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O N  T H O U G H T  A N D  P R O P O S IT IO N

W e can  easily unders tan d  the concept o f  p roposition  in the n a tu ra l way: we 
s ta r t from  any  class o f  judgm en ts  as

T he snow  is w hite, 
w hich can  be th o u g h t o r u tte rd  by som e people. W h at is com m on in such 
indiv idual ju d g m en ts  is usually  defined by the term  proposition. H ow ever, we 
can ask: w ha t is the com m on o f  d ifferent indiv idual judgm ents?  O ne usually 
answers: a co n ten t o f  judgm en t, sense, w hich is independen t o f  its u tte rance  o r 
consciousness o f  it. So, independently  o f  the au th o r, place and  tim e o f  an 
u tterance o f  e.g. P y thago re 's  theorem  the con ten t o f this theo rem  is invariable, 
is constan t.

N etherveles, as G . Frege has rem arked , the sam e con ten t (w hich w as called 
‘G ed an k e’ -  though t, by Frege) can  be included in a declarative , in terrogative  
o r im perative  sentence. I t seems, how ever, th a t w hen we w an t to  deliver an 
in fo rm ation , fo r exam ple: to  render the sense o f  P y th ag o re ’s theorem  we use 
declarative sentences, we u tte r judgm ents. T hus we are  inclined to  conclud  th a t 
w hat is com m on in d ifferen t judgm en ts is n o t only the  c o n ten t o f  the 
declarative sentence b u t also the form  o f  a  declarative  sentence. Let us notice 
th a t a p p a r t from  a com m on con ten t expressed in u tterences there  is still one 
m ore fac to r in com m on i.e. the form . C onsequently  in m y view, proposition  
com prehended  as w hat is com m on any  class o f ju d g m en ts  is n o t only ‘the 
co n ten t', b u t „ th e  con ten t w ith the form  o f  declarative  sentence".

In logic trad itio n , the  p roposition  is usually  defined by m eans o f  the 
concepts o f  m eaning and  sense i.e. as m eaning o r sense o f  declarative  sentence. 
H ow ever here a p rob lem  arises, the one o f  univocal und ers tan d in g  o f  those 
term s. T he concep t o f  m ean ing  is defined in m anifo ld  ways in, for exam ple, 
theory o f  m eaning (am ong  o thers J. S. M ill, B. Russell) and  theo ry  o f  m eaning
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trea ted  as ideal object (E. H usserl. G . Frege, A. C hurch). N ex t, the term  sense 
is the m ost оГеп used intuitively a lthough  one can find in Frege o r  H usserl the 
following definition: the sense is som ething  „w hich con ta ins the w ay o f being 
g iven". T here  is also the p roposal o f  A jdukiew icz, w ho defines p roposition  by 
m eans o f  the concep t o f conno ta tion .

Let us sketch o u t som e characteristics o f the  no tions o f  p roposition .
1. F R E G E . I th ink  th a t the  analyzis o f Frege text shaw s th a t u n d e rs tan ­

d ing  Gedanke as a proposition  is n o t qu ite  proper. Frege writes: „ In  declarative 
sentence tw o th ings should  be distinguished: the con ten t com m on to  their 
question  and  assertion . T he  fo rm er is a th o u g h t (G edanke) o r includes the 
th ough t. T hus, the  though ts  can  be expressed w ithou t being p u t as true. In 
declarative  sentences these th ings a re  so united  th a t their a re  hard ly  distinguis­
hed (separated). So we distinguish

1° g rasp ing  th ough t, th a t is thinking;
2° acknow ledging the tru th fu lness o f th ough t, th a t is U rteil;
3° asserting  o f U rte il, th a t is assertion” 1.
T he  m ost often  U rteil is unders tood  as the sense o f  a declarative  sentences 

w ith  the exception  o f  the case w hen it is identified w ith  the very sentence. 
H ow ever Frege d istinguishes such senses o f  sentences in view o f  w hich the 
question  o f tru th fu lness can  arise from  those senses in view o f  w hich this 
question  does n o t app iears  (e.g. in view o f  the sense o f  im perative sentence). In 
Über Sinn  und Bedeutung  Frege claim s th a t U rte il is a passage from  th o u g h t to 
its value2.

2. C H U R C H . In C h u rch ’s p a p er3 we m eet such charac te ristic  o f  p ro p o s i­
tion. P roposition  is an  ab strac t object (as a function  o r class) w ithou t 
psychological aspects characteris tic  fo r O ckham  p ro p o sitio  m entalis an d  fo r 
trad itio n a l judgm en t. C hurch  defines proposition  by m eans o f  sense o f 
a sentence; the sense o f  a sentence being either w ha t a m an  app rehends  while 
u n ders tand ing  a  sentence o r w ha t have tw o sentences being correc t tran sla tio n  
in tw o d ifferen t languages. C hurch  follows F rage  explain ing  the term  
‘G ed an k e ’ w hich is to m ean (and  so term  ‘G ed an k e’ denote): „n ich t das 
subjective T u n  des D enkens, sondern  dessen objektiven  In h a lt, der fähig ist, 
gem einsam es E igenthum  von Vielen zu sein".

3. C A R N A P . U sing the concep t o f  ex tension and  in tension  C arn ap  shaw s 
th a t propositions a re  in tension o f  sentences. T ru th  values a re  trea ted  as 
ex tensions o f  sentences. T hus, p roposition  becom es the  p ro p erty  o f  tru th

1 СГ. G . F r e g e .  D er G edanke. E ine logische U ntersuchung, „B e iträ g e  z u r  P h ilo so p h ie  des 
d eu tsch e n  Id e a lism u s” . 1918.

2 G . F  r e g e .  Über S inn  u n d  B edeutung, „Z e itsc h rift fü r P h ilo so p h ie  u n d  p h ilo so p h isc h e  
K r it ik ”  1892. C.

3 A . C h u r c h ,  In troduction  to  M a th em a tic a l Logic , P r in c to n  U n iv . Press, P rin c e to n  N . J. 
1956.
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values4. V anderveken rem arks5 th a t in C arn ap  p ropositions  a re  lim ited to  the 
tru th  cond itions and , consequently , every p roposition  can  be unders to o d  as 
a 0-1 sequence. In Introduction to Sem antics  C a rn ap  trea ts  p ro p o sitio n s  as 
a designatum  o f sentences sim ilarity  as a individuals a re  taken  fo r designatum  
o f indiv idual co n sta n ts6. In Introduction to Sym bolic Logic  p ropositions  rem ain 
designata  b u t no t o f  the individual level (i.e. extension o f  indiv idual constan ts) 
but th a t o f  the sense o f individuals (i.e. in tension o f indiv idual co n stan ts )7.

4. A JD U K IE W IC Z . T he  concept o f  p roposition  is in troduced  by m ean o f  
the concep t o f  c o n n o ta tio n . H ow ever A jdukiew icz rem arks th a t „ th e  fo r­
m ula tion  th a t the co n n o ta tio n  o f a nam e is the set o f  p roperties  which 
univocally  determ ines its extension, can n o t be considered  as a defin ition  o f  the 
co n n o ta tio n  o f  a nam e, since a given class o f  objects, fo rm ing  the  extension  o f 
a nam e, can be univocally  determ ined by d ifferen t sets o f  properties. And 
a co n n o ta tio n  o f a  nam e is no t ju s t any set o f p roperties  w hich univocally 
determ ines its extension , bu t a set d istinguished am o n t those w hich satisfy th a t 
co n d itio n ” 8. A nalysing the exam ples as

„ th e  b ro th e r o f Jo h n 's  m o th e r” 
and

„ th e  m o th e r o f  J o h n ’s b ro th e r”
A jdukiew icz concludes th a t „ it is necessary:
1° to  determ ine the co n n o ta tio n  o f  the expression  E in such a w ay th a t its 

com ponen t pa rts  should  be som e objective referen ts o f  all com ponen t 
expressions o f  the expression E, and  no t only its com ponen t nam es.

2° to  determ ine the c o n n o ta tio n  o f  the expression  E  in such a w ay th a t it 
should  reflect no t only the w ords con ta ined  in th a t expression, bu t also the 
syn tactic  p laces w hich those w ords occupy in the  expression  E " 9.

So, the co n n o ta tio n  o f the expression E is unders tood  as the function  
d e term ined  fo r the  u ltim ate  syntactic places o f  the expression  ob ta ined  from  
the expression E by the expansion o f  all the abb rev ia tions  it con ta in s, which 
establishes a one-one correspondence between those places and  the den o ta tio n s  
o f  the  w ords occupying such places in the expanded  expression  E.

T he  defin ition  o f  co n n o ta tio n  is general and  it m ay also  be used with 
respect to  sentences. So, the concept o f  proposition  we can  define as

4 R . C a r n a p .  In troduction  to  S ym b o lic  Logic , D o v e r P u b lic a tio n s . N ew  Y o rk  1958.
* D . V a n d e r v e k e n .  W hat Is a  Proposition?, ..C ah ie rs  ď é p is té m ó lo g ie "  1991. №  9103 

U n iv ers ité  d u  Q uébec  à M o n tréa l.
6 R . C  a  r n  a  p. In troduction  to  Sem a n tics, H a rv a rd  U n iv ers ity  Press. C am b rid g e . M ass. 1942.
7 C a r p .  In troduction  to S ym b o lic ...
8 К . A j d u k i e w i c z ,  Proposition  us the C onno ta tion  o f  Sen lenncc , „ S tu d ia  L o g ica”  1967, 

N o . 21.
4 Ibid.
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a co n n o ta tio n  o f a  sentence. F o r exam ple the co n n o ta tio n  (p roposition) o f  the 
sentence

Sokrates likes A lcibiades 
( 1 Л )  ( 1 , 0 )  ( 1 , 2 )

is the function  establish ing  a one-one correspondence between the syntactic 
places o f  its w ords and  their d en o ta tio n , i.e.:

< (1 ,1 ) -  Socrates, (1.0) -  likes, (1,2) -  A lcibiades > .
5. A U S T IN , S E A R L E . These au th o rs  p o in t ou t som e specific elem ents o f  

(u ttered) sentences o f  d ifferent type as

С Sam  sm okes habitually .
(*) < D oes Sam  sm oke habitualy?

L W ould  th a t Sam  sm oked habitualy .

N am ely, w hat is in com m on here is the reference to  som e objects and 
p redicating  ab o u t it: the difference consists in illocutionary  act: o f asserting, 
ask ing  abou t, and  w ishing, respectively. T hus the concept o f  reference and 
predication  a re  detached  from  com plete speach act. T his reference to objects 
and  p redication  a b o u t them , appearing  in d ifferent illocutionary  act, a rc  called 
proposition '0. Sentences (*) can be transla ted  in to  schemes:

( 'P ') , ?’P \  W 'P ' 
w here P  is the nam e o f  proposition .

6. V A N D E R V E K E N . V anderveken, who tries to  com bine A ustin ’s and 
Searle 's app roach  with the results o f  Frege and C hurch , understands proposi­
tions as a З-elem ents sequence

ll(Rn(a i - ..., a„))|| =  < { ||R „ ||,  | |a , | | ........ ||a„||},

{j £ I: < lla iII(j)........ Ila„ ||(j)>  є  IIR-nlIÜ)},

{ f e  2Ua: f( I Aa H) =  1 } > ,

w here a j ,  ..., a n are individual constan ts . R n is predicate  o f  degree η, I is non 
em pty  set (the elem ents o f w hich represent possible w orlds), Ц*|| designate 
deno ta tion  o f  expression *, A a is a a tom ic  p ropositiona l term , which have 
a p a ir as  a  d en o ta tio n , th a t is

||R n(a ,, ..., a n)|| =  < { | |R J ,  l |a ,||,  ..., ||an||},

{j є  I: < | |a , | |( j ) ,  ..., | |a „ | |© >  є  ||R „ ||( j)} >  

and  U a is the set o f  a tom ic p ro p o s itio n s" .

10 J . L. A u s t i n ,  H ow  to  D o Things w ith W ords, C la re n d o n  Press. O x fo rd  1962; J . R. 
S e a r  I e. Speech A cts . A n  E ssay in the P hilosophy o f  Language, C am b rid g e  U n iversity  Press. 1969.

11 D . V a n d e r v e k e n .  M eaning  a nd  Speech  A c ts , V ol. 1 2, C am b rid g e  U n iversity  Press. 
1990/1991; i d e m .  W hat Is  a Proposition...
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T he first elem ent o f  the  triplex we call the set o f  p ropositiona l constituen ts , 
the second elem ent represents the set o f  possible w orld  in w hich the  relation  
satisfied and  the th ird  elem ent represents tru th  cond itions. Let us rem ark  th a t 
in set o f  p ropositiona l constituen ts  we speak a b o u t senses and  n o t ab o u t 
objects. V anderveken speaks: „A ll p ropositions a re  general p ro p o sitio n s  whose 
constituen ts  are senses and  n o t objects” 12.

It is the concep tion  o f  V anderveken and  the ap p ro ach  o f  A jdukiew icz 
m entiond above th a t seem  to the  m ost interesting. W hy? Because their analyzis 
o f p ropositions  indicates the  necessity o f transfer to  the s tru c tu re  o f  the 
p roposition  a lone, and  provides the m anner o f  d iscerning the con ten t o f 
sentence.

N ow , ľ a m  going to  discuss the concep tion  o f  V anderveken in tw ofold 
perspective: ph ilosophical and  logical.

1. A ccording to  A ustin , Searle and  V anderveken p roposition  is a  com ­
ponen t o f  an illocu tionary  act and , thus it ap p ears  in d ifferen t u tte rances o f 
type (*). In  spite o f  o u r  in tro d u cto ry  rem arks, the form  o f  declarative  sentence, 
which determ ines the type o f  illocutionary  act is n o t considered  a  p a rt o f 
p roposition  (and  o th e r illocutionary  force m arkers  likewise). O n the  o ther 
hand V anderveken tends to com bine the results o f A ustin  and  Searle w orks 
with the ‘p u re ’ logical theories o rig inating  from  Frege an d  C hurch . O n this 
g round  it is em phasized  th a t p ropositions a re  'know ledge carrie r’ and  the  basic 
com ponent o f  scientific theories. M oreover, let us notice th a t we are ra th e r 
concerned w hether Py thago re  claim s th a t in a  righ t-ang led  triangle 
a 2 +  b2 =  c2 an d  n o t ju s t supposes o r expresses his wish. F u rth er , observe 
th a t if  a  theorem  is transla ted  from  one language to  an o th e r, then , to  preserve 
the sense o f  p roposition , its form  m ust be p roperly  rendered . O bviously , we do  
not tra n s la te  P h y tag o re ’s theorem  in to  question . I t  seem s th a t the conception  
o f V anderveken perm its such s ituation ; the p roposition  being identical.

T herefore, in m y op in ion , w hat V anderveken calls p ro p o s itio n  should  be 
refered to  as thought (in ideal sense), w hich co rresponds to  F rege ’s ‘G ed an k e ’. 
And proposition  should  be acknow ledge as a  th o u g h t in the form  o f  declarative 
sentences. I hope  th a t the above defin ition  o f  p ro p o sitio n  rem ains in agreem ent 
with Frege claims:

1° „P ro p o s itio n  (U rteil) fo r m e is n o t grasp ing  o f  th o u g h t (G edanke) also, 
but recognizing its tru th  value” ,

2° „ In  each p roposition  -  even m ost trivial -  there is a  step  m ade from  the 
level o f th o u g h t to  the level o f  reference”  (i.e. logical values in this case) and  

3° „ In te rro g a tiv e  and  declarative sentences con ta in  the  sam e though t; bu t 
the declarative  sentence includes an  extra, nam ely the  assertion . A nd  the 
in terrogative  con ta in s  an ex tra , nam ely the request” 13.

12 V a n d e r v e k e n ,  W h a t Is  a  Proposition ...
13 F r e g e ,  D er G edanke...
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2. T he  logical rem ark. T he concep t o f  p ro p o sitio n  in V andervekens
form u la tion  is -  as we have rem arked -  very general. I t is so general th a t in 
case o f  such sentences as

(**) T he p resident o f  the U SA  know s the miss o f  the  world; 
the following pa radox  occur: the possible w orld (context) in which the 
sentences are true  are know n, while we can n o t speak  a b o u t the  sense o f  such 
sentences (p ropositions) in a possible w orld. So it is necessary to  build 
a defin ition  o f  p roposition  w hich w ould  enab le  speak ing  ab o u t p roposition  in 
possible w orld. Each p roposition  com prises a  re la tion  betw een objects which 
a re  unders tood  in som e aspects (th a t is as concept). Let us rem ark , however, 
th a t considcra ting  the sense o f  a nam e we m ean the w ay o f  ‘being given’ o f  this 
objects. C onsequently , adm iting  the results o f  F rage, in u n ders tand ing  o f 
proposition , we m ust take  possible w orld in to  accoun t, th a t is the reference to 
the  concep t o f  objects. T he sentence (**) expresses d ifferent p ropositions 
depending on  w ether u tte red  in 1980 o r in 1990 fo r exam ple. W hile u tte ring  
this sentence we express the p roposition  in which

1) we m ean som e objects (fo r exam ple G . B ush an d  the  miss X);
2) these objects are unders tood  by m eans o f  concep t „being a p residen t”

and  ..being  a miss o f the  w orld” ,
3) the objects are in adequate  relation.
T hen, it seems, th a t the defin ition  o f  p ro p o sitio n  given by V anderveken 

should  be a little m odified. D eno tation  o f  p ro positiona l term  in possible w orld 
і is (in case -  n =  2):

l|R2(a |. a2)||i = < {||R 2||, l|a,||, ||a2||}, { | |R 2lli, llailh, ||а2||;},

{і o r * } > ,

w here * is gap  and

||(R 2(a ,,  a 2))||i =  < { ||A a ||j}, {f e  2<u »> :f(||A a ||i) =  1 } > ,

w here A a is abbrev ia tion  for R 2(a i ,a 2) an d  U j is set o f  all a tom ic  p roposition  
(a tom ic though t) in possible w orld i.

T he  m odified defin ition  o f  p roposition  gives us th e  possibility  to  shaw  th a t 
sentence (**) expresses d ifferent p roposition  ones in d ifferen t con tex t o f 
u tterance. M oreover, I th ink , the defin ition  satisfies the  cond itions assum ed by 
V anderveken. It also seems th a t the m odification  o f  sem antics should  n o t com e 
accross g rea te r difficults. F o r  exam ple, we define

ІІАр л  Bplli =  < { l|A a ||i} и  {||Ba ||;}, id2( ||A p||i) n  id2(||B p ||i )> ,  

l|-Ap||i =  < id |( | |A p ||i), {f: f  є  2и» and  f ф id2( ||A p ||;)}>
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and

l|t(A p)||j =  T  iff exist a t least one f  є  id2(|[A.p||j) such th a t for all 

u j £ id |( | |A p ||j )  [f(uj) =  1 iff id.-ifu,!) =  і],

w here Αρ,Βρ are  abb rev ia tion  fo r term s fo r p ropositions , t is syncategorem atic 
expression. t(A p) is an elem entary  sentence o f  language L which is true in 
a w orld if and  only if the p ro p o sitio n  expressed by A p is true  in th a t w orld.

D e p a rtm e n t o f  Logic 
L odź U n iversity  

P o la n d

Ja n u sz  K aczm arek  

O  M Y Ś L I I S Ą D Z IE  W  S E N S IE  L O G IC Z N Y M

Pojęcie są d u  w  sensie logicznym  nic je s t  je d n o z n a c z n ie  s c h a ra k te ry z o w a n e  w lite ra tu rze  
logicznej. Je d n a k ż e  w e w szystk ich  w ażnych  defin ic jach  w sk azu je  się na znaczen ie, sens lub 
k o n o ta c ję  zd a ń  o zn a jm u ją cy ch . W  a r ty k u le  a u to r  p o d a je  ró ż n e  defin ic je i c h a rak te ry s ty k i 
w y p raco w an e  m . in. p rzez F regego . C h u rc h a . Ą jduk icw icza  i V a n d crv o k e n a o ra z  w skazu je  na 
g łów ne cz ynn ik i, k tó re  należy  p o d d a ć  a n a liz ie  p rzy  o p ra co w y w an iu  defin ic ji sądu .

W y c h o d zą c  od pojęc ia są d u  ja k o  tego , co  w sp ó ln e  w  ró żn y ch  sąd a ch  w  sensie p sycho log icz­
nym  a u to r  fo rm u łu je  w łasną  defin ic ję są d u  w sensie log icznym  tak . ab y  u w z g lędn ione były:

1) s t ru k tu ra  sąd u :
2) sens z d a ń  ozn a jm u jący ch :
3) m ożliw y św iat, w k tó ry m  d a n e  zd a n ie  je s t w ypow iedziane .


