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Introduction. The article opens a series of publications on the linguistics of relations
(hereinafter R-linguistics), the purpose of which is to formalize the processes studied by
linguistics, to expand the possibilities of their use in artificial intelligence systems. At the
heart of R-linguistics is the hypothesis that mental and linguistic activity is based on the use
of consciousness model of the world, which is a system of specially processed relationships
observed in the world or received by consciousness in the process of communication.
Methodology and sources. This article is devoted to the axiomatization of the
categorization process. The research methods consist of the development of necessary
mathematical concepts for linguistics.

Results and discussion. Axioms of categorization are defined and their equivalence with
other systems of axioms is established. The concept of linguistic spaces, which consist of
categories formed on the basis of axioms, is formulated. The properties of linguistic spaces
are defined. In the paper are introduced the concepts of forming species which are
important in decompositions of spaces, and in the transition to a parametric representation
and language. Three variants of categorization are considered, the most important of which
is verbal categorization. The evaluation of the results and their further development in
different directions is carried out.

Conclusion. At the end of the article some additional comments are made for further publications
of the series.
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BeBegeHne. CtaTbsi OTKpbIBAeT Ceputo Myb6amKauuiA no NUHTBUCTUKE OTHOLWEHWUIA (ganee
R-NMMHIBMCTUKE) LeNblo KOTOPOW SBNseTCs (opmMannsaumns npoLeccoB, N3yYaeMbIX TUHIBU-
CTUKOR, AN paclWMpeHnss BO3MOXHOCTEN WX MUCMOMAb30BaHUS B CUCTEMAX MCKYCCTBEHHOTO
NHTennekTa. B ocCHOBe R-MHIBUCTUKM NEXUT rTMNOTe3a O TOM, YTO MbIC/IMTENIbHAS U A3bIKO-
Bas AesATeNbHOCTb 6a3mpyeTcs Ha MCMONb30BaHUKM CO3HAHWEM MOAENM MUpa, KoTopas npej-
CTaBNseT Co060I cucTemMy cneunanbHelM 06pa3oM nepepaboTaHHbIX OTHOLWEHWIA, Habnwgae-
MbIX B OKpY)XalolemM MUpe UM NOMYYEHHbIX CO3HAHMEM B MPOLECCE KOMMYHMKaLMN.
MeToa0/10rMa n UCTOYHUKKN. MeToabl 1CCneaoBaHMs 3aKoyaTcs B pa3BUTUN HEOOXO-
ANMbIX MaTeMaTU4yecknx nNpeacTaBneHnii Ana NMUHIBUCTUKMN.

PesynbTaTbl U 06CYyXaAeHUSA. OnpeAeneHbl akCMOMbI KaTeropusaLnm 1 ycTaHoB/IeHa WX 3KBU-
BaNEHTHOCTb C APYrMMUN CMCTEMaMK akcoM. ChopMYNMPOBaHO MOHSATWE TIMHIBUCTUYECKMX MPO-
CTPaHCTB, KOTOpblE COCTOST M3 KaTeropwuii, 06pas3oBaHHbIX Ha OCHOBE akcMoM. OnpefeneHsbi
CBOICTBA JIMHIBUCTMYECKMX NMPOCTPAHCTB. BBEAEHBI NOHATUA 06Pa3yoLMX 1 BULOB, NTPaOLLMX
Ba)KHOE 3HAYEeHME B Pa3N0XEHMSX NPOCTPAHCTB, aTakKe B Nepexoae K Np13HakoBOMY npeacTaB-
NEHUIO N A3bIKY. PacCMOTPEHbI TP BapnaHTa KaTeropmaawnm, BaXXHENLWMM U3 KOTOPbIX ABMSETCS
rnarofibHas kareropusauus. NpoussefeHa OLeHKa NoyYeHHbIX Pe3ybTaToB U X Aa/ibHellee
pas3BUTKE B Pa3fIMYHbIX HaMpaB/EHMUSX.

3aknwyeHune. ChopMynnpoBaHbl HEKOTOPble AOMOMHUTE/NbHbIE 3aMeyaHust ans CBA3N C
JanbHenwnmm nyenmkaunsaMmmn cepun.

KntoueBble cnoBa: R-NMMHIBUCTMKA, KaTeropusauus, IMHIBUCTUYECKUE NPOCTPAHCTBa, 06pasytoLme,
BUAb.

Ona yntnposaHusa: Monskos O. M. JINHIBUCTMYECKAA MOAeNb AaHHbIX 419 €CTECTBEHHbIX S3bIKOB U
NCKYCCTBEHHOro mHTennekra. Yacto 1. Kateropusaumns // ANCKYPC. 2019. T. 5, Ne4. C. 102-114. DOI:
10.32603/2412-8562-2019-5-4-102-114

KOH(MKT MHTepecOB. ABTOp 3asiBNSieT 06 OTCYTCTBMM KOH(IMKTA MHTEPECOB.

MocTynuna 03.06.2019; npuHATa nocne peueHanpoBarus 01.07.2019; ony6imkoBaHa oHnaiiH 25.10.2019

Introduction. This article opens a series of publications on the linguistics of relations (R-
linguistics) - a formal direction in linguistics. It is hardly necessary to say how important any
formalization in linguistics. Formalization allows you to have clear definitions and understand the
boundaries of what is allowed. In addition, formalization is the basis of any computer application
of linguistics. This series of articles aims to build the axiomatic foundations of the model of the
world, formed by consciousness and underlying linguistic human activity. The most important first
step on this path is the axiomatics of categories, which this article is devoted to. Questions of
categorization are presented in detail in cognitive linguistics. Axiomatization allows to reveal
fundamental problems of cognitive linguistics, although the article is not enough for such
conclusions.

The philosophical foundations, the principles of R-linguistics are the subject of a separate
discussion and are beyond the scope of this article. R-linguistics assumes that the main function
of our consciousness is the prediction of events, actions, phenomena, etc. This function of
consciousness ensures the survival of the species along with other functions: fertility, protection,
size, poisons, etc. Every day we make thousands of various predictions, without which our life
would be impossible. We predict muscle contractions that allow you to reach the desired touches,
predict the next color of the traffic light when approaching the intersection, the behavior of your
dog to distinguish it from the actual behavior and determine that the dog is sick, etc. The further
and more accurate we predict, the greater our ability to survive.
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Prediction is always the product of the work of a certain model and, therefore, the main func-
tion of consciousness is the modeling ofthe surrounding world. R-linguistics uses the most general
approach to modeling the world, based on the observation of all kinds of relationships in which
the objects around us interact. 0-ary relations are just specific objects of the surrounding world.
Unary relations are categories that for various reasons combine 0-ary objects. Binary and in the
general case n-ary relations describe the interactions of different numbers of objects. Itis necessary
to distinguish between categorization, as the process of forming categories, and identification, as the
process of relating specific objects to already formed categories. This article deals only with catego-
rization. The issues of categories and signs are not touched here either, as they are related to iden-
tification and are considered separately. Categorization only by signs is fruitless: it describes the
placement of objects in boxes with different names, and nothing more. Another thing is when signs
identify categories obtained for other reasons. In this case, observing the features of objects, one
can make predictions of those processes that lie in the basis of one or another categorization. In
this sense, the main type of categorization is the verb, because within such a categorization, the
identification of objects allows one to make predictions of their behavior (interaction). Of course,
not all verbs synthesize categories, but this is the topic for another discussion.

Methodology and sources. As a method of investigation in this paper uses the results of the
following mathematical topics: the theory of relations, the lattice theory, general topology, theory
of data dependencies. The research materials are presented in the form of mathematical proofs of
various properties of the linguistic model associated with the process of categorization.

Results and discussion.

1 Categorization axioms.

Let U be the universe of objects that are categorized. Let 9 denotes the operation, which for
some set of examples forms a category. This is exactly the operation that was in the head of Rob-
inson Crusoe, who was watching the index finger of Friday. Thanks to it, using a lot of received
examples, he guessed which category was being discussed. And at first one should make a few
comments.

When we talk about the size of a category, we mean the whole existing set of examples of this
category. But, as a rule, we do not know the limits of the category, even if it consists of a finite set of
objects. For example, no one knows the set of all the tables of humanity, which, moreover, changes
every minute. Therefore, in fact, the operator 9 for each specific object determines whether this object
is the same category example along with the set of examples given. For example, after demonstrating
some examples of trees, Robinson could define the category “tree” and after pointing to trees that
were not mentioned by Friday at the beginning. This means that he mastered the operator 9. Under
the result of applying the operation 9, we will understand all the many examples that could potentially
be obtained if we step by step applied the operator 9 to various objects of the universe. Although the
operator and the operation 9 are different things, we will not take into account this distinction in the
future, considering these explanations to be sufficient.

Consider what properties can be in the operation 9. So, let X be a set of objects from U.
Obviously, the category 9(X), formed on the basis of the set of objects X, should include these
examples X. Of course, after forming the category, other examples will also be included in it, but
the initial examples must be included surely. So, we denote this property as an axiom:

Al X ¢ 9(X).
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The axiom Al in mathematics is called the axiom of extensiveness. According to the axiom
Al, each ofthe examples on the basis of which a category is formed is necessarily included in this
category for the simple reason that is an example of this category. In particular, for the universe U,
we have U £ 0(U). Since, by definition, the universe U contains all the elements, then U = 9(U).
In other words, the universe itself is a category. Let C be any category obtained with the help of
the operation 0, and X be some set of examples from C, then

A2 from X £ C follows 9(X) £ C.

Axiom A2 says that any choice of many examples in any category does not allow to go beyond
this category. Axiom A2 will be called the axiom of correctness. From this point on, categorization
refers to the use of the operation 0 with the specified properties [1]. Any process to be called a
categorization must at least satisfy the axioms Al and A2. Somewhat later, we will consider
categorization options, and now we will define its properties.

From axiom A2 follows.

Proposition L If X £ 9(Y) and Y £ 9(X), then 9(X) = 9(Y).

The proof directly follows from A2.

In mathematics, the closure operation with the following axioms is well known:

Al X £ 9(X) (extensiveness);
C1 9(X) = 9(9(X)) (idempotency);
C2 from X £ Y follows 9(X) £ 9(Y) (monotonicity).

Theorem 2. The systems of axioms <Al, A2> and <A1, C1, C2> are equivalent.

Proof. For the idempotency axiom Cl of Al, it follows that 9(X) £ 9(9(X)). Since
9(X) £ 9(X), it follows from A2 that 9(9(X)) £ 9(X), and, therefore, 9(X) = 9(9(X)). For axiom
C2, let X £ Y From the axiom AL Y £ 9(Y), and, therefore, X £ 9(Y). Applying A2, we obtain
9(X) £ 9(Y). Conversely, we show that the system of axioms for the closure operator implies A2.
Let X £ 9(Y). Then from C2 it follows that 9(X) £ (9(9(Y)), and taking C1 into account, we get
9(X) £ 9(Y).

The axiom system <Al, A2> (or <Al, C1, C2>) defines the properties of a certain map 9 that
associates with each subset of examples from U an element of a certain family of categories over
U. Consider the properties of this family of categories.

In [2] the following axioms are introduced by Moore for purely mathematical purposes:

Bl U belongs to the family of sets;
B2 intersection of family members is a member of the family.

It should be noted that the axiom system <B1, B2> simply defines a certain family of subsets
of U with certain properties, and there is no question of any mapping. Therefore, later in the text
we have to talk about equivalency, and not about the equivalence of the axiom system <B1, B2>
with the systems <A1, A2> and <A1, C1, C2>.

Lemma 3. For any operation 9 satisfying the axiom systems <Al, A2> or <Al, C1, C2>, in
the family of its closed sets, the axioms B1 and B2 are fulfilled.

Proof. From Al it follows that 9(X) M9(Y) £ 9(9(X) M9(Y)). On the other hand,
9(X) MO(Y) £ 9(X) and 9(X) MI(Y) £ 9(Y), and, therefore, in accordance with A2
9(9(X) MI(Y)) £ 9(X) and 9(9(X) MI(Y)) £ 9(Y). Thus, 9(9(X) MI(Y)) £ 9(X) M9(Y) and,
therefore, 9(9(X) M9(Y)) = 9(X) M9(Y). Axiom BL1 is a direct consequence of Al, taking into ac-
count that the set U is maximal.
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Remark 4. The proofofLemma 3 easily extends to an infinite family of intersections of closed
sets in axiom B2. We limited ourselves to only two operands solely because we are only interested
in finite category systems.

So, the operation 9 satisfying the axiom systems <A1, A2> (or <Al, C1, C2>) defines a cat-
egory system that satisfies the axiom system <B1, B2>. Conversely, for the axiom system <B1,
B2>, one can construct an operation 9 satisfying the axiom systems <A1, A2> and <A1, C1, C2>.

Theorem 5. For a given family of sets satisfying the axioms B1 and B2, there exists a unique
operation 9 satisfying the axiom systems <A1, A2> (or <Al, C1, C2>).

Proof. For an arbitrary X, we define 9(X) as the intersection of all closed sets to which X
belongs. For U, from the axiom B1, we get 9(U) = U. From B2 it follows that this definition is
correct. By constructing the axiom Al is being performed. Let X C C. It means that C belongs to
the family of intersecting closed sets and, therefore, 9(X) C c.

Suppose that for the same family of closed sets there exists an operation 9i, different from 9,
but satisfying the system of axioms <Al, A2> (or <Al, C1l, C2>). This means that there exists a
set X for which 9(X) @ 9i(X). Since 9 and 9i form the same family of sets, 9(X) corresponds to
one set of the family, and 9i(X) to the other one. Since Al is satisfied for 9i, X C 9i(X) and,
therefore, the closed set 9i (X) belongs to the intersection family for 9(X), whence 9(X) C 9i(X).
In addition, from Al X C 9(X) and from A2 for 9i, we obtain 9i(X) C 9i(9(X)). But 9(X) is a
closed set, and therefore, according to C1, 9i(X) C 9(X). So, 9i(X) = 9(X), which contradicts the
assumption.

The investigation. Taking into account Remark 4, the category family for the categorization
operation is a complete lattice.

The proof follows from the fact that there is a unity in this family (the category of U). In
addition, for any subset of categories, there is an exact lower bound (the intersection of categories)
[3]. Thus, in addition to the intersection operation in the family of categories, the addition opera-
tion is defined: if S and T are two categories, then S+ T = 9(SUT). Since the lattice is complete,
this operation can also be extended to an infinite number of operands.

Remark 6. Lemma 3 and Theorem 5 make clear the meaning that is embedded in the
equivalency of the axiom system <B1, B2> with the systems <Al, A2> and <Al, Cl1, C2>. They
uniquely associate a category family with a categorization operation: one uniquely defines the
other. From here we get a simple way to define a category system: you must first define some
family ofinitial categories, including U, and then add to it all possible missing intersections of the
family elements. This will uniquely determine the categorization operation that satisfies the axiom
system <A1, A2> (or <A1, C1, C2>).

Hence the obvious, but important.

Theorem 7. Let 9i and 92 be two categorization operations on U. There is also a unique cate-
gorization operation 93 for 9i and 92 on U such that the categories of operations 9i and 92 are
categories of operation 93, and every other operation with this property forms more categories than
the operation 93.

Proof. Combine the categories of operations 9i and 92. If, according to Remark 6, to these
categories add all missing intersections, then we get the family of categories of the operation 93.
This operation will be the smallest, since any operation that combines the categories of original

families must, according to B2, contain intersections of the categories of these families.
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Remark 8. Operation 93 forms new categories in the most economical way, without creating
“extra” categories, therefore everywhere in the future, the mixing of categorization operations
means a categorization operation obtained by the method described above [4].

Similarly, if 9i and 92 are two categorization operations on U, then you can enter 93 - the
multiplication of these operations. The set of categories of operation 93 consists of all categories
that are simultaneously members of families of categories by operations 9i and 92. Obviously, this
is the correct definition of a multiplication operation. Indeed, the universe U belongs to the families
of categories for 9i and for 92, which means that it will be included in the set of categories for 93.
Similarly, if K and L are two categories of operation 93, then by definition they are categories for
operations 9i and 92, and therefore the intersection of these categories will belong to 9.

Remark 9. And again, for the operations mixing and multiplication, an infinite number of
operands can be considered.

Remark 10. The topological spaces on which modern spatial representations are based are
also defined by a special type of closure operation. It is given by the following axioms [5]:

Al X £ 9(X);
D1 9(XUY) = 9(X) U 9(Y);
D2 9(0) =0;

C1 9(X) = 9(9(X)).
From the axioms indicated, for example, this property of the topological closure operation follows:
C2 from X £ Y follows 9(X) £ 9(Y).

Axioms Al, C1, C2 are the axioms ofthe closure already considered by us, so the topological
spaces are a special case of families of categories that satisfy the axioms <A1, A2> (or <Al, C1,
C2> or <B1, B2>). By analogy with topological spaces, for convenience, we will call families of
closed sets satisfying the axiom systems <Al, A2> (or <Al, C1, C2> or <B1, B2>), linguistic
spaces (or simply spaces). Just like linguistic, topological spaces can be defined via families of
closed sets:

B3 The union of a finite family of closed sets is a closed set.
B4 The intersection of an arbitrary family of closed sets is a closed set.
In topology, as a rule, spaces are considered for which one more axiom holds:
D3 for every x 9(x) = x, where x is the singleton set {x}.

Such spaces are called topological in the strong sense. The requirement of this axiom together
with the axiom D1 inevitably turns finite topological spaces into a Boolean U, when any subset of
U turns out to be a closed set, so that all the advantages of topology appear only on infinite
universes. On the contrary, linguistic spaces are also meaningful at finite universes. In particular,
for example, the smallest category in linguistic space is not necessarily an empty set. The fact that
spatial representations are also a product of categorization is well known in linguistics for a long
time. This comment demonstrates the source of such a connection.

2. Generators and types.

Although the linguistic space is a complete lattice, the operations of addition and intersection
of categories are not equivalent. We have defined addition by intersection, and this has
consequences. In particular, in order to find the result of the intersection of categories, it is enough
to know only the operands themselves, and to find the result of addition, one has to use the entire
linguistic space. This fact has various manifestations and, in particular, in the generators of the
linguistic space, which we will now deal with.
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Fig., a shows a linguistic space with a universe consisting of five elements U = {A, B, C, D,
E}. Categories of space are located in size from top to bottom. The closest in size categories are
connected by lines.

As follows from the axiomatics of the categories <B1 and B2>, not all categories are the result
of the intersection of some other categories. For Fig., a these categories include {ABCD},
{BCDE}, {AB}, {D}, {E}. The category {ABCDE} is not listed here, because it is always
included in this list on the basis of B1. Using the selected categories, you can restore the linguistic
space by adding all sorts of missing intersections.

Linguistic space and hierarchy of its types
Definition 11. The Tl-generators of a linguistic space are categories that cannot be

represented as intersections of other categories.

Similarly, we can give definitions for other operations.

Definition 12. The U -generators of a linguistic space are non-empty categories that cannot
be represented as a union of other categories.

Definition 13. The E -generators of a linguistic space are non-empty categories that cannot
be represented as the addition of other categories.

For Fig., a, the categories {B}, {D}, {E}, {AB}, {BCD} refer to the U-generators, and to the
A-generators the categories {B}, {D}, {E}, {AB}. IN-generators and U-generators have significant
differences. If the entire linguistic space can be restored from the [-generators, then for the
U-generator the situation is somewhat different. Unfortunately, not every union of U-generators
(as opposed to topological spaces) is a category. So from Fig., a it follows that the union of
U-generators {AB} and {E} is not a category. Similarly, it is impossible to restore the linguistic
space and the ~-generators. For example, from Fig., a it is clear that the category {BCD} cannot
be obtained by any addition of A-generators without attracting knowledge of the whole space.

Definition 14. A type in a linguistic space is a maximal set of elements that fall into the same
categories.

Proposition 15. A set types of linguistic space forms a partition of U.

The proof is obvious, since the relation “to enter one and the same type” is reflexive,
symmetric and transitive, therefore, it is an equivalence. This in turn means that the classes of this
equivalence, dividing U into disjoint sets, are just types.

Proposition 16. Each category of linguistic space consists precisely of the union of certain

types.

108



AWNCKYPC. 2019. T. 5, Ne4
DISCOURSE. 2019, vol. 5, no. 4

Proof. Let some type of only partly fall into one category X, and partly into Y. This, however,
will contradict Definition 14, since all the elements of atype are grouped by the reason they belong
to the same categories.

The investigation. For any two types, there is a separating category that includes one type and
does not include the other.

Like Proposition 15, this statement directly follows from the definition of the type: if there
was no such separating category, two types would merge into one.

Proposition 17. In each U-generator there is one type that is not included in any other category
belonging to this U-generator. In addition, each type is such a distinguished type for any U-generator.

Proof. Let X be a U-generator. Therefore, X cannot be obtained by joining smaller categories.
Thus, in X there are types that are absent in smaller categories of linguistic space. Ifthere are more
than one such types, then, in accordance with the consequence of Proposition 16, there is a category
Y, which includes one type and does not include another one. The category Y cannot belong to X
and X cannot belong to Y (otherwise Y will not separate types), therefore, Y is incomparable with
X. Butthen X MY is a category belonging to X and containing the type that is not supposed to be
contained in categories smaller than X. Contradiction. Therefore, such a type in generator X is
unique. We choose an arbitrary type Z and all categories containing Z. The intersection of these
categories is a category containing Z, and the smallest for Z in the sense that any smaller category
does not contain Z. Therefore, this category cannot be obtained by joining smaller categories and
it is by the definition 12 as U-generator.

Definition 18. The type defined in Proposition 17 for the U-generator is called own.

The investigation. There is a one-to-one correspondence between U-generators and types.

And from the proof of Proposition 17 it follows that the same type cannot be own for two U-
generators, as well as the generator cannot have two own types. Thus, U-generators and types are
in one-to-one correspondence with each other.

Fig., b shows the types linguistic space Fig., a sorted by the inclusion U-generators for which
these types are own. Here, each type consists of exactly one element. Of course, this is usually not
the case. Five types divide the universe into five disjoint equivalence classes. U-generators {B},
{D}, {E} consist exactly of own type {B}, {D}, {E}, U-generator {AB} has its own type {A}, U-
generator of {BCD} - own type {C}.

Ordered types allow you to restore U-generators. If X - some U-generator and Z is its own
type, then X is obtained by adding to the Z all smaller types. From Fig., b, for example, it follows
that U-generator with its own type {C} is obtained by adding to the type {C} the types {B} and {D}.

Remark 19. From the point of view of researching the linguistic spaces themselves, the content
of the types does not matter, therefore, without any loss, one-element types can be used, as in our
example. In this case, it is said that we turn to thefactor - spaces for the equivalence of types. Such
a transition is reminiscent of axiom D3 for topological spaces, which, however, is much stronger.

Proposition 20. The U-generators are categories of form 9({x}).

Proof. The category 9({x}) is the smallest category containing x. This follows directly from
A2. Indeed, if {x} £ 9 (Y), then 9 ({x}) £ 9 (Y). Thus, 9({x}) is a U-generator. Let an element x
enter into some type, which by virtue of Proposition 17 is own for some U-generator Y. The U-
generator Y by definition 12 is the smallest category containing the type with the element x,
therefore, 9({x}) = V.

109



A3bIKO3HaHMe
Linguistics

Proposition 21. The set of U-generators contains the set of *-generators.

Proof. Let X be a ~-generator. Consequently, for any categories belonging to X, the closure
oftheir union strictly belongs to X. But then, by virtue of Al, the union itselfalso strictly belongs
to X, therefore, X is U-generator.

Proposition 22. When mixing linguistic spaces, anew set oftypes is formed by the intersection
oftypes of mixed spaces.

Proof. Let x, y belong to one type of mixed space ((x, y) e Ts, where Ts is the equivalence
relation for the types of mixed linguistic space). This means that the elements of this type
simultaneously fall into the same categories of mixed space. These categories of mixed space
consist of categories of initial spaces and categories representing the missing intersections. It
follows that (x, y) e T: and (x, y) e T2, where T: and T are equivalence relations for the types of
the first and second mixed spaces, respectively. Thus, (X, y)e T:MT. and T:£ T: M Ta.
Conversely, let (x, y) e T: T T2. In accordance with the equivalence property, the equivalence
classes ofthe relation T1 I T2 consist of all possible intersections ofthe equivalence classes T: and
the equivalence classes T: and, therefore, (X, y) belong to one of these intersections. From the
mixed spaces we choose the U-generators X and Y for which these intersecting types are own.
A mixed space consists of various intersections of categories of mixed spaces. Consequently, the
intersection of these U-generators also belongs to the mixed space; moreover, elements x and y
cannot be divided into different types of mixed space due to the fact that all intersections of the
categories of smaller chosen generators do not contain these intersecting types. Therefore, x and y
will belong to the same type of mixed space and T: MM T2 £ Tz, 50 T: M T2 = Ts.

The investigation. When mixing linguistic spaces, the number of U-generators and types does
not decrease.

3. Kinds ofcategorization.

3.1. From general to specific.

This kind of categorization is based on Theorem 5 and is set out in Remark 6. If certain
categories are given, then by adding intersections (particular categories), they can always be turned
into linguistic space and thereby define the categorization operation. This is exactly what we will
do later in the formation of linguistic spaces for verbal categorization.

3.2. From private to general.

Denote through X  z the product, denoting that “object z is a special case for objects
included in X”. In other words, everything common for the objects ofthe set X is also inherent for
the object z. In this case, the object z may have some additional features. Any sense can be put into
the understanding of the general: common properties, general behavior, common history, common
origin, etc. Suppose we are given a lot of products on the U, and XO0- arbitrary subset of the U.
Define 9(X°) in the following way. Ifthe left side of any product belongs to the current set Xi, then
the object from the right side is added to Xiand the transition to Xi+lis made. We act this way
until nothing new can be added to the current set Xj. Obviously, this process is finite, if the number
of productions are finite as well.

As an example, we choose a set of five elements U = {A, B, C, D, E}, and define six products:
{A}-{B}, {B, D}-{C}, {C}-{B}, {C}-{D}, {D, E}-{C} and {B, E}-{C}. Let, for
example, X°= {A, E}. With the help ofthe first production we get X1= {A, B, E}. Using the sixth
product, we get X2= {A, B, C, E}. Finally, the fourth production process completes X3= {A, B,
C, D, E} = U. All the sets constructed in a similar way are shown in Fig. a. Essentially, using the
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product to the original set of examples particular cases are added, forming, in the end, a category
that contains all the examples having the same overall as the original examples.

Theorem 23. The operation 9 defined by production is the categorization operation.

Proof. By definition of the algorithm we have 9(U) = U. Suppose 9 is not a categorization
operation. Then there are two sets of X and Y, obtained by the above procedure such that
X MY c 9(X MY). But this means that there is a production of the W —z such that the
W £ X T1Y but z does not belong to the X IMY. Since W £ X Y, then WE£ X and W £ Y,
hence, in the process of obtaining sets of X and Y should have been added, and z but then
{z} £ X MY Contradiction. Therefore, 9 is a categorization operation.

3.3. Verbal categorization.

Consider the simplest case of verb categorization, where the verb is a binary relation. This
categorization is based on observations of the interaction of pairs of objects and is a development
of Galois correspondence [3]. The binary case is not difficult to generalize to the relationship of
any arity, but this is the subject of a separate conversation. The choice as an example of a binary
case is due to the fact that in the overwhelming number of cases the verbs of the language are
binary, that is, they correspond to the action between the subject and the object.

So, let (U x 'V, S) be the binary relation given on the Cartesian product of the universums U and
V, Sbe the graph ofthe binary relation. Let x e U. Let xAbe the set of all elements ofy e V for which
(%, y) e S. Similarly, the symbol yv (y e V) denotes the set of elements x e U, for which (x,y) e S.
Using a categorization of “from general to particular” (subsection 3.1), if we add all possible
intersections to sets ofthe form of x A(ofthe form yv), then we get some linguistic space. In fact, this
means that we extend the operators [, and V already by multi-element subsets from U and V:

XA=MseX X1 (XEU), YV=N,eY/ (Y £ V).

For an empty subset, we set 0= V; 0\= U. Thus, for each X £ U and Y £ V we associate a
certain category from the linguistic space on V and U, respectively. Consider the properties of
these spaces and the relationship between them.

Proposition 24. If X1 £ Xz (Y1 £ Y2), then XoJE X (Y2VE Yv).

Proof. Since X1 £ X2, the set of intersecting sets for X.”includes all intersecting sets for X",
and hence X."£ XA Similarly for Yiand Y-.

The investigation. Let X1 £ Xz (Y1 £ Y2), then XAVE XN (Y N £ Yo,

Proposition 25. For any X (Y), X £ X" (Y £ YV* holds.

Proof. By the definition of the empty seto £ o (0 £ 0”). If X ®o, but the intersection of
XAis empty, then X~ =0v=U n X £ X~. Let X[do . Then, for any y e X[occurs (x,y) e S for
every x from X. It follows that the intersection of all yvfor y e Xcontains X, therefore X £ X~.
Similarly, for Y.

Proposition 26. For any Xi, Xz (Y41,Y2) is true (XiUXz)O= X/ T1X™ ((Y:UY2)v =
= Y1IvI Y2v).

The proof follows directly from the associativity of the intersection.

Proposition 27. XA =X Av(Y"=YNe ).

Proof. From Proposition 25 and the investigation to Proposition 24, we have X £ X' . On
the other hand, by virtue of Proposition 25 XME (X' 4 therefore, taking into account Proposition
24 (XQ ™ £ X, which means X~ = X A v. Similarly, for Y.
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Now note that proposition 25 proves the validity of axioms Al, a consequence of Proposition
24 - validity C2 and Proposition 27 - validity C1. Thus, the following

Theorem 28. The operations AV (VA) are categorization operations on U (V).

The investigation. By virtue of Lemma 3

X1A/M X2As= (X1A/MT X2A) A/ (YDNAM Y2VA= (YINATT Y2VAVA).

Thus, the operations AV (VA), generated by the relation S (verb), satisfy the categorization
axioms, therefore we will call them a verb categorization. When at the beginning ofthis subsection we
used the categorization of “from general to particular”, it meant that the operations A and V are, by
definition, build linguistic spaces on the universes U and V respectively. But the operation AV (VA) is
quite different and therefore theorem 28 is not obvious. The following concludes this discussion.

Proposition 29. The linguistic spaces in the operations VA and A (AV and V) coincide.

Proof. By Proposition 25 XAE (XAVAu X £ XA/ Hence, with regard to the proposition 24
(XAJAE XA and therefore, (XAJA= XA and each A-category included linguistic space operations
VA Conversely, each category Y by operation VA is also a category (Y\JADby operation A
Therefore, the operations VA and A (AV and V) coincide and form the same linguistic spaces.

So, to obtain a linguistic space on U (V), one can either use sets X, categorizing them with the
operator AV, or sets Y, translating them by mapping Vinto categories of the same linguistic space.

Definition 30. In the following, we will call the linguistic space on U simply a space, and the
linguistic space on V as a co-space.

Definition 31. The mapping A between the categories of space and co-space will be called the
verb (binary verb), and the map V between the categories of co-space and space is called the co-
verb (reflexive verb).

Lemma 32. For X1, X2 (Y1, Y2) inclusion of X:AE XA (Y<VE Y:V\) is satisfied if and
only if X2 A/E XA/ (YA \AE Y2\A.

Proof. Let X:Af X:A then by virtue of Proposition 24 X.A/£ X1A/ Conversely, let
X:AvE X1A/then by virtue of Proposition 24 X:AAE X AAand taking idempotency into account,
we get Xi:AE X:A Similarly, for Y.

In fact, the verbs A and V are the same mapping (direct and inverse), which turns over
inclusions and operations in space (providing dualism).

Theorem 33. The space is dual isomorphic to the co-space by the verb A in the sense that
under isomorphism the inclusion relation changes direction, the intersection operation goes into
addition operation, and the addition operation goes into intersection operation. Similar wording
for the co-verb.

Proof. We show that the verb is a bijection, moreover, A-1= V. For each category of X, we
have (XAV= X. Thus, AV is the identity mapping (similarly for VA). So, the number of categories
in the space and to co-space is alike. Lemma 32 implies a change in the direction of inclusion when
moving along the verb and the co-verb.

For X1, Xz in accordance with Proposition 26, we have:

(X1+X2)A= (( X1 U X2)AJA= (X1 U X2)a= X1AI X2A
Further, (X: I Xz2)a= ((X:AVI (X:AVA= (X:AU X:AA= (XAt XA

We defined the categorization axioms, and also considered its three versions and some
properties that will be needed later. This does not mean that there are no other categorization
options. It is possible that readers will offer some other option. The main thing is that this
process satisfies the formulated axioms.
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Ofthe considered categorization options, the main one, of course, is the verb. After the verb
categorization has been completed, it is possible to build a system for identifying categories by
signs, after which it becomes a model. Namely, when confronted with an object after its
identification into a category, it is possible to predict its behavior using verbs.

Of course, after categorization, the world does not always give us signs that allow us to
identify categories. What appears to be an anomaly in cognitive linguistics looks completely
natural in R-linguistics. Awell - known example is Ludwig Wittgenstein with the category “game”
for which there is no definition in the signs. The category “game” is determined not by signs, but
by the action “play”. Similarly, the category “predators” includes such objects, such as the sundew,
mantis, perch and lion. These objects have no common signs. They are united by the verb “eat”,
according to which the objects of this category are eaten by the flesh of other creatures. Often the
verbal categorization is hidden and the categorization is given the process of building an
identification system. Let's say that Karl Linney was looking for suitable attributes when building
his classification system for animals. What allowed him to choose some signs and refuse others?
In fact, even before the selection of signs, there was already some categorization in his head, which
could later be clarified. Most likely, his categorization was based on the relationship of “kinship”.
Problems Linnaeus were not associated with categorization, and with identification. So, the
problems with the signs made Linnaeus in determining the primates to choose characteristics “five
fingers” and “two mammary glands”, after which the primates have become sloths and bats. We
consider this choice unsuccessful precisely because our reason for categorizing animals also uses
the relationship of “kinship”, although it is already more perfect.

It is natural to assume that since the “predators” category does not have any clear identifying
features, the boundaries of this category are not defined and it is blurred or fuzzy. Here | want to
draw attention to the fact that the axioms categorization A1 and A2 do not contain any pre parcels
to the fuzziness. After all, you cannot fuzzily attack another creature and fuzzily swallow its flesh.
Each of us also quite clearly determines that he has fallen ill (has moved from the category of
healthy people to the category of patients) by changes in his behavior: loss of appetite, shortness
of breath, lameness, etc. We are quite clearly going to the doctor, because we clearly record the
fact of a change in our behavior. The discussion of fuzzy categorization is of course a separate
topic, and I touch it now, only to draw the reader’s attention to the relationship between the idea
offuzzy categorization and the R-linguistics approach.

Not all relationships into which objects enter generate categories, because far from all
relationships are stable. For example, the relationship of “friendship” in the universe of people is
not sustainable. It changes with time and does not affect the external signs of the person himself.
Or the “reading” attitude that people enter into and the books are also constantly changing. There
are a huge number of verbs that use categories already formed by other verbs (relations). Say, not
only a person or a dog can go, but some process or time. Usually the verbs that make up the
categories appear to be fairly stable relations, which, as a rule, form some signs reflecting the fact
of these permanent relations. For example, the relationship between animal species and habitat
regions is reflected in animals by the appearance of certain traits. Animals living in the far north
have either thick fur or athick layer of fat. Typically, such stable relationships manifest themselves
in data dependencies, which allow them to be extracted from complex linguistic structures. This
is also a separate topic for discussion, stemming from the categorization.
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It should be noted that in the surrounding world there is not only a binary interaction.
Surprisingly, the more complex interaction also generates categories with the axiomatics described
here. It is also a matter for future discussions.

Finally, it must be said that the object and subject of the action can be not only categories, but
also variables, the simplest ofwhich are pronouns. And this is only avery small part ofthe concepts
that are widely used in the language, but are not categories.

Conclusion. The content of this article is not quite traditional for linguists, and the reader
should answer the following question: “Does the definition of the concept in language belong to
linguistics?” Ifyou answer this question in the affirmative form and cannot object to the axiomatics
given, you will have to admit that all the results following the axioms are directly related to
linguistics. You will be surprised how long this approach does not require any reference to the
language or even to the existence of the world. This is a good sign given the linguistic diversity
around us. Although we are only at the beginning of this journey, several important observations
and conclusions can be drawn.
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