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LOGICAL FOUNDATIONS OF EPISTEMOLOGICAL CRITICISM OF RELATIVISM
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closed language

For the first time the classical argument against relativism was formulated by Plato in «Theaetetus».
The argument was repeated more than once in history of philosophy. However, the argument was mostly
represented to be naive from a logical point of view. It was built on the foundation of latent admission of
consistent semantically closed language. Existence of the language was rejected by orthodox conceptions in
the 20th century logic (Russell’s theory of types and Tarski’s semantic theory of metalanguages). These
conceptions allowed to solve the problem of logical paradoxes. Therefore, to recognize correctness of Plato’s
epistemological argument it is necessary to analyze orthodox method critically and to present a new solution
that would be admit semantically closed language. Author of this article tries to achieve the aim representing
the new «ad hoc solution» of logical paradoxes in semantically close language. Thus, epistemological criti-
cism of relativism is found its essential logical justification.
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