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ABSTRACT he present paper contains a collec-

— : : : tion of problems connected with
Inquiries concerning the theory of imperatives imperatives and norms creatively an-

and norms prosecgted in Poland in th&'2@n- _alyzed by Polish researchers of the
tury covered practically the whole scope of this h - .
20" century. In this collection, |

theory. In a uniform conceptual scheme, the .
paper shows main results of this research dond?fOPOSe a uniform conceptual scheme
mostly within the Lvov-Warsaw School tradi- Which makes possible to compare vari-
tion. ous viewpoints from the domain of dis-

It begins with presenting the Polish theoreti- cussed problems, originally expressed

cians’ approach to three correlated theoreti-in various terminological apparatuses.
cal situations containing our preferences (op-

posed to impulses, decisions and tendencies)For the whole paper, the convention is
accepted values and imposed obligations. Thebinding that what is stated by the sen-

second step is discussing their views on meangence p’, ‘g and ‘r’ are states of af-
of verbalising these situations, i.e. by help of fairs S, T andU respectively.
imperatives, evaluations and norms (opposed to ’

consultatives, instructions and optatives) corre- . . .
spondingly. The paper is closed with examining 1. A preferential situation

the Polish logicians’ trials of reconstruction of . . . .
imperative-normative argumentation. The simplest preferential situation—

i.e. situation of willingness—is a sit-
Key words evaluation, imperative, uation in which the persoA WantsS_
imperative-normative argumentation, norm, {0 OCCur. A more complex preferential
obligation, Polish philosophers, preference, Situation is a situation in which the per-
value sonA wants the persoB to cause the
occurrence of
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1.1. The complex of psychological phenomena culminating in ttteo& willing
and leading to the action was provisionally analyzed by Bsio (1923). Willing
was perceived by Borowski as a desire directed from the mdtiwards the aim,
with underlying conviction that the aim is reachable.

1.2. The term *“willing” (or “volition”) was thought to be non-defable by
Chelihski (1925).

1.3. A more detailed conception of willing—or in his words desgi—was

presented by Znamierowski (1957). He distinguished thdreldsom the

tendency—i.e. a predisposition toward experiencing sindlesires. According
Znamierowski, there are the following constituents of argega) the perceptive
element being impressional constituent of the prepardtmgion; (b) the psychi-
cal impulse, being the core of the desire; (c) the schemeeofrttovement tract”,
where the desire is realizable (i.e. where the aim of desag Ibe reached).

2. Preferences versusimpulses, decisions and tendencies

Willing should be differentiated from inclination, restitin, and desire. When
speaking about the persaghthat the persorA is inclined towardsx, we think
about a certain inner impulse with its source in a certaircpant. Resolution—
i.e. making a decision, an act volition—is an instant actitiastively to willing,
which is a state that may last for a longer time. The tendeowsaitds something
is understood here as somebody’s conscious action td&vard

2.1. Modern Polish research on resolutions was first undertakeiVitwicki
(1904). Witwicki offers a suggestion that resolutions arecpsely acts of will.
There are two conceptions of resolutions as regards thgthpogical status: id-
iogenetic and allogenetic. The idiogenetic conceptiomwahat resolutions are
irreducible psychological elements. The allogenetic eption reduces them to a
combination of other simple spiritual phenomenon, or toecs type of those.
Witwicki supported the second conception, also as readeedes

Desires may be fully factorized down to judgments, preskjudgments and
feelings. The core of resolutions (the acts of will in a moagraw sense)
shall be the judgment concerning one’s own [random, indegeth action
(1904, p.99).

As Witwicki puts it, the allogenetic conception of resotuts bears far-reaching
metaphysical consequences, especially with regard tortisgm of free will: on
the ground of this conception, the problem becomes the @nobf free judgment.

2.2. Now, in contrast to Witwicki, Grabryl (1905/1906) differiated aspiration
from, in his words, “mindful” willing (and resolution beirigs part); the difference
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still exists even though there are visible similaritiese®spiration is spontaneous
and may be directed at an unrealizable object; if it is rable, it sometimes causes
us to loss our inner balance. The willing, contrastivelygiective (“conscious”),
and has only realizable objects; its realization gives adékling of “control over
ourselves”.

2.3. Also Borowski (1923) was an opponent of the allogenetic eption. He
rejected equation of a person’s acts of will with this petsqudgment regarding
his future actions.

2.4. Znamierowski had a different view on the psychologicaligatf a resolution
as well. He searched for sources (i.e. foundations) foribgaof legal duties
(1924) and analyzed relationship between evaluations amd (1957). On both
occasions, he touched upon the subject of resolutions.

The resolution (i.e. decision) was perceived by Znamiekoas a type of estab-
lishing (i.e. determination); other forms of establishexg for instance an agree-
ment (or a joint establishing a common regulation for anoagtmade by several
or numerous persons) and a promise (1924). Resolution pkitd—according
to Znamierowski—is not a judgment on our future act; it is antbnomous ex-
perience” of the choice (1957, p.455): it is “an experiere puts an end to the
tangled situation of reflection”; this reflection is repldoeith “the unwavering
readiness to act, which will automatically turn into act wtike condition for the
act are realized” (1924, p.25).

2.5. Dambska (1938) referred to Witwicki’'s solution agreeingt thentences that
express resolutions are utterances (true or false) cangettme future.

2.6. Also Ajdukiewicz (1948) wrote about the manner of expregsi@solution,
and his findings may be, it seems, interpreted as follows:

If the sentenc& uttered by the perso® expresses judgment on a future @dby
the persorO, a judgment which was uttered “on the basis of the expergtace
of will” of the personO, and which is the “germ” from wich later springs the act
C by the persor©D—this sentenc& expresses a resolution of the pergan

Ajdukiewicz (1965) discusses also other attitudes towardsrtain state of affairs,
namely the reporting, inquiring, desiring (i.e. wishingidecommanding attitudes.

3. Verbalisation of preferences. imperatives

The main method of verbalizing one’s will are imperatives.(iimperative sen-
tences). The most general form of an imperative is the foamul

(1) LetSoccur!
A particular case of the imperative (1) is an imperative effibllowing type:
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(2) Letthe persom causeSto occur—in condition&V!

3.1. Chelifski (1925) believed that the basic method for exgings the will
are utterances of the form “I want something”. As to impeesi(i.e. com-
mands), Chelifski distinguished autonomous and hetenons ones; the division
stemmed respectively from whether the sender was identitllthe executor of
a certain will or not. What Chelifski underlined was thefatiénce between the
object of willing expressed in the imperative, and the inafige’s aim. It mattered
because sometimes the command is given not to make the eetrtiave in a
certain way, but to “mark” that the sender is the commandesp(r codifies).

3.2. According to Dambska (1938), in the case of the imperative of the following
type:
(3) Letthe persom causeSto occur if T occurs!

“we demand the command to be carried out[. . .] if the preggdondition is met”
(1938, p.263). As Bmbska put it—the meaning of the imperative conditional
clause is the meaning of the subsequent sentence, whileéaising is determined
in a certain way. Therefore, this formula might be taken asmghrase of the
imperative (3):

(4)  Under the condition thal occurs—Iet the persoB causeSto occur.
Dambska pointed out that there are imperatives both complgxiaconditional:

(5) Doaolit, if you love mel
(6) Getout, if you care for your life!

The person uttering them wants to “appeal to emotions” andk&rtheir com-
mand more effective” via the conditional form of the sen&et938, p.263). As
Dambska noticed, the imperative conditional sentence riekerthecasus irre-
alis. Therefore, it is impossible to say:

(7) T does not occur; [however,] let persBrcauseSto occur if T occurred.

3.3. When juxtaposing imperative—in particular commands—witilorms,
Ziembihski (1966a) noted that, in general, we have to dé wdmmands when
the persom induces the persoB towards a certain action: (a) being a different
person tharB; (b) in presence of the persd (c) without participation of the
personB; (d) having “power” over the persds; (e) “with a certain strong sugges-
tion”.

3.4. Are imperatives also performatives? The answer to thistopreses in our

understanding of both the “imperative” and the “perforweiti Performatives
were interpreted by Nowak (1968) as cultural actions (a®spg@ to natural ones).
He believed cultural actions to include, among others ringe“understood and
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understandable” verbal expressions; performatives wbeldh this situation cul-
tural actions of a “higher order”, constructed over othdtural actions, especially
over utterance of other verbal expressions.

3.5. Grodzihski (1930) was convinced that imperativeness amthativeness on
the one hand, and performativeness of the other, are indepefrom each ether.
This means that: (a) imperative sentences are sometimetdning as performa-
tives, namely when the utterance of a certain command |esithe tduty—it must
be fulfilled; (b) sometimes what was indicated in (a) doesapply, therefore the
utterance of the command does not lead to an obligation ailitément; (c) per-
formative utterances are sometimes formulated as sentéragdigation; (d) not
all sentences of obligation are performative utterances.

3.6. Contrary to Nowak, Wolehski (1980a) supported the view geformative
utterances do bear logical value; they are particularlg when the performative
action they refer to is valid (namely, when the action didially occur).

4. The axiological situation. Evaluations

Axiological situations occur when:

(1) Sisgood.
or:
(2) Sisevil.

Axiological situations are stated in evaluations, i.e.\ialeating sentences.

4.1. Czezowski (1964) maintained that what matters most inuaians is the
modal functor creating sentences out of one sentence argurevould be sort
of the type “It is necessary that (or “What is necessary iSto occur’)—namely:

“It is good thatp” (or “What is good is thaS occurs”) and “It is beautiful thap”

(or “What is beautiful is tha occurs”). Different existential modes of respective
state of affairs would be real equivalents of these sensgence

4.2. Ziembihski (1972) perceived evaluating utterances asaitces that express
or may express approval or disapproval towards a certaie staffairs. Accord-
ing to him, the logical value of evaluating sentences may bel discussed from
axiologically absolutist point of view. In this viewpoingn axiological system
which is not relativized by the evaluation persons exists.

4.3. This position was also maintained by Zielinski & Ziemih§1988): eval-
uation is “an experience of faking an emotional stance tdeaertain factual or
imagined states of affairs or events—and therefore of afipgoor disapproving
something” (1988, pp.40-41).
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5. A situation of obligation

Let us first consider two notions of obligatisensu largo Suppose that the person
A utters a sentence of the following form:

(1) Sshould occur.

Formula (1) is a formula of obligation—i.e. duty—which mag bnderstood as
an equivalent of formula (2) or formula (3):

(2)  Swill probably occur.
(3) Itis necessarto occur.

Let us differentiate these two cases as obligation-prdibaland obligation-
necessity. Obligatiosensu strictamccurs in a situation where:

(4) InconditionsW, the persorB should caus&to occur.
This might be the result of either of these:

(5) The persorh obliged the persoB to causeSin conditionsw.
(6) In conditionsW, not-Sis evil.

Case (5) is the thetic duty, case (6) is the axiological duty.
5.1. The connection between occurrence of duty and entitlement ¢laiming
one’s rights) and the type of duty was analyzed by Petrazi&07a). Petrazycki

divided norms into imperative-attributive and (solelyfributive. The imperative-
attributive norms are as follows:

(7) If A should do this and that, a certdihhas the right to stake out certain
claims toA.

On the other hand, (solely) attributive norms take the Yoilhg form:

(8) Asshould do this and that and m®has [because of that] any right to stake
claims toA.

According to Petrazycki, moral norms were such “no-claigiinorms; especially
the norm of gospel ethics (1907b).

5.2. Znamierowski (1924) identified the formula of obligation:

(9) The persorA obliged the persoB to causeSin conditionsw.

with the thetic norm in form of:

(20) In conditionsV, the persorB performs (or should perform) an det

The actF is of course corresponding with “causifgo occur”, from formula (9).
Znamierowski (1957) investigated the relationship betwd® duty and entitle-
ment in such a way. The fact that the pergois entitled do something, does not
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always burden the pers@with the duty of ensuring conditions for the possibility
of realization of this entitlement:

The feeling of entittement may be fully disconnected frore teeling of
duty. If according toP it is good whenAis ¢; ... or c,, then according to

P Amay bec,. However, the above does not mean any ensuing somebody’s
duty. Since it is good when a child spends his time readindking or
playing, the child has the right to read. But no obligationresponds to this
entitlement, especially if the child is alone in a room—anekré is no one to
take the book away from his. Even Robinson in a desert islanttichave
entitlements without anyone’s correlating obligation85Z, pp.258-259).

5.3. Existence of different types of duty does not mean that tha teluty” is
ambiguous, as determined by Ossowska (1947):

We do not see any perceptible difference in meaning of [..h¢ word
“should” [in different contexts]. The whole utterancesluding this word
are undoubtedly ambiguous, but the word itself is syncategatic, and only
in phrases may it have any definite sense; one will not findutsreomous
sense (1947, p.144).

5.4. The context of the obligation used to be called by Ziemhi{E856) and later
by Zielinski & Ziembinski (1988) “the range for the appditon of the norm”. In
their opinion, the range for the application of the norm is thass of conditions
in which the norm becomes actual; in our case, these are tamrg]i in which
the persorB has the obligation to causgto occur. Even though he did not use
these terms specifically, Ziembihski made a clear distndbetween internal and
external contexts. He would point to the fact that sometimissdifficult to mark
the boundary between these two types of contexts. What waiglbifnski also
notice was the difference between temporal contexts; hedntitat there exist
obligations which call for immediate realization (e.g. ightions expressed in
military commands).

5.5. Grzybowski (1961) supported the traditional view of jurisgence: the oblig-
atory situation consists of three parts. He interpretetiust these parts are re-
spectively: (1) hypothesis “[Let us suppose tHatccurs”; (b) disposition “[IfS
occurs, thenY should occur”; (c) sanction "[IT does not occur, thet) occurs”.
Grzybowski emphasized the fact that implication of (b) arjdéfer to thetic con-
nections (as established by the legislator).

5.6. Najder (1971) wrote, that the term “obligation” may be urstieod in three
ways, often mixed, visible in the following contexts:
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(11) The perso® should do this and that—therefore, someone requires frem th
personO to do this and that.

(12) This and that should occur—therefore, someone expghistsand that to
occur.

(13) The objecP should behave in such a way—therefore, it is necessaryigor it
an obligation) for the objed® (including persons) to behave in such a way.

The term “should” is usually in line of (13) in the so-calledspulative definitions:
(14) X should bear the property.

5.7. Acertain light is thrown upon the notion of duty by juxtapugit against per-
mission. Zielihski & Ziembihski (1988] reconstructedrizais understandings of
“Iis permitted” in the so-called permission regulations.niddy, someone is permit-
ted to do something, when: (a) in a given system there is nm tioat formulates
prohibition of this action; (b) the former prohibition ofishact was rescinded; (c)
the former range of the norm was narrowed; (d) “someone mitatcompetence
to act in a conventional way with legal consequences foho{1988, p. 75); (e)
there is no prohibition regarding usage of a given compete(ficthe addressee of
the norm has suitable “psychophysical capabilities” omfemmical capabilities”
for a given action.

6. The genesis of the obligation

The difference between the axiological and thetic duty liesheir respective
sources. Let us suppose that the source of a given duty ctuisebligation—i.e.
that this duty results from that source. Thus since a giveay dua consequence
of its source, the source of a given duty is the reason behih@i us consider the
most general form of duty:

(1) Sshould occur.

For axiological duty, the reason for (1) would be the fact:tha
(2) Not-Sis wrong.

For thetic duty, the reason for (1) would be the fact that:

(3) The persoA wantsSto occur.

When the thetic duty assumes the form of:

(4) The persomB should caus&to occur.

the reason behind it is:

(5) The persorA obliged the persoB to causes.

As opposed to causal and semantic necessities—behind \iecd are “hard”
laws—if there are reasons for axiological and thetic dyiiesbsolutely does not
“force” these duties.
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6.1. Let us consider the sentence:
(6) X should bear the proper8.

According to Znamierowski’s terminology (1924), this samte may bear for in-
stance logical, axiological or thetic duty. Let us desigrisiese duties with mark-
ers, respectively with ‘L, ‘A and ‘T’. Thus:

(7) X should bear the propertiP—if—because there is such a prope@yhat
(X bears the propert® and the propertyQ is necessarily associated with
the propertyP) X bears also the properB.

Now:

(8) X shouldy bear the propertyP—iff—it will be better (resp the best) ifX
bears the property.

Finally:

(9) X shouldr bear the propertyp—iff—[there is a persomA, who decided
(resp ordered) forX to bear the propert{P—or whenX bearing the prop-
erty P adheres to “established norms of behavior”].

Therefore, the thetic norm of acting is “a rule for incorgorg’ certain activities
“into the system” (1924, p.13). If certain action is to bejdi a certain conven-
tional system of actions, it should be this and that. Outeidiis system there is
a “freedom zone” (1924, p.99). Znamierowski added also tita:

For the feeling of [thetic] duty to appear, one needs [.. dirasion towards

a certain state of things an existential evaluation of this state as well as a
complementary evaluation of the state satnd fear of the latter state (1957,
p.244).

6.2. Chelihski juxtaposed obligations established (by soregowith non-
established ones (1925). The latter were in his opinionetiobdigations expressed
in logical, ethical and aesthetic norms. Commands and stgjeonnected by the
will to “provoke another person’s behavior via influencitgir psyche”) are dif-
ferentiated by the “normative element”, which is presentommands and absent
from requests. Chelifiski defines it as “the norm formed & dbnsciousness of
the giver of the command, determining the addressee’s mhavhe giver of the
order is therefore at the same time a codifier: he “dominates’addressee of the
order. The person who requests something expresses “wmaditwilling: Do
this and that, if you want to do it! By the way, Chelinski diféntiated between
commands and demands—the latter did not possess the “neeregment”.

6.3. Elzenberg maintained (1933) that the notion of duty, attl#esaxiological
one, is a primary, “indivisible” notion:



EUJAP | VOL. 7 | No. 2| 2011

| do not see any possible interpretation of this term in wthitclwould be
just an abbreviated description of some psychologicallobioal or social
facts; it also does not just lyrically EXPRESS certain psjopical states, as
exclamations do (1933, pp.11-12).

6.4. Kotarbifski (1934) saw four types of necessity: deterstigj logic, technical
(without actually using this very term) and practical. Tleéaiministic necessity is
according to him characteristic for those “resolutions aations following them
[which] are not free [...] because they result from earligrambiguous, causes”
(1934, p.475). The logic necessity appears when we dealswith a thesis, “the
rejection of which [...] would lead to contradiction” (1934.475). The technical
necessity is according to Kotarbinski “effect of obstackeyond one’s strength
or skills” (1934, pp.474-475). Finally, the practical ngsigy is “compulsion to
act”: the necessity to choose a certain way in order to avoleasant conse-
guences of a different choice. Among practical necesditiesthetic obligations),
Kotarbifnski devotes particular attention to legal and ahobligations.

6.5. Dambska (1938) states that there also exist such imperatikieet do not
have any corresponding norm, e.g.:
(10) Buy two bottles of milk!

What is meant by the norm here is “a general sentence thasstat ought to or
ought not to act in a certain way” (1938, p.264). Sporadycallgiven imperative
does have such a corresponding norm. Hence, imperativhsasuc

(11) Do not bear false testimony!

are equivalent (of course not logically, as then it would b®smatically assumed
that they bear logical valugensu strictpto sentences of these types respectively:

(12) One should not bear false testimony.

Occasionally, the imperative is not in conformity with therm, and what follows,
with an appropriate evaluation. We command someone to “Reiowhile ac-
cepting the norm “One should de.

6.6. In the beginning (1946), it seems that Czezowski mainththat norms (i.e.
rules of action) equal appropriate evaluations of thisoacti

(13) It should be so that the pers@nperforms an adC (i.e. performing the act
C is the duty (i.e. obligation) of the pers@)—iffi—the actC of the person
Oisright (1946).

Czezowski defined the rightness of an act thus:

(14) An actC of the persorO is right—iff—means to, objectives and results of
the aciC of the persorD are good (i.e. they have the highest possible value).

10
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Later, Czezowski would moderate his viewpoint on relaibetween evaluations
and norms; he may have been wrong to state that the righth@ssazt results in
a duty to perform it and not the other way round (1964b).

In Czezowski’s opinion (1970) there are two criteria ofydat an act: teleological
and formal. The teleological criterion is in fact a more dethaxiological justi-
fication of an act. According to this criterion, performarmafean actC is an ethic
duty if the means to, objectives and results of theGaare good. By contrast, to
characterize the ethical duty of an &by the means of the formal criterion—is
to provide a norm that commands the @db be performed.

6.7. The diversity of types of obligation with regard to their §ifisation were
analyzed in a detailed manner by Ossowska (1947). She psedthe anormative
sense of the “duty” against the norm-creating sense. Foatioemative sense,
Ossowska explicitly distinguished two types of relatiopmssed by: a causal or
semantic one—and therefore it would be a causal or semagtEssity.

6.8. Tatarkiewicz (1966) was in favor of the position which lamhthe source of
all obligations in values. He would express this positionctaiming that norms
are “implicated” by proper evaluations.

6.9. Zielihski & Ziembinski (1988) wrote:

In jurisprudence, it is easy to confuse descriptive utteganevaluating ut-
terances and directives—whereas the word “justificati@suaes in fact in-
trinsically different sense for each of these types of esgions (1988, p.5).

Therefore, one must make a distinction between regardiagéimtence as true,
the evaluating utterances as appropriate (right), the nasnbinding and the
performative—as valid. Justification of a norm as a binding might be called
“vindicating [this norm]”. What should be distinguishedear(a) argumenta-
tion (convincing others); (b) justification; (c) proving. céording to Zielinski
& Ziembihski, a norm of action is established usually bgson silent factual
assumptions. Norms may have - according to Zielihski & Ziérmki (1988)—
axiological sources. Thetic justification is yet anothethod of providing justifi-
cation to the norm.

Most generally speaking, an adequate thetic justificatioa norm estab-
lished by someone would consist in our readiness to provdhbaddressee
of the norm is subordinate to the codifie—who may cause fsigmt evil
or refuse what is good; also, we would have to demonstratettieacodi-
fier is authorized to established norms for given addredsegsertain field
of behavior—that is, that they have power (narrowly undergj over the
addressees of the norm (1988, p.154).

11
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This might happen with or without the addressee’s permissiovestigating the
authority of the codifier leads to investigation of other jplecand bringsegressus

ad infinitum The norm may be overruled by persons who are or are not compe-
tent to do that (e.g. in case of a “revolution”). Sometimég, éverruling equals
establishing a new norm which does not conform to the former.

7. Criteria of obligation’s factuality

Let us consider a situation, in which:
(1) InconditionsW the persorB should caus&to occur.
Let us consider more detailed versions of the situation (1):

(2) The persor obliged the persoB to causeSto occur in condition$V.

(3) IntimeTythe persor obliged the persoB to causesSto occur in conditions
W.

(4) IntimeTythe persor obliged the persoB to causesSto occur in conditions
W and in timeT;.

In case (4), timdy is earlier than tim@;. The necessary conditions for the thetic
obligation from formulas (1)—(4) to really occur—or to betigal—are:

(5) The persorAis able to cause it so that if in conditiold¢ the persorB does
not causesto occur, the persoB will meet with evil Z from the persorD.

(6) In conditionsW the persorB is able to caus&to occur.

(7) P does not occur at tim&,.

(8) Pisimplementable.

The factuality of an obligation must be differentiated frasvalidity and effec-
tiveness. The obligation is namely valid when its contelxtwaditions occur; let
us notice that absolute obligations are always valid. In,tan obligation is effec-
tive when its addressee fulfilled it. The factuality—or himg—of the obligation
should be differentiated also from its realization.

7.1. According to Znamierowski's standing (1924), the impesmatand particu-
larly the command is establishing a rule of action for theragskee by the sender
(i.e. the giver of the order). Znamierowski maintained tleatthe command to
be more than solely “attempt at commanding”, the command tneach the ad-
dressee” (1924, p. 45). For the addressee the most significatter is whether to
submit to a given norm or not. In the first case, the norm wiljuziged as right, in
the second, as wrong. Znamierowski pointed out that thraditons have to be
fulfilled for a given norm to be right from the viewpoint of tlaeldressee; they are
the motives for submitting (i.e. yielding) to this norm: ¢ag acts ordered by the
norm are good; (b) the creator of the norm is an authorityiie)receiver of the
norm is under pressure (internal or external) and “complyuith the norm is the
least evil behavior” (1924, p.37).

12
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7.2. In Chelinski (1925), we read that the command comes intoefanly from
the moment when all the conditions of its execution are zedlithis includes the
addressee learning about the command. The author alss poitthat a necessary
condition for a situation of obligation to occur—which parts particularly to a
command—is not the existence of the addressee, but thectionvdf the sender
(the giver of the command) that the addressee exists or magaap Similarly,
another necessary condition is not the addressee beingjlgétiiormed about the
content of the command. The sender must only strive to inthieraddressee.

7.3. The thetic (and more precisely legal) duty was identified hytabinski
(1934) with the necessity to act in a certain way; otherwisamaction may be
imposed. The moral duty is according to Kotarbinski linkedhe special sanc-
tion: in case of a breach of a moral norm, the punishment imshaf possible
contempt of respectful people (hence the pricks of conseien

7.4. Dambska wrote about the presupposition of fulfillability aut using this
specific term. In @mbska’s viewpoint, sometimes the addressee of a given obli
gation is not capable of realizing the object of obligatiaritee presupposition of
fulfillability is then not fulfilled; it might be so becausedladdressee is obliged
by an another obligation not to realize the abovementiormgelct This is proven
by the fact that sometimes norms concerning a certain didigare formulated,
even though “one knows that only in certain conditions omewrever will the
obligation be realized” (1938, p.264). ainbska was also aware that one of the
necessary conditions for the obligation to be effectivésisccuracy; in particular,
the sender must in the given situation of obligation be awed that they have
proper causative power.

7.5. Ossowska (1947) distinguishes real obligations (expdeaseording to her
in norms-rules of obligation) from ideal obligations (egpsed in norms-rules of
ideals). An instance of the former:

(9) If Ashould beB, thenA may beB.
An instance of the latter:
(10) It might be so thatA should be B andA cannot beB.

7.6. In Ziembinski's viewpoint (1956) expressions such as:
(11) You should have gone there.

are evaluations, and not norms. He believes that an inhprestipposition of an
obligation is the presupposition that the object of thisgdtion is not present here
and now. In turn, we do not say:

(12) Stop digesting this food!
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Such utterances would signify that we suppose that we adro@rscious control
over own digestion and accommodation reactions of our eyamtrastively, a
norm pertains in essence to such behaviors of the addredseb are thought
to be his (conscious) action. One should remember that théebbetween our
behavior—understood as action—and behavior which ourde#ls not control is
vague.

As Ziembinski (1964) and later Zielihski & Ziembinhski 488) pointed out, the
expression “binding norm” is ambiguous. Those who argue the"existence of
the norm” should therefore first define whether they mean db&@keffectiveness
of the norm (whether it is adhered to) or the reasons for ietéoiowed; it might

also be that they argue over the material substrate of thm,ramrover the “social
fact"—the fact that this substrate affects those who arelglepof its appropriate
interpretation—or over the probability of sanctions beimgposed if the norm is
not adhered to. They should also settle for an interpretaifdhe “change of the
norm”, “overruling of the binding norm” and “establishingn@w norm” (1988,

p.167). For the imperative:
(13) x, causeSto occur!

and its respective norm:

(14) xshould caus&to occur.

Ziembihski (1972) indicated the following presupposiio(i.e. assumptions
which should be true if the imperative is to be “reasonabled the giver of the
order “rational” and not “pathological”, the latter meagithat he is aiming for
something else thaBto become real):

(15) Sdoes not occur now;

(16) Swould be the future state of affairs;

(17) Sisrealizable;

(18) xknows what to do to caus®to occur;

(19) xis capable of causin§to occur, and is capable of causing 18t occur;

(20) the giver of the order has “power” overi.e. he might effectively influence
X's behavior;

(21) the giver of the order is in possession of an axiologiestification of im-
perative (13) or norm (14).

7.7. A detail description of binding of norms was made by Lang @96The
phrase:

(22) The normN is binding.

is ambiguous and it can refer to one of the following situadio

(23) The normN needs (or should) be applied—or one conforms to the Mérm
(24) The norm has certain value (or validity, meaning).

14
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In case of (23), the phrase (22) is a norm about a norm; in dg@4) the phrase
(22) is an evaluation concerning a norm. Analysis of the ida® (23) and (24)
led Lang to the conclusion that they cannot servéeimiensesor the phrase (22),
because such a solution would @ieculus in definiendo Finally, Lang proposed
to define the phrase (22) by means of the phrase:

(25) The normN belongs to a certain system of law.

On the other hand, the phrase:

(26) xconforms to the norn.

is paraphrased by the phrase:

(27) xregards the norr\ as a criterion of evaluation ofs own action.

Lang distinguished binding of norms characterized in sugbag from their ex-
istence (in the basic sense of “existence”). To say that tmemN exists (in this
sense)—is the same as—to say that the nNIr(as a certain utterance) is formu-
lated by somebody, independently of the fact whether thenrférbelongs to a
certain system of law.

Binding differs also from legal force. Legal force concejudicial acts (or sen-
tences of the court) and it means:

(a) their unindictability (in case of formal legal force);
(b) their imperturbability by means of changing them by aiggaf administration
of justice (in case of material legal force).

7.8. Ziemba & Ziembinski (1964) enumerated the following ursiending of the
sentence that states that a norm is binding:

(28) x established the nord and did not overrule the noriN (whenx - are
either we in relation to ourselves or someone in relationtheopeople; it
is someone “who has such a social position that norms esitaliby him
are sufficiently often respected”); this binding is “thetly justified”;

(29) according to a certain evaluation, we should act as ¢tneniN indicates;
this binding is “axiologically justified”;

(30) abreach of the norid is “often enough” negatively responded to in a given
community; this binding is “behavioristically justified”.

7.9. A binding norm, as Zielihski and Ziembinski relate (198B) either: (a) a
norm which is appropriately substantiated (justified); loy & socially effective
norm - “appropriate changes in human behavior occur beaaiuseand alterna-
tively also that indicated desired states of the matter tiighattained via these be-
haviors”, and it is known as well “when the breach of the noesuits in sanctions”
(1988, p.72) or when is it really adhered to. According tdidigki & Ziembihski,
one should differentiate actualization of a given obligatset out by the norm and
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concretization of this obligation. In turn, finding applicen must be differentiated
from the binding the norm.

7.10. From Gizbert-Studnicki's (1983) perspective, the craardf rationality of
a “directive speech act” is that the sender: (a) wants theeadde to behave in a
way indicated by the directive; (b) believes that the adsresmay behave so; (c)
believes that without the directive being uttered, the assiee would not behave
in this way.

7.11. A longer list of conditions was compiled by Laskowski (199&ho stated
that the “semantics of the imperative mood” assumes the @rm

(31) Causesto occur!

and consists of these features: (a) the sender wamtsoccur; (b) the sender
aims at prompting the addressee to cafse occur; (c) at the moment when the
command is utteredS is not occurring; (d) the addressee is capable of causing
Sto occur; (e) the addressee knows that (d); (f) the sendesoisidlly superior”
towards the addressee (as regards command; in case of-adkisecondition is
redundant, in case of request—the relation is reverse§l;aigsingS to occur is
possible; (h) the addressee is a living creature able toratauel the directive.

8. Gradation of obligation

The force of a duty is a derivative of forces of reasons belinglduty. In case
of the axiological duty, its force depends on the place wiiehobject of the duty
has in the assumed hierarchy of values. It is especially adiitle greater the evil
brought by notS the stronger the duty to cauSéo occur. Considering the thetic
duty—its force depends on: the level to which the sender sviduig obligation, the
level of firmness of the imperative revealing this wantingg ¢he level of “power”
that the sender has over the addressee. These factorsegperignt of each other.

8.1. Chelifski (1925) referred to the intensity of wanting asewill's tension”,

and noticed that the force of this tension is independen®pbtential to realize
the object of the willing: “wishful thinking” might be muchrenger than want-
ing an act which is from this point of view rational (i.e. thbject of which is

realizable).

8.2. The duty, at least the axiological one, has no types or lexetording to
Elzenberg (1933):

If someone says that one object should be “very much” andhandta
little”— both utterances would be wrong (1933, p.14).
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9. Verbalization of the obligation: norms

For the following to occur:
(1) The persor obliged the persoB to causeSto occur.

the obligation must be verbalized. Obligations are verealiby means of imper-
atives, norms or declaratives. They are formed as folloaspectively:

(2) Letthe persom causeSto occur!
(3) The persorB should caus&to occur.
(4) The persorB causesSto occur.

The main way of verbalizing (thetic) duties are norms.

9.1. Twardowski (1905/1906) maintained that all norms, inahgdihe ethical
ones, are of hypothetical character. In other words, theghtralways be inter-
preted as the following formula:

(5) If xwants to attairm—x should caus&to occur.

The “scientific” justification of such formulas was seen byafdowski in norms
such as:

(6) If p, theng.

9.2. Znamierowski (1924) juxtaposed imperatives, norms andadattves; or as

he called them - imperative phrases, normative phrases ecidrdtive sentences
(declarations); he did that on the basis of their relatiofatis: (a) imperative

phrases “project” certain facts; (b) normative phraseditiate” certain facts; (c)

declarative sentences “state” certain facts. Furtherybee author was against
reducing norms to commands. Znamierowski opposed alsddaethat each norm
is in fact hypothetical. Finally, he acknowledged the fallog formula to be a

verbal expression of obligation:

(7)  According toP, in the situationS (the only and determined, or in an indi-
vidual situation of the typd&, or in any situation of the typ&) the state of
affairsR (the only and determined, or a particular case of the fypar any
of the typeT) should (or has the right to) exist (1957, p.263).

Znamierowski (1957) compiled a list of obligations whichyniee believed to con-
sisting three obligations (or respectively norms): intli@obligation, construc-
tive obligation and obligation of competence. Indicatieems state “what should
be done in a certain situation” (1957, p.501), without iatiien regarding how to
do it. Constructive norms do not state “that an action is tpdédormed, but how
it is to be performed” (1957, p.504). It seems that they mighidentified with

norms of action—about which Znamierowski wrote that they aorms “which

indicate what actions should (or have the right to) be umdtert” (1957, p.344).
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Norms of competence indicate that “O has in the situaBtime obligation or right
to make a decision regarding the binding of the ndtpthis decision might either
give, lengthen or remove the binding force of this norm” (2.98.507).

9.3. Chelifski (1925) pointed to the variety of the “symptomsha# commanding
will"—it is expressed via gestures, imperatives, norms;ein the other hand he
also noticed how ambiguous these “symptoms” may be, asdt in$tance with an
imperative which might be used among others “for signifygngequest, a demand
or an advice”. Moreover, its subject matter might be sigthddg the “tone of the
voice” or “face expression”.

9.4. The difference between norms and descriptions (i.e. dsolas) consists
according to Kotarbihski (1931) in the fact that “norms emdprohibit or permit
without claiming anything, and the descriptions do claimtaie things”. Ko-
tarbihski noted that the formula:

(8) The persorD should caus&to occur.
may be interpreted in the two following ways:

(9) Itis recommended that the persBrcausessto occur.
(10) Causingsto occur was recommended by someone to the padson

In the case of (9), we mean that certain action was recomnieiodée persoio,
and in the case of (10), the point is stating that someonedssuch a recommen-
dation for the persoR.

9.5. According to Elzenberg (1935) duties (norms) are drawn byes(evalua-
tions). We may consider:

(11) If the state of affair§is honorable (perfect, noble), then the state of affairs
Sis a due state (i.e. it should exist or come into existence).

(12) If the state of affair§is a due state, and the perd0ms capable of realizing
the state of affair§, then the perso@® has an obligation to realize this state
of affairsS.

Elzenberg would later (1938) consider the issue of whethisrlegitimate to re-
duce a duty to a command (the legitimacy of imperativism)adnordance with
imperativism:

(23) The persom should undertake the actidm— iff—there is a persom (dif-
ferent from the perso), who commands (or orders) the pers@mno un-
dertake the actioD.

Consequently, in order to learn about our duties, we shoctpi@int ourselves
with appropriate commands (or orders). As maintained beriberg, there are
three versions of imperativism:
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(14) “A sentence that supposedly states a duty [i.e. a seagfiduty is simply a
command”: “You should do this” means as much as “Do this!"38%.24).

(15) *“You should do this” means as much as “You are ordered/smineone of
authority [e.g. God]” (1938, p.25).

(16) A justification of a duty to do this and that is a commandadhis and that
given by a person of authority.

Elzenberg believed that none of these versions of impésatimay hold.

9.6. Wallis-Walfisz (1937) hold that norms may be verbalized ireéhways,
namely by the means of: (a) imperative sentences (e.g. “D&iltit)); (b) declar-

ative sentences with special norm-forming functors, swhoae should”, “it is
necessary”, “it is fitting”, “it would be polite to...” (e.g:One should meet one’s
obligations”); (c) declarative sentences without the for& mentioned under (b)
(e.g. “In a hanged man’s house, one does not speak aboutggd.rdforeover,
formulas of the type (c) are ambiguous. They carry one megawimen they de-
scribe a certain state of affairs, and another in which theyadbreviations of
respective formulas of the type (b); for instance, sentgen as example in (c)
is an abbreviation for “In a hanged man’s house one shoulagpeak about the
rope”. Formulas of the types (b) and (c), in the second megarane mutually

reducible to formulas of the type (a).

Wallis-Wallfisz differentiated normative sentences “tHatays are of general na-
ture” from sentences he called “commisions”, “which areeshporary nature and
the importance of which ends with its execution”. The faceter a given for-
mula is a norm or an imperative is—in line with Wallis-Walfisnot influenced by
the fact whether it is directed at a certain (oredr all X's (belonging to a certain

set of more than one element).

9.7. Dambska (1938) distinguished from among obligations, anterpoecisely
speaking, imperatives as their verbalizations, individual general obligations;
however, she understood them more broadly: as either tingteunlimited as
regards “the given time, place and person” (1938, p.265).

9.8. Ossowska (1947) assumed her own, rather reductionistestawards duties.
In fact, she proposed to reduce obligations to their vezhabns:

For us, the norm shall not be [...] an ideal living in a sepanabrid of
obligations, or a “phantasm” or projection, as Petra?yegarded it. It shall
be a certain expression (1947, p.127).

From Ossowska’s viewpoint, utterances of duty are synomgnus equivalent to
(perfectionist) evaluations; or they are based on sucluatiahs.
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With regard to norms uttered in imperative sentences (erderprohibitions),

Ossowska points out that there had been attempts at rediegay) norms to

“commands directed at institutions that are supposed tarerthat these com-
mands are adhered to”. This reduction had been criticize@dtya?ycki (1907b),
Znamierowski (1924) and Elzenberg (1938).

9.9. The fact that the shape of the statement—the grammaticaldopresence of
particular functors—does not decide whether it is an imiperaa norm or an eval-
uation, was underlined by Rudzihski (1947). Particulddy a given statement to
establish an obligation (or, to be a norm) and not only, fetance, “descriptively
state that someone has an obligation towards someone atstd be therefore a
judgment of the norm)—it must be uttered in an appropriateid situation”.

9.10. Ziembifski maintained (1956) that a model verbalizatiénhe obligation

should have all elements of a situation of obligation cleamtlicated. There are—
following Ziembifhski (1972)—three objects that the norof &ction) must in-

dicate: (a) the addressee of the norm; (b) circumstanceshioh the norm is

binding (by the way, if they are not indicateapressis verbjghe norm is binding
in any circumstances); (c) behavior that is the addressddigation. Practically
speaking, such statements are often of elliptic character.

Ziembihski (1966b) commented thus on the three possibkhads of expressing
the norm—imperative, due and (supposedly) descriptiveth@imperative form
is secondary; as he also pointed out that imperative sezdgegie used for other
different purposes; (b) the due form is ambiguous, i.e. eeithindicates a way
to behave to someone, or it states that someone is bearingaanagduty; (c) the
descriptive form is misleading, i.e. itis in fact camoufldgkie formsensu stricto
Ziembihski (1972) believed also that the essence of noahkast of norms of
action, is the suggestion (ordering or prohibiting) giversbmeone about certain
ways of behavior. Technical directives of the followingustiure were taken by
Ziembihski (1966b) to be a specific type of norms:

(17) If you wantT to occur, you should causgto occur.
These norms are connected with sentences that state depende
(18) If Soccurs,T will also occur.

9.11. Grzybowski (1961) warned against the (legal) norms notddistinguished
from imperatives; the former may only refer to the past, #itet—to the future.

9.12. In Lang’s approach, the norm “formulates [...] a rule or pijphe of ac-

tion”, i.e. itis “a duty-like expression which determinesdinarily in a correlative
manner, entittements and obligations” (1962, p.102) Ugdat defined subjects.
The meaning of the norm is “a pattern of obligatory or pemditbehavior (action)”
(1962, p.103). The norm consists of:
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(&) a norm-forming functor of the type “should (not) be” ordynbe” (“has the
right to be” / “has not the right to be”)—"with positive or native sign”;

(b) an expression indicating a pattern of action of the shépecircumstances
W, the persorD will act in the wayZ” (1962, p.103).

9.13. The following condition was imposed upon the procedure ténal reduc-
tion by Wolefski (1966): if we reduce the formufato the formulaG, the formula
G should be “clearer” than the formuka. As Wolenski thought also that impera-
tives to which people attempt to reduce norms are genenadglsng less “clear”
than respective norms—he thought that imperativism is cfercse.

9.14. Out of two paraphrases of conditional norms:

(19) If p, then it should be thay.
(20) It should be so that b, theng.

Ziemba & Ziembinski (1964) choose paraphrase (20), i@sticalled deontolog-
ical paraphrase, as the most accurate.

9.15. “Normative phrases” are according to Studnicki (1968) ueiter in a weak
(or reporting) way or in a strong (or establishing) way. Ie first use, they give
an account of certain normative states of affairs. In thesgase, they perform
the establishing function, i.e. they establish certaimmaive states of affairs—or
they perform the reporting function, i.e. they give an actoof those states of
affairs; the second function is identical to the one perfirby weak normative
expressions; the first function proves that the usage of puchses is arbitrary.
Special rules decide whether a given normative expressiogdd in a strong way.

9.16. Imperativism was thoroughly and critically analyzed by diaj(1971). He
analyzed two versions of imperativism:

(21) Each evaluating sentence is reducible to a certainratige sentence.
(22) Each evaluating sentence implies a certain imperagmence.

According to Najder, the following facts speak, among athegainst impera-
tivism in the version (21): (a) evaluating sentences arengratically speaking
indicative sentences—therefore, they bear logical vatuepposed to imperative
sentences; (b) sometimes a person who is ready to approveetan evalua-
tion is not ready to submit to a command corresponding toeveduation, and the
other way round; (c) it would be difficult to establish whatdtiof commands were
standing behind ethical evaluations concerning the pasigl as behind aesthetic
evaluations. Imperativism in version (22) would breachdtxealled Hume'’s guil-
lotine, which states that duties are never followed by deSon. The fact that
imperativists are eager to breach this rule stems from tin@imoticing that an
element of duty hides in their seemingly clearly descrgfwemises. It hides for
instance in phrases such as “to want something” or “to aino@ieshing”. On the
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other hand, the imperative component is often included setttences seemingly
purely descriptive, and it is more obvious than in evaluptentences. In con-
trast to imperativists, Najder supported the viewpoint ihgeratives are based
on evaluations and not the other way round.

9.17. Pelc (1971) would underline the fact that a given statenfengxample the
word “silence” might be, regardless of its grammaticalugtaretain its meaning
even though it is used as an indicative, imperative or a gurest

9.18. According to Wolter & Lipczyhska (1980b), the function afiperative sen-
tences is to explain to their addressees “how one shouldaidmot behave”,
whereas the function of normative sentences is to exprasicétion of a certain
behavior”. Imperative sentences are useful when it comestéoing norms, and
also for requests or wishes. In turn, normative sentences breudistinguished
from sentences describing norms, which state for examphehioh conditions is
a given norm binding, what kind of addressees it has, etc.

9.19. In Swirydowicz’s approach (1981), the most general schemthéonorma-
tive formula is the following:

(23) When (a)is AandW, then (b) letx realizeB!

In this scheme:X represents individual names of particular persoAsjs a gen-
eral name (or nominal function) of an indicated pers@,s a general name (or
nominal function) for the behavior of this person, aWd'— is a sentence (or
sentential function) that states that a state of affairepetident of the discussed
person occurs; part (a) is the predecessor, part (b)—thgegoent of the norm.
The functor “when. .., then...” is a nominal functor, with ftrst argument in the
sentence, and the second in the commission. All the vasgakieerefore variable
‘X and any variables standing in eventual functioA$ “B’ and ‘W'—may be
properly quantified. For example, formula (23) may assureddm:

(24) For anyx: when & remains in the relatiofR to a certaina) and (for any
y: whenPy), thenx should realize thatx(will remain in the relatiorSto a
certainb).

9.20. Gizbert-Studnicki (1983) presented the following as theiaty employed
methods of verbalizing obligations: (a) performative (ineamand you to do this
and that”); (b) imperative (“Do this and that!”); (c) mod&a¥6u should do this and
that”); (d) declarative (“| want you to do this and that")) (aterrogative (“Could
you do this and that?”); (f) prognostic (“You will do this atlgat”). He saw the
performative and imperative shapes as clearly declaratar as it concerns the
declarative, interrogative and prognostic ones, he cldithat the content of di-
rectives thus expressed is determined by the content o thestences, and the
context of the utterance only indicates whether it shoultréated as a directive,
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or as a statement, question or prognosis. This might beieeplas follows: state-
ments of the type (d)-(f) are treated as utterances that geaweral meaning in a
zero context, which may be later described with greateiilgdatiernatively, some-
times these utterances have one (basic) sense ascribpdctiesly: declarative,
interrogative or prognostic), which may be later modifiedsbyne contexts of the
utterances. Gizbert-Studnicki preferred the second prégation. All in all, as
he noticed, in some situations any declarative sentencebmaysed to express a
directive.

9.21. Zielihski & Ziembifski (1988) enumerate the followingptys of directive

utterances: (a) norms of action; (b) technical (teleolalyidirectives, which “or-

der to do something if one wants or one has to cause a certdm ait affairs”

(1988, p.60); (c) “rules of sense, which construct certainventional activities,
e.g. game rules, linguistic semantic rules, rules of legat@edings etc.” (1988,
p.61). Additionally—this action is not instinctive, butédending on the acting
person’s will” (1988, p.58). Zielihski & Ziembihski sktlearly that a legal norm
should be distinguished from a legal prescription, i.ee“terbalization of a legal
norm” (1988, p.75). In fact, the regulations need decodimg iaterpretation in

order for the form of a legal norm to be attained.

Zielihski & Ziembinski enumerate the following methods formulation of norms

of behavior: (a) in the shape of an imperative mood; (b) indby shape—that
“someone in certain circumstances should do somethingpigsased to do some-
thing, must do something” (1988, p.68); this shape mightdiegorical or hypo-
thetical; (c) in the shape of an ostensible description ¢tvlim fact has a default
expression preceding the description: “Let it be that.;.d})in the shape of deon-
tic sentence, i.e. a sentence “stating whether a given actered or permitted”
(1988, p. 70). Utterances concerning norms might be botbrigise (e.g. re-

ferring to its verbal form, origin, legitimacy) and evalumf (e.g. stating that the
prescription is unclear and ineffective).

9.22. Opatek (1990) proposed to recognize the following formalsasnodel nor-
matives, optatives and evaluations:

(25) Isitestablished as due—f®to behave in such and such way.
(26) May it will be thus and thus.

(27) The objecSbears positive/negative value.

(28) [The fact that p bears positive/negative value.

9.23. Zielihski (1992) listed these methods of indicating dufg) via extraver-
bal behavior (e.g. by marking the “wanted” path); (b) viaraxerbal signs (e.g.
nautical signal flags); (c) via imperative sentences; (d)séntences of duty (in
the categorical or hypothetical form, mutually translé&alby the way); (e) via
modal sentences (with the word “must”); (f) via (seeminglgkcriptive sentences;
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(9) via deontic sentences (with words such as “ordered’riyiged”, “allowed”,
“optional”, “indifferent”, “obligatory”); (h) via perfomative sentences (with the
initiating word “herewith”). Zielihski maintained the pition that the best, since
direct, method to verbalize the norms is the method (h);rette that in an indi-
rect way, often performing also various different funciamhich are not easy to
distinguish from the normative function.

10. Norms and consultatives, instructions and optatives

Norms, and sometimes imperatives, verbalize not onlyifthduties, but also in-
formation that brings advices (or consultations). Indioms are a specific type of
advice; they include among others doctor’'s recommendaiiomnedical therapy,
culinary recipes, maintenance, production and assemidgriggions of various
objects. The instruction might be expressed as follows:

(1) Ifthe persorB wants to attairT, then the persoB should caus&to occur.

We should differentiate between imperatives and optativiess constructions
shaped thus:

(2) May Soccur.

We essentially use optatives when we express our willirgg(aswish) for a cer-
tain state of affairs, regarding the occurrence of which aeemo influence, and
neither has the person we are speaking to—or the influeneéath cases limited.

10.1. Already Twardowski (1901) differentiated between comnsaadd wishes,
and both of them (as certain mental actions) from sentengegssing them.

10.2. Chelihski (1925) juxtaposed orders, “establishing noohbgating one of
the parties by the sheer will of the other party”, with agreers, “establishing
norms by unanimous acts of will of both parties”.

10.3. Dambska (1938, p.266) has in turn stated that recommendatiemot obli-
gationssensu strictpand in particular not commands.

10.4. Ossowska (1947) would write in general terms:

The term [*should” has] [. . . ] different hues; sometimes it | sounds more
imperatively, sometimes [...] it is an expression of wisbeadvices (1947,
p.174).

10.5. Gizbert-Studnicki (1983) recognized as utterances iredud the “directive
discourse” among others: norms, principles, regulaticosgmands, encourage-
ments, wishes, suggestions, propositions, requests|icafms, advices, warn-
ings, recommendations, guidelines, cautions and adroasiti
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10.6. Zielihski & Ziembinski (1988) juxtaposed optative utieces, i.e. “express-
ing a wish for a given state of affairs to appear, last or gisap in the future”
(1988, p.56) with evaluations and directives.

Optative statements:
(3) May it will be thus and thus.

are foremostly formulated when there is even a slight pdggifior the wish to
fulfill.

10.7. Opatek (1974) maintained the position that the so-calleective utterances
have special “directive sense”—different from the cogmitjor descriptive) mean-
ing, characteristic of descriptive utterances (or logamitences), and irreducible
to this meaning. The cognitive meaning of an utterance is lemtified with its
extension (i.e. its logical value) or intension (i.e. thesisigned judgments). Ac-
cording to Opatek, the difference stems from the fact thatdptive utterances are
“reproductive” in character (i.e. they bear sense due tdadioa with something
external); contrastively, directive statements are “paigte” (i.e. they create their
own sense which may not be reduced to extension and intgnsion

Opatek points to a significant pragmatic function of direetutterances: “the abil-
ity to influence human behavior” and ability to express “itohal experiences”;
however, both of these perform also an informational fumgtivhich must be ef-
fective in order for the utterance to perform evocative fiorc(the utterance must
be understood to perform the latter).

11. Imper ative-normative argumentation

The “logical consequence” in the narrower sense of this @mmunderstands as
the relation between the antecedent and consequent ofcallggirue implication
— which has therefore a tautological scheme, i.e. a scheroelptrue sentences.
If a certain sentencep' is true, and the sentencq'‘logically follows the sentence
‘P, then the sentencey® "inherits” the truth after the sentence’. “Logical con-
sequence” in this sense does not occur between imperatines, they do not bear
any logical valuesensu strictothey are neither true nor false. However, the sense
of “logical consequence” and “logical value”, respectiyeghight be extended so
that it would ensure the “inheriting” of properties of impéves and norms. This
applies to all characteristics taken into consideratioemjudging the wishes and
duties expressed via imperatives and norms.

11.1. Nuckowski (1903) believed sentences of duty (or “practjagdgments”, as
he called them) to carry logical value. He wrote that theyestthe duty of the
presence of the predicate in the subject”.
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11.2. First attempts at the construction of imperative logic weyrfaund in
Borowski (1924). Speaking more precisely, they are ceéments of what he
called praxeological algebra. Its basic notions are amdhgrs: the act, lack
of act, abandonment of an act, a reverse, substitute andatitee act towards a
given act, a successful (or unsuccessful) act and—whaemattost for the the-
ory of imperatives—an acceptable act (“the zone of freedpm’prohibited and
an ordered act (identified by Borowski with duty).

This provisional system was to be followed by Bautro’s systsignaled (1934),
but finally probably not constructed, or at least not pulddsh

11.3. Both in his (1924) and [1957) work, Znamierowski maintaimee consis-
tent way the position that one may speak about the truth ahaoHowever, he
understood the “truthfulness” in a special way:

(1) The normN is true—iff—the normN is binding.

11.4. Kotarbihski (1929) differentiated norms in proper serfgde word from the
so-called normative sentences. Norsesisu stricta@re “utterances of the type of
commands, advices, warnings etc.” (1929, p. 445). Theyeithar true nor false
(1931); they may not be justified or avoided (in the sense o¥ipg respectively
their truthfulness or falsity). “They might be only combaiar propagated” (1929,
p.446). In turn, normative sentences are sentences of ltbeviiog type:

(2) For this and that to happen, such and such active behiaui@cessary.
(3) For this and that to happen, such and such active behiawemough.
(4) Such and such behavior would be awful.

(5) To behave so and so in this situation would be honest.

The first two normative sentences are material, the tworfatenotional. More-
over, from among normative sentences we might distingueiernl sentences
(concerning all possible cases of behavior) and individoahcerning on certain
single eventuality). And in turn, normative sentencesmamntrast with the norms
sensu strictdrue or false; they might also be justified or avoided.

Kotarbinski believed that it is necessary to construe autas of imperative sen-
tences (1947); in terms of such a calculus, it would be rdcacied reasonings, in
which the premise is a description, and the conclusion isrgrerative sentence;
it would also include an explanation of why reverse struegur.e. with the imper-
ative sentence as the premise, and the description as tbkisiom, are felt to be
incoherent. Kotarbihski suggested that correct reagsnaf the first kind might
be ultimately presented as reasonings operating with igigersentences only.

According to the general rule of descriptive paraphrasirighperatives, proposed
by Kotarbihski (1966), every imperative, recommending#ain action to achieve
a certain state of affairs, has an equivalent in a sentendedical sense) stating
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suitableness of this action for achieving this state ofieffaSuch an approach
avoids the so-called paradox of imperative disjunction.ti@wground of sentential
calculus, we have: ip, then ( or g). The problem arises of possibility of inferring
the imperative:

(6) Postthe letter or burn it!
from the imperative:
(7) Postthe letter!

According to Kotarbinski, the conjunction “or” in impena contexts indicates

the possibility of free choice between actions recommerigedrguments of our

disjunction—in aspiring to achieve a certain state of afalhe paraphrase of the
imperative (6) would be the sentence:

(8) Posting a letter is suitable for achieving a certainestditaffairs or burning
a letter is suitable for achieving this state of affairs.

Let us suppose that the imperative (7) recommends a sudahtan for achieving
the state in which a given letter will be delivered for its egi$ee. If so, it is not
true that for achieving this aim, we can choose betweenmmpatletter and burning
it.

11.5. Sztykgold claimed that “so far no one has gathered the thesé&xrmal
logic which would find application in the theory of norms” atidt “no one has
established conditions for the equality of norms” (193@& nfust have overlooked
Borowski's attempts. He himself maintained that all thestreeof the propositional
calculus apply to norms, since the norms have their equitslef the “truth and
falsehood criteria”, namely the “rightness and wrongnegsr@a”. He would use
the theory of relations in the domain of norms, because heowaginced that
the relation of entitlement, significant here, is the regaytthe relation of duty
(i.e. the relation of entittlement is definable via the relatof lack of duty, and the
relation of duty—uvia the relation of lack of entitlement).

11.6. Dambska adopted a stance on the semantic status of sentédo¢ies, and
she claimed that “accepting or rejecting imperative caiegbsentences out of
necessity depends on emotional and not cognitive facta@3g, pp.265—-266).

11.7. Since norms are translatable to imperatives, and the karot undergoing
qualification with regard to truth and falsity (understodrally)—also norms
have no logical value, claimed Wallis-Walfisz (1937).

11.8. Furthermore, Petrazycki (1939) believed that when dsiogsnorms (and
evaluations), not “the criterion of concordance with rigélapplies, but e.g. “the
criteria of rationality and irrationality, rightness andomgness”. He divided sen-
tences (and “positions” expressed therein) into, firstlyjective-cognitive, de-
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scribing what exists, and subjective-relative, in whicre“discuss our subjective
relation towards something existing or imagined”; he ideld “critical” sentences,
i.e. evaluations and “postulate” sentences (or the “requémts”) in the latter.
Evaluations express emotions directed at something thstieeixor exists (or is
imagined as such); requirements contain emotions direst€dn)realization of

something that is not yet there. In Petrazycki’'s opinidie traditional logic ig-

nored evaluations and requirements, hence it was a “langg.|&or it to become

an adequate theory, it would have to include these too anonfre@ “positional

logic”, the theory of all sentences (or positions). One dughremember that
different positions may be expressed in one sentence sinadusly.

11.9. Similarly, according to Ossowska (1947), norms are not @adgith the
truthfulness/falsity criteria understood in the sensdiagpo sentences in logical
sense of the word. The logical value of the norms might comsisheir right-
ness/wrongness. Only and all the norms binding/concerenmegyone are right.

11.10. Rudzihski (1947) perceived the norm'’s binding or non-mgdtreated as

a relation between the norm and its addressee) as a featlogaus to the logical
value of descriptives. Also the principle of excluded malaiould exist in the
normative system: if a given norm bears sense, it is bindimth{s system) or not.
The logical valuesensu strictanight be referred to when discussing judgments of
norms (or obligations), and in particular, hypotheticalgments of logical rela-
tions between different norms.

Rudzihski underscored the fact that the same norm mighustied in many
ways; via a reference to the “very value of recommended betiawr the “fact
that it was established” by a given codifier.

11.11. It is sometimes said that evaluations are not only the reabehind the
norms, but sometimes norms are simply equal to some ewathsatAccording to
Lande (1948) this viewpoint is faulty.

11.12. A proponent of the viewpoint that the norms (or “normativatsaces”),
i.e. “sentences stating what a human being should do, hagytite¢o do or might
do or not do”, do have logical value, similarly to “theoreticsentences’—was
Kalinowski (1953). This viewpoint was for him a starting pbfor constructing
a formalized deductive system of normative sentence-fagnfiinctors with two
name-forming arguments; examples might beshould (not) do/”, “ x is permit-
ted (not) to doy” and “x might (not) doy”.

11.13. According to Ziembinski (1956), the expression:
(9) The normN is binding.

has at least three possible meanings. The particular ngsaane:
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(10) The normN is binding iff the norm N has thetic justification in a certain
act of stating (i.e. due to an authority or power of the codiie

(11) The normN is binding, iff the norm N has axiological justification in a
certain evaluation (i.e. what the norm orders is good andt wienorm
prohibits is evil).

(12) The normN is bindings, when the nornN is realized in cases where it finds
application.

Ziembihski (1964) would strongly emphasize the fact thate given duty many
different evaluations may be indicated as justificationsewattributing such and
such a reason to someone, we extrapolate our own preferemugsve suppose
that the giver of the norm is a rational, and consistent,qrers

11.14. Sztykgold's and Rudzihski’'s considerations were critjica&volved by
Lang (1960). He was interested, among others, in the probferegating norms—
by means of sentential as well as nominal negation. He disithed negation of
norms from negation of binding of norms. Lang treated negadf binding of
norms as equivalent of sentential negation of norms, the&gation itself not be-
ing a norm. Lang (1962) belonged, otherwise, to adhereritseofiew that norms
have not logical value. He wrote:

Norms serve not to describe reality, but to regulate humaiorgci.e. to
actively form social reality (1962, p.103).

11.15. Czezowski identified the norm with a sentence stating “tity @f a pre-
scription or a binding rule” (1964b, p.144). In his viewppinormative sentences
usually possess logical value. Normative sentences ofyje @a) state a duty;
normative sentences of the type (b) “declare the state aifafbrdered by a norm-
giving instance” (1964b, p.144).

11.16. Ziemba & Ziembinski (1964) maintain the position that iétleontic logic

is to find usage in the jurisprudence, it must be a theory ofequences for the
norms perceived as sentences, which are devoid of logidaéyvae. which are

neither true nor false. This theory must not be just a thelay éxplains how one
norm follows other on the basis of one sentence, even thcwglogic of conse-

guences must somehow refer to such a theory regarding thesribemselves. Let
us assume that the general form of the norms is as follows:

(13) It should be so thap (where declarative sentences constitute the range of

variability of ‘p’).
The interpretation of consequence in the domain of normddvilwen be as fol-
lows:

(14) The norm “It should be so that is followed by the norm “It should be so
thatq”, when Sis followed (in particular logically) by .
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To avoid paradoxical consequences in such an interpretatite should remember
about one reservation: even though a breach to the hbisriollowed by a breach
to the norm which is the reason behind the ndrm-behavior in accordance with
the normN is not followed by adherence to the norm which is the reasdrinde
the normN.

11.17. Ziembihski (1966b) distinguished among others two typesamative
consequence—instrumental and axiological: (a) the nbinis instrumentally
followed by the normNy, iff not-realizing of the normN, is the reason for not-
realizing of the normNy; (b) the normN; is axiologically followed by the norm
Ny, iff the good disturbed by the norid, not being realized is bigger than the good
disturbed by the normi; not being realized.

11.18. According to Studnicki (1968), an equivalent to the logizalue in “nor-
mative phrases” is whether certain normative states ofaffialfill or do not fulfill
these expressions (i.e. whether these normative statdi®ios accur).

11.19. Ziemba (1968) perceived the main function of the deontiécl®ystems

as the precization of legal terms and reduction of “inconseges in the intuitive
using of some methods of inference”. A signal for inadequaicgertain notions

proposed on the grounds of these systems, against notiedsdadly in law, are

paradoxical theses, i.e. theses true for these systemsfalsly as interpretations
of some common beliefs.

Ziemba (1969)—as well as Wolter & Lipczyhska (1980b)—dae deontic logic
as logic calculi with constants such as “obligatory”, “péted” and “allowed”; so
they operate not directly on imperatives, but on sentenbbeatamperatives. The
particular proposed systems of this logic differ from eattteoamong others about
whether the deontic constants have names as their argutieertsfore, are cer-
tain acts obligatory) or perhaps they have sentences asatigeiments (therefore,
perhaps certain states of affairs are obligatory).

The first deontic calculi come from von Wright and Kalinow$kb53). Ziemba
thought von Wright's systems to lack a satisfactory intetgition of constants used
in these systems and related calculi (e.g. calculus of desdishanges), as well as
the sense of relativizing the truthfulness to a “certairastan”, or the notion of the
norm breach and of consequence in the field of norms. Ziemdyaopes his own
deontic system called “deontic syllogistics”, a certaiteasion to the calculus of
quantifiers. Ziemba thinks one of the advantages of his deepllogistics to be
the fact that the range of variables is constituted here Bt afspeople (and not
acts, as in Kalinowski and Hintikka), and that the languaithis system allows
for formulation of general sentences of this form: “Eveijas the duty to b¥”.

Since the “logical consequence” is defined for contexts ifnctwlone says that
a sentence is admitted as true because another sentenceragisqa to be true,
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according to Ziemba (1983) there might be no logical consege between norms
(considered as synonyms to respective imperatives). Hergcaormative logic
exists only so far as it may be reduced to deontic logic.

11.20. According to Najder (1971) the natural course of an arguatemt includ-
ing imperatives reads as follows: imperative (imperatetesnce) — norm (sen-
tence of obligation) — evaluation (evaluating sentence):

(15) x, do this and that'—becauseshould do this and that — because this and
that is good.

11.21. Kalinowski (1972) carried out a critical and very instruetireview of dif-
ferent systems of the logic of imperatives and norms.

11.22. An utterance such as:
(16) Itis true tha should caus&to occur.
is—according to Opaitek (1974) sensible, when it states dttgedwo:

(17) The order X should caus&to occur” was given.
(18) The order X should caus&to occur” is reasonable, right or useful.

11.23. Wolenhski (1980) supported the position that the answeh#duestion
“Have norms got any logical value?” depends on whether waiden the norms
sensu strictpor sensu largpthus these consequent norms of the type:

(19) It should be thus and thus.
(20) It should be thus and thus—on the ground of a certain ativensystem.

According to Wolenski, “there are rather no doubts abostttbthfulness of the
latter”, but he rejects the notion that the former may hawe lagical value, as
a non-cognitivist. Therefore, the logic of the norsesnsu strictamight not be
identified with the deontic logic, which is primarily the liegf truth-value.

”ou

Wolehski (1982) enumerates “permission”, “order”, “pitwition”, “obligation”
(i.e. “order or prohibition”) and “indifference” as basi®tions of the deontic
logic. Logical relations between sentences “TheAa® ordered”, “The ActA is
prohibited”, “The ActA is permitted” and “The act no-is permitted” might be
according to Wolenski (1983) represented in a logical sgjisomorphic towards
a square that represents logical relations between catafjsentences. The logic
of duty — as a codification of a non-contradictory normatiystem — would be
an extension of deontic logic.

To (Kotarbihski’s) question on the negation of the norm ®¥aki answers with a
negative: “There is no such thing”; as a consequence—indhaative logic there

is no counterpart of the law of excluded middle, because amenmot formulate it

in this language.
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11.24. Wolter & Lipczyhska (1980b) stated that an analogue forldigécal value
would be for norms their binding of non-binding.

11.25. Zielinski & Ziembinski (1988) judge the deontic logic thuThe following
strategies are used for these matters: (a) one constreatetimtic logic analogous
to the modal logic and assumes that it would to a certain éxtavey the structure
of legal reasonings; (b) one constructs the logic of noserssu strictpand use it
to reconstruct the inferential rules that govern the way mclv we hold certain
norms to be binding (in a certain system)—and one tries @irrdtere as many
“found natural intuitions” as possible. The disadvantafjhe first strategy is that
the level of applicability of the obtained theory to the &t the field of norms is
very much limited. The disadvantage of the second stratethai it is based on a
doubtful assumption that “the notion of a set of binding legams equals a very
systematized system of legal norms” or on the assumptioheoideal rationality
of the lawgiver.

11.26. Kalinowski (1990), differing here from Ziemba (1983) tredhe deontic
logic (understood as the logic of norms) as “logical basis”dommon, everyday
legal reasonings. He maintains additionally, that thedbeas the logic of norms,
just as the theses of the classical logic—refer to reality,tb a different aspect
of it—namely to certain “normative relationships”. Thu® o understood “legal
logic” is juxtaposed against the logic of persuasion (onvaaeing) and the “logic”

of interpretation of legal texts.

11.27. Laskowski (1998) recognizes imperative sentences asamindl ones (i.e.
they do not state the existence of any situations), whichaseithe listener to
perform some necessary actions necessary for the contéhes# sentences to
become true. The condition for their sensibility (i.e. temsbility of an order,
a request or a wish) is that the situation which they detesndimes not exist yet.
Deontic (volitional) modality (“signaling the desired mxt”, revealing the “inten-
tions of the speaker”) is (in the Polish language) expresseda) the imperative
mood; (b) the lexical means (cf. expressions “must”, “mdig allowed to”, and

“needs to"—and “let”, “hopefully” and “perhaps”).

* 3% %

The review of results of research on the theory of imperatarved norms done in
Poland in the 28 century firstly and foremostly presented in this paper,Gatiis,
firstly, that the research covered practically the wholepscof this theory. Sec-
ondly, it shows that the research went in two directions dempnting each other;
it aimed at the possibly most precise description of imuasi driving competent
users of imperative and normative utterances (and its ateras); additionally, it
wanted to construct adequate calculi kept in logical reinghlese intuitions. Re-
search went significantly far in those directions, somesiiore the roads prepared
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by Polish own research tradition (most prominently, by teu-Warsaw School
tradition), sometimes on the roads prepared by thinkera fsther countries.

What we discovered was that these two directions were yspaltallel, and
crossed at certain points only. One of the “external” reasbehind this—
undesirable from the theoretical point of view—state of thatter is the World
War Il and its consequences of the first half of th& 2@ntury; it broke the con-
tinuity of the Polish thought. There was also an “internaason: unfortunately,
Polish community did not manage to gather and commit thereseb the task
of removing—or at least minimizing—a flaw which always loomser such re-
search; | mean here the ambiguity and “poly-terminologigal Such chaos has
been hindering and still hinders progress in finding exglana for many issues
within the theory of imperatives and norms.

33



EUJAP | VOL. 7 | No. 2| 2011

REFERENCES

Ajdukiewicz, Kazimierz (1948)Propedeutyka filozofii dla licebw ogolnokszgsygch[Introduction
to philosophy for secondary schools]. Wroctaw - Warszawda 4¢ Ksiaznica—Atlas.

Ajdukiewicz, Kazimierz (1965) ogika pragmatyczngPragmatic logic]. Warszawa: PWN.

Bautro, Eugeniusz (1934)e iurisprudentia symbolicaCz. I. Prolegomena do logistyki prawniczej
[Part I, Preliminaries to legal logic]. Lwow - Krakow: Kajarnia Leona Frommera.

Borowski, Marian (1923) O sktadnikach czynu [On the elera@ftacts].Przeghd Filozoficznyol.
XXVI, No. 3-4: 144-159.

Borowski, Marian (1924) O rodzajach czynu [On the types dfjacPrzeghd Filozoficznyol.
XXVII, No. 1-2: 37-64.

Chelinski, Stanistaw (1925) Regie rozkazu w Swietle ogolnej teorii norm [The notion oframand
in the light of the general theory of norms]. In: Jaworski.jgd925, pp.89-147).

Czezowski, Tadeusz (194&towne zasady nauk filozoficznyfi¥iain principles of philosophical
sciences]. Wroctaw 1959 (ed. 2), Ossolineum.

Czezowski, Tadeusz (1964a) Czyemsgartosci [What are the values]. In Czezowski (1964c1p--
109).

Czezowski, Tadeusz (1964b) Dwojakie normy [Twofold nofrire Czezowski (1989, pp.144—-149).

Czezowski, Tadeusz (1964ckilozofia na rozdrozyPhilosophy at the crossroads]. Warszawa:
Wydawnictwo Naukowe UMK.

Czezowski, Tadeusz (1970) Aksjologiczne i deontycznenyomoralne [Axiological and deontic
moral norms]. In: Czezowski (1989, pp.150-156)

Czezowski, Tadeusz (198®isma z etyki i teorii wartos¢Writings on ethics and theory of values].
Wroctaw: Ossolineum.

Dambska, lzydora (1938) Z semantyki zdah warunkowych [@nstemantics of conditional sen-
tences].Przeghd Filozoficznyvol. XLI, No. 3, 241-267.

Elzenberg, Henryk (1933) O roznicy kndzy “pieknem” a “dobrem” [On the difference between
“beauty” and “goodness”]. In Elzenberg (1999, pp.7-20).

Elzenberg, Henryk (1935) Les idées de valeur et d'obligati Sprawozdania z posiedzeh To-
warzystwa Naukowego Warszawskieglydzia | 11. 1934 vol. XXVII, No. 1-6, pp.66—74. Frag-
ment w “przektadzie wtasnym i gsciowej przerbbce” jako: Pggie wartosci perfekcyjnej. Frag-
ment komunikatu: O peciach wartoSci i powinnosci [A fragment of “my own traasbn and
partial reconstructions” as: The notion of a perfect valndragment of an announcement: On
the notions of values and duty]. In Elzenberg (1999, pp.3-6)

Elzenberg, Henryk (1938) Powinnos¢ i rozkaz [Duty and omand]. Przeghd Filozoficznyol.
XLI, No. 1, 85-91.

Elzenberg, Henryk (1999%isma estetyczr@esthetic writings]. Lublin: Wydawnictwo UMC-S.

Gabryl, Franciszek (1905/1906) Wiadystaw Witwickinaliza psychologiczna objawow wh
psychological analysis of manifestations of will] (rewBrzeghd Polskivol. XL, b. 1, No. 1-3,
127-134.

Gizbert-Studnicki, Tomasz (1983) O sposobach formutoevalyirektyw [On the methods for the
formulation of directives] Studia Semiotycznel. XIII, 91-109.

Grodzinski, Eugeniusz (1980) Wypowiedzi performatywrdbaiostosci prawnej luuasiprawnej
[Performative utterances of legal of quasi-legal impes&dnin Schaff (ed.) (1980, pp.157-180).

Grzegorczykowa, Rena# al. (ed.) (1998)Gramatyka wspotczesnegeryka polskiego. Morfologia
[Grammar of contemporary Polish. Morphology]. Warszawgdéwnictwo Naukowe PWN.

34



Jacek JadackiThe Polish20™ century philosophers’ contribution to the theory of imp@res and norms

Grzybowski, Stefan (196 )ypowiedz normatywna oraz jej struktura formaJAanormative utter-
ance and its formal structure]. Krakow: UJ.

= Interpretacje(1966) Naturalistyczne i antynaturalistyczne interpretacje tamistyki[Naturalistic
and antinaturalistic interpretations of the humanitiéxznah: Wydawnictwo UAM.

Kalinowski, Jerzy (1953) Teoria zdah normatywnych [Theof normative sentences]Studia
Logicavol. I, 113-146.

Kalinowski, Jerzy (1972) ogika norm[Logic of norms]. Lublin: Instytut Wydawniczy Daimonion.

Kalinowski, Jerzy (1990) Logika prawnicza a logika deomtye [Legal versus deontic logic]. In
Wronkowska & Zielifski (ed.) (1990, pp.345-357).

Kotarbifski, Tadeusz (1929Elementy teorii poznania, logiki formalnej i metodologéuk [Ele-
ments of epistemology, formal logic and methodology of scés]. Wroctaw, 1961: Ossolineum.

Kotarbihski, Tadeusz (1931) Czestaw Znamierowski: Ryoieena do nauki o pahstwie [Prelimi-
naries fo civic studies] [review]. In Kotarbifski (1957%.398-421).

Kotarbifski, Tadeusz (1934) Idealy [Ideals]. In Kotarkki (1957: pp.450-482).

Kotarbifski, Tadeusz (194 ®Kurs logiki dla prawnikowA course of logic for lawyers]. Warszawa,
1963: PWN.

Kotarbihski, Tadeusz (195&)/ybor pismT. I. Mysli o dziataniu[Chosen writings. Vol. I. Thoughts
on actions]. Warszawa: PWN.

Kotarbifski, Tadeusz (1966) Zagadnienie racjonalnod&miimowah rozkaznikowych [The problem
of rationality of imperative reasoningBtudia Filozoficzn&o. 2, 53-60.

Lande, Jerzy (1948) O ocenach. Uwagi dyskusyjne [On ewaistiComments to the discussion].
Kwartalnik Filozoficznyol. XVII, No. 3—4, 241-315.

Lang, Wiestaw (1960) Obowizywanie normy prawnej w czasie w swietle logiki norm [Bimgl
of legal norm in time in the light of the logic of nhormszeszyty Naukowe UNo. 31.Prace
PrawniczeNo. 7, 47-88.

Lang, Wiestaw (1962)0bowiazywanie prawgBinding of law]. Warszawa: PWN.
Laskowski, Roman (1998) Tryb [The mood]. In Grzegorczykawal. (ed.) (1998, pp.178-187).
Najder, Zdzistaw (1971Wartosci i ocenyValues and evaluations]. Warszawa: PWN.

Nowak, Leszek (1968) Performatywyezyk prawny i etyczny [Performatives versus legal and ethic
language].Etykavol. lll, 147-158.

Nuckowski, Jan (1903) Pocatki logiki dla szkoétsrednictBasic logic for secondary schools].
Krakow, 1920 (ed. 3): J. Czernecki.

Opatek, Kazimierz (1974) Z teorii dyrektyw i norm [From theebry of directives and norms].
Warszawa: PWN.

Opatek, Kazimierz (1990) Wartosci i oceny w Swietle divdeorii norm [Values and evaluations in
the light of two theories of norms]. In Wronkowska & Zielkiged.) (1990, pp.307-321).

Ossowska, Maria (1947)Podstawy nauki o moralnos¢iroundations of the theory of morality].
Warszawa, 1963: PWN.

Pelc, Jerzy (1971P uzyciu wyrazefOn the usage of expressions]. Wroctaw, Ossolineum.

Petrazycki, Leon (1907&) pobudkach pogpowania i o istocie moralnosci i prawW@®n motives of
actions and on the essence of morality and law]. Warszavea: Isiegarnia K. Wojnara.

Petrazycki, Leon (1907b) O normach moralnych i prawnyghosebach ich wyrazania [On moral
and legal norms and on methods for expressing them]. In Beka(1985, pp.249-253).

Petrazycki, Leon (1939)lowe podstawy logiki i klasyfikacja unegposciNew foundations of logic
and classification of sciences]. Warszawa: Towarzystwd gona Petrazyckiego.

35



EUJAP | VOL. 7 | No. 2| 2011

Petrazycki, Leon (1985P nauce, prawie i moralnos¢On science, law and morality]. Warszawa:
PWN.

= Rozprawy(1964) Rozprawy logiczne. Kagja pamatkowa ku czci profesora Kazimierza Aj-
dukiewicza[Logical treatises. A commemorative book in honor of PrefesKazimierz Aj-
dukiewicz]. Warszawa: PWN.

Rudzihski, Aleksander Witold (vel Steinberg, Witold) @19 Z logiki norm[From the logic of
norms]. Krakodw, Polska Akademia Umghosci.

Schaff, Adam (ed.) (1980)Zagadnienia socjo- i psycholingwistylroblems of socio- and psy-
cholinguistics]. Wroctaw, Ossolineum.

Studnicki, Franciszek (1968) Znaki drogowe [Road sig&lidia Cywilistyczneol. XI, 177-211.

Sztykgold, Jerzy (1936) Negacja normy [Negation of nornidjzeghd Filozoficznywol. XXXIX,
No. 4, 492—494.

éwirydowicz, Kazimierz (1981) W sprawie majia obowazku [On the notion of obligation]Ruch
Prawniczy, Ekonomiczny i Socjologicamyl. XLIII, No. 1, 87-100.

Tatarkiewicz, Wiadystaw (1966) O brachunek i nakazy, uea&it i dobrot [Calculation and orders,
honesty and goodness]. In Tatarkiewicz (1971, pp. 297-311)

Tatarkiewicz, Whadystaw (1971)Droga do filozofii” i inne rozprawy filozoficzn§The road to
philosophy” and other philosophical treatises]. Warsza&/N.

Twardowski, Kazimierz (1901Y¥asadnicze pejcia dydaktyki i logik[Basic notions of didactics and
logic]. Lwow: Naktadem Towarzystwa Pedagogicznego.

Twardowski, Kazimierz (1905/1906) O zadaniach etyki naujdOn the tasks of scientific ethics].
Etykavol. X1 (1973), 135-137.

Wallis-Walfisz, Mieczystaw (1937) Les énoncé des apiatéans et des normeStudia Philosophica
vol. Il, 421-437.

Witwicki, Wiadystaw (1904) Analiza psychologiczna objawow w@h psychological analysis of
manifestations of will]. Lwow: Towarzystwo dla Popierailauki Polskiej Archiwum Naukowe.
Wydawnictwo TPNPSection I, vol. I, No. 2, pp.1(261)-127(387)].

Wolefski, Jan (1966) Spor o “znaczenie normatywne” [Atomrersy on “normative meaning”. In
Interpretacje(1966, pp.3-14).

Wolehski, Jan (1980a) Logika, semantyka, normy [Logioastics, norms]. In Wolefski (1980b,
pp. 60-97).

Wolefski, Jan (1980bY¥ zagadnieh analitycznej filozofii pravji@ome problems of analytical legal
philosophy]. Warszawa — Krakow: PWN.

Wolehski, Jan (1982) Przyczynek do analizygm@ dozwolenia [A comment to the analysis of the
notion of permission]Panhstwo i Prawavol. XXXVII, No. 1-2, 61-64.

Wolehski, Jan (1983) Oboazywanie i prawdziwos¢ [Binding and truthfulnesSjudia Filozoficzne
No. 10, 15-25.

Wolter, Wiadystaw & Lipczyhska, Maria (1980a) Zdanie natywne (norma) i logika deontyczna
[A normative sentence (norm) and deontic logic]. In WolteLigczyhska (1980b, pp.220-225).

Wolter, Wtadystaw & Lipczyhska, Maria (1980lementy logiki. Wyktad dla prawnikg&lements
of logic. A lecture for layers]. Warszawa — Wroctaw (ed. 3WR.

Wronkowska, Stawomira & Zielihski, Maciej (red.) (199@zkice z teorii prawa i szczegotowych
nauk prawniczycHDrafts of legal theory and legal particular sciences]. gz Wydawnictwo
UAM.

Zielihski, Maciej (1992) Formy przekazywania norm pmiwania [Forms of sharing the norms of
actions]. In Ziembinski & Zielihski (1992, pp.79-90).

36



Jacek JadackiThe Polish20™ century philosophers’ contribution to the theory of imp@res and norms

Zielihski, Maciej & Ziembinski, Zygmunt (1988)Uzasadnianie twierdzeh, ocen i norm w pra-
woznawstwigJustification of propositions, evaluations and norms nisprudence]. Warszawa:
PWN.

Ziemba, Zdzistaw (1968) Paradoksy logiki deontycznej fidaxes of deontic logic].Pahstwo i
Prawovol. XXIIl, No. 1, 45-56.

Ziemba, Zdzistaw (1969) ogika deontyczna jako formalizacja rozumowah deontyaizfDeontic
logic as formalization of deontic reasonings]. Warszawa/N?

Ziemba, Zdzistaw (1983RAnalityczna teoria obovaizku[Analytic theory of obligation]. Warszawa,
PWN.

Ziemba, Zdzistaw & Ziembinski, Zygmunt (1964) Uwagi o wiahiu norm prawnych [Notes on
resulting of legal norms]Studia Filozoficzn&lo. 4, 111-122.

Ziembinski, Zygmunt (1956).ogika praktycznafPractical logic]. Warszawa, 1994: Wydawnictwo
Naukowe PWN.

Ziembihski, Zygmunt (1964) O wynikaniu norm z norm [On narmesulting from norms]. In
Rozprawy(1964, pp.241-245).

Ziembihski, Zygmunt (1966).ogiczne podstawy prawoznawstjlagical foundations of jurispru-
dence]. Warszawa: Wydawnictwo Prawnicze.

Ziembinski, Zygmunt (1972)Analiza pogcia czynAn analysis of the notion of act]. Warszawa,
Wiedza Powszechna.

Ziembihski, Zygmunt & Zielihski, Maciej (1992pyrektywy i sposob ich wypowiadardirectives
and the ways of uttering them]. Warszawa: Polskie TowamysSemiotyczne.

Znamierowski, Czestaw (1924Podstawowe peicia prawa Cz. |. Uktad prawny i norma prawna
[Basic notions of law. Part I. Legal system and legal normpzriah, 1934 (ed. 2): Gorski i
Tetzlaw.

Znamierowski, Czestaw (1950 ceny i normyEvaluations and norms]. Warszawa: PWN.

Received: December 1, 2011
Accepted: December 22, 2011

Institute of Philosophy, University of Warsaw
Krakowskie Przedmiescie 3, 00927 Warszawa, Poland
| | adackl @nai |l . com

37


jjadacki@gmail.com




	 A preferential situation
	 Preferences versus impulses, decisions and tendencies
	Verbalisation of preferences: imperatives
	 The axiological situation. Evaluations
	A situation of obligation
	The genesis of the obligation
	Criteria of obligation's factuality
	Gradation of obligation
	Verbalization of the obligation: norms
	Norms and consultatives, instructions and optatives
	Imperative-normative argumentation

