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ABSTRACT: The aim of the paper is to discuss the ersatz theory of Lewis’s impossible
worlds, point out its undeniable benefits and demonstrate its costs. Firstly, I present
two approaches to Lewis’s impossible worlds taken as constructions out of possibilia.
Secondly, I evaluate the proposals using the Lewisian criteria of success concerning the
well defined conception of analysis. Although appealing, I do not find the proposals
fully persuasive. Thirdly, I discuss the objection from an ad hoc distinction between
possible and impossible worlds. I conclude that the objection does not present a special
problem for the Lewisian theory. Finally, I motivate a theory of extended modal real-
ism, to wit, modal realism enriched with concrete impossibilia.

KEYWORDS: David Lewis — modal realism — impossible worlds.

1. Introduction

Notoriously, David Lewis’s theory of possible worlds' raises a lot of ob-
jections. Besides the incredulous stares on the side of ‘common sense’ read-
ers, it was argued that it cannot account for phenomena concerning impos-
sible matters. It is because of the fact that, according to Lewis, if we sup-

For the full and comprehensive exposition of modal realism, see Lewis’s magnum
opus (1986).
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posed that there is an impossible world, and given the fact how his theory
of modality works, we would get a plain contradiction.

It is, therefore, not a surprise that any advocate of the Lewisian concep-
tion of analysis either a) denies the impossible phenomena, b) postulates
concrete impossible worlds at the cost of true contradiction in the actual
worlds or ¢) combines the Lewisian approach to modality with the ersazzist
project, taking possible and impossible worlds as construction out of possi-
bilia of one sort or another. In what follows, I scrutinize the ersatz theory
of Lewis’s impossible worlds and discuss their pros and cons. Finally, I mo-
tivate a theory of extended modal realism, the theory that takes the exten-
sion of modal realism by impossible worlds seriously.

2. Impossible worlds: Why bother with them?

In his Counterfactuals, David Lewis formulates an argument according
to which

[i]t is uncontroversially true that things might have been otherwise
than they are. I believe, and you do so, that things might have been dif-
ferent in countless ways. But what does that mean? Ordinary language
permits the paraphrase: there are many ways things could have been be-
sides the way they actually are. On the face of it, this sentence is an ex-
istential quantification. It says that there exist many entities of a certain
description, to wit, ‘ways things could have been’. I believe things could
have been different in countless ways. I believe permissible paraphrase of
what I believe, taking the paraphrase at its face value. I therefore believe
in the existence of entities which might be called ‘ways things could
have been’. I prefer to call them ‘possible worlds’. (Lewis 1973, 84)

The argument states at least two things. One of them is the fact that
we believe in the ways the world, our actual world, might have been. The
other thing is that the ways at issue are entities of some sort or other over
which we quantify. If we agree with Quine (1948) and accept that to be is

Since, for Lewis, worlds are ‘are not like stories or story-tellers... They are like this
world; and this world is no story, not even a true story’, ‘at so-and-so world’ is a re-
stricting modifier working in the same way as the modifier ‘in Bratislava’, does. See
Lewis (1986, 7, fn. 3).
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to be a value of a bound variable, modal notions are to be understood as
. . 3 .. . 4
quantifications over concrete” entities — possible worlds.

3. The second argument and dilemma

However, we can ask, while accepting Lewis’s argument from ways, why
should we not accept a similar argument for the existence of impossible
worlds, namely ‘ways the world could not have been’? The argument, as it
goes, is a variant of the argument from ways obtained by replacement of
possibility terms (could, might, possible) with corresponding impossibility
terms (could not, might not, impossible). Thus, reformulating the argu-
ment, we have:

It is uncontroversially true that things could NOT have been some ways.
Thus, there exist many entities of a certain description, to wit, ‘ways things
could NOT have beer’. 1 believe things could NOT have been different in
countless ways. I believe permissible paraphrase of what I believe, taking the
paraphrase at its face value. I therefore believe in the existence of entities
which might be called ‘ways things could NOT have beer’. 1 prefer to call
them ‘impossible worlds’.”

Given Lewis’s original argument for the existence of possible worlds,
there seems to be no principal difference when applied to impossibilia.” But
then, a dilemma arises: either we accept Lewis’s argument from ways for

According to Lewis, concrete entities are a) things like donkeys and puddles and
protons and stars, rather than entities like numbers; b) individuals rather than sets, par-
ticulars rather universals; ¢) they have spatiotemporal location, enter into causal interac-

tion, are indiscernible one from another and d) are not abstractions from something else

(see Lewis 1986, § 1.7).

4 Yes, Quine is quite skeptical about possible worlds. It should be noted, however,

that it is the lack of criteria of identity of possibilia that Quine is worried about. When
it comes to Lewis, the worry disappears. See Divers (2007).

> The reformulation can be found in Naylor (1986), Yagisawa (1988) and Vander

Laan (1997).

The view that impossible worlds should inherit the metaphysical status of their

possible mates is called Parity Thesis. For further arguments against drawing an onto-
logical division between possible and impossible worlds, see Priest (1997, 580-581) or
Priest (2005, 139).



286 MARTIN VACEK

neither possible nor impossible worlds, or we do so in both cases. In the
former (reductio) case, we get:

1. If Lewis’s argument can be applied in the case of possible worlds,
then it can be applied, mutatis mutandis, in the case of impossible
worlds as well.

2. Lewis’s argument cannot be applied in the case of impossible worlds.

Therefore

3. Lewis’s argument cannot be applied in the case of possible worlds
either.

To support the latter alternative — the one advocated in this paper — is
to accept the Lewisian argument from ways and apply it uniformly to the
case of impossible worlds. The result is a modus ponens version which looks
as follows:

1. If Lewis’s argument can be applied in the case of possible worlds,
then it can be applied, mutatis mutandis, in the case of impossible
worlds as well.

2*. Lewis’s argument can be applied in the case of possible worlds.

Therefore

3*. Lewis’s argument can be applied in the case of impossible worlds as
well.

A quite different reason for the acceptance of impossible worlds is the
so-called granularity problem. Famously, Lewis, following Quine, accepts
the identity conditions for sets according to which a set A is identical to
a set B iff for all members x of A it holds that they are also members of
B and vice versa. Also, Lewis accepts a so-called Natural Class Theory
(Armstrong 1989) according to which a property is ontologically identified
with a set of its instances. But then, some problems arise. Namely, if there
are cases where two mutually distinct properties are necessarily coextensive
(including properties had by no Lewis’s individual whatsoever), Lewis’s
theory lacks the resources to distinguish them. For example, is the property
of, say, ‘being a married bachelor’ the same as the property of ‘being
a round square’, namely the empty set? In the same manner, is the property
of ‘being trilateral’ the same as the property of ‘being triangular’? If we sup-
pose that a) the properties in fact are different, and b) do not include mar-
ried bachelors, round squares or trilateral but not triangular individuals into
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modal realists’ ontology, our pre-theoretical opinions about their distinct-
. 7
ness are violated.” Unless we can do better.

4. Concreteness abandoned

Famously, Lewis’s denial of genuine impossibilia — worldbound individuals
instantiating genuine impossibilities (Divers 2002, 67) — rests on a simple ar-
gument, according to which a contradiction in some impossible world would
infect the world we are part of. And since there is no (actual) subject matter
about which you can tell the truth by contradicting yourself (Lewis 1986, 7,
fn. 3), impossible worlds — at least those concrete — do not exist.

However, one could argue that we can keep the Lewisian possibilia and
thus save his analyses about possible matters and, at the same time, con-
struct various impossible worlds out of them. Lewis himself notes that he
could construct excellent ersatz worlds ‘drawing on the genuine worlds for
raw material’:

...there is room for different versions of ‘ways things might be’ or ‘pos-
sibilities” or ‘structures’. If you mean to include ways that something less
than an entire world might be, then again you need sets of possible in-
dividuals. If part of the role you associate with these terms is a principle
of identity of indiscernibles, you had better take not just any sets but
only those that include both or neither of any pair of indiscernible indi-
viduals. If, on the other hand, you want to confine your attention to
maximal ‘ways’, and you do not require guaranteed identity of indis-
cernibles, then you might as well replace unit sets by their sole mem-
bers. If you associate with ‘state of affairs’ a role involving predication,
I would recommend individual-property pairs, where the property in
turn is taken as a set of possible individuals. And so on. (Lewis 1986,
185-186)

If so, ersatzists argue, why do not go one step further and construct ersatz
impossibilia out of the stock of genuine possibilia? For example, given the
(unrestricted) existence of concrete actual and possible individuals, (ersatz)

Since, for Lewis, propositions are special kinds of properties, the same line of argu-
ment applies to the indistinguishability of necessary coextensive propositions considered
as sets of whole possible worlds.
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impossible worlds could be set-theoretic constructions out of propositions or
set-theoretic constructions out of states of affairs. In any case, the idea that
impossible worlds are a free lunch can be seen as serviceable and, given the
Lewisian criteria of success, methodologically more appealing than the ex-
tension of our ontological commitments.

5. Hybrid modal realism

Following Divers’s suggestion (Divers 2002, Chap. 5), Franz Berto
(2010) presents one possible solution to the problem of impossibilia. In par-
ticular, Berto points out that in order to avoid the granularity problem, the
world semantics should be extended by impossible worlds (Berto 2010,
471-472). Moreover, the extension should not infect the Lewisian ontol-
ogy, should sustain the non-modal analysis of modality and stay as conser-
vative as possible.

By accepting the Lewisian ontology — concrete possible worlds and set-
theoretic constructions out of them — Berto develops such a modal theory
according to which a) de dicto possibilities are represented by (genuine)
possible worlds, while b) those phenomena of (at least logical) impossibility
are represented by ersatz entities plaving the roles of impossible worlds.
Since this account avoids the consequence that concrete individuals instan-
tiate genuine impossibilities, Lewis’s objection does not apply here. Thus,
one can be a genuine realist about possibilia, while a so-called ersazzist
about their impossible mates.

The basis of Berto’s proposal rests on the Lewisian account of proposi-
tions which, briefly, says that propositions A and B are the same proposi-
tions iff A and B are true at the same possible worlds and, that is the case iff
A and B are the same set of worlds (cf. Berto 2010, 471). Since, according
to Lewis, worlds represent de dicto possibilities by instantiating propositions
directly, basic propositions like ‘it is raining’, ‘it is not raining’ or ‘there are
married bachelors’ are simply those sets of concrete possible worlds that the
propositions ‘it is raining’, ‘it is not raining’ and ‘there are married bache-
lors” hold at them, respectively. The question, however, is whether genuine
modal realism has resources for constructing ersatz impossible worlds with-
out violating its thorough extensional character. T'o put the problem oth-
erwise: does genuine modal realism contain the resources for constructing
ersatz impossible worlds qua sets of propositions? Berto thinks that it does.
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In particular, if we consider basic atomic propositions to be sets of con-
crete worlds, and, using the set-theoretic machinery, consider impossible
worlds to be sets of proposition, we get a fully extensional account of pos-
sible worlds as well as impossible worlds. Since impossible worlds, or
world-books,® are reducible to sets of propositions, and propositions are
identified with sets of worlds, impossible worlds can be simply identified
with certain sets of sets of concrete possible worlds.

For instance, let us have two distinct contradictory propositions, ‘the
sun is shining and the sun is not shining’ and ‘it is raining and it is not
raining’. Let us also suppose that the Lewisian logical space consists of ex-
actly six worlds {w, w», w3, w4, ws, ws}. Provided that the proposition ‘it is
raining’, A, is identified with the set {wi, w», w3} and the proposition ‘it is
not raining’, ~A, with the set {wy4, ws, ws}, the contradictory proposition
‘it is raining and it is not raining’ — (A and ~A) — is, by the same reason-
ing, identified with the set of the above sets, namely {{w1, w», ws}, {w4, ws,
wel}l.” The resultant set is an impossible world, i1, because it represents an
inconsistent situation. Now, let us also suppose that the proposition ‘the
sun is shining’, B, is identified with the set {wy, w3, ws} and its negation,
~B, with {w,, ws, ws}. Similarly, the contradictory proposition ‘the sun is
shining and the sun is not shining’ — (B and ~B) — is then the set {{wy, ws,
wst, {w», ws, weth. Let call the impossible world i,. No doubt, impossible
worlds i; and i, are different. While i; is identified with the set of the form
{{w1, wo, wat, {ws, ws, we}}, the form of iy is quite different — {{wy, w3,
ws}, {wa, wy, wel}.

Next, beside the distinctness of (any two) contradictory propositions,
Berto’s approach can represent various impossible situations where there are
three or more true, but mutually incompatible distinct atomic propositions.
To use Berto’s own example, the propositions ‘Nassau Street runs east-
west’, ‘the Railroad nearby runs north-south’ and ‘Nassau Street is parallel
to the railroad nearby’ are mutually incompatible. We can, however, con-
struct such an ersatz impossible world which represents the impossibility.

% The term ‘world-book’ is from Plantinga (1974, especially Chap. 4).

Here, Kiourti (2010, 80) quite correctly notes that if the aim was to differentiate be-
tween different contradictions true at some ersatz-world, we will have to define con-
junction and, consequently, all logical connectives recursively. That means, however,
that such an approach commits its proponents to a particular logical behavior for the
logical connectives at such impossible worlds.



290 MARTIN VACEK

Namely, let us suppose that the proposition ‘Nassau Street runs east-west’
holds in wy, w3, ws, the proposition ‘the Railroad nearby runs north-south’
holds in w», ws, ws and the proposition ‘Nassau Street is parallel to the rail-
road nearby’ hold just in the world wg. Any world at which all of them hold
must be impossible, because there is no Lewis’s world in which all of them
hold. But that is no problem anymore. We can represent the impossibility,
nonetheless: {{wy, w3, wg}, {w2, w3, ws}, {we}}. End of theory (Berto
2010).

A slightly different approach to ersatz theory proposes Edwin Mares
(Mares 1997). Trying to stay ontologically as neutral as possible, Mares as-
sumes there to be a set of all possible worlds (whatever they are), individu-
als existing in those worlds, relations, a possibility to collect those individ-
ual into a unique set and, finally, sets themselves (Mares 1997, 519).

Then, Mares introduces states of affairs, meaning structures having the
following form:

<R7 d]y «.ey dpy ‘7l">

Here, R is an n-place relation, aj, ..., a, are individuals, and 7, called po-
larity, is either 1 or 0. The mention of 1 and 0 indicates, that while some
of the states of affairs obtain, others do not. However, the story is even
more complicated, because unless we want to face the idea of negative
states of affairs, we might think of the structure as a piece of information
rather than a state of affairs (see Kiourti 2010, 84). In this case, informa-
tional sequences can tell us whether some relation R does or does not
hold between the individuals in the sequence. This, subsequently, allows
us to delineate those negative states of affairs that fail to obtain from
those whose negations obtain instead, and thus fulfill Mares’s desidera-
tum that negative information does not reduce to the absence of positive
information (Mares 1997, 520). Thus, the information that it is not rain-
ing in Auckland does not reduce to not having the information that it is
raining in Auckland.

The next step in Mares’s strategy is the introduction of an index. Ac-
cording to him, an index is a (maximal) set of states of affairs such that for
any n-place relation R and any sequence of individuals aj, ..., a,, either (R,
a1, ..., 4y, 1) is in the index, (R, ay, ..., a,, 0) is in the index or both states
of affairs are in the index. The indices represent worlds. Although not any
index represents a possible world, any index represents some world. For, for
all states of affairs
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(M) <R) a1y «-+y Any 1> and <R> a1y «-+y dny O>
(R, ay, ..., an, 1) €1 iff (ay, ..., ayy is in the extension of R at w
and
(R, aj, ..., an, 0) € i iff (ay, ..., ay) is not in the extension of R at w.

Now, how can the theory help the Lewisian to accommodate impossible
worlds? Naturally, the easiest way is to consider Mares’s individuals as
genuine full-blooded individuals and relations (including properties) as sets
of ordered individual pairs (or just sets of individuals in the case of proper-
ties). Polarity could be understood as an inclusion of the individual(s) at is-
sue in the sets. For instance, an outright contradiction ‘it is raining and it
is not raining’ can be easily represented by an index ((R, a, 1), (R, a, 0)),
where a stands for a world and R stands for the set of worlds such that it is
raining at them. While the former sequence of the index is positive, thus
representing the case of raining in a, the latter is apparently its negation.
Consequently, we get an index representing logical contradiction and, a
fortiori, an impossible world, without going beyond the Lewisian ontology.

Similarly, the contradictory proposition ‘the sun is shining and the sun
is not shining’ can be represented by an index {(S, a, 1), (S, a, 0)), where, as
in the previous case, a stands for a particular world, S stands for the prop-
erty of shining and 1 and 0 for the inclusion and exclusion of the respective
world in the respective set-theoretic construction. Since the indices ((R, a,
1), (R, a, 0)) and ((S, a, 1), (S, a, 0)) are obviously distinct,'® the apparatus
is strong enough to differentiate between various purely logical impossibili-
ties. That is Mares’s theory in a nutshell (cf. Mares 1997).

6. Evaluating hybrid modal realism

In sum, it is undeniable that both of the above proposals present
a strong improvement of genuine modal realism. As it seems, they are more
conservative than the original theory, because they can a) account for more
of our pre-theoretical opinions than the original theory and, at the same
time, b) do not extend the Lewisian ontology. All the work is done by the
movements in the definitions, namely the definition of impossible world.

Apparently, the distinctness rests on the fact that S and R are distinct sets of
worlds. While S denotes the set of worlds being such that the sun is shining at them, R
denotes the set of ‘rainy’ worlds.
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Also, the proposals have certain theoretical as well as methodological vir-
tues. Firstly, the reduction of impossible worlds to the Lewisian individuals
and sets is fully extensional. At the base level, we have individuals, sets, and
set-theoretic constructions out of them. Then, impossible worlds — being
certain set-theoretic constructions — are a free lunch, ‘lying around the
house of almost any possible world theorist’ (Mares 1997, 525). Secondly,
given the fundamental difference between possible and impossible worlds
and, a fortiori, a non-modal distinction between them, we can sustain the
very definition of possibility without any resort to primitive modality.
Namely, the Lewisian dictum

(P)  Itis possible that P iff there is a world, w, such that at w, P

still holds, while the quantifier in the right-hand side ranges only over the
maximal mereological sums of spatiotemporally interrelated individuals. On
the other side, the impossibility claims get different interpretation. Instead
of the Lewisian account of impossibility

(I) It is impossible that P iff there is no possible world, i, such that
at i, P,

we have the ersatzist version, namely
(I*) It is impossible that P iff there is a world, i, such that at i, P

while the domain of the right hand side quantifier comprises sets of sets of
concrete possible worlds only.

Finally, and most importantly, allowing there to be ersatz impossible
worlds constructed out of concrete individuals avoids Lewis’s lethal objec-
tion that contradiction obtaining at those worlds amounts to a plain con-
tradiction in the actual world. Recall that Berto’s and Mares’s impossible
worlds are books — either some sets of propositions or some sets of infor-
mational sequences — and so although it still holds that the phrase ‘at (con-
crete world) w’ in (P) works as a modifier restricting the (explicit or implicit)
quantification to particular domains, the phrase ‘at i’ in (I*) works quite dif-
ferently. For, Berto’s as well as Mares’s ersatz impossibilia are abstract set-
theoretic entities in the case of which the phrase ‘according to some ersazz
impossible world’ is not a restricting modifier. For that reason, there is an
impossible world according to which a contradiction is true without the con-
tradiction infecting the actual world. And those are very good results.
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7. Ad hoc ontological distinction?

As indicated above, some virtues of the proposals above are remarkable
and that is the reason why we should take them seriously. Berto, as well as
Mares, are successful in their analyses of modality in non-modal terms.
They also score in distinguishing (at least some) apparently (not only logi-
cally impossible) propositions, without any extension of the Lewisian on-
tology. Moreover, they do not (radically) contract the Opinion and thus
preserve conservativeness without any violation of economy.

It was argued by several philosophers, however, that the fundamental dif-
ference between possible and impossible worlds is not justified. According to
Lewis, the actual world is not an abstract entity. So why other worlds should
be? By the parity of reasoning, possible worlds are not abstract entities so
why impossible worlds should be? The possible objection to the above pro-
posals, therefore, is whether any approach deeming possible worlds as con-
crete universes, while deeming impossible worlds to be mere ersatz construc-
tions, does not pose an ad hoc and, a fortiori, unjustified distinction.

In a similar vein, Graham Priest writes:

... there is, as far as I can see, absolutely no cogent (in particular, non-
question begging) reason to suppose that there is an ontological differ-
ence between merely possible worlds and impossible worlds — any more
than there is for supposing there to be such a difference between merely
possible worlds which are physically possible and those which are physi-
cally impossible. To differentiate between some non-actual worlds and
others would seem entirely arbitrary. (Priest 1997, 582)

As the passage concludes, to make a fundamental distinction between
possible and impossible worlds does not seem to be justified without beg-
ging the question. Also, David Vander Laan (1997) argues that such
a slight difference in our language as the difference between ‘the way the
world could be’” and ‘the way the world could noz be’ should not justify such
a radical difference between possible and impossible worlds. He asks:

Is there a principle of ontology which would justify our construing
these similar parts of our modal language in such dissimilar ways?
(Vander Laan 1997, 600)

However, any attempt to weaken the hybrid theories just by raising the
objection from an ad hoc difference must fail. Granted, it may seem arbi-
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trary or unjustified to start with the presumption that possible worlds and
impossible worlds are quite different kinds of things. But if the best overall
theory plays out that way — that is, if conservativeness-cum-economy is
maximised by identifying possible worlds with one kind of construct and
impossible worlds with another — the putative intuition for or against the
parity has nothing to do with it.

Thus, it seems that Vander Laan is plainly wrong when saying that
there is not such a principle of ontology that would justify our construing
these similar parts of our modal language in such dissimilar ways. Of
course, there is such a principle: the parity or imparity thesis is justified if
that is how the best analysis plays out. Put otherwise, it is not an input of
any analysis whether the parity thesis is justified or not. On the contrary.
There is nothing wrong in saying that impossible worlds are ontologically
distinct from possibilia, given that the theory posing the distinction does
not lead to trouble while the theory that poses the parity does. What we as
philosophers are looking for is the ideal ‘definitions + ontology and ideol-
ogy package combining a) the best balance of conservativeness and econ-
omy b) the preservation of all (or almost all) of our pre-theoretical opinions
and ¢) the sufficient advantages to its rivals. An opinion whether the parity
thesis holds or not plays no role at all.

I, therefore, conclude that the objection to hybrid versions of modal re-
alism that rests on a putative illegitimacy of the ontological distinction be-
tween possible and impossible worlds is not a good way to dismiss the pro-
posals. Since it is the objection itself, not what is objected, that is unjusti-
fied by the Lewisian well-defined conception of analysis, it does not present
serious troubles for the above approaches. Since it is an input, rather than
an output of the analysis how the nature is carved along the joints, there is
simply no non-question-begging reason to think that possible and impos-
sible worlds are of the same metaphysical kind. It is fully in the competence
of the total theory to decide.!!

11 . . . . .
A quite different objection would be to say that some contradictory worlds are ab-

stract, even if we think that they are possible. Then, the ontological distinction be-
tween various possible worlds would be, of course, illegitimate.
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8. Why still bother with concrete impossibilia?

Given the proposals above, one would think that some hybrid theory of
genuine modal realism is the most reasonable way to go. Since both pro-
posals have sources to represent outright contradictions, they can distin-
guish between various contradictory propositions, provide non-trivial inter-
pretations of counterpossible conditional, differentiate between impossible
propositional states and so forth. Also, at first sight, the proposals at issue
have certain similar features. As Berto distinguishes between contradictory
propositions of the form (A and ~A) and (B and ~B) by constructing im-
possible worlds out of some sets of possible worlds, Mares constructs his
impossible worlds out of sets of possible worlds, sets of individuals and the
polarity.

But why does Mares need those structured states of affairs instead of
mere sets of worlds? The answer is clear: there are not only outright con-
tradictions among the impossibilities that we intuitively distinguish. There
is much more. What about such impossibilities as ‘there are married bache-
lors” or ‘some triangular individuals are not trilateral’, etc.? Those impossi-
bilities are not purely logical impossibilities, since they are not of the form
(A and ~A).

Granted, Berto’s theory gives us various representations of different im-
possibilities by using genuine worlds. However, there are several limits the
hybrid theory has. Recall, that one of the motivations for impossibilia was
the need to differentiate between various necessary coextensive and impos-
sible propositions, and thus provide a finer-grained distinction absent in
the original theory. For, according to Lewis, the property of ‘being trilat-
eral’ is identified with the property of ‘being triangular’, because any (actual
and possible) individual which is trilateral is also triangular, and vice versa.
But the problem seems to preserve even in these theories.

To see the problem, let us have two (distinct) propositions, “Toby is
triangular’ and “T'oby is trilateral. Apparently, the aim is to show that the
propositions are different, and thus that the proposition “T'oby is triangular
but not trilateral’ can be represented by an (ersazz) impossible world dis-
tinct from a world according to which “Toby is triangular but not triangu-
lar’. Provided Berto’s strategy, and given a simple logical space consisting of
three worlds — wy, w2, w3 — we can identify the proposition “T'oby is trilat-
eral’ with, say, the set of worlds {w;, w»} and its negation with {w3}. Given
the Lewisian pluriverse, the same holds for the proposition “T'oby is trian-
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gular’, namely that the proposition is identified with the set {wy, Wz},12
while its negation with {ws3}. But then the impossible proposition “T'oby is
triangular but not trilateral’ — {{wy, w2}}, {w3}} — is not different from the
impossibility “T'oby is triangular but not triangular’ {{wy, w,}}, {w3}}. But
we wanted to say that!

Also, our initial motivation to differentiate between various proposi-
tions holding at no (possible) world is not fulfilled here. For instance, the
propositions ‘there is a married bachelor’ or ‘there is a non-identical indi-
vidual’ are still conflated in Berto’s account. Since there are neither worlds
such that there are married bachelors in them, nor worlds such that non-
identical individuals exist in them, we simply lack the ‘raw material’ to de-
lineate the distinction.

Berto, being aware of the problems, admits that everything goes fine
when we want to represent impossibilities which are adequately phrased as
explicit contradictions (Berto 2010, 484). For, such impossibilities are of
the conjunctive form (A and ~A), resp. (B and ~B). The problems arise
when it comes to representing distinct (non-conjunctive) impossibilities.
That means that although Berto’s proposal does differentiate between vari-
ous distinct impossible propositions, namely those which are the results of
conjoining two (basic) propositions that are not true together in any
Lewis’s world, it does not allow us to differentiate between impossibilities
being not of the conjunctive nature.

Mares’s approach, on the other side, is not limited in this way. Since
the main point of the proposal is that it allows us to attribute properties
and relations to individuals that do not have them in any Lewis’s world
(Kiourti 2010, 85), it can accommodate several subtler impossibilities. Not
only every outright contradiction of the type (A and ~A), but also impossi-
bilities like ‘something is blue and yellow all over’ are analyzable in the the-
ory. For example, an impossibility of there being something, say car, that is
blue and green all over is represented by a world of the following form: ((B,
a, 1), (Y, a, 1), (C, a, 1)). Here, a stands for an individual, B stands for the
property of ‘being blue’, Y for the property of ‘being yellow’ and C for the
property of ‘being a car’. It is because of the fact that the set of all (unre-
strictedly speaking) blue things is different from the set of all (unrestrict-
edly speaking) yellow things as well as from the set of all (unrestrictedly

12 : . . .
It is because of the fact that there is no Lewis’s world, w, such that something is

triangular but not trilateral in w.
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speaking) cars. Similarly, to use Berto’s own example, the impossibility of
there being negatively and positively charged particle and a quite different
impossibility of there being positively and not positively charged particle
can be distinguished, since the former world — ((E, a, 1), (P, a, 1), (N, a,
1)) — differs from the latter: {(E, a, 1), (P, a, 1), (P, a, 0)). Here, E stands
for the property of ‘being an electron’, P and N correspond to the proper-
ties of ‘being positively charged’ and ‘being negatively charged’, respectively.

So far so good. However, even this approach has certain limitations. For
example, it cannot deal with some necessarily coextensive properties and
propositions. For example, let have the property of ‘being trilateral’ and the
property of ‘being triangular’. If we identify the properties with their in-
stances we, unfortunately, do not get two distinct sets, namely the set of all
trilateral individuals and the set of all triangular genuine individuals. Since
there is no world in the Lewisian pluriverse that contains a trilateral but
non-triangular individual, the sequences (A, a, 1) and (S, a, 1), where
S stands for the property of ‘being trilateral’ and A stands for the property
of being ‘triangular’ will be identified with the same sequence. Simply, if
A and S denote the same set, the indices {(A, a, 1), (S, a, 0)) and ((A, a, 1),
(A, a, 0)) represent the same (impossible) world. But the impossibilities
“Toby is triangular but not trilateral’ and “Toby is triangular and not trian-
gular’ are not the same.

Moreover, even this proposal does not express the intuitive difference
between various (distinct) impossible properties. Recall, that what any
theorist preferring this proposal has at disposal is the Lewisian ontological
base. As we already know, it includes (only logically consistent) individuals
and set theoretic constructions out of them, none of which is non-self-
identical or contradictory. Yet, all of them are self-identical and non-
contradictory. But if we want to express the difference between the proper-
ties, we have to take the set of non-self-identical individual and the set of
contradictory individuals as the constituents of the sequences. Conse-
quently, we get the sequences (N, a, 0) and (C, a, 0), respectively. Given
that the letters N and C stand for the same set — the set of all non-self-
identical individuals and the set of all contradictory individuals, respectively
— the sequences are identical.

On the other hand, every individual in the Lewisian ontology is consis-
tent as well as every individual is such that it is identical to itself. Both of
the properties are thus identified with the same set of individuals — the
whole plurality of possible individuals. Thus, if I stands for the property of
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being ‘identical to itself and C for the property of ‘being a consistent indi-
vidual’, the sequences (I, a, 1) and (C, a, 1) are identical, since the letters
I and C denote the same set. Then, the propositions ‘something is self-
identical but not consistent — ((I, a, 1) (C, a, 0)) — and ‘something is self-
identical and not-self-identical — {{I, a, 1) (I, a, 0)) — are, due to the iden-
tity between I and C, the same. The intuitive difference is lost.

The reason, as far as I can see, is that neither Berto’s, nor Mares’s pro-
posal admits there to be genuine impossibilia at the ontological base. Then,
it is just to be expected that certain kinds of properties — especially those
instantiated by every or no individual in the ontological base — will have to
be identified. Thus, although the raw material used in the constructions is
extensive enough for a variety of distinctions, the fact that it does not con-
tain full-blooded impossibilia does bring certain limitations (see Kiourti
2010, 82).

Therefore, whether the project of construction of ersatz impossible
worlds out of concrete possibilia is successful is one thing. How we get into
it is quite another. To look at the problem from the Lewisian well-defined
conception of analysis, it is very easy to trace the (rather similar) strategies.
Berto and Mares stress the fact that we pre-theoretically presuppose the
difference between impossible phenomena and thus our theory should re-
flect it. They also accept and (definitely do not extend) the ontology and so
propose to modify the definition of impossibility. And that is a huge virtue
of the proposals. On the other side, we are still left with a variety of unre-
solved problems, namely the inability to differentiate among certain impos-
sible properties, the inability to differentiate among certain necessary prop-
erties or even necessarily coextensive properties. Thus, as usual, the ques-
tion is whether the advantages of the above proposals overweigh their costs
on one side, preserve the Lewisian crucial features, on the other.

Next, it would seem that the existence of genuine (concrete) impossibilia
— instead of mere ersatz constructions out of possibilia — seems to be such
as to provide a more unified, simpler and more systematic treatment of
modal matters (see Yagisawa 1988). Surely, the hypothesis of the extended
modal realism is just the beginning. It can turn out that the extension of
the Lewisian ontology by genuine impossibilia would harm the theory to
such an extent that no other moves in the pre-theoretical opinions, the
definitions or the ontology would ‘cure’ the consequences. Yet, it is still
worth of considering how the proposal to extend Lewis’s ontology by con-
crete impossibilia squares with the overall theory.
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For modal realist, a certain sentence is true at a world iff it is true when
we quantify over all the things in that world. By the same token, when
Lewis advocates the existence of mere possibilia, he strictly differentiates
between actual truths and truths simpliciter. For example, the claim

(1)  There is no beer

can be true, when quantifying over the empty fridge, although false when
quantifying over, say, the whole country. Similarly, the claim

(2)  There are flying pigs
is false provided that we take the actual world into the account. Hence:
(3)  Flying pigs do not actually exist

is true. That does not, however, mean that the flying pigs do not exist sim-
pliciter. Of course, sometimes it is reasonable to ignore them and quantify
over us and our surroundings only. But to ignore something does not imply
that the entity at issue does not exist.” In other words, Lewis denies (A):

(A)  Actually P iff (unrestrictedly) P,

where P stands for a proposition such as, say, ‘there are flying pigs’. Since
there are no flying pigs in the actual world, the left-hand side of the bicon-
ditional is false. But, as concretist’s ontology dictates (Lewis 1986, § 1.1),
individuals of this kind do exist, none the less.

Interestingly enough, Lewis’s strategy changes when it comes to impos-
sibilities. In comments on Lycan, he states: “He [Lycan] is not suggesting
that I claim to quantify over incomplete or inconsistent Meinongian ob-

jects — of course I do not — but only that I claim to quantify beyond actual-
ity” (Lewis 1986, 98). Therefore:

(N)  Necessarily P iff (unrestrictedly) pl

is, for Lewis, true. For instance, it is a truly remarkable fact that the Law
of Non-Contradiction is true simpliciter because it holds with respect to any
possible world. Analogously, the Law of Non-Contradiction is true necessar-

B That is, I think, the moral Lewis’s modal realism implies.

% For a similar strategy, see Kiourti (2009, Chap. 4).
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ily, because there is no possible world which would violate the principle. As
a result:

(4)  Necessarily the Law of Non-Contradiction holds iff the Law of

Non-Contradiction holds simpliciter

is true in traditional Lewisianism.

But, as we have already learned, impossibilia may be objects of beliefs,
counterfactuals with impossible antecedents are not all trivially true, there
are different impossible properties and propositions etc. Thus, it seems as
(4) is false. Since there are (excellent) reasons for proceeding to wide quan-
tification so as to include possibilia as well as impossibilia within the scope of
logic (Routley 1980, 83), to widen the scope of quantification beyond pos-
sibilia seems nothing but a regimentation of our pre-theoretical modal
talk.!® Consequently

(5)  Necessarily the Law of Non-Contradiction holds iff the Law of

Non-Contradiction holds when quantifying over possibilia
is true, while

(6)  Necessarily the Law of Non-Contradiction holds iff the Law of
Non-Contradiction holds when quantifying over possibilia and
impossibilia

is false.

To conclude, we have seen that Lewis’s possibilitist’s strategy rests on
the difference between two kinds of truths, namely actual truths and truths
simpliciter. However, Lewis ignores the analogous difterence, i.e. the differ-
ence between necessary truths and truths simpliciter. But, by noting the very
similarity between the principles (A) and (N), Lewis’s commitment to the
latter principle seems question—begging.17 More accurately: Why do not
stretch an extra mile and provide a similar argument for the existence of
impossibilia as we did in the case of mere possibilia? Surely, the violation of
the Law of Non-Contradiction is a tricky move in any theory. But in order

15 . . . . . . .
To mention just few prima facie contributions to the debate, see Yagisawa (1988),

Priest (1997), Berto (2008; 2010), Kalhat (2008) or Kiourti (2009).
" How such logic could look like, see Routley (1980), Kiourti (2009) or Berto (2010).

7" That Lewis begs the question when it comes to impossibilia, see also Kalhat (2008).
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to deal with inconsistency (and indeterminacy) logically, what else could we
expect. Once we change (or rather liberalize) semantics to the extent that it
accommodates possible and impossible individuals without failing into an
utter nonsense, the impossible phenomena can be treated on a logical basis.
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a movement from data, via phenomena, to mechanisms. An attempt will be made to
show that this in fact amounts to an assignment of philosophical categories like data,
phenomena, mechanism, etc. This unification and reconstruction draws also on the re-
construction of the main stages of the development of knowledge leading from A.-J.
Angstrom’s measurement of the wave-lengths of spectral lines of hydrogen in 1868 to
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1. Introduction

This paper has two aims. The first is to unify two directions in con-
temporary philosophy of science: a) the direction which draws on the

This paper was written with the support of the grant VEGA, number V/11/092/00.
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seminal works of J. Bogen and J. Woodward to deal with the relation of
data to phenomena and b) the direction which utilizes here the article
Machamer — Darden — Craver (2000) to deal with the knowledge about
mechanism and its employment in scientific thinking. This unification aims
to delineate the main stages of the development and growth of scientific
knowledge via thinking and shall draw on the results achieved in the frame-
work of philosophy of science in the last 20 years or so, as well as on the re-
construction of the main stages of development of knowledge leading from
A.-J. Angstrom’s measurement of the wavelengths of the spectral lines of hy-
drogen in 1868 to N. Bohr’s theory of the hydrogen atom in proposed 1913.
The second aim, located at a “meta” level, is to show that the recon-
struction of the development of scientific knowledge (which is character-
ized in contemporary philosophy of science as a movement from data, via
phenomena, to mechanisms) in fact amounts to an assignment of philoso-
phical categories (e.g., data, phenomena, mechanism, etc.) to the respective
stages of this development. From this “meta” point of view it will become
obvious that our choice of the above-given episode in the history of physics
can contribute to the explication of these categories, and at the same time,
by bringing in additional categories, serve to broaden the network of cate-
gories by means of which philosophy of science approaches and reflects the
natural sciences. The categories that we will introduce in addition to those
used in the more recent philosophy of science literature (e.g., data, phe-
nomena, and mechanism) are as follows: phenomena as derived from the law
of phenomena, the latter being derived from the knowledge of and by think-
ing about a mechanism, and where these phenomena and laws of phenom-
ena have a different epistemological status as compared to those phenomena
derived from data, and from laws of phenomena derived from these latter
phenomena. With respect to the category mechanism we will also intro-
duce the additional category pairs ground-grounded and reason-reasoned.

2. ). Bogen, J. Woodward and P. Machamer on data,
phenomena, and mechanisms

J. Bogen and J. Woodward in their seminal works criticize “those who
hold that scientific theories explain what we observe and who then go on
to tie the relevant notion of observation rather closely to sensory percep-
tion” (Bogen — Woodward 1988, 306). In opposition to those who ap-
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proach scientific theories and explanations in this way, they propose a dif-
ferentiation between the category data and the category phenomena as fol-
lows (1988, 305-306):

Data ... play the role of evidence for the existence of phenomena, for
the most part [they] can be straightforwardly observed. However, data
typically cannot be predicted or systematically explained by theory. By
contrast, well developed scientific theories do predict and explain facts
about phenomena. Phenomena are detected through the use of data,
but in most cases are not observable in any interesting sense of the
term” ... Facts about phenomena ... are evidence for the high-level gen-
eral theories by which they are explained.

So, in their view, while claims about data serve as evidence for claims (facts)
about phenomena, claims about phenomena serve as evidence only for
claims which are already part of general theories explaining/predicting
claims about phenomena but not about data. Stated in a more general way:
“we need to distinguish what theories explain (phenomena or facts about
phenomena) from what is uncontroversially observable (data)” (Bogen —
Woodward 1988, 314). Data can also be subjected to explanations, but be-
cause they are produced by irregular coincidences of myriad particular
causes, such explanations:

when they can be given at all, will be highly complex and closely tied to
the details of particular experimental arrangements ... Thus, explana-
tions of data will often lack generality ... Moreover, the factors involved
in the production of any given bit of data may be so disparate and so
numerous, and their co-occurrence so rare, that the details of their in-
teraction may be both epistemically inaccessible and difficult to model
theoretically. Exhibitions of dependency-relations of the sort that would
be achieved by explicit derivations or the tracing of specific causal

mechanisms may prove impossible because of computational intrac-
tabilities. (Bogen — Woodward 1988, 326)

2 . .
This claim was recently restated as follows: “phenomena need not be observable ...

asking whether phenomena are observable is often not the right question to understand
how ... reasoning works. This is because the reliability of ... reasoning often has little to
do with how human perception works” (Woodward 2011, 171).
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For the relation of data to phenomena it holds that the latter are derived
from the former:

The problem of detecting a phenomenon is the problem of identifying
a signal in a sea of noise, of identifying a relatively stable and invariant
pattern of some simplicity and generality with the recurrent features —
a pattern which is not just an artifact of the particular detection tech-
nique we employ or the local environment in which we operate.
(Woodward 1989, 396-397)

Bogen and Woodward also explain, as already stated above, the differ-
ence between the category phenomena and the category data in terms of the
category observation. While the former need not be observable, the latter
can usually be directly observed in the following sense:

Data are records or reports — accessible to the human perceptual system
and available for public inspection. Some data (e.g., reports of meas-
urement results written in laboratory notebooks, or the drawings of the
field geologists) are produced by human perceivers. But ... many data
are produced by nonhuman measurement and recording devices ... Data
constitute observational evidence to investigate phenomena. (Bogen —
Woodward 1992, 593)

So, for example, they claim that when measuring the temperature at which
a sample of lead melts, the value — the datum — of each thermometer read-
ing is observable (cf. Bogen — Woodward 1988, 319). The following dia-
grammatic summary of the views of Bogen and Woodward can be given (cf.
Schindler 2007, 167):

Theory

no relation v refers to/explains/predicts

Phenomena (unobservable)
N N A

inferences

—>| Data (observable)

Diagram 1: S. Schindler on Bogen’s and Woodward’s views on
data, phenomena and theory
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What “Theory” in this diagram stands for can be understood if one
takes into account the fact that Bogen and Woodward characterize the
process of systematic explanation to which claims about phenomena are
subjected as “explanation of an outcome due to the assertions of the details
of a mechanism” (Bogen — Woodward 1988, 323). The category of mecha-
nism was delineated by means of additional categories explicated in
Machamer — Darden — Craver (2000) and Darden (2008). In Machamer —
Darden — Craver (2000) one can identify the following triple of categories
falling under the category working of the mechanism: start-up/set-up condi-
tions, intermediate activities, and terminating activities. The first category in-
volves the following subordinated categories: entities, relevant properties of
entities given at the beginning of the activities, the mutual interactions of these
entities, entities and activities as mutually correlative, the spatial distribution,
orientation, and relations of the entities and activities, the temporal characteris-
tics of the activities. To the category intermediate activities are subordinated
categories intervening entities and activities, understood as producers of new
states in entities and/or of new entities and activities. The third category in-
volves categories endpoint of activities, parameters and state of the mechanism.

This triple of categories with their subordinated categories, once uni-
fied with the set of categories given by Darden (2008, 965), can be summa-
rized in Table 1.

Main categories

Spatial Temporal Contestual
Components arrangement aspects locati
ocations
of components of components
set-up/start-up localization order location within
& terminating structure rate a hierarchy
-§ 7 conditions, orientation duration location within
S g entities, connectivity ﬁ'equency a series
‘§ g0 initial & compartmen-
2 | intermediate & talization
u:; © terminating
activities,
modules

Table 1: Categories involved in the category mechanism

> The category module stands for reasoning about groups of components of the

mechanism.
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3. From Angstrom to Bohr and “back”

3.1. From data to phenomena: A.-J. Angstrém

We now start to deal with a level of scientific knowledge to which A.
Sommerfeld assigned, in a backward glance, the category — when expressed
in German as empirisches (Sommerfeld 1921, 222), understood in English as
empirical data (Sommerfeld 1923, 68).

Angstrém’s aim was to provide a detailed atlas of the wavelengths of
spectral lines given in solar light.* In his experiments he used two ready-
made gratings, numbered as (I) and (II), the former with 4501 lines, the
latter with 2701 lines engraved on a length, declared by the producer of the
gratings as being equal to 9 Paris lines. The basic equation used by Ang-
strom for the computation of the wavelength 2 of the particular lines was
A = e - sing for the spectrum of the first order, for its N-th order holds
A= N - e - sin@, where e stands for the width of the grating space and ¢ for
the angle of diffraction of the light waves, the latter being measured by
a theodolite. In addition, he modified these equations in order to take into
account the variation of temperature and orientation of the gratings, and
then computed the data for the spectra — in Frauenhofer notation — C, F of
hydrogen. The resulting values were as follows (Angstrém 1868, 18):

1. 2. 3.

Line spectrum Number of spectrum Number of spectrum Number of
) P 7 observations . P 7 observations . P 7 observations
in 10 " mm in 10 " mm in 10 " mm
C 6562.27 2 6561.97 3 6562.16 1
F 4860.67 2 4860.62 2 4860.80 3

Thable 2: Data for the spectral lines C and F of hydrogen
computed in Angstrém (1868)

Based on all the data for grating (I), as well as all the data for grating
(II), he then computed the weighted arithmetic mean values of the wave-
lengths of the spectral lines of solar light. For the four lines of hydrogen C,
F, near G, and h - in the more modern notation H,, Hg, H,, and Hj to

For a detailed analysis of his experiments and the conceptual basis of his computa-
tions see Landauer (1898, 6-33) and Baly (1912, 12-29).
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which we will hold from now on — he obtained the following mean values
(Angstrom 1868, 31 — 32):

Line Wavelength in 107 mm

H, 6562.10
Hp 4860.74
H, 4340.10
H, 4101.20

Table 3: Average wavelengths of the spectral lines of hydrogen
computed in Angstrém (1868)

These values were used by J. J. Balmer in his 1884 formulation of the
first truly unifying formula for the wavelengths of the spectral lines of hy-
drogen.

From the epistemological point of view it holds that in his thought opera-
tions Angstrom employed the statistical analysis based on the weighted sta-
tistical mean, which enabled him to pass in mind from what we label by
the philosophical category data to what can be labeled by the philosophical
category phenomena. Thus, data as a philosophical category stand in our
approach for an entity in mind and simultaneously for a certain level of at-
tained knowledge about the world. Both are information about occurrences
given to us in our practical operations (manipulations) with things in the
world; occurrences in the world of things are thought in mind as data.

In the case of the above given Table 2, the data for spectra stand for the
meaning of a sentence like “The wavelength of the line C (H,) in the 1
spectrum on grating (I) is 6562-10”7 mm”. In our view, contrary to that of
Bogen and Woodward, the meaning of sentences of this type does not refer
to something observable in the world, or, stated in more general categories,
to something accessible to human sensory perception. Occurrences as states
of affairs in the world in the range of 107 mm are not perceptible and, of
course, the very meaning, in the sense of information, stated in a sentence like
the one given above, is not perceptible either. So, in our reconstruction here
data do not refer to perceptible state of affairs, and so neither do phenomena de-
rived from them. In fact, the meaning of a statement is never perceptible,
since meanings as information can only be thought of because they are en-
tities in the mind on which one can perform thought operations which
yield other thought entities. In Angstrém’s approach such operations were,
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for example, the computations of the weighted arithmetic mean for the
wavelength and his abstraction from the impact of changes of the atmos-
pheric pressure.

3.2. From phenomena to laws of phenomena:
J. J. Balmer, J. R. Rydberg, and W. Ritz

The results given in Angstrom (1868) were the point of departure for
the development of spectral analysis leading to what W. Ritz labeled by the
epistemological category empirische Gesetze (Ritz 1903, 266) and N. Bohr by
the category-concept hybrid empirical spectral laws (Bohr 1922, 1).

J. J. Balmer was able to derive one formula, which he viewed as an “ex-
pression of a law” (Balmer 1885a, 552), and which unified the knowledge of
the wavelengths of the four spectral lines H,, Hg, H,, and H;.” He drew
on the wavelengths of the spectral lines of hydrogen as computed by Ang-
strom: 2, = 6562.10-107 mm, g = 4860.74-10”7 mm, 2, = 4340.10-107
mm, and Ay = 4101.20-107 mm. He started by unifying the above given
four wavelengths by means of a basic wavelength 29 = 3645.6-10” mm, so

9 4
that they are given as multiples of the following coefficients T3 25 , and

21
%, respectively. By multiplying the second and third coefficients by % he

9 25
obtained four coefficients which can be written as , 16 , ,
9-4 16—4 25-4
2
and , and thus unified into the formula % , where m stands

6— m
for the positive whole numbers 3, 4, 5, and 6. The four wavelengths 2,, 2p,
Ay, and 2y can be then unified, by means of a basic wavelength 2y =
3645.6-10”" mm, into the formula

2
m

—2 . (Wl=3,4,5,6)
m- —

(1) A=

Formula (1) can be viewed as embedded into a phenomenal spectral law,

so that holds:

For an analysis of this derivation see Banet (1966) and (1970), respectively; the lat-
ter article draws on Balmer’s manuscripts.
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2
@) Vx[HE) &I = 2 = 20 (7]

Here “H(x)” stands “x is hydrogen,” “I(x)” for “x is incandesced,” and “A(x)”
for “the wavelength of radiation emitted by x.” This law has the following
two features. It can be used already for the purpose of explanation of the al-
ready known four different wavelengths of the spectral lines of hydrogen. It
thus fulfills the requirement of the so-called functional interdependence im-
posed on scientific explanation by J. Woodward:

The law occurring in the explanans of a scientific explanation of some
explanandum E must be stated in terms of variables or parameters varia-
tions in the value of which will permit the derivation of other explan-
anda which are appropriately different from E. (Woodward 1979, 46)

We can provide here the first epistemological delineation of the cate-
gory scientific law of phenomena: it unifies in mind a number of different, al-
ready known phenomena pertaining to entities of the same kind and provides
a unified account of these phenomena.

The importance of such a phenomenal law is that it stood in Balmer’s
reasoning not only for a unification of antecedently known phenomena, but
was also used by him for the derivation of phenomena whose referents were
not known to him when he stated formula (1). In fact, on the basis of for-
mula (1) and the hypothesized value m = 7, he predicted the existence of
another spectral line of hydrogen, with the predicted wavelength
A = 3969.65-10” mm. Only later did he learn that such a spectral line had
already been discovered together with other spectral lines symbolized as H,,
H,, H,, Hy, and H,. Thus, the scope of applicability of formula (1) was ex-
tended to the values 7 through 11 of the parameter m. In addition, in the
second communication in Balmer (1885b), he again broadened, based on
the additional knowledge he obtained about spectral lines, the scope of ap-
plication of the formula (1), so that the values of the parameter m ranged
now for the positive whole numbers 3 through 16.

In the ensuing development of spectral analysis, phenomenal spectral
laws were generalized in order to cover also the spectral lines of substances
other than hydrogen. As we shall see, the works of J. R. Rydberg and W.
Ritz appear as crucial to this investigation.

Rydberg in (1890) employed the term “wave number,” abbreviated as
n in the sense of “the number of wavelengths in 1 centimeter” (1890a, 13), that
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is, n = 10°-2”", where 2 is expressed in units used by Angstrém. He also
drew on the already acquired knowledge that the spectra of particular sub-
stances are ordered in series. Based on this he found that the wave numbers
assigned to the spectral lines of different substances can be described by the
following unified formula (1890, 40):

(3) n=ny- _No
(m+ )

Here “m” stands for a positive whole number labeled “number of the term;”
Ny is a universal constant, while constants 7y and w stand for specific con-
stants characterizing particular spectral series of a substance, and where 7y is
the limit which n approaches when m = e. By transforming Blamer’s for-

8 8
10 10
mula (2) so that it now holds for wave numbers (A = — and »g = —)
n ny
m? — 22 4ny
he obtained the formula n = ng - ——— and thus n = ng — —-, thus n =
m m

4ny (ZL2 - %) By comparing the former formula with formula (3) he
m

8
. . 10
found out that for its universal constant holds Ny = 4ny and so as rg = —,
L

he computed in (1890) that Ny = 109721.60.

Finally, in early 20t century, W. Ritz formulated “a new law of the se-
ries spectra’ (Ritz 1908, 521), making it possible to combine the already
known formulas of spectral series of a substance, so that one could obtain
new formulas of other series of this substance that can be used for the pre-
diction of the existence of these other series. This law he stated in an auto-
seminar paper added to his article (1908) as follows:

While the hitherto known laws of the series spectra connect with one
another the lines of one series ... it is shown here, that there exists
a simple relation also between different series of one element: by means
of additive or subtractive combinations, either of the series formula or
constants given in them, new formulas are being formed, which allow
to compute completely the new lines discovered in recent years from

those known earlier. (Ritz 1911, 162)
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So, for example, as shown above, for the lines H,, Hp, and H,,
Balmer’s formula (1) in Rydberg’s reformulation yields:

1

1 1 1 1
Ny, = Ny (2—2—3—2)> ng = No (2—2—

1
— ), n, =Ny (———
42) ” 0(22 52)

By applying Ritz’s combination principle, one obtains from these three
formulas the following two additional formulas:

1 1 1 1
neg — ny = No (3—2—4—2), Ny — ng = No (3—2—5—2)

Thus, one is able to predict the existence of a spectral line for which

should hold the formula

1 1
n=No (—2——2) (m =4, 5)
3 m

This prediction was confirmed by Paschen (1908), who — based on a series
of experiments — proved the existence of a spectral series corresponding to
the last formula.

Based on the last formula and Balmer’s formula (1), Ritz stated the uni-
versal formula:

1

4) n=No<ni2—7>

The phenomenal spectral law (2) then turns into the phenomenal spectral
law

1

(5)  Vx [H() & I(x) — n(x) = No (niz—?n

Here “n(x)” stands for “the wave number of the spectral line emitted by x.”
From the epistemological point of view it holds that Ritz’s law (5) can be
used not only (as can like Balmer’s formula (1)) to explain and predict par-
ticular wavelengths, but also to explain the laws for Balmer’s and Paschen’s
series. We can thus provide a reinterpretation of the category law of phe-
nomena given above. 4 scientific law of phenomena unifies in mind a number of
different phenomena and laws of phenomena which pertain to entities of the same
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kind and provides a unified account of them. One can give also a generaliza-
tion of the above quoted requirement of functional interdependence imposed
by Woodward on scientific explanations:

The law occurring in the explanans of a scientific explanation of
some explanandum phenomenon E and explanandum law of phe-
nomena L must be stated in terms of variables or parameters varia-
tions in the value of which will permit the derivation of other ex-
plananda phenomena and explananda laws of phenomena which are

appropriately different from £ and L.

This generalization is based on Woodward’s view that “the scientific expla-
nations typically have as their explananda generalisations rather than singu-
lar sentences ... the scientific explanation of particular facts is an activity

which is derivative or parasitic on explanation of generalisations” (Wood-
ward 1979, 63).

4. Bohr’s mechanism of the hydrogen atom

In Part I of his article (1913), Bohr sets as his aim to deal with “the
mechanism of the binding of electrons by a positive nucleus” (Bohr 1913,
2). He conceptually approaches this mechanism by means of Planck’s view
of radiation which he employs drawing on the “general acknowledgment of
the inadequacy of classical electrodynamics in describing the behavior of
system of atomic size” (Bohr 1913, 2). At the same time, Bohr clearly dif-
ferentiates in his approach two distinct but still interrelated phases, one, in
which he will provide “a basis for a theory of the constitution of atoms”,
and another one, based on the first one, in which he will give a “an account
... for the law of the line spectra of hydrogen” (cf. Bohr 1913, 2).

As the object of his thought operations Bohr chooses “a simple system
consisting of a positively charged nucleus of very small dimensions and an
electron describing closed orbits around it” (Bohr 1913, 3), and where this
object is subjected to two additional suppositions: the mass of the electron
is negligible in size as compared to that of the nucleus, and the velocity v of
the electron is much smaller than the velocity of light ¢. That choice en-
ables him to bypass the issue of mechanical instability, and, when unified
with the first supposition, provides the conceptual framework for the
treatment of the hydrogen atom. The latter supposition, characterized by
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. . . . . 4
means of the epistemological category idealization, states that —= 0 holds.
c

By the introduction of this idealization Bohr can abstract in mind from the
impact of relativistic effects.

Bohr initially presupposes that no energy is radiated; thus he can apply
classical mechanics to the case of the movement of the electron, on an el-
liptical orbit, around the nucleus located in the focus of this orbit. If ¢ and
m stand for the charge and mass of the orbiting electron, E for the charge
of the nucleus, and 2a for the major axis of the orbit, then it holds (Bohr
1913, 3):

6) w-= ,2a= —

3
V2 w2 eE
7w el M w
Here » stands for the orbital frequency of the electron, while W stands for
the energy to remove it from the vicinity of the nucleus to infinity.

Then, Bohr gives up the supposition that energy is not radiated; this
requires stabilizing the atom radioactively. To achieve this stabilization, he
brings in Planck’s idea of a discrete energy being radiated by a vibrator with
the frequency v, and where the energy radiated in one emission is 7ho,
where 7 is positive whole number and b Planck’s universal constant. He ap-
plies this idea of Planck in such a way that he now supposes the electron,
being initially at a great distance from the nucleus, as bound by the nucleus
and settled in an orbit around it. To this binding Bohr applies Planck’s
idea in such a way that the energy being emitted in this process is given by

the relation £ = ‘Tb% , where w stands for the orbital frequency of the elec-

tron on its final orbit in which it settles.” This relation, when combined
with relations given in (6), yields

2o2me? B2 4o’me’ B2 72h?

7 W = , W= ,20= —5——
7 2p? 3)3 27 meE

T T

Bohr interprets these relations in such a way that for the respective val-
ues of 7 one obtains the values for W, w, and 2a which characterize the

6 . . I .
Bohr uses in Part I two additional applications of Planck’s view on quanta of energy;

we do not deal with them in this paper. On this see Heilbron — Kuhn (1969).
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configurations of the atom when no energy is radiated by the atom. These
configurations he views as characterizing the states of the atom; so he as-
signs to them the term “stationary states.” By bringing in the values for e,
m, and b, and by supposing that ¢ = E, he computes for 7 = 1 the linear
dimension 24 of the atom of hydrogen, its optical frequency w, and its ioni-
zation potential — ; all these computed values correspond to those which
e

are computed on the basis of experiments. At the end of his treatment of
the atom itself, Bohr gives the following brief summary of his main as-
sumptions:

(1) The dynamical equilibrium of the systems in the stationary states
can be discussed by help of the ordinary mechanics, while the passing of
the systems between different stationary states cannot be treated on that
basis.

(2) That the latter is followed by the emission of a homogeneous radia-
tion, for which the relation between the frequency and the amount of
energy emitted is the one given by Planck’s theory. (Bohr 1913, 7)

In our view to Bohr’s treatment of the constitution of the hydrogen
atom one can assign the category ground understood as working of the
ground’s mechanism. This category involves as subordinated those categories

which are given in Machamer — Darden — Craver (2000) and Darden (2008)
and which were stated already above.

5. The spectra explained and predicted

After Bohr dealt with the working of the mechanism of the hydrogen
atom, he moved on to the derivation of the formula for the spectral lines of
hydrogen. As shown above, Rydberg’s formula (5) holds for the spectral
lines of hydrogen. It can be transformed as follows. The relation A = ¢- 7T,
where c is the speed of light and 7" the period of its movement, is trans-

formed into n =

- and by introducing the magnitude frequency v as v
C .

= % one obtains v = ¢*n. So, by multiplying the formula (5) by the magni-

tude ¢, one obtains
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()  v=cNp(—-—)
n m

For ¢ = 3-10'° cms ™! and Ny = 109675.0 cm! one obtains c:Np = 3.29 107
s'. Bohr compared this value, obtained by computation from the histori-
cally prior form of the formula for hydrogen, with the value he computed
on the basis of the formula he derived from his theory about the hydrogen
atom. He proceeded in the following way. He interprets the experimental
process of discharge in vacuum tube when the spectrum is experimentally
produced as a process of moving the orbital electron to a great distance
from the nucleus. This latter process he views as corresponding to the
creation of a stationary state when the electron is bound by the nucleus.
For the energy W radiated in this binding holds the relation (7), and so as
the object of his thought derivations is still hydrogen, he puts the absolute
values of the charge of the orbiting electron and that of the nucleus as
identical. He thus obtains from (7) the relation

272 me*
0 w- e
7 ‘7’2})2
Then, the energy produced when the atom passes from the state character-
ized by 7 to that characterized by 7 is as follows:

2 4
27 me 1 1
( 2_ 2)

hz 72 7'1

(10) W, -W, =

This energy he puts equal to hv, where v is the frequency of radiation, so
he obtains

(11) o=

From here Bohr’s thought movement goes into two directions. One deals

7('27’}’164

with the expression 3 in (11) and the second with the expression in

the brackets of (11). The former expression is used by Bohr for the recom-
putation of the constant given above as ¢- Np; for the values of ¢, m, and b it
yields the value 3.10 10 > sl The expression in the brackets is used by
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Bohr in the explanation of already known spectral series and in the predic-
tion of the existence of spectral lines as yet undetected. By putting 7, = 2
and for a varying 7; he explains Balmer’s series and for 7, = 3 he explains
Paschen’s series. He predicts, by putting 7, = 1, or 4, or 5, the existence of
spectral series both in the extreme ultra-violet and the extreme ultra-red,
which “are not observed, but the existence of which may be expected”
(Bohr 1913, 8). Already in 1914 the series corresponding to 7, = 1 was de-
tected; few years later the series for 7, equal to 4 and 5 were also experi-
mentally detected.’

Finally, still in Part I, Bohr leaves the framework of reflections on hy-
drogen atom and its spectra, and gives an interpretation of Ritz combina-
tion principle as holding for all substances producing line spectra:

The circumstance that the frequency can be written as a difference be-
tween two functions of entire numbers suggests an origin of the lines in
the spectra in question similar to the one we have suggested for hydro-
gen, i.e. that the lines correspond to a radiation emitted during the
passing of the system between two stationary states. This may account
for the different sets of series in the line spectra emitted from sub-
stances in question. (Bohr 1913, 11)

What epistemological lessons can be drawn here? Once Bohr succeeded in
the above reconstructed two directions of though movement, his knowledge
has grown. What we mean by this can be understood when we put side by
side the initial formulation (8) of the spectral formula for hydrogen and the
spectral formula (11) derived by Bohr:

1 1 27rzme4
12 v=cNy(—S-—5),v= -
(12) (=) ()

By their comparison it becomes readily seen that the expression “c- Ny~ is
202 4
7w me

restated as JERE and so the formula for the phenomenon of spectral

emission is completely tied to its explanans, the latter being Bohr’s unifica-
tion of Rutherford’s atom with Planck’s views on the quanta of radiation.
The symbols “¢”, “b” and “m” together with their respective meanings ap-

7 On this see Lyman (1914), Brackett (1922) and Pfund (1924).
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pear in the explananda and predicanda because there are shifted here in the
process of explanation and prediction from Bohr’s explanans — the under-
standing of the ground’s mechanism producing the respective phenomena.8
By this comparison one finds out also that the interpretation of the sym-
bols “a” and “m” is different from that of “7,” and “71.” While the former
pair stands just for an ordered pair of numbers, the latter stands for the se-
quence of orbits of the electron.

The growth of knowledge becomes readily seen also when one recon-
structs the respective scientific laws into which the formulas (12) are em-
bedded. We reconstruct them as follows:

Ve [H() & 16 — v(x) = Ny %-F ),

VY[ El(x) & N(yx) & H*(z,x,9) & D(z) & ) g, v(x) =

202 m(x)(l)E(y)ze(x)z( 11
b® 7,(x)? 7 (x)?

)]

In the antecedent of the second law “El(x)” stands for “x is an electron,”

“N(y,x)” for “y is the nucleus orbited by x“, “H(z,x,y)” for ,z is hydrogen

composed of x and y*, ,D(z)“ for “z is disturbed,” and x> for “the ratio
C

of the speed of y and speed of light.” In the consequent “m(l)(x)” stands for

“mass of x subjected to one idealization”.

By comparing these two laws, one finds out that what has changed is
the very meaning of the term “hydrogen,” that is, the universe of discourse
to which the law can be applied at all. While in the former law, symbolized
as “H,” it is understood as, say, a substance with a certain atomic weight,
reacting in certain proportion with other substances and with a certain
ionization potential, in the latter, symbolized as “H*,” it is understood as
being set up by an electron orbiting the nucleus. What has changed also is
the understanding when the hydrogen is at all radiating: in the former law
it has to be incandesced, in the latter law it has to be disturbed from the
outside by an input of energy, so that the electron is shifted from one orbit

In order not to overburden the text we use here only the category explanans as the
basis for the thought derivation of both the explananda and predicanda; thus refraining
from the use of the category predicans.
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to another. Finally, Bohr’s equation given in the law holds only when the
idealization holds that the orbiting speed of the electron inside the hydro-
gen must be much smaller than that of light.9

Based on these analyses, we come to the conclusion that while it is pos-
sible to assign both to the knowledge which is the point of departure of the
thought movement zo the ground’s mechanism as well as to the knowledge
which is obtained by explanation and prediction from the knowledge about
the ground’s mechanism the same category pair phenomena and law of phe-
nomena, this pair of philosophical categories does not capture adequately
the above reconstructed cases of growth of knowledge. The phenomena
and laws of phenomena as the epistemic points of departure for the move-
ment to ground’s mechanism and as the latter’s epistemic consequences
differ mutually in some fundamental aspects. This difference, as can be
seen from Diagram 1, was not taken into account in the article Bogen —
Woodward (1988). As a consequence of the absence of this account, the
whole cycle data — phenomena — ... — phenomena, reconstructed for the
first time in Bogen — Woodward (1988) fails to express the extension of
knowledge. This failure could be turned into an argument arguing in favor
of a modified Hempelian view from the fifties, namely, that even if the phe-
nomena are not observable, still it does not make any sense to make a detour
through theory and the knowledge of mechanism given in it; one starts and ends
with the same knowledge expressed by the category phenomena. A remedy
to this deficit will be given now.

6. The epistemological lessons

Based on the above given reconstructions of the growth of knowledge,
we propose the following, more subtle differentiation between philoso-
phical categories. Knowledge which was till now labeled by the category
phenomena is now labeled either by the category appearance or by the
category manifestation, and knowledge which was till now labeled by the
category law of phenomena is now labeled either by the category law of ap-
pearance or by the category law of manifestation. The philosophical cate-
gory appearance is assigned to that level of knowledge and thinking where

On the reconstruction of the structure of scientific laws containing idealizations see

Nowak (1972).
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the phenomena are thought as yet independently and prior to their unifi-
cation in scientific laws, where the latter have the status of laws of appear-
ance; it holds for them the characterizations of the category law of phe-
nomena given above. The category law of appearance characterizes knowl-
edge and thinking before the knowledge about the ground’s mechanism is
derived from them. Once the very mechanism of the ground is under-
stood, the laws of phenomena and the phenomena derived (explained
and/or predicted) have already the status of laws of manifestation and of
manifestations. The category law of manifestation can be characterized as
follow: it unifies in mind a number of different phenomena pertaining to enti-
ties of the same kind, and where this unification stands for the derivation based
on the understanding how the phenomena are produced by the working of the
mechanism of the ground of these phenomena.

How can the difference between categories appearance and law of ap-
pearance, on the one hand, and manifestation and law of manifestation, on
the other hand, be epistemologically explicated? As shown above, the laws
of spectra and thus also the frequencies computed on their basis, once de-
rived from Bohr’s understanding of the working of the mechanism of the
atom, contain already the symbols e, m, b, 71, and 7,. These symbols, as
well as their respective meanings, are part of the explananda/predicanda and
have their origin in their common explanans — Bohr’s understanding of the
working of the mechanism, which is based on the meaning of such terms
as “electron moving on in orbit above the nucleus,” “quantum of radiation
emitted,” “stationary orbits,” etc. This can be stated in more general, epis-
temological terms as follows. Concepts introduced at the level of knowl-
edge and thinking characterized by the category working of the mechanism of
the ground — as the explanans — are shifted in the process of explana-
tion/prediction to the explananda/predicanda. So, while at the level of
knowledge and thinking characterized by the categories appearances and
laws of appearances, concepts standing for the knowledge about the working
of the mechanism are as yet not given, they are already given at the level
knowledge characterized by the categories laws of manifestations and manifes-
tations. This is the difference between knowledge characterized by the cate-
gories appearance and laws of appearance and knowledge characterized by the
categories law of manifestation and manifestation.

Based on this differentiation of categories, we propose — as an alterna-
tive to S. Schindler’s Diagram 1 — the following diagrammatical representa-
tion of the sequence of categories reconstructed till now.
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Th t
Categories oufgh
operations
D1, Dy e , D,
Data derived
_ P Py e , P
Phenomena derived
appeamnces \T/ \T/ \T/
| DF TR O TR , L
Laws of b ' derived
appearance \T/ \T/ \T/
— _/
Working of the \f
mechanism of Entities, ..., Activities, ..., Reproduction, ... )
the ground T T T derived
Laws of | I T O SRR , L, Lt® explained/
manifestation m m m predicted
Phenomena- explained/
* * * *
manifestations P, Pos e , P, Py predicted

Diagram 2: Sequence of categories reconstructing
the growth of scientific knowledge

Here the scientific laws L1*, L, ..., L* stand for a reinterpretation by
means of explanation of the scientific laws L, Ly, ..., L, while the laws
Li1*, ..., stand for laws of manifestation which do not have their counter-
part in the laws of appearance; they are predicanda laws and not explananda
laws. The same holds for manifestations expressed as Pi*, P,¥, ..., P*; they
are the reinterpretations, based on explanation from the laws of manifesta-
tion, of the appearances Pj, P, ..., P, while the manifestations P, ¥, ...,
are predicanda phenomena derived from the laws of manifestations.
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1. Introduction

Is self-consciousness required for consciousness? It seems that the an-
swer is no. We do not think that for a person to have a conscious percep-
tion of a tree, she needs to be aware of herself perceiving the tree. In fact,
when one is intensely engaged in some mental activity, we often say that
he’s lost himself in it suggesting that his center of attention is not on him-
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self. However, Kriegel (2004) has argued that a failure to take note of the
distinction between two forms of self-consciousness is what gives way to the
idea that consciousness is possible without self-consciousness. He further
contends that all forms of consciousness depend on one particular form of
self-consciousness, viz. intransitive state self-consciousness which consists in
the peripheral awareness of oneself as the subject of one’s mental state. |

Henceforth I refer to the view that self-consciousness is required for
consciousness, in the sense that the latter is not possible in the absence of
the former, as the requirement thesis and my purpose is to undermine it.”
I contend that the following considerations motivate the requirement the-
sis. The first is the special first-personal access one has to one’s inner life.
After Kriegel (2004, 197) I call this the first-person knowable property of con-
scious mental states. The second consists in the mistaken view that self-
consciousness is ubiquitous. The third consists in the endorsement of
a particular approach to consciousness according to which a subject cannot
be unconsciously conscious of things. In what follows, in order to under-
mine the requirement thesis, I argue that self-consciousness is not as ubi-
quitous as is assumed; in other words, it does not have to accompany all
conscious mental states. I also reject the reasons for endorsing an approach
to consciousness according to which a subject cannot be unconsciously
conscious of things. Then I critically examine Kriegel’s (2004) arguments
for the requirement thesis based on the first-person knowable property of
mental states and discuss the difficulties involved.

Henceforth by self-consciousness I mean the peripheral awareness of oneself and
not the reflective, focal, introspective self-consciousness unless noted otherwise. Also
I'm using ‘awareness’ and ‘consciousness’ interchangeably with one stylistic difference.
When I talk about subjects being conscious of things, whether they are mental states,
objects or oneself, I use ‘conscious’ or ‘aware’, but when I talk about mental states being
conscious, I only use ‘conscious’. This reflects the distinction Rosenthal (2005, 4) draws
between transitive and state consciousness discussed later. For the moment, it is suffi-
cient to say that the former represents subjects being conscious of things and the latter
represents mental states being conscious where it is understood that mental states are
not conscious of things.

There have been stronger attacks on the requirement thesis, denying even the pos-
sibility that outer focal consciousness is sometimes accompanied by such peripheral self-
awareness. See Gennaro (2008) for a discussion of this and Kriegel (2009) for replies.
Also see Schear’s (2009) critique of Zahavi’s (2006) arguments in favor of the require-
ment thesis.
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2. Self-consciousness and the requirement thesis

It is possible to trace the idea of no consciousness without self-
consciousness — although not in so many words — as far back as to Aristotle
(On the Soul 3.2) and his view that it is impossible to perceive something
and not be aware that one is perceiving it, to which Sorabji refers as Aris-
totle’s ‘most Cartesian remark’.” The idea can also be found in Locke
(1694/1975, 115) when he says ‘thinking consists in being conscious that
one thinks’. Gallagher — Zahavi’s (2008) survey of the phenomenological li-
terature” reveal considerable consensus that consciousness calls for self-
consciousness and this self-consciousness is described as ‘an intrinsic fea-
ture of primary experience ... it is not thematic or attentive or voluntarily
brought about; rather it is tacit, and very importantly, thoroughly non-
observational (that is, it is not a kind of introspective observation of myself)
and non-objectifying (that is, it does not turn my experience into a per-
ceived or observed object)’ (Gallagher — Zahavi 2008, 46). In addition, Za-
havi (2006) himself argues that consciousness essentially involves self-
consciousness.

There are similar remarks in the analytical tradition too. Goldman
(1970, 96) says that the process of thinking about something carries with it
a non-reflective self-awareness. Flanagan (1992, 194) speaks of a ‘low-level
self-consciousness involved in experiencing my experiences as mine. And
Kriegel (2004) argues that all forms of consciousness depend upon a peri-
pheral awareness of oneself as the subject of one’s mental state. So there
has been some growing consensus with regards to the requirement thesis.

As can be seen from the claims above, the force of the idea that con-
sciousness is not possible without self-consciousness seems to rely on the
simple yet powerful contention that we are always aware of our conscious
mental states and aware of them as ours. However, a subject’s awareness of
her conscious mental states as hers is not necessarily implied by the subject’s
mere awareness of those conscious mental states. There is no doubt that

See Caston (2002) for a discussion of this. Caston cites Sorabji’s remark in (2002, 759).

Gallagher — Zahavi (2008, 46) cite Husserl who says that consciousness always in-
volves a self-appearance, Heidegger who says every consciousness is also self-conscious-
ness, and Henry who claims that experience is always self-manifesting. They also cite
Sartre who says “This self-consciousness we ought to consider not as a new conscious-
ness, but as the only mode of existence which is possible for a consciousness of some-
thing” (Gallagher — Zahavi 2008, 47).
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through introspection, I'd consider the conscious states that I am in as
mine, but that is through introspection and awareness of one’s conscious
mental states is not the same as introspection as will be discussed later.’
With regular conscious mental states that we do not introspect upon, self-
consciousness does not come as naturally as it sounds. When I'm aware of
a cup on my desk in front of me next to my laptop, I don’t really think
about the perception (of the cup) as mine. Awareness of myself as the own-
er of the perception seems to be lacking from the phenomenology of my
experieréce, and that is usually the case with ordinary, non-reflective expe-
riences.

However the lack of self-consciousness in the phenomenology of one’s
experience may be due to the peripheral quality of self-consciousness. In
other words one may argue that self-consciousness is ubiquitous but re-
mains tacit and therefore is not noticed in ordinary, non-reflective expe-
riences. Kriegel (2004) talks about the methodological difficulties of de-
fending peripheral phenomena in general and using the example of peri-
pheral vision, he says that such phenomena may be denied because ‘when-
ever we want to direct our attention to the periphery of our visual field, the
latter thereby becomes the focal center’ (Kriegel 2004, 193). While this may
be true of various peripheral phenomena, it must also be noted that Hume
(1739-40/1978, 252) for instance found no self to be aware of even when he
has painstakingly tried to direct his attention to himself. Hence the analogy
Kriegel draws between peripheral awareness of oneself as the subject of
one’s mental states and other types of peripheral phenomena may be a little
overreaching and the temptation to deny peripheral self-awareness may
need to be taken more seriously than the temptation to deny other peri-
pheral phenomena.

Nevertheless, self-consciousness is well and alive in other cases like
when there is introspection. When I introspect on the perception I had of
the cup, consciousness of the perception of the cup as mine in addition to
the mere perception of the cup may simultaneously take part in my mental
life. Hence one might argue that self-consciousness is present in all con-

For the moment I can say that introspection has to do with the awareness of the
awareness of a mental state.

Such experiences would make up what Gennaro (2008) calls outer focal conscious-
ness and he argues that such consciousness is never accompanied by inner peripheral
self-awareness.
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scious states but indeed peripheral and becomes focal through introspec-
tion. Later I suggest that by endorsing a higher-order theory of conscious-
ness, it is possible to attribute self-consciousness to the presence of a high-
er-order mental state, e.g. the introspective state and not to the conscious
lower-order mental state, e.g. the perception of the cup, in which case one
does not need to assert that self-consciousness is ubiquitous.

One way of undermining the requirement thesis then is to suggest that
the self-consciousness is a property of only certain kinds of mental states
and not all conscious states. T'o that end, I now turn to a discussion of two
different approaches to consciousness.

3. Two approaches to consciousness

First and foremost it is important to take note of the two different ways
the term “conscious” can be used. One refers to the individual, a person or an
organism, becoming conscious of something, and the other refers to a mental
state’s being conscious. This distinction is noted and explained in detail by
Rosenthal (2005, 4) and he calls the former transitive consciousness and the
latter state consciousness. There is also creature consciousness that basically
amounts to an organism’s being awake and mentally responsive (cf. Rosenthal
2005, 41). Rosenthal also talks about the transitivity principle according to
which a mental state is conscious when its subject is first-personally aware of
it, i.e., in a non-inferential manner (cf. Rosenthal 2005, 4). In accordance
with the transitivity principle Rosenthal also says ‘A creature can be in men-
tal states without being in conscious mental states, and can be conscious of
external or bodily events without also being aware of its own mental states’
(Rosenthal 2005, 41). He explicitly states that transitive consciousness can
occur without intransitive state consciousness (1997, 737).

According to Kriegel (2004, 184) however, ‘the concept of conscious-
ness-of presupposes the concept of consciousness’ and ‘... a person exhibits
transitive creature consciousness only if she has a mental state that exhibits
transitive state consciousness’. In other words, an individual is conscious of
something by virtue of being in a conscious mental state. So while both
Kriegel and Rosenthal seem to agree on the fact that a person is conscious
of something in virtue of being in a mental state, Kriegel requires that the
relevant mental state is conscious, where Rosenthal does not. To emphas-
ize the difference I shall henceforth refer to Rosenthal’s view as the transi-
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tivity principle. I will refer to Kriegel’s view, as the state principle since ac-
cording to him no subject is conscious of anything unless the relevant
mental state she is in is conscious.

If one endorses the transitivity principle, the question of state con-
sciousness turns on a question of how an awake and a mentally responsive
organism gets to be aware of something, or rather how it gets to be aware
of its mental states to be precise and the answer is likely to call for a cogni-
tive mechanism by which this process of awareness can be explained. In
other words it would be possible to explain state consciousness in virtue of
transitive consciousness. However, for the defender of the state principle,
this explanation would be circular since the subject’s awareness of things in
general including mental states is not possible without an already existing
state consciousness. Hence, given the allegedly ubiquitous nature of self-
consciousness, the defender of the state principle uses self-consciousness to
explain state consciousness. In other words, it seems that Kriegel's en-
dorsement of the state principle gives way to his endorsement of the re-
quirement thesis.

Another way of undermining the requirement thesis then is to under-
mine the state principle. But that is not enough since there is no imme-
diate reason to think that an approach to consciousness that endorses the
transitivity principle is not going to in turn depend upon self-conscious-
ness. Hence my purpose is twofold; to argue that there are reasons to reject
the state principle and to argue that transitivity principle can indeed ac-
commodate an approach to consciousness that does not rely on self-
consciousness. I start with the latter and in doing so I also show that self-
consciousness does not have to be a property of all conscious states.

4. Transitivity principle

As mentioned before, according to the transitivity principle, it is in vir-
tue of the creature’s awareness of its mental states that a particular mental
state in question is conscious. According to some theories of consciousness,
a subject gets to be aware of its mental state x when there is another men-
tal state y about it. Mental state y could be a thought or a perception7 and
is usually described as a higher-order state because it is about another men-

See Rosenthal (2005) for the former and Lycan (1996) for the latter.
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tal state, viz., the target state. Hence it is in virtue of there being a mental
state about another mental state that the latter state, viz., the target state is
conscious. The question then is whether this account of state conscious-
ness involves self-consciousness.

According to one version of higher-order theories, viz. the higher-order
thought (HOT) theory, the higher-order state is described as a thought to
the effect that 7 am in this (target) state (Rosenthal 2005). Thus the con-
tent of the higher-order state involves self-consciousness. There are two
remarks that can be made with regards to this.

Firstly, although the higher-order state involves self-consciousness, the
higher-order state does not need to be conscious for the target state to be
conscious.® However this does not immediately solve the problem. In favor
of the requirement thesis, one might argue that when the target state is
conscious, self-consciousness is nevertheless present in the accompanying
higher-order state since it is contained in the content of the higher-order
state, waiting as it were, to be phenomenologically activated when the
higher-order state becomes conscious. Hence one might argue that con-
sciousness is indeed not possible without self-consciousness since each con-
scious state is accompanied by self-consciousness — albeit possibly just po-
tential — contained in the higher-order state. But it should be noted that
with regards to arguments in favor of the requirement thesis there is a lot
of appeal to a sense of mineness with regard to experiences and such poten-
tial self-consciousness in the higher-order state would be phenomenologi-
cally no difterent from there being no self-consciousness. Besides, whatever
implications the consciousness of the higher-order state might have, since
the higher-order state is numerically distinct from the target state, self-

The suggestion that the higher-order state does not need to be conscious for the
target state to be conscious comes from Rosenthal as a reply to an objection to his
higher-order thought theory. The objection is that if the higher-order state in turn
needs to be conscious so that the target state is conscious, that would mean there is yet
another higher-order state, viz. a third-order state about the second-order state so that
the second-order state is conscious. And this can go on infinitely. But if the higher-
order state does not need to conscious for the target state to be conscious, then the in-
finite regress stops. That the higher-order state is not necessarily conscious would also
explain why self-awareness is usually missing from the phenomenology of ordinary,
non-reflective experiences but present in experiences of a reflective and introspective
kind since it is likely that in the latter case relevant higher-order states are also con-
scious.
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consciousness would be separated from the target conscious state, as a re-
sult of which the allegedly ubiquitous nature of self-consciousness would
be undermined. In other words, self-consciousness would not be taken to
accompany all conscious states.

Still, it is worth considering if the content of the higher-order thought
can be described in another way. For instance, there is no reason to think
that the higher-order state could not be an indexical kind of thought with
the content “that state” rather than “/ am in that state.” As such it would
be possible to re-describe the higher-order state in a more Humean or Par-
fit's reductionist way. The purpose of the indexical type of higher-order
state may be to assign the target state to a group of other psychologically
continuous states — or if one favors bodily continuity theories of identity, to
a group of bodily states that fall on the same spatio-temporal path — in-
cluding the higher-order state itself. Hence, self-conscious friendly content
of the higher-order state which is “I'm in so and so state” may be replaced
by the following self-consciousness free content of the higher-order state:
“this target state goes with this body and this series of psychophysical
states.” And when the higher-order state is conscious, one may inferentially
form the conception of oneself as the subject of a group of psychologically
continuous states, but that is far from the kind of self-consciousness de-
noted by the requirement thesis.”

I now turn to Kriegel’s arguments for the state principle and depen-
dence of consciousness on self-consciousness. My purpose is to show the
various difficulties involved with his arguments including his reasons for
the state principle in order to deny what might have otherwise been posi-
tive and independent reasons to think that consciousness depends on self-
consciousness.

5. State principle
Kriegel (2004) talks about four kinds of consciousness viz. transitive

creature consciousness, intransitive creature consciousness, transitive state
consciousness and intransitive state consciousness. In relation to the differ-

9 .. . . .
This is also compatible with the fact that a conception of oneself comes much later

in the development of mental lives, definitely after consciousness. See Damasio (1999)
for a discussion of this.
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ent forms of consciousness introduced earlier by Rosenthal viz., state and
transitive consciousness, one can say that intransitive state consciousness is
the same as state consciousness, which consists in the mental state’s being
conscious. Transitive creature consciousness is the same as transitive con-
sciousness, which consists in the creature’s being conscious of something.
Intransitive creature consciousness is the same as creature consciousness
that consists in the organism’s being awake and mentally responsive. That
leaves one with transitive state consciousness.

The difficulty with transitive state consciousness is that while it is rela-
tively easy to grasp what it means for a creature, an individual, a person or
an animal to be conscious of something it is not so when it comes to un-
derstanding what it means for a mental state to be conscious of something,.
Kriegel (2004) says that this is merely because of ‘the way the phrase “con-
scious of” works that mental states cannot be conscious of anything’ and he
defines transitive state consciousness as the property a mental state M has
when M’s subject is conscious of something in virtue of being in M (cf.
Kriegel 2004, 185). He says:

the occurrence of transitive creature consciousness implies the occur-
rence of a mental state. When Smith is conscious of her new car, she is
in a certain mental state, and it is in virtue of being in this mental state
that she is conscious of the car (as opposed to being conscious of a ta-
ble, or not being conscious of anything). We may label the property the
mental state in question has transitive state consciousness. A mental
state exhibits transitive state consciousness iff it is a mental state in vir-
tue of which its subject exemplifies transitive creature consciousness.
Thus, Smith’s thought of her new car is transitively state-conscious,
because in virtue of having it, Smith is conscious of her new car. (Krie-
gel 2004, 183-184)

Kriegel then argues for the dependence of transitive state consciousness
on intransitive state consciousness. The relation between transitive and in-
transitive state consciousness is described by Kriegel as a question of
whether a subject can be conscious of something in virtue of being in an
unconscious mental state (cf. Kriegel 2004, 185). In other words, he drops
the use of the phrase “transitive state consciousness” and refers to a proper-
ty of the subject; hence it can be understood as the argument for the de-
pendence of, in Rosenthal’s terms, transitive consciousness on state con-
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sciousness, in other words, the argument for the state principle. I will now
consider whether these arguments are tenable.

First Kriegel (2004, 185) uses the example of a tacit belief that 17.3 is
greater than 13.9 and says that we would not want to say that someone is
conscious of the fact that 17.3 is greater than 13.9 just because he has a ta-
cit belief to that effect. Hence the mental state involving this mathematical
proposition should be conscious so that one can talk about the individual
being aware of such a proposition. However, this example is a bit biased. It
is much more likely that a person’s mental states regarding mathematical
propositions are conscious when he is doing calculations and is aware of how
numbers relate to one another. But one cannot thereby make a generaliza-
tion and assert that this is how it’ll be for all mental states across the board.
In other words one cannot infer that for everything that an individual is
aware of, there will be an accompanying relevant conscious mental state.
Consider Armstrong’s (1968, 93) famous example of the long-distance
truck driver who has absolutely no recollection of his driving whatsoever.
As he is driving on the highway, not causing any accidents, he must be
conscious of some things, but at the same time it is obvious that he is not
in as many conscious mental states as his awareness of the road would call
for if the state principle were true.

The second reason Kriegel in (2004, 185) gives for why transitive crea-
ture consciousness depends on intransitive state consciousness is that ‘as far
as the normal usage of the terms is concerned, it is all but incoherent to
describe a person as unconsciously conscious of the fact that p’. In other
words, one cannot be in a non-conscious mental state about x and at the
same time be conscious of x. However, it is important to notice that the
term “conscious” does not have the same referent here. In the supposedly
incoherent description of a person being unconsciously conscious of some-
thing, the former qualifying term “unconsciously” refers to state conscious-
ness and the latter “conscious” or rather “conscious of” refers to a person’s
being conscious of something, so transitive consciousness. Being uncons-
ciously conscious of something amounts to a person’s being aware of some-
thing but not being in the relevant conscious mental state and this is not
immediately incoherent unless one endorses the state principle and thereby
cannot be used to show the truth of the state principle.

One prime example of subjects being unconsciously conscious of things
involves the case of blindsighted persons. People with blindsight have suf-
fered damage to the visual center of the higher brain and when they are
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presented with an object in their visual field that is related to the damaged
region, they report that they don’t see anything. But it’s been shown that
when they are asked to make guesses that involve the objects presented to
them, their guesses are correct considerably above chance. This suggests
that they perceive the object but is not aware of doing so. In other words,
they are conscious of the object but the relevant mental state is not con-
scious, i.e., they are unconsciously conscious of it."

The third reason Kriegel in (2004, 186) gives for the state principle is
that persons are conscious of only a few things at a time and that if persons
were conscious of things in virtue of being in non-conscious mental states
too, they’d be conscious of innumerably many things. I contend that this
argument reveals a misunderstanding of the transitivity principle. Accord-
ing to the transitivity principle, those mental states that an individual gets
to be aware of are classified as conscious mental states. An individual’s be-
ing conscious of things (other than mental states) does not imply the pres-
ence of conscious mental states. But it does not thereby claim that an indi-
vidual gets to be aware of things in virtue of being in non-conscious mental
states. It just endorses the possibility of transitive consciousness without
state consciousness. That does not mean every non-conscious mental state
one is in will make him conscious of something. Hence an overcrowded
transitive consciousness is not an inevitable consequence of the transitivity
principle.

After examining Kriegel’s (2004) reasons for the state principle and dis-
cussing the difficulties involved, I'd like to turn now to his arguments for
why consciousness depends on self-consciousness, or rather why intransi-
tive state consciousness in turn depends on intransitive state self-conscious-
ness, rendering all forms of consciousness to be dependent on intransitive
state self-consciousness. T'o do that, I will first consider Kriegel’s different
forms of self-consciousness.

0 This phenomenon is thoroughly discussed by Weiskrantz (1986). The case of the

long distance truck driver would also constitute an example for being unconsciously
conscious of things. As mentioned above, even after a brief time of his driving, the driv-
er does not recall when he made a turn, or stopped at the traffic lights etc. However
since he is accident-free, he must be conscious of the turns, and the traffic lights etc.
The driver can be said to be unconsciously conscious of the road, meaning he was con-
scious of the road but the relevant mental states were not conscious.
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6. Forms of self-consciousness

Kriegel (2004) talks about four forms of self-consciousness but only two
of them are relevant to the discussion here and those are transitive creature
self-consciousness and intransitive state self-consciousness. T'ransitive crea-
ture self-consciousness is described by Kriegel (2004, 187) as ‘the property
a creature has when she is conscious of herself and her mental states’ and is
exemplified by a statement like, ‘Smith is consciously thinking that her car is
new.” The kind of self-consciousness present here is focal and is distinct
from the thought about the car (cf. Kriegel 2004, 188).

In contrast to transitive creature self-consciousness, there is intransitive
state self-consciousness exemplified by a sentence like ‘Smith is self-
consciously thinking that her car is new’ (Kriegel 2004, 187). The contrast
between Smith self~consciously thinking about the car and Smith consciously
thinking about the car is articulated by Kriegel as the difference between
two ways a person can be aware of being in mental state M; peripherally or
focally (cf. Kriegel 2004, 189). In consciously thinking that her car is new,
the thought about the car and the state of self-consciousness are two dis-
tinct states and Smith is focally aware of being in mental state M. In self-
consciously thinking that her car is new, there is peripheral awareness of
being in a mental state and the state of self-consciousness is an integral part

of the thought about the car. Kriegel adds:

When one has a mental state self-consciously, one is aware primarily of
the (external) object of the mental state in question. But there is also
a more subtle, peripheral awareness of oneself implicit in that state. One
is aware of oneself precisely as that state’s owner, or subject. To say that
Smith is thinking that her car is new in a self-conscious sort of way,
then, is to say that Smith is implicitly, or peripherally, aware of her hav-
ing the thought, or of the thought being her own. (Kriegel 2004, 189)

Consider the famous example of the long-distance truck driver again.
For anyone who endorses the state principle, the driver cannot be uncons-
ciously conscious of the road. The driver’s awareness of the road would be
possible in virtue of a conscious mental state, viz. his conscious perception.
But the driver’s awareness of the road needs to be qualified in a certain way
such that the long-distance driver’s awareness of the road can be distin-
guished from the awareness of a more careful driver, one that can report
back on his experience of driving. Given Kriegel’s infrastructure of con-
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sciousness, one would say that the difference consists in the long-distance
truck driver’s being less self-consciously aware of the road compared to the
careful driver. This would be supported by Kriegel’s (2004, 202, fn. 12)
comment that peripheral awareness and focal awareness need not be two
exclusive states and that there ‘probably is a wide spectrum of awareness,
ranging from the very focal to the very peripheral’. But it is not clear how
one’s awareness of oneself as the owner of a mental state varies in degree,
and when a more self-conscious way of having an experience finally gives
way to a distinct state of focal self-consciousness, thus a conscious way of
having an experience. Such issues require explanation in order to make
more sense of Kriegel’s infrastructure of self-consciousness. More impor-
tantly though is Kriegel’s argument for the requirement thesis and that’s
what I'd like to consider now.

7. Critique of the arguments for the requirement thesis

Kriegel’s (2004, 198) main argument for the dependence of conscious-
ness on self-consciousness is:

Premise 1:  Conscious states are first-person knowable.

Premise 2:  First-person knowable mental states must be intransitively
self-conscious.

Conclusion: Conscious states are intransitively self-conscious.

This is a valid argument and I do agree with the first premise. In order to
critically assess the truth of the second premise it is worth considering
what first-person knowable property of conscious mental states amounts to.
Kriegel describes the first-person knowable property in the following way:

Suppose I now imagine a camel. The way I know that a camel is what
I am right now imagining and the way you know this are very different.
There are certain steps you have to go through to attain this knowledge
that I can skip. The rule that guides us in applying the predicate “con-
scious” is that a phenomenon is conscious just in case our knowledge of
it is the sort of knowledge I do, and you do not, have of the fact that
a camel is what I am right now imagining. (Kriegel 2004, 198)

Basically the first person knowable property has to do with the imme-
diate and non-inferential access one has to her own (conscious) mental
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states. The kind of access one has to another’s mental states is bound to be
inferential. Also one’s awareness of another’s mental states does not make
them conscious and one’s inferential awareness of one’s own mental states
does not necessarily make them conscious either.!! The argument Kriegel
(2004, 198) gives for the second premise is that if one were to have a men-
tal state un-self-consciously, that is without awareness of it whatsoever, he
says, then one would need to infer its existence, rendering her knowledge
of the mental state non-first-personal, in which case the mental state in
question would not be conscious. But since first-person knowable mental
states are conscious, he concludes that a subject could not have such states
un-self-consciously.

In this argument for the second premise, Kriegel equates having a men-
tal state un-self-consciously with having a mental state without any aware-
ness of it, but equating them as such assumes the truth of the requirement
thesis and cannot be used to support it. In having a mental state un-self-
consciously, peripheral awareness of oneself as the owner of the mental
state is missing. But having a mental state without any awareness of it — and
thus having a non-conscious mental state — is different from having a mental
state without peripheral awareness of oneself as the owner of a mental state.
One could be aware of the content of a mental state, its intentional or qualit-
ative character without being aware of oneself as the owner of that mental
state. Hence awareness of a mental state and peripheral awareness of oneself
as the subject of one’s mental state cannot be equated. Equating them as
such leads to a circular argument for the truth of the conclusion that con-
scious mental states must be intransitively self-conscious.

It is impossible for a mental state to be conscious and for there to be
absolutely no awareness of it. Surely some awareness of the mental state is
needed to classify it as a conscious mental state. But the question is wheth-
er that awareness necessarily involves self-consciousness. And my answer is
no. With regards to perception, Gurwitsch (1941, 330) says that ‘In ... deal-
ing with the [perceived] object I am aware of this very dealing.” So some

U Ty further illustrate the point, consider Rosenthal’s (2005, 310) example of a per-

son who might be aware that she is angry but not actually experience it. So, say Sarah is
angry but she is not aware of it. Sarah’s friend notices that Sarah is angry from the way
she behaves and tells her. Sarah is surprised. She claims that she was not experiencing
anger, but at the same time counting on her friend’s observation, she infers and believes
that she is angry. But that doesn’t necessarily make her experience anger. In other
words, insofar as Sarah’s awareness of her anger is inferential, the experience is missing.
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awareness of the perception is present but what that awareness holds is
open to discussion. Strawson (2009) comments that Gurwitsch’s earlier
choice of words, viz. ‘Being confronted with an object, I am at once con-
scious of the object and aware of my being conscious of it’, is misleading
since it leads one to think that awareness of mental goings-on involves
awareness of oneself but according to Strawson (2009, 440) ‘... the pheno-
menon in question doesn’t require any thought of oneself as such, i.e. as
subject considered as such.” Strawson refers to the earlier pages of Gur-
witsch’s work to make things more clear, where Gurwitsch (1941, 327) says
‘the subject in his dealing with the [perceived] object, aware as he is of this
dealing, is nevertheless in no way aware of his ego, much less of his ego’s
involvement in his dealing.” In other words, it is possible to conceive the
awareness of a mental state and the awareness of oneself as the subject of
a mental state as two distinct mental phenomena. But Kriegel makes the
mistake of equating the two phenomena, which results in a circular reason-
ing for the requirement thesis.

The second argument Kriegel (2004, 199) gives for the requirement
thesis is due to Rosenthal. In his discussion of Rosenthal’s argument, Krie-
gel raises the question of whether our awareness of conscious mental states
is also self-awareness. He refers to Rosenthal who argues that it is not
possible to think about a particular mental-state token, as opposed to
thinking simply about a type of mental state, without thinking about the
subject whose mental state it is. And since conscious mental states are
states we are aware of, then our awareness of them should also include an
awareness of the subject whose mental state it is, which is ourselves.

It is a conceptual truth that where there is an experience, there is a sub-
ject of experience. After Strawson (2003, 280) I call this the subject thesis.
I agree that it is not possible to think about a mental state token in ab-
straction from its subject. However it is possible that this restriction applies
only to the way we think about others’ and not about our own mental
states. Consequently I suggest that there is an asymmetry between the way
I think about my mental states and the way I think about another person’s
mental states. I contend that given this asymmetry, Rosenthal’s view can-
not be used to support the requirement thesis.

Thinking about a particular mental state token implies thinking about
what it would be like for someone to have it. In order to think about
a particular mental state token of say the olfactory sensation of recently
mowed grass, one needs to think of the olfactory sensation as somebody’s
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sensation with its subjective character and phenomenology since that’s
what makes it a particular mental state token and not a zype. But when
I think about a particular mental state of mine, its subjective character is
immediately given to me. I don’t need to further think about the subject
whose mental state it is in order to understand that it has a unique phe-
nomenology since in having the mental state, its unique phenomenology is
already given. So perhaps the special access a subject has to her mental
states consists precisely in the fact that she does not need to further think
of them as belonging to her.

Given the asymmetry described above, I contend that the way we think
about a particular mental state token does not necessarily provide the right
insight into the way we think about our mental state tokens. This is most
likely a consequence of the gap between the immediate and non-inferential
knowledge one has concerning her own (conscious) mental states as op-
posed to the inferential knowledge another has concerning those conscious
mental states.

One might be curious about the nature of the gap involved. For my
friend to know about the olfactory sensation that I'm having, she either
needs to be told by me or she needs to observe me take in deep breaths with
a pleasant look on my face and also realize that the grass has been recently
mowed etc. I, on the other hand know it immediately. As mentioned before
by Kriegel (2004, 198) too, there are no intermediate steps between my hav-
ing the olfactory sensation and my knowing that I'm having such a sensation.
This constitutes essentially an epistemological gap between my knowledge of
my conscious mental states and someone else’s knowledge of them. There is
yet another gap that seems to cut deeper than the mere epistemological one.
Even if my friend knows, by whatever means, that 'm having an olfactory
sensation, there is no way she will know what it is like for me to have that
sensation. What-it-is-likeness of a conscious mental state is private to the
subject who has it.'> While the epistemological gap mentioned above is
about how my friend knows that I'm having e.g. an olfactory sensation, this
gap is about the knowledge of what it is like for me to have that olfactory
sensation which is never fully acquired by my friend. 13

12 . .. .
And as mentioned before, it is what makes a mental state a particular mental state

token and not a type.

Since the gap concerns knowledge of something, viz. knowledge of what it is like to
have a particular olfactory sensation, it can still be said to be of an epistemological kind,
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8. Conclusion

To conclude, the requirement thesis fails for the following reasons.
Firstly, granted that there is such a thing as peripheral awareness of oneself
as the owner of one’s mental state, even though I discussed its dubitability,
such awareness does not have to be an integral part of all conscious states.
I suggested that by endorsing a higher-order theory of consciousness, it is
possible to separate self-consciousness from the content of the conscious
target state and attribute it to the higher-order state. Secondly, I suggested
that Kriegel does not have the option of explaining state consciousness in
virtue of transitive consciousness since he denies the possibility of being
unconsciously conscious of things and he explains state consciousness in
virtue of self-consciousness instead. Then granted that the reasons I gave
for rejecting the state principle are tenable, there may be no reason to think
that consciousness depends on self-consciousness. Thirdly, the argument
Kriegel gives for the requirement thesis is not sound since the argument he
gives for the truth of the second premise that all first-person knowable
states must be intransitively self-conscious assumes its truth rather than
show it. And finally Kriegel’s appeal to Rosenthal’s argument with regards
to the subject thesis does not succeed either because there is an asymmetry
in the way a subject thinks about a particular mental state token when that
mental state is hers as opposed to someone else’s, which is expected given
the first-person knowable property of conscious mental states.
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ABSTRACT: On a common formulation, rationalist infallibilism is committed to two
main theses: (i) ‘analytic a priori infallibilism’ and (ii) ‘synthetic a priori infallibilism’.
According to thesis (i), a relatively wide range of analytic a priori propositions can be in-
fallibly justified. According to thesis (ii), a relatively wide range of synthetic a priori
propositions can be infallibly justified. In this paper, I focus on rationalist infallibilism’s
second main thesis, what is being called ‘synthetic a priori infallibilism’. T argue that
synthetic a priori infallibilism, and by extension rationalist infallibilism, is untenable. In
particular, exploring what seems to be the only potentially plausible species of synthetic
a priori infallibility, I reject the infallible justification of propositions about the self.

KEYWORDS: Cogito — dubito — infallibility — privileged access — rationalism — self-knowledge.

1. Introduction: rationalist infallibilism
and propositions about the self

On a traditional formulation, rationalist infallibilism is a doctrine com-
mitted to two main theses: (i) ‘analytic a priori infallibilism’ and (ii) ‘syn-
thetic a priori infallibilism’. According to thesis (i), a relatively wide range
of analytic a priori propositions can be infallibly justified. According to the-
sis (ii), a relatively wide range of synthetic a priori propositions can be infal-
libly justified. In sum, then, for the rationalist infallibilist two main catego-
ries of propositions are susceptible of infallible justification: (i) analytic
propositions such as logical, mathematical, and ‘conceptual’ propositions,
and (ii), synthetic propositions such as those concerning the external world

© 2013 The Author. Journal compilation © 2013 Institute of Philosophy SAS
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and the self. Though rationalist 1nfalhb1l1sm is increasingly falling out of
favor, there is no shortage of notable 2021 century adherents of one or
more of the two species of infallible a priori justification. Among others,
Fumerton (2001), McGrew (2003), and McGrew et al. (2007) still profess
the a priori infallibility of some analytic propositions, while Burge (1986;
1988; 1996) and Lewis (1996) have recently defended the a priori infallibil-
ity of some synthetic propositions (see Hoffmann 2011, 241).

In this paper, I examine ratlonahst infallibilism’s second thesis, so-called
‘synthetic a priori infallibilism’.! More specifically, focus will be restricted
to what are likely the only potentially viable candidates for synthetic a pri-
ori infallible justification, propositions about the self. In the course of this
exploration, I reject the possibility of the infallible a priori justification of
propositions about the self. Moreover, on the seemingly reasonable as-
sumption that propositional knowledge involves propositional justification,
that for a proposition to be known it must in some sense be justified, the
1mp11cat1on is that infallible a priori knowledge about the self is also out of
reach.” On the other hand, this anti-infallibilist argument does not elimi-
nate the possibility of a priori justification and or knowledge (about the self
or otherwise) in general, since it leaves open that some species of fallible
a priori justification/knowledge might be within reach.

2. Infallibility about the self

One primary candidate for a priori infallibility, perhaps the most prom-
ising one, is in the domain of syntheticity.” To name just a few, proposals

I undertake a similar project in Hoffmann (2012).

In what follows, though, discussion will primarily focus on justification instead of
knowledge, in order to avoid questions surrounding the definition or analysis of the con-
cept of knowledge.

I assume here that there is (i) an analytic/synthetic distinction and (ii) an a priori/a
posteriori distinction that can be drawn along relatively traditional lines: (i) propositions
whose truth depends exclusively on meaning/propositions whose truth doesn’t depend
exclusively on meaning, and (ii) propositions justifiable independently of experience/
propositions not justifiable independently of experience. If it turns out (i) and/or (ii) is
false, this is of little concern, since surely skepticism that there is a special domain of
analytic and/or a priori propositions is far more likely to be harmful to infallibilist than
anti-infallibilist aspirations.
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for synthetic a priori infallible justification have included propositions
about material objects, substances, properties, and the self (see Hoffmann
(2011, 246). For example, the first three proposals for synthetic a priori in-
fallible justification have been canvassed in some form or another by both
Price (1953) and Lewis (1996). There seems to be a consensus, though,
that these kinds of proposals for synthetic a priori infallibility have not sur-
vived sustained review. In any event, whatever the merits of the case for
synthetic a priori infallibility about various external world phenomena, dis-
cussion here is confined to a class of synthetic propositions whose a priori
infallibility still seems to be a live issue — propositions about the self.*

Traditionally, propositions about the self have been at the heart of the
infallibilist program in epistemology. For the infallibilist, (some) proposi-
tions about the self are supposed to be self-justifying or self-verifying in the
basic sense that their mere belief establishes their truth. In specifically ra-
tionalist terms, a proposition about the self is supposed to be self-justifying
in the sense that its belief is a priori sufficient to establish its truth. Des-
cartes’ proposals about first-person mental states (1996/1641, 80ff) are the
locus classicus for a priori infallibility about the self (see Hoffmann 2011, 47;
2012, 576):

(Cogito) I am thinking (therefore I exist as a thinking thing)
and along the same lines
(Dubito) Iam doubting (therefore I exist as a doubting thing).

Independent of whether (Cogito) and (Dubito) are self-justifying at all,
i.e., whether belief in them establishes their truth (in some potentially falli-
ble sense), is the question of whether they are susceptible of infallible justi-
fication, i.e., whether belief in them establishes their truth infallibly or in-
defeasibly. For the infallibilist the pertinent question is whether Cogito-
like propositions, or any other proposition about the self of significant cog-
nitive interest, can be justified in a way that is truth-entailing? More spe-

Other proposals for synthetic a priori infallibility include putative ontologically nec-
essary truths to the effect that (something exists) or (at least one thing exists), and
weakened Cogito-like propositions such as (thought exists) or (thinking exists). I leave
open that one or more of these synthetic propositions is an infallibly justified a priori
truth, while bearing in mind their indisputably negligible cognitive import in compari-
son with classical Cogito-like propositions (to be considered next in the text).
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cifically, can these propositions be justified in a way that confers on them
absolute warrant, or a probability of 1, where ‘probability’ is read in puta-
tively objective terms, and ‘truth’ is read in standard realist terms?”

One rationale for rejecting infallible a priori self-justifying propositions
stems from a firmly entrenched epistemological principle. The received
view at present seems to be that justification for propositions about the self
can never be determinately reflexive or self-referring (e.g., McDonald 1998).
For example, if I have the thought (I am currently thinking), the warrant
for the truth of the proposition expressed by this thought cannot be ob-
tained by the mere having of this thought. Instead, it is reasoned, it must
be secured via some kind of reflection on the thought. Moreover, insofar as
reflection implies the existence of two, numerically distinct thoughts pre-
sent in this case (a first and a second-order thought), it is unclear how the
second-order thought (I think that I am thinking) can infallibly justify its
first-order constituent (I am thinking). The upshot of this line of argu-
ment is that Cogito-like propositions such as (I am thinking), or even iter-
ated Cogito-like propositions such as (I think that I am thinking), do not
appear susceptible of infallible justification.

But this nascent anti-infallibilist line of argument is less than decisive as
presently formulated since the Cartesian infallibilist about the self has at
her disposal a steadfast reply to it. For Descartes (Cogito) and (Dubito) are
infallible a priori self-justifying propositions since they are instances of di-
rect ratiocination that supply unmediated acquaintance with the reality of
the thinking self (Descartes 1996/1641, 80-81). David Lewis (1996, 564ff)
similarly seems to construe (Cogito) and (Dubito) as pure rational intui-
tions, minus the Cartesian metaphysics (about subjects) and commitment
to any form of internalism, intuitions that furnish unmediated access to the

reality of the subject (see Hoffmann 2011, 248; and 2012, 57ff for more on
this).®

More on this construal of infallibility and its bearing on the possibility of a priori in-

fallibility about the self in §5.

One might object to direct, time-sensitive rational intuitions as a source of justifica-
tion/knowledge on pro tanto empirical grounds. If one’s direct ‘acquaintance’ with sub-
jective reality is restricted to the specious present and vanishes on second-order reflec-
tion, it might be argued, Cartesian rational intuitions cannot confer rational justification
on propositions about first person mental states (or any other content-bearing state).
Assuming judgment is diachronic and rational intuitions are synchronic, intuitions in-
dexed to time fragments lack normative force since they disappear just as one registers
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Needless to say, no claim to the unlimited scope of infallible a priori
justification about the self is made here.” For Descartes and Lewis the pos-
sibility of infallibility about the self is conditional upon the satisfaction of
explicit desiderata, respectively, Descartes’ clearness and distinctness crite-
rion and Lewis’ numerous criteria for ignoring counterfactual possibili-
ties—states of affair that would undermine the truth of the proposition at
issue. But in situations where the relevant criteria are met one can be ac-
quainted with one’s mental states directly and immediately,8 in a way that
eliminates the need for second-order reflection. For Descartes, although
Lewis is more circumspect on this point, this includes mental states with
propositional content, such as beliefs about the self (e.g., (I am now think-
ing)). It follows, on this general outlook, that there is at least a small class
of propositions about the self that are determinately reflexive, and conse-
quently, whose belief guarantees their truth (see also Burge 1986; 1988).

a judgment about them. I reserve judgment on this kind of objection since it enlists
controversial premises concerning the nature of memorial cognition and knowledge,
e.g., that they are temporal tokens, indexed to their time of conception. For discussion
of the nature of memorial cognition and knowledge and its bearing on the viability of
first person a priori judgments, see Boghossian (1989), Ludlow (1999), Brueckner
(1997), and Goldberg (1997).

For ease of exposition, ‘infallibility about the self will hereafter largely be used as
shorthand for ‘infallible a priori justification about the self and ‘infallible a priori

knowledge about the self’.

The general notion of direct a priori acquaintance demands close inspection. In par-

ticular, beyond indistinct formulations of the phenomenon in terms such as ‘the light of
reason’, ‘intuitive obviousness’ or the like, important issues arise concerning the modal
status, empirical status, and truth-conduciveness of pure rational intuitions. Typically,
rational intuitions are deemed necessary, impervious to empirical data, and infallibly
truth-conducive. For example, Bonjour (2005, 99), in deference to the first two criteria,
declares rational intuitions provide “direct or immediate insight into the truth, indeed
the necessary truth, of the relevant claim .... They are thus putative insights into the es-
sential nature of things or situations of the relevant kind, into the way that reality in the
respect in question must be”. Turri (2011), contra the traditional view, defends the pos-
sibility of some kinds of contingent a priori rational intuitive knowledge. The bearing of
such issues on the possibility of infallibility about the self will become especially evident

in §4.
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3. Infallibilism and direct ratiocination

In consequence, a more direct confrontation of Cartesian infallibilism
about the self is required. As a first attempt, it might be argued against the
Cartesian infallibilist that Cogito-like self-justifying propositions cannot be
rationally justified in esse. At bottom, direct acquaintance with the mental is
a notoriously perplexing epistemic phenomenon (see Bonjour 2003, 17f for
a discussion of some of the main concerns): it is an enigma how brute mental
states (about the self or otherwise) can be vehicles of rational justification.
A pivotal concern is mental states of the form (I'm experiencing like ¢his),
where this designates a primitive feature of experience, look devoid of cogni-
tive content—the kind of content that can figure in judgments.

To be sure, mental states of this kind lack descriptive content since they
take the form (I'm experiencing like thaz) instead of (I'm experiencing like
that and not like that). Such mental states, it can scarcely be denied, do not
encode either definite or indefinite descriptions, on any remotely plausible
construal of ‘description”.”

The crucial question, then, is whether the mental states under consid-
eration possess some kind of ‘minimal’, non-descriptive cognitive content,
content that can play a justificatory role. One reason for being skeptical
about this possibility is there doesn’t seem to be an intelligible account of
the reference of ostensibly primitive mental states. On the surface, the ref-
erent of the demonstrative this in such mental states is intractable. For
starters, since it is fundamentally deictic, this obviously does not designate
a context-independent state of affairs. More importantly, the referent of
this, since it is necessarily a primitive feature of reality, looks to be com-
pletely subject-dependent, meaning it doesn’t even seem to have a context-
relative semantic value—a semantic value stable across some set of contex-
tually relevant variables. If this is correct, the mental states in question can
be viewed as purely phenomenal, and consequently, as lacking cognitive
significance. It would follow, in this case, that they cannot furnish support
for particular hypotheses or claims, that they cannot raise the credibility of

? Some infallibilists (e.g., McGrew 2003; McGrew et al. 2007), typically of an inter-

nalist bent, explicitly reject this seemingly innocuous thesis. A more direct defense of
this thesis is provided in §4, in our discussion of the infallibilist’s appeal to the phe-
nomenon of direct reference or acquaintance in application to beliefs about mental states.
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a proposition, belief, or utterance in comparison with any other proposi-
tion, belief, or utterance.

Naturally, in response, the infallibilist will contend that the referent of
the demonstrative zhis in primitive mental states is, in a fundamental sense,
non-discursive: i.e., it lacks conceptual constituents, complex structure, dis-
crete components, etc. In this connection, the infallibilist might appeal to
a special kind of rudimentary cognition (the likes of which has been articu-
lated by Husserl and Brentano, among others), a kind of cognition that is
prior to language or possibly even to conceptualization, as the source of self-
justifying infallible belief about the self. But the view that there can be pre-
conceptual, or what has been called ‘semi-judgmental’ mental states that in-
fallibly justify propositions about the self looks patently untenable. A pivotal
concern is it seems virtually undeniable that mental states that are vehicles of
justification must in some sense be representational (Bonjour defends this
contention in Bonjour — Sosa 2003, 20). This, of course, is not to say that
the representational content of justificatory mental states need be anything
like a truth-evaluable propositional thesis or assertion, or that it be explicitly
formulatable in terms of something like ‘comparison’ or ‘contrast’ classes. At
a minimum, though, such mental states must have some kind of representa-
tional content (or perhaps informational content, if one prefers), i.e., they
must depict things as being one way rather than another, in order to function
as justifiers. But since the mental states in question lack such content, they
cannot supply warrant for propositions about the self, let alone absolute war-
rant. The irresistible inference is that direct ratiocination about the self can-
not be the spring of a priori infallibility about the self. 10

4. Direct ratiocination and conceptual acquaintance

Another reply to our dismissal of infallibilism about the self involves the
attempt to develop a more theoretically motivated account of direct ratioci-

10 . .
The argument I advance here has some resemblance to a widespread anti-foun-

dationalist argument according to which a mental state cannot both (i) have cognitive
import and (ii) provide a foundation for propositional knowledge. Here I take no stance
on the anti-foundationalist polemic. Since we haven’t ruled out the possibility that
there are defeasible foundations for propositional knowledge that can be secured in
a manner that does not involve direct acquaintance with mental states, our argument
has no direct bearing on fallibilist variants of foundationalism.
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nation. In brief, in this vein, one might defend the possibility of a kind of
direct conceptual acquaintance on the basis of an account of first person ra-
tional intuitions, an account that might be considered in some sense phe-
nomenonologically faithful. For example, one might exploit a view of first
person rational intuitions along the lines of Bonjour’s (1996; 2003) and
Bealer’s (2000) appearance model to this effect, where such intuitions in-
volve a kind of seeing or visualizing of subjective reality, rather than a con-
ceptual or propositional grasp of it (n.b.: neither Bonjour nor Bealer are in-
fallibilists about the self). Since on this model Cogito-like propositions
take the general form (I'm experiencing/feeling/being-appeared-to like that,
therefore that), where that does not refer to a propositional object, they
might be thought to secure direct (non-discursive) acquaintance with the
reality of the thinking/experiencing self. The infallibility of Cogito-like
propositions in this case is thus supposed to stem from the fact that they
enjoin a kind of direct reference or acquaintance with mental states
(McGrew et al. 2007, 132; Burge 1986; Burge 1988), analogous to the way
some have claimed one might be directly acquainted with features of the
external environment through perception.

Importantly, this variant of infallibilism about the self is not tied to in-
ternalism (as in McGrew et al. 2007) — where the content of and/or the
justification conditions for one’s mental states are in some sense ‘subject-
internal’ (e.g., introspectable, open to consciousness, transparent, lumi-
nous, etc.). A number of self-proclaimed externalists, including Burge
(1986; 1988), Lewis (1996), Heil (1988), and Davidson (1984; 1987), have
defended an account of a priori self-knowledge along the lines of the ac-
count currently being sketched (though seemingly only the former two can
rightly be viewed as infallibilists). Burge (1988, 659-660), most notably, has
developed an influential account of infallible a priori self-knowledge that is
non-discursive in the sense under consideration, one in which there is
a non-inferential link between conception and apperception of the self (and
wherein the infallibility of certain beliefs (or thoughts) about the self is
guaranteed by their reflexive character — by the fact that they ‘logically lock’
onto their first-order constituents).

In my view, though, there are powerful reasons for rejecting the refined
formulation of direct mental acquaintance, whether internalist or external-
ist in orientation. But even if it is possible to directly apprehend the con-
tent of a mental state, or to have indefectible ‘privileged access’ to certain
kinds of mental phenomena, this looks to be small consolation to the infal-
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libilist. On our central line of argument, mental states with which one is
directly acquainted ipso facto lack cognitive import since they are devoid of
representational or informational content. Since mental states of the form
(it seems, appears, or feels to me that such-and-such) concern “those condi-
tions of the subject, whatever they are, which are accessible to the subject,
whenever they obtain...” (Williamson 2000, 15), such states are veridical by
fat. Primitive mental states must, on this score, be considered strictly phe-
nomenal, and quite possibly, beyond the limits of what is expressible.

Williamson (2000, 14ff), among others, has also argued for the epis-
temic triviality of primitive or what he calls Tuminous’ mental states, on
the grounds that they lack truth-tracking conditions ensuring their ‘safety’
or ‘secure’ application. Bypassing Williamson’s externalist-motivated uni-
versal anti-luminosity argument, = my principal contention is that primitive
mental states, insofar as they concern the putative content of immediate ex-
perience or the character of bare sentiment, are cognitively vacuous. What-
ever import they might have, such states are effectively nebulous from the
standpoint of epistemology: they can neither figure in judgments nor con-
fer rational justification on beliefs, statements, utterances, or any other
bearer of propositional content.

Now obviously there are fundamentally divergent views about the na-
ture, scope, and limits of cognitively significant mental content. While the
argument currently being developed leaves open that there can be cogni-
tively significant mental states (though not via a direct or unmediated grasp
of their content), no substantive position about the nature of cognitively
significant mental content is being adopted here. Instead, my specific con-
tention is that there is no satisfactory construal of direct mental acquaint-

Williamson employs the semi-technical notion luminosity to refine a conception of
transparency in application to mental states. Williamson (2000, 95) defines luminosity as
follows: A condition C is defined to be luminous if and only if (L) holds:

(L) For every case a, if in & C obtains, then in a one is in a position to know that
C obtains.

He then advances an argument to show that no non-trivial condition is luminous.
While the strategy is an interesting one, I take a different route (albeit one that is con-
sistent with and intersects with Williamson’s strategy). Since luminosity is an explicitly
reliabilist property, by Williamson’s own admission (Williamson 2000, 95f), it is not
clear his anti-luminosity argument directly confronts any internalist infallibilist position
that jettisons reliability constraints on rational justification/knowledge (e.g., see
McGrew et al. 2007, 132ff).
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ance where a mental state one is directly acquainted with can serve as the
infallible justifier of a Cogito-like proposition or any other proposition about
the self of significant cognitive interest.

5. Semantic infelicity

A final reply to our dismissal of infallibilism about the self calls into
question our position via a revisionary maneuver. > This proposal tries in
effect to intrinsically guarantee infallibility about the self, typically, by
enlisting some kind of semantic-error theory of the general kind recom-
mended by Wittgenstein (1969, 10ff). On this proposal, the putative falli-
bility of Cogito-like propositions is the result of some variety of semantic
or conceptual infelicity. The apparent fallibility of such propositions, it is
urged, is a product of linguistic misappropriation that involves the violation
of conventions governing concepts about the mental. Based on the way ex-
pressions such as I, think, doubt, exist, thinking thing and doubting thing are
used, the semantic error theorist reasons, it is rationally impossible to dis-
sent from (Cogito) or (Dubito). Such dissent, it is maintained, constitutes
an infringement of de facto rules concerning the proper use of language for
rational subjects (where ‘rational’ itself is interpreted in some pragmatic
manner). For instance, for Wittgenstein (1969) it would involve breaching
implicit rules constraining the use of discrete fragments of language, i.e.,
making incorrect moves in what are dubbed ‘language games’. For others
such as Davidson (1984; 1987) it would involve assenting to propositions
(e.g., ~(I exist as a thinking thing)) that conflict with one’s overall rational
commitments,"” thereby generating some kind of doxastic contradiction. "
For those with Kantian inclinations it would involve endorsing proposi-

2 This section draws on previous work of mine (see Hoffmann 2011, 245-246). The

difference is that in the earlier article I consider a revisionary reply to analytic a priori in-
fallibilism instead of synthetic a priori infallibilism.

Davidson, though, is not a proponent of semantic-error theory, nor does he profess
the infallibility (as it has been defined here) of (Cogito), (Dubito), or any other proposi-
tion about the self. So it is doubly misleading to characterize him as a champion of the
semantic infelicity defense of infallibilism about the self.

In recent work, Burge (1996) adopts a similar strategy to Davidson, one that signifi-
cantly departs from Burge’s earlier defense of infallibilism about the self (1986; 1988).
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tions that conflict with the postulates of Kant’s transcendental deduction of
the unity of apperception in consciousness, formulated in the first Critique.

Whatever the merits of semantic-error theory and similar outlooks, it
looks to be an unpromising candidate for resurrecting infallibilism about
the self. Such a viewpoint is borne out by disinterring some basic implica-
tions of the semantic infelicity proposal. Suppose it turns out the apparent
fallibility of Cogito-like propositions stems from semantic impropriety of
the general kind under consideration. In this instance what has been shown
is that it is rationally impossible, incoherent, or inconsistent (or some
combination of these things) to doubt such propositions. On the surface,
though, it would not have been established that (Cogito) and (Dubito) are
logically indefeasible in the sense at issue (see also Hoffmann 2011, 245). As
I've argued elsewhere (see Hoffmann 2011, 245f), the impossibility of
doubting a proposition is equivalent to the impossibility of a proposition’s
falsity only on the condition that logical possibility is a species of some kind
of epistemic possibility, i.e., where (roughly) what is logically possible is
identical to the set of propositions that is, at least in principle, knowable.
Now while the logical possibility <> epistemic possibility thesis cannot be
dismissed outright, and is typically endorsed in conjunction with some kind
of semantic-error theory, this scarcely seems to threaten the anti-infalli-
bilist argument currently on offer.

As it happens, granting the apparent fallibility of (Cogito) and (Dubito) is
the product of semantic impropriety, and the concomitant logical possibility
< epistemic possibility thesis, in actuality involves recasting the infalli-
bilism/fallibilism debate in a way that leaves fallibilism about propositions
about the self unscathed. As I've argued elsewhere (see Hoffmann 2011, 246),
this basic outlook, defensible or not, forecloses on the possibility of infallibil-
ity about the self since it involves redefining the alethic concepts of truth and
falsity in explicitly anti-realist terms. The contention that (Cogito) and
(Dubito) can be infallibly justified becomes essentially insensible on theories
that dispute realist construals of expressions whose subject terms refer to
mental phenomena, and that accordingly, contest the reality of the mental. If
there is no fact of the matter about our mental states independent of the way
we employ mental concepts, the infallibility/fallibility of Cogito-like proposi-
tions is a question proscribed at the outset. Davidson, for his part, explicitly
acknowledges this point since, as mentioned, his account of first-person au-
thority and privileged access does not aspire to anything in the vicinity of in-
fallibility, indefeasibility, incorrigibility, or the like. Wittgenstein similarly
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recognizes this consequence of the basic outlook under consideration. The
semantic view articulated in On Certainty, Wittgenstein concedes, rules out
the possibility of certainty as the notion is traditionally understood, i.e., from
something like a language-independent standpoint.

Field, on the other hand, obliquely suggests an alternative interpreta-
tion of matters. Field (2005) has recently argued in Quinean fashion that all
‘high level’ debates about the status of purported a priori knowledge, e.g.,
in the areas of mathematics and logic, are best treated pragmatically — via
the inferential role, illocutionary force, doxastic entitlement, or some com-
parable pragmatic dimension of the propositions in question. One might
argue, along these general lines, that if there is no interesting question con-
cerning the objective, theory-neutral infallibility of propositions about the
self (or any other a priori proposition), and if there is a compelling prag-
matic defense of infallibility about the self (as some have maintained), then
infallibility about the self par excellence, the only a priori infallibility to as-
pire to, is within reach. This is correct as far as it goes but doesn’t directly
confront the anti-infallibilist argument on offer. Granting the question of
a priori infallibilism is a pragmatic one, and that within this framework cer-
tain kinds of a priori propositions such as those about the self are infallibly
justified, only bolsters the conviction that a priori propositions about the
self are not amenable to objective infallible justification, where objective is
read in standard realist terms. Similar to the other semantic infelicity pro-
posals, this one preemptively outlaws exactly the kind of infallibility about
the self presently under consideration, the kind advocated by the garden va-
riety rationalist infallibilist. Field, as it happens, is seemingly in agreement
on this point (as Wittgenstein and Davidson are).

6. Concluding remarks

If T am correct, contra Descartes (1996/1641), Burge (1986; 1988), Le-
wis (1996) and McGrew et al. (2007), there is no proposition about the self
that can be infallibly justified a priori. On the view articulated here, reason
cannot furnish absolute warrant for (Cogito), (Dubito), or any other propo-
sition about the self of significant cognitive interest. In the end, the princi-
pal defect of infallibilism about the self is found in its account of direct
mental acquaintance, and in particular, in its failure to supply an account of
direct mental acquaintance that enables primitive mental states to infallibly
justify propositions about the self. Moreover, the class of revisionary ma-
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neuvers typically proposed also fail to deliver infallibilism about the self.
Construing dissent from Cogito-like propositions as a form of seman-
tic/conceptual infelicity resurrects infallibility about the self only at the un-
acceptable cost of redefining the terms of the infallibilist/fallibilist debate
(as traditionally conceived).

The upshot of the foregoing discussion is that rationalist infallibilism and
one of its two main sub-theses, synthetic a priori infallibilism, are indefensi-
ble doctrines.”> On the other hand, the arguments advanced in this paper
have no direct bearing on any non-rationalist infallibilist doctrine, nor, as far
as I can see, do they provide anything resembling a template for constructing
a general argument against all forms of infallibilism. Moreover, the position
defended here clearly leaves open the possibility that some species of fallible
a priori justification may be within reach since no real reason has been given
for rejecting any fallibilist model of a priori justification.
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ABSTRACT: The paper deals with semantic content of elliptic sentences and its relation
to semantic content of the corresponding non-elliptic sentences. On the basis of certain
kinds of examples it is shown that syntactic theories of ellipsis have serious limits. It is
also demonstrated that the so-called Property Theory, which is an example of a seman-
tic theory of ellipsis, bears serious limitations. Another semantic theory, namely that of
Minimal Indexicalism, is analyzed thereafter. Theoretical tools of the theory — in par-
ticular, its criteria of linguistic expressions identity and three layers of content — that are
vital to its handling of ellipsis are discussed in some detail. Finally, a new theory of el-
lipsis based on Transparent Intensional Logic is proposed and argued for.
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1. Uvod

Predstavme si jednoduchy rozhovor:

A: Kto s kym vcera sedel v kine?
B: Peter sedel s Mariou a Jozo s Anetou.

Tiato stadia vznikla na Katedre logiky a metodolédgie vied Filozofickej fakulty UK
v Bratislave v ramci projektu podporeného grantom VEGA ¢. 1/0046/11 Sémantické mo-
dely, ich explanacnd sila a aplikdcia. Chcem podakovat Marii Duzi, Pavlovi Maternovi
a Marianovi Zouharovi za kritické pripomienky k predchadzajucim verziam clanku.
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Kaidy zrejme porozumel, ze Peter sedel s Mariou a Jozo sedel s Anetou.

Zda sa, ze keby hovorca B odpovedal
(1)  Peter sedel s Mdriou a Jozo sedel s Anetou,

povedal by to isté ¢o v predchadzajucom priklade, len niektoré slova vyne-
chal. Takéto vynechanie sa nazyva elipsa. V tomto ¢lanku sa pokasim obha-
jit nasledovné tvrdenia: Rozdiel medzi dvomi odpovedami hovorcu B ne-
spociva iba vo vynechani nejakého slova. Zaroven tieto dve odpovede hovor-
cu B na polozent otazku nemaju ten isty vyznam. Kedze termin ,elipsa“ ma
viac ako jedno chapanie, najprv spresnim, o com budem hovorit'.

Stephen Neale vo svojej stadii o neuplnych deskripciach upozornil na
to, ze vyrazy ,elipsa“ ¢i ,elipticky® sa pouzivaji minimalne tromi odlisnymi
sposobmi:

Domnievam sa, ze spomedzi viacerych vzajomne sa prekryvajucich a pre-
pojenych pouziti slov ,elipticky” a ,elipsa“ mozno rozlisit’ a spresnit’ tri
pouzitia, ktoré zohravaju klaicova ulohu vo filozofii jazyka. Tykaji sa
a) toho, ¢o A implikoval v danej situdcii, b) toho, ¢o A povedal, a c) ve-
ty, ktord A pouzil. Nazvime ich, v tomto poradi, a) konverzacnd elipsa,
b) eliptickd vyipoved’ a c) vetnd elipsa. (Neale 2004, 97)

V tomto c¢lanku sa nezaoberaime konverza¢nym typom elipsy, ktory patri
do pragmatickych skamani. Elipticka vypoved vysvetlime pomocou prikla-
du. Predstavme si rozhovor:

A: Dajme si nejaké pivo.
B: Vsetky flase su prazdne.

Hovorca B zjavne netvrdi, ze vsetky flase na svete st prazdne. Zaroven vi-
dime, ze obe vyjadrenia z rozhovoru st gramaticky aplnymi vetami. Podla
Neala nemoézeme tvrdit, Ze hovorca B vyslovil elipticki (nekompletnt) ve-
tu, ked’Ze veta

(2)  Vsetky flase st prazdne

je uplnd. Ako teda vysvetlime, ze hovorca B nehovori o vSetkych flasiach na
svete? Neale netvrdi, ze veta (2) je v tomto rozhovore eliptickd, ale to, ze
hovorca B sa elipticky vyjadril. Informacia, ze hovorca B hovori iba o urci-
tych flasiach, podla Neala nie je obsiahnuta vo vyzname vety (2).
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Prejdime k eliptickym vetdm.” V tvodnom priklade hovorca B pousil
vetu:

(3)  Peter sedel s Mériou a Jozo s Anetou.

Povrchové forma’ tejto vety nie je uplnd. Podla roznych syntaktickych teorii,
napriklad z oblasti generativnych gramatik, vznikla syntaktickou transforma-
ciou z povodnej Gplnej vety (1). Na rozdiel od konverzacnej elipsy a eliptickej
vypovede sa teda eliptické vety vyznacuju nedplnostou na urovni povrchovej
formy. V tomto ¢linku sa venujem eliptickym vetam a ich vyznamu.

Najprv sa vSak vyjadrim k Nealovmu rozliSeniu troch druhov elipsy.
Podla mna vychadza z nerespektovania urcitych zakladnych rozliseni. Pavol
Cmorej zaviedol rozliSenie medzi jazykovym vyrazom a semivyrazom (pozri
Cmorej 2005). Identitu jazykového vyrazu urcuje usporiadand dvojica (semi-
vyraz, vyznam). Semivyraz je graficky znak zvycajne zlozeny z pismen (prip.
hlasok). Kazdy jazykovy vyraz md vyznam nevyhnutne. Semivyraz moze mat
vyznam, no nema ho nevyhnutne. Cmorejovo kritérium pritom funguje bez
ohladu na prijata sémantiku. Vdaka rozliseniu medzi jazykovym vyrazom
a semivyrazom napriklad jednoducho uchopime rozdiel medzi vyrazmi ,ko-
runa“ (ked hovorime o peniazoch) a ,koruna“ (ked hovorime o stromoch).
Ide o dva jazykové vyrazy, ktoré su sice nerozlisitelné z fonetického a grafic-
kého hladiska, no napriek tomu to nie je jeden a ten isty jazykovy vyraz, pre-
toze maju odlisné vyznamy. Zouhar navrhuje doplnenie tohto kritéria identity
jazykovych vyrazov (pozri Zouhar 2011, 144-150): Dve vety, ktoré st fonetic-
ky a graficky rovnaké, sa napriek tomu mozu lisit’ v syntaktickej stavbe semi-
vyrazu. Preto navrhuje doplnenie kritéria o identifikaciu Struktiry semivyrazu.

Neale zjavne nepouziva takéto kritérium identity jazykového vyrazu.
Fakt, ze sa v priklade nehovorilo o vsetkych flasiach na svete, vysvetluje
kontextualisticky: ,Naopak vypoved o tom, zZe (ten jediny) stdl je Vel’k}?,4
nie je pripadom vetnej elipsy. Hovorcovi B napomaha samozrejmy mimoja-

Mali by sme rozlisovat’ eliptické vety a vetnt elipsu. Eliptické vety su vety, ktoré ob-
sahuju vynechanie. Vetnad elipsa vznikd vynechanim celej vety v ramci inej vety. Napri-
klad: ,Peter vie, ze 2 + 2 = 4, a Jano tiez.“

Pre rychly a zrozumitelny uvod do sposobu reprezentacie lingvistickych struktur od-

porucam kapitolu Lingvistické minimum z monografie Zouhar (2009).

Neale pouziva priklad The table is large. Parafraza pre nas priklad: V pripade vypove-
de Vietky flase sii prazdne sa nevyskytuje eliptickd veta. Hovorcovi B napomdha samo-
zrejmy mimojazykovy fake, Ze vo svete je viac flias ako tie, o ktorych hovori.
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zykovy fakt: Svet obsahuje viac ako jeden stol“ (Neale 2004, 156). Prijatie
kontextualistickych pozicii ndm vsak st’azil Zouhar vo svojej knihe Vyznam
v kontexte (pozri Zouhar 2011, 311-332). Namiesto toho vyuzime kritérium
identity jazykového vyrazu v pripade eliptickej vypovede. Veta (2), ktord sa
objavila v uvedenom rozhovore, nemusi byt Gplnou vetou. Inymi slovami,
mozeme rozlisit' dva zloZené vyrazy, ktoré sa graficky a foneticky zhoduju
s vetou (2). Veta (2) mohla vzniknut' minimilne dvomi spésobmi. Mohla

vzniknut aj eliptickym vynechanim vedlajsej vety z vety (4):
(4)  Vsetky flase, ktoré sme doniesli, st prazdne.

Ak vynechame vedlajsiu vetu, vznikne elipticka veta, ktora je graficky a fone-
ticky nerozlisitelna od vety (2). Rozdiel medzi dvomi vetami, ktoré si na po-
vrchovej Urovni zhodné s vetou (2), uchopime pomocou prisluchajucich syn-
taktickych stromov. Tieto vety vieme rozlisit pomocou navrhnutého kritéria
identity jazykovych vyrazov. Nealovo rozlisenie eliptickej vypovede od eliptic-
kych viet véak predpoklada, ze veta (2) nevznikla z vety (4). Ak na druhej
strane prijmeme toto rozlisenie, vysvetlime povod zdielan¢ho vyznamu z pou-
zitia eliptickej vety, ktora vznikla z vety (4). Aj Neale prijima rozdiel medzi
fonetickou rovinou a logickou rovinou vety. Vd'aka tomu existuje moznost,
Ze sa na vyzname nejakej vety podiela aj vyznam takych syntaktickych prvkov
vety, ktoré sa neobjavili v jej fonetickej forme. Zouhar o afonetickych prv-
koch hovori ako o implicitnych syntaktickych prvkoch vety. Ak teda prijme-
me navrhované kritérium, vysvetlime elipticka vypoved ako pripad elipticke;j
vety a nemusime sa opierat o kontextualistické vysvetlenie.

2. Syntaktické teorie elipsy

May vo svojej stati o elipse definuje elipticka vetu ako jazykovy feno-
meén:

Vo vseobecnosti je jazykova elipsa skratena alebo neuplna jazykova for-
ma. Konstituenty, ktoré sa bezne vyskytuji vo vete, v tejto jazykovej
forme na jej povrchovej Grovni absentujd, ¢o je umoznené Strukturalnou
pritomnost'ou predchadzajuceho antecedentu. (May 2002, 1094)

5 , y y . . . ,
Tento pristup vSak este nevyvracia kontextualizmus. Ide skor o alternativu k Nea-

lovmu rozliSovaniu roznych druhov elipsy. Iba ukazujem, ze nemusime rozliSovat’ rozne
druhy elipsy, ak rozlisime r6zne druhy vyrazov.
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Rozne syntaktické teorie, ktoré sa pokusaju o vysvetlenie vzniku skratenych
jazykovych foriem, zahrniem pod hlavicku syntaktické tedrie el1psy Ante-
cedentom je taky syntakticky vyraz, ktoré¢ho pomocou ziskame vypustent
¢ast’ eliptickej vety. Napriklad v pripade vety (3) je antecedentom vyraz ,se-
del“ v prvej Casti vety. Prave vdaka nemu vieme, Ze v druhej Casti vety (3)
bol vynechany vyraz ,sedel®. Scheffler tvrdi: ,Vo vSeobecnosti predpoklada-
me, ze moézeme vynechat' ¢ast’ vypovede, ak sa nejako ,podobd‘ explicitne
pritomnému antecedentu® (Scheffler 2013, 3). Dalsi spoloény predpoklad
syntaktickych teérii elipsy formuluje May: ,,...uz pozorujeme zikladnu vlast-
nost elipsy, ktoru by podla o¢akavania malo zachytit akékolvek vysvetlenie
vztahu medzi eliptickymi a neeliptickymi formami: vyznam sa pri pouziti
elipsy nemeni“ (May 2002, 1094). Zisadnym obmedzenim tychto teérii je
to, ze syntaktické transformacie su pripustné len v ramci vety. Pre tieto teo-
rie bude teda problémom, ak sa antecedent nachddza mimo eliptickej vety.

Syntaktické teorie elipsy predpokladaju, ze na nejakej Grovni syntaktic-
kej analyzy je elipticka veta totozna s neeliptickou vetou. Podla teorii vyma-
zania vznikol rozdiel medzi vetami (1) a (3) vymazanim vyrazu ,sedel® pri
prechode z hlbkovej k povrchovej struktare. Pri analyze hlbkovej syntaktic-
kej strukttry vety (3) by sme objavili vymazané sloveso ,sedel“. Pre tieto te-
orie je predpokladom vymazania nejakého vyrazu z vety splnenie tzv. pod-
mienky ndvratnosti. Ak teda nieco vymazeme, musime mat’ moznost’ to do
vety vratit. Nebudeme sa hlbsie venovat podmienke ndvratnosti, iba spo-
meniem to, Ze ide o syntakticka podmienku, napriklad to, ze antecedent je
tzv. hlavou frézy,7 v ktorej sme nieco vynechali. Radsej upozornim na ob-
medzenia teorii vymazania. Pozrime sa na nasledujuci semivyraz:

(5)  Martin videl svoju matku a aj Edo.

Podla jedného citania kazdy z tychto panov videl svoju matku: Martin videl
Martinovu matku a Edo videl Edovu matku. Podla druhého mozného cita-
nia Martin videl Martinovu matku a aj Edo videl Martinovu matku. Podla
teérie vymazania je antecedent syntakticky totozny s vynechanou castou
eliptickej vety, a preto tato tedria uchopi iba citanie, podla ktor¢ho kazdy
z panov videl svoju matku.

Prehlad syntaktickych tedrii elipsy ako aj ich obmedzeni pozri v May (2002), resp.
Scheftler (2013).

Termin ,hlava frazy je odborny termin v rimci Government and Binding theory.
Pozri napriklad Haegeman (1994).
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Prejdime k druhému prikladu (May 2002, 1099) a pozrime sa na vetu
(6)  Dr. Watson podozrieval vsetkych, ktorych Sherlock Holmes.

Doteraz sme predpokladali, ze antecedent a vynechané miesto su syntakticky
nezavislé.® Vynechana cast’ nebola sucastou antecedentu. Vo vete (6) sa vsak
vynechand Cast’ nachddza v podradovacom saveti. V syntaktickom stromovom
diagrame je podradovacie suvetie syntakticky podradené slovu ,podozrieval®.
Ak kopirujeme antecedent, mali by sme kopirovat’ aj jeho syntaktické vlast-
nosti. Ak mu teda prislicha nejakd podradend veta, mali by sme kopirovat’ aj
ju. Podla teérii, ktoré predpokladaju syntakticka totoznost’ antecedentu a vy-
nechaného miesta, by veta (6) mala mat’ ten isty vyznam ako vyraz:

(7)  Dr. Watson podozrieval vSetkych, ktorych Sherlock Holmes po-
dozrieval vsetkych, ktorych Sherlock Holmes.

Vyraz (7) vznikol doplnenim vynechanej Casti vo vete (6) pomocou kopie
antecedentu s podradovacou vetou ,podozrieval vsetkych, ktorych Sherlock
Holmes®. Vidime, ze ak antecedent a vynechané miesto nie s syntakticky
nezavislé, tak sa pomocou predpokladu ich syntaktickej totoznosti vynecha-
ného miesta nezbavime.

Predpoklad syntaktickej totoznosti antecedentu a vynechaného miesta
v eliptickej vete sposobuje problémy. Ak ho vsak odmietneme, ako vysvet-
lime, Ze vynechanému miestu v eliptickej vete rozumieme vd'aka anteceden-
tu? Co keby sme tvrdili, 7e antecedent a vynechané miesto v eliptickej vete
nie su syntakticky totozné, ale vztahuju sa na td istd vlastnost’? Dosledkom
by bolo to, ze vztah medzi antecedentom a vynechanou castou eliptickej
vety nebude dany syntaktickym, ale sémantickym kritériom. Tym sa dosta-
vame do oblasti sémantickych teorii elipsy.

3. Sémantickeé teorie elipsy

3.1. Tedria vlastnosti (Property theory)

Vratme sa k prikladu semivyrazu (5). Syntaktické tedrie elipsy neucho-
pili obe ¢itania tejto vety. NerozliSovali totiz medzi dvomi réznymi vlast-

V ramci hfbkovej syntaktickej analyzy viet vystupuju ako rovnocenné syntaktické
¢leny. Jeden nie je nadradeny druhému.
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nostami, ktoré mozu byt vyznamom antecedentu. Tento rozdiel lepsie zob-
razime pomocou jazyka r-kalkulu:’

a) «vidiet'svoju matku»: 10 Ax(x videl matku x)
b) «vidiet’ Martinovu matku»: rx(x videl Martinovu matku)

Rozdiel medzi oboma vlastnostami spociva v pocte vyskytov viazanych pre-
mennych v A-vyraze. Vidime, Ze A-vyraz pre vlastnost’ a) obsahuje dva viaza-
né vyskyty x a vyraz pre vlastnost b) obsahuje iba jeden viazany vyskyt x. Pri
analyze vyskytu vlastnosti a) a b) vo vyznamoch priradenych semivyrazu (5)
sa uplatni pravidlo @-redukcie, ktoré uchopuje aplikaciu funkcie na argu-
ment. Symbol >> predstavuje krok redukcie:

rx(Fx)(a) >> Fa

. . o e ’. 11 e . ,
Pozrime sa teraz na jeho pouzitie v A-zapisoch * zodpovedajucich dvom vyz-
namom semivyrazu (5):

(52) ax(x videl matku x)(Martin) & ax(x videl matku x)(Edo) >>
Martin videl Martinovu matku & Edo videl Edovu matku

(5b)  ax(x videl Martinovu matku)(Martin) & ax(x videl Martinovu
matku)(Edo) >> Martin videl Martinovu matku & Edo videl
Martinovu matku

Po redukcii pomocou argumentov «Martin» a «Edo» sa A-vyrazy zodpoveda-
juce roznym vlastnostiam nezhoduju. Vdaka rozliseniu dvoch vlastnosti roz-
li$ime dva rozne vyznamy semivyrazu (5).

Zastancovia tedrie vlastnosti (dalej len TV) ' stile prijimajua podmienku
totoznosti vyznamu eliptickej a neeliptickej vety. Tato vyznamovi totoz-
nost vysvetlujd pomocou sémantickej totoznosti vyznamu antecedentu
a vyznamu vynechanej casti eliptickej vety. TV nepredpoklada syntakticke
vztahy alebo transformdcie medzi antecedentom a vynechanou ¢astou elip-
tickej vety. Preto sa na fiu nevzt'ahuje obmedzenie, ktoré vymedzuje pouzi-

? Pre bliziec oboznamenie s tedriou A-kalkulu pozri napriklad Zlatuska (1993).

10 4 ’ ’ ’ / 7 .
Ak hovorim o vyznamoch vyrazov, pouzivam francuzske uvodzovky: «a» odkazuje na

vyznam vyrazu ,a‘“.
Tieto formulacie iba pouzivaju A-zapisy, nie su napisané v jazyku a-kalkulu.
Pozri napr. Sag (1976) ¢i Williams (1977).
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tie syntaktickych transformdcii. Antecedent sa teda uz nemusi nachidzat
priamo v eliptickej vete.

Identickym A-zdpisom zodpovedd ta istd vlastnost. Dvaa-zipisy su pod-
fa TV identické, ak sa zhoduji v $truktare. Mozu sa sice lisit' pismena
predstavujice viazanu premennu, no vdaka B-redukcii je tento rozdiel ne-
podstatny. Ak A-zapisy navyse obsahuji A-volnu premennt, st takéto vyra-
zy identické len vtedy, ked su vyskyty danej a-volnej premennej viazané
tym istym logickym operatorom, napriklad kvantifikatorom. Vsimnime si
funkciu tohto kritéria identity na konkrétnom pripade:

(8)  Martin videl svoju matku a Edo veri, zZe aj Jana.
Semivyrazu (8) prislucha viacero roznych vyznamov. Napriklad:

(8a) «Martin videl Martinovu matku a Edo veri, Ze Jana videla Marti-
novu matku.»

(8b)  «Martin videl svoju matku a Edo veri, Ze Jana videla svoju matku.»

(8c)  «Martin videl svoju matku a Edo veri, Ze Jana videla Edovu matku.»

Pozrime sa teraz na vlastnosti prislichajiuce antecedentu a vynechanym cas-

tiam eliptickych viet v tychto prikladoch:

Antecedent Vynechana Cast’
(8a)  ax(x videl Martinovu matku)  ax(x videl Martinovu matku)
(8b)  ax(x videl matku x) Ax(x videl matku x)
(8¢c)  ax(x videl matku x) ax(x videl matku z)

V pripadoch (8a) a (8b) je podmienka identity antecedentu a vypustenej Casti
eliptickej vety splnend. V pripade (8c) sa vsak Struktira A-vyrazov prislichaji-
cich jednotlivym vlastnostiam nezhoduje. A-zapis zodpovedajuci vyznamu an-
tecedentu obsahuje dva viazané vyskyty premennej x. A-zapis pre vynechanu
¢ast vsak obsahuje iba jeden viazany vyskyt tejto premennej. Okrem toho ob-
sahuje vyskyt premennej z, ktory je viazany v ramci Sirsieho a-zapisu pre cela
druht vetu stvetia (8c). Podla kritéria identity z T'V teda antecedent a vyne-
chand Cast’ pre Citanie (8¢) nie st identické. Z hladiska tejto tedrie preto veta
(8) nepredstavuje eliptickd podobu neeliptickej vety pre citanie (8c). To je
vsak zjavne proti jazykovym intuicidm, podla ktorych mozeme vete (8) takto
rozumiet’. TV vysvetluje elipsu na zaklade predpokladu o sémantickej identi-
te antecedentu a vynechanej casti eliptickej vety. Vidime, Ze takto neuchopi
TV citane (8¢), a teda neposkytuje dostatocne vseobecné vysvetlenia.
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3.2. Teoria elipsy podla minimdlneho indexikalizmu

Doteraz preskimané teérie analyzovali elipsu tak, ze predpokladali syn-
taktické, resp. sémantické vzt'ahy medzi antecedentom a vynechanou ¢ast'ou
eliptickej vety. Na prikladoch sme videli, ze boli uspesné iba do istej miery.
Dévodom postulovania tychto vztahov bol predpoklad totoznosti sémantic-
kych obsahov eliptickej a prislichajiicej neeliptickej vety. Co keby sme viak
tento predpoklad odmietli? Ako potom vysvetlime, Ze rozumieme, ktoré vyra-
zy boli vypustené z eliptickej vety, resp. rozumieme vyznamu eliptickej vety?
A aky bude vzt'ah vyznamov antecedentu a vynechanej Casti eliptickej vety?

Tebria minimédlneho indexikalizmu (dalej len TMI) md ambiciu vysvetlit’
sirSie mnozstvo javov, medzi ktoré patri aj elipsa. Pri skamani eliptickych viet
tato tedria v principe pripusta, ze vyznam vypustenej ¢asti vety ziskame vd'aka
sémantickému obsahu antecedentu. Na druhej strane vSak odmieta predpo-
klad totoznosti vjznamu eliptickej a jej prislichajicej neeliptickej vety. Co je
to TMI a preco neprijima tento predpoklad? V ¢lanku sa obmedzim na tie
Casti tedrie, ktoré potrebujeme v suvislosti s tedriou elipsy.

Marian Zouhar predstavuje podstatu minimalneho indexikalizmu pomo-
cou tejto tézy:

Vsetky vplyvy kontextu, ktoré sa (vzhfadom na dany kontext pouzitia)
podielaju na determindcii vyjadreného sémantického obsahu (propozi-
cie) vyrazu, ktory hovorca pouzil na uskutocnenie svojej vypovede, musia
byt sémantickym obsahom lexikalnych ¢i gramatickych jednotiek vysky-
tujucich sa v danom vyraze; ak nejaka zlozka vyjadreného sémantického
obsahu nemoéze byt obsahom explicitnjch lexikalnych, resp. gramatic-
kych jednotiek vety, musi byt hodnotou implicitnej premennej — v ta-
kom pripade hovorca vo svojej vypovedi pouzil vetny radikal, v ktorom
sa tato premenna vyskytuje na urovni logickej formy, nie kompletnu ve-
tu. (Zouhar 2011, 160)

Pozrime sa na niektoré zakladné terminy, ktoré sa vyskytli v citovanej
téze. Zacnime terminom ,vyjadreny sémanticky obsah®. Zouhar rozlisuje tri
druhy vyznamu (pozri Zouhar 2011, 27-66), ktoré moze mat poutitie vety
vzhfadom na urcity kontext. Prvym druhom je doslovny vyznam: ,Doslovny
vyznam vety je dany sémantickymi konvenciami pre jednoduché vyrazy a jej
syntaktickou stavbou“ (Zouhar 2011, 47). Druhou rovinou vyznamu vety je
vyjadrena propozicia: ,Ide o rovinu toho, ¢o veta vyjadruje vzhladom na ur-
¢ity kontext pouzitia“, propoziciu, ,ktort veta vyjadruje vzhfadom na kon-
text pouzitia“ (Zouhar 2011, 62-63). Tretia rovina vyznamu je tzv. impliko-
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vany vyznam: je tym, ¢o hovorca mieni komunikovat pouzitim vety v uréi-
tom kontexte“ (Zouhar 2011, 62). Rozdiel medzi doslovnym vyznamom ve-
ty a jej vyjadrenou propoziciou vznikne, ak veta obsahuje kontextovo citlive
vyrazy (napriklad indexické vyrazy ako ,ten“). Ak neobsahuje Ziadnu kon-
textovo citliva lexikalnu ¢i gramaticka jednotku, tak sa jej doslovny vyznam
zhoduje s vyjadrenou propoziciou. V zaujme korektnosti upozornim na to,
Ze termin ,propozicia“ pouziva Zouhar aj s niektorymi problematickymi
vlastnost'ami pojmu, na ktory sa vzt'ahuje. 3 Sam viak upozornuje na to, ze
vo formuldciach jeho stanovisk mozeme nahradit’ tento termin slovnym
spojenim ,,propozi¢na konstrukcia“. Termin ,konstrukcia“ ma zrejme po-
dobné pouzitie ako v Transparentnej intenzionalnej logike (dalej len TIL).
Nateraz nam postaci porozumiet’ rozdielu medzi propoziciou a propozicnou
konstrukciou. Propozicia je nositelom pravdivostnej hodnoty a nie je struk-
tarovana. Propozi¢na konstrukcia je struktirovana entita. Vyjadrenej pro-
pozicii teda mozeme rozumiet’ ako $truktirovanému objektu.

Vyjadrenu propoziciu ako navod na urcenie pravdivostnej hodnoty vety
ziskame, ak priradime sémanticky obsah jednotlivym lexikalnym ¢i syntak-
tickym zlozkam vyrazu pouzitého v hovorcovej vypovedi. Ak obsahuje kon-
textovo citlivé prvky, vyjadrent propoziciu ziskame az po ziskani ich séman-
tického obsahu. Zouhar vSak ma vlastné kritérium identity jazykového vyra-
zu. V skratke, kritérium identity je dané usporiadanou trojicou (semivyraz,
struktara semivyrazu, vyznam). Zouhar navyse rozlisuje medzi explicitnymi
a implicitnymi syntaktickymi prvkami vyrazu. Identitu vyrazu urcime az
vtedy, ked urc¢ime vsetky prvky jeho semivyrazu bez ohladu na to, ¢i su ale-
bo nie su explicitné.

Vyznam vynechanej Casti eliptickej vety sa podiela na vyjadrenej propo-
zicnej konstrukcii. Na druhej strane vsak tento vyznam nie je sémantickym
obsahom ziadnej explicitnej lexikalnej ¢i syntaktickej zlozky vyjadrene¢ho vy-
razu. Podla tézy minimalneho indexikalizmu teda sémanticky obsah vyne-
chanej Casti eliptickej vety musi byt hodnotou implicitnej premenne;.

Elipticka veta podlfa TMI obsahuje implicitné syntakticke jednotky. To
vSak ma zavazny dosledok pre elipticka vetu — nie je totiz kompletnou ve-
tou, ale iba tzv. ,vetnym radikalom®:

13 ’ , ’ . , , v ’ . ’ .
Myslim tym napriklad problematicka otazku Struktirovanosti propozicie. Zouhar

otvorene hovori o problematickom pojme propozicie, ktory pouziva. Pozri napr. Zouhar
(2011, 13-15).
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Na oznacenie nekompletnych viet, ktorych pomocou moino vyjadrit
kompletné propozicie (vzhladom na dany kontext pouzitia fixujici hod-
noty premennych), budem pouzivat’ termin vetny radikdl... Vetny radikal
mozno z vety dostat’ tak, Ze niektory vyraz, resp. niektoré vyrazy sa na-
hradia premennymi vhodnych druhov (Zouhar 2011, 158).

Na jednoduchom priklade si ukizeme, ako TMI vysvetluje elipsu.
Vratme sa k vyrazu (3) (t. j. ,Peter sedel s Mariou a Jozo s Anetou®). Na to,
aby sme podla TMI urcili vyjadrent propoziciu prislichajicu tomuto vyra-

’ . o) ’ . ’ v ’ . ’ . ’
zu, musime priradit’ sémanticky obsah vsetkym syntaktickym jednotkam,
ktoré s v fiom obsiahnuté. Vo vyraze (3) vsak zjavne nie st véetky plnovyz-
namové syntaktické zlozky explicitné. Implicitni premennt zodpovedajicu
vypustenému vyrazu zviditelnime napriklad pomocou zapisu

(3])  Peter sedel s Mériou a Jo7o R* s Anetou.

Vyraz R® predstavuje zviditelnent implicitnt premennd. Index * znamend, e
v ramci vetného radikdlu (3I) ide o premennu, ktorej oborom st bindrne reld-
cie. Vetny radikal (3) vsak zjavne vyjadruje propoziciu (vzhladom na kontex-
tovo podmienené priradenie hodnoty premennej, hoci sam osebe nevyjadruje
kompletnu propoziciu). Implicitnd premenna Rg v ramci tohto vetného radi-
kalu teda vystupuje ako ohodnotend. Ak totiz rozumieme propozicii vyjadre-
nej tymto radikilom, tak podla TMI md kazdd (implicitna alebo explicitnd)
syntaktickd jednotka priradeny sémanticky obsah. Premenna nadobuda hod-
noty vdaka ohodnoteniu. Ohodnotenie véak musime vykonat. Nie je to sa-

mozrejma operacia na premennej. Pozrime sa na nasledujuci priklad:

(9)  Jozo s Anetou.
(9I) Joio R’ s Anetou.

Vyraz (9), resp. (9I) zjavne nevyjadruje Gplny ndvod na priradenie pravdi-
vostnej hodnoty. Nepozndme totiz hodnotu premennej R°. Tato premenna
este nenadobudla hodnotu na ziklade ohodnotenia nezavislého od kontextu
jej pouzitia. Ak na rozdiel od toho rozumieme vyrazu (3), resp. (3I) tak, ze
vyjadruje propozicnt konstrukciu, tak kontext umoznil ohodnotenie tejto
premennej. Jediny relevantny vplyv kontextu v tomto pripade predstavuje
vyskyt vyrazu ,sedel“ v prvej casti vyrazu (3).

Ohodnotenie premennej nie je syntakticky vztah. V pripade elipsy st
hodnoty implicitnej premennej podla TMI aj obsahom niektorého vyrazu
z predchadzajucej Casti textu ¢i komunikdcie. Tento vzt'ah sémantickych
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obsahov antecedentu a implicitnej premennej reprezentujucej vynechanu
¢ast’ eliptickej vety sa nipadne podoba kritériu sémantickej identity séman-
tickych obsahov v TV. Je tu vSak zasadny rozdiel. VTV boli vyskyty pre-
mennych neoddelite[nou sucastou a-zapisov, ktoré zodpovedali sémantic-
kym obsahom antecedentu a vynechanej casti eliptickej vety. TMI nepostu-
luje tato spitost’ a uvazuje bindrne relicie a individuové premenné ako sé-
manticky nezavislé objekty.

Pozrime sa teraz na to, ako si TMI poradi s prikladmi, ktoré boli prob-
lematické pre predchadzajice tedrie. Zjavne pomocou tejto tedrie uchopime
obe mozné Citania semivyrazu (5) (t. j. ,Martin videl svoju matku a aj
Edo“). Vieme, ze vlastnost’ «widiet» je binirna. Semivyraz (5) preto okrem
implicitnej premennej prislachajicej tejto binarnej relacii podla TMI obsa-
huje aj implicitnua individuovi premennu. Zobrazime to nasledovne:

(5I)  Martin videl svoju matku a aj Edo R

R predstavuje implicitna premennu pre binarne relacie a i implicitna indi-
viduovi premennd. Dve moiné Citania semivyrazu (5) teda uchopime po-
mocou nasledujucich dvoch réznych ohodnoteni implicitnych premennych:

(5Ia) Martin videl svoju matku a aj Edo R
Ohodnotenie a: R = «videl matku»; i = «Edo».

(5Ib) Martin videl svoju matku a aj Edo R
Ohodnotenie b: R = «widel matku»; i = «Martin».

Sémanticky obsah implicitnych premennych sme urcili vzhladom na pred-
chadzajuci jazykovy kontext. Pomocou tychto ohodnoteni zaroven uchopu-
jeme vyjadrené propozicné konstrukcie, ktoré predstavuji dve rozne Citania
semivyrazu (5).

Prejdime k druhému problematickému prikladu (6) (t. j. ,Dr. Watson
podozrieval vsetkych, ktorych Sherlock Holmes®). Opit’ zviditelnime impli-
citnu premennu:

(6I)  Dr. Watson podozrieval vsetkych, ktorych R* Sherlock Holmes.

Hodnotu implicitnej relicie R ziskame z predchadzajuceho jazykového
kontextu. V (6I) predstavuje tito hodnotu bindrna relicia «podozrieval». Pri
takomto ohodnoteni sa vyhneme nekonecnému regresu, ktory predstavoval
problém pre syntaktické teorie. TMI riesi problémy, na ktoré sme narazili
pri syntaktickych teoriach.
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Priklad (8) (t. j. ,Martin videl svoju matku a Edo veri, Ze aj Jana®) pred-
stavoval problém pre sémanticka TV. Okrem implicitnej premennej zodpo-
vedajucej bindrnej reldcii obsahuje semivyraz (8) aj implicitna individuova
premennd. Po zviditelneni implicitnych premennych md semivyraz (8) na-
sledujacu podobu:

(8I)  Martin videl svoju matku a Edo veri, Ze aj Jana R*i.

Prejdime si teraz tri Citania tohto semivyrazu spolu s ohodnoteniami impli-
citnych premennych:

(8Ia) Martin videl svoju matku a Edo veri, ze aj Jana R
Ohodnotenie: R = «videla matku», i = «Martin»

(8Ib) Martin videl svoju matku a Edo veri, ze aj Jana R
Ohodnotenie: R* = «widela matku, i = «Jana»

(8Ic) Martin videl svoju matku a Edo veri, ze aj Jana R i
Ohodnotenie: R = «widela matku», i = «Edo»

TMI dovoli uchopit’ vsetky tri deklarované ¢itania, a to vd'aka sémantické-
mu obsahu adekvatnych antecedentov a vynechanych casti eliptickych viet.
Riesi tak problémy, ktoré neriesila T'V.

TMI vysvetluje, ako eliptické vety nadobudaju sémanticky obsah pred-
stavujuci Uplna propozicnt konstrukciu. Na otazky zo zaciatku tejto kapito-

ly odpoveda TMI nasledovne:

Q: Ako rozumieme, aké casti boli vypustené z eliptickej vety?

A: Vieme to vdaka kontextu jej pouzitia, ktorého vplyv sa prejavi ohod-
notenim prislusnych implicitnych premennych.

Q: Aky je vzt'ah vyznamov antecedentu a vynechanej Casti eliptickej vety?

A: Hodnoty implicitnych premennych s zaroven sémantickym obsa-
hom niektorej predchadzajucej casti textu alebo komunikacie.

Povedzme si este, preco TMI neprijima postulat totoznosti sémantic-
kych obsahov eliptickej a jej prislachajucej neeliptickej vety. Elipticka veta
podla TMI obsahuje implicitné premenné a predstavuje vetny radikal. Nee-
lipticka veta ziadne implicitné premenné neobsahuje. Hoci v konkrétnom
pouziti vetného radikdlu je jeho vyjadreny vyznam rovnaky ako vyznam pri-
sluchajucej neeliptickej vety, neplati to vo vseobecnosti. Ten isty vetny ra-
dikal totiz mézeme pouzit v inom kontexte, v ktorom bude vyjadrovat’ iny
vyznam. To sthlasi s tvrdenim TMI, ze eliptickd veta mimo kontext jej
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pouzitia predstavuje otvorenu propozicnu konstrukciu, ktora samostatne nie
je uplnym navodom na priradenie pravdivostnej hodnoty nejakej propozicii.

3.3. Elipsa ako pripad anaforickej vizby v ramci TIL

Teraz pontknem alternativne'® rieSenie sémantickej analyzy vjznamu
vynechanych casti eliptickych viet v ramci TIL." Tvrdim, %e vztah medzi
vyznamom antecedentu a vynechanej casti eliptickeéi vety sa zaklada na rov-
nakych principoch ako vzt'ah vjznamu anaforicky'™® pouzitjch vyrazov a ich
antecedentu. Svoje tvrdenie zakladam na jazykovom pozorovani, podla kto-
rého rozumieme vyznamu vynechanych casti eliptickej vety vdaka predcha-
dzajucemu jazykovému kontextu. Anaforické vyrazy rovnako nadobudaju
svoj vyznam vd'aka vizbe na predchadzajuci jazykovy kontext. Toto pozoro-
vanie viedlo k pracovnej hypotéze, podla ktorej mozeme analyzovat’ vyznam
eliptickych viet rovnako ako vyznam viet s anaforickym obsahom: Vysvetl'u-
jeme ho pomocou substiticie. Aké st teda principy, na ktorych stoji tato
sémanticka analyza eliptickych viet?

Nasa analyza elipsy je dvojstupniova. Najprv nahradime elipticka vetu
anaforickou vetou. T dalej nahradime vetou obsahujucou pristavok, ktora
¢o najvernejsie zachytdva vyznam vety obsahujucej anaforicky vyraz. Séman-
ticka analyzu aplikujeme na vetu s pristavkom. Nasa analyza viet obsahuja-
cich anaforicky vyraz totiz predpoklada formulaciu pristavkovych viet, kto-
rych sémanticky obsah potom skimame. Z tohto pohladu je rozdiel medzi
eliptickymi vetami a vetami obsahujicimi anaforicky vyraz iba v tom, Ze pri
analyze eliptickych viet najprv najdeme im prislachajice anaforické vety.
Elipsa je teda podla nasej analyzy v podstate komplikovanejsia forma anafo-
ry. Jednoduchsie to ukazeme pomocou prikladov.

Prikladom anaforického vyrazu je vyraz ,On v nasledujucom kontexte:

(10)  Pavel je logik. On je rozumny.

Rozumieme, Ze vyraz ,On“ sa vztahuje na Pavla. Zaroven je to iny spdsob
odkazu na Pavla ako vyraz ,Pavel. Nesmieme si vsak zamieniat’ druht vetu
v kontexte (10) za vetu (11).

14 ’ . ’ 7 . 14 . . V17 V7
Tento navrh je alternativny k analyze elipsy v ramci TIL predstavenej v ¢lanku Duzi

— Jespersen (2013).
5 Ucéebnicu TIL predstavuje Duzi — Materna (2012).

Diskusia k anafore sa viedla vo svete aj v nasich konéinach. Pozri Gahér (2002), Zo-
uhar (2004), Duzi (2006).

16
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(11)  On je rozumny.

Zasadné rozdiely medzi tymito vetami spocivaju v ich sémantickom obsa-
17 . v /7 ./
hu.”” Tento rozdiel ukdzeme, ked druhu vetu v kontexte (10) obsahujicu

anaforicky vyraz nahradime vetou

(12)  On, teda Pavel, je rozumny.

Zaroven predpokladime, ze veta (12) neobsahuje vetu (11) ako samostatny
podvyraz. Pristavok ,teda Pavel®, ktory sa doplna k zamenu ,,On®, nahradza
vo vete (12) (resp., presnejsie, vo vete, ktort dostaneme z (10), ked druha
vetu nahradime vetou (12)) anaforickd vizbu, ktora v (10) existuje medzi
,On“ a ,Pavel. Ak budeme dosledni, musime pripustit, ze kym druhd veta
v (10) obsahovala anaforicky vyraz, tak veta (12) uz anaforicky vyraz neobsa-
huje. Anafora sa totiz nahradila pristavkom.
Sémanticka analyza prvej vety v priklade (10) vyzerd v TIL nasledovne:

(107T) [awat [*Logiky, "Pavel]]

Ako tato analyza zachytava sémanticky obsah Vety?18 Vyraz ,Pavel® referuje na
konkrétne individuum. Konstrukcia ~Pavel, ktora je vyznamom tohto vyrazu,
konstruuje individuum Pavel. Vyznamom vyrazu ,logik® je konstrukcia vlast-
nosti, v tomto pripade trivializacia Logzk Extenzionalizaciou vlastnosti «lo-
gik», teda jej aplikiciou na svet w a &as ¢ ("Logiky), konstruujeme populiciu
logikov v tomto svete a ¢ase. Uchopime ju pomocou funkcie, ktora priradi
logikom pravdivostna hodnotu Pravda a nelogikom Nepravda. Tr1v1al1zac1a
objektu X, symbolicky °X; vracia objekt X bezo zmeny. Konstrukcia ’Pavel
v analyze (10T) identifikuje objekt (individuum) Pavel a vrati ho bezo zmeny,

Musim upozornit na to, Ze tdto analyza syntaktického a sémantického obsahu dru-
hej vety v kontexte (10) sa nezhoduje so syntaktickou a sémantickou analyzou tohto pri-
kladu od Marie Duzi. Podl'a syntaktickej analyzy druhej vety kontextu (10), ktort pred-
poklada moja analyza elipsy pomocou aparatu TIL, neobsahuje tato veta ako svoj samo-
statny podvyraz vetu (11). V tom tkvie zasadny rozdiel medzi tymto navrhom sémantic-
kej analyzy anaforického vyrazu a pévodnym vseobecnym navrhom od M. Duizi (pozri
napr. Duzi 2006). Tento rozdiel vo vysledkoch syntaktickej analyzy sa odréza aj v navr-
hovanych sémantickych analyzach, pretoze dosledne uplatnujeme tzv. Parmenidov prin-

cip (pozri napr. Duzi — Materna 2012, 49-50).

Pri analyzach v TIL sa opierame o termin ,konstrukcia“. Exaktna definiciu tohto
terminu pozri napriklad v Duzi — Materna (2012, 46).
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t. j. identifikuje ho priamo, bez identifikicie akychkolvek inych objektov. Je
to teda najjednoduchsm konstrukcia individua Pavel. Oba vyrazy pre kon-
Strukcie *Pavel a Logz/zwt sa nachadzaja uprostred hranatych zatvoriek. Hra-
naté zatvorky reprezentuju aphkaau, resp. zlozenie vyznamov vyrazov, ktoré
su v zatvorkach. Zapis [Logzkwt OPavel] &tame nasledovne: Vezmi funkciu
konstruovani pomocou Logzkwt (je to funkcia, ktoru aplikujeme na indivi-
dud); vezmi objekt konstruovany pomocou Pavel (tito konstrukcia kon-
struuje individuum); aplikuj dant funkciu na tento objekt. Ak aplikujeme
funkciu na objekt, ziskame pravdivostna hodnotu v zavislosti od toho, ¢i
v danom svete a case je Pavel logikom. Podla TIL sa propozicie funkcie, kto-
ré nadobudaju pravdwostnu hodnotu vzhladom na svet a ¢as. Kedze kon-
Strukcia [° Logik,; 0 Pavel] predstavuje navod na ziskanie pravdivostnej hodnoty
v konkrétnom svete a Case, nekonstruuje este propoziciu. Lenze podla TIL sa
empirické vety prirodzeného jazyka vztahuju na propozicie. Na to, aby sme
zachytili tito vlastnost’, abstrahujeme od konkrétneho sveta a casu. Tento
krok sa dosiahne pomocou konstrukcie uzaveru. Vsimnime si, Ze sémanticka
analyza (10T) vlastne predstavuje takato abstrakciu od ndvrhu na ziskanie
pravdivostnej hodnoty v konkrétnom svete a Case: [awaz [0 Logik,; Pavel].

Prejdime teraz k sémantickej analyze vyznamu anaforickych vyrazov."
Navrhujem, aby sme vyznam anaforickych vyrazov uchopovali pomocou na-
sledovnej schémy:20

2°%UB [°Tr222] °4°4 ]

Konétrukcia °4 je trivializaciou objektu 4 a hranaté zatvorky predstavuju apli-
kaciu funkcie na argument, teda kompoziciu. Tato schéma sémantickej ana-
lyzy sa teda sklada z dvoch aplikacii konkrétnych funkcii na argument. Prva
komporzicia [°T7 222] obsahuje ???. Namiesto otaznikov v konkrétnej analyze
umiestnime vyznam antecedentu. Funkcia 77 nam po aplikacii na akykolvek
argument vrati ako hodnotu trivializaciu tohto argumentu. Ak ju napriklad
aplikujeme na argument Pavel, vrati nam ako hodnotu °Pavel. Pozrime sa te-
raz na druhu kompoziciu: [°SUB [°Tr 222] °4 °4]. Opit predstavuje aplikiciu
funkcie na argument. Funkcia SUB pracuje nasledovne: Vysledkom aplikacie
funkcie SUB na argumenty 4, B, C je nahradenie (inymi slovami substittcia)
argumentu B pomocou argumentu 4 v argumente C. Objekt A4 v schéme

19 A ’ v ’ 14 7’ . . 7’ . .-/ . . ’ ’
Povodny vSeobecny navrh sémantickej analyzy viet obsahujucich anaforické vyrazy

pozri v Duzi (2006).

Podrobnejsie vysvetlenie tejto schémy pozri v Kosterec (2013).
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predstavuje premennu vhodného typu. Pomocou tejto schémy teda substi-
tuujeme za vyskyt premennej vyznam antecedentu. Nasledne musime ziskanu
konstrukciu este vykonat, kedze obsahuje dvojita exekticiu.?!

Pouzime teraz uvedend schému na sémantickd analyzu druhej vety (12):

(12T) [rwat [ORozumnjwt 2[°SUB [’ T °Pavel] °On “On]]]

Vyznamom zlozené¢ho vyrazu ,,On, teda Pavel“ je konstrukcia 2°UB [°Tr
"Pavel] *On *On]. Tito konstrukcia konstruuje individuum Pavel. Je teda
ekvivalentnd konstrukcii *Pavel, nie je s fiou viak totoind. Ani vjznam vjra-
zu ,On, teda Pavel®, ktorym simulujeme22 vyznam anaforického vyrazu
,On® nie je totiz totozny s vyznamom vyrazu ,Pavel®. Pouzitie navrhnutej
schémy analyzy som zvyraznil kurzivou. Vyznam antecedentu (teda vyznam
vyrazu ,Pavel) O Pavel sa nachédza v schéme na mieste otaznikov. Cely vyraz
v kurzive predstavuje postup substiticie vyznamu vyrazu ,Pavel® za premen-
nu On, ktord je vyznamom vyrazu ,,On® vo vete (12). Schéma hovori: Vezmi
premennd, substituuj za tuto premennu vyznam antecedentu a potom dana
konstrukciu vykonaj. Vyznamom antecedentu je konstrukcia individua
a konstrukcia ~Rozumny,, konstruuje charakteristicka funkciu pre mnozinu
rozumnych individui. Zvy$ny postup uchopeny v analyze (127T) je rovnaky
ako v analyze (10T).

Po tomto zhustenom vyklade sa teraz vritme k elipse. Na rozdiel od
TMI tvrdim, ze v ramci eliptickych viet boli vynechané anaforické vyrazy.
Moja tedria eliptickych viet predpokladi, ze dané vety obsahuju vo svojej
logickej forme iné vyrazy ako podla TMI. Hoci sthlasim s postulovanim
vynechanych casti eliptickych viet v ich logickej forme, rozdiel je v charak-
tere danych vyrazov. Podla TMI sa tam vyskytuju implicitné premenné.
Podla predkladanej analyzy v TIL su to anaforické vyrazy. Navyse zd6raziu-
jem, Ze pri mojej analyze najprv vytiahneme struktary skryté na arovni lo-

' Konstrukcia X pracuje takto (pri zjednodusenom pohlade): Ak konstrukcia X kon-

struuje konstrukciu Y a konstrukcia Y konstruuje objekt Z, tak 9 konstruuje Z. ’X ni¢
nekonstruuje v pripadoch, ak X nie je konstrukcia alebo ak konstrukcia X nekonstruuje
konstrukciu, alebo konstruuje nevlastni konstrukciu. Napriklad ak X je 02, tak 2X ni¢
nekonstruuje, pretoze objekt konstruovany konstrukciou X teda 2, uz nie je konstruk-
ciou a neda sa teda vykonat'. Definiciu dvojitej exekucie pozri napr. v Duzi — Materna
(2012, 46).

22 , . [« Ly P , e
Pomocou terminu ,simuldcia“ sa pokusam vyjadrit' vzt'ah vyznamu vety obsahujice;

anaforicky vyraz a jej prisluchajicej pristavkovej vety, pomocou ktorej ¢o najvernejsie za-
chytavame vyznam vety s anaforickym obsahom.
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gickej formy a analyzujeme vysledok, ktory takto dosiahneme, teda vetu,
kde st anaforické vyrazy explicitne pritomné. V kone¢nom dosledku teda
obe tedrie nepredstavuju alternativne teérie elipsy, pretoze sa tykaju roznych
viet. V zasade predpokladaju ina syntakticka analyzu skimanych viet. Na
zaklade prijimaného kritéria identity jazykového vyrazu teda ide o mimo-
beiné teorie, pretoze skumaju rozdielne vety. Tieto fakty si musime uve-
domit’ pri korektnej kritike tychto teérii.

Prejdime teraz ku konkrétnym pripadom. Pozrime sa najprv na analyzu
vyznamov prislichajucich semivyrazu (5) (t. j. ,Martin videl svoju matku
a aj Edo“). V prvom kroku analyzy explicitne uvedieme zaml¢ané vyrazy:

(52) Martin videl svoju matku a Edo je v tom istom vztahu so svojou
(matkou).

Vyrazy ,v tom istom vztahu® a ,svojou (matkou)“ vo vete (5a) su anaforické
vyrazy. Druhy krok nasej analyzy predpokladd kompletizaciu vety (5a) po-

mocou pristavkov:

(5pa) Martin videl svoju, teda Martinovu, matku a v tom istom vzt'ahu,
teda vidiet, je Edo, s niekym, teda s matkou niekoho, teda Edo-
vou.

Tuto vetu nasledne analyzujeme prostriedkami TIL nasledovne:

(5pTa)  [awae [Pa ["Videl,, *Martin [*Matka,, *[°SUB [*Tr *Martin]
OSUoju OSUoju]]] P[°SUB [°Tr °Videl,] °R °R] °Edo [*[°SUB
[°Tr *Matka,,] °S °S] *[°SUB [*Tr°Edo] °x °x]1111

V tomto zapise sme pouzili premenné R, S, x. Premenna R zodpoveda vyra-
zu v tom istom vztahu ako“. Premennd S zodpovedd vyrazu ,niekym®
a premenna x zodpoveda vyrazu ,niekoho®.

Rovnaky postup uplatnime pri druhom ¢itani semivyrazu (5):

Prvy krok:
(5b) Martin videl svoju matku a Edo je v tom istom vztahu s Marti-
novou matkou.

Druhy krok:

(5pb) Martin videl svoju, teda Martinovu, matku, a v tom istom vzt'a-
hu, teda vidiet, je Edo, s niekym, teda matkou niekoho, teda
Martinovou.
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(5pTb) [t [Ya ["Videl,, "Martin ["Matka,, *[°SUB ["Tr *Martin]
05voju OSvoju]]] P[°SUB[°Tr °Videl,] °R °R] °Edo [*[°SUB
[°Tr°Matka,] °S °S] *[°SUB [*Tr°Martin] °x °x]111]

Premenné R, S, x zodpovedaju rovnakym vyrazom ako v predchadzajicej
analyze.

Pri nasej analyze teda rozliSujeme a) eliptickd vetu, b) vetu, v ktorej sa
vyskytuju anaforické vyrazy namiesto elipsy, c) vetu, v ktorej sa anaforické
vyrazy nahradzaju pristavkovymi zvratmi. V prvom kroku analyzy elipsy na-
hradime elipticka vetu anaforickou vetou, ktor v druhom kroku nahradi-
me pristavkovou vetou. Az tato vetu analyzujeme prostriedkami TIL. Elip-
sa aj anafora, ¢o su rozsirené jazykové fenomény, o ktoré sa casto opiera
komunikacia medzi pouzivatel'mi jazyka, su podla tejto koncepcie len impli-
citné pripady pristavku. TIL sa da aplikovat’ az na vety, ktoré st komplet-
né, a teda aj v nasom postupe musime najprv ndjst kompletna formulaciu,
v ktorej su explicitne uvedené vsetky implicitné zlozky, a az takyto vysledok
mozeme analyzovat’ prostriedkami TIL.

Uznavam, ze ponukané prepisy v jazyku TIL nie su najprehl’adnej§ie.23
Ich zdanliva zloZitost’ vSak prameni z jemnosti nastrojov sémantickej analyzy
systemu TIL. So véetk}?mi/ operatormi pouzitymi v prepisoch (5pTa)
a (5pThb) sme sa uz stretli. Dlzku prepisov spdsobuje fakt, Ze analyzovanymi
vetami su suvetia. Pre nas staci, ak si vSimneme analyzu vyznamu viet obsa-
hujucich pristavky v tychto savetiach. V uvedenych prepisoch st zvyraznené
a lisia sa iba na jednom jedinom mieste, pri poslednom pouziti Trivializacie.

Vynechanie sa podla navrhovanej analyzy v eliptickej vete (5) vykonalo
trikrat. Vyraz, ktory je z eliptickej vety vynechany, doplnime pomocou ana-
forického vyrazu. Vyznam anaforického vyrazu nisledne simulujeme pomo-
cou Vyrazu S prlstavkom ktoré¢ho vyznam zachytavame pomocou schemy

2[°SUB [°Tr 222] °4 °4]. Véimnime si teraz &asti analyz ktoré simuluja vyz-
nam anaforického vyrazu. Navrhnutu schému pouzwame trikrat, raz pre
kazdy anaforlcky vyraz: Konstrukcia 2% UB [°Tr "Videl,,] °R °R] zachytdva
substituciu vyznamu antecedentu ,videl za premennt pre binarne relac1e R,
ktora sa vzt ahuJe na vyraz ,v tom istom vztahu ako®; konstrukcia ’[°sUB
[° T °Matka,,] °S °S] zachytiva substiticiu vyznamu antecedentu ,,matka
za premennu S, ktora zodpoveda vyrazu ,niekym®; konstrukcia 2[°’SUB [° T

Citatela obozndmeného s TIL vsak vyzyvam na kontrolu pomocou typovej analyzy
a syntézy.
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'Edo] %x %x] zachytava substituciu vyznamu antecedentu ,Edo“ za individu-
ovu premennu x, prisluchajucej vyrazu ,niekoho“. Pomocou tychto troch
substitucii vybudujeme konstrukciu propozicie «Edo videl Edovu matku» pre
¢itanie (52) a «Edo videl Martinovu matku» pre Citanie (5b). Takto pre pri-
pad (5) uchopujeme vyznam vynechanych casti danych eliptickych viet.
Nasleduje sémantickd analyza vety (6) (t. j. ,Watson podozrieval vset-

kych, ktorych Sherlock Holmes®):

Prvy krok:
(6a) Watson podozrieval véetkych, s ktorymi bol v tom istom vztahu
Sherlock Holmes.

Druhy krok:
(6pa) Watson podozrieval vsetkych, s ktorymi bol v tom istom vzt'ahu,
teda vztahu podozrievania, Sherlock Holmes.
(6pTa) [rwar [ P4l [»y PB°SUB [*Tr °Podozrieval,] °R °R]
OSherlock Y11 [ax| Podozrieval,, " Watson x]] |

Sémanticka analyza vety (6pa) je jednoduchsia ako v pripade (5). Vo vete (6)
sme totiz vypustili iba jeden vyraz. Preto schému sémantickej analyzy pri-
stavkového vyrazu nahradzajiceho anaforicky vyraz pouzivame iba raz.
V (6pTa) som toto pouzitie zvyraznil. Substituujeme v fiom vyznam antece-
dentu ,podozrieval® za premennu R, ktora zodpoveda vyrazu ,v tom istom
vztahu.

Poslednym problematickym prikladom bol semivyraz (8) (t. j. ,Martin
videl svoju matku a Edo veri, Ze aj Jana“). Dostaneme:

(8a) Martin videl svoju matku a Edo veri, ze Jana je vtom istom
vzt'ahu, teda vzt'ahu vidiet, s niekym, teda matkou niekoho, teda
Martinovou.

(8Ta) [t [*a [“Videl,, *Martin ["Matka,, *Martin]] [*Veri,, °Edo
R°SUB [*Tr Videl, ] °R °R] “Jana [P[°SUB [*Tr *Matka, ] °S
6] 2[°SUB [°Tr °Martin] °x °x]]1 1] 1]

(8b) Martin videl svoju matku a Edo veri, ze Jana je vtom istom
vzt'ahu, teda vzt'ahu vidiet, s niekym, teda matkou niekoho, teda
Janinou.

(8Tb) wnt [Ya [“Videl,, “Martin ["Matka,, Martin]][*Veri,, °Edo
R°SUB [*Tr *Videl,] °R °R] Jana [2[’SUB [*Tr *Matka, ] °S
°S] 2[°SUB [°Tr Jana] °x °x]] 1] 1]
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(8¢c) Martin videl svoju matku a Edo veri, ze Jana je v tom istom
vzt'ahu, teda vzt'ahu vidiet, s niekym, teda matkou niekoho, teda
Edovou.

(8T¢) Dwnt [ Ya ["Videl,, "Martin [*Matka,,"Martin]] [*Veri,, °Edo
°I 2[°SUB [°Tr °Videl,] °R °R] °Jana [*[°SUB [*Tr°Matka,,] °S
°S] *[°SUB [°Tr °Edo] °x °x]] 1] 1]

V tychto analyzach premenné R, S, x zodpovedaju po rade vyrazom ,v tom
istom vztahu®, ,niekym®, ,niekoho®. Sustredme sa na ¢asti pristavkovych
viet, ktoré zodpovedaji doplnenym anaforickym vyrazom vo vetach. Pouzité
eliptické Vety obsahovali rovnako ako v pripade (5) tri anaforické vyrazy. Ak
si pozorne vSimneme semantlcke analyzy viet, uvidime, ze sa v nich navrh-
nuta schéma objavuje trikrat.”* Zaroveni si véimnime, %e sa tieto tri analyzy
lisia iba na jednom mieste v zavislosti od toho, o koho matke sa hovor1
Opat O]e rozd1el iba pri poslednom pouZiti Trivializécie. Konstrukcia *[’SUB

r - Videl,,] OR R] zachytava substitaciu Vyznamu antecedentu ,,Vldel za
premennu pre binarne relacie R. Konstrukcia 2[’SUB [ T+ *Matka,,] °S °S]
zachytava substituciu Vyznamu antecedentu ,matka“ za premennu S. Kon-
Strukcia 2[°SUB ["Tr *Martin] °x “x] zachytava v pripade analyzy (8Ta)
substituciu vyznamu antecedentu »2Martin® za individuova premennu x.
V zapisoch (8Tb) a (8T¢c) funguje tito schéma podobne.

Navrhovana schéma analyzy fungovala uniformne vo vsetkych skama-
nych pripadoch. Ak sme v eliptickych vetach vynechali anaforické vyrazy
a ak pomocou pristavkovych zvratov moézeme simulovat vyznam anaforic-
kych vyrazov, tak sémanticky obsah vynechanych casti eliptickych viet stoji
na rovnakych sémantickych principoch ako v pripade anaforicky pouzitych
vyrazov. Teraz mozeme odpovedat’ na rovnaké otizky ako TMI:

Q: Ako rozumieme, aké casti boli vypustené z eliptickej vety?
A: Vieme to vdaka tomu, ze pre kazdu elipticka vetu dokaze kompe-
tentny pouzivatel jazyka ndjst’ zodpovedajicu pristavkovi vetu.
Q: Aky je vzt'ah vyznamov antecedentu a vynechanej ¢asti eliptickej ve-
ty?
A: Ak su sémantické obsahy vynechanych casti eliptickych viet totozné
so sémantickymi obsahmi anaforickych vyrazov, vyznamy vynecha-
nych casti eliptickych viet a ich antecedentu nie su totozné. Séman-

24 / , / i .. v v .
V tychto analyzach sme prva vetu suveti analyzovali zjednodusene, ked'ze obsahuje

anaforicky vyraz ,svoju‘.
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ticky obsah antecedentu sa vsak spolu so sémantickym obsahom
premennej podiela v navrhovanej reprezentacii vyznamu vynechanej
casti eliptickej vety pomocou pristavkovych viet.

Podl'a tohto rieSenia su sémantické obsahy eliptickej a jej zodpovedajicej
neeliptickej, teda pristavkovej vety rozdielne.
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ABSTRACT: We confront two seemingly incompatible positions in regard to the past.
One, the modal status of a proposition is unchangeable; and two, that omnipotence is
trumped only by necessity.
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The view that the past could have turned out differently and yet is un-
changeable appears to challenge at least one of two ingrained beliefs; one,
that the modal status of a proposition is not changeable;” and two, that
omnipotence is trumped only by necessity. And yet the past is unchange-
able.

We accept both beliefs. The contingency of the propositions that make
up the past remain contingent. For what makes a true or false proposition
contingent is that the proposition could have been false or true. Conse-
quently the proposition that the house once built will be painted within
a week is contingent and remains contingent even after the house is built

I'm deeply grateful to Yehuda Gellman for stimulating the paper and for his in-
sightful comments on the subject. I also want to thank Peter Genco, Laurence
Goldstein, Charlotte Katzoft and David Widerker for the very helpful discussions. I also

wish to acknowledge the helpful suggestions of the editors.

2 . . . . .
That is, the truths that make up the past, if ever contingent, remain contingent.
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and painted; for it remains true that the house could have been built and
never painted.3 But if it is true that the house was built and painted within
a week it cannot also be false that the house was built and painted within
a week.?

The impossibility of changing the past that thus emerges stems from
the impossibility of a proposition being both true and false. Hence the
changelessness of the past is necessary and thus it supersedes omnipotence.

Or, if you like, it does not become true in every possible world.

But could it not have been the case that it was true that the house was built at time
t and painted within a week and then became false that the house was built at time
t and painted within a week. No. For then the house could have been both built and
painted within a week at time t and not be both built and painted within a week at the
same time t. Couldn’t the past be erased, as though it never happened? But it did hap-
pen.



DISCUSSIONS = DISKUSIE

Organon F 20 (3) 2013: 379-383

Externalismus a skepticka vyzva

MAREK PICHA

Katedra filozofie. Filozoficka fakulta. Masarykova univerzita
Arna Novéka 1/1. 602 00 Brno. Ceska republika
picha@phil.muni.cz

Organon F 20 (1) 2013 uverejnil text Martina Nuhlicka Preco externalis-
tické kritérid zdbvodnenia principidlne zlybdvajii? (Nuhlicek 2013). Jde o sro-
zumitelny text vénovany kritice vyznamné epistemologické koncepce. Oba-
vam se ale, ze jeho autor zvolil k dosazeni subtilniho cile pfilis robustni
a banalni argumenty. Ve své reakci budu nanejvys strucny. Nejprve kratce
pfedstavim externalistickou koncepci a divody jejiho vzniku, poté popisi
Nuhlickovu argumentaci ve strukturované podobé a ukazi jeji slabinu.

1. Radikalni skepticismus

Autor pise, ze externalismus vznikl jako reakce na tézkosti, které mél in-
ternalismus se skeptickou vyzvou reprezentovanou napr. Klamajicim démo-
nem ¢ Mozkem v kadi (srov. Nuhlicek 2013, 39-40). Jak takova skepticka

vyzva vlastné vypada?
(S1)  Neni moiné urcit, kterd presvédéeni jsou pravdiva.

Tato radikalni pozice tvrdi, ze kterékoli nase presvédceni — o svété kolem,
o nasem vnitfnim zivot¢, o minulosti, o matematice — maze byt nepravdivé.
Vsechna nase presvédceni mohou byt produkovana postupy, na jejichz za-
¢atku neni odpovidajici fakt, nybrz ziludny protihrac.

Nuhlickem uvedené myslenkové experimenty jsou priklady podporujici
S1, coz je v kontextu dalsi diskuse zavadéjici. Pro¢? Radikalni skepticke vy-
zve typu S1 totiz neni schopna uspokojivé Celit zidna teorie znalosti, inter-
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nalisticka ani externalisticka. Presnéji receno, vSechna navrhovana reseni té-
to skeptické vyzvy jsou bud’ neproduktivni, nebo predpokladaji pfijeti velmi
kontroverznich principt.' I ty nejsebevédomé;si epistemologické teorie jsou
zalozeny na predpokladu, zZe to ¢i ono presvédceni je pravdivé a mize slouzit
jako vztazny bod pro dalsi uvahy. Az na zakladé takového vychoziho materi-
alu lze zobecnovat a budovat tak teorii. Bez nékolika pravdivych presvédceni
zkratka nevime, kam se pfi teoretizovani chceme dostat. Nevime, s ¢im na-
vrhy porovnavat; nevime ani, jak je vlastné zdvodnovat. Kdyby byval exter-
nalismus skute¢né vznikl s ambici Celit skepticismu typu S1, slo by o mrtve
narozené dité.

Je-li zavérem Nuhlickova textu teze, ze si externalismus nedokaze pora-
dit s radikalnim skepticismem typu S1, pak je to teze vysoce prijatelna, pri-
jimand a bandlni. Jde o notoricky znimou véc, takze véfim, ze chtél Martin
Nuhlicek ve svém textu fici néco vic.

2. Konformni skepticismus

Budu predpokladat, ze jidrem autorovy kritiky externalismu neni po-
chybnost tykajici se pravdivosti presvédéeni obecné, nybrz pochybnost tyka-
jici se zdiivodiiovdni piesvédcent, jejichz pravdivost neznime. Jinak feceno,
autora zajima, zda je ta ¢i ona teorie schopna urcit pfijatelna kritéria, pfi je-
jichz splnéni bude presvédceni ,epistemicky dobré®, tedy zdtivodnéné.

Jak pri hledani téchto zdvodnovacich kritérii postupuji internalisté? Jak
externalisté? V zasadé stejné. Vsimaji si vlastnosti, jez maji nase pravdiva
pfesvédcent, tyto vlastnosti pak zobecnuji a ¢ini z nich pravé ono epistemic-
ké kritérium. Internalisté zohlednuji vlastnosti souvisejici se vztahem pre-
svédceni a jeho nositele, externalisté berou v potaz vlastnosti souvisejici se
vztahem prfesvédcent a jeho pivodu. VSimnéme si, ze obé strategie vychazeji
z pravdivych presvédceni, obé predpokladaji popfeni S1.

Konformni, méné radikalni skeptik ma pochybovacny postoj ke zdavod-
néni. Jeho nazor lze vyjadrit tezi, Ze zditvodnéni neni dostatecnou podminkou
pravdivosti presvédceni. Konformni skeptik tedy tvrdi, Ze byt pfijmeme prav-
divost nekterych presvédceni jako vychozi bod uvahy, kritéria na nich posta-
vena nebudou z néjakého divodu vhodnd. Ve vétsiné koncepci je vztah mezi
zdGvodnénim a pravdivosti ve skutecnosti o néco oslaben; zdivodnéni neni

Napriklad pfijeti kartezianského pravidla o vztahu mezi obsahem a pivodcem ideje
nebo sémantického externalismu.
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chapano jako dostatecna podminka pravdivosti presvédceni, nybrz jako
symptom, ze dané presvédceni je spise pravdivé, tedy jako ukazatel tendence
k pravdivosti. Konformni skeptik potom tvrdi nasledujici tezi:

(S2) Zduavodnéni neni ukazatelem tendence k pravdivosti.

Takovy skeptik tradi¢né utoci na internalisticka kritéria a ukazuje priklady,
kdy i sebelepsi povédomi o dvodech muze systematicky chybovat. Snazi se
napriklad ukdzat, Ze nase pamét’ se myli prili§ Casto na to, abychom mohli
povazovat vlastni vzpominky za spise pravdivé. Az zde je bod, kdy do diskuse
vstupuje externalismus.

3. Externalismus

Obhgjci externalismu prijimaji skeptickou vyzvu typu S2 a pomérné jed-
noduse na ni reaguji. Jsou si dobre védomi skute¢nosti, ze pravdiva presved-
¢eni se mohou zasadné lisit svym obsahem i vnitfni strukturou, nékterych
pfesvédceni si dokonce ani nemusime byt védomi. Lze vsak vystopovat pra-
videlnosti mezi pravdivymi presvédcenimi a zplisobem, jak tato presvedcenti
souvisi s fakty, jichz se tykaji. Pfesnéji, jde o souvislost presvédceni o propozi-
ci p s faktem, ktery propozici p ¢ini pravdivou. Rizné externalistické koncepce
tuto souvislost popisuji rizné, nejvlivnéjsi koncepci v daném sméru je relia-
bilismus, a na ten se také Nuhlicek soustredi.

Od pravdivych presvédceni ke zdivodnénym presvédcenim je daleka ces-
ta a reliabilismus je koncepce, ktera se tuto cestu snazi pokud mozno co
nejvic zkratit. Cilem je vybudovani epistemologické teorie, ktera bude lépe
fesit problémy spojené nikoli s klamajicim démonem, nybrz s détmi, idioty
a zviraty — koncepce, ktera umoznuje prfipsat zdivodnéna presvédceni i by-
tostem, které nereflektuji vlastni mentalni stavy, nesleduji své zdavodnovaci
fetézce, nedokazi konceptualizovat, zkritka nejsou vybaveny schopnostmi,
které internalismus v té ¢i oné podobé predpoklada.

(Rel) Jakykoli proces, ktery v pfipadé, ze p, vede spise k presvédéenti, ze
p, a v pripadé, ze non-p, spise nevede k presvédcenti, ze p, je epis-
temicky davéryhodny proces.

Je jedno, jak presné je tento proces realizovan. Je jedno, jestli si tu nebo
onu Cast procesu uvédomujeme. Roli hraje pouze to, zda budeme mit za
pfitomnosti p spise presvedcenti, ze p a vice versa.
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Dovolim si kratké exposé shrnout. Externalismus nevznikl jako reakce
na radikalni skepticismus, nybrz jako reakce na konformni skepticismus. Na
ten reaguje vlastné trivialné: zdlvodnéni je z definice ukazatelem tendence
k pravdivosti. Myslenkové experimenty Klamajici démon a Mozek v kadi
nejsou v kontextu polemiky mezi internalismem a externalismem relevant-
ni. Tolik zakladni predstaveni motivace a vychozich tezi, nyni se podivejme
na Nuhlickovu kritiku. Jeho hlavni argument predstaveny v Nuhlicek
(2013, 42-43) si dovolim rekonstruovat nasledovné:

Argument proti externalismu

1. V ramci externalismu nelze odlisit zdivodnéna presvédceni od ne-
zd@vodnénych.

2. Uspokojiva teorie epistemického zdivodnéni musi umoznovat odli-
seni zdvodnénych a nezdvodnénych presveédceni.

3. Tudiz externalismus neni uspokojivou teorii epistemického zdavod-
néni.

4. Uspokojiva teorie znalosti musi predpokladat uspokojivou teorii
epistemického zdvodnéni.

5. Tudiz externalismus neni uspokojivou teorii znalosti.

Struktura argumentu je nekomplikovana. Neni-li externalismus schopen
predlozit pouzitelna kritéria zdvodnéni, nelze s ohledem na klasickou defi-
nici povazovat externalismus za prfijatelnou teorii znalosti. Klicovou roli
v argumentaci hraje prvni premisa; ta vyjadfuje stanovisko, které bychom
mohli oznacit za reliabilisticky skepticismus:

(S3) Neni mozné urcit, ktera presvédceni vznikla divéryhodnym pro-
cesem.

Tuto tezi podporuje Martin Nuhli¢ek dvéma podargumenty:

»  #1 Argument regresem (,problém tieti osoby“): Nuhlicek v (2013, 43-44)
popisuje situaci, kdy pozadame tfeti osobu, aby zhodnotila, zda je nase
presvédceni zdvodnéné, ¢i nikoli. V reliabilistickém pojeti to znameng,
ze doty¢na osoba bude zkoumat, zda je nase presvédceni stejného druhu
jako jina presvédceni, jez prijimame jakozto spise pravdiva. Tento proces
zkoumani presvédceni je vsak sam o sobé procesem prijimani a zdivod-
novani presvédceni (o presvédceni nékoho jiného) a i na néj by méla byt
vztazena reliabilisticka kritéria. Kazde dalsi zanofeni jen pozadavek zda-
vodnéni oddali.
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= #2 Argument dogmatismem (,problém pruni osoby“): Tento druhy podar-
gument je preventivnim odmitnutim jedné mozné odpovédi na pred-
chozi, prvni podargument. Nuhlicek zde tvrdi, Ze epistemicky regres ne-
lze zastavit prijetim primitivniho vychoziho zdGvodnéni. Popisuje situa-
ci, kdy néjaky vlastni proces ziskavani pfesvéd¢eni sami oznacime za di-
véryhodny. Takovy dogmaticky zplisob zastaveni epistemického regresu
neni zdvodnény a nesplnuje reliabilisticka kritéria, coz je podle Nuhli¢-

ka chyba.

Moje vytka je nasledujici. Domnivam se, Ze autor se v podargumentech
obloukem vraci ke kritice reliabilismu opfené o radikalni skepticismus typu
S1. Jak jsem jiz psal vyse, reliabilismus predpoklada jista presvedceni jako
pravdiva a z nich odvozuje kritérium zd@vodnéni. Tato pravdiva presvédceni
jsou tedy ona epistemicka primitiva, u kterych se zdivodnovaci retézec dfive
nebo pozdéji zastavi. Reliabilismus tudiz nemd s epistemickym regresem
problém, protoze vychozi body jsou prosté a jednoduse zavedeny. Zni to ja-
ko laciné feseni, ale jiné bohuzel v epistemologii nemame.

Nuhlicek tak vlastné vycita reliabilistickému zddvodnéni nikoli ne-
schopnost zastavit se u zdavodnénych primitiv, nybrz fakt, ze takova zda-
vodnénd primitiva nemusi byt pravdiva. Argumenty #1 i #2 tak ve skutec-
nosti podporuji tezi S1. Jak jiz bylo feceno, to je sice skutecné radikalni vy-
tka, které¢ externalismus celit nedokaze, avsak takoveé zjiSténi je banalni. Na-
vic k nému neni tfeba rozliSovat mezi internalismem a externalismem, staci
hovorit o regresu pri zdvodnovani obecné.

Abych to shrnul, Martin Nuhlicek napsal text, ktery srozumitelné popi-
suje néktera uskali epistemologie. Domnivim se ale, Ze argumenty, které
vuci externalismu predklada, jsou prilis silného kalibru a jsou prilis obvyklé.
Je to stejné, jako byste dlouze kritizovali konkrétni znacku auta za to, ze au-
ta obecné znedist'uji vzduch.
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Tento clanok je odpovedou na Nuhlickovu stat’ (2013a), dotyka sa vsak aj
problémov, ktorym sa Nuhlicek venoval v (2013b). V 1. Casti sa pokusim ob-
jasnit, preco relevantny typ zdévodnenia musi suvisiet' s pravdivost'ou toho,
¢o je zdovodnované. Vdaka tomu sa presuniem k diskusii o internalistickych
a externalistickych teériich zdévodnovania, ktord bude pokracovat’ aj v 2. ¢as-
ti. 3. ¢ast je zhrnutim negativnych désledkov pre podmienku zdovodnenia
a 4. Cast’ pripomenutim kti¢ového rozdielu medzi zddvodnenim a kritikou.

1. Otazka suvisu zdovodnenia a pravdivosti

Dakujem Nuhli¢kovi za jeho reakciu (2013a) a aj za memento, ktoré
uvadza na jej konci. Neviem vsak, ¢i ho uspokojim, ak poviem, ze mi poro-
zumel spravne, iba pokial ide o otazku, ¢i zdovodnenie chapem ako zd6vod-
nenie pravdivosti toho, ¢o je zdovodnované. Dalsie jeho interpretacie mo-
jich ndzorov musim uz spresnit. Podl'a prvej z nich st ,zdévodnenie v Tali-
govom chapani a nezavisly dékaz pravdivosti daného tvrdenia, resp. presved-
¢enia ... ekvivalentné® (Nuhlicek 2013a, 143). Problém prave citovanej in-
terpretacie sa ukazuje, ked Nuhlicek komentuje rozliSovanie dostato¢ného
(resp. definitivneho) a Ciastoéného zdovodnenia, ktoré som uviedol v Taliga

(2009, 353). Nuhlicek pise:

Aj toto delenie je zrozumitelné vo svetle chdpania zdovodnenia ako
dokazu pravdivosti: ,definitivne zdévodnenie mézeme chdpat’ ako
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kompletny dokaz pravdivosti dané¢ho vyroku, zatial ¢o pod ,ciastoénym
zdovodnenim® si mozeme predstavit’ urciti podporu daného tvrdenia
¢i presvedéenia, ktord zvysuje pravdepodobnost, Ze je pravdivé (aj ked
tito podpora nie je priamo dokazom jeho pravdivosti). (Nuhlicek
2013a, 144)

Delenie na definitive a ¢iastoéné zdévodnenie md byt teda podla Nuhlicka
zrozumitel né vo svetle chapania zdovodnenia ako dokazu pravdivosti, pri-
com vsak ciastocné zdovodnenie urcitého tvrdenia ¢i presvedcenia ,nie je
priamo dokazom jeho pravdivosti“. To nevyzera ako konzistentna interpre-
tacia. Pritom si vsak Nuhlicek spravne vSima, ze zd6vodnenie v mojom cha-
pani ,predstavuje nejaky druh podpory v prospech pravdivosti presvedceni®
(Nuhli¢ek 2013a, 143). Tento nizor by som prerozpraval tak, ze zdévodne-
nim je [ubovolné zretazenie dvoch skupin vyrokov (presvedCeni, teorii
a pod.), z ktorych jedna ma bud definitivne, alebo ¢iasto¢ne zdévodnit,
resp. podporit, pravdivost tej druhej (pozri Taliga 2009, 353)."

Hned vsak musim dodat’ dve poznimky. Po prvé, takémuto chdpaniu
zdovodnenia sa nevy$Smyknt ani rézne navrhy (Casto externalistické), ktoré
nehovoria o zdovodneni priamo ako o vztahu medzi dvomi skupinami vyro-
kov, ale — napriklad — ako o zdroji (pévode), ktory ma hovorit’ ¢osi v pro-
spech zdovodnovanych tvrdeni ¢ presvedceni. (K tomuto bodu sa vritim
v 2. Casti.) Po druhé, v sacasnosti by som bol pri vymedzeni ¢iasto¢ného
zdovodnenia Ustretovejsi a neobmedzoval by som ho na podmienku uvede-
nu v Taliga (2009, 353), aby bol stupen podpory (vyjadreny v pravdepodob-
nostnych terminoch) vyssi ako ¥. Ak totiz podobne ako Hempel v (1965)
rozlisime medzi absolutnou a relativnou konfirmaciou, potom by sme mohli
vkladat’ nidej do navrhu, Ze v pripade relativnej konfirmacie staci, ak sa stu-
pen nededuktivnej podpory uréitého tvrdenia b, ktoré ma byt (v pravdepo-
dobnostnom zmysle) podporené vzhladom k inému tvrdeniu e, zvysi o
i len o desatinu alebo o stotinu percenta (podl'a toho, ¢o sme ochotni pova-
zovat za relevantny ndrast). Tuto nadej vsak sklame Popperova-Millerova
teoréma, ktoru som parafrazoval v Taliga (2009, 368-371): Evidencia e ne-
moze v ziadnom zmysle slova zvysit' pravdepodobnost’ tej ¢asti obsahu hy-
potézy h, ktorou b prekracuje e. To vyvracia ideu pravdepodobnostnej nede-
duktivnej podpory, pretoze ¢ast’ obsahu b, ktorou b prekraluje e, je prave

Uvedend parafriza nema byt definiciou zdovodnovania (kedZe by islo o definiciu
kruhovu), ale iba zdoraznenim rozliSovania medzi definitivnym a Ciastoénym zd6vodne-
nim namiesto chapania zdévodnenia ako nezavislého dokazu pravdivosti.
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tou castou obsahu b, ktora nie je od e deduktivne zavisla. K Hempelovej
myslienke absolitnej konfirmdcie staci povedat len tolko, ze ak by sme
o evidencii ¢ (ktord ma konfirmovat’ hypotézu b v nededuktivnom zmysle)
aj vedeli, ze je (objektivne) pravdiva, nedokdzali by sme celit' znimemu
problému indukcie, ale by sme mu, naopak, spocivali priamo v narudi.
Problém indukcie sa nedd riesit pomocou tvrdenia, ze hypotéza b je zdo-
vodnena evidenciou e, pretoZe e pravdivo opisuje vyskyt tych udalosti, ktoré
predpovedali predikcie odvodené z h. Také tvrdenie by takisto podliehalo
problému indukcie, ked'ze od zaciatku vieme, ze hypotéza b evidenciu e pre-
sahuje.

Druhé spresnenie, ktoré musim dodat’ k Nuhlickovej interpreticii mo-
jich nazorov, sa tyka jeho domnienky, Ze moje chapanie zdévodnenia sa vy-
mykd ako internalistickému tak aj externalistickému chdpaniu (pozri Nuhli-
¢ek 2013a, 146-147). Najprv sa vyjadrim k Nuhlickovmu vykresleniu inter-
nalistického zdovodnenia ako zdovodnenia, ktoré ,nemi ni¢ spolocné
s pravdivost'ou presvedéeni (Nuhli¢ek 2013a, 147). To je totiz zaklad, na
ktorom Nubhlicek postavil svoje tvrdenie, ze moje chapanie zdévodnenia
(ako zdovodnenia pravdivosti) nie je internalistické. Az potom prejdem
k zdovodneniu externalistickému.

Ak Nuhlickovi spravne rozumiem, tak za priklad internalistického zdo6-
vodnenia, ktoré nemd ni¢ spolo¢né s pravdivostou presvedceni, povaiuje
Lehrerovu ideu akceptacného systému ,presvedceni konkrétneho subjektu®
(Nuhli¢ek 2013a, pozn. 15). Lehrer vsak na viacerych miestach zdoraznuje,
Ze pre poznanie je potrebna ,akceptacia, ktorej cielom je pravda® (Lehrer
1999, 19), teda, ze jeho zamerom je ,predlozit’ teériu poznania a zd6évodne-
nia, ktorou vysvetlime, pre¢o mame zd6vodnenie akceptovat informiciu
ako spravnu, a tvrdit, ze to vieme“ (Lehrer 1999, 36). Na otazku ,,Ako ak-
ceptovany systém generuje zdovodnenie? Lehrer odpoveda: , Tak, Zze nam
povie, ¢i je raciondlne akceptovat’ nejaka vec pri hladani pravdy®, t. j. vtedy,
,ked chceme akceptovat’ len to, o je pravdivé® (1999, 94). Lehrer sice po-
drobne opisuje tzv. osobné zdoévodnenie v terminoch internej koherencie
(1999, 6. kap.), napokon vsak propaguje myslienku tzv. nevyvriteného, resp.
neanulovaného zdévodnenia (undefeated justification), o ktorom tvrdi, Ze
,presahuje internd koherenciu a prenika k pravde® (Lehrer 1999, 116).
V kontraste k externalizmu trva na tom, Ze ,zdoévodnenie presvedcenia, kto-
ré Clovek pozna ako pravdivé, sa ... zaklada na urcitej evidencii vtedy a len
vtedy, ked to, Ze ma evidenciu, vysvetluje, ako vie, Ze presvedcenie je prav-
divé“ (Lehrer 1999, 136).
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Mame tu teda priklad internalistu, podla ktoré¢ho zdovodnenie suvisi
s pravdivostou zdovodnovanych presvedceni uplne bytostne.2 Téza, podla
ktorej internalistické zdovodnenie ,nema ni¢ spolo¢né s pravdivostou pre-
sved¢eni® (por. Nuhli¢ek 2013a, 147), je tak vyvritend. Moje chapanie zdo-
vodnenia je vsak zlucitelné s Lehrerovou internalistickou teériou. Chapem,
ze moze byt nezlucitelné s inou internalistickou tedriou zdovodnenia, podla
ktorej zdévodnenie nesivisi s pravdivostou zdovodnovaného presvedcenia,
v takom pripade by som vsak suhlasil s Lehrerom a tvrdil by som, ze ide
o epistemicky irelevantny typ zdovodnovania.

2. Epistemické zdovodnenie a externalizmus

Problém suvisu zdovodnenia a pravdivosti sa vynara aj pri Nuhlickovej
diskusii o externalistickych teériach zdovodnenia. Nuhlicek pise:

Ani externalisti ... neopustaji predpoklad, ze predmetom zdévodnenia
je samotné presvedcenie, a nie jeho pravdivost (ako u Taligu). Zd6vod-
nené presvedcenie je podla nich presvedéenie, ktoré nadobuda sklon byt
pravdivé ... na zdklade svojho pévodu. (Nuhlicek 2013a, 147)

Nie som si isty, ako chdpat’ prive citovany ndzor, hoci poznim viacero ex-
ternalistickych teorii zd6vodnenia, vratane tych, ktoré spomina Nuhlicek.
Zda sa mi totiz, akoby Nuhlicek tvrdil, Ze podla externalistov ma zd6vod-
nené presvedcenie (vd'aka svojmu povodu) sklon byt pravdivé, no zdovodne-
nie presved¢enia nema mat nic¢ spolocné s pravdivostou presvedCenia. Ani to
nevyzera ako konzistentna interpretacia externalistického zdbévodnenia.® Su-
hlasim s tym, ze podmienky pravdivosti a zdovodnenia sa ,tradi¢ne“ v analy-
tickej epistemologii 20. a 21. storocia uvadzaju osobitne, nemozem vsak uz
suhlasit’ s tym, Ze by tieto dve podmienky boli (alebo mali byt) ,navzijom
nezavislé“ (Nuhli¢ek 2013a, pozn. 9). Skor si myslim, ze vi¢sina sicasnych
epistemologov by tvrdila to, ¢co Hetherington, a to, ze ,na rozdiel od prag-
matického zdovodnenia ma byt epistemické zdovodnenie nejakym sposo-

A pri diskusii nefalibilistického fundacionalizmu Lehrer pise: ,Ak je zd6évodnenie
irelevantné pre pravdivost’ zdkladnych presvedceni, nie je potrebné pre zdévodnenie ak-
ceptacie alebo na ziskanie poznania“ (Lehrer 1999, 41). Relevantné zd6vodnenie musi

teda podla neho savisiet’ s pravdivost'ou.

3 Ak som viak Nuhli¢kovi iba zle porozumel, vopred sa mu ospravedliiujem.
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bom uzko spojené s pravdou®, t. j. ze ,epistemické zdovodnenie presvedce-
nia je zdévodnenim pravdivosti presvedCenia, nie jeho uzito¢nosti alebo
spolocenskej tctyhodnosti“ (Hetherington 1996, 22).

Ak md byt podmienka zdovodnenia relevantnou podmienkou poznania,
musi byt bud’ nutnou, alebo dostatoénou podmienkou poznania. V oboch
pripadoch musi existovat’ spojenie medzi zdévodnenim a pravdivostou. Ak
by totiz bola podmienka zdévodnenia (PZ) dostatocnou podmienkou pozna-
nia (P), platil by kondiciondl PZ — P. Splnenie PZ by teda zarucovalo spl-
nenie P, ¢iZe aj splnenie podmienky pravdivosti (ked'ze podla tripartitnej defi-
nicie nepravdivé presvedcenia poznatkami nie st). V mojom chdpani by,
v takom pripade, islo o definitivne zdovodnenie, z ktorého vyplyva pravdi-
vost zdovodneného presvedcenia. Ak by bola podmienka zdévodnenia (PZ)
nutnou podmienkou poznania (P), platil by kondiciondl P — PZ. Hoci by
teda nemohlo dojst’k poznaniu bez splnenia PZ, splnenie PZ by nezarucilo po-
znanie. V takom pripade by, podl'a méjho chapania zdovodnenia, islo o zd6-
vodnenie iastocné, pri ktorom nie je pravdivost' zdévodneného presvedcenia
ni¢im zarucend, ak vsak plati kondicional P — PZ, nejaké spojenie medzi zdoé-
vodnenim a pravdivostou tu byt musi.

Nemézem teda suhlasit’ s Nuhlickovym ndzorom, ze ,zdévodnenie prav-
divosti poznatkov je ... nieCim, Co protireci litere tripartitnej definicie, podla
ktorej zdovodnujeme samotné presvedCenia, a nie ich pravdivost™ (Nuhlicek
2013a, pozn. 9). Napokon, vyvritenim tohto ndzoru je aj jedna z najstarsich
epistemologickych doktrin — nefalibilisticky fundacionalizmus, podla ktoré-
ho je vd'aka zdévodneniu zarucend pravdivost’ toho, ¢o je zdovodnené. Preto
radsej opit pocitam s moznost'ou, zZe som Nuhlickovi porozumel nespravne.
Zatial to vsak vyzera tak, zZe v pozadi nasho nesthlasu stoja rozdielne odpo-
vede na otazku, ¢i je dolezité, aby zddvodnenie presvedcenia, ze p (ktoré ma
byt poznatkom), viedlo k pravde alebo ju aspon, takpovediac, sprevaidzalo.4
Tvrdim, ze ak zdévodnenie nesivisi s pravdivostou zdovodriovaného presvedce-
nia, potom je uplne zbytocné, aby bolo vyZadované, pretoze v pripade takého
zdovodnenia neplatia kondiciondly PZ — P a P — PZ. Ak je cieflom pozna-
nia (aj) pravda, potom je zdovodnenie, ktoré pravdivost nijakym sposobom
nikomu nenaznacuje, irelevantné.

V oboch pripadoch (,viest k; ,sprevadzat’™) ma byt zdovodnenie presvedéenia pri-
znakom (bud’ definitivnym alebo ¢iastocnym) pravdivosti presvedcenia. Otdzka suvislosti
zd6évodnenia a pravdivosti sa zvykne oznaovat aj ako ,truth-conducivity of justifica-
tion®, pozri napriklad Lammenranta (2008, Casti 8 a 9).



PRAVDIVOST ALEBO ZDOVODNENIE? 389

Ak sa vsak tvrdi, Ze zdévodnenie nejakym sposobom naznacuje pravdi-
vost, potom to uz s internalizmom a externalizmom ide dolu vodou. V pri-
pade internalizmu musi totiz poznavajuca osoba S vediet, ze dobré dovody
pre jej presvedcenie, zZe p, na ktoré sa odvolava, jej naznacuju, ze p je pravdi-
vé. Podla argumentov opisanych v Thaliga (2009) vsak S ¢osi také vediet' ne-
méze. V pripade externalizmu je situdcia rovnako zufald: Externalista sice
tvrdi, Ze na to, aby S (prva osoba) vedela, ze p, S nemusi vediet, Ze jej pre-
svedCenie, 7e p je zdovodnené (stali, ak je fakticky zdévodnené a S o tom
nemusi ani tusit), musi tu vsak byt ind osoba (tretia osoba), ktord stanovi,
¢o je faktickym zd6évodnenim poévodného presvedcenia osoby S, ze p. Tretia
osoba musi teda sformulovat’ teériu zdovodnenia, ktord — pokial ma byt pre
poznanie relevantnd — musi postulovat’suvislost medzi externalistickym zdo-
vodnenim (ozna¢me ho neutrdlne symbolom ,Ex“) a pravdivost'ou zdovod-
niovaného presvedcenia. A tak sa opit’ vyndra tradi¢nd otazka, odkial tretia
osoba vie, Ze nou stanovenda podmienka faktického zdévodnenia presvedce-
nia prvej osoby je sprdvna — otézka, ktorda (vo svojom tradi¢nom $ate) vedie
naspit k poziadavke, aby tretia osoba (alebo d'alsia, ind osoba) poskytla zdé-
vodnenie pre to chipanie faktického zdévodnenia, ktoré (podla predpokla-
du) musi splnit’ prva osoba S, aby mohla vediet, ze p.

Tuto otizku musi externalizmus nejakym sposobom zodpovedat, aspon
pokial' sa nechce stat’ prazdnou doktrinou, ktorda o spojeni pravdivosti po-
vodného presvedCenia p s jeho postulovanym (a udajne spravnym ¢i faktic-
kym) zd6évodnenim Ex ni¢ nepovie. Ak sa o spojeni pravdivosti p s Ex ni¢
nehovori, potom je navrh, podla ktorého sa p stava poznatkom osoby S az
vtedy, ked splni podmienku EXx, irelevantny. (Pre co by malo byt potrebné
splnit’ podmienku Ex? A vzhladom k comu je podmienka Ex;, o ktorej si-
vislosti s pravdou sa ni¢ nehovori, lepsia ako podmienka Ex;, o ktorej suvis-
losti s pravdou sa nehovori takisto?) Ak sa vsak tvrdi, Ze spojenie medzi Ex
a pravdivostou p existuje, potom musi externalista celit' klasickym vecnym
kritickym protiargumentom, ktoré Nuhlicek velmi dobre pozni, ako o tom
sved¢i jeho stat’ (2013b). Nepovazujem preto za potrebné podrobne tieto
argumenty rozoberat. Namiesto toho sa pokusim objasnit,, ako stvisi ex-
ternalistické zdovodnovanie s mojim chdpanim zdovodnenia. Presnejsie po-
vedané, pokusim sa vysvetlit, preco sa problémy zd6vodnenia uvedené
v Thaliga (2009) tykaju aj externalizmu.

Dajme tomu, ze nejaka externalisticka koncepcia stanovi podmienku
zdévodnenia Ex, ktora ma pomdct presvedCeniu, ze p (nejakej prvej osoby
S) stat’ sa poznatkom. Nech je touto podmienkou napriklad Goldmanom
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navrhnuty vhodny spbsob kauzilneho spojenia medzi faktom, ze p a pre-
svedéenim, Ze p.5 Ak by mala byt KP dostatocnou podmienkou poznania (P),
musel by platit’ kondicional KP — P. Ak by mala byt KP nutnou podmien-
kou poznania (P), musel by platit’ kondiciondl P — KP. V Taliga (2010a)
som sa venoval otazke, ¢i je kauzalna podmienka preferovana Davidsonom
nutnou alebo dostato¢nou podmienkou poznania, tu sa vsak pokusim zhod-
notit’ KP na vseobecnejsej rovine. Vieme, Ze podla externalizmu osoba
S nemusi vediet, Ze jej presvedcenie spfﬁa KP, no teraz sa treba pytat, i to
musi vediet’ ind (tretia) osoba. Ak by externalista tvrdil, Ze nie, jeho kon-
cepcia by stratila caro: Platnost'ou uvedenych kondiciondlov by sa nikto
nemusel zaoberat. Ak by vsak tvrdil, Ze tretia osoba® must byt schopna
v konkrétnych pripadoch urcit, ¢ prva osoba S splnila KP, potom éeli kl'a-
covému problému: Ako to tretia osoba zisti a ak to aj zisti, ako jej to pomo-
ze rozhodnut, ¢i S disponuje poznanim? Pomohlo by to iba vtedy, ak by
tretia osoba vedela, ze plati kondicional KP — P. To by si vsak vyzadovalo,
aby tretia osoba vedela, Ze vZdy, ked je splnend kauzalna podmienka KP,
dochadza k poznaniu P. Taka dloha musi byt zjavne nad sily a schopnosti
tretej osoby, a to kvoli problému indukcie: Nikto nemdze byt svedkom
vetkyjch pripadov splnenia kauzilnej podmienky KP, pretoze evidencia, ktora
je k dispozicii, sa mdze zaoberat iba doteraz zaznamenanjmi pripadmi.” Ni-
kto teda nemdze posudit, ¢i splnenie KP zarucuje nadobudnutie poznania
P, pretoze to by si vyzadovalo definitivne zddvodnenie kondicionalu KP — P.

Moze tretia osoba vediet aspor to, ze plati kondiciondl P — KP, teda to,
ze kauzalna podmienka KP je nutnou podmienkou poznania P? Najprv si
vsimnime, Ze touto otazkou sa tretia osoba vobec nevenuje otazke, ako zisti,
¢i prva osoba splnila KP. Predpokladajme vsak, podobne ako predtym, ze
tretia osoba to zistit mbdze.® V takom pripade by zo splnenia KP v pripade

Na ucely tohto clanku nie je potrebna detailnd analyza Goldmanovej podmienky.
V zdujme stru¢nosti ju nazvem kauzdlnou podmienkou a budem na nu odkazovat aj po-
mocou skratky ,KP“.

Pripadne d'alsie osoby, ¢i uz filozofi, vedci alebo celé komunity prislusnych odbornikov.

Navyse, ak by ktosi tvrdil, Ze nejakd tedria (dajme tomu vedecka tedria) vysvetluje,
pre¢o kondicional KP — P plati, urobil by prvy krok v nekone¢nom regrese, pretoze by
musel Celit’ otizke, ¢im je vedecka tedria zdovodnend.

Hoci uvedeny predpoklad povazujem za neobhdjitelny (stroskotal by na podobnych
problémoch, ktoré opisal Nuhli¢ek v (2013b) na priklade reliabilizmu), mojou ulohou je
ukdzat’, preco externalizmu nepomoze ani jeho Ustretové prijatie.
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prvej osoby odvodzovala zaver, ze prva osoba (ktori KP splnila) disponuje
poznanim. Tretia osoba by teda usudzovala podla neplatného tsudkového

pravidla:

P - KP
KP

p

Preto by aj v tomto pripade musela tretia osoba celit’ problému indukcie.
V ceste by jej pritom stila Popperova-Millerova teoréma, podla ktorej spl-
nenie KP neposkytuje Ziadnu nededuktivnu podporu (vyjadrent v pravdepo-
dobnostnych terminoch) zaveru P, ktory premisy presahuje. Inak povedané,
pravdivost externalistickej tedrie nemdze byt zdovodnena ani iastocne.

Prirodzene, tretia osoba by mohla z nejakych (momentalne nejasnych)
pri¢in od samého zadiatku tvrdit, Ze prva osoba md poznanie aie preto aj
splnila KP, t. j. tretia osoba by mohla usudzovat takto:

P - KP
P

KP

Hoci je uvedené usudkové pravidlo platné, asi je zrejmé, v ¢om spociva chyba.
Ak niekto tvrdi prvi premisu (podla ktorej je kauzilna podmienka KP nut-
nou podmienkou poznania P) a sacasne druhd premisu (podla ktorej prva
osoba vie, Ze p), a z toho odvodzuje, ze prva osoba spfﬁa KP, potom sa dopus-
ta chyby petitio principii, pretoze otizka, ktord mala byt’ este len zodpoveda-
nd (,Je KP nutnou podmienkou poznania?®), je v skuto¢nosti uz vopred pova-
zovana za rozhodnutd a spolu s nou aj otazka, ¢i prva osoba vie, zZe p.

Pre uvedené problémy nemdze tretia osoba zddévodnit tvrdenie, ze kau-
zalna podmienka je nutnou alebo dostato¢nou podmienkou poznania. Tieto
problémy, ktoré su v jadre rovnaké ako problémy opisané v Thaliga (2009),
stoja v ceste ['ubovol'nej tedrii epistemickébo zdévodnenia (ozna¢me ju pisme-
nom ,.L"“), pretoze suvisia so zistovanim adekvdtnosti, t. j. pravdivosti, L’.
Predstavme si, ze mame tedriu L’ a Ze chceme zistit, ¢i je pravdivd. Mozno
za tymto ucelom vykoname vedecky experiment alebo budeme argumento-
vat’ pomocou abstraktnejsej uvahy, v kazdom pripade sa vsak musime odvo-
lat’ na nejaky jazykovy vyraz T, (i je nim uZz jednoduché tvrdenie (napr.
v podobe zdznamov o vysledkoch vykonaného experimentu) alebo komplex-
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nd tedria (napr. vedecka tedria opisujica kognitivne procesy). Ak ma vsak
odvolanie sa na 7" hovorit' nie¢o v prospech pravdivosti L', musime si vy-
brat’ bud’ cestu definitivneho zdévodniovania, pri ktorom by pravdivost
L’ vyplyvala z pravdivosti 7T, alebo ¢iastocného zdovodriovania, pri ktorom
by 7" nededuktivohym spésobom zvysovalo stupen pravdepodobnosti tedrie
L’. V oboch pripadoch budu nase ambicie sklamané z objektivnych pricin
opisanych v Taliga (2009).

Pre uplnost’ dodam, ze tu zostéva eSte jedna moznost, ktord sa vsak netesi
prilis velkej oblube: Mozeme sa #iplne vzdat’ podmienky zdovodnenia a tvrdit,
ze tedria L' nie je nicim viac ako hypotézou o tom, akym spésobom nadobu-
dame poznanie. Kauzalnu podmienku alebo [ubovolnt inu externalisticku
podmienku Ex by sme teda prestali chdpat’ ako podmienku zd6vodnenia a jej
naturalizaciu by sme doviedli do dosledkov: Tvrdili by sme, ze k poznaniu
fakticky dochddza vdaka nej, hoci by sme si boli vedomi toho, ze hypotézu L’
nie je mozné zdovodnit. Ak by L’ bola vedeckou hypotézou testovatelnou
pomocou experimentov, a ak by obstala v testoch, stale by sme nemobli tvr-
dit, ze bola vd’aka tomu zd6évodnend. (Ak by sme to tvrdili, dostali by sme sa
do nezavideniahodnej situacie: Okrem toho, Ze by sme si protirecili, by sme
museli opit’ Celit’ problému indukcie.) Ak by sme sa vsak okrem podmienky
zdovodnenia vzdali aj tripartitnej definicie poznania, mohli by sme s ¢istym
svedomim tvrdit, Ze L’ je pripadom vedeckého poznania — falzifikovatelnej
hypotézy. Kym by teda L’ nebola vyvritend, mohli by sme tvrdit, Ze je po-
znatkom o tom, akym spésobom nadobudame poznatky, a ze vysledkom toh-
to spésobu pozndvania je aj sama L’. Nepritomnost protiprikladu k teérii L,
podobne ako nepritomnost’ dobrych dovodov v prospech jej pravdivosti,
predsa nijakym spdsobom neohrozuje pravdivost teorie L'. Iba pritomnost pro-
tiprikladu by pravdivost’tedrie L' spochybnila. Takto by mohol externalista celit’
otdzke, ako sa dd overovat pravdivost jeho teérie bez tobo, aby o podmienke
Ex wvrdil, ze je podmienkou zdovodnenia, a bez toho, aby sa venoval zd6vod-
novaniu svojej tedrie L’. Vysledkom je pozicia, ktora som v Taliga (2010b)
nazval skepticizmom a ktord Nuhlicek v (2013a, 140) nazyva ,poznanim bez
zdévodnenia®. Diskusii o nej sa venuje nasledovnd Cast’.

3. Neplodnost zdévodnenia a prinos skepticizmu

Po formalnej stranke su argumenty proti externalistickym teériam zdo-
vodnenia, ktoré¢ som nacrtol vyssie, totozné s tymi, ktoré¢ uvadza Nuhlicek



PRAVDIVOST ALEBO ZDOVODNENIE? 393

v (2013b): Externalizmus zlyhdva na probléme indukcie, na chybe petitio
principii (begging the question) a na probléme nekonecného regresu. To
by vsak ani nemalo prekvapovat, kedze skeptické argumenty operuju s tymito
problémami uz od antiky (pozri napr. Lammenranta 2008). Mdme tu teda
dva obsahovo mierne odlisné sposoby argumentacie proti externalizmu,
ktoré sa stretavaju v rovnakom zavere. Suhlasim s Nuhlickom, ked’ uzatvara,
ie ,v ramci externalizmu principialne nie je mozné doveryhodne identifiko-
vat’ zdovodnenie akychkol'vek presvedéeni (Nuhlicek 2013b, 47). Preto ma
mierne prekvapilo, ked som sa v Nuhlickovom texte (2013a) docital, Ze
moje chapanie zdovodnenia povazuje za ,neplodné®, kedze ma udajne
y2ukracuje o rozne iné chdpania zd6évodnenia“, ktoré ,moézu byt potencidlne
zaujimavé a prinosné“ (Nuhlicek 2013a, 149). Po tom, ¢o som uviedol, je
azda zrejmé, ze moje chapanie zdovodnenia je naopak az také sirokeé, ze za-
hrna l'ubovol' ny typ epistemickébo zdévodnenia, t. j. zdévodnenia, ktoré si na-
rokuje na to, ze svisi s pravdivostou zdovodriovanych presvedceni. Fak, ze
to robi az na meta-Urovni, som pritom nepovazoval za podstatny. Teraz
vsak vidim, Ze som mal vopred vysvetlit, akym sposobom je v mojom cha-
pani zdovodnenia zahrnuté internalistické aj externalistické epistemické
zdévodnenie. Mohol som tak predist nedorozumeniu, Ze moje chdpanie
zdovodnenia je ,,v jasnom nesulade s internalistickymi aj s externalistickymi
koncepciami (por. Nuhli¢ek 2013a, 147). Chépem, ze (napriklad) kauzilna
podmienka znie na prvy pohlad inak ako moje chapanie zd6vodnovania.
Dufam vsak, ze sa mi podarilo objasnit, preco sa problémy zdévodnovania,
ktoré som opisal v Taliga (2009), tykaja nielen tejto podmienky, ale aj fu-
bovolnej inej podmienky epistemického zdévodnenia. Navyse mam dojem,
ze moje a Nuhlickove nazory nie st az také odlisné, ako to vykresluje Nuh-
licek v (2013a). Napokon, sim Nuhli¢ek dospel v (2013b) k zaveru, ze ex-
ternalistické teorie zdovodnenia prinosnymi nie su. Ak si mysli, ze su pri-
nosné internalistické tedrie zdovodnenie, staci povedat’ v ¢om.

Neviem, ¢i by Nuhlicek povazoval za plodné aj zdovodnenie, ktoré nesu-
visi s pravdivost'ou toho, ¢o je zddvodriované. Jeho diskusia o internalistic-
kych teériach v Nuhlicek (2013a, 147) budi tento dojem, no moino ide
o dojem falosny. M6j nazor som uz uviedol: KedZe existuju vecné kritické
argumenty proti moznosti ziskania definitivneho aj ¢iastocného zdovodne-
nia, je neplodné vyzadovat zddévodnenie, ktoré suvisi alebo chce stvisiet
s pravdivostou toho, ¢o je zdévodnované. Avsak vyzadovanie zdovodnenia,
ktoré nesuvisi alebo nechce suvisiet s pravdivost'ou toho, ¢o je zdovodnova-
né, je neplodné tobdz: Také zdovodnenie neplni ziadny epistemicky relevant-
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ny ucel. Ak by vsak niekto predsa len trval na tom, ze také zdovodnenie
plodné je, bolo by zaujimavé vidiet, ako by celil otdzke, (i je relevantnym
zdrojom zddévodnovania napriklad aj vestenie z kristalovej gule (pozri aj
Lammenranta 2008, ¢ast’ 9). Pre tato chvilu mam skor dojem, Ze neplodnou
je sama poZiadavka zdévodnenia, nie moje chdpanie zdévodnenia, ktoré som
prevzal z Miller (1994, 3. kap.).

Odmietnutie zdévodnenia vedie spolu s faktom, Ze existuje poznanie,
k téze, ze poznatky nemusia byt (a ani nie su) zdéovodnené. Aj tato tézu po-
vazujem za plodnu, okrem iného preto, ze vyjasnuje spor, ¢i je skepticizmus
paradoxny. Prejdem preto priamo k Nuhlickovej vycitke, resp. otazke, preco
zavadzajuco sirim koncepciu ,poznanie bez zdovodnenia® pod hlavickou
skepticizmu (Nuhli¢ek 2013a, 149). Zda sa, ze moj rozbor vSeobecnej formy
skeptickych argumentov, inspirovany Hetheringtonom (1996), ktory som
uviedol v Thaliga (2012, 422), bol prili$ stru¢ny. Keby som si dal viac zilezat,
azda by Nuhlicek netvrdil, ze sa uspokojivo nevyjadrujem k nesuladu méjho
chipania skepticizmu s tradi¢cnym chdpanim skepticizmu (pozri Nuhli¢ek
2013a, 140-141), a ze nevysvetlujem, pre¢o moje chipanie skepticizmu ,bez
okolkov spdja[m] s vyrazom ,skepticizmus’, hoci ... [mu] ocividne nezodpo-
veda ani skepticizmus, ktory najdeme v dejinach filozofie, ani skepticizmus,
ktory je v prevlidajucej miere predmetom sucasnych epistemologickych dis-
kusii“ (Nuhlicek 2013a, 145). Zopakujem teda to, zZe tradicné a v sucasnosti
prevladajuce chapanie skepticizmu povazujem za zavadzajuce: Skeptik, ktory
argumentuje proti poznaniu vymedzenému urcitym spésobom,9 spochybnuje
moznost, Ze existuje poznanie vymedzené tymto spésobom, nie moznost, ze
existuje poznanie vobec. Ak sa teda (tradi¢ne) skepticizmus interpretuje ako
téza, podla ktorej ni¢ nevieme alebo ako argumentacia, ,ktorej cielom je
spochybnenie poznania“ (Nuhli¢ek 2013a, pozn. 13), potom sa mi zda, Ze sa
ukracujeme o hlbsie pochopenie skepticizmu, pretoze skeptik nemd preco
tvrdit, Ze ni¢ nevieme, a ani spochybrniovat’ samu skutocnost, ze nejaké po-
znanie predsa len mame.

Napokon, sim Nuhli¢ek sthlasi s tym, ze v skeptickej argumentacii je
,predmetom spochybnenia ... zdévodnenie presvedéeni“ (Nuhlicek 2013a,

9 . . v . . 4 . .
V Hetheringtonovej vseobecnej forme skeptickych argumentov je toto vymedzenie

obsiahnuté v uvodnej premise S1, ktora nasledne skeptik spochybnuje. Pre ilustraciu si
mozeme predstavit, ze v S1 sa poznanie definuje napriklad v terminoch externalistickych
kauzalnych teérii, ktoré podmienku zdévodnenia naturalizuja, alebo v terminoch inter-
nalistickych tedrii, ktoré chiapu podmienku zdévodnenia v normativnhom zmysle.
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pozn. 7). Vyplyva z toho spochybnenie poznania? Ako si v§ima aj Nuhlicek,
je tomu tak iba ,za predpokladu tripartitnej definicie poznania“ (Nuhlicek
2013a, pozn. 3). Musi vsak skeptik akceptovat’ tripartitna definiciu? Neviem
si predstavit’, preco by to tak malo byt. To, ze sa tito definicia predpokladd
pri vymedzeni poznania, ktoré skeptik kritizuje, eSte neznamena, ze sa skep-
tik s iou musi stotoznit. Naopak, uz v Taliga (2010b) som tvrdil, ze pokial
chceme chdpat’ rozdiel medzi skepticizmom a agnosticizmom, nemali by sme
skeptikovi podsuvat tézu, ze nikto ni¢ nevie a ani argumentainé stratégie
spochybnujice poznanie. Skeptické argumenty, podla ktorych nemézeme
mat zdbévodnenie v prospech pravdivosti uréitého presvedCenia, Ze p, nehovoria
predsa ni¢ v neprospech pravdivosti tohto presvedCenia, ale ,,iba“ v neprospech
tézy, Ze ono presvedCenie musi byt zdovodnené, ak chce byt poznatkom.
Rozumiem teda, preco skeptik popiera, ze by presvedcenie, ze p, mohlo byt
poznatkom v zmysle tripartitnej definicie. Nerozumiem vsak, preco by sa
skeptik mal s touto definiciou stotoznit’, kedze jeho argumenty nehovoria
ni¢ proti pravdivosti presvedcenia, ze p, ktoré tak (za predpokladu odmiet-
nutia tripartitnej definicie) stale moze byt poznatkom. Povedané v skratke:
To, na com zdlezi, nie je zdovodnenie presvedcenia, ale jebo pravdivost.

Prinos tohto chapania skepticizmu, ktoré¢ som navrhol aj v Taliga
(2010b), by sa mal teda hodnotit’ vzhladom na problémy, ktorym som sa
v danej stati pokusal celit. Ako som uviedol v Taliga (2010b, 695), islo mi
najmi o otdzku, ¢i sa musi skeptik nevyhnutne zaplietat’ do protireceni ¢i
paradoxov, alebo sa pretvarovat, ako sa to casto v epistemologicke;j literata-
re o niom tvrdi. Suhlasim s Nuhlickom (2013a, pozn. 14), ze nie je nutné,
aby sa filozofi pokusali zo skepticizmu urobit logicky konzistentnt episte-
mologicka doktrinu. Ak vsak chca odlisit’ skepticizmus od agnosticizmu,
zda sa mi, ze to nutné je.lo V Taliga (2010b) mi teda povodne islo o prob-
1ém, ¢&i preukazujeme dostatocné pochopenie skepticizmu, ak tvrdime, Ze ide
o vniitorne spornii epistemologickii doktrinu. Nezaujimala ma otazka, ¢i je
skepticizmus logicky konzistentnou doktrinou z historického uhla pohladu,
ale otdzka, ¢i st paradoxy pripisované skepticizmu naozaj dosledkom skeptic-
kych argumentov. Som rad, ze aj Nuhlicek a Szapuova odpovedaji na tuto
otazku zaporne (por. Nuhli¢ek — Szapuova 2012, 156-157), ich odpovedi
vsak prestivam rozumiet, ak skepticizmus nepovazujii za ,logicky konzis-

Samozrejme, tento mdj nazor moze byt chybny a mozno len nechapem, ako sa di
odlisit’ agnosticizmus od skepticizmu a siicasne zachovat’ chipanie skepticizmu ako smeru
spochybnujuceho poznanie.



396 MILOS TALIGA

tentny ... smer”, ako to tvrdi Nuhlicek v (2013a, 145, pozn. 13). Existuje
teda, podla nich, nejaky skeptik, ktory sa zaplieta do paradoxov opisanych
napriklad v Démuth (2009)? V Thaliga (2010b) som navrhol, Ze to nie je
skeptik, kto sa zaplieta do paradoxov, ale agnostik, ktory tvrdi, ze ni¢ ne-
vieme. Dokonca ani paradox falibilizmu, ktory Kvasz a Zelenak v praci
Kvasz — Zelenak (2009) opisuju a pripisuji ho Popperovi, sa netyka skepti-
cizmu, ktory sa (podla méjho ¢itania Poppera) v Popperovej filozofii nachd-
dza: Skeptik mdze s Cistym svedomim akceptovat, Ze existuji tzv. nutné
pravdy a sucasne tvrdit, Ze nie si zdovodnené (pozri Taliga 2010b, 4. cast).
To boli kI'a¢ové problémy, ktorym som sa venoval v Taliga (2010b). Mrzi
ma, ze sa v priebehu nasich diskusii ¢oraz viac od nich vzdalujeme.

4. Asymetria medzi zdovodnovanim a kritikou

V kratkosti sa este dotknem rozdielov medzi mojimi a Nuhlickovymi
nazormi, ktoré na prvy pohlad nevyzeraju az tak dolezito. Pokusim sa vsak
ukizat, Ze ide o rozdiely kl'd¢ové. Ako som zdoraznioval uz v Taliga (2009,
362; resp. 2012, 419), deduktivne argumenty sa daja vyuzit’ bud’ na obhajo-
bu alebo na kritiku urcit¢ho tvrdenia p, avsak ani jedna z tychto aktivit ne-
md ni¢ spolo¢né so zdévodnovanim p. Ak teda pontikam argumenty urcené
na obhajobu p (napriklad na obhajobu svojich tvrdeni) alebo argumenty,
ktoré sluzia na kritiku p (napriklad na kritiku tézy, podla ktorej je zddvod-
nenie potrebné na poznanie), neznamend to eSte, ze uvadzam dobré dévody
za (obhajoba) alebo proti (kritika) p. Preto si ani nemyslim, Ze je namieste
podozrenie ,z protireCenia medzi tym, ¢o deklaruje[m], a tym, ¢o skutocne
robi[m]“ (Nuhlicek 2013a, 140).

Pokial som si vedomy, moja pozicia nie je vnutorne sporna, no mozno
sa mylim. Jej dosledkom je vSak chapanie argumentov, ktoré je nezlucitel'né
s dalsim Nuhlickovym nazorom, a to, ze ,argument vo filozofii méze vystu-
povat’ v dvojakej ulohe: 1. Ako dokaz tvrdenia v zmysle logického vyplyva-
nia z premis; 2. ako zdovodnenie tvrdenia v zmysle pripojenia epistemicky
podpornych tvrdeni (Nuhli¢ek 2013a, pozn. 19). KedZe takéto chipanie ar-
gumentov odmietam, nikdy mi nenapadlo explicitne upozornit na rozdiel
medzi 1 a2. Z vyssie uvedeného je asi zrejmé, preco odmietam 2. Preco
vsak odmietam 1? Jednoducho preto, lebo sformulovat’ argument, ktorého
zaver vypljva z premis, znamena odvodit’ zaver z premis, neznamend to vsak
zaver dokdzat. Na to, aby islo o dokaz zaveru, by museli byt (ako podotyka
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napr. aj Cmorej 2001, 83) premisy pravdivé, o znamend, Ze na to, aby sme
mohli vediet; ze ide o dokaz zaveru, by sme museli vediet; ze premisy s
pravdivé. Okamzite tak narazame na problém nekonecného regresu alebo na
chybu petitio principii, ktorym som sa venoval v Taliga (2009). Mojou ulo-
hou teda nebolo ni¢ iné ako ,pripomenut’ nam, Ze je rozdiel medzi tym, ked
chceme byt o nieCom presvedéeni, a tym, ked mdme dobré dovody, aby
sme o tom boli presvedceni (Laudan 1998, 1132). KedZe sa vsak zda, ze ide
o upozornenie, ktoré budi z nejasnych pri¢in pohorsenie, pripomeniem aj
to, Ze nepritomnost’ dobrych dovodov v prospech pravdivosti tvrdenia p ne-
hovori vébec nic¢ proti pravdivosti p.

Nuhlicek sa pyta: ,Ak Taliga nepoznd podmienky poznania, tak ¢o mu
umoziiuje tak horlivo obhajovat’ nizor, ze podmienka zdoévodnenia medzi ne
nepatri? (Nuhlicek 2013a, 149) Je pravda, ze v Taliga (2012, 423) som tvr-
dil, Ze neviem, ktoré¢ podmienky si# nutné a dostatocné pre poznanie. Z toho
vsak nevypljva, ze by som nemohol poznat’ tie podmienky, ktoré nutnymi (i
dostato¢nymi pre poznanie nie si. V Taliga (2009) som sa pokusil predo-
striet’ racionalne uvazovanie vyuzivajuce argumenty proti zdovodnovaniu,
ktoré som strucne zhrnul aj v tomto clanku a ktorych zasobu zaujimavym
sposobom rozsiruje aj Nuhli¢ek v (2013b). Toto uvazovanie ma doviedlo
k zaveru, ze podmienka zdovodnenia nie je nutnou a ani dostato¢nou pod-
mienkou poznania. Opakujem, Ze tento zaver nie je nicim zd6évodneny, ¢o
vsak neznamena, Ze je nepravdivy. Na jeho vyvratenie je potrebné predo-
striet’ protiargument, ktory som vsak v Nuhlicek (2013a) nepostrehol.
Nuhlicek sice nasleduje tradiciu analytickej epistemologie a rozlisuje medzi
internalistickym a externalistickym zd6vodnenim, pokusil som sa vsak uka-
zat, ze toto rozliSenie je skor v sulade ako v rozpore s nazorom, ze zdovod-
novanie je neplodné. Podmienku zdévodnenia nezachrani ani nazor, ze exis-
tuje zdovodnenie, ktoré ,nema ni¢ spolo¢né s pravdivostou presvedceni
(Nuhli¢ek 2013a, 147). Ak je nasim cielom poznanie, potom je predkladanie
a identifikicia dovodov, ktoré nesuvisia s pravdivostou zddvodnovaného
presvedcenia, azda aj mozné, lenze zbytocné. Predkladanie a identifikacia do-
vodov, ktoré s pravdivostou zd6vodniovaného presvedCenia stvisia, je vsak
nemozné. Prave to tvrdi, aspon podla mojho nazoru, skepticizmus. Zda sa mi,
ze tento zaver je v stlade so zdvermi Nuhlickovych stati (2013a) a (2013b), no
mozno sa mylim a Nuhli¢ek z nejakého dovodu chce obhajovat’ podmienku
zdovodnenia ako nutnu alebo dostato¢nu podmienku poznania.
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Tento clanek je kriticky polemickou reakci na ¢lanek s nazvem ,Elipsa®,
autora Milose Kosterce, ktery vychazi ve stejném cisle casopisu Organon F.
Ackoli je minén jako kriticka polemika, neznamena to, ze bych povazovala
zminény c¢lanek o elipse za Spatny ¢i bezcenny. Pravé naopak, Kosterctv pri-
spévek k teorii sémantiky vét s pragmaticky netplnym vyznamem povazuji
za velice cenny a inspirativni. Pfesto citim potfebu se k nékterym aspektim
Kostercova pfistupu vyjadfit, nebot’ jsou ponékud diskutabilni.

1. Shrnuti Kostercova pfristupu

Autor se v ¢lanku zabyva sémantickym obsahem tzv. eliptickych vét, tj.
takovych, kde je urcitd ¢ast véty vypusténa, nebot’ je zfejmd z kontextu.
Autor nejprve vymezi, jakym typem elipsy se bude zabyvat, nebot dle
Nealeho lze rozeznat tfi typy takovéhoto eliptického vypusténi, a to kon-
verzacni elipsa, elipticka vypovéd a vétnd elipsa. Jelikoz mu jde o logicko-
sémantickou analyzu, nezabyva se pochopitelné pragmatickym aspektem
konverzacni elipsy. Na vhodnych prikladech pak ukazuje rozdil mezi elip-
tickou vypovédi a eliptickou vétou. Zatimco elipticka vypoved muze byt
gramaticky uplna veta, avsak elipticky byla vypusténa urcita informace,
ktera je zjevnd z kontextu (napf. ze se nejednd o vSechny lahve na svété,
nybrz pouze o ty na stole), eliptickd véta je gramaticky neuplnd, tedy neu-
plnd na urovni povrchové formy (napf. ,Jozo s Anetou®, kde je vypusténo
sloveso ,,sedél).

© 2013 The Author. Journal compilation © 2013 Institute of Philosophy SAS
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Dale pak autor rika:

Na rozdiel od konverzacnej elipsy a eliptickej vypovede sa teda eliptické
vety vyznacuju neuplnost'ou na urovni povrchovej formy. V tomto ¢lan-
ku sa venujem eliptickym vetdm a ich vyznamu. (Kosterec 2013b, 357)

Poté, co takto vymezil rozsah svého zkoumani, prechazi ke kratkému shr-
nuti tfi nejznaméjsich pristupt k analyze eliptickych vét, a to syntaktické te-
orie elipsy, a dvou sémantickych teorii, tj. teorie vlastnosti a teorie minimdl-
nibo indexikalismu. Co se tyka jeho kritiky syntakticke teorie elipsy, nelze
nez souhlasit s autorovym kritickym odmitnutim tohoto pfistupu. Jisté, to
co bylo z véty vypusténo (antecedent), neni pouhy semivyraz, ale plnohod-
notny vyraz s urCitym vyznamem, ktery je nutno analyzovat a na zakladé to-
hoto vyznamu provést zadouci doplnéni elipticke véty. Tedy vztah mezi an-
tecedentem a vynechanou cisti eliptické véty neni dan syntaktickym, nybrz
sémantickym kritériem.

Prechazi proto ve svém hodnoceni ke dvéma sémantickym teoriim
elipsy, a to teorii vlastnosti a teorii minimalniho indexikalismu. Zde snad
jenom mald pripominka k autorovym vyjadfenim. Na zavér této kapitoly
2 rika:

Co keby sme tvrdili, Ze antecedent a vynechané miesto v eliptickej vete
nie su syntakticky totozné, ale vzt'ahuju sa na ta istd vlastnost’? Dosled-
kom by bolo to, ze vztah medzi antecedentom a vynechanou castou
eliptickej vety nebude dany syntaktickym, ale sémantickym kritériom.
(Kosterec 2013b, 360)

Jisté¢ je mu znamo, Ze stejny vyznam antecedentu a vynechané Casti véty
nemusi byt dan pouze vztahem ke stejné vlastnosti. Navic, v dalsSim textu
pouziva termin ,vlastnost® ponékud volné, a to nejen pro vlastnosti, ale
i pro binarni vztahy, apod.

Kosterec zcela spravné poukazuje na to, ze syntakticka teorie elipsy ne-
rozlisi dva mozné vyznamy véty

»2Martin videl svoju matku a aj Edo®

Prvni mozné doplnéni bude na zakladé vlastnosti oznacené vyrazem ,vidét
svou matku® a druhé na zdkladé¢ vlastnosti ,vidét Martinovu matku®.

Co se tyka rozboru teorie vlastnosti, zde je toto rozliSeni snadno prove-
ditelné. Nesouhlasim pouze se zpasobem, jak to Kosterec ponékud neob-
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ratné vysvétluje na zakladé lambda kalkulu na zacatku kapitoly 3.1.: ,Roz-
diel medzi oboma vlastnost'ami spociva v pocte vyskytov viazanych premen-
nych v a-vyraze.“ (Kosterec 2013b, 361) Vlastnost jisté nema zadné vyskyty
proménnych, a to ani vazané ani volné. Pouze prislusné A-termy, které da-
nou vlastnost oznacuji, obsahuji vyskyty proménnych.

Horsi vsak je to, ze jeho kritika teorie vlastnosti se zda byt zcela neo-
podstatnéna. Kosterec fika zhruba toto: Teorie vlastnosti prijima podminku
totoznosti vyznamu antecedentu a vyznamu vynechané casti eliptické véty.
Totoznost vyznamu je dana totoznosti vlastnosti, a ta je dana identitou
a-terml. (Pozn.: K urceni totoznosti vlastnosti by stacila pouha ekvivalence
A-termd, jejich identita pak zajistuje totoznost vjznamu.) Lambda termy
jsou identické, pokud maji stejnou strukturu, mohou se lisit pouze pojme-
novanim A-vazanych proménnych. Neni sice jasné, zda je to takto formulo-
vano v teorii vlastnosti, nebo zda je to Kosterciv vyklad, avsak v zdsadé je
toto kritérium jasné. Ovsem priklad, na kterém se snazi Kosterec ukazat, ze
vysvetleni elipsy podané v ramci teorie vlastnosti na zakladé totoznosti vy-
znamu antecedentu a vynechané casti eliptické véty, neni dostatecné vseo-
becné, se mi jevi jako zcela nevhodny a nespravny. Kosterec tvrdi, ze véta

»2Martin videl svoju matku a Edo veri, Ze aj Jana“

md kromé dvou vyznami, které lze v teorii vlastnosti zachytit (tj. ,Martin
videl svoju matku a Edo veri, Ze aj Jana videla svoju matku“ vs. ,Martin vi-
del Martinovu matku a Edo veri, Ze aj Jana videla Martinovu matku®) jesté
tfeti vyznam, ktery jiz na zdklad¢é této sémantické totoznosti v teorii vlast-
nosti zachytit nelze, a to tento:

»~Martin videl svoju matku a Edo veri, Ze Jana videla Edovu matku.*

Opravdu nerozumim tomu, jak by nékdo mohl vyse uvedenou vétu takto
chipat. Vidyt o Edové matce se v tomto kontextu vitbec nemluvi! Anafo-
ricky odkaz ,aj“ se vztahuje k vlastnosti, o které se mluvilo, a v avahu zde
pfichazeji pouze ony dvé vyse zminéné vlastnosti, a to ,vidét svou matku® ¢i
,vidét Martinovu matku®.

Dale v kapitole 3.2 vysvétluje Kosterec teorii minimalniho indexikalis-
mu, ke které se pak zjevné priklani i v navrhu svého vlastniho feseni pro-
blému sémantiky eliptickych vét. Opét jen strucné shrnu principy, ze kte-
rych autor vychdzi. Teorie minimalniho indexikalismu (TMI) sice rovnéz
pfipousti, Ze vyznam vynechané casti eliptické véty se zakladd na vyznamu
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antecedentu, avsak elipticka véta obsahuje tzv. implicitni proménné, které
nejsou v eliptické vété explicitné vyjadreny. Cituji:

Elipticka veta podl'a TMI obsahuje implicitné syntaktické jednotky. To
vSak ma zavazny dosledok pre elipticka vetu — nie je totiz kompletnou
vetou, ale iba tzv. ,vetnym radikilom®. (Kosterec 2013b, 364)

Kosterec zde uvadi priklad takovéto implicitni proménné, a to ve vété
»Peter sedel s Mariou a Jozo s Anetou“. Druhd véta ,Jozo s Anetou® je jisté
gramaticky netplna, je to vétny radikal, obsahuje implicitni proménnou,
ktera ma oznacovat vztah, v jakém jsou Jozo s Anetou, tedy tuto promén-
nou musime doplnit: ,,Jozo R% s Anetou®. S tim nelze ne% souhlasit. Oviem
zavery, které z tohoto jednoduchého faktu Kosterec vyvozuje, se mi zdaji
byt velice problematické. Jednak opét zcela nevhodné ztotoinuje vlastnosti
s jejich zachycenim pomoci A-termi. Opét cituji:

Tento vzt'ah sémantickych obsahov antecedentu a implicitnej premen-
nej reprezentujucej vynechanu cast’ eliptickej vety sa nipadne podoba
kritériu sémantickej identity sémantickych obsahov v TV. Je tu vsak za-
sadny rozdiel. VTV boli vyskyty premennych neoddelitelnou stcastou
A-zapisov, ktoré zodpovedali sémantickym obsahom antecedentu a vyne-
chanej Casti eliptickej vety. TMI nepostuluje tato spitost’ a uvazuje bi-
narne reldcie a individuové premenné ako sémanticky nezavislé objekty.
(Kosterec 2013b, 366)

Myslim, ze jsou zde sméSovany razné véci dohromady. Vyskyty promén-
nych jsou jist¢ neoddélitelnou soucisti A-termd, o tom snad nikdo nepo-
chybuje. Jist¢ vsak teorie vlastnosti nepovazuje binarni relace a vyskyty
proménnych v A-termech za sémanticky zavislé objekty! Jde prosté jen o to,
zda ona elipticka véta je opravdu eliptickd v tom smyslu, Ze se jedna o gra-
maticky neuplny vétny radikal s implicitnimi proménnymi, nebo se jedna
o vetu s explicitnim anaforickym odkazem. Ve druhém pripadé je povrchova
forma této véty uplnd, nejedna se zde o zadné implicitni proménné, které by
bylo nutno doplnovat.

Toto sméSovani dvou raznych véci, a to problému vétného radikalu (¢i
opravdové elipsy, chcete-li) obsahujiciho implicitni, tedy nevyjidrené odka-
zy, s problémem veét s explicitnim anaforickym odkazem, tedy gramaticky
Gplné véty, se pak tahne dile jako Cervend nit’ celym clinkem a je hlavnim
predmétem mé kritiky. Jasné je to vidét na nasledujicim prikladé, na zakladé
jehoz analyzy ukazuje Kosterec ,prednosti® TMI. Vraci se opét k prikladu
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véty ,Martin videl svoju matku a aj Edo®. Rika, zZe ,vlastnost vidét je binar-
ni“ (sic!), a tedy v této vété chybi dvé implicitni proménné, a to R ai, pro-
to je nutno ji doplnit takto:

Martin videl svoju matku a aj Edo R

Nyni mame tak fikajic volné ruce k tomu, abychom doplnovali za tyto pro-
meénné jak vztahy, o kterych se mluvilo, tak individua, o kterych se mluvilo.

Za prvé, nerozumim tomu, pro¢ je nutno pri tomto feseni zcela ignorovat
explicitni proménnou, ktera se ve vété nachazi, a to 4. Tato proménnd (ana-
foricky odkaz) evidentné odkazuje na vlastnost (tedy undrni vztab), o kterém
se mluvilo. V uvahu, jak jiz jsem fekla, prichazi pouze dvé vlastnosti, a to ,vi-
dét svou matku® ¢i ,vidét Martinovu matku“. Za druhé¢, a to je jesté horsi,
ona volnost, se kterou zde Kosterec pridal dvé implicitni proménné a pfitom
zcela ignoroval explicitni proménnou, ktera tam je, mu umoznuje dojit
i k tomu udajné tfetimu moznému vyznamu véty ,Martin videl svoju matku
a Edo veri, ze aj Jana®, pfi kterém vété vedlejsi rozumime tak, Ze Jana videéla
Edovu matku. Jak jsem jiz uvedla, takovéto reseni nelze povazovat za spravneé.

Vidyt véta ,aj Edo® ¢i Cesky ,Edo také“ mlze byt pouzita v jiném kon-
textu. Napr. takto: ,Martin je chytry a Edo také“. V tomto pfipadé tedy
budeme dle Kosterce opét ignorovat explicitni anaforicky odkaz ,také®
a doplnime implicitni proménné — jaké a proc¢? Jakeé je dle Kosterce kritéri-
um, kdy je nutno tyto implicitni proménné doplnovat? Dle mého nazoru je
to kritérium jasné. Je to nutné, jedna-li se o gramaticky neuplnou vétu
s netplnou povrchovou formou, kde ona explicitni proménna chybi, jako
v pripadé ,Jozo s Anetou“. Coz ale neni pripad vét s anaforickym odkazem,
nybrz cisté eliptickych vét.

Nyni jesté rozeberu zavér této kapitoly 3.2. Kosterec zde uvadi (cituj,
zdtraznéni kurzivou je mé):

Na otazky zo zaciatku tejto kapitoly odpoveda TMI nasledovne:

Q: Ako rozumieme, aké casti boli vypustené z eliptickej vety?

A: Vieme to vdaka kontextu jej pouzitia, ktorého vplyv sa prejavi ohod-
notenim prislusnych implicitnych premennych.

Q: Aky je vztah vyznamov antecedentu a vynechanej Casti eliptickej vety?

A: Hodnoty implicitnych premennych su zaroven sémantickym obsa-
hom niektorej predchadzajicej casti textu alebo komunikacie.
Povedzme si este, preco TMI neprijima postulat totoznosti séman-

tickych obsahov eliptickej a jej prisluchajucej neeliptickej vety. Eliptickd
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veta podl'a TMI obsahuje implicitné premenné a predstavuje vetny radikdl.
Neeliptickd veta Ziadne implicitné premenné neobsabuje. Hoci v konkrét-
nom pouziti vetné¢ho radikalu je jeho vyjadreny vyznam rovnaky ako vy-
znam prisluchajucej neeliptickej vety, neplati to vo vSeobecnosti. Ten is-
ty vetny radikal totiz moézeme pouzit v inom kontexte, v ktorom bude
vyjadrovat’ iny vyznam. To sthlasi s tvrdenim TMI, ze elipticka veta
mimo kontext jej pouzitia predstavuje otvorenu propozi¢nu konstrukciu,
ktora samostatne nie je uplnym navodom na priradenie pravdivostnej
hodnoty nejakej propozicii. (Kosterec 2013b, 367-368)

Jelikoz se Kosterec s témito zasadami dile ve svém ndvrhu analyzy
v podstaté ztotoznuje, musime si je trochu rozebrat. Tak za prvé, pokud
v uvedeném odstavci ,otazky — odpoveédi“ nahradime vsude termin ,impli-
citni proménna“ terminem ,explicitni proménna, tj. anaforicky odkaz®,
vidime, Ze totéz plati pro véty s anaforickym odkazem. Avsak, za druhé,
tyto vety dle dale zdraznéné casti Kostercova textu nelze povazovat za
eliptické. Cili pro véty s anaforickjm odkazem neplati to, ze zde doslo
k eliptickému vypusteéni néjaké casti z pohodlnosti natolik, ze bez doplné-
ni chybéjici ¢asti neni véta gramaticky uplna, je to pouhy vétny radikal.
(Coz nevylucuje, ze by se nemohl vyskytnout v jedné a téze vété oboji jev,
jak eliptické vypusténi, bez kterého neni véta gramaticky uplna, tak expli-
citni anaforicky odkaz.) Neni tedy divod, aby se vyznam véty s anaforickjm
odkazem zcela ménil v zdvislosti na kontextu, jako je tomu dle Kosterce
v pripade vét eliptickych. Jisté, vyznam véty s anaforickym odkazem je
rovnez oteviend propozicni konstrukce, tedy je to pragmaticky neuplny vy-
znam, neboli neuplny navod na to, jak v kterémkoli stavu svéta a v kte-
rémkoli case vyhodnotit pravdivostni podminky. Ale tato oteviena kon-
strukce nent zdvisld na kontextu.

Tedy vyznamem véty ,Edo také® je v libovolném kontextu oteviena kon-
strukce s volnou proménnou zaké, a to konstrukee, ktera v-konstruuje pro-
pozici v zavislosti na ohodnoceni proménné také: rwar [také,, "Edo]. Je-li
véta vyslovena v situaci, kdy mluvime o tom, ze Jozo je chytry, ohodnotime
proménnou také pragmaticky a prisoudime ji jako hodnotu vlastnost byt
chytry. Vyskytne-li se v lingvistickém kontextu ,Jozo je chytry a Edo také®,
pak jako vysledek rezoluce anaforického odkazu ,také“ dostaneme ohodno-
ceni proménné také vlastnosti byt chytry. Neni zde viibec zadny davod pro
to, abychom zcela ménili pragmaticky netplny vyznam (tj. otevfenou kon-
strukci) vétou vyjadreny a pridavali do ni dodate¢né implicitni proménné
pro vztahy, vlastnosti ¢i individua.
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V pripad¢ anaforického odkazu tedy neni zadny diavod k radikilnimu
kontextualismu tak, jak jej navrhuje Kosterec. Otevienou otazkou je to, zda
je takovyto divod v pripadé vét eliptickych s netplnou povrchovou formou.
Nelze snad onu implicitni proménnou doplnit jaksi jednou providy, neza-
visle na kontextu, a to pouze na zakladé povrchové formy ¢i gramatiky? Jeli-
koz Kosterec neuvadi zadna kriteria pro to, jak a jaké implicitni proménné
je opravdu nutno doplnovat, jeho ¢lanek na tuto otazku nedava v podstaté
zadnou odpovéd. O to vsak hife, nebot je to dalsi divod k pochybnostem
o spravnosti jeho radikalné kontextualistickeho feseni.

2. Kostercova analyza eliptickych vét v ramci TIL

Problémy, na které jsem upozornila vyse, tj. zptsob, jakym chape Kosterec
principy teorie minimdlnibo indexikalismu, se promitaji rovnéz do analyzy
vramci TIL, kterou autor pfedstavuje v kapitole 3.3. Jednd se zejména
o to, ze pridava implicitni proménné i tam, kde to neni nutné, kde je jiz ex-
plicitni proménnd, tedy anaforicky odkaz. Pfitom tuto explicitni proménnou
ignoruje a nijak nespecifikuje kritéria, dle kterych bychom se méli ridit pfi
rozhodovani o tom, zda a jaké implicitni proménné do véty vlozit. Opét cituji:

Nasa analyza elipsy je dvojstupnovd. Najprv nahradime elipticka vetu
anaforickou vetou. T d'alej nahradime vetou obsahujicou pristavok,
ktora Co najvernejsie zachytava vyznam vety obsahujucej anaforicky vy-
raz. Sémanticka analyzu aplikujeme na vetu s pristavkom. Nasa analyza
viet obsahujucich anaforicky vyraz totiz predpoklada formulaciu pristav-
kovych viet, ktorych sémanticky obsah potom skimame. Z tohto po-
hl'adu je rozdiel medzi eliptickymi vetami a vetami obsahujucimi anafo-
ricky vyraz iba v tom, Ze pri analyze eliptickych viet najprv ndjdeme im
prisluchajice anaforické vety. Elipsa je teda podla nasej analyzy v pod-
state komplikovanejsia forma anafory. (Kosterec 2013b, 368)

S timto postojem by se dalo v principu naprosto souhlasit. Problém vsak tkvi
v tom, ze Kosterec v podstaté povazuje téméf vsechny véty za eliptické, tedy
i ty, kde je jiz explicitni anaforicky odkaz obsazen, jejichz povrchova forma je
tplna. Tento anaforicky odkaz pak Casto ignoruje a spoléha pfi analyze pouze
na ony implicitni proménné, které byly dodany v podstaté ad hoc.

Druhy problém, ktery v Kostercové analyze nachazim, je ten, Ze nere-
spektuje skutecnost, ze véta se zdjmenem jako ,,On je rozumny“ ma prosté
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pragmaticky neuplny vyznam, a to stejny, ve vsech kontextech. Vénujme se
nejprve tomuto druhému problému. Kosterec fika (zdraznéni kurzivou je
moje):

Prikladom anaforického vyrazu je vyraz ,,On® v nasledujicom kontexte:
(10)  Pavel je logik. On je rozumny.

Rozumieme, 7ze vyraz ,On“ sa vzt'ahuje na Pavla. Zaroven je to iny spo-
sob odkazu na Pavla ako vyraz ,Pavel®. Nesmieme si viak zamienat’ drubi
vetu v kontexte (10) za vetu (11).

(11)  On je rozumny.
Zasadné rozdiely medzi tymito vetami spocivaju v ich sémantickom ob-

sahu. Tento rozdiel ukizeme, ked druht vetu v kontexte (10) obsahuji-
cu anaforicky vyraz nahradime vetou

(12)  On, teda Pavel, je rozumny.

Zaroven predpokladime, Ze veta (12) neobsahuje vetu (11) ako samo-
statny podvyraz. Pristavok ,teda Pavel®, ktory sa dopfﬁa k zamenu ,,On®,
nahradza vo vete (12) (resp., presnejsie, vo vete, ktort dostaneme z (10),
ked druht vetu nahradime vetou (12)) anaforick vizbu, ktora v (10)
existuje medzi ,On“ a ,Pavel®. Ak budeme désledni, musime pripustit,
ze kym druhd veta v (10) obsahovala anaforicky vyraz, tak veta (12) uz

anaforicky vyraz neobsahuje. Anaforasa totiz nahradila pristavkom.
(Kosterec 2013b, 368-369)

Zde se nas pristup lisi. Tento rozdil sice neni tak zavainy, jako jiz zmi-
néné pridavani implicitnich proménnych i tam, kde to neni nutné, kterému
se budu vénovat v zapéti, pfesto i zde je dle mého nazoru narusen princip
komporzicionality a princip doslovné analyzy (Parmenidiv princip), tak jak
jim rozumime a dodrzujeme je v TIL.

Tak predevsim, nemohu souhlasit s tim, Ze druhd véta v kontextu (10)
neni véta ,On je rozumny“. To je popirdni nosu mezi o¢ima, nebo opravdu
radikalni kontextualismus. Prosté a jasné, druha véta v souvéti ,Pavel je lo-
gik. On je rozumny.“ je véta ,,On je rozumny®. Jejim sémantickym obsahem
je oteviend konstrukce awat [*Rozumny,: On] s volnou proménnou On. Ne-
vidim zadny dtvod, pro¢ by tomu tak nebylo. OvSem na druhé strané je
pravda, Ze celé souvéti (10) md aplny vyznam, tedy jeho analyzou musi byt
ve vysledku uzaviend konstrukce. Toho dosahneme vhodnou substituci.

Dile pak nerozumim tomu, pro¢ by neméla véta (12) obsahovat jako
samostatny podvyraz vétu ,On je rozumny®. Vzdyt' tam ta véta je! A koned-
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né, pro¢ by neméla véta (12) obsahovat anaforicky odkaz? Vidyt ten zde
stale je, a to zdjmeno ,on“. Kosterec udélal pouze to, ze tuto volnou pro-
meénnou ihned ohodnocuje pomoci substituce entitou Pavel, kdezto ja pro-
vadim substituci vné této véty.

Mozna jde pouze o neobratné formulace. Prejdéme tedy k vlastni analyze
souveti (10). Kosterec navrhuje tuto konstrukci (opravuji pfitom zjevny

preklep):

(12T) [pwat [*Rozumnyy, *[’SUB [*Tr °Pavel] *On *On]]]
Ja navrhuji konstrukei

(Du) *["SUB [" T *Pavel] °On °[rwat [*Rozumnyy,: On]]]

Zjevné jsou obé analyzy ekvivalentni. Vyhodou mé analyzy, jak jsem jiz zmi-
nila, je to, ze je striktné antikontextualisticka. Véta ,On je rozumny“ ma
stale stejny, pragmaticky netplny vyznam, a tim je oteviena konstrukce
(2wt [*Rozumny,e On]]. Pouze ohodnoceni proménné On se provadi na
zaklad¢é kontextu, coz muaze byt jak kontext pragmaticky, Cili situace pro-
mluvy, tak kontext lingvisticky, tj. universum diskursu.

Kostercova analyza tento princip antikontextualismu (pravda, v tomto
pfipadé témér ,nevinné“) narusuje a Kosterec ji obhajuje tim, ze v tomto
kontextu Cteme vétu ,On je rozumny“ jako ,On, teda Pavel, je rozumny®.
Nevidim sebemensiho davodu, pro¢ bychom ji zde neméli rozumét tak, jak
ji rozumim j4, a to ,On je rozumny. Kdo on? Aha, pfeci Pavel®.

V tomto pripadé je vsak opravdu diskutabilni, ktery zptsob analyzy volit,
zda (12T) nebo (Duzi). Argumenty pro a proti se zdaji byt pomérné slabé,
a jakoby to v tomto pripadé byla pouze véc vkusu. Prejdéme proto k zavaz-
n¢jsimu problému, ktery provazi Kostercovu analyzu, a to je ono jiz nékoli-
krit zminéné pridavani implicitnich proménnych i tam, kde se vyskytuje
explicitni proménna (anaforicky odkaz), a kde to tedy neni viibec potreba.

Markantné je to vidét na prikladu analyzy véty

»2Martin videl svoju matku a Edo veri, Ze aj Jana“

Pri analyze posledni klauzule Kosterec v podstaté narusuje Parmenidav
princip, na ktery se sim odvolavd. Ignoruje explicitni promennou (anaforic-
ky odkaz ,aj) a pridava zde implicitni proménné pro bindrni vztah R a dvé
proménné pro individua S a x. Jenom tak mize dojit k zavéru, ze tuto vétu
pak lze Cist rovnéz tak, jak navrhuje, tedy
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»2Martin videl svoju matku a Edo veri, Ze aj Jana vidéla Edovu matku®

Toto cteni je evidentné nespravné, protoze Edova matka nebyla viibec ve-
tou zminéna, je tedy narusen princip doslovné analyzy a Parmenidav prin-
cip. Zastavme se vsak jesté na chvili nad Kostercovymi analyzami udajné¢ho
trojiho Cteni véty ,Martin videl svoju matku a Edo veri, Ze aj Jana“. Koste-
rec zde ignoruje explicitni proménnou ,aj“ a pfidava tfi implicitni promén-
né R, S a x, aniz by jakkoli zdavodnil, pro¢ takto narusuje smysl véty ,aj Ja-
na“. Kosterec fikd ,Premenna R zodpoveda vyrazu ,v tom istom vztahu ako'.
Premenna S zodpoveda vyrazu ,niekym‘ a premenni x zodpoveda vyrazu
,niekoho".“ (Kosterec 2013b, 372)

Toto vysvetleni je velice nejasné a problematicke. Véta ,aj Jana“ nezmi-
nuje zddny ,ten isty vztah®, a neobsahuje vyrazy ,niekym® a ,niekoho. Na-
vic, Kosterec neuvadi typy vlozenych implicitnich proménnych, coz velice
znesnadnuje pochopeni jeho analyz. Vidyt typy jsou neoddélitelnou soucis-
ti konstrukci TIL. Zkusme je tedy doplnit: R/*, =, (ot)u, S, x/%, =, t.
Jesté jedna pripominka, a to zavazna. Kosterec analyzuje vyraz ,veri® jako
hyperintensiondlni vztab ke konstrukci, coz rovnéz nevysvétluje. Pfitom je
evidentni, ze kdyby toto vysvétlil, bylo by zfejmé, ze vysledna analyza muze
byt jednodussi, nebot’ pak neni nutné Dvoji provedeni pfedchazeno Trivia-
lizaci. Vysledkem aplikace funkce Sub je primo ta konstrukce, ke které je
Edo vztazen. Kosterec pak navrhuje #roji mozné Cteni této véty a analyzuje je
postupné takto (Kosterec 2013b, 374-375):

(8a) Martin videl svoju matku a Edo veri, ze Jana je vtom istom
vzt'ahu, teda vzt'ahu vidiet, s niekym, teda matkou niekoho, teda
Martinovou.

(8Ta) [rwat [a [“Videl,, *Martin [*Matka,, *Martin]] [*Veri,, *Edo
°2I°SUB [°Tr °Videl,] °R °R] “Jana [*[°SUB [°Tr *Matka,,] °S
8] 2[°SUB [°Tr *Martin] °x °x]]1 1] 1]

(8b) Martin videl svoju matku a Edo veri, ze Jana je vtom istom
vzt'ahu, teda vzt'ahu vidiet, s niekym, teda matkou niekoho, teda
Janinou.

(8Tb) [rwar [a [“Videl,, °Martin ["Matka,’Martin]][*Veri,, *Edo
R°SUB [T+ *Videl,] °R °R] “Jana [2['SUB [*Tr *Matka,] °S
°S] *[°SUB [*Tr’Jana] °x °<]] 1] ]]

(8¢c) Martin videl svoju matku a Edo veri, ze Jana je vtom istom
vzt'ahu, teda vzt'ahu vidiet, s niekym, teda matkou niekoho, teda
Edovou.
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(8Tc) [wat [ %a ["Videl,, "Martin ["Matka,, Martin]] [*Veri,, *Edo
o[ 2[°SUB [*Tr “Videl,] °R °R] “Jana [[°SUB [*Tr°Matka,] °S
6] 2[°SUB [°Tr °Edo] °x °x]] 1] 1]

Vsimnéme si, ze je zde jesté jeden problém krome téch, které jsem jiz
zminila. Ve vsech pfipadech analyzuje Kosterec vétu ,Martin videl svoju
matku“ konstrukci

rwnt ["Videl,, *°Martin ["Matka,, ’Martin]]

To je evidentné nespravné, nebot je opét ignorovan odkaz ,svoju®. V Cesti-
n¢ a slovenstiné mame zvratna zdjmena tedy na rozdil od anglictiny je zde
zcela zfejmé, ze spravnéjsi Cteni je ono ,sloppy“, tedy to, které aplikuje
vlastnost ,vidét svou matku“. Vlastnosti ,vidét svou matku® a ,vidét matku
Martina“ jsou evidentné razné, a ignorovani tohoto rozdilu zkresluje vy-
znam prvni véty podstatnym zpisobem, jak jsme ukazali v clanku Duzi —
Jespersen (2013). Pro ilustraci, porovnejme Kostercovy analyzy s analyzou
dle mé metody. Pfedevsim tedy typ vztahu Veri* (ostatni typy zfejmé): Ve-
ri*/(o1*,),: hyperintensionalni, tj. explicitni postoj.

a) ,,slo[;)[s)y“ &eni (s vastnosti P/ (ou)4,: ,vidét svou matku®).
vou _ pwnt ax [PVidel,, x 2[°Sub [°Tr x] him O[OMatka_ofwt him]]]

»2Martin videl svoju matku“: awaz [PS vou O Martin]
,Edo veri, Ze aj Jana“: awar ["Veri*,, "Edo *[rwat (@i *Janal]]

»2Martin videl svoju matku a Edo veri, ze ag Jana (videla svoju matku):

awnt [[PP,, "Martin] A ["Veri*,, "Edo [°Sub °P™" Oajo[ajwt 0 Tanal]]

b) ,,strict &teni (s viastnosti P/ (ou),: ,vidét Martinovu matku®).
PMrt_ yaont axe [PVidel,,, x [OMatka_ofwt "Martin]]

,Martin videl Martinovu matku“: awat [P, * Martin]
,Edo veri, ze aj Jana“: awat ["Veri* . "Edo *[rwat [@fuve *Janall]

,2Martin videl Martinovu matku a Edo veri, ze aj Jana (videla Martinovu
matku)“:

awnt [P, "Martin] A [*Veri*y *Edo [°Sub *PM* °aj °[aj,, *Jana)]

Myslim, Ze tato analyza je mnohem prehlednéjsi, coz vsak neni argument,
zajisté. Ovsem tato analyza nevklada ad hoc vétné pristavky za ad hoc pridané
implicitni proménné, neignoruje explicitni proménnou aj (vyznam anaforic-
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kého odkazu), tedy nenarusuje ani zidouci princip kompozicionality ani
s tim Uzce souvisici Pramenidav princip.

Navic, a to bych chtéla zdlraznit, zvolime-li analyzu postoje Veri jako
explicitni hyperpropozicni postoj, tj. vztah k vjznamu vlozené véty tedy ne
k propozici, kterou véta oznacuje, pak musime byt obzvlasté opatrni. Tako-
va analyza musi zcela respektovat perspektivu toho (v nasem pripadé Edy),
komu je takovyto explicitni postoj pripisovan ,zvenku®, z perspektivy mluv-
¢iho. Jak muaze Kosterec védét, ze Eda veri, tedy ma vztah k vjznamu jim
tak radikalné pozménéné véty, kde misto ,aj Jana“ stoji dle Kosterce ,Jana
je v tom istom vztahu, teda vztahu vidiet, s niekym, teda matkou niekoho,
teda Martinovou / Janinou / Edovou“? To je opravdu nesprdvnd analjza ex-
plicitniho hyperpropozi¢niho postoje.

Kosterec nejen ze ignoruje explicitni proménnou ,aj*, ale i dalsi explicit-
ni odkaz, a to ,svoju“, ktery se vyskytuje v prvni klauzuli, kde ,natvrdo®
analyzuje ono ,svoju“ jako Martinovu. Zavadi sice implicitni proménnou S,
o které tvrdi, ze stoji jako vyznam ,nékoho®, ale ignoruje fakt, ze tedy by
musel tutéz proménnou pouzit i v prvni klauzuli ,Martin videl svoju matku®
(nase analyza zde ponechavd pro vétsi nazornost proménnou him, protoze
v Cestiné a slovenstiné je evidentné spravnéjsi ,sloppy“ Cteni). Ale to je
zrejmeé jiz dasledek toho, co jsem nékolikrat v této kratké polemice zdtraz-
nila, ze Kosterec pfidava implicitni proménné i tam, kde toho neni zapotre-
bi, a navic neposkytuje zadné kritérium pro to, kdy a jaké proménneé a jim
odpovidajici ,vétné pristavky® pridavat. V disledku toho se jeho analyza jevi
jako kontextualistickd, ad hoc a v nékterych pripadech je bohuzel zcela ne-
sprdvnd, neadekvatni.

Vsimnéme si jesté Kostercovy analyzy véty ,,Watson podozrieval vset-
kych, ktorych Sherlock Holmes“. Zde je jeho postup pouzit zcela spravneé.
Jisté, klauzule ,ktorych Sherlock Holmes® je vétny radikal s neuplnou povr-
chovou formou. Evidentné zde chybi vztah, ktery ma spojovat dani x (kto-
rych) se Sherlockem Holmesem, proto zcela spravné doplnime implicitni
proménnou, jejimz oborem proménnosti jsou binarni vztahy, tedy promén-
nu R/*, =, (ott)q,. (Jak jsem jiz uvedla, takovéto dusledné uvadéni typu
vkladanych implicitnich proménnych vsak v Kostercové analyze bohuzel
chybi.) Na zdkladé daného kontextu pak druhou klauzuli upravime substi-
tuci, tedy za proménou R substituujeme konstrukci binarniho vztahu Pode-
zrivat. Diskutabilni je pak jiz pouze to, zda provést substituci uvnitf
predzpracovavané oteviené konstrukce, nebo vné.
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3. Zaveér

V této polemice jsem prednesla kritické poznamky ke Kostercové clanku
Elipsa, ktery vychazi v tomto disle casopisu Organon F. Moje namitky lze
shrnout takto.

Za prvé, Kosterec si zrejmé neuvédomuje, ze véta, ktera obsahuje expli-
citni indexické zajmeno, ma sviij vyznam, i kdyz pragmaticky neuplny. Je to
oteviend konstrukce, ve které ono indexické zdjmeno vyjadfuje volnou pro-
ménnou. Valuace této proménné se pak provadi na zikladé kontextu, at’ jiz
lingvistického ¢i situaci promluvy. Kosterec postupuje tak, ze v lingvistic-
kém diskursu tuto volnou proménnou upravuje substituci uvnit# oné ote-
vrené konstrukce, kdezto moje analyza provadi substituci vné této konstruk-
ce tak, aby vyznam véty (ona oteviena konstrukce) zistal zachovin nezavisle
na kontextu. V tomto pfipadé je jisté diskutabilni, ktery postup je spravnéj-
si, a je to opravdu spise ,kosmeticka“ zdlezitost, nebot oba postupy jsou
zcela ekvivalentni. Nakonec, i kdyz provedeme substituci uvnitf konstrukee,
Ize vidy snadno ptvodni otevienou konstrukei rekonstruovat.

Za zavazngjsi vsak povazuji to, ze Kostercova analyza neni obecné spravna
v pripadé vét s explicitnim anaforickym odkazem. Kosterec tyto véty analy-
zuje stejnym zpusobem jako Cisté eliptické véty, jejichz povrchovd forma
neni uplna, jsou to tedy gramaticky nespravné ,vétné radikaly®. V pripadé
gramaticky neuplnych vétnych radikald je v prvni fazi analyzy nutno doplnit
implicitni proménné tak, aby se gramaticka forma zuplnila. Teprve poté
muzeme ve druhé fazi analyzy za tyto implicitni proménné substituovat, po-
dobné jako to provadime v pripadé vét s explicitnim anaforickym odkazem,
jejichz povrchova forma je uplnd. Kosterec vsak tyto véty s explicitnim ana-
forickjm odkazem analyzuje tak, Ze explicitni anaforicky odkaz (promén-
nou) Casto ignoruje a dosazuje implicitni proménné, jejichz volba se zda byt
zcela ad hoc. Disledkem pak mize byt neadekvatni analyza, kterd nezachy-
cuje spravné smysl véty.

Kostercav postup je spravny a vhodny v pripadé eliptickych vétnych ra-
dikald, a to povazuji za jeho cenny pfispévek k aplikacim TIL, nebot’ vétny-
mi radikaly, tj. ¢isté eliptickymi vétami s neuplnou povrchovou formou, se
u nas dosud v ramci TIL nikdo nezabyval. Je jen skoda, Ze Kosterec neuvadi
zadné voditko pro to, kdy a které implicitni proménné je nutno doplnit. Na
otazku kdy bych odpovédéla tak, ze vZdy a pouze tehdy, kdy se jedna o vétny
radikal s neuplnou povrchovou formou. Na otazku, které promeénné je nut-
no doplnovat, je jiz tézsi odpoved. Ziejmé bychom se méli fidit typovou
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analyzou. Zminuje-li napf. elipticky vétny radikal pouze dvé individua, pak
ztejmé chybi aplikace binarniho vztahu, ktera by je spojovala. Implicitni
proménnd, kterou je nutno doplnit, je pak zfejmé proménna R =, (0tt)zy,
coz se zda byt nejcastéjsi pripad. Jist¢ to vsak neni jedina moznost a bylo by
velice cenné overit Kosterclv postup na vice prikladech eliptickych vétnych
radikald tak, aby bylo mozno formulovat kritérium pro doplnovani impli-
citnich proménnych prislusnych typt.

Posledni poznimka. Nedavno vysel dalsi Kostercav prispévek na podob-
né téma s nazvem ,Anaforicky retazec“ (Kosterec 2013a). Zde uvadi autor
dalsi namitku proti zpisobu analyzy anaforickych odkazt tak, jak jsem jej
navrhla, a to je pfipad fetézeni anaforickych odkazt. Kosterec tvrdi, ze moje
metoda a zejména jeji implementace pomoci ,programatorskych® promén-
nych referentii k diskursu nedokaze tyto retézce spravné zachytit. Zde se jed-
na o zfejmé nepochopeni metody. Anaforické retézeni lze samoziejmé v této
metodé spravné analyzovat. Funkce Sub operuje na konstrukcich, lze ji tedy
snadno iterovat. Vhodnou iteraci aplikace funkce Sub, tj. postupnymi Kom-
pozicemi, pak snadno ony fetézce analyzujeme. Rovnéz implementa¢ni me-
toda dynamického diskursu toto dokize spravné zohlednit. Jelikoz vsak
problém anaforického fetézeni se jiz tyka jiného ¢lanku, tedy ne toho, ke
kterému se vztahuje tato polemicka diskuse, ponecham rozbor anaforickych
fetézcll napriste.

Literatura

DuZi, M. — JESPERSEN, B. (2013): Procedural Isomorphism, Analytic Information, and
B-Conversion by Value. Logic Journal of the IGPL 21, No. 2, 291-308. doi:
10.1093/jigpal/jzs044.

KOSTEREC, M. (2013a): Anaforicky ret'azec. Organon F 20, mimoriadne ¢islo 2, 140-
159.

KOSTEREC, M. (2013b): Elipsa. Organon F 20, ¢. 3, 355-376.

Tento vyzkum je podporovan interni agenturou VSB-TU Ostrava, projekt
¢. SP2013/207 ,Vyuziti umélé inteligence pfi ziskavani znalosti o procesech, jejich mo-
delovani a dolovani®.



BOOK REVIEWS = RECENZIE

Organon F 20 (3) 2013: 413-417

Peter Kosso: A Summary of Scientific Method
Dordrecht — Heidelberg — London — New York: Springer 2011, 56 stran

Napriek tomu, Ze zijeme vo vedecko-technickom veku, neustale sa stretavame
s nepochopenim vedeckej price a s neschopnostou jasne a pristupne formulovat
odpovede na otizky zasadnej dolezitosti, aké si kladie aj autor recenzovanej knihy
uz v predhovore: ,Co je veda? Co je vedeckd metéda? V ¢om je veda vedecka?
(s. vi). Vzhl'adom na autorov dar vyjadrovat niro¢né myslienky jednoduchym ja-
zykom s pouzitim nendaro¢nych ilustracii z kazdodenného Zzivota sa mu podla nis
podarilo na tieto otdzky odpovedat’ sposobom, ktory ¢itatel oceni.

Praca A Summary of Scientific Method (Prebl'ad vedeckej metddy) je krasnym
opisom toho, ¢o robi vedu vedeckou. Samozrejme, je na citatelovi, aby posudil,
do akej miery koresponduju jeho nizory so skutocnym vykonom vedcov
as tym, co robia, ked robia vedu. Kniha je vsak napisand jasnym a Cistym $ty-
lom, ktory je pristupny a informativny pre vedcov a studentov vedy, ako aj pre
filozofov. T'ato rozsahom skromna praca je dékazom moznosti vyjadrit mnoho
na malom priestore. Ma 6 zrozumitelnych kapitol, z ktorych kazdd objastiuje
jeden z aspektov vedeckej metody. Kazda kapitola sa zacina abstraktom a kl'aco-
vymi slovami, ¢o ulahcuje pracu s textom. Na zaver autor eSte raz zhfna vysled-
ky a uvadza zasadné prace ako odporacanu literataru ku kazdej kapitole.

V prvej kapitole (Science and Common Sense) nis Peter Kosso oboznamuje
s myslienkou spektra medzi istotou a dohadom, ktora podla neho zastiva vyz-
namnu rolu vo vedeckej metodike. Obvykle veda pracuje s entitami alebo pro-
cesmi, ktoré nie su priamo pozorovatelné, dokaz je teda nepriamy a teoretické
vysledky nie su ist¢ na 100%. To vSak neznamend, ze teérie su Cire dohady.
Déleité je préve spektrum medzi istotou a dohadom. Ulohou vedeckej met6dy
je lokalizovat’ konkrétnu tedriu v tomto spektre. Po zhromazdeni dékazov moze
tedria zmenit' svoje postavenie v spektre a bud sa priblizit' k istote, alebo na-
opak k dohadu. Pre vedeckt metddu je teda dolezity stupen dokazu a efektivne
pouzitie evidencie, ako uvidime neskor. Ak teda existuju stupne ¢i urovne do-
kazu a spektrum medzi dohadom a istotou, potom musia byt dolezité detaily
a nuansy vedeckej metody, ktoré maja vplyv na stupen a lokalizaciu tedrie
v spektre. Pochopenie tychto stupriov ¢i urovni dokazu je podla autora najdole-
Zitejsi a najndrocnejsi aspekt porozumenia vedeckej metode.

Druha kapitola (Empirical Foundations) nalrtava, v akom vzdjomnom vzt'a-
hu sa voci sebe nachadzaji pozorovanie a teéria. Na zaciatku kapitoly sa definu-
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ju pojmy tedrie, hypotézy a zakona, ktoré si nevyhnutné na pochopenie vedec-
kej metody. Autor zastava nazor, zZe tedria opisuje aspekty prirody, ktoré nie su
dostupné nasej zmyslovej skisenosti, nemozno ich teda pozorovat’ priamo. Ide
pritom o aspekty, ktoré sa daji pouzit na vysvetlenie pozorovaného. Stcasnd
veda pracuje s entitami, ako su subatomarne Castice, zakriveny Casopriestor ¢i
elementarne struny, a prave tie su zakladom teorii, ktoré dnes veda rozvija na-
priek nemoznosti ich priameho pozorovania. Z tohoto dévodu su podla autora
teoretické, nie vsak neredlne. Tedria sa ukazuje byt pravdivd, ak presne opisuje
nepozorovatelné, ktoré skutocne existuje, a zhoduje sa teda s faktom, ktory je
skutoénym stavom veci v prirode. ,Fakty su; tedrie opisuji“ (s. 8).

Za najvseobecnejsie tedrie autor povazuje vedecké zakony. ,Inymi slovami,
zakony su tedrie zvlastneho druhu, ktoré identifikuju celé kategorie veci a opi-
suju ich vztahy v najvseobecnejsich pojmoch® (s. 8).

Hypotézy podla autora predstavuji malo testované teodrie, ktorych spojenie
s faktom nie je zndme alebo je nejasné. Existuje vsak dovod verit), ze nové do-
kazy pomozu vytvorit toto premostenie a posunu hypotézu v spektre blizsie
k istote. Klicova otazka znie, ako sa to deje. Samé induktivne zovseobecniovanie
pozorovani neimplikuje tvrdenia o nepozorovanom ¢i nepozorovatelnom, a tak
vedeckd metdda sa neméze redukovat’ len na indukciu, ale musi byt’ ¢imsi viac,
ked’ze veda prekraCuje pozorovatelné. Z ¢istého pozorovania by sme nikdy ne-
mohli dospiet’ k zakrivenému ¢asopriestoru & elementarnym struniam. Dal$im
dovodom nedostato¢nosti indukcie je predpoklad cistého, ni¢im nekontamino-
van¢ho toku informacii z vonkajsieho sveta k nam. Akékolvek vedecké pozoro-
vania ¢i experimenty su ovplyvnené vedeckymi tedriami. Einstein to jasne vy-
jadril uz v roku 1926 v rozhovore s Heisenbergom: ,Teéria rozhoduje o tom,
¢o sa dd pozorovat“ (Heisenberg 1997, 78).

Autor uvadza $tyri dovody, na ktorych demonstruje zavislost' vedeckého po-
zorovania od tedrie a teda nemoznost jeho neutrality: 1. Nikdy nemozno pozo-
rovat’ véetko. Potrebna je selekcia, ktord nemoéze byt nahodna. O tejto selekcii
rozhoduje vidy tedria, ktora urcuje, ¢o je a ¢o nie je relevantné. 2. Po uskutoc-
neni pozorovania sa treba venovat vysledkom a zamerat’ usilie na to podstatné,
o ¢om opit’ rozhoduje urcita znalost, sprostredkovana tedriou a vlastnou ska-
senost'ou vedca, umoznujuca mu niektoré aspekty ignorovat. 3. Podmienky, za
ktorych sa pozorovanie uskutocriuje, musia byt kontrolované. Kazdy pristroj si
vyzaduje urcité teoretické porozumenie, ktoré umoznuje jeho spravne nastave-
nie. 4. Namerané vysledky si vyzaduju interpretaciu, ktora vidy predpoklada te-
oreticky kontext. Bez neho by sme neboli schopni spravne porozumiet’ bubli-
nam v bublinovej komore a nemohli by sme ich interpretovat’ ako drihu alfa
castice, mali by sme pred sebou len oddelené bublinky. Vedecka metdda sa uka-
zuje ako dynamicky proces, v ktorom informacie prudia od sveta k nam a od
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nas spit’ k svetu, od tedrii k pozorovaniam a vice versa. Kladieme prirode otazky
a priroda odpoveda, pricom jej odpovede nas vedu stale k novym otazkam.

Abstrakt tretej kapitoly (Empirical Testing) zacina vetou: ,Empirické testo-
vanie vedeckych hypotéz je vidy nepriame® (s. 13). Thto, pri prvom precitani
prekvapiva myslienku autor désledne dokazuje pomocou trhliny, ktord nacha-
dza v Popperovom falzifika¢cnom modeli. Podla tohoto modelu predstavuje fal-
zifikacia predikcie vyvratenie hypotézy. Logicka Struktara skuto¢ného empiric-
kého testovania vSak naznacuje opak. Z nepotvrdenej predikcie nemozno nevy-
hnutne usudzovat’ na falzifikiciu hypotézy. Jednoduchy hypoteticko-deduktivny
(H-D) model testovania treba rozsirit' o experimentilne podmienky (C — Expe-
rimental Conditions) a pomocné tedrie (A — Auxiliary Theories), predstavujuce
sposoby testovania hypotézy a zakladajuce sa na zikladnych znalostiach, ktoré
vedci ziskavaju pocas dlhoro¢ného studia. V jednoduchom H-D modeli vytva-
rame z hypotézy dedukciou predikcie, ktoré su predmetom testovania. Plati te-
da: ak H (hypotéza), tak p (predikcia). V modeli rosirenom o (A) a (C) zvaiu-
jeme aj teoretické detaily spésobu vytvirania predikcii a praktickych detailov
uskuto¢novania experimentu, ktoré predstavuju zisadné prvky kazdého vedec-
keho testovania. V takom pripade p nadobuda podobu: ,p =ak C;aC,aCsa ...,
tak E“ (s. 18), kde E predstavuje ocakavany vysledok experimentu a H-D pre-
misa sa meni na: ,ak Ha Aj a Ay a Az a ..., tak p“ (s. 19). Definitivna podoba
H-D premisy ma potom formu:

Ak(HaAjaAyaAza..),tak(akC;aCyaCsa..., tak E)
Usudok zachytavajuci testovanie predikcie, ktora sa ukaze nepravdiva, m4 formu:

Ak (HaAjaAyaAza..),tak(akC;aCyaCza..,,tak E)  (H-D premisa)

nie E (empiricka premisa)

nie HaA;jaAyaAsz;a..CiaCaCsa...)

Logicka struktura tejto usudkovej schémy ukazuje, Ze napriek nepravdivosti
predikcie nemozeme povazovat hypotézu za definitivne vyvritent, kedze chyba
mohla nastat’ kdekolvek v dlhom ret’azci pomocnych tedrii a experimentilnych
podmienok. Musime brat’ do avahy aj zdsadny rozdiel medzi experimentilnymi
podmienkami a pomocnymi tedriami, kedze prvé z nich mozeme pozorovat)
a tak podrobit’ kontrole ich splnenia, kjm skuto¢nosti opisané pomocnymi ted-
riami su nepozorovatelné a ich pravdivost mozeme overit jedine nepriamo.
Preto hypotézy nemdzeme testovat priamo, ¢o potvrdzuje vetu citovana v Gvo-
de. Empirické testovanie teda nepredstavuje dostatocny nastroj na urcenie prav-
divosti hypotézy. Rozhodne vsak nie je zbyto¢né, prave naopak, umoziiuje nim
prehodnotit’ vsetky aspekty, ktoré mohli zlyhat' a usilovat’ sa o ich napravu. Pe-
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ter Kosso v zavere kapitoly vystizne konstatuje: ,Vedeckd metoda je zalozena na
evidencii a logike, ale detaily empirického testovania ukazuji, ze ani evidencia,
ani logika samy neriesia otazku, ktoré tedrie su pravdepodobne pravdivé a ktoré
nepravdivé. O ¢o iné teda ide?“ (s. 20)

Kapitola s ndzvom Siet’ poznania (The Network of Knowledge) vysvetluje au-
torovu zakladni myslienku o koherencii empirického a teoretického vo vedec-
kom poznani. Bezne je zniame, ze vedeckd metdda sa musi zakladat na experi-
mentalnej Cinnosti aj teoretickej praci. Obidve musia byt v sulade a netoleruju
sa ziadne rozpory. ,Najzakladnejsia poziadavka sudrznosti je logickd konzisten-
cia. Siet’ vedeckych poznatkov nemoéze tolerovat’ rozpor... Rozpor nemozno ig-
norovat (s. 23).

Okrem konzistencie vedeckych tvrdeni je nutna aj ich kooperacia. Nestaci,
Ze si vo vzajomnej zhode, zdsadnymi su aj vztahy, ktoré medzi sebou maju.
Pomocou teoretickych vypovedi vysvetlujeme nase pozorovania aj iné teoretickeé
tvrdenia, ako je uvedené v predchadzajucej kapitole, kde pomocné teorie zohra-
vali vyznamnu ulohu pri ziskavani evidencie inej, testovanej tedrie.

Konexie medzi vedeckymi ideami maju rozlicnt povahu a charakter a st ne-
vyhnutnym predpokladom fungovania vedy ako komplexnej Struktury. O tejto
skutocnosti sved¢i aj fakt, na ktory autor upozornuje, ze vedecké publikicie maja
spravidla viac nez jedné¢ho autora. Pokial mnozstvo odbornych znalosti konvergu-
je k spolo¢nému zaveru, disponujeme dobrym dévodom, aby sme takémuto zave-
ru déverovali. Vedecky postup je dynamicky proces medzi tedriami navzajom i
tedriou a pozorovanim. Ak sa hypotéza ustali v sieti ,,vedeckého poznania, ma-
me stale lepsi dovod verit) ze je pravdivd. Toto je vedeckd metoda® (s. 24).

V predposlednej kapitole (Scientific Change) autor venuje pozornost zmenam
vo vede. Vo vseobecnosti mozno konstatovat, Ze Kosso suhlasi s Kuhnovou kon-
cepciou, predstavenou predovietkym v jeho slivnej publikicii Struktira vedeckych
revoliicii. Na druhej strane vplyv paradigmy podla neho Kuhn precenuje. Zd6raz-
nili sme uZ to, ze veda nie je staticky, ale dynamicky, neustale sa vyvijajuci systém,
¢oho si jej aktéri plne uvedomuji. Aby bolo mozné udrzat’ progres vedy, musi jej
metdda obsahovat’ mechanizmus umozniujuci zmenu spdésobom, ktory zvysuje
pravdepodobnost’ pravdivosti jej vysledkov a nie naopak. V dejinach vedy sa odo-
hralo uz niekolko vyznamnych kvalitativnych zmien, ktoré predstavovali zmenu
jednej paradigmy na ind. To, ¢o Kuhn nazyva paradigmou, je ,siet’ zikladnych
znalosti, opisnych kategérii, odborného jazyka, experimentalnych zasad atd’...“ (s.
27). Bez toho veda nemoze existovat. Predpoklad stabilného zikladu je nevy-
hnutny uz len z dévodu vzajomnej komunikacie vedeckych pracovnikov a ich spo-
luprace. Pokial by sme nehovorili rovnakym jazykom, disponovali odlisnymi teo-
retickymi znalostami a skdsenostou, nemohli by sme vedu vobec pestovat. Pri
pohlade z opa¢nej perspektivy ,nemdzeme ignorovat neurcitost’ sicasnych vedec-
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kych presvedceni® (s. 30). Musime mat’ vidy na pamiti, Ze nase poznanie nie je
definitivne a byt neustale otvoreni jeho moznej revizii sposobovanej permanen-
tnym ndrastom rozsahu nasho poznania.

V zévereCnej kapitole (Scientific Understanding) sa pozornost’ venuje vedec-
kému chdpaniu. Poznanie samé este nie je zarukou porozumenia faktom, kto-
rymi disponujeme. Ak chceme prirode rozumiet’, musia vSetky jej teoreticky
opisané Casti vytvirat akisi mozaiku. Kosso vychadza z porovnania vedy a ume-
nia. Krdsa umeleckého diela totiz nespociva v dokonalom prevedeni jeho jed-
notlivych ¢asti, ale v ich vzdjomnej suhre. Harmonické zladenie ¢asti v celok je
kritériom krasy. Inak tomu nie je ani vo vede: ,...vedecké porozumenie stvisi
s krasou. Obe sa dosahuju iba v starostlivom zvizeni vztahov a siladom medzi
¢astami“ (s. 33). Napriek tomu, Ze s porozumenim sa stretivame castejsie
v spolocenskych vedach, vyuzivajucich ako svoju metodu na tento ucel herme-
neutiku, konceptudlne dochadza k obdobnému procesu aj v prirodnych vedach,
problematizujucich odlisné predmety ¢i aspekty sveta. Kazdy jednotlivy symbol,
myslienka ¢i akt ma vyznam len v SirSom kontexte, do ktorého ho situujeme.
Osve su vSetky bez vyznamu, pretoze bez vzt'ahu k inému ich nemozno vyme-
dzit' ani definovat’. ,Porozumenie zdvisi od koherencie“ (s. 34). Znakom poro-
zumenia je korespondencia teoretickych tvrdeni zapadajucich do siete utkanej
z mnozstva predchadzajacich poznatkov.

Ak to zhrnieme, Peter Kosso vnima vedu ako ucelend, no flexibilnu siet’ po-
znatkov, spolocensky fenomén a zilezitost’ rozsiahlej skupiny Specidlne teoreticky,
ale aj prakticky vybavenych jedincov, z ktorych kazdy prispieva svojim kuaskom
prace k celkovej vystavbe pychy zipadnej civilizacie. Niekto schopnost'ou vytvarat
hypotézy, iny ich testovanim a d’alsi pochybovanim a naslednym uskuto¢novanim
potrebnych revizii na spustenie opdtovného procesu testovania. Takto stale doko-
la, aby sme boli zakazdym o krok blizsie k odpovediam na otazky, ktoré vyvstavaju
s kazdou novou skusenost'ou. Veda neposkytuje definitivne poznanie, je proce-
som, ale dava nim dobré dovody, aby sme verili jej zaverom. Myslime si, ze takyto
postoj je vzhladom na stcasny, ale aj minuly stav vedy akceptovatelny a vdaka
stylu, ako sa v praci artikuluje, predstavuje publikacia jeden z mala pristupnych,
no zaroven odborne fundovanych vykladov o metéde uplatiiovanej vo vedeckej
praxi pre nezainteresovan¢ho citatela aj Studenta ktorejkolvek prirodnej vedy ci
filozofie (vedy). Publikiciu odporucame najmi zaCinajicim $tudentom dokto-
randského stadia so zaujmom o teoretické aspekty vedy.

Ladislav Orszdgh

orszagh.l@gmail.com
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PhiLang2013 — Third International Conference
on Philosophy of Language and Linguistics

In May, 9-11 2013, the University of 1.6dz hosted a conference on the rela-
tionship between philosophy of language and linguistics entitled PhiLang2013
— Third International Conference on Philosophy of Language and Linguistics. Or-
ganized by Piotr Stalmaszczyk, the conference put together philosophers and
linguists from all around the world and so provided an excellent opportunity
for them to discuss.

The conference commenced with the opening lecture given by Emma Borg
(Reading). In her ‘Semantics Minimalism: What Does It Claim and Why?’,
Borg went through the main semantic positions including minimalism, indexi-
calism, relativism, occasionalism or contextualism and, consequently, motivated
the first one. A fantastic introduction to the conference.

The first plenary lecture was given by Gary Kemp (Glasgow). Kemp out-
lined and further elaborated the relationship between ‘Quine and Wittgenstein
as regards Linguistics as a Science’ and their objections to ontological weird-
ness of philosophical theories. After that, participants split up into three
(rather monotematic) sessions one of which, section B, started with Mark
Pinder’s (Bristol) ‘Borg’s Minimalism, Modularity and the Problem of Para-
dox’. In it, Pinder challenged the claim that speakers cognize minimal semantic
theory that yields truth conditions for their language’s sentences. Marian Zou-
har (Bratislava) in his ‘On Underdetermination of Contextualism’ argued that
arguments for contextualism could be used in non-contextualist’s theories too,
leaving thus contextualism rather underdetermined. In ‘Some Remarks about
Nonindexical Contextualism’, Tadeusz Ciecierski (Warsaw) outlined several ar-
guments for nonindexical contextualism, namely evaluation arguments, opera-
tor arguments and epistemic arguments. Finally, Tim Pritchard’s (London)
‘Semantics and the Understanding of Artifact Words™ explored the difference
between account of constitution of our basic understanding on one side, deno-
tationally-focused account of word meaning on the other.

The second plenary lecture, called ‘Categorial Grammar and the Founda-
tions of the Philosophy of Language’, was given by Mieszko Tatasiewics (War-
saw). Talasiewics argued that it is a new subject-predicate distinction that
could elucidate a lot of problems of philosophy of language. The section B
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continued with “Kripke, Putnam and the Description Theory’ by Luis
Fernandez Moreno (Madrid). In it, Fernindes Moreno discussed such a version
of the description theory of reference as to substitute the resort to causal chains
by a social alternative. ‘Referential Thinking and Putnam’s Brain in a Vat' by
Roman Godlewski (Bydgoszcz) proposed to meet Putnam’s argument by means
of various referential considerations. Piotr Stalmaszczyk (L.6dz) and Bartosz
Stopel (Silesia) were concerned with literary theory. While ‘(Un)translability of
Proper Names and (Im)Possible Worlds’ of the former discussed an option to
analyze literary texts using possible worlds apparatus, ‘Philosophy of Language
and Literary Theory: a Problematic Relation?” of the latter focused on several
issues of meaning, interpretation and intention in literary studies.

The second day of the conference started with a co-authored plenary lec-
ture given by Kasia M. Jaszczolt (Cambridge) and Chi-Hé Elder (Cambridge).
Their ‘Conditional Utterances and Conditional Thoughts: A Radical Contex-
tualist Account’ focused primarily on the relationship between antecedent and
consequent of conditionals when it comes to direct as well as indirect condi-
tionals. Siu-Fan Lee (Hong Kong) in her “Who Wants To Be a Russellian
about Names’ as a first A-section speaker of the day, presented several argu-
ments against Russell’s project of names, while Gabriele M. Mras’s (Vienna)
‘Relations-Russell with Frege against Bradley discussed Russell’s stance about
external and internal relations. Definite description played the crucial role also
in Wojciech Rostworowski’s (Warsaw) Free Logical Theory of Definite De-
scriptions’ and Thomas J. Hughes’s (Durham) ‘The Origin of Referential
Definite Descriptions’. The last speaker before lunch was Filip Kawczynski
(Warsaw) with a paper called ‘New Approaches towards Frege’s Puzzle’. After
lunch, Paul Livingston’s plenary lecture (New Mexico) wondered into “The
Sense of Finitude and the Finitude of Sense’ in which he quite interestingly
scrutinized the relation between the finite and the infinite in language. After
that lecture, Section A continued with ‘What Can Be (precisely) Said about
Perception’ by Pawel Grabarczyk (1.6dz) and Ali’s Abasnezhad’s (Lille) ‘Precise
Reference and Vague Referent’. Interestingly though, both papers went rather
behind the philosophy of language and discussed it’s cognitional and metaphysi-
cal aspects, respectively. Alicja Chybinska (Warsaw) introduced (at least to some
of us) “The Concept of Truth and Falsehood in the Philosophy of Kazimierz
Twardowski’, Jifi Raclavsky (Brno) presented ‘Language in Synchronic/Dia-
chronic Sense and some Puzzles in the Philosophy of Language’ and, finally,
Basak Aray told us something about ‘Ogden and Analytic Philosophy’.

The last day of the conference commenced with the fifth plenary lecture
called “The Meaning of Formal Semantics’. In it, Chris Fox (Essex) compared
truth conditional and truth theoretic perspectives of the analysis of proposi-
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tional statements and explored the criteria as how to decide between them. An
experimental approach to philosophy was presented by Barcz Michal’s and
Leon Ciechanowski’s (both from Warsaw) paper entitled ‘An Ambiguity of ‘In-
tentionally’: Has Ascombe’s Thesis Been Experimentally Refuted?” followed by
Tabea Reiner’s (Miinchen) ‘Semantics and Semantics’. The last plenary lecture
gave John Collins (East Anglia) on ‘What is a Variable such that a (Natural)
Language May Realize One’. In it, Collins clarified the notion of variable as
well as argued for several grades of variable involvement. Finally, Natalia Kar-
zewska (Warsaw) discussed the problem as “What Kind of Disagreement is
there in Faultless Disagreement? Revision of Kolbel's Relativist Refutation
against the Possibility Thereof and Krysztof Kosecki (1.6dz) took a look at the
status of categories in signed languages.

Of course, the above talks are just a part of all what was presented at the
conference. But even that suffices for the claim that Phil.ang belongs among
the best conferences dedicated to the philosophy of language and linguistics in
Europe.

Meartin Vacek

martinvacekphilosophy@gmail.com
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