — Odrodzenie nominalizmu w XIV wieku, KF t. 4/1926 z. 2 p. 171-216, z. 4 p.
477-496; 1937 — Le probléme de la volonté a Oxford et a Paris au XIV® siécle, SP v. 2/1937 p.
233-305. — Mirski (properly: Kretz), J6zef (1882—1943): 1923a — Uwagi nad pragmatyzmem
jako metodg heurystyczng i opisowg, KF t. 1/1923 z. 2 p. 233-238; 1923b — Uwagi o symbolice
w nauce (Przyczynek do teorii symboléw), KF t. 1/1923 z. 4 p. 546-555. — Mostowski, Andrzej
(1913-1975): 1937 — Abzdhlbare Bodesche Korper und ihre Anwendung auf die allgemeine Ma-
thematik, FM t. 29/1937 p. 34—53; 1938a — O niezaleznosci definicji skoriczonosci w systemie
logiki, DRPTM t. 11/1938 z. 1-54; 1938b — Uber den Begriff einer endlichen Menge, SPTNW
wydz. 3 1. 31/1938 z. 1-3 p. 13-20; 1938c — (with Adolf Lindenbaum:) Uber die Unabhdéngigkeit
des Auswahlaxioms und einiger seiner Folgerungen, SPTNW wydz. 3 r. 31/1938 z. 1-3 p. 27-32;
1939a — (with Alfred Tarski:) Boolesche Ritige mit geordneter Basis, FM t. 32/1939 p. 69—-86;
1939b — Uber die Unabhdngigkeit des Wohlordnungssatzes vom Ordrbungsprinzip, FM t. 32/1939
p. 201-252; 1939c — Bemerkungen zum Begriff der inhaltlichen Widerspruchsfreiheit, JSL v.
4/1939 nr 3 p. 113-114. — Nawroczynski, Bogdan: 1920 — Przedmiot tzw. uczuc wiedzy a za-
gadnienie jakosci sadow, PF r. 23/1920 p. 206-226. — Orzecki, Roman (1863-1923): 1923 —
O logicznych podstawach metody statystycznej, Ek r. 23/1923 t. 3 p. 8—-20. — Ossowska (born
Niedzwiecka), Maria (1896—1974): 1925a — Charles Ogden, Ivor Richards ,The meaning of
meaning” (rev.), RF t. 9/1925 nr 6-8 p. 91a—92a; 1925 — Semantyka prof. St. Szobera, PF r. 28/1925
z. 3—4 p. 258-272; 1928a — O pojeciu wyrazania, PF r. 31/1928 z. 1-2 p. 145-147; 1928b —
Ostatnie ksigzki z semantyki: Henri Delacroix ,Le langage et la pensée’, Otto Jespersen ,The
philosophy of frammar”, Charles Ogden, Ivor Richards ,The meaning of meaning’, Harry Hol-
lingworth ,The psychology of thought’;, Ernst Cassirer ,Philosophie der symbolischen Formen”
(rev.), PF r. 31/1928 z. 4 p. 392-397; 1929 — Stosunek logiki i gramatyki, KF t. 7/1929 z. 3 p.
231-284; 1931 — Sfowa i mysli, PF r. 34/1931 z. 4 p. 203-258; 1932 — Significatio per se i per
aliud u Anzelma, PF r. 35/1932 z. 3—4 p. 380—383; 1933 — Werner Schingnitz ,Scientologia”
(rev.), NPPOR t. 17/1933 p. 362—364; 1935 —John Sullivan , Limitations of science” (rev.), NPPOR
t. 20/1935 p. 372-328; 1935b — Henry Bliss ,The organization of knowledge and the system of
science” (rev.), NPPOR t. 20/1935 p. 333-335; 1936a — Eduard Claparede ,La genése de I'hypothese”
(rev.), NPPOR t. 21/1936 p. 370-371; 1936b — Ocena i opis, PF r. 39/1936 z. 4 p. 467; 1937 —
Ocena i opis, KF t. 14/1937 z. 4 p. 273-295. — Ossowski, Stanistaw (1897-1963): 1925 — O typach
wyrazen cudzystowowych (ar.), RF t. 9/1925 nr 1-2 p. 25b—26a; 1926 — Analiza pojecia znaku,
PF 1. 29/1926 z. 1-2 p. 29-56; 1930 — Problematyka naukoznawcza, NPPOR t. 13/1930 p. 167;
1935a — Prawa ,historyczne” w socjologii, PF r. 38/1935 z. 1-2 p. 3-32; 1935b — (with Maria
Ossowska:) Nauka o nauce, NPPOR t. 20/1935 p. 1-12. — Paniski, Antoni (cir. 19007 — 1942):
1930 — Leon Petrazycki ,Wstep do nauki prawa i moralnosci’, ,Podstawy psychologii emocjo-
nalnej” (rev.), PF r. 33/1930 z. 4 p. 340-344; 1934 — Uwagi o zagadnieniu definicji ,zwigzku
przyczynowego”, FEFKPTK p. 84—96, 210-211. — Pastuszka, Jozef (1897-1989): 1937 — Dyskusja
[concerning logistics], MKLW p. 75-77, 178—179; 1938 — Logistyka a filozofia katolicka, Pr r.
25/1938 t. 35 nr 5 p. 269-276. — Pepis, Jozef (?—1941): 1937 — O zagadnieniu rozstrzygalnosci
w zakresie wezszego rachunku funkcyjnego, ATNL dz. 3 t. 7/1937 z. 8 p. 1-172; 1938a — Unter-
suchungen iiber das Entscheidungsproblem der mathematischen Logik, FM t. 30/1938 p. 257-348;
1938b —Ein verfahren der mathematischen Logik, JSLv.3/1938 nr 2 p. 61-76. — Peretiatkowicz,
Antoni (1884-1956): 1925 — Czeslaw Znamierowski ,Podstawowe pojecia teorii prawa. Cz. 1
— Uklad prawny i norma prawna” (rev.), KF t. 3/1925 z. 2 p. 238-240. — Petrazycki, Leon: 1930
— Witep do nauki prawa i moralnosci, W. 1930 pp. XII, 310; 1933 — Metodologie der Theorien
des Rechts und der Moral, Ps. 1933 pp. 132; 1939a — Nowe podstawy logiki i klasyfikacja

362



umiejetnosci, W. 1939 pp. 116; 1939b — Nauka o kategoriach, W. 1939 pp. 30. — Porzezinski,
Wiktor (1870-1029): 1927 — Z metodologii badan semantycznych, PFi t. 12/1927 p. 323-329.
— Poznanski, Edward (1901-1976): 1932 — Analiza operacyjna pojec fizyki, PF r. 35/1932 z. 3—4
p- 209-232; 1934 — (with Aleksander Wundheiler:) Pojecie prawdy na terenie fizyki, FFKPTK s.
97-143, 211-212. — Presburger, Mojzesz (1904—1943?): 1930 — Uber die Vollstindigkeit eines
gewissen Systems der Arithmetik ganzer Zahlen, in wielchen die Addition als einzige Operationen
hervortritt, SIKMKS p. 92-101, 395. — Radlinska—Ostaszewska, Janina (?—?): 1935 — W sprawie
tworzenia sie tzw. pojec jasnych, lecz niewyraznych, KP t. 7/1935 s. 393-470, 646—652. — Ra-
domska-Strzemecka, Helena (1888-1980): 1931 — Monografia tekstu definicji. Studium z zakresu
logiki dzieci i miodziezy, W. 1931 pp. 254. — Radziwillowicz, Rafal (1860-1929); 1921 — Mysli
o mySleniu. Szkice psychologiczne, W. 1921 pp. 110. — Rajgrodzki, Jakub (cir. 1900 — cir. 1943):
1936 — Ogdlnofilozoficzne i metodologiczne poglady Ottona Neuratha, PF r. 39/1936 z. 3 p.
287-297. — Rozwadowski, Jan: 1924 — Semantyka a gramatyka. Nauka o znaczeniu w obrebie
nauki o jezyku, JP 9/1924 z. 4 p. 97-108, z. 5 p. 129-143. — Rubczynski, Witold: 1919 — Logika
(mn. mimeographed), K 1919 pp. IV, 384; 1930 — Metoda indukcyjna w swietle nowszych teoryj,
KF t. 8/1930 z. 3 p. 296-352. — Rutski, Jan (1903-1939): 1930 — Zaleznosci statystyczne. Préba
analizy logicznej, PSSPSS t. 1/1930 p. 93-146; 1934 — O pewnym problemie prawidtowosci staty-
stycznej, PSSPSS t. 2/1934 p. 1-44; 1935 — Co to jest symptom?, ONP t. 1/1935 p. 375-398,
404-405. — Salamucha, Jan (1903-1944): 1930 — Pojecie dedukcji u Arystotelesa i sw. Tomasza
z Akwinu. Studium historyczno—krytyczne, W. 1930 pp. X, 132; 1933 — Albrecht Becker ,Die
Aristotelische Theorie der Moglichkeitsschliise” (rev.), PF r. 36/1933 z. 3 p. 291-294; 1934a —
Dowdd ,,ex motu” na istnienie Boga. Analiza logiczna argumentacji sw. Tomasza z Akwinu, CT
t. 15/1934 z. 1-2 p. 53-92; 1934b — Nauczanie logiki w seminariach duchownych, P7ZZZTP p.
171-182; 1935 Logika zda# u Wilhelma Ockhama, PF r. 38/1935 z. 3 p. 208-239; 1936 — Zza
kulis filozofii chrzescijariskiej, V r. 3/1936 nr 4 p. 613—627; 1937a — Pojawienie si¢ zagadnien
antynomialnych na gruncie logiki Sredniowiecznej, PF r. 40/1937 z. 1 p. 68—89, z. 3 p. 320-343;
1937b — Zestawienie scholastycznych narzedzi logicznych z narzedziami logistycznymi, MKLW
p- 35-49, 167-169; 1937c — O ,mechanizacji” myslenia, MKLW p. 112-121, 182-186; 1937d
— O mozliwosciach Scistego formalizowania dziedziny poje¢ analogicznych, MKLW p. 122—153,
186-193; 1938a — Innocenty Bocheniski ,Z historii logiki zdait modalnych” (rev.), KF t. 15/1938
z.2 p. 184-186; 1938b — Martin Grabmann: ,Die Introductiones in logicam des Wilhelm von
Shyreswood” (rev.), KF t. 15/1938 z. 4 p. 372-378; 1938c — Logika stara i nowa w wiekach Srednich
(ar.), RF t. 15/1939 nr 3 p. 156b. — Sawicki, Franciszek (1877-1952): 1925 — Der Satz vom zu-
reichenden Grunde, PJGG B. 38/1925 H. 1 p. 1-11. — Schayer, Stanistaw (1899-1941): 1928—1929a
— Zagadnienia metalogiki w filozofii staroindyjskiej (ar.), RF t. 11/1928—1929 nr 1-10 p. 163b—
164a; 1928-1929b — Buddyjska krytyka logiki dwuwartosciowej (ar.), RF t. 11/1928-1929 nr 1-10
p. 174a—174b; 1932a — Z badari nad logikq indyjskg, SCPPAUK t. 37/1932 nr 6 p. 32—33; 1932b
— Studien zur indischen Logik, BIAPSL cl. 1-2 1932 nr 1-3 p. 98-102; 1934 — Anityatd. Ch. 5
— Szkota logikéw buddyjskich, PF r. 37/1934 z. 2 p. 115-133; 1935 — Staroindyjskie antycypacje
logiki wspéiczesnej (ar.), RF t. 13/1932-1936 nr 1-4 p. 47a. — Schmierer, Zygmunt (cir. 1900?
—1943): 1932-1936a — Zalozenia egzystencjalne systemu Russella (ar.), RF t. 13/1932-1936 nr
5-10 p. 130b; 1932—1936b — System logiczny Wittgensteina (ar.), RF t. 13/1932—1936 nr 5-10 p.
131b; 1932-1936¢ — O wartosci filozoficznej panlogizmu R. Carnapa (ar.), RF t. 13/1932-1936
nr 5-10 p. 135a; 1936 — O funkcjach charakterystycznych w logikach wielowartosciowych, PF r.
39/1936 z. 4 p. 437. — Semelka, Tadeusz (?—?): 1933 — O jezyku i terminach ze stanowiska logiki
empirycznej. K. 1933 pp. 28.— Sierpinski, Waclaw: 1918 — Laxiome de M. Zermelo et son role
dans la théorie des enembles et lanalyse, BIAPSL cl. 3 ser. A 1918 nr 4-5 p. 97-144, nr 6-10 p.
145-152; 1921 — Une remarque sur la notion de lordre, FM t. 2/1921 p. 199-200; 1923 — Zarys
teorii mnogosci, W. 1923 pp. VIII, 198; 1930 — Legons sur les nombres transfinis, Ps 1930 pp. VI,
240; 1934 — Hypotheése du continu, W.—L. 1934 pp. VI, 192. — Siwecki, Jerzy (1908-1939): 1935
— Rozumowanie praktyczne i prawda praktyczna u Arystotelesa, PF r. 38/1935 p. 3 p. 196-207.

363



— Skibniewski, Stefan (1878-1942): 1930 — Kausalitdt, Pon. 1930 pp. 28. — Skiwski, Jan (1894
— after 1944): 1923 — Emile Meyerson ,De l'explication dans las sciences” (rev.), PF r. 26/1923
z. 3—4 p. 230-238. — Skrzeszewski, Stanistaw (1901-1978): 1926 — Georges—Henri Luquet
»Logique formelle” (rev.), KF t. 4/1926 z. 4 p. 506—507. — Sleszynski, Jan: 1921a — O logice
tradycyjnej, K. 1921 pp. 12; 1921b — Sur le raisonment dans les sciences déductives, RyPTM t.
1/1921 p. 102-109; 1923 — O znaczeniu logiki dla matematyki, PS t. 3/1923 p. 39-52; 1925-1929
— Teoria dowodu. T. 1-2, K. 1925-1929, pp. 190 + 244. — Slupecki, Jerzy (1904—1987): 1936
— Der volle dreiwertige Aussgenkalkiil, SPTN'W wydz. 3 1.29/1936 z. 1-3 p. 9-11; 1939a — Kry-
terium petnosci wielowartosciowych systemow logiki zdan, SPTNW wydz. 3 r. 32/1939 z. 1-3 p.
102-109; 1939b — Dowdéd aksjomatyzowalnosci petnych systemow wielowartosciowych rachunku
zdan, SPTNW wydz. 3 1. 32/1939 z. 1-3 p. 110-128. — Smolka, Franciszek: 1919-1920 — Para-
doksy logiczne a logika tréjwartosciowa (ar.), RF t. 5/1919-1920 nr 9 p. 171a—-171b; 1920 — Krytyka
Russellowskiej zasady blednego kota, PF r. 23/1920 p. 227-244; 1927 — Pojecie zmiennej u Bolzany
i Russella, PF r. 30/1927 z. 4 p. 291. — Smoluchowski, Marian (1872-1917): 1918 — Uiber den
Begriff des Zufalls und den Ursprung der Wahrscheinlichkeitsgesetze in der Physik, Na J. 6/1918
H. 17 p. 253-263. — Sobocinski, Bolestaw (1906—-1980): 1931 — Izydora Dambska ,La théorie
du jugement de M. Edmond Goblot” (rev.), PF r. 34/1931 z. 1 p. 88; 1932 — Z badai nad teorig
dedukcji, PF r. 35/1932 z. 3—4 p. 171-193; 1934a — O kolejnych uproszczeniach aksjomatyki
»ontologii” prof. St. Lesniewskiego, FFKPTK p. 143-160, 212; 1934b — Rudolf Carnap ,L'ancienne
et la neuvelle logique” (rev.), PF r. 37/1934 z. 1 p. 101; 1935 — Aksjomatyzacja implikacyjno—
koniunkcyjnej teorii dedukcji, PF r. 38/1935 z. 1-2 p. 85-95; 1936 — Aksjomatyzacja pewnych
wielowartosciowych systemow teorii dedukcji, RPN t. 1/1936 nr 1 p. 399-419; 1939 — Z badan
nad prototetykg, CLt. 1/1939 p. 171-176. — Soénicki, Kazimierz: 1920 — Indukcja matematyczna,
PF r. 23/1920 p. 245-277; 1923 — Zarys logiki dla kias wyzszych szkot Srednich ze szczegélnym
uwzglednieniem seminariow nauczycielskich, L.—W. 1923 pp. 98; 1926 — Wskazowki do roz-
wigzania zadan logicznych zawartych w ,Zarysie logiki”, L. 1926 pp. IV, 58. — Splawa—Neyman,
Jerzy (1894—1981): 1924 — Basic ideas and some recent results of the theory of testing statistical
hypotheses, JRSS v. 105/1924 part 4 p. 292-327; 1929 — Przyczynek do teorii wiarogodnosci hipotez
statystycznych, KS t. 6/1929 z. 4 p. 1441-1468; 1937 — Outline of a theory of statistical estimation
based on the classical theory of probability, PTRSL ser. A v. 236/1937 p. 333-380; 1938 — Lesti-
mation statistique traitée comme un probléme classique de probabilité, ASI nr 739 p. 25-57. —
Stamm, Edward: 1921 — Zastosowanie algebry logiki do teorii szyfrow, RyPTM t. 1/1921 p. 40-52;
1922a — Connexione inter operationes arithmetica et logica, RPTM t. 1/1922 p. 58—69; 1922b
— Algebra logiki jako czes¢ arytmetyki, PF r. 25/1922 z. 3 p. 353—358; 1925-1926 — Geometrische
Theorie logischer Funktionen, PMF t. 34/1925-1926 p. 119-158; 1927-1928 — O algebrze logiki
(préba syntezy), WM t. 30/1927-1928 p. 1-49; 1928 — Logica mathematica de G. Peano, [in:]
Giuseppe Peano, sup. to SV v. 3/1928 p. 33-35; 1931 — Uber Relativfunktionen und Re-
lativgleichungen, MMP t. 38/1931 H. 1 p. 147-186; 1933a — Jézef Peano, WM t. 36/1934 p. 1-56;
1933b — Axiomatica de disciplinas mathematico, SV v. 8/1933 nr 3 p. 91-104; 1934 — Descriptione
symbolico de geometrico constructiones, WM t. 37/1934 p. 101-111. — Stasiak, Stefan (1884-1962):
1928 — Fallacies and their classification according to the early Hindu logicians, RO t. 6/1928 p.
191-198. — Steinberg, Witold (1900?—-?): 1936 — Rolf Goldel: ,Die Lehre von der Identitit in
der deutschen Logik—Wissenschaft seit Lotze” (rev.), KF t. 13/1936 z. 3 p. 254-256. — Stepa, Jan
(1892-1959): 1937 — Dyskusja [concerning logistics], MKLW p. 78—83, 179-180. — Suchodolski,
Bogdan (1903-1992): 1928 — Przebudowa podstaw nauk humanistycznych. Stan badan nad
metodologiqg humanistyki w Niemczech, PHi t. 6/28/1928 z. 3 p. 417-479. — Swiezawski, Stefan
(1907-2004): 1934 — Les intentions premiéres et les intentions secondes chez Jean Duns Scot,
AHDLMA v. 9/1934 p. 205-259. — Szober, Stanistaw (1879-1933): 1925 — Odpowiedz [for
Maria Ossowska], PF r. 28/1925 z. 3—4 p. 272-276. — Sztejnbarg, Dina (= Janina Kotarbinska)
(1901-1997): 1928 — Zagadnienie wyjasniania zjawisk i praw przyrodniczych w nowszej literaturze
metodologicznej, KF t. 7/1928 z. 1 p. 73-92; 1930-1931 — O tzw. koniecznosci zwigzkow

364



przyrodzonych (ar.), RF t. 12/1930-1931 nr 1-10 p. 224b; 1931a — O tzw. koniecznosci zwigzkéw
przyrodzonych, SPTNW wydz. 2 r. 24/1931 z. 1-6 p. 67-108; 1931b — Pojecie prawa przyrodzonego
u J. St. Milla, PF r. 34/1931 z. 1 p. 15-38; 1932a — Zagadnienie indeterminizmu na terenie fizyki
wspdiczesnej, PF r. 35/1932 z. 1-2 p. 34—69; 1932b — Zagadnienie indeterminizmu na terenie
biologii, PF r. 35/1932 z. 3—4 p. 245-272; 1933 — Zagadnienie indeterminizmu na terenie nauk
humanistycznych, PF r. 36/1933 z. 1-2 p. 77-106; 1934 — Analiza pojecia przypadku. Przyczynek
do stownika filozoficznego, FFKPTK p. 181-179, 212—213; 1936a — Rozumienie i wyjasnianie
w doktrynach Ditheya i Springera, KP t. 7/1935 p. 504-520, 655; 1935b — Karl Popper ,Logik
der Forschung” (rev.), PF r. 38/1935 z. 3 p. 269-278. — Szumowski, Wiadyslaw (1875-1954):
1925 — O zwigzku przyczynowym w medycynie, AHFMHNP t. 2/1925 z. 2 p. 229-240; 1939 —
Logika dla medykéw. Wyklady uniwersyteckie, K. 1939 pp. VIII, 108. — Sniegocki, Wiadystaw
(?-?): 1932 — Behavioryzm z punktu widzenia metodologii, PF r. 35/1932 z. 3—4 p. 273-288. —
Switalski, Wiadystaw: 1928 — Deuten und Erkennen, B. 1928 pp. 34; 1933 — Geist und Gesinnung,
B. 1933 pp. X, 54. —Tarski (born Tajtelbaum), Alfred (1902-1983): 1921 — Przyczynek do ak-
sjomatyki zbioru dobrze uporzgdkowanego, PF r. 24/1921 z. 1-2 p. 85-94; 1923a — Sur le terme
primitifde la logistique, FM t. 4/1923 p. 196—200; 1923b — O wyrazie pierwotnym logistyki, PF r.
26/1923 z. 1-2 p. 68-89; 1923¢c — Sur les , truth—functions” au sens de MM. Russell et Whitehead,
FM t. 5/1923 p. 59-74; 1924a — Sur les ensembles finis, FM t. 6/1924 p. 45-95; 1924b — (with
Stefan Banach:) Sur la décomposition des ensembles de points en partie: respectivement congruentes,
FM t. 6/1924 p. 244-277; 1929a — Remarques aux les notions fondamentales de la méthodologie
des mathématiques, RPTM t. 7/1928 p. 270-272; 1929b — Les fondements de la géométrie des
corps, KP1PZM p. 29-33; 1929-1930 — Untersuchungen iiber den Aussagenkalkiil, EMK H.
2/1929-1930 p. 13—-14; 1930a — Sur les classes densembles closes par raport d certaines opérations
élémentaires, FM t. 16/1930 p. 181-304; 1930b — Fundamentale Begriffe der Methodologie der
deduktiven Wissenschaften. I, MMP B. 37/1930 H. 4 p. 361-404; 1930c — Uber einige fundamentale
Begriffe der Metamathematik, SPTN'W wydz. 3 t. 23/1930 p. 22-29; 1930d — Sur les ensembles
définissables des nombres réeles, RPTM t. 9/1930 p. 206—-207; 1930-1931 — O pojeciu prawdy
w odniesieniu do sformalizowanych nauk dedukcyjnych (ar.), RP t. 12/1930-1931 nr 1-10 p.
210a-211b; 1931a — Sur les ensembles définissables des nombres réels I, FM t. 17/1931 p. 210-239;
1931b — Untersuchungen iiber den Aussagenkalkiil, MMP B. 38/1931 H. 1 p. 24-25; 1932 — Der
Wahrheitsbegriff in den Sprachen der deduktiven Disziplinen, AWWMNKAA v. 69/1932 nr 2 p.
23-25; 1933a — Pojecie prawdy w jezykach nauk dedukcyjnych, W. 1933 pp. VIII, 118; 1933b
— Einige Betrachtungen iiber die Begriffe der w—Widerspruchsfreiheit und der w—Vollstindigkeit,
MMP B. 40/1933 H. 1 p. 97-112; 1934 — Z badarn metodologicznych nad definiowalnosciq ter-
minéw, PF r. 37/1934 z. 4 p. 438-460; 1934—1935 — Uber die Erwieterungen der unvollstindigen
Systems des Aussagenkalkiils, EMK H. 7/1934-1935 p. 51-57; 1935a — Zur Grundlegung der
Boole'schen Algebra 1, FM t. 24/1935 p. 177-198; 1935b — Grundziige des Systemenkalkiils, T1.
1-2, FM t. 25/1935 p. 503-526, t. 26/1936 p. 283-301; 1935¢c — Einige metodologische Untersu-
chungen tiber die Definierbarkeit der Begriffe, Er B. 5/1935 H. 2—-3 p. 80-100; 1935d — Wahr-
scheinlichkeitslehre und mehrwertige Logik, Er B. 5/1935 H. 2-3 p. 174-175; 1935e — Der
Wahrheitsbegriff in den formalisierten Sprachen, SP v. 1/1935 p. 281-405; 1936a — O logice
matematycznej i metodzie dedukcyjnej, L.—W. 1936 pp. 168; 1936b — O ugruntowaniu naukowej
semantyki, PF r. 39/1936 z. 1 p. 50-57; 1936¢ — O pojeciu wynikania logicznego, PF r. 39/1936 z.
1 p. 58-68; 1936d — Grundlegung der Wissenschaftlichen Semantik, ACIPS f. 3 p. 1-8; 1936e
— Uber den Begriff der logischen Folgerung, ACIPS f. 7 p. 1-11; 1936f — Ideale in den Mengen-
korpern, RPTM t. 15/1936 p. 186—189; 1937a — Einfiihrung in die mathematische Logik und die
Methodologie der Mathematik, Wn. 1937 pp. X, 166; 1937b — Uber additive und multiplikative
Mengenkorper und Mengenfunktionen, SPTNW wydz. 3 r. 30/1937 z. 7-9 p. 151-181; 1937¢c —
Sur la méthode déductive, TOCIP f. 6 p. 95-104; 1938a — Uber unerreichbare Kardinalzahen,
EM t. 30/1938 p. 68—89; 1938b — Drei Uberdeckungssiitze der allgemeinen Mengenlehre, FM t.
30/1938 p. 132-155; 1938c — Ein Uberdeckungssitz fiir endliche Mengen, FM t. 30/1938 p.
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156-163; 1938d — Eine dquivalentz Formulierung des Auswahlaxioma, FM t. 30/1938 p. 197-201;
1938e — Ein Beitrag zur Axiomatik der Abelschen Gruppen, FM t. 30/1938 p. 253—256; 1938f
— Einige Bemerkungen zur Axiomatik der Booleachen Algebra, SPTNW wydz. 3 1. 31/1938 z. 1-3
p- 33-35; 1938g — Der Aussagenkalkiil und die Topologie, FM t. 31/1938 p. 103—134; 1939a —
Ideale in vollstindigen Mengenkirpern 1, FM t. 32/1939 p. 45-63; 1939b — On well—ordered
subsets of any set, FM t. 32/1939 p. 176-183; 1939c — On undecidable statements in enlarged
systems of logic and the concept of truth, JSLv. 4/1939 nr 3 p. 105-112. — Tatarkiewicz, Wladystaw:
1930 — O czterech rodzajach sadow estetycznych, PF r. 33/1930 z. 4 p. 291-295; 1936 — Historia
i klasyfikacja, KPLP t. 2 p. 269-278. — Tomaszewski, Tadeusz (1910-2000): 1936 — Sens i bezsens,
PFr.39/1936 z. 4 p. 527-528. — Twardowski, Kazimierz: 1919-1920a — O jasnym i niejasnym
stylu filozoficznym, RF t. 5/1919-1920 nr 2 p. 25-27; 1919-1920b — O wyksztalcenie logiczne,
RF t.5/1919-1920 nr 45 p. 85-71; 1921-1922 — Symbolomania i pragmatofobia, RF t. 6/1921—
1922 nr 1-2 p. 1-10; 1922-1923 — O prawdzie formalnej (ar.), RF t. 7/1922—-1923 nr 1-3 p.
37b-38a; 1923 — O naukach apriorycznych, czyli racjonalnych (dedukcyjnych), i naukach apo-
steriorycznych, czyli empirycznych (indukcyjnych), [in:] Kazimierz Ajdukiewicz, Gléwne kierunki
filozofii, L. 1923 p. 180-190; 1924 — O istocie pojec, L. 1924 pp. V1, 38; 1927 — Z logiki przymiot-
nikéw, PF 1. 30/1927 z. 4 p. 292-294. — Wajsberg, Mordchaj (1902—1939): 1932a — Aksjomatyzacja
tréjwartosciowego rachunku zdan, SPTNW wydz. 3 r. 24/1931 z. 2—6 p. 126—148; 1932b — Uber
Axomensystemen des Aussagenkalkiils, MMP B. 39/1932 H. 2 p. 149-156; 1932c — Ein neues
Axiom des Aussagenkalkiils, in der Symbolik von Sheffer, MMP B. 39/1932 H. 3 p. 259-262; 1933a
— Untersuchungen iiber den Funktionenkalkiil fiir endliche Individualbereiche, MA B. 108/1933
H. 2 p. 218-228; 1933b — Ein erweiterter Klassenkalkiil, MMP B. 40/1933 H. 2 p. 113-126; 1934
— Beitrag zur Metamathematik, MA B. 109/1934 H. 2 p. 200-229; 1935a — Przyczynek do meta-
matematyki, WM t. 39/1935 p. 43—84; 1935b — Beitrdige zum Metaaussagenkalkiil I, MMP B.
42/1935 H. 2 p. 221-242; 1936 — Untersuchungen iiber Unabhdngigkeitsbeweise nach der Matri-
zenmethode, WM t. 41/1936 p. 33—70; 1937 — Metalogische Beitrige, WM t. 43/1937 p. 131-168;
1939a — Untersuchungen tiber den Aussagenkalkiil von A. Heyting, WM t. 46/1939 p. 45-101;
1939b — Metalogische Beitrdge 11, WM t. 47/1939 p. 119-139; 1939c — Eugen Mihailescu:
»Recherches sur les formes formales par 'equivalence et la disjonction dans le calcul des proposi-
tions” (rev.), JSL v. 4/1939 nr 2 p. 91-92. — Wallis—Walfisz, Mieczystaw (1895-1975): 1921 —
Obrona humanistyki w metodologii wspélczesnej, PF r. 24/1921 z. 1 p. 96-142; 1932 — O zdaniach
estetycznych, FF r. 35/1932 z. 3—4 p. 347-375; 1934 — O rozumieniu pierwiastkéw przed-
stawiajgcych w dzietach sztuki, FFKPTK p. 180-207, 213-214; 1935 — O rozumieniu dgzen
artystycznych w dzietach sztuki, PF r. 38/1935 z. 4 p. 295-321; 1939 — Wyraz i zycie psychiczne.
O rozumieniu dziel sztuki przedstawiajgcych przedmioty psychiczne, Wo. 1939 pp. 150. — Wasik,
Wiktor (1833-1963): 1918 — Nawiasowy kurs logiki formalnej przy nauczaniu jezyka polskiego
metodg dyskusyjng (rozprawka dydaktyczna), PPe r. 2(37)/1918 nr 9-10 p. 475-494. — Wiegner,
Adam (1889-1967): 1927 — Przedmioty pojec ogélnych (Tadeusz Czezowski ,Kilka uwag o uogél-
nianiu i przedmiotach poje¢ ogdlnych’, rev.), PF . 30/1927 z. 2-3 p. 211-213; 1930a — W sprawie
zasady odwrotnosci miedzy trescig a zakresem pojec, PKFPTPN t. 3/1930 p. 269-306; 1930b —
W sprawie zasady odwrotnosci miedzy trescig a zakresem pojeé, SPTPN r.4/1930 nr 1-2 p. 16-17;
1930c — Wartosc i znaczenie logiki tradycyjnej, SPTPN r. 4/1930 nr 3—4 p. 67-68; 1932 — Uwagi
nad indeterminizmem w fizyce, P. 1932 pp. 16; 1933 — Rudolf Carnap: ,Der logische Aufbau der
Welt” (rev.), KF t. 11/1933 z. 2 p. 183—188; 1936a — Na marginesie ,Logicznych podstaw nauczania”
Kazimierza Ajdukiewicza, KF t. 13/1936 z. 4 p. 327-330; 1936b — Teoria poznania czy teoria
prawdy?, PF r. 39/1936 z. 4 p. 418-419; 1938 — W sprawie zatozen i charakteru logiki tradycyjnej,
KF t.15/1938 z. 2 p. 108—122; 1939a — Stanistaw Kaczorowski ,O podziale logicznym” (rev.), KF
t. 16/1939-1946 z. 1 p. 95-98; 1939b — Carl Hempel, Paul Oppenheim ,Der Typusbegriff im
Lichte der neuen Logik” (rev.), KF t. 16/1939-1946 z. 1 p. 98—100. — Wilkosz, Witold (1891-1941):
1922-1923 — Terminy logiki formalnej (ar.), RF t. 7/1922-1923 nr 4-5 p. 74b—75a; 1925a —
Podstawy ogélnej teorii mnogosci, K. 1925 pp. VIII, 280; 1925b — Odpowiedz [to Czestaw
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Znamierowski], PF r. 28/1925 z. 3—4 p. 256-257; 1931 — O teorii dowodu (w zwigzku z ,Teorig
dowodu” . Sleszyriskiego), Pa t. 2/1931-1932 z. 2—3 p. 58—64; 1936a — Znaczenie logiki matem-
atycznej dla matematyki i innych nauk Scistych, PF r. 39/1936 z. 4 p. 343—346, 347; 1936b — Sur
la notion de léquivalence des systémes déductifs, RPTM t. 15/1936 p. 161-164; 1937 — O definicji
przez abstrakcje, KF t. 14/1937 z. 1 p. 1-13; 1938 — Remarque sur la notion de la définition
conditionelle de Peano, RPTM t. 16/1937 p. 176—178. — Witkiewicz, Stanistaw Ignacy (1885-1939):
1932-1933 — O intuicji, GL r. 3/1932 nr 4 p. 59-60, nr 6 p. 89-90, nr 8 p. 123, nr 10 p. 157-158, 1.
4/1933 nr 1 p. 10-11, nr 2 p. 28-29; 1934—1936 — O logistyce (zwierzenia laika), Z r. 3/1934—-1935
nr 21/69 p. 2, nr 22/70 p. 3, nr 23/71 p. 3, nr 24/72 p. 5, r. 4/1935-1936 nr 1/73 p. 3; 1936 —
O ontologicznej beznadziejnosci logiki, fizykalizmu i pseudonaukowego monizmu i o perspektywach
koncepcji monadystycznej, PF 1. 39/1936 z. 4 p. 419420, 422; 1937 — O ontologicznej beznadziejnosci
logiki, fizykalizmu i pseudonaukowego monizmu i o perspektywach koncepcji monadystycznej,
PFr.40/1937 z. 1 p. 19-31; 1939 — Bledne koto w Kole Wiederiskim (ar.), RF t. 15/1939 nr 1-2 p.
67a—67b. — Witwicki, Tadeusz (the younger) (1902—1970): 1926—1927 — O funkcji reprezentujacej
przedmiotéw ogdlnych i niektdrych szczegétowych (ar.), RF t. 10/1926-1927 nr 1-6 p. 37a—68a;
1932 — O stosunku tresci do przedmiotu przedstawienia, KPPTFEL p. 394— 412; 1934 — Lockeu teo-
ria idej ogélnych i jej dzieje, PF r. 37/1934 z. 1 p. 69-84; z. 2 p. 134-149; 1934-1936 — O rep-
rezentacji, czyli o stosunku obrazu do przedmiotu odtworzonego, ANTL dz. 2 t. 16/1934-1936 z.
2 p. 213-334. — Witwicki, Wladyslaw (the elder): 1923 — Z filozofii nauki, PWar. 3/1923 t. 3 nr
24.p. 290-298; 1936 — Co to jest dyskusja i jak jg trzeba prowadzié?, PS cz. 4/1936 p. 7-25; 1938
— Co to jest dyskusja?, L. 1938 pp. 28. — Wolski, Wactaw (1865-1922): 1918a — O podstawach
myslowych logistyki, L. 1918 pp. 24; 1918b — O poznaniu a priori, L. 1918 pp. 40; 1919 — O funkcji
hipotetycznej jako podstawie logometru, PF 1.22/1919 z. 3 p. 174-222, z. 4 p. 253-314; 1919-1920a
— O nieznanej formie wniosku (ar.), RF t. 5/1919-1920 nr 6 p. 112b—113b; 1919-1920b — Po-
lemika. O poznanie a priori, RF t.5/1919-1920 nr 7—8 p. 130b—133a; 1921-1922 — O manowcach
nowej logiki (ar.), RF t. 6/1921-1922 nr 3-5 p. 69b—70a; 1931 — O prawie przypadku jako Zrédle
poznania, KF t. 9/1931 z. 2 p. 195-210. — Woyczynska (born Walicka), Wiestawa (1901-1975):
1928 — ,Idea” i ,notion” w filozofii Berkeleya, PF r. 31/1928 z. 1-2 p. 83—-84. — Wundheiler,
Aleksander (1902—1957): 1938 — O pewnej niedocenianej metodzie podawania znaczenia, RF t.
14/1936-1938 nr 1-3 p. 148a—149B. — Zajkowski, J6zef (?—1945): 1938 —W sprawie rozumienia,
ONP t. 2/1938 p. 209-231. — Zaremba, Stanislaw: 1918 — Z powodu artykutu p. Kazimierza
Kuratowskiego ,,O definicji wielkosci”, PF r. 1/1918 z. 3—4 p. 121-127, 132; 1926 — La logique des
mathématiques, Ps. 1926 pp. 52; 1929 — Uwagi nad dowodami zupetnymi, KP1PZM p. 34; 1938
— Uwagi o metodzie w matematyce i fizyce, PF r. 41/1938 z. 1 p. 31-36. — Zawirski, Zygmunt:
1923-1924 — Metoda aksjomatyczna a przyrodoznawstwo, KF t. 1/1923 z. 4 p. 508-545, t. 2/1924
z.1p.1-58,2.2 p. 129-157; 1926—1927 — O metodzie ekstensywnej abstrakcji w teorii poznania
przyrodniczego Whiteheada (ar.), RF t. 10/1926-1927 nr 1-6 p. 66a—67a; 1927 — Stosunek logiki
do matematyki w swietle badan wspdtczesnych, KPW1 p. 171-206; 1927-1928 — Wieczne powroty
Swiatow, KF t. 5/1927 z. 3 p. 328-377, z. 4 p. 421-446, t. 6/1928 z. 1 p. 1-25; 1928a — O stosunku
logiki do matematyki, PF r. 31/1928 z. 1-2 p. 163—164; 1928b — Proby aksjomatyzacji fizyki i ich
znaczenie filozoficzne, PF r. 31/1928 z. 4 p. 289-290; 1928-1929 — Stan obecny teorii dedukcji
(ar.), RF t.11/1928-1929 nr 1-10 p. 181a—181b; 1929 — Stosunek logiki do matematyki, KP1PZM
p- 35-36; 1931a — Logika tréjwartosciowa Jana Lukasiewicza, SPTPN r. 5/1931 nr 2—4/13-14
p. 35-37; 1931b — O logice L. E. J. Brouwera, SPTPN r. 5/1931 nr 2—4/13-14, p. 37-40; 1931c
— Proby zastosowania logiki wielowartosciowej do przyrodoznawstwa, SPTPN r. 5/1931 nr
2-4/13-14 p. 41-42; 1931d — Les logiques nouvelles et le champ de leur application, RMM a.
39/1931 nr 4 p. 503-519; 1932 — W sprawie indeterminizmu fizyki kwantowej, KPPTFEL p.
456-483; 1934a — Stosunek logiki wielowartosciowej do rachunku prawdopodobieristwa, PKFPTPN
t. 4/1934 p. 155-240; 1934b — Znaczenie logiki wielowartosciowej dla poznania i zwigzek jej
z rachunkiem prawdopodobieristwa, PF r. 37/1934 z. 4 p. 393-398; 1934c — Rozwdj pojecia czasu,
KF t. 12/1934 z. 1 p. 48-80, z. 2 p. 99-121; 1934d — Rozwdj pojecia czasu, SCPPAUK t. 39/1934
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nr 4 p. 6-8; 1934e — Lévolution de la notion du temps, S a. 28/1934 v. 55 nr 4/284 p. 249-261;
1934f — Léviution de l'idée du temps, BIAPSL cl. 1-2 1934 nr 4—6 p. 125-127; 1935a — Uber das
Verhdltnis der mehrwertigen Logik zur Wahrscheinlichkeitsrechnung, SP v. 1/1935 p. 407-442;
1935b — Joachim Metallmann ,Determinizm nauk przyrodniczych” (rev.), PF r. 38/1935 z. 1-2
p. 145-156; 1936a — Lévolution de la notion du temps, K. 1936 pp. XVIII, 358; 1936b — Eric
Temple Bell , The search for truth” (rev.), KF t. 13/1936 z. 2 p. 166—171; 1936¢c — W sprawie
syntezy naukowej, PF r. 39/1936 z. 4 p. 347-350, 352; 1936d — Uber die Anwendung der mehr-
wertigen Logik in der empirischen Wissenschaft, Er b, 6/1936 H. 5—6 p. 430-435; 1936e — Les
rapport de la logique polyvalente avec le calcul des probabilités, ACIPS p. 40—45; 1936f — Be-
deutung der mehrwertigen Logik fiir die Erkenntnis und ihr Zusammenhang mit der
Wahrscheinlichkeitsrechnung, A8CIP p. 175-180; 1937 — Importance des recherches logiques et
sémantiques pour les théories de la physique contemporaine, T9CIP f. 6 p. 82—-87; 1938a —
Doniostos¢ badan logicznych i semantycznych dla teorii fizyki wspétczesnej, PF r. 41/1938 z. 1 p.
25-30; 1938b — Logika teoretyczna (mp. mimeographed), K. 1938 pp. 140. — Zeidler, Franciszek
(1907-1972): 1939-1946 — Thomas Greenwood ,Les fondements de la logique symbolique”
(rev.), KF t. 16/1939-1946 z. 1 p. 91-95. — Ziotowski, Erazm (before 18707 — after 19207?): 1920
— Zasadnicze wiadomosci z nowszej psychologii i logiki przedstawione popularnie, ]. 1920 pp.
122, IV. — Znamierowski, Czestaw: 1924 — Podstawowe pojecia teorii prawa. Cz. 1 — Uklad
prawny i norma prawna, P. 1924 pp. 160; 1925a — Kilka uwag o pogladzie prof. Wilkosza na
sprawe nauk normatywnych, PF r. 28/1925 z. 3—4 p. 252—255; 1925b — Logika a teoria prawa.
Replika p. Landemu z powodu recenzji o moich ,Podstawowych pojeciach”, CPE r. 23/1925 nr
1-12 p. 390-416; 1938 — Polydore Fabreguttes: ,La logique judiciaire et l'art de juger” (rev.),
RPES r. 18/1938 nr 3 p. 536—537. — Znaniecki, Florian: 1925 — Przedmiot i zadania nauki
o wiedzy, NPPOR t. 5/1925 p. 1-78. — Z6ttowski, Adam (1881-1958): 1936 — Filozofia a lo-
gistyka, PF r. 39/1936 z. 3 p. 242-247. — Zyczynhski, Henryk (1890-1943): 1921 — O sqdach
szczegotowych, MPe r. 30/1921 nr 12 p. 8-9. — Zyliniski, Eustachy (1889-1954): 1918 — O zasadach
logiki i matematyki, SPTNK po6l. 1/1918 p. 31-32; 1921-1922 — O przedmiocie i metodach
matematyki wspétczesnej (ar.), RF t. 6/1921-1922 nr 3-5 p. 71a-71b; 1925 — Some remarks
concerning the theory of deduction, FM t. 7/1925 p. 203-209; 1927 — O przedstawialnosci funk-
cyj jednych przez drugie, PF r. 30/1927 z. 4 p. 290; 1935 — Formalizm Hilberta. Cz. 1 — Formalizm
H,, ANTL dz.3t.7/1935 z. 4 p. 243-318.
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phie, Ps. 1900; CR2CMPS — Comptes—Rendus du II* Congres des Mathématiciens des Pays
Slaves, Pa. 1900; CRHSAC — Comptes—Rendus hebdomadaires des Séances de 'Académie des
Sciences, Ps.; CT — Collectanea Theologica, L.; DM — Dzieje Mysli, W.; DMPT — Dodatek
Miesieczny do czasopisma ,Przeglad Tygodniowy’, W.; DRPTM — Dodatek do RPTM, K.; DW
— Dziennik Wilenski, Wo.; E — Eos, L.; Ek — Ekonomista, W.; Er — Erkenntnis, Lg.; EM —
L'Enseignement Mathématique, Ps.; EMK — Ergebnisse eines Mathematischen Kolloquiums,
Wn; BP — Ekonomista Polski, L.; EW — Encyklopedia Wychowania, W.; EWy — Encyklopedia
Wychowawcza, W.; EZFMSM — Les Entretiens de Ziirich sur les Fondements et la Méthode des
Sciences Mathématiques, Zch.; F — Filomata, L.; FFKPTK — Fragmenty filozoficzne. Ksiega
Pamiatkowa ku uczczeniu 15-lecia pracy nauczycielskiej w Uniwersytecie Warszawskim Prof.
Tadeusza Kotarbinskiego, W. 1934; FM — Fundamenta Mathematicae, W.; FOM — Fortschritte
der Mathematik, Bn.; FME — Fiziko—Matematiceskij Ezegodnik, Ma.; FR — Filozofickd Revue,
Oc.; FTM — Festschrift Th. G. Masaryk zum 80. Geburtstage, 7 Mirz 1930. Tell 1. Erginzungsband
zur Zeitschrift ,RG’, Bon. 1930; GL — Gazeta Literacka, K.; H — Haliczanin, L.; I — Imago.
Zeitschrift fiir psychoanalytische Psychologie, Wn.; IKU — Izvestija Fiziko—Matematiceskogo
Obscestva pri Imperatorskom Kazanskom Universitete, Kii.; JP — Jezyk Polski, Kw.; JPPF —
Jahrbuch fiir Philosophie und phénomenologische Forschung, He.; JRSS — Journal of the Royal
Statistical Society, Lon.; JSL — The Journal of Symbolic Logic, Be.; Ka — Kant-Studien, Lg.—Bn.;
Ko — Kosmos, L.; Kr — Kraj, Pg.; Ks — Ksiazka, W.; KF — Kwartalnik Filozoficzny, K.; KL —
Krytyka Lekarska, W.; KN — Kwartalnik Naukowy, K.; KP — Kwartalnik Psychologiczny, P.; KPLP
— Ksigga Pamigtkowa ku czci Leona Pininskiego, L. 1936; KPPTFL — Ksigega Pamigtkowa Pol-
skiego Towarzystwa Filozoficznego we Lwowie. 12 IT 1904-12 II 1929, L. 1931[1932]; KP1PZM
— Ksiega Pamiatkowa I Polskiego Zjazdu Matematycznego. L. 7-10 IX 1927, K. 1929; KPUK
— Ksiega Pamiatkowa Uniwersytetu Lwowskiego ku uczczeniu pieésetnej rocznicy fundacji
jagielloniskiej Uniwersytetu Krakowskiego, L. 1900; KPUL — Ksigga Pamiatkowa ku uczczeniu
250 rocznicy zalozenia Uniwersytetu Lwowskiego przez kréla Jana Kazimierza r. 1661, L. 1912;
KPWH — Ksiega Pamiatkowa ku czci prof. Wiadystawa Heinricha, K. 1927; KP11ZLPP — Ksiega
Pamiatkowa XI Zjazdu Lekarzy i Przyrodnikéw Polskich w Krakowie, 18—-22 lipca 1911, K. 1913;
KR — Kronika Rodzinna, W.; KS — Kwartalnik Statystyczny, W.; KT — Kwartalnik Teologiczny,
W.; M — Muzeum, L.; Mi — Mind, Lon.; MA — Mathematische Annalen, Lg.-Bn.; MCN —
Miscellanea Cracoviensia Nova, K.; MKLW — Mysl katolicka wobec logiki wspélczesnej. Studia
Gnesnesia, v. 15, P. 1937; MMP — Monatshefte fiir Mathematik und Physik, Wn.; MP — Mathesis
Polska, W.; MPe — Miesigcznik Pedagogiczny, C.; MZ —Mathematische Zeitschrift, Bn.; MZ
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— Mysli Zycie, W.; Na — Die Naturwissenschaften, Bg.; N — Niwa, W.; NO — Nauc¢noe Obozrenie,
Pg.; NPPOR — Nauka Polska, Jej Potrzeby, Organizacja i Rozwéj, W.; NT — Nowe Tory, W.; O.
— Organon, W.; ONP — Ogélna nauka o prawie, Wo.; P — Prawda, W.; Pa — Parametr, W.—P;
Ph — Philosophia, Bd.; Pi — Pielgrzym, Pn.—W.; Pr — Prad, W.; Ps — Psychometria, P; PF —
Przeglad Filozoficzny, W.; PFi — Prace Filologiczne, W.; PG — Philosophie der Gegenwart, Hg.;
PH — Przeglad Humanistyczny, L.; PHi — Przeglad Historyczny, W.; P7ICP — Proceeding of the
Seventh Internatlonal Congress of Philosophy, Od. 1930; PJGG — Philosophisches Jahrbuch der
Gorres—Gesselschaft, Pa.; PK — Przeglad Krytyczny, K.; PKl — Przeglad Klasyczny, L.; PKFPTPN
— Prace Komisji Filozoficznej Poznanskiego Towarzystwa Przyjaciét Nauk, P.; PLK — Przeglad
Literacki. Dodatek do ,Kraju’, Pg.; PM — Philosophische Monatshefte, Bn.; PMF — Prace
Matematyczno—Fizyczny, W.; PN — Przeglad Naukowy, W.; PNL — Przewodnik Naukowy
i Literacki. Dodatek do ,Gazety Lwowskiej’, L.; PP — Przeglad Powszechny, K.; PPe — Przeglad
Pedagogiczny, W.; PPo — Przeglad Polski, K.; PPKWU — Posiedzenia Publiczne Krélewsko—War-
szawskiego Uniwersytetu, W.; PPT — Polski Przeglad Tomistyczny, L.; PS — Poradnik dla
samoukéw, W.; PSA — Przeglad Sadowy i Administracyjny, L.; PSSPSS — Prace Seminarium ze
Skarbowoéci, Prawa Skarbowego oraz ze Statystyki, Wo.; PS — Przewodnik Swietlicowy, L—W.;
PT — Przeglad Teologiczny, L.; PTy — Przeglad Tygodniowy, W.; PTRSL — The Philosophical
Transactions of the Royal Society of London, Lon.; PW — Przeglad Wspoélczesny, K., W.; PWa
— Przeglad Warszawski, W.; P1ZNPPP — Prace Pierwszego Zjazdu Neurologéw, Psychiatréw
i Psychologdéw Polskich, W. 1910; PZOEKU — Protokoly zasedanij Obsc¢estva Estestvoispytatelej
pri Imperatorskom Kazanskom Universitete, Ki.; P7ZZZTP — Pamietnik 7 Zjazdu Zwiazku
Zakladéw Teologicznych w Polsce, Wo. 1934; R — Rozmaitosci. Pismo dodatkowe do ,Gazety
Lwowskiej’; L.; RAUWHF — Rozprawy Akademii Umiejetno$ci. Wydzial Historyczno-Filozoficzny,
K.; RP — Ruch Filozoficzny, L.; RFy — Ruch Filozoficky, Pa.; RG n. — Der russische Gedanke,
Bon.; RM — Revue de Mathématiques, To.; RMM — Revue de Métaphysique et de Morale, Ps.;
RO — Rocznik Orientalistyczny, K., L.; RP — Revue Philosophique de la France et de I'Etranger,
Ps.; RPES — Ruch Prawniczy, Ekonomiczny i Socjologiczny, P.; RPN — Roczniki Prac Naukowych,
W.; RPTM — Rocznik Polskiego Towarzystwa Matematycznego, K.; RyPTM — Rozprawy Polskiego
Towarzystwa Matematycznego, K.; S — Scientia, Mo.; RSPT — Revue des Sciences Philosophiques
et Théologiques, Ps.; SCPAUK — Sprawozdania z Czynno$ci i Posiedzenn Akademii Umiejetnosci
w Krakowie, SCPPAUK — Sprawozdania z Czynnosci i Posiedzen Polskiej Akademii Umiejetnosci
w Krakowie, K.; SEKPMS — Szkice filozoficzne. Ksiega Pamiatkowa ku czci prof. Maurycego
Straszewskiego, K. 1910; SGFJL. — Sprawozdanie Gimnazjum Franciszka Jézefa we Lwowie, L.;
S4GL — Sprawozdanie 4 Gimnazjum we Lwowie, L.; SGS — Sprawozdanie c.k. Gimnazjum
Arcyksiezniczki Elzbiety w Samborze, Sr.; SIKMKS — Sprawozdanie z I Kongresu Matematykéw
Krajow Stowianskich, W. 1930; SL — Studia Logica, W.; SLe — Sovremennaja Letopis, W.; SMTKP
— Sbornik Mezindrodnich Tomistickych Konferenci w Praze 1932, Oc. 1933; SP — Studia Philo-
sophica, L., K; — SIP — Stowo Polskie, L.; SPAUK — Sprawozdania z Posiedzert Akademii
Umiejetnosci w Krakowie, K.; SPTNK — Sprawozdania Polskiego Towarzystwa Naukowego
w Kijowie, Kw.; SPTN'W — Sprawozdania z Posiedzen Towarzystwa Naukowego Warszawskiego,
W.; SPTPN — Sprawozdania Poznanskiego Towarzystwa Przyjaciét Nauk, P.; SPZOEKU — So-
branie Protokolov Zasedanij Sekcji Fiziko—Matematiceskich Nauk Obscestva Estestvoispytatelej
pri Imperatorskom Kanzanskom Universitete, Kii.; SR — Slawische Rundschau, Bn.; SS — Sprawy
Szkolne, W.; STNL — Sprawozdania Towarzystwa Naukowego we Lwowie, L.; SV — Schola et
Vita, Mo.; SWGK — Sprawozdanie Wyzszego Gimnazjum w Kofomyi, K.; SWGR — Sprawozdanie
dyrektora c.k. Wyzszego Gimnazjum w Rzeszowie, Rz.; SZ — Swiat i Zycie. Zarys encyklopedyczny
wiedzy i kultury, L.—W.; T9CIP — Travaux du IX¢ Congres International de Philosophie. Congres
Descartes, Ps. 1937; TI — Tygodnik Ilustrowany, W.; TPWPU — Tygodnik Polski Wiadomo$ci
Przyjemnych i Uzytecznych, W.; UKZEO — Upominek. Ksiega Zbiorowa na czes$¢ Elizy Orzesz-
kowej, K.—Pg. 1893; V — Verbum, W.; VOFEM — Vestnik Opytnoj Fiziki i Elementarnoj Matema-
tiki, Oa.; V3IKP — Verhandlungen des III Internazionalen Kongresses fiir Philosophie, Hg. 1908;
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VWPS — Vierteljahrschrift fiir wissenschftliche Philosophie und Soziologie, Lg.; W — Wszechswiat,
W.; We — Wektor, W.; WB — Wiadomosci Brukowe, Wo.; WBPGUW — Wissenschaftliche
Bellage zum 16. Jahresberichte der [Philosophischen] Gesellschaft (an der Universitéit zu Wien],
Lg. 1903; WDSz — Wychowanie w domu i szkole, W.; WEPI — Wielka Encyklopedia Powszechna
Hustrowana, W.; WF — Wiedza Filozoficzna, W.; WM — Wiadomo$ci Matematyczne, W.;
WRNPN2 — Wizerunki i Roztrzasania Naukowe. Poczet Nowy Drugi, Wo.; WWTUJ] — Wy-
dawnictwa Wydziatu Teologicznego Uniwersytetu Jagielloriskiego, K.; WZ — Wiedza i Zycie, W.;
7. — Zet, W.; ZMNP — Zurnal Ministerstwa Narodnogo Prosvescenija, Pg.
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Abel, Niels Henrik 360, 366

Abélard, Pierre 212

Abramowski, Jozef 25, 36, 346

Ailla, Peter of 291, 292, 298, 303

Ajdukiewicz, Kazimierz 12-14, 15, 16-18, 20,
25, 34, 35, 39, 47, 50, 54, 56, 57, 62, 66, 68,
73, 76,78, 83-87, 90, 93, 95-101, 105, 106,
136, 138, 139, 146, 155, 162, 165, 168, 169,
175, 190, 191, 222, 223, 252, 300, 307, 310,
333, 346, 352, 355, 356, 359, 366

Afrodisias, Alexander of 291, 292

Albert the Great 291

Albertrandi, Giovanni Battista 52, 55

Alembert, Jean le Rond d’ 357

Alexander (prince of Mazovia) 150, 151

Alexander of Afrodisias — see: Afrodisias,
Alexander of

Alfarabi 291

Andrzej of Malbork — see: Malbork, Andrzej of

Anselm, St. 292, 362

Appel, Karol 33, 347

Aquinas, St. Thomas 13, 49, 59, 65, 67, 213, 266,
286, 288-289, 291-293, 294, 296, 297-299,
302-305, 309, 313, 317, 321, 326, 329-331,
333, 338, 353, 363

Aristotle 13, 29, 41, 42, 45, 52, 58, 62, 63, 65-67,
86,93, 101, 107, 158,161-166,212-214, 219,
238, 242, 266, 267, 271, 276, 288-290, 292,
296-299, 302, 305, 309, 311, 313, 316-318,
321, 322, 325, 327, 329, 330, 332, 333, 335,
336, 338, 341-343, 345, 347, 349, 352, 353,
356, 358, 359, 361, 363

Auerbach, Walter 307

Augustine, St. 296, 332

Augustynek, Zdzistaw 74, 79, 80, 84, 88, 95-97,
144, 307, 308

B
Baal-Shem-Tov — see: Elieser, Israel ben

372

Bach, Johan Sebastian 130

Bacon, Francis 42, 43, 213, 343-345, 359

Baczko, Bronistaw 308, 312, 333

Bad, Hersch 348

Bain, Alexander 27, 344

Bakies, Bogdan 308

Banach, Stefan 353, 365

Banachowski, Lech 99, 329

Bandrowski, Bronistaw 25, 29, 31, 33-38, 47,
78, 87, 88, 347

Baranowski, Mieczystaw 28, 345

Barbd, Francesca Rivetti 299, 303—305, 308

Barone, Fiorella 308

Barr, John Roy 335

Bartlomiej of Radom — see: Radom, Barlomiej of

Barr, John Roy 334

Batdg, Tadeusz 81, 89, 100, 102, 308

Baudouin de Courtenay, Jan 347

Bautro, Jozef 353, 359

Beardsley, Monroe 220

Becker, Albrecht 330, 363

Bednarczyk, Andrzej 89

Bednarski, Jozef 353

Bell, Eric Temple 368

Bell, John 328

Bendiek, Johannes 299, 303, 305, 308, 336

Benistawski, Jan 24, 342

Bergson, Henri 54, 214, 309, 330

Berkeley, George 367

Beylin, Pawel 224, 308

Biatobrzeski, Czestaw 45, 353

Bialy (born Zarnecka), Ewa 79, 88, 108, 327, 340

Bieganiska (born Rozenfeld), Mieczystawa 347

Bieganski, Wiadystaw 25, 27-30, 29, 32-40,
44, 61, 62, 65, 136, 213, 308, 345, 347-351,
353, 357

Biegeleisen—Zelazowski, Bronistaw 347, 353

Biernacki, Andrzej 319

Biernacki, Edmund 46, 347

Bigaj, Tomasz 90, 102, 308

Bitat, Andrzej 83, 90, 96, 102, 308, 321

Birkenmajer, Aleksander 288, 308, 353

Blachowski, Stefan 353

Blaustein, Leopold 78, 81, 308, 353, 356, 357

Blausteinowa (born Ginsberg), Eugenia 353

Bliss, Henry 362

Bobinski, Karol 347

Bobryk, Jerzy 90, 97, 102, 308

Bobrzynski, Michat 26

Bochenski, Jézef Innocenty Maria 48, 49, 50,
60, 73, 78, 83, 86, 87, 90, 108, 136, 162, 165,



167, 168, 266, 267, 269-271, 298, 303—-305,
309, 323, 331, 353, 363

Boczylinski, Ignacy 343

Bodocki, Wawrzyniec 341

Boehner, Philotheus 309

Bohomolec, Jan 342

Boleslaus the Brave (king of Poland) 131

Bolewski, Andrzej 171, 309

Bolzano, Bernard 136, 161, 190, 251, 318, 332,
333, 338, 348, 364

Boole, George 169, 362, 365, 366

Bér — see: Komorowski, Tadeusz

Borel, Emile 360

Borkowski, Ludwik 79, 84, 88, 92, 93, 94, 98—
101, 106, 309, 333

Bornstein, Benedykt 54-56, 66, 67, 165, 309,
347, 353, 356

Borowski, Marian 35, 36, 72, 81, 87, 89, 90, 96,
136, 139, 147, 309, 334, 347, 354

Bortkiewicz, Wladyslaw 354

Borzecki, Teofil 343

Borzym, Stanistaw 136, 309

Bosanquet, Bernard 220

Bottcher, Lucjan 354

Braun, Jerzy 55, 66, 309, 354

Brentano, Franz 8, 47, 57, 59, 61-64, 155, 166,
212, 241, 251, 253, 309, 311, 313, 316, 320,
321, 329, 330, 333-335, 357

Bronk, Andrzej 81, 89, 108, 309

Brouwer, Luitzen Egbertus Jan 166, 368

Brozek, Jan 42, 43, 51

Bryar, William 310

Bryll, Grzegorz 81, 89, 94, 107, 333, 339

Brzeziny, Grzegorz Pawel of 51

Brzozowski, Stanistaw 27, 66, 310, 348, 350

Buczyniska—Garewicz, Hanna — see: Garewicz,
Hanna

Bukaty, Antoni 110, 344

Buonaccorsi, Filippo (Callimachus) 52

Buonaparte, Napoleon 110, 246

Buridan, John 292, 350

Burski, Adam 22, 42, 324, 341

Buszkowski, Wojciech 83, 90, 106, 310

Bychowiec, J6zef 110

Byzance, Proclos of 41

C

Cackowski, Zdzistaw 310

Callimachus — see: Buonaccorsi, Filippo
Calogero, Guido 358

Camus, Albert 211

Carlyle, Thomas 270

Carnap, Rudolf 162, 356, 358, 363, 364, 366

Cartesius — see: Descartes, René

Casimir the Great (king of Polan) 195

Cassirer, Ernst 362

Cézanne, Paul 221

Chalubinski, Tytus 44, 44, 344

Chechelski, Jézef 354

Chtopicki, Jozef 110

Chojnacki, Piotr 354

Chomicz, Paulin 55, 354

Chopin, Fryderyk Franciszek 59

Chroscikowski, Samuel 42, 52, 53

Chrysippos of Soloi — see: Soloi, Chrysippos of

Chrzanowski, Bohdan 357

Chuchro, Marek 94, 339

Chwedenczuk, Bohdan 81, 89, 101, 108, 310

Chwiezkowski, Jozef 110

Chwistek, Leon 7, 8, 12-20, 25, 30, 39, 40, 45,
58,136, 138-141, 163, 164, 169, 200, 201, 202,
203-208, 222, 223, 252, 307, 310, 313, 315,
317, 326, 338, 340, 347, 348, 354

Ciano, Galeazzo 270

Cicero, Marcus Tullius 42, 214, 336, 341

Cichon, Wiadystaw 310

Cieszkowski, August 109, 330

Claparede, Eduard 362

Cohen, Hermann 54, 214

Coniglione, Francesco 311, 317

Cornelius, Hans 54, 78

Couturat, Louis 348, 350

Cracow, Piotr of 51

Crell, Johannes 52

Curie (born Sktodowska), Maria 8

Cybulski, Napoleon 45

Cygielstrejch, Adam 355

Czarnocka, Malgorzata 83, 90, 95, 98, 311

Czarnocki, Mikotaj 343

Czartoryski, Adam Kazimierz 53

Czaykowski, Konstanty 25, 29, 345

Czelakowski, Janusz 83, 311

Czerniawski, Jan 83, 90, 96, 102, 311

Czerny, Janusz 311

Czerwinski, Zbigniew 79

Czezowski, Tadeusz 7, 8, 13, 15, 25, 31, 39, 40,
48, 50, 70, 77, 78, 83, 84, 86, 87, 90, 97-100,
104, 105, 136, 156, 165, 191, 209, 222, 223,
228, 230, 233, 234, 238-242, 248-252, 300,
305, 311-314, 325, 332, 348, 355, 360, 366

Czopowski, Henryk 355

Czyzewski, Tytus 310
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Dambska, Izydora 30, 37, 48, 50, 78, 83, 86, 90,
94-96,99-101, 104, 135, 136, 139, 147, 148,
223, 310, 313, 327, 333, 355, 364

Dancewicz, Stefan 348

Danielewicz, Konstanty 110

Daszynska—Golinska (born Poznanska), Zofia
45, 345, 348

Dawid, Jan 345

Dedekind, Richard 358

Delacroix, Henri 362

Dembowski, Edward 110

Denes, Jan — see: Kroliriski, Kazimierz

Descartes, René (Cartesius) 158, 164, 296, 323,
331, 332, 336, 338, 350, 355, 360

Debicki, Wtadystaw 33, 344

Dickstein, Samuel 45, 345

Dilthey, Wilhelm 212, 365

Diodorus, Cronus 13

Dippel, Stefan 271

Dobraczynski, Jan 268

Dobrowolski, Tadeusz 211, 313

Dobszewicz, Benedykt 23/24, 25, 42, 342

Dominczak, Stanistaw 356

Doroszewski, Witold 225, 313

Dowgird, Aniot 24, 26, 43, 343

Drewnowski, Jan Franciszek 48, 49, 78, 83, 86,
87,90, 108, 164, 168, 267, 270, 298, 313, 330,
356

Drzewicki, Michat 345

Dubikajtis, Lech 88

Ducasse, Curt 356

Dudkiewicz, Rafal 90, 106, 313

Dybowski, Benedykt 110

Dwernicki, Jozef 109

Dworzaczek, Ferdynand 44

Dworzaczek, Ignacy 345

Dzieduszycki, Wojciech 27, 219, 313, 344, 345

Dziemidok, Bohdan 224, 313

E

Eddington, Arthur 356

Edwards, Paul 313, 319

Elea, Zeno of 74, 328

Elieser, Israel ben (Baal-Shem-Tov) 52

Elzenberg, Henryk 49, 50, 54, 59, 66, 222, 223,
313, 356

Ephesus, Heraclitus of 277

Epikouros of Samos — see: Samos, Epikouros of

Epimenides of Knossos — see: Knossos, Epi-
menides of
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Erdmann, Edmund 348, 356, 358

Eressos, Theophrastus of 168, 291, 353
Estericher, Karol 313

Eubulides of Milet — see: Milet, Eubulides of
Euclid of Megara — see: Megara, Euclid of

F

Fabreguttes, Polydore 368

Falkener, Michatl 22, 41, 341

Felczak, Stanistaw 313

Felix the Fifth (antipope) 150, 151

Filozoféwna, Irena —
Korzyniewska—Schillerowa

Findlay, John Niemeyer 313

Fleck, Ludwik 49, 357

Frankléwna, Maria 348

Franzke, Norbert 86, 314

Frege, Gottlob 92, 93, 101, 158, 163, 166, 169,
251, 313, 322, 332, 339

see:

G

Gabryl, Franciszek 25, 27-29, 30, 32-38, 345,
348

Gadara, Philodemos of 362

Gaertner, Henryk 356

Gaetano — see: Vio, Tommaso de

Gagatkiewicz, Eleonora — see: Ziemiecka,
Eleonora

Galen, Claudius 166

Gallinger, August 348

Garbowski, Tadeusz 46, 46, 356

Garewicz (born Buczynska), Hanna 138, 310

Gasiorowski, Fl. K. — see: Struve, Henryk

Gawecki, Bolestaw 356

Geblewicz, Eugeniusz 356

Gengell, Jerzy 342

George the Great 197, 266

Gergonne, Joseph Diez 251, 311, 355

Giacon, Carlo 308, 314, 335

Giedymin, Jerzy 50, 79, 84, 88, 90, 93, 98, 99,
101, 103, 314

Gielczew, Mikotaj of 22, 342

Gilbert, Katherine 220

Giles of Roma — see: Roma, Giles of

Ginsberg, Eugenia — see: Blausteinowa,
Eugenia

Glemma, Tadeusz 267

Glogéw, Jan of 21, 22, 41, 341

Goblot, Edmond 355, 364

Gockel, Rudolph (Goclenius) 359

Goclenius — see: Gockel, Rudolph



Godel, Kurt 355, 360

Golaszewska, Maria 224, 314

Gotuchowski, Jozef 24, 26, 343

Gonseth, Ferdinand 355

Goral, Wladystaw 330

Gornicka—Kalinowska, Joanna — see: Ka-
linowska, Joanna

Gorowski, Adam 109

Gorski, Jakub 21, 22, 41, 341

Gorzka, Cezary 83, 90, 94, 100, 239, 240, 314

Goécicki, Tadeusz 356

Gosiewski, Wtadystaw 25, 36, 39, 348

Gostynin, Jakub of 41

Grabmann, Martin 331, 363

Grabowski — see: Krzesinski, Andrzej

Grabowski, Marian 83

Gralewski, Jan 111, 123, 123, 124, 126-130,
131, 314, 317

Grassmann, Robert 166

Greenwood, Thomas 368

Gregorowicz, Jan 79, 84, 88, 90, 100, 102, 314

Greniewski, Henryk 356

Grobler, Adam 83, 90, 100, 101, 103, 314

Gromska (born Tenneréwna), Daniela 78, 83,
305, 314, 348, 357

Grossmann, Reinhard 314

Grotkow, Jan of 21, 341

Grzebien, Ludwik 321

Grzegorczyk, Andrzej 75, 75, 77, 79, 88, 100,
101, 111, 270, 298, 299, 314

Grzegorz Pawel of Brzeziny — see: Brzeziny,
Grzegorz Pawel of

Gumanski, Leon 79, 88, 92, 94, 95, 106, 239, 314

H

Habermann, Edward 357

Halperin, Elaine P. 335

Halpern—Myslicki, Ignacy 54-56, 61, 314, 348,
357

Handelsman, Marceli 357, 358

Harrasek, Stefan 357

Harrell, Jean Gabbert 316

Hasenjaeger, Gisbert 160, 332

Haworth, Lawrence 316

Heinrich, Wiadystaw 32, 35, 36, 219, 314, 345,
348, 369

Heitzman, Marian 315, 357

Heltman, Witold 109

Hempel, Carl 366

Hempolinski, Michat 315

Henry, Desmond Paul 329

Heraclitus of Ephesus — see: Ephesus, Heracil-
tus of

Herbart, Johann 155

Herbut, Jozef 81, 89, 100, 315

Herfel, William E. 318

Hermes, Henry 315

Heryng, Zygmunt 28, 35, 36, 345

Herzberg, Jan 355

Hesse, Benedykt 21, 41, 341

Hetper, Wtadystaw 355, 357

Heyting, Arned 164, 366

Hilbert, David 347, 368

Hispanus, Petrus 13, 41, 341, 358

Hitler, Adolf 167, 168, 170, 171

Hiz (born Wicentowicz), Danuta 111, 270

Hiz, Henryk 79,79, 88, 111, 270, 271, 297, 299,
305, 315

Hoborski, Antoni 358

Hoene—Wronski, J6zef Maria 43, 44, 55, 66,
110, 309, 343, 354

Hoenen, Pierre 266

Hofler, Alois 136, 324, 349

Hollingworth, Harry 362

Hotoniewski, Stanistaw 110

Holéwka, Jacek 81, 89, 104, 315

Holéwka, Teresa 83, 98, 315

Holstein, Mateusz 341

Homer 243

Horodyski, Wtadystaw 34, 45, 348

Hosiasson—Lindenbaumowa, Janina — see:
Lindenbaumowa, Janina

Hoyer, Henryk Fryderyk 32, 33, 35-37, 44, 65,
315, 345

Hubbelling, Hubertus Gezinus 299, 315

Huisman, Denis 329

Hume, David 62, 350

Husserl, Edmund 8, 62, 138, 191, 253, 260, 261,
263, 264, 308, 315, 316, 318, 335, 348, 349,
353, 357

I

Igel, Salomon 136, 153, 315, 357

Ingarden, Roman 7, 49, 50, 62, 74, 86, 87, 90,
136, 138, 154, 175, 191, 223, 252, 253, 254,
255-259, 261-265, 310, 312, 315-318, 327,
333, 334, 348, 355, 357

Irzykowski, Karol 271

Isner, Jan 21, 51, 341

Israel ben Elieser — see: Elieser, Israel ben

Iwanicki, Jézef 78, 87, 91, 93, 106, 299, 316,
330, 357
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Iwanska, Alicja 111, 124, 127-130, 131, 317

Iwanski, Mikotaj 343

Iwanus$, Bogustaw 79, 84, 86, 88, 90, 93, 94,
317

)

Jacob, André 317

Jadacki, Jacek Juliusz 8, 83, 89, 95, 96, 101, 143,
149, 307, 308, 317, 325, 329, 333

Jadczak, Ryszard 135, 136, 317

Jakub of Gostynin — see: Gostynin, Jakub of

Jakubanis, Henryk, 348, 358

Jakubisiak, Augustyn 358

James, William 351

Jan of Glogéw — see: Glogdw, Jan of

Jan of Grotkéw — see: Grotkéw, Jan of

Jan of Ziebice — see: Ziebice, Jan of

Janiszewski, Zygmunt 34, 78

Janet, Pierre 214

Jankowski, Antoni 317

Jankowski, Jézef 24, 55, 343

Jaronski, Feliks 24, 213, 343

Jasinowski, Bogumit 358

Jaskowski, Stanistaw 14, 18, 18, 19, 63, 64, 78,
83, 88, 90, 93, 106, 108, 318, 358

Jastrzebiec—Kozlowski, Czestaw 358

Jastrzebowski, Wojciech 110

Jawicéwna, Irena — see: Pannenkowa, Irena

Jedynak, Anna 83, 90, 103, 318

Jehlic¢ka, Frantisek 59, 266

Jehoshua, Salomon ben (Maimon) 52

Jespersen, Otto 362

Jevons, William 345, 346, 350

Jezierski, Feliks 343, 344

Jodkowski, Kazimierz 83, 90, 98, 102, 318

John of St. Thomas — see: Thomas, John of St.

John Casimir (king of Poland) 369

Johnson, William 356

Jonkisz, Adam 83, 90, 98, 318

Jonston, Jan 42

Jordan, Tomasz 101, 318

Jordan, Zbigniew Antoni 13, 74, 79, 83, 86, 88,
90, 97, 318, 358

Judycki, Stanistaw 83

Jung, Gertrud 340

Jurzykowski, Alfred 209

K

Kabzinski, Jacek 85, 89

Kaczorowski, Stanistaw 78, 83, 358, 366
Kadleréwna, Alicja 111

376

Kalinka, Walerian 110

Kalinowska (born Gérnicka), Joanna 83, 89,
104, 314

Kalinowski, Jerzy 79, 79, 88, 90, 98, 106, 318

Kaluszyniska, Elzbieta 81, 89, 98, 318

Kambartel, Friedrich 318

Kamienski, Bartlomiej 52

Kamienski, Henryk 109

Kaminska, Janina — see: Kotarbiniska, Janina

Kaminski, Jan 343

Kaminski, Stanistaw 79, 80, 84, 86, 88, 90, 102,
165, 299, 303, 318

Kant, Immanuel 56, 57, 155, 159, 160, 211, 224,
245, 323, 346, 347, 352

Karneades of Kyrene — see: Kyrene, Karneades
of

Karpowicz, Michat 110

Kasinski, Ludwik 111

Kasperek, Franciszek 344

Kaszewski, Kazimierz 26, 110, 345, 344

Kautny, Franciszek 27, 33-35, 37, 38, 343

Keckermann, Bartomiej 22, 22, 42, 341

Kempisty, Stefan 358

Kempski, Jiirgen 318

Kennick, William Elmer 220

Kiczuk, Stanistaw 81, 89, 92, 108, 319

Kieszkowski, Bohdan 54, 55, 358

Kijania—Placek, Katarzyna — see: Placek,
Katarzyna

Kindinger, Rudolf 319

Kisiel, Aleksander 358

Kleczewski, Stanistaw 23, 343

Kleiner, Juliusz 319

Kleszcz, Ryszard 83, 90, 100, 319

Klibansky, Raymond 320, 329, 333

Ktésak, Kazimierz 299, 300, 303, 319

Kmita, Jerzy 79, 86, 89, 95, 98, 103, 310, 319, 326

Kneale, Martha 319

Knjazeva, Svetlana 319

Knossos, Epimenides of 247, 286

Kobrzynski, Zygmunt 349, 358

Kobylecki, Stanistaw 46, 46, 54, 266, 297, 297,
358

Koch, Zygmunt 38

Kocharnski, Adam 42, 51

Kodisowa (born Krzyzanowska), J6zefa 26, 30,
35, 36, 46, 54, 55, 65, 319, 348, 358

Kohler, Eckhart 319, 339

Koj, Leon 79, 80, 88, 93, 95, 98, 319, 320

Kokoszyniska—Lutmanowa, Maria — see: Lut-
manowa, Maria



Koffataj, Hugo 51, 52, 53, 110

Komorowski, Tadeusz (ps. Bér) 272

Konarski, Hieronim Stanistaw 23, 23, 42, 52,
343

Konczewska, Helena 46

Kopczynski, Onufry 110

Kopernik, Mikotaj 41, 257, 317, 351

Korcik, Antoni 78, 83, 166, 319, 359

Kordyasz, Tadeusz 302, 320

Korona, Marek 22, 342

Korzybski, Alfred 359

Korzybski, Zdzistaw 36, 344

Korzyniewska—Schillerowa (born Filozoféwna),
Irena 356

Kosiba, Antoni 345

Ko$ciuszko, Tadeusz 110

Kotarbinska (born Sztejnbarg vel Kamiriska),
Janina (vel Dina) 16, 16, 48, 50, 54, 64, 78,
83, 86, 87, 90, 97, 320, 364

Kotarbinski, Tadeusz 12, 13, 15, 17, 25, 31, 34,
35, 38, 40, 47, 48, 50, 54, 56-60, 62—66, 6870,
73,78, 83-87,90, 96, 101, 104, 105, 108, 111,
156, 159, 164, 165, 168, 175, 190, 222, 223,
226, 252, 266, 267, 297, 298, 312, 314, 320,
327, 330, 339, 348, 352, 358, 359, 369

Kowalski, Jan (ps. Antoni Kulesza) 342

Kowalski, Kazimierz 67, 302, 321, 330

Kowalski, Zdzistaw 81, 89, 96, 321

Kozaczynski, Michal 343

Koztowski, Feliks 109

Koztowski (the elder), Wiladystaw 27, 27, 28,
36, 43, 110, 344—346

Kozlowski (the younger), Wladystaw Mieczystaw
25,27, 20, 30, 33-38, 46, 219, 321, 345, 349,
359

Kracik, Jan 321

Krajewski, Wtadystaw 8, 85, 87, 321

Kramsztyk, Stanistaw 45, 346, 349

Krasnodebski, Adam Kwiryn 23, 42, 342

Kraus, Oskar 62, 320

Kreczmar, Jerzy 359

Kremer, Jozef 25, 27, 27, 28, 33, 109, 110, 344

Kretz, J6zef — see: Mirski, Jézef

Kreutz, Mieczystaw 360

Krepowiecki, Tadeusz 109

Kridl, Manfred 226

Kripke, Saul 191

Krokiewicz, Adam 13, 111, 271, 298, 321, 360

Krél, Marcin 51

Kréliriski, Kazimierz (Jan Denes) 360

Kronska, Irena 321, 327

Kronski, Tadeusz 224, 321

Krukowiecki, Jan 109

Krupinski, Franciszek 26, 27, 38, 344, 346

Kruszewski, Zygmunt 360

Krynicki, Michat 90, 93, 321

Krysztofiak, Wojciech 83, 90, 96, 97, 321

Krzesinski, Andrzej (ps. Grabowski), 314, 360

Krzeszewska, Danuta 111, 112,112, 129

Krzywicki, Ludwik 213

Krzyzanowska, Jozefa — see: Kodisowa,
Jézefa

Krzyzanowski, Adrian 53

Kubinski, Tadeusz 79, 86, 88, 90, 93-95, 107,
321

Kuczynski, Jerzy 360

Kuhn, Helmut 220

Kuhn, Thomas Samuel 49

Kudasiewicz, Adolf 24, 344

Kuhn, Malwina — see: Twardowska, Malwina

Kiihn, Rolf 321

Kulesza, Antoni — see: Kowalski, Jan

Kiing, Guido 322

Kuratowski, Kazimierz 13, 15, 17, 349, 360,
367

Kurylowicz, Jerzy 360

Kwiatkowski, Tadeusz 79, 88, 93, 136, 321

Kwiatkowski, Wincenty 54

Kyrene, Karneades of 360

L

Lach—Szyrma, Krystyn — see: Szyrma, Krystyn
Lach

Ladislaus Jagiello (king of Poland) 168, 209, 212,
266, 267, 327, 336, 369, 371

Ladriére, Jean 321

Lagowska (born Paczkowska), Elzbieta 136,
326

Lambek, Joachim 310

Lande, Jerzy 368

Lange, Albert 56

Laplace, Pierre Simon 208

Lazari-Pawlowska, [ja — see : Pawlowska, [ja

Lebesgue, Henri Léon 354

Lechniak, Marek 90, 94, 322

Leenhardt, Henry 356

Legnica, Witelo of 41, 42, 51

Leibniz, Gottfried Wilhelm 158, 160, 163, 166,
297, 330, 351, 356, 358

Lejewski, Czestaw 64, 73, 79, 88, 93, 322

Lelewel, Joachim 109

Lempicki, Jan 111, 120, 120, 121, 130, 322
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Lempicki, Zygmunt 222, 223, 226, 330

Leski, Jozef 43

Les$niewski, Stanistaw 12, 12-14, 16, 17, 19, 20,
25, 30, 34, 37-40, 47, 54, 55, 57-62, 63, 64,
66,73,77,78, 81, 86,87, 89, 92-96, 100, 106,
139- 142, 156, 163, 169, 222, 226, 240, 252,
266, 267, 282, 297, 298, 320, 322, 329, 333,
347, 349, 360, 364

Leszko, Robert 81, 89, 93, 322

Lewkowicz, Jakub 349

Liard, Louis 345, 346

Libelt, Karol 109

Limanowski, Bolestaw 346

Lindenbaum, Adolf 30, 37, 48, 50, 78, 81, 360

Lindenbaumowa (born Hosiasson), Janina 48,
50, 64, 78, 81, 87, 89, 94, 315, 357

Locke, John 367

Lomnicki, Antoni 360

Los, Jan 360

Los, Jerzy 79, 88, 90, 108

Louis XIV (king of France) 247

Lotze, Hermann 348, 352

Lotze, Rudolf 166

Lubanski, Mieczystaw 88, 97, 322

Lubnicki, Narcyz 360

Lubomirski, Andrzej 166, 322

Lukasiewicz, Jan 11, 12-15, 17, 18, 25, 29, 31,
33-40, 47, 50, 54, 55, 57-60, 63-66, 70, 72,
77, 81, 85-87, 90, 92, 95, 97, 98, 106—108,
111, 135, 136, 139, 142, 143, 150, 154-156,
158-169, 190, 213, 214, 252, 266, 267, 271,
290, 297, 298, 300, 319, 321, 322, 323, 332,
333, 336, 338, 339, 347, 349, 352, 359, 361

Luquet, Georges—Henri 360, 364

Luskina, Stefan 51, 53

Luszczewska—Romahnowa, Seweryna — see:
Romahnowa, Seweryna

Lutmanowa (born Kokoszynska), Maria 48, 48,
50, 78, 83, 87, 90, 100, 101, 162, 319, 358

Lutostawski, Wincenty 26, 28, 29, 30, 49, 226,
346, 349, 359, 360

M

Madej (born Pietruska), Elzbieta 81, 82, 89, 98,
100, 102, 327

Magni, Valeriano 52

Mahrburg, Adam 25, 28, 29, 32, 33, 36, 44, 52,
54, 56,57,59, 65, 66,213, 323, 334, 345, 346,
350

Maimon — see: Jehoshua, Salomon ben

Majdanski, Stanistaw 81, 89, 95, 323

378

Majewski, Maksymilian 267, 269, 270, 324

Makarczyk, Kazimierz 361

Makowski (the elder), Jan 22, 22, 23, 51, 342

Makowski (the younger), Szymon 23, 342

Malbork, Andrzej of 51

Malewski, Andrzej 79, 83, 88, 90, 97, 324

Malinowski, Bronistaw 46

Malinowski, Grzegorz 83, 89, 92, 324

Malinowski, Jacek 90, 101, 106, 324

Manthey, Franciszek 359

Marabotto, Biago 270

Marciniak, Stanistawa — see: Salamucha,
Stanistawa

Marciszewski, Witold 73, 74, 79, 85, 86, 88, 99,
100, 107, 140, 152, 324

Markiewicz, Barbara 307, 317, 325, 333

Markowski, Mieczystaw 299, 324

Marsilio da Padova — see: Padova, Marsilio da

Marty, Anon 60, 347

Masaryk, Tomas Garrigue 369

Massonius, Marian 54, 56, 65, 213, 224, 324

Mazierski, Stanistaw 79, 84, 88, 90, 97, 100, 324

Mazurkiewicz, Stefan 25, 266, 350, 361

McAlister, Linda Lépez 320

McCall, Storrs 87, 324

Megara, Euclid of 138, 283

Megara, Philo of 13

Mehlberg, Henryk 30, 39, 48, 64, 65, 78, 87, 90,
102, 324, 361

Meinong, Alexius 8, 54, 93, 135, 136, 137, 138—
145, 147-154, 190, 307, 310, 313, 314, 317,
319, 324, 326, 327, 333, 336, 337, 340

Mercier, Désiré 59, 351, 352

Metallmann, Joachim 12, 13, 45, 50, 356, 361,
368

Meyerson, Emile 364

Meysztowicz, Walerian 270

Mianowski, Teodor 350, 362

Miaskowski, Adrian 23

Michalski, Konstanty 11, 13, 25, 29, 213, 214,
266, 267, 269-271, 288, 297, 298, 305, 325,
338, 362

Micinski, Bolestaw 111, 121, 121, 122, 123,
129-131, 222, 325

Mickiewicz, Adam 142, 143, 197

Mierostawski, Ludwik 110

Mihailescu, Eugen 366

Mikanski, Stefan 342

Mikotaj of Gielczew — see: Gielczew, Mikotaj of

Milbrandt, Mieczystaw 111, 128, 128-131, 325

Milet, Tales of 327



Milet, Eubulides of 13, 204, 291

Mill, John Stuart 45, 296, 325, 346, 352, 365

Mincer, Wiestaw 325

Minkiewicz, Romuald 350

Mirski (Kretz), J6zef 362

Misiek, J6zef 98, 324

Mtlodzianowski, Tomasz 23, 42, 342

Mochnacki, Maurycy 109

Modrzewski, Andrzej Frycz 51

Modzelewski, Jan 309

Molicki, Antoni 25, 28, 33, 37, 38, 344, 350

Moltke, Hans 155

Monte, Stephen de 353

Moore, George Edward 54, 212

Morawiec, Adam 93, 328

Morawski, Jan 23, 342

Morawski, Marian 44

Morawski, Stefan 224, 325

Morin, Jean Baptiste 358

Mortimerowa, Halina 79, 84, 84, 88, 90, 94,
98, 325

Moscicki, Mikotaj 22, 23, 342

Mosdorf, Jan 111-114, 113, 129-131, 325

Mostowski, Andrzej 46, 49, 64, 79, 83, 362

Mostowski, Marcin 90, 93, 321

Mozart, Wolfgang Amadeus 179, 198, 248

Murawski, Roman 83, 90, 99, 102, 324, 325

Murat, Joachim 110

Muszyniski, Zbystaw 83, 90, 94, 325

N

Narbutt, Kazimierz 23, 24, 51, 343

Narbutt, Olgierd 299, 325

Natorp, Paul 54, 214, 349

Nawroczyniski, Bogdan 350, 362

Nero Claudius (Roman emperor) 244

Neumann, John 360

Neurath, Otto 363

Newman, John Henry 268

Nicod, Jean 361

Nicomachus of Stageira — see: Stageira, Nico-
machus of NiedZzwiecka, Maria — see: Os-
sowska, Maria

Niedzwiecki, Kazimierz 35, 344

Nieznanski, Edward 81, 89, 93, 101, 106, 108,
299, 303, 325

Niklas, Urszula 138, 325

Nikuta, Marcin 24, 25, 52, 343

Nowaczyk, Adam 81, 82, 89, 98, 106, 326, 334

Nowak, Leszek 81, 84/85, 86, 89, 96, 97, 102,
103, 326

Nowopolczyk, Wojciech 41

Nuckowski, Jan 27, 28, 33, 37, 346, 347, 350,
352

Nusbaum-Hilarowicz, J6zef 46

o

Obrebski, Wojciech — see: Rudzki, Jedrzej

Occam, William of 13, 65, 69, 106, 162, 290-292,
298, 299, 305, 330, 338, 363

Ochorowicz, Julian 33, 33, 44, 65, 326, 344,
350

Oczapowski, Jézef 344

Odrowaz—Sypniewska, Joanna 83, 90, 95, 326

Ogden, Charles 362

Ohm-Januszowski, Ferdynand 23, 42, 342

Olgiati, Francesco 331

Olizarowski, Aron Aleksander 51

Omyla, Mieczystaw 81, 89, 93, 96, 326

Oppenheim, Paul 366

Ordega, Jan 109

Ortowska, Ewa 89, 99, 326

Orzechowski, Stanistaw 51

Orzecki, Roman 362

Orzeszkowa, Eliza 368

Ossowska (born Niedzwiecka), Maria 48, 48,
54-56, 58, 63, 66, 73, 78, 83, 86, 87, 90, 104,
105, 222, 326, 355, 362

Ossowski, Stanistaw 15, 15, 48, 54—56, 64, 66,
72,78, 83, 85, 87,90, 140, 148, 149, 222, 326,
362

Ostaszewska (born Radliriska), Janina 363

Ostrordg, Jan 51

Ostrowski—Naumoff, Jan Jordan 86, 326

Ostrowski, Jozefat 109

Ostrowski, Kazimierz 23, 342

Ostrzeniewski, Aleksander 37, 347

P

Pacius, Julius 166

Pacula, Stanistaw 326

Paczkowska—Lagowska, Elzbieta — see:
Lagowska, Elzbieta

Padoa, Alessandro 352

Padova, Marsilio da 342

Paluchowski, Andrzej 325

Pannenkowa (born Jawicéwna), Irena 36, 348

Panski, Antoni 78, 81, 362

Pascal, Blaise 162, 212, 269, 293, 332

Pasenkiewicz, Kazimierz 326

Pasniczek, Jacek 82, 83, 90, 93, 96, 138, 144,
154, 317, 327

379



Passmore, John 326

Pastuszka, Jozef 326, 330, 362

Patryas, Wojciech 83, 90, 95, 327

Pauler, Akos 354

Pawel of Worczyn — see: Worczyn, Pawel of

Pawlak, Zdzistaw 88, 99, 326

Pawlicki, Stefan 25, 27, 27, 28, 34, 38, 44, 53,
219, 327, 346, 350

Pawlowska (born Lazari), [ja 79, 84, 86, 88, 90,
104, 105, 321, 322

Pawlowski, Tadeusz 79, 84, 85, 88, 90, 100, 106,
327

Peano, Giuseppe 350, 364, 367

Pears, David 329

Pechnik, Aleksander 27

Peillaube, Emile 329

Pelc, Jerzy 60, 61, 79, 80, 84—88, 94, 96, 100,
111, 136, 222, 313, 327, 337, 340

Pepis, Jézef 362

Peretiatkowicz, Antoni 362

Pericles (Athenian politician) 183

Perzanowski, Jerzy 74, 81, 82, 85, 86, 89, 95, 96,
108, 139, 147, 148, 327

Petrazycki, Leon 45, 46, 78, 87, 89, 350, 362

Petrycy, Sebastian 51, 51, 213

Pfordten, Otto 351

Philo of Megara — see: Megara, Philo of

Philodemos of Gadara — see: Gadara, Philo-
demos of

Piasecki, Stanistaw 272, 327

Piatkiewicz, Stanistaw 25, 30, 34, 38, 169, 346

Pichler, Hans 349

Pierzchata, Henryk 171, 309

Pietruska—Madej, Elzbieta — see: Madej,
Elzbieta

Pietruszczak, Andrzej 83, 90, 92, 94, 327

Pitsudski, Jozef 66

Piotr of Cracow — see: Cracow, Piotr of

Piotr of Sienno — see: Sienno, Piotr of

Piotr of Zgorzelec — see: Zgorzelec, Piotr of

Pirég—Rzepecka, Krystyna — see: Rzepecka,
Krystyna

Placek (born Kijania), Katarzyna 90, 101, 319,
329

Placek, Tomasz 74, 83, 90, 95, 97, 102, 328

Planck, Max 356

Plato 13, 29, 140, 148, 158, 160, 165, 333, 346,
354, 358

Plebanski, J6zef 344

Podgérecki, Adam 88, 90, 101, 328

Podlesiecki, Aleksander 23
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Podolecki, Jan 109

Pogonowski, Jerzy 83, 90, 94, 102, 328

Pogorzelski, Jerzy 79, 88, 99

Pogorzelski, Witold Adam 238, 333

Poincaré, Henri 78, 251, 348

Poli, Roberto 311, 317, 326, 328

Policki, Korneliusz 299, 303, 328

Polycrates (tyrant of Samos) 325

Pomian, Krzysztof 328

Poniatowski, Stanislaus Augustus (king of Po-
land) 52, 176, 194, 220

Popiel, Jan 111

Poptawski, Antoni 52

Popper, Karl 365

Porecki, Platon 26, 32, 34, 38, 39, 344, 346, 350,
358

Porphyrius of Tyr — see: Tyr, Porphyrius of

Portaluppi, Antonio Maria 52

Porzezinski, Wiktor 363

Posament, Tadeusz 360

Poznariska, Zofia — see: Daszynska—Golinska,
Zofia

Poznarski, Edward 48, 78, 83, 363

Presburger, Mojzesz 78, 363

Pregowski, Piotr 328

Proclos of Byzance — see: Byzance, Proclos of

Prucnal, Tadeusz 81, 89, 90

Przeczytanski, Patrycy 24, 344

Przelecki, Marian 70, 70, 79, 88, 94-96, 98,
100, 104, 105, 139, 143, 144, 148, 149, 324,
327,328, 329

Pszczotowski, Tadeusz 74, 84, 85, 88, 90, 102,
104, 329

Pudlowski, Stanistaw 22, 23, 343

Q
Quine, Willard van Orman 140, 329

R

Raciborski, Aleksander 25, 28, 29, 32-36, 45,
345, 346

Radlinska—Ostaszewska, Janina — see: Ostasze-
wska, Janina

Radlinski, Jakub 342

Radom, Bartlomiej of 21

Radomska—Strzemecka, Helena — see: Strze-
mecka, Helena

Radziszewski, Idzi Benedykt 65, 329

Radziwittowicz, Rafal 363

Rainko, Stanistaw 224, 329

Rajgrodzki, Jakub 363



Rasiowa, Helena 79, 79, 84, 88, 90, 94, 99, 329

Rautenberg, Wolfgang 86, 314

Reichenbach, Hans 251

Reinstadler, Sebastian 266, 329

Richards, Ivor 362

Rickert, Heinrich 212

Riehl, Alois 155

Roche, Christian 329

Rogalski, Andrzej Krzysztof 90, 93, 329

Rogowski, Leonard Stawomir 108, 330

Rojszczak, Artur 83, 90, 98, 329

Roma, Giles of 291

Romahnowa (born Luszczewska), Seweryna 30,
39, 48, 50, 78, 87, 90, 100, 308, 323, 361

Romerowa, Jadwiga 309

Rosiak, Marek 83, 90, 94, 329

Rousselot, Jean Pierre 269

Rozenfeld, Mieczystawa — see: Bieganska,
Mieczyslawa

Rozwadowski, Jan 34, 37, 350, 363

Rézycki, Karol 109

Rézycki, Samuel 109

Rubczyniski, Witold 31, 33, 36, 350, 363

Rudnianski, Stefan 55, 56

Rudzki, Jedrzej (ps. Wojciech Obrebski) 342

Russell, Bertrand 141, 156, 191, 244, 251, 307,
310, 348, 354, 363-365

Rutski, Jan 48, 363

Rybinski, Maciej 109
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Stogbauer, Adam 36, 351

Stonert, Henryk 79, 84, 88, 90, 100, 334

Straszewski, Maurycy 31, 32, 33, 344, 347, 351,
370

Strawinski, Witold 82, 83, 90, 101, 103, 334

Stroynowski, Hieronim 52, 52
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Trzesicki, Kazimierz 97, 336

Tucharnska, Barbara 83
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Znamierowski, Czestaw 25, 31, 33, 78, 83, 87, 90,
104, 105, 340, 352, 362, 366/367, 368

Znaniecki, Florian 46, 47, 352, 356, 368

Zochowski, Felks 343, 344

7Z6towski, Adam 368

Zwinogrodzki, Zygmunt 81, 89, 99, 340
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