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ONTOLOGY VIA FORMAL SEMANTICS AS PHILOSOPHY
Gluschenko E. V.
NUT “KhPI” Philosophy Department, Kharkiv city

Starting with R. Carnap's guessing of how powerful science instrument may be to
analyze, perform and represent the most core problems at the edge of philosophy horizon, it
hasn't been finished for now, and this theme can some flaws and some points to discuss.
Through the last decades we might see the next generation of thinkers such as I. Bochensky,
W. V. O. Quine, D. Davidson, H. Putman, M. Dummett, D. Chalmers which proposed different
solutions, and which ones' attempts had become so well-known withink Analytic Philosophy.
Despite this huge mainstreem the problem wasn't rejected even in European part of philosophy,
enough to bring the name of such arsing mainstream as OOO philosophy by K. Meiasoux and
G. Harman; the problem wasn't abandoned and quitted in the local regions of Eastern Europe
philosphy either [4]. Needless to say how many philosophers all over the world can be linked
to this theme indirectly. Our primary target to accent and to emphasize those critique points
this problem does have.

Firstly, let's look how this picture looke like previously. Since Plato's investigations
through the critics of Aristotle toward the ideas, and appearing mainly in the Stoics philosophy,
there were some important aspects help withink those thinkers, these were: concepts, ideas, and
structures. The next centuries focused on developing these key terms within is transcendental
aspects. Philosophers as J. Locke and G. Berkeley notified and put some contures to them by
divinding those terms into their mathematical categories. The situation with localization of those
terms become more mathematical in texts of B. Bolzano and then took its notable place as a
discussion point between mathematicians like A. Poincare and D. Gilbert. What was the point to
debate there — there’'s still a question of the nature of the numbers, and it's inner set aspects as
their inner logic. Along with math paths these terms were getting less preferable in any
materialistic aspects. Despite this fact thinkers as B. Russell or A. Ginovaef had crossed with
these problems by pointing here or there about their inner structure and complexed nature [5].
This doesn't seem to be something perplexing and queer if nobody can get away from the
problem with universals.

Same may be said about the last decades when different thinkers views were concentrated
at gaps in our comprehension of the relative world. The laws of Physics as well as the knowledge
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of how society acts have arisen several discussions over such a major theme as the cognitive
foundations or the Philospophy of Mind. (The place of formal semantics there is determined by
its requirements to join thoughts and symols by uttering them using formal notations.) All of this
and more is presented in some similar and widespread thoughts of a metaphysical key point.

To define this question we would like to start it saying the place of metaphysic and logic
via their interrelations about each other. And the first point is the accent whether or not logic is a
metaphysical procedure. The core principle of that can be found in Aristotle's doubting alogos
forms of using phrases [1]. According to Aristotle as soon as any attempts of getting through the
way of thinking illogically result in various meanings, e.g. using a term in a previous phrase
won't stay unchanged. The same thing we're about to find in the debates over the fixated
designators by S. Kripke. Accorging to him the proper names are linked firmly to some local
areas in previously chosen logically possible worlds. No matter which are chosen: terms or
names, our position due to picking something as a complete and a whole thing preserves our
attitute toward guaranteed derivations. Exemplying it we may draw the next one: let's say we've
got some logical statements about blue roses, and let these roses be indeed blue, then how be
with the names itself? By which logic they are being used? The same can be said of some
unsolved axioms withing a set of accepted axioms in any axiomatic theory [6]. If we want to
establish some axioms there have to be found some other axioms which have to point why
exactly these axioms are taken (we may call them meta-axioms, but this won't help us to avoid
some ambiguities happen there).

So, metaphysics may be taken as a ground for logic, but this opens a draft for some
investigations, and such investigations may be a) a factor point of the impact, and b) a field of
close relations. The former supposes our research to be turned into a series of some over-logical
investigatins such as any semiotic procedures, and the latter reveals us some formal interrelations
within logic. Since logic cannot reject such notions (as we said about in the beginning) as
concepts, ideas, and structures, there's still a raw way of classification of the place of logic now.
The most notable one as it might be seen historically — is an image or a style of logic inquiry.
And to example it we need to take a look at some historical discussions, let's say Carnap's formal
attempts versus Heidegger's critics of the logic's first-place. Thus, as the place of logic has its
directions so the metaphysical backgrounds are still behind it.

Now we may look at this picture from a onological point of view. Here we've got dozens
of said by Russell and Quine (the descriptions versus the references), and we've got examples of
how H. Putnam (or S. Kripke) doubted internal knowledge of meaning. In any case what the
most primary ahead is the style or an image of how things look [2]. If we aim an implication as a
key factor, and we're concentrating on some logic strategies we may reach few ontological
projections from there. Elaborating it let's suppose we're interested in not how to exist (or what
does it mean), but on how should we live to exist. And not pointless here is that answering the
latter one is remarkable to not confuse it with a deal of surviving; it's rather be aesthetical one,
than about how to survive.

Since we need to formalize things in somehow this leads to the problem of how the
symbols — and here we take em as directly logical deities, which are concepts, ideas, and
structures — relate to something outside of their symbolic world. (We'd like to emphasize that
here some ideas of Kharkiv philosopher G. Skovoroga may be applied in some way.) And here is
another question the same one that was taken by group of thinkers in XIX century and later,
more precisely this question of how numbers exist; this time we may repeat it substituting
numbers to symbols. This may reveal some key points of how ontology goes via semantics, and
all that result into metaphysical investigations within philosophy.

Therefore, the problem of how logic exists and what place it occupies, it's seen that there
are elements of metaphysical points behind it such as what comes firstly or which defines which.
Relations between logic and metaphysics are elsewhere and reflect even cultural modern life.
This lead us some key terms such as concepts, ideas, and structures which are held further during
the history as picture examples of where the weak points being, considering the main question of
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this theme to be aimed. The formal side supposes its solution into ontological side that is needed
in semantics. And in general philosophy works and operates the key formal terms even for now.
The angle of ontological point is being drawn by the formal semantics aspects, namely they are
presented by the same question some thinkers took debating about the nature of the numbers as a
math subject. Mainly, it can show how more core roots of logic, and therefore philosophy, are
still in some mutual relations, and to answer the questoin about the nature of symbolic forms and
their origins may be one of key strategies for further philosophical inquiries.
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EKOJIOTTYHA OCBITA TA MOXKJIUBOCTI ii BUKJIAJIAHHS B CBITJII
CYYACHHUX OCBITHIX TEXHOJOTI'TA
I'om3p H.B. (Godz N.B.), Cyn Beii (Sun Wei)
Hauyionanvnuii mexuiunuii ynigepcumem «XapKigCbKuili nOAIMeXHIYHUL iIHCIUMYm)
M. Xapkie, Ykpaina
College of Educational Science, Jiamusi University, Jiamusi City, Heilongjiang Province
China

CporosieHHss BKOTpE 3YMOBIIIOE HEOOXIAHICTh HOBOIO IMIAXOAY JO PO3YMIHHS
MO>KJIMBOCTEW TEXHOJOTIM Ta MeToJiB HaB4aHHs. HOB1 TexHoOr1i, HOBI YMOBU TEXHIYHOI 0a3u
Ta 3arajlbHOr0 CTaHy peueil (HampuKJIaJ Cyd4acHUH CTaH PO3BUTKY CYCHUIbCTBA IIiJ] Yac
naHaemii) 10BoJIUTh, o cTtapi Meroauku TCO mpu HaBYaHHI WIKOJSPIB Ta CTYAEHTIB Ta Ti
JOCSITHEHHS! MUHYJIOTO sKi BiIOYBaJIMCS Ha TePEHAaX BUKJIAJaHHSI Ta HABYAHHS MalOTh HAroiy
33151 «<HOBOTO MOJMXY Ta BTUICHHS», SIKIIO HE Y MOBHOMY 00Cs31, TO y 00Cs31 IEBHUX METOAMK
710 HaBYaHHS BUKOPUCTOBYBATHUCS Mij Yac MJIaHyBaHHs 3aHATh. [IpuHaiiMH1 ci1i1 3BepHYTHUCS K
710 BIJIMOBIJHOI HAyKOBO-TIIEAArOTiYHOI JITEpaTypud Ta po3poOOK, Tak 1 O aHalily HU3KHU
HaBYaJIbHUX (IIBMIB Ta Mporpam, siki BUKOPHCTOBYBAJIMCS Y MOINEPEIHI YacH 3 YMOBOKO iX
BIJIOBIAHOI NEPepOoOKHU Ta JOPOOKH /10 Cy4YaCHUX TEXHOJIOTIYHUX MOXJIUBOCTEH. Y OyAb-sKoMy
pasi, cii 3aBXAM JOCTIJKYBAaTH CUIIbHI Ta cIa0Ki CTOPOHHU PI3HMX IpoleciB. [HTepHeT-ocBiTa
K TEXHOJIOTisI MyCHTh OYTH JOCHIPKyBaHa Ta BIOCKOHaleHa moctiino [5-8]. Biamoimno
IporpaMu Ta Ti, XTO iX MHILE, XTO 3 HUMHU IPALIO€e Mij Yac HaBYaHHS (BUMTENi, BUKJIagadl Ta
YUHI, CTYJEHTH) MYCSTh aKTHBHO Ta IUIIJHO CHIBIpAlfOBaTH 3a/Jis BUSBIEHHS CHJIBHUX Ta
cnabkux OokiB Oynb — SKHX TEXHOJIOTiH Ta mporpamHoro 3abesneyeHHs. CTOCOBHO
BUIIICHABEJICHOTO aKTyaJlbHOIO IIOCTA€ MHUTAHHS EKOJIOTIYHOTO BHUXOBAHHS Ta JIEP)KaBHOI
MOJIITUKH Y CYCIUIBCTBI, IO TpaHCPOPMYEThCS 331 (OPMYBaHHS 1 €KOJIOTTYHOTO CBITOTJISTY
YVUHIB Ta CTYJEHTIB, CIyXadiB HU3KU KypciB. EKojoriyHa rpaMoTHICTh HAceJeHHs, MEAUYHa
OCBiTa Ta MOIH()OPMOBAHICTh HA/JA3BUYANHO BaXJIMBUN (DAaKTOp y MOJOIAHHI KPU30BOTO CTaHY.
Mu Bxxe nucanu npo noHATTS «ExosnoriyHa ¢yTyposoris» i TaKMM YMHOM MOKEMO 3BEPHYTH
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