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Foreword.

In 1919, the word self-determination, which was on everyone's lips,
prompted me to try to form a clear concept of the word. Of course, |
soon encountered the difficulties and ambiguities of the concept of
obligation: the problem changed. As the fundamental concept of all
ethics, the concept of obligation can only provide a useful foundation for
its construction if it is defined in a system of axioms. | present such a
system of axioms here.

Will and judgement are based on facts, will in particular on the
reality of something real, in which the will plays a decisive role: a reality
that, at least in the sense of the will, should be. Judgement and will are
materially correct if they correspond to the facts. The conditions for their
material correctness prove to be strictly conforming; the logic of
judgements is superseded by a logic of the will or deontics. The fact that
we think in terms of determinations and the incompleteness of
comprehension that this entails means that material correctness is always
striven for, but only formal correctness — in which this striving takes
place — is actually required. | believe | have demonstrated the essence
of this correctness, which is at the same time the necessary and sufficient
condition for value and oughtness, which can be grasped purely
intellectually. The essence of values, however, and that of oughtness,
remains accessible only to direct, intuitive grasping, which makes use of
emotional presentation. Respecting this, one can arrive at an exact, pure
ethic on the basis of our laws of ought without resorting to unauthorised
rationalisation. In the presentation, | have reduced the purely formal part
to the smallest possible extent and have also designed it in such a way
that, in the end, no one is forced to follow formal derivations in order to
understand the work. In addition to serious external reasons, the main
internal reason for the limited consideration of the literature was that |
wanted to offer only a positive foundation for the time being. | have
therefore limited my citations to the writings from which | learned the
essentials for this work — unsurprisingly, these are mainly works by my
esteemed teacher —; | have only rarely pointed out mere coincidences
and have completely avoided polemics.

avoided.

Oraz, Ara, 13 September 1925.
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Introduction.

There is a risk in judgement and desire: the facts may prove us right
or wrong. Those who judge correctly and desire successfully have made
the right choice; their behaviour is validated by the facts. It is in
harmony with them in a way that goes far beyond the self-evident, that
everything that happens is subject to the test of facts — because it is
indeed factual. Nevertheless, we do not value such merely external
testing highly in terms of judgement or volition: both may have been
blindly trusted. On the other hand, even if a judgement, such as a
diagnosis or prognosis made after careful consideration, fails to prove
itself, this does not alter its value in terms of logical justification; and a
volition may miss its target and yet find and deserve recognition as a
correct and right volition. Thus, on both sides, justification is not bound
to success, yet it is certainly not unrelated to it: logically important
judgement and important volition have a very essential relationship to
success; by virtue of their very nature, they possess an inherent tendency
towards success, and their justification is based on this. If what is
inwardly right is wrong and what is inwardly wrong is outwardly right,
we attribute this to chance and do not change our assessment. The value
of justification stands above risk; it carries with it that courage of
conviction and will that fears no outcome.

Judging and willing are specific ways of taking a position on
objects. There are conditions for the correctness of judgements, for
correct judgement, which must be called objective because they have
their origin in the nature of judgements as this specific type of position-
taking onobjects , therefore given nature of
statement can only depend on the nature of beings and the relationships
between beings. We have long been accustomed to attributing this to
logic, and find it clearly expressed in more recent, exalted logic, which
distinguishes these entirely rational, strict laws with certainty from the
approximations to certain regularities in the actual occurrence and course
of correct thinking, as psychological observation may empirically
establish. We are not yet that far along in our understanding of the will.
Wanting is also a specific stance towards objects and



It is clear that there are also laws of correctness here: laws that are correct
in their essence, which have their origin in the essence of the law, and which
are limited to the type of behaviour towards objects. And it is clear that these
laws of nature are objectively correct and apply in the same way and for the
same reasons in the universe and in the universe.

);e'die.208ieehefi, Bad 'that they must be sharply distinguished from all
empirical laws of a psychological nature that are only approximately
valid. Itis difficult to imagine anyone seriously and clearly considering
replacing the laws of logic with observations about how people actually
think under certain conditions — however important and informative
such investigations may be in themselves, and especially for logicians.
But there is still far from similar clarity and unanimity about the meaning
of ethics. It was not the worst thing that there was disagreement about
whether ethics should determine rational laws of right volition or
empirical findings about right volition, or perhaps both side by side. But
the rational principles of volition have hardly ever been developed with
sufficiently clear and concise intent, let alone carried out with any useful
success. This task is undertaken here. The logic of thought is to be
supplemented by something that can be called a logic of the will; but
since it is not a branch of logic — such as the logic of concepts or the
logic of judgements — but rather the essential laws of behaviour towards
objects that is not thinking, this branch of logic might be better given an
independent name, such as deontics. VWe can more easily assess the
relationship between deontics and ethics.

In order to recognise the essential laws of judgements and those of
volition, one must first consider the objects to which these behaviours are
directed. Of course, one can judge any object, but the object that is
‘initially and actually grasped by a judgement, that which is judged (about
any object), has a fairly uniform nature: we judge that something is or is
not, that something is or is not so, or something that can essentially be
reduced to one of these main forms. What we grasp when we judge is
therefore a being or non-being, a being or non-being, a  of something, in
short: a fact.?  However, facts are also those to which daa Wollen sich

~ The facts of the matter are described here. My opinion is that the
object is first recognised in its concrete nature and then subjected to explicit
consideration. See in particular this author's book Ueber Annahmen, 1st
edition, Leipzig = 1902, 2nd edition 1910, then my_  works:
Gegenatandatbeoretiache Grunde agen der Logik und Logistik, Leipzig 1912,
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directed: we want that something be, not be, or not be so. At least, this is
how it can be expressed when one disregards, as in the case of
judgements, finer distinctions in the form of the facts, which are
irrelevant to our investigation.

Facts are now contrasting concepts, opposites, as one might say with
proper further application of the term, with clearly expressed characteristics
that come to the fore in a multitude of common properties, general principles
of facts. Since an object of any kind is naturally characterised by the facts
that apply to it as its properties, the laws of the facts also generally specify
the properties of the properties of any objects and apply to all kinds of
objects: directly, if it is a fact, or indirectly, since it is always the bearer of
facts.  In this sense, the laws of facts are therefore laws  of the most
general kind.  They apply in their own way to any arbitrarily defined object
area and are binding on scientific activity, which must in any case reckon
with them when selecting such an object area for its work, whether it
explicitly observes and states them or not: generalised and primary
preconditions.

It is now understood that logic must begin with a general theory of
language or take it as its basis. After all, it aims to specify the general
principles of correct thinking, and all thinking is an understanding of
facts and, if it is to be correct, must be in accordance with the principles
of those facts. Whether one now describes these principles, as is usually
the case, as logical or as logic, as a doctrine of thinking, in a separate
'theory of facts' — which forms a major part of general object theory —
without including them in logic, is a matter of delimiting logic and is of
secondary importance. In any case, the laws of facts must be
distinguished from the laws of thought, even if, insofar as one is to think
in accordance with them, they are in a certain sense laws for thought.
They are, since also there

Studies on the "Theory of Y0 lichkeit und Aehnlichkeit, General Theory of
YerwandtBchaft Objective Determinations, Proceedings of the Austrian
Academy of Sciences in Vienna, Philosophy and History Section, Vol. 184.

t. Abh. Vienna 1992.

1 The aim is to recognise the existin_?(duality and to brin% it to light in the
treatment of logic. My Gegenst_andslo% “und Logistik (supplementary booklet
to volume 148 of the Zeitschrift fur Philosophie und philosophische Kiitik)
Leipzig 19U, and N. Honecker, Oegenstandslogik und Denk-logeik, Berlin
1921, represent steps in this direction. Critique) Leipzig 19U, and N. Ho n ec
k e r, Object Logic and Thought Logic, Berlin 1921. See also my article On
the Nature and Task of Modern Object Theory. The Humanities 1. Vol.
1913/14,

pp. 616-619.

1*



If it is important, we want to give them a gambit, a set of laws for
wanting, even though they are as unspecific as the laws of thinking. If we
assign to logic the specific laws of thought and to deontics those of
Cohen, then the general laws of facts fall under a separate theory that
provides a common basis for both by treating the objective, towards
which thought and will, each in its own way, are directed.



|. Fundamentals.

§1. Preliminary observations.

The prerequisites of deontics, which do not belong to it itself, are
therefore the concepts and propositions of the theory of facts. | will not
present them in detail, but will only refer to what is indispensable, partly
immediately, partly where it is needed.

i.g"ehverfialtealaOegenatdndedesWollens.

Neither judgement nor will can be applied to just anything.
S«hverhalte richten. In order to arrive at a clear distinction between the
possibilities, it is advantageous to differentiate between two types of
situations. A few examples may help to clarify this. The Thirty Years'
War ended in 1648, that gold is heavier than iron, that S -i- 8 5, are
quite definite facts; but so are their negatives, which we think of when
we deny them, or, for example, that the Earth is larger than the Sun, that
the range of prime numbers is finite, etc.are the things we think of when
we negate them, or for example: that the earth is larger than the sun, that
the 6th power of prime numbers is finite, etc. Every specific fact is either
an actual fact or an unreal fact, in short, 'fact’ or 'non-fact’, and
accordingly, a judgement that asserts it is either true or false. —
However, in addition to definite facts, there are also those that lack the
character of definiteness. By judging, as | write this, that "tomorrow is
Monday," | have grasped a definite fact, namely a fact. If | were to assert
the same thing tomorrow, | would also be grasping a definite fact, but
this time a non-fact, and accordingly, in every case where "tomorrow"
refers to a definite, existing "today"”, such a judgement will grasp a fact
or a non-fact, each time a definite fact. However, anyone who, without
such a reference to a given case, merely thinks of the meaning of the
sentence, tomorrow is Monday, as happens, for example, when we
encounter the sentence as an example in a grammar book, is also thinking
of a fact, but one that, in the present sentence, has a certain
indeterminacy attached to it compared to those considered earlier; we
call it an indefinite fact.  The facts that are the subject of the

_ For more details, see my studies on the theory of 3foglichkeit nnd Aehn-
lichkeit, op. cit. chap. f.
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Interpretation of the following 8 sentences — forms of expression, but
not statements: x is (aei) red, x 1, x—[-y 5. It can be seen that
the indeterminate facts are at the same time definitions for the
indeterminate or variable elements that appear in them. Obviously, such
an indeterminate fact is also indeterminate in terms of its factuality: it is
neither fact nor non-fact. Let A (x), B (x) and the like be signs of a
determination for the variable or indeterminate x.

If we now consider the behaviour of judgement and volition in
relation to these two classes of facts, we must first note that indeterminate
facts can neither be judged nor desired. It is impossible because it makes
no sense to assert or even to assume, and it is equally impossible to desire
that x be red or that x <y, as long as x and y are indeterminate objects,
variables. But in x X°, an indeterminate fact seems to be asserted in a
demand, as if one were to make (x) a duty. However, what is judged
there and demanded here is not an indeterminate fact, but an arbitrary one
— left indeterminate, which one — and thus implicitly every F a 11 of
the determination.® x  x" for any arbitrary case, to demand "x does a
duty" for any arbitrary case, is correct because the general judgement
applies to every value of x, the determination x x° is correct, and likewise
the general demand "for every B X for which the determination 'x does a
duty' makes sense at all, it should be fulfilled". The idea
, for every x, x — X" clearly captures a very specific
Facts: the indeterminacy of x effectively rules it out for him, because it is

no longer a variable value of x that is considered, but rather the entire
range of values for which the determination makes sense in the first
place. And accordingly in the general requirement. The particular
judgement of the form for some (at least one)
X, the determination B (x) applies, and likewise the corresponding
requirement refers to a specific fact, despite the x that occurs in it. For
such a judgement asserts as much as "there is at least one x for which B
(x) is fulfilled", and the requirement as much as “there should be at least
one such x". Thus, indeterminate facts are neither subject to judgement
nor to volition, nor even to
Accessible to wishes.

There is now no further restriction on judgement; it can cover
certain and apparently every specific set of circumstances. With regard to
volition, however, it is not quite so simple; indeed, there seems to be a
difficulty here. That

'('Propositions" in the

,* propositional functions” in contrast to _in th
Russell, Prin eipia

terminology of logic. Cf. inabeg. Whitehead an
mathematica, vol. I, Cambridge, 1810.
Whitehead and Nass11, op. cit.
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The problem is that 2 —t- 3 — 5 are certain facts, but they cannot be
desired because they are incompatible with the facts, and they are also
unacceptable because they are wrong. However, every specific
circumstance is a fact or a non-fact, and so it could be that we have
wrongly rejected the indeterminate circumstances as possible objects of
desire, because now there are none to be found at all. A more precise
examination of the facts of the will brings clarity. Caesar decided not to
cross the Rubicon. However, the fact that Caesar crossed the Rubicon in
49 BC is timeless, and it was not an indeterminate circumstance when
Caesar considered the 'fat erat'. Just as the judgement that captures the
facts is always true, or rather, true regardless of the time of judgement,
the facts themselves are independent of any time, always facts. If two
observers of the earthly event had bet each other before the event whether
it would occur, one and only one of them would have spoken the truth,
not something that only became true. So there is indeed a specific fact
that is the object of the will. When Caesar had made his decision, indeed
at the moment of making it, he could also judge: | will cross the river.
Not with complete certainty, of course, but with all the more
approximation to certainty and with all the more perfect objective
certainty the more certain he was of his cause. Of course, he could not do
this before making the decision. But not because the facts were still
unclear at that point, but because he did not yet know them with
sufficient certainty. The facts to which the will is directed, which are
given to the will, are determined as facts or misdeeds, but are not grasped
with certainty; no position is taken on them, since they are thought
without any obligatory element of conviction, without judgement, i.e.
they are merely assumed. However, a fact can be judged with conviction
even before the will occurs, but then only with a reduced conviction, i.e.
in the sense of a presumption: we can want to bring about something that
we think might happen even without our intervention.

enters, we want to secure his entry, . In any case, something is happening.
We want a specific situation, only in a particular context, namely the
verification of a specific situation — which is then also required — in a
specific case, in some, in all cases of a specific kind. But these cases are
not comprehensively defined in their entirety, not in such a way that the
applicability or non-applicability of the required internal judgement
could be deduced from the perceived given definitions. And here is
another important point: we believe — implicitly, at least — that all
those who wish to do so will accept the given determinations of the case
(or cases).
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so that he now also fulfils the required determination. The person who
wills, who never wills unsuccessfully, is constituting with his behaviour
the case he has in mind and in which the desired determination is
fulfilled. It is irrelevant whether the psychological act of volition itself
or something else, of which it is the experiential expression, plays the
role of the partial relationship in which this co-determination is realised.

S. All general and theoretical prerequisites.

Anyone who understands the laws of thought or volition will not be
able to avoid the concept of consistency. But this presupposes — which
is often overlooked — a certain relationship, purely counterfactual in
nature, between facts: the relationship of implication. If A and B are facts
— capital Latin letters always denote facts in our symbolism —
and if the relationship exists
when A (exists), then B°, then we say A implies B', and

write

Ao0B.

Here, daa w'enn — ao" is understood in its broadest, most
unassuming sense. If A, then B does not mean more than "ee is not A
without B", "if A exists and B does not exist, it does not exist", it
follows that A is not possible without B, or that A simply does not
exist without B. An implication can be rational or a priori, such as the
relationship "if 864 is divisible by 9, then 864 is divisible by 3", but it
can also only be empirically verifiable, such as "if Peter comes today,
he will be at my place at 5 o'clock” Or, if a conductor is traversed by
an electric current, heat is generated in the conductor. From the first
example, further examples of implications can be obtained —
namely, those that can be recognised rationally — by replacing 8b4 in
both cases with x or with a number. then instead of an implication
between specific facts, one has an implication between unspecified
facts. Another correct example is: if 17 is divisible by 9, then 17 is
divisible by 8, which, as we said, means nothing other than: " , 17 is
divisible by 9 and by
3 indivisible is4, that does not exist, is untrue, and that is

Our thinking even makes similar cases of implication

* What modern exact logic treats under this name is, however, according to
the terms, a relationship between propositions or propositional functions, although
between parts or between parts and wholes; but very often what is actually
meant is the relationship between facts, which is given by each individual
statement. This is
go bBErAOAt*D. EFi6B SMh6, w9 Oe$688t*BdEO k> And DEDMOS$U” FOKUiOA
so but would be.



fruitful misuse. We assume, for example, that 865 is not divisible by B,
because the sum of the digits of 865 is not aei, and thus tacitly or
explicitly acknowledge the relationship:

"if 885 is divisible by 8, then the sum of the digits, i.e. 18, is also
divisible by 3" — precisely because this is not the case, we recognise that
the former is not the case either.

The relationship A o B, i.e. A is not without B being, obviously
always occurs when B is a fact, because no fact A can exist without the
facts existing; it is not possible for A to be a fact but not a fact. In fact, if
anything is true, then the facts are always implied everywhere. — The
relationship A o B also always occurs when A is untrue. Whatever B may
mean, it is always true that:  that the untrue fact A exists (i.e. is a fact)
and B does not exist, does not exist®. In this sense, therefore, it is true that
an untrue fact implies any arbitrary fact. This is also exploited in
everyday thinking and speech when, in order to describe something as
very much unreal, one says, for example: " " If that is the case, then 2
S u° is also true.

We refer to the facts as 'Pataeich’, the untruths as 'Adi', and write
down the two sentences just formulated as follows:

Read "If implies V, for every value M" or "for every a bi

—i.e. for every fact — "M implies VVo" applies, or

"A implies 11, for every value Me or ,for every &f applies "A implies M™.
8are A, B facts, then A and B', or that A exists and B exists® again a

fact, which we call the conjunction of A and B and as

A.BorasAB
. For example, "A" means "itis raining”,  Be means "it's cold", so it
becomes A .B°or A B° means it is raining and it is cold.

With the help of implication and the conjunctive link, we can now
define the relationship of equivalence. The facts A and B are called
equivalent if they imply each other; we write

AmBorB—A.

According to this explanation, "A  B" means "(A o B) and (B o
A), 8IB0O means "(fia B) . (B a A)".

Equivalent statements are, for example, the provisions "x is
divisible by 15° and .x is divisible by 3 and by 5". Among the specific
statements, all facts are equivalent to each other and all non-facts are
equivalent to each other. For if A and B are both facts
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In fact, neither A exists without B, nor does B exist without A, because on
the one hand B exists and on the other hand A also exists in B. If both are
impossible, the same applies again, but this time because one thing is not A
and the other is not B.

These two statements justify retrospectively that we have used V,
which denotes ‘facts', 'the factual' or 'the fact', and A, which denotes 'non-
facts', 'the non-factual’ or ' ' to denote 'non-facts' per se.

Finally, we introduce the concept of the negation of a state of affairs
If Alisafact, then A° is obviously equivalent
with A begtezt" — etaea, diea rat rot" equivalent with qdaR diea rot is,
consists", because if daa erate, Bo iat also the second and vice versa. If A
is a fact, then "A does not exist (is not, does not apply)" is also a fact, and
this is called the negation of the fact A and is denoted by

non-A or A'.

Now we can express the previously introduced definition of
implication A implies B very simply and concisely using the concepts
and symbols presented. We said: A implies B means that if A is true and
B is not true, then it is not true; this can now be written as follows:

(A0B) (A.BY).

3.DagSolleniinddaaFordern.

Since the unique essence of volition cannot be grasped by any
analytical reflection on the results of other elements, nor can it be
removed from the world, the moment that determines the uniqueness of
this position on an object eludes any direct description. One can only
refer anyone who wants to know to their own experience, with the
warning that they should not take all kinds of accompanying phenomena
for the essence, which lies solely in the unanalysed and unanalysable
moment of striving. Beyond this reference to the given, there is only the
possibility of indirect identification. One such indication is found in the
statement that this atom gives meaning to the experience, the meaning
that a behaviour B 0O tl a exists, a determination a o | | e — in the given
case or in certain cases — is realised. The volition directed at the fact A
is expressed in the sentence: Ais a fact.

This ought to be, more precisely, the existence of a fact, corresponds to
the will as an objective object: it is attributed to the object, namely the fact,
to which the will is directed. Now one could say: that A is a fact means
nothing other than that A is desired by someone —



Even if you only see it in a dispogi@ongttgp 8ig;j: wollt* —, the
implication contained therein, that someone wants A, provides the
following rephrasing: A shall be. This is now countered by the
circumstance gagen-liber, . dag air in many cases will be
published in a few days, ubLkt or the. 9uhjekte dgs
augeborigea &olleog aasugebea. However, it is clear that in most cases
— and this includes the important ones that are ethically necessary — a
subject does not exist at all, because it does not think about a will and a
willing person. If the naive interpretation is correct here, then not every
ought will correspond to a &olleB. But even if there is no actual ought,
there is still a desire. This view, which is also remarkably prevalent
among those who think differently, distinguishes between cases where
something is supposed to be in the sense of a volition and cases where it
actually is a volition, and then simply one thing, without regard to any
will whatsoever. If I demand work from someone, he should perform it in
accordance with my will; whether he actually performs it or not is not yet
decided. If he has now concluded a contract with me and taken on the
work and agreed to the terms of the contract, then he must perform it, and
no will can override this obligation, no will of the
legislator, the state, the general public, a religious community , it only
complies with the obligation, "corresponds to it and is justified in a
certain sense, but is completely uninvolved in its fulfilment. Similar to
how an act of recognising a fact is performed in a certain way, but is not
accepted or constituted. Justified willing is opposed to a ought that is
actually unjustified; unjustified willing also refers to an ought — for it is
not meaningless, it also has the meaning that something ought to be — ;
but it corresponds to a ought that is not realised anywhere — i.e. there is

) no case in which it actually applies — just like a false ought.
The judgement concerns a matter that is not factual.

Our companies, which describe the uniqueness of the desired legal
position in relation to the legal issues, have led us to the meaning of what
is wanted and thus to what should be done. Freely, it is an irreversible
change characterised by another, equally irreversible change.
Nevertheless, this distinction will not be without benefit. For now we
have, instead of the psychic, which remains so strangely intangible
despite all its "obviousness" , its counterpart...

'‘Dieggn Oedankgn rertritt and developed bP/ F. Brentano in his work
gelf. W olIf in eeiner Omndlehre dee Sollens, [nnobrock, 1924. Beer's
istweekly consideration of the diapositional for the Tatbeatand anb-
inavaluableway.

°Vgl. A, 3f einong Zor Grnndlg nn% der allgemginen
Worttheorig, adapted from E. 3fally, Oraz, 1993, p. 145f%.



We have before us a corresponding concept, an objective concept which,
despite its inanalysability, is nevertheless accessible to systematic
knowledge in a relatively easy manner: the ought can be described by
specifying the actual relationships that exist between the facts of the
isolated case. We therefore undertake to learn what ought to be done by
seeking out the laws of oughtness. These will at the same time yield the
essential laws of right or reasonable volition — precisely the deOCtiachen
OeBetze —; for volition is essentially characterised precisely by what its
meaning is, and to satisfy the Oeaetsen dieaea i3innes is its own essential
law. Since the knowledge we will gain in this way has a formal character
in itself, it is in the nature of things — it is no different in the case of
logical deontic necessity.
The concept of oughtness — the oughtness of a state of affairs —
*is a fundamental concept of deontics, and indeed the only one peculiar
toit,
i.e. not already belonging to the general theory of facts, which we are
introducing. If A is a fact, then A ought to be. Bea aei A" is again a state
of affairs, but of a different kind; one could call it a demand, albeit in a
purely objective sense, which does not take into account any desire or
desirer.

One can always set "A aoll aein" to " it is true (exists) that A is
aoll ~, because one obviously does not occur without the other, and so
one has again set a normal, one might say, theoretical fiacWverhalt for
the requirements, something that one can think of, judging or simply
assuming, without wanting anything at all. On this basis, Btsllt*aioh
responds to the critics with "the theory that considers them and also
recognises their effects. The requirement 'A is A', 'A is A, is
expressed by

The theory will deal with implications in which claims appear as
objects; in particular, and initially, relations such as 'if A (exists, is true),
then B should be' will be considered, i.e. 'xml-ph-0000@deepl.internal A
implies that B should be', i.e. 'xml-ph-0000@deepl.internal A implies
that B should be', i.e. 'xml-ph-0000@deepl.internal A implies that B
should be', i.e. 'xml-ph-0000@deepl.internal A implies that B should be',
i.e. 'xml-ph-0000@deepl.internal A implies that B should be', i.e. xml-ph-
0000@deepl.internal A implies that B should be', ie. 'xml-ph-
0000@deepl.internal A implies that B should be', i.e. 'xml-ph-
0000@deepl.internal A implies that B should be', i.e. 'xml-ph-
0000@deepl.internal A implies
then B should be', i.e.," A implies that B should be', according to
our notation, "A implies B". For the sake of brevity, let us refer to this
relationship as "A implies B".

ala, A requires Be — as one might say
debt demands repayment — and written A B~ Eais, by
virtue of this declaration
(AfB)— (AolB).

. The Desiderative" Beioonge. Yergl. hisgmadlegeate &rheit
, Uber emotionale Priaentation. Proceedings of the Mais Akad. d. Wies. in
Vienna, vol. 183, 2nd treatise, Vienna, 1917, in8bea. 88 6, 11, 14, 16 and C. 43,
the reference to F. W e b e r. Compare now also the author's Etika, Ljubljana
1923.
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8§ 2. The six propositions "of oughtness".

By starting from the recognition of the inevitability of the will, we
will attempt to derive certain universal laws from the meaning of the will,
which is present in the essence of oughtness, from which, by purely
logical means, namely deduction, the totality of the remaining laws that
characterise it should emerge as far as possible. The fact that the
principles we establish will sound self-evident is, in turn, self-evident,
especially if we want to develop a "natural™ system that is to begin with
propositions that are immediately obvious from the nature of the matter.
If, then, propositions are derived from these basic principles, some of
which are also quite self-evident, our endeavour is more than a mere
logical exercise: the purpose is to recognise how the laws are interrelated
and through which of them the totality of the essential laws of volition is
implied in a rationally recognisable way, its inner necessity thus already
being completely given. — The considerations that precede the
formulation of a basic principle are only intended to point out the aspect
of the fact that must be taken into account in order to become aware of
the fact that the principle expresses; They are in no way intended to
represent derivations of these propositions — which, as principles in the
system, cannot be derived — ; these considerations stand outside the
system. The system begins with the finished principles and comprises
only those assertions that emerge from them through strict deduction.

An essential characteristic of correct thinking and correct willing is
consistency. Those who judge not only take a position on the facts they
are judging, but also on other facts, namely the implications of the
judgement. Not equally, one might say: equally narrowly. Anyone who
asserts the applicability of a determination A (X) in a given case, but
believes that a determination B (x), which is rationally implied in the
former, does not apply in the same case, will be accused of violating the
necessary and self-evident principle of consistency, — as when someone
claims that the given number is divisible by 15, but then says that it is not
divisible by 3. The violation is perceived as less serious if it is merely
empirical.

* Not entirely, insofar as a system can also establish principles that
are not immediately evident but prove themselves in all consequences. In a
system of definitions, the principles are not judgements, but free
assumptions; but this is not what is sought here, rather a system that does
justice to the real facts of oughtness in correct judgements.
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There is a clear implication between the two statements. If the judge is
aware of this implication, the error will be judged differently than if he is
unaware of it: in the first case, it reveals a logical defect, at least
thoughtlessness or carelessness in thinking; in the second case, it reveals a
lack of experience, knowledge or observation, which is all the more
serious the more difficult the experience was to gain, but in any case
remains a mistake. The principle that underlies all this can be stated as
follows: whoever judges a fact has thereby, "implicitly," as one might say,
acknowledged every implication of that fact. Therefore, he will only
behave consistently if he behaves towards each of these implications as if
he had judged them himself, indeed, as if he had judged them. Thus, the
consistency of a sequence of thoughts lies in the fact that the later ones
capture the current ones, or at least do not violate what was implicitly
captured in the earlier ones, in terms of their meaning and essence, merely
implied, even if not thought. And consistency requires judgement, i.e. that
it belongs to its correctness, has its reason in the fact that judgement has a
certain relationship to this state of affairs, such thatitis uf 1l1ésgi
nelmPlIKaTegght.

It is the same with Cohen's polarity. If someone wants to see a
provision A (x) applied in a specific case and is then made aware of a
subsequent provision B (x) with the question of whether they also want it
to apply in the same case, they will logically have to say yes or give up
their original intention, just as in the case of judgement. However, a
violation of this is considered acceptable if the intellectual I'erhalten is in
order, since judgement is based on the implications at hand, is actually
attributed purely to the will, and it is not right to decide whether a
distinction is made according to the same or different criteria as in the case
of judgement — always assuming that there is a genuine implication, that
is, that B0 believes with certainty that the volition is certain and not just
more or less strongly presumed that A (K) entails B (x). The fact that such
consistency is part of the correctness of volition has its reason in that
volition encompasses all the implications of what is willed, so that with a
particular state of affairs, all the circumstances that it implies are also
willed. This lies in the meaning and essence of volition, both rational and
irrational. But one remains in further acts in accordance with that first
meaning, the other does not. It is noteworthy how the examination of
correctness in the realm of judgment immediately leads to a multitude of
acts and contexts in which it manifests itself.

The peculiar character of the crackdown on the ImpliSAate



— everything that is contained in the desired situation — is not found in
all forms of desire. One may desire something very much, provided that
it is pleasant or valuable, but not want the unpleasant consequences of the
act. The fact that one wants the desired situation in all its parts, with all its
consequences, is a distinctive feature of desire. Those who truly desire
something are made aware of the undesirable aspects of what they desire,
and they accept them, even the unknown consequences that may follow,
with an attitude of "whatever will be, will be." They are prepared to
accept this as well.

Anyone who wants a fact also wants everything that goes with it,

without which this fact does not exist. This is in line with Wollena's
thinking. This means that the opposite relationship exists: if a fact is ‘aoll’,
then every implication of this fact must also be 'aoll'. Therefore, the
following relationship also exists: if, under the assumption that A is a
fact, B is a fact, then — if, as we said, A requires B—and if Bisin8ao
hvarhalteaA,thenBisin8aohvarhalteaB.
» he remains complicit, because 1 it auo h, that  under  the
prerequisitt Adas Caeinaoll —that Adaa C requires. — This
relationship, which is more general in nature than the one expressed above, is
expressed in our first deontic principle . It is given a more concise and
clearer formulation in the following symbolic notation.

Approach |
(AfB).(BoC)o(AfC)
or in more detail:
(AolB).(BoC)o(Aa!C).

The sentence canbe called Orundaatzdea6litfordernaorO
rund-satsderFolgerichtigkeitbecause the desire that takes it
into account is logically iat.

A second characteristic of volition is closely related to the matter of
consistency. If a person or body has made a decision in the event of a
particular circumstance M and later, with or without explicit reference to
it, makes a second demand in the same case, the question immediately
arises as to how the two demands are compatible with each other. The
question is particularly relevant if both claims originate from the same
person or persons, because the answer then sheds light on the internal
rationality of their will, but it is equally meaningful and important even
without this prerequisite. That it is so,
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has its origin in a circumstance that is self-evident: if A is required in one
case and B in another case, then A and B are required in case M, which is
why it is so important how the two circumstances are compatible. It lies
within the nature of the will that the demand of A or the demand of B
for the same case results in a demand for the combination of A and B or
the conjunctive combination of the circumstances A and B. And this is
completely independent of whether one claim is based on the other: only
the meaning of the will is decisive for this. It is based on the principle
that the following statement applies: If, in a the preliminary
act is a factual relationship A and under the same preliminary assumption
a factual relationship B, BoaollunlgrderVorausgctsungMd
grSachverhaltABsein.

As incomprehensible as the safe may be, it is nevertheless the
expression of a characteristic of the pollen that distinguishes it from other
types of behaviour towards situations. Only in the original, and only in
the specific, can this composability still be found; if I claim that under
condition M, circumstance A will occur, and if I claim on another
occasion that under condition al, B will occur, then | have implicitly
claimed that under this condition, A and B will occur.

— itis in line with my assertions, regardless of whether I think about
it or not. If the two assertions are replaced by assumptions, their meaning
is no longer that of an assumption of the addition of A and B. When a
coin is tossed, it can show heads; when the coin is tossed again (the same
coin in the same case), it can show tails, but that does not mean that when
the coin is tossed, it can show heads and tails at the same time. "It can
be A" and "it can be B" do not mean that it can be AB (i.e. A and B), but
rather that it can be A or B: here, being able to be and ought to be are
essentially different. Just as conjecture is the weaker form of judgement,
desire, as the weaker form of desire, differs from the stronger form in
that, among other things, it lacks the property of combinability
considered here. One can desire A in the case of M and B in the case of
B, without it being the case that, in the sense of these desires, both A and
B are desired in the case of M. A may desire itself, and in the same case
B may also desire itself, but their combination may not be desired. When
desires are transformed into wants, this will then have the consequence
that one desire — and one value — will be sacrificed for the other.

This applies to the case under consideration here ( abﬂolnmn? Sgingollen,
WhICh shows relative abgr in accordance with g inkdnnen or Higlichagin. Cf.

§ 11, 3, and further.



if one wants to be reasonable, because if one insists on both, then one
also wants them to be together.

Claims that are linked to one prerequisite are combined into one
claim with combined content and can be replaced by such a claim: they
become one single claim. applies to the acts of demanding, in their
meaning, and therefore also to demands in the objective sense, i.e.
requirements. We formulate this as the second of our fundamental laws
of ought.

Oandsatll
(IFfA). (MfB)o (Of f AB)
Ade
r (lo!'A).(Mo!B)o(Mal[AB]).

The category may be O r u n d a because of the combination or
The Association

The two provisions concern conditional claims, as we find in
decrees and orders of a general nature, in statutes and regulations. The
"shall" here is linked to a prerequisite that is not always necessary, but
always, in the strict sense, i.e. if the order is meant precisely, a sufficient
condition for its occurrence. It should now be noted, and it is formally
important for the derivation of certain corollaries, that every conditional
requirement can be replaced by a simultaneous unconditional one. For
example, a provision stipulating that anyone with an income of X pounds
must pay X pounds in income tax imposes the requirement that in future
the implication must apply — as if it were a law of nature — that if
someone in the state has a certain income, they must pay a certain
amount of tax on it. The conditional requirement when A (iat),ao a
ollBaeiu“iatdquivalentderunbedingten ,eaaollz
utreffeu: if A(is), then (iat) B'. Thisis our

Basic Act 1 11

(A/B) 1(AoB)
oder
(Ao!B) !(AoB).

This transformation is not only of theoretical importance. Someone
may have received a series of instructions, perhaps at longer intervals,
which complement and restrict each other, so that in order to clarify their
duty, they will ask themselves: what am | actually supposed to do? The
answer will take the form:
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in which and then | should behave in such and such a way. Thus he has
the various conditional I should be freed from their conditions and,
as an unconditional, precede a circumstance that has the form of a
conditional relationship (an implication). Since Principle 111 allows a
demand to be detached from its conditions, separating the ought on the
one hand and the ought-free situation on the other (which is demanded),
he may

O and atthe e n d of the selection.

The first three principles merely state what is required in terms of the
demand, a difference in the interpretation . What these sentences say is
of the form: if that is to be the case, then that must also be the case; but none
of them claims that anything is actually the case. However, justification
depends on this. A demand — in the subjective sense of the term 01408
tfaa is justified, is obviously to demand something in accordance with a
"should"; thus, it can only be actually justified if this "should" actually exists.
Without an actual "should", there can be no actual justification. Every

sense of entitlement, every
purely psychological feeling of justified desire that is not matched by
such a counterpart in the actual objective ought, is a claim to entitlement
without justification.  The theory must thereforg make the following
statement: There is (at least) one fact that actually exists. We write for
this:

Article IV
(EU) I U,

To read: 'There is (a fact) U, of which git: U should be'. U is called the
unconditional requirement, 1 U the unconditional requirement, and the
principle of the fact of the subject can therefore also be called the
principle of the unconditional requirement.

Just as logic cannot exclude contradictory judgements, deontics cannot
exclude contradictory and therefore unreasonable demands from
consideration, for both exist. But the theory must establish that a
contradictory judgement does not correspond to any actual facts and that a
contradictory demand does not correspond to any actual obligations. We
achieve this through a statement that says that what is unconditionally one
thing cannot be another thing.
not a negation — non-U — required. This negation
of U would be designated in accordance with the agreement in § 1, 2 as
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U'; ea will play an important role in our investigation alongside U, the
absolute requirement, the ideal, as the opposite of S 0 11e n B and may
be emphasised by a particularly striking designation, namely n (.verkehrt
- U°). The symbol for 'not required’  should be f', which stands for 'not
impliede 0'. Then our sentence takes on this form:

Principle V
Urn

Uo' !

ItisreferredtoasOrundaatzderWiderspruchsloai
gkeitdes(tataachlichen)Sollens.

or

Overview of the activities.

I.(AfB).(BaC)o(AfC)
H.(MfA).(MfB) o(M/AB)
N.(AL'B)m!(AoB)

IV. (ZU) 1 U

V vIrn
A, B, C, 61, U, fl are facts.

I. (Orundaatz of co-requirement or consistency). If A requires B
and B implies C, then A requires C.

1. (Principle of union). If M requires A and M requires B, then M
requires A and B (their coexistence).

I1l. (Orundsatz der Auaaouderung).  The conditional demand

/A requires B' (if A is, then B should be) is equivalent to the
unconditional requirement that A implies B (i.e., if A is, then B is).

IV. (Principle of the actuality of the ought or the unconditional
demand.) There is (at least) one fact U of which the following is actually
true: U ought to be. (U is the ought-to-be).

V. (Orundaatz of the impossibility of the actual ought). The ought-
state (absolutely required, U) does not require a negation (the contrary of
the ought, n).



[1. No further conclusions

8 3. Overview of the consequences.

Ouch. From the principles that have been gained in consideration of
the essence of will and desire and put into precise form, one can now
derive a system of deontic propositions through purely logical
conclusions and then present the process of derivation purely and
transparently in all writings using the few simple symbols we have
introduced. But the logical nature of the deduction is foreign to many
people who are nevertheless capable of thinking well; They are content
to immediately recognise what is recognisable, to assume the rest without
further deduction, and do not ask how all this can be derived from the
smallest possible set of facts, which assumptions are necessary and
sufficient to justify the whole system of assertions. This overview is
written primarily for them; it aims to present the most important
consequences of the five principles without going into more than a brief
indication of the derivations. The following paragraphs of this section,
which contain the derivations, can then be left out by those who are not
fond of formulas.

(Aha $ A)

The O randata | (O randata der Folgerichlig-keit)
— If, in the case of A being true, a fact B is required, then for the
same case, every implication of B is also required — given that the facts
are implied everywhere, there are always implications of B, the
statement:

1. If, in the event that A applies, B is required, then the same
applies to the same case. The law permits the following interpretation,
although it is not entirely accurate:

The facts are required everywhere. —  We note
him, who seems to lose sight of the point of demanding anything from
the Pataachen, as strange, a consequence that needs to be examined.

Taking into account that an untrue fact can be interpreted in any way
, it follows from I:
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S. If, for Pall dea, an Untataaohe is required by A — in short: through
A —-e-, then any fact is required through A . —. Also  dieaer Sats
belongs su’den b8'fremdlichenconclusions.

‘Aua O and that I I (0 and the union) If fact M requires fact A, and
fact M requires fact B, then M requires the conjunction of A and B (which,
incidentally, can also be proven by the reverse) — using |, this results in:

4. If fact M requires fact A and fact N requires fact B, then the
coexistence of M and N requires the coexistence of A and B. — The
theorem allows for the combination or union of requirements in a more
general sense than in Principle II. According to this, a system of
dispositions that link different requirements to various preconditions will
always take into account the case of the preconditions coinciding and
must reckon with the coincidence of the requirements in this case.

(From §5.)

The Orundaat 111 (Orundaat of Exclusion) stated: That fact A
requires fact B is equivalent to saying that the implication, if A, then B is
required. He states that the conditional requirement "if A is, then B shall
be" is equivalent to the unconditional requirement, which is: if A is, then
B is. However, he leaves aside the question of whether any such
requirements actually exist.

5. The meaning of an unconditional demand "P aoll eein* — aie
mag ubrigens bestehen, du Recht bestehen, oder nicht iat der-selbe
wie der einer Forderung, die aich an jeden beliebigen .Sach-verhalt
knlpft, die  unter allen Umstanden® daa P fordert;,  dass P aein aoll"
heil3t soviel wie, durch jeden beliebigen Sachverhalt M ist P gefordert*.

From this and from 1, it follows that:

. If P (unconditionally) should be true, then every implication of P
should be true; then, using Il (through a somewhat longer deduction):

8. If A requires B and B requires C, then A requires C. The requirement
therefore extends or transfers not only to the implications of the requirement,
but also, as this sentence states, to a postulate; i.e. to what is required in the
case of the applicability of the requested facts or, as we say, what is required
by these facts.

Sats 9 expresses these facts, even for the postulate of an
unconditionally required state of affairs™.



An obvious error in application can make sentence 8 — and then
also 9 — appear incorrect. Under the conditions '(A) stipulated in a
contract between x and y, x shall perform something for y (ei aoll B aein),
and once the performance (B) has taken place, y shall provide a
consideration. (C1 applies; according to our sentence, it seems to follow
that as soon as the precondition 'A' applies, y must perform C, which is
obviously incorrect. A precise formulation of this case immediately
reveals where the error lies. If A applies, then x must perform B for vy,
i.e. there must be a time (to be determined later) when B is performed by
x; if this is fulfilled, then there must again be a specific time when C is
performed by y. And from this it follows that if A applies, then there must
be a specific time when C is performed by y. This is in accordance with
the meaning of the contract: ea is required by it to ensure that the
performance is completed; and only this can be asserted according to our
statement, which says nothing about how this is to be achieved and in no
way imposes an unconditional obligation on y, but rather that it is to be
achieved through the performance of the other party and a subsequent
performance. It is noteworthy how the phrase "if A occurs, then y shall
perform C" has led to the application of the proposition being
immediately understood as a demand on y, as an expression of an
obligation on the part of y, whereas it does not and cannot mean more
than "if A applies, then it shall be ensured that y performs C". An
indication that what is to be done by me is not yet my duty; what is to be
done by me is my duty insofar as it depends on me, i.e. on my will, that it
happens. — A contract according to which, if A applies and x performs B,
y shall perform C, would of course not result in

, 1f Alistrue, y must satisfy C », but it would also not be a case of
application of the theorem, because in such a contract there are not two
claims, as the theorem presupposes, but only one. Theorem 10 states the
composition or union of unconditional claims into one claim — the
coexistence of the

individually demanded circumstances — in the form

IAIB  1(AB).

By analogy with the concept of equivalence — § 1, 2 — the
Termdea Oleichforderns‘order forderungsmaligen
Aquivalenz®introduced. Facts A and B are said to be equivalent if
A requires B and B requires A — then everything required by B is
obviously also required by A, and vice versa — we write this as A co B.
It is easy to see that

11. (A B I(A B)

i.e. that equally demanding circumstances are also equivalent in the sense
of "equivalent to the demand", since it is demanded that they should be
equivalent.



The following sentences bring &quivalenteUmformu
ngenderForderungabezihung,among which the most important
is the counter-proposal mentioned in 14:

14. (B’ fA);

If Ais true, then B is true is equivalent to if B is not true, then A is not true.

When applied to situations, which take the form of dea Zutre8ens
When making a decision in a specific case, care must be taken to ensure
that the counterposition does not change the time specifications and,
accordingly, the time ratio of the songs: If | have borrowed a book, I
must return it; the reverse is natural: if | do not return a book, | have not
borrowed it, which is the same as saying that if | do not return a book, |
have not borrowed it.

(From § 6.)

The Orundaat 1V (Orundaat of the unconditional Pordern) states: There
is a fact U that actually exists. — What is absolutely required, U, since it is
necessary, is now — according to the meaning of the unconditional demand,
according to 5. — that which should in fact be the case under all
circumstances, under every assumption:

Ib. IlUorMf U,f

3

i.e. M requires U "for every M", or: any given fact M requires U. In this
respect, U is consistent with the 'actual, V, since it holds under all
circumstances, under all conditions. While sentences 6 and 8 established
that if something (unconditionally) plays a role, then the implications or
postulates of this should also exist, it is now unconditionally asserted
that:

16. or 17. What is implied or required by daa is absolutely required,
daa shall be.

In the next step, this results in the sentence

18. A requirement that exists (applies) exists; and the reversal of
this, hence the equivalence:

19. ITA—TA
Sentence 20 states that a 11 is unconditionally required to be equivalent
in accordance with the requirements. In this sentence , a term  the

claim isused Oeltung, which does not recognise any O rade d e a So
11 e n a: allea war sein soll, soll gleichermallen eein, namely under all
circumstances, unconditionally. This sentence will also be examined,
namely by contrasting it with an undoubtedly existing concept of obligation
that allows for the distinction between stronger and weaker demands (i,

9).



In 1. it has been stated: if A demands any fact B, then A demands
the 'facts'; in 7.: if something is absolutely demanded, then the 'facts' are
demanded; if something is to be, then the facts must be. Since, according
to 1V, it is established that something is to be, it can be asserted that:

22. The facts must be: ! V.

The sentence naturally belongs to the category of " b e fremdli ch
en" (b e fremdli ch en). It states that at least what Maa actually did was a
mistake, but leaves open the question of whether the reverse is also true.
It does not, of course, mean that a provision that applies at the present
moment will also apply in the future, but only that it should apply at this
very moment. After all, that was strange enough and seems to run counter
to an actually existing concept of obligation.

The following sentence, however, corresponds perfectly to this
concept. Its formulaic description is

23. VcoUor!(UmV).

This means: The 'PatBachen and what is absolutely required are
equivalent in terms of requirements; or: What actually happened and
what should have happened should be equivalent. — This is in line with
the requirement that what is should correspond to what is required.

A ‘feilaachverhalt of this Tatbeatandea is found in

23" Y/U

: The facts demand what absolutely should be. — One could say that the
‘facts' already demand what absolutely applies, and no special conditions
are required.

which would be linked to his requirements. The idea of the Self-
comprehensibility of the fulfilment of duties is hinted at.

(Aua §7)

By contrasting statements about what ought to be, U, a series of
statements about what ought not to be, 11, also emerges.

One of the strange sentences is again

27. The contrary of what ought to be requires any arbitrary state of
affairs. — If what ought not to be is, then anything can be or anything
cannot be, which amounts to the same thing. — The sentence represents
the contrary of what ought to be, f1, in analogy to the unreal, A, which
implies any state of affairs.

An obvious consequence of this sentence is

28. The contrary demands the contrary. — Why, despite
"strangeness," certain emotions of the 3'erltung and Raohe seem to
speak.

In contrast to these two sentences, it is now important to note that the

improper also demands the unconditional fulfilment of the proper.
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The demands associated with the contrary to what ought to be are not
contradictory; in addition to

28. 11 ffl and 30. N1 A gilt
29 R AU,

da8Sollen8widrigefordert dagSollensmafige.
.4.uch wenn iat, waa nicht aein adll, aoll* daa unbedingt Odforderte aein.
80 Like a falacha prerequisite in theoretical areas, it does indeed lead to
certain conclusions, but it does not negate the existence of the 'facts'":
these remain implied everywhere, even in the sub-facts.
In terms of requirements, flollenamé&Rigea and Sollenawidriges do not
differ. The essential difference is highlighted by
OrundgatzV(der Orundaatz der Widerapruch
a -
losigkeit)hervor, durchdie Featatellung, dal daa SoHena-
maRige, U nichtSoilenawidrigea,n fordert. — Now it
immediately follows that:
32. What is appropriate does not require untruthfulness; and
33. the appropriate does not imply the unreal.
Therefore, untrue statements are not appropriate. Based on this and on
22, the true statements are appropriate, resulting in the following: Tatsdc
h-liche8 und Sollensgemé&RBea, inthe Bereiohe der
bestimmtenSachY BFhalte, which contains only facts and
untatsachen, aquivalentaind; therefore also Sollenswidr
igeaundUntatadchlicheaédquivalent:
34. U==V, 35. fl == A,
Dieae last sentences, die Sainaollen and seem to be
seem to identify, are among our most perplexing conclusions.
probably the most disconcerting. An examination of the conclusions that
lead to them and the premises from which these conclusions originated is
necessary. One can anticipate that these premises, if they are correct,
modify the usual concept of ought in essential points, or uncover a duality
of coexisting concepts of ought, whose mutual relationship will be
clarified — a task whose solution essentially involves establishing the
relationships between ought, want, and act. concepts of "oughtness™ that
exist side by side, whose mutual relationship will need to be clarified — a
task whose solution must essentially involve establishing the relationships
between oughtness, volition and facts. — First, however, the formal
derivation of the corollaries.

8§ 4. Conclusions from Principles | and II.
If we set
l. (A/B)(BaC)o(AfC)
for C,weobtain
(A/B)(BoV)a(AlV),
and since the second condition, B o V, always applies according to 8 1, 2,

1. (AAB)o (AFY).
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Sentence 1 states: If A demands anything — any B — then A demands
the facts. Or: if, under the assumption A, any circumstance is to exist,
then, under this assumption, the facts must exist. The facts are required in
every conditional demand.

If one substitutes the special value A for B in |, assuming that some
fact A requires something impossible, i.e. unfulfillable, then — taking into
account 8 1, 2, A a M — one has

(ATA).(AoM)o (A/ll),

alao
(A/A)a(AfM).

In addition, the reverse is of course true
(AZM)a(AlA),

5therefore the equivalence
2. (AlA) (A7 M).

That requires, however, that 1, and is not feasible, meaning that it
requires every possible circumstance. Like a prerequisite that contains a false
consequence, it leads to arbitrary conclusions.

— if falsehoods are valid, then anything goes —, such a demand for
something that contradicted the facts, to arbitrary demands.

The second principle is:

I (MfA)(MfB)o (M/AB).
It is easy to see that the reverse of this
theorem also holds. For it is obvious that
AB o0 A, AB a B,
then, according to I,
(Ma!'AB)(ABaA)a(Ma'!A)
(Val!AB) (ABo.B)a(Mo!B),
therefore, by combining,
(MalAB)o(Mo!A)(Mo!B)
and daraua and from II:
It (M/A)(MIB) (M f AB).
The fact that M requires circumstance A and M requires
circumstance B therefore means that M requires the coexistence of A and

B. However, as the derivation shown above demonstrates, not the entire
set of facts stated here is a deontic fact, but only the partial set of facts that

" 1AB naturally stands for ! (AB).



Il recites, while the reversal of this — and thus also the equivalence
relationship Hi — follows purely logically from Il and 1.

The proposition concerning the conjunctive connection of
requirements is not followed by a similar proposition concerning the
disjunctive connection,

i.e. the conjunction provided by " " or

nomn

AvB
the fact that at least one of the facts A, B, C,D, E, F, G, H, I, J, K, L, M,
N,O,P,Q,R, S, T,U,V,W, XY, Zapplies
one of them is admissible, i.e. the fact that AorB —without
mutual exclusion of the elements — applies with regard to | —
(MfA)(AoAvB)a(MfAB), alao (htfA)a(MfAvVB)(M/B)
(BoAvB)a(MfAvB), therefore (bl fB)a (M fAvB)
and therefore — purely logically deduced —
3. MfA)v(M/B)a(MfAVvB;
A corollary to II; but the converse of this proposition does not hold.
Demanding that A exist or promoting that B exist implies demanding that
A or B exist, but not vice versa.
Orundaatz 11 provides a compilation of requirements which, even if
established independently of one another,  are linked to the same
prerequisite. Indirectly, in the subsequent paragraph to be presented here, it
also provides a compilation of the requirements which are subject to
different conditions, when the conditions are combined. It is clear from pure
logic — i.e. without
Consideration for the special nature of the b"ollens —
(Mo!A)(Na!B)o(MNo!A.IB)
and likewise
(MNo1A.!B)o(OINo!A)(MNa!B);
otherwise, according to Il
(MNo1A)(MSo!B)o(MNo!AB),
therefore
a. (MSA) (No!B)o(MNo ! AB
also or
(M/A) (X/B)o (NX/" AB).

8 5. Conclusions from Principle 111 (and I, I1).
Principle 111 reads as follows:
n (AfB)—1(AaB).
The observation that the implication relationship is transitive
i.e. that
@) (AaB)(BaC)o(AoCQ),

1M#AVB steht fir M £ (A V B), -analog M o A V B,
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and the further fact that the demand also extends to the implications of
the demand, as stated, raises the question of whether the demand also
extends to what what is required by the requirement, to the postulate of
the requirement, i.e. whether the requirement is also transitive, pb
(AfB)‘(BfC)a(A/C)

also applies.

According to Il -ist

(AfB,)(BfC)=-1(A0B).!(BoC)

Now, the assumption that (purely or unconditionally, i.e. under any
circumstances) 1 P applies is logically equivalent — cf. § 1, 2 — to the
assumption that P is required by any given fact M, i.e.

5. IPmMfP)  (MalP).

Therefore, with reference to I, it follows that
P.PoQ=M7P).(P0oQ)

oMt )

alao

6. IP.(PoQ)a!Q.

If we substitute Y for Q here, we get

1P(PaV)alyV,

and, since P satisfies a V, we also have

7. 1PalV,
i.e. if the WAB (unconditionally) requires it, the facts must be established
— an addition to 1.

Applying this to our conditions, we have alao (A fB) (B/C) —!

(AoB).l(BaC),asabove,
— (Mf(hoB)] [Mf(BaC)]according to 5.,

[M f (A aB) (B aC)] according to Tli,

I[(A aB) (BoC)]accordingto 5.,
a!(AoC)accordingto (1) and 6.;
therefore
(AfB)(BfC)ol(AaC)
or according to
HI,

8. (AfB).(BfC)o (AfC).

If A demands B through A, then not only are all implications demanded
by A, as | have stated, but also all properties of B are demanded by A. ,da
fieinBsutreffe,daaaeinerBeltBCfordeft,aoistdurch
AauchCgefordert.
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If, in particular, you require A to be the fact B that C requires, then

it follows that every A, i.e. all, requires t":
(+ H).Bfc)*(+ <)
8160
IB.BfC)o!C
or, in other symbols,
. IP.PfQ)o1Q.

This sentence is a gem from g. and says: If something is required
by8einsollendesgefordertiat, thenaollessein. Since
the determination of the existence of unconditional claims by 1V has not
yet been taken into account, this does not assert that anything should
actually be aein.

Aua the 8th sentence

Hi (MfA) (MfB)m (M/AB)
it can be inferred

(nfA)(MfB) (M f AB)

or

10. 'A.1B ! (AB);

I will compile unconditional orders, one by one. Requirement, as
specified.

If two facts, A and B, are mutually dependent, they may be
considered equivalent or equivalent in terms of requirement, and this
relationship is referred to as

AmB.
Then
(A ne B) (AfB)(BfA) 1(AoB).!(BoA)
'[(AoB) (BoA) I(A B)

11. (AcoB)—I(A B).

The Orundaats IH permits, based on a claim relationship. Af B or A
o ! B the sauce sign  and place an implication relation before it: ! (A o
B). Now the implication A a B can be replaced by various equivalents. If
A ao B° means, according to § 1, S, that A is and B is not, is not; ea also
means, as can be easily recognised, that 'A is not or ea is not B' — i.e. at
least one of the facts A" and B exists'. — Plan therefore has

(AaB) (A.B) (A’vB),

therefore

1.S.(AfB) (Ao!B) !YAoB) !(A.BY) I(A" B)
and on the other hand

13. (Ao!'B) [A.('B)Y]T” Aw!B.
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, If Ais true, then B must be true" means that that A is
and B is not required, is not * and as much as 'A is not or B is'.
A more important transformation of the implication, if 6f, then P’
did in, if P not, then M not", which is known in logic under the
name of contradiction.
The logical contraposition
(MoP)— (P oM)
we can add a deontic counterpoise:
(A/B) I(AoB)==!(B’aA) (B'»!A) (B'f A,
alao
14. (AfB) (B'fA).
, If Alistrue, thenao 11 B is true. Therefore, if B is not true, thena o
11 fi cannot be true.

8 6. Conclusions from Principle IV (and I, 1, I11).

When we spoke of unconditional demands in our deductions, it was
only to determine what lay within the meaning of the demand, i.e., within
the realm of oughtness, without asserting that an ought actually exists.
This assertion is only made in Principle 1V:

IV (ZzU) I U.
That U is unconditionally required means that U is required under
all circumstances, by every fact; one has
J5. M/ beside MayY

and ea appears to be the hand of being, in that ea is "required
everywhere," ala deontic oegenatiick dea Tatsachli c hen, which is
implied everywhere. — Further correspondences between what must
necessarily be true and what is necessarily true will be shown in the
following sentences.
Aua
MfU)(UaA)a(MTfA)

follows, since the first condition may be disregarded as fulfilled,
(UaA)a(M/A)
or

16. (UaA)olA analogousto (VSA)oA;
an implication unconditionally requires an unconditional requirement, just as
an implication is actually required.
After 8, the following also applies
(M/'O)(U  A) a(M/A)
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and since the first condition, having been fulfilled, may be omitted again,

17. (UfA)o1A,
A poet unconditionally demanded and unconditionally demanded; which is
requiredby einSeinaollendea— andsuch thingsexist—gefor
dertiat, aollseiu. One notices how this sentence goes beyond the
content of the related sentence 8.

lat A demanded by U, and only in this case can one say, 'ea shall be
something whereby A is demanded', 'it shall be such that A shall be', or '
"it is demanded that the demand
I A exists e. Since under these conditions, according to 17., Aisa
011, the result is: A requirement thatisbeatenso1l, be-ateht,whati
srequiredaeinaoll,iatrequired,;

18. [TAalA.

And since, as can be seen from 32, but also otherwise obvious, a
requirement that exists should also remain in place, here is a preview of
the equivalence

19. [TA A

(UfA) (AfU) (AmuU)
follows, since the second prerequisite is always fulfilled,

20.(USA)=-(A w U), corresponding to (V (* —V)

24A) =

What is required by his 11th is a requirement that is equivalent to him,
i.e. according to 11, it should be equivalent to him — analogous to how daa,
as implied by ‘actual’, is equivalent to him —.

If a fact A is to be true, and only in this case, then A is required by
every fact, and in particular by U, and the prerequisite — the left-hand
side — of 20 becomes 2u. Thus we have

21. 1A (A U).

Alle unbedingtgefordertenSachverhaltesind
forderungamafBigdquivalent.

There are characteristic relationships of implication and requirement
between what ought to be, U, and what actually is, V. In section 7, we
already established that if any fact A is to be, then the facts ought to
be.

Now we conclude from the sentence

IU.(UaV)olV,
since naoh IV fulfils the first requirement and § 1, 2 fulfils the second
requirement in any case,
lv

The Tatahons are absolutely necessary; a

fact that actually exists, must exist.
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Therefore,
according to 21., vV U,
23.

or, with reference to 11.,

It is required that actual and equivalent assets be available; that
what is one is one and what is two is two.

As a 'bearing fact', it is contained in S8 and can be highlighted from
it

93. VU,
the facts demand what is absolutely necessary.

Of formal importance is that, because of

UrV).(WV»[A»AD)oUTf »A]
also applies! (A 0 A), so, according to Ill, also

Accordingly, the requirement is A f B, is not only transitive —
according to 8. — but also reflexive, thus possessing both essential
properties of implication. This cannot be deduced directly from the
definition, which explains pA f Be as a '(special) implication’; this
explanation is only clear because aeita (Ao 1B) (! AolBe,i.e.asa
'(special) implication; this explanation only makes sense if, on the one
hand, (Ao1B)(!Bo!C)o(Aa!C)and, onthe otherhand,! Ao! A
must also apply, statements which are not reflected in our theorems 8. and
24,

Ouch
(Arfi)(z"B) " (ArB),
which applies according to I, one concludes that, according to 24, the erate
Vozaus-

Betsuag iauaer is satisfied i8t,

25. (AoB)o (ATfB).

What is implied by athing iat,iatdenaohdurchihngefor
d e r t. — A consequence of this sentence is

26. (AmB)o (AmB).

Equivalents are also equivalent in terms of requirements, which
implies that the same circumstances also require the same circumstances.

§ 7. Continuation.  Contrapositive
conclusions from principles 1V and
V.

The contraposition of the implication relation A o B, i.e. its
transformation into the equivalent B' o A', yields the proposition M o V
daa Oegenatlick *

AoM'orAoM,



as we have established in § 1, 2. If any fact M exists, then the facts
always exist; this results from the contraposition: if the facts do not exist,
then M does not exist, for any arbitrary M, and this then amounts to the
same thing as saying that any arbitrary M exists. For in the totality of the
facts of a logically possible system, the negation A" of every A occurs; if
all are negated, one obtains A" and A from A', i.e. the same totality again.
Whoever denies everything also affirms everything.

The contraposition of M f U, if any iat, then

always be the absolutely necessary, U, now yields
27. 11 f M or ff f M.

What is not 11, that is really forbidden, demands the negation of a 11
em, prohibits a 11e g, and that means again, e a f demands all a — because
prohibiting everything is demanding everything. If iat, waa should not be,
then nothing should be, or, ao aoll allea arbitrary aein.

Daa fleinaollende is absolutely necessary, demanded by everyone
and everything, even by the unavoidable — which demands everything.
It is, alongside

S8. Il / f1 (corresponding to A a
A), which applies according to S7.
39. f1 f U (corresponding to A a V).

D&BSO1lenawidrigeford9rtSollenawidriges.
However, the following also applies: Daaflollenawidrigeforder
tdasSollenagemé&£Re. Thisis and remains required under all
circumstances. This is the deontic counterpart to the propositions: daB
UOtataiiehliche implies Untatadchlichea; the Untat8&chliche implies (but
also) daa Tatsdchliche. The facts  remain  under any precondition,
unconditionally.

The counterposition of 23'. V f U, or 23. V cc U, results in

30. fifh
81. fl. ccAor!(fi=-A).
Wine is what should not be, so it is unreal — even impossible.

Since what is contrary to what ought to be is, by definition, equivalent to
the unreal, it is required that what is contrary to what ought to be be
unreal, that the un