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Abstract

In this article | want to continue the charactéstof philosophical methods
specific to analytical philosophy, which were and amportant for Professor
Jan Woldéski. So | refer to his work on the methods of ahedy philosophy,
but | also point out a few new methods that havavgrup in the climate of
studies of philosophers, especially analytical tmgists. | will therefore
describe the following methods: generalization,cgdzation, formalization,
de-formalization and topological hermeneutics.dadtof the term “method” |
use interchangeably the terms “operation” or “pdage”. | will show that each
of these operations makes an important contribution ontological
investigations, and, in particular, to formal ooty.

Keywords methods of philosophy, generalization, speciébra
formalization,  de-formalization, logical hermenesti topological
hermeneutics, topological ontology, formal ontolpdgn Woléski.

1. Methods, Procedures, Rules, Operations

In this paper | refer to the work of Jan Ws&i entitled “Kierunki i metody filozofii analityazej”
(Directions and methods of analytical philosophyd an particular to its second part entitled
“Methods of analytical philosophy”. It discussesr® methods characteristic for the analytical
practice of philosophy, namely methods of: a) lajmonstructions (Russell, descriptive theory), b)
explication (Carnap), c) paraphrases (Ajdukiewiad), presuposition (Strawson, Hart) and e)
paradigm-case argument (Urmson, Hart) [25]. Of seuProfessor Walski has taken up the
subject of methods in philosophy many times (co2§j pnd [27]).

I will not discuss the methods indicated abovesash a description has been made many
times [4], [7], [21], [25], [29]. On the other hanidwant to focus on newer methods or procedures
of analytical philosophy, i.e. logical hermeneutarsd topological hermeneutics, and | will try to
show that some of the procedures considered witlenphenomenological method are important
for the analytical study of philosophical problermierefore | will present below:

(a) specialization and generalization operations,
(b) Husserl formalization and de-formalization agpems,
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c) my own proposal, which | called topological hemautics and which | see as a complement to
Wolniewicz’s logical hermeneutics.

These methods will be partly confronted with thethod of explication, paraphrases and logical
constructions.

1.1.Note on Method, Procedure and Operation — Ambiguiithhese Terms and/or Concepts

In many works we find descriptions of particulailpsophical methods. Let us ask ourselves: what
is a philosophical method? The answer is not ebsgause when we look, for example, at the
proposals of phenomenologists, one talks abouptiemomenological method or methods, but also
points to some special techniques (procedures,atipes) such as eidetic reductioepoche
variation or formalisation. It is similar in theafmework of analytical philosophy, where the
analytical method is talked about (aimed — follogviBochéski — at language, analysis and logic),
but also indicates some specific procedures su€taazap’s explication or Russell’s descriptions.

Therefore, | propose that the method should be nstmted, in a working way, as a set of
procedures characteristic of a given philosophdiedction. A method understood in this way is
then a set of detailed procedures, which | proposeall also tools or operations. Thus, for
example, a phenomenological method is a specifig @fareasoning and conducting research, in
which we use (tools, operations) eidetic reductiparenthesizing, variation, formalization, de-
formalization, specialization and generalizatiorerfaps not everything yet). In turn, in the
analytical method, i.e. the one characteristichaf analytical philosophy of the 20th century, we
will encounter such tools and operations as: apgptio of some logic (e.g. classic, temporal Scott’s
logic, modal S5, etc.), axiomatization (cf. Wolniewis axioms for the lattice of the situations),
development or use of the logical square, formatagch to definite descriptions and many others.
Interestingly, both the phenomenological method #nredanalytical one can be characterized in a
general way emphasizing their main “attitude”. Egample, Bocheski characterizes the analytical
philosophy itself through keywords: language, asiglylogic and objectivity. From this we can
conclude that the analytical method is charactdrizg: a) a turn to language and analysis of
language, b) analysis of language using methottsyaf, ¢) an attempt at objective analysis of what
is on the side of reality and what can be exprefiagdistically. Similarly, we can formulate basic
axioms (or keywords) of phenomenology. Let us psepotherefore, at least the following
postulates: a) turning towards the investigationttohgs, b) extracting what is essential (i.e.,
connected with the essence of the investigated)tht) capturing what appears to our “self” as
unreduced and free from any theoretical assumptions

The brief proposal presented here may seem uimastbut let us note that we find a similar
approach in the book Boadheki [4]. Bochéski justifies that in contemporary philosophy weane
four basic methods [4, p. 14]:

1. the phenomenological method,
2. the language analysis,
3. the deductive method,
4. the reductive method.

In turn, in the book itself, Bocliski discusses in the following chapters the methbds
correspond to the above, but are called respegtithe phenomenological method, semiotic
methods, the axiomatic method and reductive meth@és have here some minor inaccuracies,
because in the end we can ask: do we have a reductethod or rather (different) reductive
methods; is language analysis the same as semnetltods, etc.? From the text we learn, however,
that Bochaski leans towards talking about the method as aifspetyle of conducting research
that is most often appropriate for a given phildsoal trend, while the terms procedure or
operation should be used for more detailed toots. éxample, eidetic reduction epocheare
called by Bocha&ski procedures, although he also uses the name&’‘fful pp. 18-19].

The above mentioned demands do not aspire to bsfhation. | just want to point out that
the above problems call for a reliable and methagio&l reflection on philosophical methods and
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their detailed procedures (which | allowed myseltall also tools or operations). Therefore, intPar
Il we will give relevant examples of both analytiead phenomenological work.

1.2. Validation/Justification of Philosophical Meits

When Ajdukiewicz was proposing his method of paraphs, he noticed that it should be justified,
validated. | think that the problem of justificaticconcerns every method, including any other
presented in this work or discussed by Wisle, Bochéski, Stegmueller. Let us therefore look at
the problem of validation in Ajdukiewicz’s view. the articleOn the Applicability of Pure Logic to
Philosophical Problem&rom 1934 he writes:

The apparent use of logic in solving philosophipabblems formulated in natural
language does not consist, therefore, in the dedudrom logical theorems by
legitimate substitution of conclusions which coodte to the solution of those
problems. The procedure which has all the appeasant such application in fact
consists in the construction in a natural languafesentences whose structure is
isomorphic with the structure of logical theorems, in paraphrasing logical sentences
into sentences with variables ranging over diffedmains of substitution than logical
variables. It is only from such paraphrases tha¢ omay derive by substitution
consequences relevant to philosphical problemsutaiad in a natural language. There
is no doubt that the construction of such a sysiésentences is desirable, for it would
constitute the logic of ordinary language. Howevbose sentences, as paraphrases of
universal logical sentences, require a validatidmctv the existing contemporary logic
is unable to supply.

They could be validated as analytic sentences ¢ffroa meaning analysis of the
expressions of ordinary language. In the searchthisr validation one might use the
phenomenological method. Alternatively, they cobéljustified by elevating them to
the rank of postulates which — disregarding themmgg expressions have in ordinary
language — would fix those meanings arbitrarily.isTilsecond method is more
promising, it seems, than the phenomenologicaldmnieh should be tried nevertheless.
One must not forget, however, that if the secondhef two methods is used the
expressions of the language may acquire meaningsradit from those they had
previously. Hence the same verbal formulations migit express the same problems.
However, this need not necessarily be regrettaple 93, The Scientific World
Perspective).

Ajdukiewicz, as we can see, points to two pathglifea to the validity of sentences being
paraphrases of generalised logical sentences.iiehe is to consist in the meaning analysis of
sentences-paraphrases and treating them as aahlgénatences. Then — in his opinion — the
phenomenological method could be helpful. The sesoould consist in treating these sentences as
postulates. Ajdukiewicz does not explain in dewdiat the application of the phenomenological
method is to consist in. We can only guess thatskllis analyses of expressions, meanings, senses,
sentences, judgments proposedagical Investigationshould be used. On the other hand, treating
sentences (paraphrases) as postulates result® inndmbiguity of terms but at the same time
introduces arbitrary meanings that do not have dmaide with the meanings of expressions
occurring in philosophical problems.

It is interesting that Bocliski also mentions the need to authorise (validtte)method.
Bocheski directly writes about the justification of tiphenomenological method, the justification
of language analysis and the justification of foliema. | conclude from this that each method, and
perhaps also the individual procedures of a givesthod, must make sure to reflect on their
justification. For example, according to Bodhki, justification for formalism can be found in a)
possibilities (thanks to formalism) of going beyontat is intuitively obvious, b) clear separation
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and explanation of concepts, c) elimination of leiddassumptions, and finally d) possibilities of
different interpretation of what is formal and uexisal [4, pp. 40-41].

2. Husser| and Analytical Tools

Husserl, the founder of phenomenology, develops ws®s the phenomenological method in his
studies. In the initial pages of his Ideas |, hogreshe draws attention to some detailed tools
(operations, procedures, rules), which are useshould be used by an ontologist (because here, in
paragraphs 7 — 17, it is not so much about phenology as it is, above all, about formal ontology
and regional ontologies). These tools are: spsai@tin, generalisation, formalisation and de-
formalisation. Let us look at them and show thalthre also tools used by analytical philosophers.
| personally use them when | conduct ontologicaéesch.

Phenomenology is for Husserl a field of analysr®aigh which one prepares the ground for
particular sciences and philosophical problemss&hanalyses are aimed at examining the essence
of various objects and the pure form of the objeajeneral. The ontologist does the same — let us
underline this — as well. Husserl writes about thibject in this way [8, p. 19] of the original
edition:

Any concrete empirical objectivity finds its plagathin a highestmaterial genus, a
“region,” of empirical objects. To the pure regibeasence, then, there corresponds a
regional eidetic sciencer, as we can also say, ,a regional ontologyhi ¢onnection
we assume that the regional essence, or the diffgemnera composing it, are the basis
for such abundant and highly ramified cognitionatthvith respect to their systematic
explication, it is indeed worth speaking of a sceror of a whole complex of
ontological disciplines corresponding to the simgg@eric components of the region.

And then on [8, p. 19]:

Any science of matters of fa(any experiential sciencd)as essential theoretical
foundations in eidetic ontologieBor (in case the assumption made is correct)quite
obvious that the abundant stock of cognitions irggatn a pure, arunconditionally
valid manner to all possible objects of the regioim so far as these cognitions belong
partly to the empty form of any objectivity whatewand partly to the regional Eidos
which, as it where, exhibitsr@ecessary material formof all the objects in the region —
cannot lack significance for the exploration of émcpl facts.

Therefore, when we consider the operations of iiansto species or genera (specialisation and
generalisation), we are in the field of properlylened essences — from the highest to the lowest
genus. Again, let us give the floor to Husserl relhf8, p. 25].

We now need a new group of categorial distinctipegaining to the whole sphere of
essences. Each essence, whether materially fitleshtpty (thus, purely logical), has its
place in a hierarchy of essences, in a hierarclgenéralityandspecificity This series
necessarily has two limits which never coincides@mnding, we arrive at thefimae
speciesor, as we also say, tledetic singularitiesascending through the specific and
generic essences, we arrive dtighest genusEidetic singularities are essences which
necessarily have over them “more universal” essenasetheir genera, but do not have
under them any particularizations in relation tbick they would themselves be
species (either proximate species or mediate, higiemera). In like fashion, that genus
is the highest which has no genus over it.
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Let us now present a concrete example of hieraattiiiordered essences. Referring to the studies
of philosophers, we can indicate the well-knowngPgry tree érbor porphyriana [10, 23].

Substance

N

immaterial material

N

inanimate animate

N

insensitive  sensitive

/N

ational rational

Let's also establish that:

(@) the substance (as a universal) is charactefiseds content (ideal quality, in Ingarden
terminology): “being a substance”,

(b) material substance by: being a substance and bwterial (I omit quotation marks),

(c) immaterial substance by: being a substancegheimaterial, example: angel,

(d) sensitive substance by: being a substanceg Ioeaterial, being sensual,

(e) rational substance by: being a substance, lmeatgrial, being sensual and being rational.

| skip the description of the other objects, beeaitiss easy to guess. Furthermore, let us
notice that an irrational substance could be rggldzy many other “objects” such as “equines”,
“elephants”, etc. For example, in zoology, a hasseharacterized as: multicellular, vertebrate,
mammal, and odd-toed (in short); let us treat ibagng the following content: being a substance,
being material, being sensual, being odd-toed.

Next, the particular names in the Porphyry treeukhde treated as names for so-called
universal objects. If there are some dashes doam & certain inscription, this inscription is the
name of the genus, and if there is nothing undénndais is the name for the species. Thus, when
Husserl speaks of the lowest varieties of univesbgcts, he indicates the species (not the genera)
So if a human being (a rational substance) is aispeor the lowest kind, then there is no such
thing as a species or essence: male, female, @sselr or philosopher. Species (but also genera) are
sometimes called essences by Husserl (the Greek d@&los is sometimes translated as idea,
sometimes as essence). Specialisation is the tianéiom a genus (e.g. animate substance) to a
lower genus or species (e.g. to a sensitive subtstan immediately to a rational substance).
Generalisation goes in the opposite direction (Ban a human being to an animate or material
substance).

Things are obvious when we have a tree. But howvel@et it? Let us notice that also the
above tree can “miss” essences, although the plplosal tradition convinces us that e.g.
“animality and rationality” is the essence of matuologists and philosophers build different
“systematics” of animals, plants and man (one efdhimals). The aim of Husserl is therefore to
bring out what is the essence of what is alive, twhahe essence of man, and so on. In his Ideas
(that is, in Volume II) he gives, among other tlangn answer that can be given briefly as follows:
the essence of an organic substance is: being staside and being alive (of course, we could
discuss both at length). What is more, | woula dike to stress that the transition from a certain
kind, to a kind that is directly inferior (e.g. frowhat is animate to what is sensitive) does neeha
to be made by indicating a single content. Contéisging sensitive” or “being reasonable” are
usually very complex contents.
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Ingarden understood these species and general(bé tteem, in general, ideas) as follows
(I will give it by example and in a formalized way)n the material substance as such we have
certain contents, let there be five of them, fr@nto us, which together define what is substantiality
(being a substance). Furthermore, we have, ledyisfeur contents, let us mark them with the letter
w in the appropriate indexes, which characterizetwie briefly express as “materiality”. This is
not all, because in such an idea there are stitcerding to Ingarden — some variables, i.e. other
contents, but not yet defined, and which concemgawicity (the lettersx), sensuality \) or
rationality ). If we define the letterx in the appropriate indexes negatively, we obtain an
inorganic material substance, an example of wrscktone, while if we define the lettetsandy
positively, we obtain the idea of material substanarganic and sensual. However, a problem
arises: can we talk about a material, inorganic sertsitive substance? Is there such an idea, such
an essence? Well, here is the biggest problemtligaphilosopher is trying to solve. Husserl’s
answer, and Hartmann in particular later, goeshis tirection to discover that “there is no
sensuality without organicity”. It is true that Thhas Aquinas taught about angels, which were
immaterial and rational substances, but in our veailld, rational beings (man) are only those
which by necessity must also be: material, organid sensitive (let us note that Kant has already
taught that all cognition begins with intuition,tivisensuality), so without senses there would be no
reason, and without organic there would be no sense

After these explanations, it is clear that spezadion is the transition from a higher order
essence to a lower order essence. But: not blindibt! everything is an essence, not every filling
with the contents of a higher essence hits a |dwed of essence. For example, there is no such
thing as a material, inanimate, insensitive anébmat substance Generalization in turn is the
reverse process. But also here we can see that tdke the essence of the human being, we cannot
make any content variable (inverse to filling itthvicontent), e.g. (the answer is partly in the
language of science) we cannot move from the iddheohuman being to the idea of something
that does not have a nervous system or is nottabrate, although it remains (sic!) reasonable.

Remark. The Porphyry tree is a good example okiflaation or so-called logical partition.
The classification assures us that by distingugghaertain subgenera, we distinguish those
subgenera whose subordinate individuals are aiVichaals of a given type, and those subgenera
are such that the subordinate individuals do natukaneously fall under other subgenera.
However, the following problem arises: when we idgish in a kind of polygon such as the
regular and non regular polygon or the concave amyex polygon, which of these partitions is
appropriate? Which of these partitions “hits” thesence? Of course, mathematicians are not
interested in such problems today. It is a philbsogd problem. A mathematician is interested in
concepts (or mathematical structures and objegtshilosopher is interested in essences.

Let us now move on to the next pair of operatidiesmalization and de-formalization.
These are operations different from the speciatisand generalisation operations just discussed.
In the Paragraph 1Generalization and FormalizatioHusserl explicitly states [8, p. 26]:

One must sharply distinguish the relationships mgloy to generalization an
specialization from the essentially heterogeneeletionships belonging, on one hand,
to theuniversalization of something materially filled time sense of pure logand, on
the other hand, to the converse: thaterializationof something logically formal. In
other words: generalization is something totallfedent from thaformalizationwhich
plays such a large role in, e.g., mathematicalyasisgl and specialization is something
totally different fromde-formalization from “filling out” an empty logico-mathematical
form or a formal truth.

Husserl explains these difficult operations (forretion and de-formalization) by analysing
examples from the field of mathematics (geometng) the sphere of sensual quality [8, p. 26].
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Accordingly, the subordinating of @assencé¢o the formal universality of pure-logical
essence must not be mistaken for the subordinafiag essence to its higher essential
genera Thus, e.qg., the essence, triangle, is subordilmatke summum genus, Spatial
Shape; and the essence, red, to the summum geensudais Quality. On the other
hand, red, triangle, and similarly all other esssncwhether homogeneous or
heterogeneous, are subordinate to the categorealig “essence” which, with respect
to all of them, by no means has the charactedtén essential genus; it rather does
have that characteristic relative any of them. To regard “essence” as the genus of
materially filled essences would be just as wrosigoamisinterpret any object whatever
(the empty Something) as the genus with respeobjects of all sorts and, therefore,
naturally as simply the one and only summum gethes,genus of all genera. On the
contrary, all the categories of formal ontology muse designated as eidetic
singularities that have their summum genus in g$selrce, “any category whatever of
formal ontology.”

Apart from explaining what formalizing and de-foriming is, Husserl points out the differences of
the above operations in relation to the operatadrgeneralization and specialization. Nevertheless,
let us give some more examples from philosophietds.

1) In the Porphyry tree, we have indicated spedaifaterially defined essences. Ingarden, as
| wrote above, understands them properly. Note ¢hah essence has a certain amount of content
that has appeared at a higher level and a newf seintent that appears as a filling of the higher
level. The latter set is that which in scholastiosresponds to the species difference, the former t
the directly superior genus. Well, we can say Wian we consider an essence (universal object) as
an empty thing, we are not interested in mateeiahs, but only in the pure form of the essence, in
which we discover the “generic part” and the “spedifference part”. This is formalization!

2) Let us consider the following reasoning (argutagon):

(A) If the cube of sugar is placed in boiling watiren the cube will dissolve

And

The cube was placed in boiling water,
Thus

The cube will dissolve,

This is an example of some detailed (material) oegrg. But when the logician comes to the
conclusion that the general scheme of this inferémn@ formula

(*) ((a - B)Ta) - B,

we have an example of formalization. Of course,fthmula (*) is not any genus (kind) in relation
to reasoning (A). Husserl explains it as followsgpf. 26-27]:

It is clear, similarly, that Any determinate inface, e.g., one ancillary to physics, is a
singularization of a determinate purely logicalnfioof inference, that any determinate
proposition in physics is a singularization of agsitional form, and the like. The pure
forms, however, are not genera relatively to thetenwlly filled propositions or
inferences, but are themselves only infimae speameasnely of the purely logical
genera, proposition, inference, which, like all édmgenera, have as their absolutely
highest genus “any signification whatever”.
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3) In the monograph [11] | recalled Wolff's views deing. For Wolff, being is what is non-
contradictory, what is possible. Every being ised®ined by the essential, attributive and
contingent features (properties). It is usuallytestain the philosophical literature that organigcity
animality or rationality are examples of essergiadlities. Then the attributes will be the abilidy
use language or create knowledge, while the coatihfipatures will include being a philosopher or
having two children. However, when we point to sdeatures of particular entities or classes of
entities, then we are in the area of material, argji ontology. An important result of Wolff's
ontology, however, is that he formalized the comadpbeing. How did he do this? He did it by
indicating three classes of properties and establismutual relations between them. For example,
essential properties are independent of each dadttelqutive properties are generated by essential
properties, while contingent features are thosedhainconsistent with essential properties. These
relationships and their properties apply to eacherrd domain and are independent of each
domain. Therefore Wolff gave a formal approach émb, and the transition from these and these
material domains (e.g., from animal existence)h formal approach of being is a formalization
(compare details of this analysis in [11, pp. 40-&3d [28]). In turn, the transition from a formal
approach of being to an animal or human being, lwlgaot easy and is done as a result of proper
filling with content, is what Husserl calls a de+fwalization operation.

3. Topological Her meneutics

In this chapter | would like to draw attention hettopological ontology that has been developing in
recent years and its method, which | call topolagleermeneutics. Topological ontology (in short
topoontology) as a fragment of topological phildspgs an analysis of ontological concepts,
assumptions, theorems and problems using concatements and tools of general topology. This
kind of analysis has been undertaken in the worfk&ormann [17], Schulte and Cory [19],
Skowron [20], [22], and Kaczmarek [13], [14], [1%)hat is topoontology and what is topological
hermeneutics? | will explain this, | hope, mordyfw/hen | present particular ontological solutions
using general topology tools.

| compare the study of ontology problems using logical tools with the studies of
Wolniewicz, who presented a precise interpretabbnVittgenstein’s ontology by applying the
lattice theory (comp. Wolniewicz [30] and [31]). \Athis more, Wolniewicz proposed the so-called
logical hermeneutics, which allows for the intetpt®n and comparison of certain theses of
Wittgenstein's ontology and Hume’s epistemologythe lattice theory My proposal is to use a
general topology to interpret Wittgenstein’s ongylpHume’s epistemology and Leibniz’s ontology
(monadology). It turns out that the Wolniewicz'#ilzes can be understood as lattices composed of
certain topological spaces and thus we obtain argésation of Wolniewicz’s theory. Topological
hermeneutics therefore concentrates on the fatitthmcorporates various notions and theorems of
ontology in the language of general topology and(anly) in the language of the lattice theory or
logic. In my opinion, as | will try to demonstratgjch an approach results in new and interesting
formal theorems that have ontological significan®e.let's move on to the concrete ones. | will
focus mainly on the topological interpretation ofadl fragments of Wittgenstein’s logical atomism
ontology (and Russell’'s, because they worked osetligsues together).

We will conduct our considerations on the exangdlevo lattices examined by Wolniewicz
in [30, p. 81]: the first lattice is an atomic la& with W-independent elements, the second is a non-
atomic lattice withW-independent elements.
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Figure 1. Atomistic lattice.
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Figure 2. Non-atomistic lattice.

The elements of these lattices are interpreteditaatisns: o is an empty situation) is an
impossible situation and the others are properasdns. Situations, y and z are atomic and
correspond to the Wittgenstein’s states of affairgurn,w;, w, andws are called possible worlds,
and we can interpret them as conjunction (splioacatenation) of atomic situations.

Before we move on to further considerations, feexplain three concepts: atomistic lattice,
non-atomistic lattice and W-independence of sitreti The concept of the atomic lattice — different
from the concept of the atomistic lattice — and aggt of topological space — will also help.
Definitions of these concepts can be given in pufetmal language (in the language of lattice
theory). However, we will abandon this way of defo and present these definitions in natural
language (using maximum precision).

There is a certain order < in each latticeFor example, in the Lattice from diagramxXx
wi andx < w,. The smallest elemertis called a zero of the lattice, and the largéstientA is
called a unity of the lattice. For amy(] K anda # o, the set¢, a] = { x O K: o <x < a} is called a
segment. The elemeat(different from zero) of the lattice is called atom if the segment] q] is
two-element one.

1) a latticeK is atomic iff in any intervald, a] there is an atom; as you can see, both lattices
above are atomic;

2) a latticeK is atomistic iff each element of the lattice i® thupremum of some set of
atoms; in the above examples, the first latticat@mistic and the second is not; for example, in
figure 2, elementv; is not the supremum of any set of atoms;

3) two elements, y of the latticeK are calledW-independent (Wittgenstein’s concept of
independency) iff infimum ok andy is o whereas supremum andy is different fromA; for
example, elementi y of Figure 1 are independent, buandws are dependent;

4) if X is Any set, then the paiX{( 7x) will be called topological space, whergis Any
family of subset oK iff the family fulfils the following conditions: Jathe empty sefl andX belong
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to 7k, b) any union of subsets ¥fbelongs torx and c) intersection of finite number of subsétX o
belongs toryx; an example of a topological space is a péirrk), wherery is a family of all subsets
of a setX; this space is called discrete space; another pbeait the so-called Euclidean space on a
set of real numbemR, wherery is composed of sets which are the union of anybaurrof intervals
(a, b), fora, b OR.

It turns out that the above presented latticeshmtransformed into lattices composed of
topological spaces. | then propose the followingcpdures for conversion. In Figure 1, we convert:

ointo 1,
X, y andzto (respectively) X}, { y} and {z},
w1, W, W3 we convert into X, W, { X, Z and {y, z}.

Then it is easy to see that e.g. the family of satluded inw, i.e. the family {1, {x}, {Z},
{x, Z}} together with the set, z} is a topological (discrete) space, and the appabtp lattice can
be visualized as follows:

A={xy, 2

RN

X {xz {y.z2

{X {2

Yy

W
Figure 3. Atomistic lattice with three topologicgaces.

We do the same with the lattice presented in Figurélere, however, botlv; andws are not

suprema of the selected group of atoms and thereferhave to propose that we convert to X,

yi} andws to {y,, zZ}. Then we again see that e.g. the family of setduded inw; i.e. the family

{0, {x}, {x, y1}} together with the set X, yi} constitutes a topological space. It is easy t® that

this space is not discreet.
The above procedure allows us to obtain an integegbpoontological statement. Namely,

Fact. Any atomic lattice is atomistic when it isTgmosed of discrete topologies.

In this way we received the necessary conditionefach element in the atomic lattice to be the
supremum of a certain set of atoms (in the langwdggeneral topology: that each set is the union
of a certain set of singletons). Atomicity and aistioity are, according to Wolniewicz, the key
assumptions of Wittgenstein atomism. Following Welicz, we can say that every possible
world, including our real world, according Twactatus can be interpreted as a multiplicity or total
of all atomic states of affairs that aMtdependent.

In the paper [14] | also considered non-atomitides, i.e. ones which do not meet the
condition that in any segment an atom exists. Isvarth to consider such lattices? Well,
Wittgenstein assumed that the analysis of a seateannot be carried out indefinitely, so there
must be so-called elementary sentences and comgqtleeir correlations on the side of reality,
i.e. atomic states of affairs. However, when askeolut an example of a simple sentence that refers
to an atomic state of affairs, he replied that idendt know. Nota bene ifiractatuswe will not find
such an example either. The problem is that a girs@htence of the type

‘The weather is nice’
149



can be seen as a conjunction of sentences

‘It's sunny and warm.’
But then a simple sentence

‘It's warm’
we can interpret as a conjunction of sentences, say
‘It's such a such temperature and it doesn't blow’

and, theoretically, we can further analyze othempde sentences (e.g. ‘It is sunny’ we can describe
by the state of cloudiness and type of clouds)s Thakes us think that it is worthwhile to study
such lattices, in which a given situation (in taapl a certain set) can be analyzed by smaller sets,
eg A=BOC, nextC=DOEOF,andthusA=B [ D OO E O F, and so on. The use of
topological spaces allows for the interpretatiodelling) of both atomic and non-atomic theses.

In this paper | also took up another problem thas wuggested by P. Weingartner: what is
the negation of the atomic state of affairs antlagsso an atomic state of affairs? It turns ouatt tfhe
answer is the following:

a) in Wolniewicz’s lattices, the negation of anraio state of affairs may be another atomic
state of affairs or, also, a complex situation &sting of several states of affairs); let us rdter
Figure 1; elements andz are atomsws is not an atom and is the supremuny ahdz; it turns out,
however, that the infimum ofandz is the zero of the lattice, while the supremunx ahdz is the
unit of the lattice, which means thais the negation of the atoxnthe same is true for theandws;
their infimum is zero and the supremum is the ahihe lattice; conclusionw; is also the negation
of x; the negation ox is therefore both the atomic and the complex etégme

b) another result is obtained in the case of nomat lattices; in [14] | showed that there are
lattices consisting of topological spaces, in whighany situation (a set) there is no negatioit of
(complement of such a set is not a part of thec&ft Ontologically we can interpret this result as
follows: when we consider possible worlds, inclydiour real world, all situations or states of
affairs are positive. No situation is a negatiorany other. This answer is consistent with theghkes
of those ontologists who doubt the existence ohtieg states of affairs or negative situations.

4. Summary and Final Remarks

In this piece | tried to show that the methodsrwdlgtical philosophy indicated by Waiski can be
supplemented. After all, a few decades have passetiadded the methods or operations proposed
by Husserl and presented briefly the method (ol) toalled here topological hermeneutics. | hope
that Professor Woisski will agree with this proposal.

Let us try to sum up: what is topological hermdrmsuas a method or a certain tool within
an analytical method? Ontological hermeneuticoiaglso:
1) considers the problems of classical ontologg. (Bgne main theorems of logical atomism (among
others, atomicity), what is a monad (Leibniz’s dogical atomism), what are perceptions and how
they relate to the situation (Hume, Wolniewicz'gital hermeneutics)),
2) formalises the theses (but also concepts) studithe language of general topology, because, in
the case of the interpretation of logical atomigm\Wolniewicz’'s view, it turns out that this
interpretation can be generalized to study bothagheroach characteristic for Wittgenstein’s and
Russell’'s atomism and the approach opposite toiatom
3) derives formal theses concerning atomism andatomism in the language of general topology,
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4) leads to new conclusions which cannot be prawedhe basis of the theory of Wolniewicz's
lattices (cf. Fact given above); these conclusished new light on the situation ontology and
logical atomism,

5) derives formal theorems, which can be intergretetologically, but also, and we hope so, can
influence the search for mathematicians themselves.

There is one more problem that | have set myse# &sk for the future. It is about the validation
(Ajdukiewicz’s term) or justification (Bochiski’'s term) of the operations, tools, methods
discussed. In the case of justification | thinkttipaints a) — d) indicated in the final part of
Paragraph 1.2 of this paper can be accepted a$icatsdn for the topological hermeneutics
method. Perhaps we should look for more justifaradi However, in the case of Ajdukiewicz the
matter is slightly different. Ajdukiewicz tries fond a certain logical theory (a certain set ofitady
sentences) that would be the basis for philosophitams. This basis would guarantee the
validation of philosophical theorems (which areallugiven in natural language). Ajdukiewicz did
not see a solution when he was writing about it} Bwlo not see a solution today either. This
should be put as a problem. | think it is a keyope. We may ask: for which philosophical field is
it a key problem? The short answer is: for everyshe considers the results of formal sciences
(these, according to Aristotle, were a tool of pbdphy). So let it be a problem which will be dealt
with by ontologists and logicians.
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Notes

1. The Reader can find Ingarden’s investigations @asdin Ingarden [9], Chapter Il, 8 9 and also
in other chapters.
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2. This is the case, for example, according to Hartmand — probably — is confirmed by the
science of facts (to follow Husserl’s terminologilowever, as philosophers, we cannot insist on
such a position. Personally, | think that when, égample, angels are said to be immaterial and
rational, the term “rational” means something déf@ from the human being defined asmal
rationale

3. Comp. [29]. Wolniewicz writes in the abstract of Ipaper: “Rules and evaluation criteria for the
interpretation of philosophical systems are callemmeneutics. The logical interpretation of a
system is aimed at revealing its logical structute. hermeneutical value depends on several
parameters: range, coherence, naturalness, additassumptions, and concordance with other
systems. For illustration purposes, significangiants of two known metaphysical systems were
interpreted in this way: Hume and Wittgenstein.”

4. Formal details and a discussion of these issuesheafound in [14, pp. 412-414], while the
definition of a lattice composed of topological sggcan be found on p. 405.
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