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KA3AKOB MCTHUCJIAB,
3000y8au cmynens kanouoama @pinocogcokux nayx Kuiscbkoeo noaimexwivHo2o incmumymy

TEOPEMA PO OHTO/10rYHY BUIMAAKOBICTb
MO/INBUX CBITIB: Y 3AXUCT PE/IATUBI3MY
BIJHOCHO OHTO/10rIT MOX{/INBUX CBITIB

Y cTaTTi pobuTthCcA cnpoba BUPILLMTM NUTAHHA OHTONOrNiI MOXITMBUX CBITiB ANA CEMaHTUKU MOX-
NMBUX CBITIB AIK iIHCTPYMEHTY Cy4acHOI foriku. ABTOPOM BMCYBAa€ETbCA NPUNYLLEHHSA, 3rigHO 3 AAKUM
Yy MOXIUBUX CBiTax gonyctuma 6yab-sika AOBINbHICTb LWOAO iX OHTONOriI Ta NOBHOTU ONUCY, AOKMU
LUs AOBINbHICTb He BMNMBAE HAa iCTUHHICTB/XMOHICTL CyaXeHb Y MOXNMUBOMY CBITi. Y BUNAAKy X,
AKLWO NeBHOro poAy OHTOJMOrNiYHMI napameTp, AKUA MM BBOAUMO MiCrsi BCTAHOBIEHHSA iCTUHHOCTI/
XWOGHOCTI CyAXeHHS1 ANA KOHKPETHOro MOXIMUBOro CBiTY, N€EBHUM YMHOM 3MiHIOE 3HAYE€HHA cya-
XEHHS1, el napameTp € HeAONYCTUMUM, OCKiNIbKM MOXINMBUN CBIT CTa€ iHCTPyMeEHTanbHO Henpu-

noeika; aHanimu4dHa gpinocoqisi; hinnocogpisi rioeiku.

Introduction. The ontology of possible worlds, since
D. Lewis [11], R. Carnap [3; 4; 5], J. Hintikka [7; 8] and Saul.
Kripke's works [9; 10], despite the interest to it in con-
temporary philosophy, still hasn't got solutions to some of
its primordial problems, debates on which proceed since
80ies till nowadays. Mostly, the modern philosophers still
continue to separate the possible worlds onto physically
and metaphysically possible (sometimes, giving no clear
distinction of them), to reject Lewis's modal realism ([1; 2;
12]) or to make changes to it (as in [13; 14; 15]), supporting
its initial positions, to turn back to Leibniz's approach to
possible worlds etc (for example, such an approach can
be seen in views of Nelson Goodman [6]. It cannot be
considered as his strict position, but his ideas are partially
tight with this approach. The idea of coming back to
Leibniz's ideas has its beginning in some of Carnap's
works; see [4; 5]); and such vagueness leads to conti-
nuation of questioning about possible worlds constitution:
what is the allowed degree of their difference from our
world, how can it be justified and what should be the
parameters of creation of possible worlds in general?
Despite the fact that some philosophers accept either
physically, or metaphysically possible worlds, there is also
the position that is opposite to it, and which accepts only
physically possible worlds. (Our article is, first of all,
addressed to them; however, its formulations would be
interesting to the scientists that accept any types of
possible worlds). Briefly summarizing, we would say that
according to one of them, the possible world may be such
as it can be thought, i.e. it can allow any kind of "meta-
physical" changes in the process of its modeling. Kripke's
position, according to which the possible word is mainly
the formal-logical entity that we operate, but not the real
world, can be also added to this approach (Hintikka's ideas
are also related to this approach in his concepts of "model
multitudes" and "the relatedness of alternative"). It is also
senseless to think about its relatedness with actual world
for pragmatic reasons.

According to the second position, the possible world
cannot contain metaphysical adjustments, but can only fit
the parameters that are known to human knowledge;
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possible worlds, according to such a position, rather depict
different conditions of our real world, but not represent
themselves as the single holistic phenomena that either
can have some relation to our world, or don't have any at
all. To this position, the fixation of possible worlds, its nexus
with our physical reality, is undisputed. Having designated
the most widespread and conventional positions, we'd
like also to point out our own: in problems concerned to
possible worlds ontology, we rather adhere the first one,
considering the possible world phenomenon from
instrumental point of view. However, such a position
shouldn't be confused with epistemological relativism or
constructivism. It may only partially refer to pragmatic
approach to the tools of cognition; yet, we refuse any kinds
of metaphysical (like religious or mystics) or pseudo-
scientific tools to be used in scientific research. When we
note such an attitude towards possible worlds, we accept
them as rational tool of human cognition that is in terms
with modern science, but we stand against its "meta-
physical" or non-scientific modification - metaphysically
possible worlds are accepted by us only on certain con-
ditions and for certain tasks, but not for proving some
metaphysical propositions or religious claims to be true
for our reality. According to it, the possible world as one of
the instruments of science can be physically and meta-
physically possible as well. Such claim also needs
understanding the margins of ontological difference of
possible world from actual world are allowed.

And to clarify the problem of ontological randomness
of possible worlds in general, we have formulated the
theorem, which we would try to prove in this article, also
illustrating the example of its practical use. We named it
"the theorem on possibility of ontological randomness in
possible worlds". The theorem is the following: in modeling
of the possible world, for any particular possible world
W,,, formally unlimited number of random changes in
ontological structure and differences with the real world is
accepted, on condition that the presence, as well as the
absence of these changes or differences in no way influ-
ences the true/false meaning of the considered propo-

sitions in the possible world W, (since the true/false
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meaning of the propositions is defined before these
changes or differences were imposed).

Proof 1. The first proof of our theorem is dedicated to
possible truths (<p) that are true in some worlds (or at
least in one of them). Let us take the following proposition:
"Romney became President of USA in 2012" and designate
it as p. Let us also designate the real world as Wg, and
the possible world as W, "~" as "not" and "—" as an
implication "if...then...". Then we deal with the following
basic propositions:

OpEWR—~p
OpEW,—p

Then, we would also add the following set of ontological
constituents of the world W, in the following propositions:
"all people in W/, have got black and white vision", "the
Earth in W, has no satellite", "the Solar System in W,, has
11 planets", and "in W,, Franz Kafka didn't become a writer".
We would demarcate the set of these propositions as g. It
is also necessary to add, that without this set of claims,
the actual world would be identical to the possible world
W, and in this case (in case of absence of q), the only
difference between the actual and the possible world would

be the result of US presidential election in 2012. It can be
expressed in following way:

(Wr—~0)AW,—~0))—>~pVp)
(Wr—~g)AW—~p))—(Wr=W )

This notation is related to description of the possible
world properties. Thus, we see the following: g makes the
possible and actual worlds different from each other on
the level of a number of ontological properties (and one
random event, if we talk about Kafka's fate in W,,), and if
the set g would be excluded from the possible world and p
would be false in it too, W, would have been fully identical
to the actual world. All these conditions which were
designated as g and which indicate the specific difference
of world W, from Wg, however, have no influence on fact,
whether Romney becomes President or not in the world
W,, if we assume that the elections in this world are
conducted in the same way they are in our world. Therefore,
we'd assume the following:

(Wr—~0)—~p
(Wn—0)—p
To the world W,,, p would be false only if we provide

certain evidences in favor of the fact, that at least one of the
differences that are included in q, has influenced on US
presidential election in 2012 in W,,. Let it, for example, be
the black and white vision of Romney, which somehow
brought him victory. But if we claim this, we, therefore, bring
it in not as random, but as necessary ontological condition
for W, i.e. we set fixed parameter that represents the
differences of W, from Wg, but in this case, this parameter
is not included into g, the property of which as the variable
is the denotation of permissibility of random number of
arbitrary parameters, which has relation to W,, (as a set of
its specific properties), but that is irrelevant to the pro-
position p itself. Thus:

(Wr(a)—p)AW n(~0)—p)

And if the differences set by q are considered as the
parameters which do not influence on p, we can regard
them as random ones, adding unlimited amount of

differences of W,, from Wg to q. For example, in this

possible world English-speaking people write from right
to left, the water is denoted as XYZ, an average yearly
temperature on Earth is two degrees lower than on "our"
Earth, and the constellation of Orion in W,, doesn't exist.
As long as these differences of ontological structure of W/,
from our world do not affect the proposition p, they are
potentially infinite. Schematically it is figured out in the
following way:

Wr Wh

(o)

We consider the truth/the falsity of p that describe the
fact p in physically possible world W ,,. Its physical structure
fractionally differs from actual world and has all pre-
suppositions for event, that would result into meanings ~p
for our world and p for W,,. Let us add to W,, one more
proposition: "In 2011 the meteorite fell onto US and wiped
the country off the Earth". We would designate this
proposition as a. In case of a inclusion to W,,, such a
disjunction for p appears:

((2€Wr)—~p)V(~(aeW)—p)

But if we consider that p is false in actual world and
may be false in some possible worlds but not in W, (where
it is considered to be true), a, therefore, appears "unac-
ceptable” proposition to W,,. And if aeW ,, we still have no
paradoxical situation - such an inclusion leads to ap-
pearance of one more possible world, an, to which
proposition ~p (because of ((aeW ,)—~p)) is true. Thus,
we deal with the following:

a——p
(al W)A(@EW,D)
Wn2—>~p

Non-random ontological difference, that is to say, the
difference that influences on truth/falsity of proposition p
for W,,, therefore, makes ~p the true proposition in possible
world an, because the implication of a into W/, changes
it in such way, that the possible truth p, which is the
prerequisite part of proposition (3p)((Wgr—~p)AW ,—p))
("there is p, that is true to W/, and false to W,"), becomes
false in both worlds which is paradoxical to our prede-
termined parameters of p's true/false meaning. This
problem of non-random differences that appeared firstly
to W, is solved by the appearance of an as a separate
possible world that has a certain type of relation to actual
world and to the possible world W ,. This relation is the
following:

(Hp)((Wn—>p)/\2((WRan2)—> ~p))
A ((WaVW )= A(Wr—~0))
But besides this relation, there is also one proposition

that belongs only to an and which actually constitutes it
as a separate possible world:

(3a)(@EW,,)A(a—~p)
In other words, the ontological differences from the

real world that do not affect the truth of p, coincide in
possible worlds, while the falsity of p coincides in actual

world and W2, but for W,? it is conditioned by additional
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proposition a that is true only for W, (while the falsity of p
in actual world is set a priori). At first sight, these con-
clusions may be seen as insignificant, but later it would
be shown that such a detailed parsing was necessary.

Up to this moment, we dealt with physically possible
world. Now we should examine our proof for metaphysically
possible world, after which the general form of proof for
possible truths should be formulated. The brilliant example
of metaphysically possible world that fits to our issue can
be the universe of sci-fi series "Star Trek". In this case, the
possible world W,, would represent the series universe,
and Wg would remain the actual world, and the proposition
"Jean-Luc Picard in 2365 was the captain of starship
Enterprise” would stand as p. The proposition is true in
possible world and only in it (since in reality there is nothing
of what is said in the proposition). The ontological structure
in metaphysically possible world of "Star Trek" universe is
strictly predetermined. The events that happened in this
world are predetermined as well. To put it bluntly, the
possible world W/, in this case is factually outlined by the
frames of the series' creators (scenarists, producers,
directors). Nevertheless, we still can assume random
complex of occasions for this possible world, which would
not affect the truth of p, as well as the other events that took
place in this possible world: we, for example, can "invent"
life on the planets that haven't been shown in the series,
or the dialogues between main characters that were
omitted by the creators of possible world but could have
possibly been. In fact, we construct metaphysically
possible world, the only difference of which from W, is the
existence of additional propositions that do not come in
contrary with the existing propositions of W, and, as a
result, p would be true. (Such additional propositions for
the possible world of "Star Trek" universe have got their
factual embodiment in different spin-offs of "Star Trek"
series that, by plot, continue and widen the given possible
world without intrusion into the events that have already
took place.)

And if we include a certain proposition a, namely the
following: "In 2364 Jean-Luc Picard was killed by borg", p
becomes false and we deal with the world W,” again, and
this world would not contradict the metaphysically possible
world of "Star Trek" universe ontologically, while it would
differ in the true/false meaning of p and, therefore, in all
the occasions connected to it. This difference, as well the
additional information about W,,, can be seen in such
possible worlds, as spin-offs of the official "Star Trek"
series in videogames, commixes or books. They all do
have relation to W ,'s ontology, but the propositions of the
world are different by their meaning, since they only
develop, negate or continue the primordial propositions
that were made by the original creators of the possible
world of "Star Trek" universe. In this case, we deal with the
following situation, which would also clarify our previous
parts of the proof 1:

(Wr—p)V(AEW)—p
(aEW,)—>~p
(aEW,)=W,”
Wn2—>~p
Finally, we have the following expression:
OpE@EP)(39)((av-a—p)AAV-0—~p))
OpE(Wr—~p)A(ql Wr)
OpE(@EW ARl W)
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OpEW,—p
OpE((QEW)V(Gl Wy))—p
OpE((QEW)—>~p)—W,*
OpEW —>~p

The final set of logical expressions is made regardless
of certain examples - this is the model of proof for the
possible truths in possible worlds in general. By p we
denote the possible truth that is true for possible world
(W) and false for actual world (W,); g denotes the set of
random parameters, which constitute the difference of
ontological structure and events of the world W,, from the
actual world, and which do not affect the truth/falsity of
proposition p; a denotes the proposition which implies
the parameter that directly affects the truth/falsity of p and
which creates, in case of change of proposition's true-
false meaning after the inclusion of proposition a, the new
possible world W, 2. The difference of this new possible
world from W,, lies only in falsity of proposition p that is
true to the world W,.

Proof 2. The second proof is related to necessary truths,
the propositions that are true in actual world and in every
possible world. Basing on the proof 1, the proof for
necessary truth now would be briefer. The connection
between possible world and the real world looks like the
following (the color of circle depicts the differences of

ontological structure that would be denoted as q for W,
and ~q for Wg):

WR Wn

o (o)

The variables preserve meanings that we have in
previous proof. According to them, we'd have the following:

opE(Vp)(p)

op~(39)(qv~q—p)

ap '=~((q.|. Wn)_’(\NnEWR))@(q EWn)
opE(Wr—~0)—p

opE(Whr—0)—p
opE(~((aEW)—~p))—~a

The given results are fixed and don't change for op,
and the only expression that represents the opposite, in
this case can be depicted as following:

a——p
(QEW ) —~p)—>~W )W)

Since the falsity of p is forbidden by the premised
condition (by which we mean here the expression
opE=(vp)(p)). then, if the proposition a, that negates the
truth of p, appears, the whole possible world is negated,;
and its negation leads to the appearance of a new
possible world, which, in general context, do not satisfy
the conditions of necessary truth of p in all possible worlds:
opkif p is false in W, then W,? does not exist as the
possible world, related to Wg. By this we should
understand, that, if we turn to conventional denotations of
possible worlds semantics, nonempty set G that repre-
sents the set for possible worlds of Wg, doesn't include
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the world W2 (W2 G). Then we may deal with the
following question: how the modeling of a new possible
world, included into G set is permissible? Firstly, its
difference from W, should be pointed out. For example,
apart from the formally infinite set of properties g, that are
included to W, and the potential new world as well, and
that do not affect the truth of p, we would also include one
more set of differences of ontological structure. Such a set
would have, for example, the following propositions that
are true for this new world: "all people in this world have
got a green skin", "there are only three continents on Earth
in this world", "the metal ions of this world have no bridging
ligands at all", "it is known for certain that tachyons exist in
this world" (while to our world it is just the hypothesis, we
know about their existence for sure for this possible world,
since we are creating its ontological parameters), " the
gravitation acceleration in this world is g = 10,1". We would
denote this set of propositions as w, and the possible
world, where these ontological differences from the actual
world and world W, are met, as Wn3. The meaning of p is
preserved from the first proof ("Romney became President
of USA in 2012"). Then, to include this possible world into
the set G, where p is always true according to our primordial
conditions of p as the necessary truth, we have the
following:

op, GE(VP)(p)

op, G F(Wr—pP)A(Wr—p)

op, G F(WnSEG)_’(WnS_’p)

op, G E(WEW,)AQEW,,)

op, G F((WEW yJA(Wi™—p))—(W—p)

op, G E((VP)(P))—((Wi Wy)—(W,*—p))—(~w—p)

The part of proof 2 that deals with inclusion of the

possible world into G in which p is true in all possible
worlds and in actual world, is applicable either for physically,
or for metaphysically possible worlds. According to it, there
is no need to double the expression for metaphysically
possible world (that would include, for example, the ele-
ments of magic or cryptozoology). Then, the general form
of proof 1 and proof 2 of our theorem on admissible

ontological randomness of possible worlds would be the
following. For possible truths:

OpE(Wr—G)AWLEG)
OpE@EP)(Pv~p)
OpE(Qv~q—p)v(qv~q—~p)
OpE (gl WR)AWR—~p)
OpE(GEW)AW,—D)
Opra—~p
OpE((@EW)—W AW, EG)
OpE(W,*—~p)
For necessary truths:
op=(vp)(p)
opeG—p
opk(39)(qv~g—p)
opE(WREG)A(GEW)A(Wr—p)
opE(gl WR)AWr—p)
OpFa——p
OpE(aEW ) —»W,”
[Jp|=(Wn2—>~p)—>(\Nn2'|' G)
Dp'=(Wn?}EG‘)_’(WnS)_’p)
opE((WEW V(W W,2)—(~wvw—p)

According to proofs that were formulated before, the
theorem we formed in paragraph 1, has the following form
of its expression in logic:

OpE(3P)(~pVp)
OPE(Wr—G)AWLEG)AW,€G)
OpE(Wr—~p)AW,—p)
OpE(IA)((~qva)—p)A((~aVva)—>~pP)A(GEW )
<>p Fa—~p

OPE(@EW,)—(Wy*—~p)
opE(VP)(P)ANG—p)

op=(39)(~qva)—p

opE(Wr—G)A(WLEG)

opE(QEW)A(Gl W)

opE(Wr—p)AW,—p)

opE((@—~P)A@EW %) —(Wr*—~p))—( Wyl G)

Now it is seen that proposed proofs compose the
consistent system with a potential of its practical use, if
the criteria that affect or don't the predetermined truth/
falsity of propositions for the possible world are clarified.
In this case, the number of parameters of possible world
that do not affect the proposition is potentially infinite and
can be limited only by presence (or absence) of their
relation with the proposition whose truth/falsity we analyze
for a certain possible world. To our mind, this theorem
can receive wide use in field of possible worlds seman-
tics and in modal logic in general. Lastly, we'd give an
example of such a use.

It is necessary to find out the conditions, under which
the proposition "childless father is a paradox" would be
true. To avoid unnecessary repetition of denotations, we
would define this proposition as p, the real world as Wg,
the possible world as W, etc. In actual world the pro-
position is false, because the word combination "childless
father" can denote here such phenomena as: a priest who
have no children (a spiritual father); somebody's nickname;
the colloquial idiom that denotes a male who tries to "teach”
the other people who are much younger than him, and
who hasn't got his own children; the metaphorical notion
of a male who has got a stepchildren and hasn't got his
own. Thus, in actual world (Wg), proposition p is definitely
false (Wg—~p) (and therefore it is false for Wy language
(Lg—~p)). Nevertheless, we would insist that there a

specific language L, exists, to which it would be true that
(Lh—p). For such a language to exist, the existence of

possible world W, where this language would be used, is
needed (since we are trying to find the conditions, on which
p would be true not only as a part of some logical meta-
language we model for logical investigations, but as a
part of a kind of possible reality which, no doubt, is related
to logical investigations, yet differentiating from logical
language, since we demarcate the concepts "metalan-
guage" and "possible world"). In such a world, for p to be
true: there is no clergy and, as a result, no such a notion
as "the spiritual father"; there is no figurative thinking and,
as a result, there is no informal nicknames or metaphorical
denotations; fathers cannot lose their own children (at the
same time, there is no matter if mothers in this world are
able to lose their children); fathers are unable to have
stepchildren (and there is no matter, whether mothers are
able to have them or not). We would denote such a set of
criteria that are necessary for performing of proposition's
p (“childless father is a paradox") truth, as k. For the purpose
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of economy, we would depict what is said about these
conditions of truth in following expressions:

EP)((WRr)(Lr—~P)A((Wn)(La—P)))
(KeW )A~(KEW ) »W =W
(k—p)V(~k—~p)

As it becomes clear, according to the expressions, k
functions in two ways: firstly, as a condition of p truth in
possible world W,,; secondly, k functions as sum of all the
differences of W, from the real world. Let us look back on
some of notes regarding particular conditions, that are
included into k. It was said that there is no matter, if mother
is able to lose her children or not since it doesn't affect the
truth/falsity of p. Let us suppose that mother in this world
is unable to lose her children and empower this claim by
the following proposition that includes additional changes
of ontological structure that differ possible world W, from
the actual world: "in the world W, mother is unable to lose
her own children because there are no women in this
world - it has single-sex society". To this claim, we would
also add the following propositions that are true to W,,: "in
world W,, children are grown in flowerbeds", "in W,, the
bodies which are heavier than air are unable to fly", "in
world W,, the Earth is flat", and "in W, the Sun doesn't
rotate". Let us denote the set of these propositions as q.
Thus, we deal with metaphysically possible world.
However, such a determination is not necessary and it is
made to describe all the components and steps of our
example of our theorem usage. Nevertheless, all the listed
facts of this world do not negate the non-existence of
childless fathers in it. No matter how people of this world
look, is there a day-night shift, do people of this world
believe in god or not, proposition p for this world would be
true, since there are no childless fathers for its ontological
structure, according to what, in logic of such a world, such
a word combination would be paradox. The existence of
parameters k in this world define the condition of p's
truth, therefore, if p us true, the existence of set of
parameters q in W, is irrelevant, since this set q doesn't
affect k ((qv~g—k)—p). According to what was said, now
we would include into W, the proposition "one of the fathers
in W, has lost the son" and designate it as a. The
proposition contradicts the set of criteria k that provided
truth to proposition p, than we deal with the following
problem:

(a—~K)—(~k—~p)

But it also clear that falsity of p makes the world W,
useless for our search of the world where p should be
true. Thus, a is unacceptable, because KEW, is the
primordial condition of W, existence (what can be

illustrated as (keW,)—W,), and (aeW,)—~(keW ).

In this case, we have the following consequence: the
proposition p ("childless father is a paradox") is true for
the possible world W, in which the set of criteria k is
performed; at the same time, the number of W,, differences
from actual world is formally unlimited by k itself: a random
number of g ontological differences of this world, if none of
the elements of q negates none of the elements of k, is
possible; in case of such a negation, we can speak about
the singular event a, which represents a kind of antinomy;
this antinomy leads to impracticability of p truth conditions,
and if it is, the world W, doesn't satisfy our demands to
this world (since our main and only demand was the truth
of p in it). The task also casts light to our theorem proofs,
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showing the ability to connect its practical use with the set
theory. For instance, by fact, here we deal with two subsets

kAg which are included into the set W, and which have no
common elements: ((KEW )A(QEW,)); k={c, d, e, f},
g={g, h, i, j, I}. It can be depicted as following:

Factually, g can broaden randomly, creating ontological
differences of W, from actual world. The truth of W, for our
conditions is violated, if subset a (a={b}) is included in W,
that leads to following view:

Where a's coincidence with k means not the common
element, but the negation of one of k's elements.

(k={c, d, e, fhA(a={b})

Let the element ¢ mean the proposition "fathers cannot
lose their own children”, then:

(aeEW,)—(beW,)
(b—>~c)>~p=-~W,

Thereby, as we can see, the appearance of proposition
a violates and, as a result, disables the conditions of
existence of possible world W, while g at the same time
can increase up to the margins of subset g and W, would
perform the conditions of truth of p in it until g would not
create the connections with subset k; such connection,
that one of the elements of q would negate one of the
elements of k that provides the existence of W,,.

The potential of further discussion. The only thing
that philosophy explores is the whole world, but the world
may be not enough for it. That is why we create the worlds
of concepts, ideas, affects, percepts and possible worlds
as well. The same is human mind in general do. In our
article we tried to contribute to the contradictory question
of possible worlds ontological status, having demonstrated
that in possible world formally unlimited number of
changes of ontological structure and differences from the
actual world is permissible. The only limit to such an
expansion of these differences can be only the fact of their
influence on propositions, which are false or true in some
conditions; and these conditions, therefore, are the
conditions of a possible world existence and, what is more
important, the purpose of its existence. It is also clear that
our theorem has the property of universality and that it
deals with the definition of status of possible world as well
(not being restricted by attempts to indicate one of its
ontological properties). Such a view on possible worlds
phenomenon marks the position that we've mentioned
before: in science they should be considered only as a
scientific tool that may be "calibrated" according to the
researcher's intention. The importance of purpose of
possible world modeling is highlighted in work of Nelson
Goodman, the one of the most notorious R. Carnap's
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followers, in his work "Ways of Worldmaking" in following
words: "Not only motion, derivation, weighting, order, but
even reality is relative. That right versions and actual worlds
are many does not obliterate the distinction between right
and wrong versions, does not recognize merely possible
worlds answering to wrong versions, and does not imply
that all right alternatives are equally good for every or indeed
for any purpose [...] the painter who sees the way the man-
in-the-street does will have more popular that artistic
success. And the same philosopher who here meta-
philosophically contemplates a vast variety of world finds
that only versions meeting the demands of a dogged and
deflationary nominalism suit his purposes in constructing
philosophical systems" [6, pp. 20-21]. Such thesis should
not be confused with the demand of limitation of ontological
differences of possible world from the actual. On the
contrary, it highlights the first step of "worldmaking": the
purpose. Since it is defined by the purpose, Goodman's
claims about the restriction shouldn't be considered as
imperative - if reality, to Goodman is relative, the reality of
the possible world with any parameter is possible. The
only rule of its creation, thus, would be the purpose of its
constructor - and it doesn't matter if it satisfies the
expectations of other philosopher and his demands on
what should be the possible world; it matters if it is usable
in a certain research (for what it was initially created) and
if this research can be considered as a contribution to the
scientific community. That is why, there should be no strict
limits of the general ontological settings for such a worlds
- it should be free from bounding relation with the actual
world or the other possible worlds if there is no need for
such a relation to us in a certain research (however, if
these relations are the part of what we can call "strong"
criteria for the possible world, they should exist and be
unchangeable). The generality of the theorem has also
obliged us to demonstrate its use on a specific example.

It is also clear that further researches in this field will
demand the elaboration of such things as the status of
"random changes" (their logical and phenomenological
development as a concept) and their margins for each
possible world (the second, however, will always remain
specific for each research); we would also need the
elaboration of a concept of "strong criteria" for propositions
meaning in possible world, what may not be needed if in
further researches we'd try to use for this purpose Kripke's
rigid designators (if they in some specific case for some
reasons won't suit as the conditions for the possible
worlds, the notion of "strong criteria”, however, would be
our starting point in the search of such conditions). Ne-
vertheless, we proposed the solution of one of the prob-
lems concerning the possible worlds ontology, through
which, the possible world modeling would be able to get
rid of unnecessary revisions of status (physical or meta-
physical) and properties of the possible world's ontological
structure if there is no strong need in such a revision in
certain research. It is more likely, that when modeling the
possible world, we should clearly point out the impossible
without describing all its data since such data have no
relation to the problem discussed. Paraphrasing the
seventh thesis of L. Wittgenstein (“Whereof one cannot
speak, thereof one must be silent."), we'd say: whereof it
is no sense to argue, thereof must be silent.

And in our case, the phenomena on which there is no
sense to argue, are the random changes of ontological
structure of the possible world that differ it from the actual.
And if the description and properties of these differences
do not influence in any sense on propositions of this

possible world, we have the right to assume the random
number of changes - from one to infinity. In other words, in
possible world we should not be entertained by physical
parameters - to us, the only important possible world's
properties should be the parameters that factually affect
the propositions in one or another way, that is to say, the
parameters that represent the propositions meanings. No
doubt that many philosophers would disagree with our
position and would reject the possibility of randomness in
possible worlds parameters; some others would support
our position and may even develop it into, for example,
some kind of "modal relativism" (similarly to Lewis's modal
realism). But, as it was said before, the problem may need
further discussion and variants of solutions for different
issues on the given subject, that is why, any kind of critics
or support would be significant - at least, it would be the
indicator of scientific community's engagement into the
problem. As for us, we hope only that our theorem may
become a part of these further investigations and that it
would be able to clarify (at least partially) the problem of
possible worlds ontology. While dealing with possible
worlds semantics (and ontology as well), we should also
keep in mind N. Goodman's warning about possible
worlds: "Mere acknowledgement of the many available
frames of reference provides us with no map of the motions
of heavenly bodies; acceptance of the eligibility of alternative
bases produces no scientific theory or philosophical sys-
tem; awareness of varied ways of seeing paints no pictures.
A broad mind is no substitute for hard work" [6, p. 21].
Therefore, we should consider, that the given theorem deals
only with possibility: we are able to do that (to create any
ontological differences of possible world's structure), but
only if we need to - and that depends on our interest and
the type of activity.
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KazakoB McTucaas,
couckamenb cmenenu kanouoama gunocogcxux Hayk Kueeckoeo nonumexuuyecko2o uHcmumyma

TEOPEMA OB OHTOJIOTMYECKOW C/IYYAUHOCTU BO3MOMHbIX MUPOB:
B3ALUNTY PEJIATUBU3MA OTHOCUTE/IbHO OHTO/10rM 1 BO3MOMHbIX MUPOB

B ctatbe npeanpmHMMaeTcs NonbITKa pelwnTb BONPOC OHTONTONMN BO3MOXHbIX MUPOB And CeMaHTUKN BO3MOX-
HbIX MUPOB KaK MHCTPYMeéeHTa coapemeHHoﬁ JIOTUKWU. ABTOp BblaBUraeT npeanosioxeHue, cornacHoO KOToOpomMy B BO3-
MOXHbIX MUpaxX gonyctmma nobasn Cﬂy‘laﬁHOCTb OTHOCUTEJNTbHO UX OHTOJTIONMM U MOJTHOTbI ONNUCaHnA A0 TeX nop,
noka 3Ta Cﬂy‘laﬁHOCTb He BNUSAET Ha UCTUHHOCTbL/NOXHOCTb Cy)KAeHI/Iﬁ B BO3MOXHOM MMupe. B clny4ae Xxe, ecnu
onpegeneHHoOro popa OHTONOrNYECKUMn napameTp, BBOOMMbIA HaMU nocrne YyCTaHOBJI1€HUA UCTUHHOCTU/NOXHOCTH
cyxpaeHus, onsd KOHKPeTHOro BO3MOXHOro mupa, onpeagefnieHHbimMm 06pa30M MeHsAeT 3Ha4YeHne CyXxgeHus, 3ToT napa-
MeTp ABNnAeTCA HeAOoNYCTUMbIM, MNOCKOJIbKY BO3MOXHbIN MUP CTAHOBUTCA MHCTPYMEHTallbHO HENpPUrogHbiM Ans
KOHKpPEeTHOro nccnegoBaHus, paam KOtToporo 3Tot BO3MOXHbIN MUp MmoagenuvpyeTcs.

Knroyesnie crnosa: modarnbHas no2uka; ceMaHmuka 803MOXHbIX MUPOS; Jlogudyeckasi ceMaHmuka; anucmemuyec-
Kas fioeuka; aHanumu4deckasi ¢hurocogpusi; ¢punococpusi o2uku.
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THE THEOREM ON ONTOLOGICAL RANDOMNESS OF POSSIBLE WORLDS:
IN DEFENCE OF RELATIVISM TOWARDS POSSIBLE WORLDS ONTOLOGY

The article deals with the ontology of the possible worlds in possible world semantics. Possible worlds are
considered from instrumentalist point of view (according to which we have no need in regulating of the relation of
possible world to actual world in possible truths and necessary truths as well). Basing on such an approach, the
author suggests an assumption, according to which there is any randomness towards ontology and description
fulfillment of possible worlds is permissible, until this randomness doesn't affect the truth/falsity of propositions in
possible world. In case if such an ontological parameter, that we include to certain possible world after proposition
truth/falsity setting for this world, somehow changes the true/false meaning of the proposition, this parameter is
unacceptable, since possible world becomes instrumentally useless for the certain investigation, for which this
world is been modeled. To substantiate the theorem that expresses the author's position, the article includes the
two proofs of the theorem: the first proof is related to possible truths, the second - to necessary truths. The proof
includes physically possible worlds and metaphysically possible worlds (that are called also "impossible possible
worlds" by Hintikka). In addition to the proofs of theorem, the author also suggests the example of practical use of
theorem in possible world modeling and proposition analysis.

Keywords: modal logic; possible worlds semantics; logical semantics; epistemic logic; analytical philosophy; the
philosophy of logic.
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