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PREFACE

One of the most striking peculiarities of the Lvov-Warsaw School is the
fact that its representatives have taken genuinely collective inquiries,
1 am not an exception. Most of the studies inserted in this volume are
results of such a scholarly collaboration.

The study “On What Seems not to Be™ is a reflection of my discus-
sions with Professor Marian Przelgcki, my master in formal logic. The
impulse to deal with problems exposed in the study “On the Contro-
versy about Universals™ was given by Professor Jerzy Pele, my master in
logical semiotics. The long co-operation with Professor Zdzistaw
Augustynek, my late master in ontology, was the main source of the
ideas expressed in the study “On Forms of Objects”. The point of de-
parture of the study “On Good, Necessity and Sulliciency” was one of
the chapters of a beautiful and clever book Jezyk i wartoser [Language
anel Values] written by Professor Jadwiga Puzynina and a long discus-
sion with the author. The study “On Essence” relates to my works con-
nected with publishing — together with my former pupil and present
scrupulous collaborator, Dr. Kordula Swigtorzecka — the volume
Wiedza i wiara [Knowledge and Faith], which contains collected papers
of Rev. Jan Salamucha; had he not been murdered by Nazis during the
Last war, 1 am sure 1 would be his close lollower in metaphysics. The
genesis of the study “On the Definition and Criteria of Truth” reaches
as [ar back as the times of a teamwork contribution of my Department
10 Eneyelopedic Dictionary of Semiotics but a decisive inspirer was Profes-
s Peter Thomas Geach, whose lectures, which 1 attended at Warsaw
University, opened my eyes to new prospects in this sphere. Many diffi-
cullies concerning (the questions analysed in the study “On Linguistic
Categories™ were indicated 10 me by my students, first of all by Dr.
Micseko Lilasiewicz. The stnudy "On Questions” would have never
comie inta being without the kind inspivation of Professor Roman Sta-
mishiw Tngarden, the son ol Ronan Ingavden, the philosopher; it owes
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s final shape o Aleksandra Bialecka, my promising young student,
Professor Andrze] Bogustawski, whom I regarded, at first, only as an
example of a true linguist and now of a real scentist in general, pro-
virked the considerations whose results are inserted into the study “On
Semantic Functions of Conditionals”, The study “On Nonscnse™ arises
out of the contacts with Prolessor Klemens Szaniawski, my master in
methodology. My interest in pragmatics, manifested in the study “On
Misunderstanding about Understanding”, was challenged by Professor
Barbara Sumosz, who influenced me strongly in the earlier period of
my university career. The method of analvsing mental phenomena in
the study “On Definition, Explication, and Paraphrase”™ 1 borrowed
from Professor Jerzy Perzanowski. whose penetrating mentality takes a
strong hold upon my views not only in the area of philosophy. |
trashed out many doubis of the study “On Reasoning” with my another
pupil, Dr. Joanna Odrowaz-Sypnicwska, The starting point of the con-
tent of the study “On Simplicity” were results obtained by my old well-
-tried friend, Professor Witold Strawinski. It was Professor Kwiryna
Handke who has persuaded me to speak about... silence; the study
“On Silence” would have been much more imperfect had I not had the
opportunity for discussion with the participants of her conference and
with Professor Zdzistaw Najder in particular. The study “Science and
Creation”, which closes this volume, is a version of the inaugural lec-
ture at the Warsaw Academy of Music, which | gave in 1999 being in-
vited by a distinguished composer — and my old friecnd — Professor
Stanistaw Moryto, Rector Magnificus of our common AMma Mater,

I am not able to indicate all these crudal topics which T was able 1o
rethink and reformulate thanks to suggestions of my honorable col-
leagues, Professor Piotr Brvkezyiiski and Professor Jan Wolenski, as
well as my talented pupils: Dr. Tomasz Bigaj and Dr. Anna Wojtowicz.

My heartfelt thanks go 1o all those, who are not, however, respon-
sible for the linal shapes ol thouglus which they may recognise in this
volume as only pale shadows of their own ideas.

L] L L

Portions of some studies collected in the volume have heen pub-
lished before. 1 wish to express my gratitnde to the editors and pub-
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lishers for permission to include them here in a rather different lorm.
The sources of the originals of these portions are as follows:

The Conceptual System of the Lvov-Warsaw School [1996). Axe-
mathes 9 (3), 325—333;

Being and Existence, On the Being ol What Seems not to Be [1981].
Dhalectics and Humanism B (4), 131—139;

Controversy about Universals | 1986]. In: Th.A. Sebeok (ed.), Ency-
clopedic Dictionary of Sewmioties, vol. 1, pp. 1138—1141. Berlin: Mouton
de Gruyter;

On Forms of Objects [1999] In: L. Albertazei (ed.), Shapes of Forms,
pp. 341—=459. Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic Publishers,

Truth: Its Definition and Criteria [1990). Dulectics and Humanism 17
(2), 195—212;

Troubles with Categorial Interpretation of Natural Language
[1997]. In: R. Murawski and ]. Pogonowski (eds.), Euphony and Logos.
Poznan Studies in the Philosophy of the Sciences and the Huwmanaties, vol. 57,
pp- 327—343. Amsterdam: Rodopi,

On Semiotic Funcuons ol Conditonals [1988]. In: M. Hersfeld and
L. Melazeo (eds.), Semiotic Theory and Practice, pp. 169—481. Berlin:
Walter de Gruyier & Co;

Misunderstanding about Understanding [1994). Aca Universitatis
Lodzensis. Folia Philosephica 9, 353—41;

Definition, Explication, and Paraphrase in the Ajdukiewiczian Tra-
dition [1995]. In: V. Sinisi and ]. Woleriski (eds), The Hentage of
Kuzimierz Ajdukiewicz, Poznan Stidies in the Philosophy of the Sciences and
the Humanibies, vol. 40, pp. 139—152, Amsterdam: Rodopi.

L] L #

I find it difficult to express in adequately ponderable words my
great thinks for inestimable assistance of D Katarzyna Paprazycka and
D Joanna Odrowaz-Sypniewska, who, in fact, were the editors of this
hook: it owes its final form in all essental respects to their capacity and

e,

Jacek Julinsz Jadack



INTRODUCTION: PHILOSOPHY AND PRECISION

1.

Kazimierz Twardowski wrote in 1919 in his famous paper "On Clear
and Unclear Philosophical Style”™
Human language [..| 15 not just a system ol conventional signs and above all it s
not merely an external manifestation of thought, but is also that instrument ol

thought which makes abstract thinking pussible for us; when thinking, we think
in woreds — that is, via language [Twardowski 1919—1920, p. 258].

This metaphor of language as a 100! becomes intelligible in the light of
two distinctions made in 1934 by Twardowski's grear disciples: Tadeusz
Kotarbifiski and Kazimierz Ajdukiewicz. Kotarbifiski — analysing the
notion of act — distinguished i.¢. its author, its tool, its material, and its
product (i.e. its intended result) | Kotarbisiski 1934]. Ajdukiewicz dis-
tinguished among the acts of thinking the artnculated judgments (Le.
judgments expressible in sentences), and among the latter the verbal
judgments (i.e. judgments containing acts of assertion and presentations
of a respective sentence) |Ajdukiewicz 1934a, pp. 36—17].

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

The sentence:

(1) I claio thit fr

is an external expression of my verbal act of judgement, and the sen-
wnee:

iy p

is o fool-seeteviend of Whis et ol pudlgenent.
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It is obvious that the logical analysis of the philosophical language is
necessary if we want to work according to the standards of the Lvov-
Warsaw School.

2}

In his well-known works “Sprache und Sinn” [Ajdukiewicz 1934u] and
“Das Welthild und die Begriffsapparatur” [Ajdukiewicz 1934b), Ajdu-
kiewicz introduced the notion of conceptual apparatus or the class of all
senses ascribed w expressions of a certain (consistent and closed) lan-
guage. He contrasted this notion with the notion of fanguage, on the
one hand. and the notion of world-mmage or the class of all sentences, on
the other. The latter can be constructed with the aid of notions be-
longing to a given conceptual apparatus and it should be accepted in
the face of experiential data.

I understand the aim of analysing the philosophical language as re-
constructing the conceptual apparatus of this language. 1 am aware of
two tendencies here. The first one i3 a tendency initiated by Twar-
dowski himself, namely the tendency towards an essentially enviched
list of conceprual ems. “Essentially enriched” means that new concepts
are not tully defined in terins of old conceprual items only. The second
one 5 a tendency connected mainly with Kotarbiiski, namely the ten
dency towards reducing this list.

There is a kind of common background for these two tendencies.
What 1 have in mind is a certain version of Occam's razor, 1.c., the old
scholastic dictum: entia non sunt multiplicanda praeter necessitatem. "U'he
relevant version goes as follows: before introducng new notions we
should examine whether we could do without them. According to such
a rule of conceptual optimisation, all concepts belonging to the domain
of the relation of being-nothing-but should be eliminated from the
philosophical conveptual apparatus.

I think that the rule of conceprual optimisation together with the
rule of conceptual precision are the fundamental methodological rules
scrupulously observed in the Lvowv-Wirsaw School.

Conforming o this rule i practice, we are obliged 1o find such g
knewn velation 1o known objeet which detevmines the notions ander
comsidhersion. W s impessible o constret o sitisfacotory product aned
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to select suitable domains or counterdomains of former relations, we
can and should find cither new relations or a set of new objects that
sausty these conditions,

3.

The rule of conceptual precision as a current rule in the Lvov-Warsaw
School was analysed in detail by Marian Przelecki [1998], one of my
teachers. | would like to stress only two aspects of this rule.

From the viewpoint of the Lvov-Warsaw Schoaol, the philosophical
language should be determined precisely, in particular with regard to
its semantic and pragmatic fundtions,

We can find many beanuful archaic metaphors in Kotarbiriski's
works., Tatarkiewicz's writings are distinguished by their clegant ex-
pressiveness, That is really true! But the relevant semantic function of
the philosophical language consists in the fact that it carries merely li-
teral senses. And only intellectual expression (Le. the expression of be-
licls, and not, for example, emotions or ccstasy) 15 its relevant prag-
miatic function,

Kotarbifiski's metaphors are easily understood against the back-
ground of his literal considerations, Tatarkiewicz's expressiveness does
not cover intellectual contents of his language.

in the light of these Facts, when two outstanding representatives of
the School, Tadeusz Czezowski and Przelgcki claim that metaphorical
utterances serve as expressions of our experience of a mysteriousness
of the world or a sense of human life, and when they declare that such
an experience cannot be, in principle, literally verbalised, their libera-
lism on this point should be treated as a serious breach of the metho-
dological viewpaoint of their (as well as my) School.

4,

For many philosophers, the ideal sitvation is when the elements of the
comceptual apparatus of owr philosophy match the elements of the
aphilosaphicals world bmd e versa, Thus, the second tendency men-
tiomed above s accompanied by the postulate (present in Kotarhidski’s
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writings) to regard the supposed objects as corresponding to «pareds’
parts ol language as hypostases required by ontological reduction,

This situation can be deseribed by means of the distinction made by
Jan Lukasiewice in his "Analiza | konstrukcja pojecia preyezyny”™ [Ana-
lysis and Construction of the Noton of Cause), published in 1906. He
identificd notions with abstract objects and distinguished among them
two kinds: eready-mades notions and notions that had 10 be con-
structed. According o Lukasiewice, the latter can be either ideal or
real.

T construct an abstract object means to search out some properties. o ake inlo
consideration the problem of which of them can be interconnected, and which
wl them must be removed, and 1o obtain in such a way & set of properties, linked
together with rebutions” [Eukasiewics 1906, p. 13].

Among abstracts ideal notions are “such abstract objects which are con-
structed by our mind regardless of whether they refer 1o something in
reality or not, i.e. do not aim to cover concrete objects”. Real notions,
on the contrary, are “such abstract objects, which are constructed by
our mind on account of reality, i.e. which do aim at covering some con-
crete objects” {Lukasiewicz 1906, p. 14].

It scems o me that a characteristic feature ol the viewpoint of the
Lvov-Warsaw School is that philosophical notions should he created
with the intennon of being real notions.

5.

Andrzuj Grzegorazyk wrote in 1993 in his book Zycie jako wyzwanie | Life
45 4 Challenge:
[ present a manner of philosophising which is very primitive [...]. | would like 10
call it powdo=phifiaply. According o this manner making precise some relstively
simple [...] notiens, and [ormulating a simple [...] general hypothesis with the
aidd of them, i comsidered a cognitive achievement |Greegorceyk 1993, p. 5],

Grzegorczyk is regarded as a representative of the Lvov-Warsaw School
and he regards himsclf as its member. This Bict is confirmed, c.g. by his
imital ontological dedlaration, determining, as he writes, “the general

U natation ks el ihe forme: s serve o netaphesise @ given expriession

(pwinaeral
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conceptual structure applied [...] o the description of the world”
|Grzegorezyk 1993, p. 27]. He declares also that his book "is not a
summary of its tradition but 1s a continuation of this tradition” [Grze-
gorczyk 1993, p. 6].

Deriving from the same tradition, 1 set both goals before mysell in
my philosophical activity: to summurise as well as to continue.” In many
of my papers 1 try to make a clear arrangement of the heritage of the
Lvov-Warsaw School as well as of the Polish analytical philosophy in
general.”

My present book is my own outlook on martters of philosophy. |
hope it is CLEARER now what is meant by saying that this buok consists
ol PROTO-THEORETICAL STUDIES made FROM THE VIEWPOINT OF THE
Lvov-Warsaw SCHOOL.

! One of symptoms of this continuation is that | consequently wse here Polish nota-
T,

T L, Tor example: On the Sources of Contemporary Polish Logic [1980]. Dwlectics
wniel Hhmanism T (4), 163—183; On Leon Chwistek's Semiotic Views [1484]. In: |. Pelc of
wl feds). Sogn, Swilen amd Functon, pp. 77—87. Berlin: Mouton Puhdishers; Lwibw-
Warsiw School [1986). In: ThA. Sebeok (ed.), Encyclopedic Diclionary of Semsolics, vol. 1,
jigr ATHR—480. Berlin: Mouon de Gruyter, On Reman Ingarden’s Semiotic Views: A
Connribation 1o the History of Polish Semiotics [ 198%). Analecta Husserliana 27, pp. 523—
Sl The Metaphysical Basis of Kadimiers Twardowski’s Descriptive Semiotics | 1992].
In: |. Pasniceek (ecd.), Theories of Obpects: Meinong and Foardeosks, pp. 57—74. Lublin:
Wyillawnitwe Uniwersvietu M. Go-Sklodowskiep; [with W, Jadacka], [La philosophie
presknise | | 1902). Some scores of tems in: A, Jacob (ed ), U encyclapedie philosophique -
wreselle, vol, 8, Paris: Presses Universitaires de France; Kasimiers Twardowski's Descnp-
five Semiotics [1995]. In: F. Coniglione, K. Pol and . Woleniski (eds.), Pelsd Saendific
Philaphy: the Looo-Warsan School. Pozngd Stutes in the Philosophy of the Seiences and the
Maimesnaties, voll. 28, pp 191—206. Amsterdam: Rodopi: [with M. Preelecki] [La philoss-
e win] Pologne [11KKS]. In: R. Klibansky and D, Pears {eds.), La philoseplie rn Eurafe,
e AEA—=T. Paris: Balitions Gallinard — UNESCCE, Warsaw: The Rise and Decline of
Muulern Scienific Philosoply in the Capital City of Poland [1994], Avomathes vol. 5 (2—
225 B0 reprintesd ing| B Poli (e ), " P ilenere.” Eviopean Cities and the Birth of Mo-
devn Serendifee Phalmply. Amsierdam 197: Rodop, pp. 145160, Alexius Meinong and
Pedliahy Phuiloser by | TRRY, Aximathes 7 (1—2) 811—20686; On Tadeuss Coerowski's Se-
wiiin Views | 1 (0008, Beenfonn Stadien B, 37—01; Trouble with Chnnic Categores or
Soonnies Benanks o Linlense €ovdowaki’s Plilosophical Views [20000. In: T, Credowska,
Kunafeelpe, Soornce, eomd Vifue Pazan Shisdees e the Plibinajidey of the Seiences amd the fvmam-
fie, vol D, e 255 267 Asteriban: Bislogs,



PART 1. BEING AND ESSENCE



1. ON WHAT SEEMS NOT TO BE

1.1

There is probably no philosopher who would pass impassively by the
problem of what there is. On the other hand, there is more than one
philosopher who takes delight in giving a lot of thought to what there
is not.

Marian Przelecki belongs to the latter group. According to his paper
“On What There Is Not” [Przelecki 1981] there is not what there is not.

As lor me, I should consider mysell as a member of the former
group. It is not easy to decide, however, whether or not my belief that
there is somehow that which does not exist, conwradicis Przelecki's
viewpoint expressed in the paper mentioned above.

1 believe the matter will be cleared up if 1 directly indicate and
bring up for discussion each particular thesis of Praclgcki's paper,
which [ regard as questionable. Thus my gentle and patient reader will
he able to judge for her/himsell whether or not there 18 a consensus
hetween Przelecki and mysell on the matter of the non-heing of non-
heing.

.2

At fiest sight, it seems to be obvious that any utterance always has a
meaning (e, is meaningful) provided that it 1s not internally contra-
tlictory. However, there are utterances that do not have any meaning
not becanse they are internally contradictory but rather because we do
not dnderseinad them at all. Moreover, one cannot daim that only ut-
erances et are not internally contradictory are meaningful. For we
tho understand internally contradiciory utterances. The identification
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of having a meaning with the lack of internal contradiction does not
suit our linguistic intuitions.

We should instead agree with the view that if uny utterance is true
or not true (Lo false), then it has 4 meaning. Bue the question arises at
once when a utterance is true or not true. Past thinkers answered this
question usually in such a way: a unterance is true if it refers o a being:
it is not true if it refers to non-bemg. Now they would rather say: it is
true if it refers to an existent state of affairs; it is not true if it refers o a
non-existent state of aflairs.

If a being and non-being, an existent and not-existent state of al-
fairs are anything at all then it is possible w recognise referring 10
something as a sufficient condition of meuningfulness.

The utterances that are true or not truc are propositions, Preclecki
speaks about them when he says: “The sentence as a whole — not
being a name' — does not denote, or refer to, anything. Its semantic
function consists in something else: in being true or [alse, not in refer-
ring” [Preelocki 1981, p. 129]. He does not want to treat referring to
something as a sulficient condition of meaningfulness. The main rea-
son is what Willard van Orman Quine has called “Plawo’s beard”. 1f
every proposition were to refer o something then false ones would also
reler to something, and to what if not 1o something as mysierious as
non-being? One must not ask what a false proposition refers to. We
ought to be satisficd with an answer to the question when a utterance is
false. The logician answers this question in the following way: The
proposition “a has the property 4" is true iff « has the property A. Does
such an approach allow us o say “about it all that we intend 1o say”
| Przetecki 1981, p. 126]7

I wish to put the problem of epistemic value ol such a statement
aside, But two matters are essential here,

First, il one accepts such a condition of truth then the following ut-
erance seems to he correct: The proposition “Swardg's® statue has
been profaned” is true iff Swardg's statue has been profaned. 1t seems
to be as correct as the utterance: The proposition “MSciwdj’ has in-

s an erguavalent of e Fuglish

[ the Dososw-Wiorsaw termimobogry, the 1enm "
“deseviprom” (o “nonn prlisese”)
* Swnriige i onmbe ol e it b Gannl diviaties b Skivonie panileeon.
b M i e e vk oo ol thee prices ol Bl Pomesana onihe Boe mediesal

preimn|
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sulted Swardg” is true iff Méciwd] has insulted Swardg. And it is not of
the shghtest consequence that Swardg's stames were real chunks of
wood or that one could (for example) burn them 1o ashes, whereas it
would be pointless to look for Swarég among real objects. Such utte-
rinces are not immediately entangled in the problem of the existence
or non-existence of anything,

Second, if une recognises such a determination of the conditions of
truth as satisfactory, one can be satisfied with the following answer o
the question of when a utterance has a meaning as well: A given utte-
rance has a meaning iff there is another (i.e. of a different form) uite-
rance synonymous with it. It is quite possible that we will never go
further than this statement does.

1.3

‘I'he word “non-being” can appear in the sentences of the form "a has
the property A™ in place of “a” as well as of “A". Let us consider the
following utterances:

{1}  Non-being is perceptible.
{2)  Swardg is a non-being.

According to common sense, both uvterances have a meaning.
Muorcover, the former is false whereas the latter is true,

But the logician says: “1f a is 4 then there is 0. The sentence (1} is
lalse #ff the sentence “Non-being is not perceptible” is true. Since non-
being is not perceptible then there is non-being. What does the word
“non-being” name when it 15 used as a singular name? In such a case
“non-being” appears to name what there is not (the totality of wht
there is not). The consequence of the statement (1) 1% the statement that
ihere is what there is not. If sumeone does not believe that an inter-
mally contradictory utterance has no meaning (i.e. is meaningless) then
whe hias no reason o think that the utierance “There is non-being”,
aned thns the sentence (1), is meaningless. 1@ would be too bad, how-
ever, iF some true sentences imphied an internally contradictory utte-
i,

How o eseape such a CONSCOUETIOE?
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Przetecki mentions three ways of escaping them [Precigeki 1981, pp.
195-126]: by replacing the name “non-being” with the phrase “what
there is not” (Bertrand Russell's way), or the predicate “is not” (Quine's
way), or finally by recognising the name “non-being” as an empry name
(Jaakko Hintikka's way). Each solution saves us from ascribing being to
what there is not but at & cost which Prezelecki would not want to pay.

The logician says: if @ is A then there is a. The sentence (2) is true if
“non-being” means here the same as “something that there is not™.
Since Swardg is a non-being then there is Swardg. Thus admitting the
sentence “Swarog is something that there is not” we should also admit
the sentence “There is Swartg”. The first two solutions (Russell’s and
Quine's) imply admitting the falsity of the sentence (2), and the third
way (Hintikka's) leaned to its acceptance, that Swar6g is a non-existent
but possible object. Thereby the ghost of “a highly enigmatic notion of
not-existent objects” [Przetecki 1981, p. 126] appears. According to
Przefecki, one would be free of such a consequence by giving the word
“non-being” the meaning “not-being something”. Swardg is a non-
being, i.¢. he lacks a certain property. But in such a case everything is a
non-being. For is there something that one can truly (in conformity
with the facts) apply every predicate 107 Such a consequence is perhaps
in conformity with Plato’s view. Bul let me repeat: is this truly "what we
intend o say” when we say “Swardg is a non-being”™?

14

By means of the inscription “(Ex) (Px)" the logician wunts 1o express
the thought that at least one object belonging to a previously fixed object
domain (i.c. the universe of discourse) has the property P. By means of
the inscription “(x) (Px)" s/he wants to predicate that very property ol
cach object belonging to this domain. Both expressions assume that the
range of variables is fixed beforehand. Let us agree that we shall say
about the objects mentioned (i.e. indicated by naming) afier the phrase
“Let it be a domain consisting of " that they seewr. Let us reserve the
word “to exist” only for predicating ol objeas that are spatio-temporal.
1t is obvious that although it is true of ¢ach objecr belonging 1o the
domain uneder our consideration that it seears (in this dlomn, i need
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not be true that every object of this kind must exist (i.e. be spatio-
-temporal).

It may happen that we take into account 4 domain D, which consist
only of spatio-temporal objects. Then, but only then, the following will
be true: (x) C {(x & D) {x exists). Membership itsell in an object domain
of any language is not identical with existence (spatio-temporality),
though it can be, in some respect, convenient to consider domains ho-
mogeneous with respect to the mode of being, domains containing only
spatio-temporal objects in particular.

In general, however, we can say only that everything in a domain oc-
curs in this domain; we cannot say that everything in a domain exists.
We can construct the domain of spatio-temporal objects but we can also
construct a domain of objects to which somebody pays reverence, irres-
pectively to whether they have existence or have not.

It is common to read the inscription “(Ex) (Px)" as “There is an ob-

ject x such that x is P", It is admissible when the phrase “there is” is

used as a synonym of the phrase “occurs in an (established) domain®
not as a synonym of the phrase “is spatio-temporal”. Thus, the follo-
wing paraphrase is not admissible: a exists iff (Ex) (x = a). Admitting
the expression “(Ex) (Px)" does not force us to grant existence (i.c. spa-
tin-temporality) to something that is £. Accordingly, the phrase "(Fx) ¥
{x exists)” is internally contradictory off it expresses the thought “There
occurs in an established domain an object x such that x does not occur
in this domain” or the thought * I'here exists (i.e. is spatio-temporal) an
object x such that x does not exist (i.¢. is not spatio-temporal)”. 1f we do
not limit the universe of discourse formed above 1o spatio-temporal
objects then we can admit, without the threat of falling into contradic-
tion, that there occurs in an (established) domain an object x such that x
dhises not exist (i.e. is not spatio-temporal). This will be the case if, for
example, Swardy occurs among the objects of such a domain.
Sometimes we use just such a language where objects like Swardg
helong to the domain of this language and where we allow the truth of
propusitions like “Méciwdj has insulted Swardg”. Then, of course, one
will he able to say that «the one who has received imprecationss oecurs
{in the object domain of @ natural language) as well as that the one who
has insulted (without quotation: marks because s/he believes in exis-
tence of the receiver of imprecations) ocenrs. However, the user of that
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language has no obligation to claim that since Miciwdj exists Swardg
also exists,

However, when ontologists tackle the riddle of being, they are not
concerned with the question of what one is free 1o speak abour or one
must not speak about. We may speak about everything. For what could
it be that we would not be able 1o speak about? But not everything
which one may speak abour exists. What they have in mind when they
discuss modes of existence is modes of being (existence in our sense is
only one of them), not modes of occurrence, There is only one smodes
of occurrence: membership in an object domain of a language. 1 think
that linking together the controversy about «philosophical- existence
about the modes of being, with the problem of interpreting the logical
notation, is a sort of misunderstanding. Hence, when logicians use the
term “empty name”, it 8 not always easy to decide what they have in
mind. For if we treat names like “divinity” and “werewolf " as empty
names, we mean either that:

(a) objects that are divinities (B) or werewolves (W) do not occur in
the domain D of a given language:

N(ExX)K (xe D) (Bx)or N(Ex)K (x € D) (Wx),

or thau
(b} divinitics and werewolves do not have a certain mode of being,
c.g. they do no exist:

(Ex) K (x € D) N (Bx) or (£x) K (x € D) N (Wx).

However, Swardg, for example, can belong to the denotation of the
name “divinity” — although he does not belong 1o the denotation of
the name “werewolf ",

If one comes to agreement — in every case — as to the kind of
emptiness under consideration then the Platonian dilemma will disap-
pear: it will become a closed problem.

L5

The only answer o the question of whia exists can be given by indi-
cating the ervitevion that must be Tullilled by o given object helonging 1o
the domain wnder consideration, Le. ocowreing i this domain, in order
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to be recognised as an exisient object. Such a criterion is the possibility
of being experienced. Something exists iff it may be experienced.

Someumes it is convenicntl W assume that each object occurring in
any object domain of a given language exists in some way: it imphes
the necessity of distinguishing real existence from unreal existence. Let
us keep the old word “existence” to mean exclusively only real exis-
tence (Le. spatio-temporality). Thus, we are free to claim that every
object that occur (in any object domain of a language) is in a ceriain
made of being but not every object is real (i.e. exists); some objects are
non-real. The answer to the question of what is (i.c. has being) will be
as lollows: Something 1s (has being) iff w is determinable (i.e. can be
determined at least by means of one predicate).

Moreover, one can stipulate that objects that are determinable but
can not be expericnced are purely intentional or mental objects.
Werewolves and Swarég mentioned above and at least part of «Plato’s
heards, in all likelihood would be such mental objects.

Of course, many objects do not exist but one cannot say that an ob-
Ject has no being at all. 1f one says something about a non-existent ob-
ject, one thereby gives it mental being.

Among mental objects, philosophers distinguish such objects whose
tetermination (or description) does not contain contradiction and calls
them “possible objects”. They can also isolate among the later those
ubjects whose descripion does not contradict exclusively logical laws,
L.e. logically possible objects, as well as those objects whose description
does not contradict physical laws, ie. physically possible objects. 1
doubt that it is possible 10 analyse the mental-object domain beyond
stuting that some objects are possible while others impossible. But this
tows not show that these objects are philosophically suspicious nor does
it cdlemonstrate that the talk about them is logically dangerous. After all,
whist seems to be essential in philosophical dispute abour the problem
ol heing is the degree of the possibility of being of any object <by itself-
— anel not the mode of being of several objects (or the world in gene-
val) or the existence ol them in particular.

The comtroversy among ontologists is the controversy about the de-
kree of defiendence 10 which existent objects or the veal world as a whole
are entitled,
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L6

Summing up, then, the views expounded above are not quite new —
especially in the Lvov-Warsaw School. As a matter of fact, all of them
have been already formulated by thinkers of this School, more than
once better. However, us one of representatives of the Lvov-Warsaw
School, Marian Borowski, said about his thoughts in similar arcum-
stances, “it is their literary defect but material virtue” [Borowski 1921,
p. 140]. Thus it might be usetul if 1 put my beliefs once more in i nut-
shell:

1. No logical formula lorecloses metaphysical problems.
L.1. Internally contradictory expressions are meaningful.
1.2. Sentences refer to states of affairs (situations),
1.. The object domain, which any language refers to, is not iden-
tical with the real world.

1.31. Formula “(Ex) (Px)" should be read as lollows: "A cer-
tain x has the property P" or “There is a certan
name, which after being substituted into the expres-
sion “Px" makes it a truc senience”.

1.32. The truth of the sentence like “a has the property 4™
— and its meaningfulness — neither assumes, nor
implies (real) existence of the object a.

1.321. There are (rue sentences concerning non-
-{reallyjexistent ohjects,
1.53. Sentences of the form “a exists” are meaningful.
1.4. One can give any metaphysical interpretation of the semantic
definition ol truth.
2. The correct formulation of metaphysical problems requires intro-
ducing the notion of various modes of being.
2.1. There is a difference between “being™ and "existence”,

211, “Existence” is a predicate.

92.12. “To exist” means the same as “to be real”.

2.121. “To be real” means the same as “to be spatio-
-temporal”.

9122, The eviterion ol reality is the possibility of
breing experienced.
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9,124, “To be unreal” means the same as “to be only
determinable”.
3. Every object is (i.e. has being) but not every object exists.
4. The correct formulation of the metaphysical problems requires dis-
tinguishing between two meanings of “non-being”.
4.1. "Non-being” in the first sensc means the same as “that which
is not something”.
4.2 “Non-being” in the second sense means the same as
“nothing”.
5. There are only objects (i.c. beings); there is not snon-being- {in the
second sense of the word).
5.1. There is only one empty name: “nothing”.
6. The main task ol metaphysics is the analysis of the degree of de-
pendence among real objects.

I will be very content if I can make my Readers consult the works of
the thinkers of the Lvov-Warsaw School and give some thought to all
these problems anew. 1f my Readers were (o take the view that my vicws
are incorrect, | would seck my defence in these thinkers' work.
“Existence has always been a much discussed problem”, as Tadeuss
Crezowski [1964, p. 72), one of the students of Kazimierz Twardowski,
wrote. “I hope that the ideas presented above contribute to this discus-
SMIL.



2. ON THE CONTROVERSY ABOUT UNIVERSALS

2.1

The main problem of the controversy about universals 1s their ontc
status. Solutions to the controversy that have been advanced depend
on the ontological positions held by parucipants in the controversy and
on top of this these solutions influence the semiotc standpoints of the
thinkers involved.

Parucipants in the controversy, especially in ancient times, have very
seldom made clear how they understand the word “universal®. How-
ever, one can conclude from their various uierances that they would
agree with the following definiton:

[/ is a universal in relation to all particular objects & that possess u
complex of common properties C iff U is an object determined by a
tomplex ol properties C common to all particular objects R,

“A complex of properties € common to all particular ohjects R” is
meant here as “a complex of properties € shared by every particular
object B”, 1t is ambiguous whether or not UV is determined solely by the
mentioned complex (2. The phrase "to be determined by a eomplex of
COHTIIET prnprrtiu:s"’ is understood in varions ways, according 1o an ac-
cepted solution to the matter of the ontological status of universals.

2.2

The views of the participants in the controversy vary on the question of
whether or not there are objeos other than particular objects, e, indi-
viduals, The Lo e considered 1o be spatin-temporal (e, real),
separate (e conerete) and satonomic (e, objectivel. So the question s
whether on not there are non-spatio wemporal (Les ideal objeors o in
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short, ideas) that are non-separate {i.¢. abstract objects or absiracts) and
non-autonomic (i.e. subjective objects or subjectives).

The most frequent poimts of view are those that admit individuals
{c.g. Jan Sobieski) as well as ideas (e.g. maun in general), abstracts (e.g.
Jan Sobieski’s sunburn, Jan Sobieski’s being older than Kara Mustafa,
the class of Turks defeated by Jan Sobieski's troops during the battle of
Vienna) and subjectives (e.g. Jan Sobieski's thought of victory) or some
of these categuries (in various combinations). But some thinkers recog-
nise ideas or abstracts or subjectives while refusing individuals the
status of an ontological category.

Particular positions in the controversy are in general justified by an
appeal to epistemological criteria. The difference springs from various
estimations of human cognitive activity: perception, generalisation (or
ideation), and abstraction. Some of the thinkers accept the validity of
all these kinds of activity, other thinkers only some of them, and some
others reject the validity of all human cognitive activity and recognise it
only as a fully creative activity, i.e. on a level with fantasy.

NON=-AULONOMICc:
SUBJECTIVES

| autonomic

sgparalc non-separatc:

/ \ ABSTRACTS

spatio-lemporal: [ nun—spatin—t:mpcm!:J

INDIVIDUAL IDEAS

Fig. |, Caregories of obpects

2.3

There are four main views concerning the ontic status of universals,
According to the first view — reilism — universals are wleas (wniver-
saltn ante res, wmiversalto sepavata), The phiase "t be determined by o

2, On the Contooversy abow Lhiiversats a1

complex of common properties™ which is a part of the definiens of the
general definition of wniversal means here the same as “to be consti-
tuted by a complex of common properties”. 1t means that the universal
(i.e. idea) in relation to all particular objects (i.e. individuals) R pos-
sesses the complex of properties € common to all particular objects R.
Thus, for example, the complex of properties common to all men (Jan
Sobieski, Kara Mustala, etc.) is vested in the idea of Man.

According to the second view — conformisin — universals are ab-
stracts (wniversalio o parte rei, universalia in rebus), i.c. propertes or sets
in particular. The phrase “to be determined by a complex of common
propertics” means here the same as “to be identical with complex of
common properties” or “to be identical with all particular objects pos-
sessing a complex of common properties”. 5o the universal (ie. ab-
stract) in relation to all individuals R either is identical with the com-
plex of properties € common to all individuals & or is idenucal with all
of them, Le., with a set of all individuals B. Then the abstract of Man is
the complex of properties common to all particular men or simply = set
ol all particular men.

According to the third standpoint — conceptualism — universals
are subjectives (universalia post res), L.c. conceptions or notions. The
phrase “to be determined by a complex of common properties” means
here the same as “to have attmbuted a complex of common properties”
ur “to be identical with an attributed complex of common properues”™.
S0 the universal {i.e. subjective} in relation to all individuals R either
possesses the attributed complex of properties € common to all the in-
dlividduals B or 15 identical with this atnbuted complex of properties C,
The subjective of Man either is, for instance, the object to which the
complex of properties common all particular men is attributed — ie. it
is the conception of man in general — or it is identical with this attri-
Insteel complex — Le. it is the notion of man in general.

Finally, according o the fourth view — nominalism — universals
wre individuals (res), 1.e. names. The phrase “to be determined by a
complex of commeon properties” means here the same as “to connote a
vomnplex of connmon properties”. Thus, the universal (ie. individual) in
rehition 1o all individuals £ — thanks to its connotation — denotes all
imlivichuals B, Phe individoal (Le. mame) of Man denotes all particular
e,
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2.4

Admiuing a certain ontic status o universals implies a delinite soluten
to the problem ol semantic categories of EXProssions, semantic catego-
ries of names in particular. In the controversy about universals, three
semantic functions ol names are mentioned. Names can designate a
referent, L.e. i desygnatum, connote i content, Le. a ronotatum, and de-
fote Wi extension, Le. a denofalum.

For a long time there have been differences of opinion concerning
the questions of whether names perform all the above-mentioned se-
mantic funcions and whether these functions are performed by all
names. Some philosophers grant that names — or umiversal names at
least — perform all indicated semanric functions. They contend that
the referents of universal names are individuals, and the referents of
abstract names are abswacts. Then they identify the extension with an
abstract (i.e. a ser), and the content either with an abstract (e, a ¢com-
plex of properties) or a subjective (a conception or a notion).

Some semioticians think that we can fully describe the role that
names play without atributing to them the function ol connoting a
content. They rake it for granted that names (universal names at least)
perform only the function of designating and denoting. They contend
that the referents of singular names are individuals and those of ab-
stract names are abstracts. According to this opinion, extensions of uni-
versal names are either individuals (ie. colleciives) or abstracts (i.e.
distributives). Thus, all terms concerning a content (i.e, 4 sense) of the
name can be replaced by expressions without the term confent. For in-
stance, one can say that a certain name N, 1s synonymous with a certain
name Ny instead of saying that a certain name N, connotes a certain
defined content.

According to another view, names perform one semiotic function
only, namely the function of predicating, identfied with designanng,
Fhen again, some semioticians divide names into two semantic catego-
ries: referents of singular names have to be individuals and those of
universal names have to be universals — wiz. ideas or subjectives (e,
conceptions). Other semioticians take it Tor graoted that there s just
one category of names. They olaim than the refereors of all naomes are
inhivicdoals o pannes can be nsed o desigoate many andividuals one
alter anotlwer.
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2.5

The controversy has been so enduring due to the fact that many par-
tivipants have nor: (1) tried to construct a logically correct definition of
a wniversal; (2) been aware of the onrological premises that underlie
pairticular views; (3) known how to separate semiotic problems involved
in the controversy from ontological ones; and (4) made distincrions
among particular semantic functions of names. For these reasons, the
vorrect formulation of the views pronounced by participants in the
controversy requires an operation of explication, with all its mitations
I||H| l.'l}“ﬁll:[[ut.'ncti.



3. ON FORMS OF OBJECTS

3.1

Many years ago, in Cracow, Roman Ingarden wrote in his paper “Was
wir tiber die Werte nicht wissen”: “Jeh will mur gewifle Schunengkeiten, auf
welche die Werttheorie stiift, zum Bewuftsein bringen, wm Wege und Weisen
thirer f?beru.-fmirmg zu suchen”™ [Ingarden 14964, p. 97]. The intentions of
this paper are very similar, 1 am far from a “skeptische Hochmut™ in ap-
proaching the problem of forms of objects characteristic of the work of
some scholars who recognise it as a scholastic pseudo-problem bereft of
topical interest. But 1 must also admit that I am distant from a minima-
listic humility, which would lead me to consider this problem as one of
the irresolvable mysteries of the world.

3.2

T begin with: T assume:
(1)  For every x [x is an object off for a certain P (Px)].

Formula (1} is increasingly gaining acceptance | Kotarbiriski 1931, p.
70 Augustynek 1984, p. 3] It is remarkable that reists, who also as-
sime this formula, deny at the same time the thesis that, for example,
propertics belong to objects | Kotarbiiski 1930—1831, p. 200; 1931, p.
741, As Kazimierz Ajdukicwicz writes, the opponents of reism would
uppeal 1o the fact that it is not only things that we can predicate pro-
perties of, whereas reists would deny ths fact.

Can sl o comiroversy “he settled within ordinary  language”
[Ajlukicwice 193, po 1072 In Lty reists can only make use of the
enmntic postubate tiat an object s a body |Kotarbinski 1929, p. 55|
il s Gaccording 1o smother postukioe), it is something inet,
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Let us consider the question more closely. Let us contrast, in par-
ticular, the lollowing words from nawral language: “thing”, “event”,
“change”, “state”, “property”, “relation”, “sct”, “part”. These words do
not have precise senses,’ but I shall try to compare them within the
bounds of their sharpness.

First, 1 would like to point out that some of these words can be
iterated; natural languages allow us w talk about properties of proper-
ties, properties ol properties of properties ... about relations between
relations ...; about sets of sets ...; about parts of parts, and so on. It is
inadmissible, however, to talk about things of things. or about events of
events. The question of the admissibility of walking about changes of
changes ..., and aboul states of states ... does not have a clear answer,
Let us agree, that:

(2)  For every x and y (x is a property of y iff y is the subject of x).

{(3)  For every x, y and z (x is a relation between y and z 1ff y and z are
members of x).

(4)  For every x and y (x is a set containing y iff ¥ is an element of x).
(3)  For cvery x and y (x is a part ol y iff v is a complex including x).

My first remark is that properties can be subjects of properties, re-
lations can be members of relations, sets can be elements of scts, and
parts can be complexes of parts. Secondly, iterable terms can be linked
together and they can be added to the other terms. Let us call this
phenomenon “interpredicativity”. It is admissible to talk about proper-
ties of relations, sets, and parts, as well as about properties of changes
and states, and about properties of things and events; we can talk about
rclations between properties, between relations, between sets, and bet-
ween parts, as well as about relations between things and between
events; it is admissible to talk about sets of properties, relations, and
parts, as well as about sets of things, and events, and changes, and
states. We can probably also talk about parts of properties, about parts
of sets, about parts of things, and about parts of events, as well as parts
of changes and states, but hardly about parts of relations.

' Even serious phibosopbscel weaes mesw il falk sl "|rl:1ln'!1i~.'h. relations, dispio-
sitions, events ele ", or abet "propaerties, celiions, stes, progesses en” 0l or mstane
| Kotanrdvinisken DOESE, o T8 onmd [ A jelakarwie e [HHIH, o Gt
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The terms “change” and "state” can also be added w at least some
of the remaining terms. Thus, it is admissible to talk about changes in
properties, relations, parts, and things, but hardly about changes in
sets and events; and it is more difficult o talk about states of propertics
and relations. 1 doubt whether it is admissible to talk about states of
sets, but we certainly can talk about states of parts.” Using the conven-
tion introduced above and accepting the view that things, events,
changes, states, properties, relations, sets and parts are, in any case,
uhjects, my second remark is that all objects can be subjects of proper-
ties, members of relations and elements of sets but only some objects
can be complexes of parts. Similarly, we cannot say about any object
that it undergoes changes or that it is in a certain state (of affairs).

3.3

Are there any ontic relations that correspond to the above syntactic re-
lations between terms? If so, we are forced 1o accept the view that two
separate forms of objects can be disnnguished: the form of things and
events, on the one hand, and the form of propertics, relations and sets,
on the other hand. Following Aristotle (cf. [Kotarbifiski 1929, p. 40]),
let us call objects of the second form “accidents” (or “fortuitics”).

We have now:

(6)  For every x [x is substantial iff it is not the case that for a certain y
(x is an accident of x)].

(7Y For every x [x is accidental iff for a certain y (x is an accdent of
Il

The pussibilities of iteration and interpredicativity are not the only
pecularities of accidens. All accidents are also {vontextually) reducible
one (o another. Let us suppose that A stands in relation S w 8. If so,
then A has a certain property: the property of standing in relation § 1o
B, Al if 5o, then A belongs to a certain set: the set of objects that have
the property of standing in relation § to B. Since 4 belongs to this set,
A has thereby also o certain property, vz, the property of belonging o
thix set. Furthevmore, since A has the property of belonging to a cer-

" Angusivieek e sses e prokiabality do il voniiest [Aagistvick 1975, g 8]
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tain set, A stands in a certain relation to B, wz. the equality-relation
with respect to belonging to the set to which 8 also belongs. This re-
ducibility also finds its expression (on the logico- philosophical
grounds) in the identification of properties and relations with respec-
tive scts. The question thus arises: Is also the operation of distingui-
shing properties, relations and sets among accidents a purely verbal
operation?

Let us now consider the status of changes and states (of affairs).
“Change of x” means, in the first sense, the same as “replacing (at a
certain time) one property of x with another one™; in the second sense
it means the same as simply “replacing”. We use the word “change” in
this last sense, when we say, for example, that a movement (of any
body) is a change of locality (of this body). Likewise, “state of x" de-
notes, in the lirst sense (let us call it “the situation-sense”™), a kasting (at
a certain time) of a property of x; in the second sense (let us call it “the
attributive sense”), it denotes a lasting (in a certain sense) property ol x
— i.e. something which, as Henryk Stonert says, a given thing is in
[Stonert 1964b, p. 169]. Tadeusz Kotarbinski was probably awarc of
this polysemy when he identified states of affairs and changes (proces-
ses), lirst, with the [act that things happen in such-and-such way or with
the fact that they change in such-and-such a way [Kotarbiriski 1954, p.
%95 and, later, with how things happen and hew they change [Kotar-
biriski 1935, p. 118—119]. Boguslaw Wolniewicz points out & certain
ambiguity in the Polish equivalent of the English expression “state (of
affairs)” which has its roots in the following amphibology: the idea here
can be not only of a state of x (or a state in which x 15 present), but also
of a state of x-s {or a mutual configuration of many things) [Wolniewicz
1968, p. 95]. that is, ol the existence of a certain relation between x-5.
He proposes paraphrasing the second sense with the aid of the phrase
“that it is so-and-so” [Wolniewice 1968, p. 319].

Every change is a certain ssituations-state |Stonert 1964a, p. 169].
While a ssituation--state is a certain event, an sattributives state s a
certain property. Not every property, of course, is an (auributive) state;
only a relatively unstable property is involved. Thus, extra-temporal
properties are not in question here (if such properties exist) do not
constitute states. Ingarden also makes o distinction here, though he
does so in a dilfevent way: “Zustand muf mehy oder wenwiger davernd sem”
bt it must be somethiog (in Dggden: “der Gesamthestand”™) thin has
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been created “in dewm Gegenstande durch etnen Vorgang” [Ingarden 1947,
p- 224]. Similarly, not every event is a change; only events that are ca-
pable of happening exclusively in a certain place come into play here;
thus, extra-spatial events are not in guestion here (iF such events exisy),
Let us suppose that a buried in thought thin man is walking. We shall
say, that thinness is his property but that he is in the state of contempla-
tion, and that be undergoes a certain change (here: of locaton). When
something rots, we can say that it undergoes a certain change (1e. Tot-
ung). that it is in a certain state (i.e. of rowing), and thar it has a certain
property {i.e. of rotting). When somebody is irritated, we can say that
whe is in a certain state (i.e. of irntation), that sthe has a certain property
(L.e. of wrntation or, better, of being rmnitated), but we cannot say that
she undergoes a change. When something is green, we can say thac it
has a certain property (i.e. ol greenness) but we cannot say that it under-
goes a certain change, or that it is in a certain slate. Moreover, when
something rots, when somebody is irmated, or when something 1s
green, we can say that this object belongs to a certain set (i.e. of rotting,
irritated, or green ohjects, respectively). But when a certain object s a
man, we do not usually say that chis object as such undergoes a certain
change, or that it (a5 such) is in a certain state, or that it {as such) has a
certain property. Thus, perhaps it would be possible to reduce the cate-
gory of accidental objects (i.e. accidents) to objects of just one kind. to
SULS, say.

34

| have included things and events among substances. I might leave it at
that (as does Peter F, Strawson [1959, p. 15])." But we can inquire as to
whether the reduction outlined for accidents can be performed for
substantial objects as well,

We may therefore ask whether things can be reduced to events, or
vire vers. 1t seems that the pair part-complex could be a mediator in
hoth cases. Then, correspondingly, the term “thing” would mean the
sime as “complex ol evens” ("Ferband ven Sachverhalten”) |Ingarden
AR, o 284 o “pant of an evem™; and the term “event” would
i e sione s “complex ol things™ or “part ol thing”, Assuming

Yol baen, Stwawson conmsarlers gy anndevents s pantienlans.
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that complexes of events and parts of events are cvents by themselves,
and also that complexes of things and parts of things are things, we
may talk about two ontic forms only: events (or things) and sets (or
properties, or relations).

The situation would be different if things were reduced to events
{or vice mersa) by means of the element-set pair. Tadeusz Ceciowski
mentions such a4 procedure, Things (“imlividuals enduring in tine”)
are thus sets of events (“momentary individuals”™), and the latter, as
“objects of a higher logical type” [Czezowski 1951, p. 220], arc not
Events.

To assess the admissibility of such a “clean-shaven picture of reali-
ty", as Bertrand Russell described it [Russell 1959, p. 66}, we shiould
make a prior choice as to the specific explication of the terms “thing"”
and “event” since they are far [rom being precise in natural languages.
It is impossible to do without arbitrary decision here. Some authors an-
swer the question of what things and events are by indicating the re-
quisite objects — not so much by ostension [Augustynck 1984, p. 4] as
through exemplification by means of verbal tools — the required ob-
jects. However, these exemplifications, as well as the comments ap-
pended to them, are usually rather imprecise.
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Let us consider THINGS, first. “Things include: tables, stones, trees,
houses, men [...]." Socrates is certainly a thing, but what kind of object
is Socrates®? Andrze] Grzegorczyk proposes the following  quasi-
grammatical criterion: things are identical with “designates of the ma-
jority of nouns” [Grzegorezyk 1959, p. 10]. But this criterion is of linle
use here; after all, grammarians usually answer the question “What is a
noun:" by saying that it 1s a name of things, primarily.

Let us assume for the sake of simplicity that, prior to Socrates’ birth,
Socrates was nothing at all and that, after his death, he is fully annihi-
lated and becomes nothing at all (this assumption is, ol course, far from
correct). In every period of his life, Socrates has virious properties, in-
cluding various states and changes. Let us igoore the Gt again for the
sike of simplicity, tha he is also (willy-nilly) the member ol virous re-
Lations. Is Socrates G the seesidomme thin remains alter separating
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these properties, or (b} this -residuums with all these properties, or (c)
this «residuum= only with those («essentials) properties that are not
states? The following counterintuitive consequence speaks against ver-
sion (a): all sentences that stated something true about Socrates would
be synthetic (moreover, would such o -bare» Socrates be an object at
all?). Version (b) has the equally counterintuitive consequence that all
true sentences about Socrates would be analytical.

EVENTS are gencrally identified with “a given occurrence ol a phe-
nomenon [here: of a property in specie] in a given object and at a given
time” [Ajdukiewicz 1965b, p. 163], or with “the fact that an individual
located in a determinate place and time has |...] [a certain] property”
[Ajdukiewicz 1934b, p. 30| or, more generally, with the fact that a cer-
tain thing has a property (or the fact that some relations ocour between
some things) [Stonert 1964b, p. 53]. This is how the sitnation is des-
cribed by Ajdukiewicz and Stonert. It should be remembered that
states of affairs (of the ssitvations kind) and changes are only some
types of such events. According to Kotarbinski, for instance, an event is
cither a state (static events) or a change (kinetic event) [Kotarbinski
1926, p. 51|, though sometimes he equates an event with a state
[Kotarbiniski 1954, p. 396]. In Augustynek, we read of the possibility of
identifying events and changes (processes) [Augustynek 1975, p. 95].
According to Russell who wses here the term “fact” alter all events
"vonsist always of relations between parts of a whole or qualities of
single things. [...] Itis convenient to use the word “fact” to express the
analysed connection of the parts rather than the complex whole that
they compose” [Russell 1959, p. 151]. Some authors give grammaucal
criteria for being an event or being a fact as well. George Edward
Moore, for example, writes: 1 am going [...] to use the name “facts”
simply and solely as a name for [...] the kind of things which we ex-
press by phrases beginning with “that™ [Moore 1953, p. 208], Wol-
niewicz distinguishes events (states of affairs) from facts. The latter are
"existing states of affairs” [Wolniewicz 1968, pp. 122-123] or rather
"the existence ol states of aflairs”, i.e. they are what is stated by a true
sentence |Wolniewicz 1968, p. 97]. On the other hand, according to
Ingarelen, events are identical with “das Tns-Sein-Treten eimes Saclioer-
falts” [Ingavelen M7, po 216), where these states of affairs can be
whenellngesmd s o aedgensehafifich= | Lgarden 1948.1, p. 315].



49 Part §. Being and Esence

In these circumstances, many scholars construct a technical sense of
the word "event”, without looking at its use in natural languages. For
Ryszard Wajcicki, for example, events are “momentary sections of a
thing™ [Wajoicki 1972, p. 21). For Hans Reichenbach, events “are
space-time coincidences and do not endure” |Reichenbach 1947, p.
267]. In Karl Popper. an event is not “a complex, or perhaps a pro-
tracted, occurrence, whatever ordinary usage may suggest” but a class
of occurrences. Thus, for example, that a glass of water has just been
upset (i.e. a certain occurrence) belongs to the event that consists in
“the upsetting of a glass of water” as to a certain event [Popper 1934, p.
8a],

I would add that processes (changes) are sometimes reduced to
events [Augustynek 1975, p. 73] or (momentary) states of affurs
[Quine 1950, p. 67] as sets (or complexes) of these events or states of
alfairs, partly ordered by the relation of anteriority.
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Looking [or objects, to which the remaining ontic forms can be re-
duced is not the same as looking [or basic (atomic) objects,
I assumme:

{B)  For every x [x is atomic 2ff it is not the case that for a certain y {y
= x and ¥ is a part of x)].

{9) For every x [x is molecular iff for a certain y (y = x and y 1s a part
of x}).

The division of objects into awomic and molecular is probably fea-
sible within the realm of substances, and probably also within the realm
of accidents. Russell identilies molecular objects with [acts. He writes:
“facts [...] are whatever there is except what (if anything) is completely
simple” |Russell 1959, p..151]. Rather unexpectedly, Ludwig Witigen-
stein calls objects that fulfil conventions (8) "things”. Wolniewicz iden-
tifies Wittegnsteinian things with material points and notes thar the
Wittgensteinian criterion “does not imply |...] individuality {concrete-
ness) of his objects” [Walnicwics 1968, p. 78.

le is worth seressing tha if the seaveh for individual Guomnic) objecs
dicl et invalve partitioning (e, sobining parts) bl absteactiong (1.
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isolating accidents), this would impose the condition of not having any
accidents (properties in particular) on atomic objects. This would give
rise: to the paradoxical situation, in which atomic objecs would not be
ohjects ar all, according to formula (1).

3.7

I shall further distinguish the division of objects into substantial and
accidental, on the one hand, [rom the division of objects into autono-
mous and heteronomous, on the other.

I assume:

(10) For every x {x is autonomous iff it is not the case thar [if [or a
certain ¥ {y = x) then for a certain z (z # x)]}.

(11} For every x {x is heteronomous iff [if for a certain y (y = %) then
for a certain z {z #x)]}.

These lormulae are explicatons of the phrases: “primary exis-
tence”, “independent existence”, “existence in abstraction from any-
thing”, on the onc hand, and “existence in something” [Ajdukiewicz
1949, pp. 78, 84, "existential dependence” [Augustynek 1975, p. 133),
on the other.

If things are complexes of events then things are heteronomous
objects. Are events autonomous? Reichenbach claims cautiously that if
things turn out to be “classes of events” then “for physics, events are
more fundamental units than things" [Reichenbach 1947, p. 267].
Since Russell CONCEIVES "each event as occupying a finite amount of
space-time and as overlapping with innumerable other events which
occupy partially, bur not wholly, the same region of space-tme” [Russell
19589, p. 20] then no event is autonomous according o this AS
KUMPFTTON,

Similarly, if' events are complexes of things then events, but not
things are heteronomous objects. However, we should not jump to the
vonchasion that consequently only things are autonomous. On the
contrary, everything seems to show that they wo are heteronomous,
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3.8

I now assume:

{12) For every x and ¥ [x is separated from y iff for a certain z (2 # x,
z#yand z is between x and ¥}].

{13) Foreveryx and y {if x or y is subjected to suitable torces then [« is
separable from y iff x (not having been separated from y before
the action of these forces) becomes separated from yl}

(14) For every x [x is concrete iff for a certain y (x is separable from
il

{15} For every x |x is abstract iff for every y (it is not the case that x is
separable from y)].

Of course, one needs to establish whether this separation of objects
consists in a spatial or a temporal separation, or in both (where one
must also establish what is to be a level of magnitude), or in something
clse (the term “separation” should be, in any case, understood in such a
wity that abstracting, Le. mentally isolating properties in any object, 1s
not denoted by the term). In the first three cases, abstract objects
would be heteronomous as well while concreteness would exclude
neither avtonomy nor heteronomy.

3.9

The opposition concretes-abstracts is sometimes characterised not by

means of separability but by means of separation. 'lo prevent possible

misunderstandings, 1 shall walk in these cases of isolated and connective

abjects.

Thus:

{(16) For every x [x is isolated iff for every y (if ¥ # x then x is separated
from y)|.

(17) For every x [x is connective iff for a certain y (y # x and it is not
the case that x is separated from y)|.
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Of course, all isolated objects are concretes, but some concretes can
be connective, Likewise, all abstracts are connective, but some of con-
nective objects can be coneretes,

Willard van Orman Quine argues against identifying concretes with
objects that are “continuous in geometrical shape”; he points to the fact
that, for example, “the territory of the United States including Alaska
is discontinuous, but it is none the less a single concrete object; and so
is a bedroom suite, or a scattered deck of cards” [Quine 1950, p. 69].
Reichenbach goes further by saying that, according to the spirit of
natural languages, “the furniture of a certain house is not an indivi-
dual, but a class of individuals”. Earlier he defines “individual” as
“something occupying a continuous and limited part of space and
time”, and therefore as something that we would determine as just an
“isolated object” [Reichenbach 1947, p. 266). Material concretes which
constitute an «equipment= of the world, are characterised according to
formula (16) by Matgorzata Crarnocka, She gives a denotadve defini-
tion of “concretes™ und indicates bodies as well as (among others)
waves and fields, since she views bodies as being “concentrated in a
part of space, close (in general) nubbles of matter with positive mass
and of any form” [Czarnocka 1986, p. 14]. This would imply that the
world, at least in spatial terms, has a -grainys structure: it is these
»grainss (of various «plies-) which fill phase-complexes scparated from
one another by portions of space(-ime)’ that would be concretes. As
Russell succinctly put it, the universe would be “all spots and jumps”
| Russell 1931, p. 98].

3.10

I shall now distinguish the pair: concreteness-absiraciness from the
pair: intelligibility-incompatibility.
| EHECTITITE

Yol faen, Crnrnea ki itk abonn plhysical individials Gis well as about empirical or
teal inedividuals), o we can mterpres her siremenis as concerning concretes alone,
ainr she connases iese plosioal indavidals witli, 1., e ties, prrocesses, amd events,

W bbby e with Kodabiiski i "empry agments ol space” can-
piend bwe v vestes | Boostan Brigiskae 19005, R LLT
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(18) For every x [x is intelligible §ff it s not the case that for a cortain
P (Px and 1t is not the case thar Px)).

(19) For every x {x is mcompatible iff [for a certain P (Px and it is not
the ease that Py)]}.

If we impose no further restrictions on intelligible and incompatble
objects, we cannaot exclude beforchand that divisions of objects into in-
telligible and incompatible ones, on the one hand, and into concrete
and abstract ones, on the other hand, are logically independent.

311

The division of objects into concrete and abstract is frequently con-
nected — or confused — with the divisions of objects inw individual
and universal, on the one hand, and particular and general, on the
ather hand. Kotarbinskl claims, for instance, that universals are a kind
of abstracts [Kotarbifski 1954, p. 359], whereas Augustynek CON-
SCIOUSLY IDENTIFIES abstracts with universals [Augustynek 1975, p. 64]
and then identifies the latter with sets [Augustynek 1984]. Similarly,
Quine identifies abstracts with universals, but in regarding sets to be
universal objects, he does not identify the former with the latter [Quine
1937—1950, pp. 114—115, 128].

| assume:
{20)  For every x {x is individual #ff for a certain P [Px and for every y
{if Py then x = y)}

(21)  For every x {x is universal iff for every P |if Px then for a cortain
¥ (Py and x 2 y)]}.

The difference between individuals and universals is clearly indi-
cated by Joachim Metallmann:

If we describe two [sidentical-] buitons sucoessively in twa long senes of sen-
tences [L..] of such a kind that every sentence distinguishes, sy, one property ol
the ohject, then among these series of sentences besides identical seniences there
will always show up semences differenl a8 to their content, provideed thar e
description is sulliciently long. [L..] Only [uversal] obgeces can be demcal, e,
such that whatever can be wold abow one of thew, can alse e preidicated alsan
iy other ome [Metallmann PSR pp, 24, 27
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The distinction expressed by formulae (20) and (21} can be carried out
for objects characterised in formula (15) as abstracts: these (properties,
in_ particular) happen to be either individual or universal. When
Ajdukiewicz calls “a property which at a certain time [can] be an attrib-
ute of this or that object, but can also not be its atiribute at another
time" a “phenomenon”, and when he contrasts these “general entities”
with realised properties |Ajdukiewicz 1965b, p. 163], he is drawing the
distinction between individual and universal abstracts mentioned
above. We should bear in mind, however, that “by a “phenomenon” we
usually mean the same as by an “event”” [Kotarbiriski 1929, p- 79], or
— in traditional terminology — “something that is observable” (see
below). In any case, as Reichenbach points out, “sometimes events are
important units also for the purposes of daily life” [Reichenbach 1947,
p- 267].

3.12

| assume:

(22)  For every x [x is particular iff for every P (Px or it is not the case
that Px}).

(23)  For every x |x is general iff it is not the case that for every P (Px
or it is not the case that Px)).

Formulae (22) and (23) are explications of the distinction between
ohjects " keiner fiir sie maglichen Hinsicht unbestimme” and objects cither
hiwving “m dem Gehalte |...) eigenartige Elemente” or being “nach verschie-
denen Richtungen hin ganz wnbestimmt”, that is, possessing “Unbestimmnt-
heitsstellen™ Ingarden calls the former “individual objecis” and the laver
“ideal” [Ingarden 1947, pp. 40—41] or “(purely) intentional ohjects”
[Ingarden 1948.1, p. 219). Formula (22) is not, of course, identical with
Kotarbifiski's assumption that “every object has cither a certain pro-
perty or its negation” [Kotarbiski 1949, p. 422). Thus, formula (22)
teseribes only particular objects, Metallmann writes:

!'Ilr .1I::-u-ri1r|:1'm|. ol such am objert by peans of individoal sentences, enimers-
timg s propaerties ane by oo, is st ly spritking pever exhanstive. [...] Thus, in
eneryiday lile, as well s i osoientilic pasetiee, the eleseviption of an object is always
e Hbalee, B amisas L. | wee Dk it ool e thve sesommnean 1l wpupeirs alsiasilile for
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us. But during the evolution of science [..] the number of possible aspecis of the
=xanne= obpect appears to be in principle unlimited [Metallmann 1939, p. 24).

Metallmann calls such an object “concrete” and not “particular”. In
opposition 1o the description of particuluria, the description of generalin
“ran be performed by means of the finite and, in general, small num-
ber of properties and relations” [Metallmann 1939, p. 27]. According
t Wolniewicz, it is this opposition that is hidden beneath the terms
“concrete”—"abstract” in the Hegelian tradition [Wolniewicz 1968, p.
202).

It 15 rather surprising that things (understood as objects that have
only these properties that are not states excluding relations into which
these objects enter) are general (as well as heteronomous and, pro-
bably, abstract) objects.

Note that under assumption (23) we have:

{24) Itis not the case that for every P {Px or it is not the case that Px
iff for a certain P [ir is not the case that (Px or it is not the case
that Px) iff for a certain P (it is not the case that Px and it is not
the case that it is not the case that Px)|}.

Now, there are two possibilities. IT we adopt the principle of non-
-contradiction (in a certain form):

(25)  lvis not the case that it is not the case that p iff p.
then we obtain:

{(26) For a certam P (it 15 not the case that Px and it is not the case
that it is not the case that Px) iff for a certain P (Px and it is not
the case that Px).

Thus, generality is identified with incompatibility. This is the stand-
point of, among others, Kotarbiniski (who has previously identified ge-
neralia with unrversafia) [ Kotarbinski 1920, p. 14]. On the other hand, if
the principle of non-contradiction in the form ol (25) is not accepted
then the difference between generality and incompatibility will consist
in the fact that the former will be ascribed 1o objects to whom a certain
property neither belongs nor does not belong, whereas the latter is as-
cribed to objects to whom this property both belongs and does not he-
lemg. Ingarden thinks that “des Prnzip der avsgeschlissenen Dritlen wml
e Prinzifp des Widersprwechs, i ontodogiscler Deatung doe Gelting beziee-
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lich der IDEENGENALTE verlieren” [Ingarden 1948.1, p- 242), and thus,
these principles are characteristic of ideal objects.

Independently of any interpretation, generalia understood in terms
of formula (23) cannot be identified with sets (in the sense of set-the-
ory). Moreover, it seems that no set is a general object,

Of course, formula (22) does not exclude the possibility that some
particularia arc intelligible whercas others are incompatible.

3.13

In general, two other distinctions of objects interfere with the distine-
tions discussed above: the division into material and ideal objects, and
the division into real and irreal objects.

I assume:

(27)  For every x [x is material iff lor a certain ¥ (y is a place-moment,
and ¥ is ac y)].

(28)  For every x [x is ideal iff it is not the case that for a certain y (y is a
place-moment, and x is at y)].

In formulae (27) and (28), a “place-moment” means the same us a
“spatio-temporal atom”,

Kotarbifiski initially grants that “material” means the same as
“extended AND inert at the same time” |Kotarbiniski 1931, p. 71]. How-
ever, he provides neither examples of objects that are extended but not
inert, nor examples of objects that are inert but not extended. He then
identifies materiality with temporality, spatality (for example, exten-
sion in breadth, length and depth) and resistance [Kotarbinski 1935, p.
HIR]. In the end, according to him “everything that is temporal and
spatial and physically defined — for instance, physically influencing
something else”, s 1o be material [Kowarbifiski 1949, p. 426; of. also
Augustynek 1984, p. 5] On the other hand, George Edward Moore
understands by “material object” something that “is situated some-
where or other in space” [Moore 19533, p- 128], thus ignoring its tem-
prowal localisation and alse whatever is not “a mind, nor an act of con-
sionsness”™ | Moore 1955, p. 131

How e comereteness and manerviality related to cach other? 1f the
Inrodducteny comedition of Jormube (13) comcerns a0 certain maerial
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operation then concretes as well as abstracts will be material objects. We
can hardly 1alk about the separaton of ideal objects one from another
since they are ex definitione outside space-time. But if (partcular) con-
cretes are expected o be separated one [rom another, and (particular)
abstracts are expected to be unseparated one from another by any
portion of space-time, then we cannot exclude that some material ob-
jects will be concrete, some will be abstract, and that all ideal objects
will be abstract, As Quine notes, “with a little stretch ol imagination,
[...] [the] notion of physical [here: material | objects can |...] be made o
accommaodate physical processes or cvents, on a par with bodies”
[Quine 1966—1974, p. 260]. According to Wolniewicz, every event 15 a
material object; in any case, it is "always localised in ume”. "On the
other hand, the content of the word "event” does not imply [...] deli-
nitely EXISTENCE" [Wolniewicz 1968, pp. 58ff] (here: objectivity; see
below).

Formulae (18) and (27) show that we should not follow the wide-
spread practice [cf. for example, Augustynek 1975, p. 135] of defini-
tionmally identifying intelligibility and materiality. On the other hand,
these formulae do not exclude the possibility that de facto the class of
real objects is identical with the class of material objects. The defini-
tional reduction of reality to materiality {or vice versa) should, ol course,
be distinguished from the identification of reality (or physicality) with
the possession of spatio-temporal localisation by means of an appro-
priate meaning-postulate, as Rudolf Carnap [1935, p. 21, Ajdukiewicz
[1949, p. 79] and Strawson [1959, pp. 29—30] do (for reality), as well
as Quine [1966—1974, p. 259] does (for physicality),

The question arises as o whether the so-called Universe fulfils the
condition indicated by formula (27). Augustynek claims that it does not
fulfil it saying rhat “in relation tn the world as a whole, there is no sense
to talk about a spatio-temporal localisation; what is the temporally and
spatially external object, which would be the fidudal point of localisa-
tion of the world” [Augustynek 1984, p. 5)F Thus, if the possibility of
referring to something external is the “immanent property of localisa-
tion” then formula (27} should read:

(29)  For every x {x is material iff lor a certain y [y is a place-moment,
and x is at y — or for a certain 2 (2 s a part of x, and 2 s atyi)h
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I assume:
(30)  Forevery x [x is real gff for a certain y (y 2 x and x acts upon y)].

(31)  For every x Ix is irreal iff for cvery y (if y # x then it is not the case
that x acts upon y)].

Augustynek appeals to (physical) action in his characterisation of
material objects. His definition runs as tollows:

(32)  For every x {x is material iff for a certain y [y # x and x acts upon
¥ — or for a certain y and a certain z (y #x, 2 # x; y, und z are
parts of x, and y acts upon 2)]} [Augustynek 1984, p. 5]

In Ingarden, the condition of reality is causal action [Ingarden
1947, pp. 109-110]. 1 place this condition on determination:

(33) For every x [x is determined iff for every ¥ (v # x and x is causally
conditioned by y)].

(34)  For every x [x is acausal iff for every y (if y # x then it is not the
case that x is causally conditioned by y)).

Regardless of whether we define “reality” or “determination”, it
seems that the following difficulty arises. If we agree that the range of
the variable y is the set of real (resp. determined) objects, then we must
ilso use the above formula to decide whether, in a given case, we are
dealing with any object at all. Thus, using this formula implies a regres-
sus ad infinitum.

In any case, the division of objects into concrete and abstract, on the
e hand, and into real and irreal, on the other, are mutually inde-
pendent on such an approach.

3.15

The pair “concretes-abstracts™ is sometimes compared not only with
ontological tevms but also with epistemological ones — primarily with
the paair “observable-nommenal ™.

 RHTTTRTTITES
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(35) For every x {x is observable iff for a certain y [y is a place-mo-
ment and for every z (if z is cognitively directed towards y then z
recognises x}]}.

(36) For cvery x [x is noumenal iff for every y and z (if y is a place-mo-
ment and z is cognitively directed toward y, then it is not the case

that = recognises xj].

Nothing, of course, can be forejudged about the relation of obser-
vability and concreteness before we specily what type of cognitive ac-
tvity is mentioned in formulae (353) and (36). For this purpose, we can
assume, for example;

(37) For every x and z (z recognises x iff x acts on the receptors of 2
and z realises that x acts on the receptors of z).

It would be necessary to impose on z the condition of normality (not
vielding to delusions) and, probably, reliability (veracity). On what ba-
sis, however, are we to admit these and reject other epistemic opera-
tions?

Let us suppose that this problem is decided in such a way that ob-
servation is limited 1o extraspection and introspection. 1l we now as-
sume that we are entitled to talk responsibly only about objects that are
ohservable (in this sense), then for the time being we could not admu
the view that some material objects are at the same time incompatible.
Nor could we responsibly decide, respectively, the concreteness and
intelligibility of ideal object which are simultaneously noumenal.

3.16

| assume:

(48) For every x and z [x 15 observable for z iff for a certain y (y is a
place-moment, and if z is cognitively directed wwards 3, then z
recognises x)|.

We may now characterise the pair intercognitivity-monocognitivity

(or intersubjectivity-monosubjectivity) | Ingarden 19482, . 4],

(39 For every x |x is mtercognitive iff for every y (v is observable o
vl
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(40} For every x [x is monocognitive iff for every y and z (if x is ob-
servable for v, and x is observable for z, then y = 2)].

Formula (40) is usually cnriched by the condition that x should
stand in a determined relation to y (= z). Ajdukicwicz expresses this
condition by saying, for instance, that “mental phenomena can be per-
ceived only by one person, namely the person who is experiencing
these phenomena”. He calls this property “intrasubjectivity” {Ajdukie-
wicz 1938, pp. 157f1]. Although, only mental objects are monosubjec-
tive, one should distinguish their monosubjectivity (here: monocogni-
tivity) from their mentality.

I assume:

(41) For every x {x is extra-mental iff it is not the case that [if for a
certain y (x = y) then for a certain 2: z consaously expericnces x] ).

(42) For every x [x is mental off if for a certain y (x = y) then for a cer-
tain z: z consciously experiences x].

Ajdukiewicz recognises conscious experiencing (the contents of con-
stiousness) as only ONE of the churacteristic properties of mental ob-

Jeats [Ajdukiewicz 1938, p. 138). His understanding of “objectivity”

(here: “extra-mentality”) can also be interpreted as follows:

(43)  For every x |x is extra-mental iff it is not the case that for a cer-
tain y (y consciously experiences x)].

Thus, Ajdukiewicz claims that phenomena are objective (here: ex-
tra-mental) iff “they are never the contents of consciousness and they
van exist independently from the consciousness of anybody™ [Ajdukie-
wice 1938, p. 158].

I we agree, that only experiences are given in introspection, then
mental objects — according o formula (42) — are abstracts. The hy-
pothesis that there are also mental concreres (for example, smindss), is
much more doubtful than the hypothesis that some objects are physical
woncretes.
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3.17

There appears here the need, and the opportunity, o distinguish the
cmpirical from the fictitious.
1 assume:
(44) For every x [x is empirical iff for a certain y (y is observable and x
acts on y).
(45)  For every x [x is fictitious #ff it is not the case that for a certain y (y
is ubservable and x acts on y)).

Sometimes formula (44) is given as an explication of the term
“reality” [Moore 1953, p. 229),

After it 1s further specilied what an action is, formula (44) does not
stand in the gay of assuming that empirical objects include not only
some observable objects but also some noumenal objects (viz. the desig-
nata of theoretical terms). After all, we can impose upon empirical ob-
jects, for instance, the condition of being in the part-complex/whole
relation 1o them, instead of the condition of acting on the observable
ohjects.

3.18

I assume:

(46) For every x {x is objective iff [or a certain Pleither Px or for a
certain y {y thinks that Px) but not both]).

(47) For every x {x is subjective iff for every P' [Px of for a certain y
(y thinks that Px)]}.

One can (partially) =depsychologises formulae (46) and (47) and

express them as follows:

(48) For every x {x is objective iff for every P |[Px or for a certain y (y
describes the fact that Px) but not both]}.

(4% For every x {x is subjective ff lor every P [Px iff for a certin y (y
desiribes that Px)}.
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Here y-s are not only people but also sentences and delinitions in
particular.

Formulae (46) and (48) will be probably more intuitive if the right-
hand side of the equivaience is stated in the following manner:

(50) For a certain P {Px and it is not the case that for a certain 3y (v
thinks (resp. describes the fact) that Px: or it is not the case that
Fxand for a certain y [y thinks (resp. describes the fact) that Px|}).

It is now easicr to note the intention of this formula, according to
which something “exists OBJECITVELY, i.e. independently of a cognitive
subject” [Augustynek 1975, p. 18] or that its “existence is not neces-
sarily conditioned by a thought” [Ajdukicwicz 1923, p. 99),

Subjectivity is correlated, of course, with heteronomy, but they are
not identical, contrary to those scholiars who “regard matter as self-sub-
sistent” [Russell 1959, p. 51). Moreover, one remember that in such
cases one often speaks about reality and ideality [Kotarbirski 1920, P
M1; Ajdukiewicz 1949, p. 79] or reality and fiction [Moore 1953, P
211] instead of objectivity and subjectivity,

Le us call all objective objects simply “objects”, and all subjective
vbjects “quasi-objects”.

First, distinction between concreteness and abstractness and the
distinction between  extra-mentality and mentality are applicable,
Mrictly speaking, only 1o objects: quasi-objects are at most (uasi-con-
erete or quasi-abstract, and quasi-extra-mental or quasi-mental. Se-
cond, only objects can be ohservable or material, although some of them
ire probably noumenal or ideal. Third, all objects are empirical or in-
dividual. Fourth, all quasi-objects are noumenal or ideal. Thus we can-
ot claim that the diflerences between observability and noumenality
e not “ontologically essendal” [Czarnocka 1986: 119,121). On the
other hand, it is true that ontological forms are not identical with epis-
temological forms, “Objects perceived in different ways need [not] be-
g to different ontological categories” [Czarnocka 1986 124]. Filth,
only quasi-objects can be fictitious or universal, though some of them
ure probably empirical or individual. Thus, since only (individual or
universal) fictions are imcompatible, only quasi-objects possess the
property of incompatibilinyg.
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3.19

It remains only to consider the question of whether concretes and ab-
stracts exist, or more generally whether objects distinguished in for-
mulae {1 }—(5) exist.

I am suspicious of the view that existence is not i property since it is
not backed by adequate arguments. An answer to the question “Which
objects existz” should be preceded by an answer to the question
“Which intuitions ought 1o be preserved?”, It seems o me that, for
example, the following statement comes closest o common scnsc:

(531) Fuor every x (x exists iff x is objective).

Existence would not be a property only if it had could not be iden-
tified with any property from among the properties characterised in
this paper. But then the question of what exists would be questionar
gustuum and not questionae facti.

3.20

The problem of ontic forms puts us o a great deal of trouble not so
much because scholars differ as to the accepted solutions as because we
do not exactly know what these differences consist in.”

B adetaibedd disonssion ol these probslens o my "Ontolggieal minmmm” [Aongus
Ik sl _I.ul'.u ki [IHEE]

4. ON GOOD, NECESSITY, AND SUFFICIENCY

Below, 1 would like to explicate the notion of good. 1 do not intend to
reconstruct all the semanue subtleties of the «ordinary« uses of this
word which can be perceived by an expernienced linguist (and of words
related formatively and semantically). T want only to propose some
terminological regulations well suited for setting some axiological
standpoints in order, which will make it possible to present these
standpoints as definite ideological choices and not as trivial (scil. ana-
Iytical) consequences of the accepred definitions.

4.1

Let us compare the following dependencies:

(1} Iuis always the case that if one has friends, one escapes trouble.

(2} It is alwavs the case that if one docs not have friends, one does
not escape trouble.

(%)  Often, if one has friends, one escapes trouble.

(4)  Ofien, il one does not have friends, one does not escape trouble.

Having friends, according o

(1) s a SUFFICIENT condition of escaping trouble (because with
Iviends, one always escapes trouble);

(2} is a NECESSARY condition of escaping trouble (because withom
fiends, one never escapes trouble);

Yo (1) is a0 CONDUCIVE conddition ol escaping trouble (because
with Trienels, one olien eseapes trouble, and witliowr lnends, one often
tlises ot escape ).
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Contingent on which of the dependencies occurs, different stra-
tegies of behaviour are rational.
In case (1) holds, it is rational to behave according the recipe:

(53}  To escape rouble, itis SUFFICIENT o have friends.
This recipe can be schematically expressed in the following way:

{6)  If x wants to escape trouble then it is sufficient for x to have
friends,

and more generally:
{7) If x wants o, then it is sufficient for x to B.

In case (2) holds, it is rational to behave according to the recipe:
(8)  To escape trouble, it is necessary to have [riends.
Schematically;

(9) If x wants w escape trouble then it is necessary for x w have
friends,

and more generally:
{10y I x wants to o then s necessary for x o .

In case (3) and (4) hold, it is rational w behave according o the
recipe:

{11} To escape trouble, it is GOOD to have friends,

Schematcally:

(12)  1fx wants to escape trouble then it is good for x to have [riends,
and more generally:

(13)  Il'x wants o @ then it is good for x w B

N.B. Henryk Elzenberg always said "It is good THAT x has friends”
[Wolniewicz 1986, p. 81]. 1 do not see good reasons for such a mita-
ion. On the other hand, formulae (11}—(13) go well with Maran
Przelecki’s suggestions that it is more ciutious o use comparative
predicates of evaluation [Przetecki 1996, p. 34) In Lwt, o Cxcpe
rouble, i is BETTER 10 have frcnds than oo o lave them; becase

A, O Cood, Necessity, und Swfficrency 1]

probably (¢ lormulae (3}—{4)) one more often escapes trouble if one
has friends than if one does not have them,

In practice, the content of formula (11) is expressed in various ways,
for instance by means of the formulae:

(14) Having [riends 15 GOOD FOR escaping trouble,

(15} Having friends facilitates escaping trouble,

or shortly:

(16) Itis good to have friends in case of trouble,
Schematically:

(17) B is good for A,
or

(18) & facilitates 4.
However, | do not think that the formula:

{19) B is good for A always and only if’ 8 facilitates 4

can be reated as a theoretically fruitful definition of formula (17). It is
useful only for a person who (intitvely) understands phrase (18) bet-
ter than phrase (17).

Formula (17) shows more clearly than, for example, formula (13)
that “good” signifies a certain relation.

4.2

As can be seen, formulae (5), (6) and (7) speak about sufficiency; for-
mulae (8), (9 and (10) — about necessity: and formulae (11), (12) and
(1) — abour good. These formulae show cearly the relaton between
sulficiency, necessity and good. Sulliciency is a sufficient condition of
sumething, necessity — a necessary condiuon, and good — a conducive
condition. Thus, we have:

Pl comsesgienle el hie T of sguivalence: “alwavs aned only i, hevise the
I'll1l'|§l1 el Do mnnmala “vonaly el wemnly 007 s TR TTTIT
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(200 It s sullicient (for something) o have friends then it is good
{for the same thing) o have friends.

(21)  IF it is necessary (for something) to have [riends then it is good
(for the same thing) 1 have friends.

In the case of (21), we can say shortly: it is always good il it is as it

should be. If the reconsiruction of Elzenberg's views made by Bogustaw

Wolniewicz is correct then according to Eleenberg it is good only if it is
as it should be [Waolniewicz 1986, p. 80

| su fficiency | neces;it.}'

Fig. 3. Dependencies between good, sufficiency, and necessity
It is worth noticing that neither sufficiency entails necessity (because
sufficient conditions may not be necessary), nor necessity entails sufli-
ciency (because necessary conditions may not be sufficient). OF course,
good entails neither sufficiency, nor necessity (because conducive con-
ditions may be ncither sufficent nor necessary).

4.3

Let us «cut oll» the antecedents of formulae (5)1-—(13). We shall obain
respectively:

(227 Itis SUFFICIENT to have lrends.
(23) Itis sufficient for x to have friends.
(24) It is sufficient for x to B.

(25) It i1s NECESSARY (o have (miends.

(26) It necessary Tor x o have riends,
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(27) It is necessary for x o p.
{28) It is GOOD w have friends,
(29) It is good for x tw have friends.

(30} luis good [or x o B

How should we understand these unrelativised sufficiencies, neces-
sities and goods?

We can treat formulae (229—(30) as shorter versions ol lormulae
(3)—(13). Il someone says that it is good o have friends, sthe has in
mind that it is good to have friends to certain end (e.g. to escape
trouble).

We can also wreat lormulae (22)—(30) as formulae expressing beliefs
that there is something which is sufficiency in general, necessity in ge-
neral or good in general. The expression “in general” may mean here
the same as “to every end” or as “smpliciter”.

When one talks about universal or absolute goods (resp. sufficiencies
or necessities), one can have in mind just such goods (resp. sufficiencies
or necessities) in general: something that is good (resp. sufficient or
necessary) o every end or irrespective of any end. If having friends s a
universal good then itis good 1o have friends to every end or irrespec-
tive of any end.

Let us agree that sufficiencies, necessities and goods are certain va-
lues. The controversy between absolutists and relativists concerns just
the universal absolute values: whether they exist (as absolutists ¢laim)
or not (as relativises claim).

How could vne settle this controversy? In the case of goods, the ab-
solutist should indicate that at least one good is good to every end or
wrespective of any end; while the relativist should argue that no good
sittislies this condition,

On the other hand, it also happens that the ends themselves are
gouls {or sufliciencies, or necessities, respectively); but it only happens!
Thus, is it good 1o want the realisation of such ends? Is it good, for
example, to want to escape trouble?

The veliivist will answer: sometimes (in view of certain ends) it is
Rood, bt sometimes (i view ol other ends) it is not good. For in-
stanee, olten il one WANIS 1o escape tonble, one eseapes them, Thus,



G2 Bt 1. Bewsg and Esence

in order to escape trouble, it is good to want to escape it. However,
such a dependence between the want of escaping trouble and, for
example, longevity does not exist — even if escaping trouble favours
longevity.

The absolutist is expected to do something more: to decide whether
ends can be universal or absolute goods.

4.4

What is the controversy between objectivists and subjectivists about?
Sometimes, it is said that it concerns the problem of whether values
(sufficiencies, necessities and goods, in particular) depend on our Gi-
prices or not. Does it happen, lor example, that something is good ir-
respective of the fact that somebody considers it to be good?

Let us notice that both formulae (20) and (21) can be expressed in
terms of beliefs. The later formula would have the following shape:

{31) Ifx thinks that it 15 necessary to have [riends then x thinks that it
15 good to have [riends.

This is not subjectivism yet. Only someone who =cuts off» the se
cond “x thinks that” in formula (31) counts as a subjectivist, Le. some-
one according to whom:

{52} 1f x thinks that it is necessary that the fact that p occurs then the
Fact that p 1s good.
We ean consider volilonalism as a veariant of such a subjectivism.
The volionalists assume additonally that

{33) x thinks that it is necessary that the fact that p vccurs ALWAYS AND
oMLY 1F x wants the fact that p to occur.

From assumptions (32) and (33) we can derive:
(34) Ifx wants the fact that p to occur then the fact that p is good.

It seems to me that the controversy under discussion is in Lict about
vecurrence of dependencies such as (1)—(4), which are at the base ol
rational behaviour, Whether these dependencies ocour or not is cer-
tainly not o matter of anyone's caprice. Fithey EVERY person who las
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friends escapes trouble, or NOT EVERY; either EVERY person who does
not have friends does not escape trouble, or not every; cither SOME
(MANY?) persons who have [riends escape trouble (and SOME (MANYZ)
persons who do not have friends, do not escape trouble), or NONE
(NOT MaNY?) of them. It is worth noting that here the facts are such
that having friends is neither sufficient (seil. a sulficient condition), nor
necessary (scil. 4 necessary condition) to escape trouble; but it is good
(scil. a conducive condition) to this end (and, one might add, not only
to this end — probubly 1o any end).

However, many people would like to know something else: whether
it is good smplicater 1o have [riends — irrespective of any end.

This question can be answered only by a person who has her/his
uwn intuition about values,

What can somebody who is NEITHER a cognitivist NOR an intuition-
ist consider to be an analogue of formulae (3}—(4) in the case of the
ethical declaration: “Morally good acts are altruistic acts, ergo acts moti-
vited by the concern for other persons’ guod” [Przelecki 1996, p. 37)2
Perhaps sthe should consider the formula: Often, if someone acts al-
truistically, s'he lives happily. Thus: in order 1o live happily, it is good
to care for other persons’ good. Now, let us note that someone's saying
“It is good to live happily” would make sense only when happy life was
a eonducive condition for a certain end. Inadentally, on such an ap-
proach, it becomes absolutely clear that the altruist must know form
unother source what her/his protégd’s aims are. In other words, the al-
truist must know what her‘his prowégé really wanTs because only then
will s'he be able 1o look for the conditions which favour these ends. OF
course, it s easy o project one's own aims.



5. ON ESSENCE

5.1

My view on essence are indebted to Rev. Jan Salamucha in two ways. |
appeal to his method of inquiry as well as o the results acquired by
means of this method. First, like Salamucha, 1 use the tools of logical
analysis because T believe that only these tools make it possible to un-
derstand the problem precisely and present it clearly. Second, 1 profit
directly from Salamucha’s conclusions contained in his paper “Z his-
torii jednego wyrazu (“istoa™)” [From the History of One Word
(“Essence”)], published posthumously in 1946 [Salamuchz 1946].

In order to analyse the notions of “essence” it is not enough to use
exclusively either the language of the set theory or the linguage of the
first-order predicate caleulus, Hence T join these languages wogether,
modify and enrich them. Since 1 place great emphasis on the manner
in which formulac are read natural language, 1 want it clearly under-
stood that:

() the expression of the form “Py” ought to be read as “x has the
property P7 (but not as “x is P7);

(b} the expression of the form “t Px" ought to be read as “at mo-
ment £ x has the property P

(¢} the expression of the form “x € 2" ought o be read as “vis #”
{or as: "x belongs to the set of 2-5"),

The symbol “€/0" indicates that in a given case it might be implica-
tion "7, implication 2", as well as equivalence “E”,

5.2

Fhere are theee inessential notions of “essence”. What 1 have in mind
here ave notions Tully veducible 1o e notion of “prnperty” (or possibly
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“wnecessarys property” or “peculiarity”), “invariable property” or “a
sum of properties”.
Let us consider the following defininon:

(1) (00 E (] is the essence of x) (Ix).

‘This definition simply identilies the essence of a given fr?:jccf with
any of its properties. We probably will not find such a definition in the
writings of any philosopher. However, let us consider the following

formula:

{2 When we speak of swhats anything is Jscil. its essence]. we inein w]-:at it is ol 1=
wlf {36 1l fijv civen Exdomov & REyeTo vl ald) [Arstotle -323, p. 135]

It seems to me that the idea of formula (2) can be reconstructed as
foollows:
(%) ()N E (Fis the essence of x) (1) € {x = ¥) (dy).
Let us notice that:
(4} )€ (F is the essence ol x) (1y)
and that:
(5) (NP E (Px) (y) C (x = 3) (Py).

In virtue of (4) and (5) every property ol a given object is its es-
sence, Thus, the definition (3) does not allow to distinguish essential
properties from inessential ones,

We can avoid this consequences in two ways. .

Firstly, we can introduce the funclor of necessity to the definiens of
the definition (3). In such a case the essence of a given object would be
identificd with its »necessary» property:

(6) (D E (f is the essence of x) (y) € (x = ¥) T (5y).
The following formula goes in this direction:

(7) Grasping the essence of a given thing, we grasp its constitutive pnrpuf_lits: -:lt--I
prived of these properties, this thing canner be what it i {namely this thing)
[Krapiec el al. 1992, p. 103]

Secondly, the consequence mentioned above can be avoided il we
recognise as the essence of a given objeet the peculiarity of this nbject,
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i.€. a property, possessing of which is, at the same time, the necessary
and sufficicnt condition of identity of a given object.

(8)  {x)) E (15 the essence of x) (3 E (x =9) (Iy).
‘This idea is contained, for instance, in the formula:

{9} The essence is sumething essentinl: sumething in virtue of which an object is
what it is; deprived of its essence, an object would not be whar it is (namely this
ehiject) [Srepied 1964, p. 223).

MNow, let us consider the formula:

(10} Aristatle taught that every thing has properties of two kinds. Properties of the
first kind are essential (o it; they constantly belong 1o it and result in this thing
beang exactly this one and not something diffevent, These properties constitute
the essence of this thing. Properties of the second kind are variable, acidental,
messential [Coerowski 1934, p. 41].

In this formula, the definition (3) is enriched by temporal eharac-
teristics:

(11) ()P E (7 is the essence of x) (v) C (x = y) (1) € (£: y exists) ().

The definitions considered above do not decide whether essences
are particular «simple- properties of a given object (then this object
could possess many essences), or whether they can — or should — he

properties which are -sumse of ull particular properties, Other deci-
sions have been made as well:

(12)  Theessence of a given object [us @ transcendental correlate of its existene — the
content of being — is] a complex of all qualifications possessed by this object
[Stgpied 1964, p. 93—04].

We shall reconstruct this formula in the following way:
(13)  (x}d) E (1 is the essence of x) (P) E (Px) (P e D),

allowing that «existences is not a property. Thus, according 1o this ap-
proach, the essence of a given object is the so-called full content, that is
the sum of properties of this object,

5.3

Rev, Salimeha has noticed that the notiom of “essence”  discussed
ubove velers to essences ol wdividual objects (o individuals), The difli-
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culties with such an understanding of “essence” have been known L
the scholastics who tried to eliminate them by linking essences, like
Plato, not with individuals but with species (or ideas). For instance, one
of the scholastic definivions of “essence” runs as follows:

(14)  The essence of a given object is than without which this objert does not belong 1w
a given group ([a given] species) of objeces [Salamucha 1946, p. 72,

We find similar formulae also clsewhere:

(15} the person uitering the sentence “Quadrilacerality 4 an essential feawre of a
square” has in mind that the expression “quadrilateral” cin be predicated of the
expression “square” analyvticallly, or, in wher words, sthe has inowind that the
sentence “Sguare is quadnlaeral” is analyical. Analyiical sentences are under-
stoud here as sentences derived Trom axioms of a given linguage acording o
the rules of inference (transformation) peculiar to this language |Ajdukiewice
196, pp. 17-18].

{16} The gencral essence ol a given objes [is everything] thar decides about its spe-
cific or genene membership, for example, that which constitutes John's huna-
ity his animality and his rationality [Segpicd 1964, p. 223]

The reconstruction of such a4 notion of “essence” may look as fol
lows:

(17)  (x)i0) (2) E (I 15 the essence of x as Z) C/D (x e £) ().

In such case, the essence of Z-s would be their «wo-property= (that is
a property of all Z-s; e.g. quadrilaterality in the case of rectangles), sin-
gularity (that is a property of only Z-s, for example, squareness in the
case of rectangles), or — what is the most frequent solution — peculi-
arity, that is a property common as well as singular 1o Z-s (for example,
planenness, quadrilaterality, and rectangularity taken together for rec-
tangles).

It is worthwhile considering a few interesting cases.

(18) £ 15 a hetcrogeneous set (for instance, the ser: {Lublin, Stalin,
basket of raspberries}).

Of course, such a case can occur only when it is not excluded in ad-
vance that the sgroups, with respect to which the essence is dewr-
mined, can be any set (provided that it has more than one element). Tt
is quite pu_r.sihlt_- that ses like the one mentioned in (18) have SO csen-
tial essence-sco-propertys (except for heangr-something).

(1 7 s ot sel (o instanee, the ser (ol b
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.Henr the essence-peculiarity is a property possessed ONLY by the
um{!uflcliemenl of such a set. In such a case, some people tlk about
the individual essence ol a given object:

(20) 71 he individual essence of a given object (is everything] that constitutes sjolinsitys
ol John [Sigpien 1964, p. 328], . .

(21)  Z s the so-called natural proximate species {genus proximumy),

Rev. Salamucha has shown that this natural proximate species could
be understood in a way which leads to GIRCULLS virioses.
Let:

{22) {z}_ E (£ 1s a lowermost natural species) (£,) (Z,) C K (Z, c £) (2.
C Z) N (£, dilfers essentially from Z,). -

Now, let:

(23) (7)) (&) £ (7, differs essendially from Z,) N (I,) (1) K (1, # L) (x) K
{4, is the essence of x as Z,) (1, is the essence of x s ) -

Thus, after two steps in defining, the defined notion returns:

(24) 1 is identical with Z-niess.

I'he statement that the essence of Z-s (for example, squares) is Z-
ness (here: squareness) is a cognitive TRUISM. This interpretation of the
notion of “cssence” was given by the «encmiess of this notion, i.u.
Thomas Hobbes and his followers.

(25) If7 diﬂ'e.ra- form Z-ness, then the following cases are possible:
() 115 a «superficials (striking, apparent) property or, on the
contrary, a «deeps (overt, invisible) property;
(b)  Tisan INVARIABLE {constant) property.
{26) The thesis “(x) C (Ix) (x € Z)" is a LAW of:
() science, which states in particular a causal-efectual depen-
dence (1 1s 2 canse ol Z-ness):
(h)  language (or is a terminological convention).

Here are examples of two instances of (26):
{(27)

Piv e whin it i [wal the satnre (60 1 dmo) off o thing] is the same as (1o
k) wlvy in i il canse el exinienve ol Uhis thing | [Arisionle =347, p- 54)
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(28)  Ihe essence of a thing is what is indicaied by the definitiom [of this thing]. |.--]
Thanks 1w the essence we cin say what s [] [a given ohject] (Evenfm ene
watinseaiesgue rer est iffied quod sgrificat defintiio eius, [...] Per exssenliam wers suin
roadlobiet i toar guened i) | Acquinas 1265, pp. Bh-——Hf],

5.4

Let us suppose that the only notions of “essence” in usc are fully re-
duced either to the notions of “property”, “snecessary= property”,
“invariable property” and “a sum of propertics’, or to the notions of
“co-property”, “singularity” and “peculiarity”. In such a case, the in-
troduction of the term “essence” to the philosophical yocabulary would
be rationally groundless, lor it violates the principle of mono-denomi-
nation, which every good terminology [Jadacka 1976, pp- 29—45) con-
strains. Fortunately, there are two «essentials notions of “essence” and
it is the proof of its terminologicality. 1 shall distinguish one from ano-
ther by using the term “simple cssence” and “complex essence” re-
spectively.

(20)  (x) (1) (£) E (£ is the simple esscnce of xas YK E (x e £) (Ix) {y)

(PO CE G e Z) PTG ) (Puy).

As we see, definition (29) requires that property P be of kind K, i.c.
it belongs to a certain distinguished set W. There are two interesting

cases here.
The lollowing passage can be considercd to be an interpretation of

the definition (29

(30}  When we give a definition of soume kind of body, ¢ some chemical element, we
descrbe it by giving some group of characeristics which are comnmon ter all indi-
viduals of that kind and which distinguish them from all other vhjects. In duing
this. we do not mention all characteristies commaon w individuals of the defined
kind, only sume of them. [...] Thus, if the charactenstcs common to [the| imili-
viduals ol a particular kind, which are mentioned in the definiton of that kind.
are so chosen that they not only distinguish individoals of that kind [rom re-
maiming objeces but also allow us to infer Troum them, according o the Lows of na-
mire, sther important ¢ haracteristics commaon 1o the individuals ol that kandd, we
can say that ineorporated in the alelinition wis not only @ wiigue chanoerisa-
piewt of whie Kipel, bt adso s essential characierision, We sy ol such o delin
pion tint i gives the essenee of the dedined ki, and Ul b tenstus
ghomed i sihs  dletininion we call exsential « Baraterisies [Apdksewses B56a,
Wil
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Unﬁlrllufmcly. it 1s not precisely sand what is the IMPORTANCE of the
ch.a:lnn_'wna_tlc-'i which are «implied» by a given (simple) essence.
Properties of the kind W can be just peculiarities.

(31)  To inquire after essence would be to find this propenies peculiarly common 1o
all clemenis ?l'u given range, which indicated the sum of their peculiarly com-
mon properties” |Kotarbinski 1956, p. 490,

It is‘Sur]:-rising that the condition of implying ALL peculiarities is not
always imposed upon the essence (on such an approach).

(32) By propertics which are -essential- to the elemenis of a given extension, we of-
ten mean those properties which enable us to find out comparatively the grear-

est number of important points, specific to the extension of the i i
' it
[Kotarbinski 1929, p. 32]. . i

By the way, the cssence can be considered in both cases, (30) and
(31}, as an invariable property (cf. (25b)), and the thesis “T" C (i) (P.y)"
can be treated as a law (cf. (26)). ‘ ;

We read, [or instance:

(33) O we mean the set ol the permanent properties of the object € which determine
the wtality of its specific properties. Tn this interpregation, 0 is always somethin
gen-c-_raf. and determination s understoad in the sense that the property A df
termines the property 8 ifand only il the property 8 is an attribuie of 0 becutise
the property A is its attribute [Kowrbidski 1956, p, 414],

] '
Now we go on to the complex essence.
We have here:

(34)  (x) () (£) E (Z is the complex essence of x as ) K E (x e Z
: : Y () W
(EPYQ) C Q= (T-P) y) (v Z)(Oy). ’

. D‘_?ﬁl'l‘t.'d in such a way, the complex essence of Z-s creates the con-
sttutive intension of a term whose extension is the set of all Z-s
Let us remember:

(45) 4 rh.-.rr.ru,_,.ﬂwli miemsion of w« term N, for a certan meaning of that term, is any set
P ol properties such that every deagnatun of N has every propenty from the s P
el ll.tII}‘ the desigriita of N have every property form the set P, [L.,] But a cha-
LET El.'lhlir.ilm:minn of i term many be pleomactie, i it may include more proper-
Ihes llu_-ul it is necessiry to define the extension of that werm. For instance, the
mlt';rmr-rl il the berm “syuane™ consistingg ol the prroperiics “planeness uiﬂ:[rilan
werality, restangubavity, eepiilatevality, being msciibable inoa cirde” .:wlcl b
ot sinee o woubd iclode wore properties o i s ecessaey b describe
the estemsiony of ghe e “sguane”™ This omeans it 0 cerain gy, l:m' in-
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stance that of being inscribalde in a circle, can be deleted (rom this intension and
vei the povrer intension thus obtined would describe the same extension. Uhat
characteristic intension which is not pleonastic is termed constitutive. A chzee-
reristic intension of a term is constitative i i deseribes the extension of that term
but would cease w deseribe it should any property be deleted from it Thise
properties nduded inoa pleonastic intension than describes o set of ohjects whose
dedetion would vield the constiutive intension of the same sct ol vhjects are
termed comeguenind with Tespect 1o the set ol the properties covered by that con-
stitutive intension; in other words, they are properties which result from the bat-
ter properties. For instance, the propeiny ol being inscribabbe in a drele s con-
sequential with respect o the lollowing set of properiies: planeness, equils-
rervalivy. quadiliterality, rectangularity, ie., it results from the set of those pro-
perties. The constinitive intension does not include any property tha would be
cunsequential with respect o the set of the remaming properties; un the i
trary, u pleonastic inension always does ing lude a1 least one such property
[Ajdukiewicr 1065b, p. 43].

A more interesting possibility connected with the notion ol “com-
plex essence” occurs when the definiens of the definition (34) is not ful-
filled because of the fact that the left hand side of this definition is true,
while the right hand side is false. In this case one constituent of the
complex essence would imply rthe other onc. Thus, we would come
back to the notion determined in the definition (29): one of the con-
stituents of the complex essence would be in fact a simple essence.

5.5

Scholastics contrasted the notion of “essence” (essentia, nota essentialis)
with the notion of “attribute” (proprium) and “accident” (aecidens). The
connections between these notions can be presented in the following
tormulac:
{(36)  {x) (N (#) C (! 1s the essence of x) £ (P is an auribute of x) T (y} .
(15) (Py).
(37)  (x) (1) (P) € (] is the essence uf x) E (P 15 an accident of x) A {Ey) A
(%) N (P¥).
As Rev. Salamucha has noticed in deductive systems these three no-
tions can be interpreted as follows. The essence Gin he treated as a

detinitiomal feature, mentoned in axioms and definitions of the system.
Fhe atribite can be treaed as i thetie feature, mentioned in theses of
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the systems. The accident can be treated as an extra-systemic feature,
mentioned in exta-svstemic theses, that 15 in the so-called facrual
statements.

Interpreted in this way, the essence and the attrbute are always re-
lated 1o a given set of axioms. 1t is commonly known that a given sys-
tem can be axiomatised in MANY ways. Thus NO feature of a given ob-
Jeet which belongs to the domain of an axiomatised theory, can pretend
to be the ONLY essence of that object. The question of the uniqueness
of the essence of real objects is not decided because we have at the
Tt a0 axiomatised theory of such objects. The only axiomatised
theories we have at our disposal are theories of ideal objects.

5.6

Some people claim that philosophers are obliged o inquire into the
essence of things. | do not think so. As a philosopher 1 have nothing o
say about the essence of squareness (this is the task of geometry) o, for
example, of dominicanity (this is the task of appropriste monastic con
stitutions). My duty is only to have something to say on the matter of
the NOTION of "essence”.

Zdzislaw Augustynck wrote in his book Natura czasu [The Nature of
Time], which essentially [se!] influenced my philosophical views, that
the word “essence” is “often treated in an archaic manner, namely
metaphysically”. And he added: “There is no satisfactory characterisa-
!ill:]l.’l of the meaning of this term” [Augustynek 1975, p. 9. My remarks
in this section are intended to be a step towards the disarchaisation of
the notion {or ruther of the notions) of “essense”,



PART II. TRUTH AND NONSENSE



6. ON THE DEFINITION AND CRITERIA OF TRUTH

6.1

The essay of truth written by baron of Verulam in 1597 begins with the
following words [Bacon 1597, p. 5]:

"What is truth — said jesting Pilate; and would not stay for answer.”

This was, indeed, one of the worst of Pilate's mistakes but thunks o
it, we philosophers are able to find creative delight in human research
rather than being satisfied with some ready-made definitive solution of
the problem given by God.

Usually, in writings devoted to the problem of truth the author's
attention is focused on the need 1o distinguish the nature {definition)
of truth from the criteria (characterisation) of something’s being true,
Amaong others, Jan Lukasiewicz has given a clear formulation of such a
principle [Lukasiewicz 1913, p. 35].

6.2

The expression:
(N %) E (Px) (Qx)

is to be vead: For every x (x has the property P iff x has the property Q).

IF the expression “Ox” in (1) does not contain the predicate P then
1 shall say than:

G 1) s a0 DEFIN T TTON of the expression “Fx”;

(o) the state o sllaies sueh that (s o NATURE of the state of alTairs
sl thau '

Fon instanee, the lormmla:
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{9y For every x (x has at the end of the 18th century r.htf ﬂgh.t. to
build church organs in the Kingdom of Denmark iff = is a
builder of organs in St. Bridget's cathedral in Maribo)

is definition of “having, at the end of the 18th cenmury, the right to
build church organs in the Kingdom of Denmark” and the state of .II
fairs such that x is the builder of the organs in St. Bridget's cathedral in
Maribo is a nature of the fact that x has, at the end of the 18th century,
the right to build church organs in the Kingdom of Denmurk. (N.B.
This function is satishied by Daniel Wréblewski.) .

Moreover if the expression "(x" in (1) is, but the expression “Px” is
not, an observational term then 1 shall say that: .

(c) the state of allairs such that Ox is an ATTRIBUTE — or, in other
words, a diagnostic nature — of the state of affairs such that Fx.

For instance, in the formula:

(3)  For every x (x is a national sanctuary iff x is the place where there
are tombs of at least 17 kings),

the state of affairs that x is a place where there are tombs of at la_-ulst 17
kings is an atribute of the state of affairs such that x is I:Ew' nalm"n::l
sanctuary. (N.B. This function is satisfied by the cathedral in Roskilde
and the Wawel cathedral in Cracow.)

The expression:

(4)  (x)C (Px) (Gx)
is 10 be read us follows: For every x (if x has the property P then x has
the property Q). _ i .

In the case of (4) again if the expression “(x" does not include the
predicate “P" — I shall say that: _

(a) (4) is 4 CHARACTERISATION ol the state of affairs such that Px and
ol the state of affairs such that (& more specifically it 1s a DISTINCITON
of the state of affairs such that Px and a DETERMINATION of the state of
alfinirs such thar (x; -

(b} the state of affairs such that Px is a WARRANT ol the state of al-
fairs such that (x; .

(¢} the stare of affairs such that (% 15 a BASIS of the stae of allairs
such thae Px.

For instanee, the Tormmbi
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{(5)  For every x (if x is the wife ol the Danish prince Magnus, then x
is a daughter of the Polish duke, Boleslaus the Wry-Mouthed)

is a charucterisation of the state of affairs such that ¥ is the wife of Mag-
nus and that x is a daughter of Boleslaus, i.e. in particular it is a dis-
tinction of the state of affairs such that x is the wife of Magnus and a
determination of the state of affairs such that x is a daughter of Bo-
leslaus. The state of affairs such that x is the wife of Magnus is, more-
over, a warrant of the state of affairs such that x is @ daughter of Bo-
leslaus; on the other hand, the Later is a basis of the former. (N.B. This
funciion is satisfied by Rycheza.)

Moreover, il the expression “Px” in (4) is, but the expression “(x" is
not, an observational tevm then I shall say that:

{d} the state of affairs such that Px is a CRITERION — or, in other
words, a diagnostic warrant — of the state of affairs such that Qx.

For instance, in the formula;

(6)  For every x (if x goes by the name of Dunin then x or an ancestor
of x took part in a military expedition on the Kingdom of Den-
mark),

going by the name of Dunin is a criterion of the state of affairs such
that the bearer of this name, or his ancestor, took part in a military ex-
pedition to Denmark (as, lor instance, Piotr Whostowic did).

If, however, the reverse holds then 1 shall say that:

{e) the state of affairs such that Ox is a SYMPTOM — or, in other
words, a diagnostic basis — of the state of affairs such that Px.

For instance, in the formula:

(1) Forevery x (if x is a postman in Copenhagen, x wears red livery),

the wearing of red livery is a symptom of being a postman in Copen-
hagen.

6.3

P would like 1o make the lollowing comments as regards the above con-
srctions.

First, 1 leave open the guestion of whether one should impose the
condition of toobyan (1) aned (0. Clearly, withenn such a condition one



20 Prant 1. Truth and Nowieise

admits the existence of simpropers definitions and characterisations. If
somenne were to take exception to the [act that for the state of afairs
such rthat Px more than one nature might be adduced (possibly infi-
nitely many?} then s’he would have to make its nature relative to each
given equivalence.

Second, 1n formula (1) “iff” is an equivalence functor; in formula (4)
“if .. then " s a functor of implication. Since equivalence is a sym-
metrical relation, it is a matter of convention whether (1) constitutes a
definition of the expression “Px” or rather a definition of the expres
sion "(x" provided that, in (1}, neither the expression “Qx” contains
the predicate “FP" nor the expression “Px” contains the predicate “(".
It will equally be a matter of convention whether the state of affiirs
such that Qx is a nature of the state of affairs such that Py, or vice versa.

Third, in my view a question about a nature of a given object be-
comes a question of a corresponding definition. It seems o me that a
solution of such a problem that involves a reductive definition, or in-
deed a reductive characterisation, might be quite satisfactory.

Fourth, the definitional formula (1) does not allow one to distin
guish coextensive charactenistics. Thus, it does not allow one to distin-
guish the definition of “is true” from a claim that ascribes some pro-
perty to the property of being true unless the property in question is
unique, Neither does (1) allow one to single out the so-called comstitu-
tive mature. Sometimes it is held that the state of affairs such that Qx is
a nature of the state of affairs such that Px only when the state of affairs
Gx 15 not only unique (i.e. is ascribable 1o all and only those x-s thar are
P) but also essential for any x to be P, that is, from the state of affairs
such that Qx all the distinguishing characteristics of such x-s may be
inferred. Unfortunately, it is not clear what exactly is meant here by
“infer”. 1 am, moreover, inclined to think that it is not at all desirable o
formulate such wessentials defininons, if 1t is o be a description from
which a maximum number of (in this case, epistemological) theses are
ter feallerwe

6.4

Should the expression “Ox™ appear neithier in any thesis of the theory
o those objects thar satisly the funetion “Px nor inany delinition be
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longing to that theory other than 2 definition of the expression “Px”
where "Ox” appears as the definiendum, then one can say that a defini-
ton of the form (1) is superfluous with respect to that rlhmrv. Within
the confines of the theory, it would simply be a case of rgnm‘a;m per ig-
notum. In such a case, the defined term would also be superfluous, in-
deed inessential! On the other hand, it is difficult to conceive of a
situation where some unique characteristics couled be de facto attributed
tor objects of a certain kind ndependently of other such characteristics;
the relevant properties can at most remain beyond the scope or inte-
rests of a given theory or as yet be unanalysed,

Moreover, it might be thought that the distinction between a defini.
tion showing a nature of something, and a formula giving a criterion
Fc;.r thu;{rjhing might consist in a difference between (1) (a definition of
“Px"y und:

(8)  For every x (1o establish whether (x, it is sufficient to do such

and such).

Formula (8) is meant (o give a criterion for v, where "Px" is under-
stood as in (1). We should not furget, however, that (8) can take, for
example, the form:

(M For every x (o establish that Ox, it is sufficient to establish that
fix).

Condition (9) is at least equivalent to;
(10} {x) C (Rx) (Qx).

30 there seems to be no reason why we should not take ( 10} as a
lormula giving a criterion for Px. on the strength of (1), By the same
Tulu:u, we can regard formula (1) irsell as a formula giving a criterion,
m so lar it only defines an attribute or diagnostic nature,

Formula (10) would not be sufficient for-

() For every X (1o establishy ashether or ot Ox, it is sufficient w estab-
lish whother or not fix).

A vertain substitution of (1 1)y might well be true for:

(12} () F N (Ry) ().
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I realise, finally, that 1o count all and only diagnostic warrants as
criteria is to make a certain terminological stpulation. On the other
hand, the terms “characterisation”, “determination”, “disunction”, “at-
tribute”, “basis” and “symptom” were, as a matter of fact, introduced
without regard for gencral usage and may properly be viewed as con-
trary to one's linguistic intuitions.

6.5

The problem of truth breaks down into three questions: what is its sub-
stratum; what is its nature; and what is a criterion of something's being
true. | shall try to list and, il possible, clucidate even those solutions to
the above questions which are de facto facile or indeed foolish, but sull
appear from time to time. For I still hope that by bringing them to
light 1 may succeed in making sure that no one in future considers
such views worthy of serious attention.

As to the problem of substratum, we should be first of all ¢lear on
one thing. We are only interested in what might be called “the meta-
logical concept ol truth”, that is, the theory based on the ascription of
truth to propositions. In this, we follow in the tradition of Alfred Tarski
[1969, p. 402].

When we speak of propositions, we may use the word “proposition”
in one of the following senses:

(i) the grammatical sense, i.e. “sentence” or “sequence of words™;

(i) the logical sense, i.e. “assertion” or “sentence-moeaning”;

(ii1) the psychological sense, i.e. "belief ",

Some philosophers are of the opinion that “is true” in its primary
application can be predicated only of one king of thing. According to
Plato, for example, it is sentences that may be true or not. In the view
of Sextus Empiricus and the Stoics in general, only assertions can bhe
true. And according to Aristotle and perhaps Charles Sunders Peiree, 1
ix beliels that are true or false (cf, |{Chwedeficzuk 1984, p. 177]). How
ever, 1 think that quite apart from the possible result of any investiga-
tion into the status of assertions, heliels, or sentences, conclusions re-
garding the application of “is true” w anyone of these scrs of entties
cn be casily reformulated o apply 1o the others, The same could e
saiel ol any comclustons abowt the application of "is trae” 1o seatenee
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-tokens and sentence-types. Only practical considerations ought to
Sleer us into a particular mode of speaking.

Let us note that sometimes “proposition” in its logical sense is un-
derstood as the class of all those possible worlds in which the sentence
expressing the given proposition is true. In doing so, not only does
one presuppose thar sentences are truth-bearers, but one also creates
problems for the talk of true assertions.

Somc writers, e.g. John Dewey, predicate “is true” not of individual
propositions but of sequences of propositions which constitute a theory.
I think that if one can defend Dewey's definition of “is true” then one
could also defend his view of what the truth-hearers are (cl. [Chwe-
dericzuk 1984, p. 178]).

6.6

What does “is truc” mean? There are three fundamental answers to the
question of the natre of truth: one we call the “semantic definition”,
the sccond, the “syntactic definition”, and the third, the " pragmatic
definition”.

I begin with the discussion of the first definition in its classical in-
terpretation.

According to Aristotle, “to say something that is true”, is “to say that
that which is, is, and that which is not, is not”. It is “to hold that that
which is scparate, is separate, and that which is connected, is con-
nected”. It is “to speak consistently with the Facts”.

We should note that "is true” designates a relational feature and not
— as, for example, Roman Ingarden sometimes says [Ingarden 1951,
p. 300] — a two-place relation of truth. Just as “I am married” is not 1o
be expanded as “1 am in the relation of being married to a certain per
son”, so equally “This proposition is true” is not to be expanded as "It
it in the relation of being true to a certain event”. To establish the truth
ol something is thus not tantamount to establishing that some relation
holds (e the relation of concordance or of similarity, as John Lang-
shaw Austin wanted; of, [Szymmura 1974, p. 175]), which relation, more-
over, which admits of degrees and passes this feature on 1o truth.
Rather, to establish o corvelation between of an event and a given
propositien. Extablishing what is the designatum ol given proposition
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(as opposed to scarching for some kind of similarity) may n‘.xl_llf in
varying degrees of success (of certainty). This degree will be inherited
by the (rativnal) assent ro this proposition but not by its truth.

Now, I should like to propose one of the following definitions as an
explication of these comments:

(13)  For every proposition § and event £ [if § refers to # then (8 is
true iff Z occurs));

(11} For every proposition § [§ is true iff for a certain event Z (§ re-
fers to £ and # occurs)).

It is usually assumed that Z satisfies the following condition: Z = §; if
we agree that no proposition is an event, that condition may be ig-
nored.

I do not agree with Tarski that a definition using the term “refers
to” {in his case “designates”) would be less clear or unambiguous than
Aristotle’s original formulations, It appears to me that definitions (13)
and (14) are no less clear, vet definitely better constructed,

Definition (13) does not preclude it that for no true proposition
which there be un event, which would ocear and to which the proposi-
tion would refer. On the other hand, definition {14) does nen rule out
that lor every true proposition there is an event to which it refers but
which does not oecur. I this second state of alfairs is held o be unac-
ceptable, we can strengthen (14) as follows:

(£3)  For every proposition S [§ is true iff for every event Z (if § refers
to £ then £ vccurs)]

Should one fecl it desirable to avoid buth consequences then one
could take an explication of the semantic defimition (in this interpreta-
tion) to be the conjunction of (13) and (14).

6.7

Ttis generally avcepred thar the ruth of 3 semence is dependent on ihe meaing
of the expressions wsed moit, bt one i also asanme conversely, a1l
ivesnngg of the expressions depends on e e ol the sentenoe in whicl ihey
sre comntammed [Ciocioswski TEH, p, 236,

5. O the Diefimitson and Criterin of Trnth H5

What is at stake here is that the (justified) ascription of truth to a given
sound (or inscription) allows one to aceept that sound {or inseription)
as an expression that possesses a given meaning (seil. as a meaningful
expression) and at the very least to exclude certain of the possible in-
terpretations of its constituents. Equally, the semantic definition — ae
least in the form of (13} — may be clearly taken as a definition of “is
true” as well as of “occurs”, or as a formula showing a basis of refer-
ence.

It is clear that if we take definition (13} to be a formula that shows g
basis of relerence, then, in order for it to be diagnostic, we must have
at our disposal the criteria of truth and occurrence. If, on the other
hand, we take it as a definition of “occurs”, then necessarily we cannot
do without the criteria of truth and reference.

Continuing this line of thought, one can say that (13) gives directly
the meaning of, {or example, “proposition” or “event™. In the first case,
if we have reason w acknowledge that a certain entity is true, in so far
as it refers to a given event which occurs, then that entity is a proposi-
tion. In the second case, we have to do with what, for example, Bogu-
staw Wolniewicz refers 1o by saying that “every fragment of reality, that
verifies a sentence fie. warrants iis truth], we call a “situation™
| Wolnicwicz 1978, p. 27], or — in our terminology — an “event”.

6.8

Both definitions (13) and {(14) state no more concerning the nature of
propositions than that they are certain objects that refer o some
events. 1 also hold that we do not need o demand that § asserts “the
existence of something” or “the ascription of a given property to
something”, even though every proposition that *has a claim to being
true” will de facto satisfy this requirement (for cach one can be rewritten
i such a form by means of relevant transformatiions). General theses
would, in this list case. take on the form of propositions asserting the
relevimt dependence; propositions of the form “f ot it is not the case
that p™ would assert the occurrence of at least one of the relevant
CVenis, e,

The apphication of the above delinitions demaneds, of course, a1 satis-
lactory solution 1o the problem ol the senuintic correlines of [t
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tions which are {logically) complex, i.e. we need an ontology of situa-
tions.

One could characterise the ontic status of events — the correlates ol
propositions — as “that which can be represented”, “that which is pos-
sible”, “that which can be designated”, where lalse propositions also
refer to such possible (representable) events, only in such cases the
events do not occur. The expression “Z ocours” cannot therefore he
simply substituted by the expression:

(16) (Ex) (x = Z).

It would be quite permissible to speak of a real and fictional occur-
rence etc.; the sense of the quantfier "(Ex)” — i.e. "in the (suitably cir-
cumscribed) domain, there is an object x such that ..." — does not
permit such qualifications, Although the fact that § refers w Z s true
implies formula (16), it does not imply that Z occurs, for instance, in
the real world. Obviously, if the kind of substitution we have been
talking about were allowed, it would follow from (13) that every propo-
sition referring to some event is true merely in virtue of its so refer-
ring.

Just as in the case of the terms "characterisation™, “determinations”,
eic.. the use of the word "event” in a certain context might upsct cer-
tain linguistic intuitons. This is the case, for example, when one ap
plies it o the designaton of the proposition:

(17) (2+2)=4,
or

(18) From the beginning of the 16th century every king of Denmark
whose Christian name was Frederick was the successor of a king
of Denmark whose Christian name was Christian,

The term “event” has, however, certain virtues (ol a notational nature)
which offset such shortcomings.

The matter of when we actually have to do with the occurrence of a
certain event is a question of the diagnostic, or, more generally, episte-
mological conditions of is occurrence. The semanoe definiton is neur-
ral as regards the debate concerning those oriteria,
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6.9

i one regards as acceptable that description of “denoting” (or, better,
“designating”) for names, which is based on the sense of the epsilon in
Lrt-ﬁm'_c_h.rski's ontology then a similar explication of “referring” (or
“signifying”) in definitions (13) and (14) will be equally instructive, or
mysterious, as the case may be! Consider numes, for ex;;mpic;

(19)  “Daddy” designates a father iff for every x (x is a daddy iff x is
also a father)

Let ux‘ussign the syinbol “d(...)" to whatever occurs in (19) as a name
Eﬁer_ 157, and the symbol “k(...)" to whatever oceurs as a name after
designates”. On this basis {19 becomes:

(207 "Daddy” designates k(father) iff for ever ; : .
y x [x is d{dadd
also d(father)]. Y iff x is

Clearly (20) is equivalent to:

(1) "Daddy” designates k(father) iff for every x [x 1s d{designatum ol
the name “daddy”) iff x is also d{designatum of the name
“father”)].

1:1'[ us suppose that we cannot name a given name by means of quota-
tion marks, but we know of this name that it was the first name uttered
by my daughter. Then we can say:

(22) The first name utiered by my daughter designates k{father) iff
for every x [x is d(designatum of the first name uttered by my
daughter) off x is difather)). .

We do not, however, know how to form theses that would be com-
pletely analogical to (20) because we have no idea what to put in the
brackets in the left hand side of the equivalence after the quantifier.
'Ilhings are exactly the same with the expression “refers to” for propo-
sitions. Here we have:

{23 "It vains cats and dogs™ refers o the fact that it rains cats and
clogs iff for every x |x is diit rains cis and dogs) iff x is dithe Fact
thie in vaines cats aned daogs)),
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where we can read the expression in the square brackets, as for

example:

(24)  x is raining cats and dogs ¢ x is the fact that it is rains cats and
dogs.

IF however, we do not have the relevant terms in quotes, then we are

left with the formula:

(25)  The proposition § refers to the event Z iff Iinj BVETY X 1{x i5
didesignatum of the proposition 8) §ff 7 is didesignatum of the
name of the event 2)].

Let us notice that the first constituent of formula (19) is usually
given in the form:

(26) “Daddy” denotes the set of fathers.

In the case of lormula (25), the problem of verifying the identi[}f.ul'
events immediately arises; but the question of a criterion of identity
appears to me Lo be no more smysteriouss than in the case of things.

6.10

We must add that the congruity of semantic function of propositions
and names may also appear in this parallel: the truth of a proposition
and the non-cmptiness of & name. Just as the proposition:

{(27) The building has a colonnade of 80 pillars

is true iff it occurs — for instance, in reality — that the building [:ms i
calonnade of 80 pillars (as in the case of the building of the National
Museum in Copenhagen), so, for example, the concept:

(28} Harold Bluetooth's son

15 non-empty Jff there is — e.g. in reality — a (certain) Harold Blue-
tooth's son (for instance, Sweyn),

The existence of the parallel referred to above does not as yet de-
cide the congruity of the semantic function of propositions and names.
There is also a possibility that both propositions and mames fulfil the
same semantic function of relerving 1o certam objects but the semaniic
function of propositions docs not ened teves; the question of the conse-
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quences of the nominalisation of propositions may indeed be replaced
by the question of the cunsequences (and indeed, very admissibility) of
the ssententialisations of names,

We should note that Tarski would certainly impose a stronger con-
dition an the relation of referring, namely the condition of synonymy
of the proposition § and the name of the event 7 (of, (35), below). Per-
sonilly, I would be inclined 1o tmpose such restrictions on the equiva-
lence as w render the concept of “synonymy” superfluous. It is worth
noting already at this point that when Tarski sets out his lists of {true)
atomic formulae, he de facto invokes, perhaps necessarily, intuitions
connected with the term “reference”. It is irrelevant that he undertakes
this ordering not directly tor those formulae, but for their constituents
(individual variables and predicates).

I we are talking of the correlation of some objects, we can mean
correlation with respect to a relation which is either defined or open
(in this latter case, it will be acceptable to say of any two objects that
they are correlated with each other). Reference is therefore not some
arbitrary correlation. For when we carry out this kind of correlating,
we are committing ourselves t accepting the wruth of a EIVEN proposi-
tion in certain circumstances,

Sometimes it is required that reference satisfies the lollowing condi-
fien:

(29) 1FS does not refer to 7 then § refers o not-2,

Neither (13) nor (14) give any basis for such an undersmnding of the
lerim “reference”.

6.11

Lot us stress now that neither are definitions (13) and (14) logically
euivalent nor does one imply the other.

1 i very important, thar only the definition (13) does not lead Lo
the antinomy of the Tiar, at least in so far s this would resemble fanka-
siewics's version (cf. | Bski 19338, pp. 157—158)). Using “Z" o stand
TR

CHY s e g eeage SETen e,
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by (13) we obtain:

(31) If“Z is not a true sentence” refers to the fact that Z s not a lrue
sentence then “Z is not a true sentence” is a true sentence iff it s
s Fact that £ is not a true sentence.,

In accordance with our initial convention, we can substitute "2 for “4
Then we ger:

"

is not a true sentence”.

(32) 1If Z relers o the lact that Z is not a true sentence then ¥ is a true
sentence iff it is a lact that Z is not a true sentence.

Things are otherwise in the case of (14). On this basis, we get:

(33) “Z is not a true sentence” is 4 true sentence iff “Z is not a true
sentence” refers to the circumstance that Z is not i true sentence
— and it is a [act that £ is not i true sentence.

Using substitution as before, we obtain:

(34) “1f Z is a true sentence that it is a [act that # is not a true sen-

lence.,

using substitution as before.

6.12

Formula {13) has the virtue of being free from the antinomy of the liar.
However, it is not satisfactory, as a definition ol “truth”.

It is commonly accepted that the so-called convention (T), formu-
Jated by Tarski, is the criterion of adequacy of a definition of “truth™
According to this convention:

(1) The sentence “Snow is white” is true iff snow is white,

Let us substitute in formula (13) the sentence “Snow is white™ and the
expression “the fact that snow is white” for § and Z respectively. Let us
agree also, that

(35) The fact that snow is white occurs iff snow is white,

After such a substitution, convention (1) docs no fosllow Tveosm (1330,

Thus Tormula (13 is not an adeguane clefinttion of “trath™, il the

addopred eviterion is diagnestiv.
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But i1s convention (1) a good criterion of adequacy of a definition of
“truth™? I hiave doubts as to its suitability. To present my doubts in this
respect, 1 shall reformulate convention (T) in the following manner:

(T')  For a certain x {x = “Snow is white” and x is true iff for a certain
2 (z = snow and z is white)).

If this reformulation is admissible — and in my opinion it seems to be
admissible — then it is possible o object against convention (1) thar it
is not a good criterion of adequacy of a definition of “truth”. It is be-
cause of the fact that according to convention (T) the state of affairs
consisting in the fact that snow is white should imply the state of affairs
consisting in the fact that @ certain sentence (here: “Snow 1s white”) is
true. However, the latter state of alliairs — at least according to some
intuitions — should imply the existence of this sentence. Thus, the oc-
currence of a certain extralinguistic state of affairs should imply the
existence of a certain (true) linguistic expression. In fact, however,
snow could be white although no language appeared in the world.

Let us note that, on the same intuitions, one can question also the
contraposition. If we agree that the formula:

(46) It is not the case that snow is white iff for & certain 2z (z = snow
and it is not the case that z is white)

gives an admissible paraphrase of the sentence, being the lelt lefi-hand
sicle of this formula then it is not the case that:

(37)  If for a certain z (z = snow and it is not the case that z is white),
then for a certain x {(x ="Snow is white™ and it is noi the case thar
x 18 [rue),

We should agree that the occurrence of a certuin extralinguistic state of
allinirs implics the existence of a certain (false) linguistic expression.

6.13
e inmitions ignorved by formula (1) could be expressed by, what we

iy call, the convention (]), though it is not strictly speaking a conven-
tion bt griestio facti. 10 reads as follows:
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{])  The proposiion “Snow is white” is true ¢f the proposition
“Snow is white” states the occurring (seil. in reality) event con-
sisting in the tact thar smow is white,

Convention () lacks the simplicity of convention (T). However, is sim-
plicity really sine gra non condition of adequacy?

U nfortunarely, formula (13) fulfils unfortunately neither convention
(1) nor convention (J). It causes also a great deal of rouble from the
ontelogical point of view. Variable “Z” ranges over the class of evens
which some of which can occur while others can be merely evens
stated by a certain proposition. Let us call these two subclasses “real
events” and “imagined events”, respectively. Such a differentiation
makes it necessary to indicate what the relation of a given imagined
event (stated in a certain proposition) is with respect to the real event
{=making= this proposition true). The analyses made by phenomenolo-
gists show explicitly the troubles with the problem of concordance be-
tween analogous events belonging to such dillerent ontic categories. |
do not want 1o decide whether or not the so-called purely intentional
events are theoretical ficnions, T think, however, that it would be good
o give a definition of “truth™ using only the notion of “real evemt™,

I hope this condition 1s fulfilled by the following definition:

(38) For every proposition § [§ is true iff lor a certain event £, (§
states £,

where R s the dass of real (seil. ocourring) events. To be plain:

A TROPOSITION 15 TRUE ALWAYS AND ONLY IF IT STATES A REAL
(OUCURRING) EVENT.

Defimton (38) is immune w the antinomy of the lar [t also does
not lead to the roubles with imagined events and their relation to real
events. Furthermore, it has the virtwe of fulfilling the convention ()).
After a proper substitution (of, sec. 2), we receive this convention <
rectly from definiton (38).

Let us add ar once thar:

(39)  For every proposion § [§ is lalse off it is not the case that lor a
certain event 2., (Y states £)]:
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(#0)  For every proposition § [the negation of § is true iff it is not the
case tivat for a certain 2, , (8 states # i H

(41)  For every proposition § [the negation of § is false iff or 4 certain
?-rcrf{s states ZH

Such a conception assumes that the set which variable 8" ranges over,
t.-:unmin:f no propositions containing the functor of negation. Ts it -
sible to justify such an assumption?

The one-place Functor of negation is recogmised in the classical
propositional calculus as a functor of the same syntactical status as two
-place propositional lunciors with propositional arguments. The se-
mantic correlates of these functors do not seem to be, however, of equal
ontic status. The rwo-place functors {especially the most important of
them, ie., the fanctors of conjunction and implication) have some ontic
dependencies as their semantic correlutes: ie. the dependencies be-
tween events stated by arguments of these functors. On the other hand.,
the functor of negation is read “It is not true that” not by accident. 1f so
then it is not fully groundless w regard it as a degenerated metalin-
guistic functor (“The proposition S is not true / is false™).

6.14

Somebody can reject delinition (38) on the ground that it implies the
teurrence of negative events, which are ontologically suspicious.

My riposte is this, According to definitions (38) and (39), we have:
(12)  For every proposition § (the negation of § is true iff S is false);
(44)  For every proposition § (the negation of § is false ifff 8 is truc).
Then according to definition (39), if 4 proposition is false, it states no
real event. So, what does it state?

Phe amswer to this question is iwofold. One can assume either thar:

(1} Lalse proposition states NOTIHNG,

T
(i)t Lalse proposition staes an inugined (Le. fictitions) event.
Phs, il enee assaines eiiler (12} o (43) then it s not ne CEEITY LD

itroduce ontelogically suspicions objects in the form of negtive
ITRITES



04 Puri . Truth and Neusense

Solution (i) generates at once the question of whether lalse proposi-
tions are propositions at all. After all they do not fulfil the function of
stating, i.e. the function essential to propositions as propositions. This
problem is analogous to the problem, that arises with regard o empty
names: they also do not [ulfill the function essential for names, pLe. the
function of designating. In both cases, one should define "proposition”
and “name” — according to such an attitude — independently from
their semantic functions, 1.e. by using, for example, suitable syntactic or

Pragmaic properties,

On the other hand, solution (i} can lead o the risk of the return of
the troubles indicated above, if on the ground of the presented delini-
tion of “false” we use the notion of imagined events, Fortunately, u
does not have to be so because these imagined events are not necessary
to define “truth”, and the problem of the comparison between them
and the scorresponding- real events arises only in the case of the deli-
nition of “truth”.

I would like at once to warn against expressing lormula (38) in such
a4 way:

{(44) For every proposition S [§ is true iff for a certain event £ (8
states 2 and & ocours)],

because, as 1 think, in the case of (44) it 15 easy to reconstruct the
trouble lately indicated for formula (13). One can appeal to the stan-
dard practice, according to which:

{45] {-E:r';,r:" [P_"}
and
(46) (Ey} K (y € £) (Py)

are different versions of the same proposition. Burt | would like o
point to a certain detail. ‘The equivalence ol the form:

(7)) E (45) (46)

does not hold for every pair of “P" and “2". Namely, it does not haold
when the class of objects being I is a subset of the class £, Proposition
(46) can be Llse if there are no Z-5 while the inrentions conmected wilh
propuositions like (43) speak for the merpretation according o which
le'::lxmilinn (15} 15 Gilses Desesinise s 2% o I
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6.15

Now we go on to the formalistic interpretation of the semantic defini-
tion of trurh. I put it into the following form:

(48)  [For every proposition (that a substittion of) "S"] “8" is true iff
5.

The variables in (13) and (14) are nominal variables; here, however,
in (48) we have sentential variables. Therefure, we can allow the
placement of:

(49) "S"iswruedf s

within the scope of the quantifiers binding “S” only if we accept to the
substitutional interpretation of quantification. However, this ultimately
leads us to invoke the concept of “truth”. So we cannot, after all, apply
this interpretation in a formula meant to define that comcept itsell. -

Tarski has drawn our attention 1w the dilliculties inherent in the
formulation of the convention (due to the fact that “S" is st fipositione
materialis of the sentence and not of the respective letter) and to the in-
ipplicability of this formula 1o natural (ordinary) language. It should
be emphasised that Tarski does not exclude the possibility of con-
structing a formula which might be satislactory in this respect.

One might get the impression that formulae (13) and (14) are com-
peting solutions w Tarski's problem. Such an impression would be
mistaken, however. Tarski has shown the way in which the truth of
complex sentences depends on the truth of simple sentences. At most,
(13) and (14) compete with (48), or, in other words, with the
=eomventions 15 and Tarski himsclf has best shown the limitation of the
batter. The result that he arrived at, in the form of the thesis that the set
ol true sentences in a rich anguage is not definable in that language, 1s
Renerally thought of as a fundamenral breakthrough in mnreﬁporur}r
mnalyses regarding the concept of truth,

6.16

I b Nt."lllq'lt'tlill' delinition ol teath has also the so-called nihiliste inter-
prretaton. T express thas mierprctation in the following words:
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(50) “The proposition 5 is true” means the same as "S”,

According to this interpretation (whose proponents include, among
others. Ruriul!'{iumap} the words “is true” are held 1o be logically su-
perfluous, i.e. a mere stylistic decovation.

Tarski himself has noted that the nihilistic conception of truth ex-
cludes the formulation of hypotheses such as, for instance, that all
sentences uttered by a given mathematician are true [Tarski 1969, PP-
410—411]. We would be right to reject the synonymy of the definens
and definendum in (50). The situation alluded to by Tarski testifies to
this difference in meaning,

6.17

The sccond fundamental answer to the question about the natre of
truth is the so-called “syntactic definition of truth”, It goes like this:

{31) For every proposition § [§ is orue iff for every proposition 1" (if
15 true, then 5 coheres with 1)

This formula cin have two interpretations, depending on our un-
derstanding of “coherence”.
According to the congruential interpretation:

(52)  For every proposition § [§ is true iff for every proposition I (il 1
15 true then § coheres with 1},

whereas according to the inlerential interpretation:

(33)  For every proposition § [§ is true iff for every proposition ¥ (if 7
is true then S follows from 17].

Kazimierz Twardowski is right in regarding (53) as already carrying
the flaw of cirenlanty: for coherent sentences (“sentences in TN
ment”) are necessarily those that may be rue together | Bwardowski
1975, p. 274).

Under both interpretations (51) is not a definition of “is trae”, J
the predicate “is true” oceurs on both sides of the copnivalence, To give
(51) the form ol a definition, we must recast it in one of two versions.
either radical or limited. for both the congruential and the inferential
mierpretation.
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The radical version of formula (51} has the Fuiluwing scheme:

(54)  For every proposition § |§ is true iff for every proposition T (8
coheres with 7).

Since, for every propaosition we ean find another proposition incon-
sistent with it, we can see straightaway that (54) in the congruential in-
terpretation is unacceptable, We could accept the radical version of (31)
in its inferential interpretation — which is simply a definition of logical
truth — il we had a criterion of implicational consequence that did not
invoke “is true”. However, as Tadeusz Kotarbiiiski has noted, “in order
to know that a given statement lollows logically (imiplicationally) from
any other statement, we must know beforehand thar it is true”
[Kotarbifiski 1929, p. 113]. The same could be said of equivalence,
and, to an even greater extent, of semantic consequence,

Because of the difficulty alluded to above, “is true” can be deter-
mined only with regard to a certain delimited set of propositions, This
Kives us the following limited versions of (51):

(35) For every proposition § belonging to a given set X |5 is true iff
for every proposition 1 belonging 1o X (§ coheres with N

()  For every proposition § [§ is true iff for every proposition T be-
longing to a given connected set X (5 coheres with 1)),

Both these versions can be seen as an explication of the view that
“the truth of a sentence depends on whether it is a constituent of a
comnected whole™ [Marciszewski 1970¢: 216]. One cannot, indeed, ex-
vhude the possibility that some might be inclined to see 4 nature of
truth in the internal coherence (in particular the internal consistency)
ol a1 given proposition. But this is not even i symprom of the wruth of 4
proposition.

6.18

Some defend the congruential mierpretation of the so-called syntactic
telimition in s limited version — or rather reject the arguments of its
Frities — by pointing out that the existence ol consistent fairy tales “is
et Baal ol b a bighly contentions sttenment” [ Wolnicwicr
HMK, . 181G,
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Let us note, first of all, that the anocoherenust argument invokes
only the possibility of constructing a coherent (consistent) series of un-
true propositions and not the facr that such a series has been con-
structed.

Secondly, we should add that it is not sufficient 1o point out that in
some novel by George Elliot or Anthony ‘Trollope one can find the
proposition that, for instance, in a certain year one month was missing
(or that such a proposition follows only from the propositions con-
tained in that novel). We must also show that that there s contained
therein the additional proposition that every snovelistic= year has
twelve months (or that there is some proposition there, from which this
follows). But even if this were 1o be shown, one could still rid the novel
of all such unhappy, because contradictory, fragments. What would
remain alter such an operation would certainly not be a work by Elliet
or Trollope, but it would be “a consistent novel”™.

Thirdly, it is not true that the operations of all detective institutions
are based on the supposition that “fantasy in the end will always show
up because of some internal contradiction — just like Falsiny” (of. also
[Szumilewicz 1966, pp. 93ff]). The person carrying out investigations
docs not so much hope to ensnare the accused by means of some in-
ternal inconsistency in his statements, as to catch her/him finally in
stating a proposition, which is false — in the semantic sense of Ealsity —
in the light of the testimony of a reliable witness. Sentencing cannot be
based on inconsistencies in testimony. The “sequence of syntactic
checks” [Drozdek 1980: 186] is broken, when it is assumed that the
statements ol the reliable witness correspond o faces.

6.19

The pragmatic delinition ol truth has three interpretations.

The first of them, called the “instrumentalist imerpretation”, occurs
cither in the absolute version or in the relative one.

The absolute version can be stronger or weaker:

(57} For every proposition § [§ is true iff for every person () (8 is
useful for ());

6. O the Definition and Critera of Trah (i}

(38)  For every proposition § | is true iff for a certain person O (S is
uselul for )],

'-_"-’h::n we say that a proposition is true only if it is wusefuls or «effec-
tives, we may be speaking of truth relative 1o a given person.
The relative version reads:

(39)  For every proposition § and person O (S is true for O iff § is
useful for (),

In the stronger absolute version (1o which we limit ourselves here), we
have therefore:

(60) For every proposition § {§ is true iff for a certain event # and
every person O [if (0 intends to bring about Z and O acts -
cording to §) then O will bring about 2]},

In (60) it is assumed that the event, which someone intends to bring
abtlmt. 15 to his advantage as an sintended results. From an epistemic
point "_f view it might enable her/him to «discover other truthss; from a
nun-rf_ﬂs_tcmir point of view, it might enable her/him to ATTIVE at certain
hedonistic or moral goods. Somebody’s action results in success iff this
PErson arrives at a given [adv:mtagcuua} event or realises it

I'd like: 1o understand the expression;

(61) 0 acts according to §

s

(62} 0 acts, assuming 5 (to be true),

and therefore:

(63) O acts according to the assumption that § is true.,

I elo not deny that it is difficult o state clearly what “acts according 1o
the sassumption that” means. Some results obtained by Klemens Sza-

I'Iliiilhl'}illj (1973, pp. 190f1]) may help with the explication of this expres-
LIS

I any case (60) must take the form:

(6)  For every proposition § {8 is true iff for a given event 7 and
every person O il (0 intends to bring about 2 aned € acrs e
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cording to the assumption that § is true) then O brings about
£}

We can see straightaway that (64) is not a definition in our sense of
the word for the term “is true” appears on both sides of the equiva-
lenwce. Formula (64) would be a definition, if the term “is true” oc-
curred in phrase (63), e.g. in the sense given by the semantic defini-
tion. Whether or not we agree with this remark, George Edward
Moore is right in writing that the view thar all and only true proposi-
tions are useful is obviously [alse,

The above interpretation of phrasc (61) is admissible but | cannot
decide if it is the only admissible one. In this connection, the caim tha
{64) is not a definition is inconclusive. But 1 would not be inclined 1o
reject it on the basis that the explication of (34):

(65) 2 acts in the belief thar §

can go through according 1o Carnap's well-known suggestions, since
these do not seem to me at all convincing.

6.20

Sometimes reference o the semantic sense of “is true” is even more
ohvious that in (51). It is sometimes said that “il a beliel srespects- the
facis, it is usetul iff it deserves to be called “true”” [Chwedeniceuk 1984,
p. 254].

Thus we have the spracticists interpretation ol the pragmatic defi
nition of truth (in the stronger absolute version):

(66) For every proposition § {if § is wrue (semanucally) then [S is true
(in the practicist sense) iff for every person (S is useful for )]).

For it is presumably the case that a given belief srespects- the facts il
it refers to a certain event that occurs, which (according to the cassical
interpretation of the semantic definition) happens when the above b
licf is true (semantically). Under both interpretations, instrumentalisi
and practicist, the definition of “is true” in the pragmatic sense cannot
do without the concept of “is truc” in the senuntic sense.

In those passages of the pragmatists {e.g. William James) which deal
dircaly with trih, one cain lind also lormubinions imerpretable as va
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riants of the semantic definition (cf. [Chwedericzuk 1984, pp. 156f1).
Thus, there arises a metatheoretical objection that, as much as the
pragmatists (James including) are opposed to the classical definition of
truth, that they presuppose it at the same time. 1 think that this can be
resolved because, in the first case, we can understand “classical version
of the semantic definition” as pertaining to that version of the semantic
definition where “agreement” means “being a picture of " whereas, in
the second case, we can apply (13).

In stating above that some passages of the pragmatists can be inter-
preted as opting for the classical theory of truth, 1 do not want 1o sy
that the metaphysics of (some) pragmatists does not diller from that
accepted by some defenders of the classical theory of truth. Burt this is a
question ol the ontic status of the perceptual constituents of experi-
ence.

6.21

Just like the instrumentalist and the practicist interpretation of the
pragmatic definition of tuth so the utilitarian interpretation can be
formulated cither in an absolute (stronger or weaker) version or in a
relative version. Below we consider only the absolute version of this
interpretation,

(67)  For every proposition § and event Z {if § refers to Z then (8 is
true iff for every person O (£ is useful for 0)))

Comtrary 1o the instrumentalist and practicist interpretation, (67) not
only endows the words “is true” with a new meaning, over and above
that of the semantic definition, but it secms to be also inrlefpendent in
relution oo the Earer,
We should remember what Leon Chwistek wrote about this defini-
tion half a century ago:
Baith thewsietieal and experimental truth are delinitely independent of the
prrstien of wselinlness, There exis several mathematical theses whose truth no-
Boly alomalas, Amuel vt theew bemel o iniserable existence in works read by nohody,
A assertion ol expeimensl ol oy be oot only aseless bul even devidedly

ehgetomn, e in il v ol steepwalker wilking across o ol However,
ity Fotechimennally woong Dpastleses e plavenl i alewisive rosbe i the deve-
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lopment of sience, stimulating thooghe and leading 10 new investigations
[Chwistek 1930—1931, p. 208].

6.22

I think that the reconstructions undertaken and the comments made
above allow us to draw the following conclusions.

First, the so-called syntactic and pragmatic definitions are erro-
neous, for, depending on their interpretsiion:

{a) they are not generally definitions sensu stncto,

(b} they contain obvious circularity;

(€) they necessarily invoke the semantic delinition;
or

{d} they prove to be no more than a variant of the latter delinition.

Second, under a certain interpretation the so-called syntactic defi-
nition imposes conditions that are satisfiable by no true propaosition,
The pragmatic definition, in trn, imposes conditions satisfiable only
by some true propositions.

Therefore, of the three answers 1o the question of nature of truth,
there remains only one: that which finds expression in the semantic
definition, The rest | would consign to the scrapheap of the history of
philosophy.

6.23

How do we establish whether a given proposition is true?

If we accept the semantic definition under the classical interpreti-
tion, we can answer the question in the following way: it is enough 1o
establish whether the cvent to which the proposition refers, occurs.
Sceprics will add that “to establish” means here “to establish with cor-
tainty” and that this is never possible. | hold the limitation impaosed by
the sceptics to be overly strict: we establish the truth of different propeo
sitions in different ways and with varying degrees of certainty. For, m
definitione, there is no universal criterion, i.c. one that will allow us 10
recognise the truth of any proposition wiatsoever!
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It seems that even something that could aspire o the name of
“atribute”, “diagnostic nature of truth” would have to be a certin
disjunction of characteristics,

Every criterion of truth has been “coined [only] for a given domain
of sentences™. Moreover, olten (lor instance, in the case of theoretical
hypotheses), we have w make do with an indirect criterion, “The
search for an absolute criterion of truth for any kind of sentence con-
cerning lacts is 4 hopeless undertaking” |Crezowski 1970, p- 25].

6.24

| propose the following explication of the evidential characterisation of
truth:

(68)  For every proposition § and event 2 {if § refers w # then [if for
a certain person 0 (7 is evident 1o 0), then § s true}.

What 1s evident (what arouses the “irrefutable feeling”, what “forces
tsell” on us) may be either objective or subjective. Thus, we have the
perceptual and inwitional interpretation, respectively:

{69} For every propasition § and event Z {if § refers 1o Z then [if for
a given person O (£ is just being perceived by 0) then § is truelh;

(70)  For cvery proposition § and cvent Z {if § refers (o # then [if for
d certain person O (2 appears necessary to 0) then § is true}

The evidential criterion — clarity and distinctness of perception —
wits formulated expressis verhis by René Descartes (cf. [Drozdowics 1980,
P 2430, but had been known previously to the Swies (cf. [Ruberyriski
1M, p. 3097). This characterisation is sometimes formulared in such a
way thit what is evident are not {perceived or considered) evenrs. bur
the propositions themselves,

Taking into account the modifications made above (cf. see. 12), we
winild express the evidential criterion in the following manner:

(71) For every proposition S and event Lo I (S states £ and it is ob-
vinus e & occurs) then § s PRIt

Phe evitervion of alsehood ¢an b expressed ievordingly:
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{72) For every proposition 8 (if § is intrinsicly contradictory then § is
falsc).

6.25

Proponents of the syntactic definition of “is true” sometimes express
themselves in such a way that their statements may be seen not as gi-
ving a definition but rather a characterisation of “is true” — one that
might compete with the evidential characterisation.

The coherential interpremation of that structural characterisation
reads:

(73)  For every proposition S [il lor every proposition 1 (if 7' is rrue
then § coheres with 1) then 5 is true].

Characterisation (73) may be given a congruential and a inferential
interpretation. Like the syntactic defininon and the operational inter-
pretation of the structural characterisation, it can alse have a radical
and a limited version. In the first case, proposition 1" belongs o the
stotality of our knowledges or at least 1o the broadest set of proposi-
tions possible, where "knowledge”™ means the set of all propositions
held to be true, and not just propositions held to be true that are in fact
true. In the second case, the set of inital propositions is constitnted in
particular by propositions held to be true on the basis of an evidential
criterion in the perceprual interpretation.

The thesis that truth admits of degrees which is connected with the
coherential characterisation {or definition) of “is true”, can be defended
only if "degree” means “degree (strength) of beliel about the truth ol
the proposition”. The greater the set of propositions taken to be true
with which a given proposition coheres, the greater the degree of con-
fiddence about its truth.

The charge of infinite regress directed against the coherential crite
rion applies o all criteria — the pragnuaie criterion, as Berrand Bus-
sell has shown, but also to the correspondence eriterion. The charge is
put as lollows: when a certuin criterion is applied, the result of the ws
must be reported by means of a propositon, which in turm ought e
tested with respect w trathe To avoid this clorge, it is sulliciem o dis
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‘ungumhing asserting thak a given sentence is true from establishing that it
15 (rue.

Lliimilarly. if Nelson's paradox is correcily constructed then it can be
avoirded by means of any characterisation of tuth,

6.26

According to the operational interpretation of the structural characreri-
sation:

(74) Ff:1r cvery proposition § [if for every proposition T (if 7" coheres
with §, then 7T is true), then § is true).

Formula (74) under the {perceptually) limited inferential interpre-
tation (i.e. limited in such a way that the set 1o which T belongs is the
set of perceptual propositions) can be seen, as has long been recog-
glse:d, a5 a characterisation providing a criterion for general proposi-
tions.

Sometimes pragmatists express themselves in such a way that it is as
if they hold usefulness to be a symptom of truth. ‘

(75)  For every propaosition § [if § is true then for every {or for a cer-
tain) person O (S is useful for ],

: On the other hand, the so-called pragmatic criterion of truth is in
Bt a pragmatic criterion of (the duty) of belief:

(76)  For every proposition §, event Z and person O [if (it is useful for
0 that O believe that # occurs, and § states Z} then O oughr 1o
helieve that § is true|,

r.vh-.'rc “uselul” can mean the same as “rational” (e.g. “sufficiently justi-
lieel™), "morally advisable”, erc.

6.27

Asitle from the evidential and stractural charicterisation also the ge-
netie one as comstdered by some seholars. 1 has two Interprettons: as-
sential aned approlsmive.
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The first interpretation occurs in the universal and scenustic ver-
sion:
(77)  For every proposition § [if for every person O (O assents o §)
then § s true];
(78}  For every proposition § [if for every researcher B (B assents to §)
then § is true),

It is easy to show that not all propositions held by all (also among
researchers) to be true are true.

Some believe that general agreement is not a criterion but the na-
ture of truth (cf. |Dgmbska 1931, p.15]). Perhaps a certain p;lrticuliar
(regocentrics) sense of ™15 true” gets in the way here, a sense in which
we predicate “is true” of “someone’s assertion when we want to asscrt
that we take up the same position as that expressed by the fact that this
assertion was made” [Kmita 1964, pp. 119—120].

The approbative interpretation reads:

(79)  For every proposition § [if for a certain person O (0 assents to 5)
then §is true|.

The criterion of authority that onc comes across sometimes may he
taken to be a variant of the genetic characterisation in its approhative
interpretation when the people whose beliefs are the criterion of truth
are speaified. o

Sometimes it is held that someone's assent 1s not a criterion but
symptom of the truth of the proposition in question, One should bear
in mind that there are true propositions to which no one assents.

6.28

“First we must know what the controversy is about in order o establish
what its participants are saying” [Chwedeniczuk 1984, p. 113). | Liaalid
this heuristic principle to be as appropriate as it is simple. For this e
som, it is absolutely necessary in analysing the arguments surrouning
truth that we separate out the argument about nature from that of o1
and thus consider them separately.

terii
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The question of the criteria of truth can only be decided afier de-
ciding the question of the meaning of the words “is true” even if this be
merely based on «provisionals intuition,

On the other hand, attempts to explicate “is wrue” can only be made
after decuding that at least certain propositions are true, and others are
not.

For here the philosopher has a duty not to lay down but to discover
effective methods of establishing when (and perhaps also to what ex-
tent) given epistemic procedures Justify their objectivity as well as in
what circumstances (and perhaps also with what degree of certainty) we
Gan assent to given propositions as true. No doubt, these methods
awaiting discovery are applicd unconsciously by some and perhaps
even consciously by others. The point is nether to seek statistics nor to
establish how widespread some taxonomic or research practice is. In-
deed, nor is the point to ascertain how such and such understand
“truth” and how they in fact determine what is true. (The findings
made by lexicographers or sstientio-sociologistss can have some auxi-
liary significance for semantic analyses.) Ihis is not to say, however, that
the choices are arbitrary. ‘To the contrary, they are made under non-
trivial constraints.

Thus no one of the contemporary participants in the debate can
hold that he is not interested in establishing conditions of the ohjecti-
vity of cognition — of cognizing things as they are. If someone says at
the beginning, as the sceptic does, that it is impossible 1 know things
s they are then she just places her/himself hors de combat.

None of the contemporary participants in the debate can therelore
hold that they are not interested in establishing the conditions of truth
ultrue propositions, i.e. of propositions that ke account of objective
knowledge, Whoever says at the beginning that there are no such
Propositions leaves the field of epistemology — or at least ceases to be
veeupicd with one of the najor epistemic value — but does not thereby
mipply other solution to the problem of truth.

The scepric does indeed make a free choice but these choices hardly
exhibit any philosophical {nonjcommitment. Anybody who takes it
pen hev/himsell 1o ke gt in the controversy about the problem of
tath must fined that he bas an absolute Treedom of chaice. The sceptics
Wre not intevested in establishing ellecive methods, Heowever, | canne
bring imvsell to believe thar they are de feretin interested neither in the
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truth of any proposition nor in distinguishing objective from non-
objective knowledge. They just do not want to proceed beyond intui-
tive act. And that is all they are allowed o do.

I think there is no basic dillerence between the way in which the
philoscpher who is examining the nature of truth proceeds and that in
which e.g. chemists proceeded once in examining the nature ol acidity.
The chemists equally did not use opinion polls to establish the basis ol
acidity and discover whether something 15 an acid or not. Moreover,
not even linguists do this when they establish the content of the word
“acid”. In spite of this. the choice of this or that explication of "acidity”
is neither a case of someone's axiological hierarchy nor of free choice.
Qe simply, certain objects fave certain properues, which must be de-
scribed — however we may call then: “acidity” or "falcidity”. So here:
there are true propositions; there are certain objective cognitive proce-
dures. They are there independently of the names we choose for them.
“For it is an empirical fact” — as Moore might have sad. It happens
that we assent to true propositions. It happens that we obtain objective
knowledge. The theoretical problem consists in how best to formulare
explicitly the relevant definitions and characterisations, so that we
might when we so wish or others might, understand these things. So
that we might in particular understand that meaning of “is true”,
“where — as Moore says — a true proposition is always true”.

6.29

Finiibung tm Chigstentum written by Anticlimacus in 1850 contains the
following fragment:
Deinn win 0 Walirkeil P [] .'_'.l}r[\.r] E.] f'-r'.r."q*f tal, uve Dekirinl Pilales: eitie dbickiie
Foage o1, of ey i eigeatlich duvan fup diese Frage beantworted 2y bekmnmen [Kierke
gaard 1850, p. 175
[ have assumed thar we philosophers are most certainly interested in
the answer, and 1 hope that the ideas 1 have just presented were in
general satisfactory.

7. ON LINGUISTIC CATEGORIES

7.1

I have the impression that the opulent development of the formalism
ol the categorial grammar is not accompanied by comparable efforts
lirected towards the explication of the key concepts of this Eramimar —
with the notion of a semantic category at the forefront. These concepts
are usually explained in a textbook fashion, i.e. in a noncomminl, in-
lirmal and simplified way. However, the marter is both interesting and
important enough o merit a careful look at it.

In his essay “On the Problem of Universals”, Kazimierz Ajdukiewicz
-:-xpl;:ina- the conception of a semantic category in ordinary language
s

(n I-'.xpnf.-ninm A and B, akeo i sense o and b respectively, belong 1o the same se.
mantic categury iff every senrence 2, contmining expression A in sense g L
replacement of 4 by & taken in sense § {the meaning of all sther expressions and
their intercon nections remainmg unaltered) is transfiwmed into an CXpression
which is also i sentence, and vice versa: every sentence 2, upon replacement of 8
by A (with analogous qualifications} is also transformed into a sentence [Ajdu-
keewice 19544, p. 93], '

Butin the not much later essay “Syntactic Connexion™ we read:

(2 The word or expression A, taken in sense 2, and the word or expression £, taken
i aense v, helong o the same semantic ciegory iff there is 4 senlenece (o sen-
tential Tunetion) 8, in which A occours with meaning x, and which has the prop-
eyl S i anstormed oo S, upon replacing A by B (with meaning ),
then N s alver o sentenee for sentential funetion). (It is undersiood that in 1his
provsess thae anlier woreds el the striucture of 5, remain the same. ) [Aplukiewics
Vitihs, . 114], '

We can find o very similar definition in bis Pragmatic Lagie, pub-
liwhed (i Polish) postbameonsly el [IApukicwiwes 19650, . 149]).
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Iet us ignore the stylistic differences as well as the addition of alter-
native words “word” (as an alternative of “expression”) and “sentential
function” (as an alternative of “sentence”™). The cssential disparity be-
tween (1) and (2) concerns the quantiliers of the definienses: in (1), the
quantifier is universal while, in (2), existential.

N.B. In some authors' formulations, this disparity is camoullaged in
such a way that both the interpretations are admissible. In Witold Mar-
ciszewski's “Categorial Grammar”, we read about semantic (here: syn-
tactic) category:

(3}  Two expressions belong to the same syntactic category iff a sentence which con-

tains vne of these cxpressions does nol cease to be a sentence if this expression is
replaced in it by the other [Marciseewski 1981, p. 43].

According to Alfred Tarski's principle, it should be the case that:

(4 1w exprossions are interchangeable in some one contexe, well-formedness
being preserved, then they must be interchangeable in all contexts; hence their
interchangeahility in at least one context suflices for their being in the same
category | Marciszewski 1981, p. 47

This principle, however, has no application to ordinary languige.

I think Ajdukiewicz’s alternative explanations will become more
clear after assuming that:

{a) we take into account only expressions that have one sense de-
termincd in advance;

(b) the expression W contains the expression W* iff the expression

W* is u constituent of the expression W;

(¢} everything that is expressed by the terms “replacement” and

“transformation” is expressible by the syntactic terms “withont™ and

“identity”, Formula (1) can be expressed thus:

(5)  Expressions A and B belong to the same semantic category iff for
every expression £, and for every expression £: if A is a constitu
ent of Z,, and B is a constituent ol Z,, and £, without 4 is idenn
cal with £, without B, then £, is a sentence iff £, 1s a sentence.

Formula (23 can be rendered:

(6)  Expressions A and B belong w the same senuntic category iff
there is o certain expression Z, and a certain expression Z, siwh
that A is i constituent of Z,, and B is o constituent of Z, and /Z,
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without A is identical with Z, without B, and £, is a sentence iff
£y 15 a sentence.

Now we can casily see that the explanatory value of both formulas
depends on the intelligibility of the terms “sentence” and “constituent”,

7.2

The first of those terms, ie. the term “sentence”, is explained by
Ajdukiewicz in the following manner: '

(7) An expression taken in some of its senses is a sentence il — taken in tha sense
— it is either true or Gilse [Ajdukiewice 19344, p, 95).

| define “truth” and “falsity” as follows:

(#) FI' the sentence § refers to the event Z then § is true (resp. false)
iff £ ocours (resp. does not occur),

In his essay “Syntactic Connections between Constituents of De-
tlarative Sentences”, Ajdukiewicz defines “sentence” in a different way
than indicated in formula (7); .
(M A senence is an expression that] denores a truth-value, [ie] reuth or Galsicy

[Ajdukiewics 1960, p. 275).
Here “truth” and “falsity” have senses analogous to the senses of the
Mprt:ss_iuns “occurring event” and “non-occurring event”, respectively,
Answering the question, what is a sentence and — in consequence —
whit is a semantic category, is possible only on condition that the se-
mntic term “referring” as well as the ontological terms “event” and
“mecurrence” are intelligible,

The second of the crucial terms of definiens of a “semantic category”,
i the term “constituent”, has not been defined by Ajdukiewicz at e;;Il.
Nov il appears that his explanation is not a definition at all, since it in-
Clides an intuitive element.

1.3

bt us note i omee et Tormlae (1) and (5, i, the formulie with
universal quantitiens, do not provide an ellecive erviterion of categorial
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identity since it is impossible to determine whether every pair ::I_-' sen-
tences that contains the expressions in question satisfies the conditions
Or not. ,

On the other hand, formulae (2) and (6), i.e. the formulae with
existentiul quantifiers, are inadequate because the}'nl'ezil 1o express some
important intuitions. Let us consider the sentence “The cat meows”. If
we insert in that sentence the expression “the dog barks :m-:.il the cat
instead of the expression “the cat”, we will get the sentence “The “:I-;:-g
barks and the cat meows”. However, the expressions “the r.u.a‘." and “the
dog barks and the cat” do not belong to the same semantic category.
This example can be questioned if we impose such cnml}ﬂnrrs on being
i constituent of an expression (or on being an expression in general)
that “the dog barks and the cat” fails to be a constituent, resp. an ex-
pression. |

This doubt can be, however, reconstructed by means of the exam .pir
“Ruthenians and Tartars dispersed”. If we insert here the expression
“Poles attacked” instead of the expression “Ruthenian”, we ‘Ti.” get the
sentence “Poles attacked and Tartars dispersed”. We feel inu_urm:ly that
the expressions in questions are of quite a different semantic category:
“Ruthenians” is a name whercas "Poles attacked” is a sentence. Of
course, we can Iry to save formulae (2) and (8), by cla.inl.ing}hal_tlu:
meaning of “and” is different in these two contexts: it is «conjunctives
{in the first context) and «causals (in the sccond).

I am pretty sure that a further counterexample free from such an

objection can be constructed.

7.4

A different way of explaining what a semantic category isluppenl.s 1o .ﬂ".
meaning context instead of the sentential context, Marciszewski writes
in his essay “Kategoria semantyczna™ [Semantic Category| from Maly
encyklopedia logiki [Livde Encyclopaedia of Logic):

{10)  Expressions X and ¥ belong to the saue semantic eategory of kiguage f il npem

replacement ol X by ¥ (or sece sevar) in any meannglul expression in g |,
the fisrmed expression remains memng il | Marcseewsks 195700, [ Rl [ 1R
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Let us note that the expression “any meaningful expression” in
tormula (10) admits tespecially in s Polish version) of weak as well as
of strong interpretation: “an expression” or “every expression”,

When s a given expression meaningful? Marciszewski answers this
question in his essay “Sensownodc” iMeaningfulness] in the fullowing
Wily:

(11} wisa meaningful expression of Langraage [ af it Cullils one of teo cannelitions:
tal Wis a simple expression:
i W s & comples expression sueh than all of s simple constiruents of it fulfl

condition (a), where W is svntactically coberent, ie. constrocied according o the
syntactic rules of the anguage f [Marcisecwski 19704].

Formula (11) and so formula (10} offers an elfective eriterion pro-
vided that we know: (a) how to decide what is a simple expression; (b)
how to decide what is 4 constituent of a given expression; (¢) what kind
ol syntactic rules are binding on us,

As far as a condition (a) goes, Ajdukiewicz doubts thar it is the possi-
hle to construct the criterion of simplicity. He writes: “At times, it is un-
certain what would be considered as ene word” [Ajdukiewicz 1936h, p-
121). However, he allows the possibility of a structural criterion for at
least some expressions. He writes: "It a language, e.g. German, admits
sepirable words [...), the criterion for a stigle word cannot be stated
structurally” [Ajdukicwicz 1956h, p. 122,

Mirciszewski in Mala encykiopedia logiki gives us, on the other hand,
the tollowing explanations:

(1Y) [\ given expression of Fn winge [ is simaple i i is] an expression that belonges 1o
I P Buage ple iff I #
the vogibulary ol f [Marciseewski 1970, p. 268

YY) 1A given expresson is simple o] no part [l mo constinwent] of such an CHpIEs-
siennn b8 ane expression [ Marciseewski 1970k, p. 456).

As e as condition (€} is concerned, the knuwlcdge uf the SYnlactic
riles can be identified with the knowledge of the quantity and the
category of iguments which particular funcrors involve,

Thus concditions Gtk () and () are Fulfilled only if we know the figli
viwabmbiry of o given Lwguige, the complete st of functors together
with the complere strmctie) el tevistics, and only it we know how to
reoognise whether 3 cortain “physical- part ol 5 Biven expression is a
vonstitient ol tha exTssion,
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The idea is w avoid recognising i.a. the expression “swallow™ as an
expression that have the expression “wall” as its constituent, because in
the light of formula (13) one would then have to consider the expres-
ston "swallow” to he complex.

7.5

As it turns out, all conceptions ol semantic category considered above
appeal to the notion of a "constituent”. Let us assume on trial that:

(14) € is a constituent of a meaningful expression W iff € is such a
part of W that (a) €, (b) the part of W proceeding C, and (¢} the
part of W following C are meaningful expressions.

This is not a satisfactory delinition because it licenses to consider the
expression “hat” w be a constituent of the expression “hawed”. It
would be necessary to amend formula (14) with the rule (R-1) given
below. But apart from this, the question arises how to know whether a
given expression is a meaningful expression,

Formula (14} cannot be used to make Marciszewski's solution more
precise because it would result in the indirect circulus in defintendo: the
definition of a "meaningful expression” in formula (10) appeals just
the nation of a “constituent”™,

The fault of circulus in definiendn arises also by adding lonnula (14)
w Ajdukiewics’s conception. The reason is that he gives the explication
of the noton of "meaningfulness” only for complex expressions, and
such an explication assumes the notion of a “consttuent”.

Also in this case, Ajdukiewicz's explanations are very unsatisfactory,
According to them:

(13} |A given complex expression is meaninglul iff it has] a unifoem sense [or a v
fied meaning] [Ajdukiewicz 1934d, p. 97; 1936b, p. 115

On the other hand:

(16) A Jcomplex] word patern [is] a svatactical nonsensc e i) lkoses wmfied seons
[ 1 s anj icoherenr word pattern [or a loose stringg of words] | Apbokwwn ¢

19344, p. 98; 1936b, pp. 118, 119].

According to Ajdukiewicz:
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{17} !ﬁ given complex expression may not be meaningless even il one would regand
i as somewhat unnatural, for when] it does not make sense [19344, p. 96;

1965k, p. 19].

. I sce 0“!?’ one way of giving an account of the uniformity of a cer-
tam expression: Le. by saying that this expression refers to a certain
sufficiently isolated object. Thus we are back 4gAIN 1o semantic
(“reference”) and ontological ("sufficiently isolated object”) notions.

?I‘ﬁ

Let us assume that we are able o distinguish constituents in a given
complex expression. In determining the semantic categories of those
constituents we ought to respect the following rule:

(R-1) Exactly one constituent of each complex expression is the main
functf}r‘ (or shortly speaking: the functor) of this expression; the
remaining constituents are arguments of this unique functor.

But how to determine which of the constituents of. for example, the
expression “the father of the king” is the functor (of category n/n)? ls
there a criterion for distinguishing descriptive symbols from structural
ones or calegoremala from syncategoremata?

Adam Nowuczyk in Logiczne podstawy jeryka [Logical Foundations of
Language| answers this question negatively:

(1K) The dussificuion of symbols into descriptive and structural ones is arbitrary as
LGr Gt goes [Suinnse and Nowaceyk 1976, p. GE]. .

Ajdukiewicz takes a different position here. First, he claims thar:

(D) I he semannic category ol i si . : .
L i ¥ ul o single word is defined by ; s
i1ih, . 120 ined by its meaning [Adukiewice

Al huther:

(20 Any H.un.'d ol Bigguage can be assigned 1o a certain semantic caregury by its
i |- Crnmpsine [sedf. cumplex| expressions may be analysed according
o the pamtern “lunetors and thelr arguments” only i ths assumption holds
IAjlukiewice RRMi, . 125],

Necondly, avcording 1o Ajdukicwivs:

(@21 1o evens sTgobi e vennpasite |ie mesinmnginl comipbex | expression i s il
catesl, e ome won o anether, which R e s s aganenis, ol i
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what expressions, appearing as funoors, they belong [Ajdukiewice 19560, p.
121),
What is more:
i i i = i inclicated ut all, ov only
22) A semantic panern in which these interrelations are not in )
{ incompletely, is devoid of any coherent meaning [Ajdukiewice 1936h, p. 122],
Formula (21) does not determine, however, the way, in which il.li
indicated that a given constituent is a functor (resp. an argument) n
particular.
We read in Ajdukiewicz about functors:
(23) [runcors are] expressions which combined with other expressions form com-
posite [seil. comples] expressions with uniform sense [Ajdukiewice 1934d, p. 97].
Marciszewski put the matter in a very similar manner

(24) Functors are expressions which serve 1o lorm t.u:npuund. [seid, comiplex] expres-
sions out of simple (or less compound) ones [Marciseewski 1981, p. 43]

But the content of the terms “combination” or “formation™ 15 very
loose, and they can be used to describe the role of functors as well as
their arguments in a complex expression. . o

This objectionable consequence 1s avoided by Marciszewski in his es-
say “Funktor” [Functor]:
(25} A funcior is an expression, which s neither a sentence nor a name, and serves o
consiruct cither sentences or names, or other (more compound) Tuncors
[ Marciseewsks 1970b].

But formula (25) works only under the conditdon that we already
know how to identify a given constituent (or a given EK]JI!'{‘!iSHJh.} ET]
sentence or as 4 name, i.e. how to identfy the property of belonging 1o
a basic semantic category.

7.9

As we have seen, the term “sentence” is ultimately defined in seoan

tico-ontological terms. o
The term “name” in ordinary language is defined by Apdukiewics in

such a way:
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(26) [The dass of numes is] that class of expressions each of which belongs to the
same semantical category s & noun when used in its normal nominal sense
[Ajdukicwice |934d, p. 96].

The value of this definition depends of course on the intelligibility
of the term “noun”, which belongs to the terminology of the traditional
grammar. From the logical point of view, this terminology leaves much
to be desired.

Ajdukiewicz tries o avoid this troublesome connection by the fol-
lowing reformulation:

{27) These English Language expressions which (for some of their meEanings) 4re in
the same syneactical [swil. syntactic] category as the word “(the) dog” are, in thuse
thewr meanings, called names in that Languagee [Ajdukiewice 1965b, p. 19],

However, this definition presupposes, first of all, such a criterion
ol being an expression that the word “dog” in the context “The
barks" not be considered the same expression as the word “dog” in the
context “the mark of the __ is that it barks”, Second, this definition
“gain presupposes the problem of categorial identity has been solved.

The last difficulty is avoided in a posterior explanation given by
Ajdukiewicz, where he defines “name” directly in the semantico-onto-
logical apparats:

(28} Singular nanies arej those |linguistic expressions] which denote partivular ob-
dects [Ajdukiewice 1960, p. 275]

In that context, he also presents a semantico-ontological (not a syntac-

e, as given in formula (20)) definition of a “functor™):

(2 (Funciors are) linguistic expressions which denote functions, [ie] relutions
which to every |...] object of a certain kind assign another object as their corre-
e ie o unigque wary [Ajdukiewice 1960, p- 276}

It twrns out, then, that 4 normal (not an ostensive) definition of
mieh key terms of the categorial grammar (for ordinary language) as
“tmeaninglul) expression”, “simple expression”, “complex expression”,
“romstituent (ol a complex expression), “sentence”, “name” and “func-
™ regquires an appeal o senuntico-ontological terms: “referring”,
"event”, “occnrrence”, “ohject sulliciently isolated”, “relation”, “(ontic)
vorvelate™ ane “particuline objea ™,

I short, sueh o definition requives arcady-mades semantics andd
antology.,
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7.8

As far as semantics 1s concerned, the lirst problem is the distinction of
various types ol referental funcion (or denoting) played by expres-
sions that belong o a given semantic category. The point is that ex-
pressions of different semantic categories can srefers o one and the
same ontic object (seil. correlate). For example, let that ohjea be the
evenl that consists in the [act that Leonardo is painting Mona Lisa,
Now the sentence “Leonardo is painting Mona Lisa" as well as the
names “the fact that Leonardo is painting Mona Lisa” and "the pain-
ting of Mona Lisa by Leopardo™ «refer= to that event. By analogy, one
can reler o the relation, to which the functor “is painting” «referss in a
certain manner also by means of the name "painting”.

I am inclined wo assume that the specific function of sentences is 1o
express (resp. to state) beliefs, whercas the specific function of names is
signifying obpects of any kind. However, it remaims a puzzle what the
difference is between the fact that a sentence expresses a belief (a cer-
tain kind of object after all) and the Gact cthar a name refers wo that same
belief.

The second difficulty for semantics is the question of the corres-
pondence between the ontological structure of objects and the synuacuc
structure ol expressions of ordinary language that refer o those ob-
jects in a certain way. The problem is to decide whether expresssions ol
the same semantic category that have a different structure but that re
fer to the same thing (e.g. the sentences “Leonardo is painting Mona
Lisa” and "Mona Lisa is painted by Leonardo”™) can be considered o
refer to the same ontic correlate,

This difliculty should be distinguished from the hurdles of the
structural analysis ol a4 complex expression, in particular one com-
posed of more than two constituents. The problems here are connected
with the phenomena of vagueness and incompleteness of the natural

language.

7.9

Ajdukiewicz notices that:

7. O Lingnestic Cadepories 119

{30} Thu vagueness associated with everyday speech {...] makes it [....] possible 10 os-
l:,uE.:-tmh unequivocally [espressions of tha language] |...] in o owinber of wavs
[Ajdubiewicz 1934d, p. 99). '

r as T . &

We can give an account of that vagueness by ascribing more than one

admissible syntactic structure 1o a viigue expression. But let us suppose

that we deal with an expression that is not vaguc. Ajdukiewicz writes of
such expressions: '

(31)  Every meaningful und unambignous expression, consisting of more than one
word [..] can be decomposed without any residue inw irs companients in exactly
wne way, st that one of those compunents [mamely the functor or the operatur]
relates to others [pamely arguments] and connecs them o a meaningfal]
whole [Ajdukiewic: 1960, p. 270)

The ful_ﬁi_mem of the condition of uniqueness of admissible struc-
tural analysis in the case of expressions of ordinary language requires
complementing rule (R-1) with several constraining rules: (R-2)—(R-4).

(R-2) In a complex expresssion that belongs to a basic sémantic cate-
gory, at least one argument of a functor belongs to a basic se-
mantic category.

According to rule (R-2), in the expression “He really knows” one
may isolate neither the word “knows” as the functor, and the sequence
“he really” as its argument, nor the word “really” as the (main) functor,
and the words "he” and “knows” as its arguments. This is because nei-
ther the sequence “he really” nor the word “knows” is 4 name or sen-
tence. Only one interpretation remains:

HE REALLY KNOWS
n sififn an
sin

(R-3) At least one argument of a complex functor belongs to the same
sub-category as that funcior.

Lt us consider the sentence "Ladiskaus is the father of Casimir™. It
vould be interpreted (i) as:

LADISLALS 1S TIE FAIHER OF CASIMIR
" sl "

LU EH
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LADISLALS 1S THE FATHER OF CASIMIR
] snn n

The lirst interpretation is excluded by rule (R-3) becanse, in the pu-
tative complex functor “is the father of " (/an), the only argument of the
inner functor “is™, e, the expression “the father of ¥, does not belong 1o
the sub-category shn. However, that interpretation would be admissible if
we recogniscd the expression “is the father of ™ as a simple expression.

Similarly, the sentence “Barbara thinks of marriage” admits, more
than one interpretation even if (R-1), (R-2), and (R-3) are applied:

BARBARA THINKS OF MARRIAGE

n s'n snifn
sn

and:
BARBARA THINKS OF MARIAGE
n s/mn i
il we do not decompose the expression “of marriage” in the first case,

and the expression “thinks of ™ in the second one,
The first interpretation could be eliminated, if we assumed nd Jiw

the meta-rule:

(M-R) From among two interpretations admissible on the ground ol
rules (R-1)—(R-3), choose that interpretation in which the fune-
tors are less complex.

(R-4) All arguments of a given functor belong w one and the same

semaniic calegory.

Rule (R-4) makes it possible 1o eliminate the ambiguity of, for in-

stance, intensional sentences of the type “A believes that p°. If rule (R
4) did not hold, they would have two admissible interpretations:

A BELIEVES THAT p

n &ns [
and
ABELIEVES THAT B
i sl i X
I

7o Lingiadie Calegnries 1921

Rulc (R-4) demunds the rejection of the first interpretation.

7.10

Aside from the ambiguity, the second source of difliculties connected
with the structural analysis of complex expressions of ordinary lan-
guage is their incompleteness. The problem is how to distinguish in-
vomplete expressions from nonsenses. Let us define “incomplete ex-
pressions” in the following way:

(32) The cxpression W is incomplete ff W lacks a constituent of a
Proper semantic category.

However, according to such a delinition one could recognise any
sequence ol expressions as incomplete, including the sequence “if or,
lll.un" because one could ~completes that SEQUENCE L0 an expression
with "uniform sense”, ¢.g. 10 the expression “1f an imprudest or abject
man sets fire to a cover, then the forest will burn down™. '

The possibility of such a «disenthymematisation- will not be ex-
tluded even if we assume thar:

(33} A sequence of expressions is nonsense iff it contains more con-
stituents than arc sneededs or if at least one of them belongs o
AN Anappropriates semantic category.

| suspect that this problem cannot be solved without appeal w0
pragmatic criteria.

7.11

Thus, the conclusion of the above remarks is this.

In order 1o construct i categorial grammar for ordinary lunguage
(where it s 1o be more than an arbitrary enumeration of the .x'ucahula.r}'
nppended with cinegorial indexes, ine luding sufficiently characterized
Inctorsy, eoe wonld lave to eitlier (a} enrich the list of rules of the
viegorial mierpretition ol meta-rules) heyond (R-1)—(R-2) and
IMRY, o (b} appeal 10 a =reatly-niudes sengntic Gl probably alse
pragneitic) theasry as owell as 1o ontelogieal theories of Competent
apakers,



122 Poart [ Trtle aomd Nonsense

It can hardly be taken for granted that the first conditon is attain-
able. In view of the second one, the putative universality of categorial
grammar would be derivative of the universality of s.r::m.'u-:ui-:' ;1::}:I
pragmatic relations as well as of the universality of the ontological «pic-
tures of the world.

8. ON QUESTIONS

In 1964, during a meeting of the Cracow Division of the Polish Philo-
sophical Society, Roman Ingarden delivered a paper under the dra-
matic tice: “What do we not know about values®”, If the measure of the
drami of the situation were the length of the list ol problems needed o
be addressed in the answer, it would be equally dramatic o ask today
what we do not know about questions.

Erotetics has a long tradition. In Poland, it reaches as far back as
Kazimicrz Twardowski's time. We have at our disposal formal inter-
pretations concerning some of the main erotetical intuitions. However,
we are stll unable 1o give a satisfying answer to such quesLions as:
What is a question, and when is it well-posed? What is an answer to a
given question, and when is it proper? What is expressed by a ques-
tion, and what docs a question refer r0? What is assumed by a ques-
tion? Examples can he multiplied. ..

Let us try to deal with over some difficulties of sproto-theoreticals
trotetics,

a.1

Sometimes, the question “What is a sentence?” is answered: it is an ex-
pression that is cither true or false. 1 am not satisfied with such an an-
mwer For | define “trathfulness” (reducrively) as follows:

W sentence § states thin p then if the sentence § is true then p.

Scarching for an answer w the question mentioned above, people
uppeal cither 1o semantic or to a pragnntic function of sentences,

Someone who delines “sentence” by an appel 1ot semantic func-
Hion usially claims ti o given semtence is identical with an CXPression
o states o vertain state of allains. A elefinmtion of his kined is instroe-
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tive, when we know from another independent source what the fune-
tion ol stating consists in and what a state of ull'air_s is. Let us Ie.;u-:.:
aside the ontological troubles concerming the separation of states ol af-
fairs from other ontic categorics. As to the function of stating, let us
note that it is not an «ordinary- correlation. With a certain state of al-
fairs one can correlate not only a sentence but also a name. For exam-
ple, with the fact that the sun is shining, one can correlate the name
“the Fact that the sun is shining” as well as the sentence “The sun is
shining™, It is claimed that while the sentence "'lh:: sun is. sllinmg"
states this fact, the name “the fact that the sun is shining” di‘.‘ﬁlglm[r.:ﬁllt.
But how can we distinguish stating from designating PRIOR TO distin-
guishing sentences from names? _ .

Someone who defines “sentence” by an appeal to its pragnatic
function, usually claims that a sentence is identical o an anrn:sﬁiun
that expresses a certain belief. Again, this definition is instructive pro-
vided that we know (independently) what the function of expressing
consists in and what a beliefl is. Let us leave aside the psychological
problems how o distinguish belicfs from other E‘klpllfrj.i_'nlt:t's_ (Iertau_-nl}'.
names do not express beliefs. But how are we to distinguish expressing
from stating? Let us try the [ollowing. The sentence “The sun is shin-
ing" states that the sun is shining but it expresses the fact I‘J'laf a person
uttering this sentence — let us call this person “r!w sender”™ — is be-
lieved that the sun is shining. Clearly, however this sentence does not
state that our sender believes that the sun is shining. This last state of
affairs is stated by the sentence “The sender of the sentence “The sun
15 shining” believes that the sun is shining”. Similarly, this last sentence
does not express the fact that the sender hl.‘l_iw.-'t's that l.]u: sun is shi-
ning; it expresses the fact that the sender believes that sthe is believed
that the sun is shining. N .

Thus, could 4 sentence really be defined in terms of its pragmatic
funcrion?

8.2
Let us repeat an analogous argument with relerence o fuestions, L

us agree that the word “guestion” s a0 short Tor the CN PRSI
“intervegative sentenee”,
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Because finding a property of questions analogous o the truth-
-value of sentences is guite a problem, we shall appeal either w a se-
MARLC o (o a pragmatic function of questions,

Thus, we can say thar « question is an expression, which concerns a
SPECIFIC state of affairs, Following Ingarden |1925, pp. 3270, let us
call it a “problem™,

-‘Cum:erning-a-prut:rem-hy-:l-questiun-, like sstating-a-state-of-af-
fairs-by-a-sentences, is u correlation but it is not an =ordinarys correla-
tion. Let us consider the problem which the question “What is shi-
ning?" concerns. The sentential function “x is shining” also concerns
this problem, i.e. the problem WHAT is shining.

In this situation, one can iry to define “question” by an appeal to s
pragmatic function. But what is expressed by a question? Let us call
what is expressed by a yuestion — following Ingarden again — an
“interrogation”. However, what is an interrogation'

Is interrogation a lack of belief? A Jack ol belief is usually expressed
by a sentence of the type "l am not convinced of that-and-thar”.

Is interrogation a lack of knowledge? Again, a lack of knowledge is
rommonly expressed by a sentence of the type “1 do not know rhat-

and-that”; in our case — "I do not know whit is shining”.

In any case, it would not be an ordinary ignorance, for it is not due
tis the lack of knowledge-that. In our vase, what is relevant is not an ig-
honmee THAT the sun is shining, but an Ignorance about WHAT is
shining. Moreover, we do not have a general formula proper to this
sweond kind of ignorance.

Problems with ignorance-that are well known. It appears that we
ire able to formulate sufficient conditions of such an ignorance:

W notp or O is not justitied in believing that p. then 0 does not
know that g

But we are not able o formulate irs necessary condition. The same
wpplies to ignorance in case of questions,

" Avconding 1o Rivimiers Apthkicwicy the siae ol Huesining — e, o yuestion in
the pssi Bsbogieal sense 1 = ngenial tenvsaon, similan 0 it i is g stare in which [+:d]
[l pirmasin stipves 1o hevebesp i qomie o (i iy e expressed by g JHFOPeT inswer to
thawt WCT B sentienie e, |, | rae b npuimes o et elernaation; || s A SIRCIAL ik
o tmeenest™ | Apduhaewin e 190G, (LR B L I T Ty e Apdukivwae s Tannlanions
B bt e lennal we e AT} g sl prviababennns Dy



126 Farr i, Truch and Nonsenze

However, the crux of the matter consists, first of all, in the fact that
this ignorance is at most one of the necessary elements of interroga-
tion. When we ask (let us ignore didactic questions), there is something
that we do not know and, moreover, we WANT o know it. When we
want o come © know what is shining, we ask: “What is shining?".
Thus, this question cxpresses that we do not know what is shining and,
at the same tume, that we want to know what is shining. The fact that
we want to know what is shining can be stated by the sentence *1 want
to come w know what is shining”; but this sentence expresses some-
thing else: it expresses my beliel that 1 want to know what is shining.

In turn out that one can distinguish a situaton in which our desire
o know something is stated (by means of a suitable sentence) from a
situation in which this desire is expressed (by means of a suitable ques-
rion).

Thus, it looks as if a question could also be defined only by means
of its pragmatic function.” However, the matter is not quite so clear be-
cause the volitional component of interrogation can be expressed not
only by a suitable queston but also by a suitable order, The fact that 1
want to know what is shining can be expressed by the demand “Tell me
what is shining!” as well as by the question “What is shining?".*

8.3

Prima facie, the sanslactory answer to the question “What is a datum
questionis?” 152 it is a sentential function created from a given sentence
by substituting for its question-marker a variable of the same semantic
"..'iﬂ.l:t.'g"li:l1'}!'.-ll

Indeed, the datum guestionis of the question “What is shining" is a
senitential function “x is shining” which results from this question by

* This is whar Twardowski has pointed our by saving that a question is a CALL for
utterance [Twardowski 1001, p. 158],

" Aler all. Leon Rej his showed that o aitempt w1 paraphrasing et bn
means of sentences — whether senfences “grasping the interrogaror’s kiowledge™, o
sentences “exprossing his donlus or gnorance”, or sentences “revealing bis dosioe o
acquire inlermation” — is satisfactory [Rep 1971, p. 115].

! Sometmes the rerm “CONTEXTURE” is wserl instead of “datin quesdunn” [Pobehe
1970, pp. 28220 ] B e mowe odien, this term oanes the pare ol question e
g afier the penmeval ol Hie apaestion-gan ke
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substituting the variable “x" of nominal category for the queston-
marker “what”,

Unfortunately, such an approach can hardiy be considered satisFac-
tory even for simple questions,

~ Sometimes, it is hard 10 guess what the question-marker is. Con-
sider a question like "Which Pole fought for the liberty of Americaz™, If
itis "which Poles” then the datum questionss is “x fought for the liberty of
America”; if it is “which” then the datum questonts is “x Pole fought for
the liberty of America”, We will ignore this problem. After all, the mat-
ter cun be sertled conventionally.

. ‘T'b’hu[ is a problem is that having at our disposal only a datum ques-
tionis, we can not reconstruct the inital question without additional s-
sumptions. After all, the datum questionis of the question “What is i7"
has the same form as the datum questionis of the question "Where is i7"
viz. the form of the function “1t is x". ,

Perhaps, the datum questionis of the question “What is it?" should
have the form of a function with a semantic category ol its variable ex-
Elicit!}r marked, i.e, "It is x(-n)". But how can we know that the ques-
ton-marker “what" determines just this semantic aitegory of a variable?
To reach certainty in this matter, it would be necessary to construct a
fuxiﬂ?n corrclating a definite semantic category of each variable with all
question-markers of a given language.

8.4

Let us agree that the dation questionis is a sentential funcrion that cor-

respond to a problem (in Ingarden's sensc), which a given question

concerns. We should start with the analysis of the problem so under-

sood by establishing which datum questionis a given question has’
Thus:

@) Questions “WHAT has the property P?" concern problems that
consist in the faet that x(-n) has the property P. Let us call such
problems “suBsras raL problems”.

Y Marek bokars Resen Tinther o this divection; he msices i "ome doses new have 1o
ronmstEnn o special theony ol suestions becinse one can o wily sets of semtences of a defi-
e s e steard ol ileiliong with spestions: then (e i ol gueestions wonld -
v degn ol irsieeis” | Lok 190, v 167
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= i

(b} Questions “WHEN does ¢ have the property P:" concern prob-
lems that consist in the fact that @ has the property P in the pe-
riod t. Let us call such problems “TEMPORAL problems”.

(e} Questions "wWily docs @ have the property P2 concern problems
that consist in the fact that @ has the property P because g, Let us
call such problems “cavsaL problems”™.

(d)  Questions “WHAL does a have the property £ FORZ" concern
problems that consist in the fact that a has the property P in or-
der B. Let us call such problems “TELIC problems”.

The variable " in the datum guestionis that coneerns a welic problem
is an infinitive and it has the form "have the property (7, where o is
the: possessor of this property. In the case of the sentential funcrion “a
lies in order B”, the infinitive “to survive™ can be substituted for “p~,
where this infinitive is an «sequivalent- of "that  survives",

What 15 the semantic category of this infimtiver If following
Ajdukiewicz, we assume only 1wo basic categories (wil. sentences and
names) then this infinitive would probably be a functor. But which
functor? In the contexr *To survive (in such-and-such conditions) is a
great trick”, the infinitive “to survive™ 15 a name. In the context "o has
to survive”, the infinitve “to survive” is a hnctor smdvn, IF one as-
sumes that the infinitive “to survive” is such a functor in the context “a
lies in order to survive™, then “in arder [to]” is a functor o)/,

Ingarden divides questions into existential and matter-of-fact fues-
tions." A real difficulty arises when one wants 10 indicate what an
EXISTENTIAL problem is, Le. the problem thac the dedision-question
P77 concerns. We seem to expect “Yes” or “No” answers to such ques-
tions. However, such answers seem to be shorthand lor the sentences
“p" and "I is not the case that p°, respectively. For the sake of symme
try. let us agree to treat the sentence “p” as a shorthand for the sen
tence "It is the case that ¢, Morcover, the expressions “it is the cise”
and "it is not the case” can be treared as expressions of the senstic

category 55 Thus, vne could argue that the datwm guestionis coule have

the form “x{-s4) p". But what is a question-marker in o decision
tpuestion, or — respectively — what is unknown in an existential prab

© Apdukiowice prognggined Baardowskis tevms “devsion questions” aml “pastiplie

nLE i l:|lu'~ulii|l|~s". TR vy
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lem? Ingarden would have cerainly answered: the so-called existential
moment. But how can we express it in sours terms?

8.5

We read in Ajdukiewice:

By a positive assumplion of o gquestion we mean the statement that at least une
proper answer to that question s true, which is equivalent 1o the disjunetion of
all proper answers 1o that question {Ajdukiewics 19650, . BE]L

Before, we come 1o know that:

The sentences vhiained from the daram gresitanis of an interrogative sentence hy
the substitution for the unknown of an appropriate constant are terme friufies
amsers 1o thal interrogative [...] [sentence). The guestion-markers {with possible
mudlifiers) ... ] uswally single out thuse values of that unknown which, when sub-
stituted for the unknown, turn the datum guestionis into a true or 5 false state-
meni. [} Tt singles them out in the sense thar only [...] [these vilues], when
substituted in the deluwr guestionss for the unkiown of the question, rurn the da-
fum queslionis inlo a proper answer to that question. [...] The set of the values of
the unknown of a guestion which are singled o by the question-markers are
termed the range of the wnknmmon of the question [Ajlukiewice 1963h, Pp. 86—57].

Thus, we may say that:

(*) @& proper answer to a given question is an answer, which is a re-
sult of the substitution of one of the distinguished values for the
variable in the datem questionis.

But what is a distinguished value?

To say (as Ajdukiewicz did in the quote above) that a distinguished
vitlue is such a value that if we substitute it for the variable in the datim
guestionis, we shall get a proper answer, does not say much because it
nnly reverses the dependence (*). A distinguished value has the same
senantic category as the vanable to whose range this value belongs.
However, such a characterisation is not sufficient either. The expres-
minn it s a good thing that” is of the ¥/ category but we would not re-
rognise the sentence [0 is a good thing that p as a Proper answer to
e devision-auestion “pz",

Again, nothing reniins for us to do but 10 make a lexicon that cor-
velite not only o delinite semamtic category with a variable but also
tanges of variability (ioe, sets of distinguished values) witl all the iiies-
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tion-markers of a given language. This would be consistent with the di-
rective that only schemata that contains variables with DEFINITE rangces
of variability be treated as sentential functions. This in wrn 1s tanta-
mount Lo ']';.vurd{:wski's directive, according to which fuestions ought
to be UNIVOCAL [ Twardowski 19011 ,
Let us complete the notion of a positive assumption of a guestion
with the notion of a negative assumption of a question. We read in
Ajdukiewicz:
By a segadice aogmplion of o questiom we mean the statement that a1 least one

proper answer to that question is false, which is equivalent to the disjunetion of
negations of all proper answers [Ajdukicwics 19650, p. 58],

And now, let us consider a question of the type "WHAT has the
property P?" concerning a substantial problem, ie., having l.ht: .-ilufmnl
guestions “x(-n) has the property P, Let U be the range of variability ol
the unknown of this question. Thus, we can say that the sentence:

(Ex) K (xe U) (Px)
is the positive assumption of this question, whercas the sentence:
(Ex) K (xe U} N (Px)

is its negative assumption. One can say, in general, that the assumpuon
of our question is the following conjunction:

K (Ex) K (xe U) (Px) (Ex) K (xe U) N (Px).

At first sight, everything seems all right. When we ask “Who disco-
vered Americi?” (an example given by Ajdukiewicz) we seem to assume
that someone discovered America and that not all people discovered it

However, is this always the case with substantial questions? IF we
pose the “Who wants to go to San Remo?” to a group of persons, which
constitutes, in this case, the range of variability of this question, do we
really assume that somebody but not everybody wants to do it? Do we
consider the answers “All of us” and “Nobody” unsuitable? Jt scems
that considering them us unsuitable would only extend propertics ol
didactic questions over all of the substantial questions.

*This s just what Ladenss Babidski disd who stegeeted quesaon e kers (i
COp R uestineish as Sl FROTETR epantilicrs | Kubidsks 147 1]

A, O Qwestions 131

In the case ol a decision-question concerning an existential prob-
lem, 1.e. having the datum guestionas “x(-5/5)p", the range of variability of
is unknown contains two values: “ic is true that” and “it is not true
that™.*

In any case, assuming the principle of bivalence, the assumption of
such a question would be a conjunction of the form:

K (Ex) K (xe U) (xp) (Ex) K (xe U} N (xp).

The lirst conjunct will be satisfied by one of the values while the
second one will be satisfied by the other. And the assumption of the
existential question is true ex definitione because precisely one of the two
possibilities occurs: either it is the case that g, or it is not the case thae g

However, let us consider a guestion of the type "WHY does a4 have
the property P?", concerning a causal problem, i.e. having the datum
questionis “a has the property P, because ¢”. Here, causes are distin-
guished values. But is this true for all causes? If we accepr elfectualism,
according to which every state of aflairs has a certain effect, then are all
the states of affairs relevant here? 1s the sentence “The Sun is shining
because the Moon is a slice of cheese” a proper answer o the questions
"Why is the Sun shining="? And are the real states of affairs (e.g. the
fact that Poland joined NATO) the only relevant ones? Or maybe it is
anly the spossibles causes of the fact that the Sun is shining (and in
guneral: the fact that 2 has the property P) that should be taken into
account? In any case, we would have to compile the full repertoire of
such possible causes for cach state of affairs.

The case of elic questions present us, mutats wmwlandis, with the
sane difficuluy.

We read in Ajdukiewicz:

* However, e thaese just two tiothe-values, as Jersy Kopania | 1987, p. 207] writes?
We ignore beie the diflhoally conmocted with the Gt thar sonetimes “p" is a hidden
conmnpuene e, s o Wl cose ol the speestien " Has Creerge stopped stealing ye1?”, which, in
P b, stiunels Tonr dwern epoesivons: "Dl Coomger Tormmenly sieal?” el "Dows George non sieal
ainyrmmes” | lokan e PURL e 1465
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A qquestion whose positive of REESLve asumphion is ot rwe is vermved oty
posedd [Ajdukiewice 1963, p. 887

Thus, we want to say that a properly posed question is a question
that has a true positive assumption and a true negative assumption, i.e.
in short: that has a true assumption."

However, let us now suppose that, for instance, a substantial ques-
tion has no assumption: neither a positive nor a negative one (in the
senses explained above). Suppose also that a definite range of variabi-
lity is correlated with their question-markers. Due to this fact, such a
question would be well-posed. One would expect that a proper answer
to such a question states precisely one of the following possibilities:

(i) that no value from the range of variability of its unknown satislies
the datum guestionis,

(i) that some, but not all, values from this range satisfy the dationm
questionis;

(iii) that all values from this range satisfy the datum questionis. .

An improper answer to a substantial question would state precisely
one of the three possibilities:

{i'} that no value from a certain set different from the range of varia-
hility of its unknown satisfies the datum questionas;

(ii") that some, but not all, values from this set do not satisfy the da-
fum guestionis;

(1ii") that all the values [rom this set satisfy the datum questions.

But is it the case that ONLY such an answer is improper? An answer
that did not «reverts o the constant part of the dafum questions of
given question would also seem to be improper. Thus, the answer "It iy
thawing” would also be an improper answer to the question "What is
shining?". And perhaps it is not an answer to this question at all?

For what is an answer?

A rvesponse to a question [ is [...] [a statement that] e some exoent connijalies
with the intention of the person who has asked the question [Ajdukiewice 1B,
p. 849

" Gumetimes, in this context, a proper answer i calbed " possible amvwer™ [Raogini
1987, pp. 206—310), A possible answer should be distinguished from an acourate an
swor [Twardowski 1901 ], which contmins “uthugg less than™ is expocied Dy an imerragg
b,

U Paarrkwski | 1H00] calbed sl qoestions “logical quesions”, Les guestions
“linh pa venne tecenniain winng daa”
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Let us return o well-posed questions. According to causalism, each
causal question is well posed. On this ground, the answers of type (i)
are not acceptable; moreover, according to monocausalism (seil, the
view that everything has precisely one cause), there are no acceptable
answers of type (iii). But they are not acceptable because they are sim-
ply false, not because they are improper.

Answers that do not «revert- to the constant part of the datum ques-
tionis of a causal question are improper as was the case with such an-
swers to substantial questions, For instance, the answer “It is thawing”
is an improper answer to the question “Why is the sun shining?".

In general, one can say that every expression that is non-grammi-
tical (or not well-formed) is also an improper answer (to any question).

As we have seen, our intuitions concerning questions of everyday
linguistic practice are unclear and vague, If these intuitions were o
constitute an intuitive horizon for an adequate logic ol quesuons, they
should first be thoroughly explicated and modified.



9. ON SEMIOTIC FUNCTIONS OF CONDITIONALS

9.1

At the beginning of this century it was generally held — e.g. by
Whadyslaw Biegariski [1903, p. 184; 1912, p. 281] — that a conditional
sentence states o, in other words (1), expresses the succession and con-
tiguity (in time and in space) ol those states ol affairs, 1w which the an-
tecedent and the consequent of the conditional reler. However, the
conditional states (expresses) nothing about these states of aflairs aken
separately. The introduction by logicians ol the concept of material im-
plication has given rise to the question of its relation 1o the conditionals
ol natural language. One should note that the gquestion is held o have
appearcd as long ago as Ancient times [Lukasiewicz 1934, p. 203 —
204). 1 suppose that amongst Polish logicians the first to draw attention
ter the so-called paradox of matenal implication was Tadeusz Kotar-
bhiriski [1929, p. 168].

Almost at once, two contrary views on the issue became clear Ac-
cording 1o one, whose most famous proponent was Roman Ingarden
[ 14956, material implication is, from the semantic point of view, so dil-
ferent from conditional sentences that the latter can in no way be re-
thuced 1o the former. According to the second, most [ully developed by
Razimiere Ajdukicwice [1936a], material implication and the condi-
thonals of mawral kinguage have the same truth-conditions; the para-
dox ol material implication can be avoided once the distinction be-
tween “stating” amd "expressing” i introduced. This distinetion was all
the easier tesweept due o the previous progress in the analysis of the
expressive Tonction o witeramees ciorvicd ont by Maria Ossowska | 1928;

1.
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9.2

Because of the interruption of normal academic life in Poland — first
as a result of the destructive war, then the cultaral barbarism ol the oc-
cupying powers, and later the distorted exigencies of post-war politics
— scholars had to retrace their steps a number of times to the orgins
of the dispute. First of all, the authors themselves madce, at a greater
length than previously, reference to the solutions of their pre-war wri-
tings: 1 mean Ingarden [1949] und Ajdukiewicz [1956a]. However, they
did not develop their positions any [urther. Soon, they were joined by
two new reserchers: Zdzistaw Crerwiriski [1958] and, shightly later,
Eugeniusz Grodzinski [1969). (1 am setting aside the purcly expository
writing of Ludwik Borkowski [1964] and Janina Kotarbinska [1964].)

Grodeinski atempied (unsuccessfully, 1 believe) 1o show that a sen-
tence of the form “If p then ¢" (where "p" and "g" are sentences) is a
(metalinguistic) sentence about the sentences “p" and “g". To be more
exact, it is a senience that states that some relation holds between the
logical values of “p" and “¢" [Grodzinski 1969, p. 64|, and moreover,
that if it is a true sentence, it expresses a valid (deductively infallible)
inlerence [Grodziniski 1969, p. G0].

On the other hand, Crerwiniski sought to cast doubt, 1o my mind
correctly, on Ajdukiewicz’s analysis ol the semantic function of stating
in its connection with conditional sentences. He showed that:

(1) the concept of “stating” as expounded by Ajdukiewics is unclear
|Crerwinski 1959, p. 265];

(2) given the limits of the solution put forward by Ajdukicwicz, one
can assume that if two sentences state the same thing then they are
logically equivalent [Czerwiriski 1959, p. 265];

(3) what natural language conditionals states is not the same as whin
sentences exemplifying material implication state: there are false con-
ditionals in natral language that become true if the “if . then” fune-
tor is interpreted as material conditional [Czerwiriski 1959, pp. 265—
266); an example would be "1f Copernicus had a son then he was not a
father” — as would be every sentence, whose antecedent logically ox
cludes i1s consequent [Czerwinski 1959, pp. 266—267);

(4) a nataral hanguage conditional s true if there exists a true (FETS
mal implication, from which the conditional can be obtained by subsu
tution [ Crevwinski 1958, o 264]
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9.3

Alfter the death of Ajdukicwicz, Barbara Stanosz became the main pro-
ponent of his approach to solving the paradox of material implication
[Stanosz and Nowaczyk 1976; 1983]. Jerzy Kmita made progress in the
analysis of the expressive functions of utterances [Kouta 1966], as did
Leseck Nowak [1970]. The task of clarifying the notion of “connection
in content” — a key notion of the alternative approach — fell to
Zdziskaw Kraszewski [1972].

A particularly interesting standpoint on the issue was taken by Jerzy
Pelc [1983].

First of all, he drew up conditions of linguistic admissibility of con-
ditionals, i.e. combined conditions of their truth and proper use, in a
pragmatically based analysis. According to Pele, language-users regard
a conditional as adnussible if:

(1) they believe that there is a connection between the content of the
antecedent and that of the consequent;

(2) they do not believe that the component sentences are not trae;

{3) they do not believe {are not convineed ) that they are true;

(4) they believe that there is a conditional connection (and they
slook= for it) between the content of the antecedent and that of the
consequent,

Second, as can be seen above, Pelc not only includes amongst his
conditions the language-user's belief that a consequence-relation holds
between the antecedent and the consequent, but also herthis belief that
there is a factual connection between the states of affairs indicated by
the antecedent and those indicated by the consequent. The later beliel
wonild seem to be the basis for the former,

9.4

The views of Andrae] Boguskawski must be added, for the moment, o
the ami-Ajdukicwics approach |Bogustawski 1986]. They are in a sense
the complement of Crerwinski's position,  Bogustawski called into
guesticn the secomed crucial clement in Ajdukiewicz's solution: ie. the
vonclusions ol his analysis of the pragmatic funcion of sexpressings for
vonicditiomads. Tle maedd v demonstne o
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(1) Ajdukiewice’s notion of “expressing” is unclear;

(2) "expressing” can only be distinguished from “stating” if: () the
counterdomain of the relation of expressing (and, respectively, of stut-
ing) is homogeneous; (b) “expressing” and “stating” have non-relative
content;

(3) one has to introduce the concepr of “saying” (direct and indirect)
in order w explain why the following are held o be deviant: (a) uue-
ring the negation of the sentence “1 do not know if p, and 1 do not
know if g" together with a sentence of the form “H p then ¢ (b) urte-

ring a conditional of the form “1f p then ¢ in which “p" is a sentence of

the form "1 know that r";

(4) every (basic) conditional of the form “If p then ¢" says: (a) di-
rectly, that there is a4 connection between the lact that p and the fact
that g: (b) indirectly, that the speaker knows neither whether p nor
whether g;

(5} certain (basic) conditionals of the form “If p then ¢" state divectly
what is stated by the ideal (i.e. strict) implication: “p = ¢7, i.e. that it is
impossible that g and not q;

(6) no (basic) conditionals of the form “IF p then ¢ (a) make pre-
cisely the same statement as is made by the material implication “—";
(b} says either directly or indirectly that the speaker knows that

{7) the consequence ol a correct utterance of a (basic) conditional is
that the speaker is willing to infer “¢" from “p".

I think that Boguslawski applies conditions which are too rigorous
for the separateness of “expressing” and “stating”. If it were a concli-
tion of the separate extension of two names that no thing belonging 1o
the extension of one should have a property common to something in
the extension of the other, then no two names would be separate. In
order to distinguish the concept of expressing from that of stating it is
enough w show that these relations have different fields. 1 would say,
moreover, that this distinction suffices o clarify the linguistic pheno-
mena referred o by Bogustawski in (3) above, Going further, it secms
o me that all difficulties of this kind are cleared up by making use ol
the expressing-stating distinction. Contrary to Bogustawski, 1 think
that the existence of a connection between the fact that poand the Ewt
that g is stated by a conditional of the form “IF p then ¢°. On the ol
hand, the fact that the speaker knows neither whether ponor whether g,
iy expressed by such i condmional. Moreover, a conditional exprosses,
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amongst other things, the lact that the speaker knows that there exists
a connection between the fact that p and the fact that g. Thus, it also
expresses his readiness 1o infer “g" from “p",

9.5

Now 1 should like to put forward a solution, which keeps the frame-
work of Ajdukiewicz's approach but it also tkes into account Czer-
wiriski's corrections and certain of Bogustawski's conclusions. Hope-
fully, it will equally avoid the difficulties to which both these scholars
drew attention.

(1) The principle of rationality." If X is rational then if X rejects “p”,
one must not accept that .

N.B. Bearing in mind Alfred larski's reservations [Tarski 1933, pp-
159—160], | nevertheless often write for convenience “X™, “Y”, etc. as
names ol individuals X, ¥, etc. and “p", “¢”, ctc. as names of sentences p,
q, etc.

(2)  1f one may not accept that g then “p" is illegitimate or unaceep-
table.

Indicative, interrogative and imperative sentences may all be ille-
gitimate (unacceptable). “llegitimate indicative sentence” has the same
meaning as “false (incorrectly uttered) sentence™; “illegitimate inter-
rogative sentence” has the same meaning as “unjustified (wrongly put)
sentence”; and “illegitimate imperative sentence” has the sume mean-
ing as “inapplicable (wrongly delivered) sentence”,

(3)  IF"p" is legitimate then il “p" states that g then 4.

Ax has often been emphasised (most incisively perhaps by Pele; of.
for instance the recent {Pele 1982, p. 227)), if one is to be exact, one
should not siy that “p" states that ¢, but rather that X's utterance that p
states that g. Sienilarly sentences asserting that “p” announces that, pre-
MERppaesaes ||!h||. CRPITCSSeS s .‘illi]l]ld he seen as ilH}rt'\'lli'llll'l-'L'.

UMy prineple ol vatmenaling is sl o TLE Giriee's prineiple of quakity G
1076, ja M|
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(4) W "p" staes that ¢ and “¢" is identical with “p” then “p" an-
nounces tha g.

(3)  Every "p” announces that p.

(6) 107" suates that ¢ and "¢" is different from “p" then “p" presup-
poses that g,

{(7)  1E"p" is correct, then if “f” expresses that g then g.
(8)  H"p" states that g then “p" expresses the belief thar g.
(9 1F"p" stares that g or “p” expresses that g then “p” informs that 4.

As can be seen, 1 am endorsing here the distinetion of the semantic
from the pragmatic function. T think that as long as epistemological
dualism remains insurmountable, the opposition of “stated” and “ex-
pressed” is justilied, where what is expressed is intersubjectively im-
pervious,

9.6

(10) The principle of intelligibility. If X understands “p" then X
knows the content of “p”, i.e. knows the set of states of afluirs
about which “p" informs,

(11) There are various types of conditionals that are mutually irre-
ducible,

The: main ones are as follows:

{it) NATURAL IMPLICATIONS:

(I} general implications: "Whenever p, g4°, where “p" and “g" stand
for open sentences;

(11} individual implications: *{Fven) if p then (it is not the case that)
q", where “p" and “¢" stand for closed sentences;

(A4)  differentiating impheations of the form “If p then ¢ (1) factual
inplications: “Since p, ", where “p” and “g” may ke any wnse;
(1) potential implications: “Supposing that pog" where “p” and
“g" may be set in any tense: (i) connterfactual implications: “1 i
hitel been the e that pothen i would bave been the case thar "
where "p" anel “g" are setin g past lense;
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(B}  qualifying+ implications (they may be Factual, potenual or
counterfactual) of the form “Even ifp, g™

(€)  qualifying= implications (factual, potential or counterfactual) of
the form “Even if p, it is not the case that ¢";

{(b) LOGICAL IMPLICATIONS;

(1) material (loose) implications: “p — q";

(1} ideal (strict) imphcations: “p=q"

I realise that, on the one hand, one type of conditional may be ut-
tered by means of various types of conjunctions, and on the other, one
conjunction may occur in different types of conditionals, For simplicity
I only use certain particular conjunctions in order 1o mark certain par-
ticular conditionals. 1 am also aware that conditional sentences — cer-
tinly those that exhibit factual and potential implication — do not
have o be indicative sentences but may also be interrogatives or im-
pﬁ'rﬂu'ﬁ'l‘i.

Below, 1 limit myself to an analysis of indicative conditionals.

9.7
(12) A conditional of the form “Supposing that £. 4" presupposes,
amongst other things, that p is connected with g

If it is obvious that there is no such connection then the conditional
in question, to use Ingarden's phrase, is an “arrant nonsense”
[Ingarden 1936, p. 266].

(13) A conditional that exemplifies potential implication presupposes
a certain connection. 'The most frequent types of cunnections are:

(i) symptomatic connection; for example:
I T have a fever then 1 am ill;
(h) coexistential connection: for example;

I my wile was at Duszniki at that time then she definitely listened 1o
Chopin;

(¢} generie conmection; lor example:

W Coprernicns was o Pole, he was g Skav:
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(d) significatory connection: for example:

If the light is red, the road is closed;

(e) motivational connection: for example:

If the priest goes there, he will become transfixed with joy;
{f causal connection; for example:

If you eat hemlock, you will soon die;

(g) necessary connection; for example:

If an area of low pressure occurs in the Mazovia region, it will rain
in Warsaw.

In the example of (a), it is presupposed that a fever requires (is the
physical consequence of) illness. Sentences ol the form “If 1 am not
mistaken then ¢” are of a similar type. N.B. Only in the case of a sen-
tence of the form “1f p then ¢" that states a symplomatic connection,
would I be inclined to say that the fact that g is a necessary condition
for the fact that p.

In the example of (b), it is presupposcd that my wife's stay in
Duszniki WAS ACCOMPANIED BY her listening to (the music of) Chopin.

In the example of {c}, it is presupposed that (Copernicus’) being a
Pole CONSTITUES (his) also being a Slav.

In the example of (d), it is presupposed that the red light SIGNIFIES
a closed road.

In the example of (¢), it is presupposed that the priest's going there
GIVES RISE TO (is the psychological cause of) his being transfixed with
joy. Under this heading come all conditional commands, prohibitions,
promises and threats.

In the example of (f), it is presupposed that the eating of hemlock
CAUSES (physically) a quick death. N.B. Only in the case of a condi-
tional which presupposcs a causal connection, would 1 be inclined to
say that the state of affairs indicated by the antecedent is a sufficient
condition of the state of affairs indicated by the consequent.

In the example of (g), it is assumed that the occurrence of low pres-
sure in the Mazovia region MAKES I'T POSSIBLE THAT it rains in Warsaw.
N.B. Only in such a type of conditional, would | say ol the state of al-
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fairs referred o by the antecedent that it is a necessary condition of the
state of affairs obtaining that is referred w by the consequent.

The fact that p
requires
the fect that ¢

S M O

The fact that p
mukes the fact
that g poxsible

The facithat p |
is accompanicd by
the fact that U

BECCCSAry coe vistential

natural

The factthat p |
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the Bt that g '
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conventional

causal generic
mrxtm » [ The facttal p The factthat p ||| The fctthat p
ar Causes cunislifutes rofors lo
the fact that g the fact that ¢ the fact that ¢ the fact that g
consequential exponential

motivative significatory

| The octhat p | | The facishar p
gives rige to | signifios
the fact that g the factthat g

e _l

Fig. 4. Types of connections presupposed by conditionals

9.8

As cun be seen, in comtrast with Ajdukiewicz, in taking the holding of a
vertiin type ol connection o be o component of the objedive
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(referential) content that differentiates various conditional-types [rom
one another (Le. taking it w be a component ol the set of states of af-
Fairs stated by such a sentence), 1 do not have to regard conditionals of
the type "1l the moon is made of green cheese, 1 shall die on a day the
date of which is an even number”, since these states of affairs are not
connected in any of the above-mentioned ways.

Stanose, 4 proponent of Ajdukiewice's approach, writes whae follows
about the view according to which the reason for denying thar a condi-
tional of the form “If p then 47 is true may be a lack of connection
between the fact that p and the fact that g:

In order for [...] this view to deserve being called a solution o the problem of th
truth-conditons for condinonals, the concept of a content connection between
the anecedent and the consequent needs clarifying. [-..] Yer all hithero pro-
posedd definiions of such a concepr are chearly inadequate in that they corre-

spond at most only 1o certain particular senses of the conjuncoon o . fhen
[Seamose 1985, p. 75).

I cannot agree that a disjunctive definition of a protocolar kind would
be inadequate, quite simply because the definiendum is itsell polysemic.
Neither do 1 agree that, in the case of conditionals like the [ollowing:

If Jan obtains a passport, he will leave the country,

“the concept of a content connection between the constituents ol a-
ceptable conditionals defies any anempt at explanation” [Stunosz 1985,
p. 75]. It is true that here there is no causal connection but there is a
connection, which 1 have called a "motivational connection” above. In
contrast to Stanosz, [ hold that the consequent of the above conditional
can be inferred from s antecedent, namely as its enthymematic conse
quent on the basis of, e.g., “a generally accepted truth”: “If someone
does not obtain a passport. sthe will not (legally) leave the country, even
if s'he wanted 1o, Jan wants o leave the country, therefore ...

It 1s another matter entirely that this mferrability is not stated by the
relevant conditionals. So those (for example |Grodainski 1969, p. 6]
and [Wolter and Lipczynska 1973, p. 98]), who hold that a sentence ol
the form “If p then g7 seates that sentence “p" implies sentence “g" e
wrong. OF course, iff a sentence of the form “IF p then g” is rue — aned
thus states, amongst other things, that g (Le. the state of albairs indice:d
by “q") is connected with the Fact that p (e, the state of alliies indicated
by “p") — then, obviously, the antecedent implies the conseqguent,
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N.B. A prool that a conditional like “If he comes, T shall give him a
piece of my mind” presupposes something more than material impli-
cation is given by the fact that contraposition would not be acceptable
in the case of a natural language conditional of this type. The sentence
“IC 1 don't give him a picce of my mind, he won't come” has 4 com-
p]el;c.ly different referential (objective) content from that of its contra-
positive, for it presupposes that giving somebody a picce of my mind
leads to his not coming.

9.9

(14) Mul::ri_;ul implication “p — " presupposes, amongst other things,
that it is not the case that p unless it is the case thar q.

(15) Every conditional of the [orm "It p then 47 implies the material
implication “p — ¢".*

Like Stanosz, I believe that it is a significant virtue of a theory that it
itllows the application ol logic (in this case, propositional logic) to the
unalysis of natural language. In any case, like Pele, 1 am already satis-
fied if logical theses can be used as auxiliary negative criteria in disco-
vering the truth. And I hope that the solution to the problem of condi-
tionals outhined above may be seen as following this path.

{(16) A conditional of the orm “Supposing that p, 4" expresses,
amongst other things:
(a) ignorance (on the part of the speaker) as to whether i
(b) ignorance (on the part of the speaker) as 10 whether q;

! Perhaps Wl Quine lso had this in mind when he wrone:

Uhage comtorms ws the third Bine of the wble (1F) and e lapses as wsom U5 @ cuse i pre-
rowely hicued elewhere in the tble [Qnaine 1940, 23], Tlus i s chat the incdicative coni-
tmeral i eachinany lagraige has given way in the bgically regimented language of seience o
e el conidivionl, which while servang soll the saentific purposes of the okd, does nor
share the detevivenwss of the old with regard w trothovalues. The material cuanelitioral
bemwnec] Bivan any twis siiteiaciats lus o delinne vagh-value: discovery of the Labsivy of the an-
brvidbean ol o neneriil eomelitionad dhisposes of the questions of the athovalue nor by dis.
mvssitigg if, it b dlelovoring thee aosweer rene” | dvanme 19580, g 16:5] .

Che wammast, Doowever, exnlode the possability that b Tusel i smined o greater indlepen:
lIl‘IIH." Iﬂ‘rﬂ'l'l"ll vorpedatieernals ol el ial i||1||||| TN, ST h’l' Faanleds thin i i coaser ol
Hhe asilier vl lvrggermgess o omnlitionals abser wie wlfe o senefess [ e FUHAD, go. 26).
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(c) readiness (on the part of the speaker) to infer the sentence “g"
from the sentence “p".

N.B. One should bear in mind that ignorance as to whether pis also
expressed by the queston s it the case that g2,

9.10

I am aware ol the fact that the solution presented above is not com-
plete. In particular, it presupposes the solution of certain basic philo-
sophical problems, namely:

{a) a clanlicatnon of the concept ol "rationality” (cf. thesis (1))

(b) an indication of the criteria of identty and distinciness of sen-
tences (cf. thesis (4) and thesis (3));

()} an analysis of the concepr of “content™ as the ser of states of al-
fairs referred w by a given sentence (cf. thesis (10));

{d} a description of the criteria for each particular type of connec-
tion presupposed by conditionals (cf. thesis (13)).

Some of these problems have been dealt with i the works of Polish
logicians (cf. [Jadacki 1980]), other have been touched upon in some of
my own articles [|adacki 1981; 1982], but the last word on the matter
has undoubtedly yet to be written.

10. ON NONSENSE

10.1

Thomy G. Winner began his paper delivered during the Semiotic
Symposium at Radziejowice (near Warsaw) with the following words:

Prague, in the inter-war years, was a local point of the Europe i 7
" B pean avant-gards
[...] [Winner 1984, p. 457). :

One of tricks serving the then avant-garde to liberate art from the con-
straints of “the objective world” was to use various types of nonsense in
their pieces. At the same time, the opposite tendency appeared in the
philosophy and science: 1o get rid of everything that could be sus-
pected of being nonsense.

It is worth noting that appealing o the ssense of nonsenses is
llt'.lllll:.'lhing peculiar to the authors trying 1o convince us of the redue-
tinnistic programme (e.g. reists very often talk about nonsense), The
word “nonsense” or its synonyms are used at least 14 times in George
Rerkeley's Treatise!

I think all this 1s sufficient to justify an attempt o explicate the no-
titn of “nonsense”,

10.2

When confronted with a sentence § 2 given user U can take one of two
usertive attitudles: sthe can either aceept or reject 5. Let us assume that
the following equivilence holds:

(1 8 rejecs S off U accepts the negation of §.

Phvs, from now on, we cn speak about acceptance instead of as-
pertive attinades,
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Acceptance 15 subordinated to two duties. On the one hand:
{2) MU accepts § then § should be JusTiren.
Let us notice that the fullowing dependence holds:
(3) IS is justified then § is JUSTIFIABLE,
If 50, then:
(4) WU accepts S then S should be JUSTIFIABLE,
On the other hand:
(5) MU accepts § then [ should comprehend §.

The duty expressed by formula (5) can be equivalently expressed
s

(6) I U accepts § then S should be comprehensible o 1.
Formula (6) entails:

{7) 1PV accepts § then § should be comprehensible.
The following dependence holds:

(8)  IFUis comprehensible then § is meaningful.
It 50, then:

(9) MU accepts 8 then § should be meamngful.

I'his dependence was already formulated by Berkeley, He writes:
“In order to avoid absurdity and scepticism, 1 should |...] be obliged w0
give up my opinion” [Berkeley 1714, p. 172]. He links also expresss ver-
bis incomprehensibility with nonsensicality, writing that “to assert that
which is inconceivable, is 1o talk nonsense” [Berkeley 1714, p. 215).

Sentences that do not fulfil the conditions given in formulae (2), (5),
(7) and (9), ie., groundless, unjustifiable, incomprehensible, and
meaningless sentences, constitute various kinds of nonsense,

I would like o note, by the way, that, in Poland in the inter-war pe-
riod, a very interesting discussion concerning comprehensibility wok
place. It was opened by Karol Irzykowski, and continued va. by Jersy
Hulewicz [1924), Jozef Ujejski [ 1924], and Stmistaw Tgnacy Witkicwicz
[1927]. For instance, Hulewics noticed, referring to Cyprian Kamil
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Norwid, that “something is comprchensible when it should be (not
necessarily is) comprehende by someone”,

We are inclined to say that a person who accepts nonsensical sen-
tences, 1.e. sentences that are groundless, unjustifiable, incomprehensi
ble, and meuaningless, behaves IRRATIONALLY,

In this way, the problems of nonsense and (iryrationality interlock.

UNJUSTE | i coeriiotts | [ & .o MEANING
5 is justifiable e mea g
FIABILITY =225 E0E | gk i“ir"i_l LESSNESS
»

Ucomprehends §  INCOMPRE-
(5’8 comprehen- HENSIBILITY

sible to L)

T

GROUND- [—.. ——— |\,
LESSNESS !_3_“‘ i

Uaccepts § |

[7reject § = [V accepts the negation of §

[RRATIONALITY

Fig. 5, Nonsense and irrationality

10.3

These two paths of dependencies — one leading from acceplance to

Justiliability, the other leading from acceptance to meaningfulness —

Ineet:
(10} IFS is justiliable then § is meaningful.

In this wary, mcaninglulness of § appears to be a necessary as well as
W =keys condition of the acceptance of §: it is a skeys condition because
both pasths lead w e via justifiability and via comprehensibility,

I is disputable whether the justifiability of § is vijually crucial or
not: whether or not converse dependence to the deseribed in formula
(100 as i dowee b
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(11) 1fS is meaningful then § is justifiable.
In other words, it is disputable whether:
(12} 8 1s meaningful iff S 1s justifiable,

As is well known, neopositivists answered this question affirmarively,
imposing here an additional condition:

(13) 5 is justfiable iff S is EMPIRICALLY verifiable.
By this means, their decision adopted the following form:
(14) 5 1s meamingful iff 5 15 EMPIRICALLY veriliable.

This decision was not free lrom difficulties, which became the object
of penetrating analyses done by the strongest minds during several de-
cennaries. The question of whether or not meaningful expressions can
stand in logical relations with nonsense, and if so, what are the conse-
quences ol this fact, appeared to be a matter of special complexity. One
ol the proposed solutions was to consider nonsense as the third logical
value, beside truth and falsehood. 1t made an affirmative answer to the
above question possible, but it did so at the price of modifying the
sense of the functors of the classical propositional calculus.

A very clear report of this discussion is given by Charles Frederick
Presley [1961].

10.4

When analysing the usage of the word “nonsense”™ one notices easily
that it is a kind of epithet: that nonsense is something improper. In the
light of the dependencies mentioned above, it can be explained by in-
dicating that acceptance of a nonsensical sentence is improper becanse
of the fact that it violates a certain duty binding on us, if our behaviour
18 to be rational. 11 the 1's behaviour is to be rational then we expea
that § accepted by [V is not nonsense,

Tadeusz Tomaszewski was one of the irst persons who noticed tha
the necessary condition of considering something as a nonsense are
ceTtain expectations, As o matter of Luwt, lus thesis s mach more vadi
cal:

10 (hn Nonsense 1al

The assessment of the nonsensicality of a text depends on reader’s cxpeciations.
The text itsell has no objective leatures that qualifes it as absalutely nonsensical
[Tomastewski 1936, p. 38].

(I do not agree with the opinion expressed in the second sentence of
this quotation.)

The explication of “nonsense” should start with the remark that this
epithet is used with reference not only to sentences — and even not
only to expressions — but also 1o extralinguistic objecis.

Itis true with reference 1o every piece ol nonsense thar:

(13)  Ifx is nonsense then (a) x lacks something or (b) something in x
is replaced by something simproper-.

Let us agree to use the word "asense” in the case ol nonsenses that
fulfil only condition (a), and the word “countersense” in the case of
nonsenses that [ullil only condition (b).

CAUSAL ASENSE AXIOLOGICAL ASENSE
{contingency ) (valuelessness)
VALUE h
STRUCTURAL ASENSE
STRUCTURE
® MATTER
MATERIAL ﬁ.SENSE\
.l*ZIM MOTIVE
vt
MOTIVATIONAL ASENSE TELEOLOGICAL ASENSE
{mativelessness) {aimlessness)

Fig. 6. Types of asenses

The sthingss that are lacking (because of the lack of which a given
objpet i an asense) are either parts of this object or inner bonds be-
Iween is s, its canse of motive, its vadue or aim, Thus, asense can
b altermately matevial, stractoral, causal, motivational, axiological and
telealogieal,
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Countersenses have their main source either in exchanging a cer-
tain part of a given object for a part of a different (<impropers) kind, or
in exchanging a determined bond between parts of a given object for a
different (also -impropers) kind. These are alternately material and
structural countersenses.

In all these cases, we call something “nonsense” if we expect that
this "something” should have some property:

(a) in the case of material nonsense, we expect that a given objeat
should have determined parts, while either one of them is de facto mis-
sing (asense) or it is changed for the simproper» (countersense};

(b} in the case of structural nonsense, we expect that parts of a given
object are bound in a determined way but we either find no bond
between them (asense) or the existing bond is the «<impropers par
(countersense);

{c) in the case of causal asense, we expect that a given object, in
particular, a certain event, has a determined cause but it turns out that
this cvent 15 saccidentals;

(d) in the case of motivational asense, we expect that a given object,
in particular, a certain action, has a determined motive but it is, as a
matter of fact, motiveless;

{e) in the case of axiological asense, we expect that a given object
has determined value, whereas it is valueless; Carl Gustav Jung nar-
rows the notion of “nonsense™ in this way by saying that “das geutige
Pendel schwingt xwischen Smn und Unsinn, und nich zunschen richtig und
unrichtig” [Jung 1961: p. 158);

(f} in the case ol teleological asense, we expect that a given object, in
particular, a certain action, has a determined aim but it is in fact aim-
less.

It seems that there is also a kind of asense, which can be called
“probabilistic asense”, and which is similar to cavsal and motvational
asenses. We can speak about probabilistic asense il we expect that a
given object (in particular, an cvent) occurs with a certain probability
but our expectation turns out to be incorrect.
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10.5

All the types of nonsense mentioned above can be also encountered
in the domain of language. It concerns, in particular, material and
structural nonsenses, which, in the case of expressions, we call “lexical”
and “syntactical” nonsenses respectively.

The examples of lexical nonsense are Slopiewnie by Julian Tuwim.

FEL

Here you have the beginning of the poem “Slowisien”;
W biadod reewiu jasnic dini sbonecena,
Micdzie #toci biskspalem ivinie,
Drvrewia petni pseceely i pasiecany,
A preee lifcie krasnic pok stowiinie [Tuwim 1923, p, 144].

Roman Ingarden was the philosopher who called our auention to
Moprewnie and the so-called “mirohtady” in this context [Ingarden
1934, p. 4].

In the case of syntactical nonsense, one can, following Tadeusz Ko-
tarbiriski, speak either about nonsense fowd court or syntactical incon-
sistency or syntactic disorder [Kotarbifiski 1929, p. 20]. The fact that
our expectations are not fulfilled in this respect is determined by the
xyntactic rules of 1 given lainguage. Thus Witeld Marciszewski writes:

A system ol expressions U is nonsense [with TESpECT 16 A languadgc_f}, when it isa
chain of expressions built in violation of the syntactic rules of J [Marciszewski
1970d, p. 1994,

One can try to explicate lexical nonsense of compound expressions by
identifying nonsensical members of these expressions (possibly also
lunctors) with variables of a proper category.

Let us consider the Polish expression:

(i} Miodzie zloci bialopalem,

which is lexical nonsense with respect to its first and third member. Let
us agree that this expression has the following semantic and syntactic
structure (written in Kazimierz Ajdukiewicz's notation):

(i) w simne m;
i) (0,0, (00, 1,2y,
I sen, then G s equivalent to the Tannction:

{iv) v slowr g,



154 Part 18, Tonuth and Nonserse

If we give (i) the form of the expression:
(v) Mlodzie zbod bialopalem,

we shall receive the function:
{vi) Ry,

that is (v) will be equivalent to the fact that a certain object stands in a
certain relation (o a certain object.

I have already mentioned that nonsense may have its source in the lack
of justification; one can call it “argumentational nonsense”. In addition
to argumentational, lexical, and syntactical nonsenses we have sui gene-
it linguistic nonsenses, associated with the special functions fulfilled by
linguistic expressions,

OBJECTLESSNESS FALSEHOOD

[ —— M — ——

.
EXPRESSING Y E
Boicciirisina W RPN DR |
EXPRESSIVE FUNCTION 3 DESIGNATIVE-ALETHIC
N FUNCTION
EXPRESSION l

PRAGMATICFUNCTION |~ (cenrrency) SEMANTIC FUNCTTON

PERSUASIVE FUNCTION CONNOTATIVE-CATEGORIAL
FUNCTION
| PERSUADING {_mnwnnc.r POSSIBILITY I

CONTENTLESSNESS ABSURDITY

Fig. 7. Semintic asenses

I mean the following functions:

(i) connotinve function: expressions can CONNOTE certiin propes
s,

(h) dlesganive Tunction: CXressions cin DESHGNATE cortain ulyects;
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{¢) expressive function: expressions can EXPRESS certain expericnces
of the sender (her/his beliels in particular);

{d) persuasive function: expressions can PERSUADE the receiver to a
certain behaviour (a linguistic behaviour in parucualar),

In the case ol sentential expressions, the connotative (a) and the
designative (b) function are replaced by new functions that might be
called “categorial” and “alethic™. A given sentence satisfies the catego-
rial function if it describes a POSSIBLE state of affairs. A sentence satis-
fies the alethic tunction if it is TRUE, i.e. if it describes an actual state of
alFairs.

Thus, sui generis linguistic asenses consist in the fact that at least one
of the following functions is not satisfied:

(a) connotative-categorial — when a given expression is -content-
lesss, or ABSURD in particular, t.e. a sentence “p", for which the formula
"It is impossible that p™ is true;

(b) designauve-alethic — when a given expression is sobjectlesss
(empty), or FALSE in particular, i.e. a sentence “p" for which the for-
mula "It is not the case that p” is true;

(c) expressive;

(d) persuasive.

Now we shall notice that claiming that “Tautologie und Kontradikiion
sind aber unsinnig; sie gehiren zum Symbolismus™ | Witigenstein 1922, p.
OB}, Ludwig Wittgenstein means lexical-syntactical nonsense by “unsin-
mig". Claiming that “Tautologie und Kontradiktion sind sinfoss”, because
“teh weiff 2.8. nichts iiber das Wetter, wenn ich weif) daf) es regnet oder nicht
rregnet” | Wittgenstein 1922, p. 98), he understands rather connotative-
vitegorial nonsense by “sinnloss” (see below). The same is rue when he
cliims that ““Sokrates st identisch” heift darum nicht, weil es keine Eigen-
whafl gitd, die “identisch” heift” [Witigenstein 1922, pp. 126—128].

Smne people (e.g. Annctte C. Baier {1967, p. 520]) do not want to
treal Llschiood (ot even the so-called evident falsehood said «in the
lwe ole @ respective lact) as nonsense, The fact that in the case of some
expressions (g, “Vinue is green”) we hesitate whether it is falsehood
or (Gategorial) nonsense suggests surely tat such a position is not cor-
el

As o stanting point for expliciting the notion ol “aitegorial mean-
Inglubness”, we can take the lollowing formula:
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(16) If the expression "Pge" is categorially meaningful then for a cer-
tain () (it is not the case that for every x ((Qx) and {for cvery x [(if
Px then (Jx) and Qa]l).

It seems that this interpretation renders the idea of presupposition
as a sentence (or belief) of such a kind that its truth is necessary 1o the
meaninglulness of a given expression. The expression *Virtue is
green” is a nonsense because the presupposition “Virtue has a colour”
is 4 falsehood. It seems generally that the following equivalence is true:

(17) o is a presupposition of a sentence 4 iff if A claims that p, and «
claims that g, then il ¢, then it is possible that p.

One can say that a given expression 1s COMPLETE NONSENSE when it
fulfils no function from among the ones mentioned above. The
=smaterials ol such complete nonsenses would determine, whether they
are sull expressions or some extra-linguistic objects: a kind of visual art
or a musical picce. On such an approach:

(18) K is an expression of a language L iff E is a chain of sounds (or
letters) belonging to the articulatory base (or the alphabet) of L.

If we expect that a certain chain of sounds or letters is an expres-
sion in this sense but id does not de facto fulfil the condition indicated
by formula (16), then this chain is an ARIICULATIVE-CALLIGRAPHIC
NONSENSE. It would be GIBBERISH sensu stricto (cf. [Jadacki 1985, pp.
25111

10.7

The connotative-categorial nonsenses can be of various types, de-
pending on which kind of impossibility is their source. We should take
into consideration here:

(a) theoretical impossibility, Le. logical and ontic (physical) T possi-
bality;

(b) practical impossibility.

N.B. Following Kotarbiriski, it has been generally agreed 1o use the
term “absurd” only as signifying logical absurd, e enther o senenoe
thae is internally comradictory [Kotarbidski 19249, p 57(, which can
Bavve cither ol twe forns:
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{a) KpNp,
or of the form:
(b) (Ex) K (Px) N (Fx),

or a sentence implying sentences of the form (a) or (b). One can put N
It 1s possible that”, of course, belore (a) as well as belore (h).
The expressions coming into being, when — as Thomas Hobbes
Writes:
I ascribe to the giving of names of badies, to arcideiis; or of accidents, to bodies, As

they do. that say, Feth i infused, or inspired; when nuthing can be powered, or
Preathed inno any thing, but body [Hobhes 1651, p. 35],

belong to the kind of physical nonsense.

The examples of this kind of nonsense can be found, La. in Swe-
phane Mallarmé’s poems. Here you have the beginning of his poem
“Cantique de saint Jean”:

Le salei que sa haire
Surnaturelle exaite

Ausitdil redescend
Incadnescent ... [Mallirme 1857: 4495],

Now we add thart:

(19)  §is theorctically impossible ff § is inconsistent (comtradictory in-
cluding) with laws of a certain (logical or physical) theory;

(20) 8 is practically impossible iff § describes u state of affuirs that
cannot be reached by available means.

Itis evident at once that because new (sometimes competing) logical
s well as physical theories appear and because technical «abilities-
thange, the pool of nonsense also changes. Berkeley notes in this con-
text that “there was a time when the antipodes and motion of the earth
were looked upon as monstrous absurdities even by men of learning”
[Berkeley 1714, p. 64).

Ina logical system that does not aceept the princple of non-contra-
diction, neither the negation of this principle nor its conscquences are,
ol vourse, alsurd,

The nstability of limis of nonsense is also evident in the domain of
matural Linguige, the theoretival background of which consists in
comman sense. This s jost one ol the vessons Tor the G that, as Leon
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Chwistek writes, “in every-day language the transition between sense
and nonsense is not sharp” [Chwistek 1935, p. 37). The ather reasons
include the Fact that neither lexical base nor symactic rules of namral
linguage are determined precisely,

10.8

The fact that we recognise a given expression, which does not fulfil a
certain function as nonsense of a respective type, depends on our ex-
pectations with regard to this expression.

It is worth noting that in the case when our expectations are not
fulfilled, recognising them as nonsense is not the only rational strategy.

In such a situation, we can also:

{a) try 1o reconstruct the missing element in LITERAL NONSENSE
{and to find the missing or deformed function) with the aid of suitable
INTERPRETAITVE npc‘ratiﬂ-ns:

{b) decide that in a given case what appears to be an expression is
no expression at all (or that it dose not fullil a certain function), and so
that the expectation of a (determined) linguistic lunction is pointless.

Il we choose the lirst strategy then in the case of expression (i)
“Milodzie zloa balopalem” the weakest interpretation of the proper
function (iv) would consist in binding its variables with the particular’
quantilier:;

{vii) (Ex) (Ey) (x zhoci y).

In the case of the expression (vi) “Mlodzie zboc biatopalem” such
an interpretation would be:

(ix) (Ex) (Ey) (ER) (Rxy).

Ajdukiewicz chooses the second strategy when he says that the chain
of letters “"Every let us after is a man” is an expression but not a sen-
tence [Ajdukicwice 1934d: 97

I According o the main representatives of the Lvov-Warsaw Selusol, exisientl
quaniifiers have nothing o do with the problem ol ontolagical committown of o given
thieasry: this Gt was stresseel by singg the vevm " poiiealon quiiitilics™ on sinply “peni
crsalisanor™,
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Both these strategies were mentioned by Tomaszewski [ 1936, pp-
2041).

The type of our expectations is determined by many things. In the
case ol texts, but also in the case of paintings, the deasive [actor is of-
ten either the title or the subtitle of a given text or a given painting.
The text described by its author as a fable or a phantastic novel is read
by us with quite a different attitude from the attitude we have when
reading philosophical essays or scientific dissertations.

10.9

It seems that neither in (analytical) philosophy nor in science, do we
expect that expressions used fulfil the function of expressing or per-
suading; thus the problem of expressive or persuasive nonsense does
not arise there,

For that reason, perhaps, Hobbes was right in considering the crea-
tion of nonsense as a privilege “to which no living creature is subject,
but man only”. But he certainly was not right in adding that “of men
those are of all must subject to it, that professe philosophy” [Hobbes
1651, p. 35].

One of the greatest scontainerss of nonsense is art (¢f. surrcalism)
and literature (cf. pure nonsense and grotesque). The world presented
in Marie Germinova's A sleeping woman (London) is material asense, in
Henri Matisse's Tnanimate nature with magnolia (Musée National de I'Art
Moderne, Paris) — structural asense, in René Magritte's The human law
(Tokyo) — structural countersense. Wiadystaw Strzemiiski's Compasition
(1947 —1949; Muzeum Sziuki in E6d#) could be an example of lexical
nsense,

Leopold Staff wrote very rightly about Konstanty lldefons Galezyii-
wki's poetry:

Porkaziles w wesite) heresgi
Proce swe Traseki lotkowe i gesie,

e fest monsensu w puoes)i
File poiesgi w nonsensie [$ell 1958],

A good example is heve Ladistav Fuks' Mysi Natalie Mooshabrové
| Nanaliae Mowshaber's Miee], analysed i deail by Winner in his paper
it abrove. As hie wi e i bos conelusiom:



160 Pant I, Troth sed Nomsesse

In Fuks' world view |...J & conventional plot is only weakly suggested and serves
1 emphasise the absurd, nonritional world i which time moves lorwand and
bsckward, individuals merge inte cach other and inte the owmside workd;, e
livingg sl thee dead merge, the dead interact with che iving [Winner 19584, p. 476].

Nonsense in philosophy, and in science, can take one of four forms: ar-

gumentational nonsense, lexical-syntactical nonsense, absurdity and

falsehood.
Escaping the nonsense of the analysed kinds is what 1 mean by “res-

ponsibility for the word"”,

PART III. UNDERSTANDING AND SILENCE



11. ON MISUNDERSTANDINGS ABOUT UNDERSTANDING

11.1

There arc two misunderstanding about the relation of understanding,
The first misunderstanding is that the necessary condition of defining
(and characterising) underdanding is to indicate the field (i.c. the do-
main and the counterdomain) of the relation of understanding. The
second misunderstanding is that, among others, unobservable objects
(for example, intentional objects) belong o the counterdomain of this
relation,

[t is also a fact that the domain of the relation of understanding
contains people (N.B. certainly not all people), animals, and perhaps
compulters, whereas the counterdomain (or ene of the counterdomains
at least) is created by observable objects.

11.2

Ax to the semantic category of “understanding”, the misunderstanding
consist in the view that the word "understand” depending on a given
vontext has one of the lollowing categories: s/nn, ins, or smnan. As a
matier of fact, these categories represent of three different funcors:

(1) /nn — x understands y,

(i) s/my — x understands that p,

(i) s/mnn — x understands z by y.

Fawh of these unetors velers woa certain two- or three-place rela-
thonn. M o complete list, apart from the metaphorical contexts (for ex-
wmple, of the kind of Martin Heidegger's declasiions that man . is
wnderstanding,
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11.3

“Understanding” is a double polysem. Firstly, the polysemy peculiar o
every mental predicate characterises this word. “Understanding™ as a
mental predicate can refer cither to a certain disposition (habitual un-
derstanding), o a certain act (getwal understanding), or to a certain
chain of acts (processual understanding). Secondly, “understanding”™ is
also polysemic in its own unique way. One can call it “four i-s poly-
semy”. For w understand is either o feel (it understanding), to
be conscious (wdentificatory understanding), to jusufy (imdulgeniive un-
derstanding). or w signify {inscriptive understanding).

It 15 a misunderstanding to take, that the habitual, actaal, and
processual understanding, on the one hand, and the intuitive, identifi-
catory, indulgentive and inscriptive understanding, on the other hand,
are members of 1wo logical classifications of the denotation of
"understanding”. These are various MEANINGS of "understanding” but
not various subsets of one set of understandings.

Let us add that intuitive understanding (i.e. feeling), which include
empathy into others’ feelings as well as insight into the essences of
things, is a kind of cognition, Being conscious of something can be de-
scribed as wentificatory understanding only il the object we are con-
scious of is either somehow hidden from our sight or ar least hard o
realise on a certain account. Indulgentive understanding — maotivative
or motivative-behavioural one — is of various degrees: from approving
and recognising as right (motives or behaviours), throughout consen-
ting and permitting, until non-damnation and ¢xcusing. Finally, n-
scriptive understanding is a three-place relavon and can be a connota-
tive or referentive understanding depending on what is signified by
something: the connotetum or the srelerents,

114

The term “identificatory understanding” appears in various ellipiic
contexts. The phrase “x understands ¥™ can mean that:
{a} x 15 conscious of the nature ol y (cardinal understinding);
{h) x is conscious of the structure ol y (constifautinnal nnelerstaneding)
(o) x s conscious of the hovizon of y eontextial woderscinding )
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{d) x is conscious of the reason of y (eansal understanding: initicl one
— of causes or motives, or effectual one — of elfects or aims);

{e} x is conscious of the type of y (categorial understanding);

(1) x is conscious of the sense of y (conceprual understanding).

UNDERSTANDING

Emgnmﬂ ! cardinal lmnmmlinnal imntexmal

“\\ \\ \\.

[caum / motive l type ] [ nature ls:ru clure

REASON
OBJECT

| ﬁ- I &i .
—-Ie ect / aim I horizon

Fig. 8. Ellipticity of "understanding” in the idemificarory sense

This ellipticity of six c-s is probably derivative of the polysemy of
sense” sersn large (“mature”, “structure”, “horizon”, “reason”, and
"sense" sensu stricto),

However, it would be a misunderstanding 1o think that cardinal,
constitutional (syntactical), contextual (psycho-contextual and psycho-
-tontextual-behavioural), causal (psycho-causal and  psycho-causal-
behavioural), categorial and conceptual (verbal) understandings are all
types of understanding. For that reason, it is also a misunderstanding
1o speak (lnerally) about WAYS or METHODS of understanding.

11.5

Fawl of the corvemt uses of “understanding” (and the derivates of this
word) can be paviphrased with the aid of the specialised erms intro-
duced heve, However, it wonld be g misunderstmding 1o requine the
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paraphrase of every current use of "understanding” by means of
EXACILY ONE of these specialised terms.
Let us consider the following context:

We are no downhearred, The only trouble is, we cannot nadersand what is
luigspening 1o our neighbours [Chaniberbain | 0046,

The sense of "understanding” oscilliates here between the identilicative
and indulgentive ones. Similarly, it would be pointless o engage in the
controversy surrounding the question whether 1w understand music is
to be conscious of the (formal) structure of a given work, or ol the
mental acts of the composer that accompany the creaton of this work,
or ol the motves of composing, or perhaps 5umething altogether dil-
lerent (lor example, w react properly to this work in the emotional
sphere).

11.6

The diversity of opinions on the mater of understanding either has its
source in the defimtion of meaning (i.e. some of these opinions are
misunderstandings) or these opinions are empirically westable (e, some
of them are simply false).

A good example of the first sination s the SOPHISM OF 1HE
HERMENEUTIC CIRGLE. In order to understand, one already has to un-
derstand. In particular, o know why somebody does something, one
should know that somebody does this thing — and these are 1o be facs,
which cannot be identified separately. The press of the button by a
certain person is o he (cusally) undersiood only by the man, who
knows that this person wanted o press the buton. Do faet, i is uneder
stood by the man, who knows that this person wanted (for instance) 1o
ring. In general, it is not the case thar:

It we understand a given activity of a certain person, we know thi
this person wanted to carry out just this activity,

A pood example of the second sitnation is admitting (ungrounded)
to the QUESTION OF THE CONGENIALITY OF DISPOSITIONS O UN
DERSTAND the status of the philosophical (and not cmpivical) problem,
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1.7

There are four main kinds of misunderstanding concerning the rela-
tions between the varions notions ol "understanding”.

The first consists in the view that certain objects can be understood
only by means of an intwitive understanding. In fact, however, we do
not know any results of this intuitive understanding that could not be
reached with the aid of snormal= methods (e.g. reasoning). OFf course,
this is not 4 sufficient reason [or rejecting the existence of such under
standing. But 15 it arguable at all that something does not exist?

Second, 1t is a misunderstanding to consider the notion of “identi-
ficatrve understanding” or, more precisely, of “conceptual understand-
ing” as the generically primitive notion.

The third misunderstanding concerns the view that a necessary
condition of the indentificative understanding of a certain object is the
mdulgentrve understanding of this object. Let us compare the following
declaration:

All, evervthing that I understand, | undersiand only bevanse 1 love [ Tinlstary
1865—1869].

An analogically baseless supposition is the view thar a necessary condi-
tion of the psycho-contextual understanding is 1o feel (or 10 have the
ability o fecl) the proper {«undersionds) experiences. It is even more
lseless to believe thar one can (vunceptually) understand the uiterance
ol a certain person befter than this person herhimself, (It was said
about Tadeusz Kotarbifiski that his summaries of others' papers
showed that he understood the utterances of the authors of summarised
|ripers better that che authors themselves. )

In the extreme, the idea would be that it is possible to understund
{eonceptually) an utterance that is incomprehensible o the sender. It
should be added, ol course, that T am concerned here with the proper
conceptual understanding (le. the reconstruction of the sense meant
by the sender) and not with st any understanding (i.e. ascribing any
L IET

Fially, the fowrth misunderstanding concerns the so-called THE
PRINCIPLE OF HERMENEUTICS, accarding wo which the necessary condi-
tiom ol suseriptive ol conceptial understanding is woreach the full
contestial wndersiading (ol the terpreted witerance), e s sup-
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posed, moreover, that it is just impossible to attain such a [ull contex-
tual understanding.

11.8

We have the following dependencies between understanding and other

mental functions:

(1Y If somebody understands something idendfically (in the actual
sense), he THINKS.

(2) I somebody understands the utterance of a certain person con-
ceptually (in the actual sense), he PERCEIVES this utterance.

OF course, this has to do with the «understandings perception, and
not with the empty gaping-.
(1) It somebody has the ability to SPEAK, he has also the ability o
understand conceprually.
We are talking here about speaking, not about <babbling-.

(4)  If somebody INFORMS a certain person of something by means of
a certain utterance, both of them understand this utterance con-
ceptually.

{5) If somebody understands the utterance of a certain person con-
ceptually, this person EXPRESSES something by means of this ut-
Leranee.,

N.B. It may happen that the thing expressed diflers principally
from the thing understood, Here we have the source of the remark:

Speech was given to man to disguise bis thowgho | Dalleyrand ca. 1500],

(6) Il somebody REACTS to a certain work of arl EMOTIONALLY in an
appropriate way, he understands it conceptually.

This dependence should be certainly limited o the domain of the

works of literary arr,

(7)  If somebody understands inseriptively by a cortain expression
something determinate, he CONCERES the statement that this
dheterminate thing is the sense ol this expression,
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(8) I a certain person understands inscriptively (in the habitual
sense) by a certain sign a certain object, the presentation of this
object for this person is ASSOCIATED with the presentation of this
Sk,

On the other hand, it is a misunderstanding to consider under-
standing as a kind of REASONING. The source of this misunderstanding
is probably the confusion of understanding with the INTERPRETATION,
L.e. coming to understanding, There are many techniques of achieving
this state: expressive, aesthetic, symbolic, hermeneutic, psychological,
humanistic, imagmative, teleological, psychoanalytical, and — Last but
not least — logical mterpretation. In contrast w interpretation, under-
standing (except for intuitive understanding) is either only a certain
(potenial or actual) state or a chain of cognitive states.

It is also a misunderstanding o think that we can consider some-
thing (i.e. a certain sentence) as true and not understand it ar the same
time. Put in a nutshell:

The ignovant man always adores what he cannot understand [Lombrose |H64].

Let ws add that it s hard to imagine a more essential misunder-
standing than questioning the dependence:

(N I somebody understands something conceptually, the thing un-
derstood is i SENSEFUL expression.

On the other hand, it is an open question whether ane can say in-
ternally contradictory utterances about conceptual understanding.

11.9

Miny lacts speak for the view that identificative understanding (or be-
ing conscious of something) admits of degrees. 1 think the following
dependencies obtain:

() The morve detailed the structure, the wider the horizon, and the
more distant the reasons of an understood object a given person
s conscions ol the better this person wnderstands indetificauvely
this saljeet.
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(2)  The more elements of compound expression understood con-
ceptually, the better this person understunds this expression.

(3} Letus suppose thae:

(1) somebody understands 21 certain expression selectively, it

s/he s aware only of a part ol the denotation of this expression;

(b} somebody understands a certam expression dlearly, if sthe
is awire of the whole denotation of this expression;

() somebody understands a certain expression distinetly, il
s/he is aware of any connotation of this expression;

(d) somehody understands a certain exprossion accurately, if
s/he is aware of the lexical connotation of this expression;

{e) sumebody understinds a certain expression exactly, if s/he
is aware of the essential connotation of this expression.

Now, the coser somebody's conceptual understanding ol a
given expresston on the scale from (a) to (e} is o the bottom (i.e.
o exact understanding), the better he understands this expres-
Slo1.

(4)  The more detailed presentation is being conscious of the sense of
a given expression. the better the understanding person under-
stands {vonceptually) this expression.

On the other band, it 5 a misunderstanding 1o clam that e
greater the distance between the literary sense of a given expression
and the sense of which a certain person is aware, the better this person
understands this expression (conceprually).

1L10

It would be a misunderstanding to require the reconstruction of the
normal, equivalent definition of “proper conceprual understanding”
(ur “proper comprehending”). We have only:
If the ohject 2 is understood inscriptively by the sign y, then the
person x wnderstands y properly iff x understands inseriptively by ¥
(the ohject) =

Lt is another matter et the iaal condition of this delinition s mne
precise. Does “Ie s understood”™ mean: " Evervhbody nnedeesioneds™,

L Gl Mosienaderstandiugs et Unaderstandimg 171

“Most people understand”, “Somchody understands™, or “(Each of,
most of, or some of) proficient users understand”?
The normal delinition can be given only for “some understanding™:

The person x has sone undersiandimg of the sign y iff x under-
stands (inscriptively) something by 1.

But it would be a misunderstanding o identify proper compre-
hending with any comprehending (e, with instriomental comprehen-
ding). And the view that instrumental comprehending of a certain ob
Ject is identical with being aware of the Faet that this object is a sign —
is an even greater misunderstanding.

1111

The basic misunderstanding is the belief in the existence of universal
criterion of comprehending and understanding in general — a crite-
rion that could be a necessary as well as a sulficient condition. It is
equally 4 misunderstanding ro look lor any criterion sensu stricto, i.e. an
absolute criterion. In fact, all we have at our disposal are criteria sensu
fargo, i.e. partial eriteria:

{a) the: feelmg of a correct understanding of a given utterance:

(b) correct seproducmg (i.e. quoting) of a given utterance;

(c) correct explaining (the sense of) of a given expression;

{th) corvect summansing of a given utterance.

The above criteria are merely partial cniteria because of the follow
ing facts.

The source of a feeling of misunderstanding at a given utterance
van be found in disturbances of the atention of the complexity of the
obyject deseribed in chis utterance. The source of mistakes and difficulties
in reproducing, explaning, and summarising may lie in defects of in-
tellecral dispositions other than dispositions to understand (for exam-
ple, problems with memory, mistakes in reasoning), or even purely ar-
tieuhtory defects, Impruper reactions to a given utterance can arise from
pirps in extra-hnguistic knowledge or distavour 1o tke a hoped-for
staned glor exannple, in the case of 2 lying answer),

O the other land, the correaness of the respective beluviours can
bt vesult of incidental coesisienoe. Ome can Gl the proper defimiens
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without understanding it. 1t is very hard to make sure whether a given
utterance i the answer to the question asked, and whether this urter-
ance bears witness w understanding this — and not another — ele-
ment ol the formulated question.

11.12

What does possessing linguistic competence mean?

It consists of two abilities: the ability of concepual understanding wt-
terances already heard, and the ability of producing (or complementing)
utterance — among others, (composed) utterances never heard before.

What we genuinely understand, we can do [Williuns 1958].

The main misunderstanding here is the view that the necessary and
the sufficient condition ol such an ability is the understanding of the
structure and the sense ol the clements of such utterances. The exis-
tence of idioms (understood en bloc) and of the ability 1o create com-
plex expression by means of syncategoremata (very often not under-
stood in isolation) speaks for the faultiness ol the view mentioned
above,

12. ON DEFINITION, EXPLICATION, AND PARAPHRASE

12.1

To begin with, let me make six assumptions, which, 1 hope, are not
false, about cach of my Readers.

First, 1 assume that my Reader knows all Kazimierz Ajdukiewicz’s
works, or at least those papers that concern definitions and where his
method of paraphrase is either described or applied [Ajdukicwicz 1965h:
1977).

Second, I assume is that my Reader knows Kuzimierz Twardowski's
distinction between operations, resudts and aims of operations [Twardow-
ski 1894,

Third, I assume that my Reader knows Jan Lukasiewicz's distinction
between what is given and what is aserted which underlies his classifica-
tion of reasoning: [Lukasiewice 1970].

Fourth, 1 assume that my Reader accepts the semiotic triad, i.e. the
distinction between three aspects of a symbol:

— 115 form,

— s ronmotation (i.e. a sequence of characteristic propertics),

il

— s denotation (e, the set of its designeta).

Filth, 1 assume that my Reader accepts the view, according o which
denotations of sentences are not their nominata (i.e. Gottlob Frege's
meaning) but only parts of the kitter, 1.¢. situations.

Sixth, andd finadly, 1 assume that my Reader accepts the view ac-
cording to which the relations of connoting and denoting are purely
conventional, whereas the relations ol determining (which hold between
connatations aml corresponding denotinions) are not.
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FORM

denobes

CONND-
TATION

— MEANING

12N
TATION

Fig. &, Aspects of a symbol

12,2

Let us consider the intersection of two classifications ol semiotic ob-
Jects: existing and non-cxisting, on the one hand, and known (or given
to us) and unknown, on the other hand. Let us remember, that se-
miotic objects (i.e. clements of the semiotic triad) are intentional oh-
jects. They do not exist unless they are known. Five [undamental
operations can be applied to such objects: constructing, reconstructing,
demonstrating, modifving, and eliminating.

Constructing is creating what does not yet exist. Let us suppose that
we have one aspect of a certain symbol (e.g. its connotation) ready, and
we create another aspect of this symbol (e.g. its form). This kind of cre-
ating — i.e. creating a certain corvelate of a given semiotic aspeet — will
be called correlating.

Reconsiructing 1s discovering what exists but what is not known 1o us.
Recorrelating s, respectively, discovering a hidden element of an exis
ting semionc correlation.

Let us consider situations in which objects (induding correlations)
are given (or known to us). We can simply demanstrate them, anoedify
them (o o grater or lesser excem) or efimiate them, Dnothe case of o
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relations, eliminating can involve some members of a given correlation
but not all of themn.

-
OBJECT
[ CORRELATE
p— CONSTRUCTION
ol
exist unknown | CORRELATION |
w0 . -
us RECONSTRUCTION
RECORRELATION
DEMONSTRATION
exisls .
S MODIFICATION
{known
i1}
i ELIMINATION
[ DECORREL ATION —|

Fig. 1Ml Elementary semiotic openitions

It can also be added that climmating 1 a maxmal modifying, while
demonstraung is a minimed (null-)modifying.

Apart [rom elementary operations, there are also complex (i.e.
mixed or multiplied) ones but we shall not consider them here,

Semiote operations of demonstrating, modifying and eliminating
with relerence o (complex) phrases or texts concern either their sub-
mnee {Le. elemems) or their structure. Symbaols constitute the sub-
witee of pliases and phivases constione the substance of exts, The
mreture is determined by imeaesyntactic (for phrases) or inferential
Hor texia) imales.
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I propose to distinguish (in accord with Twardowski's distinction
mentioned above) between the operation of, e.g. defining (i.e. assigning
A connotation (o a given svmbolic form), the result of defining (here: the
verbal formula of the type; “F connotes €") and the aim of defining
{here: defintens ),

We must remember that the siune results or aims can be obtained by
various operations.

-:F- ! E"\ | I,E ] F { 1
T = o -
] 1 I, |
= (C) Fnd) ()
CONSTRUCTION (o)
(reconstruction) or CORRELATION =
DEMONSTRATION (recorrelation) ELIMINATION

Fig. I'1. Kesulis of operations

We shall consider in detail only the operations of constructing, corve-
dating and modifying.

12.3

We have seven clementary operations of this kind. Four of them, (4)—
{7}, create correlations.

I 2 3 4 3 6 7
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®
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I am inclined 10 regard these four operations as operations of ter-
minological POSTULATES. Ajdukiewicz's arbitrary definitions of the

type:
One metre is the length of 1/10000000 of the Earth's meridian

are not, however, the verbal results of pustulating (in this sense).
The only operations for which we can formulate the erterion of con-
reciness (see formula under sec. 1) are (6) and (7).

12.4

There are twelve elementary operations, which consist in coordinating
the given symbolic aspects with those assigned by us,

1 2 3 A 5 b 7 8 9 1 11 12

(F) r@@ ® @ &
EIITS S
D) D) @ @ @© ®) (©

Fig. 13, Cai relations (vertical vaordinations )

ks 5 |

=]

In the case of operations (1)}—(Y), we have only one given aspect; in
the case of (10}—{12), two aspects are given. Then, in the case of op-
erations (1), (2), (4), (3, (7). (8), (10)—(12), we assign only one aspect;
whereus in the case of operations (3), (6), (9), two aspects are assigned.

I am inclined to regard operations (1)}—(3) as INTERPRETING, op-
eriations (4)—{6) as CONCRETISING, and operations (7—{Y) as CHA-
RACTERISING. These three types of operations are distinguished in re-
speet ta the kind of given elements (respectively: forms, connotations,
andd denotations). On account of the kind of assorted symbolic aspeuts,
we shall speak about TERMINOLOGISING in the case of (1), (8), (12),
DEFINING i the cise of (1), (7), (L1, and IDENTIFYING in the case of
(2). (5). (1,

Phe verlad expressions af particular types ol carvelming lollow:
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(1) F connotes C;

{2) F denows D

(3) # means D by €

(4) C is comnoted by F;

(5) €7 derermines D,

{6) €, which determines D, is connoted by F;
(7) D is determined by C;

(8) &2 is denoted by F;

(93 ¥ is determined by € that is connoted by F;
(1) F, which connotes €, denotes D:

(11} F, which denotes £, connotes (;

(12} I, which is determined by €, is denoted by F.

Thus, the examples from Apdukiewice's list of definitions are not,
strictly speaking, instances of the verbal results of operations consi-
dered. His nominal definition of content;

“A polygon of nine angles” has the same content as “a hexagon”

does not indicate any content at all. It claims only that two expressions
have the same content. But which one? The analogical problem ariscs
in the case of his nominal definition of extension:

“A polygon of nine diagonals™ has the same extension as “a polvgon
whose sum of angles adds up o 720"

Let us now consider Ajdukiewice's examples of real definition.
(a) Delinition of an individual object:

Warsaw is that town which, in 1956, is the eapital of Poland.
(b} Definition of a certain kind (of ohjects):

Common salt 15 a solid with the chemical structure NaCl
() Delintion of a relation:

A s a brother of B iff A 1s a male and 4 and B have common parents.
Brotherhood is the relation that holds between A and B iff ere. ibadem.

(d) Definition of a property:

The weight of body A s that propenty of 4, which is commion 1o 4 anel
all bodies equilibrant with A ona G balioee, and ondy 1o sucl bodies,
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Classical definiton:
A square is an equilateral rectangle.
Defininon by postulates (implicic definition):

John was born on 29.02.1896: John was born no more then 100
years ago, John was born on Easter Sunday. John celebrated his se-
venth birtheday on Sunday,

Inductive (recursive) delinition:

The Jagiello family is the smallest of that sets that have the follu-
wing properties: (1) Ladislaus Jagicto belongs to it (2} if someone be-
longs 1o i1, all of her/his children also belongs to it

Definition by abstraction:

The shape of figure A is identical with the shape of figure B iff 4 is
geometrically similar to figure 8.

These examples can also be a base lor lormulating a characte-
risation (in our sense). Fspecially his imphecit definition could be thus
reformulated. The same goes for his descriptive naminal definition:

A square is a [lag, rectilinear, equilateral, rectangular figure

[nterestingly, the so-called ostensive delinitions (of the type: This is
so-and-so) are often used o express the result of the operation of
characterising. On the other hand, the formula of (1) is meant as a ver-
bl expression of the operation of explicating.

12.5

What we have here are fifty one elementary operations which consists
in coordinating given (incomplete or complete) symbols with other
{incomplete or complete) symbaols,

In the case of operations (1—(12), there 15 only ene given symbaolic
aspects in the case ol operations (13)—(32), two-aspect-symbols are
givens aned o the case of operations (33)—(51), some symbols are co-
ovddinated with iniially complete (thiee-aspect) symbaols. | propose w
call the aperanons of ahe lirst geonp "CORNVER NING™, ol the second
grotp “DECIFIERINGT, andd ol the thivd groop "comsa”,
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Fig. 14. Modilications {horiaongal coordinations)

On the other hand, operations (1), (9), (13), (17), (23), (27), (33),
(41) consist in assigning only one element of the semiotic triad; opera-
tions like (2), (3), (6), (7), (10), (11), (14), (15), (18), (19), (21), (24}, (25),
(28), (29), (31), (34), (35), (3H), (39), (12), (43). (45), (47), (49 consist in
assigning twe clements; and finally, operations (4), (8), (12), (16), (20),
(22), (26), (30), (32), (36), (40), (44), (46), (48), (50), (51) consist in us-
signing three-aspect-symbols. 1 propose to call the operations of the
third group “TABELARISING”, of the second group “SENSUALISING”, and
ol the third group “SYMBOLISING”,

For those operations where symbolic (or rather phrasal and wxtual)
forms ave modified, one can additonally perform three sub-operations:

Figg 15 Sulv eopeeviatinnns vineler Finons
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{a) TRANSPOSITION or substantial modilication {i.e. modilication ol
formal clemenes);

(h) TRANSFIGURATION or structural modification (Le. modification
of formal composinon);

(e} TRANSMUTATION ar sub-structural modification (e, modilication
of elements as well as of the composition of phrasal or wexoual forms),

One can be impressed by the great plurality of possible modifica-
tions. The more striking circumstance 15 that chis plovalisin is rather
unnoticed in works devoted to the analysis of the problem of defini-
tion, ete. Ajdukiewicz’s works are not an exception.

When it comes to various kinds of CONVERTING, 1 shall only note,
that it is here where we should look for situations that corresponds de
Sacte o Willard van Orman Quine's radical mranslanon as well as o
Colomba’s initial contacts in Cuba. On the other hand, first linguistic
activities of human infants have the character of TARUTARISING. In any
case, | think that turning our eves on this richness of combinations
opens a prospect for solving many emerging questions.

Turning to the problem ol the wiad DEFINITION—EXPLICATION—
PARAPHRASE, we must focus on operations of CODING (33)—(51), and
especially to:

— TRANSFORMATION (36);

— TRANSCONNOTATION (40);

— TRAKSDENOTATION (44);

— TRANFORCONNOTATION (46);

— TRANSCODENOTATION (48):

— TRANSFORDENOTATION (50);

— TRANSSYBMOLISATION (51).

In passing 1o the next problem, let us note that we cm speak about
the criteria of correciness only in the case of modifications that pre-
serve at least one element of the modified objec

12.6

I propose to wentify the operation of translating with tsmsformation
(361 (We read helow: Do — denotation of o, Ko — clemens ol o, G
— connotaton of o, So— [Zl:ll]!.lllﬁ'rliﬂtl ol o)
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Translation (of syubels, phrases ov texts), i.e. transfor-
AL
(e}B) E (o is ranslation of B) KK |(Ce = CB) (Da =
D)) A
{a) substantial
E {Ea# EP) (S = 5B)
(b} structoral
A E (Ea = EB) (Soe # 5P (Foa= Fp).
i) sub-structural
E (Ea# EB) (Se = SP)

Fig. 16, Translanon

Word-for-word translavons in particular are a substantial variant of
transforming (free translations being more of a wravesty). It is impor-
tant to notice that Ajdukiewicz's nominal definitions in the language
formulation, e.g..

The expression “micron” means the same as the expressions “the
thousandth part of a millimetre”

{see also examples in sec. 4) are, as a mater of fact, verbal expressions
(results) of ganslating (in our sense). On the other hand, we do not
find proper definitions in ordinary dictionaries; they record usually
only transktional coordinations.

Besides, [ would like to stress that the relation of being a cranslation
is here wrreflexive (1), symmetric and transitive,

Now, | propose o identify the operation of explicating with a certain
vartant of transforconnoting, or TRAVESTY (46), applied o (simple)
symbols. 1t is such a travesty, where the connotation of the explicatum
has a higher precision than the connotation of the explicandumn,

Explication (of symbals), i.e. travesty + preasation
(a)(B) & (o is an explication of )
K (Foe FB)K K (Ko= CB) (Do = DR)
(Coeis more precise tan Ka)

Fig. 17 Esplicanom
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The formal characteristics of explication are the same as those of
translations.

Naturally, it is an open question whether declared explications are
not in fact wanssymbolisations (51). It should also be added thar
Ajdukiewicz's regulative definitions of the type:

The expression “salt” is synonymous (not with the expression “com-
mon salt” but) with the expression “the chemical that can be ob-
tained from an acid by substituting a meral for hydrogen”

are not results of explications but rather of operations like (37).

It may be inweresting to stress that there is a converse of explication,
namely the operation of metaphorising.

To indicate the nature of Ajdukicwicz's paruphrases, we shall con-
trast them with Kotarbifski's reductions |Kotarbifiski 1929, pp. alif].
The later are structural travesties applied not 10 {stmple) symbols (as
in the case of explications) but w (complex) phrases and texts. What
this means is that the elements of forms are left here (at least essen-
tially) unchanged. The modification of forms consists here only in re-
structurising them.,

Reduction (of phrases, especially sentences, or texts),
e, structural ravesty
(o)(B) E (w is a reduction of )
K (Eaz EB) (So 2 5B) K (Co# CB) (Det = DR)(!)
as to categorial structure only

Fig. 18. Reduwnion

In Kotarbifski's reistic reductions this restructurisation tenes 1o-
wirds the elimination of some grammatical (or SEIANtc) categorics,
e.g. names of propertics, relations and so vn:

“The cruption of Vesuvius destroyed Pompeidi and Heronbinom™ is
reduced to “Vesuvius erupted so that it destroyed Ponnipeii sl
Herculanum”.

"Properties exist” is reduced to "Certain objects are such-and-such”,
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“T'he relation of brotherhood is symmetrical” is reduced o “If A is a
brother of B, B is a brother of 4™,

The decisive question of reduction in Kotarbiriski's style is: Can we
retain the identity of denotations after applying this operation? If not,
we are again in the province of ranssymbolising (51).

If 1 am nor mistaken the relation of being a reduction is irreflexive,
symmetric (1), and non-transitive,

12.7

Paraphrase, like reduction, pertains 1o (complex) phrases and texts. In
contrast to reduction, however, this operation is a kind of substantial
travesty. The difference between the connotation of travestiens and ol
travestitum is (as in the case of explication) a difference in the degree of
precision.

Paraphrase (of phrases, especially sentences, or fexts),
Lo, structural travesty
(a)B) E (ot is u paraphrase of §)
K (Ee#ER) (Sa =SB K (Ca= CP) (Do = DB)
a5 o s bo
isomorfic structure  precision

Fig. 19. Faraphrase

faraphrasing is, of course, irreflexive as well as non-transitive; but 1
i not guite sure whether it is symmetric or asymmetric.
What is the necessary condition for the operation of paraphrasing?

Physical are | idenucal | physical closely connected

phenomena with phenomena | with them

The property 4 | is ilentical | the property | that has the same
with i extension

The proposition |is ilenvical | the propasi- | equivalent to it

I with i g
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Our are without [ any | base of experience
Judgements | admissible

From oin elimi- |all | elements empirical
scienee, nate (justifications) | character
we of
It is admissi- | metaphysical | from | ingui- | about cognition
ble to draw | conclusions ries
It 1s admissi- | objective from |sen-  |concerning | the langu-
ble to draw | sentences lences age of the
{concerning former
things) SEMLENCES
The real | world is exclu- | the correlate of the TRAN.
sively SCENDENTAL subject, i.e. the

Judgements built according 1o
transcendental norms

The true | sentences ol | are ex. the theses of this language, i.e.
the scientific | clusively | judgements built according 1w
language the deductive rules of this Lingu

dge

Fig. 20. Examples of paraphrises

We should have two languages. One of them is more perfect than
the other:

— its vocabulary and intra-syntactic rules,

its universe ol discourse and semantic rules,

— its axioms and inferential (or deductive) rules
are explicitly given (in fact, they ave given only partially!), The ot
language is not so perfect. Its corresponding components are not ex
plicitly or even intuitively given. The appearance of non-conclusive
problems as well as of paradoxes is the symptom of such an imperfe
ton.
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But what is to be done when it turns out that a certain fragment of
an intended paraphrase is incompatible with (e.g. contradicts) the cor-
responding fragment that is in lact present in paraphrased text?
Ajdukiewicz’s answer 15 simple: the author of such 4 ext is wrong! In
my opinion, two revisions come into play here:

(1) the revision of co-ordinated (simple) symbals;

{2) the revision of the hypothesis as o the identty of synuactic, se-
mantic, and inferential rules of the co-ordinated languages.

Thus we van never know for sure whether we speak in the same
manner (Le. by means of linguages with comparable structures) about
the same thing (world)!

But can we surcly know to a certain extent.

Sometimes instead of a declared paraphrase, we get only a trans-
symbolisation. There is no sense in looking here for any criteria of cor-
rectness. Such a semiotic modification can be evaluated only with res-
pect to its originality (1 ask my Reader not to conluse it with corres-
poendence to the original!). We can, in [act, set up a criterion of analogy
of corresponding denotations but this is a rather clusive criterion. s
the transcendental subject of idealists a good analogue o the
Ajdukiewicz's set ol theses (ol a given language)?

On the other hand, can Ajdukiewicz be sure that his intended para-
phrases are not in fact operations like deciphering (22) or even con-
versing (4)7 Is there any difference between paraphrasing philosophi-
cil texts and fairy tales?

In conclusion, let us look at the real motivation lor paraphrasing. |
find two main kinds of motivation. What the people who paraphrase
strive for is cither o legitimise with authority or to turther popularise
their own scieniihic resulis,

Both of these motives have an extrascientific character.



[3. ON REASONING

13.1

Let us consider the following sentences:

(1}
(2)
(3)

(4)
(5}
(6)
(7)

John Field, an Irish composer, was born in Dublin,
Jan Lukusiewicz, a Polish logician, died in Dublin.

Field was a teacher of Maria Szymanowska, a Polish pianist, who
was the mother-in-law of Adam Mickiewicz, one of the greatest
Polish poets.

Mickiewicz was on [riendly terms with Fryderyk Chopin.
In his nocturnes, Chopin referred 1o Field,
According to Field, Chopin was un talent de chambre de malade.

One of the greatest Polish poets married the daughter of a siu-
dent of an Irish comnposer who was born in the town, where a
certain Polish logician died, and who thought little of one of his
own followers who was a friend of this poet.

Only sentence (7) is entailed by the conjunction of (1)—(6). On the

other hand, it can happen that one matchs sentence (5) with sentenee
(13}, and one accepts sentence (4) in virtue of accepling sentence (5),

Consequently, 1 shall use rthe following terminology:

() & reason entails its consequence;

() one matchs a sought sentence with a given sentence;

() one aoceprs a sentence which is not accepted as yet in virtue of a

sentenee alveady accepted (eventually in a respective degree).

Let us nate that the elfect of saccesstul matching consists in atcep-

it e sentenee that staes that o determinate relation (e entlment,
i g tienban ) bokds between a given and asought sentence.
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13.2

The starting point for the discussion about reasonings in the Lvov-War-
saw School is the classification given by the founder of the School,
Kazimierz Twardowski. Using terminological conventions just intro-
duced, Twardowski's opinion can be presented as follows:

what is given what is sought
INFERENCE AL '.'p“.."'xl [ESSETET)] CONSCGUEncE
PR Lonsequence ﬂ{(ﬂp[lﬂd TENLSOIN

Fig. 21, Kindls ol reasoning sccording to Twardowski

REASONING = matching a reason or a consequence;

INFERENCE = matching a consequence + accepting this conse-
quence on the base of an accepred reason;

PROOF = matching & reason + accepting a consequence on the base
of an accepted reason.

13.3

The first well-developed theory of reasonings was presented by Jan
Lukasiewicz. He complemented Twardowski's list of reasonings, adding
to them examination and explanation, where consequences, not rea-
sons, are given. These four reasonings — inference, proof, examina-
tion, and explanation — were divided by Bukasiewicz into deduction
and reduction according to what is given: reasons or consequences.
Eukasiewicz's views can be presented in the following way:
INFERENCE = matching a consequence with an aceepted sentence,
ExasiNarion = matching an aceepted consequence with an unin
cepted sentence.
EXPLANATION = matching a reason with an accepred sentence.
PROOF = matching an accepted reason with an unaceepted sen
tence.
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what is given  what is sought

B [ accepted =3
INFERENCE pt :
& mnsequﬂ'lrr
Vi | | REDUCTION
EXAMINATION reason i
} mns-:qu:‘nu:l
EXPLANATION accepted reason
mn::qmncc
— |pEDUCTION
PROHOF {mn“qmnm ' pred
TCAS0TL

Fig. 22. Kines ol veasoning according to Lubossiewice

13.4

The first significant modification of Lukasicwicz's approach was carried
out by his student, Rev. Jan Salamucha. According to Salamucha, the
correct classification is as follows;

what is given  what is sough

INFERENCE B L il F e—
TEASON }
EXAMINATION reason moRpites
Cunsequence
REDUCTION
EXPLANATION accepted reason
consequem:f

PROOF o s accepted

TEasnn

DEDUCTION

Fig. 20 Rivuks oo svisoning seeomibivgg to Salaei ha
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Tadeuse Kotarbiniski initially accepted Lukasiewice's theory. How-
ever he turned in the end o maintain that the smost rationals theory
has a dilferent fundamentum divisionis than in Lukasiewicz’s theory and
the characteristics of particular kinds of reasoning are a bit different.
As to the classification of reasonings into deductive and reductive Ko-
tarbiniski apparently followed Salamucha’s solution:

what is given  what is sought

» . accepted | =
INFERENCE L n | ONEWENE | prOGRESSION
=
|| accepted |__|
i — | T - _| | REDUGTIDN
EXPLANATION L| m"‘“'fp“:m r reason »
g | —
[
PROOF r consequence | pted ' REGRESSION

| reason L —

DEDUCTION

Fig. 24 Kinds of reasoning according 1o Kotarbidski

He replaced “deduction” and “reduction” in the Eukasiewicz's sense
with “progression” and “regression”, respectively. Kotarbifsk: supple
mented Lukasiewicz's characterisation of inference and explanation
with the reservation that consequence and reason, respectively, shonlil
be understood as sentences of "unknown logical value”.

In the works of Tadeusz Czezowski, there are two approaches 1o the
issue of rensonings. The second one will be discussed Liter. Now, 1 linm
myself’ to the lirst one that is based partly on Lukasiewice™s solutiom
with the modilications by Salamucha and Kotarbiniski. "This classilica
tion is presented below;
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what is given  what is sought HEURISTICS
| wwpiot, || .
INFERENCE | accepred | sequence |
reason | PROGRESSION
ST, NN SIS S
| 1
: accepted | —
EXAMINATION |  reason | mpannt
— —— — |REDUCTION
|
EXPLANATION | accepted | reason -
memm _I .y
C— — — I
i
REGRESSION
PROOF | consequence P bed -
i J Teason
— — —— — I puction |
SYSTEMATIZATION

Fig. 25. Kinds of reasoning according 1o Crezowski

13.5

According to Kazimicrz Ajdukiewicz, the dassification proposed by Lu-
kisiewicz would not stand up to erticism.

The starting point for Ajdukiewicz's criticism was his intuition about
the actual well-established meanings of terms such as “inference”,
“proal ", Mexamination”, “explanation”, “deduction” and “reduction”.
He thinks that these widely used concepts are theoretically superior
over the concepts proposed by Lukasiewicz. Let us illustrate this crin-
vism regard o “inference”,

First, Aplukiewicz reproaches Eukasiewice for the fact that, on his in-
terpretation, one can only infer a consequence from a reason. On the or-
thinary understanding ol the erm “inference”, however, not only can one
alsor inder o reason from a consegquence; one can even infer one sentence
Tenn anether when there is no logical connection between them.

Secomd, Apdukiewiez points out that inference defined by BEu-
kivsiewicr cloes not lead 1o the seceptance of the consequence. In other
words, he cliims thin Bukasiewicos las oot Giken into account the asser-
tive eletnean of inlerence,
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Third and last, Ajdukicwicz notices that Lukasiewicz's terminology
restricts the extension of the notion of inference o deductive infe-
rence. As a result, all other processes commonly considered as kinds of
inference (e, inductive inference or inference by analogy) cease to be
objects of methodological study.

I do not accept Ajdukiewicz's objections.

It s vrue that Lukasiewicz does not say anything in his definition
about accepting the consequence, However, 1 do not think thae this is a
reason for abandoning this deflinition. After all, it is enough o distin-
guish two types of Lukasiewiczian inferences: an inference where the
consequence is asserted and the inference where it is not.

It is true that, according w Lukasiewice, inferences can only be de-
ductive. 1t is not true, however, that inductive reasonings have no place
in Lukasiewicz's terminology at all. They constitue a kind of explana.
rion.

13.6

Now let us make some remarks on Ajdukiewicz’s positive proposal. The
proposal is based on the second of Czezowski's approaches. This sec-
und approach introduces serious changes in comparison with his first
solution, mentioned above.

According to Crezowski's second proposal, all reasenings follow the
schema:

I accept “a — " (INFERENTIAL)

I accept "a”. PREMISES
Therefore :

1 accept . CONCLUSION

Fig. 26. Schewna of reasoning

Formula "o — B", which is accepted in the first premise, is a Jrrinn
ple of reasoning. The character of this principle constitutes the foun
dation of the new dassification, proposcd by Crczowski. According o
this classificaton, clementary reasonings are divided into:
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(1) apodeictic reasonings — in which case the principle is a theorem
of dlassical logic;

(2) probabilistic reasonings — in which case the principle is a theo-
rem of a probabilistic logic,

Ajdukiewicz extends the concept of reasoning w include:

(1) processes of inference;

(2} processes ol derivation i.e. «non completed- quasi-inference;

(3) processes of solving tasks and problems with the use of infe-
rences or derivations,

Ajdukiewicz's distinction between inference and derivation seems to
be very valuable. However, four objections can be formulated against
his general approach to inference that has been presented above.

First, the definition of inference, proposed by Ajdukiewicz, is psy-
chologistic. The analysis of reasonings turns out to be an analysis of
mental processes going on in mind of a person who infers something.
By contrast, Lukasiewicz's view is radically anupsychologistic. Luka-
siewicz writes as follows:

Logic does ot care [...] what imental processes are in the mind of the man who
thinks legically or llugically. |...] The aim of logic is 1o establish objecive lows
that capture relations between truthfulness und falsehood of judgemenis
[Bukasiewice 19407, p. 64]

Sceond, according o Ajdukiewicz, there need not be a logical connec-
tion between the senience that is tken o be a premise and the sen-
tence that is taken o be a conclusion. This is tantamount not only to a
psychologisation but even to a subjectivisation of the concept of infe-
rence,

Third, on Ajdukicwicz's interpretation, one could risk that any hu-
man mental activity is an inference. Thus, the denotation of Ajdukie-
wivz's concept of inference s broader than that of Eukasiewicz's con-
rept ol reasoning. 1t contains all «derivationss of some sentences from
somie other ones, whereas Eukasiewicz is concerned only with a scien-
tilie reasoning.

Fourth, there is a significant difficulty in evaluating Ajdukiewiczian
inlevences with respect 1o their corvectness. Suppose that a person 0
seepts asentence b but does not aceept a sentence ¢ Suppose, further,
that O subsequemly infers g rom pand so comes to accept g on the ba-
six ol this inference, How conld we point o an evror in €' inference?
W6 maintains thin there is o connection i O wind hetween poand g
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and that O was not sure whether p was true until @ made this infe-
rence, then even if @'s sreasoning is absurd, it will still be an inference
according o Ajdukiewica.

13.7

Ajdukiewicz and Eukasiewicz have a different way of understanding
not only “inference”, but also “proof”, “examination”, “cxplanation”,
“deduction” and “reduction”.

It appears that, according to Ajdukiewice, inlerence is a component
of all ather reasonings, Le. proof, examination and explanation. At the
same fime, however, as we have seen, Ajdukiewicz characterises infe-
rence psychologistically.

In my opinien, inference understood in this way cannot be a com-
ponent of a scientific proof, because it allows other than logical con-
nections between sentences or even the lack of any connection alto
gether. As is well known, logical proof has to be based on logical en-
tailment.

Ajdukiewicz’s definitions of examination and explanation can be
criticised in 4 similar fashion. They rely on a concept of inference
{(derivation) that is not based on entailment, though it should be. These
reasonings are compound and, after adequate correetions, they e
semble Lukasiewice's reasonings.

13.8

Finally, Ajdukiewicz's dlassification of elementary reasonings can he
presented in the lollowing way:
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— deductive
REASONINGS: — probabilistic
(elementary)  — logically useless
guided by some task ol
sponanc- univodl bivacal rnultivocal
s {prouf) {decision) | (completion)
“prove “examine
that p" whether p”
Jisigars = = g EXPLA-
erivation ¢ ? ¥ it
NATION
PROOF
inference vertfication 5 5
falsification
ELEMENTS OF
EXAMINATION

{complex reasoning)

Fig, 27, Kinels of reasaming sccording Ajedukiewice

As is evident, the main point of Ajdukicwicz’s extension is the sup-
plementation of the list of reasonings with spontanenus FEASONINE 4%
wellas the inclusion of the assertive aspect of reasonings.

The distinction of spontancous reasonings has, in my opinion, some
unclesivable consequences. Just like Ajdukicwicz when seeing stormy
clouds can infer that rain is coming, so 4 dog seeing a leash could infer
that it will be taken out for « walk. The only difference between these
inferences is that Ajdukicwics could express his conclusion words but
the dog only with s extra-linguistic behaviour, However, 1 do not re-
gared thas s s handiomental ditference,

I we decide thae reasoning requires an active contribution of con-
aionsiess el s Lukasiewicz pun i, some kingd of effor, then we
lenlel ot pegand spontanenns inleremoes 1o he reasonings, 11 we de-
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cide, however, that in spite of this objection spontaneous inferences
constitute reasonings, we will not be allowed to deny that at least some
of animals are capable of reasoning.

13.9

In order to grasp the peculiarities of reasonings used in science
(including sciemific reasonings including) the notion of reasoning must
be extended in the following way:

(1)  Reasoning is any operation on thoughts,

Bearing in mind our objections to Ajdukiewicz's approach to the
notion of inference, let us stress that 1 extend here the notion of
«reasoning» but not the notion of inference.

Thoughts are expressed by means of linguistic expressions, sen-
tences in particular. 1 am interested here only in verbalisable thoughts;
thus, for the sake of convenience, | shall speak here about sentences.
For that reason, | shall give definiton (1) the following form:

(2)  Reasoning is any operation on €Xpressions (sentences),

Let us consider an expression a. In the case of simple reasonings,
operations mentioned in (2} can consist in:

(a) auaching any expression (e.g. B) to ;

(b) detaching any expression-member (e.g. ) from o

(¢} dividing o into expressions-members (e.g. § and €);

() replacing any expression-member of o (e.g. §) with another ex-
pression (e.g. Nk

() substituting any variable in a (e.g. 9) by a constant (e.g. 1);

{f) variablising — so to speak — any constant in @ {e.g. k) with vini
able (¢ A)
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a — a p attaching
T — |
! a Y |/ | « detaching
| S
o — | E dividing
o L |—=| & J n replacing
T I
o t j——| a 1 substituting
[ ] !C_-! P T o A wVa riah!i:iing»

Fig. 28, Operations over cxpressions

Let us note that the operation of replacing can be interpreted as a
sequence of the operations of detaching and attaching; the operation of
substituting — as a special type of the operation of attaching; and the
operation of svariablisings — as a special type of the operation of de-
tnching,

Reasoning is sometimes understood only as the operation of at-
taching (a) any sentence o a given sentence. This sense ol “reasoning”
van be captured in the following way:

%)  Reasoning consists in deriving sentences from other sentences.

Such reasoning can be also interpreted as a kind of substitution.
The schema of the resulting formula would look like this: “Rpg”, where
R sentential functor of the category s/,

11 is easy 1o notice that, in the case of such formulae, there exist the
fllowing previsely determined combinations of variables and con-
LIATITE™
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(*y p R g
) ¢ ¢ q
h * R g
icd ¥ R ¥
fd) p ¢ g
e} p R ¢
iy p ¢ #
"™ & 2

Fa, 29, Comnnations ol varibles amd constanis

I ignore the versions indicated by (*) and (**) because nothing must
be substituted in (*), whereas everything is 1o be substituted in (**) and
such reasoning would be a kind of <free play of fancys.

As can be seen, reasoning in the sense of (3) is limited to cases (h)
and (e}, rLe. 1o those combinanons, where the role of a constant is
played by a funcor and one of its arguments, whereas the second ar-
gument plays the role of a variable. 1t is limited further only 1o the
cases with the funcior of enmailment and sometimes only o the cases
with the functor of logical entailment.

I would prefer, however, to recognise as reasonings dt least also:

— those operatons that rransform formulae (¢) and (d) into sen
fences;

—- pperations on sentences that are connected by means of relations
other than logical entailment.

The reason is that reasonings of this kind are de facto carried owm
even in science. N.B. Admitting the relation ol equivalence allows one
to consider normal definitions as reasonings.

13.10

A normal (denotational) definition of the expression £ can be consi
dered as consisting of two expressions £ and E" such that the denota
tion of expression £ is the same as the result of a certain operation on
the denotations of E' and E", In particular, it can be a sum ol the e
notation of £ and the denotation ol £
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Thus, a classification of denotation of E can he considered as a defi-
nition of such a type. Thus, it is not by accident that, in practice of
some sciences, the denotations of certain expressions are fixed by
pointing to their subsets, which are determined by properties that con-
stitute the fundamentum divisionis.

It is clear that the resulting characterisation of reasoning, for
example, will be the richer, the greater the number of available classifi-
cations and thus the greater the number of appropriate properties that
constitute the fundamentum divisionis.

Itis worth noting that all views that consider only four reasonings,
e, inference (1), prool (1), examination (Em) and explanation (Ep),
notorously neglect o take inw account certain possible distinctions.
Usually three are mentioned:

(i) {{1, Em}, {Ep, P}} — progressin/regression;

(ii} {{L, Ep}, {Em, P}} — heuristics/systematization;

(i) {11, P, {Em, Ep}} — deduction/reduction.

However, to obtain the complete set of classifications for {1, P Em,
pl, iLis necessary o consider some further classifications:

(iv) {{1}. {Em}, {Ep]. {P}};

(v) {{I}. {Em, Ep, P}};

(vi) {{Em}, {1, Ep, P}};

(vii) {{Ep}, {1, Em, P}};

{viii) {{P}, {1, Em, Ep}}.

The question arises whether there exist such properties which could
onstitute fundamentum divisionis in combinations (v)-(viii). Perhaps, in
wse (vii), it could be the definiteness/indefiniteness of reasons.

13.11

would like o distinguish a dassification of reasonings from evaluation
Fiheir correctness,

One can use the following eriteria 1o assess the correciness ol rea-
HIings:

() iruth/flsehood (e, troth-vadue) of mital (and derived?) sen-
R

(h) groundednessigroundlessness of accepting initial sentences;
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=

() validityfinvalidity of accepting the derived sentences on the
ground of the initial sentences.

If reasoning is a «science-genics operation, which T belief, then cri-
teria of correct reasoning can be considered to be the as negative crite-
via of what 1 scientific: what does not fulfil them Falls outside the sCOpe
of science.

While 1 use the: notion of reasoning in science in the broadest sense,
I am inclined o use the notion of scientific reasoning very restrictively.

Eukasiewicz wrote in his famous work “Creative elements in scien-
ce”: "Not all true judgements are saentific rruths” [Eukasiewice 1912,
p- 11 1 say: Notall reasonings carried out in science are scientfic. And
to say the truth, real creativity is connected rather with these remaining
unscientific reasonings,

14. ON SIMPLICITY

14.1

Wihadystaw Tatarkiewicz, the greatese Polish historian of philosophy,
said:
One ol the intentions of my writing was 1o simplily the piciore of the world [, ]

and through this simplilication — w make the world dearer and more inelli-
gible [Tatarkiewicoowie 1979, p. 157]

Some philosophers atribute more important functions to simplicity:

(a) they consider ontological simplicity as a necessary condition of
doing science;

(b) methodological simplicity (of a theory) is, in their opinion, a cri-
terion of choice between verisimilar theories.

It seems worthwhile to analyse the notion of simplicity itself.

14.2

The starting point of this analysis is the definition of simplicity given in
Witold Strawirski's monograph Prastota, redukeja, jednosé nawki | Simpli-
vity, Reduction, Unity of Science] (cf. [Strawifiski 1991]). Strawinski
uses three specilic predicates:

() ... widentical with ... (¥nn),

(b} ... is a (proper) part of ... (van),

{e) ... is a compaosition of ... and ... (V/ana).

T simnplily (sie!) a little, his delinitions of simplicity, complexity and
thie velinion of being more simple than are as follows:

() xissimple iff x has no pans,

() xiscomples iff x las parts,
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(3) XI5 more .-.'mlplu th;mj iffvisa 'I.'{i!l'll'.l{lﬁili.ﬂ['l ol x and z.
Ihis last delinition can be simplified (e} o the form:
() xis more simple than v off x 18 a proper part ol v,

Definition (3) is beset, in my opinion, with the [ollowing difficultes:
(a) 1t reders to an enigmatic operation of composition;
(b} it gives no possibility of:
{1} comparising objects built out of non-identcal (simple) parts;
(i) comparising objects with respect o their non-mereological
prrts
fe.g. properties),
Let us first consider the following situation:

X ¥ =

1 2 3 1 2 4 5 &

Fig. 30, Objpects buile our of non-identical (simple) pares

In the Light of the defintion under consideration, object ¥, 15 more
simple than x because y, dilters [rom x; only e that ot lacks of the
mereologieal part 3. Bur what about the relaton between yy and 2,7
These two objects consist of two similar but numencally  dilferen
mereological parts,

NH“'. I{'[ (TR & H].‘ll‘{ll._"' tll{' 1‘””“““.}; ﬁilili”."”'l.:

X Yz o

EEE ER B @

Fug. 31, Ohjeves viarving with vespect (o then nom-mereobageal pars (e, propentnes)

The definition under consideration does not allow one o express
the fact that x, is more simple than y, or the fact that y, is more simple
than z,. All these objects consist of three mereological parts. However,
in the case of x,, its three parts have the same property (of being black);
in the case of y,, only two of its parts have a common property (one
part is grey): in the case of 2, each ol its parts is different with respect
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to its properties (the first part is black, the second one is white and the
third one is grey).

14.3

My own definition of simplicity refers to one specific predicate, which
needs a comment: .. is a part of ..." (s/nn).

The word “part” is meant here so generally that the proposed defi-
nition will not decide whether it concerns «partitives' parts (i.e. com-
ponents of objects) or attributive parts (i.e. properties of objects). Thus,
L extend the widely known practice (cf. e.g. [Borkowski 1980, p. 11]) of
interpreting the constant “e” as “belongs 10",

I also assume that:

A component of the object O = a (possibly proper) part of the object
0 of an identical ontic category as that of the object 0.

According to this assumption, e.g. a =picces of a given thing is a
component of this thing, a subset of a given set is also a component of
this set, but a property of a given object is not a component of this ob-
Ject. A similar notion was used by Aristotle, when he talked about ulti-
mate components of things, i.e. about the elements [Anstotle =323, pp.
90—91].

Thus, only linguistic expressions can be components of linguistic
expressions. This condition can be sharpened — the identity of se-
mantic category can be required. Then, for example, only a sentence
could be a component of a given compound sentence; neither functor
nor names could play the role of components of such a sentence.

It is an open question whether physical particles are components of
things because it 1s not clear what their ontic category is (or perhaps
because the notion of an ontic category itself is vague).

It 1s of utmost importance to be aware of the precise sense of the
terms used in this context. This is made evident by the trap into which
Juhn Duns Scotus fell when he tried to justify the (theological) thesis

Pl vevm Mpantitive” s o derivative of the term “partition”. 1 do not wse the term
"mereokgical” bicimise | il ot want 1o decde whetllier the paris in guestion are ident-
cul with the pranes o Danas tevisedl by Desniewski's imereology.
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that God is a simple (simplex), e, a non-complex being. Doctor subtilis-
simus argued in the following manner [Duns Scotus 1299, pp. 76—78]:

God is a simple being,
because:
(i) God is (in all respects) infinitely perfect,
and thus:
{i1) every conceivable part would be infinne;
whereas:
(i1} no infinite object can be a part of something,
hecause:
(iv) "a part is smaller than the whole™ ("pars minor tote™).

The key issue in this argument is, of course, the logical value of
premise (iv).

14.4

The predicate “... s a part of ..." and, more precisely, the relaed
predicate “... has parts ... and o™ has two meanings.
On one (=synthetics} meaning;

x has parts y and z iff x has been built out of y and 2.

Parts in this case are, in principle, separable.’ This notion of part
wis used by St Thomas Aquinas when he talked about the elemens
[Aquinas 1265, p. 83].

On the other (sanalytics) meaning:

x has parts y and z iff x can be divided into y and 2.

Such an explication of the sanalyticals meaning settles nothing
about to the manner of the (potential) division. In partcalar, it s ne
decded here whether this division has a physical or an intellecal
character. In the Litter case, parts can be (physically) inseparable.

* The scheema is nust meant to serthe that chis predicate has preceet three angguomesms,
the predicace in guestion has af feasd thoee aguments.
P For sampliony (el Digosre heve the probideas of the s o nasiaees of Bigoads

LA LTS
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The fact that these two concepts of having parts are essentially dif-
ferent is exemplified by the Fact that this sheet of paper can be divided
(torn up) into different pieces but it has not been build from these
preces.

14.5

I propose to define simplicity, complexity and the relation of being
more simple than in the following manner:

(3)  xis SIMPLE with respect to Viff x has no parts of kind V.

{Henceforth, 1 will place the index “V* near related EXPressions in-
stead of the phrases “in respect of 1" and “of a kind V7.7 | should stress
that I deal with proper parts only.)

(6) xis COMPLEN . if x has parts,.
I assume now thar:
(7)  Every simple object is more simple, than any complex, ohject.

(8)  Ifxand y are complex then:
x is [n umes| MORE SIMPLE, than y iff the number of {simple)
parts; of x is [n times| smaller than y.

To distinguish simplicity/complexity characterised in (5)—(8) from
simplicity/complexity discussed below, I will call the former “global
simplicity/complexity”. Simplicity in Strawinski's sense is a special case
of such global simplicity. Recall that, according 1o Strawinski's defini-
tion (3}, x is more simple than y iff v is a composition of x and z. Thus, if

¥ has n parts, x has m parts and z has k parts,
then

n=(m+k)and k # 0,
anel thus

o= H.

Objects that are simple/complex with respect to the multiplicity of
components will be heneeforth called “partitively  simple/complex”,

g dan sunpaliciy anl, 1 igiere e guesion ol Pl revessilility of the re
e v pramessis. by epaestion i clean by prentioent inhis conest,
A dest sanrene hanels o D coistnleaend i e ennine caregonies.
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Objects that are simple/complex with respect to the multiplicity of
properues will be called "auributvely simple/complex”. 1 will also
sprak about synthetic or analyuc simplicity/complexity, respectively.

OF course, one can consider global simphctyfcomplexity of various
objects: not unly of things but also of properties and relatons, for ex.
ample. After all, properties as well as relations sometimes have compo-
nents and properties.

It seems 1o me that ene cannot ind an equal measure/weighe of
complexity for different respects. The reason is that our intuitions in
general fail in such cases.

O the other hand, we can say:

(9 x is more simple sinpliciter than y iff x is more simple than 5 in
CVETY Tespect,

14.6

The question about simplicity/complexity can be repeated with refer-
ence o

(i} particular (partitive as well as attributive) parts of a given object,
Li. a shape of an object;

(i) structure of such an object — its composition (Le. net of the
connections among its parts) and its equipment (i.e. the matter of these
parts}.

In all these cases, the relevant notions can be easily rendered in
terms of the notion of simplicity defined above. In order to simplily
(sie!) further considerations, it is worthwhile to give an explicit delini-
tion of simplicity/complexity of shape (for plane figures) as well as ol
composition and equipment.

(10) I x has a MEAGRE SHAPE then the line that determines x's shape
has no «twistss (i.e. no changes ol component directions).”

{11) If the line thar determine shape of x has siwists=, then x has a
RICH SHAPE.

A comrse, the notien o apwest shonbed e amade preeises There ave welb-develogel
prometrical theorws whiely explicate comimon winminis comaes ol witli this notion
(NCHL F s eommimm o ingiiiigis i Beties with ‘Hlli“lllh thunn wands cvirves, lin |'a...|.|||1||r' ]
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(12} Ifx and y are complex with respect to their shapes then the
shape of x is more meagre than the shape of v iff the line the
determines the shape of ¥ has more «twistse than the line that
determines the shape of 5.

Henceforth, objects of meagrerich shape will be called “figurally
simple/complex™. Thus, the distance from 4 to b is the simpler figur-
ally, the smaller the number of wirns (which does not mean, however,
that it is thereby the shorter). N.B. For {regular) solids, the number of
tops and edges is taken here into account, which results, of course, in
differing evaluations of their figural complexity [Strawinski 1991, P
105].

Accordingly:

(13) 1 x 15 complex,, then x has a LOOSE,, COMPOSITION iff there are
no relations,, between parts, of x.

(14)  Ifxis complex,, then x is of a COMPACT,, COMPOSITION iff there
are relations,, between pritres, ol x,

(15) M xand y are complex, and compacttu, then the composition of
x is more lovse, than the compaosition of ¥ ff the number of
relations,, between parts of x is smaller than the number of rela-
tons, between parts ol 7

Let us consider the following sitation (the symbol *=" signifies the
refation of reacting):

L

* ¥

= e

L C=il] IC=1 =0 [g=02 0]

Fir. 32 Objects varying with respect 1o LRI

Ohject x has a looser composition with respect to reacting than ob-

Jeety, ancd object y has a looser composition in this respect than object 2.

Hencclorth, objeas of loose/coherent compaosition will be called
“structurally simple/complex™. Structurally complex ohjects constitute
SYSEEms, The condition of stroetural simplicity/complexity of a given
ohject is, of conrse, its global simpli nv/complexity.

[ stevetaral complexity than Avistotle hud inomind when he wrote
bt "aniy” [ Avistotle <323, 1, 05,



210 NI Understanding and Silence

One could think about a measure of the structural complexity of a
given object, which could be given by the sum of the results of multi-
plying the number of its internal relations of particular kinds by the
measure of the complexity of a given kind. Let us notice that one of
the differences in logical notations concerns just the degree of struc-
tural complexity; ¢f. the expression “{p A g) = r" and its analogue in
Polish notation —"C K p g r".

Now:

(16) If x is complex;, then x has a HOMOGENEOUS,, EQUIPMENT iff all
the parts, of x are alike,,.

(17) 1fx is complex,, then x has a4 HETEROGENEOUS,, EQUIPMENT iff
not all of x's parts,. are alike,,.

This last definition can be simplified (sic!) to the form:

(18) Ifxis complex,, then x has a HETEROGENEOUS,, EQUIPMENT ff x
has parts, of various,, kinds.

Finally we have:

(19) If x and y are complex, and they are of various, equipment,
then the equipment of x is more homogeneous, than the
equipment of y f x has a smaller number of variousy kinds of
parts, than y does.

Henceforth, objects with homogeneous/heterogeneous equipment
will be called “materially simple/complex™.” A materially simple object
constitutes an AGGREGATE,

A measure of the material complexity of a given object could be, for
instance, a sum of results of multiplying the number of components
with particular kind of properties by the measure of the complexity of
the properties of a given variant.

? The term “a materially simple/complex object™ has some laulis here and in other
contexts. The problem is that, e.g., abstracts can also be considered with respects 1o ma
terial simplicity/complexity, whereas there are ierminologies, in erms of which w leas
some of those objects are deemed nonmaterial. Thus the erm "a gualivstively sim
plefcomplex object™ might be more appropriate; but this term is Dawed in other respecis
(some properties are not qualities, according o some people).
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Let us consider the following sitwation (the symbaol “=s" signilies the
relation of reacting, whereas the relation of «gluing- is signified by the
symbaol “47):

x H =N n -

Yy >0\ =

Fage. 338, Objects vary I I Gy Fespects

Object x is here materially more simple with respect 1o the shape of
its compaonents than y, but x is structurally more complex with respect
to internal relations (i.e. with respect to relations between its parts)
than y. By the way, the problem arises how to formulate a criterion that
would allow one 1o recognise object x as materially simpler with respect
to the shape of its components than object z, which is — from another
point of view — structurally simple.

The history of physics shows that physicists have a greater predilec-
tion for material simplicity than for partiive or structural simplicities:
they would prefer ivif the world consisted of a great number of objects,
connected by a great number of relations, but were as homogencous as
possibile,

With the aid of definitions (3)—(19). 1 am ready to interpret all the
(known) contexts, in which the notion of simplicity occurs. This con-
cerns also contexts situated so far from our consideration as ... the
simplicity ol a person: simpleton (sail. having only a limited education),
ondinary (sl of an only limited relinement), as well as ... a simple-
minded one (ed. having only limited sgumption-).

In what follows, we will discuss two  philosophically essential
sthimensions- of simplicity: the ontic and the semiotic one.,

14.7

Let us note an the beginmmg that i there is only one world then it is
il \It|||1|r 0l |ll||||:||'k I e pespel Enly ol thwere were 0 least
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two worlds, could we establish which of them is simpler in a given re-
spect than the other one.

The question of simplicity/complexity of the world, i.e. of ontic sim-
plicity/complexity, appears .. in two important contexis: (i) the con-
text of existence of regularites and (i) the context of the so-called ho-
mogencity of tme and space.

Let us understand by “regularity” the class of at least two «essen-
ally= similar (i.e. alike) dependencies. World U, with regularities
would be structurally more simple than world U, which contains only
sunrepeatables dependencies or is a structurally simple chaos, (By the
way, the existence of regularities in the world makes it possible to pre-
sent a syntactically simpler description of this world; of. below.) From
another point of view, world U, would be at the sume time categorially
more complex than world U, (apart form the ontic category of events
there would also be the ontic category of regulurities in it).

If the noton of homogencity of time and space is to be understood
in terms of the fact that regularities are always and everywhere the same,
then the existence of such a homogeneity would diminish the struc
miral complexity of the world in a greater degree. N.B. This situation
could also be described in such a manner that we could talk about the
material simplicity of time and space with respect to regularities: the
same regularites would occur in every temporal and spatial section of
the world.

14.8

The question of the simplicity/complexity of a deseription of the world,
ie. the question ol the semiotic simplicity/complexity, can be reduced
to the question of the simplicity/complexity of the lungnage of this de
scription and the theory expressed in this language. 1t is worthwhile 1o
analyse this question on three levels: syntactic, semantic ane Prigmti

To determine the degree of syntactic complexity of a given L
guage, we should take into consideration the complexity of:

(i) its vocabulary, namely:

() the number of (logical) constants, predicates and variables (o
quantifiers), Le. the partitive complexity of (his vocabulary;
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th) variety ol propertics, especially formal properties (i.e. reflex-

Iy, symmetry, transitivity etc.) of predicates, i.e. the material com-

plexity of this vocabulary;*

(i) its rules of formation, ie. the structural complexity of utter-
ances,

Our intuitions concerning the attributive complexity of predicates
tend to vary (for example, Adolf Lindenbaum considers transitivity as
an indication of the simplicity of a given predicate, whereas Nelson
Goodman's opinion is just the opposite (cf. [Strawiniski 1991, pp. 61f)).

In determining the syntactic complexity of the theory itself, we tike
into consideration the number and the complexity ol

(i} the theorems ol this theory, including axioms, definitions and
hypothescs, i.e. the partitive and the material complexity of the theory;

(i) the rules of inference accepted in the theory, ie. its structural
complexiry.

Let us note, incidentally, that if “a more stimple theory” in Karl
Popper's sense were to mean the same as “a theory that indhcate 4 con-
nection previously nor identified” [Grobler 1993, p. 148] then, from
my point of view, such a theory has a Breater syntactic partitive com-
plexity.

In order to compare the theorems of a certain theory with respect
o their partiive and material complexity, one must translate these
theorems so that they containe i.a, the same logical constants or a cer-
tain set of quantifiers. Such a translation could consist in the recon-
struction of respective formulas either in normal forws or in forms thae
vontain (from among the connective constants of proposiuonal caleu-
lus) only conjunction and negation; thar last form is desirable, ia. be-
vanse of the ssimples ontological interpretation of these constants. For
instance, a measure of the synractic complexity of 4 given formula F
vould be cither the length of corresponding formula in 4 normal form
or the degree of complexity of the simplest formula equivalent o for-
ki £ one accept such a solution, it is easy to explain, c.g. why an
mdependent ser of axioms is commonly considered 10 be more simple
o more sthriftys | Wojcicki 1982: 216] thun a dependent one.

" Sew lewalipste 7, il
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Consider & system that consists of two axioms "o and “B" If axiom
“B" can be dernved from axiom “o” then the system does not in fact
have the form:

o B,
but of the form:
(@ aB) A (@— B
or:
(aaB)a~{xa~f)
which is, of course, syntactically more complex than:
oA B

The problem of the semantic simplicity/complexity of a theorem/the-
ory is connected with the scope (or the object, or better: the objecuve
domain) of this theorem/theory. Thus:

Theorem/theory T, is semantically more simple than theoremythe-
ory Ty iff the object of theoremitheory T is more simple than the object
ol theorem/theory ..

From a methodological point of view, it is most interesting to com-
pare in this respeet such theorems/theories whose objects stand in the
relation of being a part 1o cach other. Theoremitheory T whose object
has the ohjeat of theorem/theary T, as a part is sometimes considered
to be a generalisation of theorem/theory 7.

For that reason, a generalisation of a theorem/theory results in an
increase of its semantic partitive complexity.

In particular, the greater (the more numerous) 15 the scope ol ex-
planaton (excluding hypotheses ad hoc), the more general is a given
explamatory hypothesis. Thus, a hypothesis of the form:

{x) C (Px) (5x),
for example, the hypothesis:
“Every woman lies”
is semantically simpler than a hypothesis ol the form:
(x} € (M) (5x),
where B = Pu @, and Q @ P, i.c. more simple thin eg. the hypothesis:

“Everybody lies™.
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It should be remembered, however, that some philosophers regard
as more general that theorem/theory which implies another. In the
language of the model theory, we would say that the dlass of models for
the more general theorem/theory is included in the class of models for
the less general one. On such an approach, gencralisation of theo-
rems/theories is accompanied by an increase in their semantic simplicity,

When we talk about the pragmatic simplicity/complexity of theo
rems/theories, we have in mind an assessment, first of all, with respect to:

(a) their mtelligbility,

(b} ease of remembering them,

(c) ease of determining their truth-values.

The Factors that influence this kind of simplicity/complexity are:

(1) the degree of the syntactic and the semantic complexity of a
given theorem/theory,

(i) the degree of the complexity of actions (with respect o the
number of their components and the extent of the effort), that leads to
understanding, remembering or testing a given theo rem/theory,

but also

(iii) dispositions of the person who understands, remembers, or
LesLs,

The problem of pragmatic simplicity/complexity is in fact a spedal
case of the problem of practical simplicity/complexity, which appears in
the course of solving a certain task. Here also applies the rule: do as
much as possible with the aid of as litde as possible,

14.9

As Popper reminds us:

Uhe (sllowers of Mach, Kircholl, and Avenarius have ried o replace the wdea of
a4 cnsal explanation by thi of the “simplest description”. [...] As it is supposec)
lin his comcepiion] o explain why we prefer a description of ithe world with the
belp ol theerics 1o one with the help of singular statemaenis, it seens 1w prestipe
jrose bt theovics are simpler than {the conjuncions of; my emendation —1m
siogulban stateweniis, | 0[] we sssarne that theories are 1o be used for (e
sakes ol simplicity, e, clearly, we should use the simplest theories [Popper
HEESL, o, D2 )

i clear thin this paassige concerns partitive sitaplicity but not, for ex-

ample, material simplivity, T the case of 3 conjunction of particalar
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sentences, only one «theoriogenics copula occurs; in the case of theo-
ries sensu stricto, there are more such copulas,

By the way, contrary to common opinion, the prineiple of economy of
tinking does not provide an alternative criterion of truthfulness but
only a criterion of choosing between verisimilar theories {grasping [acis
by generalisation). Simplex signllum vent [simplicity is the seal of wruth] at
most in the domain of regularives. This rule can be introduced in
terms of our terminological apparatus in the following manner:

(i} given wo theories concerning the same object, choose the one
that is synuactically more simple,
anel

(i} given two theories with the same degree of syntactic complexity,
choose the one that is a gencralisation of the other and thus is also se-
mantically more complex than the other.

14.10

Let us assume that:

Sumplification of complex object 0 = removal of some parts of ob-
Juet £,

where the removal can have a physical character, ie. can be a physical
climination of these parts, or 4 mental character, i.e. can be a mental
abstraction from them.

As [ar as simplification of the world is concerned, in principle, it can
concern only some fragments of the world (in partcular, its temporal
or spatial sections) and various respects (we can consider murder, eg.
as a mainly structural ssimplifications of its victim). The same concerns
the converse operation of scomplications,

From a methodological point of view, what is mose UTNPOTIANL iS5 150,
ol course, the simplification ol the world but the simplification ol s
picture.

The examples of a syntactic simplification of a theory are:

{1} the partitive simplification of its vocabulary and vules of forma
tion, including, lor example, the empiricst reduction, e the Tt
tion of predicates only to empirical sesp, observationmal ones (this opera
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tion is in general accompanied by a4 partitive complication of thearems
tormulated in such a simplified language);

(i) definition (or more preciscly, replacement of definiens with parti-
tvely more simple definiendum); the so-called simplification of fractions
also belongs here: 1/1 is more simple than 2/2, because the latter is in
fact 1+1/1+1; and | is more simple than 1/2,

(iii) axiomatisation, and the partitive simplilication of the set of
axioms itself {for instance, successive simplifications of Stanistaw e
niewski's ontology made by Bolestaw Soboeinski);

{iv) lormalisation (N.B. the fact that some people consider formali-
sation and axiomatisation as i kind of complication and not simplifica-
tion is due 1o the fact that, in such cases, the main «textss of the initial
theory is supplemented with additional «texts», e.g. the conventions of
the formalism the rules of inference, ete.

Let us stress once more that very rarely — or, in any case, not al-
witys — the simplification of the language (terminology) leads o the
simplification of the theory (with respect to number/generality of its
theorems). Let us consider the theory containing the following theo-
rems:

(i) (x) € (Qx) (P x):
(it} (x) C (Qx) (Pyx).

e @=0Qviband P =P uP.
This does not allow, of course, [or a simplification of (i) and (i)
the form:

(1) (x) € (Qx) (Px).

The semantic simplification of 4 theory can take the fellowing [orms
Gimong others):

() emtico-categorial reduction (according 1o Oceam's razor: entio
o soind multiplicanda freaeter necessitatem);

(b} amalytical explanation (hy decomposing an analysed object into
more simple parts, which function in a known manner);

() mathematisation (e, presenting empirical laws in the form of
matheniical interdependencies),

It worth notcing than it the postulate of reductionism required
reduction of one theory 1o another in the sense that the redoced theory
were to be generalised, then the vealisation of 1his postuliate wonildl v
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bring a simplification of this reduced theory, but a simplification ol
science as a whole (understood as the theory ol «everything-). If the the-
ory Tl were reduced to the theory 12 then the current state of sdence:

N=A{FT,TyTs ..., K}
is partitively simplified to the form:

1?'"" = {-Ir-‘u '.I":" aren -'I'-l}
would take place.

Incidentally, some philosophers think that the postulate of the sim-
plicity of a theory is rational (only) when it is assumed thar the world is
simple. 1T understand this idea as follows: since the world is not simple
{i.e. is complex), the theory of this world should not — because it can-
not — be simple, We should agree with such an opinion only under the
condition that the theory is taken to be a complete description of reality
(the theory of weverythings). But such a description cannot be made ex
definitione. As Ryszard Wajcicki put it, "no phenomenon can be ana-
lysed «to s lull extents” [Wajcicki 1982: 38]. Thus the assumption

mentioned above is useless.
A speaal kind of semante simplification is idealisation, e, the sim-

plification of objects of a given theory by omitting -secondarys parts of

these objects (e, by abstracung from these pares), and by hmitng the
analysis to their sessentials parts. Syntactic simplicity of idealisational
theorems is correlated in a certain way with the semantic idealisational
simplification. Leszek Nowak deseribes this correlation in the following
waly.
Statemnent fy {which determines on what the Goor Fodepends) s more simple
thien statement £ iff £ describes inits consequent a dependence that has o
simaller mimber of arguments (svarcibless) than the dependence desonbed in
the antecedent of statement 5. ] [t follows [ ] thar the simpler the soatemen
of [...] a [given] theory, the greaer the number ol dealising assumptions whick
owcur in the antecedent || In effect, the simpler the statement, the more sclear
the shape- of the essence of a given phenomenon presenced by dhis sineom
Thas i because o wgnores many secondary Gorors tha distarks the efleor of the
main factor [Nowak 18977, pp. 100—101].

Thus, the simplification of an vbject does not always have to lead w
more simple description of this object.

Let the concretised theorem be of the form () [acl and the idealisa
tional theorem be ol the Form G 00 B b 37 where "B s an adea
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lising condition and “B" is 4 certain mathematical equality. Because of
the antecedent itself, theorem (i) is longer than theorem (i), In order
to assess the complexity of the two claims, it is essential to evaluate the
degree of complexity of “o” and "B". If they were to have the same
degree of complexity, which would be rather unusual, then (i) would be
more simple that (i),

. Already René Descartes, among others, was aware of using idealisa-
ton in some scicnces [Descartes 1641: 25]. Gradually, it has been real-
ised that no sdentific discipline can do without idealisation. However,
this realisation is sometimes accompanied by the beliel that this is @
clear limitation, Marian Przelcki wrires, for example:

It should be stared dearly that what is presented in the enaesnograiply [l The fogve af
uurpr'r_:'rn-i .r!hmnﬂ; my emendation — T is net a vealisic picoare, but a simplified
and idealised schema of the subject under investigation, The thesrics considered

are much oo weak to be identilied with actual scientific theories and our trestiment
of them is based on certain idealised assumptions [Prastecki 1969, p. 4],

14.11

In his Die zengentssischen Denkmethoden, Rev. |6zel Maria Bocheriski
mentions two “decisive fuctors in the establishment of laws™: “the sim-
plicity of the laws and their interconnectedness in an axiomatic sys-
tem”™. The rule of simplicity in Bochetiski is expressed in the following
foorm:

IF several hypotheses explain a given statement, then the simples amuong them
shoulid be chosen [Bocheiski 1954, p. 112],

I hope that in the light of what 1 have said above, the fact that this rule
is schematic is patenty clear.



15. ON SILENCE

15.1

The expression “to be silent” can perform two semantic functions:

(i) function of the unary predicate (vn), as in “x is silent™;

(i1} function of the hinary predicate (/nn), as in “x is silent abour §",

I consider contexrs of type (i) as derivative because they can, in my
opinion, be reduced to contexts of type (ii) by means of the following
rule:

(1} {x) () E (x5 silent in the period T3 (v) (x 15 silent in the period T
about y).

Let us notice that there is a correspondence between the predicates
“x is silent” and “x is silent about ¥, on the one hand, and the predi-
cates “x speaks” and “x speaks about v". However, there is no ssilences
analogue of the three-place predicate “x speaks 1o z about 3" (except for
phrases in licentia poetica and special contexts of the type “x is silent
ubout y in the presence of =),

I am also inclined to reduce “passing over something in silence™ 10
“being silent abour something”, The following dependence seems 1w
liakel:

2 () () O v passes over ¥ in silence) (x 15 silent about y),

15.2

Everyone agrees than heing silenr il speaking are essentially con-
nected, There is no common agreement, however, as 10 what that con-
nection consisiy i T thiow some light on this matter, we shall specily
necessiny el sullicient conditions o Tendy (hese phenomena, Here
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and below, | am concerned with verbal speaking (and «not speakings').
However, the results ol my analysis (suitably modified) can be applied
also o non-verbal, Le. gestuculatory or graphical, speaking (and “not
speaking’) respectively,

¥ entertains

x has to lxis.ahb:* to h‘

X can

|articulaie)
1l

x is able to S
Fig- 3. The sitvavon of speaking

I believe that the necessary and sufficient eondition of speaking is
the simultaneous realisation of the compulsion, the possibility, and dual
ability of speaking:

(3}  E {x speaks) K (x HAS TO speak) K (x CAN speak) (x 15 ABLE 1O
speak).
Let us note that formula (3) is not an exphcational definition ol
“speaking” since it contains a el vitiosus.
Being able to speak is the same as being able 1o VERBALISE one’s
views (1 understand the word “views” very broadly herve: it relers 1o be
liefs and evaluations, i.e. views sensn stricto, as well as to sdesivess, e

P foveed e inteoeduer this odhd =negative serbe bocanse 1 laelicve i Being s
bennt s oot evpuisalent oot speaking (s b
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questions or commands, as we experience them), or to be able 1o
ARTICULATE suitable speech-sonnds:

(4) (%) (1) E (x is able* to speak in the language () A (x is able to ver-
halise one's views in the Linguage 1) (x is able to articulate expres-
sions ol the language [).

Let us note that these abilitics are mutwally independent. On the
one hand, one may be able to verhalise various views (i.e. in particular,
put them in the form of sentences) but be unable 1o articulate appro-
priate linguistic utterances (in given, or any, language). On the other
hand. one may be able o articulate definite linguistic urterances, but
not be able 10 verbalise definite — or, in general, any — views,

Here lics one of the sources of mysticism. It may happen that both
abilities are accompanied by lack of views on a given matter. If we de-
cide, nevertheless, 1o speak about it — what we produce is very often
... gibberish,

15.3

Below, by the phrase "x has to speak”, 1 shall understand precisely the
same as by the phrase “something pushes x to speak”. This pushing can
turn out to be ineffective in certain circumstances. (*Compulsion” so
understood is semantically closer to “placing under presssure” than to
“ontic necessity”™.) On the other hand, by the phrase “x can speak” |
shull understand precisely the same as by the phrase “nothing keeps x
from speaking”.

Let us consider in more detail what can push x 10 speak or keep x
Irom speaking.
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physical pressure |
by somebody

& pushes v to spealk /

inclination N T ~— AWATEness

il B wpeaking
I \\\— - |
emotion compulsion '
physical pressure |
by something
FiH 3%, Chrigins ol speaking / =niot g.Pﬁlk:ingn-
Thus:

(i) One can be pushed 1o speak (or be kept from speaking) by one's
own WANT (or an act of will). Lo such a sitwation, it can be said that
somebody WANTS (or wishes) 1o speak or WANTS not to speak. It is
worth stressing that the want that pushes somebody o speak, or, on the
contrary, keep her/him from speaking can spring from various motives,
e.g.: puin, dreaminess, fear, hostility, slight, restiveness, vehemencr,
awkwardness, shame as well as their opposites.

(11) One’s own inclination can push one into a considered dircction.
In such a sitation we say that somebody is INCLINED to speak or not 1o
speak. Razimierz Ajdukiewicz sharply distinguishes a situation in whicl
somebody wants something from a situation in which somebody feels
fike doing something. In the former situation, he uses the revm
“spontaneous pro-attitude”; in the latter he uses the term “passive pro
-atitude” [Ajdukiewice 1948, pp. 20440}, (In this paper, 1 try to follow
to @ certain extent Ajdukiewicr's beautiful analyses from the third par
of the mentioned book).

(ni) A delinite emotion experienced by a given person can be o i
rect stimulus, e.4. one of the emotions mentioned sub (i),

(v} A command of another person or an sunpersomals compulsion
e stemming from the oo Awseer when asked ! v pash sepe
bady 10 speak (or keep hevhim from speaking, sespectively), Tu tle
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first situation we say that somebody is being FORGED to speak or «not
speitks; in the second situation — that somebody OUGHT 1o speak or
not to speak.

Let us note that if a command or a compulsion are to play the role
of an effective sumulus, the receiver has to be aware of it. Thus, one
can snot speak» either because of the lack of a suitable command or
compulsion, or because of the lack of circumstances in which the com-
pulsion arises {e.g- no question has been formulated), or because one is
not aware of the appropriate circamstances (e.g. one has not noticed
that a question has been asked).

(v} Finally, physical pressure applied by a person or vimpersonals
carcumstances can push somebody 10 speak (or keep herthim from
speaking).

Various relations obtain between the situations descrived above as
well as between their descriptions. Those relations could be presented
in the form of a special caleulus, which would be worth doing. Such a
caleulus would contain among its theorems, ia., the following sen-
ences:

(3)  (x}E (x has 10 speak) (x cannot «not speaks);
{6)  (x) E (x can speak) (x does not have to <not speaks);
(7} () E (xis forced to speak) (x is not allowed to =not speuks);
(8) (%)} E {xis allowed to speak) (x is not forced to =not speaks);
(% {x)E (x ought 1o speak) (x must not snot speaks).

By the way, let us notice that IT IS NOT THE CASE that:
(10%) E (x is allowed to speak) (x ought not to «not speaks).

We shall see at once that in the above sentences we are not allowed to
substitute for the expression “not speak”, the expression “to be silent”,

15.4

I believe that the necessary and suffivient condition of being silent is
the simultancons realisation ol the compulsion snd the possibility of
being silen:
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(L1} (x) E {x is silent) K (x HAS 10 be silent) {x AN be silent),

Let us note that formula (11) differs from formula (3) in that the
necessary and sufficient conditons of being silent do not presuppose
any ability. For T assume that NO ability of being silent is needed 1o be
silent. Thanks to such an assumption, nothing stands in the way of ai-
tributing silence not only o people but also o animals and inanimate
ohjects.

The “compulsion” and “possibility” are understood in the same way
in both formulae. Contrary to lzydora Dambska, 1 think that the no-
tion of being silent should not be restricted to the notion of keeping fronn
speaking: the want <not w speak- is but one of the possible stmuli
pushing someone into being silent. Moreover, it can happen that a
given stimulus, e.g. & given emotion, pushes the same person into
speaking and into being silent.

Formula (11) is unalogous to formula (3) in that it 15 NOT an expli-
carional definition (in this case of “being silent™} since it contains a ¢
enlus vitiosus.

So, what does a proper definition of “being silent” (i.e. a formul
indicating the sense of this word) look like?

15.5

As | have already mentioned, it is claimed sometimes that being silent
is tantamount o «not speaking:

(12%) {x) £ (x is silent) (x does not speak).

But formula (12*) is not a satisfactory reconstruction of the notion
of being silent. Although. it is the case that:

(13) () € (x is silent) (x does not speak),
it is not the case thae
(14*) (x) € (x does not speak) (v is silent).

We do not speak when we sleep, but 1 would violate my linguisti
intuitions if 1 said that we are silent during our slecp. We are silent
only when we do not speak DESPLTE the contipuilsion 1o speak.
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However, it would be a mistake to try to express this intuition as
follows:

(15%) ix) E (x is silent) K (x has o speak) (x does not speak).
Although, it is the case that:

(16)  {x) € K (x has to speak) {x does not speak) (x is silent),

the converse does not hold:

(7%} (x) € (x is silent) K (x has to speak) (x does not speak),

because although the formula (13) is true, it is not the case that:

(18%) (x) € (x is silent) (x has to speak).

A certain COMPUISION is indeed a necessary condition of being si-
lent but, according o (11), it is the compulsion to be SILENT, not the
compulsion 1o SPEAK.

In this sitwation, 1 endorse the following analytical definition of
“being silent™

(19)  (x) € {x has to speak) E (x is silent) (x does not speak).

L.t us note that if in formula (19) we replace the expression "x does
not speak™ with its equivalent in the form of the suitably transformed
right hand side of formula (3):

(20) (%) E (x does not speak) 4 (x does not have to speak) A {x cannot
speak) (x is not able* to speak),

then formula (18) becomes:

(21*) (. (x has to speak) £ (x is silent) A {x DOES NOT HAVE 10 SPEAK) A
{x cannot speak) (x is not able* o speak).

However, the expression printed in smmall capitals cannot occur in
the formuki because it contradicts the antecedent of this formula., Thus,
we ohtan linally:

(22) £ {x has to speak) E fxis silent) 4 (¢ cannot speak) (x 15 not able#*
1 "il.H"iIk:..

OF comse, the conteseliction mentioned] above arises atly when hoth
Beorrences ol compulsion e either ol the sune typre o el all the in-
thented tvpes. O e othier Tand, it is aedoissible i
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.4

(23} € (x has, w speak) E (x is silent) A (x DOES NOT HAVE, TO SPEAK)
A {x cannot speak) (x 15 not able* to speak).

15.6

Being silent {understood in terms of formula (19) or (22)) performs no
SEMANTIC function sensw stricto. In particular, it states nothing: one can
state something only by SAYING something, by uttering a sentence, not
by merely being silent. That is why FAITH not only allows being silent
hut sometimes cannot manage without it. An analogous sitnation oc-
curs in ARL. But there is no room for being silent in the sphere of
KNOWLEDGE, In science,

However, although being silent does not play any semantic function,
it plays a very important PRAGMATIC function. Formulae (11) and (22)
show clearly that being silent is a symptom either of the compulsion
AND the possibility of being silent or of the lack of the possibility OR the
lack of the ability 1o speak. Since that function is a source of many mis-
understandings, we will take a closer look at it now.

First, let us agree that:

(24)  (x) {¥) (2) € [x 15 a symptom ol y for z) K (x is a sufficent condition
ol y) (x 15 epistemically accessible for z),

Il we do not identify somebody’s «not speakings as beinyg silent, this
«not speaking= cannot be a symptom of just anything. And sometimes
such an identification cannot be made even indirecily especially b
cause being silent, and passing over something in silence in particubir,
is very often conscaously concealed.

Second, let us remember that even il one's «not speakings is correcly
identificd as being silent, then it is not a symptom of cither the presence
or the absence of one of numerous stimuli that are relevant here, bue i s
a symptom of the whole nisjUsCTION of such stimuli or their lack.

These stimuli (especially the indirect ones, e.g. the motives ol ded
sions) can not only be difterent but also comradictory. For instance:

(i) pleasure and pain (we speak about painful, hard, deep, mown

ful, depressing silence; we say that silence is a burden for somelwods,

that somebody sinks into or Blls inro silence);

15, {hn Sale hew 21;9

(b) concemtration (we speak about focused, solemn silence) and
dreaminess (we speak about being inadvertently silent);

{¢) bravery {we speak about heroic silence) and fear (we speak about
silence caused by fear);

{d) friendship (we speak about a silent bow, handsha ke) and hostiliry
(we speak about dead, stony, hostile silence; we speak about tunspirm;lr
of silence, silent indignationy;

(v} appreciation (we speak about tacit apprecition or its silent signs)
and contempt (we speak about ignoring something or somebody with
silence);

(B submission (we speak about enduring something in silence, it
agreement) and restrictiveness (we speak about persistent silence);

(g} gentleness (we speak about discrete silence) and vehemence {we
speak about awkward silence);

(i) pride (we speak about lofty silence) and shame (we speak about
troubling, shy silence).

Only when we know in advance that a certain GrOUP of disjuncts
does not occur (e.g. that a silent person HAS an opportunity to speak),
are we entitled to consider silence as a symptom of the occurrence of
the remaining GROUP ol disjuncts (in the above examples, 4s a symp-
tom of the fact that this person is not able* to speak). To avoid misun-
derstandings, I must stress that sometimes silence is USED as a conven-
tivnalised univocal medium of exproessing something, e.g. respect, and
in such a case it is, of course, a symptom of this respect |Dgmbska 1971,
p. 101]. Let us note that such usage is in general (if not always) pre-
veded by a certain verbal signal (e.g. by the formula: “Let us com-
memorate XY with 2 moment of silence”). Here, 1 am not interested in
such a conventionalised silence,

Thomas Carlyle wrote:

Silenee e decp is Erernity; speech s shallow as Tie [Carlyle 1872, p. 25].

The «depth of silence consists just in its semiotic indeliniteness —
nnd to this indefiniteness the ssignificanees of silence can also be re-
e,
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Circa 1623, Maciej Kazimierz Sarbiewski, a great Polish poet and
scholar, in his weatise De perfecta poesi, introduced exfrressis verbis the
notion of creativity (creatio) into the definition of poerry:
A poct gives o new existence to vbjects which he imitates, and he apparcntly cre-
ales them again. This is because a poer, by means of soime apparent centive ar,
can call into existence the subject itsell as well as the mode of its presenaion.
[...] €her arts [...] only imitate and reconstruct becanse they take a5 a datum ei-

ther their muterial, or their subject, or at least the means of imitation (Barbiewski
1623, pp. 4, 6]

Quite a long time has passed before creativity has begun to be consi-
dered in Europe a definitional feature of every art.

1%

The Old Greek civilisation did not know the notion of creativity at all.
Muoreover, they did not have the notions of science or art, either. What is
today called science and art, the Ancient Greeks put under the name
“#xw”, which included also trade. yw was for the Ancient Greeks
every human skill, i.e. the ability 1o do something according to stated
sreasonables rules. The language of the andient Romans contained the
word “creator”, but it meant the same as “father”, 1n the Middle Ages,
ervatia was the exclusive privilege of God and it meant creatio ex nihilo —
ereation {from nothing, In this sense, to create something means (more
or less) the same s to cause its coming into existence in a certain place
wnel it a certain time, though it had never existed anywhere before:
neither as i whole nor in any part.

Something veminiscent of this ervatio ex nikilo remained also in the
notion of creafety appliced 1o an.
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An arnst is a creator in the sense that she makes something new but
uses something that has existed before. A work of art is creative or new
but it is not new altogether, nor in every respect. Fryderyk Chopin is a
creator of the ballad g-minor op. 23; he composed it, say, in 1831; be-
forehand, it had not existed. If it were not so, the composinon marked
by this opus would be a mere plagiarism. But Chopin did not compose
this ballad ex nifife — he had some ol its <parts= at his disposal: & mate-
rial in the form of the «palette« ol piano sounds and formal elemenis
such as scales of the major-minor system and rules of manipulating
sound material in these scales,

At the trn of the 19th century, some artists started dreaming char
their vocation is o create ex nihilo: that the true work of art is a work
that is completely new.

The dream about such complete novelty is reminiscent ol the dream
about constructing a perpeluum mobile: it is unrealisable. However, some
attempts were made to realise it, c.g. works whose authors purposefully
distanced themselves from everything that was solds. In parucular, mu-
sicians began to create pieces for new msiriomentarium; they refused 1o
respect existing rules of composition and they refused to appeal w
claborated suylistic forms.

They were not satished when a piece was new in a certain resped
only — it had 1o be new in all respects: umque and original.

In the end, it turned out that if every new piece were to be fully
original then the notion of a rule of composition would cease o be ap-
plicable w it 1F the composer her/himsell’ determines the rules valid in
her/his work and, moreover, if s/he determines them for each of herfhis
picces separately (ie. if s'he is a lawmaker tor her/himsell) an -ex
ternals evaluation of her/his work is impossible. One cannot 1l
whether s'he is a master or a bungler.

2.

Actually, untl the very end ol the 19th century it was a common opin
ion that science, in contrast to art, is devoid of any creative cloement. An
artist ereates, whereas a saentist only reconstructs: she discovers whai
there is (Facts given in experience) and states the discovered Gwis m
rue sentences.

{omeTieston Sceevce and {reution a9y

In 1912, in his paper “0 wworcaodal w nauce” [Creative Elements in
Science], Jan Lukasiewicz showed that this common opinion was mis-
taken.

First, not all truths belong to science. That the page on which the
beginning of Chopin's ballad g-minor op. 23 is printed in my copy of
ballads edited by Panstwowe Wydawnictwo Muzyczne in 1949 is yel-
lowed is a lact but it is nor a scientific fact.

Second, not all useful and not all general ruths are scientific truths.
The sentence that state that [ bequeathed my collection ol scoves (let us
assume that 1 have indeed made such a legacy) is useful for the en-
dowed but it does not belong to science. By analogy, a sentence that
state that there is at least one quaver in cach of the first three even
measures of the ballad g-minor is general and true but it does not be-
long to scienec.

And conversely, not all scientific semences are truths. (We will come
back o the question which are not.)

Thus, what distinguishes scientific truths?

A scientific theory is a set of sentences, but a specially ordered set:
the sentences that belong 1o it are connected by the relation of logical
consequence — they constitute a system closed under this relation.

The creative element pertains 1o both components of a scentific
theory.

First, some sentences of a theory state facts, They are uncreative in
the sense that they only reconstruct what is given 1o the scientist in
herfhis experience. Bur some sentences are not factual: they cither
generalise Facts or explain them in a different manner. And it is pre
visely the explanatory hypotheses that are a creative element in a the-
ory: a scientist does not discover hypotheses — sthe creates them. At
most sthe can consider them as well tested — but not as true simpliciter.
(s, scientific hypotheses are not truths sensu stricto. )

Scecond, there is nothing in nature that corresponds 1o the relation
ol consequence, which connects sentences of a theory. Experience, in
nny case, s silent about such counterparts. It is thus natural o wonder,
where the constrictive element of a theory comes from? Sinee it is not
discovered in miture, it must be a ereative contribution of a scientist,

Thiere is one more sense

in which one can speak about creativity in

scienee. This sense is devivatve of a certain distinetion introduced
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the beginning of the 20th century by Kazimierz Twardowski, the dis-
tinction between an act and an product.

Let us illustrate this distinction with a simple example. If during my
lecture, 1 wrote something on the blackboard instead of speaking, the
product of my writing would be a certain inscription. The writing (act)
and the inscription (product) are not the same thing, The [t that an
inscription would be on the blackboard {and that nt could then be
erased, c.g.), whereas the writing could not be on the blackboard (and
thus it could not be erased) bears witness to this difference for example.

A saentific theory is a product, and the most important acts of

which it 1s a product are experience and reasoning. Even if, for the
sike of simplicity, we agree that experience is a reconstructive act, an
act of reasoning is, undoubtedly, saturated with creativity. 1t is impossi-
ble, for example, 1o give a recipe that would tell how to find an cx-
planatory hypothesis or a proof of a specified proposition. A hypothe-
sis, as well as a proof has o be invented and its invention is a creative
tperaton,

‘Thus, it scems that the traditional belief that there is a precpice be-
tween art and science is not true — o, at any rate, the existence ol
predipice is not caused by the creative character of art and the uncrea
tive character of science. Creativity saturates equally the works of artists
anel the works of scientists.

One might also argue that the difference between art and sccmwe
consists in the Fact that an arust aspires to perfection, whercas for a so
vntist perfeenon s of secondary importance,

Perlection is a feature of human products relativised to the rules of
their production: the more precisely a given produoct observes these
vitles, the more perfect it s

e Bt that there can be no art withowt rules — or, in any case,
that the comparison of the works of art with respect to perfection b
vomnes meaningless — was known alveady in antiguity.

It was not withount s reason i the pieces of the Ancient Greek mua
sic were signilicd by the term “wipo™ ("liws”™) and in fine ants ey

Gilked sl camoms (icasnres),
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Only in the 20th century did the logicians reconstruct the rule of
creating scientilic theories, giving at the same timne criteria for evalua-
ting their correctness and (in consequence) their perfection. The con-
formity with the rules has ceased 1o be the exclusive value of art.

It begins to look as though there is no sharp boundary between an
and science. Is this really so?

4.

It is hard to answer this question to the full exient. 50, let us narrow
the question. Is there a sharp boundary between music and science?

Let us note that in the Middle Ages — on the verbal level — music
was one of the sciences: together with fogic, mathematics, astronomy,
grammar and rhetoric. Morcover, the sciences have been regarded as
artes liberales, liberated arts, i.e. arts liberated from physical effort which
is necessary in the work of a sculptor or a painter. But the word
“musica” functioned at that tme as a shorthand of the expression
“setentia musicae”, i.c. it referred to the theory of music. The theory of
music — or, broadly, musicology — is undoubtedly one of the sciences.
But we are interested here in the music itself — and not in its science,
in musical compositions — and not in their theory.

The expression “musical composition” is equivocal. 1t can signify: a
creator’s idea, a performer’s interpretation and a receiver’s reception,
L., some mental objects, as well as a score and a realisation, i.e. some
physical objects,

Let us consider Chopin's ballad g-minor op. 23, Listening to the
wsuitable record of Witold Malcutyiski, we hear a certain realisation of
this Danllanel. Let us Jook ac the imital fragment of one of its scores. It is a
tvimplified) picture of Chopin's idea. Thanks to the score, in the mind
ol it perlormer, an interpretation can be created, which reconstructs the
fthesy ol the eveator amd which is the basis of its physical realisation. In
un, the receivers, this realisation evokes a specific reception.

We encounter a similin ambiguity in the case of the expression
“serentilic theory™. When we say than o scientific theory @5 o system of
miqtlenees coniected by the relanon ol :]ugir.'ll‘} COTNSCLIC e, we can
boove i o enthier asystemn of sentences-inseriptions (Uw analogne of
womoe], o sestenn ol semtemces uieranees (the analogue ol o vealisy
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tion}, or a system of sentences-propositions, in particular beliefs expe-
rienced by the author (the analogue of an idea).

Below, in order not to become entangled in complex ontological
problems, we shall speak about musical compositions as certain realisa-
tions, and about scientific theories as certain systems of sentences-utter-
ances. Thus, in both cases, we will be concerned with certain physical
objects.

Sentences are special linguistic expressions. At least some of the
sentences that belong to a scientific theory state facts: stating is their
semantic function.

In the 19th century, it has been suggested that musical coOmpositions,
too, arc certain linguistic pieces. In the analyses of some musical compo-
sitions, the very notion of ...musical sentences began to appear;: the term
“musical language” was also muroduced. Is using 4 language indeed
something that connects musical compaositions with scientific theories?

Let us do away with this myth once and for all. The so-called musi-
cal sentences are not sentences sensu stricto. Music performs no semantic
function. Musical sentences do not state any facts: they state nothing at
all. Neither do they perform the pragmatic function ol expressing — in
any case, not in the way language does. The sentence “Chopin's balll
op. 23 is in the mode g-minor” states a certain fact concerning Chopin's
ballad op. 23, namely the fact that it is in the mode g-minor. This sen-
tence can be used 1o, c.g. express the belief that this fact occurs. But
neither the musical composition as a whole nor any of its fragments,
including the so-called musical sentences, can be used t express beliels.

Let us consider any «musical sentences from the ballad F-Minor mwen-
tioned above, for instance, the «sentence- between measures 8 and 12,

& Mlluanhisrang

(T

Fig. 36. F. Chopin, Salfad op. 23 (s es B— |2y
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No fact is stated by this fragment of the ballad: no belief is ex-
pressed by the person who performs it 1f music expresses anything, it
expresses moods — not beliefs. And, importantly, music expresses not
well-defined moods. The [ragment of the ballad mentioned above ex-
presses, in my opinion, the mood of contemplation. But if somebody
contradicted me and said, for example, that it expresses regret or
longing, 1 would not be able 1o convince her/bim otherwise. 1 am not
able to say precisely what is contemplation, regret or longing but T am
sure that they are different: 1 contemplate SOMETHING, 1 regret that
SOMEBODY did something and 1 long FOR something or for someone.

The analogy between a «musical language- and a language sensu
stricto is based only on the fact that both have a distinctive «syntactics
structure. But this is not a unique feature of language: every complex
object is structuralised.

.

Perhaps, here we have found the boundary between science and music:
lunguage is a necessary component (the constructonal element) of sci-
ence, but it does not essentially occur in music. 1s this boundary sharp,
however?

Alter all, there is vocal and vocal-instrumental music, where lan-
Huige sensu stricto seems to ocour. In what is sang (with the use of
wards), it is possible to distinguish fragments in the form of sentences
that perform semante functions. But do they state any facts, as Gactual
sentences do in scientific theories? Does a vocalist singing them express
iny delinite beliefs, as does a scientist presenting her/his theory?

Certunly not.

Il sentences that belong w vocal or vocal-instrumental compositions
state anything, it is not real facts but fictional states of affairs. These
etences are, as Roman Ingarden says, only quasi-propositions; they
only apparenty state states of affairs. They also only appear, but do
e, express beliels. "This is so in the case of vocal and vocal-instrumen-
til compasitions as well as in the case of belles-letres.

But here acertan doubr arises,

Scentitie Liws, which e conneced with Factval tuths by the rela-
tion ol logical consegquence, are idealisational i matore, They e sum-
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plifications of what is really the case. They hold in conditions that are
not satsfied in reality,
Thus, they also contain an element ol liction.
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cominoen — of. property, sense,

compactness 209

companison 203, 214; o evaliation,
structure

competence — & linguiscic 172

complement — o, rext

complenentaton-guestion 128, 172

compheieness — o deseription, cx-
pression,,  incompleteness.  non-
selse, Yuasi-inference, symbad

completion 197

complex 39, 40, 54; of. event, part, pro-
perty

complexity 207, 208, 212, 215, 21% of
being, description, essence, event,
expressiony, functor, ainguage, ob-
Jeut. ooourrence, speration, phrase,
proposition. gualilication, roison-
ing, sentence, shape, theory, thing,
whole, world; ® analviic c. 208; at-
tributive . 213; hgural c. 204,
global ¢. 207, 208; material . 210,
21%; ontic 5. 212; panitive ¢, 212—
214; practical «. 215, pragmatic o
215; semantic ¢, 214, 215; semiotic
¢. 212: srucwral o 209, 210, 212,
21 symactic ¢ 2132106 syn-
thene o 208 & mensure of o, 208,
2100 wenght ool . 208

complication 216, 217, & panitive c
217

comnplhicity 20%

component |44, 186, 196, 205, 204,
233 «of. olpect, set, thing: @ mul-
viplicity of c.-s 207; shape of ¢, 211

cnposer 166, 232

f.umplniﬂlun, 41, 182, 208, 204, 207; cl.
devomposition, direcion,  expres-
sion;. ohject, @ wheren ¢ 209;
formal ¢ 182; loose . 209; @ rule
of c. 232

composition, 232, ® musical ¢ 295,
256, & mative of c. 166

compound — of, expression,, (unclor,
SENEence

comprehensibility 148, 149 o incom-
prehensibility, sentence, ulterince

comprehension 148, 149, 171; @ in-
strumental ¢, 1715 proper e 170

compulsion 222 294; & impersunal o,
234

computer 1635

comcentration 2249, of, silence

concept — of. apparatus, opimisation,
truth, understanding; ® non-engp
Ly . #H

il:nl'l‘pliul'l 31,32

conceplualism 31

conclusion 194, 19%, 197; o, probden,
& mewaphvucal e 1HA

concordance 83, 92

concrete 44, 45, 48, 50, 51, 56; ® wia
verial ¢ 45 particular o 505 plas
cal . 5% psyehical ¢, 53; @ denn
tative definition of ¢, 45

concreteness 42, 44, 45 449, 52

voncretisation 177; ol theorem

condition — o acceptance, e, o
currence, truth,  trath-comditpa
& conduwive ¢ 57, 5, B, LY ulb
alising ¢ 282190 nevesary o WY
7. A9, B0, 62, 6, BT, 125, 114
150, 171, 172, VA%, 221 sullis wan
I AR R O O O
172, 22, 2un

comlmvionnad U35 VWG ok ool

Tndex wf Subpects a5

connection, prohibition, promise,
sentence, threat; o basie o |38:
idrlbe ¢, 14%; indicative «. 141, 145;
material ¢. 145, senseless ¢ 145
& consiituent of ¢ 144

conditional-type 144

conduct — o, condition

confirmation 112

conformism 31

conformity 235

cungenality 166

congruity 88; o, truth

conjunct 13]

comjunction 93, 131, 141, 144, 189,
213, 215; of, comest

connecticn 97, 138, 139, 141, 143—
146, 185, 195, 196, 2040, 21% o
vhjecr, part, whole, ® cansal
142—144; coexistenual ¢ 141;
conditional ¢ 137, consegquential ¢
145; content ¢. 114; conventional ¢,
143; exponential c. 143; facual o
L37; generic e 141, logical ¢. 193,
195, 196; motivational ¢, |42—]44;
necessary o 142; significatory ¢
142, 145, sympuomatic ¢ 141—1-43;
@ ¢ inconteng |37

sulinective — of, constant

nmnotation 31—33, 164, 170, 173,
174, 176=—=178, 152, 183, 185 of
luncton,, nonsense, ransconnot-
tion, transforconnotation,  under-
stinicling: ® essental oo 170 lexical
. 170

vt for 32 53, 164

donscionsness 58, Tid—166, 169—171,
197; ol experience: @ o of ¢ 49;
revmteial il 0. 53

tmsenting 1

tpeeguenee 145, VED, 190—194, 233;
olgvmmeytion, prropeny; @ accepied
e PH—103 plicational o U7;
hggival o, 2904, 235, 17 hsacal o
F<h2; et o, 97

soinsesy e nee velioonn 187

CETTTETTITERTTORS B O N I . B R
& eidliviwsiain o, V00, @ comienn

[&3]

ofc. 137

consistency 25, U8 ol linguage. novel,
sentence. iNconsistency; ® inernal
. 97

conspiracy — of, silence

constant 129, 198—200, 213; «f. parn,
property; @ connelive ¢ 213; lo-
gl . 212, 213

constitnent — of. conditional expres-
Ell.lllh sEOMCACE

codstitotion 31, 142, 143

constitutive [object] — of. intension.
naturey, property, understanding

construction  174—176; of, element,
OO, FECOnStTcrion

contempl 224

content 32, 140, 146, 174; of. antece-
dent, being, connection, conscious-
NCSS, CONSEQUEND, CXPression;. -
me; & full content 67; non-refauve
e 138 objecive ¢ 1437144, 145;
referental . 144, 145

context 10, 112, 128; of. reduction,,
understanding; ® causal ¢ 112,
conpunciive ¢ 112, derivative c.
220; elliptic ¢, 164; meaning . 11%;
metaphoncal ¢ 163 sentental o
112

conexture 126

contiguity 135

contingency 151

vontradiction 23, 25, 187, 227; of. ex-
pression,, non-contradiction, pro-
noUNCEment, sCntence, ullerance;
® internal ¢ 19, 20, 98, 156; in-
trinsic ¢. 104

contraposition 91, 145

contribution — & acave ¢, 197

cumroversy — of. upniversal

convention 18, 217, o conmcction,
medium, relation; & Tarski's o (T)
B—02, 95; erminological ¢ 69

vomverse — of, explication

eonversion |74, [H2, 147

visnvic it 125, 167

covomilination 177, 17 o, bonean,
Lingieage, syobuol, & heoieonal o
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181 transtanion e VH3: vernical o
177

cu-properry 68, Tl

coptla 216; @ theorogenic . 216

correctness 195, 233 of. behaviouor,
reproduction, sentence, understn-
ding, nierance; # eviterion of o
177, 182, 187, 202; evaluanion of e
201

corredane 117, 174; & ontic o, 117, 114;
semmanie o 85, 9% transcendental
c. 67

correlation B4, 80, 124, 195, 127, 130,
152, 1T4—177; ® zemintic c. 171

correspondence 94, 11K, 128, 144; of
truth

counterdomain — cf. relation

counterfaciual [implication] — cft
plication

counterpart 233

countersense 151, 152; @ macenal c.
152; strueiural ¢ 152, 159

creatio 231 & ¢ ex nrhile 291

crcation 172, 174, 231, 233

creanvity 202, 281, 9%3, 254: of. activ-
ity, art, clement, operalion. sen-
lenee

creator 231, 232, ol wlea

criterion 79, &1, 82, 117, of. analogy,
adequacy,  assessment,  authorily,
beliel, clivice, correaness, distine-
ness, estimation. evaluation, exis
tence, [alsehond. identity, imerpre-
tation, vccurrence, reference, sim-
plicity, truth, truthlulness; ® ah-
solwe oo 103; elfective ¢ 115; mdi-
rect o 100 negarive oo 145, 202;
parval ¢ 171 pragmane ¢ 121;
guasi-grammatical ¢. 40 structural
. LU woversal ¢ 102, 171; & ¢
senste favge 17V, o, seney svicto 17105
& vule of ¢. 235

critcism 19%

1
dlatmy, 241 @ expencntl o, 132
dditini, 1202 @ o, i L -

dlea] [silenee] — o silence

decipherment 179, |87

decision 197, & motive of . 225

decsion-guestion 128—113]

decluration; of. paraphrase; ® ethical
d. 63

decompusition 119, 120, 217

decorrelaion 175

deep — ¢f. property, silence

decduction 190—192, 196, 200: of, in-
ference, rule, reasoning. sysiem

defiect — @ arnculative o, 171

defeciiveness 4%

delinahiliny 95

definsendum 81, 86, 144, 217

defimiens 96, 110, 110, 170, 176, 217

defimiteness 20|

delinition 55, 72, 77, 80, 81, 111, 173,
176—1T78, 182, 201, 213, 217; o
circielis, conerete, leature, funcwr,
reduction;, truth; ® arbitrury o,
197, analytical o, 227; classical d,
17%; denotational d. 200; deswcrp-
tive nominal d. 179 diagnostic «f
557 disjunctive d. 144; equivalent «.
170; essential d. 80; exphoational o
232, 226, implicit d. 179; improjsee
o, B0, inadeguate d. 144; inductive
. 179 nosunal o, 178, 183 oo
mal d. 117, 171, 204 ostensive o
L7, 179; pratocobir o, 130G propes
d. 185 veal o, 178 recursive .
179; reductive . 50, 125 regula
tive o, 1894; science oL 201; & o Iy
abistraction 17% . by posiulaes
179; d. semau streds 102

degree — o, dependence, truth

delivering 145, o, sentence

delusion K2

demand 126

demonarration Ui, 174— 176

clenonation 20, 31—8%, 38, 4, 87, 111
P18, P70, 178, 174, 177, 17H, 182
IKS, THT, 1W5, 200, 200 of cim
wrete, dlefiniiion, semteme, 1 o
alersstintinnn, trmsilemonamoes, 1
Tennalewmventaaticnn, @ same ol el 200}
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denoteluar 32, 33

dependence 85, 129, 149, 150, 168,
218, 227; of. axiom, esistence,
independence,  interdependence;
® alike o -2 212; cansal-eilectusl d.
G essentially sionilar o-s 212; exis-
tential o 43 ontic d. 93 unre-
peatable o, 212; @ class of o5 252,
degree vl d. 25, 27

depression — of. silence

depth — ol silence

derivability 14

derivation 195—107, 199, 23%; ol con-
1EXL, senlence

description 25, 55, 80, 146, 155, 157,
215, 218 o delinition, svimbal;
® complete . 21%; simple d. 218;
syntactically simple . 212; ® com-
plexity of d. 212; simplicity of d.
212

designation 32, 33, 40, B4, 56, 87, 54,
124, 15%4; ef. function,

designatum 32, 13, 54, 7). 83, 86—un;
® et ol du 173

tlesire | 26, 290

thetachmmen: 198, 199

ietermination 25, 27, 29-31, 51, 71,
T, 79, B2, 86, 173, 178, 218; oI
olijent, senise;

tiagnusis — o basis, deliniion, na
TLERe, DCCUTTENGE, Wil Fan

divtiomary 183

dlickisetics — of. greestion

dilference 204; oF unplication; ® es-
senstial ¢l. 6

timension — of, simplhicity

thivevrion — ® cognitive o, 52 com
prosimgg ol, 2405

thisaarchinisaition 74

discotirse — & universe of o, 22, 24,
I HEi

tlim overy 174, 202, 254

thise ritivan — o wilenee

dliserthymenisaion 121

tlistavone 171

tlimjunin i @ gy ol <l 2 224

alimpunne vsennn 1290, WD, 290, o 0 aleslinast e

dlismissing 145

disurder 153

dispusition 36, 164; cf. person; @ intel-
lectual ol 171; @ d. w0 understand
16, 171

dissertation 159

distinction 78, 79, 82, 134, 173, 176,
233

dstinciness — & criterion of d. 146

distributive 32

dlisturbance — of. attention

division 206, 207, @ intelleciual o,
206 phwsical . 206; pocential o,
206

diomain 22, 23, 86; of. counterdomain,
language, relation, theorem, the-
ory, ® homopeneous d. 23; ol
d. 22,23, 25; ® d. ol theory 73

ol 126

dread 224, 9929

dreaminess 224, 229

dualisin — & epistemological 4, 140

F
easiness — o identification, remem-
bering
erunomy — ¢, thuughi
eostasy 13

eflect 131, 165, 189, 200: of indepen-
dence, understanding

ellectiveness 99: ¢f. criterion, stimulus

ellectualism 131

effore 195

g — cf, truth

element 40, 69, 177, 181, |82, |84,
156, 205, 206, of. fiction, operation,
Tange, reasoning, set, text, ole-
rance; ® assertive & 193 construe-
tive e 233 creative e 202, 232,
233; empivical e 186 formal e
142, 252

elimination  174—176, 184, 186
& plosical e, 216

I.'“i':ll;i iy TBA: o, context; @ e ol six -
s ik

et 1%, 20 B of,  reaction,
speliet e
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empathy 164

empircisin 54; ol element. fact, indi-
vidual, baw, sbject, predicate, prob-
lem, reduction;. semence, lesta-
baliry

empliness 24; concept, expression,,
gaping. name, fragment

end 61—63; @ realisation of e 61

endurance — of. individual, silence

emailment 189, 200, o logical e. 196,
Pl

entertainment 222

enthymeme — of, consequent, disen-
thymemetisation

enuty B5: # general e, 47, # ser ol g5
82

epistemology 107, of. dualism, occur-
rence, operation, protedure, term,
thesis

cpithet 150, 151

efifon 87

eguality 38; ¢f. & mathematical e, 219

equipment 210: cl. objec: ® hetero-
gencous e 210, homopenous e
210

equivilence 65, 89, 185, 2300, 7: o
definition; ® logical «. 136

equivalent 125

erotetics 123; of intwiton, quamific-
tion; ® prow-theoretical €. 123

error 1495

essay — @ philosophical o, 155

essence |7, B5—6H, TO—78, &0, 218; of.
eharacteristics, connutation, delini-
tion, independence,  dilference,
part, property, simplicity, thing;
& complex e, T0—T72; essential no-
won of e 70, general e 68; indi-
vidlual &, 69; inessential notion of e
65; n. of e, 73; simple ¢. 70—72;
® insight into e 164 unigueness
of e 73

CRRCILC-O0- Progeriy (8

essenee-pednlianity G0

exsrniling T2

estalibishinenn 1R, 105

clerny 22

ethics — of. declaration

evaluation 187, 219, 29¢, 232; of. cor-
rectness; ® comparative predicate
of e. 58; criterion of e, 235

event 36—43, 415, 47, 50, 43—86, 88,
&9, 92, 89, 100, 1G3, 105, 111, 17,
118, 152, 212: @ accidental e 152;
extra-spatial e 39; fictitions e 93:
imagined e 92—=04; kinctic e. 41;
negatine ¢ 93 non-sccurting e
F1E; occurring e 92, 111; possible
e. 86; physical e. 50; purely inten-
vional e. 92; real ¢. 92—04: repre-
sentable e 86; static e, 41; ® €. in
technical sense 41; ® class ol e
43, 92; complex of .5 39, 10, 42,
£3; part of e. 39 40; set of e-s 40,
12

everyday [object] — of. language, prac.
tie, speech

evidence 10%; of. Filsehood, interpresa-
tion, truth; @ ohjecive e 103;
subjective e, 103

evoke 235

examimation 190—193, 196, 201

exclusion — & logical ¢ 136

ewcuse |64

excmplilication 40, 156, 141; @ verhal
€. 40

existence 19, 21—26, 50, 55, 56, A7,
69, 85. 91, 174 231 d. cocxis
tence, connection,  dependence,
maments, non-existence, nhject,
yuantifier, state; ® independent o
43, 53; non-real e, 25; objective «
55; philosophical e. 24; primary ¢
43; real e 25, 26; @ e. i absivie
tion from anything 43; e in s
thing 43; & case of e 70, crie
mon of e 29; munle of ¢, 24 way ol
e 25

eNpeCtation — @ proger e, |50

expericnce P20, 52, 5367, 100, 124,

155, 186, S22 o, dmoon,,
ol 1, @ comscions ¢ 50, [ sy e
W7 vnabeisioad o, 1G7; @ prsssibun
ki el |:||"'irlp|-I .l M
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explanation 109, 117, 144, 171, 190—
193, 196, 197, 214, 23%; o hype-
thesis; @ analytical e. 217; causal e,
215

explicandum 183

explication 33, 40, 43, 47, 100, 107,
109, 133, 179, 182—[8S, 201; ol
definition; ® converse of & 184

explicalum 153

explicitness — of, giveness

expusition — of. connection

expression, 84, 109, 110, 112—115,
117—120, 123, 125, 128, 129, 133,
151, 153—156, 138, 159, |68, 170,
I71, 178, 183, 184, 193, 198—201,
210, 227; # absurd e, 155, catego-
rially sensical e. 156, complex e
TIA—119, 121, 172; composite e
115, 116; compound e, 116, 153,
170 contentless e, 155; empty e
155; [alse e. 111, 123, 155; incom-
plete e 121; internally contradic-
wry c. 26; linguistic . 91, 117, 154,
198, 205, 236; meaningful ¢, 19—
20, 26, 85, 113—115, 117, 119,
150; meaningless e, 21, 115, non-
-grammatical ¢. 133; no well-lor-
med e 133 objeciless e 155
senseful e 169 sentential e. 155;
significant e. 115 simple e 113,
116, 117, 120; vrue e 111, 123;
unambiguous e 119, vague e, 119;
& chain of e-s 15% class ol e-s
117: complexity of e 114, 115;
constituent of. e. 110115, 117—
11, 121 member of e 153; part of
e LIS, 114; physical poe 113;
senntic ciegory of e, 32; sense of
e, 16K sequence ol e-s 121; system
ol es 15 wnilormity of e, 115

enpreasione, 11, HY, V1M, 1¥8—126,
136, 1361040, 146, 154, 1556, 159,
PR, 230, 26 287 o fanetion,,
milerprettion,  iwmsense, g,
®oappment e BT, imtellectoal o
L osetbos e 207 vl e 177,
170, 188

expression-member 198

extension; 32, 71, 72, 178, 185, 194; c[.
characreristics, nane

exiension, 49, cl. object

external [ubjeet] — of. object

extra =— of. behaviour, evene, feature,
knowledge, motive,. object. phe-
nomenon, property, state, thests

extra-mentality 53

extraspection 52

F

Gable 159

Gact 41, 42, 124, 124, 2i6, 232, 238,
236, 237; o, connection, counter-
factual [implication], implication,
question, semtence, state, truth;
® aimless [, 152; empirical . 108;
motiveless 1. 152; scientific [, 233

facior 218; » main [ 218; secondary [
218

fary —of. wile

Faith 228

falsehood 150, 154—156, 160, 166,
195, 200, & evident I 155; » ori-
verion of I 103

lalsification 197

falsny 20—22. 94, 08, 111, 137, 145: .
Answer, expression,, proposiion,
senience, state

lancy — @ free play of £ 200

Fannasy 30, 98

faultiness 172

lear 224; ol silence

feature 73; @ definitional . 72, 231
extra-sysiemic [ 73 objecive [L
150; relational [ 8%; cthetic [, 72

feeling 164, 167, 171

fiction 54; ol event, ohjeq, occurrence,
stute; @ theoretical [ 92; & ele-
ment o . 238

il 45, 144

ligure — of. complexity, object, sim-
plhiity, transfiguaion

Finemess — ol ari

bivst onelen foabontus] — o predicane

Liinnin 21|
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focus —= ol slence

lolowing %6, 98; & implicational . 97;
logical [ 47

force 44, 225

form 173, 177, 18], [84; of, characie
risthcs, composition,, conformism,
element, expressiony, [onmuala, im-
plication, ohject, property, relaton,
tramsbormation, truth, well-lormed-
ness, work, ® optie 1 39, 42, 56;
phrasal [ 181, 162, scyhsic 1, 232,
symbolic 1. 176, 181; exiual [ 181,
152

forrmalisanion 217

formalism 108, 217

[ormation 16 of well-formedness:
& ruleci I. 216

foormula B9, 199, 2040, 213, 227 & ato
mac [ #9; logical [ 26; verbal L 176;
& pwormal lorm of L 215

formulation — @& language [ 183; mle
ol L2135

fortuiry 47

listenadation 194

(ragment 236, 237; of. reality, space,

world
freedom — of. funcy, translation
friendship 22%

function, 124, 154, 156, 158; of. name;
® alethic [ 154, 155; categorial [
154, 155; connotavve [ 151, 155;
designative [ 154; expressive [
1356, 137, 154, 15%; hnguistic T
158; mental §. 168; perspasive [
154, 155; pragmatic [ 13, 125—
126, 137, 140, 154, 228, 236; refe
rential L 118; semantic £ 15, 20,
BR. 94, 123. 136, 140, 154. 234,
236, 237; semione [ 32, 135

functiony 153, 154, 155; @ sentenial 1.
LU, 125—128, 130

funcror &3, 103, 115—=119, 121, 124,
156, 153, 163, 205; of necessity,
nmegation; ®complex LTS 1320
componrd £ LG e 1 120
winn B ULS, DU aetabiongusore 1,
KR sewmsee ol 1 D30 senneatial B

194 ewo-place [ 93; unigue 10 115;
& argument of 93, 115, 116, 119,
120, 200, carcgory of aol 113
guantity of aawl 113, semantioo-
-ontological definition of 1. 117
structural characteristics of £ 113;
sub-caregory of L 120, syntaatic
definion of [ 117
Jumdamentin droidonis 192, 201

'

gap 171

gaping — & empiy g 168

penerale 4, 49

generalision 30, 214—217, 253

genevality 44, 217; of. agreement, en-
tity, essence, hyvpothesis. amplic-
tion, ohject, proposition, sentence,
thevres, theory, truth

genesis — cl. connection, helerogens:
ity, homogeneity. membership, -
tinn

grotleness 2249

genus procraman 69

geometry — of. shape. theory

gesture — of, speaking

gihberish 22%; & g s sct 156

piveness 173, 174; @ explicit g 186G,
intuitive g. 186

giving — & g vise 142, 143

glubal [ohject] — el complexity. sim
ey

huing 211

Ceocd 2045, 231

goud 57—63; of. act; & absolure g G,
moral g 9 wniversal g G2 nme
[tivised y. 61

grain 45

grammar 117, 335; ol category, omwe
THEN, expression; @ catcgoral g
109, 11T, 121, 122

graphics — o, nonsense, speaking

griescpue |50

greannel — ol admutanme, ickgronnel,
sepienge

giarinideliiaess 2000

geoniinn essiess |40, 2l
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group 68; of. disjunct, shpect
guidance — of. reasoning

H

habit — of. understanding

handshake — & silent h, 229

hardness — of. silence

hermeneutics — of. cirde. imerprea-
tion; @ principle ol b, 167

brere — o, silonee

heterogeneity — oL cquipment. set

heteronomy 11

heuristics 193, 201; cl. principle,

history — of. leiIn'pnph:,-

homogeneily — o domain, equip-
ment, ohjec, space, time

horicon 164, 165, 169, of. co-ordina:
Loy @ intuitive b 133

hasnility 224, 22, of. silence

humanity — ¢l interpretation, sense,

hypuostasis 14

hypothesis 213, 218, 234, @ explai-
ming h. 214; explanmory h, 233,
T34, general i 14, 214; restlied h.
22%; scientilic b, 233 theoretical b,
103; orue b 24935 @ h. ad foc 214

1

ibeu 20, 31, 68, 236, ol assumprion,
comition, implication, law, object,
preamse, simplification, thesis, @ creu-
s 0. 235

ileadisanion 218, 219; of. assamption,
vonelition. kaw, premise, simplifica-
fim, theorem

Iebewling EXT

ebeiatinane ¥

{leniliability i

ielennbicaion 1, 170, 177; of. under-
stneling: @ indireo i 295, @ easi-
ness el 0, 2005

Whewniny 6, 67, G, L0, B, 171, 185,
Q0,0 bt @ categorial b
LA, 107 writenions of 1 KM,
LELPLR, LG

(linm 172

Bllesess ol comlimnanal

ignorance |23, 126, 145; & -that 125

ignorant 169

rgreaticin pev vl R

image — cf, world-image

imagination — ol event, interpretation

imitation 231; ® mean of i, 231

imperative — ol senoence

imperfection 186

implication 63, 93, 144, 214; el. conse-
guence, folbwing: & counterfacu-
al i. 140, dillerentiating i 140; fac-
maal . 140; formal 1. 136; general i
140 ideal 4. 138, 141 individual i
L4 logical & 141; loose & 141; ma-
terial i 135, 136—138, 141, 145;
natural i. 140, potential i. 140, 141;
gualifying, i. 142, gualilyving .
M1 stricr 0. 138, 141 » paradox
of i 187 poo. material i 135

isnplicit [definition] — of. definition

implying 26, 71

impiortance 71

impossibility 138; of. ohyect; ® logical i,
I56; antic i 156; physical 1« 156;
practical t. 156; theoretical i. 156

unproper [objert] — o, answer, charac-
terisation, definition, question, re-
ETRITH]]

inadverience — of. silence

inclination 224

incoherence 14

incompatibility 45, 48, 52, 187; «f. ob-
Ject

incompleteness 121, o, expression;
& i of language 118

incorprehensibilivy 14, 1494

inconceivability 145

inconsistency 97; & internal i 98; syn-
actical i, 153

ndelimteness 200, 229 & semiolc 1.
=

indegendence 55, 100, 145, @ logical i.
11

inifex — W categorial i 121

iendications 0, 17, 142, 165, 146; of.
casieliniomal, sentence

vons L nacit wisng & siletin i, L)
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indirection — cl. criterion, identifica
tiom, saying, stimulus

incliviclual 30—32, 42, 45, 46, B, 70,
13%; cf. abstract, essence, implica-
tion, objecl, sentence,  vaniable;
® empirical i 45; mornentary i i
physical i 45; real L 45; ® i en-
during in time 40, ® class ol i.s 45

indivicualiy 42

mduection — «f. delinition, inlerenoe,
FEASIIIngG

indulgencoe — o, undersaanding

inert [ahject] — of. vhiject

infallibilivy — of, inference

inference 80, 138, 139, 144, 100, 192
198; of. premise, quasi-inference,
rule, ruth: ® deductive i, 194; de-
ductively infullible i. 136; indwctive
i 1 pswchologwally  characie-
rised i 196 spontaneous i 197;
valid i 136, ® i, by analogy 194;
® rule ol i 68,215

inferabiliy 144

infinite 128; of. object, pary, perfection,
FEFTELSS

mllience — & physical i, 49

indormaton 125, 196, 1140, 168

mitiation — . proposition, theory,
understanding

inner [funcior] — cf. funcior

inguiry 186

inscription 85; of. sentence-inscription,
understanding

inscription-produc 2354

insight — cl, essence

mstrumentality — of. comprehension,
truth

Mstrumentanum THE; of, music

uneellecialicy ol disposition, divi
i

imtelligibitiy 45, 50, 215; ¢l object,
world, ® principle of 1. 140

meension 72, ol sentenee, werm; @ cha-
racteristic . 71, T2 constitutive i

T, 72; pleonasiic i T1. 72 & i of

wrm 72
mntention L L0, V2 ol ewein, uhpﬁ ;

paraphrase, resuli; ® copnitive &
52

interchangeability 110

intercopmitivity 52

interconnectedness 219

interdependence — & mathematical i
v

interest 125

ineernal [object] — ef. coherence, con-
sistency, contradiction, expression,,
inconsistency, pronouncemnent, re-
Intion, sentence, nitcrance

interpredicanvity 36, 37

mterpretation 119, 120, 169, 177; of
operation, quantificiioen, trath, u-
terance; @ aesthetic i. 169; expres-
sive i 16Y9; hermeneutic i 164;
humsanistic i 169 imaginative i
168 logical i 169; ontological i
23; psychoanalytical i 169 psy-
cholegical i 160; symbalic . 1689,
tedeologgical i 169; @ evidential cri-
tevion ol perceprual | 104; per-
Tormer's L 235

interrogation 125, 126, 132; o, sen.
rence

interrogator 126

intersection — cf, classification

intersubjectivity 52

imtrasubijectivity 53, 140

inmrinsic [comtradiction] — of. conna-
dicticn

introspection 52, 53

intuition 133, 227, ol assessimend,
giveness, horigon, truth, wndes
standing: ® erotetic i 123 linguis
tic i. 20, 82, H6, 2, P'I'il\."isil:i“i[l 1
107; wnclear & 133, wagoe i 150
® 0ol values 63

intuiLonst 53

invalidity 20

inventionn 214

irvatsomalivy F41%; o, belawioan

wevaliny = vl ol

irellesvity = o, rebation

esailavtans 180k olijear, @ menial o0

oo filisiie ol stpn e
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iteration 36, 57; of, tevin

judgement 11, 186, 195 & articulaned
J Phtrue j. 202; verbal . 11, @ aa
of . LI

justifiability 149, 150; of. sentence, un-
Jusitliability

justification 107, 154, 164, 186, 205,
& suflicient § 105

K

keeping 293, 224

key — dl. acceprance

kind 70, 71; e, body, ohjec, state

kinetics — ¢l event

knowledge 104, 125, 126, |38—140,
174, 228; of object; @ exira-lin-
Ruistic k. 171; non-objective k. 108,
objective L. 107, 108; & k.-that
125, @ votality of k. 104

L.

bainguage 11, 12, 23, 24, 26, 35, (5, 68,
91, 112, 118, 115, 117, 118, 127,
130, 136, 145, 153, 156, 186, 147,
212, 215, 207, 295, 236, 297; . ae-
tivity, admissibility, ssense, heha-
VHIUT, categury, fompetence, exe
pression;, lunction;, funcoer, inlui-
tion, knowledge, nomsense, object,
pivee, state, phenomenon, utie-
rance, & closed L 12; consistent 1
12 co-ordinated L 187; everyday
L 158 logically regimented | 145;
mmsicil | 2346, 257; natural 1 23,
A6, 41, 45, 95, 118, 155, 136, 115,
I57; ovdhinary 1 35, 95, 109, 110,
Pll—114, 120, 145; philosophical
LB, 1% vch L 95: sosentifie | 186;
simiplilicd | 207, ® | wnsn sinietn
L4T: @ complexity of L 219 do-
i o L2 simpliciey of L 219
syt i connplesay of L 212 v
vabsiloy ed 11034

laigrnage s 1947

bangger [osbageat | o imteimm, senme,

law T1, 219, ¥34; » empirical | 217;
idealisational 1, 257, logical 1, 25;
objeciive 1. 1495; physical 1 25;
sciemific 1. 237, @ L ol linguage
&0, 1. of nature 70; 1. of science f%

Lawerinost [species] — of. species

lawmaker 232

legimitisation 187, o, sentence

letter — @ chan of L-s 156, 1548

lexicographer 107

lexicon 127, 129: of. asense, hase, con-
TCHATIG, THINSENAE

liar — @ antinomy of |, 89, 90, U2

liberty — of. ant

firenkin poetica — of. phruse

e — . answer

life — cf. sense,

lomit — ol rule, truth

literal [object] — cf. nonsense, sense

linevature 159; of, art

loculisation 38, 39, 41, 60, @ spatio-
vewmporal L S0; temporal L 49; @ |
in time 50

lofiy [silence] — ol silence

lewgie 195, 2355, of. absurd, analysis, ans-
WET, CONNECN. CONSCOUende, oon-
stant, entailment, equivalence, ex-
dusion, fellowing, lormula, unpli-
catbn, impossibiliny, independence,
imerpretation, language, kv, noa:
lon, proposilion, guestion, reaso-
ning, reducnon,, relation, svsiem,
theory, thesis, thoughe, truth, type.
vitlue; @ classical L 195; probabi-
listic 1. 193; propositional 1. 145

logioan 135, 146, 245

longing 239

lonse [object] — of, composition;, im-
plication, word

M
main [obpect | — of. facier, [unctor, text
najer — o, system
e (peeple) 54, 163, 195, 296, & sim-
plicity ool e 211
nnamipnilation — @ pobe of e 292
itk ot m, s H7
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marker — cl. quotation-marker

miaster 2332

matching 1849, 190

matertal, 156, 231 of act, asense,
complesity, conditional, conner.
sende, implication, moenscnse, sim-
pliciny, space, sifdusdione, Time

material, _ ol comerete, object, opera-
1o, poknt

waterialiny 49, 50

mathematics 235: of, equality. interde-
pendence

marhematiation 217

matter 151; of. part. question: ® nuh.
ble ul . 45

maximum — i, modilication

mieagre [shape] — cf. shape

mean — ol imizaton

meaning 19, 20, B4, 85, 96, 107, 109,
112, 166, 173, 174, 178, 183: of.
CIMMTC XD, EXPressuin,, sentence, sen-
tence-meaning, whole, ® actoal m
193; coherent m. 115 wnilied m.
114; well-established m. 193; & m.
ol expression 117; m. of ferm 71
. of word 115

meaninglulness 21, 26, 114, 149, 156;
® categorial m. 155, 156

meaninglessness 21, 1440

meaning-postulate 50

measure 234; el comple ity

mediem — & conventomalised univo
cal m. 229

membership 23 ol expression;, ex-
pression-member. relation; @ ge-
neric m. BY; spedlic m. G4

memory 171

mentality 53; of. abstrac, ahsiraction,
act, activity, being, extra-mentality,
[unction,, solation, object, phe-
nomenoi, predicate, process, re-
mova, tension

merenlogy 203; of. part

mieta-Language — cf. sentence, funeoor

metialogic — o, truth

metaphior — ol contest

metaphorisates 184

metsiphysics 101 o conelusion

meta-rube 120, 121

method — o paraphrase, under
standing

methodology — o research, simpliciry

mingd 449, 53, 195

mimimum — ¢ modlificarion

minor — of, system

mistake 171

misundersianding 163, 165—167,

169—172, 924, 220
mixture — cf, uperiion
mde — of. being, exisience, occur-
rence, presentation, speaking
mode] — & class of m.-3 215

modification 133, 174, 175, 181, 182,

184; cf. obpect, null-modification;
& maximal m. 175 nunimum m.
175 semione m. 187; structoral m.
18Y:  substantial m. 132 sub-
seructural m. [B2

mlecule — ef. ohject

monent, 63 of. individoal, thing, stane,

place-moument

moinenl., — & existential m. 1281240

moncansalisim 1335

mUnOCoEnirvity 52, 53

munc-denomination — & prnaple ol
m.-d. T}

monosubjectivity 52, 53

mood 257

morality — el aet, advisabillity, good

motive; 151, 164, 165, 224; of. asense,
connection, decision, Tac, under
stunding; & extrascientific m. 187

miivey — of. composition,

motivelessness 151

mourning — of. silence

movement B8

multiplication — ef, operaton

multiplicity — o, component, progei s

multivocal [reasoning] — of. vecsonnig

musw [H6, 235—237; ol (ETTEEETETS
Bingage, picee,, sentence; @ vl
i AT vcimstriamental o, 297,
& (hewory ool o, 245

wivirnd WG W warnein w, PR

Index of Sulyects 265

musicohyyy 235
miysteriousmess — of. world
mysticism 223

myth 236

N

name 20, 26, 31—793, 40, 4780, 04,
12, 116119, 124, 124, 139, 157,
184, 205; @ abstract n. 32; empry
n. 23 24, M; singular n. 21, 32,
LI7; universal n. 32; @ cliss ol n.=
T content of n. 33 extension of
n. 33, 138; non-empiness of n. $4;
object of n. 33; semantic category
of n. 32, semamtic function of n, 32,
33

naming 21

natwral [object] — of. implication, lan-
KUAEE, spevies

nature, 77, 8, 81, 164, 165; o, propo-
sition, truth; & constilutive n. #i;
diagnostic n. 77, 81, 104

matures 234 of, law

mecessity 57, 5962, 223, o appea-
vanee, condition, connection, pro-
perty; ® absolure n. 615 aniversal
n. 6l unrelativised n, 61; ® [uiec-
tor of . G

negation 93, 130, 138, 149, 157, 213;
tl critgrion, event, propery, ques-
tion; @ functor of n. 93

menpostivist 130

nihuilism = cf, ereaiio, truth

marinalisation 89

nonvinalison 31

mumpsaimn 175, ol category, defintion,
setise ), viarilde

Wiiog U4

o-lwsing 19—22, 27

nentciiradiction: ® principle of n.-c
4K, 157

eonn-alamneniniesn 1

Ty eRisienee 2

i bnlfibiien 2052

mosense 5 12L, DIT - D60 @ g
sertational e B%h, D00 e ks
tee o | callggiaplie e 10

categorial n. 155, 156; complewe n
I56; connotative n. 155, 156; ar-
rant . 141 expressive o, 154, lexi-
cal mo 155—155, 160; linguistic n.
L54; literal m. 153%; material n. 153;
persuasive o, 159; physical n. 159,
pure n. 159; structural 0. 153; syn-
tactcal n 104, 1531535 160;
® 0. ol court 153 @ sense ol n.
147

monsensicality 145; @ assessment ol n,
150

fiorm — @ transcendental n. 186

normality 52, of. definition, formula

noli esentialin 72

notation — & logical n. 24, 210; Polish
n 210

nothing 27, 40, 93

notion 12, 14, 31, 52 of essence:
® abstract n. 14 constructed n. 14;
generically primitive n. 167; ready-
-male . 14 veal o 14

not-speaking 223, 24293, & origin
ol n.-s. 224

nomen — of. olyject

ooun 40, 117

novel 98; @ consistent n. 98, phantas-
i n. 159

nowvelty 239

nubdle — of, matter

null-modilation | 75

number — cf, part

0
objece 22, 23, 25, 27, 29, 35, 37, 30—
49, 51, 54, b6, 6668 70, 79, 80,
81, 85, 86, 55, 49, 94, 108, 115,
107, 118, 151, 152, 154, 165, 167,
HO—171, 174, 174, 204, 208—
211, 216—218, 231; of. domain,
name, theorem, theory; ® ahstract
a. 14, 30, 44—46, 48, 50, 51
acisal o, 515 accidental o, 97, 30,
16 atommic o, 434, attributively com-
ke on, 2OH; 0. ximple o, 208 auo-
LT TR TR i 1 R TTTR T T TE R T i
s o 025 cansally conalitioned o,
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315 coberent o, 2089, complex o
203, 207209, 210, 216, 237; con-
crete o, 14, 29, 45, 44, 50, 51; con-
nective o, 44, 45, determinable o
25; determined o, 51; empirical o
OF emistent oo 25 existing o, |74,
175; experientiable o, 25; extended
i 49 external oo 50 extra
linguistic o, 151, 156 exira-mental
o, 5; fictitious o 54 lguraly com-
plex o. 208, [ simple 0. 209; gene-
ral o, 46—49; given 0. 173 here-
ronomous o, 45, 44, 48; homoge-
neous o, 211 ideal . 29, 4850,
52, 73 impessible o, 25; imanimate
o. 226; incompatible o. 46, 49, 52;
imdividual o, 42, 46, 47, 67, 178,
inert o, 33, 49; infinte o, 206; n-
telligible o. 46, 49, intentional o
163, 174, imercognitive o. 532; ir-
real o 49—51; isolaed o. 44, 45;
known o 174, 175 marerml o
49—52; materially complex o. 210,
m. simple oo 20, 2101, mental o
256, 53, 335; modified o. 182; mo
lecular o, 42, monvcognitive o 53;
maonosubjective 0. 53; non-aulono-
atic o M) pon-existent o, 25; non-
-exising o. 174, 175; non-marerial
. 21 non-real ©. 25 non-se.
parate 0. 3 non-spativ-temporal v,
29, 3k nouwmenal o, 51, 52; objec-
tive o, 29, 54, 56; observable o, 47,
51, 52, 54, 163; ontic o. 118; par-
ticulir o, 27, 31, 46—48, 117; par-
titively complex o, 207, p. simplex
o, 207; physical o, 50, 52, 235, 236,
phivsically defined o, 4% possible o.
22, 25; purely mtentional o. 25, 47;
qualitatively complex o. 210; g
smple o. 210; real 0. 25, 20, 49—
81, T semintic o, 174 separate o
20, 3 simple o. 203, 207, H;
spatial o, 49, spatially external o
5 spabo-temporal o, 22, 28, 09,
30 structurally comples o 3004,
211 s simple o0 200; subjecive o

30, 3; substannal o. 37, 39, 4%
sufliciently isolated o 115, 117;
temporal o. 4%, wmporally exier-
mal o, 50 understood o, 160 woi-
versal o, 46, nnknown o, 174; un-
vhservalde o, 163; valucless o. 152;
& o, by tsell 25; @ aspecy of o, 48,
category of oo 30 dass of o, 94
complexity of o, 1715 component of
o, 205 composition;, of o, 208;
enuipment ol o. 208; lorm of, o, 35
37 gronp of o~ G kind ol v.-s
178; pan of o, 151; property of o,
205; shape ol o, 208; strocture of o,
20H

olyection 194

whjectivis 62

objectivity 5, 53, 107: cf. cognition,
comtent, cvidenoe, existence, [ea-
tare, knowledge, law, object, phe-
nomenon, sentence. theory, thesis,
worled

oibapec tlessness 154

ubscurity 125

observability 52, of. ohjec

vhservation 52; of. object, predicare.
[CFm

obviousness 104, 141, 145

oourrence 22, 23, 25, 42, 85, Hb, Hl—
93, oo, 103, 105, 110, 117, 142,
229, 236; of event: & complex o
42 lictional 0. B6, protracted o, 12
real o, B6, 155; @ chss of 0.5 42,
criverinn of o, 85; diagnosic comdi
tion of o, B6; epistemological o, ol
o. B mode ol o, 24; probatulitg o
o, 152

onidogy 1I7: of. apparatus, categony,
comminnent, complexity, correlane,
dependence, form, funcior, wmnpos
sibality,  imterpretmtion,  obgp,
premise, probbem, vedoction,, vela
o, sumpliciy, s, st
wniversal, worlld, structure, venm,
theory; @ Lesnicwski's o, 87, 217

apen | seitene] — @ seieie

wpeeration P75 070 175, 177, ITH, 14]
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184, 185, 187, 198—200, 202, 204,
204; » complex o, 175; creative o
234 elemontary o, 179; e semvoric
o. 175 epistemic o. 52, inlerpreta
tive o, 158 material oo 4950;
mixed o 175 muliplied o, 175
scence-genic 0. 202; verbal o, 38
® result ul o, 176 sequence of 0.5
198

operator 119

opportunity — of, speaking

optimisation — ® rule of concepiual o,
12 mile of conceplual precision 12,
15

order 126

ordinary [language] — of. language

origin — ¢f. not-speaking. speaking

originality 157

ostension 40; ol delinition

F

pain 224, 328, of. silence

painter 235

painting 1549

paradox 186, of implication; ® Nel
sun's p. 115

paraphrase 91, 126, 166, 182, 84—
I87; el 1exn; @ declared p. 187, in-
tended p. 187; @ miethed of p. 173

part 36, 37, 39, 42, 50, 51, 54. 152,
S04—209, 211, 214, 216, 217, 231,
232 of. evem, expression;, ohjec,
apie, theary, wmersale, @ alike p.-
8 210 anributive p. 205—208; con-
stamt p. 133 essential p. 218; inf-
mie po MKy inseparable pes 206,
mierenlogical p. 204; non-identical
s ML noi-inerealogical p, 204
pravtitive . 205, 208, proper p.
200, 205, 207, secondary p. 21H;
!iliijlh‘ P S0, T - P ool wlhoale
B commplex ol pos 36, 57 con-
meekionn ol s B coniedion
dpming g 2D naier of g 28,
nunibaer ol proa 207

pitindle ® plvysial o, 2005

TR ATaN

pariiculary 48, 449 cf. absract, conerete,
obyect, property, quantifier

particularsator 1548

partition 42, 205; of. complexity, com-
plication, criterion, objert, part,
sievplicity, simphification, theory

passivity — of. aim

past — cf. time

peculiarity G6—68, 70, 71 ol esencoe-
-peculiariy

perceptibiliny 21

perceprion 30, 103, 105, 164; of. inter-
pretation,  propositon,  oruth;
® clany of p. 103; distinciness. of
P 103; understanding p. 168

perfernon 186, 234, 235; & infinite p.
206

performation 257

performer 235, of. interpretation

period 128

permit 164

prerpeintm mobile 232

persistence — of. silence

person 99, 103, 105, 106, 124, 125,
1353, 166—170, 195, 237; o cir-
cumstance, compulsion; @ silent p.
229, @ disposation of p. 215

pevsnasion |34, 155, 159, of. function,,
nonsense

phantasy — of, novel

phenomenclogis 92

phenomenon 41, 47, 53, 2148, 291
® extra-menial ph. 53; linguistec
ph. 138: ohjective ph. 53; mental
ph. 53 physical ph, 185

plulusopher 107, 108, 214, 218

philosophy 11 160 of commitment,
cssay, existence, language, problem,
proio-philosophy, scence, text, tra-
dinon, vocabubary, world; & analy-
tical ph. 159, & history of ph. 102

phrase 175, 183; cf. form; & comphex
ph. 175, 184, 185; @ ph. i ficentia
poetwa 221, @ subsiance of ph. 175

physicaliny 50 ol action, canse, oon-
erete, sonseruetior, division, el
tatnnn, evenl, expoession, midivi-
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dual, influence, law, nonsense, ob-
Ject. particle, phenomenon, pres-
sure, process. realisation, removal,
theory
physiis 211
piano — ¢f. sound
picture 101; of. readiry, world
preve, 207
picce; — @ linguistic p. 236; musical p.
1546; omiginal p. 252 unigue p. 232;
® p.ool music 254
place 231: of. linctor, predicate, reks-
tioe
place-moment 49, 50, 54
plagiarigm 232
play — ¢f. Fancy
peasure 2238
plevnasm — of, intension
pluralism 142
et 231
poctry 231; ol licentin poetica
puint — & material p. 42
Poliand — of. netation
polysem |64
polyserny 38, 144, 164, 165 & Jour j-s
p 161
popularisation 187
portion — of. space-time
position — of. question, stte
pessessor — of. property
pussibility 54, 86, 98, 142, 144, 145,
154, 203, 222, 995, 296, 228; of
ANEWET. CAlse, evenl, experience,
impossibility, shject, sentence, state,
world
postulite — of definition, meaning-
-postulate; ® semantic p. 55 ter
minological p. 177
pustulation 177
potential — of division, implication,
stare
practive — of. complexity, impossibilicy,
science, sentence, simplicity, truth;
® analytic p. 107 dassificatory .
107 everyeday linguistic p, 1733
priagmiatics — ol amalysis, beliel, coan-
plesity. Tanctbong. propeny, el

tion, simplicity, theory, truth

pragmatse 100, 101

precision 11, 185, 185; of. optimisation

predicate 89, 212, 215; cf. evaluation;,
@ hinary p. 221; empirical p. 216
mental p. 164 observiional p.
216; three-place p. 221; unary p
221; @ fistorder caleulus of pos
IiH)

predication 22, 32, 35, 46 of. inter-
predicativity

premise 194, 195, & idealising p. 218;
inferential p. 194; ontological 33

presentation 11, 169, 170; & mode of
P 231 subject of p. 231

pressure 223; @ physical p. 224, 285

presupposition 117, 140—142, 145,
146, 156, 215, 238

pride 229

primitive — cf. notion

principle; 195; of. bivalence, hermenen-
tcs, intelligibility, mono-denomina.
twn, non-contradiction, quality, -
tionality, thoughy, & heuristic p. 106

principle; — of. reasoning

probubility — ef. asense, Jogic, ocour-
FEnee, Measoning

problem 1253, 127, 124, 195 & causal
P 128, 131, emparcal P bl exis-
tential p. 128, 129, 130; non-
condlusive p. 136 ontobogical .
236; philosophical p. 146, 166:
substanuial p, 128, 150; welic p. 124;
temporal p, 128

procedure — ® epistemic p. 107

process 34, 40, 42, 45, 194, 195, 207,
& mental p. 195; physical p. 50

product 254 ol act, inscriprion-p,

production 172; @ rule of p. 244

proficiency — of. user

program — & recluctionistic p. 117

progression 102, 201

prohibition — & conditional p, 142

[rrcetbiise — @ condiional p. 142

prooed 105, DM Q0ES, 1, 19T, o0,
SR L papeesiinng, @ el
1
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property 22, 29, 31, 35—48, 54, 56,
A5—67, (9—=72, 81, B5, 108, 128~
131, 138, 152, 178, 184, 185, 201,
204, 205, 208, 210; f. co-property,
essence-co-property; @ accidental
p- 67: apparent p. 6% common p.
28, 31, G8; conscquemial p. 72;
constant p. 69, constinitive p. 66;
deep p. 6% cssential p. 41, 66, 67,
71 extraemporal p. 38; formal p.
213; inessempal p. 66, 67, inva-
riable p. 66, 69—71; invisible p. 60,
necessary p. 66, T ovent p. 69;
particular p. 67; permanent p. 71;
pragmatic p. 94, realised p. 47;
simple p. 67; singular p. 65; siri-
king p. 69; specific p. 71; super-
fwial p. 6Y; syntactic p. 94, unstable
p. 38; variable p. 67; ®p. in specie
4l ® complex of p-s 29, 30, 32;
muluplicity of p.-s 207; negation of
p. 47 pussessor ol p. 128, se.
quence of characteristic p.-s 17%;
set ol p-s 72; subject of p. 36, 37;
sum ol p.-s 66, 67, 70

proposition 20, 23, 8289, 92-—]00,
102—104, 185 cf caleulus, logic,
fuasi-proposition, senteace-propo-
sition; @ false p. 86, M, general p.
105; initial p. 104; logically com-
plex p. B3B6; perceptual p. 105;
true p. 106—108; @ logic of p.-s
145; nature of p. 85; pm:fﬂl' p. 234

Jiitkary [exisience] — of. existence

pruproeme 72 ol answer, comprehen-
sion, definition, expectation, expe-
vicnce,  wnproper,  part,  under
stancling, use

prrustesce]l — e[ chelimition

jﬂ'ntnrpllih:mplly I4

‘I“ e tion — ol o TErveEm e

rouvvimiont — of. ity

Pty - of grae, spuvics

prove bsanialysis ol e poetaton

poveliekmy ol caese, berenn e, in
P priasbiadm i, view

o Dnadogganaatnions 190%

purity — ¢f. event, nunsense, ohject
push 223, 224, 206
putring — cl. sentence, silence

Q

qualilicaion  86; ol implimlim;
& complex of g5 67

quality 210 eg of thing 41
® principle of . 139

quantification — @ substittonal in-
terpretation of q. 45

guantificr 45, 110, 212; & eroenic q.
130; existentiul g. 110, 112, 158;
particular q. 1538 universal q. 110,
I11; @ setofg-s 213

quantty — of, lncor

quasi-inference — ® non completed .-
i 195

uas-proposition 237

question  125—128, 130—133, 172,
225, 225, o, complementation-
-question, dafum,, decision-guestion;
& causal . 133, complementaiion
q. 130, didactic q. 126, 130 exis-
tential q. 128, 131; impioperly
posed . 13¢ logical q. 132 mat-
ter-of-fscr q. 128 sunple o 127,
substangial g 130—133; welic 4
130 well-posed . 123, 132, 155
® o marker 129, @ adequate logic
ol g 133 assumpuon of g 130;
lugic of g.-s 127 negative wsump-
tion of g. 130, 132, positive a, of q.
129, 130, 132; iheury of q-5 197,
true assuimiption of 4. 132; un-
known of . 129, 151, 132

question-marker 126, 127, 129, 130,
132

yuotation 171; of. mark

K
rihical — o, sransdation, uuth
range 71 of. unknown, variahiliy;
@ r.oof variable 22, & clemem of v
71
R TR T L L BT I ] P
basliavionn,  wvatialioy.  winhl;
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® principle of r. 139

rasor — @ Oocam's . 12,217

reaction 204, 211; ® emouonal r. 168;
improper . 171

readiness 139, 146, 174; o, notion

realisation 53, 54, 235, 236; cf. end,
property: @ physical . 235

realism 30

realicy 26, 50, 51, 54, 58, 02, 218, 954,
of. definition, evem, existence, in-
dividual, irrealiy, notion, object,
state, workd;, & fagment of r. 85
prcture of r. 40

reason 163, 169, 189—193, 201
& accepted r 191—193

reasoning 167, 168, 171, 188—1492,
195—164, 200, 200, 234, & apo
deictic v. PM; bivocad . 197 com-
plex v 197; deductive ©. 197, ele-
mentary & 194, 196, 197; guided .
197; inductive r. 194 logically use-
less . 197, muliivocal £ 197; pro-
babilistic r. 195, 197, scentilic
195, simple . §9%; spontanecus r.
197; univocal v 197, unscentilic n
202; » classification of r-s 173,
[H—192, 194, 195; prnnciple of r.
1 9:4; theory of . 190D

recerver 155, 225, 295; of. receplion

reception 235; @ recever’s r, 235

receptor 52

recoarnition 52, 164

reconstruction 158, 174, 176 213, 226,
231, 282, 233, 235; cl. at

recorrelanon 174, 176

recurrence — of. delinirion

reduction, 37—40, 42, 66, 135, 184,
L85, 196, 218; cf. characteristics,
definition; & contexiual . 37;
defimitional r 50: empiricest r. 216;
ontedogical r 14: reistic . 184, se-
mantic . 217

reduction, [90—19%, 2]

reductionism — ¢f. program; & posta-
ke ol r. 217

relerence 14, 20, 26, B4—509, 102, 103,
PO TN, D06, 107, DI, 128, 1M,

a7y Denifex o Subpecis

143, 146, 150; of. content, under-
standling: ® criterion of & 55
referent 32, 33, 164
reflexivity 218; of, irrellexivity, relution
regimentation — of. lnguage
region — cl space-time
regression 192, 201
regrrenstas ol nfiniinm 51

regrel 237

regularity 212, 216
regulation — of. definition
reism 35

veist 35, 1475 of. reduchion,

rejection 1349, 147, 149, 167

relation 36—41, 45, 843, 117, 118, 136,
154, 178, 184, 189, 195, 200, 208,
209 consequence-relation, featore;
& asymmetric r. 185 conventional
r 175 formative v 57 imernal r
210, 211; irrellexive r. 183, 185;
logical . 150, nen-transinve r. 185;
ontic r. 37, pragmatc r. 122; s~
mantic ©. 57, 122; symmeric r. 183,
185, symactic v 27; three-place 1.
163, 164: rransitive r. 183 two-
plce 1. 163; t-pn of tuth H%
& counterdomain of r. 138; mem-
ber of r. 36, 37

refativist 6

relativity — ol content, truth

reliabilicy 5%, of. witness

remembering 215; ® easiness ol ¢ 215

removal 216; @ mental & 216; physical
r. 216

repetition — of. dependence

replacement 38, 109, 110, 112, 151,
1498, 198, 217

representation §6; of. event

reproduction 171; # correa v 17

requirement 142, 143

res 315 el wnmerseale

research — & methodologival v 14

resvarcher 106G

reanfuam A4, 41

resdstiaiee 40

rewgae | 220

vespumse 1A

Inddex of Subpects 271

restiveness 224

resiruciurisation |54

result 173, 176, 184; o Operation;
& mended r. 9% sceniilic . 187
verbal r. 177, 178, 183

reversibilioy 207

revision |87

thetoric 235

richness — ol language, shape

risng 143; of, giving

rube 119, 120, 121, 215, 216; cf. cum-
prossition,, criterion, formation, for-
mulation, inference, meanipulstion,
meta-rule,  optimisation,  produce
vion,  simplicity,  transformation;
o deductive . 186; inferential r
175, 186, 187; imtra-syntactic
175, 186; limitanive & 119 reaso-
aable . 231; semantic . 186, 1587,
svmtactic r. 1135, 153, 158, 187

5
saying 138, 225 @ direc s. 138, inds-
rects. 134
scale 232

scepuc 102, 107

seepuicism |48

scholasie: 68, 72

School — @ Lvov-Warsaw 5. 7, 12—15,
26, 27, 1N

soience 48, 102, 159, 160, |86, |98,
200, 202, 203, 218, 219, 928, 51—
235, 237; of. delinition, Gt hy-
pothesis, language, law, motive,,
musia, operation, prool, reasoning,
result,  sentence,  theory,  truth;
® language of s 115 philosophy
ol 5. 147

scicntiliciny 202

scientio-sociologist 107

scicnting 107, 2928454, 2497; of truth

s = ol thearem. theory

seore 235

sl prin 235

sevonnbary [edvpeat] - ol Bace, praet

LI RILITT] el llllll}l,.. wani el

selentoonns ol orwlee st ling

semantics 117, 118; cf. analysis, appa-
rifus, CALEEOTY, CONSeYuEnce, oor-
relate,  expression),  function),
marme, postulate, reduoction,, rela-
tion, Tule, simplicity, simplificarion,
structure, term, theory, truth

semiotics — o, asense, complexity, cor-
relation, finction,, indeliniteness,
modification, object, operation, sim-
plicity, standpomnt, triad

sender 124, 155, 167

sense, 12, 32, 109, 111, 114, 158, 165,
167, 170, 171; of. asense, condi-
tional, countersense, critenon, de-
finition, event, expression;, lunc
1or, gibberish, language, nonsense,
sentence, state, theory, trnth, une-
rance, view, ®hteral 5. 13, 170; de-
termined 5. 110, nominal 5. 117;
uniform s 114, 118, 121; @ 5, sensu
i 165; 8.5, dricte 165

sense, — @ & of buman hife 13

sense, — ® common s 21, 56, 157

sensualisation 151

sentence 11, 20, 22, 26, 41, 54, B2—K5,
U5, 109—112, 116—120, 123—
P26, 128131, 136, 135—140,
144—147. 151, 154—158, 184—
186, LBS, 192, 193, 195, 196, 198—
200, 205, 215216, 223, 225, 2313,
236, 237, of. context, truth; ® ub-
breviative 5. 13% accepted s 1589,
194 analytical s. 65; closed s 140;
complex s, 95; compound s 205,
compriechensible s, 148, 149; condi-
il 5. 135, 1736, 1410; constiruent
s 137; contradivtory s, 157, corredt
5. Ll derived s. 2001, empirically
verifiable s. 150 Gacraal 5. 233, 237,
false 5. 13%; general 5. 235; given s,
T84, 190; groundiess s. 148, 149;
illegatimate s, 139, imperative s
13, 141 inapplicable s. 139 in-
vomiprehensible s. 148, 149, incon-
sstent s, 157 mworrectly nttered s
P felianive s. 137, B0 aoediva-
el w, BT amninial s 000G dnaneeresenomnal
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s 12 internally contrediciory s,
IS6A5T; interrogative & 124, 125,
129, 139, 141; jusifiable s, 148-—
150 pstilied » 148, 149; legitimare
5. 1539 meaninglul s. 26, 148—15(0;
meaningless 5. 148, 149 metalin-
puistic = 156; musical s. 236, non-
sensical 8. 149, 150; objective s
186, open 5. 140 pracuically inpus
sihle 5. 157; sciemilic s, 233; sought
s 189, 190 theoretically impossible
5. 157 true 5. 26, 41, 90, 95, 136,
155, 169, 186, 196, 232 unaccept-
able s, 159; unavcepred s 190; un-
creative 5. 233 unjusinfiable 5. 148,
149 wnjustified s 139 wrongly
delivercd 5. 139; w. pot s 139
® 55 0 agreement 96, s sensw
stvicio 236, @ denoation of 5. 173;
sel of s-s 127, 233 svstem of s.-5
235

sentence-inscripton 235

sctilence-aeaning 82

sentence: propoesiton 235

sentence-token S8

sentence-type 835

sentence-utierance 236, & system of 5.
-5 236

sententialisation 249

separahiliny 44

separiteness 138; ol abjea

separation 44, 50, of wnoerale; of
& spatial 5. 44 teanporal 5. 24; vir-
tuial 5. 206

sequence — of. expression, operation,
property. word

seriousness — cf. expression,

set 51, 42, 36—40, 46, 49, 65, 69, 70,
97 ol axivw, desgnabion, entity,
event, property, quantifier. sen-
tence,  state.  thesis; @ heleroge-
meous 5 (8 unin s 68; @ s-theory

. 49, 215; & commponent of 5. 205;

element of 5. 36: subset of 5. 205;
theory of -5 65, unigue element of
s, 649

shinme 224, 200

shape 209 «f component, oliject;
® complex sh. 209; peometrical sh,
45; rich sh. 208; meagre sh, 208,
209 @ complexity of sh., 208; sim-
plicity of sh, 208

sharpess — of. word

shy [silence] — cf. sillence

sign 169——171; & silent s, 220

signal — @ verbal s, 229

sigmfication #7, 118, 142, 143, 164; of,
connection, expression,, silence

silence |61, 221, 225—298; of. bow,
handshake, indignaton, person,
sign, & awkward s 229, dead s
Y, deep s. T24; depressing s. 224,
discrete s. 239 fear 5. 229; lucused
s. 229; hard s. 298; heroic 5. 229
hosele 5. 229; inadvertent s 294
lefiy 5. 220; mournlul 5. 228; pain-
ful s. 229; persistent 5. 220; shy s
220; solemn s, 390; stony 5. 220
troubling 5. 229 ® s cansed by
fear 229 @ conspiracy of 3, 229;
depth of 5. 229 enduring in s. 229,
putting off with s. 229; sipmificance
ol s, 2209

similunty &3, #4; of. dependence

urmphcity 203, 205, 207, 208, 211, 215,
216, 21% cf. being, description, es-
sence, expression,, knguage, man,
object, part, property,  question,
reasoning. shape, space, symbwl,
rime, world; & analviic s, 208; ligu-
ral s 200; global s. 207, 208; maie-
ral 5. 211, 215; mechodologieal «
205; ontic s, 212; ontological s, 203,
partitive 5. 211, 215 practical .
215; pragiearic 5. 215; semantc s
214, 215: semiotw ». 21 2; struetural
5. M, 211 svemactic 5. 21067 svn
thetie s, 206, @ critenon of <0 1L,
easential dimensien ol s 211 onie
ol ool s ZUL; wwales oo 5o 219 seanimine
dinensian ol s 211

sionelifaecigions 101, 2008, 214G, 217, 2K
JNHL W pritive s 206 20N, e
it s 2T, 21E s wlealising -

Inddex of Subjects 279

28, syntactic 5, 216

singularity 68, 70; cl. name, property,
statement

situation 26, 85, 173 of. state, @ onto-
logy of 5.5 86

slight 229

solemnity — of. silence

solution 195, 215%

sophism — o urcle

sought — of. sentence

sound 8BS, @ piano s, 232 8 chain ol
s.-x |56

space 44, (35 of. atem, coincidence,
event, localisation, object, separa-
tien, world: ® empry (ragment of
5. 45; homogeneity of = 212; mate
rial simplicity of 5. 212; parnt of . 45

space-time 50; & amount of s-L 43,
portion of s <t 45, 50; region of 5.-1.
43

spatiality 44

spatio-temporaliiy 22, 23, 25, 26

speaker 122, 198, 139, 145, 146

speaking 168, 221—<22%; @ gesiual s
222; graphical 5. 222; non-verbal s
222; verbal 5. 222: @ mode of s
43; opportunity 10 5. 229; origin of
5 224

species 68; cf. membership, propory,
rorality; @ lawermost natural s, 69,
matiral proximate s, G4

speech 168, 229; @ evervday s 119

speech-sound 225

sphere — @ emotional s 166

spontaneity — of wm, inference, req-
suing

stardpoint — @ semiotic s, 29

state Si—41, 48 @ acvual 5. V649, actri-
btive s, 48; existent s of alfairs 20;
et s ol a, 41 extralingustic s,
ool i W0 foenienal s ol w237 mo-
menibary 5. of w42 uen-eviseng s
of a2 peeslile s oof b B55; pe-
teemtial s BGtH, weal s aod o TR0 sanu-
abini s WM @ s i it rabst v secnse
W, w i satveaiioen sense WG s ol al
CTTT T R e T TR [ L T L 1 I

135, 157, 142, 144=—144, 155, 157;
s. of a. of the position kind 41;
# chain of cognitive s.-s 169; exs-
tence of 5. of allairs 41; set of 5.-5
of w42, 140, 144, 146

statement 92—94, 97, 103, 105, 118,
125—126, 129, 130, 133, 135, 136,
138—1400, 142, 144, 145, 189, 215,
219, 228, 232, 233. P36, 237
® apparent 5. 237, factual s, 75
false 5. 129; singular 5. 215; true s,
129

static [event] — of. event

status = of, universal; @ o 5. 86,
93, 101; synractical s. 95

stimulus 224—226, 228; @ cllective s,
295; indirect 5. 228

stipubation — & terminologcal s. 82

Stoic 1003

stone — o, silence

strategy — of. behaviour

serict [obpect] — of, criterion, definttion,
gihberish, implication, language,
sense,, sentence, theory, view

string — of, word

structuralisation 237

structure |19, 151, 164, 169 of. analy-
si5, asense, complexity, counter-
sense, criterion, lencior, modifice:
tion, nonsense, olject, restructuri-
sation,  simplicity,  symbol,  text,
transformation, travesty, truth, ue-
terance, work; @ categorial s. 184,
comparable s-s 187, isomorphic
=5 185; ontological 5. 118; seman-
e 15%; syntactic 5. 119, 1538, 237

study — @ proto-theoretical s, 15

stvle —of. form

sub-category — cf, funeior

subject 231; efl presentation, property;
& cognitive 5. 55, transcendental 5
186, 187

sulyjectivity 332, of. evidence, inter:
subjectivity, inrasubpectivity, mone-
sulajee tivity, ohijert

silijee visat oy 1415

sutbagice Frvasap i
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subjectivist 62

submission 229

sub-operation 181

subiset — ol set

substance; 39, 42, cf. ohject

substance, — ¢l modilication, phrase,
problem, question, text, wransior-
IR, TFiesly

substitution 26, 81, 56, 00, 92, 95
126— 129, 1356, 198—200; of. quan-
tilication

substratuim —«f. truth

subtitle — cl. text

succession 135

sulliciency 57, 3—82; o, condinion.
Justilication, object; @ absohuie s
61; unmiversal s G1; unrelativised s.
il

summarising [71; of. denotation, pro-
perty

superiority 193

supposition 141, 143

sufipursilione muteriolis 95

surrealism 159

symbol 115, 175, 184, 211; of. aspect,
form, interpreration. ranssymboli-
sation; & complete s, 179 co-ordi-
nated s.-5 187, descnpuve s 115;
moomplete 5. 17% sunple s, 183,
184, 187; structural 5. 115; three-
-aspect-s. 181, @ aspect of s 173,
174

svimbolisstion 151

symmetry 2173

symptom 79, 82, 146, 2274, 229

symelegoremations 103, 172

symonymy 21, 32, 449, 184

svitachie — of. category, coherence,
complexity, descripuon,  functor,
INCOTSISENCY. NONIENse, pProperty,
relation, rule, simpliaty, simplifica-
Ligii, statiis, structire. theory, un-

dersianding
synthesis — of. complexy, simphciny,
thesis

system T2, T3, 209, 288 of expressiom,,
lesitige,  seblvmce,  seodeiee-nibe-

rance, theory, ® axiomaric 5. 219;
deductive 5. 72, mapor-minor s
232; logical 5. 157

svite il isatien 201

1

tahularising 151, 182

ety — ¢f agreement, apprecia-
T

tile — @ Fairy t, 187

uask 195, 215

sbyvn 231; ol event

teleclogy — ef. ascnse. interpretation,
problem, question

temporality 449 o aom, localisaton,
object, problem, propeny. separa-
tiwn, spatio-tempaoraliy, world

tense 140, @ pastr, 140

tension — @ mental 1 125

term 44, 71 ofl intension, meaning:
& cpistemobogical . 517 lierable 1.
36 ontological © 51, 111; observa
vonal o 77, T semaniico-onio:
begical t. 116, 117; theoretical 1. 51

terminologicality 70

terminologisation 177

terminology 70, 194, 217; of, conven
tion, postulate, stipulation

test 215; of. hypothesis

testability — ® empirical 1. 166

testimony 98

text 151, 159, 175, 1835—1485, 147, «
context. lorm; & complementary o
217; mam . 217, nonsenswal o
151; paraphrsed o 187 plole
sophical ©. 187, ® elemem ol
175 structuee of 1 175, subaite o
. 159; substance of ¢, 175 e ol o
159

theolugy — ol thesis

theorem 213—215, 207, D14y, oo,
® concretised ih. 208 geneeal il
21 5; wlealising th. 214, & olijece ol
th. 2Ek obpeoive dooian ol b
21 soope ol e, 214

theary HIL, KL, Ko, L35, | 5H, 2408, 20
205, DIH, 20 0, 2T )l Dk

Index of Subpects aTg

ground, copula, domain, erotetics,
fictivn, hypothesss,  impossibility,
WIS,  GUESTIon, Teasoning, sen-
tence,  se1. studyv,  term,  oruth:
& axiomatisedd th, 73 peneral th.
215 geomcetrical th, 208; initial th.
217, logical th. 157; ontological th.
122, progmacic th. 122; physical th.
157; semantic th. 1217122; scientific
th. 235—237, synuactic-partitively
complex th, 213 verisimilare th,
208, 216; # th. sensu siricfo 216;
& Liw of 1h. 157 object of th. 214;
obpective domain of th. 214; sonpe
ol th. 214

thesis 72, 80, 203, 295: of leaiure;
® analyrical th, 41; epistemological
th. 80; extra-systemic th, 73; kygical
th. 145; mathematical th. 101; syn-
thetic th. 41; theological th. 205,
& sciof th-s 187

thing 35—37, 39—43, 48, 66, 67, 69,
H2, 88, 107, 136, 138, 151, I68,
186, 187, 205; cf. quality; ® ex-
pressed th, 168 understood th
168; & complex of th-s 39, 43
component of th. 205, configura-
tien ol th.-s 38; essence of th.-s 75
momentary secuon of th, 42, na-
wure of th, 69; part of th. 39, 4
pieve of th, 205; ultimate compo-
nent of th, 205

thirst 125

thuwaghbn 11, 55, 168, 195; @ logeal th.
195; verbal th. 11; verbulisable .
10%; @ act of th, 11 principle of
crominy of th, 216

threat — @ conelivional th, 142

the A1, AR, 46, 135, 220, 231; of. cwin-
viglenee,  dndividhuad,  bescalisation,
spune-time; @ homogeneisy ol 1
20 mnenial sinpdieay ol 1 212

Vithe -~ al. anbtatle, e

token B o0 sentenge-token

waly ol koowle]dge: & 1ol s
thvinng, 20,0 ool speen blie puaoypattines 71

hm!numrl’llunrw-nu'l il rrserie

tradivion — @ philusophical ©. 15

transcendental — of. correlate, morm,
suhject

transcodenotation 152

transconnotation 182

transdenotacion |82

transfiguration 82

transforconnotation 152, 183

rransfordenotation 152

rransformation 85, 1049, 110, 182, 183,
200, 227, @ structural ¢ 183; sub-
stantial ©. 18%; sub-structural ©. 185;
& rule ol L 62

trnsitivity 2 1 3; of, relanion

translation |H2—184, 21%: of. co-ordi-
nation; @ [ree t 183 Quine's raddi-
cal . 182; word-for-word 1. 183

transmutation |82

transpositinn 1§23

transsymbaolization 182, 184, 185, 187

fravestens |85

Iravestitiin 185

travesty 183, @ structural t. 1584; sub-
stantial . 185

triad 182, @ semiotic 1. 173, 174, 18]

irouble — of. silence

rrth 20, 75, 77, 79, H2—H4, 90, 94, 45,
97, 99, 101, 102, 1M, 105, 107,
108, 100, 137, 144—146, 150, 154,
156, 201, 216, 25%; cl. asservon,
expression;, hypothesis, judgement,
PrOposiion,  question,  sentence,
statement; @ experimental t. 101,
factwal © 237; gencral 1. 233; gen
erally accepred o 144; logieal ¢ 97;
sorentific 1. 233, theoretical ©. 101;
useful t. 23%; & charactersation ol
L 77, 104, 105; ch, of 1. in congru-
ential interpretation [04: ch. of ©
in inferential imerpretation 104,
elassical definition of 1, 101; cohe-
rential characterisation of o 104;
copulivon. of L 109, correspon-
elewse eriterion of . 104; criterion
ol 1, 77, B2, /5, 1S, 106, 107, defi
rbieny ael €, F7, U, L, WM dlegrer
ol 0 LEH; egawennom sense ol 1 108,



evidential characterisation of .
1 —105; ech. of 1. in intwitionasl
interpretition  103; exch. of L wn
perceptual interpretation 103 e
coterion of truth  103;  genetic
characerisavien of L 105; gch, of 1,
in approbative interpretation 105,
106; goh. of L in assential interpre
Gation 105, 106, prch. of 1, in ai
{svientistic version} 106; geh. of L
in o (universal  version) 106
metalogical concept of 1. 82; nature
of ©. 77, 82, 96, 97, 102, 106—104;
praginanc critenon of ¢ 104; P
definnion of ©. 83, 98, 102: pd. of
Loin instrumentalist interpretation
B8, 100; pd. of ¢ in ii. {absolute
version] 98, 99, pud. of ¢ in Li
(redative version) 98, 99: pat. ol t.
i practcast  interpretation 100,
101, ped. of 1 in pai. (absoluote ver-
sion) 100; pod. of 1. in utilitarian in-
terpretation 101 pd. of 1 in o
{absolute version) 101; pd. of . in
wi. {relanve version) 101, scienific
t. 202; semantw definition of 1. 26,
H3—a8b, 95, 96, 100—10%2: s.d. of'1,
in classical interpretation 83, 100—
102; sd. of ¢ in lTormalistc . 95;
.. of Lo mibaliseic i. 95, 96; siru-
wral characerisation of . 106;
sah. of ©in coherential interprea
tion 104 s.ch. of ©oin oi. (limied
version) 10M; sch., of . v Ci.
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