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PREFACE

This article is a monographic study of Deontic Paradoxes. Based on
the achievements in this field, with the recent methodological achieve-
ments of paradoxes, a holistic research on deontic paradoxes is conduc-
ted, and an attempt to clarify the clue of numerous miscellaneous view-
points is made. Based on the pragmatic definition of logical paradoxes,
this article gives a new definition of “deontic paradoxes”. Depending
upon “RZH " (Russell — Zermelo — Haack ) criterion for paradox solu-
tion and various levels of the researches on paradoxes, such methodologi-
cal conceptions as “paradoxical degree” and “soluble degree” of para-
doxes are intreduced and explored. Focusing on the structure and nature
of four deontic paradoxes, the author clarifies their position in the se-
quence of paradoxical degree, and evaluates the merits and limitations of
various resolutions, through reviewing their cause and effect. The disser-
tation indicates the approaches and possibility of the transformation of
philosophical paradoxes to special logical paradoxes, and discusses the
elementary developing trend of contemporary studies in this field.

This article consists of six chapters. Chapter One is an introduc-
tion, which not only gives a new definition of “deontic paradox” and
summarizes the actuality of corresponding researches, but also describes
the methodology on which the whole dissertation relies: “paradoxical de-
gree” , “soluble degree” of paradoxes and “RZH ” criterion for paradox
solution. “Paradoxical degree” , “soluble degree” of paradoxes is all

relative concepts, the former denotes the different paradoxical degree of
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different paradoxes, which is in direct proportion to “acknowledged de-
gree” of background knowledge from which paradoxes derived. Accord-
ing to “ acknowledged degree” and “RZH " criterion, solutions to par-
adoxes is different in “acceptable degree” , therefore different “soluble
degree” of paradoxes can be defined.

Following Chapter One, the four chapters in succession describe
and comment four paradoxes, including “Ross’s paradox” , the paradox
of commitment, the good Samarian paradox and the paradox of contrary
— to — duty imperative respectively, with those methodological instru-
ments introduced above.

Chapter Two discusses the origin, the structure of “Ross’ s para-
dox” and treatments of it, and shows that the background knowledge re-
sults from which this paradox occurred only is a “misconception” on log-
ical connectives. So the “Ross’ s paradox” is an imitation of paradox,
with a very low paradoxical degree. The logic — revised project hasn’t
been accepted commonly because it will require too many efforts. In
fact, this “ paradox” could be removed readily only by correcting the
wrong intuitive judgments. This “paradox” itself has already brought to
an end; however, “Context Holism” will be far - reaching enlightening
on this subject.

Chapter Three investigates the paradox of commitment and solutions
to it. It results from the incompatibility between deontic theorems and in-
tuitive counterexamples. Its paradoxical degree is far higher than that of
“Ross’ s paradox” , for the corresponding background knowledge is uni-
versal intuition on the deontic concept of “commitment”, instead of
“misconception”. However, this intuition cannot be strictly formalized
in deontic system, so the paradox of commitment is still not a special
logical paradox. With the discussions on how to express “commitment”
properly, the relativity of deontic criterion is declared, and various bina-

ry deontic logic systems unlike the previous ones are developed. Howev-
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er, this kind of solution is eventually unsuccessful because of the new
versions of the paradox of commitment.

The good Samarian paradox investigated in Chapter Four is with a
far higher paradoxical degree than that of “Ross’ s paradox”, and still
not a special logical one, similar to the paradox of commitment. The dif-
ferent rest with their corresponding background knowledge. Those of the

good Samarian paradox are the relationship between “

obligation and obli-
gation, prohibition and prohibition”, so its paradoxical degree is also
higher than that of the paradox of commitment. All systems in existence
haven’t the function to distinguish the property of different actions; the
background knowledge couldn’t be formalized demonstrably in system,

&

despite its higher “acceptable degree”. The treatments to this paradox
follow two opposite directions, one is the reduction of deontic Logic to
special modal logic, and eliminate the paradox resorting to the soundness
and completeness of the latter. Another is the foundation of paraconsis-
tent deontic logic system, by way of revising classical logic. It is to be
regretted that all these solutions meet with some new problems. But then
these solutions’ valuation themselves shouldn’t be denied absolutely on-
ly because they are not successful solutions to paradoxes.

The paradox of contrary — to — duty imperative, on which Chapter
five focuses, is the most serious hit against deontic logic. Our actual
world is not a perfect deontic one, so the obligations are actually viola-
ble, if a certain commitment and relevant obligations has been violated,
then primary obligation and the following new obligation ( called by a
general name “conditional obligation” ) would be satisfied at the same
time. From all this universal common premises, unacceptable contradic-
tion is derived by elementary deontic logical rules, then paradox come
into being. Because the background knowledge the paradox relies on is
with fairly high “common degree” , the “ paradoxical degree” of this par-

adox is the highest. Moreover that knowledge could be formalized strictly
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in deontic system, so the paradox of contrary — to — duty imperative has
become a special logical paradox from philesophical one in fact. Aiming
at different background knowledge, different solutions to this paradox
come forth, such as formal investigations and revisions to “conditional
obligation” and two different “ modus ponens” rules, circumstialized
project and defeasible (unclassical) deontic logic etc. The dissertation
illuminates that if a sound and forceful philosophical justification can be
reached, the circumstialized deontic system can be regarded as a more
successful classical resolution to deontic paradoxes. Through the reviews
of the paradox of contrary — to — duty imperative, a possible route from
philosophical paradox to special logical paradox is presented. From this,
we can find that the transformed form does not only exist in the process
of identifying typical logical paradoxes, and at the same time some new
perspectives can be gained of the study of paradoxes.

Chapter Six summarizes that each deontic paradox’s relative orienta-
tion in the sequence of paradoxical degree is specified distinctly, and
further research on their relations is conducted, through all above inves-
tigations. The paradox of contrary -~ to - duty imperative located the
highest pole of the sequence of paradoxical degree; the solution to it
would be undoubtedly of great importance to clarify and solve other deon-
tic paradoxes. A thorough study of the pragmatic property of paradoxes
would conduce to master the essential characters of deontic paradoxes.
Because the paradox of contrary — to — duty imperative could be reworded
a pragmatic paradox, one kind of logical paradoxes, all the achievements
of pragmatic paradoxes could facilitate the progress of déontic paradoxes
research. As one part of philosophical paradoxes, the powerful methodo-
logical function of deontic paradoxes research could lay a great founda-
tion on which we can develop further general paradoxes researches, as

well as would advance deontic logical studies and progresses.
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