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Introduction

A strange legend has lingered on for some scores of years in Poland: the
legend of Kazimierz Twardowski. This legend has been propagated mainly by his
outstanding pupils such as Tadeusz Kotarbifiski, Kazimierz Ajdukiewicz or
Roman Ingarden. According to this legend Twardowski preferred the thankless
task of working in Poland in favour of secure career in Austria or in Germany.
Secondly, upon his return to the country, he gave up his scholarly activity (its

~high point being the dissertation “On the content and object of presentation”),
and he occupied himself almost exclusively with educational job.

But maior reverentia ex longinquo. It is high time to reject this confusing
legend. The best way will be to show all the aspects of Twardowski’s real scho-
larly achievements. This paper tries to do it with regard to the metaphysical
basis of his descriptive semiotics.

Entities

There are two competing metaphysical hypotheses about the diversity of
the world. According to the first, there are various kinds of existence. According
to the second, there is only one kind of existence; they are entities alone, which
should be consider as various. The controversy has not come to a head up so
far. It seems that the simpler solution ought to be accepted, i.e. the second one.
Even if there were various kinds and modes of existence, there would be always
a common concept of existence in the most general sense. Within the compass
of this solution we shall speak only about existential, metaphysical, and ontical
categories of entities.

In respect of the existential category (in contrast to the way of existence,
which is only one) we can distinguish: possible and impossiblé entities, factual
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(le. existng) and intentional (i.e. unexisting') entities, and, finally, real and
irreal ones. Existence is no property and for that reason it is rather hard to
describe the differences among particular existential categories of entities. What
we can say, in any case, is that all the impossible entities (e.g. an oblique square,
an unweighty body, speaking a hundred languages simultaneously) are inten-
tional, but some of the intentional entities (e.g. the circle as a geometrical fig-
ure) are possible. On the other hand, real (e.g. a shrill tone, a tree, redness) and
irreal entities (e.g. absence, change, space) can be factual as well as intentional.

The above existential and metaphysical categories intersect. From the
metaphysical point of view we can distinguish individual and general entities,
simple and complex entities, and ultimately physical and psychical ones.

An individual entity (e.g. the universe, the day prior to the battle of Ma-
rathon, the number thousand) is an entity, which, apart from components com-
mon (o many entities, has at least one specific component. A general entity (e.g.
number in general, triangle in general, judgement in general) is a set of compo-
nents common to many entities — a set presented (i.e. imagined or conceived)
as a certain homogeneous whole.

A simple entity (e.g. coexistence, equality, a spiritual being?) is an entity
completely unanalyzable. A complex entity (e.g. a sequence of numbers) is an
entity, in which we can isolate more elementary components. It is admissible to
recognize all the particular relations to other entities as components of a given
entity. Therefore we can speak only of relatively simple entitics; allowing such
an assumption, we must say, that there are no absolutely simple entities at all.
We should distinguish simple and complex entities from entities presented (re-
spectively) as simple, or as compex. (The object of perceptive presentation of the
light — when moving from a dark space into the sunlight — is, at first,
presented as simple, although, as a matter of fact, it is complex, because we can
distinguish e.g. its colour, and its intensity.)

A physical entity (e.g. someone’s brain) is a spatially extensive entity —
sensually perceptible. A psychical entity (e.g. any state of consciousness) is de-
void of spatial extension — and it is accessible only in individual introspection.

Every entity — irrespective of its existential and metaphysical category —
is 2 homogeneous whole, created by various properties. Such a whole remains to
its properties in the relation of possessing. Whatever can be distinguished in
a given entity is a component of this entity: a concrete component, if it is dis-
tinguished factually, or an abstract component, if it is distinguished only inten-
tionally. All the properties and relations among them — including, of course,
relations of possessing — are abstact components of entitics. Properties of dif-
ferent types (i.e. propertics of a whole, including its homogeneity, properties of
properties etc.) are material components; relations, on the other hand, are for-
mal ones.

There are three main ontical categories of entites: things and persons (e.g.
a piece of paper, Lvov, Stanislaus Augustus), states, and especially: properties
(e.g. a colour), changes (e.g. motion, activity, suicide) and acts (e.g. writing), and,

1 Twardowski’s nonexistent entites are, perhaps, analogues to Meinongian subsisting objects.

58



finally, relations (e.g. fraternity). NB. The existence of a relation is independen
of the existence of its members: a relation can occur even if one or both of its
members are not present (e.g. presenting or naming — by anybody — a golden
mountain, being — by a golden mountain — a part of the state that here is this
mountain, the number four being greater than the number three). Phenomena
(e.g. thunder, lighting, fire) can be regarded as either a kind of things or a kind
of states.

Acts and products

Some states — namely acts — are connected with some phenomena and
things, forming specific pairs with them: acts and products. Products are — in
particular — entites that come into being thanks to definite acts.

There are among them relatively impermanent products, which can be
separated from correspondent acts only mentally (by abstraction), and relatively
permanent products.

Products of physical acts — i.e. physical products — are either imperma-
nent (e.g. a cry as the product of involuntary crying, a jump as the product of
involuntary jumping, a turn as the product of turning), or permanent (e.g. an
impression as the product of involuntary impressing, a plait as the product of
involuntary plaiting, a print as the product of printing). The latter ones — in
opposite to the former ones — exist longer than the acts which have created
them. All the products of psychical acts — i.e. psychical products? — are imper-
manent (e.g. a thought as the product of thinking, a sense as the product of
sensing, a decision as the product of deciding).

Some acts are directed at some entities.

Entities — things in particular — to which physical acts are directed, are
the material of these acts (e.g. sand, in which there is a tace of a footprint). The
product of a physical act directed at a certain material is not this material itself
but a new (created by the act) structure of this material: the product of a di-
rected physical act inheres in the material of this acts.

The entity, to which a certain spiritual act is directed, constitutes the ob-
ject of this act (e.g. a landscape imagined by somebody). Acts, which are directed
at some objects, make up intentional acts.

Products would be distinguished from quasi— products, i.e. from entities,
which are similar to products of a certain act, but de facto came into being not
thanks to this act, but in another way (e.g. a design of the nervures of a leaf,
a natural plexus of strings, a vein of a precious stone).

There are, among other things, two appearances since one distinguishes
between acts and their products. Firstly, as it has been mentioned, some pro-
ducts — namely relatively permanent products — exist longer than the acts
creating them. Secondly, some properties of products do not belong to acts

2 Jt would be very interesting to compare Twardowski's spiritual products with Diltheyan products
of the human spirit.
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creating these products. (For instance, the definition of a concept is not the
definition of conceiving. It happens that a dream comes «false», but not an act
of dreaming. A quesion — but not questioning — can be unintelligible.)

Components of consciousness

Spiritual acts and their products®, which can be only mentally separated,
are empirical components of consiousness, i.e. psychical facts. They are cogniz-
able only be self-consciousness. Only states of own consciousness are immedia-
tely cognizable by a given human being.

The basic kind of spiritual acts is presenting. It is the necessary condition
of all other, secondary, kinds of spiritual acts, in particular: judging, feeling and
deciding. On the other hand, judging is the necessary condition of feeling and
deciding.

Presenting and judging, as well as reasoning, are kinds of thinking. They
are, alternately, thinking o f something (e.g. of Sphinx), thinking that some-
thing is such-and-such (e.g. that somebody is in a position of trust), and thinking
about something (e.g. about the solution of a riddle).

All — and only — secondary spiritual acts are bipolar. Allowing, rejoicing,
and desiring are positive acts. Denying, worrying and refraining are respectively
negative ones.

Basic, as well as secondary, spiritual acts are intentional acts: they all
require certain objects.

Dispositions are spiritual conditions of spiritual acts. They are only hypo-
thetic components of consiousness.

Act, content, and object of presentation

The product of an act of presentating is a content of presentation. This
content is what is presented in a given act. The object of a given act is
presented by the content of this act.

Every presentation has exactly one object. And every entity — including
impossible, intentional, and irreal entities — can become the object of a presen-
tation.

Components of a content are not components of the presented object.
They are (co)presentations of the last components — a component being the
complex of them — and relations among these (co)presentations. A content is
not in relation of possessing to the object of presentation.

Components of a presented object (co)presented by a certain content are
attributes of this object. Not all the components a r e such attributes, but

3 Products of psychical acts will be identified below with the contents of these acts, and contrasted
with objects, onty some of which are components of consciousness. Thus, Twardowski, like Brentano,
was an ontological realist.



all of them — if they are known — can become the last ones. No object is
presented (or imagined) as a whole, but the homogeneity of it is always its
attribute.

Some presentations (e.g. a presentation of a country without mountains, of
an ¢ye of the human being, or of the father of Socrates) are not a part of the
content of the presentation with which they cooperate.

The difference between an act, a content and an object of presentation, is
real, not just logical. One of decisive arguments is that sometimes these entities
belong to different domains of being. Firstly, a given content of presentation is
an existing entity whenever the act of this presentation exists; whereas the object
can be an existing, as well as non-existent and even impossible entity. Thus the
existence of a content does not condition the existence of an object. Secondly,
the act of presenting is always a real entity, the content — is irreal, whereas the
object can be a real entity, as well as an irreal one. Thirdly, two presentations
with different contents (e.g. the presentation of the city located at the site of
Roman Juvavum and the presentation of the birthplace of Mozart) can have the
same object. Fourthly, some propierties of an object of presentation cannot be
properties of the corresponding content. For example, the object of a presenta-
tion of the golden mountain is extensive, golden etc.; the content of this presen-
tation is neither extensive, nor golden.)

Images and concepts

One can distinguish between presentations, which are images, i.e. intuitive
presentations, and which are concepts, i.e. unintuitive ones.

The intuitiveness of images consists in their concreteness and vagueness.
A given presentation is concrete, if attributes of its object are (co)presented by
the content in an undifferentiated way, and consequently are not differentiated
in this content. (Auditory impressions, received during a perception of violin
sounds, blend, and even if someone is able to distinguish violin sounds from e.g.
piano sounds, he does not distinguish components of the former sounds.)
A given presentation is vague, if only components of the presented object are
explicitly (co)presented by its content. (In an image of a toothache the feeling
of the ache is in general explicit; on the other hand, the impressions of drilling
or extracting are vague. In an image of a painter looking at a slope of any
mountain colour properties of a landscape will be explicit, while in a image of
a timber dealer — the height and girth of trees growing on this slope. When we
imagine a face of any person, the features of this face — the profile, the form
of the lips ete. — appear sometimes more explicit than, for instance, the colour
ot the eyes.) Only entities, which are, were or could be perceived or selfper-
ceived, can be intuitively presented objects.

There are perceptive, reproductive and productive images. Perceptive
images are fundamental, all other images are derivative.

Perceptive images (e.g. an image of an orange just seen, an image of
a melody just heard, an image of anger just experienced) are images taking place
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during perceiving. Sense impressions or psychical elements are components of
the content of a perceptive image. Sense impressions arise as immediate effects
of stimula acting upon sense organs. The existence of psychical elements is
- sometimes called in question. The justification of the fact that apart from images
of physical objects there are also images of psychical objects is the fact that
there are concepts of the latter objects. Because every concept — as it remains
1o be seen — is based on corresponding images. The formula: nihil est in
intellectu quod non prius fuerit in sensu keeps its force as regards external as
well as internal images.

The content of perceptive images is a synthesis of some components: sense
impressions of psychical elements. It'is rather hard to describe the nature of this
synthesis. The content of a perceptive image is at most only a part of the con-
tent of a perception. Every perception consists of such a content, corresponding
impressions, and also the judgement on the existence of the object of the con-
stitutive image. Thus, perceptions are a kind of judgements.

Reproductive images (e.g. an image of the judgement that Cracus is a his-
torical personality, given long ago and no longer accepted; and image of an
affection in the moment of death of a friend, not being alive long ago; an image
of a melody heard some time ago) are memorial reproductions of perceptive
images.

The following components form involuntary (e.g. an image of a dragon in
a dream) or voluntary (e.g. an image of joy to be experienced at some future
moment when dreams come true) productive images: the underlying image, and
particularly the reproductive image of the entity similar to the object to be
productively imagined; an image of judgement that neither assigns to the pro-
ductively imagined object such properties that de facto are not properites of this
object at all, or denies it the properties that it in fact possesses; an image of the
initially imagined object but with the first properties or without the second
properties mentioned above.

Components of the content of a concept are: an underlying image and
images of some judgements concerning the object of this underlying image, and
intentionally changing it.

Among concepts there are synthetic and analytic ones. Objects of synthetic
concepts (e.g. concepts of a stormwind which broke a tree, of a monarch, of
God) are things or persons. The underlying image of a synthetic concept is
a (reproductive or productive) image of an object similar to the object which is
to be conceived. The component constituting the content is the image of
a judgement either predicating on the object of an underlying image de facto
properties which are not possessing by this object, or denying properties possess-
ing by it. A synthetic concept is therefore a manqué productive image: it has not
the third factor of the latter. Objects of analytic conceptions (e.g. concepts of
the shape of full moon, of the height of the town hall tower in Lvov, of resem-
blance of two faces) are entities, which are neither things, nor persons; they are
properties and relations. The underlying image of an analytic concept is an
image of the object which also possess the property to be conceived (thought),
or a sequence of such entities among which the relation to be conceived
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(thought) occurs. The imagined judgement which is actually false — which form:
an analytic concept, predicates on corresponding objects the absence in them o
properties or relations, other than distinguished by the concept. Thus, synthetic
concepts are also sui generis manqué productive images.

Both kinds of concepts occur in two forms: virtual (described above) and
abbreviated, scil. hemisymbolic or symbolic. In the hemisymbolic form an act of
conceiving includes an image of the name signifying the object of the concept
and the corresponding underlying image. In the symbolic form conceiving
amounts to the first of indicated factors.

Concepts, as well as images, can be either singular or general.

Singular images (e.g. an image of a certain face with individual features)
are such that by their contents individual properties are explicitly (co)presented.
By contents of general images (e.g. an image of the violin sound in general)
propertics common to entities subsumed by the imagined object are
(co)presented.

Singular concepts (e.g. the concept of God, the concept of the universe,
the concept of the number one thousand) contain an additional imagined judge-
ment, predicating that the attributes conceived or ascribed in remaining judge-
ments include individual attributes, On the other hand, the content of a general
concept (e.g. the concept of number in general, of the triangle in general, of the
judgement in general) contains additionally an imagined judgement, predicating
the commonness of mentioned attributes. Concepts containing neither the for-
mer nor the latter additional imagined judgements are incomplete concepts.

Every general presentation — like any presentation — has exactly one
object. It is a certain general entity, i.e. a set of all and only the properties
common to all the individual entities falling under a given general concept.
Indirectly a general presentation refers to objects of all presentations — singular
ones in particular — subordinated to this general presentation. The object of
a general presentation constitutes a part of each individual objects, subsumed by
this object®. The object of a general presentation — and of a general concept in
particular — should be distinguished from the range of this presentation, i.e. the
set of all the entities that can be presented by means of it.

Adequacy of concepts

Concepts are estimated first of all in respect of their adequacy. There are
different degrees of adequacy. A given concept is more adequate, in proportion
to the number of the components of the object of it that are attributes, i.e. are
(co)presented by the content of this concept. (The concept of a bird as a fledgy
animal, laying eggs, having two legs and two wings is more adequate than the
concept of a bird as a fledgy animal.)

The adequacy of a concept ought to be distinguished from its clearness
and strictness. A clear concept (e.g. the concept of a monkey as a four-handed

4°This subsumption is, like in Frege, and ontological relation.
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animal) is the concept with the content including characteristic attributes of the
object of the concept, i.e. attributes that make it possible to distinguish this
object from others. A strict concept (e.g. the concept of the pentagon, the con-
cept of the ruthenium, the concept of the Milky Way) is a concept, for which
there is a classical definition, strictly indicating its content: signifying the under-
lying object by means of genus proximum (e.g. for a concept of a painter:
a man), and the imagined judgement by means of differentia specifica (in our
example: who paints pictures). Only synthetic concepts can be defined. It is
impossible to give any definition to analytic concepts — as well as to images ~
unless their objects are treated as wholes: with some properues of higher types.
Thus, all the strict concepts are synthetic ones.

Act, contexture, and object of judgement

Judging is not joining or disjoining presentations. Of course, not every
composition of presentations is a judgement; some of such compositions create
new presentations (e.g. the concept of insolvency and the concept of a firm
produce the concept of insolvency of a firm), others produce orders or ques-
tions. On the other hand, not every judgement is a composition of presentation
(e.g. some subjectless judgements).

Judging, as a matter of fact, is an act sui generis.

The product of an act of judging (i.e. making judgement) is a judgement.
What is judged (or adjudged) in a judgement, is its contexture. The contex-
ture of a judgement is the analogue of the content of a presentation. The con-
texture of all judgements is the same: it is the existence (or the occurance) of
something. The existence is taken here «intemporally»: as the past, present or
future realness. In this connection, the temporal determination expressing itself
in the tense of a verb belongs 1o the object of judgement. (For instance, in the
judgement that Pericles existed, the object is «past» Pericles. In the judgement
that this man will be my father-in-law, the object is my future father-in-law. In
the judgement that the weather will be fine tomorrow, the object is tommorow’s
weather.) And, for example, if a given judgement stating the realness of the
future event is true, then the occurance of this event is logically necessary, i.e.
the truth of the sentence “This event will happen” bears (logically) the truth of
the sentence “The future event exists”.

Judgements vary with regard to quality of acts and with regard to their
objects. The act of judging itself is, strictly speaking, undefinable, because it is
unanalyzable. Acts of judging, as to their quality, are of two Kinds: they consist
in either allowing or denying the contexture of a judgement, i.e. of the existence
of an (ab)judged object. Thus, judgements as to the quality of acts can be
affirmative or negative. The scheme of any judgement is consequently the formu-
la “4 (there is) A”.

Depending upon the way a conviction (i.e. a «potentialized» judgement)
arises the following kinds of judgements can be distinguished: perceptions, i.c.
judgements given when corresponding impressions are experienced or psychic



elements grasped; reminiscents, i.c. convictions founded upon memory; pieces of
informations, i.e. convictions borrowed from credible persons; and, finally,
axioms. Inference is a special kind of conviction, i.e. a conviction acquired by
means of reasoning, or making judgements on argument-consequence relations
between judgements.

Judging, or an actualized conviction, cannot be gradated in the respect of
its intensivity. If somebody speaks of the instability or stability of convictions,
then he really attributes these properties not to judging itself but to the person-
ality of the speaker (depending on the degree of his readiness to give definite
judgements and of his courage in uttering them).

Allowing or denying the existence of any entity does not constitute an
ascription or refusal any property to this entity because existence is not
a property. Existence cannot be presented in any concept; it can only be
(ab)judged (i.c. allowed or denied). ,

The object of a judgement is an entity to which this judgement refers:
the existence of what is (ab)judged. Every (simple) judgement has exactly one
object; «nothing» is not susceptible to judgement. The object of a judgement can
be an entity of any kind, e.g. another judgement (for istance in the judgement:
I do not belicve that he is able to do this work). Allowing an affirmative judge-
ment referring to any entity is allowing implicite this entity itself.

In terms of their object we have, first of all, singular and general judge-
ments. Singular judgements (e.g. the judgement that human beings cannot fly
without mechanical assistance) are judgements concerning particular facts.
General judgements (i.e. laws) are judgements concerning necessary dependences
among phenomena. They can be logical or physical laws. Logical laws (e.g. the
judgement that ghosts exist or do not exist) concern necessary coexistences or
necessary sequence; they are a priori judgements, i.e. their justification does not
appeal to experimental data. Physical laws (e.g. the judgement that if somebody
is a man, he must die) — and probably singular judgements too — are a poste-
riori judgements, i.e. they are experimentally justified.

The background (i.e. the necessary condition, but neither the sufficiant
condition nor a component) to forming a judgement on any object consists in
the presentation of this object. Having, in particular, a concept of any object, we
can make judgements on this object thanks to the fact that this concept consists
of imagined judgements on the object of an underlying image. In the case of
relational judgements (i.e. judgements concerning relations) we should have
three concepts (i.c. concepts of the relation and of its two arguments) to
(ab)judge the object; in the case of arelational judgements only one concept is
enough.

Judgements can be simple (e.g. the judgement that there are revenants) or
complex. The judgement is complex, when giving it we must give at least one
other judgement. (For instance, allowing that I am well, I must allow that there
is a state of health, and that a certain state occurs in my body. Allowing that
the square is a quadrilateral, and that the sum of angles in a quadrilateral is
equal 1o 360°, I must allow that the sum of angles in the square is equal to
360°.)
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JULELINEINS Willll &l¢ Indue should ve stricty distinguisied Lom judge-
ments which are only presented. The presented judgements are not judgements
at all; they are, as a matter of fact, presentations of judgements.

Truthfulness of judgements

The analogue of the problem of adequacy in the area of presentations is
the problem of truthfulness in the area of judgements. To make, for the first
time, a true judgement on any object (or, strictly speaking, a sequence of such
judgements) is to cognize this object (or acquire knowledge of it). And inversely,
to have this knowledge is to have a disposition to making such a judgement.

The truthfulness of a judgement is the correspondence between the quality
of this judgement and its object on account of its contexture. Thus, an affir-
mative judgement is true if its object exists (i.e. if this judgement concerns an
existing entity); a negative judgement is true if its object does not exist. An
affirmative judgement is, respectively, false, if its object does not exist; a negative
one, if its object exists.

The above definitions indicate only the nature of truth but not the crite-
rion of truthfulness. They presuppose, besides, a certain metaphysical assump-
tion: the existence, at least in some cases, of objects apart from given judge-
ments about them. Some people try, for that reason, to construct a criterial and
assumption-free definition. There are three other conceptions apart from the one
presented above: coherentionism, transcendentalism, and pragmatism.

Coherentionism cannot be accepted because, i.a., it leads to allowing that
no judgement would be true if only judgements consistent with all judgements
given at any time were true. It does not exactly determine, moreover, the set of
true judgements (since not all the consequences of a given judgement are pal-
pable). And finally, it contains circulus in definiendo (because the notion of
consistency presupposes the notion of truth).

Transcendentalism should be denied because it either allows truthfulness
to be decided on the basis of a treacherous sense of certitude (that we have to
do with the duty of allowing a given judgement), or it is encumbered with
circulus in definlendo (because a judgement would be true, if we allowed in it
what we truly should allow; thus the duty of allowing a judgement is a duty
on account of obtaining a true judgement).

Pragmatism — on closer examination — appears to be a doctrin concern-
ing judgements which are assumed 10 be true, and in this interpretation it
loses much of its paradoxicality (since there is really a certain connection be-
tween making judgements and their usefulness), and, in consequence, it does
not contradict the conception accepted here.

Truthfulness and falsity are, strictly speaking, properties of judgements, i.e.
products of judging. One can predicate them to other entites only mataphori-
cally. We can speak of judging as a certain act thatitisindirectly true or
false, i.e. just or unjust, when the product of this act is, respectively, true or
false. A presentation can be indirectly called “true” or “false” when it is a pre-
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sentation (of a certain object), conditioning, respectively, a certain true or false
judgement (on this presented object). When we define the other entities as
“true” or “false” (e.g. true friendship, a false diamond, an untrustworthy man),
we express in an abbreviated form the thought that certain judgements are,
respectively true or false (e.g. the judgement that it is the friendship, is true; the
judgement that it is a diamond, is false; the judgements of this man are untrust-
worthy).

All the true judgements (i.e. truths) are true always and everywhere; thus
they are absolute truths. Pseudoarguments of relativists are apparently justified,
only when judgements are confused with sayings (or sentences).

Truthfulness and falsity ought to be distinguished from evidency and inevi-
dency as well as from probability and improbability (and also from certitude).

If a presentation, being the condition of an (affirmative) judgement, is
such that the existence of the object of this presentation cannot be disallowed
(or denied), then this judgement is evident. If a presentation of a respective
object (i.e. understanding the presentation conditioning a corresponding judge-
ment) is not sufficient to allow the existence of this object, then a judgement on
this object is inevident (e.g. the judgement that this man has betrayed the con-
fidence placed in him). Evident judgements contain (from analytic judgements)
logical axioms (e.g. the judgement that parallel lines intersect in infinity), and
(from synthetic judgements) existential theses about facts accessible to our inter-
nal experience (e.g. the judgement that I exist). Thus, all the objects of an
internal experience are existing entities. Evident judgements can appear to be
true or false. For that reason, the allowing of these judgements ought 1o be
precede by their confirmation, and denying, by their falsification.

In opposition to truthfulness and falsity, which are properties of judge-
ments being made, probability and improbability (as well as certitude) are
properties of presentations of judgements (i.e. of presented judgements). Pro-
bable judgements are presented judgements, which can be true but it is not
known whether they are true. (For instance, the judgement that the Earth
probably revolves round the Sun means that it is not understood whether the
judgement that the Earth revolves round the Sun is true or false but we tend to
make this judgement because it seems to be closer to truth than its negation.)
If it were known that a presented judgement, which can be true, i s really true,
then this judgement would become certain. Judgements (being only presented)
which are internally contradictory (i.e. absurds) are improbable; such judgements
cannot be true.

Probability and improbability are sometimes metaphorically axcribed to en-
tities other than presented judgements, in particular, t0 objects, to which these
presented judgement would refer, if they were made.

Conclusion

The metaphysical basis of Kazimierz Twardowski's descriptive semiotics
consists of the conceptions: the pluralistic conception of being, the bipolar con-
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ception of act, the intentional conception of consciousness, the triadic concep-
tion of presentations, the presentative conception of images, the allogenic con-
ception of concepts, the constructivistic conception of universals, the gradient
conception of adequacy of concepts, the idiogenic conception judgements, and
the classical conception of truthfulness of judgements. The general outline of
Twardowski’s philosophical views presented above, is based on his works pub-
lished in German and in Polish between 1892 and 1925. This schematic recon-
struction is hoped to facilitate not only the understanding his semiotics® but also
the study of the great migrations of ideas within Central-European circle of
civilization in our century.

Appendix

It is possible that we can facilitate the study of the migration of ideas,
bringing to effect a certain semantic paraphrase of some fragments of Twardow-
ski's views which have been reconstructed above in a traditional manner.®

Let “A” be the proper name of a certain entity, having properties of being
a,, 4, ..., a,. Thus, according to Twardowski, we have:

A ¥ such a single x, that x is a,, X is @, ,.., and X is .

Let “i” be the name representing a certain perceptive or reproductive image of
A, in which the property 3, is distinguished. Thus we have:

i & such a single x, that X is a,.

Let us notice that the copula “4” stands for the formula “is presented as”, the
fragment of definiens “such a single x that” — for the formula “which” inserted
after the variable in the function “x is a,” (e.g. “X, which is a,”, “something,
what is a,”). Gold, for instance, can be presented as something yellow, metallic,
shining etc,; ache — as something painful and irritating ete,

Let “1;” be the name representing a certain productive presentation of an
object, distinguished from A only by the fact that it has the property of being
by instead of a,. Then we have:

4 such a single x, that: x is similar to A, and X is by, whereas A is a,,
and not b,.

We can read it in the following way: i, is presented as something that is like A,
but being by, and not a,. Thus, a grey black (horse) would be presented as
a black horse, but gray, and not black; five-sided lawn — as something that is as
an elliptic lawn, but five-sided, and not elliptic; satyr — as a man with hooves
instead of legs. The formulae before the colons would correspond to the under-
lying image, and those after the colons to presented judgements.

31t is reconstructed in my paper Kazimierz Twardowski’s descriptive semiotics (in press).

6 As early as 1925, Tadeusz CzeZowski indicated the possibility of expressing Twardowski's views
in the Janguage of logical calculi. In such an interpretation we would speak of individual terms and
variables instead of speaking of individual and general presentations. The place of made and presented
judgements would be occupied by sentences and propositional functions.
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Let “¢” be the name presenting a certain synthetic concept of the object
imagined by the presentation represented by the name “ip". Thus, according to
Twardowski, we have:

¢ 4 such a single x, that: x is simifar to A and x is by.
We can read definiens of this formula: something that is as A, but being b, —
or shortly: A being hy. For instance, a point would be conceived as something
that is like a dot, but inextensive.

Two last formulae can be regarded as quasi-ostensive difinitions of the
terms “i,” and “c”. The proper name “A” would be here an ostensive element.
We should remember, however, that these formulae refer to presentations as
individual psychical acts (i.e. 10 presentations of gold, gray black horse,
five-sided lawn, satyr, point, and later on, the circumference of a circle — experi-
enced in a definite moment by a definite person). Thus we whould either accept
that the respective terms (“gold”, “grey black horse” etc.) name single universals
or get rid of the realistic consequences by means of replacing the operator “such
a single x, that” by the operator “such any x, that”, or shortly: “such x, that”.
But to return to what we were saying: let us notice, firstly, that with the aid of
such definitions certain expressions are really introduced into language. Secondly,
the next step consists in replacing the proper name in definiens by the appela-
tive name, defined in advance quasi-ostensively. The relics of such definitions in
dictionaries are formulae with definiens including phrases “somewhat like”,
“like”, ete, Compare for instance:

antelope & a cud-chewing deer — like animal L
cornet & a wind instrument somewhat like a trumpet
marmalade 4 preserve lik ¢ jam, made of oranges et

Of course, neither antelopes are deers, nor cornets are trumpets, and marma-
lades are not jams.

Let “c,” be the name representing a certain abstract concept of the
property of being a,, characterizing the object A. Thus, we have:

¢, & such a single x, that X = a, and A is x, and for every y: if A is y,

theny = x

We can freely read definiens of this formula like this: something that is equal
with ay and characterizes A as the only attribute (i.e. property being presented)
of it. For instance, the circumference of a circle can be conceived as something
that characterizes the circle apart form its surface. The following formulae are
short versions of this kind of definitions in dictionaries:

oval & egg-shaped
red ¥4 the colour of blood

sweet 3 having a taste like honey
It is possible to give the hemisymbolic formula for “c” as well as for “c,™

¢ ¥ such a single x, that: x is similar to A and x is ¢ (sic!)
¢, &L such a single x, that x = ¢, (sic!) and A is X

The corresponding symbolic formulae would be like these:
¢ & such a single x, that: x is ¢ (sic!)
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Sa ¥ such a single x, that x = ¢, (sicl)

If these interpretations are adequate, some indicated formulae have explicit cir-
culus in definiendo.

Thus, the general formula for the names representing incomplete presen-
tations would have the following form:

a 4 such x, that E(x)

According to Twardowski, this formula bears:

E!x: a(x)

The fact that every presentation has exactly one object does not mean that this
object is an existing entity.

For an individual and general complete presentation we have respectively:

the a & such x, that: E(x), and for every y: E(y) if and only ify = a

an a (i.e. a in general) & such x, that: E(x), and for every y: a(y) if

and only if E(y)
The first formula is about something having E as individual property of a, and
in the second one, as common property of a-s. For instance, the property of
being the day prior to the battle of Marathon, characterizes exactly one day of
September in 490 B.C. On the other hand, triangle in general is characterized
only by triangularity, trilaterality etc., as the properties common to all (individ-
ual) triangles.

So much for presentations. Now, let us proceed to judgements.

Every (made) judgement is, according to Twardowski, represented by the
formula:

There is (resp. is not) such x, that F(x)

It concerns also traditional categorical judgements. Because we have:

Every P is O & There is not such x, that: P(x) and it is not the case, that )

No P is O 4 There is not such x, that: B(x) and O(X)

Some P are O & There is such x, that: P(x) and O(x)

Some P are not Q ¥ There is such x, that P(x) and it is not the case, that Q(x)
Thus, consequently, all these judgements can be interpreted as existential.

As we see, the general formula of any sentence is build with the aid of the
functor “there is” or “there is not”, which has any name as its argument.” This
functor does not behave like. a predicate. Consequently, the following formula is
intolerable:

*There is not such g, that F(x), and there is X
It is possible 1o regard the idea that objects of presentations can be non-existent,
as the manifestation of denying the pseudo-implication:

*If such x, that E(x)..., then there is such x, that: E(x)

The functor “there is” (or “there is not”) is the universal functor creating sen-
tences with the aid of names. The functor “that”, on the other hand, is the
universal functor creating names with the aid of sentences:

7 Let us recall that if "'exislihg" meant the same as “real”, this interpretation would be inconsistent
with the current understanding of existential judgements. But Twardowski distinguishes existence from
reaincss. :
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(the fact) that there is (resp. there is not), such x, that F(x)
Such a nominalization can be, at least sometimes, made in natural languaga
with the aid of the phrase: “existence (resp. non-existence) of something beim
E’ or “E-ing of something”.

The following connection occurs between making a certain judgement am
allowing that the object of this judgement exists:

O makes the judgement that there is (resp. is not) such x, that: F(x)

- — if and only if — Q allows (resp. denies), that there is such x, that E(x)

We find a certain difficulty in interpreting Twardowski’s view that truthful
ness (and falsity) characterizes originally judgements (being made) and not se
tences, whereas probability (and certitude) characterizes presented judgements
One can write neither:

“There is such x, that: F(x)” is true — if and only if — there is such x, thal

E(x)
because one would ascribe truthfulness to the sentence, nor:

. ((The fact) that there is such x, that E(x), is true — if and only if
' — there is such x, that F(x)

because here one would ascribe truthfulness to the presented judgement. On tht
other hand, we should have, perhaps, two formulae for probability:

(The fact) that there is such x, that F(x), is probable — if and only if

— it is possible that (but unknown whether, there is such x, that F(x)
or:

“(Such g, that) E(x)” is probable — if and only if — it is possible that

(but unknown whether) there is such x, that E(x)

My own feeling is that such a «de-psychologizing» interpretation projects
interesting light on Twardowski’s descriptive semiotics and its relevance.
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