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From the early history of philosophy there exist conflicting sets of philosophical doc-
trines — realism and antirealism. Each of these is not a single thesis but rather a diverse
family of positions. Realism typically insists on the independence of an item X from our
conceptual apparatus, language or scientific theories, whereas antirealism affirms X’s de-
pendence. These conflicting positions had been discussed in many of the areas of philosophy
(e.g. metaphysics, ethics, philosophy of mathematics, etc.) and they persist in philosophy
hitherto. Knowing the bistory of philosophical thought, one can even think that the dispute
cannot be resolved. It bas been occasionally asserted that the realism/antirealism dispute is
a kind of Kantian antinomy with the consequence that being a realist or an antirealist
can be therefore seen more as a matter of decision (not of solvability). The question of the
nature and plausibility of realism/anti-realism is so controversial that no brief account of
it will satisfy all those with a stake in the debates between realists and antirealists (see
Miller 2012).

This special issue (there are three articles, two discussion papers and one review)
intends to offer several insights into the selected domains of realism/antirealism debate.
All these texts are the outputs of the grant project On What There Is: Varieties of
Realism (2011-2014) which takes place at the Catholic University in RuZomberok
(Slovakia).

Ladislav Koreri’s paper on underdetermination, scepticism and realism articulates
and compares the structure, presuppositions and implications of two famous sceptical ar-
guments to elucidate whether a possibly appealing diagnosis of one case can successfully
carry over to the other. In bis paper, Jan Hrkiit explores the role which aspectualism plays
in answering the question — what the aesthetic judgments are related to? Standard an-
swers embrace either realistic or antirealistic standpoint. But what is the role of aspectual-
ism? The third article of this special issue deals with Ladislav Kvasz’s version of instru-
mental realism. It aims to show that Kvasz’s version fails in elucidating the ontological
status of instruments. Moreover, the first of two discussion papers investigates the way how
Kvasz’s instrumental realism provides justification for belief in realism abour mathemati-
cal entities and whether this way of justification is sufficient for instrumental realism to be
considered a form of realism. In the second discussion paper, in response to Lukds Bielik’s
views, Eugen Zeleridk develops what be believes to be a more adequate reading of Good-
man’s new riddle of induction. Finally, the review essay analyzes Peter Icke’s book on
Frank Ankersmit, whose theory of history contains both antirealistic (narrativist) and
more realistic threads.

© 2014 The Author. Journal compilation © 2014 Institute of Philosophy SAS
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I would like to express my gratitude to those who contributed to the preparation of
this special issue. First of all, I would like to thank Maridn Zoubar, Lukds Bielik and all
anonymous referees for the excellent work they bave done in the editorial process of this is-
sue. I would also like to thank the authors for their admirable contribution in elucidating
some aspects and in answering some fundamental questions of the realism/antirealism de-
bate. Last, I would like to express the immense gratitude to the Jobn Templeton Foun-
dation for all its generous support.

1 hope that that this issue of Organon F will address an academic readership that is
open to how the notion of realism/antirealism is approached in diverse disciplines of phi-
losophy.

Pavol Labuda
pavol.labuda@ff.ku.sk
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ABSTRACT: This study aims to articulate and compare the structure, presuppositions
and implications of two paradigmatic sceptical arguments, i.e. arguments from underde-
termination of scientific theories by observational data (UA) and Cartesian-style argu-
ments (CA) invoking sceptical scenarios of severe cognitive dislocation. Although salient
analogies between them may prompt one to think that a unified diagnosis of what is
amiss with them is called for, it will be argued that this may be a false hope, if those
analogies do not underwrite a complete homology. That said, possible parallels of one
promising anti-sceptical exposure of CA are pointed out for the case of UA, which con-
spire together to render the problem of underdetermination less threatening than it
could at first appear.

KEYWORDS: Evidence — realism — scepticism — underdetermination.

A venerable tradition portrays science as aiming at explaining observable
patterns through deeper causal mechanisms that, for all their hiddenness,
are “really out there” in the natural world. Scientists, striving to “cut nature
at its joints,” work hard to amass data via observation or controlled experi-
ments to make it likely that their theories give increasingly more accurate
and comprehensive accounts of the ready-made world out there, including,
prominently, its hidden joints. What is more, a modest epistemological op-

Work on this study was supported by the grant GA CR, Jistoty a skepticky problém,
n. P401/12/P599.
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timism seems warranted. At least with our mature and impressively success-
ful scientific theories, evidence accumulated over time warrants belief in at
least their approximate and partial truth.

This familiar picture of scientific theorizing has come to be called scien-
tific realism (henceforth: SR). Despite its initial attractions, it has mobilized
many able philosophical opponents, as the ongoing controversy over SR viv-
idly testifies. Among many objections that have been raised against it, un-
derdetermination-style arguments (UA) stand out as advancing a particularly
serious challenge to its epistemological optimism, on the ground that ob-
servational data — no matter how massive — might be equally accommodated
by empirically equivalent theories that make incompatible claims about hid-
den contents and structure of the natural world.” In this respect, as many
thinkers have noted, there are salient analogies between UA and the classical
Cartesian-style sceptical arguments (CA). The latter threaten to undermine
even our most common-sense claims to knowledge of the world around us,
on the ground that the whole of our experiential evidence — past, present or
future — can be accounted for by experientially equivalent hypotheses of se-
vere cognitive dislocation® that make incompatible claims about the con-
tents of the outside world (and, in particular, about the causal origin of our
sensory experience).

Both UA and C4 aim to establish a radical sceptical thesis on the basis
of prima facie appealing premises. They have accordingly provoked several
attempts to diagnose what is amiss with them but none has commanded
wider acceptance. However, I believe it worthwhile to explore in some depth
and detail the possibility that suggests itself here, namely, that aforemen-
tioned analogies between UA and CA4 invite analogous or even structurally
unified anti-sceptical diagnoses. To prepare the ground for this issue, I first
situate UA in its proper dialectical context, explaining its motivation, struc-
ture and possible ramifications for the controversy over SR. Having recon-
structed CA as an underdetermination problem of a sort, I then compare
both puzzles highlighting their analogies as well as their specifics. On this
basis I sketch an anti-sceptical exposure of CA4 that I find promising, but
which, owing to the specifics of U4, does not straightforwardly carry over to
it. This, I argue, should come as no great surprise, because analogies be-

More precisely, this applies to so-called strong underdetermination arguments, ac-
cording to the distinctions to be introduced in Section 1.2.

3 To usean apt term coined by Wright (2002), (2004).



UNDERDETERMINATION, SCEPTICISM AND REALISM 147

tween U4 and CA do not amount to full homology. That said, I also try to
show that instructive parallels of that exposure tactics can be discerned in
the case of U4, which might conspire together to render the problem of
underdetermination less threatening than it could at first appear.

1. Underdetermination problem and the controversy over SR

1.1. Sources

The relevant history of UA is usually traced back to Pierre Duhem’s
path-breaking critique of the hypothetico-deductive model of confirmation
of scientific hypotheses.* According to this model, once a hypothesis H is
proposed, one may go on to confirm or falsify it by checking its observa-
tional consequences concerning occurrence of phenomena under specified
circumstances. If a phenomenon does not occur as predicted by H, H should
be taken as falsified, hence rejected and replaced by another hypothesis. If,
on the other hand, phenomena occur as H predicts, H gets (increasingly)
confirmed.

But things do not quite work this simple way — or so Duhem argued.
First, scientific hypotheses have observational implications only within
a larger theoretical context or system — if conjoined with auxiliary hypothe-
ses and background assumptions about initial conditions, experimental set-
ting, instruments, etc. Let us call this enlarged system H+4, 4 incorporat-
ing whatever relevant auxiliary hypotheses or background assumptions. Sec-
ond, Duhem pointed out that observational consequences do not — by
themselves or together with logical principles — determine confirmation or
falsification of the hypothesis H. Thus a false observational consequence
does not automatically falsify H, because it is derived from H+A4 so that
what it shows is at most that H is false or 4 is false. Accordingly, we may
save the data by keeping H and making appropriate revisions within 4, or
the other way round. Still, data plus logic alone do not dictate what to do.
Second, even if we assume that all so far checked observational conse-
quences of H are true, this does not confirm H as likely to be true, as there
is always a rival hypothesis H* that, conjoined with its own 4*, accommo-

See Duhem (1914/1954). Also Poincaré’s (1905/1952) famous considerations about
alternative, yet empirically equivalent physical geometries of space-time are often quoted
as an important milestone.
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dates all the data equally well, but makes incompatible claims about the un-
derlying reality. So data plus logic alone do not dictate a choice of H over
b

Summing up, Duhem’s holistic thesis says that larger theoretical sys-
tems, not single hypotheses, are subject to empirical test. Its corollary then
seems to be that observational data together with logic are not enough to
determine (a) what item is falsified vis-a-vis recalcitrant data and (b) which
of two rival but empirically equivalent theoretical systems is more likely to
be true, hence worthy of choice.

A few decades later, Quine contributed by two generalizations of Du-
hem’s claims. First, in his assault on empiricism he argued that the system
(theory) to be tested against sensory experience is a whole web of inter-
linked beliefs including also logical and mathematical claims, so that they
too are eventually up for revision if the system faces recalcitrant data (cf.
Quine 1951). Second, whereas Duhem had in mind empirical equivalence —
hence underdetermination — relative to all available data (already checked
observational consequences), Quine radicalized UA to mean underdetermi-
nation of whole (perhaps even comprehensive) physical theories relative to
the totality of all possible data. Importantly, the strong version of UA ex-
cludes the possibility that future observations could eventually distinguish
Hand H*

It is arguably easier to come up with historical examples of the weak un-
derdetermination. One notorious example put forward by Duhem himself is
the transient empirical equivalence of the Ptolemaic and the Copernican
system: both were able to accommodate all observed astronomical data at
the time of appearance of De Revolutionibus. Hence, at the time, available
empirical data did not support one system over the other as more likely to
be true. We shall have an occasion to see that the situation is more delicate
with the strong underdetermination, there being fewer genuinely interesting
examples of alternative theories that are both incompatible and empirically

> Okasha (2002) argues that the strong version of UA is hard to reconcile with

Quine’s own holism: either a theory 7" is incomplete/local and then it is always possible
that future evidence will distinguish it from currently equivalent rival theories (thus we
have at most the weaker Duhemian version of UA); or the argument has to be formu-
lated at the level of global (complete) theories — but then we do not quite know what it
would be like to have such a theory. See also Hoefer — Rosenberg (1994) who distin-
guish local and global theories and, accordingly, local and global underdetermination,
holding that only the latter is a potential threat.
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equivalent relative to all possible data. Let it be said that the clash of rival
accounts of quantum mechanics — viz. Copenhagen interpretation versus
Bohmian interpretation in terms of hidden parameters — is often cited as
a particularly up-to-date example of the strong underdetermination. Also
Poincaré-style examples of rival space-time cosmologies based on different
geometries seem to supply instructive examples — viz. a space-time theory
based on the classical Euclidean geometry and a space-time theory based on
the non-classical Riemannian geometry.® The idea behind is that all possi-
ble predictions about trajectories of physical objects made by one theory can
be mimicked by the other: thus, curved trajectories of objects predicted by
the space-time theory based on the Riemannian geometry can be mimicked
by the space-time theory based on Euclidean geometry if we introduce into
the latter theory extra-forces acting on objects as well as rulers. The two al-
ternative theories seem equally underdetermined by all possible data.

1.2. The role of UA in the controversy over SR

It is the strong version of UA that will concern me in what follows. For
one thing, it seems to be potentially more devastating. For another, it is
structurally analogous to the Cartesian-style sceptical argument with which
it will be compared in due course.

To reconstruct UA in its strong form, a few distinctions are in order.”

C belongs to the testable basis of a theory T ift C is a claim about phenom-
ena and 7 allows us to infer C.

T and T* are empirically equivalent theories iff they have exactly the same
testable basis.

T and T* are rival empirically equivalent theories ift they are empirically
equivalent theories that make incompatible claims about unobservable
items.

T and T* are evidentially indistinguishable theories iff they are equally well
supported with respect to all possible evidence so that any possible ob-

®  See Poincaré (1905/1952). Reichenbach (1958) formulates a famous generalization

of this procedure.

7 . . . .
There is already an extensive literature on underdetermination arguments and their

relation to the issue of SR. For different perspectives on it, I refer the reader to Laudan
— Leplin (1991), Earman (1993), Hoefer — Rosenberg (1994), Psillos (1999), Stanford
(2001), Devitt (2002), Okasha (2002), Norton (2008).
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servation that contributes to confirming (or disconfirming) one (to
a given extent) confirms (or disconfirms) equally well the other (to the
same extent).

With this terminology in place, it is easy to formulate UA as involving the
following steps:

1. For any scientific theory T there is an alternative theory 7% such
that the two are rival empirically equivalent theories.

2. Empirically equivalent theories are evidentially indistinguishable.

3. So no possibly relevant evidence supports 7" as more likely to be true
than 7%

4. So no possibly relevant evidence justifies one in holding 7" to be
more likely to be true than not.

5. So one is never justified in holding 7 to be more likely to be true
than not.

Simple and abstract as U4 is, its ramifications for SR are potentially far-
reaching. To appreciate this, we should note that SR, as commonly con-
ceived, involves a mixture of essential ingredients backing up the claim that
scientific theories aim to provide approximately true descriptions of the ob-
jective sort that are apt to be warranted by empirical evidence:

Semantic commitment: Sentences comprising theories — including those
apparently about unobservable items — are to be taken semantically at
face value, that is, as purporting to refer to and describe what they prima
facie appear to refer to and describe (truly or falsely).

Ontological commitment: There is some stuft out there for them to be
approximately true descriptions of — including entities, structures, etc.
underlying phenomena and their regularities.

Independence commitment: That stuff is what it is quite independently of
any linguistic, conceptual or epistemic means that can be employed in
positing, classifying, describing or confirming them.

Epistemological commitment: Empirical evidence can place us in a favour-
able position to hold (at least our best current) scientific theories to be
(at least nearly and partially) true descriptions of the world — in both its
observable and non-observable parts.
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What UA urges on us is that on a realistic construal of a scientific the-
ory T — as concerned with a largely unobservable and ready-made world out
there — there is a gap between the two that cannot be bridged by empirical
evidence, however varied and massive. Clearly, observational data do not en-
tail theories, there being always room for alternative theories equally ac-
commodating all the data in terms of incompatible claims about hidden
structures. But, if UA goes through, the data do not determine scientific
theories inductively either — by lending them at least a reasonable degree of
support — since (a) empirically equivalent theories T and T* are held to be
evidentially indistinguishable but (b), being incompatible, only one of them
can hope to be true to the facts.. Thus, if SR with all its essential ingredi-
ents holds, then, epistemically speaking, the hidden natural world out there
seems once and for all lost!

UA, T submit, can be seen as an improvement upon more traditional and
controversial arguments informed by the positivist stricture to the eftect
that what transcends experience/observation is beyond the province of
knowledge: i.e. to claim anything about unobservable items is to outstrip
the bounds of evidence that only licenses warranted claims about the world
out there. In response to arguments of this calibre, friends of SR would do
well to challenge the positivist stricture behind them — only what is observ-
able or reducible to observable is knowable. Even if is it granted that scientific
hypotheses and theories are evidentially controlled by the data of observa-
tion and experiment, this reasonably looking empiricist regulative does not
entail the positivist stricture. For why, realists ask, shouldn’t theories posit-
ing unobservable items be liable to empirical test indirectly, that is, via what
they (together with auxiliary hypotheses and background assumptions) im-
ply about phenomena? Why, then, shouldn’t we regard the fact that some
theories fare excellently in predicting and explaining phenomena — indeed,
much better than alternative theories — as giving considerable, if indirect,
empirical support also to their claims about unobservable items?®

®  The “No miracle” argument — sometimes dubbed the master argument for SR —

makes this point dramatically: wouldn’t it be a most remarkable coincidence — indeed,
a mystery — if our best current theories, successfully predicting and explaining regulari-
ties of phenomena in terms of hidden structures/mechanisms, were not onto something
as regards the hidden nature of the world? See Putnam (1978) and Boyd (1983) for in-
fluential defences of the claim that only SR does not make the apparent success of
science one big mystery left without any explanation.
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So, without a more powerful line of argument against the possibility of
warranted claims about unobservables, realists may feel relatively safe. Yet,
UA promises to give its opponents precisely such a principled argument,
because it directly challenges the crux of SR — the claim that (our mature
and impressively) successful scientific theories are likely to be true (nearly
and partially).

Although UA directly attacks the epistemological commitment of SR, it
could be used in drawing significant metaphysical or semantic conclusions.
Indeed, scientific scepticism wholeheartedly embracing its negative conclu-
sion has been a rare reaction to UA.’ Thus, constructivists, projectivists or
internal realists would argue that realities must be theory-dependent after
all. Differences aside, their goal is to close the gap between theories and re-
ality by evidentially constraining truth-conditions or urging some form of
conceptual or epistemic dependence of realities on theoretical frameworks
employed to capture them.'® Others would contend that sentences appar-
ently about unobservables should not be interpreted literally but, as instru-
mentalists would have us say, as computational means (perhaps useful fic-
tions) in the service of correlating phenomena (input-data with output-
predictions). Either way, the problem of underdetermination can be miti-
gated, though on pain of incurring theoretical commitments which are far
from unproblematic.

There are other “non-realist” strategies, to be sure. Since this study is
not primarily concerned to review them, suffice it to say, for this moment,
that the friends of SR have several lines of response available to them to

A notable exception, however, is Van Fraassen’s constructive empiricism (1980) to

which I shall shortly return later.

1 Here we may assign Kuhn’s (1962/1996) paradigm-style account of the structure of

scientific theory change with its corollary of conceptual incommensurability of scientific
frameworks employing different classificatory and epistemic styles (based on different
exemplars establishing the range of problems to be solved and the methods of solving
them). On this view, realities of concern to scientists are always immanent to scientific
frameworks — different frameworks coping with different realities. Though in many re-
spects very different, Putnam’s internal realism (1981) may also be reckoned here. Posi-
tions of this sort need not deny that scientific theories are concerned with observable as
well as unobservable aspects of the world and that they aim to give us, in a way, accurate
accounts of both. What they in different ways question is theory-independence of reali-
ties studied by science, unconditioned by conceptual and epistemic means that consti-
tute theories or theoretical frameworks.
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show that, while the embarrassing conclusion of UA compromises some of
its premises, it does not reduce SR to absurdity, if SR does not license the
culprit premises. I will mention some of those responses later, after having
compared UA with CA. But let me now turn to the classical Cartesian-style
sceptical argument and its subversive potential.

2. CA as an underdetermination argument

It is well known — even well worn — that Descartes bequeathed to us
a sceptical problem,'" whose ghost is still with us today, in spite of the fact
that he thought to have disposed of it. In its restricted form, targeting only
empirical claims about the world out there, the issue arises if we take it that
at least some of our best common-sense or scientific claims — e.g. claims
about medium-sized objects observable by unaided senses under optimal
conditions — are certain or at least likely to be true. However, the fact that
we confidently take the world to be a certain way does not yet guarantee
that the world really is that way. So what basis, if any, can we have for plac-
ing such confidence in our most cherished empirical claims? Sensory experi-
ence we take ourselves to have made with the outside world seems to be,
prima facie at least, the most plausible candidate. However, if experience
consists of a stream of appearances — internal phenomena — that might just
as well occur when we are being subject to a severe cognitive dislocation
(e.g. devious delusion or compact dream), it does not seem to lend a reason-
able degree of support to our empirical claims — still less an assurance that
the world out there is, by and large, the way we take it to be. As Descartes
pointed out, apparently far-fetched claims about the contents and structure
of the world can accommodate the totality of given appearances — even the
totality of all past, present and future appearances — which are nevertheless
incompatible with the claims that we take to be true.

It suggests itself to reconstruct CA as a radical underdetermination
problem: underdetermination of empirical claims, including all claims about
observable items, by the data of experience-based evidence, no matter how
varied and massive. And here is a simple receipt to this effect. First, take
your best common-sense and scientific claims about the world — including
those about the aetiology of your sensory experiences — as belonging to an

1 Foran original statement of the problem see Descartes (1640/1996).
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empirical theory/system B that depends for its support, if any, on the data
of experience-based evidence E. Then confront B with whatever sceptical
theory S that is specifically devised to fit all experience-based data that you
might ever have while making incompatible claims about the world (if only
because it makes incompatible claims about the causal origin of experiential
data). Descartes’ Evil Demon Hypothesis might serve the purpose, as well as
the more up-to-date Brain-in-Vat Hypothesis. Finally, ask if you have a suf-
ficient evidential basis to favour B over S.

Now, the would-be sceptic expects the answer to be in the negative and
he has a simple argument at hand. E, recall, is supposed to consists of all
internal phenomena — items of the sort It appears to me as if p or I am ap-
peared to as if p — that might evidentially bear on B."” We then choose as
S some suitable sceptical hypothesis (theory) that allows us to expect all
phenomena belonging to £ — in fact, S typically provides an alternative ac-
count of their aetiology — but is incompatible with B regarding many exter-
nal phenomena (including, prominently, the causal origin of internal phe-
nomena). CA-style underdetermination argument is then simple:

1. B has a sceptical rival-incompatible hypothesis S that is equivalent
with it with respect to E.
2. If Band S are equivalent with respect to E, then they are equally well

supported by E.

3. So E does not support B as more likely to be true than the incom-
patible S.

4. So E does not justify one in taking B as more likely to be true than
not.

5. So one is never justified in taking B as more likely to be true than not.

Given, further, that E should include all relevant pieces of evidence that
might ever bear on B — viz. all past, present or future appearances — the ar-
gument, if sound, shows that no evidence can ever justify B. Since, then,
B is arbitrary, the upshot is that no empirical claim or theory is justified —
all being on par in this respect. This is certainly a radical conclusion that is
hard to swallow."

12 . . N
Note that such items make no references to the outside world and have no implica-

tions about it: It appears to me as if p does not imply p.

13 .. . .
It may be argued that the underdetermination reconstruction of C4 is more funda-

mental than alternative formulations of it — viz. the so-called argument from ignorance —
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3. Comparison

We have seen that strong underdetermination arguments pose a chal-
lenge to scientific realism, on the ground that virtually any empirical theory
T may be confronted with a rival theory 7% that allows us to infer exactly
the same claims about phenomena while being committed to incompatible
claims about unobservable structures and mechanisms underlying phenom-
ena. Assuming, furthermore, that the only relevant evidence for (or against)
a scientific theory comes ultimately from observational confirming or dis-
confirming of its implied claims about occurrence of phenomena, 7"and T*
should be evidentially on a par, equally likely to be true in the light of all
possibly relevant empirical evidence. If so, the presumption that such evi-
dence could justify our acceptance of scientific theories as (nearly and par-
tially) true descriptions of the nature of the world out there is undermined.
Hence SR seems to be in serious trouble.

A similarly dramatic role has been imputed to the Cartesian argument,
invoking experientially undetectable scenarios of massive delusion encapsu-
lated in sceptical hypotheses. Obviously, C4 is more radical in its intended
scope and consequences. UA allows us to know a lot about external facts/
events observable by unaided senses, but nothing about hidden entities and
structures underlying phenomena. CA, however, threatens to deprave us
even of external phenomena. Thus, external phenomena are to be distin-
guished from internal phenomena, only the latter being immediate data of
experience — appearances — the presence and character of which we are in
a privileged position to recognize. The crux of C4 is the claim that empiri-
cal claims about the contents and causal structure of the world — claims
about external phenomena in particular — depend for evidential support ul-
timately on appearances. Unfortunately, sceptical hypotheses are devised so
as to accommodate all our appearances — past, present or future. Thus the
totality of evidence supposed to be ultimately relevant for empirical claims —
one supervening on appearances — does not favour empirical claims/theories
over rival sceptical hypotheses, both being equally likely to be true in the
light of it. If so, the initial presumption that our best systems of empirical

that hinge on the premise that we cannot exclude (know to be false) S (and on the pre-
mise that we know P, only if we can exclude or know S to be false). If this premise is not
self-evident — and many would maintain it is not — then we should argue it. And, it
would seem, underdetermination of P by E would have to be invoked to justify it. Cf.
Bruecker (1994) and Okasha (2003).
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claims about the world out there are by and large true is undermined.
Hence the very idea of empirical knowledge of the world seems to be in se-
rious trouble.

This analogy between UA and CA can be pushed further. Crucial in CA4
is their tendency to construe even claims about things and events that we
would normally call (in agreement with UA) “observable” as if they were on
a par with epistemically derivative “theoretical” claims, inheriting their de-
gree of evidential support, if any, by inference from the Given — consisting
of appearances as immediate data of experience. To put it slightly differ-
ently, external phenomena are placed in the troublesome position that un-
observable items occupy in UA, on the ground that they are beyond imme-
diate, hence safe reach of our cognitive powers. And the dramatic challenge
posed by CA is that the evidence of the Given does not favour even our best
common-sense or scientific empirical claims over alternative sceptical
claims, because the latter claims are designed to accommodate — indeed, to
account for —the Given.

In light of this, perhaps the most salient analogy between CA4 and UA is
that they presuppose a foundationalist picture of evidence based on a sort of
data/theory dichotomy and its corollary that theory-like items can be justi-
fied — if at all — only by inference from data-like items (or non-inferential
reports of them), that is, from the epistemically prior experiential and ob-
servational evidence respectively (cf. Okasha 2003).

Data Theory

Empirical: about the observable or

CA Internal phenomena unobservable world

Scientific: about the unobservable

UA External phenomena world

More precisely, both arguments seem to rest on the following assumptions
. . L4
that work together to license sceptical conclusions:

Inferential justification of theory-claims: T/B — in particular, theoretical
claims — can be justified only via a rationally compelling inference from
more ultimate evidential claims.

4oA diagnosis along these lines is offered also by Bird (2007) and Okasha (2002).
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Restricted evidence: observational/experiential data-claims provide ultima-
te evidence for 77B.

No rationally compelling inference: rationally compelling inference can be
either deductive or inductive," but, no matter how massive the observa-
tional/experiential basis of data-claims for 77/B:

T7B are not inferable from it deductively — viz. the existence of in-
consistent yet empirically equivalent theories 7*/S that is asserted by
the 1*" premise of UA/CA (call this deductive underdetermination).

T7/B are not inferable from the basis inductively — viz. the existence
of inconsistent yet evidentially indistinguishable theories 7*/S that
follows from the 1% and 2™ premise of UA/CA (call this inductive-
ampliative underdetermination).

If this comparison is on the right track, one may expect that a careful
analysis of one sceptical case will in turn illuminate the other. Indeed, the
closely parallel structure of the two arguments may prompt one to think
that there must be a closely parallel diagnosis of what — if anything — is
amiss with them. This, though, may turn out to be a false hope. Granted
that U4 and CA are structurally parallel, this does not preclude a possibility
of a promising anti-sceptical strategy vis-a-vis CA that might not be all that
promising vis-a-vis UA and vice versa. Clearly, there is one salient difference
between CA4 and UA: the latter typically take phenomena to be intersubjective
matters accessible to observation, while the former construe phenomena as
subjective appearances accessible via reflection or introspection, with no im-
plications about the outside world — whether observable or not. It may be
that precisely this difference between the two cases will prove crucial at the
end of the day.

4. Exposing CA: not the epistemic game we play!

My favourite tactics with respect to C4 is a genre of what Alex Byrne
recently classified as “expose the sceptic” strategy, as opposed to “convince

15 - . N
Inductive inferences are understood here in the broad sense of ampliative inferences,

whose conclusions, unlike those of deductively valid inferences, state more than is con-
tained in the premises.
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the sceptic” strategy.'® In general, this tactics hinges on the idea that we
should not try — in vain — to convince the sceptic via non-question-begging
arguments by his lights. Rather, the onus is on our imaginary sceptical oppo-
nent, who could win the game with us only if it turns out that we are com-
mitted to buy his premises as resting on plausible considerations by our
lights. We then try to show that this is not the case: the rules of the game
that the sceptic wants us to play — and inevitably lose — are not something
we are committed to, not being derived from the commitments inherent in
our discursive-epistemic practices, in which our epistemic standards are at
home. This strategy, though firmly based in ordinary practices, does not
just reassert — a la G.E. Moore (cf. Moore’s famous 1939/1959) — the claims
of common-sense as comparatively far more certain than the premises of
CA. Tt proceeds by showing that the foundationalist picture driving C4 is
not something we are committed to. There are two main considerations
that I want to briefly mention in support of this claim.

First, our conception of relevant empirical evidence differs in crucial re-
spects from the alleged neutral phenomenal evidence with no implications
about the world out there. As Wittgenstein, Austin, or McDowell taught
us, apart from dubious and scepticism-infected requirements such as infalli-
bility of evidence, or considerations such as argument from illusion, it is not
clear why we should buy from the sceptic the phenomenal conception of
evidence for our empirical claims (see Austin 1962; Wittgenstein 1969;
McDowell 1994).

In fact, (A) what would normally count as evidence for empirical claims
is hardly confined to records of internal appearances, which, anyway, are
rarely cited as evidence. This holds for everyday life as well as rigorous prac-
tices of science, where evidence is, paradigmatically, intersubjectively check-
able. Consequently, empirical evidence, as normally conceived of, is ex-

16 See Byrne (2004). Byrne himself appeals to McDowell (1994). In my view, this line

of response to sceptical challenges was pursued by Wittgenstein (1969) and Austin
(1962). More recently, except of Byrne, Leite (2009) offers an interesting version of this
tactics. In his already classic discussion of scepticism, Williams (1996) urges a rather
similar approach: basically, to expose sceptical arguments as resting on theoretical com-
mitments that are, despite initial appearances, far from being intuitive and uncontrover-
sial (he identifies what he calls epistemological realism as a crucial and highly controversial
sceptical commitment). Clearly, if sceptical commitments are not our commitments, we
are free to ignore them. A careful study of sceptical arguments from underdetermination
is Vogel (2004), who also usefully classifies possible responses to them.
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pressible in claims whose content is far from neutral about the world out
there. Intersubjectivity also supplies the only “neutrality” that is needed.

(B) Furthermore, evidence is typically asked only for claims deemed un-
obvious, directly inaccessible or unavailable in a context of inquiry, whereas
pieces of evidence are supposed to be directly or unproblematically available
in the context — at least compared to what it is expected to be evidence for.
Thus, under normal conditions, spontaneous perceptual judgements about
medium-sized items in our vicinity are not taken as standing in need of
evidence — rather, they serve as possible pieces of evidence for other claims
— because we do not take what we so perceive as inaccessible or unavailable
to us (see, for instance, McDowell 1994). Also evidence is typically not
asked for common-sense certainties like “I am a human being”, “I have
hands” or “The world has existed many years past”’, whose role in our be-
lief-systems is more accurately described as that of Wittgenstein’s meta-
phorical hinges around which all questioning, doubting and reason-giving
turns, since they set standards of what in a given context tests what.

(C) Empirical evidence does not have to be - and usually is not - infalli-
ble or incorrigible. This, of course, hangs in closely with the previous two
points, which allowed evidence to expand well beyond the allegedly safe
confines of subjective experience. Perceptual judgments may provide perfect
evidence by ordinary standards, even though they are fallible and corri-
gible.17

(D) Finally, what normally qualifies as empirical evidence is so hetero-
geneous and context-dependent that it is simply hopeless to try to recon-
struct semantically determined kinds of claims, whose ordering would faith-
fully reflect invariant evidential dependencies among them.'® For instance,
from the perspective of our ordinary epistemic practices, there is no a priori
reason to think that claims of type 4 (e.g. direct reports of sensory experi-
ence) are essentially non-inferential, that is, potential pieces of evidence
upon which claims of type B inferentially (e.g. reports about the world) de-

7" Moore (1925/1959), (1939/1959) claims that such truisms are immune to sceptical

doubt. Wittgenstein (1969) develops this idea in greater detail and depth, though he
distances himself from Moore’s approach in many respects. I explain what I take to be
a promising Wittgensteinian position in some detail in Koreri (2013). A useful survey

article about evidence is Kelly (2008).

18 . . . . — . . .
The idea that there is an invariant and objective order of epistemic dependencies

between semantically determined classes of claims/beliefs is what Williams (1996) calls
epistemological realism.



160 LADISLAV KOREN

pend, for which, however, distinct evidence is never (in no context) re-
quired. As Austin aptly put it: “4ny kind of statement could state evidence
for any other kind, if the circumstances were appropriate.” Thus:

I may say, for instance, “The pillar is bulgy” on the ground that it looks
bulgy; but equally I might say, in different circumstances, “That pillar
looks bulgy”— on the ground that I've just built it, and I built it bulgy.
(Austin 1962, 116)

All these features characterizing empirical evidence as we normally con-
ceive of it — and possibly others that I have not mentioned — are at odds
with the properties attributed to phenomenal evidence, which is held to be
infallible, non-inferential and world-neutral, among other things.

The second consideration, then, is closely connected to the first. It is
hard to deny that empirical claims or theories are, in general, not entailed
by available empirical evidence, if only because they go beyond it in universal
generalizations. It is less clear, however, that we should be worried about
the possibility of empirical theories being underdetermined by our empirical
evidence. For one thing, outside philosophical circles, a reasonable attitude
would be to say that only claims suggesting specific and contextually rele-
vant possibilities of error — not ad hoc hypotheses devised by philosophers
for the purpose of accommodating appearances — should be given hearing
when we compare and evaluate epistemic standing of our empirical claims
and theories. For another, once we feel free to set aside the phenomenal
conception of evidence as something we are not compelled to buy, allowing
empirical evidence to contain good many “outward-looking” or “external”
claims, sceptical hypotheses, even if they are allowed to enter comparison,
would be excluded as incompatible with the more liberal empirical evidence.

5. Some responses to UA and instructive parallels

The upshot of the exposure-tactics as applied to CA is that the phe-
nomenal conception of evidence is not something we are compelled to iden-
tify with. The situation with UA is a more delicate matter, though, if only
because it is difficult to abandon completely the empiricist regulative that
scientific theories should be evidentially controlled by observational data.
Anyway, given that UA construes phenomena as external, hence intersubjec-
tively available, the exposure-tactics does not carry over to UA. Nevertheless,
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a few instructive parallels could occur to us when we start to think about
possible responses to UA. In this way, I think, a careful discussion of one
case can shed light also on the other.

Perhaps the most straightforward reaction to UA is that of the sceptic (or
agnostic) who concurs with its negative conclusion and reads the whole ar-
gument as effectively compromising not just the epistemological commit-
ment of SR but indirectly also the realist tenet behind it, namely that scien-
tific theorizing aims to give a true account of the largely unobservable
world. If that is the aim, the sceptic goes on, we are never warranted in
holding it to be achieved — or so UA teaches us. Yet, we may embrace a dif-
ferent (in this sense, anti-realist) view of the aim of scientific theorizing,
which does not seem to have the embarrassing consequence that we can
never have epistemic warrant to believe that the aim has been achieved. Ac-
cording to the most influential development of this approach — Van Fraas-
sen’s constructive empiricism (cf. Van Fraassen 1980) — a reasonable aim of
science is to produce empirically adequate theories that allow us to infer
only true claims about phenomena and their regularities. Accordingly, in
accepting scientific theories we need not — fortunately — hold them to be
true tout court. We only need to hold them to be empirically adequate —
true, that is, in what they claim about phenomena. And we may be war-
ranted in such modest claims, because they do not transcend phenomena.19

Whatever its merits, this agnostic strategy with respect to unobservable
facts has not been widely followed. Still, it has an insight in that we can
profitably read UA as an attempt to reveal a tension between realism and
empiricism. Incidentally, it is not without interest that Descartes’ methodo-
logical scepticism can be interpreted in a similar way — namely as challeng-
ing a view of knowledge based on empiricism — be it a naive empiricism of
common sense or a more elaborate empiricism animating the post-Aristo-
telian philosophical and scientific tradition.”” Empiricist approaches to sci-
ence emphasize the key role of observational evidence in testing scientific
hypotheses and theories. However, if sound, UA shows that a seemingly in-
nocuous version of empiricism gives rise to scepticism about realistically in-
terpreted theories as not likely to be true in the light of total observational

19 Following the lead of Duhem and Poincaré, one may add to this line that a choice of

theory is not determined solely by the data and logic, but also by extra-empirical virtues

and pragmatic, conventional or social factors.

20 . 1 . o
For an influential interpretation of Descartes in this spirit see Frankfurt (1970).
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evidence. That would be pretty bad news to many realists who accept an
empiricist approach to scientific knowledge.

The situation, though, is not hopeless. In fact, realists are likely to deny
the force of UA and its devastating potential vis-a-vis realism, while hoping
to retain a version of the empiricist regulative. And they could either ques-
tion the premise that any theory 7 has a rival empirical theory 7* or the
premise that empirically equivalent theories are equally well supported by
total evidence. Neither strategy is without appeal.

One may argue that except for a few interesting or genuine cases of em-
pirically equivalent theories, most other cases cited in expositions of UA are
just contrived ad hoc rivals of no interest to everyday scientific practice, some
of them even generated by sterile algorithms of the sort: T* is like T in
what it says about phenomena but incompatible with T in what it says about
unobservable parts of the world. Furthermore, if interesting cases of underde-
termination apply to partial theories 7" and 7%, their future incorporation
(or failure to be incorporated) into a more comprehensive and successful
theory could render them distinguishable after all: only one of them may be
successfully incorporated into the larger theory, or if both are, the resulting
systems might produce different sets of predicted phenomena so that 7" and
T* won’t count as empirically equivalent (cf. Laudan — Leplin 1991; Hoefer
— Rosenberg 1994; Okasha 2002). Here we face only the weak underdeter-
mination problem that is not so threatening. Since the strong underdeter-
mination problem arises only at the level of total (or comprehensive) scien-
tific systems accommodating all phenomena that might ever occur in their
intended domain — or, even more ambitiously, at the level of complete sci-
entific systems of the world — the first question to ask is what interesting
examples there are of such total scientific systems, and the second question
is whether one could come up with a plausible pair of empirically equivalent
total systems that would not involve ad hoc alternatives such as Evil Demon
or its algorithmic likes. One problem then is that it is hard to provide even
one plausible candidate for a comprehensive theory, not to speak of two (cf.
Hoefer — Rosenberg 1994; Okasha 2002). Another problem is that it might
not even be clear enough that alternative systems are really rivals rather than
notational variants (cf. Norton 2008). At any rate, if we set aside merely ad
hoc rival theories that scientists would not dream of taking seriously, there is
little reason to think that every theory 7 has a rival 7* which is empirically
equivalent in the sense required for the strong underdetermination problem
to arise.
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Here, then, is the first parallel with the diagnosis urged by the expo-
sure-tactics applied to CA, which also allows us to dismiss ad hoc sceptical
alternatives as irrelevant from the point of view of our ordinary epistemic
practices.

Furthermore, one may challenge as inadequate the positivist view of the
epistemic structure of scientific theories implicated in the definitions of ob-
servational basis and empirical equivalence of scientific theories. Arguably
the crucial aspect of this view is the dichotomy of observable and unobserv-
able items itself reflected in the dichotomy of observational and theoretical
claims. Now, many critics argue that there is no a priori demarcation crite-
rion — and actual scientific practice does not suggest any — separating ob-
servable from unobservable items. Admittedly, some items are detectable by
unaided senses, while others we can detect only with aid of more or less so-
phisticated instruments — starting with glasses and ending with quantum
microscopes.”’ Yet scientists would not hesitate to say of the latter that they
are observable — though a good deal of background theory is implicated in
detection-procedures — provided that detection-procedures have been estab-
lished as reliable.”” Also, what we observe/perceive seems influenced or shaped
to some extent by what we expect from the world around us, where collat-
eral expectations may well be more of a “theoretical” than “observational”
sort.”” Now, if on the right track, observations of this type suggest that the
dichotomy of observational and theoretical distorts rather than illuminates
actual scientific practice.

This points to the second parallel with the diagnosis of CA4 in the spirit
of the exposure-tactics: intrusion of prima facie theoretical elements into
the evidential basis of empirical/scientific theories undermines the founda-
tionalist schism shared by C4 and UA: viz. that there is a theory independ-
ent evidential basis of non-inferential data-claims (about experiences and
observations respectively) upon which theoretical/empirical claims asym-
metrically and inferentially depend for their support. Now, once the obser-
vation/theory dichotomy is discredited, a potentially much more extensive
and contextually flexible evidential basis is available to scientists — compared
to the austere positivist basis confined to purely observational claims — pos-

2L This is the basis of a famous argument by Maxwell (1962).

2 Tcan only recommend Hacking (1983) for many fascinating examples.

23 . .. .
Two classic works — both emphasizing theory-ladenness of observation— are Hanson

(1958) and Kuhn (1962/1996).
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sibly including assumptions about the existence of underlying causes or
about existence and reliability of (say, causal) explanations,2 or even theo-
retical analogues of hinge-propositions exempt from empirical test.”> If we
put this together with the reservations already expressed, the threat of un-
derdetermination of theories by data becomes even more moot.

The last and related point that I want to mention is that opponents of
UA may complain that it rests on an overly simplified conception of empiri-
cal support for scientific theories/hypotheses — basically, on a simple version
of the hypothetico-deductive model attacked already by Duhem. Once we
recognize this inadequacy, it is doubtful that, in general, empirically equiva-
lent theories are equally well supported by the totality of possible evidence,
even if we grant the premise stating the existence of empirically equivalent
rivals. Some critics would say that theoretic-explanatory virtues such as sim-
plicity and systematicity might evidentially distinguish empirically equiva-
lent theories, provided there are any genuine and interesting examples of
such theories. Others would point out that we do not even need to appeal to
such ‘super-empirical’ virtues in order to show that the same data might
support empirically equivalent theories to a different degree. Various theo-
ries of inductive support or confirmation can be invoked for this purpose
(cf. Norton 2008), prominent among them being the Bayesian confirmation
theory that emphasizes the possible impact of different prior probabilities as-
signed to rival theories/hypotheses in addition to updating of probabilities
conditional of new pieces of evidence (though notorious problems concerning
arbitrariness of prior probabilities may diminish its appeal). Eventually, one
may want to differentiate between genuine prediction and mere accommoda-
tion of available data. Thus, hypotheses explicitly devised to accommodate the
data are not supported by them — certainly not to the same degree as when an
independently motivated hypothesis turns out to predict them.

2 See a useful discussion of this point in Bird (2007).

5 Lakatos (1970) seems to come close to recognizing something like theoretical hinge

propositions when he talks about research programmes having ,hard core® of unrevisable
principles. Similar ideas, of course, have been present already in pragmatist and conven-
tionalist approaches. Poincaré (1905/1952) is particularly interesting in this respect, as
he claims that originally experientially based truths might gradually harden into prin-
ciples. Whether or not such propositions are allowed to feature in the empirical eviden-
tial basis, they might be held to structure it in the sense that they help to determine
what to test in the light of what pieces of evidence. This has parallels in Wittgenstein’s
category of hinge propositions (Wittgenstein 1969).
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6. Conclusion

There are no doubt other options. Suffice it to say, by way of conclu-
sion, that the very last line of response to UA available to realists has no
analogy with the exposure-tactics applied to CA, though nothing in the
latter precludes similar factors to play a role in governing and determining
empirical theories. But the absence of analogy here is not so surprising,
since this specific strategy vis-a-vis UA usually aims to show how we can
hope to block the threat of underdetermination of theories by data, even if
we accept that data are purely observational. As a matter of fact, analogous
anti-sceptical strategies have been proposed for CA but they are of a com-
pletely different kind than the exposure-tactics urged in this study. And
their prospects — in my view — are not so bright. One of them, for instance,
attempts to show that even if we grant the foundationalist conception of
phenomenal evidence, our best empirical theories might still be reasona-
bly taken as approximating the truth about the world out there, because
they provide the best explanation of patterns of phenomenal evidence (cf.
Vogel 1990). This, obviously, is not the way of my favourite exposure-
tactics, which challenges the very idea of purely phenomenal nature of ul-
timate empirical evidence that arguably underwrites the foundationalist
schism.
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ABSTRACT: The paper aims to explore the model which is trying to explain the nature
of aesthetic properties. The starting point for testing a plausibility of aspectualistic solu-
tion is a kind of exploration. Aspectualism plays a role between realistic and anti-
realistic answer to the question: what are the aesthetic judgments related to? Standard
discussions are linked in two directions. The first one presupposes existence of real aes-
thetic properties or qualities in artworks, thus independent of the human mind. The
second, on the contrary, explains our aesthetic judgments as related to aesthetic proper-
ties (values) that are constructed in relationship of artwork and recipient, thus depen-
dent on human mind. Both positions have strengths and weaknesses with respect to the
different artistic genres and approaches. Aspectualistic strategy offers an explanation
which has an ambition to be the solution to this dispute. The paper analyzes this posi-
tion in the work of Roger Scruton and looks for the answer to the question whether
this solution is sufficient and where are its limits, if any.

KEYWORDS: Aesthetic properties — Kennick — non/realism — Scruton — Sibley.

Ako v inych oblastiach filozofie, aj v estetike mozno sledovat’ diskusiu
medzi tzv. realizmom a antirealizmom. Klasické polohy tejto diskusie st uz
dobre sformulované a viac-menej zodpovedaju svojim pendantom v ostat-
nych tzv. value-theories (por. Bender 2003; Zangwill 2003). Kladenie otazky
o povahe estetickych vlastnosti md vsak v analytickej tradicii estetiky svoje

specifika.
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1. Analyticka estetika ako analyza estetickych pojmov

Uz od 60. rokov 20. storoia sa v pozornosti filozofickej estetiky vo vi¢-
$ej miere objavuje skumanie povahy jazyka, ktory sprevadza vnimanie
a hodnotenie umenia. Frank Sibley, jedna z kI'a¢ovych postiv tejto tradicie
filozofie umenia, ukazuje na $pecificka povahu estetickych pojmov, ktorych
pouzitie v naSom jazyku odlisuje od ostatnych vyrazov (por. Sibley 1959).
Nejde tu o skolské rozlisenie, ze hodiny literatiry sa o umeni a hodiny bio-
légie o pozorovani prirody. Hodiny literatiry st plné aj non-estetickych'
vypovedi v pravom zmysle slova. Napriklad informacia o tom, ze ,, Cervante-
sov romdn O démyselnom rytierovi Donovi Quijotovi vySiel prvykrdt v Madride
v roku 1605, nie je pripad estetického sidu. Ide o informaciu o umeni, no
informuje nis o umeleckom diele nespecificky, t. j. bez ohladu na to, ze
v predmetnej informacii sa opisuje umelecké dielo. Estetické sudy alebo po-
uzitie estetickych pojmov sa tyka vyjadreni ako ,zento obraz je vdsnivy“ alebo
»bra bola od zaciatku vel mi dynamickd®, alebo ,Struktiira fasidy a priecelia po-
sobi disharmonicky“. Az ked recipient v skusenosti s dielom samym pochopi
artefakt ako neutilitdrny objekt — a komentuje ho, hodnoti, obdivuje alebo,
naopak, odsudzuje ¢i vyjadruje odpor —, az tu zacina oblast’ estetickych su-
dov alebo pojmov. Tradi¢ne sa od novoveku tato hranica estetického iden-
tifikuje pomocou pouzivania vkusu, resp. tvorenia vkusovych sadov (tsud-
kov vkusu).

O umeni je mozné tvorit’ tvrdenia, z ktorych sa niektoré tykaju estetic-
kych aspektov, iné opisuji mimoestetické vlastnosti umeleckych diel (napr.
ich hmotnost’). Nase vypovede o vnimani, ale aj tvoreni alebo hodnoteni
umeleckych skusenosti a zizitkov su teda odlisné od vypovedi o kamerioch,
plétne, zvukoch alebo pohyboch tiel.” Empiricky std, zda sa, opisuje nejaké
empirické rysy, ktoré zachytivame v nasej skusenosti. Zato estetické sudy sa
také jazykové nistroje, ktoré nevyhnutne obsahuji ako kl'i¢ovy komponent
isty evaluacny moment, teda nejaké hodnotenie. Toto rozlisenie vsak otvira

Specificky vyraz non-estetickj pouiivam zamerne najmi preto, aby som poukdzal na
zasadne int ako esteticka povahu vyrazov (nie anti-estetickd, ani proti-esteticka); na po-
vahu, ktord nemad ni¢ spolocné s estetickou rovinou. Vyraz nonaestebtic ¢asto pouziva aj

sim Sibley (napriklad v Sibley 1965).

Vyber objektov ako plitno alebo pohyb tela ma zddraznit, ze oblast’ estetického nie
je stotoznitelnd s beznymi fyzickymi objektmi, ktoré sa — vo vynimocnych pripadoch —
stdvaji nositelmi umeleckej hodnoty. Plitno je ,obycajny* fyzikilny objekt az kym sa
netransformuje na objekt estetického ziujmu.
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viacero otdzok. V nasledujicom texte sa chcem venovat otdzke, ktord pred-
poklada existenciu Specifickych estetickych jazykovych vypovedi alebo, inak
povedané, sidov. Znie: Coho sa tykaju estetické vypovede alebo sudy? Casto
je odpovedou na tato otazku tvrdenie, Ze estetické sudy sa tykaju estetic-
kych vlastnosti, resp. takych kvalit objektov, ktoré oznacujeme ako estetic-
ké. Problém to vsak len postva o jeden krok d’alej, pretoze po preformulo-
vani povodna otdzka znie: Aka povahu maju estetické vlastnosti (kvality)
objektov a artefaktov a odkial pochadzaju? V standardnej diskusii v ramci
filozofie umenia su dominantné dve linie odpovede na tito otazku.’

Prvy spdsob — ako zodpovedat uvedenu otdzku — preferuje realistické
predpoklady. Jednoducho povedané: Tvrdi, ze existuju skutocné estetické
vlastnosti mimo [udskej mysle, a tieto vlastnosti nachadzame v tvoreni
a recepcii umeleckych diel; estetické vlastnosti su v dielach samych. Druhy
sposob, naopak, vysvetluje nase estetické sudy tak, ze sa tykaju estetickych
vlastnosti (hodnoét), ktoré sa konstruuji vo vztahu diela a recipienta.
V tomto pripade su teda estetické vlastnosti zavislé od Tudskej mysle, ktord
ich tvori prive v $pecifickom kontexte recepcie umenia. Umelecky priestor
alebo kontext je prilezitost'ou, vytvira potencidl, v ktorom sa kompetent-
nému recipientovi podari vytvorit’ si esteticky zazitok.

Obe pozicie maju silné a slabé stranky aj s ohladom na rozne umelecké
zanre a druhy. Napriklad hudobnd symfénia, poézia alebo klasicky figurativ-
ny realisticko-opisny obraz su priklady, na ktorych by sa dalo na prvy po-
hlad Tahko demonstrovat’ tvrdenie, Ze hodnoty alebo vlastnosti, ktoré sa
obdivuju na tychto dielach, s v nich pritomné. A preto sa tieto diela opa-
kovane predvadzaji, citaji alebo vystavuju, pretoze oni samé prindsaju
a odovzdavaju esteticki hodnotu poslucha¢om, citatefom a divikom. Na
druhej strane abstraktné umelecké formy alebo konceptudlne umenie — ¢as-
to minimalistické, pokial ide o objektovost’ artefaktov — sa zdaju byt ro-
zumne interpretovatelné prave preto, ze kl'i¢om k ich interpreticii je aktiv-
ny vklad recipienta, ktory musi vynalozit' Gsilie na to, aby mu porozumel
alebo sa v iom dokazal orientovat. Bez kompetentného recipienta by teda
bolo dielo ako také nezrozumitelné a nachidzalo by sa mimo diskusie o es-

Iste, s tymto tvrdenim mozno aj nesuhlasit’. Ako jeden z dalSich pristupov sa uvadza
tedria vysvetlujuca estetické predovetkym ako vzt'ah medzi recipientom a tym, ¢o je re-
cipované. Tento typ vzt'ahu je Specifickym stiladom medzi predmetom a tym, kto dany
predmet vnima. Za typického predstavitela takéhoto vychodiska estetickej teédrie sa po-
vazuje profesor Cambridgeskej univerzity Edward Bollough (1880-1934).
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tetickych hodnotich a vlastnostiach. Pokusy identifikovat konceptudlne
umenie inou Strukturou, odliSnou tedriou od tedrie umenia, nepovazujem
za presvedéivé.4

Spor o povahu estetickych vlastnosti je velkou témou v analytickej este-
tike, pricom tuto diskusiu ¢iastocne Zivia aj diskusie a teérie z oblasti filozo-
fie mysle a epistemoldgie na jednej strane a pochybnosti o povahe analogic-
kych entit, napriklad v morilnej tedrii, na druhej strane.” A prave vo filozo-
fii mysle aj v estetike moZeme ndjst’ stratégiu tzv. aspektualizmu. Aspektua-
lizmus md ambiciu riesit spor medzi tvrdenim, Ze estetické vlastnosti st
v dielach, a tvrdenim, Ze, naopak, sa konstruuju v kontakte diela a recipien-
ta. Aspektualizmus je pozicia, ktord mozno ndjst’ uz v 70. rokoch 20. storo-
¢ia v dielach Rogera Scrutona (pozri najmi Scruton 1974). Mojim cielom je
analyzovat, & je odpoved aspektualizmu rieSenim nastolenej otézky: Coho
sa tykaju estetické vypovede, sudy?

2. Povaha estetickych vlastnosti diela

Dovolim si zacat’ slivnym myslienkovym experimentom Williama Ken-
nicka, amerického filozofa, ktory sa povaiuje za vyznamného predstavitela
sucasnej analytickej estetiky. Jeho myslienkovy experiment (por. Kennick
1958) opisuje tato situdciu: Predstavte si obrovsky sklad, ktory je plny roz-
licnych veci. Tieto veci su rozliéného druhu, v rozlicnych poctoch, farbach,

Riesenie konceptudlnych foriem a povahy umeleckych diel tohto charakteru pouka-
zom na Dickieho instituciondlnu tedriu umenia, ako to robi Niederle v (2010, 19), pova-
zujem za diskutabilné. Som presvedceny, Ze odliSenie kandiddta na objekt sveta umenia
od ostatnych stcien uz znamend to, ze kandidit musi spfﬁat’ podmienku potencidlnej
umeleckosti, a preto je vyraz kandiddt redundantny. Alebo s kandiddtmi vsetky sicna,
resp. asponi artefakty, alebo ndm instituciondlna teéria umenia cez kategériu kandiddra
tvori d’alSiu mnozinu stcien, no nie je zrejmé, podla akych kritérii. Zdd sa, Ze identifiko-
vanie umeleckych diel spomedzi kandiddtov na umelecké diela je cesta regresu. OdliSenie
ne-kandiddta na objekt sveta umenia od kandiddta na objekt sveta umenia totiZ vytvori
d'al$iu mnozinu kandidétov na kandidatov, a to je nekoneény regres. Dickieho procedura
teda sotva nieco riesi, lebo len posuva problém definicie alebo identifikicie umenia na
dal$iu Groveri. A na nej je nevyhnutnd dalSia procedira identifikicie alebo definicie
podmienok.

Typickou moralnou tedriou, ktord metodologicky a formélne inspiruje a ovplyviiuje

filozofov umenia (vratane Rogera Scrutona), je ,logic of moral discourse® (por. Black-

burn 1998).
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tvaroch, z rozlicnych materidlov atd’., jednoducho ide o veci nasho bezného
sveta, ako ho pozndme: autd, budovy, knihy, jedlo, stromy, umelecké diela,
jazerd, stolicky a pod. Zadanie, ktoré dostane uplne normalny, bezny ¢lovek
z ulice, znie: Vyber také veci, objekty, ktoré su umeleckymi dielami. Ken-
nick je presved¢eny o tom, ze normalny clovek by spriavne vybral tie ob-
jekty, ktoré st umeleckymi dielami. Otdzka znie: Preco? Pretoze normal-
ny, bezny clovek z ulice pozna plauzibilni definiciu umenia? Urcite nie.
Kennick argumentuje v prospech tézy, Ze na vyber spravnych objektov,
ktoré mozno povazovat za umelecké diela, nepotrebujeme poznat defini-
ciu umenia.® Otdzka viak stile ostiva nezodpovedani. Co potrebujeme
poznat’, aby sme medzi vecami sveta dokazali odlisit umelecké diela?
Moino odpovedat, ze az do obdobia avantgard prvej polovice 20. storocia
to bolo mozné na ziklade intuitivnej selekcie podla vlastnosti krasy. To sa
zda byt prit'azlivé vysvetlenie, je to vSak skutolne tak? Su diela s témami
posledného sidu a pekla, ktorych autorom je Hieronymus Bosch, kras-
ne?’ V akom zmysle?

Ak by sme aj tieto t'azkosti prekonali, ¢elime rovnakej otdzke identifikd-
cie umeleckych diel v 20. storodi, kde kategériou krasy nemozno vysvetlit
velké mnozstvo diel umenia. Eventudlne rieSenie, podla ktorého vyraz
yumenie“ treba povazovat za homonymny, je zna¢ne kontraintuitivne. Od-
poruje Siroko prijimanej skisenosti a presvedceniu, ze dejiny umenia sa de-
jinami fudskej umeleckej tvorivosti a génia bez ohladu na vyrazové formy
a zanre, ktoré sa v umeni objavovali, si pritomné a/alebo este len vzniknu.
Stratégia, podla ktorej sa vyznamy terminu ,umenie“ chapu odlisne (vzhla-
dom na niektoré diela ¢i Zinre), nds vedie k otdzke: Kolko vyznamov vyrazu
umenie pripustime? Pluralita tohto pristupu vyprazdni problém umenia
tym, ze ho jednoducho zrusi, a tym, Ze ukdze, ziadne umenie (naprie¢ deji-
nami, zanrami a dielami) neexistuje. Rozhodne nie som proponentom také-
hoto pristupu.

Definicia méze byt niekedy dokonca prekdzkou spravnej identifikdcii umeleckych
diel. Zvéime priklad, v ktorom by spominany beiny ¢lovek dostal za ulohu identifikovat
diela, ktoré maju signifikantnit formu. Je velmi pravdepodobné, ze v tomto pripade by
vyber veci (vzhladom na zadané kritérium podla Clive-Bellovej teérie) zo skladu sveta
dopadol netspesne.

Vyznamny holandsky maliar presliveny dielami zobrazujucimi Pudské hriechy, dé-

monov, zvlistne bytosti s iasto¢ne Pudskymi a Ciasto¢ne zvieracimi ¢rtami. Vlastnym
menom Jeroen Anthonissen van Aken (1450-1516).



ASPEKTUALIZMUS A PROBLEM REALIZMU 173

Proces selekcie umeleckych diel spomedzi ostatnych objektov pravdepo-
dobne spociva v identifikacii estetickych kvalit alebo vlastnosti. Signifikant-
ny prid sucasnej anglofénnej filozofie umenia rezignuje na hladanie defini-
cie umenia. Rozli¢ni autori maju na to rozlicné dovody. Spaja ich antiesen-
cialisticky postoj a teéria rodinnych podobnosti, ktord je ovplyvnend nesko-
rym Wittgensteinom. Klacova teda nie je pre nich definicia (umenia), ale
identifikdcia (estetickych pojmov a estetickych vlastnosti). A znovu sme pri
tom istom probléme: Aka povahu maju estetické vlastnosti? St ,na ob-
jektoch® alebo ,v nasich mysliach“?

2.1. Estetické vlastnosti ,,na objektoch”

Ak by estetické vlastnosti boli ,na objektoch®, museli by sme argumen-
tovat v prospech tvrdenia, ze estetické kvality spocivaju v realnych vlastnos-
tiach objektu, artefaktu, a teda su nezavislé od recipienta (por. Hrkuat 2012,
356), resp. od recipientovej mysle. Pojmy vyjadrujuce estetické hodnotenie
sa potom tykaju skuto¢ne pritomnych vlastnosti estetickych objektov. Este-
tické myslenie a skusenost’ su v tomto pripade ,realistické v tom zmysle, Ze
reprezentuju skutocné estetické vlastnosti (por. Zangwill 2003, 63). Aj na-
priek takto radikalne formulovanej pozicii to neznamena, ze musime pred-
pokladat’ nejaky substancidlny charakter kategérii, ako je krdsa alebo skare-
dost’ (por. Hrkut 2012, 356).

Takéto robustné realistické chépanie estetickych vlastnosti, samozrejme,
otviara mnoho problémov. Najzdvaznejsi problém spoliva v tom, Ze je tazké
— ak je to vobec mozné — definovat, ktoré vlastnosti su estetické. Tvrdenie,
ze umelecké objekty maju skutoéné/redlne estetické vlastnosti, totiz vedie
k otdzke: Ktoré vlastnosti st estetické? A akd maji povahu? Odpoved, Ze su
to prave tie vlastnosti, ktoré su ,iba“ a vylucne ,na“ umeleckych dielach, je,
samozrejme, argumentdciou v kruhu. Realisti by potrebovali ,nezavislejsiu®
definiciu estetickych vlastnosti, ale takato definicia, zdd sa, nie je [ahké zis-
kat’. Tak sa to aspon zdd z diskusie na tato tému. Ani tu véak nie je vhodné
zjednodusovat. Jedna zo stile perspektivnych moznosti spociva v tom, Ze
spolu s Frankom Sibleym budeme tvrdit, ze estetické st tie vlastnosti, pri
ktorych recepcii a identifikdcii vyuzivame vkus a estetické hodnotenie (pozri
Sibley 1959, 421).® Opustenie realistickych pozicii, samozrejme, nie je bez

8 . . . .
“The making of such remarks as these requires the exercise of taste, perceptiveness,

or sensitivity, of aesthetic discrimination or appreciation“ (Sibley 1959, 421).
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rizik. Za najcastejsie riziko sa povazuje relativizmus, resp. nemoznost’ iden-
tifikcie estetickych objektov.

2.2. Estetické viastnosti v mysliach”

Na rozdiel od realistickej pozicie, ktorti som opisal, non-realisti alebo
konstruktivisti tvrdia, Ze estetické vlastnosti, resp. estetické kvality su vy-
sledkom $pecifického pristupu recipientov; v rimci vztfahu vnimajiceho
subjektu k artefaktu sa objavuji estetické vlastnosti alebo, inak povedané,
su recipované estetické kvality. T'dto pozicia celkom prirodzene predpokla-
da, e estetické kvality st zavislé od mysle, a recipient ich priraduje k objek-
tom a artefaktom vo svojej skusenosti (por. Hrkat 2012, 357-358).” Non-
realistické tedrie ukazuju, ze estetické kvality a vlastnosti nemaju svoj vlast-
ny, autonémny ontologicky charakter. Naopak, su heterogénne v tom
zmysle, Ze aZ vnimanie recipientov podmieniuje priradovanie estetickych
kvalit objektom (por. Hrkat 2012, 358). Objekt, artefakt alebo ,materidlny
substrit estetickych objektov je len bazou, na ktorej sa vytvraji estetické
objekty, a to vdaka aktivite percipienta“ (Zuska 2001, 30).

Ani tdto pozicia nie je bez viznych ndmietok. Takyto konstruktivisticky
koncept priamo protireci beznej skdsenosti a beznému vnimaniu umenia.
Svet umenia si totiz ceni artefakty, ktoré maji hodnotu prave preto, ze bez
ohladu na meniaci sa kontext a radikilne odli$nych recipientov sprostred-
kavaju hodnotné estetické vlastnosti. Za autora fascinujucich mimozem-
skych vyjavov preto povazujeme Hieronyma Boscha a miesto, kde sa nacha-
dzaju tieto vyjavy (Casto plné hrdzy), oznacujeme ako oltirnu dosku alebo
oltarny obraz. My, recipienti prirodzene identifikujeme estetické vlastnosti
so Specifickymi vlastnost'ami objektov.

Diskusia medzi realistami a anti-realistami v estetike teda ukazuje silné
a slabé miesta oboch pristupov. A domnievam sa, Ze prave usilie vyhnat' sa
slabym miestam oboch tedrii viedlo k pokusu, ktory sa v estetickej teorii
oznacuje ako aspektualizmus.

9 . . Ay N Y o , v, ,
Pojem objektu méZu non-realisti chdpat’ znacne odli$ne v porovnani s beznym vni-

manim alebo tzv. ludovou estetikou. Podl'a niektorych non-realistov je esteticky objekt
nehmatetelny a nezachytitelny, md heteronémny charakter, ide o entitu, ktord ponuka
potencidlny priestor pre esteticku skisenost. Na svoju existenciu potrebuje (z ¢asového
hladiska) participdciu iného bytia — vedomie recipienta (por. Zuska 2001, 34).
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3. Aspektualizmus

Vo filozofii umenia sa aspektualizmus povazuje za anti-realisticki pozi-
. o oaa 3 . . 10y
ciu. Slovnikovi definiciu mozno najst’ napriklad v Guter (2010, 20), " avsak
kIacové momenty su nasledovné:

(i) nasa skusenost s objektmi je skusenostou s aspektmi veci, a nie
s celkami, ako by sa mohlo zdat’;

(ii) estetické vlastnosti st — z aspektualistického uhla pohladu — vlast-
nosti zdvislé od mysle;

(iii) estetické vlastnosti mozno prisudzovat’ redlnym, ale aj fiktivnym
entitam,;

(iv) klacové pre porozumenie prisudzovaniu estetickych pojmov (pri-
sudzovaniu estetickych vlastnosti) je skuto¢nost, ze estetické vlast-
nosti aplikujeme v jazyku metaforickym, a nie doslovnym sposo-
bom.

Z tychto charakteristik moino ziskat' predstavu, ako budu aspektualis-
tické tedrie vybudované. V nasledovnom texte predstavim tedriu Rogera
Scrutona. Vzhlfadom na rozsiahle a tematicky mimoriadne bohaté dielo
tohto britského filozofa mozno podlahnit’ pokuseniu interpretovat jeho
aspektualizmus prilis uzko. Scruton sam vsak tvrdi, Ze od diela Art and Ima-
gination (1974) v tomto ohlade nijako zdsadne svoju tedriu nerevidoval (por.
Scruton 2009a, 319-320).

3.1. Scrutonov aspektualizmus

Roger Scruton predstavil sofistikovanejsiu a prepracovanejsiu verziu as-
pektualizmu. Urobil tak pomocou konceptu tzv. metaforickej transferencie.
Podl'a Scrutona pouzivame v estetickych sudoch rovnaké vyrazy ako v non-

estetickych vyrokoch. V non-estetickych vyrokoch jednotlivé vyrazy opisuju

10 PRI . PRI . ’. . ;. .
,,EStethkC vlastnosti a CStethkC poznanie prepaja s Vlastnost’aml a reprezentaaaml

z nadej skuisenosti. Nase opisy estetickych vlastnosti nemoZno doslovne aplikovat’ na opi-
sované objekty [teda na artefakty alebo umelecké diela — pozn. J. H.]. My mdme skise-
nost’ len s aspektmi veci: Pocujeme nejaky zvuk ako pohyb alebo vidime nejakd farbu
ako smutnu. Aspektualizmus predpoklada, Ze estetické vlastnosti st od mysle zavislé vlast-
nosti. A tieto vlastnosti je mozné prisudzovat’ skutoénym veciam, ale aj veciam, ktoré si
predstavujeme alebo predstierame, a to prave z toho dévodu, Ze estetické vlastnosti veciam
prisudzujeme metaforickym, a nie doslovnym spésobom” (Guter, 2010, 20).
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non-estetické vlastnosti alebo kvality veci. Ako je teda moiné, Ze niekedy
pouzijeme urcity vyraz na opis estetickych vlastnosti? Tak, Ze ho nepouzi-
jeme v tradi¢nom, S$tandardnom spdsobe, ale v metaforickom spdsobe.
Znamend to predovsetkym to, Ze v estetickom hodnoteni sme najcastejsie
v situdcii, ked’ si predstavujeme alebo predstierame v metaforickom zmysle
nieco, nejaky aspekt alebo vlastnost objektu, ktord by sme v doslovnom
zmysle nemohli objektu priradit’ (por. Zangwill 2003, 67).

Vrif'me sa teraz k naej pévodnej otazke: Coho sa tykaju estetické sudy?
Odpoved, ze tykaji sa estetickych vlastnosti, len postiva tato otizku o uro-
ven vyssie k otazke: Aka povahu maja estetické vlastnosti? Podla Scrutona,
zda sa, estetické vlastnosti na objektoch ako takych definitivne neexistuju.
Objekty také vlastnosti nevlastnia a nie je mozné ich doslovne pomenovat
a popisat’. Priestor pre estetické vlastnosti vsak Scruton, samozrejme, na-
chddza. Je nim [udska schopnost’ fikcie — jej tvorby a recepcie — a aj schop-
nost’ metaforicky pouzivat’ jazyk.'!' Smutné obrazy teda v skutonosti exis-
tovat nemdzu. Mozu vsak existovat obrazy vyvoldvajuce pocity smutku ale-
bo nostalgie. Otdzkou vsak ostava to, ¢i ich objektivne vyvolavaja samé vlast-
nosti obrazov alebo ich takto interpretuje nejaky typ stabilizovanej recepcie
¢i, inak povedané, Standardného vnimania. Uz Goodman tvrdil, Ze realizmus
je vecou zvyku (por. Goodman 2007, 45). V otizke objektivnosti vplyvu
konkrétnych vlastnosti diel, ktoré by mali vyvolivat konkrétne reakcie
(emécie), som skepticky. Namiesto objektivnosti by sa tu skor malo hovorit’
o tradi¢nosti ¢i zvyku.

Estetické pojmy podla Scrutona nemaji autonémny charakter. Objek-
tom v nasom jazyku tak podla Scrutona prisudzujeme hned niekolko typov
vlastnosti alebo kvalit (por. Scruton 2005, 25):

(i) primédrne (moze ich opisat’ vedecka explandcia, napriklad tvar)

(ii) sekunddrne (daju sa zachytit’ pomocou zmyslovych receptorov, na-
priklad farba)

(iii) tercidrne (estetické vlastnosti — metaforicky pouzity jazyk, pricom
percepcia tychto kvalit predpokladd isté intelektudlne a emociondl-
ne schopnosti).

Roger Scruton zaujimavo ukazuje, ako je jazyk umenia odli$ny (napr. v prijimani,
resp. odmietani) konvencii a zauzivanych sémantickych vztahov. Beiny jazyk na akcepto-
vani konvencii stavia a je tak zrozumitelny, jazyk umenia, naopak, vytvira fikcie a nové
sémantické vztahy (napr. metaforickou transferenciou) a ich dovtedajsie pouZivanie na-
hridza novymi vztahmi (por. Scruton 2009b, 148-149).
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Toto rozliSenie ma signifikantné dosledky. Podla Zangwilla, ktory in-
terpretuje Scrutona, estetické sidy nie su skutoéné tvrdenia (Zangwill 2003,
67). Vysvetlenie pouzitia estetickych pojmov na opis estetickych kvalit je
vzdy metaforické. To vysvetluje, preco su estetické kvality v Scrutonovom
rozliSeni kvalitami tretej skupiny. Tato tretia skupina vlastnosti je inhe-
rentne zavisld od prvej skupiny, ktord je ontologicky primdrna. Povaha
vztahu (¢ ide o supervenienciu alebo iny typ vzt'ahu) medzi tymito dvoma
skupinami vlastnosti je iste zaujimavou otdzkou, ale v tomto texte sa fiou
nezaoberame (pozri Hrkuat 2012, 359). Scruton teda, zda sa, veri, ze vsetky
estetické sady maju vzdy charakter metaforickej transferencie. Ked' teda po-
uzivame vyrazy tretej kategorie, de facto pouzivame rovnaké vyrazy ako
v predchddzajucich kategéridch (prvej alebo druhej kategorie), ak ich pouzi-
vame v mimoestetickom vyzname.

Scrutonovi to umoznuje pochybovat’ o nejakej silnej koreldcii medzi
estetickymi sidmi recipienta na jednej strane a systému pravidiel pouzitia
tychto vyrazov, ktory by bol derivovany z vlastnosti objektu/artefaktu na
strane druhej. Preto nds ani nemdze prekvapit, ze vdaka tejto pozicii sa
Scruton skepticky stavia k otizke korektnosti estetickych sadov. Podla
neho: ,Estetickd percepcia je vzhladom k otizke pravdivosti v istom
zmysle indiferentnd® (Scruton 2005, 42). A inde: ,Esteticky zdujem ab-
strahuje od korektnosti alebo nekorektnosti svojho zdujmu“ (Scruton
2005, 11). Presved¢ivost na zdklade dobrych dovodov alebo spravnost je
tym, ¢o umelecky kritik eSte médze ponuknut. Nie je to vsak tak milo,
ako by sa mohlo zdat'. Ak je predpokladom recepcie estetickych vlastnosti
pouzivanie vkusu a hodnotenia, zrieknutie sa moznosti pravdivych vypove-
di o tom, ¢i je napr. nie¢o krasne alebo dynamické, nie je fatilne. Moz-
nost pravdivosti estetického sidu bola aj pre Kanta otdzkou toho, ¢i je es-
teticky sad poznavacim sudom. Kantova odpoved, ze estetické sudy nie su
poznavacie sudy teda vyluCuje moznost,, aby sa na ne vztahovali kritérid
pravdivosti.

3.2. Hodnotenie aspektualizmu

Na ziver este kritke zhodnotenie silnych a slabych momentov aspektua-
listického riesenia. Vyhody:

(i) Toto riesenie je elegantné v tom, Ze nemusi riesit’ otdzku definicie es-
tetickych vlastnosti, a vyhyba sa tak aj pokuseniu ohranidit’ sféru auto-
nomnych estetickych pojmov — ¢o je dost’ problematické;
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(i) aspektualizmus zdroven zaujimavo pomentva vzfah medzi objektmi/
artefaktmi a vyrokmi o nich — o ¢o vlastne pri estetickych sadoch ide;

(iii) aspektualizmus neprotirei intuicii a zdravému rozumu, ked vysvetlu-
je, ako je mozné, ze pouzivame identické vyrazy na pomenovanie este-
tickych aj non-estetickych kvalit (pomocou metaforického vyjadrenia).

Pred aspektualizmom vsak stoja aj urdité vyzvy, ktoré treba vyriesit, aby
tato pozicia nebola problematicka a nevyvolavala pochybnosti:

1. Ako kazdy anti-realizmus, aj aspektualizmus je kontra-intuitivny
v tom, Ze presuva tazisko umeleckej komunikacie na recipienta (pres-
nejsie, na jeho kapacitu a kompetenciu tvorit’ a interpretovat metafo-
rické transferencie), pricom napriklad ludova estetika povazuje za pri-
marneho nositela estetickych kvalit alebo hodnoét dielo, resp. autora.

2. Aspektualizmus musi predpokladat’ neexistenciu ontologicky auto-
némnych umeleckych objektov alebo diel. Diela existuji len ako fyzi-
kalne objekty, no su typické tym, Ze maju potencial pre kompetent-
nych recipientov vytvorit priestor na metaforick transferenciu. A to
je, samozrejme, tiez v rozpore s tym, ako prirodzene vnimame umelec-
ke diela, ked ich povazujeme za unikitne, hodnotné, vzacne, samé
osebe.

3. Daldou ndmietkou vodi Scrutonovej pozicii méze byt povaha vyrazov
ako ,krasny alebo ,Skaredy“. Zda sa, ze nemaju ziadny iny primarny
sposob pouzitia v jazyku ako prave esteticky sposob pouzitia; resp. ak
ich aj pouzivame v inom vyzname, tak len metaforicky, ale v opa¢nom
smere (od estetického k non-estetickému pouzitiu). Bolo by uréite ne-
vyhnutné vysvetlit, ¢i predikdty ,krasny” alebo ,$karedy” nie s exklu-
zivne vyrazmi tretej kategérie. Ak by sa to potvrdilo, narusilo by to ne-
vyhnutnost’ pouzitia metaforickej transferencie pri estetickych sudoch
(por. Hrkut 2012, 359).

4. Zaverecné poznamky

Na zdver este treba dodat’ dve pozndmky, ktoré by si vyzadovali dalsiu
analyzu. Takato rozsirend analyza by doplnila hodnotenie aspektualizmu
a prispela by k porozumeniu tejto zaujimavej pozicie v analytickej filozofie
umenia. Po prvé, urcite stoji za analyzu vysvetlenie rozporu aspektualizmu
a Tudovej estetiky, resp. intuitivneho pristupu k svetu umenia; po druhé,
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takisto sa nevyhnutne treba vyrovnat' s otazkou: Co robi vsetky estetické
sudy estetickymi?
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ABSTRACT: Scientific realism is a positive epistemic attitude towards the content of our
best theories/models recommending belief in both observable and unobservable aspects
of the world described by the sciences. This attitude has important metaphysical di-
mension. It is committed to the mind-independent existence of the world investigated
by the sciences (Chakravartty 2013). In his papers Mathematics and Experience (2009)
and Mathematics and Reality (2011) Ladislav Kvasz holds a position of instrumental real-
ism. Kvasz claims that reality is instrumentally constituted and realism issue should be
understood as a relation between two languages instead of world-language relation.
Kvasz’s instrumental realism also suggests to build up an ontology of distinctions instead
of an ontology of fillings. The paper deals with Kvasz’s version of instrumental realism
critically and it aims to show that Kvasz’s position is much closer to antirealism than to
scientific realism because it does not meet the metaphysical dimension.

KEYWORDS: Antirealism — experience — instrument — Ladislav Kvasz — language — on-
tology — realism — reality.

1. Uvod

V pricach Matematika a skisenost’ (2009) a Matematika a skutocnost’
(2011) sa Ladislav Kvasz prihldsil k pozicii in$trumentilneho realizmu,’

JInstrumentdlny realizmus® je oznacenie, ktoré v monografii Instrumental Realism

zaviedol do oblasti filozofie vedy a techniky americky filozof Don Ihde (pozri Ihde 1991).

© 2014 The Author. Journal compilation © 2014 Institute of Philosophy SAS
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ktory tvrdi, Ze realita je konstituovana na ziklade instrumentov a namiesto
vztahu jazyka a sveta navrhuje chdpat’ realizmus ako vzt'ah dvoch jazykov
(Kvasz 2011, 314). Jednym z prirodzenych dosledkov tejto Kvaszovej pozicie
je i jeho navrh budovania ontologie rozliSeni namiesto ontolégie vyplni.

Vo svojej stadii budem kriticky namietat’ voli viacerym vychodiskim
a tézam Kvaszovej verzie inStrumentalneho realizmu a pokusim sa ukaizat, ze
Kvaszova pozicia je vo svojej podstate antirealistickd. Za antirealisticka ju
povazujem preto, lebo neplni zavizok vedeckého realizmu tykajici sa neza-
vislosti reality od ludského jazyka. Taktiez sa pokisim aspoft v ndznakoch
ukdzat, ze Kvaszova pozicia Celi i vnatornému problému, ako v ramci onto-
logie rozliseni presvedcivo vysvetlit’ ontologicky status instrumentov.

Moj postup, ako dosiahnut’ zmienené ciele, je nasledovny. Najskor
strucne vymedzim poziciu realizmu v ramci teorie vedy prostrednictvom
trojdimenzionalneho zavizku: metafyzického, epistemologického a séman-
tického. Zdo6raznim, ze pri rozhodovani o tom, kam zaradit’ nejakd poziciu
v spore medzi realizmom a antirealizmom, treba zohladnit’ vSetky tri di-
menzie. Nasledne stru¢ne predstavim zdkladné pojmy, vychodiska a tézy in-
Strumentdlneho realizmu Ladislava Kvasza, a zdrovenl vo forme otdzok na-
znaéim ich problematické miesta.” Dalsiu ¢ast’ $tidie venujem analyze Kvas-

Za skolu instrumentdlneho realizmu oznacil poziciu, ktord sa zrodila v rokoch 1972 az
1987 v pracach piatich americkych filozofov vedy: Roberta Ackermanna, Huberta Drey-
fusa, Tana Hackinga, Patrica Heelana a Dona Thdeho. Vznik pozicie inStrumentilneho
realizmu uzko stvisel s kritikou dovtedajsej filozofie vedy a zéroveri s myslienkou vedy
ako technologického stelesnenia (technological embodiment of science’s mode of knowledge).
Veda sa podla Thdeho uskutocriuje ako prax prostrednictvom instrumentov a experi-
mentalnych situdcii. InStrumentdlny realizmus je teda charakteristicky tym, ze 1. akcen-
tuje centrdlnu Ulohu praxe (inStrumentov a experimentilnej praxe) pre vysvetlovanie dy-
namicky sa rozvijajlcej vedy, 2. kritizuje vyhradne propozi¢ny (lingvisticky a logicky)
charakter analyzy a 3. prizndva isty stuperi skuto¢nosti, tzv. reality-status, entitdm, ktoré
sa v predchddzajucej filozofii vedy povazovali za listo teoretické — teda myslienka, Ze ve-
decké objekty st konStituované za pomoci inStrumentov. Pozri Thde (1991, 98-114).
K zakladnym tézam a argumentom inStrumentalneho realizmu pozri tiez Baird (1988).

Tu je potrebné zddraznit’, Ze Kvaszove vychodiskd svojimi vSeobecnymi formulécia-
mi o povahe inStrumentilnej skusenosti a povahe jazyka vedy jednoznaéne presahuji ob-
last matematiky. Moja interpreticia a kritika problematizuje préve tato vychodiskovi
bazu Kvaszovej filozofie matematiky. Preto svoju pozornost’ upriamujem na Kvaszovo
chépanie skusenosti a jazyka, presnejsie povedané, na nim akcentovany priepastny rozdiel
medzi beznou (neinstrumentilnou) skisenostou a instrumentilnou (symbolickou) sku-
senost’ou matematiky.
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zom navrhnutej distinkcie ontolégie na ontolégiu vyplni a ontoldgiu rozli-
Seni. Neskor upriamim pozornost’ na formulovanie vyhrad, ktoré mi v zdve-
re poslizia jednak na vysvetlenie toho, preco sa méze interpretom Kvaszovej
pozicie zdat, Ze jeho inStrumentilny realizmus laviruje medzi realizmom
a antirealizmom,’ na druhej strane mi formulované vyhrady pomézu zdo-
vodnit, preco interpretujem Kvaszovu poziciu ako antirealisticku.

2. Nutnost metafyzickej podmienky v ramci trojdimenzionalneho
zavazku realizmu

Realisticka pozicia sa v teérii vedy zvycajne predstavuje ako pozicia, ktora
tvrdi, Ze nase najlepsie tedrie a modely nim poskytuju pravdivy alebo pri-
blizne pravdivy opis pozorovatelnych a nepozorovatelnych aspektov od mys-
le/jazyka nezavislej reality. Takto vymedzeny realizmus md teda trojdimen-
ziondlny zavizok: metafyzicky, sémanticky, epistemologicky (Chakravartty
2013, Ch. 1). Z metafyzického hladiska sa pozicia realizmu vo vedach zavi-
zuje k téze, ze realita, ktor objavuje prislusna veda (a to i s prihliadnutim
na neprivilegovanost’ a aspektovost pristupu danej vedy), existuje nezavisle
od mysle/jazyka. Poziciu, podla ktorej realita existuje nezavisle od myslenia
a jazyka, mozno najlepsie pochopit v kontraste s idealizmom, ktory tuto
myslienku popiera, ale aj v kontraste s neokantidnstvom. Neokantidnstvo
tato myslienku paralyzuje formou trivializicie — tym, Ze sice pripista tri-
vidlny predpoklad existencie sveta o sebe, ale tvrdi jeho nepoznatelnost
a nahradza ho pojmom epistemicky relevantnej reality zavislej od nasho
myslenia a jazyka.

Z dovodu nutnosti metafyzického zavizku vedeckého realizmu budem
teda vo svojom texte pristupovat k otizke realizmu a k hodnoteniu Kvas-
zovho projektu in$trumentilneho realizmu prostrednictvom aspektu neza-
vislosti — prostrednictvom nezavislej existencie reality. Za realisticki budem
povazovat taka poziciu, ktord tvrdi nezdvislost toho, o je myslené
a vyjadrované, od toho, ¢im to je myslené a vyjadrované.

Na lavirovanie Kvaszovej filozofie matematiky medzi realizmom a antirealizmom

upozornil hned po publikovani prvého (Matematika a skiisenost) z dvojice Kvaszovych
textov Jaroslav Peregrin v Peregrin (2010).
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3. InStrumentalny realizmus Ladislava Kvasza

Domnievam sa, ze hoci je Kvaszov inStrumentilny realizmus rozvijany
pre oblast’ matematiky, mnohymi analyzami i prikladmi, ktoré Kvasz robi,
ide jeho pozicia naprie¢ jednotlivymi vedami, ale aj naprie¢ kazdodennou
praxou. Na zdklade toho si dovolim vSeobecnejsie tvrdit’, Ze Kvaszov variant
inStrumentdlneho realizmu je motivovany cielom vysvetlit' komplexnost
vztahu vedy a skutoc¢nosti tak, aby sa objasnila objektivnost’ a netrivialnost’
vedeckého poznania v rimci historického vyvinu vedy.

Kvaszovu poziciu v spore realizmu a antirealizmu urcuje najmi jeho Spe-
cifické chdpanie skisenosti a jazyka. Tomu zodpovedaji aj zakladné ciele
a vystavba jeho dvojice $tudii. Prica Matematika a skiisenost’ (2009) zalina
konceptudlnym vymedzenim skisenosti a jazyka. Volne nadvizujica stidia
Matematika a skutocnost’ (2011) nasledne vyuziva vymedzené pojmy skuse-
nosti a jazyka na kritiku dvojice rivalskych pozicii vo filozofii matematiky —
logicizmu a empirizmu — a kritizuje ich kvéli skreslovaniu vzt'ahu matema-
tiky a skuto¢nosti. Kvazsova koncepcia aspiruje na vysvetlenie vztahu ma-
tematiky a skutoCnosti obrusenim skreslujucich a spojenim zdravych casti
tychto rivalskych pozicii do jedného jadra v podobe pozicie zlatého stredu.
Instrumentalny realizmus Ladislava Kvasza sa tak pokusa sklbit' realistick
tézu, Ze veda opisuje urcité aspekty reality, s instrumentalistickou tézou
o instrumentalnom charaktere vedy. Tym sa Kvaszov inStrumentilny rea-
lizmus pokusa zaujat’ stredovd poziciu nielen medzi formalizmom a empi-
rizmom, ale aj medzi substan¢nym realizmom a transcendentilnym idealiz-
mom, a medzi umiernenym realizmom a umiernenym antirealizmom. Kazdé
usilie o zmier rivalskych pozicii, ktoré maju svoje historické trvanie i hod-
notu, vsak popri obdive voci zmierovatel'skému konstruktivnemu usiliu pri-
rodzene navodzuje i vyhrady tykajuce sa otazky realizovatelnosti takéhoto
prepojenia protip6lov.” Na to, aby sa vyhrady mohli formulovat, je nutné
najskor predstavit’ a analyzovat samé zdklady Kvaszovej pozicie, teda jeho
chipanie skusenosti a jazyka.

Stredovost’ kazdej filozofickej pozicie vSak navodzuje popri zaslizenom obdive za tsi-
lie o konStruktivne prepdjanie protichodnych pozicii aj uréité vyhrady. Takéto uznanie,
ale aj kritika vo¢i Kvaszovmu variantu inStrumentilneho realizmu sa doposial vzniesli
v pracach: Peregrin (2010), Labuda (2013) a Binovsky (2014).
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3.1. Skusenost

Je evidentné, ze Kvasz vo svojich avahich vychadza z predpokladu exis-
tencie netrividlne odlisnych druhov ludskej skasenosti. Zakladné rozdelenie
skusenosti uskutocniuje podla toho, ¢i sa na skdsenosti podielajd, alebo ne-
podielaju instrumenty. Instrumenty pritom chape ako artefakty. Pokial sa
na skusenosti inStrumenty nepodielaju, vtedy Kvasz hovori o prirodzene;
alebo beinej skusenosti. Pokial je vSak proces nasej interakcie so svetom
realizovany za pomoci instrumentov, Kvasz danu skusenost’ oznacuje ako in-
strumentdlnu. Nasledne rozliSuje inStrumentilnu skdsenost’ este na dva
podtypy podla toho, ¢i ide o instrumenty ako pristroje experimentalneho
charakteru (meracie pristroje v ramci fyziky), alebo ide o inStrumenty ako
ndstroje symbolického a ikonického charakteru (jazyk matematiky). Jeho
rozlidenia skisenosti sa daju graficky zhrnat’ v nasledujucej klasifikacii:

Skusenost’:
(a) prirodzend = neinstrumentilna (bez artefaktov);
(b) instrumentdlna = artefaktualna (s artefaktmi);
(b.1) inStrumentilna typu — experimentdlna (fyzikilna): pomocou
meracich pristrojov
(b.2) inStrumentilna typu — symbolickd (matematickd): pomocou
nastrojov symbolickej a ikonickej reprezenticie

Co je motivom tejto Kvaszovej klasifikicie? Z textov je zrejmé, ze moti-
vom danej klasifikicie je predstavenie skusenostného rozmeru matematiky,
a tym aj vyrieSenie Benacerrafovej dilemy rozpustenim. Benacerrafova dile-
ma sa tyka toho, zZe v ramci filozofie matematiky sa epistemoldgia rozvija na
Gkor sémantiky a vice versa.” Kvaszovjm ciefom je ukdzat', ze ak md mate-
matika skusenostny rozmer, tak je nidej na sklbenie silného vysvetlenia to-
ho, ¢o v matematike objektivne pozndvame, s tym, ako v matematike ob-
jektivne poznavame. Teda prepojenia objektivnosti matematického pozna-
nia a jeho vizby na skuto¢nost’. Na rozpustenie epistemologického pélu
Benacerrafovej dilemy Kvaszovi sluzi prave specificky pojem skisenosti, kto-

> Kvasz v (2009, 147) uvadza: ,[cliefom je ukdzat, Ze ak sa na epistemologicky aspekt

matematiky pozrieme z historickej perspektivy, matematické poznanie je pribuzné
s poznanim fyziky (tdto pribuznost, po vytrhnuti z historického kontextu, tvori zaklad
intuicii, na ktorych stoja realistické programy). Odpoved na Benacerrafovu dilemu je
moznd len po vyklade oboch jej pélov, epistemologického i sémantického.”
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ra nazyva symbolickou skusenost'ou. Vritme sa teda po objasneni motivu
o krok spit’ a analyzujme pozorne Kvaszovo chépanie skisenosti.

Predlozenie akejkolvek klasifikicie je vidy motivované a kazda klasifikd-
cia ma urcité kritérium delenia. Kritériom prvého delenia v uvedenej klasi-
fikicii je pritomnost ¢i nepritomnost inStrumentov. T4 ndm deli skse-
nost na (a) neinstrumentédlnu a (b) instrumentilnu. Druht droven klasifi-
kacie Kvasz zavidza na zdklade rozdielnosti povahy instrumentov raz ako ex-
perimentélnych pristrojov (b1), inokedy ako nastrojov symbolickej a ikonic-
kej reprezenticie (b2). Pri volbe oznaleni v ramci grafickej klasifikicie dru-
hej drovne som zamerne zvolil oznacenie (bl) a (b2), aby som dokazal vy-
jadrit’ rodovl pribuznost’ spocivajucu v (b) artefaktualnosti instrumentov,
a aby som zdroveri dokazal vyjadrit aj druhovu rozli¢nost’ podfa toho, ¢i ide
(b1) o meracie pristroje fyziky alebo (b2) o nastroje symbolickej a ikonickej
reprezentacie matematiky.

Motiv Kvaszovho chdpania skisenosti a jej klasifikicie ozrejmuje aj jeho
vyjadrenie, Ze jeho ,[c]iefom je asymetriu medzi empirickym charakterom
experimentilnej skusenosti a neempririckym charakterom symbolickej sku-
senosti oslabit. Urobime to tak, Ze [...] budeme radikalizovat’ vyklad instru-
mentu® (Kvasz 2009, 150). AZ posun chdpania skisenosti radikaliziciou in-
strumentu Kvaszovi totiz prindsa vytuzené ovocie. Ovocim je oslabenie hra-
nic matematiky a fyziky vo forme premostenia neemprického charakteru
symbolickej skusenosti a empirického charakteru experimentalnej skuse-
nosti. Tymto oslabenim hranic (zjednodusene medzi empirickostou fyziky
a neempirickostou matematiky) sa vSak v Kvaszovom projekte zaroven vy-
tvira trhlina na inom mieste jeho klasifikicie. Vytvira sa priepast medzi
prirodzenou skusenost'ou a instrumentilnou skisenostou, ¢im sa vlastne
vytvira aj priepast’ medzi kazdodennym zmyslovo vnimatelnym svetom do-
stupnym beznej skusenosti a svetom fyziky a matematiky sprostredkovanym
pomocou inStrumentilnej skusenosti. Na zvyraznenie rozdielu medzi (a)
a (b) Kvasz sim siaha po bésnickej metafore priepasti. Beznej skisenosti (a)
nie su k dispozicii inStrumenty. Ins$trumenty ostavaju k dispozicii len na
strane (b), na ktorej sa uskuto¢niuje prax matematiky ¢i fyziky.

Za znacne problematické v suvislosti s Kvaszovym postojom ohladom
skusenosti povazujem to, ze centrlne vymedzenie pojmu skusenosti, ktoré
by prepéjalo vietky tri druhy skiisenosti, v jeho texte takmer absentuje.® Is-

Urcité spolocné vymedzenie, ktoré by prepdjalo vSetky tri druhy skasenosti, Kvasz
predsa len ponuka. Toto vymedzenie je vSak minimalistické. Kvasz Pudsku skusenost
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ta vynimku nachddzame v Kvaszovom vyjadreni, ze ,[s]kdsenost’ nie je kaz-
dé drazdenie nervovych zakonceni, ale len také, ktoré dospeje k uvedome-
niu, teda ktoré dokdZze priradit zmysel* (Kvasz 2009, 168). Zda sa, ze celd
klasifikdcia je vlastne Kvaszovou ucelovou reakciou na nim odmietané di-
chotémie (napriklad syntetické verzus analytické), ktoré dezinterpretuju sku-
to¢nu povahu a historicky vyvoj modernych vied a v oblasti matematiky zivia
viaceré dilemy — napr. spomenutd Benacerrafovu dilemu. Tu sa nam vsak
vnucuje cely rad otdzok, ktoré problematizuji Kvaszovu poziciu: Nie je uve-
domenie (si nieoho) ako schopnost’ priradenia zmyslu doménou kazdej ska-
senosti? Teda aj prirodzenej skusenosti? Nie je symbolickd a ikonicka repre-
zentdcia charakteristikou ndsho bezného, kazdodenného jazyka, ktory je si-
castou nasej beznej skisenosti a ako taky je zakoreneny v realite, nezdvislej od
jazyka, v ktorej sa evolu¢ne vyvijal? Ak je, prec¢o neradikalizovat vyklad in-
strumentu az na biologickd rovinu (oko alebo mozog)? A ¢o nidm brani po-
menovat’ konvecne prijaté sekvencie artikulovanych zvukov ¢i im priradenych
grafém, ktorymi fixujeme zmysel ndsho zjavného spravania podla urcitych
pravidiel beznej praxe taktiez ndstrojmi symbolickej a ikonickej reprezentacie?

Kvaszova radikalizdcia vykladu inStrumentu spociva v tom, Ze sa rozsiruje
chdpanie instrumentu tak, aby sa za ne nepovazovali len vedecké pristroje fy-
ziky, ale aj vedecky jazyk matematiky ako ndstroj symbolickej a ikonickej re-
prezentacie. Tdkato radikalizacia vykladu inStrumentu potom dokaze ele-
gantne poukdzat’ na neudrzatelnost’ postojov krajnych pozicii vo filozofii
matematiky (formalizmus vs. platonizmus) a dokdze tiez elegantne vysvetlit
blizkost’ modernej fyziky a matematiky. Vyberd si vsak aj nutnt dar, ktorou
je az prilisne tzke, reduktivne chdpanie beznej skusenosti s hroziacou kon-
zekvenciou potreby odmietnut’ symbolickd povahu prirodzeného jazyka. Ak
sa vo svojej Gvahe nemylim, tak je tym Kvaszov projekt instrumentalneho
realizmu dotlaceny pred nasledujucu otdzku: Ako vysvetlit mystérium tvor-
by matematického univerza? Presnejsie povedané: Ako vysvetlit' vzt'ah zro-
du sveta matematiky zo sveta beznej skisenosti vo forme objasnenia procesu
idealizdcie?” Kaidé filozofické konstatovanie priepasti (vritane toho Kvas-
zovho) totiz priam vola po zlaneni vo forme objasnenia.

Y . - o . P « s
povazuje za akt priradenia ¢i presnejsie povedané, za ,vnimanie zmyslu“. Aj Jaroslav Pe-
regrin v Peregrin (2010, 76) toto Kvaszovo vymedzenie skusenosti oznacuje za vysvetlenie
obscurum per obscurius.

Je lestné dodat’, ze Kvasz si je tohto dlhu v podobe potreby vysvetlenia procesu idea-
lizdcie (ako epistemickej zmeny, ktorou sa rodi univerzum matematiky z univerza beinej
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3.2. Jazyk

Kvasz vysvetluje svoje chdpanie jazyka pomocou vymedzenia sa voc¢i Qu-
inovmu jazykovému holizmu. Uvidza:

Namiesto Quinovho holistického modelu jazyka navrhujeme model frag-
mentdrny. Jazyk netvori jeden stvisly celok, nie je to siet’, do ktorej chy-
time fakty. Jazyk je skor suborom fragmentov, z ktorych kazdy bol vy-
tvoreny s inym Ucelom, podla odlisnych pravidiel, v roznych dobach.
(Kvasz 2009, 150)

Jazyk matematiky je tak podla Kvasza len siborom nastrojov symbolickej
a ikonickej reprezenticie vytvorenym na rozlicné ucely, podla odlisnych
pravidiel, v réznach dobich.® Z fragmentirneho modelu nisledne Kvaszovi
vyplyva téza o historicky previazanej pluralite jazykov matematiky.

Na margo vzt'ahu jazyka, skusenosti a matematiky Kvasz pise:

Z chaosu vnemov vznikd skdsenost’. A préve v tom, Ze pomocou nastro-
jov symbolickej a ikonickej reprezenticie matematika otvara pristup
k javom a stvislostiam, ktoré by bez tychto nistrojov zostali navzdy ne-
poznatelné, je vzfah matematiky so skisenostou. (Kvasz 2009, 164)

V suvislosti so vztahom jazyka, skisenosti a matematiky sa Kvasz tymto vy-
jadrenim otvorene hlasi k spochybneniu tézy o (matematickej) skuto¢nosti
nezavislej od instrumentov. To, ¢o vsak presne Ladislav Kvasz spochybriuje,
zostava pre kolisavost’ jeho stredovej pozicie otdzne. Spochybriuje Kvasz (1)
tézu o nezavislosti skuto¢nosti od inStrumentov, alebo spochybriuje (2) tézu
o nezavislosti nésho poznania skuto¢nosti od instrumentov?’ Spochybiiova-
nie tézy (2), teda toho, Ze nase poznanie a jeho obsahy su zavislé od nami
pouzivanych poznavacich ndstrojov povaiujem za neproblematické. Spo-
chybriovanie tézy (1) véak automaticky ¢eli vyhrade typu: To, ¢o nepozna-
me, potom neexistuje. Priklad, ktory Kvasz uvidza v texte Matematika
a skisenost’ (2009, 151), tiez naznaluje, ze aj ked Rimania na aritmetické

skusenosti) vedomy. K tomu pozri Kvasz (2011, 306, pozn. 4; 309 pozn. 5; a 313, pozn.
7).

Pravdepodobne nie d'aleko od zmyslu neskorowittgensteinovskej rozmanitosti jazy-
kovych hier.

nalogicky sa d4 pytat’ aj na oblast’ nisho zmyslového vnimania skuto¢nosti &i ve-
Analog dd pytat’ aj y:
deckych teérii opisujucich skutoénost’.



188 PAVOL LABUDA

operacie pouzivali nepozina sustavu, v pripade toho, zZe by im nejaka ina
kultara poskytla vypozicku v podobe pozi¢nej sustavy, tak by dokdzali do-
pracovat k vypoditaniu 7t (ako odhaleniu matematickej skutonosti) na 60
desatinnych miest. Nase poznanie sveta je teda vidy zavislé od nasich kon-
ceptudlnych schéma, avsak to, Ze nie¢o (napr. matematickd realita) lezi za
horizontom nasho videnia, poznania ¢i jazykového vyjadrenia, este nezna-
mend, ze to neexistuje nezavisle od nds.

V pripade matematiky to znamena, Ze realita, ktord matematika na-
strojmi symbolickej a ikonickej reprezentacie opisuje (a tym zaroven i kon-
stituuje a funduje), je podla Kvasza celkom zavisla od matematickych jazy-
kovych nastrojov. ,Matematika je pozndvanim objektivneho sveta konstitu-
ované¢ho pomocou nistrojov symbolickej a ikonickej reprezenticie (Kvasz
2009, 168). Kvasz sice dalej tvrdi, Ze objekty, o ktorych hovori matematika,
objektivne existujd, ale ich existencia je inStrumentilne (rozumej jazykom
matematiky) konstituovand. Domnievam sa, ze Kvaszovo usilie ukdzat’, ze
objekty matematiky ¢i modernych fyzikalnych teérii nie s len subjektiv-
nymi konstruktmi nasich jednotlivych mysli (psychologizmus), ale ani ob-
jektivnymi a jazykovo nezavislymi predmetmi externého sveta, ho vedie
k stabilizacii tychto ,objektov® formou ich existen¢nej zavislosti od jazyka.
Kvasz je v tomto bode celkom jasny: ,[m]atematicki realitu tvoria stabilizo-
vané obsahy instrumentilnych reprezentacii“ (Kvasz 2011, 321).

Zda sa, ze Kvasz v podstate ponuka urcitd verziu ,realizmu® kultirnej
stabilizdcie vyznamov nasich jazykovych praxi, ktoré boli vytvorené na isté
ucely, podla urcitych pravidiel a v konkrétnych historickych epochach.
V rimci fragmentirneho modelu jazyka je potom univerzum matematiky
tvorené suborom ¢iastkovych univerz stabilizovanych obsahov jednotlivych
jazykovych epoch matematiky. Univerzum sa tak rozt'ahuje, zmrst'uje
a prebudovava podla horizontov a medzi prislusnych jazykov historického
vyvoja matematiky (syntetickd geometria, algebra, atd.). Jednosmernd zavis-
lost’ reality od jazyka tymto odkazuje Kvaszovu poziciu k Standardnému an-
tirealizmu, ktory tvrdi Uplnd zavislost’ reality od horizontu a medzi jazyka,
s ¢im savisi ijeho odmietanie myslienky objektového jazyka a jeho vyzva
rieSit’ otdzku realizmu vyhradne ako otizku vzt'ahu dvoch jazykov.

3.3. Ciel'a zdkladné tézy insStrumentdineho realizmu

Cielom instrumentalneho realizmu Ladislava Kvasza je analyza a objas-
nenie komplexnosti vztahu medzi vedou (matematikou) a skuto¢nostou.
Instrumentalny realizmus Kvaszovho variantu sa usiluje spojit’ tak realistic-
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ky, ako i instrumentdlny aspekt pritomny v kazdej vedeckej paradigme tym,
»ze sa usiluje porozumiet procesu konstituovania reality na zaklade instru-
mentalnej skasenosti (Kvasz 2011, 305). Zakladnymi tézami Kvaszovho va-
riantu instrumentalneho realizmu teda si:

(T1) Realizmus: Matematika vypovedd o urcitom vybranom aspekte
skutoc¢nosti.

(T2) Instrumentalizmus: Skutocnost’, o ktorej matematika vypoveda,
nie je dana bezprostredne, ale prostrednictvom jazyka ako nastro-
ja symbolickej a ikonickej reprezentacie.

Z Kvaszovho chdpania skasenosti, jazyka i zdkladnych téz jeho pozicie je
zrejmé, Ze klac¢om k objasneniu vzt'ahu vedy a skutocnosti je jazyk. Jazyk,
ktory je historicky otvorenym a kultirne utvaranym ndstrojom symbolicke;
a ikonickej reprezenticie, plni vo vztfahu k skutocnosti tri neredukovatelné
roly: deskriptivnu, konstitutivnu a fundaéni. Prave takéto chdpanie jazyka
Kvaszovi umoziiuje formulovat’ otdzku realizmu ako otdzku vz£ahu dvoch
jazykov. Pise:

Miesto otazky, aky je vztabh urcitého teoretického jazyka k mimojazykovej
realite [...] polozime otdzku, kedy je teoreticky jazyk preloZitel nj do onto-
logického jazyka [...]. Domnievam sa, Ze az takto mozno problém realiz-
mu v matematike adekvitne formulovat’. (Kvasz 2011, 315)

Pri takomto chdpani jazyka sa nam vsak vnucuje otdzka: Co lezi za hranica-
mi jazyka?

4. Ontolégia v medziach instrumentalneho realizmu

V zmierovacej tendencii zladovania proti sebe stojacich pozicii realizmu
a antirealizmu Kvasz pokraCuje tym, Ze svoj variant inStrumentilneho rea-
lizmu v otazkach ontolégie opitovne predstavuje ako stredovu poziciu.
Tentoraz ako stred medzi substanénym a transcendentalnym realizmom. '’
Kvasz pise:

10 , Lo , . L .
Kedze Kvasz pouziva slovné spojenie transcendentdlny realizmus, nie je celkom zrej-

mé, & ma ist o kantovsku poziciu transcendentdlneho idealizmu (¢omu by nasved¢ovalo
Kvaszovo vymedzenie) alebo o poziciu, vodi ktorej sa Kant vymedzoval.
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Na rozdiel od substanéného realizmu in$trumentalny realizmus tvrdi, ze
k podstatdm veci nemame pristup. Redlne nie sii substancie, ale rozlisenia."'
Termin ,rozlfenia“ pouzivam v zmysle instrumentalneho rozliSenia po-
mocou uritého pristroja. [...] Na rozdiel od transcendentilneho realiz-
mu instrumentdlny realizmus vychadza z predpokladu, ze k realite pri-
stup mdme — sice sprostredkovany inStrumentmi, ale napriek tomu dost
robustny na to, aby sme mohli tvrdit, Ze ¢isla, trojuholniky [...] redlne
existuj. (Kvasz 2011, 303-304)

V ramci takého vymedzenia svojej pozicie Kvasz navrhuje aj rozliSovanie
dvoch typov realizmov — realizmu rozliseni a realizmu vyplni, ktoré kores-
ponduju s jeho klasifikiciou ontologie. Ontoldgie vyplni podla neho prisu-
dzuju status reality uréitej latke ¢i substancii v sulade so sémantikou bezné-
ho jazyka. Ontologie rozliSeni tejto tendencii fixovania entit vzdoruju tym,
ze za redlne povazuju len rozliSenia, a nie vyplne. Evidentnym teda je to, ze
Kvasz odmieta myslienku objektového jazyka, a preto odmieta riesit’ otazku
realizmu ako otazku vzt'ahu mimojazykovej reality a jazyka.

Stuhlasim s Kvaszom v tom, Ze otdzka realizmu je zakorenend, a tym
i rozhodovana rastrom nisho jazyka, a zaroveni doddvam, ze aspektovost’ ja-
zyka je len vyjadrenim intencionality nasho vnimania, myslenia i konania,
ktoré tvoria jednotnu zivotnu prax. Principidlny problém vsak vidim v tom,
ze dva typy ontoldgii, ktoré postuluje v podobe vyluCovacej ponuky, sa vza-
jomne predpokladaju. Pojem rozliSenia predpokladd pojem rozlisitelného

Aj Kvaszovo vymedzenie substanéného realizmu je velmi zjednodusujuce a ucelové.
Najcastejsi variant substan¢éného realizmu, ktory ma svoj povod v Aristotelovom uceni,
totiz predpokladd, Ze prva substancia je neakcidentdlnou jednotlivinou a ako taka je pre
oblast matematiky Uplne nemyslitefnd. Substanciu v najvlastnejSom zmysle povaiuje
Aristoteles za nieco, ¢o ,nie je v podmete a ani sa o podmete nevypovedi“. Pre oblast
matematiky by sme teda v rdmci aristotelizmu museli hfadat’ [matematické entity] me-
dzi druhymi substanciami, ktoré st neakcidentalnymi vSeobecninami typu rodov a dru-
hov, pretoze matematika pracuje s abstraktnymi objektmi, ktoré maju univerzalnu pova-
hu a st v kontrapozicii k jedine¢nosti a neopakovatelnosti prvych substancii.

Dalsou dbleZitou poznimkou na margo substancii a Kvaszovho vymedzenia sub-
stanéného realizmu je to, ze v Kvaszovom vyklade dochidza k nepripustnému zamiena-

niu substancii so substritmi. K tomu pozri napriklad Carr (2004, 27-42).

11 . . , . S .
Na inom mieste Kvasz dokonca tvrdi neutralitu svojej pozicie voci substancidm, kto-

ra vSak sprevidza istym druhom pragmatizmu v zmysle kritéria uzito¢nosti — ak nim po-
stulovanie takychto entit na nieo pomoéze, tak predpokladajme, Ze takého entity su.
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(ktory prameni z intencionality vnimania, myslenia i jazyka). Pojem vyplne
zas predpokladd pojem vyplianého (nejaky substrit alebo urditi substan-
ciu). Kvasz véak jednozna¢ne odmieta myslienku reality nezavislej od jazyka
matematiky, ¢im sa automaticky vzdava aj plnenia metafyzického zavizku
nezdvislosti vopred struktirovanej reality, ktort matematika aspektovo idea-
lizuje, rozumej, matematizuje (a to dokonca aj ,na spodnom poschodi).'
Tu si musime polozit’ otizku: Ak k podstatdim pristup nemdme a prvotné
z hladiska ontolégie su prave nase rozliSenia fixované jazykom, aky pojem
reality ndm potom zostdva v rimci inStrumentilneho realizmu k dispozicii?
Kvaszovou odpovedou je pojem konstituujucej sa reality v zavislosti od jazy-

ka.

5. Problematicky pojem reality a problém ontologického
statusu indtrumentov ™

Kvasz pise o realite, ktora sa realitou ,stdva az v désledku rozkrdjania
a ndslednébo postulovania sicien” (Kvasz 2011, 314). Kvaszom zastdvana sku-
to¢nost’ je ,disponovana“ k tomu, aby bola krdjand jazykom, a realita je rea-
litou az na zdklade konstitutivnej sily jazyka. Kvasz tym zretene odmieta té-
zu o nezavislej existencii vopred Struktrovanej reality. Pri pdtrani po jeho
dovodoch odmietnutia tejto tézy vsak nachidzame v jeho texte Kvasz (2011,
314) len nasledovnu dvojicu kandiddtov: (a) existenciu nekone¢ného mnoiz-
stva spbsobov, akymi mozno rozkrdjat’ skutocnost’ a urdité bloky prehlasit
za ,sucna“, a (b) fake, Ze urcity jazyk vyberd vidy len jednu moznost, ktora
ontologizuje.

Na rozdiel od Kvasza sa nedomnievam, Ze to, ¢o tu je, sa realitou stiva az
v dosledku rozkrdjania a nasledného postulovania sucien jazykom, pretoze
nevidim dévod na to, aby som namiesto jedného pojmu reality mal dva po-
jmy reality. Presnejsie povedané, aby som pouzival pojem nestruktirovanej
skuto¢nosti, ktori epistemologicky trivializujem, a zdrovenn pouzival este
i pojem epistemicky relevantnej reality Struktirovanej jazykom. Problema-
tickost’ Kvaszovho ndhladu vidim v tom, Ze ani jeden z dovodov, ktoré uvi-

12 , T . N
Vecne sa tym podla mria hlisi k novokantovsko—kuhnovskému antirealizmu, ako ho

predstavuje napriklad Chakravartty (2013, Ch. 4.2).

13 , . . v v .
Analyze Kvaszovho chdpania reality som sa blizsie venoval uZ aj v texte Labuda

(2013, 71-75).
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dza, nijakym sposobom neprotire¢i téze o existencii Strukturovanej reality
nezavislej od jazyka.'* Kvaszov prvy dévod sa kryje s tézou o pluralite kon-
ceptudlnych schém a ich jazykovych vyjadrent, s ktorou realista nemusi mat
ziadny problém. Jeho druhy dévod sa zase kryje s tézou o pluralite jazykom
fundovanych ontologickych koncepcii, ktora taktiez nijako neproblematizu-
je realizmus. Kvaszove vyhrady, ktoré ho vedu k popieraniu reality nezavislej
od jazyka, s teda jednoznacne zlucitelné aj s poziciou priamodiareho rea-
lizmu, ktora mé oproti antirealistickym rivalom jednu vyhodu, a tou je fake,
s realistické tvrdenia o jazyku sa dajd plauzibilne vztiahnut' aj na ne samé."

Kvaszov pojem neétruktﬁrovanej skuto¢nosti, ktord je pripravend na to,
aby ,bola pokrdjana®, je Standardnym antirealistickym pojmom beztvarého
podkladu ¢i masy. Toto ,nestruktarované nieco® vsak Kvasz nenazyva reali-
tou, pretoze realita v jeho chépani (a v tom sa s nim zhodnem) vyzaduje ne-
jakost, teda $truktirovanost’. Struktdrovanost’ bez rozli$ovania prostrednic-
tvom instrumentov vsak Kvaszova pozicia nepripista. Ak vsak struktirova-
nost’ bez rozlisovania nie je moznd a rozliSovanie je procesom pouZivania na-
Sich ndstrojov, ako dokdze inStrumentdlny realizmus vysvetlit ontologicky
status inStrumentov? V ¢om spociva ontologickd primdrnost’ instrumentov
(a to ¢ uz experimentalnych pristrojov alebo symbolickych nastrojov repre-
zentdcie)? Ak niet v ontolégii miesta pre entity, ale len pre rozliSenia, tak s
aj Kvaszove inStrumenty len ontologickymi reziduami nasich jazykovych
rozlideni. Ak st len reziduami, ako ich mézeme oznacit’ za ¢initelov konsti-
tucie? Ak inStrumenty nie su iba stabilizovanymi obsahmi nasich rozliSent,
tak by mal Kvasz vynimocnost’ ich statusu vysvetlit. Domnievam sa, ze pra-
ve tu sa nachddza jedna z najvicsich slabin inStrumentdlneho realizmu.
V otizke — v Com spociva mimoriadny status instrumentov. Ide o to, ze ak
je vsetko len vysledkom nasej rozliSovacej schopnosti, ktor len fixujeme
prostrednictvom jazyka, tak rozliSovacou schopnost'ou disponuje vlastne aj
beznd skisenost. Aj beznd skusenost’ priraduje zmysel a je teda konceptu-

14 oy , . . v. 1 e
Nechcem tvrdit, Ze Kvaszove tézy tenduju k realizmu ¢i st realistické. Len upozor-

flujem, Ze na svoje antirealistické tézy o krdjani a postulovani reality pouziva nedostatoc-
né dovody, pretoze su zlucite[né aj s opakom jeho tézy — a sice s tézou, ze realita md cel-
kom ur¢itd Strukedru aj nezavisle od ndsho jazyka.

15 . Do v y . . L
Ide o tzv. test reflexivity, ktory riesi, ¢i je moiné konzistentne vztiahnut' chdpanie

jazyka realistu ¢i antirealistu na jeho vlastné vypovede o jazyku. Problém antirealistickej
pozicie pri teste reflexivity spociva v tom, Ze antirealizmus nevie ,zabezpecit™ od jazyka
nezdvisly status inStrumentov, ktorymi by konstituoval od jazyka zavisli realitu. K tomu
pozri Kot'atko (2005, 383-385).
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alnou. Kvasz predsa i sim tvrdi, Ze skasenost'ou ,nie je kazdé drizdenie ner-
vovych zakonceni, ale len také, ktoré dospeje k uvedomeniu, teda ktoré do-
kaze priradit’ zmysel“ (Kvasz 2009, 168). Ak je aj beznd skisenost’ konceptu-
alna, aky rozdiel (okrem miery komplexnosti) spociva medzi fiou a Kvaszom
definovanou symbolickou skusenostou? Ak experimentalna skasenost’ mo-
dernej fyziky spodiva v pouzivani artefaktov — napriklad v pouzivani Hub-
blovho vesmirneho dalekohladu — aku dlohu pre konstituovanie maji tieto
artefakty, ak by sme neboli schopni konceptudlne rozlisit’ dita, ktoré nim
dané artefakty poskytuju? A ako sa vlastne proces konstituovania a zachytd-
vania rozliSeni v jazyku vedy vecne odlisuje od oblasti kazdodenného Zivota?
Domnievam sa, Ze vymedzenim $pecifického média (teda jazyka vedy vecne
odlisného od jazyka beznej skasenosti) cesta vysvetlenia radikalnej odli$nosti
prirodzenej a vedeckej skisenosti nevedie. KedZe neexistuje ni¢ také ako
prirodzena nesymbolicka skisenost’ a neexistuje ani ni¢ také ako prirodzeny
nesymbolicky jazyk. Ten, kto tvrdi opak, mal by uviest’ nejaky sposob, kto-
rym by vysvetlil, ako sa vecne odlisuji diskrétne jednotky zvuku ¢i diskrétne
jednotky vizualneho pol'a v oblasti bezného Zivota od oblasti vedeckej praxe,
ak nie iba presnostou a prisnostou pravidiel ich pouzivania.

Domnievam sa, ze jazyk (i jazyk matematiky) ako rozmanitost’ nastrojov
symbolickej a ikonickej reprezenticie md moc vytvarat’ rozmanité konceptu-
alizacie, ale to na vopred a nezavisle Struktirovanej realite, v ktorej ramci sa
(evolucne ¢ revolu¢ne) vyvinul. Tato vopred sStruktirovanu realitu a nasu
skusenost’ s fiou jazyk konceptualizuje (matematizuje). Tym jazyk tvori
»nové reality”, z pohladu ktorych sa povodna realita (v ktorej je bezny jazyk
ukotveny a z ktorej sa kazdy jazyk vedy musel vyvinat) moze javit' neredlna.
Podmienka vopred Struktarovanosti reality, v ktorej sa jazyk matematiky
musel vyvinat, sa mi véak zdd celkom prirodzenou kauzilnou podmienkou.
Uvedomujem si, Ze toto vyjadrovanie si vyzaduje podrobnejsie vysvetlenie.
Rozpracovanie uspokojivej a nevulgarnej verzie vysvetlenia si vsak urcite zasla-
Zi samostatny text. M6j ciel bol iny: poukazat’ na problémy, ktoré instrumen-
tilnemu realizmu Laca Kvasza prindsa radikalizicia chdpania inStrumentu
i postulovanie neprekonatelnej priepasti medzi prirodzenou a inStrumental-
nou skusenost’'ou. Osobne za vhodného adepta na obhdjenie mojej pozicie po-
vazujem pristup pragmatizmu s poziciu priamociareho realizmu. Ten totiZ
koresponduje s mojou intuiciou, Ze matematika sa ako jazykova prax Specific-
kého druhu musela vyvijat prostrednictvom redlnej schopnosti (abstrahova-
nie), ktorou disponovali redlni [udia v reilnom a od tychto fudi a ich schop-
nosti existenéne nezavislom vopred struktarovanom prostredi.



194 PAvVOL LABUDA

6. Zaver

Cielom mojej stadie bolo predstavenie a kritika inStrumentilneho rea-
lizmu Ladislava Kvasza. Pokusil som sa (1) identifikovat problematické
momenty jeho pozicie, ktoré by som zhrnul nasledovne: a) reduktivne cha-
panie beznej skusenosti ako nesymbolickej; b) lavirovanie medzi silnejsou
(konstitutivnou) a slabsou (deskriptivnou) tlohou instrumentov vo vztahu
k realite; ¢) riesenie otdzky realizmu ako vzt'ahu dvoch jazykov a d) proble-
matickost’ vysvetlenia ontologického statusu instrumentov v Kvaszom pre-
ferovanej ontoldgii rozliseni, v ktorej rimci sa samotné diskrétne jednotky,
teda aj inStrumenty (fyzikdlne pristroje ¢i matematické rovnice) konstituo-
vané len silou jazyka. Pokusil som tieZ (2) ukdzat, ze pri dodrzani zdsadnych
téz Kvaszovho variantu inStrumentalneho realizmu (rozumej: pri dodrzani
Kvaszovej skeptickosti k epistemickej relevantnosti vopred Struktdrovanej
reality, ktord je nezavisli od jazyka) je jeho pozicia vlastne antirealisticka.
Dévodom mojho presvedcenie je fakt, ze Kvasz svojimi zdkladnymi tézami
programovo odmieta metafyzicki poziavku vedeckého realizmu, ktorou je
existencia reality nezavislej od jazyka.

Moje vyhrady tak na jednej strane demonstruju problematickost’ Kvas-
zovych téz lavirujucich medzi realizmom a antirealizmom, ale zdroven dana
koncepciu oznacujem za antirealistickd. Legitimne sa tu natiska otdzka, ako
je mozné, aby niekto subezne zastaval nazor, Ze Kvaszova pozicia instrumen-
tilneho realizmu laviruje medzi realizmom a antirealizmom, a zaroven na-
zor, ze je antirealisticka? Mozné to je vdaka tomu, Ze v ramci otdzky vzni-
ku matematiky z lona beinej skusenosti (proces idealizicie) a s ohladom na
vztah historického fragmentu jazyka matematiky a jej interakcie so svetom
beinej skusenosti sa domnievam, Ze Kvasz by nemusel mat’ problém zasti-
vat’ ani poziciu priamodiareho realistu. Ni¢ mu totiz nebrani, aby akcent
svojho vykladu v tejto casti polozil na svet, ktory spoznivame zmyslami
a ktory je zdrojom a podkladom nasej matematizacie. Matematizacie ako
schopnosti ¢loveka, ktora v ramci jeho evolucie musela umoznit’ prave bez-
nd skisenost’, presnejsie povedané, predpoklad beznej skisenosti — vopred
struktarovand realita (svet ¢i prostredie). V dvojici clankov, ktoré som ana-
lyzoval, sa vsak Kvasz touto fazou matematiky nezaoberd. Prave naopak. Za
pravi a plnokrvni matematiku povazuje az disciplinu oslobodent od zmys-
lového sveta beznej skasenosti, ktord sa vyvinula v protiklade a viacndsob-
nom zapreti sveta beznej skisenosti. A tym sa jeho pozornost presiva zo
zanedbatelnej roviny reality, ktord proto-matematika matematizuje, do ro-
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viny matematickej reality ako reality, ktord matematika kostituuje. Dom-
nievam sa, Ze prave tohto momentu sa tyka vyjadrenie Jaroslava Peregrina
v Peregrin (2010, 73-74), ktory identifikoval Kvaszovo kolisanie medzi slab-
sou a silnejSou sprostredkovatel'skou dlohou instrumentov, ktoré bud rea-
listicky umoznuju objavit' a opisat’ nieco existujuce, ¢o nejazykovo preexis-
tuje, alebo antirealisticky (teda v silnejSom zmysle) konstituuju nieco, ¢o
existencne vznika az na ich zdklade. Za antirealisticka zas povazujem Kvas-
zovu poziciu preto, Ze vymedzenim otizky realizmu ako otazky vztahu
dvoch jazykov sa de facto vzdiva moznosti odlisit matematicku realitu od
reality matematiky.

Domnievam sa, Ze Kvaszovo lavirovanie medzi realizmom a antirealiz-
mom i jeho vecnd tendencia k antirealizmu by sa dali vyjadrit’ po¢iatoénym
striedanim a naslednym vecnym posunom v prospech druhej z nasledovnej
dvojice otdzok. Mam na mysli posun od otazky ,S &fm mdme matematickii
skiisenost? smerom k otazke ,Cim je ndm sprostredkovand matematickd skiise-
nost? Pri vysvetlovani etapy zrodu a pri otdzkach typu, ako matematika his-
toricky ¢i antropologicky vznikd, treba odpovedat na otizku ,,S &fm mdme
skiisenost? Ako priamociary realista by som na ta otdzku osobne odpovedal:
Pri poditani mdme skisenost’ s vopred Struktirovanym svetom, s prostre-
dim, v ktorom sme zacali byt’ v istej etape nasej evolucie schopni fixovat’
zmysel nami zdiefanych a vSeobecne rozpoznatelnych situdcii za pomoci
konven¢ne prijatych ndstrojov symbolickej a ikonickej reprezenticie. Preto
dokdzeme tento svet nielen zmyslovo nazriet, ale dokdzeme ho i vedome
uchopit’ tym, Ze ho urobime diskrétnym. Slovom, dokdzeme ho konceptua-
lizovat, a teda i matematizovat'. V druhej etape (ktord zamestndva vicsinu
Kvaszovej pozornosti) sa vsak vytrica dévod hladania odpovede na otizku
»9 ¢fm mdme skilsenost? Matematika sa totiz historicky oslobodzuje od bez-
nej skusenosti zmyslového sveta a speje (hoci historicky pevne zviazana ri-
gordznostou svojich pravidiel) do ,sféry Cistého ducha®. V tejto etape sa uz
odpoveda na inu otazku, a to otizku: ,Cim Jje ndm sprostredkovand matema-
tickd skiisenost? Sposob Kvaszovej odpovede na tato otizku povazujem za
jednoznacne antirealisticky. Nasa matematicka skusenost je ndm sprostred-
kovand jazykom matematiky. Matematika je tak vlastne jazykovou praxou,
ktord md mnohodimenziondlny vztah k realite (deskriptivny, konstitutivny
i funda¢ny), avsak vSetky tri dimenzie sa realizuju len v rimci jazyka a jeho
historickych Grovni. Matematika sa slobodne rozvija v postupnom a mno-
honasobnom zapierani nasej beznej skusenosti. Svet plnokrvnej matematiky
je zavisly uz len sim od seba. Dostivame sa tak do situacie, v ktorej jazyk
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matematiky objavuje realitu matematiky, ktora ziroven konstituuje i fun-
duje. To sa mi zdd problematické, pretoze tymto spdsobom ndm matemati-
ka vystupujuca v podobe jazyka subezne kolabuje do matematickej reality.

Kvaszov projekt instrumentalneho realizmu povazujem za nesmierne
zaujimavy, ale domnievam sa, ze otdzka jeho realizmu méze byt definitivne
rozhodnutd az po zlaneni priepasti, ktord sim roztvira medzi bezinou
a inStrumentalnou skdsenostou, teda az po objasneni procesu idealizicie —
po vysvetleni toho, ako sa formdlny svet matematiky a vedy zrodil z lona
sveta prirodzenej skdsenosti, a po vysvetleni toho, ¢o tieto dva svety spdja.
Nateraz a z dévodov, ktoré som uviedol, povazujem inStrumentalny realiz-
mus Ladislava Kvasza dimenzovany pre oblast plnokrvnej matematiky
a modernej fyziky'® za antirealisticku poziciu, pretoze (1) mapuje vjvin ma-
tematiky az po faze idealizdcie, (2) neplni metafyzicka poziadavku vedeckého
realizmu, ktorou je nezavislost’ reality od jazyka, a (3) za matematicku reali-
tu povazuje iba stabilizované obsahy vlastnych reprezentacii.'’
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In the beginning was the Word,
and the Word was with God,
and the Word was God.

(John 1:1)

0. Introduction

How do we communicate? How is it possible that we (more or less)
understand each other despite different cultural and historical backgrounds,
great cultural differences and language barriers? A seemingly simple answer
might be this: because we are all human beings. Unlike machines, we adapt
to new ideas, new environments, new cultures; we are able to learn from
experience, we have the ability of empathy. Yet, how is it possible that we
are able to learn a (new) language? On its standard conception, a language
is a (potentially) infinite set of expressions. In order to reach such an infin-
ity we need a ‘clue instruction’ that makes it possible to get to know any
element of the infinite set in a finite number of steps.” In this paper I am
going to present the idea that such a ‘clue instruction’ is a procedurally
structured concept.’

I am not going to be involved in a particular theory of language; nor am
I going to contribute to the endless discussions on where language comes
from (see, for instance, Nordquist 2013). There are so many theories of
language that it would be a futile contribution in this short study. I will as-
sume that regardless of the way in which a meaningful expression is en-
coded, it is always a code endowed with a meaning.

In Transparent Intensional Logic (TIL), which is my background the-
ory, we explicate structured meanings procedurally. An empirical expression
E encodes an instruction of how, in any possible world at any time, to exe-
cute the procedure expressed by the expression as its meaning. Based on
this explication I am going to present possible answers to the questions
posed at the outset. My thesis is the following. We learn, communicate and

I accept Kant’s finitist view in the sense that there is no upper bound on the num-
ber of steps we execute. No matter how many steps we may have executed, we can al-
ways move one step further. But at any point we will have acquired only a finite amount
of experience and have taken only a finite number of steps.

For the procedural theory of concepts, see Duzi — Jespersen — Materna (2010, Chap.
2) and also Materna (1998).
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think by means of procedurally structured concepts. Regardless of the way in
which the meaning of an expression is encoded, its meaning is a concept. Yet
I do not explicate concepts within the classical set-theoretical framework.*
The moral T extract from this paper is this: Concepts are nor flat sets;
rather, concepts are algorithmically structured, abstract procedures. Unlike
sets, concepts have constituent sub-procedures that can be executed in order
to arrive at the product of the procedure (if any). Not only particular parts
matter, but also the way of combining these parts into one whole instruction
that can be followed, understood, executed, learnt, etc., matters. We expli-
cate concepts as logical procedures that can be assigned to expressions as
their context-invariant meaning; in particular, complex meanings, which
structurally match complex expressions, are complex procedures whose
parts are sub-procedures. For instance, the simple sentence “T'om is wise”
encodes an instruction of how, in any possible world w at any time ¢, to
evaluate its meaning in order to arrive at a truth-value. The respective pro-
cedure consists of these constituent sub-procedures: take the individual
Tom; take the property of being wise; extensionalize the property with re-
spect to the world w and time ¢ of evaluation; produce a truth-value T or F
according as Tom has the property of being wise in that world w and at
that time ¢ of evaluation.

Traditionally, concepts are often conceived of as mental objects. Yet al-
ready in 1837 Bolzano dealt a serious blow to the psychologistic tradition of
concepts. In his Wissenschafislebre Bolzano worked out a systematic realist
theory of concepts, construing concepts as objective entities endowed with
structure. Our theory embraces this conception.

The procedural character of structured mathematical concepts should
be obvious. For instance, when one is seeking the solution of the equation
sin(x) = 0 they are not related to the infinite set {..., -2m, —=, 0, &, 27, ...},
because otherwise the seeker would immediately be a finder and there
would be nothing to solve. On the other hand, relating the seeker to a par-
ticular syntactic term is not general enough. The Ancient Greek mathema-
ticians, for instance, would solve such an equation using a different syntac-
tic system. Any seeker, whether Greek or Babylonian, modern or extrater-
restrial, is related to the structured meaning of “sin(x) = 0”7, which is the very
procedure consisting of these constituents: applying the function sine to
a real number x, checking whether the value of the function is zero, and if

For instance, a Fregean concept is a characteristic function of objects (Gegenstinde).
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so abstracting over the value of the input number x. When solving the
equation the seeker aims to execute this procedure in order to produce the
infinite set of multiples of .

This procedural character of mathematical concepts is universal. For in-
stance, Ascher (2002) is an important contribution to a global view of
mathematics. It humanizes our view of mathematics and expands our con-
ception of what is mathematical. Ascher demonstrates that traditional cul-
tures have mathematical ideas that are far more substantial and sophisti-
cated than is generally acknowledged. Many ideas taken to be the exclusive
province of professionally trained Western mathematicians are, in fact,
shared by people in many societies. The ideas discussed come from geo-
graphically varied cultures, including the Borana and Malagasy of Africa,
the Tongans and Marshall Islanders of Oceania, the Tamil of South India,
the Basques of Western Europe, and the Balinese and Kodi of Indonesia.
And Ascher reminds us of how mathematical and logical procedures are uni-
versal across any culture.

The same universal procedural structures govern our communication and
reasoning not only in mathematics but also in ordinary life. As a semantic
realist I am convinced that logic should assist in unearthing the objective
structures underlying the expressions of a given language.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. To demonstrate the thesis
that procedural structures are central to human communication, in Section
1 1 briefly examine three very different means of communication: Egyptian
hieroglyphs, pictures, and Inca knot writing. I will argue that all these very
different means of communication share a common procedural character;
to wit, they are structures endowed with a procedural sense. Section 2 in-
troduces the foundations of the logical background within which we define
concepts as structured procedures, namely TIL, and the procedural defini-
tion of concepts is reproduced here. Concluding remarks are presented in
Section 3.

1. Hieroglyphs, pictures, khipu

1.1. Hieroglyphic writing is not a pictorial script

The hieroglyphic writing system of the Ancient Egyptians is sometimes
taken as the example par excellence of a purely pictorial script. Most promi-
nently, Ludwig Wittgenstein draws an analogy between the pictorial se-
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mantics of the Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus and the alleged pictorial script
of hieroglyphic writing:

In order to understand the essence of the proposition [Satz], consider
hieroglyphic writing, which pictures the facts it describes. And from it
came the alphabet without the essence of the representation being lost.
(Wittgenstein 1922, §4.016)

Yet there are many arguments against this conception. Here I will
briefly reproduce the arguments of Jespersen — Reintges (2008). The au-
thors criticize Wittgenstein’s conception, claiming that Egyptian hiero-
glyphic writing is not a pictorial script. Their criticism can be summarized
as follows. For more than three millennia, hieroglyphic writings were con-
tinuously used for the codification of a varied collection of Ancient Egyp-
tian texts, ranging from the monumental religious corpora of the Pyramid
Texts and the Book of the Dead and the elaborate historiographical in-
scriptions of Egyptian temples to all sorts of legal and administrative texts,
bills, recipes, love letters, and so forth. The replacement of hieroglyphic
writing by a Greek-based alphabet in late antiquity and early medieval
Christian Egypt was not motivated by considerations of efficiency, but rather
had an ideological basis, namely its association with the pagan Pharaonic
culture. If the hieroglyphs were organized in a pictographic system, how
come that we cannot read Ancient Egyptian texts right away, although we
can readily identify hieroglyphic signs as graphic depictions of human be-
ings, birds, fishes, reptiles, weapons, household equipment, and so on? The
reason why we cannot read hieroglyphic texts is simply that the hiero-
glvphic writing system is not pictographic in nature. In the era of the Old
Kingdom, the Middle Kingdom and the New Kingdom, about 800 hiero-
glyphs existed. By the Greco-Roman period, they numbered more than
5000. This means that the inventory of Egyptian hieroglyphs ran to maxi-
mally 5000 different characters, yet the universe of discourse of such a highly
complex culture as the one of Ancient Egypt certainly included far more
than 5000 different concrete objects for depiction. Moreover, if we were to
assume, counterfactually, that hieroglyphic writing were a pictographic sys-
tem, the question naturally arises how it could possibly indicate abstract ob-
jects, such as truth, beauty, love, or justice.

Even the meaning of the word ‘hieroglyph’ throws doubts on the con-
ception of a purely pictorial script. ‘Hieroglyph’ is a compound of ‘hier6s’
(sacred) and ‘glypho’ (engrave, carve), which is the translation of Egyptian
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medu-netier (‘God’s words’). Hence Egyptian hieroglyphs are sacred en-
graved words. They consist of three kinds of glyphs: phonetic glyphs, in-
cluding single-consonant characters that function like an alphabet; logo-
graphs, representing morphemes; and determinatives, which narrow down
the meaning of logographic or phonetic words. Hence it should be clear
that hieroglyphic writing has the capacity of rendering complex structures.

1.2. The structure of pictures

The second source I am going to exploit is Westerhoft (2005). The au-
thor analyses the structure of pictures, and argues (italics mine):

Pictures differ from paintings as propositions differ from sentences.
Paintings and sentences are tokens: spatio-temporally located physical
objects. Different paintings can show the same picture, and different
sentences can express the same proposition. (Westerhoff 2005, 605)

And he asks: What are the parts of a picture? The question is not as innocu-
ous as it may sound. The mereology of ordinary physical objects is well-
developed, but pictures are not ordinary physical objects. First of all, they
are not spatio-temporal; rather, they are abstract objects. Secondly, they are
structured: they are not like a heap of grain or a puddle of water the identity
of which is preserved under various rearrangements of their parts. Pictures
have parts which are put together in a certain way; if we destroy this way of
putting the parts together the picture is gone.

Westerhoff criticizes the commonly accepted opinion that possible-
world semantics is a proper tool for explaining the semantics of structures.

Consider the sense in which states of affairs (possible worlds) could be
taken to have parts. It is straightforward to argue that the state of affairs
that John loves Becca has John as a part. But it is equally straightfor-
ward to argue that John’s brain is part of the state of affairs that John
loves Becca. But the mere parts (John’s brain as opposed to John) are
just any parts of that particular bit of the world we happen to be talking
about, whether they take part in our conceptualization or not. (Wester-
hoff 2005, 609)°

> Similar arguments can be found also in Tichy (1995, 179-180).
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Possible-world semantics receives a fare amount of criticism also in
Blumson (2010) where the structure of pictures is investigated:

Depictions, like thoughts and sentences, distinguish between different
ways things might be; the Mona Lisa, for example, represents Lisa by
distinguishing amongst the various possible ways which Lisa might have
looked. It suggests that the content of the Mona Lisa, for example,
should be analysed in terms of the possible worlds in which Lisa’s ap-
pearance is as the picture portrays. (Blumson 2010, 135)

But how could this be so? First, one and the same painting can be seen from
different perspectives in which Lisa’s appearance is completely different. Sec-
ond, and more importantly, the possibility of depicting logical or a priori im-
possibilities is directly problematic for the
analysis of depictive content in terms of
possible worlds. A straightforward argument
against the possibility of capturing the
structure of a picture by possible-world se-
mantics is the Penrose triangle (see Penrose
— Penrose 1958). It is a picture of an a pri-
ori, rather than merely a posteriori, impossi-
bility, as illustrated by Fig. 1. The content
of the picture cannot be analyzed as a subset
of possible worlds, because the depicted tri-
angle does not exist in any possible world.

So much for Blumson’s criticism of possible-world semantics; I would
like to add the following note. True, there are theories that attempt to ac-
count for absurd objects (like round squares or Penrose triangle) by intro-
ducing a parallel logical space of logically impossible worlds (cf. Priest
1992). But just as little as the number five belongs to the domain of possi-
ble worlds and just as little as mathematical sentences are evaluated at poss-
ible worlds, so round squares or Penrose triangle should not be assigned to
the domain of any impossible world. The very idiom of worlds, whether
possible or impossible, is out of place, as soon as non-empirical objects like
numbers and figures are involved. Yet I will show that terms like ‘round
square’, ‘the greatest prime’ or ‘Penrose triangle’ are not meaningless ex-
pressions, though they lack a denotation, and we can handle them without
the category of impossible worlds. Their meanings are empty concepts,
which we explicate as procedures that do not produce any product.

Fig. 1. Penrose triangle
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1.3. Inca khipu

The last interesting means of communication that I am going to con-
sider is the Inca knot writing known as khipu that has been used since 2000
BC. The Inca people of South America appeared to be the only civilization
of all the major Bronze Age civilizations that apparently lacked a written
language, an exception that embarrassed the anthropologists who habitually
include writing as an attribute of a complex, highly developed culture de-
serving to be ranked as a civilization.

Khipu are textile artefacts composed of cords of cotton. There is a main
primary cord from which many pendant cords hang, and there may be ad-
ditional subsidiary cords attached to a pendant cord. Some khipu have up
to 12 levels of subsidiaries. Each khipu cord may have one or more knots,
see Fig. 2.

Fig. 2. Inca khipu

In the conventional view of scholars, most khipu represented decimal
numbers for bookkeeping and census purposes. Hence the khipu were con-
sidered to serve as textile abacuses rather than written documents. Yet
some well-informed colonial writers insisted that some khipu encoded sto-
ries and poems.
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Recently, Urton recognized the depth of information contained in
structured elements of khipu, and a growing number of researchers now
think that khipu were mostly non-numerical and may have primarily been
an early form of writing. A reading of the knotted string devices, if deci-
phered, could perhaps reveal narratives of the Inca Empire, the most exten-
sive in America in its glory days before the Spanish conquest in 1532. How
could cords encode a language? In an age when computers process immense
amounts of information by the manipulation of sequences of 1’s and 0’s, it
remains a frustrating mystery how prehistoric Inca record-keepers encoded
a tremendous variety and quantity of information using only knotted and
dyed strings. Yet the comparison between computers and khipu may hold
an important clue to deciphering the Inca records.

In Urton (2003) a path-breaking theory is presented. The construc-
tion of khipu fibres constitutes binary-coded sequences which store units
of information in a similar way as today’s computers do. Urton begins his
theory with the making of khipu, showing how at each step of the proc-
ess binary either/or choices were made. He then investigates the symbolic
components of the binary coding system, the amount of information that
could have been encoded, procedures that may have been used for reading
the khipu, the nature of the khipu signs, and, finally, the nature of the
khipu recording system itself, emphasizing relations of semantic coupling.
This research constitutes a major step forward in building a unified the-
ory of the khipu system of information storage and communication based
on the totality of construction features making up these extraordinary ob-
jects.

Needless to say, the meaning of the khipu coding system cannot be ana-
lysed within an intensional semantics such as possible-world semantics.
Sets of possible worlds cannot be binary-recorded; rather, it is reasonable to
assume that similarly as the binary code of a computer program is a record
of the procedure to be executed, khipu writing is most probably a code of
structured meanings best explicated as abstract procedures.

This completes our historical excursion into very different means of
communication. Now I am going to introduce a recent theory of concepts
defined as abstract procedures within the logical framework of Transparent
Intensional Logic.
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2. Transparent Intensional Logic (TIL)

2.1. Foundations of TIL

In possible-world semantics, which was the prevailing semantic theory
in the last century, meanings are mappings defined on a domain of possi-
ble worlds, and meanings are co-intensional, i.e. identical, when they are
necessarily co-extensional. As we have seen above, possible-world seman-
tics is not a tool apt for analysis of structured meanings. Co-
intensionality is nothing other than necessary co-extensionality. More-
over, possible-world intensions lack structure altogether. They are just
flat set-theoretical mappings. The consequences for analysis of natural
language are well-known; linguistic senses and attitude contents are too
coarsely individuated; attitudes proliferate too rapidly, etc. Thus since the
late 1960s many logicians have been striving for hyperintensional semantics
and structured meanings.

Recent development can be characterised as an algorithmic or proce-
dural turn. In (1994) Moschovakis put forward the idea of meaning as algo-
rithm. Yet much earlier, in Tichy (1968; and 1969), Tichy had already for-
mulated the idea of procedural (as opposed to set-theoretical denotational)
semantics, according to which the sense of an expression is an algorithmi-
cally structured procedure detailing what operations to apply to what pro-
cedural constituents to arrive at the object (if any) denoted by the expres-
sion. Such procedures are rigorously defined as TIL constructions. Tichy
developed a logical framework known today as Transparent Intensional Logic
(TIL) (see Tichy 1988; and 2004).

Referring for details to numerous papers on TIL, and in particular to
two recent books, to wit Duii — Jespersen — Materna (2010), and Duzi —
Materna (2012), in what follows I provide a brief summary of those features
of TIL procedural semantics which we need for the definition of structured
concepts. Formally, TIL is an extensional logic of hyperintensions based on
the partial, typed A-calculus enriched with a ramified type structure to ac-
commodate hyperintensions.® Thus the syntax of TIL is Church’s (higher-
order) typed A-calculus with the important difference that the syntax has
been assigned a procedural (as opposed to denotational) semantics. TIL
A-terms do not denote functions-in-extensions, which are set-theoretical

Parts of this section draw on material from Duii — Jespersen — Materna (2010,

Chap. 1; Chap. 2).
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mappings; rather they denote procedures (constructions in TIL’s terminol-
ogy) that produce functions or functional values as their products.” The
sense of an expression is an abstract procedure detailing how to arrive at an
object of a particular logical type denoted by the expression. TIL construc-
tions are such procedures. Thus, abstraction transforms into the molecular
procedure of forming a function, application into the molecular procedure
of applying a function to an argument, and variables into atomic procedures
for arriving at their values assigned by a valuation.

There are two kinds of constructions, atomic and compound (molecu-
lar). Atomic constructions (Variables and Trivializations) do not contain
any other constituents but themselves; they supply objects (of any type) on
which compound constructions operate. The variables x, y, p, ¢, ... con-
struct objects dependently on a valuation; they are said to v-construct. The
Trivialisation of an object X (of any type, even a construction), in symbols:
°X, constructs simply X without the mediation of any other construction;
we say that "X is the simple concept of X. Compound constructions, which
consist of other constituents than just themselves, are Composition and
Closure. The Composition [F Ai...4,] is the operation of functional applica-
tion. It v-constructs the value of the function f (v-constructed by the con-
struction F) at the tuple-argument a (v-constructed by A4, ..., 4,) if the
function f'is defined at a, otherwise the Composition is v-improper, i.e., it
fails to v-construct zlnything.8 The Closure [Ax;...x, X] spells out the in-
struction to v-construct a function by abstracting over the values of the
variables xi, ..., x, in the ordinary manner of the A-calculi. Finally, higher-
order constructions can be used twice over as constituents of composite
constructions. This is achieved by a construction called Double Execution,
2X, that behaves as follows: If X v-constructs a construction X, and X' v-
constructs an entity Y, then %X y-constructs Y; otherwise 2X is v-improper,
failing as it does to v-construct anything.

I use the term ‘function’ as synonymous with the term ‘set-theoretical mapping,
that is Church’s ‘function-in-extension’. Church’s functions-in-intension might corre-
spond rather to our constructions of those mappings. Yet I hesitate to use Church’s
term ‘function-in-intension’, because Church did not define functions-in-intension, he
only characterized them as rules specifying functions-in-extension.

We treat functions as properly partial mappings, i.e., mappings that may lack a value
at some of their arguments.
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TIL constructions, as well as the entities they construct, all receive
a type. The formal ontology of TIL is bi-dimensional; one dimension is
made up of constructions, the other dimension encompasses functions, i.e.
mappings. On the ground level of the type hierarchy, there are non-
constructional entities unstructured from the algorithmic point of view be-
longing to a type of order 1. Given a base of atomic types of order 1, the in-
duction rule for forming functional types is applied: where a, Bi, ..., B, are
types of order 1, the set of partial mappings from B; x...x B, to a, denoted
(a pi... By, is a type of order 1 as well. Constructions that construct enti-
ties of order 1 are constructions of order 1. They themselves belong to a type
of order 2, denoted *{’. The type *; together with the atomic types of order
1 serve as a base for the induction rule: any collection of partial mappings,
of type (& ... [3), involving *1 in their domain or range is of a type of order
2. Constructions belonging to a type *, that construct entities of order 1 or
2, and partial mappings involving such constructions, belong to a #ype of or-
der 3; and so on ad infinitum.

For the purposes of natural-language analysis, the atomic types currently
encompass these four:

o = the set of truth-values {T, L}

1 = the universe of discourse (a constant domain of individuals)
T = the set of reals, doubling as times (time being a continuum)
o = the logical space of logically possible worlds

(Possible-world) intensions are entities of type (Bm): mappings from
possible worlds to an arbitrary type B. The type B is frequently the type of
a chronology of a-objects, i.e. a mapping of type (at). Thus o-intensions
are frequently functions of type ((at)®), abbreviated as ‘o, . We typically
say that an index of evaluation is a world/time pair (w, t). Extensional enti-
ties are entities of some type o0 where o # (Bw) for any type P.

In particular, a property of individuals is a function of type (((o)1)w),
abbreviated ‘(01),. Relative to a world/time pair, there is a set (perhaps
empty) of those individuals that have the relevant property at this dual in-
dex. A proposition is a function of type ((0T)®), abbreviated ‘0r,. That is,
propositions are empirical truth-conditions modelled as temporally sensi-
tive sets of possible worlds, as in possible-world semantics enriched with

*  For details see, for instance, Duzi — Jespersen — Materna (2010, Chap. 1.3; Chap.

1.4), or Duzi — Materna (2012, Chap. 2).
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temporal indices (in which a proposition is identified with its satisfaction
class). The partiality of propositions allows them to fail to return a truth-
value at the given world/time pair of evaluation. For instance, the proposi-
tion that the King of France is bold currently lacks a truth-value, because
the office of King of France, of type ((1t)®), abbreviated ‘i, is currently
vacant. An office is a function from worlds to a partial function from times
to individuals. There is currently no individual who is the King of France
of whom it is either true or false that he is bold. Nonetheless, both the
term ‘the King of France’ and the sentence “The King of France is bold”
remain perfectly meaningful in TIL.

Empirical expressions denote empirical conditions that may or may not be
satisfied at some empirical index of evaluation. We model these empirical
conditions as possible-world intensions. (Non-empirical languages have no need
for an additional category of expressions for empirical conditions.) Yet, a pos-
sible-world intension is not the meaning of an empirical expression Ej rather
it is merely the object denoted by E. The meaning of E is the construction
encoded by E. Where w ranges over ® and ¢ over 7, the following schematic
Closure characterizes the logical syntax of an empirical language: Awiz
[...w....t...]. If the Composition [...w....t...] v-constructs an c-object, the
whole Closure constructs an object of type Oz, i.€. an c-intension.

Technically speaking, some constructions are modes of presentation of
functions, including 0-place functions such as individuals and truth-
values, and the rest are modes of presentation of other constructions.
Thus, with constructions of constructions, constructions of functions,
functions, and functional values in our stratified ontology, we need to keep
track of the traffic between multiple logical strata. The ramified type hier-
archy does just that. What is important about this traffic is, first of all, that
constructions may themselves figure as functional arguments or values.
Thus we consequently need constructions of one order higher in order to
present those constructions being arguments or values of functions. As ex-
plained above, constructions that serve as arguments to operate on are sup-
plied by atomic constructions, viz. Trivializations and variables. For in-
stance, if a variable x v-constructs objects of type T, then the variable belongs
to *y, the type of order 2, denoted x/*; — 7. The Closure Ax [+ x °1] that
constructs the successor function of type (t7) belongs also to *j;
Ax [%+ x °1]/% > (t1). The Trivialization of this Closure, *[Ax [*+ x °1]],
is a construction belonging to *;, the type of order 3, which constructs just
the Closure Ax [*+ x °1].
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We distinguish strictly between a procedure (construction) and its prod-
uct (here, a constructed function), and between a function and its value.
What makes TIL anti-contextual and compositional is the fact that the the-
ory construes the semantic properties of the sense and denotation relations
as remaining invariant across different sorts of linguistic contexts. We do
not develop a special extensional logic for extensional contexts, an inten-
sional logic especially for intensional contexts, and a hyperintensional
logic especially for hyperintensional contexts. Logical operations are uni-
versal and context-invariant. What is context-dependent are the argu-
ments on which these operations operate. In a hyperintensional context
they are constructions themselves; in an intensional context the arguments of
logical rules and operations are the products of constructions, that is set-
theoretical functions; finally, in an extensional context we operate on func-
tional values."

At the outset of this paper I formulated the thesis that we learn, com-
municate and think by means of procedurally structured concepss. Hence
now I am going to introduce the theory of concepts as formulated within
the framework of TIL.

2.2. The TIL theory of concepts

TIL’s procedural theory of concepts follows the principles formulated
by Bolzano (1837, §49) and Church (1956). Church identifies concepts
with the meanings of A-terms; hence TIL concepts are constructions.
However, in the new orthodoxy of structured meanings we encounter an
outstanding issue, to wit, the granularity of structures. Since we explicate
structured meanings procedurally, our basic idea is that any two terms or
expressions are synonymous whenever their respective meanings are proce-
durally isomorphic. The notion of procedural isomorphism helps TIL to
a principled account of hyperintensional individuation. This is a major is-
sue, because only expressions with procedurally isomorphic meanings are
synonymous and can be mutually substituted in hyperintensional contexts.
Moreover, since we are building an extensional logic of hyperintensions, the
extensional rules of substitution of identicals and existential generalization
must be valid in all kinds of context, whether extensional, intensional, or
hyperintensional.

1% For details on our extensional logic of hyperintensions, see Duzi (2012) and (2013).
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The degree to which meanings should be fine-grained was of the ut-
most importance for Church, and he proposed several so-called Alternatives
(see Church 1993). Senses are identical if the respective A-expressions that
formalise the senses are (A0) synonymously isomorphic or (Al) mutually A-
convertible. (A0) is o-conversion and synonymies resting on meaning pos-
tulates; (Al) is o~ and B-conversion; Church also considered Alternative
(A1), that is, o-, B- and n-conversion. There is also (A2), for complete-
ness, which is logical equivalence. But logical equivalence is a too weak cri-
terion of synonymy as already Carnap knew, and thus was not acceptable
for Church.

TIL offers various principles of procedural isomorphism, all of which
slot in between Church’s Alternatives (A0) and (Al). One such would be
Alternative (%), another Alternative (%4). The former includes o- and
n-conversion, while the latter adds restricted B-conversion by name. In
Duzi — Jespersen — Materna (2010) we opt for Alternative (%2), whereas in
Duzi — Jespersen (2013) we prefer Alternative (%) to soak up those differ-
ences between PB-transformations that concern only A-bound variables and
thus (at least appear to) lack natural-language counterparts. The restricted
version of equivalent B-reduction by name consists in substituting free vari-
ables for A-bound variables of the same type. It is just a formal manipula-
tion with A-bound variables that has much in common with n- and less
with B-reduction. The latter is the operation of applying a function f'to its
argument value a4 in order to obtain the value of fat a (leaving it open
whether a value emerges). No such features can be found in restricted
B-reduction that substitutes variables for variables. It is just a formal sim-
plification of the relevant construction.

The latest variant of procedural isomorphism encompasses o-con-
version and PB-conversion by value. Hence we are leaving out n-conversion,
and B-conversion is restricted to conversion by value. There are two rea-
sons for excluding m-conversion. First, it is rather peculiar to claim that
two procedures are identical if they do not have the same number of con-
stituents. Yet the m-expanded construction of the form Ax [Fx] has at
least two more constituents than the corresponding m-reduced construc-
tion F, because it adds the steps of applying the function constructed by
F to the value of the variable x followed by abstraction over the values of x.
The second and more important reason is the fact that n-conversion is not
a strictly equivalent transformation in the logic of partial functions such as
TIL. To see why, consider this example. Let ¥ — ((ap)y) v-construct
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a function f such that { is not defined at the argument v-constructed
by A — v. Hence the Composition [F Al — (aB) is v-improper, as it does
not wv-construct anvthing. However, the mn-expanded construction
Ax [[F Al x] — (aB), where x —, B, constructs a degenerate function,
which is a function undefined at all its arguments. True, due to the
v-improperness of [F 4] the Composition [[# 4] x| is also v-improper, but
A-abstraction raises the context to the intensional level. Hence the Closure
Ax [[F Al x| v-constructs a degenerate function, which is an obiject, though
a bizarre one. Hence the Compositions [F Al and Ax [[F A] x| are not
strictly equivalent in the sense of v-constructing the same object for every
valuation ».""

The reasons for excluding unrestricted B-conversion are these. Though
B-conversion is the fundamental computational rule of the A-calculi, it is
underspecified by the rule (that we call ‘by name’) [Ax C(x) 4] |- C(Alx).
The application procedure [Ax C(x) A] can be executed in two different
ways: ‘by value’ and ‘by name’. If by name then according to the rule the
procedure A is substituted for x. In this case there are two problems. First,
conversion of this kind is not guaranteed to be an equivalent transforma-
tion as soon as partial functions are involved. This is due to the fact that
4 occurs extensionally as a constituent of the left-hand construction, whe-
reas when dragged into C its occurrence may become intensional. Second,
even in those cases when B-reduction is an equivalent transformation, it
may yield loss of analytic information, because when executing f-reduction
by name we do not keep track of the function that has been applied.'” The
idea of conversion by value is simple. Execute the procedure 4 first, and
only if 4 does not fail to produce an argument value on which C should
operate, substitute (the simple concept of) this value for x. This solution
preserves equivalence, avoids the problem of loss of analytic information,
and moreover, in practice it is more efficient. "

The granularity of the individuation of procedures is still an open
problem. The variant I propose here is the strongest criterion we have at
present. Yet we admit that slightly different definitions of procedural
isomorphism are thinkable. These considerations are motivated by the

"1 am grateful to Jifi Raclavsky for adducing the above example; see Raclavsky

(2010).

12" Por the notion of analytic information, see Duzi (2010).

B For details, see Du¥i — Jespersen (2013).
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fact that what appears to be synonymous in an ordinary vernacular might
not be synonymous in a professional language like the language of, for in-
stance, logic, mathematics or physics. Thus we are also considering
whether it is philosophically wise to adopt several notions of procedural
isomorphism. It is not improbable that several degrees of hyperinten-
sional individuation are called for, depending on which sort of discourse
happens to be analysed. But a-conversion and B-conversion by value
should be on any list of Alternatives attempting to accommodate proce-
dural isomorphism.

As we have seen above, TIL embraces the view that meanings must be
structured by conceiving of meanings as procedurally structured construc-
tions. An unambiguous expression has thus assigned a unique—up to pro-
cedural isomorphism—construction as its meaning. Hence constructions
are good candidates to explicate concepts.

The full identification of concepts with constructions faces, however,
two minor problems. First, up until now we did not take into account ex-
pressions with pragmatically incomplete meaning, that is, sentences and
terms with indexical pronouns like ‘her father’, “He is a philosopher”, etc.
These expressions are assigned open constructions with free ‘indexical’
variables as their meanings. For instance, the analysis of the above expres-
sions amounts to these open constructions: Awht [OFatber_oﬁ,t her] =, 110,
Awht [OP/oilosop/oerwt he] — O.w; types: Father_ofl (W)y,: attribute, that is,
a function that, dependently on worlds w and times ¢, assigns to an individ-
ual another individual (their father); Philosopher/(01):w; be, her —, 1: prag-
matic variables. We hesitate to claim that pragmatically incomplete expres-
sions express concepts, because the evaluation of concepts should yield an
object, provided the concept in question is not an empty one. Yet since
concepts are procedures, their execution should always be, in principle,
possible. It is not so with open constructions which await valuation of their
free variables in order for them to be executed. Open constructions are pro-
cedures with formal parameters, and they cannot be executed until an ac-
tual parameter value is supplied. In case of expressions with pragmatically
incomplete meanings the respective value of an argument (valuation of free
indexical variables) is supplied by a situation of utterance. Only after the
situation has done its job does one obtain a closed construction that can be
executed.

Hence we might identify concepts with closed constructions. But here
we must deal with the problem of procedurally isomorphic constructions.
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Recall that any two unambiguous terms or expressions (even of different
languages) are synonymous whenever their respective meanings are proce-
durally isomorphic. Thus synonymous expressions have the same meaning
and express the same concept, yet they can be furnished with different—
procedurally isomorphic—constructions. In other words, constructions are
too fine-grained from the procedural point of view. For instance, the un-
ambiguous sentence “T'om is wise” could have been assigned the following
procedurally isomorphic constructions as its meaning: AwA¢ [OWisewt OTom],
Awiht [O\Visewlt] OTom], Awsht [OVViseWZ OTom], ... Note that in natural
language we do not render these distinctions, because in an ordinary verna-
cular we do not use bound variables.

Since procedural isomorphism is an equivalence relation, it factorizes
the collection of constructions into equivalence classes. From the proce-
dural point of view it is irrelevant which element of a particular class is sin-
gled out as its representative. Each equivalence class of constructions can be
well-ordered. The representative element will be the first construction oc-
curring in the given ordering. This construction is the unique normal form
of all the elements of the equivalence class of constructions. The represen-
tative element is designated as a concepr.

So, in general, the structured meaning of an expression is a construc-
tion. If an expression contains indexicals its meaning is an open construc-
tion; the meaning of a non-indexical unambiguous expression is the con-
cept expressed by the expression. Having decided in favour of construing
concepts as closed constructions, we can define some special categories of
concepts like various kinds of empty concepts, analytical vs. empirical con-
cepts, etc. Since this is out of the scope of this short study I refer to Duzi —
Jespersen — Materna (2010, Chap. 2). Yet I will briefly explain the very im-
portant category of simple concepts. Simple concepts are identified with
Trivializations of non-constructional entities. These concepts are simple be-
cause they supply these entities without the mediation of any other con-
cepts, by not having any other constituents but themselves. We assume
that each competent language-user is acquainted with the simple concepts
in use in order that communication may proceed smoothly; which, howev-
er, does not mean that some simple concepts cannot be refined. The re-
finement of a simple concept "X is an ontological definition of the entity X,
which is a compound concept of X. For instance, in an ordinary vernacular
we use simple concepts of zoological properties like "Whale, °Cat, *Horse
without the need to define these properties. This is a matter of zoology.
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Thus, for instance, the simple concept *Whale is refined as the compound
concept Awht [Ax [[[*Marine "Mammall ,, x] A [*Cetacea-order,, x]]], be-
cause zoology has explained to us that whales are marine mammals of the
order Cetacea.

Concluding this section let me say a few words about the connection
between meaning and concept. As illustrated above, we claim that meanings
are concepts. Can we, however, claim the converse? This would be: con-
cepts are meanings. A full identification of meanings with concepts would
presuppose that every concept were the meaning of some expression. But
then we could hardly explain the phenomenon of historical evolution of
language, first and foremost the fact that new expressions are introduced
into a language and other expressions vanish from it. Thus with the advent
of a new (expression, meaning) pair a new concept would have come into
being. Yet this is unacceptable for a realist: concepts qua abstract entities
cannot come into being or vanish. Therefore, concepts outnumber expres-
sions; some concepts are yet to be discovered and encoded in a particular
language while others sink into oblivion and disappear from language,
which is not to say that they would be going out of existence. For in-
stance, before inventing computers and introducing the noun ‘computer’
into our language(s), the procedure that von Neumann made explicit was
already around. The fact that in the 19th century we did not use (elec-
tronic) computers, and did not have a term for them in our language,
does not mean that the concept (qua procedure) did not exist. In the dis-
pute over whether concepts are discovered or invented we come down on
the side of discovery.

Each of us may have their own conceptual system based on our own set
of simple concepts. Yet since we are able to communicate and learn new
languages, there is a common intersection that is shareable by all of us.
Moreover, particular personal conceptual systems are gradually developed in
the learning process; as we adapt ourselves to external stimuli and envi-
ronment changes in general, we discover and learn new concepts, but also
forget old ones. Concepts/procedures are the entities that we have in
common across different languages, cultures, histories, different means of
communication and different ways of encoding these procedures. They
enable us to learn new languages and discover new means of communica-
tion.
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3. Conclusion

In this paper I argued for the thesis that abstract, procedurally struc-
tured concepts are central for our communication, and that we learn,
communicate, execute and discover concepts. In order to support this the-
sis, I adduced analytical survey of Egyptian hieroglyphs and Inca knot writ-
ing. These are very different ways of encoding meanings, the former em-
bracing up to 5000 different signs, the latter just the khipu knots for 0’s
and 1’s. Yet regardless of the nature of a particular recording system, large
amount of information can be encoded. How could it be if these codes
were records of potentially infinite sets of facts? And how could abstract
obiects be recorded? Yet both these ways (and many other writing systems)
are capable of recording verv complex texts including abstract obiects.
Thus, in my opinion, this is strong evidence in favour of the thesis that
they encode procedurally structured concepts consisting of a finite number
of constituents which can be executed in any possible world at any time.
Hence, let me finish this paper by rephrasing John’s prologue:

In the beginning was the Concept,
and the Concept was with God,
and the Concept was God.
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ABSTRACT: Following Carnap’s Principle of Subject Matter, Pavel Tichy proposed
a methodological principle I call the “Denotational Principle of Aboutness”. It says that
expressions are about their denotata. Denotata are modelled as possible world intensions
or (common) extensions. Nearly the same principle was recently defended by Marie
Duzi and Pavel Materna under the name the “Parmenides Principle”. However, Duii
and Materna did not react to Tichy’s late proposal which I call the “Constructional
Principle of Aboutness”. It says that the subject matter of expressions consists not in
their denotata but in their meanings. The meanings are explicated by Tichy, and also
by Duzi and Materna, as so-called constructions; constructions are complex entities akin
to algorithms, they construct intensions or extensions. In this paper, I argue in favour of
the Constructional Principle of Aboutness. I show that there are not only single argu-
ments, but the whole net of methodological principles which support it. This is why
the topic largely transcends the debate among Tichy’s followers.
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1. Introduction: aboutness and constructions vs. denotata
When investigating natural language, Pavel Tichy — the founder of

Transparent Intensional Logic (TIL) — introduced his own Principle of
Aboutness, i.e. a principle related to the subject matter of expressions (in

© 2014 The Author. Journal compilation © 2014 Institute of Philosophy SAS
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a natural language), to what they speak about." As T indicate in the title of
this paper, I distinguish two kinds of aboutness.

The so-called Denotational Conception of Aboutness (DA) is the erstwhile
conception by Tichy and also the recently published conception by Pavel
Materna and Marie DuzZi (see Materna — Duzi 2005). The so-called Con-
structional Conception of Aboutness was already formulated by Tichy (1988)
as his supreme theory and I am going to argue in favour of its adoption.

The task of logical analysis of (natural) language, which is a discipline
auxiliary for the aim consisting in the control of validity of arguments, is to
associate expressions with meanings. Thus, there is an important question
of what kind of entities meanings are. In the case of TIL as a semantic sys-
tem, three answers are possible: meanings are extensions / (possible world)
intensions / Tichy’s so-called constructions of extensions or intensions.
But the question goes far beyond the framework of TIL because it asks
whether meanings are flat set-theoretic entities or whether they are, rather,
certain ‘over-set-theoretical” structures, procedures.

Such questions have also a significant historical model in Gottlob
Frege’s considerations in the initial pages of his seminal study (1892). Frege
proposed there Sinne as (structured) entities connected with expressions,
whereas they are grasped by every competent user of a given language; on
the other hand, Bedeutungen of expressions are (if there are any) determined
by Sinne and they are not necessarily grasped by the competent language
users. Frege seems to oscillate between two conceptions of aboutness: in
normal contexts we speak about Bedeutungen, while with help of indirect
contexts we speak about Sinne of someone’s words. It is obviously difficult
to reconcile all this ideas and claim, e.g., that according to Frege the sub-
ject matter of an expression is its Sinn because it is graspable by any compe-
tent speaker.

In his view on natural language, Tichy adopted the generally accepted
view that language can be understood as a code system,” which transfers, by
means of its coding signs, meanings. These meanings were explicated by
Tichy as his so-called constructions. Constructions are abstract procedures
which are specified by the entities they construct and the way how they

1 o . . .
I do not discriminate terminologically among “aboutness”, “subject matter” and

“talking” or “speaking about” in this text.

2 See Raclavsky (2006) for more details; a detailed analysis can be found in my forth-

coming paper “A Model of Language in a Synchronic and Diachronic Sense”.
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construct them. It holds that any object is constructed by infinitely many
distinct constructions.” Constructions do not have extensional individua-
tion as possible world intensions do — intensions are mere functions, un-
structured mappings. Constructions have ‘intensional’ individuation: they
can be equivalent without being identical; they differ as regards their struc-
ture. Individuation of constructions is thus more fine-grained than indi-
viduation of possible world intensions or (common) extensions. Construc-
tions can be thus understood as hyperintensions, which have been recently
often discussed in the philosophy of language and logical semantics.

There is no need here to introduce the apparatus of TIL.* It suffices to
be acquainted with the semantic scheme, which is usually adopted in TIL.
The scheme has two levels, the constructional and the denotational one:’

expression E

E expresses (if it expresses), means:

meaning, i.e. a certain construction C

e e 6
E denotes (if it denotes), C constructs (if it constructs):

denotatum, i.e. an intension or extension

In TIL, the relation of naming is often identified with the relation of de-
notation.

The motivation for this scheme will be expressed just after an illustra-
tive example of the application of TIL in logical analysis of natural lan-
guage. According to TIL, the sentence

“Fido is a dog”

The term “construction” has nothing to do with intuitionism or constructivism.

I refer especially to Tichy (1988) as the most relevant source.

The explication of basic semantic notions in the spirit of TIL can be found in Rac-
lavsky (2012a). The above semantic scheme is not the only one accepted by TILians. It
resembles the scheme propagated, e.g., by Materna — Duzi (2005), and Tichy’s earlier
scheme (cf. Tichy 1980a; 1980b): ‘an expression E depicts/represents a construction C;
E names an object O (£’s nominatum) if C is closed’.

Some constructions are improper in the sense that they construct, on a certain val-
uation, nothing at all.
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expresses the construction
Awkt[Dog,, Fido],

which constructs the proposition (i.e. a class of (a possible world, a mo-
ment of time) couples) that Fido is a dog. The proposition is the deno-
tatum of the sentence.’

Unlike the reference of mathematical, logical and some other expres-
sions which does not change dependently on modal or temporal circum-
stances, the reference of many common expressions does vary; we will call
them empirical expressiom.8 Empirical expressions denote (non-trivial, i.e.
non-constant) intensions. Possible world intensions are total or partial func-
tions from (a possible world, moment of time) couples. A value of
a denoted intension in a given world W and time 7, i.e. the reference of
that expression in Wand T, cannot be assessed by logic alone because it is
a matter of empirical facts. To illustrate, the empirical sentence “The
number of planet is eight” refers to the truth-value T in the actual world
and at the present time, yet it need not be so in other worlds and at other
times — an empirical investigation is thus indispensable to pinpoint the ref-
erence of that sentence. Other examples of empirical expressions include
the individual description “the president of the USA” or the predicate
“dog”. Non-empirical expressions, on the other hand, denote extensions (or
trivial, constant intensions); their reference in W5s and 7% can be identified
with their denotation.

As mentioned above, distinguishing reference and denotation is not the
only notable peculiarity of TIL: TIL uses a hyperintensional level of mean-
ing. Such level of hyperintensions was introduced in semantics and phi-
losophy of language because intensional semantics was incapable to model
faithfully the structuredness of meanings. This is obvious in the case of
mathematical beliefs (reported by the respective sentences) which cannot be
directed towards flat classes of (a possible world, a moment of time) cou-
ples, but towards structured ways to achieve the propositions. As suggested

7 The logical analysis of the sentence “E is (in English) about C”, where “C” is

a record of a construction, is entirely analogous to the logical analysis of “The meaning

of E (in English) is C” which is suggested and explained in Raclavsky (2010).

8 . . . .
The difference between empirical and non-empirical expressions has been stressed

by Materna on a number of places (including DuZi — Jespersen — Materna 2010); Tichy
himself did not terminologically discriminate between denotation and reference.
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by Tichy (1988, 222), belief sentences express constructions in such a way
that an agent is related towards a construction C of a certain proposition
where C is the meaning of the respective embedded sentence. To illustrate,
the sentence

“Xenia believes that 1+1=2"
expresses the construction
Awht[Believe,, Xenia Awit[= [+ 1 1] 2]]

(OC constructs C in a trivial one-step manner; if X in %X is not a construc-
tion, we write “X” instead of “°X”).

In our subsequent considerations, it is necessary to be aware of the dif-
ference between empirical and non-empirical expressions and also the fact
that constructions are suggested to be meanings of expressions, while in-
tensions or extensions constructed by those constructions are considered to
be only denotata of those expressions.

In the next section, I will introduce the early DA by Tichy. Then, in
Section 3, I present DA by Duzi and Materna. I will argue against DA in
Section 4, though I will offer some additional arguments in Section 5. Sec-
tion 5 is devoted mainly to the exposition of CA.

2. Tichy’s denotational conception of aboutness

As noted above, DA has it that expressions are about denotata, i.e. in-
tensions or extensions. In contrast to it, CA considers meanings of ex-
pressions to be their subject matter. To propagate this or that conception
of aboutness is to promote a certain picture of our language and mean-
ings.

From another viewpoint, a conception of aboutness is a formulation of
a certain methodological position which should guide our philosophical
and logical analyses of natural language. Just in this sense, a certain theory
of aboutness was formulated by Frege and Carnap, and then also by Tichy
and Duzi with Materna.

The problem of an accuracy of a conception of aboutness is only divided
into a denotational and constructional version because the semantic theory
adopted in TIL has two levels, viz. the meaning and the denotational one.
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Of course, a decision in favour of this or that conception amounts to the
enforcement of this or that line of explanation of language matters.

Our brief survey of declarations of DA starts with the Principle of Sub-
ject Matter by Rudolf Carnap, which was explicitly recalled by Tichy:’

A sentence is about (deals with, includes in its subject matter) the no-
minata of the names occurring in it. (Carnap 1947/1956, 98)

Materna — Duzi (2005) identify as Carnap’s predecessor none other than
Gottlob Frege:'

Ueberhaupt ist es unmdglich, von einem Gegenstande zu sprechen, ohne
ihn irgendwie zu bezeichnen oder zu benennen. (Frege 1884, 60)

As regards just this idea, Carnap did not mention Frege’s possible influence
on him. Anyway, both Frege and Carnap seem to take the principle to be
a guide for our logical analyses of linguistic expressions — to insert entities
which are not mentioned in the expressions into logical analyses is meth-
odologically undesirable.

Tichy first introduced his Principle of Aboutness in his unpublished
book “Introduction to Intensional Logic”:

An object X is said to be mentioned in an expression A, if at least one
component of A is a name of X. (Tichy 1976, §22.13)

A sentence is said to be about an object X just in case X is mentioned in
that sentence. In other words, a sentence is about X if it contains
a name of X. (Tichy 1976, §22.16)

He précised this formulation in his paper “The Logic of Temporal Dis-

course”:

An expression depicting a closed, proper construction is called a name
of the object constructed by the construction; and the object is called
the nominatum of the name.

Tichy quoted Carnap twice, cf. Tichy (1976, §22.16) and Tichy (1978, 15).

Carnap’s relation of naming seems to be the same relation as our relation of denota-
tion.
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A sentence is about an object just in case it contains a name of that
object; which is to say just in case the construction depicted by the sen-
tence contains a closed construction of that object. (Tichy 1980a, 351)

DA was once more exposed by Tichy in his prime book The Foundations of
Frege’s Logic. But he explicitly announced it there provisionally:“

an expression is a name just in case the construction it expresses is
closed. An expression is about whatever objects are named by itself and

its parts. (Tichy 1988, 208)

With the help of this provisional conception, Tichy examined Frege’s logic
and he repeatedly said that sentences are about determiners, whereas de-
terminers are intensions denoted by them (cf. Tichy 1988, 207-208).

3. Duzi and Materna’s denotational conception of aboutness

The problem of aboutness was recently popularized, with a reference to
Tichy, by Materna — Duzi (2005)" under the name Parmenides Principle.
But the term “Parmenides Principle” has already been occasionally used in
metaphysics for an ontological claim that anything thinkable exists:

What is there to be said and thought must needs be: for it is there for
being, but nothing is not. (Parmenides, 293)"

It is rather some other, adjacent claim by Parmenides which is close to the
principle advanced by Duzi and Materna:

For you would not understand what is not (that cannot be done), nor
would you utter it. (Parmenides, 291)

Duzi and Materna seem to choose the term “Parmenides Principle” because
of Tichy’s remark in his unpublished book (1976) where he evoked a cer-

1 “Let us provisionally adopt this theory” (Tichy 1988, 208).

12 Without substantial changes in Duii — Jespersen — Materna (2010, 133-135).

Quoted from Kirk, G.S. — Raven, J.E. — Schofield, M. (1983): The Presocratic Philo-
sophers: A Critical History with a Selection of Texts. 2nd edition. Cambridge University
Press, p. 247 (and then 245). Thanks to my colleague Josef Petrzelka for his help.

13
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tain connection of the Principle of Aboutness and the just exposed Par-
menides’ statement was cited by Tichy as:

Thou canst not be acquaintanced with what is not, nor indicate it in

speech. (Tichy 1976, §22.16)

Note that Parmenides’ statement, pointing at the fact that the non-
existent cannot be talked about, has only a small relevance to the problem
of aboutness. The Principle of Aboutness says that a sentence is about
what it speaks about — and it is not about anything it does not speak about.
That it cannot speak about a non-existent object, as Parmenides claimed, is
in principle another question. (Tichy 1976, §22.19, did not suggest that he
expected more. %)

When discussing aboutness, Materna — Duzi (2005) refer to Tichy’s
unnamed manuscript; arguably, they mean Tichy (1976). They do not,
however, refer to aboutness mentioned in Tichy (1980a). Quite surpris-
ingly, they do not discuss aboutness from Tichy (1988).

Duzi and Materna explicitly understood the naming relation as identical
with the relation of denotation, thus they hold that expressions are about
their denotata. In other words, they consider the relations of denotation
and talking about to be identical (cf. Materna — Duzi 2005, 156, 161).

They explicitly follow Tichy’s opinion from his paper “What Do We
Talk About”:"

intensions figure prominently among the entities we commonly talk
about. (Tichy 1975, 81)

. . . . 16
and claim that empirical expressions are about intensions:

4 For Tichy, a language L is defined over a particular base of objects; if there is no

object from the ontology of objects generated over the base which would be denoted by
an expression E of L, E speaks about nothing. This is, on Tichy’s opinion, what Par-
menides intended to say. (Tichy’s main idea may remind us of Wittgenstein’s famous
“Die Grenzen meiner Sprache bedeuten die Grenzen meiner Welt”; Wittgenstein

1918/1964, 5.6.)

15 Similarly as in Tichy (1980b), Tichy defends intensional semantics as a suitable ex-

plication of expressions’ meanings. He criticized writers such as N. Goodman, H. Put-
nam and G.H. Merill who maintained that empirical expressions speak about exten-

sions.

16 - - - .
The original emphasis is suppressed; similarly for the next quotation.
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An empirical expression E talks about all and only those objects that are
denoted by some (sub)expressions SE of E. (Materna — Duzi 2005, 162)

Now there is only one step to the generalization, mentioned few pages later
in their text:

Expressions talk about just those objects that are denoted by them and
by their (meaningful) components. (Materna — Duzi 2005, 167)

Their certain reluctance to adopt this unrestricted general version of
the Denotational Principle of Aboutness has an obvious root in their diver-
gent opinions on the aboutness of the non-empirical expressions. Materna
think that they are not about their denotata but about the constructions
expressed by them. Duii, however, proposes that we also speak by means of
these expressions about denotata and that using true mathematical sen-
tences we “learn to speak” about the truth value T (cf. Materna — Duzi
2005, 177-178).

4. Against the denotational conception of aboutness

There is Tichy’s early formulation of the Principle of Aboutness which
seems to contradict DA:"7

A sentence to the effect that the result of performing a certain opera-
tion has a certain property is not about whatever item is the result, but
about the operation itself. (Tichy 1994, 33, 2004, 715)

. we say what sort of entity one obtains by performing an operation,
while leaving it unspecified what particular entity it is, i.e. without re-
ferring to that entity, not mentioning it. (Tichy 1994, 34, 2004, 715)

But these statements cannot be understood as proclamations of CA be-
cause, by an operation, Tichy did not mean a construction but an inten-
sion. At that time, e.g. in Tichy (1971), he identified intensions with
equivalence classes of procedures. Procedures modelled as certain Twuring
machines (see Tichy 1969) are predecessors of constructions. The mean-
ings of expressions were procedures, not those intensions.

17" 1 utilize the English translation of Tichy’s paper in Tichy (2004).
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. ’ . . . 1 . , .
Tichy’s only argument against DA is thus the following.'® Tichy used it
within his criticism of the view that empirical and non-empirical sentences
speak about the truth-value T

[the provisional] theory [of aboutness] ... portrays the [maths] teacher
as never mentioning the item which is at the heart of the matter [i.e.
mathematics] and which he is anxious to bring to the pupil’s attentions.
It does not impute the teacher the reference to the zruth-value deter-
mined by the proposition constructed by AwAz.=[+ 1 1]2, but to the
proposition itself. But the trivial proposition (the unique proposition
which is true in all worlds at all times) is no more the subject matter of
[‘One plus one makes two’] than it is the truth-value T. The real sub-
ject matter that the sentence treats of — namely the construction
MwAt.=[+ 1 1]2 — goes on my own modification of Frege’s theory [of
reference], unnoticed. (Tichy 1988, 223-224)

We can note that Tichy had rejected the aboutness of non-empirical
sentences proposed by Duzi. Moreover, his argument also adverts to the in-
formation worthlessness of the constantly true proposition denoted by all

) . 19
true mathematical (and logical) sentences.

I will elaborate on Tichy’s criticism of DA as follows. The view that
mathematical sentences are expressions denoting the truth-value T or F is
problematic when we face quite meaningful sentences such as

“3+0=0".

At first sight, Materna’s construal of aboutness of mathematical sen-
tences is immune to such criticism because for him sentences such 3+0=0
are about the constructions expressed by them. But there is a price to be
paid: an undesirable methodological dualism which results from it. For it is
strange to maintain that the (mathematical) sentences

“141=2"

8 A similar argument can be found already in Tichy (1986, 528).

19 - . .
“Propositions (construed as functions from world/times to truth-values) are thus

too coarse-grained, and sentences too fine-grained to serve as objects of mathematical
beliefs. We obviously need a category of objects which falls between these two extremes”
(Tichy 1988, 222).
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and
“1+1=2 and VxVyVzVn ((x"+y"=z") > (n<3))”

have distinct subject matter,”’ while the (empirical) sentences
“It rains in New York”

and
“It rains in New York and VxVyVzVn ((x"+y"=z") = (n<3))”

— a couple of sentences isomorphic to the preceding one — have one and
the same subject matter.

Of course, such a criticism can be avoided if we are ready to claim that
mathematical and other non-empirical sentences each denote one of the
three trivial (constant) propositions: the proposition which is either con-
stantly true, or constantly false, or constantly undefined.

Now I come up with a more forceful argument and claim that

There are meaningful (non-empirical) expressions which do not denote
anything, thus they cannot speak about their denotata.

My example is not “the greatest prime” which expresses a construction
constructing nothing (there is no greatest prime number). This is because
one may perhaps explain such an expression as expressing a construction
constructing a constant intension which is undefined; the intension would
be the denotatum of that expression.

My example is thus, rather,

“3+07)'21

This meaningful expression expresses the abortive, improper construction
consisting in dividing 3 by 0, thus it denotes nothing. There is no good
reason to explain this expression as denoting a constantly undefined inten-
sion — the expression is a paradigmatic example of an expression lacking
denotatum.

20 . . . .
The formula with four general quantifiers is Fermat’s Last Theorem, an analytical

truth.

' In ordinary English, “three divided by naught”.
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Note that DA portrays anybody who says (e.g.) “3+0 is undefined” as
somebody who ascribes something to nothing whatsoever, i.e. as making
a void claim.”” But this contradicts our intuition about meaningfulness of
such a piece of mathematical discourse.

The case of non-empirical expressions, and also of empirical expressions
containing such expressions, thus enforces the adoption of aboutness which
treats such expressions as dealing with, speaking about, what they express,
ie. CA”

Now, let us think a bit about the aboutness of empirical expressions.
We have seen that DA of non-empirical expressions can only be preserved
if there is a possibility to replace the absenting denotatum by a constantly
undefined intension. DA thus cannot be preserved if there are genuine
cases of expressions not denoting such intensions. This gives us a hint that
DA of empirical expressions cannot be criticized by means of an argument
similar to the one I have mentioned above because all empirical expression
already denote an intension.

For that reason, my argument against DA of empirical expressions will
be of a different kind. Recall that empirical expressions denote non-trivial
(i.e. non-constant) intensions and that every intension is a function from
possible worlds and moments of time. There is an infinite number of pos-
sible worlds and moments of time (which stand in 1-1 fashion correspon-
dence with real numbers). To identify any intension is to enumerate (un-
countably) infinite many ((a possible world, a moment of time), value) cou-
ples. (Do not confuse it with that one can find, in a given world and time,
a value of a proposition.) Since human intellectual resources are always
bound to finite items only, it follows that humans are not really capable to
identify any intension at all.”* %

2 As noted already by Pavel Cmorej in Cmorej (2000, 246).

Consequently, one cannot reduce logical analysis to the analysis of denoting expres-

sions only, as proposed by Materna — Duzi (2005, 162).

= My claim will be probably challenged: aren’t mathematicians capable to mentally

grasp infinite, uncountable quantities? In the sense of “identify” used above, they are
not. Their minds relate exclusively to finite, identifiable entities, namely to construc-

tions of such infinite quantities.

25 . .. . o . . . .
Cf. Cmorej’s opinions on the identification of set-theoretical objects in Cmorej

(2001).
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Let us look at the problem from another side. Consider the sentence “It
rains in New York”. If we ascertain that what the sentence says about rain-
ing in New York is the case, we achieve knowledge that a possible world
proposition related to the sentence assigns for the present moment of time,
and the possible world we understand as the actual world, the truth-value
T. Unfortunately, there are infinitely many such possible world proposi-
tions and we do not know which one is denoted by the sentence in ques-
tion. By knowing the state of world in some other moment of time, we
surely move towards our goal to select the denoted proposition, but only by
a small step. To fully determine the proposition, one needs an infinite
amount of steps, which is beyond human capabilities.

Analogical considerations apply to expressions denoting other kinds of
intensions. This yields my second argument:

In the case of empirical expressions, DA treats speaker as somebody
who has no chance to know what exactly (which intension) he is talking
about.

Now we are facing the topic I mention above as ‘further connections in
the investigation of meanings’. Note that DA introduces a principle which
contradicts another important principle used in logical analysis of natural
language and philosophy of language, viz. the principle articulated by Tichy
as the Principle of Acquaintance with the Content of One’s Own Claims.”
I formulate it as follows:

The Principle of Acquaintance with the Content of One’s Own Claims: If a

27 . -
competent user”” of a language L asserts an empirical or non-empirical ex-
pression E of that language L, she is capable to know what she is talking
about and what she ascribes to it.

This principle is interlocked with that conception of aboutness which
treats expressions as speaking about constructions expressed by them, viz.

26 . . .
“Normally one can be trusted to know what one is talking about and what one is

saying about it” (Tichy 1994, 214, 2004, 735).

27 See the analysis of the notion ideal speaker by Marian Zouhar in Zouhar (2010) and

relevant comments in the first chapter of Raclavsky (2009).
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. 2 . . . . .
with CA.”® Constructions constructing intensions are finite; thus, they can
. . o 129
be comfortably captured by intellects of speakers, i.e. also identified.

5. The constructional conception of aboutness

Tichy introduced his revised conception of aboutness, i.e. CA, in his
(1988, Sec. 43, called “Constructional attitudes: aboutness revisited”). He
explicitly talked about its application to mathematical expressions:

Mathematics is about constructions. It is not concerned with facts or
states of affairs; it is concerned with calculations. ... It is ... construction
which is of cognitive value, not the trivial proposition it constructs.
The purpose of mathematics is to bring out to attention various note-
worthy ways in which this single trivial proposition can be constructed.
(Tichy 1988, 222)

The real subject matter that the sentence [“One plus one makes two”]
treats of—namely the construction AwAz.=[+ 1 1] 2. (Tichy 1988, 224)

He had already proclaimed such conception in his paper “Constructions”:

Thus the only viable way of construing mathematical expressions is as
names of constructions. (Tichy 1986, 531)

Since the aboutness of mathematical expressions was discussed by Tichy
in his (1988) book as a reason for a revision of aboutness in general, the
following two Tichy’s claims have to be unambiguously understood as
speaking about an aboutness of both non-empirical and empirical expres-
sions:

28 Cmorej (2000, 261-262), for instance, stated a similar claim: our intensional atti-

tudes often concern constructions expressed by expressions, not the objects possibly

constructed by them.

29 . . —y
Constructions are ideal procedures, they need not to be actually executed, ¢f. Tichy

(1986, 526). One could perhaps object that some constructions construct (even in a di-
rect, trivial way) infinite objects; I oppose that this does not make the constructions in-
finite and thus not identifiable.
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Constructions must be what we talk about and what expressions
through which we communicate stand for. ... An expression is simply
a name of the construction depicted by it. (Tichy 1988, 224)

Analogously to the thought connections of CA in Tichy’s writings (cf.
Tichy 1994), I view CA as justified also by its interweaving with further
methodological principles. For instance, compare CA with the Principle of
Understanding;:

The Principle of Understanding: To understand empirical or non-empirical
expression E amounts to be capable to determine its meaning by a competent

user of a language L of which E is a meaningful part. 30

Somebody who is familiar with the paradigmatic ideas of the contempo-
rary philosophy of language would perhaps oppose my claims by the well-
known slogan “understanding a sentence amounts to the ability to deter-
mine its truth-conditions”.”’ What worries me as regards such an objection
concerns the appropriateness of a reduction of knowledge of truth-
conditions to the knowledge of a (possible world) proposition. We have
seen that in principle it is impossible to fully identify a proposition. (We
identify only parts of propositions.) Fortunately, the intuition about know-
ing truth-conditions can be captured in another way, namely by focusing
not on the denotation of sentences but on their meaning, i.e. construc-
tions. T'o understand a sentence is then to know the way how to determine
the truth-value of the sentence; in other words, it amounts to knowing
rather the construction (which determines a proposition which is the
truth-condition of the sentence).32

In the light of the above considerations, we can formulate the Principle
of Aboutness as follows:

30 g . . . .
Tichy writes: “To understand the expression 9 — 2 is clearly to know which particu-

lar construction it expresses, rather than which number it stands for” (Tichy 1986, 515).

31 . . . .
But there is a question, what would be analogical to this in the case of non-

sentential expressions? One possible solution accessible to the paradigm is a kind of se-
mantic holism: an expression is understandable only in context of sentences; however,
this contradicts our intuition that we can understand the expressions even outside the
sentential contexts.

2 Cf. also Tichy (1969, 7-9).
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The Principle of Aboutness: An empirical or non-empirical expression E of
a language L is about its meaning in that language L, i.e. a construction
C which is expressed by E in L.

6. Conclusions

After an introduction of DA by Tichy, Duzi and Materna, and also
other writers, I have offered two principal arguments against it. According
to the first one, there are meaningful non-empirical expressions such as
“three divided by zero” which are explained by DA as lacking any subject
matter. According to the second one, the conception wrongly treats em-
pirical expressions, too, because it implies that speakers are not capable to
know what they are talking about. I have also discussed this second argu-
ment in relation to CA, which can avoid both kinds of criticism.

Moreover, CA gives rise to further and more general observations con-
cerning meanings and logical analysis. For instance, that there are deeper
reasons for abandoning a set-theoretical or, rather, intensional semantic
paradigm of explication of meanings than the usually mentioned ones, such
as failure of substitutivity in hyperintensional contexts. One example of
such a reason is the possibility to be acquainted with the content of one’s
own claims, which is preserved only by CA. There are also further interest-
ing relations with use other methodological principles when providing

logico-semantic explications of meanings, but this is an issue for another
33
paper.
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1. Introduction

This paper deals with some problems of instrumental realism, a posi-
tion held by Ladislav Kvasz as it was presented in his papers Mathematics
and Experience (2009) and Mathematics and Reality (2011). The main ob-
jective is to analyse the way instrumental realism provides justification for
belief in realism about mathematical entities and to question whether this
way of justification is sufficient for instrumental realism to be considered
a form of realism.

Realism is often characterised as a position based on the existence thesis
and on the independence thesis, or in other words: “[R]ealism [is] a claim
about what entities exist and a claim about their independent nature” (De-
vitt 1997, 14). The aim of this paper is to examine the specific character of
the existence and the independence dimensions of instrumental realism and
to show that rules internal to the body of mathematics play a fundamental
role for both of them. I will argue that there are significant similarities be-
tween instrumental realism and internal realism proposed by Hilary Put-
nam and therefore similar objections can be raised against realistic character
of both of them. I hope this paper will contribute to the debate about the
character of instrumental realism, as discussed by L. Kvasz (see Kvasz 2009;
2011), J. Peregrin (Peregrin 2010; 2012) and P. Labuda (Labuda 2013).
I agree with Peregrin and Labuda that the position held by Kvasz contains
theses that are much closer to anti-realism than to realism and I will at-
tempt to provide some more arguments in support of this view.

© 2014 The Author. Journal compilation © 2014 Institute of Philosophy SAS
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2. Justification of instrumental realism as a form of realism

Search for patterns in the development of mathematics has been the main
focus of work by Ladislav Kvasz. He has elaborated models that provide an
explanation of mechanism of change from one developmental stage of lan-
guage of mathematics to another. These comprehensive models provide valu-
able tools for understanding of history of mathematics. They are based on
hierarchical order of instruments of representation (or mathematical lan-
guages) with the most basic and oldest ones (elementary arithmetic and syn-
thetic geometry) at the bottom and the most complex and latest ones at the
top (Set Theory, Theory of Algorithms) (see for instance Kvasz 2009, 153).
Relations between successive levels, or transitions from one instrument of
representation to the next one, take place in three steps and express three
different roles of each language (descriptive, constitutive and foundational):

At first, each instrument of representation serves as a tool of description
of objects, which have their existence warranted by a different instru-
ment. Afterwards, it brings about its own objects that enrich mathe-
matics, and at the end it might take up a role of an ontological basis for
another discipline. (Kvasz 2011, 317)

The rules concerning the development of new linguistic frameworks give
an account of relations internal to the body of mathematics, however, for
a realistic position one would expect also some solutions to the problem of
how mathematics is anchored in the external world, or in Carnap’s words,
to answer the external questions. Kvasz offers several possible answers to
this question. I will, though, focus on two of them, which I think are quite
fundamental: relation to the natural world (it seems to refer to something
real in the natural world) and historicity (long history and cumulative char-
acter of mathematics should count as an evidence for realism). The analysis
of these bases for arguments in favour of realism about mathematical enti-
ties should provide us with a better understanding of the existence and the
independence dimensions as they are present in instrumental realism.

2.1. Relation to the natural world

It is possible to interpret instrumental realism and the way it is con-
nected to the world in at least three different ways — platonistic, naturalistic
and through the use of conceptual/linguistic frameworks.
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There are passages of text (both in Kvasz 2009; and 2011) that seem to
support Platonistic view, claiming that there is an independent world of
mathematical entities, which is being discovered by mathematicians (for an
in-depth analysis of Platonistic as well as anti-realist tendencies of instru-
mental realism of L. Kvasz see Peregrin 2010). On the other hand, Kvasz is
also in favour of naturalistic explanation of the origin of mathematics, as he
agrees with P. Maddy and her approach and considers her explanation of
cognition of small sets as a suitable foundation for our knowledge of arith-
metic (Kvasz 2011, 326). It means that the basic mathematical instruments
such as subitizing, perceptual grouping and shape recognition provide an
ontological basis — enable an ontological language — for the two most fun-
damental mathematical linguistic frameworks of basic arithmetic and syn-
thetic geometry, on which the whole body of mathematics is built.
Mathematics then seems to be connected to the world by these tools with
apparently modular character.

However, I am going to argue that it is possible to interpret instrumen-
tal realism and the way it attempts to connect mathematics to the world in
a yet different way — as a position similar to internal realism of H. Putnam.
The reason why I think this comparison is feasible is based on the state-
ments (which can be found in texts by both Kvasz and Putnam) about “cut-
ting the world” in order to construct and constitute objects:

There is an infinite number of ways how to cut up reality and to pro-
nounce certain blocks as being existent. Out of all the possible ways of
how the reality can be cut, a language picks out one, which becomes
ontologized. I use the term ‘constitution’ for the process of cutting up
and ontologizing. I do not deny that what there is (in our world) really
exists; my point is that it becomes real only as a result of the process of
cutting up and positing of entities. (Kvasz 2011, 314)

«

Also for Putnam “Objects’ do not exist independently of conceptual
schemes. We cut up the world into objects when we introduce one or an-
other scheme of description” (Putnam 1981, 52).

As we can see, both Kvasz and Putnam use the same thesis of ‘cut up,
construct and constitute.” The point that it is possible to obtain objects in
different ways can be demonstrated by the following example presented by
Putnam, which shows that the kind of objects we get depends on the way
we cut the reality, or on a specific conceptual framework, which brings
a possibility to discriminate new entities.
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Consider a world with the following individuals: x1, x2, x3. How many
objects are there in this world?

World 1 World 2

x1, x2, x3 x1, x2, X3,
x1+x2, x1+x3 , x2+ X3,
x1+x2+x3,

[A world & la Carnap] [A world & la Polish logician].

(Putnam 2008, 597)

The consequence of the cookie cutter metaphor is that there might be two
sentences, which contradict each other (such as “There are three objects”
and “There are seven objects”), and yet each be true within their concep-
tual framework. Ontology becomes relative to the rules we choose for the
ontological language. And since the ontological language provides the
foundation for the whole system it seems that the whole structure is sub-
ject to relativism.

Putnam’s cookie cutter metaphor stands in contrast to Plato’s metaphor
of carving nature at its joints (Plato 1925, Phaedrus 265¢). The metaphor
of “joints” is based on the idea of natural distinctions, which can be cap-
tured by language, while the pattern we get by cutting the “formless
dough” depends on an instrument (“cookie cutter”) we are using. However,
it seems that the cookie cutter metaphor might be more acceptable for
a mathematician than for a scientist who is in search of natural kinds. On
the one hand the cookie cutter metaphor allows a set of two elements to
contain any two elements, e.g., the two electrons someone has just de-
tected, but also the egg and the fish in my fridge, or the egg and the An-
dromeda Galaxy. On the other hand the “butcher” metaphor wouldn’t al-
low an object such as the last one, because it is not a product of cutting na-
ture at any joint. I assume that this could be the reason why Kvasz, as
a philosopher of mathematics, does not need to embrace the concept of
pre-structured reality and, perhaps, this could be the answer to the ques-
tion raised by Labuda (2013, 73) about what brings Kvasz to reject language
independent structure of the world. Mathematics does not depend on the
‘natural structure of the world’ in terms of the way the world consists of
natural kinds or distinctions. The ability to imagine and to do operations
on sets containing random objects is a very basic one and independent from
methodological evaluation and comparison of characteristic properties of
the elements involved. For example we can consider a sentence such as



SOME NOTES ON INSTRUMENTAL REALISM 241

“Imagine a group consisting of a whale and a mouse,” in a mathematical
way as a group (one object) consisting of two elements; or in a biological
way as an example of two instances of a natural kind (mammals). It is evi-
dent that different rules apply to the use of mathematical and scientific in-
struments in the process of cutting the reality.

There are several reasons why H. Putnam abandoned the position of
metaphysical realism in the late 1970’s and embraced internal realism, but
probably the main one was the untenability of the correspondence theory.
He argued that it is not possible to find a viewpoint from which we can
compare the world as it is (independent of any description) and our theo-
ries; it is not possible to find the one and only function that provides cor-
rect mapping of the world by our theories, because we cannot step outside
of our frameworks and look at the correspondence between the two do-
mains. Therefore, it is impossible to find “one true and complete descrip-
tion of ‘the way the world is” (Putnam 1981, 49). If we abandon the idea of
‘The Correspondence’ and “The Theory’, then we are left with a number of
frameworks instead of just one. The consequence of this thesis is that since
we cannot expect to discover “The Correct Description’, we have to give up
the idea of a fixed ontology and we are left with ontology, which depends
on a framework we choose, just like in the case of Carnap’s World and the
World of Polish Logician. As a result: “..the logical primitives themselves,
and in particular the notions of object and existence, have a multitude of
different uses rather than one absolute ‘meaning” (Putnam 2008, 597).
Consequently, Putnam’s position is quite often considered to be a form of
anti-realism due to existence being dependent on a given theory or a con-
ceptual framework (Brock — Mares 2007, 72). I assume that the same could
be said also about instrumental realism. I agree with Labuda, who considers
the strategy of cutting the unstructured reality as a “standard for anti-
realist” views and therefore regards the position held by Kvasz as a form of
anti-realism (cf. Labuda 2013, 72).

Curtis Brown (1988) draws a conclusion that in case of internal realism
we are dealing with a form of idealism, since from its perspective the con-
cepts of ‘existence’ and ‘object’ depend on the framework we choose, and it
is one of the main theses of idealism, that “what there is depends on our
own mental structure and activity” (Brown 1988, 145). This claim is sup-
ported also by Putnam’s “objects’ themselves are as much [...] products of
our conceptual invention as of the ‘objective’ factor in experience” (Putnam
1981, 54). I presume that Kvasz would give a similar answer to the question
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whether the distinctions are discovered or invented, as he claims the fol-
lowing:

On the one hand the instruments have to be “sharp” enough to enable
certain way of cutting; on the other hand, posited entities have to cor-
respond with experience, which is acquired through the use of the in-
struments. (Kvasz 2011, 314)

And also that “the experiential dimension of mathematics is the ability to
develop an instrument, which enables a new type of experience to emerge”
(Kvasz 2009, 164). It seems that the distinctions that are enabled by in-
struments have to correspond with experience, while the experience itself is
enabled by the structuring power of instruments. Labuda disagrees with
this view and finds the reasoning circular (Labuda 2013, 75). One could
perhaps escape the apparent circularity by an additional note that the corre-
spondence was meant to be between the distinctions of a new mathematical
language and the experience acquired through the use of instruments of
lower order. However, the problem still remains at the level of ontological
language, which provides the basis for the whole structure, since at the
bottom level it would just have to correspond with its own distinctions.

As mentioned above, the problem of correspondence led Putnam to
abandon metaphysical realism. One of the consequences was that “other
languages, and the world itself, can only be interpreted from the standpoint
of some language” (Brock — Mares 2007, 76). I assume that this applies to
instrumental realism as well, since instead of answering the question about
the world-language correspondence it deals with the language-language re-
lationship:

Our task is to assess the extent to which there are objects in the world
that correspond to the expressions of a language. Instead of following
this idea I will try to present a view that also the world inhabited by
elephants and bacteria is a world of a certain language. Therefore my
aim is to consider realism as a relation between two languages instead of
a relation between a language and the world. (Kvasz 2011, 314)

Apart from Putnam and Kvasz, similar way of reasoning was followed also
by Carnap in his Empiricism, Semantics and Ontology (see Carnap
1950/1991), where he states that: “To accept the thing world means noth-
ing more than to accept a certain form of language” (Carnap 1950/1991,
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87). There is also another reason why I consider the comparison with Car-
nap’s approach relevant in this context and it is the concept of linguistic
framework, which is fundamental to his as well as to Kvasz’s approach.
I believe that the comparison of these two conceptions might be produc-
tive. According to Kvasz (2011, 314) entities “become real only as a result
of the process of cutting up the reality” by the use of some instrument of
representation and subsequent constitution and ontologization. For Carnap
“[t]o be real [is] to be an element of the system” (Carnap 1950/1991, 86).
In both statements the status of posited, constituted entities depends on
a chosen framework. For Carnap there are two kinds of questions concern-
ing the existence of entities: internal questions about the existence of enti-
ties within the framework and external questions concerning “the existence
of the system of entities as a whole” (Carnap 1950/1991, 86). Since the re-
ality of an entity depends on its being a part of the system, Carnap consid-
ers only the internal questions as proper ontological questions. The ‘crite-
rion of reality’ cannot be applied externally to the system itself and thus the
external question can be answered only on the basis of practical decision.
As we saw earlier, Kvasz avoided the ‘external question’ by replacing the
problem of language-world correspondence with the language-(ontological)
language relation, a strategy quite similar to the one followed by Carnap.
The external question devoid of metaphysical character becomes a practical
question of convenience — another point common to Kvasz, Carnap and
Putnam. Kvasz claims that “[w]e do not need the ontological language to
grasp the reality in an absolute and definite way. It is sufficient if it provides
a convenient basis for the interpretation of a specific theoretical language”
(Kvasz 2011, 315). For Putnam “the question is one of the choices of lan-
guage. On some days it may be convenient to use [antimereological lan-
guage]; . . . on other days it may be convenient to use [mereological] lan-
guage” (Putnam 1987, 75). For Carnap the answer to the question “Shall
we introduce such and such forms into our language?” depends on “Are our
experiences such that the use of the linguistic forms in question will be ex-
pedient and fruitful?” (Carnap 1950/1991, 90). Carnap considered the prob-
lem of realism, or the external question about the status of the thing lan-
guage (counterpart to Kvasz’s ontological language), as a practical question.
The problem of justification of framework itself does not rely on a quest
for some special metaphysical link, it is based on a practical decision, con-
sidering advantages and disadvantages and looking for the most convenient
tool. Nevertheless, if the foundation on which the whole system is built is
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a matter of convenience, one might question sufficiency of such a basis for
realism and argue that it is rather closer to anti-realist position.

2.2. Historicity

Historicity, another form of justification of realism, is based on
a statement that growth and apparent cumulative character of one of the
oldest disciplines should provide a firm basis for the argument justifying re-
alism about mathematical entities. One could even say ‘it would be
a miracle if mathematics did not refer to something real’. Rather than solv-
ing the ‘global’ problem of mathematics as a whole it is probably easier to
start with a ‘local’ one. The questions then would be: ‘How does some-
thing become a “real” part of mathematics?” As an answer to this, Kvasz of-
fers the model of the process of ontologization. In the first stage a specific
mathematical language works as an instrument of description of the entities
that belong to a language of lower order, later on mathematicians start us-
ing it as a useful tool in order to constitute objects of a new kind, and fi-
nally after some period of time it takes on the role of a foundation for the
language of the next level. The fact, that the founding instrument of repre-
sentation had once had problematic character is somehow forgotten (Kvasz
2011, 317) as it becomes accepted as ontological language on which the
next levels are built. As an example: “After a period of time we had be-
come used to action at a distance to such an extent, that we started treat-
ing it as something real” (Kvasz 2011, 304). The same pattern could be
applied to all the representational instruments of mathematics; the
framework, which has proved useful and fruitful, gains reality. “Mathe-
matical reality is composed of those parts of instrumental representations,
which have become stable” (Kvasz 2011, 321). This seems to be in line
with the thesis that the existence is justified by internal relations (an en-
tity becomes a part of the system), while the external question is an-
swered by means of practicality. The existence criterion seems to be syn-
onymous with ‘something that mathematicians become used to.” This
view is close to Putnam’s and Carnap’s approach, as presented above. And
yet, we need to question again if we find this criterion acceptable and
suitable as a foundation of realism. While in the context of science it
would be immediately confronted with the pessimistic meta-induction (in
the history of science scientists have become used to a number of theo-
ries, which, as it turned out, do not refer, therefore, it is plausible to as-
sume that also current theories will eventually face the same problem —
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see for instance Laudan 1984), in mathematics the situation is different as
it is not subject to falsification.

3. Conclusion

If we agree with the view that realism is a position based on the exis-
tence and independence thesis, and we want to characterise instrumental
realism as a form of realism, then we need to examine the way the existence
and independence theses are justified. In this paper I have focused especially
on the arguments supporting realism by relation to the natural world and
by historicity. I tried to argue that the relation to the natural world, the
way linguistic frameworks or instruments refer to the world, is based on
similar principles to those of internal realism and therefore the ontological
language, which provides the basis for all the other instruments of repre-
sentation, is subject to ontological relativity. Consequently even concepts
such as ‘object’ and ‘existence’ depend on the framework, which is being
used. Thus conceived position, based on the ‘cut up and constitute’ ap-
proach, does not seem to offer a firm basis for realism and is often labelled as
anti-realist. This applies to internal as well as to instrumental realism. The
main strength of instrumental realism is its historical approach. It offers
a descriptive and explanatory model of development of mathematics through
a succession of stages. The model is based on a small number of rules, which
have helped to power the whole mechanism of change in the history of
mathematics. It has already been mentioned that in this conception entities
become considered real if mathematicians ‘get used’ to them ‘after a period of
time,” if they become stable part of the body of mathematics and become
a foundation for a new language. In other words, they become real if they be-
come an ‘element of the system,” as Carnap put it. This position is in line
with Carnap’s and Putnam’s views that ontology should be based on relations
internal to the system and not on external questions, such as those that
metaphysical realism is trying to answer. I suppose that this is the context in
which the following statements could be considered as the expressions of ex-
istence and independence dimensions of instrumental realism:

Existence thesis — “therefore structuralism as well as set theoretic real-
ism describe something real, something with foundations in mathemat-
ics” (Kvasz 2011, 327).
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Independence thesis — “For example algebra truly describes a certain re-
ality of numerical relations, which is independent from itself. There-
fore, I speak about realism” (Kvasz 2011, 321).

These formulations seem to address both dimensions of realism and it
looks like instrumental realism meets the criteria usually considered fun-
damental to any realist position. However, even though both of the theses
are answered, they are answered as internal questions. They provide justifi-
cation of reality and independence, but the meaning of both concepts is
conceived as relative to the domain of mathematics. Emphasis on the in-
ternalist justification in the realism debate, however, often leads to
a position, which is beyond the realism/anti-realism divide. Evidence for
that can be found in works by Putnam, Carnap as well as Kvasz. For Put-
nam “internal realism is a position [...] both realists and antirealists could
accept” (Putnam 1992, 352-353). Carnap in Empiricism, Semantics and On-
tology proposed a form of framework relative realism. The problem of real-
ism of the framework itself is a practical question, which depends on a de-
cision about what is convenient. In this context one could mention also A.
Fine (see Fine 1984), who adopted a position of non-realistic natural onto-
logical attitude, which could be shared both by realists and antirealists,
claiming that a realist does not add anything extra to the neutral position
apart from: “They really exist!”

The question is whether instrumental realism is a form of realism. Does
it add anything extra to a neutral account of pure mathematics, which
could be accepted by both camps, apart from the word ‘realism’ in its
name? Kvasz is quite explicit about his aim to bridge the realism/anti-
realism divide and he even admits that what he “and Peregrin have in
common is the position of moderate anti-realism” (Kvasz 2011, 306). But
does it still make sense to call this position ‘realism’, even if it aims to neu-
tralize the distinction between realism and anti-realism? An answer to this
could be that ‘realism’ is a convenient and useful stance to mathematical
entities that is shaped by the way mathematics is pursued. Perhaps the po-
sition of instrumental realism simply aims to reflect on the practice of
mathematics and gives an account of working realism' in which mathemat-
ics comes first and that could be the reason why internal questions take
priority over the external ones. But should we expect more than that?

' The position of working realism is discussed for instance in Shapiro (1997).
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O nézoroch Nelsona Goodmana bolo napisanych vela pric. Zaujmu sa
tesili tak jeho postrehy z oblasti filozofie vedy, ako i jeho uvahy z filozofie
umenia. Analyzam bol podrobeny jeho nominalizmus, konstruktivizmus
4j irealizmus. Jednou z najdiskutovanejsich pritom ostiva tzv. Goodmanova
novi zahada indukcie (NZI), ktorej sa tyka i polemika na strankach Filozofie
a Organonu F.> Luka$ Bielik sa pustil do kritiky NZI, avéak hned v prvom
¢lanku Bielik (2011) ju predstavil neadekvitne a i jeho dalsie dva prispevky
o tejto téme Bielik (2013a) a Bielik (2013b) obsahuju diskutabilné momen-
ty. Ako postupne ukdzem, jednak v nich nevhodne posava kontext, v rimci
ktorého Goodman formuloval svoj novy problém (Cast’ 1) a navyse oponuje
verzii nominalizmu, ktord Goodman nezastava (ast’ 2).

Na jednej strane Bielikovi dakujem za spresnenie viacerych jeho povod-
nych vyjadreni, za usilie domysliet’ niektoré postrehy (prikladom je diskusia
o vlastnosti zedrj — ta véak treba povazovat za relativne samostatnt Bieliko-
vu reakciu na Macove pripomienky, pretoze Goodmanovi su vlastnosti cu-
dzie) i za kritiku, ktord mi adresuje. Na druhej strane, v jeho odpovediach
sa stale nachddza problematicky vyklad NZI. V tomto prispevku odhalim

Prispevok vznikol v ramci riesenia projektu ¢. 4/2012 z Fondu na podporu vedy FF
KU v Ruzomberku. Za pripomienky k predchddzajucej verzii dakujem L. Bielikovi a M.
Drobridkovi. Neznamena to vsak, Ze suhlasia s mojimi nazormi.

Sériu ¢lankov zacal Lukas Bielik svojou kritikou Goodmanovej zahady v prici Bielik
(2011), na ktort najskér reagoval Rébert Maco (2012) a neskdr ija v texte Zeleridk
(2012). Na obe state Bielik publikoval osobitné odpovede Bielik (2013a) a Bielik (2013b)
a medzi¢asom sa do diskusie zapojil i Matej Drobnak (2013).

© 2014 The Author. Journal compilation © 2014 Institute of Philosophy SAS
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niektoré nedostatky jeho uvah a pritom strucne poukdzem na to, ako treba
spravne rozumiet’ Goodmanovym postrehom. Ak sa totiz ¢itatel oboznami
s Goodmanovymi nizormi a s NZI prave cez optiku Bielikovych textov, mé-
ze si vytvorit' chybnu predstavu nielen o danej zdhade, ale tieZ o inych ndzo-
roch Goodmana.’

1. Humov a Goodmanov problém indukcie

Bielik si vo svojej odpovedi Macovi stanovil ambiciézny ciel. Chee totiz
ukazat, ie ,bud Goodmanova zihada indukcie nie je novym problémom in-
dukcie, alebo jeho problém nie je problémom indukcie“ (Bielik 2013a, 345).
Zacnime Bielikovou tvahou, podla ktorej Goodman v podstate neformuluje
novy, ale stary (Humov) problém indukcie. Zjednodusene povedané, autor
prichddza s tymto zdverom preto, lebo miestami posiva uz samotny vyklad
Humovho problému. KedZe uz Humov problém obcas charakterizuje tak
ako Goodman a pocetnd vykladova literatdra charakterizuju az NZI, tak mu
z toho vyplyva, Zze NZI nie je novy, ale stary (Humov) problém.

V skutoénosti je situdcia trochu komplikovanejsia, pretoze Bielik je pri
opise Humovho problému minimdilne dvojzna¢ny. Niekedy sa spriavne od-
vola na bezné chipanie daného problému a povie, Ze tu ide o otazku ,¢i
existuje ,nejaky raciondlny zaklad usudku (inference) z pozorovaného na ne-
pozorované (Bielik 2013a, 346, pozn. 3). Inokedy jeho vyjadrenia naznacu-
ju, akoby pod Humovym problémom rozumel nieco, ¢o je vyrazne blizsie
Goodmanovmu problému. Bielik uvadza: ,Ak ma Humov pévodny problém
indukcie svoje riefenie, t. j. ak existuje zdévodnenie aspon niektorych in-
duktivaych tsudkov uréitého druhu ...“ (Bielik 2013a, 345). Naznacuje tu
teda, akoby pri Humovom probléme neslo o zdévodnenie indukcie ¢i in-
duktivnych usudkov vo vSeobecnosti, ale akoby tu islo o zdévodnenie aspori
niektorjch induktivnych tsudkov. Pozrime sa na to trochu detailnejsie.
Drvojznacnost’ Bielikovho chapania Humovho problému dokladd i nasle-
dovny dlhsi citat. Do hranatych zdtvoriek som pritom vlozil ¢isla, za ktory-

Skutoénost’, Ze Goodmanove ndzory z roznych oblasti filozofie st navzdjom uzko
previazané, dokladaju Cohnitz — Rossberg (2006) a konstatuje to i Jenik (2011, 41).
Napr. jeho vyjadrenia o ulohe zvyku ¢ ukotvenosti (entrenchment) v savislosti s vedec-
kymi zikonmi — ide tu o kPucovi vec pre jeho riesenie NZI — maji obdobu i v jeho pos-
trehoch o indoktrindcii a realizme pri jeho analyze symbolov a umenia (pozri Hrkut
2012).
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mi nasleduje vyjadrenie formulujace prvé, resp. druhé chapanie Humovho
problému:

... ide o problém [1] ,zd6vodnenia induktivnych Gsudkov®, presnejsie, ...
ide o otazku, [2] ... & existuje kritérium alebo princip, ktory by nds
opréviioval spoliehat’ sa na niektoré induktivne tGsudky & odvodenia
a ktory by odlisil ,oprivnené‘ induktivne inferencie od tych nespolahli-
vych. [Bielik 2011, 746, pozn. 3] Vo veobecnosti teda mozno Humov
povodny problém formulovat’ ako otdzku, ¢i [1] sme oprévneni usudzo-
vat z premis o tom, Co pozorujeme, na zaver vyjadrujuci to, ¢o sme ne-
pozorovali. Ak by sme sa pozreli na Goodmanovo vymedzenie ,starého
problému indukcie®, narazili by sme na podobnu charakteriziciu prob-

lému (Bielik 2013a, 346).

Rozli$me teda dva vyklady Humovho problému. Podla chapania (1) tu
ide o problém zdévodnenia indukcie vo vSeobecnosti ¢i o problém opravne-
nosti usudzovat’ z pozorovaného na nepozorované. Prave to je problém, kto-
1y sa v literatire bezne povazuje za problém indukcie alebo za Humov prob-
lém indukcie v jeho tradicnej formulacii (pozri napr. Popper 1983, 107;
Cohnitz — Rossberg 2006, 30-31; BonJour 2010, 638-639; Sankey 2008,
250). To je tiez problém, ktory, ako v citdte i Bielik spravne uvidza, Good-
man povazuje za Humov problém indukcie. Takze prave v reakcii na tento
problém (a dalsie postrehy o konfirmécii) Goodman rozvija svoje uvahy
a ukazuje, Ze existuje i novy problém, ktory neskor nazve ,novi zahada in-
dukcie. Je vsak prave toto problém, ktory Hume v skuto¢nosti riesi, a nie
iba problém, ktory sa mu beine pripisuje? Poctivé zodpovedanie tejto otdzky
by si vyzadovalo detailnejsi rozbor a odvolavky na Humove diela. Ked'ze ani
Bielik ni¢ také nerobi, ija sa obmedzim na konstatovanie, ze si myslim —
kym mi niekto na zdklade textovej evidencie neukdze opak —, Ze prave to je
problém, ktorému sa venuje i samotny Hume.

4 v .. , , . , .
Okrem beinej vykladovej literatiry hovori v prospech tejto alternativy viacero ,ved-

lajsich d6kazov“. Ako je znime, Hume velmi tzko (aZ neoddelitelne) prepdja tvahy
o usudzovani z minulého na buduce a avahy o pricinnosti. Zjednodusene, podla Hu-
ma obe zéleZitosti zakladd opakovand skusenost’ ¢i zvyk. Vo¢i Humovmu chépaniu pri-
dinnosti sa vsak rozgirila vyhrada, Ze nie vSetky pravidelne zdruzené dvojice su v kauzal-
nom vztahu (protiprikladom je noc a deri). I tito vyhrada naznaluje, Ze Hume uvazoval
zhruba nasledovne: Co zakladd ideu pricinnosti (resp. usudzovanie z minulého na budu-
ce)? Odpoved: Pravidelné zdruzenie. Hume teda neuvazoval: Co robi z niektorjch pravi-
delnych naslednosti (resp. z nicktorych induktivnych inferencii) pripady pri¢innosti (spo-
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Naopak podla chépania (2) je Humov problém indukcie o nie¢om inom.
Podla (2) tu nejde o zdovodnenie indukcie vo vseobecnosti. Ide tu skor
o problém, ako rozdelit’ triedu induktivnych inferencii na oprdvnené/spo-
lahlivé a neopravnené/nespolahlivé. (Mame triedu induktivaych asudkov.
Ako z nich vyberieme také, ktoré su zdovodnené, opravnené ¢i spolahlivé?)
To je vsak v porovnani s problémom (1) novy problém. Zhodou okolnosti,
(2) je problém, ktory md velmi blizko tomu, ¢omu sa venuje Goodman.
Zopakujem teda to, o som uviedol uz v predchiadzajucom texte Zelenak
(2012, 530-532). Huma zaujima, na ziklade ¢oho sme opravneni z minulé-
ho usudzovat’ na buduce, resp. zo znimeho na neznime. Jeho odpoved: Na
zaklade zvyku ziskaného z opakovanej minulej skasenosti. Goodman sa zau-
jima o nieo iné: Ktoré zo vseobecnych hypotéz s zakonité, a teda konfir-
movatelné? Hume teda odliSuje opakujice sa od neopakujuceho sa. (Mo-
zem z jedinej skusenosti o tom, ze po A4 nasledovalo B odvodit, ze dalsie
Abude B? Nie. Mézem na zaklade pravidelnej skasenosti s tym, ze po
Avidy nasledovalo B odvodit, ze dalsie 4 bude B? Ano.) Goodman viak
ukazuje, Ze tu vyvstava novy problém, a to v ramci pravidelne sa opakujucich
naslednosti. Niektoré z tychto pravidelnych ndslednosti su totiz zachytené
zakonmi, ale iné nie. Niektoré zo vseobecnych vyrokov zachytavajucich pra-
videlnd naslednost’ si konfirmovatelné (a teda zikonité), ale iné nie sa
konfirmovatelné. Vyjadrené v slovniku, ktory je blizky Bielikovej formulacii
problému (2): V pripadoch pravidelného zdruzenia su iba niektoré odvode-
nia z minulosti na budtcnost’ opravnené, ale iné nie.’

Tahlivé usudky)? Ved tym by v podstate anticipoval uvedent vyhradu kritikov a kritici by
mu nemali ¢o vycitat’!

> Existujtt v rdmci Goodmanovej diskusie o Humovi vyjadrenia, ktoré by mohli nepo-
zorného Citatela viest' k tomu, aby ¢ital Huma druhym (posunutym, Bielikovym) sposo-
bom? Mozno. Na jednom mieste sa tu o Humovi hovori, ze riesi otazku ,Preco tito
predikcia a nie ind?“ (Goodman 1983, 60). To méze pripominat’ vyklad (2), podla kto-
rého Humovi ide o rozdelenie induktivnych usudkov na dve skupiny. Domnievam sa, Ze
uvedenu otdzku treba vykladat' v kontexte Humovej avahy o tom, ¢o mozno odvodit
z pri¢iny samej alebo z jedinej skdsenosti s nejakym javom (pozri napr. Hume 1996, 53
a nasl.). Napr. zo Skrtnutia zépalkou o $katulku mozno odvodit’ v podstate hocico: zapéli
sa Skatulka, zdpalka ozelenie, zaznie hudba a pod. Hume sa prave v tomto kontexte pyta:
Preco teda predpoveddme jednu vec (zdpalka sa zapali) a nie int (Skatulka sa zapili)? Je-
ho riesenie: Az vd'aka opakovanej skusenosti a zvyku robime prva predpoved. Aj tu teda
ide Humovi o odlisenie opakujtceho sa od neopakujiceho a nie o odliSenie v rdmei sku-
piny opakujucich sa javov — to je aZ Goodmanov problém.
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Bielik teda neuvdzene miesa dva rézne vyklady Humovho problému in-
dukcie. Podstatné je vsak to, ze pre svoj zaver vyuziva nekorektné, druhé
chapanie Huma. KedZe v jeho podani je uz Humov problém predstaveny
ako Goodmanov problém, automaticky mu vychddza, ze Goodman sa stale
pohybuje ,vo vodich“ Humovho problému a nepredkladd novj problém.
V skuto¢nosti vsak chybu nerobi Goodman, ale Bielik. NZI neopakuje
Humov pévodny problém, ale Bielik podava posunuty vyklad Huma.

Venujme sa teraz Bielikovmu nazoru, ze NZI v skutocnosti nie je prob-
lém indukcie. Drzme sa pritom jeho formulicie, ktord hovori o induktiv-
nych asudkoch. Situdcia je nasledovnd. Mame triedu induktivnych asudkov,
avsak len Cast’ danych tsudkov je takd, ze ich premisy potvrdzuju ich pri-
slusné zavery. Autor dodava:

KTac¢ k odliSeniu induktivaych asudkov, ktorych zévery st porvrditelné,
od tsudkov, ktorych zévery potvrditel né nie si, spociva podla Goodmana
v tom, Ze zdvery tych prvyich reprezentujii zdkony, zatial Co zdvery drubych
nie su reprezentované zikonmi. Goodman vsak konstatuje, Ze kritérium
odlisujace zikony od ndhodnych generalizicii k dispozicii nemdme,
a preto nevieme odlisit’ induktivne Gsudky, vyuzitelné v prospech tedrie
potvrdenia, od ostatnych induktivnych Gsudkov, ktorych ziver nie je
premisami potvrdeny.

Vsimnime si, Ze takto vymedzeny problém nie je vlastne problémom
indukcie, ale skor problémom odlisenia zdkonov od ndhodnjch, pravidelne sa
opakujiicich javov, resp. ze ide o problém odliSenia vjrokov, ktoré reprezen-
tujt zakony, od tych, ktoré zastupuju len nahodné pravidelnosti. ... Jad-
ro problému teda nespociva v indukcii, ale v odliSent zdkonov od ndhodnjch
generalizdcii. Tento aspekt vymedzenia novej zahady indukcie neusiel len
mojej pozornosti [Bielik 2011], ale aj Macovi a Zelenakovi, ktori ma
upozortiovali na toto vSeobecnejsie vymedzenie Goodmanovho problému
(Bielik 2013a, 345).°

Je to stru¢ny a nejasny ,argument, ktory si vyzaduje dopracovanie. Po
prvé, ked’ze autor tvrdi, Ze NZI nie je problém indukcie, musime si ujasnit,
¢o vlastne podla neho je, resp. by bol problém indukcie. Obavam sa, ze
v ramci tejto svojej Gvahy to nehovori — len opakuje, ze NZI nie je problém

Na margo poslednej vety musim dodat, ze jeden z hlavnjich bodov Macovej a mojej
reakcie bolo upozornenie Bielika, Ze NZI je v skutonosti problém odliSenie zikonov od
néhodnych generalizacii.
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indukcie — a v inych ¢astiach svojho clanku, ako som sa pokusil dolozit” vys-
sie, predklada rozne vyklady problému indukcie. Musim sa teda, Zial, pohy-
bovat’ na tenkom lade. Z kontextu price sa domnievam, Ze Bielik problému
indukcie rozumie dvojako (obcas sa zda, ze pre neho ide dokonca o jednu
vec): Ide o problém zdévodnenia indukcie, pripadne o problém odlisenia
induktivnych tsudkov, v ktorych su premisy schopné potvrdit' zaver od
ostatnych. Po druhé, raz to vyzera tak, ze Bielik zakladd svoj argument na
zdérazneni toho, ze uvedené dve odlisenia (dva problémy, t. j. problém in-
dukcie a NZI) sa iné odlisenia (problémy), a preto NZI nie je problém in-
dukcie. Inokedy sa zdd, ze chce podé¢iarknut’, Ze v prvom pripade ide
o odliSenie #sudkov, zatial ¢o pri NZI ide o odlisenie vjrokov, a preto tu ne-
jde o problém indukcie. Zvazim obe moznosti a predlozim i pozitivny vy-
klad toho, preco je NZI problémom indukcie. Pripominam, Ze v oboch pri-
padoch — ked’ze sim autor argument jasne neformuluje — musim viacero ve-
ci tvorivo domysliet’.

1. Prijmime na chvilu Bielikovo predstavenie situdcie. Ak tomu sprivne
rozumiem, autor tvrdi, Ze jednym problémom je odliSenie dvoch druhov in-
duktivnych tsudkov (v tomto kontexte zrejme prave to povazuje za problém
indukcie), ale inym problémom je odlisenie zikonov od nihodnych genera-
lizacii. Autor sice otvorene vyhlasuje, Ze u Goodmana je to druhé ,kl'tcom*
k tomu prvému, lenze podla neho ani to zrejme neznamend, ze ak sa niekto
venuje druhému, t. j. klacu®, tak sa venuje i problému indukcie.” Rozsir-
me takato avahu i na iné oblasti filozofie. Napr. priaznivci kontrafaktudlne;
tedrie pri¢innosti ako David Lewis navrhujd, aby sme pric¢innost’ vymedzili
cez kontrafaktualy (pozri Lewis 1973). Takyto projekt ¢eli mnohym ulo-
hdm: Tie ,spravne” kontrafaktudly treba odlisit’ od nespravnych, dalej treba
vyriesit’ problém ich pravdivostnych podmienok, pricom ,klac¢om* je objas-
nenie podobnosti medzi moznymi svetmi atd. Zvycajne sa vsetky tieto
a dalsie suvisiace problémy vykladaju ako sucast Lewisovho riesenia problé-
mu pricinnosti. Ako sa vsak dozvedime, moizno ide o omyl. Hned ako sa
Lewis zaoberd problémom kontrafaktualov, zrejme sa uz nevenuje problému
pri¢innosti. Hned ako sa zaoberd podobnostou moznych svetov, neriesi uz
problém kontrafaktudlov, ani problém pri¢innosti. Na jednej strane uznd-
vam, Ze v urcitych kontextoch sa javi byt zmysluplné spresnit’ rozdiely me-

Oponent by mozno namietal, ze debatu miestami postivam z roviny problém do rovi-
ny venovat’sa problému. Tieto dve roviny su vsak uzko prepojené a celd uvaha v jednej sa
da formulovat’ v tej druhej rovine.
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dzi problémom A a problémom B a pod. Na druhej strane je bizarné tvrdit,
ze hoci sa niekto odvolava na problém B pri rieseni problému 4, len ¢o riesi
B, uz neriesi A. Ak by sme prijali takyto pohlad, z filozofie by sa stala ato-
mizovand disciplina s nespocitatelnym mnozstvom udajne odlisnych prob-
lémov: Ak riesite problém zdovodnenia alebo pravdy, neriesite problém po-
znania. Ak riesite problém intencie, neriesite problém konania. Ak riesite
problém slobodnej véle, neriesite problém zodpovednosti. Aky dopad by to
malo na Cast’ analytickej filozofie? Ak riesite problém pravdivostnych pod-
mienok ,S vie, ze p“, neriesite problém poznania. Ak riesite logicki formu
vyrokov o ¢inoch, nevenujete sa problému konania.

Domnievam sa, Ze prave prepdjanie, ¢i dokonca akysi ,preklad problé-
mov, sa stal velmi plodnou sucast’ou filozofie. Lewis napriklad navrhuje,
aby bol ,kl'icom“ k problému pric¢innosti problém kontrafaktualov. Pozor,
je zrejmé, ze iny autor moZze oponovat a navrhnut, aby sa problém pricin-
nosti neriesil takto, ale povedzme cez problém manipuldcii alebo cez prob-
lém pravdepodobnosti. Analogicky, samozrejme, médze Goodmana kritizo-
vat’ i Bielik. Méze vyhlasit', ze problém odlisenia dvoch druhov induktiv-
nych usudkov sa nema riesit’ cez odliSenie zakonov od nihodnych generali-
zacii, ale nejako inak. Bielik vSak robi nieco iné. Jednoducho rozlisi dva
problémy a povie, ze ten druhy nie je prvym.

Nakoniec zvizme, ¢o by ostalo z prvého problému, ak by sa od neho
,oddelil“ druhy a keby sme odmietli i akykolvek iny ndvrh prepojit’ ho
s alternativnym ,,druhym® problémom. Co by ostalo z problému pri¢innosti
(nie keby ho napr. priaznivec regularitnej teérie odmietol vykladat ako
problém kontrafaktudlov a navrhol vykladat inak, ale), keby ho niekto od-
mietol vykladat' s odvolanim na ¢okolvek iné? Ostalo by z neho vobec nie-
¢o? Nevyprazdnil by sa natolko, ze by sme o fiom mohli povedat’ len niec¢o
nanajvys trividlne, ako ,Ide o problém vymedzenia pri¢innosti“? Ved ak sa
na veci pozrieme bielikovskou optikou, ¢o sa stane s Humovym problémom
indukcie (upozorniujem vsak, Ze tu mdm na mysli problém zdévodnenia in-
dukcie vSeobecne a nie odliSovanie dvoch tried induktivnych usudkov)?
Predsa Hume, napr. pri Goodmanovom vyklade, povazuje za ,kIa¢“ k prob-
l1ému usudzovania z minulého na budice skusenost s pravidelnym zdruze-
nim, resp. zvyk. Ak to takto vidi Hume, nemali by sme potom povedat, ze
len ¢o sa venuje problému pravidelného zdruzenia ¢i zvyku, nevenuje sa
problému indukcie? Nemal by bielikovsky zaver zniet, Ze problém usudzo-
vania na zaklade zvyku nie je problémom indukcie? Je zrejmé, ze takéto
striktné oddelovanie problémov nds vedie k absurdnostiam.



OPAT 0 GOODMANOVEJ NOVEJ ZAHADE INDUKCIE 255

2.V skutocnosti je vsak situdcia ind, ako ju formuluje Bielik. Vyssie som
zvazil moznost, Ze v Goodmanovych Gvahich o NZI odlisenie dvoch druhov
induktivnych usudkov figuruje ako jeden a odlisenie zikonov od niahodnych
generalizcii ako iny problém. (Naznacuje to aspon Cast’ Bielikovych vyjad-
reni.) Po nahliadnuti do Goodmanovej préce zistime, ze to tak nie je. Podla
Goodmana ide vistom zmysle o ten isty problém. Podla neho odliSenie
medzi zikonmi a nahodnymi generalizaciami nie je kl'icom k akémusi iné-
mu problému odlisenia dvoch typov induktivnych tsudkov. V skutocnosti
ide o ten istj problém, je to len jeho ind formuldcia. Goodman to jasne ho-
vori vo viacerych pasazach, napr. ked formuluje jadro NZI v podobe otazok
,[Clo odlisuje zdkonité alebo konfirmovatelné hypotézy od nihodnych ale-
bo nekonfirmovatelnych hypotéz?“ (Goodman 1983, 80) alebo ,Ktoré hy-
potézy st potvrdzované svojimi pozitivnymi pripadmi? (Goodman 1983,
81). Pre Goodmana je problém odlisenia zikonov od nahodnych generaliza-
cii problémom odlisenia konfirmovatelnych vseobecnych hypotéz od ne-
konfirmovatelnych hypotéz. Co to znamend, ak to prelozime do Bielikom
preferovaného slovnika odvolavajuceho sa na Gsudky? (Pripomenme si, ze
pri konfirmacii ide o potvrdenie zaverov Gsudkov ich premisami.) To, Ze pri
NZI ide o problém odliSenia konfirmovatelnych od nekonfirmovatelnych
hypotéz, moino jednoducho vyjadrit ako problém odlisenia Gsudkov, kto-
rych zaverom su hypotézy prvého druhu, od usudkov, ktorych zaverom st
hypotézy druhého druhu. Z Bielikovych vyjadreni sa zdd, Ze druhu zalezi-
tost’ povazuje za problém indukcie,® preto by mal uznat, ze i NZI je problém
indukcie.”

3. Staci len trochu Ustretové ¢itanie Goodmana, aby sa ukdzalo, preco je
celkom vystizné nazvat jeho problém ,novou zihadou indukcie“. Predovset-
kym je jasné, ze Goodman sa netvari, ze on predklada ten jediny pravy
problém indukcie. Ved predsa otvorene uznava, zZe existuje Humov problém
indukcie a jeho vlastny problém indukcie je novy problém. Ak by teda nie-
kto zastéval nizor, ze Humov problém je ten jediny pravy problém indukcie
a ni¢ iné nemoino povazovat' za problém indukcie, tak, samozrejme, disku-

p 7 v

Pozri napr. prva vetu z uvedeného dlhsieho citdtu, ktora za¢ina slovom ,kPac”.

9 . ‘ . . ,
Mimochodom, este vo svojom prvom texte o NZI (hoci tam Goodmanovu zéhadu

chépe prili§ uzko) ju sim Bielik predstavuje is vyuzitim dvoch druhov induktivnych
usudkov (I1) a (I2) (pozri Bielik 2011, 749). Odrazu je takyto preklad NZI nemozny?
Teraz — ak tomu spravne rozumiem — sa problém tykajuci sa distinkcie medzi vyrokmi
nedd formulovat’ ako problém odlienia medzi usudkami?
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sia skoncila. Takymto manévrom zabrani tomu, aby ¢okol'vek iné bolo po-
vazované za problém indukcie.

Goodmanov problém treba povazovat za problém indukcie vinom
zmysle. Ponuka sa tu viacero vykladov. Stru¢ne spomeniem aspon dva. Po
prvé, Goodmanov problém mozno formulovat v nadviznosti na diskusiu
o Humovom probléme. Goodman v podstate odhaluje to, ¢o si Hume pri
rieSeni svojho problému indukcie nevsimol. Inak povedané, i keby sme ako
Goodman uznali, Ze Hume vyriesil povodny problém indukcie, ostala tu
minimalne jedna sivisiaca zilezitost, ktorej sa Humovo riesenie nedotyka.
Ako Goodmanov problém suvisi s Humovym problémom? Zopakujem to
este raz. Hume sa zaujima o to, ¢o zdovodniuje nase usudzovanie z minulého
na buduce. (Preco ocakdvam, Ze i dalsi kus kovu bude viest elektricky
prud?) Podla Huma je to zvyk zaloZeny na minulej skisenosti. V tejto situ-
acii vsak Goodman upozorfiuje. Mozem teda vidy na ziklade opakovanej
minulej skdsenosti usudzovat, ze budicnost’ bude rovnakd? (Zrejme mdzem
na zéklade minulej skusenosti usudzovat, Ze i d'alsi kus kovu bude vodit’
elektricky prad. Moézem vsak na zdklade minulej skusenosti s tym, ze vSetci
Tudia v tejto miestnosti mali vo vrecku mince ustdit, Ze aj v budicnosti to
bude rovnako? Nie.) Goodman teda nasiel nové uskalie, ktoré si Hume ne-
véimal (pre neho totiz niet rozdielu medzi spomenutym usudzovanim ohla-
dom vodivosti a minci). Goodman teda poukazuje na novy (nejde mu totiz
o zdévodnenie indukcie vo vSeobecnosti, ale o to, Ze treba rozliSovat’ medzi
zakonmi a ndhodnymi generaliziciami), ale sivisiaci problém — staéi sa este
raz zamerat’ na ich otdzky uvedené v zdtvorkich. Ak sa Humova otézka tyka
indukcie, ako je mozné tvrdit, Ze Goodmanova sa indukcie netyka?

Po druhé, stai sa pozriet do literattry z filozofie vedy, aby sme zistili, ze
téma konfirmécie je tizko spitd s indukciou.'’ Ako sa NZI tyka konfirma-
cie? Nezabdajme, Ze Goodman formuluje NZI v rimci rozboru Huma
a problému konfirmdcie. Goodman vlastne ukazuje, Ze nie kazda vSeobecna
hypotéza je potvrditel nd. Inak povedané, NZI mozno sformulovat’ do otdzky
»Ktoré hypotézy su potvrdzované svojimi pozitivnymi pripadmi? (Goodman

0 & . , . . , , L v v 1n .
Citatelovi odporicam pozriet’ niektort z mnohych ucebnic ¢ prirudiek filozofie ve-

dy (pozri napr. Taliga — Schmidt 2013, kap. 2). Mimochodom, upozorfiuje na to i Go-
odman: ,induktivna logika, ako ju chdpe Hempel, sa primdrne zaoberd porovnatelnym
vzfahom konfirmacie medzi vyrokmi“ (Goodman 1983, 67).
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1983, 81) Goodmanovi teda ide o problém, ktory vyvstdva pre konfirmaciu,
a teda i v tomto zmysle je jeho NZI problém indukcie.'"

2. Goodmanov nominalizmus

Bielik uzndva, Ze pri diskusii o NZI prehliadol Goodmanov nominaliz-
mus. V kone¢nom dosledku vsak tvrdi, ze ak sa dané stanovisko zoberie do
uvahy, tak Goodman sa ocitne v este vicSich problémoch: ,Goodman ne-
mdze z nominalistického hladiska ani len zmysluplne sformulovat’ svoj novy
problém® (Bielik 2013b, 257). Bielikov (,schematicky naznaceny*) argument
v prospech tohto zéveru treba hladat’ v jeho tvahe o nominalizme (pozri
Bielik 2013b, 260). Stru¢ne ju zhrniem. Bielik sa pyta: Mo6ze nominalista,
ktory popiera existenciu vlastnosti a nutnosti vo svete, odlisit predikat ,ze-
leny* od predikitu ,zedry* a zikon od nidhodnej generalizicie? Zrejme nie.
Ved oba predikity, zdd sa, oznacuji rovnaku triedu objektov, a teda to vyze-
rd, ze medzi nimi niet zmysluplny rozdiel. Navyse, kedze podla nominalistu
neexistuje ziadna prirodnd nutnost’, o ktorej by vypovedal zikon, neexistuje
zrejme ni¢, ¢o by fundovalo rozdiel medzi zakonom a nahodnou generaliza-
ciou. Preto pre nominalistu neddva zmysel pytat’ sa na ich rozdiel. Hoci
Bielik tu nehovori priamo o Goodmanovi, ale skor o akomsi nekonkrétnom
nominalistovi, predsa miestami akoby toto stanovisko pripisoval Goodma-
novi. Domnievam sa preto, Ze nebude nekorektné ¢itat to tak, ze tato pozi-
ciu pripisuje Goodmanovi. Je to totiz jedina Bielikova uvaha pouzitelnd na
»dokaz® vyssie citovaného ziveru, ze Goodman nemédze svoj problém zmys-
luplne formulovat.

Lenze Bielik tu v skutoCnosti nepredstavuje Goodmanovu poziciu.
Stali pritom siahnut po jeho kratkych ¢lankoch Goodman (1949), (1953)
a dozvieme sa o jeho ndzoroch na vyznam takych vyrazov ako ,zeleny® ale-
bo ,zedry* alebo precitat’ si kapitolu vo Fact, Fiction, and Forecast, ktora
nasleduje hned po kapitole venovanej NZI, a dozvieme sa o tom, v ¢om
podla neho spociva rozdiel medzi zikonom a niahodnou generalizaciou.

Vystizne to formuluje i M. Vondrasek: ,Zakonitd hypotéza, tj. hypotéza, kterd md
charakeer jakéhosi pfirodniho zakona, je takové obecné tvrzeni, které je schopné pfijimat
podporu od svych instanci a je tedy také promitnutelné na neznamé ¢ budouci pfipady.
Nahodilé zobecnéni by témito vlastnostmi disponovat nemélo.“ (Vondraek 2012, 29-30)
Pri NZI je jasna spojitost medzi konfirméiciou (,pfijimat podporu®) a induktivaym usu-
dzovanim (,promitnutelné na neznimé &i budouci ptipady®).
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Mimochodom, Goodmanovmu odliseniu zakonov od nihodnych generali-
zacii (t. j. jeho rieSeniu NZI) som sa uz stru¢ne venoval vo svojej reakcii
Zelenak (2012, 538-539) a podrobnejsie sa tejto téme venuje vo svojom
¢lanku Drobndk (2013). Preto len pripomeniem, Ze rozdiel tu podla Go-
odmana je, avsak aby sme ho vobec zaregistrovali, museli by sme sa poku-
sit’ asporl o trochu Ustretové Citanie jeho ndzorov. Rozdiel totiz suvisi
s jeho pojmom ukotvenia (entrenchment) as nasou jazykovou praxou
anie s nejakou prirodnou nutnostou, na ktort by sa zrejme odvolaval
bezny realista.

Moze teda Goodman zmysluplne formulovat’ svoj priklad s predikitom
,zedry“? Existuje vramci jeho stanoviska nejaky rozdiel medzi ,zeleny“
a ,zedry“? Obmedzim sa na stru¢né a zjednodusené objasnenie pozitivnych
odpovedi na uvedené otdzky. Goodman tvrdi, Ze vyrazy maji nielen primdr-
nu, ale aj sekunddrnu extenziu, preto dva terminy maju rovnaky vyznam, iba
ak maji rovnaké obe extenzie (Goodman 1949, 5). Pod primirnu extenziu
predikatu ,zeleny“ patria véetky zelené a predikdtu ,zedry* zasa vsetky zedré
veci. Pod sekunddrnu extenziu patria véetky objekty spadajice pod tzv. zlo-
zeniny (compounds) vytvorené z danych predikitov. Pod sekunddrnu exten-
ziu predikatu ,zeleny“ teda patria objekty oznacené zlozeninou ,zeleného-
symbol“, konkrétnejsie napr. zlozeninou ,zeleného-opis®, ,zeleného-obraz*
ai. Viem, Ze takéto zlozeniny mozu vyzerat' nezvyCajne. Podstatné je vsak
uvedomit’ si, ze pod ne spadaju konkrétne objekty/symboly (opisy, obrazy
a pod.), napriklad tie, ktoré oznacuju zelené objekty. Pod zlozeninu ,zele-
ného-opis“ spadd teda vyraz ,zeleny®, pretoze tento vyraz oznacuje zelené
objekty. Analogicky, pod zlozeninu ,zeleného-obraz patria zelené obrazy.
Ak teda medzi predikitom ,zeleny a ,zedry* existuje rozdiel v sekundirne;
extenzii, je medzi nimi rozdiel vo vjzname a Bielikova tvaha stoji na chyb-
nom predpoklade. V ¢om sa lisi sekundirna extenzia predikitov ,zeleny*
a ,zedry“? Napriklad v tom, Ze pod zloZeninu ,zedrého-opis“ spadd vyraz
»zedry, ale nie vyraz ,zeleny“. Vyplyva z toho, Ze predikat ,zedry sa lisi od
predikdtu ,zeleny a Goodman je schopny zmysluplne formulovat svoj pri-
klad.

Goodmanove nazory v tejto oblasti si kontroverzné a boli i predme-
tom kritiky. Neprekvapi ma preto, ak s nimi oponent nebude suhlasit’.
Délezité je vsak to, aby vo svojej kritickej analyze rozoberal Goodmanove
a nie nejaké iné nazory, inak sa jeho namietky nedotykaji Goodmana ani
NZI.
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3. Zaver

Moize to vyzerat' zvldstne, Ze sa v reakcii venujem skor Bielikovej odpo-
vedi Macovi, ako vyhradim, ktoré adresuje mne. Rozhodol som sa vsak
uprednostnit’ diskusiu o samotnom Goodmanovom probléme, lebo to po-
vazujem za dolezitejsie a plodnejsie, ako spresnovanie jeho vyjadreni na mo-
ju adresu a mojich vyjadreni na jeho adresu.'” V prispevku som sa pokusil
spochybnit’ jeho opdtovnu kritiku NZI. Upozornil som, Ze Bielik predsta-
vuje Humov problém indukcie dvojznacne. Jedna z jeho formulacii navyse
Huma vyklada tak, akoby sa uz on venoval Goodmanovmu problému. Preto
Bielik dokdze odvodit’ (chybny) zdver, Ze NZI nie je novy, ale stary (Hu-
mov) problém. Okrem toho som kritizoval jeho vyhrady voci tomu, ze NZI
nie je problém indukcie a uviedol som, v akom zmysle ju mozno povazovat
za problém indukcie. Nakoniec som upozornil, ze Bielik svoju kritiku zakla-
dd na verzii nominalizmu, ktord nie je Goodmanova.
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Peter P. Icke: Frank Ankersmit’s Lost Historical Cause: A Journey
from Language to Experience
New York: Routledge 2012, 198 pages

Although Peter Icke’s book is probably the first book-length treatment of
the views of Frank Ankersmit published in English, it does not offer a com-
prehensive interpretation of his works. It rather attempts to explain and criti-
cize one specific aspect of Ankersmit’s development — his route from narrativ-
ism to the topic of sublime historical experience (his move or “journey from
language to experience”). However, even this evolution is presented from a very
specific perspective. The result is a strange book. On the one hand, I must ad-
mit that it occasionally contains compelling analyses, interesting points and
criticisms. Therefore, the reader will not read this work in vain if she is inter-
ested in perplexing issues discussed in contemporary philosophy of history. On
the other hand, the main argument of the book is, to put it mildly, unbeliev-
able. During more critical moments I would even say it is bizarre. But let me
try to avoid a strong rhetoric — by the way, a notable feature of Icke’s writing —
and make my point in a more constructive manner. After a few introductory
and selective remarks about Ankersmit and Icke’s book I focus on the main ar-
gument provided by Icke. I try to show that his so-called secondary explanation
of Ankersmit’s route is misguided and incoherent with what Icke himself says
in some other places of the book. Moreover, his primary explanation is shallow
and not illuminating at all.

Frank Ankersmit is a Dutch theorist of history, one of the most original
and prolific authors in this discipline. He is usually associated with the so-
called narrativism or narrativist philosophy of history defending a constructivist
or antirealist account of history (the discipline, not the past). Narrativism op-
poses the view that historical works provide straightforward depictions of past
events: it rather underlines that they are complicated constructions determined
by various factors. Some narrativists emphasize the role of linguistic or concep-
tual tools, others point to the inescapability of literary dimension, narrative
structure, ideological influence or, in general, a historian’s point of view. Ank-
ersmit presented his narrativist claims in many books and papers. His main
points could be found in his Narrative Logic (1983), but similar views are de-
veloped also in his later works History and Tropology (1994), Historical Repre-
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sentation (2001) and in his most recent Meaning, Truth, and Reference in His-
torical Representation (2012).

An interesting thing happened when Ankersmit, usually emphasizing the
indirect and constructed nature of historical knowledge, started to write about
some kind of direct experience with the past, most notably in his Sublime His-
torical Experience (2005). This route from Narrative Logic (putting forward
narrativist or constructivist views) to Sublime Historical Experience (supposedly
presenting ideas incompatible with narrativism) is the main topic of Peter
Icke’s book. Obviously, this is a surprising development worth of attention and
explanation. Should the views about sublime historical experience be under-
stood as supplementing his previous narrativism? Or should they be conceived
as replacing and opposing constructivism about historical work? This is the
context of Icke’s attempt to explain why Ankersmit makes a move — in fact, by
Icke’s lights a wrong move — from narrativism to the notion of sublime histori-
cal experience.

Frank Ankersmit’s Lost Historical Cause is a revised version of Icke’s disserta-
tion supervised by Keith Jenkins, a well-known advocate of postmodern phi-
losophy of history.' Icke similarly favors postmodernism and thus, not surpris-
ingly, he concurs with the narrativist conclusions of Ankersmit, which may be
utilized in some way also for the goals of postmodernism, and disapproves of
Ankersmit’s views about sublime historical experience, which go against what
is so dear for postrnodernists.2

The book itself is divided into an introduction, four chapters and a conclu-
sion. The first chapter, “The Good Ankersmit”, provides an insightful analysis
of the main pillars of Narrative Logic accompanied with a short discussion of
its reception. Nevertheless, after this quite favorable account of Ankersmit’s
conclusions Icke formulates his objections. In the second and the third chap-
ter, “A Moment of Hesitation” and “Ankersmit in Transition”, the author out-
lines certain doubts about some features of Ankersmit’s work, he introduces
the claim that Ankersmit misinterprets Hayden White (the key figure of narra-
tivism) and the author presents his main argument. The last chapter, “Sublime

Actually, Jenkins played an important role in presenting Ankersmit of Narrative
Logic and “Six Theses on Narrativist Philosophy of History” as a prominent postmodern
philosopher of history. Not necessarily a helpful step for his reputation among those
who either did not really read his work, interpreted it in a radical way, or read only
some of his papers from the late 1980s and the early 1990s discussing postmodernism.

For more on Icke’s postmodernism, see the review of the book written by Adam
Timmins (Timmins 2012).
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Historical Experience”, concentrates on a detailed exposition and critique of
the issue of experience.

In this review I am not going to discuss all notable points Icke makes about
history or Ankersmit. I have to admit that the first chapter contains a clear and
pertinent summary of Ankersmit’s narrativism and, generally, the book raises
a couple of interesting questions and criticisms (e.g., regarding the relation of
language and history or language and experience). However, Icke’s main argu-
ment is highly unsettling and this is why I focus on the core of the book
(mainly chapters two and three) providing the alleged explanation of Ank-
ersmit’s route from narrativism (language) to sublime historical experience.

So how should we understand Ankersmit’s somewhat surprising move? In
a nutshell, Icke gives the following story. In 1960s and 1970s Hayden White
presents the crucial tenets of the narrativist critique of history. Thus, when
Ankersmit publishes his Narrative Logic in 1983, the important part of narra-
tivism has already been formulated. Ankersmit may merely repeat what has al-
ready been written or develop some minor points. Realizing this, Ankersmit
begins to dissociate himself from White by misinterpreting White’s position.
This enables him to criticize White and to articulate his own new points about
history. Finally, the topic of sublime historical experience helps Ankersmit to
distance himself from White, narrativism and to obtain a stature of an original
theorist of history.

This is a simplified version of Icke’s account, seemingly explaining why
Ankersmit makes a journey from narrativism to sublime. In fact, Icke’s argu-
ment is a bit more complicated and it is much more rhetorically loaded; he
speaks of Ankersmit’s paranoia, of his being haunted by White, etc. However,
I believe that the above story states the core of Icke’s account and I may docu-
ment it by several quotes. For instance, at the end of chapter two the author
writes:

Could Ankersmit’s misreadings [of White], the irregularities in his ar-
guments and so on, be symptomatic of a kind of paranoia, an all-
consuming desire to separate himself from White or, perhaps one might
even say, ‘the spectre of White’? Well, I think that it probably could, and
this theme of detachment... will run as a continuous thread into and

right through my next “bridging” chapter. (pp. 64-65)
And he points in the same direction on several occasions in the third chapter:

Long before Ankersmit’s intervention in the field of historical theory,
White’s language-informed style of historical theory was largely com-
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pleted and comprehensively “wrapped up” to the extent that there was
little space left for any improvements on it. ... hence, Ankersmit found
himself unable to make any significant and original contributions to
narrativist historical theory during a crucial stage in its development. All
he could do was to develop and promote what was already there and
that, it could be argued, was not enough for him. (p. 101)

Ankersmit found himself compelled (psychologically) to leave
[White] behind. ... Accordingly, perhaps sub-consciously, this resolute
dismissal of White affected/effected Ankersmit’s description/redescrip-
tion of White’s position such that it might fall to his own arguments.
On this reading White becomes Ankersmit’s béte noire or haunting
which he is driven to exorcise by whatever means he can find. (pp. 101-
102)

I put forward the proposition that the developing “shape” of Ankers-
mit’s new position might be seen to be driven by a kind of paranoia,
a compulsion to detach and distance his own work from that of the
spectral Hayden White. ... And indeed, as I have already argued, in
terms of substantial theory Ankersmit had little new to offer at that
time... It is, therefore, not surprising that Ankersmit’s aspiration to im-
prove on White’s position by actually grasping the past “plain” (unme-
diated) [via the notion of experience] involved a move away from “Whi-
tean” theory which, it seems to me, denied the viability of such an exer-

cise. (pp. 75-76)

To be fair, I must note that at the end of chapter three Icke says that it is
“a rather speculative secondary explanation” (p. 101). However, I regard it as
the actual core of his explanation because he repeatedly alludes to it and it
seems, in fact, that this (and not what he calls “primary explanation”) is the
base of his account. Moreover, his so-called “primary explanation” is just too
shallow to explain anything (more on this later).

What is wrong with Icke’s (secondary) explanation? First of all, he seems to
give us a very simplistic and vulgar sort of explanation alluding to mental
states. In other words, he constructs his account in such a way that the mental
states of Ankersmit are assigned the decisive explanatory role. Sometimes it
looks the author refers to explicit intentions (Ankersmit’s “desire to separate
himself from White”; for Ankersmit it is “not enough” to develop the points of
others), but he also seems to make use of sub-conscious mental states (Ank-
ersmit “found himself compelled... perhaps sub-consciously”; he was driven by
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a “compulsion”). Personally, I am very skeptical about the plausibility of expla-
nations referring to mental states in such a crude fashion. How was the author
able to uncover the alleged intentions or even sub-conscious mental states of
Ankersmit? Icke does not indicate any methodology to clarify how to discover
a person’s real mental states.” He simply seems to declare “out of the blue” that
Ankersmit is “driven by a kind of paranoia” or by “an all-consuming desire to
separate himself from White”. What is more, Icke’s (secondary) explanation is
a bit insulting. For it does not focus on a larger context of Ankersmit’s route
to sublime experience, it does not concentrate on the issues the move at-
tempted to deal with. It rather reaches for some of the most simplistic motives
one can imagine in the scholarly world and proclaims them to clarify a puzzling
move in the thought of one of the most prominent philosophers of history of
our time.

Second, Icke’s (secondary) explanation is undermined or even contradicted
by other things he says in the book. Two of Icke’s main premises seem to be:
(1) Ankersmit is not an original narrativist but he is merely following White.
(2) Ankersmit wants to distance himself from White (narrativism) in order to
formulate something original (sublime historical experience). Only based on
these assumptions, the author is able to conclude that Ankersmit moves from
narrativism to experience. I am not sure what Icke considers to be an original,
new or significant contribution to the theory of history, yet it is obvious from
the book that he takes White to be an original author. I am not going to dis-
pute this claim, because I believe White’s points are very interesting and they
made a significant impact in the discipline. Still, I must ask: Was he the first to
claim certain constructedness of historical knowledge or the first to point to
literary aspects of historical works? What about some of the authors from the
19 century White himself likes to discuss or such philosophers as Arthur

Moreover, this discovery of real mental states does not seem to fit well with Icke’s
postmodern stance. He writes: “Now, because on this view our so-called knowledge of
the world has no ultimate reach beyond the metaphors that we use to describe it, it
must follow that this presumed knowledge is of a rhetorical and not of an empirical
kind — all of it” (p. 42). Hence, should we read Icke as simply giving us his own meta-
phor, his personal rhetorical exercise? If so, why doesn’t he say it openly but rather pre-
tends to be able to see right into Ankersmit’s mind or even into his sub-conscious-
ness?

I wonder what would be a reception of the book arguing that to explain, for in-
stance, Wittgenstein’s route from Tractatus to Philosophical Investigations we should not
focus on the issues Wittgenstein attempted to solve but rather on his mental states
(e.g., on his desire to be famous or original).
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Danto (narrative sentences) or Louis O. Mink (“stories are not lived but told”)?
I think it is clear the issue of significance or originality is not the issue of who
was the first to point to constructedness or literary dimension with respect to
history. Therefore, White is rather significant in the sense that he comes up
with ingenious points, notions, proposals or arguments developing these pro-
posals. However, in this sense, also Ankersmit (with his notion of narrative
substance, his distinctions between narratio and individual statement or repre-
sentation and description, etc.) is an original philosopher with a remarkable
impact on the discipline.” And the important thing for my critique is that,
contrary to his assumption (1), Icke, now and then, seems to admit it:

For while Ankersmit’s early arguments, broadly speaking, carried him
toward some of the same general conclusions as those expressed by
White..., he has nevertheless always been and undeniably remains origi-
nal and complex in his own right. (p. 9; see also pp. 94-95, 103)

In addition, the author openly contradicts his assumption (1) when he offers
the following reading of Ankersmit’s interpretation of White and his relation
to Kantianism. As Icke reads it, Ankersmit acknowledges that he is following
White in one aspect of his theory. Yet, Icke does not agree and he replies with
a rather general claim (not indicating that it is limited to this one aspect!):

For broadly speaking I take the view that very little common ground
has existed between the theoretical positions of Ankersmit and White
since Ankersmit’s earlier development of his notion of the narrative sub-
stance and, hence, the idea that Ankersmit was really following White,
is unconvincing. (p. 87)

So Icke himself undermines the “pillar” of his explanation when he claims
there has been “very little common ground” between these two authors “since
Ankersmit’s earlier development of his notion of the narrative substance”. How
could Ankersmit repeat White’s points if there has been “very little common
ground” between them?

The situation gets even worse for Icke with respect to his assumption (2).
At one place the author says:

Pulling all these arguments together, one can perhaps now make out
a certain direction in them. For it rather looks as if Ankersmit first pro-

5 . . .
Of course, one does not have to agree with his conclusions nor arguments, but this

is a different thing.
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jected onto White’s theoretical position a duplicate of his own evolving
position — that is, his own movement from language to the sublime,
sanctioned through the rejection of tropology — and that having done so
he was then able to retrieve that same reading from White’s texts as if it
truly represented White’s own position. (p. 92)

Recall that Icke’s explanation presupposes and emphasizes that Ankersmit
strives to be original and wants to distance himself from White. But now,
when Ankersmit, according to Icke, approaches originality with the topic of
sublime experience, he allegedly “projects it onto White’s theoretical position”.
This does not make any sense. Why would a person who, according to Icke, is
eager to come up with a new contribution first attribute it to somebody else?
In sum, I do not even need to analyze the work of Ankersmit and White to
discredit Icke’s implausible secondary explanation: Icke’s own claims ruin his
argument.

Finally, what is Icke’s primary explanation of Ankersmit’s move from lan-
guage to experience? Icke repeatedly informs us that Ankersmit “has always
harboured a deep-seated need to retrieve the past in some real, authentic form”
(p. 102); “he desperately wanted and needed some form of authentic access to
the past” (p. 103). Yet, since the path through history (narrativism) is blocked,
Ankersmit has to take a different route — via experience. To put it briefly,
Icke’s primary explanation tells us that Ankersmit turns to the topic of experi-
ence and direct relation with the past because he wants and needs such a direct
access. But this is a very shallow type of explanation. Following this pattern,
one would explain any “Why X?” by responding: “Because she or he wants and
needs X?” or, to use a more picturesque but just as uninformative language:
“Because of his ‘personal drive to satisfy his central and compelling need’ (p.
104) for X”.

I realize that Icke’s book offers more than just the primary and secondary
explanation of Ankersmit’s journey from language to experience. Therefore,
those who are interested in contemporary philosophy of history (more specifi-
cally, in the views of Ankersmit or in the relation between language and the
past or language and experience) should read it. Nevertheless, they should scru-
tinize very carefully the main point of the work, the alleged explanations of
Ankersmit’s move. In my opinion, the primary explanation is too shallow and
the other one — besides being misguided — does not even fit some of Icke’s own
claims in the book.

Eugen Zelenidk

eugen.zelenak@ku.sk
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Timothy Williamson: Modal Logic as Metaphysics
Oxford University Press 2013, 464 pages

What there is, what there might be and what there cannot be? Are some
things merely possible, could events in the world be otherwise, do past and fu-
ture situations exist in the same manner as those present do? Questions like
these have been bothering philosophers for ages and still stand in the very core
of metaphysical debates. However, purely metaphysical considerations like the
above ones very often terminated in conceptual confusions. They turned out to
be more confusing than elucidating, more obscure than clear, and sadly, more
pseudophilosophical than philosophical. In his new book, Timothy Williamson
breaks the barriers. His Modal Logic as Metaphysics gives some precise connec-
tions between the model theory and the metaphysics and aims to put meta-
physics on the same level as science.

In eight chapters (Contingentism and Necessitism; The Barcan Formula
and its Converse: Early Developments; Possible Worlds Model Theory; Predi-
cation and Modality; From First-Order to Higher-Order Modal Logic; Inten-
sional Comprehension Principles and Metaphysics; Mappings between Contin-
gentist and Necessitist Discourse; Consequences of Necessitism and Methodo-
logical Afterword) Williamson argues for the claim that one of the roles of
quantified modal logic is to supply a central structural core to theories of modal
metaphysics. Williamson provides various highly technical arguments, all of
which are based on strong modal logic as the arbiter in theory choice. He pro-
poses to look at metaphysical problems through the prism of normal scientific
standards, namely through the strongest and systematic logical theories. It is
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due to the fact that formally developed metaphysics and science have a lot of in
common. Both of them use formal methods and pursue theories with the most
theoretical benefits at the least theoretical costs. Moreover, metaphysics as well
as science do reject a part of common sense for the sake of simplicity, explana-
tory power, elegance, and economy in principle.

As far as I can see, Williamson’s strategy is (at least) a four-step enterprise.
Firstly, we should find a sufficiently strong logic interpreted by an appropriate
semantics. Secondly, some sufficiently universal theorems should be provable in
the logic. Thirdly, the logic have to be sound as well as complete for meta-
physical universality, meaning that “propositional modal logic, S, is sound for
metaphysical universality if and only if every theorem of S is metaphysically
universal; [and] is complete for metaphysical universality if and only if every
metaphysically universal formula of the language is a theorem of S” (p. 95). Fi-
nally, it is the appropriately interpreted logical system that forms the structural
core of the most feasible metaphysical theory. According to Williamson, meta-
physical theories of modality are best formulated in a precise formal language.
In particular, Williamson has for it that it is quantified modal logic — higher-
order S5 with the classical rules of inference, identity and plural quantiicatio n
— that is the most prominent guide in theoretical philosophizing.

Given the formal requirements mentioned above, Modal Logic as Metaphys-
ics argues on behalf of necessitism standing against contingetism. Necessitism is
a thesis according to which necessarily everything is such that necessarily it is
identical with something. Put more briefly, necessarily everything is necessarily
something (p. 2). So, according to necessitism, there could not have been more
things than there actually are, there could not even be fewer things than there
actually are. What there (unrestrictedly) exists is not contingent. What is con-
tingent, on the other side, is the distribution of properties and relations on
what exists.

Undeniably, 2 man on the street would object immediately since, as com-
mon sense dictates, at least some things are contingent. Ordinary objects like
dogs, cars, chairs and tables would not exist were the actual circumstances be
otherwise. Similarly, it seems rather odd to say that Kripke’s (possible) seventh
son necessarily exists. Since actuality says he doesn’t and given that actuality
implies possibility, it is a perfectly respectable possibility that Kripke’s seventh
son does not exist, full stop.

As controversial and counterintuitive as the thesis of necessitism might
seem, Williamson takes it as a preferable alternative, nonetheless. In the book,
he adduces a large number of claims, arguments and comments on various ob-
jections against his stance. For example, it is argued that although all individu-
als actually exist and are necessary beings, not all of them are necessar-
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ily concrete. Some of them — those traditionally and pre-theoretically conceived
as contingent — are only contingently concrete. He thus dismisses common
sense as the ultimate guide in metaphysics. Since common sense has limited
authority, various claims about contingency and necessity can properly be
evaluated by theoretical enquiry only.

Next, several up-to-time debates are according to Williamson desperately
unclear. He explicitly mentions the one between actualism and possibilism, ar-
guing that the actualist principle is supposed to claim something like ‘Every-
thing is actual’. Since whatever is is, whatever is actually is: if there is some-
thing, then there actually is such a thing. So on this understanding it turns out
to be utterly trivial in modal logic. Consequently, actualism is trivially true and
possibilism trivially false. Williamson warns us that unless we resort to another
reading of ‘actual’ than the one well understood in modal logic the debates
reach a deadlock.

For Williamson, one way of keeping the modal discourse under control is
to abandon the distinction as hopelessly muddled, and to get on with the clear-
er necessitism-contingentism debate. Such a reorientation of modal metaphys-
ics debate around the necessitism-contingentism suggests that unless the ac-
tualist provides another reading of ‘actual’ the (traditional) notion of actuality
as contrasted with possibility does not bring any theoretical advantages. Since
the notion ‘actual’ plays an indispensable role in defining possibilism, without
an appropriate grasp of it possibilism is not a feasible alternative.

One might, however, worty as to what exactly “actuality”, or “the actual
world” means in that context. In fact, there are (at least) two notions of the
world that should not be confused and, consequently, two quite different actu-
alist/possibilist distinctions at issue. And although Williamson gives us a clue
when he asks what actuality is and why it is contrasted with possibility rather
than with possibility-cum-impossibility, it is still not clear what is the notion
of “actual” Williamson denies.

In the possibility-cum-impossibility debates, it has been argued that there
is no cogent reason to presuppose an ontological difference between merely
possible worlds and impossible worlds (Priest 1997, 581). Vander Laan’s wor-
ries go in a similar vein as, he says, we lack such a principle of ontology that
would justify our construing these similar parts of our modal language in such
dissimilar ways (Vander Laan 1997, 599).

Now, the question is whether we should be willing to admit such arbitrari-
ness in the actual-cum-possible distinction too. After all, even the so-called er-
satzers, qua actualists, are happy to admit two different senses of the term
“world”. On one side, there is the real world, the spatio-temporal concrete un-
iverse that we as concrete individuals occupy. There are chairs, people, planets,
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pugs and all the things we experience. On the other side, they’re happy to ad-
mit that it is the abstract representation rather than concrete bunch of stuff
that deserves the name “world”. Given this understanding the term “world”
picks out an entity ontologically different from the concrete sum of individuals.
Rather, it picks out some ersatz representation of a way the world might have
been.

It seems that an analogous confusion has infected the meaning of “actual”
too. For, notions like “the actual world”, or “actuality” may be used by actual-
ists as meaning different things. They mean either a thesis

(1) Everything is actual (terminological actualism)
or a thesis

(2) Actuality consists of everything that is spatiotemporally related to us,
and nothing more. It is not vastly bigger, or less unified, than we are
accustomed to think (Lewis 1986, 100).

In the former, the reference of “actual” concerns trivial analytic truth; yet, in
the latter it doesn’t (Lewis 1986, 99). Naturally, Williamson recognizes the two
meanings of “actual” while he adds that the difference between (1) and (2) is
not something that is at stake here. But that does not have to be the case. For,
as far as we disambiguate the use of “actual” in such a way that we a) indicate
its different uses and b) explicitly grasp the philosophically appealing one, tri-
viality of actualism and, a fortiori, impossibility of possibilism, disappears.
Namely, taken (1) as leading in the actualism-possibilism debate, it makes
sense to derive from the fact a) that there is a talking donkey and the fact that
b) whatever is actually is that there actually is a talking donkey. But if we con-
sider actuality non-trivially, as a restricted quantification, the inference is
blocked. And an introducing an actuality operator that shifts its extension from
world to world can do the job (see also Yagisawa 2013).

There is, undeniably, much more to be said about the arguments and
comments Williamson makes throughout the whole book. But everybody who
had a chance to read it must admit that it is a unique and precise philosophical
enterprise. Beside the fact that it demonstrates how powerful the connection
between logic and metaphysics is, the book makes a clear case that metaphysi-
cal reasoning is meaningful only when backed up by its decent and strong logi-
cal counterpart.

Martin Vacek

martinvacekphilosophy@gmail.com



272 BOOK REVIEWS = RECENZIE

References

LEWIS, D. (1986): On the Plurality of Worlds. Blackwell.

PRIEST, G. (1997): Sylvan’s Box: A Short Story and Ten Morals. Notre Dame Journal of
Formal Logic 38, No. 4, 573-582.

VANDER LAAN, D. (1997): The Ontology of Impossible Worlds. Notre Dame Journal of
Formal Logic 38, No. 4, 597-620.

YAGISAWA, T. (2013): Review of Modal Logic as Metaphysics. Notre Dame Philosophical
Reviews, No. 10, 15.

Huw Price: Expressivism, Pragmatism and Representationalism
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2013, xii + 204 pages

Naturalism is usually understood as a matter of letting natural science de-
cide the question of what there is. What natural science tells us there is, there
is; and what it tells us there is not, is not. Of course, an entity prima facie not
recognized by natural science may, after investigation, turn out to be a natura-
listically respectable entity after all, but just viewed from an unusual angle, or
a conglomerate of naturalistically respectable entities, or perhaps a correlate of
our odd way of speaking about naturalistically respectable entities — therefore
we need something as “philosophical analysis” to tell us which entities are only
prima facie incompatible with naturalism, and which are really at odds with it
(and hence do not qualify as entities at all). If something does not survive such
a scrutiny, the naturalist is at liberty to dismiss it as just a phantasm of a con-
fused human mind.

Quine (1969, 26) takes pains to stress a different aspect of naturalism:
“knowledge, mind, and meaning”, he claims, “are part of the same world that
they have to do with, and ... they are to be studied in the same empirical spirit
that animates natural science.” This might seem to be just a special case of the
general tenet: if everything that there is is to be sanctioned by natural science,
then surely “knowledge, mind, and meaning” are. Huw Price, in the book un-
der review, argues that the Quinean urge marks a specific variety of naturalism —
which Price calls subject naturalism. And he goes on to argue that this variety of
naturalism must precede the seemingly more general object naturalism that
grants science the right to arbitrate ontology.

According to Price, the reason for distinguishing between subject natural-
ism and object naturalism is connected to the fact that our theories of the
world, especially scientific theories, are inevitably couched in language. Hence,
to let science sanction the existence of an X, we must assume that the word we
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use to talk about X does really refer to X. Thus, object naturalism presupposes
a certain substantial theory of reference and hence a theory of how our lan-
guage works. But to have such a theory, we must study the ways we, human
subjects, use language and the ways our usage of language bestows meanings
upon our words; and this is an investigation that falls into the province of sub-
Jject naturalism.

When we consider how our language works, we may well come to the con-
clusion that many forms of our discourse seemingly describing the world and
referring to its objects are not really doing this. We may conclude that many
such seeming descriptions are actually doing something else — typically express-
ing, or giving vent to, what our own attitudes are. (Thus, for example, we may
conclude that moral claims do not describe moral facts, but rather express our
affirmative or negative attitudes to what people do.) This immediately com-
promises object naturalism. (For to apply object naturalism straightforwardly,
we would have to distinguish between those theories which do refer to objects
of the world and those which do not, which necessitates prior subject-
naturalistic studies.) But moreover, Price argues, this state of affairs puts
a question mark over seeing any kind of discourse or theory as literally descrip-
tive — and he suggests we should go for global expressivism, accepting that any
kind of discourse primarily expresses the attitudes of the speakers.

This approach would reduce the load we usually put on semantic concepts,
concepts like reference, truth, or representation. (The point is that if we accept
global expressivism, these concepts are no longer needed to constitute the link
between language and reality). Therefore, we could settle for some kind of mi-
nimalist or deflationist account of these concepts: the concept of reference, for
example, might be thought of as exhaustively characterized by the schema “X
refers to Y7, where X is the name of a nominal phrase, and Y is the nominal
phrase itself.

Price recommends distinguishing between two notions of representation:
we should, he claims, differentiate between “e-representation”, which has to do
with “environment-tracking” and with co-variances of linguistic items and ob-
jects of the extralinguistic world, and “i-representation”, which is a matter of
“internal functional roles” or representations. Price urges that these two no-
tions should be kept strictly apart, because they belong to very different
projects. And if our project is semantics, then the notion of “e-representation”
is completely useless and the only notion that we may usefully take into ac-
count is that of “i-representation”.

These proposals are thought-provoking and in the book under review they
are carefully scrutinized by highly competent opponents: Simon Blackburn,
who was one of the pioneers of expressivism, Paul Horwich, one of the found-
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ing fathers of modern deflationism, Bob Brandom, whose inferentialism has af-
finities with Price’s subject naturalism and global expressivism, and Michael
Williams, whose anti-foundationalist approach to epistemology is also in some
respects close to Price’s standpoint.

Let me classify the various different possible strands of objection to Price’s
standpoint which I see in the following way:

i) The objection to subject naturalism

One such strand concerns his detaching of subject naturalism from object
naturalism. A principal attraction of naturalism is that it dispenses with the
Cartesian picture of the human subject standing in contraposition to the objec-
tive world (see the quotation from Quine at the beginning of this review). Yet
it would seem that Price’s step is now flirting with a return to the vicinity of
Cartesianism. The point is that we can read the doctrine of subject naturalism
in two ways. One reading would indeed make it a reincarnation of the prima
philosophia of Descartes or the pursuit of meaning of the logical empiricists —
something that must be carried out before we can even think about exploring
the world, or about the pursuit of truth. But precisely the abandonment of this
was what Quine was convinced naturalism amounts to. Also, I am sure this is
not what Price is intending.

The other reading of subject naturalism would construe the human subject as
an inextricable part of nature — hence subject naturalism is simply a part of object
naturalism. But if this is the case, then any scruples which we may have with re-
spect to object naturalism carry over to subject naturalism. Thus, if the problem
is that object naturalism presupposes a substantial theory of reference, then so
does subject naturalism (albeit perhaps restricted to a narrowed domain).

ii) The objection to global expressivism

Another strand of objection pertains to the issue of global expressivism,
which would seem to intertwine two ideas that should rather be kept apart.
First, there is the idea that describing is nothing like a simple matching of lin-
guistic items with extralinguistic objects. This is a motif Price strongly urges
and one to which I myself also wholeheartedly subscribe. Describing is a matter
of a complicated language game, and to clarify what we are really doing when
we describe is extremely nontrivial. (It is the basic error of many theories of the
language-world relationship to think that this relation is as transparent as
putting a label on an exhibit and hence is suited to be used as an unexplained
explainer.) But then there is a second motif, namely that there is no substantial
gap between describing and doing other things with language — no gap which
would substantiate our contrasting describing with expressing. About this mo-
tif, T have doubts. To me it seems that, once we accept the non-transparency
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of the linguistic activity we call describing (and accept that we cannot dispose
of it by assimilating it to labeling), it is very natural to take it as a baseline
against which to plot other language games.

Hence I am not sure that our realization that describing, far from being
transparent picturing, mirroring, or mapping, is a complicating linguistic prac-
tice, should lead us to the conclusion that expressivism can only be global (be-
cause our speech acts cannot be classified as picturing vs. non-picturing), and
not rather to the conclusion that now we can work with the distinction be-
tween describing and expressing without fear of falling in with a naive seman-
tics or cumbersome metaphysics. As Rorty (1991, 109), puts it, “holism takes
the curse off naturalism” — once we free ourselves from the conviction that na-
turalism goes hand in hand with an atomistic picture theory of language, we
need no longer fear to be naturalists, and nor need we fear to recognize de-
scribing as a baseline activity.

iii) The objection to global anti-representationalism

Then there is the fact that Price’s global expressivism is also a global anti-
representationalism. Again, I wholeheartedly agree that the concept of represen-
tation cannot be used to underpin semantics in the sense that it is acceptable to
use it as an unexplained explainer, but not everything Price says about repre-
sentations seems to me should be accepted without hesitation. In particular,
his contrast between e-representations and i-representations seems to invite
a basic confusion. Modeling the distinction between semantically useless and
semantically useful notions of representation on the distinction between the
external and the internal would seem to be lead us astray; for once we conclude
that the only representational dimension of language is internal, our language
games take on the glint of self-contained enterprises unconstrained by the extra-
linguistic world. (And McDowellian worries about “frictionless spinning in the
void” are forthcoming ...) I think that a more useful distinction would be not be-
tween being constrained vs. being unconstrained by the extralinguistic world, but
rather between being constrained in an atomistic vs. holistic way. The notion of
representation which we want to avoid is the notion of it acting directly as a se-
mantic relation, linking items of language to items of the external world; whereas
an unproblematic notion would be one which sees the external world wielding its
“friction” on the level of the whole language games, so that the relations of re-
presentation as applied to items of language are at most artifacts of our effort
to repack the friction so that it is distributed to the individual atoms.

Blackburn’s objection to Price’s program can be seen as a combination of
the objection to subject naturalism and the objection to global expressivism.
He writes (pp. 78-79):
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[E]ven genealogical and anthropological stories have to start some-
where. There are things that even pragmatists need to rely upon, as
they produce what they regard as their better understandings of the
functions of pieces of discourse. ... Such genealogical stories start with
a common-sense background of us, and a world of physical objects,
with distinct locations, changing only according to distinct regularities
with a distinct speed limit. ... It may be that we take an Aristotelian, or
perhaps Wittgensteinian, line on the priority of the everyday. There is
simply no place for ‘first philosophy’ to stand behind the endoxa, the
given in our common-sense situation. This attitude would be that of
quietism, or the rejection altogether of at least some external questions.
If we insisted instead on posing the Carnapian external-sounding ques-
tion: how come that we go in for descriptions of the world in terms of
surrounding middle-sized dry goods?—then the answer is only going to
be the flat-footed stutter or self-pat on the back: it is because we are
indeed surrounded by middle sized dry goods. That answer, obviously,
draws on the referential resources of the object language, and according
to the account in front of us, amounts to a victory for representational-
ism over pragmatism. It is because it is no better than a stutter that
I call it flat-footed representationalism.

Blackburn’s point thus is that pragmatist explanations are, in effect, stories
about subjects acting in an external environment and trying to cope with it in
accordance with their needs, and that to formulate these stories, one needs
a language, and notably a language with words referring to all the things that
come up in the story. Thus, a pragmatic explanation of language presupposes
a representational language.

Blackburn disagrees with Price’s global expressivism and global pragmatism,
but he would accept what he calls “rolling pragmatism”. According to him, we
can give pragmatist and expressivist treatment to any part of language, any form
of discourse, but we cannot do it with the whole language at once. To give a part
of language the pragmatist treatment, we need another part to lean on and hence
to take non-pragmatically, at face value (though subsequently we might accept
a pragmatist treatment of the latter part, while leaning on some further part).

Brandom is mostly sympathetic with Price’s approach; this is not surprising
as Price’s global expressivism has much in common with Brandom’s own infe-
rentialism. However, he is slightly uneasy about Price’s sweeping anti-
representationalism. Brandom’s claim is that, though the notion of representa-
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tion has no explanatory role to play (in particular it cannot underlie a theory of
language as an unexplained explainer), it plays a vital expressive role.

Paul Horwich disagrees with Price; what he criticizes most vigorously is
Price’s kind of the linguistic turn that goes hand in hand with his subject natu-
ralism and global expressivism. Like the pioneers of the turn, Price, in Hor-
wich’s words, insists that metaphysical questions “can be answered only, and
merely, by attention to our linguistic and conceptual practices” (p. 113), and
this is something Horwich disputes. Here, for example, is Horwich’s argument
against the idea that metaphysical facts and our knowledge of them can be ex-
plained away as products of our implicit definitions (pp. 118-119):

How could the fact that sentence ‘p’ is a definition ever entail the fact
that ‘p’? Consider “The bachelors are unmarried men’, and let’s suppose
for the sake of argument that it provides the definition of ‘bachelor’.
What this supposition amounts to is that we treat that sentence in
a special way: we regard it as certainly true, we aren’t prepared to count
anything as evidence against it, and we take it to hold in all possible sce-
narios. But there’s no valid route from the fact that we do all these
things with the sentence to the conclusion that it is true — and, thereby,
via the disquotational truth schema, to the former conclusion that ba-
chelors are men. Granted, we cannot do those things without being
sure that bachelors are unmarried men. But such a conviction, no mat-
ter how strongly and rigidly it is maintained, could nonetheless be false
— our being absolutely certain that p does not entail that p.

I must say I am left taking side with Price over this, for I do not find Horwich’s
arguments fully intelligible. It seems to me that if we suppose that ‘Bachelors are
unmarried men’ is the definition of ‘bachelor’, then we have two possibilities: ei-
ther we deny that definitions are truth-apt (and deny that it makes sense to see
them as expressing facts); or we admit this, but then, it would seem to me, we
must accept that it is true, for to be a definition is to be made true.

Take an Austinian performative: “Hereby I open the conference.” Either
I may deny that this sentence has a truth value (for unlike assertion, it is not
the kind of speech act that would be truth-evaluable), or I may say that by
making the speech act, I make — inter alia — the sentence true. In either case it
does not make sense to say that the sentence may be false — it makes no sense
to say that though I may believe that the sentence is true, it is not. And defini-
tions, as far as I can see, can be seen as something like “collective performa-
tives” — we may deny them the truth value true in favor of denying their truth-
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evaluability, but we may not deny them the truth value in favor of the assump-
tion that they are false. Hence it makes no sense to me to say that though we
are sure that it is true, it may, in fact, be false.

Like Brandom, Williams is largely sympathetic with Price’s undertaking.
But his sympathy is flavored by a version of the objection to global expressiv-
ism — he is convinced that once we cease to construe the descriptive/non-
descriptive dichotomy as the representational/non-representational one, there
is no reason to deny the local expressivists the significance of this boundary. He
insists that “pragmatists can draw lines more or less where expressivists want to
draw them, for reasons bearing at least some relation to those that expressivists
give” and that “global anti-representativism is compatible with a form of func-
tional pluralism that respects expressivist intuitions” (p. 132).

Williams tries to throw some of his own light on Price’s standpoint,
through an analysis of his version of the use theory of meaning, or “explanation
of meaning in terms of use (EMU)”, as he calls it. He provides a very useful
analysis of such theories. He claims that an EMU generally consists of three
components. The first is “a material-inferential (intra-linguistic) component”.
(In the case of the term true, for example, this component fixes the inference
akin to that from Snow is white to It is true that snow is white etc.; in the case of
the term red it fixes inferences akin to those from This is red to This is not
green or This is colored etc.) The second is “an epistemological component”. (In
the case of true this component merely states that the inferences of the pre-
vious components are “primitively acceptable (a priori)”, that they “are ‘free’
moves in the discursive game”; in the case of red it states that in addition to
the “free” moves of the first component, red has also a “reporting” use based on
the “reliable discriminative reporting disposition” of the user.) The third is
“a functional component”. (In the case of true this component states that truth
“is important exclusively as a generalizing device”, while in the case of red it
states that “tokens of ‘x is red’ ... function as language entry transitions and
thereby play a distinguished role in securing/undermining ‘theoretical’ entitle-
ments”. The point of these differentiations is that while the first two compo-
nents characterize “how a word is used”, the third one articulates “what a word
is used to do, what it is good for” (p. 135).

Williams then goes on to argue that we can draw the same line local expres-
sivists want to draw by means of distinguishing between “minimalist” EMUs and
those EMUs that are not “minimalist”. The “minimalist” EMUs, roughly, are
those that do not involve the language-world relation essentially, where the in-
volvement is “essential” if it is a matter of language entry transitions (like in the
case of red), but not necessarily if it is a matter of language exit transitions.
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Although I find Williams’s approach illuminating, personally I would disag-
ree with some of the details of his Sellarsian approach. Williams states that it is
the first component alone that determines the content of a term; and that the
second component already builds on the content. Thus, in the case of red, the
content of the term would be completely “internal” to language, whereas the
matter that it is correct to state ‘x is red’ in certain circumstances while incor-
rect in others would be a matter of the application of the content to the extra-
linguistic world. (Hence, this dividing line has affinities with the line between
Price’s i-representation and e-representation.) But I do not believe that this is
viable; I think that the content of an empirical word like red must be consti-
tuted both by the intralinguistic inferences (akin to inferences from This is red
to This is not green) and the rules that it is correct to assert 7his is red in cer-
tain (and not other) circumstances. I am convinced that if this interlinkedness
with the world is not built into the content from the very beginning, we are
never able to get it: in particular, no way of applying the ‘narrow’” content of red
to the extralinguistic world is able to yield us the appropriate correctnesses of
the usage of This is red.

But my objection here is orthogonal to what is crucial for the issue of
Price’s global expressivism, so perhaps it is better to leave it for now. What
I find important is how Williams makes explicit the possibility of a non-
representationalist construal of the description/expression gap.

Overall, I think that Price’s book, and Price’s approach in general, is a very
interesting attempt to rethink and extend some basic tenets of pragmatism and
expressivism. My impression is that at some point the extensions breach the
boundary of the viable; however, even if this is true, the discussion about the
limits that it fosters is useful. Pragmatism, in recent decades, has been a very
influential current (and, I think, wholly deservedly) and expressivism has been
developing into an increasingly attractive philosophical option — therefore to
scrutinize the limits of these enterprises is something extremely desirable.
From this viewpoint, Price’s discussion with his opponents (and sympathizers)
is pertinent for everybody interested in these philosophical currents.

Jaroslav Peregrin

jarda@peregrin.cz
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