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. ty? Because we, a5 @' utm of r-ot, o upnlg buth ar ) clasw-
cal and a nonclassical 1031(:. of an episuno aud a deontic now
dal logic, and s0 on. ‘But do we not in thnt vay toleuto a8 10~

~ gical contradiction 1n the Atreatuent of ‘the very qunt,.lop of the &

{urm)orsullty of logicel: etusonos; kvlotions, lnd laws? At thlt
logic’s history itself is always there to remid: us ﬂut m. an,v
other developing sciontlno dlwiplino loaio u‘ln oypn. 1.0.

" incomplete theory, which 13 ateaduy pnrichln( J,tult w«lth Mw
syatelu. v i st
.~ Third, to my -Lnd tho quntm oonttnuu t.o b. opcn ot thc

specific distinctive st‘m\ of logical theory in the ‘proper sense

- of the term, which, it Ls claimed, utzountuu‘ it from it; ",
various concmuzetxonu This quosti-on mmu. say, w.tth nsud
to the datomlmtion ox tho spncu’.to logicsl ltguu of quantul
logic. ‘As a matter of tm. vtth Uh.t t‘ltht GM an vlut gmnnda
do we speax of a g\unm M‘u as a loalc in thc pmpor lun.l‘na i
of the term? Is not quentum logic aupxy an. instance of & (let us
call 1t s0) maximum concngtinuo N & nonclouicol (yolyn;cnt)
logical systeus with mard 10 a a concrete obdlct tlold? ar,. 14 a
three - valued logical systu or nua vulqu uth o xtm qs-
tem of quantum logic? . S B - e
: Fourth, how chouldg i tm on n:munul lnd m mcpnuow.
‘standpoint. tho 1uurrdlt1¢ulblp or thl mumuon be unamp '
§tood between pure . 10510 and _spplied. lgu_g? In otlm' vorda. omt '
‘not applied logic to be oomidem 2§, mh On thmtou o{ () gt-
ven system of pure logic. l.n vhsch rmly. auply datguma
particular oxtnlogieal ppnutum (m-ttml und. ‘constants
included? - Or, 18 not, ou: the other hand, ‘applied logic a _q_ng_a___
concretized interpretation of the logical oomm ‘Qperations (the

~ logical connectors and: mactor-) thmm aotm’bo"-pmmau ro-
lations and dopendcncu? «"i.‘r.,.i A S AT

actiu paructpation in t.ho dtuuu;ofl ot thq &Q q,mﬂom &:g; 5
~ principled theoretical snd’ ut.hodolo;ioal lnpoﬂipq vltﬁ mq S

ARG, 2

I began. It is mt pénau\lq tpr u hero to im‘a’om







130 . bogian n:nukcv s e

vy

Classlcal logic not only agsumes, hut ‘also hypostntuu tho

rest in the things that make roauty. It is-only on these gxw.nds :

that a thing can be predioatqd as a thlng-iu-it“lt. or as a thing

essentially different of it, We belleve that clanioal log:lc‘s

‘ontological basis is not simply rut, but mthcr the auttomry.:-
i.e. not only the rest of tile ob.)octs. but equally ‘the steadi~

ness and resistivity of the form of the change, in othox' words re=
gularity generally, But ‘wodern science has clearly shown that i_t

15 not rest, but motion which is the esgential and basic cherace

o

teristic of being. If this is .80, however, it weans “that not
only science generally, “but logic itself has to fix and uodify,l

with the aid of concop-ts and in a systeam of concepts, 'also  the

trensitions between things. And it is but natural that in shotég
case the category of transition thould alao be - wknowhdged a

status of a logical category, because the tunlromtm of non-

~ truth into truth and vico-vox'n. ‘15 also a process., A typ;col 1o~

gical model of this state of t!u.ms oou;d be found in three valued
logic, Further, motion as change contains pouibiltty as its Linm

manent dimension.’ Henoc the system of modal categories ' punnfu' 5

to us, in sbstraction, the logicnl model of the pon.lbtlitin in

the realization of the modi of the existence of being in @ wost

general shepe... In a datin.tto way the quostionn of the bntomzi-'

cal foundations of the onmtmctivntie conception of mﬂn.tty .ndﬁ

hence of the constructivistic explanation of the question of infi=
nity within the systen of a conntmctlvo 10310. oan “also be conm

nected with this

Sure enough, the exunslon ox our outological jmgo ot the
world in the final count riuds a -ory (mnl -xplnuuon 5.n thgl

logicel picture of the ontology of being..

But I would like to at once add that here @ dlttemnt qaun- 52

tial dimension of the world’s ontological pictun from 3 logical

viewpoint could also be nntcd. Ihat I wore oommtcly mn. ook ._ta_ _
that the ontolosical picture of thc worid-1n~1t3.1: 1- easontinlly s
different from the world's ontological picturo vi.th a view to the
: particular ontological 'status ' of man’s active gm nreativq essen» .
‘ce. And, as a matter of :aot, 11: is with man only ‘that - we hav.f
such a transtomtwn or: ro-oroit&on ot the wz'ld. wm.ah is Qon=

forued . to his wnl and dui.rc. a .ts vrt.h h.u- anly mt wo have -
a prognosticauoq (&rmsp;cun or t.tu Xpttqr's degm ot appm;}n';_

4
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»-auon) oz the mu:m and pmmd- o: such s %nmmatma mf-g,

re-shaping of reality for the benefit of man,’ But nnom.ng from

this fact, the ontological foundation of dqoult,w logic salready

beqoua apparent. In this case, however, it at- once becomes

s clear that deontic logic requires us to quite mbctantiluy amm Tt

our notion of logic’s ontological toundationn generally, It is

only then that its fundamental character of logic, i.e. the ‘fact

that it has not to be numbered as one of the various app.ued lo=

- gics (as some phuosoplurs bcluvo it ought ﬂ). can be. subatan-

tiated, ‘ '

. The above conudoutxons. howdve'r. soncm,l. and scbenatio t.hey

' may be, show that the presently existing variety in the field of

- contoupoury 10310.1 investigations is in realizy deeply pervaded "

with definite unity, a unity which has, first and foremost, its

ontological foundations, and hence, definite specifically gnoseo=

logical, but also hutoucal-and-gemuc foundations,  Therefore

. any lntorpreutton of the variety in the ticJ,d of log:lo as. 1og1caa,
pluralisn, is unfounded, A i

: Such an approach, however, pr_ompta. :us to bc‘l%;év& that tbe '

' wost general, or universal, characteristics of being, which are

‘logic's objective foundation, have not, and probably can not ha-

ve only one redlization modus, We have grounds to believe that

" under an .tutonsioiui aspect and in being’s deeber structure thare .

are various mnk; of universal characterlstlcs nnd. relations,'-, X !

which in rnnty determine the various types of logical theories, .

~ That rank is more essential, which to a greater extent determines =

the dynamism of belna. In t.his sense the sementics on nonclassi-. 3

cal 10510 is richer than the senant.tcs or classical logio, and so

 is the semantics of deontic logic with respect to. the semantics of

. standerd uoda:l. ].og.i.e. Strxctly speaking, howovor, avery 1oglcal ;"

% .syam is incomplcte as from a general umntic anglg. . because

" open system,

none is surﬁc:lont to realize an adequate deseriptiou of be.tng i.n
. the proper sense of the term, Hence logic will alvaya ‘be- 1.n r x
state of pemnmt dcvolopunt, 1.0. 1t uul uwny: mam uu* o

PG Applied logic du.tera ttpn pure logi.c ninly by tho tuﬂt‘sf:}_‘_.
that by their type the aomul clunctcmtioa nnd rﬁ.atxom it .J'ﬁs_
mvosugatu. aro mt of thn rhnk o: un:tv.rauy or tlu m






