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SUMMARY

In a short introduction I set out the reasons for my research and ad-
vance the essential argument. The chief aim is to show in what
manner exact schemes of thought like D.L. are connected with
one's general normontology.

The first part of this work consists of a historical introduction to
the main subject of discussion, von Wright's theory of a logic
of norms. First the difficulties and limitations of a historical
survey of the subject are explained and a few remarks are
made on the methodical principles that such a survey might
follow, viz. the 'objective', i.e. less subjective recording of
ideas, the confinement in principle to individual writings, and
the intention that not the historical but rather the systematic
element of anticipating part II should predominate.

I have divided the history of D.L. into three periods: the 'prehistory'

(Mimansa, Mahayana Buddhism, Aristotle, Thomas Aquinas,
Rosetus, Leibniz, Bentham), the period of integration with a
logic of the will and a logic of imperatives (Lapie, Tarde, Mal-
ly, Husserl, Hofler, Menger, Dubislav, Jfrgensen, Hofstiidter &
McKinsey, Bohnert, Ross, Hare), and the period of modern
D.L., which might be roughly characteized as the Auseinan-
dersetzung with alethic modal logic (von Wright, Anderson).
Such new elements as quantification in D.L. and the use of se-
mantic tools are also discussed in brief.

The systematic part takes as its point of departure von Wright's
views on a number of normontological questions. It opens
with a general impression of von Wright's philosophy and its
background. Following some bibliographical remarks I outline
the intellectual atmosphere in which von Wright developed the
ideas for his further philosophical work. I demonstrate that,
while his starting-point had been in the philosophers of the
Vienna circle, he afterwards (after the publication of his thesis
n l94l) turned towards the thinking of his teacher and friend
Ludwig Wittgenstein, whom he also succeeded in Cambridge.
The outline is concluded with an account of the most impor-
tant of von Wright's philosophical works, e.g. The Varieties of
Goodness, Norm and Action, and Explanution and Under-
standing.
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I

After this introduction to von Wright's philosophy, his ideas about
the relationship between D.L. and normontology are illustra-
ted from five points of view:
- Are truth and falsehood properties of what is expressed by

deontic sentences? If not, is this an argument in favour of
rejecting the idea of a logic of norms, as philosophers of
a positivist colouring like Ross are inclined to do?
In looking for an answer to this question we arrive at a set
of constituent facts that can make norms exist and norm-
propositions be true, or in other words constitute a truth-
ground for normative statements (successful commanding,
a normative relationship, promulgation, the ought-can
principle and the real threat of sanctions).
However, it is prescriptively interpreted expressions (norm-

formulations) to which D.L. applies. Together with the
truthground for normative statements, these expressions
form by their mutual logical relationships the ingredients
constituting the basis of D.L., and the answer to Ross's
objection has to be that logical relations also exist between
non-theoretical entities like norms.
The truthground behind deontic expressions, viz. the exis-
tence of a nofin, is then shown to be fundamental to them
in another way besides its validity, wellgroundedness and
justiftcation.

- What is the relationship between D.L. and our linguistic in-
tuitions of daily life? Does not a certain element of what
could be called 'rationalisation' sometimes have a rather
Procrustean effect on the way one normally thinks about
normative matters?
This question becomes especially relevant when the reduc-
tion proposed by Anderson is discussed;other examples of
the discrepancy to which I refer are the role played in D.L.
by material implication, the atomistic interpretation of
variableoperator compexes, the interpretation of the con-
cept of absolute predicament as a logical impossibility, the
dyadic concepts of permission or the interrelation of doing
and forbearing in terms of formal logic.
Do we normally use the concepts of daily life (borrowed
from daily language) in the manner suggested by their for-
malisation? In order to find this out one has to compare
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the symbolic formulation of a concept with its intuitive
meaning and to see whether the concept behaves different-
ly in normal language than it does in the calculus.
Such a procedure has been followed for concepts like 'pos-

sible world', 'acting' and 'forbearing', 'ability', tautologous
norrns, hypothetical norms and norms in the reductionist
sense, 'Necessary condit ion' , 'suff ic ient condit ion'  and
'strongly permitted'.
The concept of permission is then compared with Leibniz's
theory of deontic possibility.
Some conclusions arrived at are that to Leibniz there is no
such thing as a deontic life-tree because, strictly speaking,
he says that there are no deontic alternatives and this con-
flicts with von Wright's view.
Moreover, personal responsibility is stressed more by von
Wright than by Leibniz and there is also a difference with
respect to the definition of the ends which nonns may
have.
A comparison like the foregoing is also made between von
Wright's own conceptions of deontic possibility of E.D.L.
and N.A. respectively. Issues here are the notion of
'strength' in 'strong permission', the possibility of reducing
P tot -O-, the nature of the principle Nullum crimen sine
lege and the difference between 'not permitted' and 'not

permitted'.
(or: 'not permitted' (: nowhere expressly permitted) and
'not permitted' (: prohibited).)
The aspect of reduction in D.L. has been dealth with
through the discussion of questions like the immunity con-
cept and the relation between reductionist 'strong permis-
sion' and the intuitive notion of permission.
After the elaboration of the first two chapters in chapter
three (on the concept of permission), another question re-
lated to those chapters is discussed, viz. whether the 'ought'

(or 'may') can be deduced from the 'is'. Attempts at such
a deduction have often been characteized as the naturalis-
tic fallacy.
This quarrel, of which it is shown that it has an impact on
lormal standpoints too, is relativized to a certain degree by
the distinction between Sein-sollen and Tun-sollen.
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In von Wright's work there are at least three items which
give rise to a comparison with the 'naturalistic fallacy': the
transposition of the mayran principle, the inference from
'want' to 'ought' as a 'practical inference' and the deduc-
tion of the principle of justice from the rationality of man
by means of a 'social mechanism'.
Suppose one is agreed with regard to a foundation of
norms which makes them suitable for being treated like
propositions in a logical calculus, what then might be the
role played by this logic of norns in giving a complemen-
tary foundation to a particular norm? (l) To what extent
is the proof of a theorem of D.L. (and logic in general)
purely logical? (2) Is it a consequence of the normative
character of logical laws that those norms, i.e. norms for
thinking, have a logic which could also be called D.L.? In
other words, what are the foundations of D.L. itselfl (3)
Key notions in answering the first of these three questions
appear to be consistency of norms and rationality of the
norm-creating will, the criterion of entailment, which re-
quires the notions of internal negation of norm<ontents
and negation-norrn.
In the same context the difference between a D.L. reaso-
ning in the strict sense and justification by means of the
practical syllogism is then made clear, and so is the distinc-
tion between explanation and justification.
The second of our questions is answered negatively by
pointing to certain elements of friction between the lan-
guage of the calculus and intuitive thinking and to a degree
of subjectivity which the axioms of D.L. may have.
The treatment of the final question is introduced by men-
tioning two basic conditions for the possibility of D.L.:
they appear to be different ones from the conditions of
truth and falsehood which gave rise to the objection dis-
cussed in chapter one.
After mentioning these conditions, viz. the possibility of
inconsistency and the existence of linguistic concept rela-
tions, the logic of logical norrns is briefly compared with
Gbdel's formula G.


