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Abstract

In this paper, we indicate how Jan Wadki’'s non-linguistic concept of the norm
allows us to clarify the deontic relationship betwesentences and the given
normative system. A relationship of this kind caigés a component of the
metalogic of relating deontic logic, which subjettie logical value of the deontic
sentence to the logical value of the constituentesee and its relationship with a
given normative system in the accessible possibldds.
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1. Introduction

Relating deontic logic is a deontic logic that astuces an additional condition about relating the
formulas with the normative system into semantgach logic allows for an extensive range of
philosophical considerations, as it does not cjeddfine what a normative system is, and how to
informally understand the so-named evaluation @neation. In this work we will show that this gap
can be filled by referring to the metaethics of Ywlenski. We will learn that both the relating deontic
logic — through a certain response to the so-caliedgensen’s Dilemma as well as Jan Waiski’s
metaethics, which, where it draws on the Standadnilc Logic (SDL), is affected by its problems;
benefit from the abové.

We will begin with a brief presentation of SDL aitsl fundamental problems associated with
individual theses or rules. Subsequently, we withws how relating deontic logic allows us to avoid
these problems. Then, we will outline Wiad&i's metaethical stance, in order to combine ithwi
informal aspects of relating deontic logic in thetlpart of the paper.

The primary objective of the paper is to indicdtee effectiveness of combining two
independent stances: logical and metaethical. drptper, we limit ourselves merely to deontic lpgic
to the normative concepts analysed herein, whilétimg what is also the subject of Jan Wddki's
analyses and also find formal representationsr{ofegy close to deontic ones), that is, imperasind
bonitive sentences, or more broadly: axiologicamt the same time, we omit many formal details
related to the relating deontic logic, or more ldtgdo the relating logic as such, see [9], [1QR]i

2. The Standard Deontic Logic and its Problems

In SDL, the modal concepts of obligation and pesinis correspond to the alethic concepts of
necessity and possibility, respectively. The elentbat distinguishes SDL within the family of all
modal logics is the validity of the axiom (D). Teandard model of the semantics of possible worlds
for deontic logic takes the following form:

<W, Q, v>

where W is a non-empty set of possible world3,is a serial relation of accessibility between the
worlds, andv is a classical valuation of propositional variabie the possible worlds. Hilpinen [5, p.
163] describes the possibility of deontic interptiein of such a model in the following way:

[...] the “standard semantics” [i.e. possible werkEmantics] of deontic logic [...] gives an
intuitively plausible account of the meanings ohgie deontic sentences when the deontic
alternatives to a given world u are taken to beld@go(or situations) in which everything
that is obligatory at u is the case; they are vsild which all obligations are fulfilled.
Hence, the worlds related to a given world u byaBcgssibility relation, authors] may be
termed deontically perfect or ideal worlds (relatte u).

According to Hintikka [7, p. 189], deontic alterivais are different possible variations of the aliti
world, where the deontic values, required from peespective of some normative system, occur
simultaneously. “These deontic alternatives areo dideontically perfect worlds” of sorts: all
obligations, both these that obtain in the actuadldvand those that would obtain in such an altiraa
possible world, are assumed to be fulfilled in eatcthem.”

Consequently, what is obligatory must occur insalth worlds; whereas, what is permitted
must occur in at least one.
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However, let us point out that in deontic altevedi the sentences that are not obligations in
the given normative system, may be true. Thusethez sentences that do not express obligatiohs, bu
carry some deontically neutral content. So, howistinguish those sentences that are true and €xpre
obligations from the ones that are true but caegntically neutral content? Moreover — as we well
know — the standard approach leads to various presd such as the Ross paradox, the good
Samaritan paradox, or the paradoxes of derivedjatodin, extensively described in the literaturelon
subject, see [1, pp. 268-270], [5, pp. 163-167],dpe. 58-64]. Some of them, as described by Carmo
and Jones [1, p. 268], result from the closure ¢ bbligation operatoO under the logical
consequence relation. “The first group of paraddwaesits origin in the closure of tldeoperator under
logical consequence (that is, in the fact that Slile, any normal modal logic, contains the (RM)-exul
if -A— B, thent+ OA— OB

Another problem is closure under the Necessitalube, that results in any logical truth
expressing obligation in each deontic situatiorldwong Carmo and Jones [1, p. 270], it can beestat
that: “A second problem of SDL has do the with @aecessitation rule itself, according to which any
tautology (more generally, any theorem) is obligatovhich is incompatible with the idea that
obligations should be possible to fulfil and poksiio violate.”

By all means, the closure under the Necessitatige R combination with axiom (K) classical
logic and the Detachment Rule, allows for derivthg (RM)-rule. Thus, it allows us to obtain the
same paradoxes as due to the (RM)-rule. The plitysib create an obligation from each logicalttru
is also strange because the laws of logic mayemain related to the given normative system whose
perspective we are aiming to consider. Logical htraeed not be obligatory, nor logical false
prohibited, since, from the perspective of the givermative system, they can be completely non-
relevant. That is to say, SDL allows for too wideapproach to obligation, prohibition and permissio

3. Relating Deontic Logic

Relating deontic logic is based on the empiricatesbation that any sentence that is obligatory,
prohibited or permitted, is such from the perspecof some value system, or, to put it simply, a
normative system. Thus, from the empirical pointva#w, there are no absolute obligations, nor
absolute permissions. Thus, when referring to digaton, prohibition or permission, we always do s
with regard to some value system which orders, fieron prohibits.

The above observation leads to the conclusionttieasentences that do not remain related to
the considered normative system, express neithegation nor prohibition — their content is simply
neutral. On the other hand, the sentences thatearteal in relation to the given normative systdates
what is undoubtedly allowed by the given system,tifi@y cannot express prohibition. Similarly, no
sentence that is obligatory from the perspectiva given normative system can carry neutral content
since a normative system does not prohibit anythirggnot related to. In order to take into accoon
the formal ground the above-given observationscaraplement the conventionally defined semantics
of deontic logic with a new element, that is, a ilsiraf subsets of a set of formulas:

{RW}WEW1

thus obtaining the following ordered quadruple

<W, Q, V, {RW}WEW>.
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Consequently, for every possible world, we deteemansubset of formulas, thus representing the fact
that, in the given world, the given sentences al&ed to the given normative system. This relatiam
be generally termed as the deontic relationship.

In the universe of varying possible worlds, sometesgaces may become deontically related,
while others may cease to be such. The qualityenfigodeontically related can be understood as a
deontic relevance, which is an opposite to beingtraé with respect to the given normative system.
Hence, as we can see, in our semantics thered&@xt representation of a normative system, imstea
we take into account its perspective by differdimg two sentences expressing what is, and,
respectively, what is not related to the system.

The introduction of the deontic relationship’s negentation into the model results in a
substantial change in the truth-conditions for disosentences. In the proposed approach, whatemgiv
sentence states is obligatory, provided that idadintic alternatives, the sentence is true anchiresm
related to the given normative system, which ifodews:

w = OAIff for all ue W, if Q(w,u), thenu = AandA€ER;.

Whereas, what a given sentence states is perniitteds true in some deontic alternative, or istno
related to the normative system, hence, is neuteal,

w E PAIff there isu € W, such thaQ(w,u) and eitheu = AorA ¢ R,.

The above presented semantics constitute a paricombination of the possible-worlds semantics
with the relating semantics. The semantics of #itel type were discussed in detail in [9], and its
specific cases in [11]. The basis of such semamgidhe evaluation of connection, i.e. the function
defined for a given intentional functer of arity n, mappingn-th Cartesian product of the sets of
formulas of a given language into a set of elemegesenting the values of connection values
between the given sentences:

fo: For— VC,

where For is a set of formulas of a given languagée, VC is a non-empty set of the connection values
In the case of deontic language, the matter ingltwe unary intensional functors — deontic opesator
Consequently, in each world, we can introduce aaluation of connection with two connection
values. Such evaluations determine the subsetrwiufas in each world, on the basis of the indicato
function. In this particular case, the evaluatibic@nnection becomes similar to the awareness ifumct
introduced by Fagin and Halpern [4] within the satits of epistemic logic. Notice that the above-
given truth-conditions of the deontic operatordatiffrom the conditions introduced by Fagin and
Halpern [4, p. 53] for the epistemic operator. Miwer, contrary to Fagin and Halpern, we introduce
into the language neither the alethic modalities, any particular kind of operator which would
constitute a linguistic equivalent of the new eleina the model.

The work by Jarmiek and Klonowski [11] analyses models of relatiegmtic logic, in which
instead of an indexed family of subsets of formukas indexed family of binary relations occurring
between the formulas was considered. In this daseunary approach was defined within the binary
approach; that is, the family of subsets of forrautadexed by possible worlds was defined by means
of the family of binary relations defined on thé eéformulas indexed by possible worlds. Hence, th
relation with the normative system was defined &gting the sentences. Such an approach becomes
clear with regard to the analysis of deontic cotgdiRrough reference to various binary relationshs
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as: causal relation, time sequence, relations letvaetion and sanction or action and issue of a
relevant document, etc.

Needless to say, the binary relation, definedhsyformulas, constitutes a special case of the
evaluation of connection. The semantics based ch surelation constitutes a special case of the
relating semantics obtained through limiting tha@leation of connection to the function defined on a
Cartesian product of the set of the formulas withivalent codomain. Such a relational semantics
probably has its origin in the work of Epstein [2h example of its application may be the analpsis
the content relationships which is the foundatibrthe so-named relatedness logics and dependence
logics defined by Epstein [2], [3, pp. 61-84, 143]Lwith some particular conditions imposed on the
models. A more general approach — where the sgapiiint are models containing all binary relations
specified on the set of formulas — proposed by dazei and Kaczkowski [10] and explored by
Jarmuek and Klonowski [12] (cf. [9]).

4. Jan Wolenski’'s Metaethics

In the metaethics of Jan Wakki, the following two theses come to the fdr@) naturalism, and (i)
non-linguistic conception of norms. These theses iadependent, and their combination is not
common; however, the main idea is that the latippsrts the former of more general nattire.

Jan Woléski’s metaethical naturalism is notably a consegaent his broader argumentation
for naturalism in philosophy (see [21]). However,oMiski also presents detailed metaethical
arguments for naturalism, which at the same tinteeshis key issues, as well as arguments against
antinaturalism. We will only briefly outline the sibimportant line of argumentation in which occurs

(ii).

In his metaethical works, Waiski devotes a lot of attention to the so-called ldishguillotine,
setting it, in a way, in the centre of metaethmahsiderations. Let us recall the well-known prabie
the words of John Searle [16, p. 43]:

It is often said that one cannot derive an “oudhdim an “is”. This thesis, which comes
from a famous passage in Humg&igatise while not as clear as it might be, is at leasécl

in broad outline: there is a class of statemenfaafwhich is logically distinct from a class
of statements of value. No set of statements dffgchemselves entails any statement of
value. Put in more contemporary terminology, noo$@tescriptivestatements can entail an
evaluativestatement without the addition of at least oneluatave premise. To believe
otherwise is to commit what has been called therahstic fallacy.

The last sentence explains the meaning of Humetseents on the naturalistic metaethics. \iisle
indicates that the problem can be generalised, samgply the relations between normative and
descriptive sentences can be discussed. If theatwensentences will be understood as in the deonti
logic, that is, with the operators “it is permittddht”, “it is obligatory that”, “it is indifferenthat” and
optionally with other ones, then the generalisednHis thesis, according to Walki, takes the
following form (where sentenckis descriptive, non-tautological and non-deonté,does not include
deontic operator,D” is one of the deontic operators, ang’“‘expresses that a semantic consequence

relationk= doesn't hold):

(1) A% DA
(2) DA ¥ A.
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According to Woléski, the generalised Hume’s thesis “can be desdri®® a thesis of logical
separation of being (facts) and obligation” [20, 38]. Both constituents of the thesis should be
considered in the naturalistic metaethics. Note Hwh the SDL and the relating deontic logic do
satisfy (1) and (2), provided that they are exprdsa the object languade.

He bases his deliberations on two axes of disputenetaethics (see e.g. [19, p. 246]):
naturalism vs antinaturalism and cognitivism vs eagnitivism. To put it simply, the naturalist
believes that norms are part of the empirical tgalnd the antinaturalist places them outside the
empirical reality. The cognitivist assigns logiaalues to norms, and the noncognitivist believed th
they have no logical values (various forms of iliea). In defending naturalism, Waiski is not
explicitly in favour of cognitivism or noncongnitsm, as he challenges their underlying assumption
that norms are linguistic entities. Thus, in a wWag/ shifts the issue of truth and falsehood frommrso-
as in the dispute between cognitivism and nonciMistit — to normative sentenceés.

The thesis about the non-linguistic character am®ois crucial in Wolgski’s argumentation. It
presents four negative arguments in its favour st&ting what norms are not — they are not linguis
entities; and one positive argument, i.e. statim@atwnorms are (see, e.g. [20, p. 39]). The firsteh
refer to linguistic practice (especially legal fdre€) and point to a categorical error: when we they
we comply with norms, that a norm applies, or thatms have social causes and effects, we do not
mean linguistic expressions, we do not refer tateseres (cf. [15, p. 26]). The fourth argument is
grammatical: we distinguish declarative, interroggtand imperative sentences rather than normative
sentences, which means that the latter must beceddio one of these three types. Wele argues
that the choice of two types: declarative sentenfesgnitivism) and imperative sentences
(noncognitivism) results in problems for these dfaoints®

The positive argument indicates what standardsifaiteey are not of a linguistic character.
Wolenski's idea, also developed in his works with Kazmi Opatka, involves extending Austin’s
concept of performatives to the normative sphareshort: “We claim that normalisation is an act of
some kind, a norm is the result of such an act,aandrmative utterance — the expression of a norm”
(see [15, p. 27]).

Consequently, according to Twardowski’'s divisiatoi acts and their products, there are three
components: the act of normalisation, the prodddhe act in the form of a norm, and normative
utterance related to the norm (the expression @fibrm). The naturalistic consequences are easy to
identify: norms are not from a non-empirical reglibut are the products of the decisions takenhiy t
norm-maker and the performative acts related tmthbkat is, certain actions in the world. Everymor
was once established by someone (also collectivedierstood social entities) through a performative
act. This approach is not burdened by the categjoeor mentioned above: when referring to the
validity, observance or application of a norm, \eéer to the corresponding relation to the normative
product of the performative act.

Although norms are not linguistic expressions,ytltan be communicated by means of
linguistic expressions. Such utterances take thewong general form:

(*) I order (prohibit, permit in terms of makingiitdifferent) A.

As we know, Austin did not attribute logical valumsperformative utterances; instead, he referoed t
the conditions of their effectiveness: they areeite if a number of factual and formal conditioas
met. Woléski solves this problem by distinguishing the perfative, that is, a certain action, from a
performative utterance. “Effectiveness is not atemabf statements, but of actions. Provided that a
given performative is effective, the relevant parfative utterance is true, e.g. the sentdrareler that
A'is true if effectiveness conditions for effectiess of obligations are met” [20, p. 41].

125



The performative utterances that fall within (*jyeacalled “primary normative utterances”. A
set of such statements together with their logioalsequences — plus possible restrictions, suobras
contradiction — form a normative system. On theepthand, deontic sentences are “secondary
normative utterances”, and their logical value aejseon the logical value of the primary normative
utterances. “A normative system can also be defazed set of true deontic sentences and theirdbgic
consequences, relativised to the given normalisafi0, footnote 33].

Since both primary and secondary normative uttesrconstitute declarative sentences, ergo,
bear logical value — when certain additional statidaonditions are met, e.g. elimination of
indexicality — there is no need to introduce themmas a new semantic category. Since all the
components of such a theory are elements of erapigality, the result is a naturalistic stafice.

The combination of naturalism with the non-lindicisconcept of norms results in a coherent
metaethical stance, which Wakki combines with the classical approach to thentiecsentences
expressed in SDL. Such a combination is not necgs$ait constitutes a certain methodological
requirement respected by Woaski on many other occasions: a philosophical stastveuld be
consistent with the basic logical representatiogieén concepts, e.g. based on the generalisedesqua
of opposition or related to correctly interpreteddal (most often normal) logics. Compliance with
such a requirement is an important advantage ofef8ki's philosophy (including metaethics).
However, it should be remembered that such bagi lfaces many issues — shown above on the
example of SDL in section 2. While solving theseljpems, relating deontic logic retains selected
logical values of deontic concepts.

5. Normative Inferences, Metaethical Naturalism andeontic Relationship

One of the fundamental metaethical issues is tlobl@gm of the validity of normative inferences.
Having defined the basic normative concepts, welavbke to employ them in conducting inferences.
However, according to non-cognitivists, norms docgasry logical values; thus, they cannot be diyect
implemented into inferences. We have seen thatetaethics this problem is seen as associated with
Hume’s scepticism, whereas within the field of deologic, it appears from the beginning in thenfior

of the so-called@rgensen’s Dilemmad.et us recall it in its original form [13. 290]

So we have the following puzzle: According to a eyatly accepted definition of logical
inference only sentences which are capable of beiregor false can function as premises
or conclusions in an inference; nevertheless imseevident that a conclusion in the
imperative mood may be drawn from two premisesainehich or both of which are in the
imperative mood. How is this puzzle to be dealtb®it

Let us note that Hume’s guillotine is usually liedt— as happened in Searle’s words quoted abave —t
the situations when among the premises, there isahdeast one normative premise. From the
perspective of logic, however, it does not have moteaning: if one, non-exclusive premise and
conclusion do not carry logical values, it is natspible to evaluate the validity of the reasoning.
Hence, drgensen’sapproach is more general: it considers possiliéFences, while Hume’s approach
was an expression of scepticism towards the theomyorality as such.

The fact is that we perform inferences, in whidmmative sentences play the main or indirect
role:

(1) While driving his car, John turned right.
(2) There was an obligation to turn left théte.
(3) John broke the traffic laws.
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There is no doubt that the sentence (1) can bgreessia logical value (provided that we interpret
properly indexicality, vagueness etc.) — it is ateace about a certain event occurring in the world
The sentence (2), which describes the traffic mdesses more doubts. Of course, there is probably a
appropriate road sign in the place referred tdhia $entence, but this sentence does not simpbkspe
of its presence in this place but states the engst®f a corresponding norm. Also, the sentences(3)
not merely a sentence about an event in the wbdtyefers to the connection of such an event with
the norm expressed in the sentence (2) — similaclasions can also be drawn, e.g. “John should not
turn right”. So, can we assign logical values toterces (2) and (3)?

The existence of such inferences in legal or elayycontexts, constitutes an indirect but quite
strong argument in favour of the fact that theseeseces bear logical values or, in a way, areed|at
the sentences that bear logical values. Such amg@s®n is also made within relating deontic logics
with a remark that such inferences are limitedh® given normative system and are performed only
within its boundaries. In other words, sentencesikhbe related to the same normative systefhe
advantage of such an approach is that it allowts asoid SDL problems.

Consequently, does the normative system consttgts of only the sentences that bear logical
values? If so, then how is this set determined,ahanwhat constitutes a deontic relationship within
this set? If not, then what else can constituteetements of this set? Within logic, it is not nesary to
determine this, and it is its unquestionable stitenigowever, in order to build a complete metaethic
theory, at the same time, we have to look for awan to solve@gensen’s Dilemma.

Wolenski, as mentioned in the previous section, undedstahe normative system as a set of
true normative sentences (primary or secondaryifdanto a given normalisation. Nevertheless, it is
worth stressing that all the circumstances reldtedhe conditions of effectivity of the relevant
normative performatives are important for the cimtsdn of such a set. Declarative sentences descri
these circumstances, e.g. if | order someone tortght, then one of the conditions is that thistwas
permitted, that is, for the following sentence #ttue “On such and such a road, and in such asid su
a place there is a right turn.” These sentencesa@trpart of the normative system but are relabeithe
normative system. It is easy to notice the appbecabf such an approach on the grounds of relating
deontic logic, where it is assumed in the integdieh of deontic operators that the constituent
sentences are related to the normative system. Fhims order to preserve the basic features of
Wolenski's naturalistic metaethics — we should not ustierd it narrowly, as belonging to the system,
but broadly, as being in relation to the normatsystem. In relation to the constitution of the
effectivity of performative acts, which constituteth-conditions of the primary normative sentences
which, in turn, are truth-conditions for deonticg=nces.

Such an approach provides intuitive criteria @ Walidity of the normative reasonings. Firstly,
if these sentences consist of deontic phrasesnoelsow depend on the validity of the norms, thery the
have logical values that depend on the effectioftpormative performative acts of the norm-maker.
Secondly, the sentences used in the inference dheulelated to the normative system. Consequently,
in fact, most of the common normative inferencegehan enthymematic character. In the example
considered above, these are the sentences thatddheé effectivity of the performative act of the
manager of a given road, that is, e.g. it had allemundation, but also the factual circumstantest
Is, e.g. that actually there was a turn and a retd, A moment of reflection is enough to consisiezh
consequences as natural and really related todttmeative inference:

6. Summary

The value of philosophical logics lies mainly iretfact that they can constitute a common ground for
philosophical dispute, providing tools to describe aporias occurring there. Nevertheless, it hagppe
that such logics exclude certain stances, indigatieir contradiction or undesirable consequences.
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In Jan Woléski’s philosophy, it is essential that the proposellitions are consistent with the
basic logical properties of the analysed concéptthe metaethical approach, Wind&i emphasises the
relations from the generalised square of opposidnd Hume’s principle. These are the minimum
requirements that lead to standard deontic logmatdralism is, thus, logically consistent. It isliwe
known, however, that such a simple logic faces margblems that would also affect the given
metaethical naturalism. The relating deontical degdescribed herein allow us to address specific
problems, and at the same time, they acquire aogwphical interpretation related to naturalism
justified by the non-linguistic concept of normshiah allows us to respond térgensen’s Dilemma
and work out its informal details.
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Notes

1. Clearly, both approaches retain their independentaking one of them does not force adoption of
the other — however, combining them into a unifdramework, although merely outlined herein,
provides a new tool for analysing normative reasgni

2. More on this subject in [11, section 2.2].

3. Metaethical issues were the subject of Jan Wblies work from the beginning of his scientific
career (see [17]), summarised by the bdokagadnié analitycznej filozofii prawgsee [18]; new,
revised and extended edition: Wiadki 2012). Some ideas, mainly the non-linguistioazption of
norms, he developed in collaboration with Kazimi@patek (see [15]). Opatek [14] also defended it
independently. The short description below we hiaased mainly on the newest publications: [19],
[20], [21]. Woleiski repeatedly points out that his defence of radiem in metaethics is not
categorical, thus — in other words — it is mostlyoasequence of some set of abductive argumengs. Th
contribution of Polish philosophers, including Waski, to metaethics is discussed in a review work of
Jadacki [8].

4. Wolenski also discusses metaethical issues relatecetbdhitive sentences, adopting the standpoint
of axiological presentationism. In this study, stablishing the relations with deontic logic, wmili
ourselves merely to describing the metaethics ahative sentences.

5. Wolenski employs “deductibility symbol’1:—, that is, a symbol of syntactic consequence. Hewev
in the context of Hume’s guillotine and related lgeons, we prefer to employ semantic consequence,
since it assumes that the sentences carry logitaés, while, on the extralogical basis, it is flassto
imagine that something is syntactically deduct{bhg simply performing acceptable transformations of
the original schemes), and at the same time ibereitue, nor false.

6. That is, by means of material implication. If, urrt, we allowA to be tautological, then, in result,
we get one of the SDL problems which can be eadilyinated within relating deontic logic, by
replacing the material implication with the relgtimplication, in which truth depends on the logica
value of the constituent sentences and the ocargreithe relations between them (see [10], [12]).

7. "My preferences rather lie with noncognitivism, migi because, nonetheless, the settlement of
ethical disputes differs from the settlement of emal disputes. On the other hand, as mentioned
before, there seem to be no rational reasons tp ttienaxiological sentences the value of truthadsd.
However, this must be done with full understandimag it is not a matter of correlation between ¢hes
sentences and natural reality in a narrow sengepfliouth in an appropriate deontic model relative
performatives, or in a bonitive model relative iaodogical presentations” [20, p. 46].

8. Can’'t we also consider the interrogative sentendasfts direct form this would probably be
challenging, but it is not out of the question tst@ndards can be related to a set of answersedain
question. This concept is not further discussediher

9. And yet, does the non-linguistic concept of norrawally somehow force metaethical naturalism?
While certain doubts arise at this point, it is thonoticing that even though the norm as an act
constitutes a component of empirical reality, ohthe conditions for the effectivity of such an atay

be from outside of such reality. In other wordssihot impossible for the normative performative a
to be a kind of transfer of the norm from a non-gioal into empirical reality, to be in a way
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“embodiment of a (proper) norm”. Additional argurteeare needed to weaken the occurrence of such
a possibility. So, it may not be as easy to givérapscendence as imputed to naturalists.

10. This sentence can be formulated in a similar orivedent way (e.g. whether we formulate a
normative rule in general, or as one concerningi Jih., nuances are not relevant here): John should
have turned left; Left turn was obligatory; Johmswaquired to turn left, etc.

11. The above reservations are also made in favourttemats to formalise a broad category of
axiological sentences, including bonitive, evalmtias well as imperative sentences and directives.
The above example can be accordingly modified.

12. Needless to say, these sentences, individually, afey belong to other normative systems, but
then — which is very intuitive — the validity ofe¢hnference cannot be considered. Are inter-norraati
inferences allowed, i.e. when the components ofrtfexence belong to different normative systems?
Perhaps, as far as they at least intersect.

13. Referring to our exemplary inference: what perfdiv@gaacts are behind the truth of sentence (2)?
It is a performative act performed by the road nga@nawho, on the basis of the result of other
performative — here: legislative (legal act, retjalg — established traffic rules in the described
location.

14. Of course, some of them are shared with other caomimierences, which are usually simplified,
concealing the premises that are clear for intetlms, not announcing the conclusion. etc. Thus, th
characteristic attribute of normative inferenceg @sychological conditions, which indicate, for
example, that the norm-maker actually has an im@erib create such and not another law, that he has
appropriate powers to do so, etc.
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