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ABSTRACT

Researches into linguistics have been influenced by philosophy and
logic and the research of contemporary linguistics in Russia is without ex-
ception. The question of proposition and modus, which has aroused gen-
eral concern by the western linguistic philosophy, is also an important
part of the study group named “logical analysis of language” in its early
research of pragmatics. My study first reorganizes the evolution of the
connotation of the concept of proposition and modus in philosophy and
linguistics, and then distinguishes concepts concerned as well. In the
fields of relationship between proposition and modus, modus words, and
propositional attitude predicates, typical characteristics of the researches
of proposition and modus are revealed respectively in the western linguis-
tic philosophy and the contemporary linguistics in Russia. Concerning the
relationship between proposition and modus, my study separately de-
scribes the understanding of modus both by linguistic philosophy and lin-
guistics, then the different types of modus in language, including their
features and interrelation. Modus logic and linguistics have paid close at-
tention to modus, and special emphasis is laid only on its formal descrip-

tion by modus logic. However, Russian linguistics, which does its study
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on proposition and modus depending on specific words, has not only
summed up the possibility and inevitability of different types, but also
generalized the relationships of possibility, inevitability and reality.
Western linguistic philosophy put forward the concept of propositional at-
titude, but its study is basically macroscopic and confined in a few propo-
sitional attitude predicates such as “know” and “believe”. The study
group named “logical analysis of language” however described proposi-
tional attitude predicates in detail from various angles and different levels
on the basis of their classification, and thus presented their semantic fea-
tures, syntax activities and perspective of communication-pragmatic indi-
vidually. To sum up, western linguistic philosophy and Russian contem-
porary linguistics lay special emphasis on the question of proposition and
modus, and a better understanding could only be gotten by a better com-

bination of their ideas.
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