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Abstract

In the paper, there is presented the theory atdbgonsequence operators
indexed with taboo functions. It describes the naecdms of logical inference
in the environment of forbidden sentences. Thisl lahprocesses take place in
ideological discourses within which their partianp create various narrative
worlds (mental worlds). A peculiar feature of idegical discourses is their
association with taboo structures of deduction Wwigenalize speech acts. The
development of discourse involves, among otheasisforming its deduction
structure towards the proliferation of consequeoperators and modifying
penalty functions. The presented theory enablaetetime various processes of
these transformations in the precise way. It mayds=l in analyses of conflicts
between competing elm experts acting within a disse.

Keywords taboo functions, logical consequence operatassodrse, logical
inferences, penalty functions, elm experts, Janeiéai.

Each discourse is governed by an inferential masharenabling its deductive processing. A
peculiar feature of all ideological discourseshiatttheir participants in the processes of devalppi
various narratives form statements banned fromewdifft points of view. For example, within
religious discourse, atheists utter blasphemousratnts from the point of view of followers of
specific religions, and theists formulate sentenjodged by atheists as insulting human reason.
Both sides of the ideological war accuse each atheffending acts, while prohibiting the opposite
party from expressing certain sentences classdiedlasphemy, offense or hate speech. Even
logically correct inference acts are often stigaedi in the ideological exchange by the value of
blasphemy or offense, which makes them unacceptatkhe parties of the conflict.

The article presents the theory of operators ofckdgconsequence indexed by taboo
functions. It will be shown that every discourseaity phase of its development is correlated with a
certain logical structure consisting of an opendediscourse sentences, a set of taboo functions
and a set of operators of logical consequence gutley taboo functions. This structure determines
the mechanism of deductive processing of sentepoeduced within a given discourse by its
participants. A characteristic feature of theseudidn processes is that the same rules of inferenc
are valid in certain narrative contexts of a givBscourse and lose their logical validity in other
narrative contexts. The presented theory of logmasequence which is a generalization of
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Tarski’s theory, explains the phenomenon of thditglof deduction rules in content processing, in
particular within ideological discourses.

On the basis of the presented theory, it is possdbtonstruct idealization models of various
developmental stages of the discourse: its etaiizatotalitarization, terrorization, de-etatizatio
(liberalization) and its full liberalization phaséhe phase of discourse etatization consists in the
growth of consequence operators indexed by taboctifins in its logical structure, while the de-
etatization phase is an inverse process which oalt®s in correlating the discourse with a structure
comprising exactly one operator of logical consegeecalled the liberal consequence operator that
satisfies the standard conditions for consequempegators specified in Tarski's general axioms.
From this point of view, the classical logic, detéred by the consequence operator which meets
Tarski's conditions, appears as an “oasis of freenhodeduction processes”, while the other taboo-
indexed operators contribute to the disseminatiopenalizing activities of discourse participants.
Transformations of various taboo structures of d&dno in the course of the historical development
of discourse are enabled by penalty functions tated with corresponding taboo functions. Their
mode of action determines, among others, such phena as totalitarization and terrorization of
discourse.

1. The Phenomenon of L ability of Inference Rulesin Discour se Development Actions

Some participants in the discourse recognize thiedb correctness of certain inferences, although
they assess them as unacceptable at the sameHigmgeis an example of such inference:

(1) Jesus Christ is God, therefore Jesus Christ isemtdr or God.

Some students who have mastered the competenceowhg on the basis of classical
propositional calculus, state that (i) the presgéntderence is logically correct and that (ii) the
premise is true, and yet (iii) they do not accét tconclusion. However, the same students are able
to recognize the correctness and the conclusiamather inference:

(2) Hitler was the leader of Germany, so Hitler wasamdit or leader of Germany.

Both inferences fall under the same correct rulénfdrence of the classical propositional
calculus, namely the rule of introducing a disjumct The presented example shows the lability of
inference rules in discourse development actioniclw means that in some contexts some
discourse participants accept the correctness@fences carried out in accordance with the correct
rules of a given logic, and in other contexts tltky not accept the correctness of inferences
implemented according to the same rule, althougly #ttcept the premises for such unacceptable
inferences.

Another manifestation of the lability of inferencgles can be observed in relation to the
ways of using, for example, Modus Ponens. Somelpeupo efficiently use classical propositional
calculus do not want to accept the following infere:

(3) If the Buddha is God, then Buddhists are stupice Baddha is God. So Buddhists are
stupid.

In the case of inference (3), some language userotwant to accept the conclusion due to
the rejection of the first premise. In additioreyhdeclare on this basis that all reasoning isckdby
invalid. However, the same people are willing teaegt the logical validity of another inference,
even though they recognize the falseness of thenslgaremise:

(4) If Satan exists, then Satanists are stupid. Satestse So Satanists are stupid.
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The above-described facts can be explained by edpibte following two hypotheses:

(1) If the person O conducts inference on the bake classical propositional calculus, in
which the premises or the conclusion contain arensifve (prohibited, blasphemous, taboo-
breaking) sentence, then in the mind of the pei®othe mechanism blocking the inference is
activated, by which (i) O rejects a correctly imézt conclusion on the basis of accepted premise or
(ii) O rejects the logical validity of the inferesi.c

(2) If the person O conducts inference on the bafse classical propositional calculus, in
which the premises or the conclusion do not cordasentence offensive to him, then in the mind of
the person O the mechanism preventing the inferene®t activated, as a result of which the
person O (i) accepts a correctly inferred concludirom accepted premises and (ii) accepts the
logical validity of the inference.

The lability of inference rules consists in thagyhare judged to be valid in some contexts
but invalid in other contexts of the same disceuiBhis means that the deduction rules acquire
their logical validity due to specific propertie$ the contexts in which they are applied. Such a
property is the stigma of being forbidden, offemsior blasphemous in a given context. The
comprehension of the inferential context by thetipigant of the discourse through the stigma of
the ban in the inferences presented to him acBvatenental mechanism blocking the process of
context processing according to a given rule, whithturn triggers the act of rejecting the
conclusion regardless of the acceptance or rejectigpremises, or triggers the act of assessing the
inference as incorrect. If the participant in thecdurse does not capture the inferential context
through the stigma of the ban in the inference gl to him, then, on the basis of his logical
competence, he (she) accepts the derived conclasiaccepts the inference.

Does the presented mechanism blocking deductieeepses in the minds of discourse
participants have a logical character in the sé¢haeit can be described by a specific structure of
deduction? To perform deductive processing of fdasitelonging to discourd®, the mind must
associate a seD with a specific operator of logical consequekelLet CN be any set of logical
consequence operators. The deduction structuresndesstood as systems of the forD, CN>.
These deduction structures, which are associatéu seientific discourses, have the forrD,
{Ci}>. In this case, th€N is a one-element set. For example, the deductrootare for Peano’s
arithmetic is a system of the formd (PA), {C«.}>, whered (PA)is the set of all formulas written
in thePA language, an@_ is the operator of the consequence of classigit.lo

The hypotheses presented above suggest, howevar, the structures of deduction
associated by the mind carrying out inference astiwithin a given discourse in the context of
offensive, blasphemous or forbidden sentences wsters with at least two different logical
consequence operators, i.e. systems of the sk@pdCi, C}>. The operatoC; is responsible for
the deduction processes carried out by the mindinvd discours® in a situation where the mind
does not capture the inferential context with tignsa of language taboo. ThaperatorCy, in turn,
cancels the logical validity of inference estal#idloyC; and carried out in contexts with the stigma
of the ban (taboo). Metaphorically speaking, the detautologizes some inferences that are
tautological from the point of view ;.

The described situation can be generalized in aughy that in the deduction structure there
are many consequence operators that detautologime sautological inferences established by
other consequence operators. For example, one diffiigds a follower of Judaism in statements of
a Catholic believer, another thing offends an aglhieof Islam in statements of an Old Testament
follower, and yet another thing can be a languad®d from the point of view of an atheist
Bolshevik in the statements of an Islamist, Cathar a follower of Judaism. The following
reasoning may be, for instance, rejected by sontieoies and fully accepted by Islamists:

(5) If God is great, he punishes the death of blasghentod is great. So God punishes the
death of blasphemers.
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Many Catholics (personalists) do not have to re®y(b) as correct reasoning because of
its offensive nature. According to (5), God killegple. In turn, some atheists can agree with the
Islamist and recognize the logical validity of {hresented inference only because it is a substituti
of the Modus Ponens scheme.

The theory of operators of logical consequencedsxad with taboo functiohsonstructed
in the article is a tool that allows to explain timechanism of detautologizing inferences that are
logically valid from the point of view of certaiodical consequence operators and at the same time
invalid from the point of view of other competinggical consequence operators.

2. Theory of Logical Consequence Operators | ndexed with Taboo Functions

The subject of the study of the theory of logicahsequence operators indexed with taboo
functions is a structure in the form (hereinaftatled the structure of deduction with taboo
functions): <D, CN, T>, where<D, CN> is the logical structure of deduction of disceuBs
understood as a set of its formulas, and T is ahpfstaboo functions. ThusPs CN, T>structures
are an extension of deduction structures of thepeh<D, CN>. The domain of each taboo
function associated with discourBeis exactly one object, which is the set of allrnfalas ofD.
Taboo functions can be understood as represendatbrvarious institutions of “elm experts”
operating within a given discourééne of the roles of these experts is to contrel deduction
processes carried out by participants in a givecalirse. Within a given discourse, there can be
many experts competing with each other or figheagh other, thus designating different operators
of logical consequence. Taboo functions and coresezpi operators indexed with these functions
therefore satisfy three general conditions:

Al (0)(i OT - i 0 {D} x2°)
A2 (O)(i OT OGLOCN - GO 2 x2°)
A3 (O, K[i OTOKkOTOGLOCNLO GOCN - (i#k=C#GC)]

According to Al, each taboo functionmaps the set of all discourge formulas into a subset
constituting the language taboo of discouds@ccording to function. In turn, according to A2,
consequence operators indexed with taboo functiens subsets of sét into subsets of sé. In
addition, under A3, the two taboo functions ardedént when the consequence operators indexed
by these functions are also different. This axiats she correlation between each taboo function
and its corresponding unique logical consequenesabq@r. From the axiom A3, one can conclude
that if the set of taboo functions associated wditcourseD is one-element, then the set of
operators of the consequendésl is also one-element.

TL(O,K)(OTOKOT -5 i=k) - (4, K)(GLOICNLOCGLOCN - CG=Cy)
Let’'s adopt the following language conventions:

() Variables:i, j, k, | run a set of T taboo functions associated witltalisse D in its specific
development phase;

(i) Variables:Cy, ...,Ci, Cj, C¢ run a set of consequence operators indexed witttiurs from
the set T;

(iii) Variables:X, Y, Z, Xy, ..., X, run a power se2”;

(iv) Variables:a, f, v, 6 run a set of formulab.

(v) O is a force of countably infinite set a@drd is a cardinality function.

Other axioms of the constructed theory are asvi@io

A4 (T)()i OT - [ai(D) = ~(X) aldCX)]}
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A5 (TI)NOK(OX)[i OT OkOT = GX —(i(D) Tk(D)) =Cu(X —(i(D) 7k(D))]
A6 (Dii OT = [X Ji(D) - G(X) T G ()]}

A7 (i, K {i OT OKOT = [i(D) 7 k(D) — (TX)(GX) TCX)]}

A8 (Ti)(OX)[i OT - X-i(D) J G(X —i(D))]

A9 (TN OX)[i OT - GC(X) T GX)]

AL0 (D) OTX)OYXiOT - [X OY - GX) T G}

ALL (D)) (TX)Ni OT = [adCX) - (Y)Y T X OCard(Y) < DalC(Y)]},

Axiom A4 states that if a given formula is bannedni the point of view of any taboo function
belonging to the clasg (if it belongs to any language taboo), i.e. belaggio the value of any
taboo function, then there is no set of formulairfrom which the given formula would be
derivable according to the operator of the conseceiandexed by a given taboo function. In
addition, according to A4, if a formula has thepeuy that there is no set of formulas from which
it is inferable according to the operator of theseguence indexed by a given taboo function, then
this formula belongs to the set of banned formdesignated by a given taboo function. Hence,
axiom A4 expresses a property which can be nanmegrihciple of inferential sterility of formulas
belonging to any taboo from the point of view afigen taboo function. The same formula, sterile
from the point of view of a given taboo functiomges not have to be sterile inferentially from the
point of view of another taboo function associangth discourseD. In light of the axiom A5, two
consequence operators indexed with any taboo isgdecting on any set of formulas disjoint with
the set of formulas banned according to one oother taboo index, return the same set. In other
words, any two consequence operators indexed lgrelft taboo functions behave logically the
same, acting on sets of formulas not banned frapthint of view of the sum of the values of these
two taboo functions. A6 expresses that any subbet given set of banned formulas has the
property that the set of formulas derived fromaitcording to the operator of the consequence
indexed by the taboo function that creates a gsetrof banned formulas, is included in the set of
formulas derived according to this operator frora #mpty set. If the set of consequences of an
empty set is an empty set, then no formula is édrivom any set of banned formulas. Axiom A7
states that if the set of banned formulas designlayea given taboo function is included in the set
of banned formulas designated by the second talooxibn (the first taboo function is weaker than
the second, stronger taboo function), then theks&irmulas derived according to the operator of
the consequence indexed by the second taboo fan(dtmnger) from a given set of formulas is
contained in a set of formulas derived from the s@et of formulas according to the consequence
operator indexed by the first taboo function (weakie other words, the weaker the taboo function
is, the stronger the inferential force of the capmace operator indexed by a given taboo function
is, and vice versa, the stronger the taboo funcignthe weaker the inferential force of the
consequence operator indexed by a given functioAdsording to A8, any set of formulas minus
the formulas belonging to the set of banned forsyutkesignated by a given taboo function, is
included in the set of consequences indexed byfthistion of a given set of formulas minus
banned formulas. In other words, only these forsaee inferable from themselves according to
the consequence operator indexed by a given taloctién, which do not belong to the set of
banned formulas designated by this taboo funct@ther axioms: A9, A10, A11 impose on any
consequence operators indexed by taboo functioets guoperties as: idempotence, monotonicity,
and finiteness.

The presented axiom system is a generalizatioratgKT's logical consequence theory. If an
axiom of the form: (TAX/Z/i) i(D) = [/, is attached to the presented axiomatics, then ABces
itself to the formula(Z71) (LX) [ /T - X[ G(X)]. Hence, the formulas: (TA), A9, A10 and
A1l constitute conditions for the operator of l@jiconsequence in the Tarskian sense.

The following taboo function can be defined:

(DF1) I(D) = [7
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| can be understood as a liberal taboo function, Usecé assigns an empty set of banned formulas
to discourse D. The consequence operator indexethisyfunction can be called the liberal
consequence operator. This operator satisfiesotlmving conditions:

(T2) (X[ OT = X O G(X)]
(TI) (LX) OT - GC(X) 7 G(X)]
(T4 (UX)OYRI OT - [X DY - GX) J G(Y)]}

The liberal consequence operator behaves logigaltile same way as any standard consequence
operator in the Tarskian sense.

Consequence operators indexed by taboo functioma & class of etatist consequence
operators when their indexes are taboo functioasttike values that are not an empty set.

(DF ET)(7i)(C; JETAT =i(D) # [7)

The relationships between the liberal consequepegator and etatist consequence operators are
expressed in the following statements:

(T5) (i) {Ci JETATO i OT 01 OT - ()(K)[aTCX) T~ @ TG}
(T6) (Ti)(TX)Ci JETATO i OT O XniD) =0 01 T - G(X) = G(X) ]

According to (T5), for each etatist consequenceaipe there are such formulas and such sets of
formulas that a given formula belongs to the libe@nsequence of a given set of formulas, but
does not belong to the etatist consequence of dhee sset of formulas. (T6) states that every
consequence operator acting on any set of formmlagich there are no formulas banned from the
point of view of the consequence operator’'s tabatex, is indistinguishable from the operator of
liberal consequence acting on the same set of flagnBoth statements show that etatist deduction
differs from liberal deduction within a given disgse only in the range of banned formulas
designated by the taboo function associated wifiven consequence operator.

On the basis of A5, it can be proved that any stabnsequence operator determines the
same logic (the set of logical theses) as the opeod liberal consequence.

(T7) (L0 TV OT - G(L) =C(0)]

In addition, any two consequence operators do iftérdrom each other in their action on an
empty set:

(M8) (U)(LKT T LOKOT - G(L) =CdL)]

Two different etatist consequence operators difftan each other, operating in the areas of banned
formulas established by taboo functions constitutireir indexes.

(T9) (TN TKN ) [i OT OKOT a i) O~ @ TkD)) -» (KX)o TCX) O ~@l
G(X)]

According to the hypothesis set out in the firsttpE the work, performative stigmatization of
some sentences generated in the process of dawgldmscourse with the property of offense,
blasphemy or the prohibition activates mechanislosking processes of inference with the use of
banned sentences. The operator of liberal consequ#gtermines, therefore, a mental mechanism
that triggers the deductive processing of discoumssituations where the participant does not
recognize the premises or conclusions having tigenat of banned formulas established by any
taboo function. However, when the mind capturesnses and conclusions through the stigma of
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banned sentences established by any taboo funtkhien the corresponding etatist consequence
operator indexed by the appropriate taboo fundtarts to work in the mind.

If the logic used by the participants of the digse in its processing outside the context of
sentences belonging to a particular language tabolassical logic, then the consequence operator
establishing this logic is a liberal operator. Hoeg if the mental deduction processes carried out
within a given discourse encounter “reefs” in tleni of premises or conclusions belonging to a
particular language taboo, then the operator ofsatal consequence is transformed into the
appropriate operator of etatist consequence, whiehaves the same as the first one in the
environment of sentences not tabooed. This tramsfoon of the classical consequence operator
into etatist consequence operator is determinetthdygleduction structure associated with the given
discourse at a particular stage of its development.

Another important consequence operator that mgeapin the deduction structure of a
given discourse with a language taboo is the opeddtthe total taboo. Its definition is as follaws

(DF 1) t(D) =D

The following theorems characterizing the inferanfproperties of the consequence operator
indexed by the total taboo functiboan be proved:

(T10) t OT - (OX) GX) = 7
(TN tOT O1 0T - G =0
(T12) t OT —(Oi)(i OT - G(O)=0)

According to (T10), if the total taboo function befis to the deduction structure of a given
discourse with language taboo, then the set oferprences of the operator, indexed by the total
taboo function, acting on any set of formulas is empty set. On a total taboo, discourse
participants can only remain silent. According Td1) and (T12), the introduction of the total
taboo function into the deduction structure of\aegidiscourse destroys its tautological natures Thi
conclusion is intuitively obvious. From the poirftvdew of the total taboo function, any statement
is a breaking of the language taboo. Thereforegxiberts prohibiting the formulation of any
sentences within a discourse are associated witteductive structure, then such experts invalidate
the universal validity of any inferences, which sequently leads to the disappearance of
tautologicity, since tautologicity is to establiigical validity seen from the point of view of éac
consequence operator associated with a givenutisean a given phase of its development.

3. Discour se Deduction Structureswith Taboo

Different types of deduction structures with tabmn be distinguished due to their metalogical
properties. In addition, one can speak of the dgrekent of a given discourse due to the
transformation of its deduction structures. Thashediscourse can be attributed to some history of
its deductive transformations, distinguishing iettain specific processes of transformation ®of it
taboo deductive structures.

The elementary deduction structures with taboo those that are formatted with one
consequence operator and one taboo function, vidicbt a total taboo.

(DF.EL) <D,CN, T>/JEL=()(CN={Ci} OT={i} i #t)
Standard elementary structures can be distinguiaimexhg the structures belonging to Bkt

(DF. ST-EL) <D, CN, T>/JST-EL= (CN={C} O T ={})
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Standard-elementary deduction structures with talyeaccomposed solely of the operator of liberal
consequence and of the function of liberal tabomsehvalue is the empty set. Tarski's general
theory of logical consequence just descriB&sELstructures. The taboo in these structures is not a
carrier of any “modulation” in the deduction proses implemented with the help of the operator of
liberal consequence. Such standard-elementary tledustructure is associated with Peano’s
arithmetic®

Each elementary structure of deduction developbe process of prefabrication of a given
discourse by proliferating the contents ©N and T sets. The final phase of such a process of
developing a given discourse may be a situationhich the sum of the values of the family of all
taboo functions is identical to the 428t These are the maximal deduction structures insérse
that any reasoning within such a discourse willego be prohibited from the point of view of
one of the taboo functions and the correspondiregaipr of consequence.

(DF. MAX) <D, CN, T>/MAX = (f)[a D - (4)(i OT Ja T i(D))]

If a MAX-type structure is associated with a given disauesything that can be said in this

discourse will offend someone (the acolyte of saa®oo function). It is obvious that every

deduction structure with taboo, to which the taé#ddoo function belongs, is a structure of the type:
MAX

(T13) t JT - <D, CN, T>/7MAX

In the maximal structures of deduction associatéd wliscourseD, consequence operators do not
determine a set of logical theses and tautologies.following theorem can be proved:

(T14)< D, CN, T>JMAX - (4)(Ci JCN i 0T - C(0) = [7)

In the discourse associated with #&X deduction structure, any reasoning that is lotyocalid
from a certain point of view is invalid from som#ner point of view.

(T15)< D, CN, T> OMAX — (Ti)(TX,a)[Ci JCN Ti 0T Ja OCX) — (TK)(G T
CN O kOT O ~@TCX))]

Therefore, if there are inferences within a givestdurse that are correct from every point of view,
then such discourse is not the maximal, which méaatsformulas that are non-banned on the basis
of any taboo function can be formulated within tthiscourse.

Some discourse deduction structures may have &anesen that blocks their evolution
towards achieving the maximal discourse phase. Mmteshanism is described by the following
axiom:

BN LToVOT oG #0 - GL) niD)= L)

According to (B), no taboo function in the deduntitructure of a given discourse stigmatizes the
logical theses established by the liberal consezpieperator. Thus, if the set of logical theses set
by the liberal consequence operator of a givercsira is not the empty set, then according to A5,
each consequence operator of a given deductiontsteudetermines a non-empty set of logical
theses identical to the set of logical theses &stedul by the operator of the liberal consequence.
Thus, if there is no liberal consequence operatahé deduction structure of a given discourse,
then it is impossible to introduce into this sturet the mechanism described by (B) which blocks
its development towards the structure of maximaludéon. For maximal deduction structures
associated with the discourse at a particular sthge development, there are no criteria for ¢adji
correctness of inference that would be jointly ated by all elm experts. In the discourse that has
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reached such a phase of its deductive developnmengoint discussion is possible in which
representatives of each of the elm experts asgociaith the given discourse may participate. In
such a discourse development phase, every inferarsas objections from some point of view.

Any discourse in a particular phase of its develept, which is associated with the
structure of deduction maximal and elementary #emeously, cannot be subject to deductive
development. This kind of discourse can be calkbd It seems that this situation occurs when in a
given communication community there is a stronginalized order of silence on a given topic. In
North Korea, sentences about Kim Jong-Un’s disaas&ot spoken in public space. The operators
of logical consequence constituting discoursesciviare elementary and maximal simultaneously,
can be described as consequence operators ofesilbacause they completely block deduction
processes in a given discourse. Encoding them enminds of participants in the processes of
public transmission of content fulfills the funatiof eliminating a given domain of discourse from
cultural spacé.Empirical data, however, point to the existenca efiechanism for the elimination
of silence operators from deduction structuregigtourses and, consequently, to the existence of a
mechanism for transforming the deduction structwingch is both elementary and maximal, into a
non-maximal structure.

There may hold various relationships between cligconsequence operators in a given
deduction structureD, CN, T>, such as: conflict, subordination. The two consexe operators
remain in relation of conflict to each other whéwe product of the values of the taboo functions
constituting their indexes is an empty set.

(DF C) ([7i, K)[ G conflict Ge= (i #1 T k#1) 77 i(D) n k(D) = 7]

According to (DF C), two operatos andCy remain in the relation of conflict if and onlyifhat is
banned from the point of view of operatdris not banned from the point of view of opera@r
The following theorem can easily be proved:

(T16) (i, K{i O TO KO T — [Ciconflict G — (Ta, X)(a TC(X) T ~ @TCX)) )
O (Jo, X)(~ (a TC(X)) Da C(X) ) 1}

According to (T16), if two consequence operatoraaia in the relation of conflict, there is such
inference within discours® that it is correct from the point of view of thast operator and
incorrect from the point of view of the second @ter, or there is such inference that is incorrect
from the point of view of view of the first operatand correct from the point of view of the second
operator.

There are confrontational deduction structures amdeduction structures containing
taboos.

(DF CONF) <D,CN, T>/J CONF = [~tOJT O (i, k(G CN O GLOCN Oi0T O
kOT [Ji#k [J G conflict G)]

In CONF deduction structures, there are at least two cpesece operators that are in conflict with
each other. From (T16) follows the theorem thathie@ CONF type deduction structure there are
inferences that are correct from the point of vivene consequence operator and at the same time
incorrect from the point of view of another consewce operator.

(T17)< D, CN, T>/J CONF - ({7, k) (Jo, X)[C[J CN 7 G OCN [ iOT O kOT [
Kk [J ~(a JG(X)) Da [JC(X)]

If the deduction structure includes a liberal cojusce operator and some etatist consequence
operator, then this deduction structure is of Gi@&NF type.
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(T18)| OT (KK T JC 7 ETAT [0 G 7 CN) - <D, CN, T>/7 CONF

In the confrontational deduction structures asgediavith a given discourse, there is always a
dispute between competing experts in that therendeeences for the first of them that are correct
from the point of view of his consequence operaiiod incorrect from the point of view of the
consequence operator of second experts, and visa.\Both sides of the conflict attack each other
due to breaking the language taboos, because ¢las af these taboos established by elm experts
represented by the appropriate taboo functionsligfeint.

Between the taboo functions and respectively betwthe corresponding consequence
operators there can hold a relation of taboo extenand respectively the relation of dominance
(subordination) of one operator over another.

(DF EXT) (L7i, K)[ i extk = i(D) 7 k(D) [7i+# K]

The taboo functioik is an extension of the taboo functionf and only if the value of functionis
contained in the value ofk and both functions are different. It is obviousittlthe total taboo
function is an extension of all non-total taboodtions, and that each etatist taboo function is an
extension of the liberal taboo function.

(T19) (Ti)(i £t — i extt)
(T20) (7i)(i #1 — | exti)

In discourse development practices, the taboo sitemprocess is often started. The set of banned
sentences is, for example, expanded with new sesgdny introducing additional bans on speaking
on specific topics within the domain of discour3de tightening of political censorship is a
paradigmatic example of this process. The finahpof this process is the introduction of the total
taboo function into the deduction structure of digse in this last stage of its development, which
manifests itself in the effort of political authives to erase a given discourse from the publicespa
of discourse’

The consequence operat@mdominates the consequence oper@oif and only if the taboo
index of the first operator is an extension oftigoo index of the second operator.

(DF dom) (i, k)(Gdom G =k ext i)
It is easy to see that every etatist consequeneatgy dominates the liberal consequence operator.
(T21) (Z)( Ci JETAT - G dom G)

One can distinguish the deduction structures aatati with some discourses in certain
development phases, in which all consequence apsrare dominated by some consequence
operator, which is not a consequence operator guiby the total taboo function.

(DF DOM)<D,CN, T>/7 DOM = (LWM[i#t 10T OGLOCN O (OK(kOT [J G JCN
[Jk#1 - Gdom )]

Some discourses may develop deductively in suchag that the proliferation processes of
consequence operators, which generate conflidgoourse practices, may culminate in a phase in
which all etatist consequence operators are doetdnal one operator. As a result of such a
process, different areas of different taboos atlinated as fragments to one language taboo
correlated with the dominant operator of consegeen@ given deduction structure in its specific
phase of development. In other words, all sentetiwasare banned from different taboo points of
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view, at some stage in the development of the demtustructure of a given discourse, can become
banned from exactly one taboo point of view.

The above-presented definitions of types of dise® deduction structures with taboo, types
of taboo functions, types of consequence operatodsrelationships between taboo functions and
between consequence operators indexed with thessidos allow the construction of various
idealization models of the deductive developmerdrof discourse. In the initial phase of discourse
formation, it is usually correlated with the stardjeelementary structure of deductiSi-EL in
which elm experts do not establish any areas aofodise taboo. If, as a result of discourse
development, its participants begin to produce eserdgs whose content somehow violates the
interests of some group of discourse producers, ¢ha experts defending a given interest establish
language taboos within the given discoutsihis kind of action triggers various reactionstfie
form of establishing other taboos. As a resulheirt proliferation, conflicts arise, and the spata
given discourse becomes more and more susceptilslentrol practices implemented from various
taboo points of view. This phase of the deductiesetbopment of discourse can be called its
etatization. The final moment in the developmenthed phase is the constitution of the maximal
taboo structure of deduction. IfNMAX-type structure is associated with a given disaumssome
development phase, then the deductive processitigeafiven discourse is no longer controlled by
tautological criteria. Then any inference withirclswa discourse is always invalid from the point of
view of some taboos. In order for discourse to tmvéurther, struggle mechanisms between elm
experts representing specific taboo functions aodesponding logical consequence operators
indexed by these functions must be activated. Assalt of this struggle, the structure of discourse
deduction simultaneously de-etatizes (some tabawmtiibns and the consequence operators
correlated with them are eliminated from the suetof deduction) and transforms into a structure
with the dominant consequence operator. When, ess@t of fights between elm experts, the
function of the liberal taboo is eliminated fronetleduction structure of a given discourse and, as
result of this process, the operator of the libe@hsequence is deactivated, then the deduction
structure of the given discourse is transformed mtslave structure because it possesses no elm
experts coordinated with a liberal consequenceatpewho could battle all etatist taboo functions.
Within such discourse, the processes of free psiwgf discourse sentences (content) cease to
take place. It is then impossible to process sustodrse only on the basis of formal and logical
criteria of correctness.

The total taboo function and the correspondingseqnence operator, introduced into the
deduction structure of a given discourse, alloveaigse annihilation. It seems that the total taboo
function may appear in the deductive structure @fcalirse at every stage of its deductive
development. The appearance of this function indd@uction structure of discourse with taboo,
however, does not mean that annihilation of dissewvill prove effective.

The transformation of taboo structures of deductmf a given discourse during its
development is determined by out-of-logical factdree most important of these seems to be the
factor of penalty. With each deduction structweB, CN, T> there is a correlated set of
penalization functions that establishes penaltfes @ertain intensity for breaking various tabobs o
discourse established by elm experts.

4. Penalty Functionsin Deduction Structures of Discour ses

Along with the establishment of the taboo functiomém experts establish conventions for
punishing discourse participants for committingsaat breaking language taboos. Thus, with each
taboo function and the corresponding operator olsequence, the penalty function is correlated,
assigning sentences, sets of sentences and indsrémat break the taboo value in the form of a
specific intensity of punishment. These intensitiesate a linear order from minor penalties tolfina
(maximal) penalties. The latter manifest themselephysical elimination (and even killing) of a
taboo-breaking participant from the discourse. &ample, for publicly calling Stalin or Hitler a
criminal threatened the death penalty (shootingdisgy to a gulag or to a concentration camp) in
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the Soviet Union and Nazi Germany. Public posititeerances on the subject of Jews during
World War Il were also severely penalized in almalst countries conquered by the Nazis. In the
twentieth century, Khomeini imposed a fatwa on SainRushdi for writing the novebatanic
Verses In Poland, Kazimierz tyszcagki was killed by decapitation, with the consenKaig Jan
lIl Sobieski, for calling God a chimeric being inettreatisede non existentia d¢d, pp. 126-127,
5]. From the point of view of any taboo functiohetintensity of penalties for breaking a taboo are
differentiated on the basis of the utterance ohsmrcother sentences or carrying out such or other
inferences. It seems that the statement “John Pauhs a sinner” is penalized by Catholic elm
experts with less intensity than the statementriJBaul 1l was a friend of pedophiles”. It can be
assumed for the purpose of idealization that attsttering sentences or making inferences that
break certain language taboos are penalized witinatant intensity constituting the resultant of al
the intensities of penalties imposed on participarfithe discourse who break this taboo established
by the given taboo functich.

Let PEN be a set of all penalty functions coordinated vatiiresponding taboo functions.
Let pi, p ..., Pj be the variables ranging the set of penalizatiowtfons, where, |, k represent the
corresponding taboo functions. Arguments of anyafignfunctionp; are formulas belonging to
i(D), sets of formulas contained i(D), and inferences infected with the given taboo fionci
belonging to the s&”x D , constituted from at least one sentence belonmii(@®). K is a linearly
ordered set of intensities of penalties, wheis no penalty, and is the maximum penalty (in the
form of annihilation of a taboo breaking discougsaticipant). Betweer® and 1, all rational
numbers are the intensities of some indirect pmsalThe variables running the set of these values
are:v, v, ...,Vh. The definition of set of inferences infected witle taboo function is as follows:

(DF Infec) (LI X, a)[ <X, a> [JInfeg= Xn i(D) # [J [7 al7i(D) ]
In order for the inference to be infected with thboo function, the set of its argumen must
contain at least one sentence banned by this taination or the conclusion must belong to the set

of formulas (D).
Each penalty function therefore meets the follgxondition:

(PEN1)(Tp)(p JPEN Ji#| - p [ [i(D) 2© [Jinfeg] xK
The structure of the forrxD, CN, T, PEN>can be called the penalizing-taboo structure of

deduction of discours®. It can be assumed for the purposes of idealizatiat every penalty
function from the structurel; CN, T, PEN>is a constant function.

(PEN2)(i, p)li OT [ p OPEN = (Ox)(xJi(D) 72 [Jinfeg — p(x) = constant)]

Since the condition (PENL1) is not specified for liberal taboo function, an axiom can be adopted,
according to which the penalty function indexedtbg liberal taboo function returns a minimum
value for each formula or each set of formulasamhenference.

(PEN3)I T - (%) p(x) =0

Each etatist taboo function is correlated with dogresponding penalty function, which assigns
their arguments a penalty value greater than 0.

(PEN4) (i, p)[i T (D) n D+ OpOPEN - (OxX)(xJiD) & 2® 7 Infeg — p(x)
> 0)]
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Since all penalty functions are fixed functionsgaran define a functioR that assigns to each
taboo index the value of penalty intensity, whignglty functions, correlated with a given taboo
function, assign to all their arguments.

(DF P)(Oi){i OT - [P(i) =v = (Ix)(xTi(D) 7 2®) 7 Infeg - p(x) = v )]}

If there is a penalty function correlated with tbéal taboo index in the penalizing-taboo structure
of deduction of a given discourse, it is naturahssume tha® function takes values from argument
t higher than those for whidhfunction takes from arguments different from

(PENS) t T — (Ti)i OT Ji#t — P) > P(i))

Due to how the function works on taboo functions occurring in detibn structures of the form
<D, CN, T, PEN> one can distinguish their various types. In addjtas the discourse develops,
the values of thé® function from different taboo functions may changdéis means that the
intensity of punishment practices for breaking eléint language taboos in the processes of
developing a given discourse may weaken or increase

Totalitarian structures of deduction of discoursetheir specific developmental phases are
characterized by the fact that among the tabootifiume there are those to which the funct®n
assigns the maximum value (exclusion from a dismwf a participant who breaks certain
language taboos).

(DF TOT)<D, CN, T, PEN> /7 TOT = (Gi)(iOT [ P(j) = 1)

If, in the totalitarian structure of deduction, ttaoo function for which the functidn takes the
valuel, is an extension of all taboo functions, then sadtructure characterizes discourses in the
development phase of the dominance of one totalitaglm expert. It seems that the Leninist-
Marxist discourse during Stalinism was in this gha%his property of totalitarian deduction
structures can be described as the totalitarianopmiyg of an expert institution for punishing, for
example, the death of discourse participants bngekny linguistic taboos.

(DF M-TOT)<D, CN, T, PEN>/ M-TOT = (G0)[i OT O P{) =10 (TKKIT O k# i -k
exti)]

Penalties imposed on participants in the discounsg be characterized by such intensity that
evokes a sense of severity. This feeling maniféstdf in the state of alienation of discourse
participants punished in this way for breaking aglaage taboo in a given discourse. The
experience of such alienation causes reflexesadpe from a given space of discourse among its
participants. Let a be the smallest value of the intensity of the pmient causing a state of
alienation from discourse. If there are elm expgrtthe structure of discourse who establish taboo
functions that generate a relationship of conflietween the operators of consequences indexed
with these taboo functions, and the functi®rassigns them a value of intensity of punishment
causing a state of alienation from discourse, thech a structure of deduction can be called
revolutionary.In such a discourse development phase, elm expttask each other with severe
punishments that cause a sense of alienation anisagurse producers. In extreme cases, experts
can kill each other.

(DF REV) <D, CN, T, PEN>/JREV = (U, K)(IJT OkOT [JG JCN [J G [JCN [JGC
conflict G 7 P()=a [J P(k)= a)

It seems that religious discourse during the FreRetolution correlated with such a revolutionary
structure of deduction. Jacobins, girondists, ngy@lnd others killed each other in defense adf the
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beliefs and views expressed publicly. Parties eéodbnflict during this revolution established their
taboos in religious discourse, the breaking of Wwhiesulted in death by guillotine or
assassinatiotf. The intensity of the mood of the revolutionaryusture of deduction, correlated
with a given discourse in a particular phase oflgselopment, increases with the proliferation of
consequence operators that are in conflict withh edber, and with the increase in the value® of
function whose arguments are taboo functions omwyrin the deductive structure of the
developing discourse. The culmination of the depmient process of the revolutionary structure of
deduction is the phase in which it takes the fofna derrorist structure of deduction. In such a
structure of discourse deduction, all parties todiscourse attempt to kill each other.

(DF TERR)<D, CN, T, PEN>JTERR= <D, CN, T, PEN>JREV 7 (Ti,k )ik i 0T [
kOT 0C [OCN [0C(/J CN - G conflict G 7 P@l)=1 JPK)=1)

Some specific processes of discourse developmarttedistinguished:

() In the initial phase, the standard elementamycsureST-ELcorrelates with the discourse.
The deduction processes in this phase are govdmgesome operator of liberal consistency,
defining specific logic (in particular, classicabic). Then, th&T-ELstructure, which is a fragment
of the structure<D, CN, T, PEN> wherePEN = {p;} and, as a consequené&{l) = 0, undergoes
proliferation processes, as a result of which sgbset deduction structures with etatist operators
appear. Along with the constitution of such deduttstructures in the space of a given discourse,
elm experts assign, by virtue of tRefunction, taboos functions in these structuresalues less
thana. These processes lead to the constitution of2@&IF type deduction structures associated
with the given discourse. Disputes and conflictshini the D discourse cause, as a result of a
process of escalation, the transformation of peimai taboo structures of deduction into
revolutionary type structureREV, which can transform int@ ERR type structures. The final
process is the appearance in the space of a giseoutse of totalitarian monopolistic structuhés
TOT. The transformation oTERRtype structures intd1-TOT-type structures is a characteristic
feature of the discourse development phase, whachbe described as its terrorization. A good
example of this process is the situation in Camédalliring the reign of Pol Pot. Any deduction
regarding politics, social or religious matters asned, and breaking the bans resulted in death.

(i) When the discourse finds itself in a phasemnich it is associated with some type of
MAX deduction structure, it is susceptible to processede-etatization, i.e. reduction of etatist
consequence operators within such a structure. gAlanth this process of de-etatization,
depenalization processes may take place, i.e. asoge the value of th® function of the
arguments that are taboo functions. It is not urmoom to see the disappearance of etatist
consequence operators indexed by taboo functiomshitch the P function assigns penalty intensity
values close to zero in the structure of a givestalirse at a particular stage of its development.
The culmination of such a process is the constitutof a standard, elementary structure of
deduction for a given discourse.

(i) Some discourses from the initial phase, whidwe ST-EL deduction structure is
correlated with them, develop so that their initi@duction structure transforms into BRTOT
structure with exactly one taboo function, whichaigotal taboo function. When the standard,
elementary deduction structure of discourse imitgl phase transforms into the structsi@, CN,

T, PEN> whereT = {t} andP(t) = 1, it means that elm experts attempt to annihilagivan
discourse in its bud (due to the extreme thre#leo interest caused by the development of a given
discourse).

The sketched theory allows for formal modeling dadrious discourse development
processes. However, it needs its supplement irfdime of a theory describing the functions of
mutual transformation of penalizing taboo deducstmctures.
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5. Final Notes

The above-presented theory of consequence operiadesed by taboo functions requires its
development towards the theory of transformatioml@duction structures that are associated with
discourse during its development. Within the digsseuvarious narratives are created on a given
topic. Through semantic relations, they are toals dreating various narrative worlds (mental
worlds). The deduction processes implemented lgodise participants are not only the processes
of transforming discourse sentences. They arepatsmesses of transforming various contents in the
narrative worlds of a given discourse. EIm expett® impose taboos on discourse establish sets of
sentences banned in various narrative worlds okffaee of a given discourse. At the same time,
through semantic relations, they point to thosgrfrants of these worlds that for some pragmatic
reasons (interests) should not be developed iptbeesses of their prefabrication or even should
disappear from them. The transformation of disc®utdeduction structures is the process of
transforming the logical architecture of the disseuspace into another architecture. The theory of
such transformations will be a description of jsisth possible logical and architectonic changes of
the structures of discourse space.

The scope of application of the presented theorwide. The central field of theory
application are the processes of transformatiord@dlogical, political, religious and even legal
discourses. For cases of such discourses (idealoginuggles at the beginning of Christianity,
Cathar genocide, fascism in the humanist discoamamunist discourse) the analytical application
of the theory is seen as obvious. Such examplesundoubtedly be multiplied. The presented
theory can also be used in the analysis of thetyisif scientific narratives. Its conceptual tools
could be used in research on scientific revolutigisthese applications would reveal a new field
of research. In the theory of discourse, first ibf @tempts are made to explain how the content,
grammatical forms and illocutionary forces of sgeeacts influence the phenomenon of power in
political, social, gender and other perspectiveisc@urse researchers, however, do not notice the
fact that the styles of logical processing of thesmtents are also a factor influencing the
production of discourse for various interests imifesting power and forcing obedience.
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Notes

1. Language taboo is the subject of linguistic anchelinguistic research. Researchers distinguish
language taboos from cultural taboos. The latter larderstood as a set of socially established
prohibitions on certain actions in relation to @fie objects, situations or facts. They can mastife
themselves in cultural spaces of various typesgicels, magical or political [7, pp. 31-34].
Language taboos, however, are usually understoaa set of prohibitions on the use of certain
expressions and on speaking on specific topicsgiven community [10, pp. 24-25]. The violation
of prohibitions that make up language taboos, athéncase of cultural taboos, is punished with
various penalties.

2. Inspired by Putnam’s concept, Fodor introduced logion of experts to the language of
semantics. According to Fodor, experts are the dyaias of meanings of terms by setting the
conditions for the truth of thoughts expressed \lhigir help [1, pp. 33-39). According to Putnam,
there are experts in every language community wimakthe meaning of certain terms, so that
other language users can use them efficiently witkmowing the meaning of these terms [6, pp.
112-115]. | will refer to Fodor’'s experts as elnpexs in this paper. This concept can be extended
by giving them an additional role, namely, settiogical inference norms and hermeneutic norms
for a given discourse along with establishing acsjelanguage taboo and rules for penalizing
taboo breaking practiceshe guards of the Soviet revolution, namely NKVBiagrs and members

of the central committee of the Bolshevik partye argood example of elm experts. Lenin called
them the vanguard of the proletariat, devoid of sbecalled false consciousness. Another equally
good example of elm experts are the Guardianseolréimian Revolution. The intellectual leaders of
various ideological movements, often referred tahmjir followers as gurus, are actually fulfilling
the missions of elm experts within their discourdegpes, prophets, missionaries, holly-men and
sorcerers typically function in their ideologicabramunities as elm experts setting up various
taboos.

3. It seems that in relation to arithmetic theoriegareing numbers other than natural numbers, e.g.
rational, real or even imaginary numbers, one gaals of a language taboo. In the languages of
such theories, grammatically correct formulas dé\adimathematical meaning can be constructed.
For example, in rational number arithmetic, tharfola: 1/0 = 0 is not false, but rather devoid of
arithmetic sense because there are no fractionsevbenominator is the number 0. In various
arithmetic theories, the so-called indicators ofammegfulness of defined formulas are given in
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conditional definitions. For example, in the defiom of decimal logarithm such a clause is used. It
is the formula: x> 0. The definition takes the ghafilx)[x > 0 - (y = log(x) = 10’ = x)].
Although the expression “y = log(-6)” is correcbifin the point of view of the syntax of the real
numbers arithmetic, it is meaningless. Such forswmay just be tabooed. Some logicians try to
show that mathematical deduction realized in th@renment of such formulas must be based on
an adequate logic of nonsense [2].

4. Pedophilia among Catholic priests or the finanailvities of Saint Mother Teresa of Calcutta
for many years were subjects to the so-called doaspof silence in the cultural space.

5. The topic, which was silent in public space at phnee of losing life, often returns after some
time to the public agenda. Stalin's crimes werestiigect of silence during his reign. Khrushchev
broke this collusion of silence with his famous @apluring the 20th Congress of the soviet
communist party.

6. After Germany invaded the Soviet Union during Wodtr 11, the discourse on the Molotov-
Ribbentrop Pact was subjected to such an operdixqpressing any sentences on this subject was
prohibited in the USSR and threatened with penalthe form of the death sentence or exile to the
Gulag. Similar practices were initiated in relatit;m the Katys discourse in Poland during the
Stalinist period.

7. For example, in the early stages of the formatibithe Christian discourse, various doctrines
appeared that were stigmatized with the markereoésy by some producers of this discourse. A
model example is the doctrine of Arius, accordiagvhich Jesus Christ is not God the Father. In
the 4th century, “Nice elm experts” condemned Aisamfor questioning the dogma of the Trinity.
In this way, a taboo was established, breakinglo€iwresulted in being burned at the stake several
hundred years later. Questioning the dogma of thaitf harmed the interests of Christian
hierarchs advocating the unity of the Roman Emfore disputes with Arianism within the early
Christian discourse, see [3, pp. 171-190] ).

8. Breaking Islamic taboos today is punished more iheahan breaking Catholic taboos.
Participants of religious discourse who break Istataboos are most often threatened with killing,
as evidenced by the massacre at the editorial atdfffe satirical weekly Charlie Hebdo in Paris in
2015. The punishment for participants of religiadiscourse for breaking Catholic taboos are
usually public stigmatization of such people, arout by Catholic elm experts. The death penalty
for questioning Christ’'s sanctity or for caricating him is absent currently, whereas attempts to
kill infidels for their blasphemy against Allah aaiesystematic phenomenon.

9. The notion of alienation of a discourse participstmiuld be understood similarly to the category
of alienation of labor in L. Nowak’s philosophy nbn-Marxian historical materialism. According
to this philosopher, there is a certain value @f lével of alienation of labor (called the value of
outclassing) at which the ability of direct prodigcéo resist the owners of means of production
disappears. A similar situation can be found in tase of activity in the field of discourse
production. The imposing of severe punishmentdbfeaking language taboo by the elm experts on
non-expert discourse participants leads to escapigins in relation to a given discourse among the
punished, and for retaliation among experts remgiim conflict with the former (see on the topic
of labor alienation, [4, pp. 31-33])

10. The advocate of the revolution, Jean-Paul Marat stabbed by an adversary of violence,
while King Louis XVI was guillotined. Marat demardideath for the king.
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