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1. Introduction

Buekens and Boudry (2015, p. 3) argued that unclear communication is a
flaw. This flaw is often ascribed to philosophy. Philosophy tends to be under-
stood as an obscure and unclear discipline, full of complicated and ambiguous
constructions. However, there were and still are a considerable number of phi-
losophers who stress the importance of clear writing and speech, not just in phi-
losophy but in science in general (see e.g., Bedkowski, 2019b).

While an unclear style could be the product of careless or defective writing
by an author, the reason for it might be considerably more vicious. An unclear
style is often despised in certain branches of philosophy, as it is one of the im-
munising strategies used by pseudoscientists to fortify their theories against
counterevidence. Examples of such a practice could be the misuse of equivoca-
tion, the shifting of the target or the redefining of key concepts, as mentioned by
Boudry and Braeckman (2011, pp. 148—151) in their paper. This practice could
be severely harmful in science as well as in real life.

This paper concerns Luszczewska-Romahnowa’s views on clear style in phi-
losophy and in science. Although the topic has been regularly discussed in recent
decades, clarity was also valued by the members of the Lvov-Warsaw School to
which Luszczewska-Romahnowa belonged. She was a member of the younger
generation of the Lvov-Warsaw School, since she was a student of Twardowski
but also of his students, primarily Kazimierz Ajdukiewicz and Roman Ingarden.
She studied philosophy and mathematics at Lvov University between 1922 and
1928. Her teachers were therefore also the famous Polish mathematicians Hugo
Steinhaus and Stefan Banach (see Murawski and Pogonowski, 2018, p. 241). The
connection between philosophy and mathematics was important in several of her
contributions. As will be presented below, one such contribution is her argument
against an excessive demand for clarity.

This paper first introduces the concept of clear philosophical style and then
describes its development in the Lvov-Warsaw School. It also addresses the
difference between clarity and precision that both contribute to the clear philo-
sophical style and which certain authors from the School differentiated. The
paper then focuses on two of Luszczewska-Romahnowa’s contributions to the
debate: her discussion of Kazimierz Twardowski’s definition of clear philosophi-
cal style, its background and its implications, and her analysis of ambiguity in
the language of science.

2. Clear Philosophical Style

The discussion on clarity and obscurity in speaking and writing is not new in
philosophy. Even Heraclitus was called ‘dark’ by his contemporaries, and this
was not praise (Joll, 2009, p. 13). However, despite there being agreement on the
importance of clear philosophical style, the definitions of clarity are sparse (see
Joll, 2009, p. 1; Hobbs, 2014, p. 29). The absence of a unified definition of clear
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philosophical style, as will be shown using the example of the Lvov-Warsaw
School, led to heated debates and accusations that writers and thinkers were
unclear, similar to those previously levelled at Heraclitus. Although there are
philosophers who admit to certain ambiguities in their philosophical style (e.g.
Michel Foucault (see Kjeldgaard-Christiansen, 2023, pp. 1-2)), this is not a
widespread trait.

Jacek Jadacki (2018, pp. 26-27), who followed the tradition of the Lvov-
Warsaw School, claimed there are several angles from which clarity (or a lack of
clarity) in philosophy could be understood:

® the issue has to be accessible to clear presentation,
e the author has to think clearly,
® the author has to be able to write/present his or her ideas clearly.

Besides Jadacki’s specification, there is another requirement discussed re-
cently. Namely,

e the author has to intend to write clearly

as certain authors deliberately talk or write in an obscure way, having various
possible maleficent motivations to do so. Those authors would be able to write
clearly as none of the previously mentioned issues occur, but they chose not to.
This approach is entitled ‘obscurantism’. Buekens and Boudry (2015, pp. 1-2)
define obscurantism as the attempt to obscure the meaning of the words of a
given theory.? In this way, the aim of obscurantism is to manifest depth and pro-
found insight where there is none. If the drawbacks and dangers of an unclear
style in philosophy and in science are mentioned, this primarily concerns obscu-
rantism. Buekens and Boudry (2015, p. 15) argue as follows:

The effects of obscurantism are pernicious because the honest reader or inter-
preter is forced to stretch principles of rational accommodation and interpretive
charity to unreasonable limits [...]

Like Jadacki with his definition, authors from the Lvov-Warsaw School did
not discuss obscurantism, but only the three other options for the reasons for
unclear style. However, as obscurantism is the most vicious version of unclear
style, it might be fruitful to include it in the debate.

3. The Discussion on Clarity in the Lvov-Warsaw School

Clear philosophical style became important in the School because of its
founder Kazimierz Twardowski, who stressed the significance of clarity during

2 There are authors (e.g. Bien, 2021, p. 1514) who also ascribe obscurantism to those
who produce unclear text inadvertently. In this paper, the term ‘obscurantism’ will, how-
ever, be used only for deliberately unclear text.
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his seminars and lectures.?® Woleniski (1997, p. 85) claimed that Twardowski
disagreed with the widespread view that philosophy is intrinsically complicated
and difficult and cannot be presented clearly and comprehensively. Twardowski
(1919, pp. 25-26) noticed in his paper ‘On clear and obscure styles of philosoph-
ical writing’ that certain philosophers tend to write unclearly. He excluded cases
when the philosophical writing was preserved only in a corrupted version or
when the author wrote hastily and carelessly. In those cases, the obscurity of the
texts is caused by external factors. Then, he asked whether it is possible that
philosophers who could address the problem in their mind clearly are not able to
present it clearly due to the complexity of philosophical issues.

Twardowski’s answer was no. According to him, the complexity and depth of
philosophical issues are for many philosophers merely an excuse for writing in
an obscure manner. He pointed out that several philosophers could write clearly,
even about complex philosophical issues.* Thus, he deemed the excuse unfound-
ed. Twardowski argued that their obscure philosophical style is not a matter of
the complexity of philosophical issues, but rather a reflection of their obscure
way of thinking. Consequently, he equated obscure philosophical style with
obscure thinking. As Twardowski (1919/1979, p. 2) wrote in his paper:

Now if the above remarks are correct, then they largely free us from the duty
to rack our brains over what the author of a philosophical work had in mind
when writing in an obscure style. This is worth the effort only if we already have
grounds for believing that he thought clearly. [...] But if we do not have such a
belief, then we may quietly assume that an author who does not know how to
express his thoughts clearly does not know how to think clearly either, and there-
fore his thoughts do not deserve our efforts to guess them.

Brozek (2015, p. 46) pointed out that Twardowski’s paper began a vivid dis-
cussion in Polish philosophy. The discussion concerned, on the one hand, the
position of clarity in philosophical style and, on the other, the connection be-
tween language and thinking. The members of his School widely acknowledged
the importance of clear philosophical style. However, there were disagreements
on how it should be achieved, and consequently on the understanding of the term
(see Wolenski 1989, pp. 44—45). This might be caused by the fact that, despite
the widely accepted position on clarity, no deep analysis of it appeared from the
Lvov-Warsaw School (see Brozek et al., 2020, p. 194).

A prominent member of the Lvov-Warsaw School, Jan Lukasiewicz (1949-
1954/2013, p. 67), appreciated the clarity of Twardowski’s pedagogical and
philosophical style but also valued precision. He claimed that he did not find
precision in Twardowski but learnt it from another representative of the School

3 Nonetheless, Twardowski was not the originator of this requirement. He (1926/1999,
pp. 20, 22) adopted it from his former professor Franz Brentano.

4 Bedkowski (2019a, pp. 90-91) argued that Twardowski himself was a great repre-
sentative of this approach. As the records from his students show, he was able to explain
even complex philosophical issues clearly, which contributed to his success as a teacher
and the founder of the School.
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Stanistaw Les$niewski. Doing this differentiation, it seems Lukasiewicz identified
precision with mathematical logic. The identification was adopted also by other
members of the School. For instance, Grzegorczyk (2000, 89) argued that there
is no precision beyond mathematical logic. Clarity was defined as a counter part
of obscurity, precision as a counter part of ambiguity (see Przetgcki 1998, 209).

However, clarity and precision were also often simultaneously required. Thus,
Lukasiewicz (1927/1998, pp. 41-42) doubted all the previous philosophical
tradition as it did not use a scientific method (i.e. mathematical logic, as this,
according to him, was the scientific method to be used in philosophy). This
caused a lack of clarity and precision in previous philosophers’ writings and
consequently disqualified their work from scientific philosophy.

Les$niewski used a similar strategy when he employed the phrase ‘I do not
understand’ as a weapon against his opponents (see Czezowski, 1969, p. 197).
Since these philosophers considered mathematical logic a guarantee of clarity
and precision in philosophy, they were suspicious of other philosophical methods
and topics outside logic and mathematics (see Witwicki, 1919-1920/2016, pp.
73-78). This strict understanding of what was meant by a clear philosophical
style caused disagreement in the Lvov-Warsaw School.

Other members of the School opposed the narrow understanding of clarity
and precision proposed by these logicians. As can be seen from Twardowski’s
quote, he (1919/1979, p. 2) admitted that there could be external reasons for an
unclear philosophical style. Consequently, even obscure text can be written by a
clearly thinking author if the circumstances are not favourable to him or her. In
addition, Twardowski argued against excessive use of mathematical logic in his
paper ‘Symbolomania and Pragmatophobia’. He did not see it as a more precise
tool than natural language. He claimed that what could be expressed in formal
language could be expressed similarly precisely in natural language (see Jadacki
2021, pp. 23-26).

Czezowski (1969, pp. 197-198) argued that it is difficult to balance a legiti-
mate request for clarity against disrespect to one’s opponent or even an ad homi-
nem attack. Although clarity itself is vital in the philosophical debate, the phrase
‘I do not understand’ might, in many cases, be inappropriate, as the lack of clari-
ty is just one of the many causes that could inflict a misunderstanding. Another
could occur when a layman aims to understand a text for professionals, or a phi-
losopher outside a particular philosophical group aims to understand the lan-
guage of that group.’ Witwicki (1919-1920/2016, pp. 72-74) also stressed that
the axiomatic method is not the only guarantee of clear writing. On the contrary,
according to him, logical formalization might make a text genuinely obscure to
some readers. Seweryna Luszczewska-Romahnowa (1977, pp. 121-123) agreed
with the latter representatives of the Lvov-Warsaw School. As will be explained

5Even in 1919, Ingarden (1919) raised similar objections to Twardowski’s paper.
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in what follows, she pointed out that exaggerated emphasis on clarity can do
more harm than good. ¢

4. Seweryna Luszczewska-Romahnowa on Clarity and Precision

Seweryna Luszczewska-Romahnowa discussed clarity and precision on sev-
eral occasions. This paper will focus on two of them: her discussions of clarity in
Kazimierz Twardowski’s work and of ambiguity in the language of science. The
presentation is ahistorical, as Luszczewska-Romahnowa published her paper on
ambiguity in 1948, while her papers on Twardowski appeared later. Nonetheless,
ambiguity of terms is an issue partially linked with clear philosophical style.
Therefore, it will be presented later.

4.1. The Request for Clarity in Twardowski’s Work

Luszczewska-Romahnowa devoted part of her work to the discussion of con-
tributions by older members of the Lvov-Warsaw School. As will be further
explored in the section below about ambiguity in the language of science, she
was primarily inspired by Kazimierz Ajdukiewicz. Nonetheless, she also dis-
cussed Tadeusz Kotarbinski’s Collected Papers and Kazimierz Twardowski’s
philosophy (see Luszczewska-Romahnowa, 1959, 1967, 1977).

Discussing Kotarbinski’s contribution, Luszczewska-Romahnowa (1959, p.
157) mentioned his impact on the development and spread of logical culture at
universities. The concept of logical culture contained, inter alia, the request for
clarity and precision. However, as Twardowski was the initiator of the discussion
on clear philosophical style in the Lvov-Warsaw School, Luszczewska-
Romahnowa presented her ideas mainly through commenting on his work. Her
ideas are more developed in the discussion in the paper of 1967 (see
Luszczewska-Romahnowa, 1967, pp. 159-163). The 1977 paper mostly repeats
ideas that were introduced in the previous one (see Luszczewska-Romahnowa,
1977, pp. 121-123).

In her 1967 paper, Luszczewska-Romahnowa focused on Twardowski’s sci-
entific philosophy. Introducing Twardowski’s methodology, she also dealt with
his paper ‘On clear and obscure styles of philosophical writing’, and the postu-
late of clarity that is stressed in that paper. In her paper, Luszczewska-
Romahnowa (1967, p. 161) described clarity in text as precision, logical correct-
ness and a lack of ambiguity, and maintained that clarity is an absolute value of
the text.

6 Besides these drawbacks in respect to clear philosophical style, Twardowski men-
tioned another issue in his autobiography. He (1926/1999, p. 30) admitted that his own
insistence on clarity, precision and accuracy caused the process of writing and publishing
his own works to be very painstaking for him, and delayed, or even prevented, many of
his publications.
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Discussing Twardowski’s famous paper, she (1967, p. 160) argued that
Twardowski’s claims in them are severe. His conclusion that an obscure philo-
sophical style might imply that its author is not able to think clearly, and conse-
quently that his writings are not worth reading, suggests a strict evaluation of any
obscure philosophical text. However, Twardowski had a temperate and cautious
personality. It therefore seemed strange to her that he would have promoted such
a view. As has already been mentioned, certain of his students had no scruples in
advocating such a reading, but Luszczewska-Romahnowa disagreed with them.

She (1967, pp. 160-161) pointed out that the request for clarity became one
of the most important features of the Lvov-Warsaw School. It has two sides. On
the one hand, the members of the School had it in mind when working on their
writings. They aimed to formulate their philosophical views as clearly as possi-
ble. This had a positive impact not just on their writings but also on their peda-
gogy. A clear philosophical style attracted and amused their students, who then
spread logical culture into Polish philosophy. Luszczewska-Romahnowa’s work
would be a great demonstration of this spread. As one of her PhD students, Tade-
usz Batdg (1979, p. 191), reported:

All the works of Prof. S. Romahnowa are written with extraordinary clarity
and in a high logical culture. In this respect, she was a faithful torchbearer of the
traditions of the Lvov school.

One the other hand, there was a negative side of the feature, namely that a
strict reading of Twardowski’s request led certain members of the Lvov-Warsaw
School to a denial of any unclear philosophical texts and theories. As mentioned
previously, this practice arose primarily among the logicians of the Lvov-Warsaw
School. Luszczewska-Romahnowa (1967, pp. 161-162) pointed out that, from a
scientific point of view, this might not always be very advantageous. Specifically,
she argued that certain important theories were formulated unclearly.

Since the second subject she studied at Lvov University was mathematics,
she chose infinitesimal calculus as her example. She pointed out that the inven-
tion of infinitesimal calculus would barely have met the requirement for clarity,
at the beginning. The basic elements of the calculus were defined vaguely and
the relationship between them was unclear. Although the calculus was not clearly
defined, one of its inventors, G. W. Leibniz, advocated its use, since it had al-
ready had fruitful results. The whole theory was just clarified over time, in the
nineteenth century. If mathematicians had refused to use this unclear theory at
the beginning, it might never have been clarified and they would have been
without it and its applications. Nonetheless, the mathematicians who criticised its
obscure foundations contributed to its clarification, as they stressed the need for
it. Consequently, ambiguity and lack of clarity, despite being unwelcome, should
not always discourage researchers from dwelling on the theory (see
Luszczewska-Romahnowa 1967, pp. 161-162).
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4.2. Ambiguity and the Language of Science

In her paper Ambiguity and the Language of Science, Luszczewska-
Romahnowa focused on one feature of obscure style, the ambiguity of terms, or
more precisely the terms of science.” She (1948/1979, pp. 148-150) disagreed
with the widespread view that the language of science contains fewer ambiguous
and obscure terms than the ordinary language from which it evolves. Such ambi-
guities and obscurities are unwelcomed in science, as they could lead to misun-
derstanding and errors. However, science is not concerned with specifying its
language entirely, as eliminating all ambiguities might not be possible. Neverthe-
less, science is usually able to avoid the previously mentioned issues.
Luszczewska-Romahnowa dealt with this tension in her paper as she aimed to
explain how this is possible.

To stress how ambiguity is intrinsic to the language of science, Luszczewska-
Romahnowa (1948/1979, p. 150) chose an example from linguistics:

“The vocabulary of the French language includes the names of shades of colours
which have no names in the Polish language.” “For instance, the words ‘beige’
and ‘mauve’ are names of shades of colours, and occur in the vocabulary of the
French language; they denote shades of colours which have no names in the
Polish language.

“This can be proved by the fact that a certain French-Polish dictionary (which is
both comprehensive and reliable and a copy of which we are using here) includes
these words as words occurring in the French language which name, in that lan-
guage, certain shades of colour; at the same time this dictionary does not include
any Polish words which might be translations of these French words.”?

Luszczewska-Romahnowa (1948/1979, pp. 150-152) stressed in the text that
the terms ‘French language’, ‘Polish language’, ‘word in French language’ or
‘word in Polish language’ could also have several meanings. For instance,
‘French language’ could mean spoken or written language, it could be the lan-
guage of the upper class, the language of dictionaries, some kind of dialect, argot,
and so on.

She (1948/1979, pp. 152—153) focused on the structure of the argument and
its audience; that is, she examined the argument from the point of view of the

7 Chybifiska (2015, p. 84) pointed out that Luszczewska-Romahnowa did not elabo-
rate on her understanding of ambiguity. She (2016, pp. 88-97) also argued that
Luszczewska-Romahnowa was not successful in proving that ambiguity is not always
destructive for science. Luszczewska-Romahnowa did not describe in detail the various
forms of the ambiguity of terms and therefore did not consider those cases that could be
disastrous to science.

8 The quotation marks are in the original text.
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theory of argumentation. She identified the first sentence as a conclusion, and the
second and third as premises, with the third developing the second:

1. The words ‘beige’ and ‘mauve’ are names of shades of colours, and occur in the
vocabulary of the French language; they denote shades of colours which have no
names in the Polish language.

1.1. This can be proved by the fact that a certain French-Polish dictionary
(which is both comprehensive and reliable and a copy of which we are using here)
includes these words as words occurring in the French language which name, in
that language, certain shades of colour; at the same time this dictionary does not
include any Polish words which might be translations of these French words.

The vocabulary of the French language includes the names of shades of col-
ours which have no names in the Polish language.

Thus, the aim of the argument is to support the conclusion that certain words
in French have no direct representatives in Polish. She named all the assumptions
that follow from this conclusion ‘Z".

As the argument concerns dictionaries, she claimed that it would be reasona-
ble to expect that the previously mentioned ambiguous words and phrases
‘French language’, ‘Polish language’, ‘word in French language’ and ‘word in
Polish language’ relate to dictionaries. ‘French language’ and ‘Polish language’
are, therefore, literary French and literary Polish. The differentiation between
spoken and written language makes no difference in accepting the conclusion of
the argument, according to Luszczewska-Romahnowa (1948/1979, pp. 153-155).
The clarification of the genre would make the language sufficient to avoid mis-
understanding and errors, even though the argument still contains ambiguous
terms. Consequently, Luszczewska-Romahnowa (1948/1979, pp. 153—155) con-
cluded that a certain amount of ambiguity is not fatal for arguments in science.
Specifically, the ambiguity is not vicious if the different interpretations do not
lead to different truth-evaluations of statements.’

Luszczewska-Romahnowa (1948/1979, pp. 156—158) argued that the inter-
pretation of terms could change on several occasions — for example, if a re-
searcher addressed his claims to his or her colleagues or to laymen. Therefore,
the inaccessibility (lack of clarity) of scientific works in a certain context should
not be considered as a failure. It could just be the case that the text was written
for professionals and therefore is difficult for laymen. The scientific argument
has to be accessible and convincing to those to whom it is addressed. By contrast,

? Ajdukiewicz (1974, pp. 49-50) adopted a similarly moderate approach to ambiguous
expressions in his book Pragmatic Logic. He argued that ambiguity is acceptable if it does
not lead to misunderstanding between participants in the communication. He (1974, p. 49)
claimed: “... it would be excessive pedantry to prohibit the use of ambiguous expressions
in those situations in which there is no risk of misunderstanding.” As Ajdukiewicz was
Luszczewska-Romahnowa’s professor who considerably affected her, she might have
adopted this approach from him.
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cases where the statements of an argument possess different truth-values because
of ambiguous terms are representatives of vicious ambiguity that should be
avoided in science.

5. Conclusion

In her work, Luszczewska-Romahnowa criticized a narrow understanding of
what is meant by clear philosophical style, and pointed out that this interpretation
would not be faithful to Twardowski, the originator of the idea. She also pointed
out that science does not concern itself with clarifying its language entirely, as
eliminating all ambiguities might not be possible. She claimed that a certain
amount of ambiguity is not fatal for arguments in science.

At the same time, Luszczewska-Romahnowa followed the positive aspects of
clear philosophical style in her entire work. The issues in her works are clearly
presented and discussed. Like the logicians from the Lvov-Warsaw School, she
often utilized formalization of arguments. In addition, her definition of clarity
was close to their understanding of it.

Although clear philosophical style was an important issue in the Lvov-
Warsaw School, obscurantism did not occur in their discussions of the topic.
Instead, they argued, following Twardowski, that an unclear philosophical style
is very often a sign of the unclear thinking of the author. However, their practice
of avoiding an unclear philosophical style might work as an antidote to this dan-
ger, both in their own writings and in their acceptance of the writings of others.
Nonetheless, Czezowski’s critique of Les$niewski’s practice, as well as
Luszczewska-Romahnowa’s analysis of clarity and ambiguity, remind us that
unclear style is not always a defect and that an opponent’s accusation that writing
is unclear should be considered wisely.
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