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ABSTRACT: There are nine antirealist explanations of the success of science in the lit-
erature. [ raise difficulties against all of them except the latest one, and then construct a
pessimistic induction that the latest one will turn out to be problematic because its
eight forerunners turned out to be problematic. This pessimistic induction is on a par
with the traditional pessimistic induction that successful present scientific theories will
be revealed to be false because successful past scientific theories were revealed to be

false.

KEYWORDS: Pessimistic induction — scientific antirealism — success of science.

1. Introduction

Science is successful in explaining and predicting phenomena. Why is
science successful? Putnam’s no-miracles argument (1975) says that science
is successful because successful scientific theories are approximately true
and their key terms refer. For example, the kinetic theory of heat, the germ
theory of diseases, and the special theory of relativity are successful because
they are approximately true and the theoretical entities they postulate exist.
To say that a theory is successful entails that some of their observational
consequences turned out to be true. It would be a miracle, Putnam says, if
successful theories are not even approximately true, and if their key terms
do not refer. Thus, approximate truth and reference generate the best ex-
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4 SEUNGBAE PARK

planation of the success of science. This explanation of the success of sci-
ence is regarded as the best argument for scientific realism (‘realism’ from
now on).

In this paper, realism is defined as the position that a successful scien-
tific theory is (approximately) true, and antirealism as the view that a suc-
cessful scientific theory is empirically adequate. On these definitions, real-
ists believe both what science says about observables and unobservables,
whereas antirealists believe only what science says about observables. For
example, realists believe that molecules are real, and that heat phenomena
occur, whereas antirealists are skeptical that molecules are real, but they be-
lieve that heat phenomena occur.

The no-miracles argument received many criticisms from antirealists.
One of them comes from the history of science that successful past theo-
ries, such as the caloric theory of heat, the humoral theory of medicine, and
the ether theory, turned out to be false, so successful present theories, such
as the kinetic theory of heat, the germ theory of diseases, and the special
theory of relativity, will also turn out to be false as a matter of induction. I
will call chis historical objection the traditional pessimistic induction. The
traditional pessimistic induction reflects the pessimistic inductions con-
structed by following eminent philosophers:

The ephemeral nature of scientific theories takes by surprise the man of
the world. Their brief period of prosperity ended, he sees them aban-
doned one after the other; he sees ruins piled upon ruins; he predicts
that the theories in fashion today will in a short time succumb in their
turn, and he concludes that they are absolutely in vain. (Poincaré
1905/1952, 160)

Most of the past theories of science are already suspected of being false;
there is presumably every reason to anticipate that current theories of
science will suffer a similar fate. (Laudan 1977, 126)

...the following meta-induction becomes overwhelmingly compelling:
Just as no term used in the science of more than fifty (or whatever)
years ago referred, so it will turn out that no term used now (except
maybe observational terms, if there are such) refers. (Putnam 1978, 25)

Thus, the history of scientific inquiry itself offers a straightforward in-
ductive rationale for thinking that there typically are alternatives to our
best theories equally well-confirmed by the evidence, even when we are
unable to conceive of them at the time. (Stanford 2006, 20)
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The slight differences among these pessimistic inductions do not matter
for the purpose of this paper because their main insight is captured by my
simple formulation that since past theories turned out to be false, so will
present theories.

Throughout this paper I operate under the assumption that the tradi-
tional pessimistic induction is correct, exploring its devastating implications
against antirealism. This paper is in stark contrast with other papers in the
literature on the pessimistic induction. What is at stake in this paper is an-
tirealism whereas in other papers it is realism. In the literature, antirealists
run the pessimistic induction against realism. In response, realists criticize
the pessimistic induction. Antirealists in turn defend the pessimistic induc-
tion and criticize the realist responses to it. This paper is intended to turn
the dialectal terrain upside down, running the pessimistic induction against
antirealism. It will become clear at the end of this paper that antirealists
have every reason to fight the pessimistic induction just like realists.

Another line of objections to the no-miracles argument is predicated on
the idea that there can be antirealist explanations not invoking approximate
truth and reference. Those antirealist accounts undermine the realist con-
tention that approximate truth and reference yield the best explanation of
the success of science. I found nine such antirealist suggestions in the lit-
erature. In this paper, I will raise difficulties against all of them except the
latest one (Lyons 2003), and then construct a pessimistic induction against
it. My pessimistic induction against it is on a par with the traditional pes-
simistic induction against successful current scientific theories.

2. Antirealist explanations

2.1. Evolutionary explanation

Van Fraassen (1980) argues that some current scientific theories are suc-
cessful because successful theories survive and unsuccessful ones die out:

...I claim that the success of current scientific theories is no miracle. It
is not even surprising to the scientific (Darwinist) mind. For any scien-
tific theory is born into a life of fierce competition, a jungle red in tooth
and claw. Only the successful theories survive — the ones which in fact
latched on to actual regularities in nature. (van Fraassen 1980, 40)
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The idea seems to be that scientists propose theories about the world.
Some of them pass severe tests, explain a lot of phenomena, and accurately
predict future phenomena. Others do not. Scientists retain the former and
discard the latter. Science is successful because scientists accept successful
theories and reject unsuccessful ones.

How do realists react to van Fraassen’s evolutionary explanation in the
literature? Lipton (1991, 170ff.) and Psillos (1999, 96-97) argue that a full-
fledged evolutionary explanation of the success of science would invoke ap-
proximate truth, just as a full-fledged evolutionary explanation of a pheno-
type invokes a genotype. Darwin’s evolutionary theory was combined with
molecular biology in the second half of the 20t century. As a result, ge-
netic explanations can be given for why we have a certain observable prop-
erty. Just as the evolutionary explanation of an observable property invokes
genes, so should the evolutionary explanation of the success of science in-
voke approximate truth.

Van Fraassen would, however, stick to his original position, arguing
that what is minimally required to explain the success of science is not ap-
proximate truth but the survival and deaths of scientific theories, and that
the principle of economy dictates us to choose the survival and deaths over
approximate truth. Therefore, Lipton’s and Psillos’s response is not a
knockdown argument against van Fraassen’s evolutionary explanation.

My first response to van Fraassen’s evolutionary explanation is to point
out that the successful past theories, such as the caloric theory of heat and
the humoral theory of medicine, are all counterexamples to it. They were
successful, but they all died out. Why did they die out when they were suc-
cessful? It is not clear what the evolutionary answer would be. It appears
that the evolutionary explanation is applicable at best to the success of pre-
sent theories, but not to the success of past theories. In fact, van Fraassen’s
first sentence cited above suggests that he set out to explain only the suc-
cess of current theories.

A more serious problem with the evolutionary explanation is that it ap-
peals to the successful current scientific theory, viz., evolutionary theory.
The traditional pessimistic induction implies that the evolutionary theory
will be disclosed to be false like past theories. An explanation appealing to
such a theory is ipso facto fated to be disclosed to be false. The evolutionary
explanation appears to be true now, but in reality it is false, and it will turn
out to be false.
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2.2. Robust method

Laudan claims that science is successful because scientific theories result
from robust scientific methods:

Science is successful, to the extent it is successful, because scientific
theories result from a winnowing process which is arguably more robust
and more discriminating than other techniques we have found for
checking our empirical conjectures about the physical world. (Laudan
1984, 101)

Scientists use rigorous testing methods, such as double-blind experiments
in which even researchers do not know whether a particular patient belongs
to the control group or the testing group. If scientists do not use such ro-
bust methods, scientific theories would not be successful.

The proffered explanation, however, has no explanatory force. Imagine
that we are puzzled over why an apple falls down as opposed to hanging on
the branch of a tree. An explanation is proposed that an apple falls down
from a tree because Spinoza planted the tree in the past. We would not be
satisfied with such an explanation because Spinoza’s act of planting the tree
is equally responsible for an apple’s hanging on the branch of the tree.
Thus, an event that is responsible for both an explanandum and an event
that is in contrast with the explanandum do not give rise to explanatory
force. Citing such an explanatory factor is not illuminating.

It is granted that the use of the robust method is a prior condition for a
theory to be successful. But it is also a prior condition for a theory to be
unsuccessful. Suppose that scientists use a robust method in an experiment,
and that a theory fails the test. In such a case, the use of the robust method
is a prior condition that contributed to the failure of the theory. After all,
unless scientists had used the robust method, the theory would not have
failed the test. Hence, using a robust method is equally responsible for a
theory’s being unsuccessful. Thus, citing such a factor is not illuminating
to those who wonder why a theory is successful as opposed to being unsuc-
cessful. When realists ask why some scientific theories are successful, they
want to know what properties successful theories have in common that un-
successful theories do not have.

Laudan might retort that successful theories are the ones that scientists
accept, and that unsuccessful theories are the ones that scientists reject
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through using robust experimental methods, so some scientific theories are
successful because scientists accept them. In my view, however, this expla-
nation involves explaining an event in terms of another event posterior to
it. After all, scientists accept a scientific theory by first observing that it
makes true predictions and explains puzzling phenomena. It is wrong to
explain an event in terms of another event posterior to it. Therefore, it is
wrong to say that some scientific theories are successful because scientists
accept them. We should rather say that scientists accept some theories be-
cause they are successful.

2.3. Empirical adequacy

Musgrave and Ladyman suggest that antirealists could explain the suc-
cess of a theory in terms of its empirical adequacy:

Theory T is empirically adequate.

Theory T yielded several novel predictions.

Therefore, T’s novel predictions were true. (Musgrave 1988, 242)

So, for example, the antirealist may claim that the empirical adequacy of
a theory explains its success and that is that. (Ladyman 1999, 186)

Put differently, a theory is successful because it is empirically adequate.
This suggestion is similar to the suggestion that “some crows are black be-
cause all crows are” (Musgrave 1988, 242). After all, a theory is empirically
adequate when all of its observational consequences are true, and to say
that a theory is successful implies that some of its observational conse-
quences are true.

Leplin (1997, 23) objects that empirical adequacy is a poor explanatory
property for success because generalizations “do not explain their in-
stances”. It is a vacuous explanation that some crows are black because all
crows are black. Leplin also claims that empirical adequacy itself is what
needs to be explained:

However, as an explanation either of what is observed or of how a the-
ory manages to predict what is observed, empirical adequacy is an at-
tribute that itself cries out for explanation. (Leplin 1997, 23)

Ladyman replies that Leplin’s claim “needs to be argued rather than merely
stated...” (Ladyman 1999, 186). In other words, antirealists might deny that
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empirical adequacy cries out for an explanation, so Leplin needs to offer an
argument to persuade antirealists of the need to explain empirical adequacy.

Kukla (1996, 303-305) makes a similar critical point, arguing that it is
hard to justify stopping not at empirical adequacy but at approximate truth
in the chain of demand for explanation. Success can be explained by em-
pirical adequacy, and empirical adequacy can be explained by approximate
truth. For antirealists, the demand for an explanation should stop at em-
pirical adequacy, whereas for realists, it should stop at approximate truth.
Antirealists challenge realists to justify the realist position that the demand
for an explanation should stop at approximate truth. Therefore, Leplin’s
response to the antirealist explanation is not a serious strike against it.

My response to the antirealist proposal is to conjure up the traditional
pessimistic induction. As Park (2001) and Lange (2002) point out, if the
pessimistic induction is correct, both successful past and present scientific
theories are empirically inadequate:

The successful past theories turned out to be empirically inadequate. So
successful current theories will turn out to be empirically inadequate as
well. (Park 2001, 78)

Most of these theories eventually turned out not to be empirically ade-
quate. Therefore, we should believe that probably, most of the theories
we currently accept are not empirically adequate either. (Lange 2002,

282)

Successful past and present theories are all counterexamples to the sugges-
tion that a theory is successful because it is empirically adequate. Conse-
quently, empirical adequacy can explain neither the success of the past
theories nor the success of the present theories.

2.4. As-if-true

Fine (1986) argues that an antirealist could explain the success of sci-
ence in terms of the notion of as-if-true. The idea is that a scientific theory
is successful because the world operates as if it were true, i.e., because the
observable phenomena are as if the theory were true. The proposal is dis-
tinctively antirealistic because one need not believe that a theory invoked is
true in order to explain its success. The as-if-true explanation is neutral as
to whether the theory is true or false because the world may operate at the
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observational level as if it were true when in fact it is false. What is the ex-
planation committed to, if not to the truth of the theory? Musgrave thinks
that it is committed to the empirical adequacy of the theory:

For the explanation to go through it must assert at least that the world
is observationally as if T were true. If it asserts no more than this, then
it is just a fancy way of saying that 7" is observationally or empirically
adequate. (Musgrave 1988, 243)

In other words, there is only a verbal difference between the appeal to as-if-
true and the appeal to empirical adequacy. Stanford concurs with Musgrave,
saying that it is not clear that the appeal to as-if-true “is really any more
than verbally distinct from the constructive empiricist’s appeal to empirical
adequacy” (Stanford 2000, 268).

How do realists react to the antirealist proposal in the literature? Leplin
argues that the explanans, as-if-true, cries out for an explanation, and that
truth would explain it:

Why does everything happen as if the theory is true? The theory’s truth
would explain this, so it would seem a legitimate query. (Leplin 1997, 25)

Stanford agrees with Leplin, saying that the operation of the world as if the
theory were true “does indeed both cry out for some further explanation
and invite the truth of the theory” (Stanford 2000, 269).

Both Leplin and Stanford might be right that the truth of a theory ex-
plains why the world operates as if the theory were true. Antirealists, how-
ever, would insist that no reason is given for stopping at truth in the chain
of demand for an explanation. They would stop at the as-if-true explana-
tion, requesting that realists justify the need to explain the explanans of the
as-if-true explanation. Therefore, Leplin and Stanford’s response does not
amount to a refutation of the as-if-true explanation.

My response to the as-if-true explanation is to advance the traditional
pessimistic induction against it. The pessimistic induction asserts that suc-
cessful past and present theories are all empirically inadequate. To say that
a successful theory is empirically inadequate means that not all observable
phenomena are as if it were true. Hence, it is wrong to say that “the expla-
nation of the success of a theory consists in the operation of observable
phenomena as if the theory were true” (Park 2001, 87).
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2.5. Usefulness

Fine (1991) argues that antirealists could explain the success of science
in terms of instrumental reliability. A scientific theory is successful because
it is instrumentally reliable. He claims that a theory is instrumentally reli-
able just in case it is useful:

Hence being reliable amounts to no more than being useful for getting
things to work (or work out). (Fine 1991, 95)

In a nutshell, a scientific theory is successful because it is useful. Fine
(1991, 82) also claims that the instrumental explanation is better than the
realist explanation because instrumental reliability is what is minimally re-
quired to explain the success of science. To put differently, the principle of
economy favors instrumental reliability over approximate truth as an ex-
planatory property for success.

What do realists say about Fine’s proposal in the literature? Psillos argues
that approximate truth is what enables a theory to be instrumentally reliable:
“...the property of being approximately true would ground the power of sci-
entific theories to be instrumentally reliable” (Psillos 1999, 93). Since ap-
proximate truth grounds instrumental reliability, we can explain instrumental
reliability in terms of approximate truth. In other words, we can say that a
theory is instrumentally reliable because it is approximately true.

In my view, to explain success in terms of instrumental reliability or use-
fulness is to put the cart in front of the horse, i.e., the explanans and the ex-
planandum should switch their places. Suppose, for instance, that an astro-
nomical theory makes true predictions, thereby helping us to cope with fu-
ture natural disasters. Obviously, the theory is useful. Notice that the theory
gets to be useful by means of being successful. After all, it helps us to cope
with future catastrophes by means of making true predictions. Thus, success
is what grounds usefulness. It follows that usefulness should be explained in
terms of success, not the other way around. In other words, instead of saying
that a theory is successful because it is useful, we should rather say that a
theory is useful because it is successful. Fine’s proposal has a conceptual flaw.

2.6. Narrative explanation

Brown (1994) proposes an explanation of the success of science which
he takes to be an alternative to Putnam’s realist explanation. The style of
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the explanation, he argues, is narrative. On the narrative style, an explanan-
dum is explained by a story which depicts a series of past events leading to
the explanandum. Brown’s example of narrative explanation is an evolution-
ary explanation of a biological property of current organisms. In an evolution-
ary explanation, a biological property is explained by a story of what hap-
pened in the past. What is crucial on the narrative style of explanation is that
an explainer does not have to be confident of the truth of the narrative:

Is this meant by the evolutionist to be true? Not with any degree of
confidence. It is only meant to be an evolutionary possibility, one of the
many courses (within the Darwinian framework) that nature might have
taken. (Brown 1994, 21)

We can explain a biological property in terms of an evolutionary narrative,
even if we are not confident at all that the evolutionary narrative is true.
Likewise, we can explain the success of theories in terms of their (approxi-
mate) truth, although “we cannot count on the (approximate) truth of the
theories at all” (Brown 1994, 25). So “the realist has an explanation of the
success of science: truth is the explanation and the style of the explanation
is narrative” (Brown 1994, 23). Brown takes the narrative explanation of the
success of science to be realistic on the grounds that truth is invoked.

It seems, however, that Brown’s explanation of the success of science is
not realistic but antirealistic. After all, what is crucial on Brown’s account is
that the explainer does not have to be committed to the truth of the ex-
planans. If so, how can his account be realistic? The fundamental difference
between realism and antirealism is that realism is committed to theoretical
truths, and antirealism only to observational truths (cf. Psillos 1999, xx). It
follows that Brown’s proposal is distinctively antirealistic.

In my view, Brown’s proposal involves Moore’s Paradox. Moore (1993,
207-212) observes that a paradox arises when we utter a sentence of the
form: p, but I do not believe that p. For example, Moore’s Paradox arises
when you say, “Only the fittest tend to survive, but I don’t believe that only
the fittest tend to survive.” If you do not believe that only the fittest tend
to survive, how can you say, “Only the fittest tend to survive”? When you
say, “Only the fittest tend to survive,” you are expressing your belief that
only the fittest tend to survive. Thus, if you say afterwards, “But I don’t
believe that only the fittest tend to survive,” you are contradicting yourself,
i.e., you are negating what you just affirmed.
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Moore’s observation of the speech act goes hand in hand with the gen-
eral practice of scholarly journals. Scholarly journals have stylistic guidelines
for their prospective authors. One of them holds that authors should re-
frain from using the expression ‘T believe.” Authors should say, for example,
“Only the fittest tend to survive” instead of “I believe that only the fittest
tend to survive.” The rationale behind this stylistic guideline is that if au-
thors state “Only the fittest tend to survive,” readers assume that the au-
thors believe that only the fittest tend to survive, so it is superfluous to add
T believe.” To sum up, the utterance of p involves the belief that p.

Similarly, when we say “A theory is successful because it is true,” we are
expressing our belief that the successful theory is true. We are contradict-
ing ourselves, if we say afterwards, “But I don’t believe the successful theory
is true.” To generalize, when we explain an explanandum in terms of an
explanans, we are expressing the belief that the explanans is true. If we do
not believe that the explanans is true, we cannot use the explanans to ex-
plain the explanandum. Therefore, we ought to be committed to truth, if
we invoke it to explain success, pace Brown.

2.7. Approximate empirical adequacy

Kukla (1996) introduces an interesting antirealist notion: approximate
empirical adequacy. What does it mean to say that a theory is approxi-
mately empirically adequate? It can be defined as follows:

I provisionally define “T is (approximately) empirically adequate” as “T
is (approximately) empirically equivalent to a true theory.” (Kukla 1996,
300)

I propose that a theory is approximately empirically adequate just in
case most of its observational consequences are true. (Park 2009, 117
footnote)

Antirealists could suggest that a scientific theory is successful because it is
approximately empirically adequate. The suggestion is compatible with the
traditional pessimistic induction. Thus, approximate empirical adequacy
seems to be the right semantic property for antirealists.

In my view, however, the antirealist explanation is vacuous. To say that
a theory is successful because it is approximately empirically adequate would
be like saying that some crows are black because most crows are black.
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What is wrong with such explanations? Imagine that in the world there are
five crows: ci, ¢, ¢3, ¢4, and cs. All of them are black except the last one,
cs, which is white. Consider the following exchange between a realist and
an antirealist:

Realist: Why are some crows black? Why are, say ¢; and c;, black?

Antirealist: They are black because most crows are black, i.e., because
c1, €2, €3, and ¢4 are black.

Realist: Why are c3 and ¢4 black?

Antirealist: They are black because most crows are black, i.e., because
c1, €2, €3, and ¢4 are black.

In a nutshell, the antirealist claims that ¢; and ¢, are black because c3 and
¢4 are black, and that c3 and ¢4 are black because c; and ¢, are black. Such
explanations are circular, casting no light on why ¢; and ¢, are black, or
why c3 and ¢4 are black.

Analogously, the problem of circularity arises when antirealists say that
a theory is successful because it is approximately empirically adequate. Sup-
pose that a theory has five observational consequences: o1, 0z, 03, 04, and
os. All the observational consequences except the last one, os, are true, so
the theory is approximately empirically adequate. Imagine the following
dialogue between a realist and an antirealist:

Realist: Why is the theory successful? Why are, say o and oy, true?

Antirealist: They are true because most of the observational conse-
quences are true, i.e., because o1, 02, 03, and o4 are true.

Realist: Why are o3 and o4 true?

Antirealist: They are true because o1, 0z, 03, and oy4 are true.

In effect, the antirealist claims that o; and o, are true because o3 and o4 are
true, and that o3 and o4 are black because oy and o, are true. Such explana-
tions are circular. T'o sum up, it sounds acceptable that a theory is success-
ful because it is approximately empirically adequate. On close examination,
however, it is not.

2.8. Predictive similarity

Stanford contends that a scientific theory is successful because its pre-
dictions are similar to those of its corresponding true theory. For example,
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the Ptolemaic theory was successful because its predictions were similar to
those of the Copernican theory:

...the success of a given false theory in a particular domain is explained by the
fact that its predictions are (sufficiently) close to those made by the true theo-
retical account of the relevant domain. (Stanford 2000, 275)

Stanford’s proposal is antirealistic because we do not need to believe the
content of a true theory in order to explain the success of its corresponding
false theory. He emphasizes this point as follows:

Notice that the actual content of the Copernican hypothesis plays no role
whatsoever in the explanation we get of the success of the Ptolemaic sys-
tem: what matters is simply that there is some true theoretical account
of the domain in question and that the predictions of the Ptolemaic
system are sufficiently close to the predictions made by that true theo-
retical account. (Stanford 2000, 274)

Thus, an antirealist can explain the success of science without believing
that any current scientific theory is true.

I criticized Stanford’s proposal in detail elsewhere (2003). My key objec-
tion was as follows: Imagine that a tennis ball is in front of you. Why is the
tennis ball spherical? One proposes that the tennis ball is spherical because it
is similar to a baseball with respect to shape. You would think that the ex-
planation is unacceptable. Why is it unacceptable? It is unacceptable because
the tennis ball’s property of being spherical is what grounds the similarity be-
tween the tennis ball and the baseball. The tennis ball is similar to the base-
ball with respect to shape because the tennis ball is spherical, not the other
way around. Thus, if X grounds Y, Y should be explained in terms of X, not
the other way around. We can apply this principle to Stanford’s proposal.

We need to determine whether predictive similarity grounds success or
success grounds predictive similarity. What makes a given theory predic-
tively similar to its true theory is that the given theory is approximately
empirically adequate, i.e., most of its observational consequences are true. If
most of its observational consequences are false, it would not be predic-
tively similar to the true theory at all. If all of its observational conse-
quences are true, it would be predictively identical with, rather than similar
to, the true theory. Thus, the truths of the most of the observational con-
sequences are what ground the predictive similarity.
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To say that a theory is successful entails that some of its observational
consequences are true. It follows that success partially grounds predictive
similarity, and hence to say that a theory is successful because it is pre-
dictively similar to its true theory is analogous to saying that a tennis
ball is spherical because it is similar to a baseball with respect to shape.
It is for this reason that I concluded that it is conceptually problematic
“to explain success in terms of observational similarity” (Park 2003, 167-
168).

2.9. Almost as-if-true

Let me move on to the latest antirealist explanation of success. Lyons
(2003) contends that a theory is successful because its theoretical mecha-
nisms would generate almost the same phenomena as actual mechanisms:

The mechanisms postulated by the theory and its auxiliaries would, if
actual, bring about all relevant phenomena thus far observed and some
yet to be observed at time t; and these phenomena are brought about by
actual mechanisms in the world. (Liyons 2003, 900)

In simple terms, a theory is successful because the world operates almost as
if the theory were true. Lyons’s account does not say that all of the obser-
vational consequences of a theory are true. It rather says that some of them
are false. Therefore, it is compatible with the pessimistic induction that
past and present theories are all empirically inadequate. Should we accept
Lyons’s proposal?

3. Pessimistic induction

It appears that Lyons’s proposal does not have problems, but in reality it
has, and they will be exposed in the future. Its eight forerunners were dis-
closed to be problematic, so it will also be unveiled to be problematic. We
do not even have to know exactly what Lyons’s explanation says. All we
need to know is the historical fact that its antecedents were disclosed to be
problematic. This pessimistic induction against Lyons’s proposal mirrors
the traditional pessimistic induction against current scientific theories that
they appear to be true now, but in reality they are false, and they will turn
out to be false in the future. We do not have to know about the content of
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a current scientific theory and the experimental evidence for it. All we need
to know is the historical fact that its antecedents were revealed to be false.

Antirealists may argue that philosophical theories do not fall prey to a
pessimistic induction while scientific theories do, bringing up differences
between philosophical and scientific theories. The differences are that phi-
losophical theories are about science whereas scientific theories are about
the world, and hence philosophical theories are indirectly connected with
observations, whereas scientific theories are directly connected with obser-
vations. It follows that philosophical theories are immune to a pessimistic
induction, but scientific theories are not.

In my view, driving a wedge between philosophical and scientific theo-
ries does not necessarily help philosophical theories. After all, philosophical
theories might be more vulnerable to a pessimistic induction than scientific
theories simply because philosophical theories are indirectly connected with
observations while scientific theories are directly connected with observa-
tions. After all, the history of science tells us that observational data are
relatively stable while scientific theories are unstable. Thus, the tenuous
connection of philosophical theories with observations might be detrimen-
tal rather than helpful to philosophical theories.

Besides, we have reason for thinking that Lyons’s proposal is more sus-
ceptible to a pessimistic induction than a current scientific theory, e.g., the
kinetic theory of heat. Lyons’s proposal has eight problematic predecessors
whereas the kinetic theory of heat has only one false forerunner, viz., the
caloric theory of heat. Eight instances constitute a more powerful inductive
rationale than one instance. Antirealist philosophical theories of the success
of science come and go more frequently than scientific theories of heat do,
which shows that the philosophical theories are epistemically more unsta-
ble than the scientific theories.

Antirealists may reply that all the successful past scientific theories
jointly constitute the inductive basis against the kinetic theory of heat, so
the Ptolemaic theory, the humoral theory of medicine, the ether theory,
and so on form the inductive basis against the kinetic theory of heat. In
contrast, only the eight antirealist explanations constitute the inductive ba-
sis against Lyons’s explanation. The sample size against the kinetic theory
of heat is much larger than the sample size against Lyons’s account. There-
fore, the traditional pessimistic induction against the kinetic theory of heat
is much stronger than my pessimistic induction against Lyons’s proposal.
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My reply is that if antirealists include in their sample all the past scien-
tific theories that are not related to heat phenomena with the view to re-
futing the kinetic theory of heat, I do not see why it is wrong to include in
my sample all the past philosophical theories, such as Plato’s theory of
Forms and Descartes’s substance dualism, that are not related to the suc-
cess of science with the view to refuting Lyons’s explanation of the success
of science. All those old philosophical theories jointly poison Lyons’s ac-
count, just as all the old scientific theories jointly poison the kinetic theory
of heat. Consequentially, Lyons’s theory is epistemically no better off than
the kinetic theory of heat.

Furthermore, both philosophical and scientific theories are the prod-
ucts of the same kind of rule of inference, viz., inference to the best ex-
planation. Van Fraassen, for instance, explicitly claims that both scientists
and philosophers use inference to the best explanation to arrive at their
theories:

The inference from the phenomena that puzzle us, to their best expla-
nation, appears to have our instinctive assent. We see putative examples
of it, in science and philosophy no less than in ordinary life and in lit-
erature. (van Fraassen 1989, 131)

In a similar vein, Laudan claims that there is no methodological difference
between science and philosophy in that both philosophical and scientific
theories are subject to empirical tests:

A growing number of philosophers (including Boyd, Newton-Smith,
Shimony, Putnam, Friedman and Niiniluoto) have argued that the the-
ses of epistemic realism are open to empirical test. The suggestion that
epistemological doctrines have much the same empirical status as the
sciences is a welcome one. (Laudan 1981, 19)

Given that theories, philosophical or scientific, are products of the same
method, viz., inference to the best explanation, it is wrong to say that a
pessimistic induction refutes scientific theories, but not antirealists’ phi-
losophical theories.

Antirealists might run a reductio ad absurdum against my pessimistic in-
duction. If my pessimistic induction is correct, there would be no need to
come up with a new antirealist explanation because it will turn out to be
problematic. One may generalize that there would be no need to come up
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with a new idea in any area of human endeavor because the new idea, what-
ever it might be, will be disclosed to be problematic. This logical conse-
quence of my pessimistic induction is absurd. Therefore, my pessimistic
induction is absurd.

My response to the foregoing objection is to argue that my pessimistic
induction has different consequences on antirealism and realism. Antireal-
ists would someday arrive at an unproblematic antirealist explanation, if
past antirealist explanations have been improving upon their predecessors,
and if future antirealist explanations also improve upon their forerunners. It
is not clear, however, that there has been any improvement from van Fraas-
sen’s explanation (1980) to Stanford’s explanation (2000). After all, it is
neither the case that the scope of the past antirealist explanations has been
increasingly widening, nor the case that the problems with the past anti-
realist explanations have been increasingly less serious. In the absence of
such improvements, we have an inductive rationale for thinking that a fu-
ture antirealist explanation will be no better than its antecedents.

In contrast, scientific theories have been improving upon their forerun-
ners. As Devitt (2011, 292) and I (2011, 80) pointed out, present theories
are more successful than past theories. For example, the germ theory of
diseases has a broader scope than the humoral theory of medicine, and the
kinetic theory of heat explains more phenomena than the caloric theory of
heat. T'wo pieces of cold metal become hot, when rubbed at a high speed.
This heat phenomenon can be explained by the kinetic theory of heat, but
not by the caloric theory of heat (Hung 1997, 83). Therefore, there is a
need for scientists to come up with new scientific theories.

4. Conclusion

After criticizing eight antirealist explanations of the success of science, I
constructed a pessimistic induction that the latest antirealist explanation,
Lyons’s proposal, will turn out to be problematic because its eight antece-
dents turned out to be problematic. My pessimistic induction against Ly-
ons’s proposal is on the same boat as the traditional pessimistic induction
against successful present scientific theories that they will be revealed to be
false because successful past scientific theories were revealed to be false.
The two inductions rise or fall together. There is no reason for thinking
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that philosophical theories are resistant to a pessimistic induction while sci-
entific theories are vulnerable to it.

An interesting consequence follows from the equal status of the two
pessimistic inductions. All the criticisms that the readers of this paper will
raise against my pessimistic induction will equally apply to the traditional
pessimistic induction. For example, antirealists may argue that unlike the
past antirealist explanations, Lyons’s explanation is unproblematic, and it
will not turn out to be problematic. This antirealist position presupposes
that the future will differ from the past, whereas my pessimistic induction
presupposes that the future will resemble the past. On the new antirealist
account, the presupposition of my pessimistic induction is false.

My reply to this possible antirealist position is to point out that the tra-
ditional pessimistic induction also presupposes that the future will resemble
the past, and that the presupposition of the traditional pessimistic induc-
tion is also false, so unlike successful past scientific theories, successful pre-
sent scientific theories are true, and they will not be disclosed to be false. In
any event, it falls outside the range of this paper to take issue with the tra-
ditional pessimistic induction. This paper has the modest aim of showing
that the pessimistic induction has devastating consequences on antireal-

1
sm.
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ABSTRACT: So-called quantificational accounts explicate logical consequence or validity
as truth-preservation in all cases, cases being construed as admissible substitutional vari-
ants or as admissible interpretations with respect to non-logical terms. In the present
study, which is the first from three successive studies devoted to quantification ac-
counts, I focus on the beginning of systematic theorizing of consequence in Aristotle‘s
work, which contains the rudiments of both modal and formal accounts of consequence.
I argue, inter alia, that there is no evidence for the claim that Aristotle propounded a
quantificational account, and that for a full-fledged quantificational approach in a mod-
ern style we need to turn to Bolzano’s substitutional approach, whose motivation, struc-
ture and problems are explained in the second part of this study.
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1. Introduction

Semantic approaches to consequence typically emphasize truth-
preservation, at least as a minimal requirement. An influential semantic
tradition, with a long history attached to it, is premised on the idea that a
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consequence relation of special concern for logic requires more than mini-
mal truth-preservation: i.e. that it does not happen, as a matter of fact, that
the premises Ps all hold and the conclusion C does not hold. Rather, what
is required is that C be true whenever, that is, in all cases in which Ps are
jointly true. Within this tradition, furthermore, consequence of special
concern for logic is a formal matter in at least the following sense: if C fol-
lows from Ps, any equiform argument Ps*/C* is such that C* follows from
Ps*. Accordingly, cases are construed either as admissible substitutions for
all non-logical elements occurring in P¢/C or as admissible semantic inter-
pretations (valuations) of such elements. This, then, presupposes a division
of elements making up arguments into the distinguished logical terms
(those not subject to substitution or reinterpretation) and the non-logical
terms (those subject to such variations).

On the face of them, both substitutional and interpretational variations
on this basic “quantificational” theme highlight the formal aspect of logical
consequence at the expense of the modal/epistemic aspect — viz. necessita-
tion or guarantee of a sort — that often resurfaces in informal glosses on
consequence.2 Their proponents have usually deemed this a praiseworthy
virtue, whereas the critics lamented that this reductionist manoeuvre pre-
vents them from capturing the very essence of consequence. The contro-
versy over quantificational approaches, their pros and cons, is very much
alive these days, and I think it deserves careful philosophical scrutiny. In
three successive studies, starting with the present one, I set out to recon-
struct the milestones in the quantificational tradition, examining in a sys-
tematic manner seminal contributions of Aristotle, Bolzano, Russell, Tar-
ski, Carnap, Quine and the standard model-theoretic approach dominant
today. Having discussed their merits and demerits vis-a-vis a battery of ob-
jections, I shall eventually argue (a) that quantificational accounts ulti-
mately depend for their plausibility on their account (if any) of logico-
semantic structure; and (b) that, in this respect, the model-theoretic ac-

They are called quantificational, because they explicate properties and relations such
as logical truth and consequence in terms of truth of a certain universal generalization
over appropriately construed cases. As far as I know, the label “quantificational ac-
counts” was first coined by Etchemendy (1990, 98), who formulated what is perhaps the
most influential criticism of them. I shall deal with his objections in detail in the second

and third study.
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count is the most promising of them — not least because it offers formally
rigorous explications of logical relations and properties, based on a princi-
pled account of semantic contributions of distinguished logical expressions,
that make room for fruitful theoretical comparisons between the semantic
and the deductive side of logic.

That, in a nutshell, is my overall agenda. In the present study, I start
my investigations of the “quantificational tradition” by focusing on the
very beginning of systematic theorizing of consequence in Aristotle’s
path-breaking work, which arguably contains the rudiments of both mo-
dal and formal accounts of consequence. It is pointed out, though, that
we lack evidence that Aristotle embraced a quantificational version of the
formal account. The situation, I submit, did not dramatically change with
the Stoics, though anticipations of the quantificational theme can be
found in the writings of ancient commentators and medieval logicians
who distinguished formal from material consequences. Nevertheless, for a
full-fledged quantificational approach we need to turn to Bolzano’s sub-
stitutional account, whose rationale, structure and problems I explain in
the second part. This marks a true beginning of the story I want to tell,
as virtually all the central issues concerning the nature and adequacy of
quantificational approaches — to be addressed in the second and third
study — can be motivated with reference to Bolzano’s approach.

2. Validity and consequence: modality and form

To trace back the characteristic elements of quantificational approaches,
we are well advised to start right with Aristotle’s pioneering contributions.
In the classic passage from the Prior Analytics he explains deduction (sullo-
gismos) as a valid (conclusive) argument of a sort, in which holding of
premises is a sufficient guarantee of the truth of the conclusion:

Aristotle’s account of validity (AAV):

[...] deduction is a speech in which, some things having been supposed,
something other than what has been supposed results of necessity from
their being so. I mean by ‘from their being so’ resulting through them,
and by ‘resulting through them,” needing no term from outside for the
necessity to arise. (Aristotle 1964, 24b18-22).
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Now the phrase “results of necessity from their being so” may be taken to
indicate that AAV-valid are all those arguments in which the premises ne-
cessitate (so guarantee) the conclusion. Thus broadly interpreted, AAV
would seem to coincide with the following account commonly mentioned

with approval by philosophers and logicians:

Modal account of validity (MAV): argument is valid iff it is impossible that
all its premises are true and (at the same time) its conclusion is false.

The truth, however, is more complex than that, as many have noted.
For MAV subsumes circular arguments (including trivialities of the form p;
therefore p), one-premise arguments, as well as arguments whose premises
might have no connection to conclusions (allowing ex falso/contradictione
sequitur quodlibet as well as verum ex qoudlibet sequitur).” AAV-valid argu-
ments, on the contrary, are non-circular and multi-premised. Also their
premises have to be sort of relevant to their conclusions in that the latter
must result through the former, that is, in virtue of the premises holding
(ruling out both ex falso/contradictione sequitur quodlibet and verum ex qoud-
libet xequitur).4

At any event, what is conspicuous by its absence from the explicit dic-
tum of AAV — given that Aristotle is the founder of logic as a science of
formally-logically valid reasoning — is some indication that necessary truth-
preservation is connected to (even grounded in or guaranteed by) forms
displayed by valid arguments. Whether implicitly intended by Aristotle or
not, some such restriction of AVV is called for to distinguish those argu-
ments whose validity is a specifically logical matter.

Maybe, then, we are well advised to read in between the lines, because
in Aristotle’s theory of narrowly syllogistic deductions the formal aspect
plays a rather prominent role.” In delimiting the classes of such valid argu-

Aristotle conceived of valid reasoning as a tool for potentially acquiring new know-
ledge (or at least a probable opinion), provided that one has knowledge of (rea-
sons/evidence/grounds of a sort for) premises. Clearly, circular arguments are cognitively
impotent in this respect, being question-begging.

4 Cf. Smith (1994), Corcoran (2008), Woods — Irvine (2004).

Narrowly syllogistic are of course arguments with two premises and one conclusion,
each component belonging to exactly one of the four notorious categorical kinds: Every
Xis Y5 Some X is Y5 No X is Y3 Not every X is Y.
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ments — viz. syllogisms — Aristotle made a systematic use of schemata with
the following property: no particular argument that is an instance of such a
schema has false conclusion when its premises are all true. The fact that argu-
ments instantiating such schemata (necessarily) preserve truth is transpar-
ently displayed in their forms, as represented by schemata — all topic-
specific elements with no bearing on truth-preservation (the “matter” of
argument) being treated schematically.

That said, there is no conclusive evidence for the claim that Aristotle
was ready to get rid of the modal element by defining argument to be valid
if it is an instance of a valid schema, while explaining valid schema in the
following reductionist (non-modal) manner:

Argument-schema is valid iff no admissible substitution-instance of it —
obtained via uniform substitutions of all schematic letters (in all their
occurrences) by descriptive elements of fitting types — has true premises
and false conclusion.

So understood, valid schema is exceptionless, that is, without counter-
examples. We shall have an occasion to see that this is a strategic manoeu-
vre par excellence of several quantificational accounts of validity and related
logical traits. In fact, some prominent commentators took Aristotle to have
approved of this manoeuvre. Thus, in his pioneering study of Aristotle’s
logic, Lukasiewicz contends that “The Aristotelian sign of necessity repre-
sents the universal quantifier...” (Lukasiewicz 1957, 11).6 Nevertheless, the
evidence adduced by him for this claim is less than conclusive. For all we
know, Aristotle seemed to think that truth-preservation characteristic of
valid arguments involves necessitation as an essential-irreducible aspect, the
task of logic being to show that and how this necessitation is connected to
the forms which valid arguments share with equiform arguments.

In this respect, the situation did not dramatically change with the Stoics
who, following Chrysippus, distinguished syllogistically valid arguments

¢ Cf. Bolzano (1972, § 155; 219-220). According to Lukasiewicz, Aristotle subscribed

to this quantificational approach in the following version (here applied to Barbara-style
consequence): For all X, Y, Z, if X belongs to all Y, and Y belongs to all Z, then X belongs
all to Z. Lukasiewicz claims that Aristotle did not formulate syllogisms as inferences at
all but as material implications (Lukasiewicz 1957, 2), which fact apparently fits his own
interpretation.
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(syllogistikoi logoi) as a proper subclass of the broader class of valid argu-
ments (perantikoi logoi) explained as follows (cf. Sextus Empiricus PH 1I
113, 137, 138; Diogenes Laertius VII 77-78):

The Stoic account of validity (SAV): Py...P,; therefore C is a valid argu-
ment iff its corresponding conditional proposition (assertible) If P; &
... &P, Cis true.

This account also involves an essential modal ingredient, as the truth-
condition of the conditional was explained as consisting in conflict — incom-
patibility, hence impossibility of a sort — between the antecedent and the ne-
gation of the consequent.7 Somewhat in Aristotle’s style, syllogistically
valid arguments, as a subclass of SAV-valid arguments, divided into “unde-
monstrable” (evident) and those reducible to them. A significant difference,
though, was that undemonstrable syllogisms were of exclusively proposi-
tional type, all other syllogisms reducing to them by means of four specific
inference rules (called themata). Importantly, when it came to delimit five
classes of undemonstrable syllogisms, the Stoics had recourse to so-called
modes representing their forms (basically, schemata with ordinal numbers
standing in for whole propositions; modus ponens being one of them: if the
1%, the 2'% but the 1% therefore the 2% This classificatory function of
modes makes it plausible to suppose that the Stoics were well aware of the

7 The rationale for requiring such a relationship probably was that the Philonian

truth-condition (excluding only the case of the antecedent being true and the conse-
quent untrue) and the Diodorean truth-condition (it never happens that the antecedent
is true and the consequent untrue) were deemed too weak, as both could be satisfied al-
so when C has nothing to do with P; & ... & P, (when there is no connection between
the premises and the conclusion of the original argument). Cf. Gould (1974, 157-162).
But the Stoic conception of possibility (or impossibility) is oriented on what is physical-
ly (naturally) possible (impossible). And the emphasis on a “connection” between the
premises (antecedent) and the conclusion (consequent) suggests a criterion of relevance
that goes beyond mere impossibility of the former being true and the latter untrue

(which could be the case with inconsistent premises or with a necessary conclusion).

8 Note that their preferred style of delimiting five classes of indemonstrable argu-

ments proceeded not via modes but rather via metalinguistic descriptions of the sort: a
first indemonstrable is an argument composed of a conditional and its antecedent as premises,
bhaving the consequent of the conditional as conclusion. Latter Stoics distinguished up to
seven types of indemonstrable arguments. Cf. Bobzien (1999, 127).
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fact that all equiform syllogisms are valid.” Still, it is not clear that this
should be read as a sign that they deemed them valid in virtue of form. In-
deed, there is little evidence that the Stoics understood the relation of
something following from other thing(s) as formally-based rather than onto-
logically-based (cf. Frede 1987, 103). As Michael Frede suggests, the pre-
vailing intuition among the ancients seemed to be that it is an ontological
relation between states of affairs — often insufficiently distinguished from
the relation of the antecedent to the consequent of a true conditional. If so,
the relation owes nothing to argument-forms — albeit it can be represented
in arguments of certain forms (cf. Frede 1987, 103-104). Also, their assimi-
lation of the consequence relation to the conditional is rather unhappy and
makes for further troubles having to do with the vagueness of the very cri-
terion of conflict, which does nothing to distinguish specifically formal
from conceptual or empirical incompatibility.

Summing up, Aristotle and the Stoics realized that certain valid argu-
ments are distinguished by the fact that they can be grouped together by
means of schemata such that all particular instances of them are valid. But
we lack support for the claim that forms, as represented by schemata, were
understood as grounding validity of such arguments (and that the modal
ingredient was to be reductively explained (away) in terms of the schemas’
holding in all terms/cases/instances — or something of the sort).

3. Consequence and validity: analytical and logical

In the subsequent tradition it has become common to distinguish the
narrower notion of formal validity from the broader notion of material or
analytical validity. The latter is, roughly, necessary truth-preservation, but
not in virtue of argument-form alone. On this view, all logically valid ar-
guments are analytically valid, but not vice versa. The labels “material” and
“analytical” have often been used in a similar way in the tradition with re-
gard to “consequence” or “validity”. The latter became more frequent only
after Kant and Bolzano, while the former was common in the medieval tra-

Cf. Bobzien (1999, 130). She, though, seems to think that there is some basis for

claiming that the Stoics thought that formally valid syllogisms are valid in virtue of
their forms, the forms grounding their validity.
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dition influenced by Aristotle. In the medieval tradition, specifically in the
14th century Paris school led by John Buridan, formal consequence was
said to hold in all terms, that is, irrespective of how terms (forming the
“matter”) are varied;'’ whereas material consequence was said to hold in
virtue of its specific “matter” (so not in all terms):

A formal consequence is one that holds for all terms retaining the same
form, or if you wish to speak carefully ... for which any equiform propo-
sition which might be formed would be an acceptable consequence. For
example, “That which is A is B, so that which is B is A’ ... A material
consequence is where not every proposition of the same form is valid ...,
e.g., ‘A man runs, so an animal runs’, because it is not valid with these
terms: ‘A horse walks, so wood walks’. (Hubien 1976, 1.4)

For instance, in neither of the following arguments

(A) Bob is a dog

Bob is an animal

(B) Every Dalmatian is a dog

Every Dalmatian is an animal

can the conclusion be false when the premise is true. Yet, intuitively, this
has not to do with their forms (marked by syncategorematic elements), but
with the meaning-connection between the descriptive (categorematic)
terms “dog” and “animal”. That this specific meaning-connection underlies
validity of A and B is revealed once we abstract out the specific contents of
descriptive terms, replacing them with schematic letters in a uniform man-
ner. We thereby obtain the schemata apparently admitting of many coun-
terexamples:

10 . . . . .
It could be said that Buridan with his allies came closest to the modern quantifica-

tional account of consequence in the substitutional style. However, even in their case, it
does not seem likely that they (a) treated the property of holding in all terms as groun-
ding validity (rather than as a test or criterion of it) or (b) that they wanted to reduc-
tively explain (away) the modal element (of necessitation). Cf. Read (2012).
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X is X Every Zis X

xisY Every ZisY

It is sometimes claimed that material (analytical) validity reduces to
logical validity, with some suppressed (and already implicit) premise(s) be-
ing inserted.'’ Compare again Buridan, who is quite explicit on the matter:

No material consequence is evident except by reduction to a formal
consequence by the addition of some necessary proposition. (Hubien
1976, 1.4)

The idea is, presumably, that without tacitly presupposing some bridge-
premise, the original premise-set simply does not provide any conclusive
ground(s) for the conclusion. Applied to the case under consideration, it
may be taken to suggest that inferences such as A or B are enthymematic,
because needing the universal premise “Every dog is an animal” to count as
bona fide conclusive arguments displaying the exceptionless forms:

x is X Every Zis X
Every Xis Y Every X'is Y
xisY Every ZisY

It indeed seems that a prevailing tendency in the tradition — detectable
in the work of Aristotle, the Stoics or medieval logicians — was to think,
with Buridan, that validity of material consequences can be rendered evi-
dent only by reducing them to formal consequences that are complete. In
general, however, it seems a dubious strategy to question the fact that the
premises in A and B are relevant to their conclusions: for whoever under-
stands and accepts the premise has thereby an excellent reason to accept
their conclusions. Granted, then, this is so due to the occurrence of certain
descriptive terms whose meanings are closely linked. However, it does not
follow from this that any new premise is called for to guarantee that the
necessary truth-preservation really arises in A or B. Note that, strictly
speaking, even the inference

et Copi’s (1968) classic logic textbook, in which he propounds the missing premise

strategy.
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(B) Someone is mortal

Not everyone is not mortal

hinges on the meaning-connection between “someone” and “not everyone
...not”. Should we say, by parity of reasoning, that this inference depends
for its validity on a certain fact “from outside”, perhaps the premise “For
every X, if someone is X, then not everyone is not X?” There is a serious
obstacle to this line of reasoning, namely a version of the argument of
Lewis Carroll showing that this would start an infinite regress of adding yet
further and further bridge-premises without end. 12

The very thesis of the alleged dependence of analytical on logical valid-
ity is thus far from unproblematic. Even quite apart from that, one has to
take into account the fact that analytical validities such as A or B — or even
some factually-based inferences, as we shall see in due course — can, in a
way, be construed as “formally valid”. For we may represent their forms re-
spectively by the schemata

x is a dog Every X is a dog

x is an animal Every X is an animal

no admissible substitution-instance of which is a counter-example.

To be sure, one may insist that such inferences are “semi-formal” at
best, on the ground that their validity depends on the fixed “topic-specific”
terms and their connected meanings. For logic, it may be contended, is
topic-neutral and in this sense also general. Or one may prefer to say that
their validity depends on identities of entities — be they particular or gen-
eral — referred to by topic-specific elements. This could have been Aris-
totle’s way of looking at the problem under consideration. Thus that the
concept/class dog is (in some mereological sense, say) contained in the con-
cept/class animal has to do with the nature/essence of dogs, but nothing to
do with logic proper, which is concerned solely with the most general
structural features of reality. It is their dependence on such extra-logical —
if perhaps metaphysically necessary — facts that makes A and B non-logical

2 See Caroll (1895). A thoughtful discussion of this and related issues is Smiley

(1994). Read (2002) argues against treating such arguments as enthymematic.
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in character. Or so Aristotle seemed to think. On the other hand, a genu-
ine logical feature could be, for instance, the transitivity of concept inclu-
sion, which can be taken to underlie the validity of Barbara-style infer-
ences: X belongs to all Y; Y belongs to all Z; so X belongs to all Z. Apparently,
the actual identities and relations of the concepts X, Y and Z are irrelevant.
What matters are the structural properties of concept (or class) containment,
which are indicated by (or reflected in) logical particles (the form). Inciden-
tally, this could also explain why Aristotle required premises of logically
valid arguments to be connected with conclusions via certain shared ele-
ments (typically terms) so that both the relevance and necessary truth-
preservation would be indicated solely by a certain structural pattern and
not by meaning-linkages between topic-specific elements.

A prima facie challenge for this traditional way of distinguishing mate-
rially or analytically valid from logically valid arguments is to come up
with a plausible demarcation of logical terms (notions) and their function
or else to treat the division of terms into logical and non-logical as a non-
absolute (and to some extent arbitrary) matter. Bernard Bolzano was well
ahead of his times, being fully aware of this situation. He was for the lat-
ter option.

4. Bolzano’s pure quantificational theme: modality explained away

Aristotle, the Stoics and medieval logicians were not bothered with
consequence involving an irreducible modal element of necessitation. But,
given that modalities of various kinds are perennially problematic notions,
is it not desirable to free logic from such contentious elements by explain-
ing them away or somehow reducing them to less contentious notions? A
philosopher sympathising with this methodological strategy prefer to re-
turn to the vital idea that validity of an argument consists in the fact that
its conclusion is true whenever its premises are jointly true. Then, of course,
one has to spell out this informal whenever-connection without invoking
modalities in any explicit or implicit manner. Fortunately, one can have

13 . . . . .
Be it in the informal manner of Aristotle’s locus classicus, or in the modern fagon de

parler of possible-worlds. See Read (2002) who argues for an irreducibly modal account
of consequence (validity).
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recourse to the already mentioned generalization about the form of argu-
ment as represented by the relevant schema:

Substitutional account of consequence (SAC): argument is valid iff it is an
admissible substitution-instance of an argument-schema such that no
argument instantiating the schema has true premises and a false conclu-
sion.

Bolzano might have been the first to elaborate rigorously on this very
idea in his account of logical validity and deducibility. The following pas-
sage deserves a full quote:

Among the definitions of [the concept of deducibility] ... one of the
best is that of Aristotle: ‘a syllogism is a discourse in which, certain
things being stated, something other than what is stated follows of
necessity from their being so.” Since there can be no doubt that Aris-
totle assumed that the relation of deducibility can hold between false
propositions, the ‘follows of necessity’ can hardly be interpreted in any
other way than this: that the conclusion becomes true whenever the
premises are true. Now it is obvious that we cannot say of one and the
same class of propositions that one of them becomes true whenever
the others are true, unless we envisage some of their parts as variable.
For propositions none of whose parts change are not sometimes true
and sometimes false; they are always one or the other. Hence when it
was said of certain propositions that one of them becomes true as
soon as the others do, the actual reference was not to these proposi-
tions themselves, but to a relation which holds between the infinitely
many propositions which can be generated from them, if certain of
their ideas are replaced by arbitrarily chosen other ideas. (Bolzano
1972, § 155, 219-220)

Here he explains the informal whenever-connection as preservation of truth
under all admissible variations of the premises 4j,...,4, and the conclusion
B. In fact, he subscribed to the following direct version of SAC:

Argument is valid iff no admissible variant of it (with respect to some
variable element(s)) has true premises and a false conclusion.

Bolzano did not intend his notions of compatibility, validity and de-
ducibility to apply primarily to sentences of a colloquial language, but to
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mind- and language-independent propositions (Sdtze and sicb).l4 More pre-
cisely, those notions had to take into account kinds or classes of propositions
of the same form. For, unlike sentential schemata, propositions do not lit-
erally contain any undetermined elements indicated by variables of a sort.
Consequently, the talk about variable component representations (Vorstel-
lungen an sich) in the proposition P is to be understood as being about
classes of P’s variants — classes of propositions that differ from P at most in
that they have different component representations in those places where P
has component representations taken as variable, while sharing with P the
structure/form of fixed elements.

Still, in order to single out propositional forms determining various
kinds of equiform propositions (relative to a non-empty class of variable
ideas), Bolzano often employed sentential schemata, speaking metaphori-
cally of a variable element in a sentential-schema being replaceable by a
representation of a fitting type.15 The natural counterpart of his strategy at
the linguistic level would thus be to focus on sentential-forms. In what fol-
lows I shall explain Bolzanian notions in this linguistic manner to keep it
close to modern substitutional accounts as formulated by Carnap
(1937/2002), Quine (1986) or Tarski (1936).

On Bolzano-style substitutional account the whenever-connection
amounts to the preservation of truth under all admissible variations of the
premises Aj,...,A,, and the conclusion B. Such an admissible variation is
obtained via a substitution operation s on the set {4j,...,4,, B} satistying
the following conditions:

a) s operates on a non-empty set V= {ay,...,a;} (1 < k) of elements oc-
curring in the set {4j,...,4,, B} which are considered as variables;

b) s replaces every element a; € V (1 < i < k) by an element of an ap-
propriate logico-semantical type (salva congruitate);

c) sis uniform: repeating occurrences of the same variable element g; in
{4y,...,4,, B} are everywhere replaced by the same element.

1 Propositions (Séitze an sich) are objectively if abstractly existing truth-evaluable enti-

ties. For more details see Rusnock — Burke (2011), Siebel (2002) or LaPointe (2011).

5 For more background consult LaPointe (2011), Rusnock — George (2004) or

Vlasikova (2005).
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Notational convention: s(4) is the result of applying s to A1

On this basis we can define the relative notion of deducibility (Ableit-
barkeit) corresponding, in spite of its name, to the broader semantic notion
of analytical consequence, as well as the relative notion logical deducibility that
is counterpart of the narrower notion of logical consequence. Here is my re-
construction of the first notion:'”

B is deducible from Aj,...,4, w.r.t. V iff no admissible substitution s
w.r.t. Vs such that s(4;), ... , s(4,) are all true and s(B) is false.

This, again, is a fairly broad notion that subsumes also our “analytically
based” valid argument

16 . . . N .
Bolzano imposed a few other constraints on admissible substitutions: (1) variable ele-

ments aj,...,d; in {4y,...,4,, B} must be simple (not considered decomposable into simpler
components); (2) none of them is to be logical in character; and (3) if g; is a subject-term
of a sentence, then s has to replace it with a term belonging to the same semantical catego-
ry that has a reference (or objectuality, be it concrete or abstract). This last restriction
hangs in closely with two specific elements of Bolzano’s theory of propositions. First, he
thought that every proposition can be put into the tight subject-predicate form of the type
“x has (an) X”; second, he did not allow for truth-value gaps holding that any proposition
with “X” empty (non-objectual) is outright false. Given this semantic assumption, proposi-
tions of the form “x has X or x has not X” would not be analytically (or indeed, logically)
true, unless we restrict the substitution-class for “x” so as to exclude empty terms. Mor-
scher (2012) (viz. the technical appendix) has useful reconstructions of basic definitions
closer to Bolzano’s original approach. Rusnock — Burke (2011) point out that Bolzano al-
lowed for the possibility of taking only certain occurrences of a term to be taken as varia-
ble, and note in this respect the analogy with Frege’s substitutional strategy of obtaining

predicates from sentences. I do not follow Bolzano in this.

7 1n addition, Bolzano requires premises 4y,...,4, to be compatible (vertriglich) with B

w.r.t. V, which notion he defines in terms of there being at least one admissible substi-
tution s w.r.t. V'such that s(4)), ... , s(4,) and s(B) are all true. I leave out this significant
element of Bolzano’s original approach to keep it closer to the classic logic common to-
day, according to which ex falso/contradictione quodlibet holds: anything follows from in-
compatible premises. Owing to this specific feature, Bolzano’s account of consequence
differs from modern logic in that it is obviously non-monotonic (addition of new pre-
mises to the premise-set might make the enlarged premise-set incompatible with the
conclusion) and non-contrapositive (if premises are compatible with conclusion, but the
negations of premises are not compatible with negated conclusion). Reductio ad absur-
dum arguments seem to be also out of place. For a discussion see Siebel (2002).
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Fido is a dog

Fido is an animal

since, permuting only with respect to “Fido”, we will never have true prem-
ise and false conclusion, under any admissible substitution with respect to
this element. To put it slightly differently, this argument has no counter-
example in the set of all admissible variants relative to “Fido” considered as
its only variable element. Alternatively, there is no counter-example to the
argument-schema (consisting of two sentential schemata):

x is a dog

x is an animal

It could occur to one that we might even say that the original argument
is logically valid — its conclusion following logically from its premise — as it
apparently displays the form represented by the above schema that has no
admissible instance combining true premise with false conclusion. How-
ever, I have already emphasized that validity of this argument-schema dif-
fers from that of syllogistic schemata, in that it owes something to the
meanings of descriptive, topic-specific elements (“dog” and “animal”). It is
thus not valid solely on the basis of its topic-neutral logical skeleton

xis (a) X
xis (a) Y,

which has substitutional counter-examples.
Bolzano was well aware of this:

[There are] propositions that are deducible (ableitbar) from other
proposition by virtue of their sole form (that is, that are deducible inso-
far as we consider all the parts that do not belong to their form as vari-
able). (Bolzano 1972, § 29, 141)

Accordingly, a narrower notion of logical consequence (deducibility) can be
defined as follows:

B is logically deducible from A4j,...,4, ift V contains all and only the
non-logical elements occurring in {4y,...,4,, B} and no admissible sub-
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stitution s w.r.t. V' is such that s(4)),...,5(4,) are all true and s(B) is
false. '

Our analytically-based argument does not meet the condition, since by vary-

«e »

ing any save the logical “is”-element we obtain many counter-examples, e.g.:

Obama is a man

Obama is a cosmonaut

Bolzano officially saved the detour through schemata — sentential-
schemata being taken as no more than a useful heuristics — but his account
of consequence suggests that an argument is logically valid if it is an in-
stance of at least one purely logical schema that is exceptionless: without
substitutional counter-examples. Similarly, an argument is (analytically)
valid if it is an instance of at least one, possibly not purely logical schema
having no admissible substitutional counter-example.

Once we have so explained logical consequence, it is possible to define
logical truth as a limit-case: 4 is logically true iff 4 is deducible from the
empty set of premises (or from any set of premises whatsoever). Bolzano,
however, approached the matter in the reversed order. He first introduced
the notions of (universal) validity and (universal) contravalidity for sen-
tences, and only then defined analytical and logical consequence. On our
preferred linguistic version of it, validity would be defined as relative to a
non-empty set V of elements of 4 considered as variable:

A is valid w.r.t. V'iff s(4) is true, for every admissible substitution s w.r.t.

V.

Given the same assumptions, relative contravalidity can be defined this
way:

A is contravalid w.r.t. V'ift s(4) is false, for every admissible substitution
swr.t. V.

Then relative analyticity resp. relative syntheticity can be defined as follows:

8 Bolzano again demanded that premises of a (logically) valid argument be compatible

with its conclusion.
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A is analytic w.r.t. V'iff either 4 is valid w.r.t. V or 4 is contravalid w.r.t.
V.
A is synthetic w.r.t. Viff 4 is neither valid nor contravalid w.r.t. V.

As a special case of analyticity we finally have:

4 is logically analytic w.r.t. Viff all but the logical elements of 4 belong
to Vand 4 is analytic w.r.t. V.

Note that relative analyticity includes both relative analytical truth and
relative analytical falsity. 4 can be said to be analytic simpliciter if there is at
least one non-logical element of it taken as variable such that 4 is analytic
relative to that element. In the same spirit, 4 can be said to be synthetic
simpliciter if there is at least one non-logical element of it taken as variable
such that 4 is synthetic relative to that element. Thus, for instance, the
sentence

No female who is a philosopher is a bachelor,

is analytic simpliciter, since “philosopher” is a variable element of it such
that no admissible replacement of it yields a false variant.'” But it is not
logico-analytic simpliciter: all its logical elements being fixed, there are
permutations with respect to other variable elements of it — say “bachelor”
— which result in false as well as true sentences:

No female who is a philosopher is a mother.
No female who is a philosopher is a man.

On the other hand, the sentence
Oscar is a philosopher or Oscar is not a philosopher

is logically (so analytically) valid, since it is valid with respect to all (hence
some) of its variable elements, its logical skeleton (form) x is X or x is not X
being fixed.

It could seem that Bolzano more or less develops, albeit in the specific
and rigorous way, the ideas that were already familiar in the Kantian tradi-

" Bolzano would add that admissible substitutions have to be such that the subject-

term of a variant stands for something that exists.
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tion. As regards logico-analytical propositions and their relation to broadly
analytical propositions he said that:

[...] no other than logical knowledge is necessary, since the concepts
which form the invariable part of these propositions all belong to logic.
On the other hand, for the appraisal of the truth and falsity of proposi-
tions like those given first [i.e. analytical — my insertion] ... a wholly
different kind of knowledge is required, since concepts alien to logic in-
trude. (Bolzano 1972, § 148, 198).

At first blush, this looks traditional: logico-analytical propositions depend
for their truth-value solely on logical concepts while broadly analytical
propositions depend for their truth-value (also) on concepts alien to logic.
The only notable difference would seem to be that Kant would say that
logical propositions are purely formal and contentless in that their truth
depends solely on a pure a priori form imposed by the mind.

On closer inspection, there are further significant differences. First,
Bolzano’s account is relative to a division of elements into fixed-logical and
variable-non-logical. Now he surely had his own preferred list of logical
elements (ideas),” but he was quite explicit that there may be no definite
division (demarcation criterion) after all:

This distinction, I admit, is rather unstable, as the whole domain of
concepts belonging to logic is not circumscribed to the extent that con-
troversies could not arise at times. (Bolzano 1972, § 148, 198-199).

Second, Bolzano was suspicious of the notion of a pure a priori form as it
was used in the Kantian tradition, especially in service of drawing clear-cut
boundaries between

(1) analytic judgements whose truth depends on the non-logical con-
cepts involved in them (having a priori status because purely concep-

20 o L .. . .
Bolzano’s favorite list of logical items does no coincide with what logicians have

usually in mind today. For one thing, recall that Bolzano thought that the standard log-
ical form of any statement/proposition is the subject-predicative “x has (a) X”. For him,
“has” is a logical word that performs the role of copula connecting subject-term with
the predicate-term. Or, for instance, the sentence “There are beautiful things” would be
rendered as “The idea of beauty has objectuality”, where the only non-logical term is
“beauty”, but “idea” and “objectuality” are logical notions.
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tual — but not purely formal-logical — grounds suffice for their justi-
fication);

(2) logical judgements whose truth depends solely on the pure forms of
(having a priori status because purely formal-logical grounds suffice
for their justification);

(3) synthetic judgements whose truth depends on non-conceptual mat-
ters (having (a) a posteriori status if their justification requires also
empirical grounds, or (b) a priori status if their justification requires
pure intuition).

Note first that Bolzano thought that a proposition is analytical to the
extent it does not depend for its truth-value on certain concepts (those vari-
able salva truth-value). A logico-analytic proposition is a limit-case, because
it does not depend for its truth-value on none except the logical concepts
(all other elements being variable salva truth-value). In this specific sense,
analytical and logico-analytical propositions are both “formal”, the distinc-
tion between them depending on the division between logical and non-
logical elements that is itself “rather unstable”. Furthermore, even among
true propositions that are synthetic by the Kantian taxonomy there are
some, such as the following,

Every human who is male lives less than 200 years

that can be thought of as depending for its truth-value on a form of a sort.
Thus the form

Every human who is X lives less than 200 years

happens to have only true instances, and, accordingly, the original proposi-
tion is true independently of the concept signified by “male”. So Bolzano
would classify it as analytic simpliciter, though it is obviously contingent and
Kantians would no doubt say that it potentially expands our knowledge. So
his conception differs significantly from the Kantian view.

All in all, from Bolzano’s perspective there is no clear-cut distinction
between the synthetic and the analytic on the one hand, and the analytic
and the logico-analytic on the other. In his opinion, versatility and relativ-
ity pertaining to the very notion of form made it quite inapt to fulfil the
high traditional expectations. Interestingly enough, he drew from this also
epistemological ramifications, since he questioned the view according to
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which the truth of analytical and logico-analytical propositions cannot but
be known a priori (either via purely conceptual knowledge or via logical
knowledge of pure forms). For instance, though the ultimate objective
ground for logical propositions (relative, that is, to the selection of logical
concepts) lies in knowledge of purely logical objects, nevertheless, many
logical laws (truths or inferences such as syllogistic figures) are actually ac-
cepted on empirical (inductive) grounds.21

5. By way of conclusion

Having said that Bolzano developed the first full-blooded quantifica-
tional account of logical properties in general, and consequence in particu-
lar, we should also note its ramifications and problems.

First, there is the issue of dependence of logical properties on the de-
marcation of distinguished logical elements. Bolzano’s approach, it was said,
is quite liberal, to the annoyance of those who would like to see application
of logical properties as an absolute matter. On the other hand, the subse-
quent history of the subject has to some extent confirmed Bolzano’s suspi-
cion that “the whole domain of concepts belonging to logic is not circum-
scribed to the extent that controversies could not arise at times.” The
charge of relativizing consequence and related logical properties to a
(somewhat arbitrary) selection of logical elements is thus hardly decisive, at
least until someone convinces us that there is a principled demarcation cri-
terion.

Second problem is that substitutional approaches in Bolzano’s style ren-
der logical consequence, validity and related properties dependent on the
actual richness of vocabulary. Clearly the range of equiform variants to a
given argument varies with the range of possible linguistic substituends for
its variable (non-logical) elements. Accordingly, it could happen that, if the
vocabulary is sufficiently contracted, the argument might have only truth-
preserving variants, whereas appropriately expanded vocabulary would gen-
erate an equiform counterexample to it. Intuitively, though, the argument

2L See Coffa (1991) for a critical discussion, and Rusnock — Burke (2011) for a correc-

tive to Coffa’s claim that Bolzano thought that the grounds for logical propositions
come from empirical (inductive) evidence.
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should remain valid (or invalid) no matter what expressions we add to or
subtract from the vocabulary. It is well-known that Bolzano’s original ac-
count in terms of propositions and ideas (an sich) does not face this prob-
lem, because ideas, as possible variands and substituends, are not limited in
the way expressions are. But the problem is pressing enough for substitu-
tional approaches in general (viz. cases of a non-denumerable infinity of ob-
jects not coverable by denumerably many terms).

Third, there is an obvious problem with sentences (propositions) in
which there are no non-logical elements, so nothing to vary. Such sen-
tences, if true, would have to be logically analytic. Yet there appear to be
sentences couched in purely logical terms — perhaps “There is something”
— whose truth does not seem to be grounded in logic but in contingent
facts. This applies, mutatis mutandis, to arguments composed of sentences
articulated in logical terms only: such an argument would have to be logi-
cally valid if either its premises are not all true or the conclusion is true (in
the sense of material truth-preservation).

Closely connected to this is the last and arguably the most important
charge to the effect that Bolzano’s account cannot distinguish generaliza-
tions that are true as a matter of fact from generalizations that are necessar-
ily true (analytically or formally), thereby providing for a deeply confused
assimilation of the logical to the empirical. Though not everybody would
be paralyzed by the suggestion that there may be no clear-cut boundary be-
tween the empirical and the logical — especially when the boundary is
drawn by means of the traditional dichotomies between contingent and
necessary or factual and non-factual — this charge would be deemed serious
enough by many logicians and philosophers.

Bolzano’s substitutional approach is not the only quantificational ap-
proach facing those problems. But this is another story, which I prefer to
reserve for the next occasion.
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ABSTRACT: In this paper we deal with the problem, whether number is a property of
external things. It is divided into three parts. Firstly Mill’s empiristic concept of natural
numbers is summarized, then Frege’s arguments against this conception are put forth
and finally viewpoints of some contemporary analytical philosophers (first of all G.
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Podle predstaviteld pozitivizmu je veskeré nase poznani zalozeno empi-
rickou zkuSenosti. S tim souvisi, Ze soudy, jimiZ nase poznatky formuluje-
me, nemohou byt a priori, ale jsou vyhradné a posteriori. Tento postoj patr-
né nevyvolavd pochybnosti mezi pfirodnimi védci, jejichz teorie ¢ hypotézy
maji vidy pravé aposteriorni povahu. Muze naproti tomu rozpaky vyvolat
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mezi matematiky. T se totiz bézné domnivaji, Ze si pfi objevovini novych
pravd pocinaji zcela jinak nez pfirodovédci a ze jejich disciplina spociva na
naprosto odlisnych zikladech. Vidyt' matematik nekond empiricka pozoro-
vini a soudy, jez formuluje, jsou na zkuSenosti nezavislé, tj. a priori. Lze
vsak dat tomuto zdvéru zapravdu? Jsme-li disledni pozitivisté, pak jisté ni-
koli. Existovala by totiZ vjznamnd skupina poznatkd (matematickych), které
nejsou zalozeny na nasi zkusenosti, ale na nécem jiném.

Mezi pozitivisty, ktefi vénovali matematice zvySenou pozornost, pati J.
S. Mill. Ten vysvétluje svij zdjem o tuto krdlovskou disciplinu mimo jiné i
tim, Ze by nds mohla svoji vyjimecnosti svést k iluzi, Ze existuje jind nez
empirickd realita.” Uznali-li bychom vsak existenci jakési mimo empirické
reality, zpochybnili bychom nejenom jeden ze zékladnich pilifa pozitivizmu,
ale vydali bychom se opét na bludné cesty metafyziky. Iluze matematiki je
proto tieba jednou providy rozptylit a jasné prokdzat, Ze jejich disciplina
spocivd na bézné zkusenosti podobné jako ostatni védy. Nejvétsi pozornost
je pak tfeba vénovat aritmetice neboli védé o ¢isle, nebot ta predstavuje
nejtvrdsi ofisek. (srov. Mill 1973, 1II, 24, 9)

Millav pfistup k aritmetice se nevymyka bézné filosofické praxi: vychdzi
se z pfedem vytvorené myslenkové koncepce a ta se dile aplikuje i v oblas-
tech, které jsou z jejiho hlediska problematické. Mill se tedy konkrétné
snazi prokézat, Ze s pozitivizmem spojeny empirismus Ize prosadit nejenom
v pfirodni vede, ale i v aritmetice. Tento postup vsak v sobé skryvd nebez-
pecnd tuskali. Jsme-li totiz pfili§ pevné svdzani s ur¢itym myslenkovym
schématem, pak casto nevidime ¢i dokonce odmitime vidét, Ze se uvazovana
realita vzpouzi nasim ideovym vychodiskiim. Diky tomu mnohdy muazeme
dospét k zavéram, které neodpovidaji skutecnosti.

Uvedenym ndstraham nemusel celit Millav pozdéjsi odplrce G. Frege.
Ten totiz zprvu nebyl stoupencem zidného filosofického sméru, a tak ani
neusiloval, aby predlozil filosofickou koncepci aritmetiky, kterd by byla ve
shodé s obecnéjsimi vychodisky jeho vlastniho pojeti. K otdzce Co je ¢islo?
ho neptivedla filosofickd Gvaha, ale spise jej trapilo, Ze je pro matematiku
zahanbujici, ,kdyz tipe v nejasnostech ve véci svého nejblizsiho a zdanlive

2 . il , s , 1 , .
Mill doslova fikd ,,... tento rdz nutnosti pfipisovany matematickym pravdam a zvlast-

ni jistota, kterd je s nimi ... spojena, je pouhou iluzi, kvili niZ ti, kdo ji podlehli, musi
ucinit predpoklad, Ze tyto pravdy vyjadfuji vlastnosti ryze imagindrnich pfedméta® (Mill
1973, 11, 5, 7).
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tak jednoduchého predmétu. Jestlize totiz pojem, ktery tvofi zaklady velké
veédy, s sebou prinasi tézkosti, pak je pfeci neodmyslitelnou lohou jej pro-
zkoumat diikladnéji a tyto téikosti prekonat® (Frege 2011, 146). Tato slova
by nas mohla svést k zdvéru, ze se Frege sice podobné jako Mill zabyval za-
lozenim aritmetiky, nicméné na rozdil od néj k tomuto problému pfistoupil
jako matematik a ne jako filosof. Jeho myslenkovy postup by proto mél byt
s Millovym nesouméfitelny a méli by jej hodnotit pfedevsim matematikove.
Ve skutecnosti je tomu naopak. Spolu s Kennym muzeme osud G. Frega
prirovnat k osudu Kristofa Kolumba: Tak jako Kolumbus neobjevil novou ces-
tu do zdpadni Indie, ale nevédomky Evropany sezndmil s novjm kontinentem,
tak se také Fregovi nepodarilo odvodit aritmetiku z logiky, nicméné v logice a ve
filosofti ucinil takové objevy, které natrvalo zménily celou mapu obou disciplin
(srov. Kenny 1995, 207). Fregova price tak nakonec nevedla k zaloZeni
aritmetiky, ale vyustila ve vznik nového myslenkového proudu — analytické
filosofie.

To, ze Frege na rozdil od Milla nevysel z predem pfipravené filosofické
koncepce, ale ze samotné matematické praxe, jej prirozené vedlo k rehabili-
taci apriorniho poznani. Tim se vsak dostal do zfejmého sporu s vlivnym
pozitivizmem. Uvédomil si, Ze se diskuse s predstaviteli tohoto proudu musi
tykat primdrné problematiky zaloZeni aritmetiky. Pravdépodobné z téchto
dvodt podrobil Millovo empirické pojeti aritmetiky ostré kritice.

Fregova kritika méla na analytické filosofy (pfedevsim na logické poziti-
visty) zdsadni vliv. T4 ji povazovali nejenom za presvédcivou, ale i za defini-
tivni. K tomuto mozna ponékud ukvapenému zivéru je vedla nejenom
hloubka predlozenych argumentd, ale pravdépodobné i to, ze zdroven ospra-
vedlnovaly jejich vlastni pojeti. Ve Fregove diskusi s Millem tak rani analy-
ticti filosofové nalezli potvrzeni koncepce, podle niz neexistuje pouze
aposteriorni poznani, ale stejné dulezitou roli hraje i poznani apriorni, jez
formulujeme vyhradné v analytickych vyrocich.

Koncepci, podle niz je tfeba rozliSovat dva druhy poznani (vyroki), vsak
néktefi soudasni analyti¢ti filosofové zpochybruji.’ Diky tomu se tak po-
stupné vytvofilo prostfedi, v némz jiz nebylo politicky nebezpe¢né se kritic-
ky vratit k Fregovym argumentim. Zdalo se totiz, Ze pfipadnd rehabilitace
empirického zaloZeni aritmetiky nemusi nutné vést k odmitnuti hlavnich

Strikeni rozliSeni mezi apriornim a aposteriornim pozndnim kritizoval pfedevsim
Quine; srov. predev§im Quine (1995).
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predpokladii analytické filosofie. Neni proto divu, ze se v posledni dobé se-
tkdvime s pokusy Millovo pojeti obnovit a ve svétle Fregovy kritiky hloubé-
ji promyslet. Rozhodujici roli v tomto ohledu sehraly avahy amerického fi-
losofa G. Kesslera, na néhoz pozdéji navizali nékteri predstavitelé analytické
metafyziky.

V tomto pfispévku chceme stru¢né shrnout Milldv empiristicky nazor
na pavod pfirozenych ¢isel, dale uvést argumenty, jimiz se Frege pokusil to-
to pojeti zpochybnit a konecné upozornit na stanoviska nékterych soucas-
nych analytickych badatelt (pfedevsim G. Kesslera), ktefi Fregovu kritiku
odmitaji, a tim se v podstaté znovu vraci k donedavna opusténé koncepci
Milla. V souvislosti s tim délime prispévek do tii ¢asti. V prvni kritce shr-
neme Millovo pojeti ¢isla; ve druhé ¢asti vylozime Fregovu kritiku Milla; ve
tieti ukdzeme, jak Kessler reaguje na Fregovu kritiku a zaroven kratce pou-
kazeme na dalsi pokusy o rehabilitaci Millova pojeti.

1. Millovo pojeti &isla*

Chceme-li Millové koncepci ¢isla dobfe porozumét, musime zminit, Ze
jeho uvahy nejsou primarné ontologické, ale opiraji se vyznamnym zptso-
bem o sémantiku naseho jazyka. V tomto ohledu se Mill neinspiroval sou-
dobou na subjekt zaméfenou filosofickou tradici, ale podnéty zfejmé cerpal
ze star$i jazykové orientované scholastické logiky.” Zikladnim vychodiskem

4 Podrobné se Millovym pojetim ¢isla zabyvame v Sousedik — Svoboda (2013).

5 Mill ve své autobiografii (1973, 1-2) oteviené ptizndvd, ze scholastickd logika sehréla

v pribéhu jeho vzdélani klicovou roli. Rikd: ,My own consciousness and experience ul-
timately led me to appreciate quite as highly as he did, the value of an early practical
familiarity with the school logic. I know nothing, in my education, to which I think
myself more indebted for whatever capacity of thinking I have attained. The first intel-
lectual operation in which I arrived at any proficiency, was dissecting a bad argument,
and finding in what part the fallacy lay: and though whatever capacity of this sort I at-
tained was due to the fact that it was an intellectual exercise in which I was most perse-
veringly drilled by my father, yet it is also true that the school logic, and the mental ha-
bits acquired in studying it, were among the principal instruments of this drilling. I am
persuaded that nothing, in modern education, tends so much, when properly used, to
form exact thinkers, who attach a precise meaning to words and propositions, and are
not imposed on by vague, loose, or ambiguous terms. The boasted influence of mathe-
matical studies is nothing to it; for in mathematical processes, none of the real difficul-
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je pro n¢ho analyza jednoduché propozice, kterd ma tii ¢asti: subjekt, kopu-
lu a predikat. Na misté subjektu i na misté predikatu pak maze stat jediné
tzv. kategorematicky termin, ktery oznacuje nékterou z kategorii. Kategore-
matické terminy se ddle déli na dva druhy, obecné a singuldrni. Z naseho
hlediska je dilezité¢ Millovo pojeti obecného terminu. To chdpe jako jmé-
no, které denotuje (oznacuje) kazdou véc, o niz ho lze pravdivé vypovidat.
Kazdé obecné jméno vsak soucasné i konotuje urcity atribut, ktery maji
vSechny jim denotované véci spolecny. Takze napf. termin ctnostny je podle
Milla (1973 1, 2, 5) ,jméno, které se aplikuje na ctnostnd individua diky
tomu, ze tato individua jsou nositeli pfislusného atributu ... Aplikuje se na
vSechny entity, pro néz plati, ze maji tento atribut a na zadnd, kterd tento
atribut nemaji.”

Ve svétle pravé podaného vykladu se nyni podivejme na Millovu séman-
tickou koncepci matematickych propozici. Zamysleme se nejprve nad pova-
hou termind, z nichz jsou tyto propozice utvoreny, tj. nad ¢islovkami. Ty se
ze sémantického hlediska chovaji obdobné jako obecné terminy — i ony mu-
si mit denotaci a konotaci. Cislovky se nicméné od béinych obecnych ter-
min® lisi tim, Ze nedenotuji individua v bézném slova smyslu, ale soubory
individui, jimz Mill fika agregaty. Sémantiku ciselnych vyrazi popisuje Mill
takto:

Kazda z dislovek dva, tfi, Ctyfi atd. denotuje fyzicky jev a konotuje fyzic-
kou vlastnost téchto jevl. Dvojka napf. denotuje vsechny dvojice véci,
dvanictka vSechny tucty véci, konotuji pak to, co je ¢ini dvojicemi nebo
tucty ... Co je tedy to, co konotuje jméno ¢isla? Samoziejmé je to néjaka
vlastnost, kterd nalezi agregitu véci, ktery nazyvime timto jménem; a
tato vlastnost je totoind s charakteristickjm zplsobem, jimZ je agregit
sloZen z Césti a miZe byt na né opét rozlozen. (Mill 1973, 111, 24, 5)

ties of correct ratiocination occur. It is also a study peculiarly adapted to an early stage
in the education of philosophical students, since it does not presuppose the slow process
of acquiring, by experience and reflection, valuable thoughts of their own. They may
become capable of disentangling the intricacies of confused and self-contradictory
thought, before their own thinking faculties are much advanced; a power which, for
want of some such discipline, many otherwise able men altogether lack; and when they
have to answer opponent, only endeavour, by such argument as they can command, to
support the opposite conclusion, scarcely even attempting to confute the reasonings of
their antagonists; and, therefore, at the utmost, leaving the question, as far as it depends
on argument, a balanced one.*
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Kazda ¢islovka N tedy jednak denotuje vSechny N-tice neboli N-pocetné
agregaty, jednak konotuje vlastnost, kterou maji tyto agregity spole¢nou.
Touto sdilenou vlastnosti je pak podle Milla charakteristicky zptsob slozeni
agregatu, tj. zplsob, jimz je agregat slozen z ¢asti a mlze byt na né opét
rozlozen. Napt. dvojici lze slozit ze Sokrata a Platona a tuto dvojici lze opét
na n¢ rozlozit. Nase zkusenost se skladanim a rozkliddnim bude samozfejmé
daleko komplikovanéjsi v pripadé skupiny, kterd ma — dejme tomu — dva-
nact prvkd. V tomto pfipadé totiz mizeme slozit ¢i rozlozit dvandcti ¢len-
nou skupinu vétsim poctem vzajemné odlisnych zplsobl (dvé Sestice, ¢tyfi
trojice, atd.). Konotovana vlastnost, kterou maji agregity véci spolecnou, je
tedy odvozena z nasi zkusenosti se skladinim a rozkladanim agregati empi-
rickych individui.

Jelikoz se cislovka chova jako obecny termin, neni ¢islo v ontologickém
ohledu samostatné existujici pfedmét, ale urcita vlastnost véci vnéjsiho sve-
ta. Historicky vzato vsak Mill nebyl prvnim filosofem, ktery pfi feseni pro-
blému disla zvolil takovouto taktiku. Podobné jako on postupoval ve svych
uvahdch Aristoteles a v zavislosti na ném i scholasticka tradice. I podle aris-
totelsky orientovanych scholastikdi totiz Cislo neni samostatné existujici
predmét (ens in se), ale vlastnost ¢i akcident agregitu (ens in alio). Po vzoru
M. Dummetta (1995, 99) budeme takovouto taktiku feseni problému disla
nazyvat adjektivni strategii.

2. Fregovy argumenty proti Millovi

Frege kritizuje Millovo pojeti ¢isla ve svém dile Ziklady aritmetiky
(Frege 2011). Argumenty zde uvedené jsou v podstaté Ctyfi. Témto ar-
gumentim budeme pracovné rikat: (i) relativisticky argument (toto ozna-
eni zavedl Kessler 1980, 66); (ii) epistemologicky argument — problém
nuly a velkych ¢isel; (iii) argument obecné aplikability; (iv) gramaticky ar-
gument.

(i) Z hlediska dalsich diskusi hraje nejvyznamné;jsi roli relativisticky ar-
gument. Mi logickou formu reductio ad absurdum. Ptipustme tedy, ze Mill
ma pravdu a ze Cislo je vlastnosti vnéjsich véci. Tuto skutecnost vyjadiuje-
me v béznych singularnich vyrocich, napt. Karet v mé ruce je 32. Subjekt to-
hoto vyroku je singularni termin karty v mé ruce a predikit je obecny ter-



JE CiSLO VLASTNOST VNEJSICH VECI? 51

min 32. Vyrokiim tohoto druhu budeme spolu s Fregem fikat ¢fselné iidaje.
Ciselné udaje se podle Milla nemohou podstatné lisit od béznych empiric-
kych vyrokd, napt. tento kdmen vdzi 2kg. Avsak pravé toto se zdd Fregemu
problematicke:

Jestlize dim nékomu do ruky kidmen se slovy: fekni, kolik to vazi, pak
jsem mu tim zadal cely pfedmét jeho zkoumadni. Jestlize mu dim do ru-
ky hromadku hracich karet se slovy: urci pocet tohoto zde, pak dotyény
nevi, jestli chci zndt pocet karet, anebo kompletnich bali¢kd karet, ane-
bo trumfl pfi skatu. (Frege 2011, 179-180)

Frege zde poukazuje na to, ze v daném kontextu lze kameni pfisoudit jed-
nozna¢né pravé jednu uréitou vlastnost, zatimco v pfipadé hromadky karet
toto neplati. T totiz mlzeme pfipsat rlznd Cisla; jedna a tataz véc vsak
zrejmé nemlze byt ve stejném smyslu nositelem kontrirnich predikatd (v
nasem pfipadé riznych ¢isel). Predpoklad, podle néji v ¢iselném daji cha-
rakterizujeme vnéjsi véc (agregat), ma tedy absurdni ¢i rozporuplné dusled-
ky, a proto je ho tfeba odmitnout.

(ii) Bézné empirické agregity maji podle Milla vlastnost dva, tfi, atd.
Exemplifikuji tedy jim pfislusnd ¢isla a z epistemologického hlediska ne-
predstavuji zadnou obtiz. Vidime napf. dva oblazky, tfi oblazky ... Vainy
problém vsak v této souvislosti predstavuje ¢islo 0, ,nebot’ dosud stézi né-
kdo pozoroval ¢i hmatal 0 oblizkd“ (Frege 2011, 163). Zda se tedy, ze sice
existuji agregaty, které maji vlastnosti béznych cisel, avsak neexistuje agre-
gat, ktery by mél vlastnost nula. To je vSak pro matematiku jen tézko pfija-
telné. ,Ma-li mit totiz ... pocitani néjaky vizny vyznam, pak nemize byt ani
znak 0 sim zcela beze smyslu“ (Frege 2011 163). Obdobny problém vsak pro
Milla pfedstavuji i astronomicky velkd ¢isla. Tak jako nikdo nikdy zfejmé
nevidél agregat, jemuz bychom byli ochotni pfifknout vlastnost 0, nikdo
nikdy zfejmé nevidél agregat, jemuz bychom byli ochotni pfirknout vlast-
nost 1000, Tyto skute¢nosti tedy predstavuji pro Milla viny epistemo-
logicky problém.

(iii) Vypovidime-li o néjakém agregitu individui uréité ¢islo, prisuzuje-

. y NG . v oy 1
me mu pfirozené obsah pfislusného ¢iselného pojmu. Ten vSak muze byt
podle pozitivistl ziskin vyhradné na zakladé pozorovani empirickych agre-
gatl. Zda se ale, ze vedle empirickych agregati je tfeba pripustit i existenci
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agregatll neempirickych. Bézné totiz uvazujeme o ur¢ité mnoziné prvocisel,
o souboru Aristotelovych kategorii, o nasich pfedstavach atd. I's témito ne-
empirickymi agregity vsak spojujeme Ciselné predikity. Podle Fregeho
(2011, 31) by ale ,bylo skute¢né podivuhodné, kdybychom vlastnost, jiz
jsme vyabstrahovali z vnéjSich véci, mohli beze zmény smyslu pfenést na
udalosti, predstavy, pojmy. Vysledek by byl stejny, jako kdybychom chtéli
hovofit o tavitelné udilosti, modré predstavé, slaném pojmu ¢i o tuhém
soudu. Frege tedy jasné upozormuje na to, Ze aritmetika md mnohem vétsi
aplikabilitu, nez se zda pfipoustét Millovo pojeti.

(iv) Frege odmitd Millovu adjektivni strategii a zastdvd opalnou tzv.
strategii substantivni. Podle jeho ndzoru neoznacuji ¢islovky vlastnosti vnéj-
siho svéta, ale podobné jako bézné singularni terminy oznacuji jim prislusny
predmét. O tom pry v prvé fadé svéddi fake, ze v némciné (ale i v jinych ev-
ropskych jazycich) spojujeme s ¢islovkami urity ¢len. ,Rikime ,¢islo jedna’
[,die Zahl Eins], a urditym ¢lenem zde ukazujeme na urcity, jedinecny
predmét védeckého zkoumani® (Frege 2011, 199). To, ze s Cislovkou sku-
tecné spojujeme jedinecny pfedmét, dokazuje i to, ze Cislovky nemaji na
rozdil od béznych obecnych termint mnozné ¢islo. Podle Frega (2011, 199)
tedy ,neexistuji riznd Cisla jedna, nybrz jen jedno. V 1 mdme vlastni jméno,
od néjz nemizeme utvorit mnozné islo, tak jako to nemizeme utvorit od
,Friedricha Velikého* ...“.

Tyto avahy vedou k zavéru, Ze ¢iselné vyrazy jsou singuldrni a nikoli
obecné terminy. Cisla tedy nemohou byt vlastnostmi (agregatii & ¢ehokoli
jiného), ale jsou samostatné existujicimi predméty. Z toho je zfejmé, ze
Millova adjektivni strategie nemize byt spravna, a je tfeba ji nahradit stra-
tegii substantivni.

3. Zpochybnéni Fregovy koncepce a renesance Millova pojeti

Vyse uvedené argumenty mély primarné za cil podpofit Fregovu vlastni
koncepci, podle niz ¢islo neni vlastnosti vnéjsich véci (adjektivni strategie),
ale jedna se o samostatné existujici mnozinové teoreticky predmét (substan-
tivni strategie). Toto pojeti postupné ziskalo velky vliv a zdalo se, ze adjek-
tivni strategie je tim definitivné prekonand. Pfirozené proto nepfipadalo
v uvahu, aby se nékdo vritil k Millové koncepci a pokusil se kriticky pre-
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hodnotit Fregovy argumenty. To, Ze se dnes néktefi autofi k Millovi opét
vraci, je ddno pfedevsim tim, Ze byla vainym zplsobem zpochybnéna Frego-
va substantivni strategie.

Klic¢ovou roli v tomto ohledu sehril P. Benacerraf, ktery ve svém clanku
What Numbers Could not Be? (1965) ukazuje, ze ¢isla nemohou byt samo-
statné existujici pfedméty. Podivejme se kratce na zikladni myslenku jeho
argumentace. T'a vychdzi z toho, Ze existuji dvé alternativni moznosti, jak
definovat jednotliva disla. Podle prvni z nich, von Neumannovy, 2 je
{0,{0}}, 4 je {9,{0},{0,{0}},{0,{0},{0,{0}}}} (srov. von Neumann
1923, 347). Ztotoinéni jednotlivych ¢isel s takovymto typem mnozin ma
vsak ponekud prekvapivé disledky. Z uvedeného zdpisu je totiz zfejmé, ze
2 € 4. Podle druhé definice, jiz predlozil Zermelo (1908, 205), 2 je {{9}}, 4
je {{{{@}}}}. Prijmeme-li ale tento typ definic, pak jiz 2 € 4 neplati.

Jak by se vsak k uvedenym vztahiim mezi 2 a 4 postavila bézna aritmeti-
ka? Tomu, kdo ji zna, by jisté pfislo nadbytecné tyto vztahy viibec zkoumat.
Patrné by nds dale upozornil, ze at’ uz vztahy mezi 2 a 4 pojmeme podle von
Neumanna nebo Zermela, vidy béznou aritmetiku urcitym zpisobem obo-
hatime. Vzdyt' s formulemi 2 € 4 nebo 2 ¢ 4 jsme se ve skolnich lavicich
nikdy nesetkali. Snad bychom vsak proti uvedenému prohloubeni aritmeti-
ky neméli nic namitat a problematiku vzajemnych vztaht mezi isly prene-
chat teoretické matematice. Az ta by méla rozhodnout, kterému obohaceni
bychom méli dit prednost. Bohuzel ale neexistuji zidné argumenty, které
by nase dilema rozhodly. Nelze-li v$ak v principu rozhodnout, ke kterému
obohaceni aritmetiky bychom se méli pfiklonit, musime odmitnout pred-
poklad, z néhoz jsme doposud vychazeli. Tim je podle Benacerrafa pravé
ztotoznéni ¢isla s mnozinové teoretickym pfedmétem.

Na zakladé tohoto argumentu bychom snad mohli odmitnout ztotozné-
ni ¢isla s mnozinami, mohli bychom nicméné naddle trvat na tom, ze ¢islo
je samostatné existujici pfedmét, ale jiného druhu nez mnozina. I to je vsak
podle Benacerrafa nepfijatelné! Jeho argumentace je v podstaté obdobna ja-
ko v pfipadé jeho odmitnuti ztotoinéni Cisla s mnozinové teoretickym
pfedmétem. Opét pfedpoklada, Ze existuje posloupnost predmétd, které
jsou vhodné pro pocitini i samotnou aritmetiku. Podobné jako v pfipadé
mnozinové teoretickych definici tedy mame k dispozici definice jednotli-
vych Cisel 0, 1, 2, ... Zaméfme nyni pozornost na tieti prvek v této po-
sloupnosti, tj. na ¢islo 2. V prvé radé zjistujeme, Ze predmét ztotoinény
s Cislem dvé hraje roli dvojky diky vztahtim, které nastdvaji mezi nim a
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pfedméty ostatnimi. Kromé toho v$ak musi tento pfedmét mit i vlastnosti,
které nejsou diny jenom témito vztahy, ale i jeho vlastni povahou. M¢l by
je tedy i tehdy, kdybychom jej z ¢iselné posloupnosti vyclenili. Tyto vlast-
nosti vsak jsou nadbyte¢né ve stejném slova smyslu jako vlastnosti, které
vyplyvaji z von Neumannovy ¢i Zermelovy mnozinové teoretické definice a
znovu by tedy béznou aritmetiku uréitym zptsobem obohacovaly. Zjevné
tak narazime na obdobny problém jako v pfipadé mnozinové teoretické de-
finice ¢isla. Opétovné totiz neexistuji argumenty, na jejichz zakladé bychom
zdivodnili, pro¢ jsme si vybrali pravé tuto a ne jinou posloupnost predméti
(srov. Maddy 2003, 81-86).

Uvedené argumenty rozhodné prispély ke zpochybnéni koncepce, podle
niz je ¢islo samostatné existujici predmét. To vedlo k tomu, Ze néktefi au-
tofi znovu oprasili polozapomenuty nazor, podle kterého ¢islo neni pred-
mét, ale vlastnost agregatu. Tento obrat vSak nesouvisi pouze s Benacerra-
fovymi argumenty, ale podnitila ho i urcita renesance metafyziky, k niz do-
slo ve druhé poloviné 20. stol. Postupné vznikly koncepce, které cerpaji
z Aristotela ¢i se jim alesponi ¢iste¢né inspiruji (srov. Armstrong — Forrest
1987; Franclin 2011). Toto obrozeni se pfirozené netykalo pouze béznych
ontologickych témat, ale i problémt spojenych s pojetim ¢isla. Mnozi sou-
asni metafyzikové (stejné tak jako Aristoteles ¢i pozdéji Mill) nepovazuji
dislo za samostatné existujici pfedmét, ale za uréitou vlastnost agregatu.

Prehlédneme-li znovu dosavadni diskusi, je patrné, ze skoncila patem:
proti Millovi a Aristotelovi hovofi Fregovy argumenty, proti Fregovi argu-
menty Benacerrafovy. I pfes urcitou rovnovihu se vsak nejednd o remizu,
ale o sui generis vitézstvi obhajcd Millovy &i Aristotelovy koncepce. Prede-
vsim diky Benacerrafovym argumenttim, ale také diky obnovenému zijmu o
metafyziku, totiz pfestalo po mnoha desetiletich vyvoldvat rozpaky oprasovat
¢ dale rozvijet koncepci, podle niZ je Cislo vlastnosti agregatu.® Ti, ktefi se
za téchto okolnosti zacali opét obracet k Millovi (pozdéji i k Aristotelovi),
vsak byli postaveni pfed obtizny ukol. Starou koncepci ¢isla bylo tfeba zno-
vu promyslet ve svétle Fregovy kritiky. T'ohoto ukolu se jako prvni chopil
G. Kessler ve svém clanku Frege, Mill and the Foundations of Arithmetic

To je pfipad predevsim G. Kesslera. V osobni korespondenci ndm sdélil, Ze jeho
odmitnuti mnoZinové teoretického pojeti ¢isla bylo inspirovano predevsim Benacerrafo-
vymi argumenty.
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(1980). Predevsim tento ¢linek vyuZijeme k tomu, abychom ukadzali, jak se
lze s vySe uvedenymi Fregovymi argumenty vyrovnat.

(i) Z hlediska dalsich diskusi ma jisté nejvétsi vihu Freglv relativisticky
argument. Ten totiz stoupenci adjektivni strategie povazuji za castecné
opravnény. Na jeho zakladé nicméné Millovu koncepci neodmitaji, ale v je-
ho svétle ji dale prohlubuji (srov. Kessler 1980, 66-67). V Kesslerovych tva-
hach se setkavime se dvéma pokusy, jak se s timto argumentem tvircim
zpiisobem vyrovnat. Vychodiskem prvniho je Millem ne zcela presné vyme-
zeny pojem agregatu. Tento pokus se vsak ukaze, jak uvidime nize, jako ne-
Uspésny. Povede nds nicméné k pokusu druhému, na jehoz konci jiz stoji
nova realistickd koncepce ¢isla.

Podivejme se nejprve na problémy spojené s agregatem. Mill jej podle
Kesslera nevymezil zcela jednoznacné, coz otevielo cestu k relativistickému
argumentu. Frege v ném Millovi podsouvd (byt' pouze implicitné) urcité
pojeti agregatu, které nejlépe vyjde najevo, pfipomeneme-li si znovu argu-
ment o balicku karet. Riki se v ném, jak vime, 7e rukou svirany balitek
musi mit rzné Ciselné vlastnosti. Tento dusledek pfirozené vyplyva z ad-
jektivni strategie, ale také z nevyjadfeného pojeti agregitu. To vsak lze po-
mérné jednoduse rekonstruovat. Agregit je zfejmé predmét, ktery drzime
v ruce, a jemuz pripisujeme ony vzajemné neslucitelné Ciselné vlastnosti.
Nezilezi na tom, zda je utvoren jednotlivymi kartami, kompletnimi balicky
anebo trumfy pfi skatu. Agregity tak jsou pouhé hromady latky — heaps of
stuff (Kessler 1980, 67).

Podle Kesslera vsak Mill toto pojeti nezastival. Z jeho vyjadreni je pry
patrné, Ze agregat neni pouhou hromadou latky, ale navic je urcen i zplso-
bem slozeni z pfislusnych jednotek. Hromada karet, kterou drzime v ruce,
tak sama o sobé agregatem byt nemlze. Tim se stiva, az kdyz pfipojime, Ze
se jedna o balicek jednotlivych karet, balicek kompletnich balicka ¢i balicek
trumf pfi skatu. Zpisob slozeni nicméné neni dan nasim vybérem jednot-
ky, tj. pfislusSnym pojmem, ale existuje na nds zcela nezavisle. Tak jako
existuje nezavisle na nasem mysleni, dejme tomu Sokrates, existuje podob-
né i balicek jednotlivych karet, balicek kompletnich balickd karet i balicek
trumf pfi skatu. Tento zdanlivé nadbyte¢ny dodatek je z hlediska Millova
pfistupu naprosto nezbytny. Pokud bychom totiz uznali, Ze agregity existuji
v zdvislosti na nasem vybéru jednotky, pak bychom agregity nemohli pova-
Zovat za samostatné existujici véci majici na nds nezavislé Ciselné vlastnosti.
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Tyto vlastnosti by mély az v zdvislosti na nami zvolené jednotce (jednotliva
karta, kompletni bali¢ek ...). Tim bychom se vsak nebezpecné priblizili ke
koncepci, podle niz je tieba ¢islo spojovat nikoli s agregatem, ale s pojmem.

Nyni se jiz, jak se zdd, mizeme vyporadat s relativistickym argumentem.
Jestlize agregit neni pouhou hromadou litky, ale navic je urcen i zplisobem
svého slozeni, pak tim okamzité padd namitka, Ze jednomu a témuz agrega-
tu pripisujeme riznd Cisla. Jedna a tdz hromada véci totiz predstavuje rizné
agregaty. Mluvim-li proto o balicku, ktery drzim v ruce, pak jsem tim jeste
nevymezil, jaky agregat mam na mysli. Neni jasné, zda se jedna o balicek
jednotlivych karet nebo o balicek kompletnich balicki ¢i o balicek trumfi
pfi skatu. Jestlize vsak neni vymezeno, jaky pfedmét mame na mysli, neme-
lo by nds prekvapit, ze zdanlivé jednu a tutéz véc charakterizujeme riznymi
¢iselnymi predikaty. Jestlize tedy nékomu dim balicek karet a zeptam se ho,
kolik je tohoto zde, pak je moje otizka nevymezend a mohu tak ocekdvat
rizné odpovédi. Z polozené otazky totiz neni zfejmé, jaky agregit mam na
mysli.

Lze vsak témito Gvahami o agregatu Millovu koncepci ¢isla skutecné za-
chrinit? Podle naseho ndzoru lze ukdzat, a to nezdvisle na Kesslerovi, Ze ni-
koli. Rozpaky vyvolava pfedevsim to, Ze zpfesnéné vymezeni agregitu vede
k zdvéru, Ze to, co drzim v ruce (néjakd hromada litky), predstavuje soucas-
né fadu realné odlisnych véci: to, co drzim v ruce, agregit jednotlivych ka-
ret, agregit kompletnich bali¢kd karet ¢i agregat trumfu pfi skatu. Pravé
uvedené véci nemohou byt vzdjemné identické a tudiz napt. vyrok to, co dr-
Zim v ruce, je totéZ co balicek karet by byl nepravdivy. Tento dusledek je
zfejmé nepfijatelny, a proto lze uvedené pojeti agregatu odmitnout.” T kdy-
bychom toto problematické pojeti presto pfijali, umoznilo by Fregovi pou-
zit urcitou variantu relativistického argumentu. K vzajemné kontrarnim od-

7 . , - v L .
Snad bychom mohli namitnout, ze vyrazy to, co drzim v ruce, agregdt jednotlivych ka-

ret &i agregdt kompletnich balickii karet jsou pouhé deskripce, které referuji k témuz
ptedmétu. To, co driim v ruce, je pfece identické s agregitem jednotlivych karet ¢i
agregitem kompletnich balick karet. Tuto skutecnost lze vyjidfit pomoci identitnich
vyrokdl, které se co do logického typu nelisi od vyroku Vecernice je JitFenka. Uvedena
uvaha by jisté byla sprivna, kdyby vsak neodporovala nasemu predpokladu, podle néjz
agregity existuji nezavisle na naSem mysleni. To vsak znamend, ze agregdt karet a agregir
kompletnich balickil karet jsou nejenom dva terminy, keeré se lisi co do svého vyznamu,
ale i co do své reference. Identitni vyrok agregdt karet, kterj drzim v ruce je kompletni ba-
licek karet, kterj drZim v ruce by tak nebyl pravdivy.
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povédim by tentokrat sice nevedla otizka Kolik je tobo, co drzim v ruce?, ale
otazka Co drzim v ruce?

I Kessler si povsimnul, Ze toto zpresnéné pojeti agregitu Fregovu nd-
mitku nefesi. Ve své odpoveédi vsak voli ponékud jinou strategii. Pfipomin,
ze mezi zakladni axiomy teorie Cisel patfi podle Milla (1973, III, 24, 3) prin-
cip Cokoli je utvoreno z (dsti, je utvoreno i z Cisti téchto ¢astt.® Jak se vak ten-
to axiom vztahuje k problému s balickem karet? Predpokladejme, ze n¢kdo
drzi v ruce kompletni balicky karet. To, co md v ruce, se tedy sklidd ze ¢tyf
y,barev® (Cervené, zelené, kule a Zaludy). Tyto barvy se pfirozené dile sklida-
ji z jednotlivych karet. Mame tak pfed sebou instanci uvedeného axiomu. Je
zde totiZ néco, co je utvofeno z ¢asti (jednotlivé barvy) a tyto ¢asti zahrnuji
dalsi ¢asti (jednotlivé karty). Z axiomu jasné vyplyva, Ze to, co je utvoreno
z Casti, je totozné s tim, co je utvofené z ¢asti téchto Casti. Plati tedy, Ze to,
co je utvofeno jednotlivymi barvami, je totozné s tim, z ¢eho se tyto barvy
sklddaji (jednotlivé karty). At uz tedy uvazujeme o balicku karet jako o slo-
Zeném tim ¢i onim zplsobem, vzdy se jednd o jednu a tutéz véc. Vyse uve-
deny identitni vyrok o, co drZim v ruce, je totéZ co balicek karet by tedy mél
byt pravdivy. Z Millova pojeti agregatu, které by mélo byt integralni soucds-
ti jeho koncepce aritmetiky, vsak vyplyva, ze je tento vyrok nepravdivy.

Zda se tedy, Ze koncepce, podle niZ je Cislo vlastnosti vnéjsich véci, je
nadile nepfijatelnd. Pfijmeme-li totiz Fregem predpoklidané pojeti agrega-
tu (hromada litky), narazime na relativisticky argument. Akceptujeme-li
naopak Kesslerem upresnéné vymezeni agregitu (celek, ktery je charaketeris-
tickym zptsobem slozeny z ¢asti), dostivime se do rozporu s jednim ze zd-
kladnich matematickych axiom@. Navzdory témto obtizim se vSak Kessler
nadile pfiklani k zavéru, ze lislo je vlastnosti vnéjsich véci. Postupuje tak,
ze pfijme Fregem predpokladané pojeti agregitu a soucasné ukazuje, jak lze
i za tohoto pfedpokladu éelit relativistickému argumentu.

Abychom jeho argumentaci pochopili, uvazme takovyto priklad. Pred-
stavme si, ze se nékoho zeptame Jakjm smérem je Praba? Je zfejmé, Ze tato
otdzka je podobné problematicka, jako otazka Kolik je toho, co mdm v ruce? 1
na ni totiz mohou existovat rizné vzijemné kontrarni odpovédi (na jih, na
sever atd.). Snad by Frege mohl namitnout, ze z tohoto dvodu nemiize byt
smér vlastnosti Prahy, ale né¢eho zisadné odlisného. V tomto pfipadé by-
chom vsak jisté¢ jeho namitku odbyli velmi rychle. Smér je vlastnosti Prahy,

Totéi se v dnesni terminologii vyjadfuje Sumy rovnjch si jsou rovné.
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ale nejedna se o béznou vlastnost, ale o vlastnost relacni. Otdzka Jakjm smé-
rem je Praba? je problematickd, protoze jsme neupresnili misto, od néhoz
smér uréujeme.” Kessler tento typ otézek nazyvé nevymezené otdzky.

Vrat'me se nyni k argumentu s balickem karet a zamysleme se znovu nad
tim, pro¢ je otizka Kolik je tobo, co drzim v ruce? nevymezend. Divody by
mohly byt obdobné jako v pfipadu sméru Prahy. Je-li otdzka na smér nevy-
mezend, protoze smér je relacni vlastnost, mohla by z obdobnych divoda
byt nevymezeni i otizka tykajici se poctu ¢i Cisla. Cislo by tedy mohlo byt
podobné jako smér relacni vlastnosti. Klademe-li tedy otazku Kolik je toho?,
méli bychom stejné jako v pfipadé sméru doplnit druhy ¢len rela¢niho ter-
minu. Tim vsak neni pfedmeét v bézném slova smyslu, ale tzv. individualizu-
jici vlastnost, pomoci niz dané mnozstvi poméfujeme. V nasem konkrétnim
prikladu tedy musime doplnit, zda to, co drzime v ruce, vztdhneme ke kar-
té, kompletnimu balicku ¢i balicku trumfi pfi skatu. Nestaci se tedy pouze
zeptat Kolik je toho, co drzim v ruce?, ale je treba doplnit jednotku, kterou
dané mnozstvi poméfujeme. Pravé toto upfesnéni vsak vylouci, abychom je-
den a tentyz predmét charakterizovali vzdjemné kontrarnimi predikaty.

Tyto Kesslerovy uvahy vsak nelze povazovat za pouhé odvriceni nebez-
pecné namitky, ale skryvaji v sobé i ur¢ité prohloubeni Millovy koncepce.
Pripomenme si nejprve, proc je otizka Jakym smérem je Praba? nevymezend.
Smér je dyadickd relacni vlastnost, a ta nastiva pravé mezi dvéma terminy.
Podle Kesslera plati v podstaté totéz v pripadé otazky Kolik je tobo, co drzim
v ruce? Ta je nevymezend ze stejnych divodd, jako otizka Jakjm smérem je
Praba? Je-li tomu vsak skutecné tak, pak by cislo mélo byt podobné jako
smér relacni vlastnost. Jejim prvnim ¢lenem je to, co drzim v ruce (Fregiv
agregat), druhym individualizujici vlastnost napf. karta, kterou je to, co
mam v ruce, poméfovano. Tim jsme se vsak jiz dostali k urcité revizi pa-
vodni pozitivistické koncepce. Millovi sice nadile davime zapravdu v tom,
ze ¢islo je vlastnosti vnéjsich véci, nicméné soucasné upozorfiujeme na to, Ze
se nejednd o vlastnost béznou, ale relacni.

Samoziejmé nds nesmi zmdst, ze kontext promluvy mnohdy jednoznaéné uré¢i misto,
od néhoz smér Prahy mZeme méfit a Ze tedy v ur¢itém kontextu (ptime se nékoho na
cestu) otizka Jakjm smérem je Praba’? nevymezend byt nemusi. TotéZ samozfejmé plati

v pripadé otazky Kolik.
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(ii) Pojdme se nyni podivat na to, jak se Kessler vyrovnivi s Fregovymi
epistemologickymi argumenty, které se tykaji nuly a astronomicky velkych
cisel. Problém s nulou lze vyfesit pomérné snadno. Sta¢i pfipomenout, ze
¢islo neni béina, ale relacni vlastnost. Jisté existuji agregaty, které ve vztahu
k urcité individujici vlastnosti nemaji zidny prvek. Napf. stido ovci ma jisté
nula prvki ve vztahu k vlastnosti byt krivou. S agregitem x (napf. stado ov-
ci) tedy spojime nulu s ohledem na vlastnost p (,kriva®) pravé tehdy, neob-
sahuje-li agregit x zidny prvek w, ktery ma vlastnost P (,byt krivou®).
Formalné tedy miZeme nulu definovat takto:

0(x,p) © VYw(lw <x) = ~P(w))"?

Prejdéme k problému astronomicky velkych ¢isel. Podobné jako v pfi-
padé nuly se i zde zda, ze agregaty, s nimiz takovato Cisla spojujeme, nikdo
nikdy nevnimal. K témto ¢islim tedy nemame (podobné jako k nule) bez-
prostfedni epistemologicky pristup. Kessler nicméné ukazuje, Ze tato Cisla
lze na zakladé neproblematickych epistemologickych vychodisek konstruo-
vat. Jeho myslenku lze pfiblizit pomoci nasledujiciho pfirovnini. Tak jako
nikdo nikdy nevid¢l agregit, ktery by mel 1000'%° prvkd, nikdo nikdy ne-
vidél yettiho. Vlastnost bjz yetti vsak presto povaiujeme za empirickou. To
je dino nepochybné tim, Ze tato vlastnost je urcitym zpisobem slozena
z vlastnosti, které ndm empiricky ddny jsou (bjt zviretem, byt chlupatym,
chodit po dvou, atd.). Obdobné tomu je i v pfipadé Cisel. Ciselné vlastnosti
bud' pfimo vidime, nebo jsme je schopni urcitym mechanickym zptisobem
vytvorit z vlastnosti zakladnich. Za onu zakladni vlastnost je pak tfeba pova-
zovat vlastnost byt jednim. Agregat x ji ma s ohledem na vlastnost p prave
tehdy, existuje-li jedna ¢ast tohoto agregitu, ktera md vlastnost P. To lze
vyjadrit formalné takto:

1(x,p) © Jt(t <x AP() AVv((v<x) AP(V)) = v=1)

Kessler v uvedeném zipisu vychdzi z kalkulu individui. Pro axiomatizaci tohoto kal-
kulu srov. Kessler (1980, pozn. 6, 70-71). V naSem zdpise je pouzita béznd symbolika
predikdtového kalkulu. Symbol ,<“ md vyznam ,byt prvkem®. Vyrazem 0(x,p) zapisuje-
me to, Ze nula je rela¢ni vlastnost, ktera nastivd mezi agregitem x a individuujici vlast-
nosti p. Kessler zavidi konvenci, podle niz referuje-li predikat ,P* k néjaké vlastnosti,
referuje k vlastnosti p.
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Mame-li vymezeno, co je nula a jedna, mazeme definovat vsechna nasledu-
jici &isla. K tomu je véak tfeba doplnit relaci naslednosti.'" Ta aplikovina na
¢islo generuje Cislo ndsledné. Jeji pomoci tak lze z jednicky vytvofit dvojku,
z dvojky trojku atd. Timto postupem mizeme pfirozené definovat libovol-
né velké islo, a tim i odpovédét na otdzku, jakym zplsobem jsou ndm dina
astronomicky velka ¢isla.

(iii) Podivejme se nyni, jak se Kessler vyrovnavd s argumentem obecné
aplikability. Podobné jako Mill se domnivd, ze z epistemologického hlediska
dospivame k ¢islu empiricky. Na empirickych agregitech nds tedy zajima
vztah P-Cisti k celku. MizZeme vsak tento empiricky zjistény vztah (tj. pfi-
slusné ¢islo) aplikovat na agregity neempirické? Na tuto otizku lze podle
naseho soudu odpovédét dvojim zptisobem.

V duchu Millova pozitivizmu nema smysl uvazovat o jinych agregatech
nez empirickych. Existuji tedy pouze balicky karet nebo ovce na louce, ni-
koli vsak Aristotelovy kategorie ¢i Bozi osoby v Trojici. Nepfipousti-li Mill
existenci neempirickym agregatl, pak samozfejmé ani nepfipousti, aby se
témto ,agregathm® pfipisovala néjaka cisla. Pokud bychom namitli, ze tak
v praxi pfesto mnohdy {inime, ukazal by nam Mill, Ze agregity, o nichz
mluvime, patfi do oblasti nadsmyslného pouze zdanlivé a ze jakykoli diskurs
o téchto agregitech lze redukovat na hovor o agregitech smyslové vnima-
telnych. Mluvime-li napf. o Aristotelovych kategoriich, nemluvime o ja-
kychsi abstraktnich a neempirickych entitach, ale pouze o slovech, ktera se
vyskytuji v Aristotelové spise Kategorie. I pfesto by nékdo mohl dale nami-
tat, ze existuji neempirické agregity, v jejichi pfipadé takovito redukce
moznd neni. Napf. Bih je ,agregitem® tfi osob, substance je ,agregatem®
dvou principl (litky a formy) atd. V tomto pfipadé by Mill pravdépodobné
upozornil na to, Ze ,agregity“ tohoto druhu neexistuji a ani existovat ne-
mohou (nepatfi k empirické realit¢), a proto je ani nema smysl charakeeri-
zovat zadnymi, tj. ani Ciselnymi predikdty. Spojovat trojku s agregitem Bo-

Kessler vénuje definici relace nislednosti pomérné velké usili. Nakonec dospivd
k zévéru, ze ji je tfeba definovat ve dvou krocich:

(1) 0'(x,p) © 1(x,p)

(2) m'(x,p) & IyJz(x =y + z Ayp/z A m’(y,p) A 1(z,p)).

je naslednik nuly, tj. 1; m’ je relace naslednosti obecné; srov. Kessler , 71-72).
(0 je ndslednik nuly, tj. 1; m’ je rel isled becné Kessler 1980, 71-72)
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zich osob by proto bylo pro pozitivisticky orientovaného Milla stejné nepri-
pustné jako jakykoli jiny metafyzicky vyrok.

Kessler reaguje na namitku obecné aplikability ponékud jinak. Na rozdil
od dusledného stoupence pozitivizmu totiz vychazi z béiné pocetni praxe a
diky tomu uznava, zZe Cisla Ize aplikovat nejenom na empirické agregaty, ale i
na agregdty, které empirickou povahu nemaji. Z tohoto dvodu nemize ar-
gument obecné aplikability (tak jako dusledny pozitivista) obejit, ale pouze
zpochybnit. Poukazuje na to, ze argument vychazi z ponékud problematic-
kého predpokladu, ktery lze formulovat takto: Jestlize si osvojime néjaky
pojem na zakladé pozorovani jeho empirickych instanci, pak jej nelze apli-
kovat na instance neempirické (srov. Kessler 1980, 76). Tento predpoklad
je véak pochybny. Vidyt' napf. k pojmu identity jisté dospivime rovnéi na
zakladé pozorovani a presto ma tento pojem zcela jisté i neempirické instan-
ce. Totéz vsak plati v pripadé agregat: ,To, ze jsme nase presvédceni o
vztahu mezi Casti a celkem ziskali diky empirickym agregatim, nemuze vést
k zavéru, ze neempirické agregity neexistuji“ (Kessler 1980, 76). Z hlediska
nasich uvah pro né tedy plati stejné zavéry jako pro agregity empirické.
Prvky téchto agregatl lze proto pocitat stejnym zptisobem jako prvky agre-
gath empirickych.

(iv) Na zdvér tohoto paragrafu se v kritkosti vénujme Fregovym grama-
tickym argumentim. Kessler jim bohuzel nevénuje Zidnou pozornost, ale
odpovédéli na né jeho pozdéjsi nasledovnici. Ti upozornili pfedevsim na to,
ze Fregova argumentace je ponékud tcelovd (srov. napf. Maddy 1990, 90)
Svéddi-li gramatika pfirozeného jazyka ve prospéch jeho vlastni (substantiv-
ni) koncepce, pak se o ni opira, (Cislovka se, jak jsme vidéli, chovd z grama-
tického hlediska jako singuldrni termin). Svéd¢i-li naopak gramatika v jeho
neprospéch, pak poukazuje na to, Ze nds nesmi rusit to, jak se pojem Cisla
uzivd v bézném jazyce (srov. Frege 2011, 216).

4. Zavér

Jiz jsme naznacili, ze Kesslerovy Gvahy pfedstavuji v rimci diskusi o po-
vaze Cisla dilezity pfelom. Jeho vyznam spociva predevsim v tom, Ze realis-
tické pojeti Cisla, podle néjz je cislo vlastnosti vnéjsich véci, po delsi dobé
opét pfitahuje pozornost a ziskava i vlivné stoupence. Vétrem do plachet
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pro obhdjce této koncepce je mimo jiné i obnoveny zijem o metafyziku,
s nimz se dnes v analytické filosofii opét setkavame. Analyticti metafyzikové
se totiz Casto inspiruji aristotelskym ontologickym schématem, podle néjz je
dislo pravé vlastnosti agregitu (srov. Franclin 2011).

Vyznamnymi pokracovateli realistického pojeti ¢isla jsou predevsim
Armstrong — Forrest (1987). Ti ve svych Gvahich v podstaté pfijimaji za-
kladni Kesslerovu tezi, podle niz je Cislo zvlistnim druhem vztahu, podrob-
néji se ale zamysleji nad jeho povahou. Dospivaji k zavéru, ze Cislo je zvlast-
nim druhem interni relace, kterd nastavid mezi dvéma univerzdliemi (struk-
turdlni vlastnosti a jednotkovou vlastnosti). Na tomto zikladé se dile fesi
povaha pfirozenych, raciondlnich a redlnych cisel.
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Vénovdno Janu Sokolovi
s obdivem k jeho poctivosti
a pedagogické grdcii

1. Uvod: pragmatismus a problém zkusenosti

Pragmatismus nemd v Ceské ani Slovenské republice pfili§ dobré jméno
a neni zde prili§ autord, ktefi by se systematicky vénovali pragmatismu, aniz
by k nému pfistupovali z pozice a s predporozuménim analytické filozofie.
Cestn;’rmi vyjimkami, které si zaslouzi byt jmenovany, jsou prace F. Mihiny,
a pfedevsim E. Vistiovského (srov. Vistiovsky — Mihina 1998; Visnovsky
2009). Historie tohoto nepochopeni sahd az na pocatek 20. stoleti, kdy se
evropsti intelektudlové navzajem presvédcovali, Ze vSe, co pfichdzi z Ameriky
je kulturné ploché, intelektualné primitivni a potencionalné nebezpecné.
Neni proto divu, Ze se i v odbornych textech vzdélanych a poctivych autord
setkavame s frizemi, které nastalou situaci dokonale vyjadrfuji. Napfiklad
Sokol na jednom misté piSe, ze americky pragmatismus ,odmita vsechny
uvahy o predpokladech a soudi, ze cely smysl jednani tkvi vyhradné v jeho
dtsledcich®. Ze James, Dewey a Rorty postupné radikalizuji tento pistup,
az nakonec odmitaji ,teoretické uvahy o etice vibec“. A nakonec uzavird, Ze
»i pragmatismus patfi do spole¢ného rimce konsekvencionalismu® (srov.
Sokol 2010, 123-124). Sokol se v této pasizi odkazuje na knihu, kterd nim
neni zndma (RemiSovd 2008), proto nedokazeme rozhodnout, zda tato ,ne-
presnost vychazi z Cetby zminéné knihy ¢i z vlastni Cetby. Vybiravé Cteni
Rortyho textt by snad jesté mohlo vést ke ztotoznéni pragmatistické pozice
s utilitarismem ¢i konsekvencionalismem. O to vic, ze v jedné ze svych hor-
sich stati se Rorty stylizuje do pozice ,romantického utilitaristy” (Rorty
2010, 444-455).> Ovéem Deweyho kniha The Theory of Valuation Ci esej
»Qualitative Thought“ musi kazdého presvedcit, ze vyse zminéné hodnoceni
je naprosto scestné (viz Dewey 1992, lw.5: 246-264, resp. lw.13: 190-

2K pragmatistické kritice této a dal$ich ,horsich stati R. Rortyho viz Sip (2011).
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251).> Zda se, ie zdrojem zdkladnich vytek vici pragmatismu je pojem
szkusenost. Tento pojem se v dilech zakladatelt pragmatismu postupné
zbavil empiristickych i idealistickych ryst, ceska i slovenska filozoficka re-
flexe vsak presné témto dilezitym krokim téméf nevénovala pozornost.4
Protoze jsme zatim nedokdzali plné pochopit obsah pragmatistického pojeti
zkusenosti a disledky z toho vyplyvajici, je pragmatisticka zkusenost na jed-
né strané¢ podvédomé ztotoinovina s empiristicky pojatou ,zkusenosti“ (k
niz ma mnohem déle nez k jistému vykladu pojmu skute¢nosti — viz nize),
popfipadé¢ je jinymi stavéna zcela stranou jako pojem ,nicnefikajici“ a ,tem-
ny“. Srov. napf. Rortyho zcela nepragmatisticky pfistup v jeho ,Dewey’s
Metaphysics* (1982, 72-89).

2. Pravda a praktické soudy

Ruth Anna Putnamovi je pfikladem téch epistemologt a filozofl, ktefi
prestoze by mohli mit k Deweyho praci kladny vztah, nepfijimaji jeho za-
kladni vychodiska. Jsou sice ochotni uznat zvlastni konzistentnost jeho filo-
zofického systému, ob¢as i hodnotu jeho dila pro americkou spole¢nost, ale
jeho pojeti pravdy je irituje. Je to zfejmé i z jejiho textu o Deweyho episte-
mologii, kterym v prestizni radé The Cambridge Companion to... ptispéla do
knihy o Deweyho filozofii. Na pfislusném misté poté, co rozebird klady a
zdpory peircovského pristupu k pravdé,” se presouvi od peircovského pojeti
k pojeti Deweyho, pro n¢hoz propozice hraji roli pland jednani v problema-
tické situaci. K vysvétleni pouzivi Deweyho ptiklad: Clovék, ktery se ztrati
v lese, musi mit pravdivou ideu celého svého okoli, aby byl schopen najit

Jednd se o standardizovany zdpis odkazu na Deweyho Sebrané spisy, kde ,lw“ znamena
pozdni dilo — later works, respektive ,mw* dilo stfedniho obdobi — middle works, &islice po
tecce Cislo svazku, Cislice za dvojteckou strinkové rozpéti. Vzhledem ke specifi¢nosti odka-
zu na Sebrané dilo jiz nebudeme dale uvadét Dewey (1992). V této souvislosti radi upozor-
fiujeme na jednu z nejlepsich soucasnych knih o pragmatistické etice Pappas (2008).

Opét zde mizeme jmenovat E. Visnovského jako ¢estnou vyjimku, ktery si dal praci
pribliZit tento stéZejni pojem slovenskym a Ceskym ctenafim — viz Vistiovsky (2009,
ptedevsim 92-115).

Peircliv pfistup k pravdé nepovaiujeme za idedlni vyjadfeni Deweyho pozice, kterou
zastéval ve svém zralém obdobi. K tomu srov. Colapietro (2002).
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o 6 N4 y . . . ol
cestu doml.” Nasledné Putnamova Deweyho postoj rozvadi a svij vyklad
Deweyho koncepce v této pasizi uzavira nasledovné:

Jediné prostfednictvim jedndni, které je vedeno ideou, mizeme zjistit,
zda je [idea] adekvatni & ne a jak je ji pripadné mozné vylepsit. Navic
jediné dbsledky [této ideje], které jsou zdimérné hledany, jsou rozhodné
pro jeji pravdivost ¢i nepravdivost [...] Toto [Deweyho] pojeti pravdy je
v celé své §ifi v naprostém souladu s tim, jak je termin pravdy chipin
v bézném tizu, ovéem samoziejmé Ze to neni ani teorie, ani definice
pravdy. (Putnam 2010, 38)

V své zavérecné vété ma Putnamova pravdu v jedné véci. U Deweyho, stejné
jako u Peirce, Jamese, Meada a dalSich pragmatistd, v podstaté nenajdeme
definici pravdy, ktera by ji esencialisticky vymezovala pomoci nutnych a po-
stacujicich podminek. Pragmatisté nim pouze fikaji, co se v nasi zkusenosti
déje, kdyz mame néjaké presvédceni za pravdivé, a jak se to odrdzi v realném
déni kolem nas. Pfesto mame spole¢né s Deweyem za to, Ze propozice ne-
mohou byt ,pravdivé“ ¢i ,nepravdivé®.

Putnamovi, stejné jako mnozi jeji kolegové, se vsak domniva, ze by-
chom méli vztahovat predikity ,pravdivy ¢i ,nepravdivy na propozice
(soudy). Pokud je tomu ale tak, pak bychom méli jejich ,pravdivost” ¢i ,ne-
pravdivost® vycist pouze z toho, zda odpovidaji pfislusnému stavu svéta, zda
s nim koresponduji, popt. jsou s nim v jinak definované shodé. Kdybychom
je museli vy¢ist z disledkt aplikovani téchto tvrzeni v nasem jedndni ¢i
z naplnéni predpovedi, které jsme na zakladé téchto propozic predem ucini-
li, relativizovali bychom jejich pravdivost k situaci, k béznym praktikim a
k soucasnému stavu pozndni. Cinili bychom tedy presné to, co od svého
vzniku déla pragmatismus. Za takové situace bychom vsak méli problémy —
podobné jako je maji pragmatisté — vztahovat hodnoty ,pravdivy“/,ne-
pravdivy“ k propozicim (soudim). A to proto, ze bychom je v podstaté
vztahovali k nasi dosavadni zkuSenosti, kterd md holisticky a strukturni charak-
ter, jenz propozice vzhledem ke své linearité a parcidlnosti nikdy vyjadyit nemo-

V pasizi, na niz se Putnamova odkazuje, Dewey uzivd slova idea. Je to ddno kontex-
tem celé stat¢ ,The Control of Idea by Facts®, kterou zde Putnamovd komentuje.
Nicméné z dalsich textd, uvefejnénych tak jako ,The Control of Idea by Facts“
v Deweyho souboru Essays in Experimental Logic, je zfejmé, Ze si ideu musime predstavit
jako soubor zpfestiujicich propozic. V nisledujicich pasdzich budeme mluvit o propozi-
cich, ty jsou vsak vztazeny i k pojmu idea v této parafrazi.
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hou. Z divodu této nekonzistence jsou v pozadi vétsiny tradi¢nich teorii
pravdy zakodovany dvé zakladni pfedstavy: 1) pfedstava atomismu a 2) pred-
stava pfimého, zkusenosti nezprostiedkovaného pristupu k realité. Prvni pfed-
stava md za to, ze svét kolem nds lze rozlozit na ,atomy“ (idedlni, materialni,
logické ¢i informacni), ze jazyk je stejnym zplisobem atomizovatelny, a ko-
necné Ze lze nalézt strukturni souvislost (korespondenci, shodu, koherenci)
mezi propozici a prislusnou ¢asti svéta. Druhd predstava zajistuje moznost
systémové kontroly toho, zda propozice odpovida pfislusnému vyseku reality
a zda tedy viibec lze zjist'ovat jeji pravdivost. Jediné v pfipadé, ze jsou tyto
dvé predstavy aplikovany, ma smysl uvazovat o tom, zZe nositelem hodnot
P/N mohou byt jednotlivé propozice. Obé predstavy pragmatismus odmita
jako feseni, ktera neodtvodnéné ad hoc propojuje tradi¢ni pohled na pozna-
ni s pozadavky moderni vedy. V dalSich odstavcich se budeme vénovat pou-
ze problematice druhého predpokladu.

Existuji zde idealistické teorie vhledu Absolutniho ducha ¢i zahrnuti do
ného, diky kterému je jednotlivec schopen nezavisle na osobni (subjektivni)
zkusenosti poznat zakladni struktury vystavby svéta. Takovy pfistup najde-
me u Hegela, T. H. Greena, ¢i tfeba u J. Royce. Nebo se zde naopak mi-
zeme setkat s realistickou pfedstavou ,smyslové daného, jez podle klasické
empiristické metafyziky utvafi v nasi zkusenosti nezpochybnitelné zéklady,
na nichz lze s jistym ohledem na spravnou metodu vybudovat poznani vnéj-
stho svéta. S touto predstavou v rznych variacich pracovali vsichni vy-
znamni empiristé — Lockem pocinaje a konée napf. Carnapem (v jistém
smyslu i Quinem). Popfipadé v této fadé mizeme potkat podobnou metafy-
ziku logického atomismu, jez pracuje s tzv. kognitivnimi atomy (cognitive
primitives), které — z definice a apodikticky — ve styku se skutecnosti pfimo
a bezprostredné pfichdzeji do nasi mysli a plni v ni funkci sebe-evidentnich
a neménnych zdkladd naseho poznini. A nakonec mizZeme dojit k teoriim,
které maji opét idealistické vyznéni, jako je tomu u teorii vnitfni transcen-
dentdlni struktury subjektivity, keera odrazi objektivni rysy skutecnosti. Viz
napfiklad Husserlovu ,transcendentilni logiku®. Na jiném misté jsme kriti-
zovali také velké nadéje korespondistl poté, co se objevila teorie tzv. ,ne-
pfimé korespondence®. Motivaci této teorie je vyrovnat se s opravnénymi
namitkami, keeré vaci klasické teorii korespondence vznesli jeji kritici: Jak
mlzeme nalézat korespondenci mezi propozici a svétem, kdyz jejich struk-
tury jsou zcela odliSné a nemohou byt pfevedeny jedna na druhou? Podle
nepfimych korespondist zde sice neexistuje méfitelna izomorfie mezi jazy-
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kem a svétem, ale my udajné mizeme zjistovat korespondenci ,nepfimo®.
Teorie je to skute¢né podivuhodnd pravé proto, ze nepotiebuje srovndni
struktur. Jak je to mozné a jak tento proces reilné probihd, vsak jeji zastanci
v podstaté nikdy nevysvétlili.

Je zfejmé, Ze se s pragmatismem ocitaime v metafyzickém rozvrzeni, kte-
ré nerozumi svétu, clovéku a lidskému poznani tradicnim zpisobem. Prave
tato zvlastnost je pri¢inou prehlizeni, které se pragmatismu dostalo, protoze
jiz od svého pocitku uplatiiuje experimentdlni memfj/ziku,7 jez od zaklada
zpochybniuje predstavy zakofenéné v nasi kulturni oblasti. Pfi vykladu této
metafyziky za¢néme u Deweyho pojeti percepce, kterou bychom mohli na-
zvat ,funkcionalni®, a tak ji odlisit od tradi¢niho pojeti, jez je v podstaté za-
lozeno na novovéké predstavé mechanické kauzalni naslednosti.

V tradi¢ni predstavé je percepce chapana jako néjaky automaticky
translacni nastroj, ktery mechanicky proménuje smyslova data v poznané in-
formace o vnéjsim svété. Pro Deweyho je percepce ndstrojem naseho dosa-
vadniho porozuméni vécem kolem nis, ktery je utvifen nasim jednanim a
v ném zakofenénou hermeneutickou funkei a nikoli odvozenim na zakladé
vztahu stimulus — reakce. Porozuméni vécem prameni z nasi predeslé koe-
xistence s nimi. Porozuméni je sedimentaci vyznami, které se experimen-
tdlné utvareji béhem uspésného jedndni a poté se stavaji soucdsti naseho vy-
kladového ramce. Predeslé vyznamy vstupuji do naseho nasledného jednani
tak, abychom v danych situacich mohli jednat s co nejmensim poctem
chyb. Vyznamy jsou ale neustile otevfeny moznosti rekonstrukce obsah.
Jak konkrétnéji vypada Deweyho pojeti percepce, si mizeme demonstrovat
na nasledujici ukazce z textu o praktickych soudech (,The Logic of Jug-
ments of Practice®):

Zavér, ze percepce... jsou vysledky odvozeni [an inference], musime pec-
livé odlisit od vagniho tvrzeni, Ze smyslovd percepce je nevédomou infe-
renci... To, ze vidime sttl a odvozujeme z toho, Ze vidime néco, na ¢em
se dd psit, nds v zadném pfipadé nesmi vést k tvrzeni, Ze percepce stolu
je odvozena ze smyslovych dat... Pfedpokladejme, Ze nasi prvni percepci
byly barevné skvrny. Z toho my nisledné vyvodime moznost jich dosih-
nout a dotknout se jich, a poté, co tuto moznost v nasem jedndni usku-
te¢nime, ziskime ndsledné kvality neprostupnosti a hladkosti atd. a ty

Vice k podstaté ,experimentilni metafyziky* viz éip (2007) a Hroch, et al. (2010,
141-181).
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jsou pozdéji spojeny s barevnymi skvrnami. Znamena to pfinejlepsim
pouze, ze odvozené kvality byly spojeny a upevnény s témi kvalitami, ze
kterych byly ptvodné odvozeny. Toto spojeni a upevnéni neni v zadném
pfipadé¢ inferenci. Ve skuteénosti se pouze jedna o zplsob, jak o celé zi-
lezitosti mluvime. To, co se skute¢né uddlo, jsou mozkové procesy, kte-
ré se nejdfive uddly postupné, a nyni se déji simultinné. Mame zde co
dodinéni nikoli s pozninim, ale s faktem organickych podminek pro vy-
skyt néjakého percepéniho jedndni ... (mw.8: 53)

Co umoziiuje, Ze procesy, které dfive probéhly postupné, pozdéji probéh-
nou sousledné? Kde se tvofi ono ,upevnéni a spojeni kvalit“? Pfedné Dewey
striktné odmitd, Ze by se to délo pouze v ,lidské hlavé“. To, co umozituje
spojeni kvalit, je jedndni. Jestlize se dotkneme stolu, pak mizeme barevné
skvrny propojit s hladkosti a neprostupnosti a v dalsim pozorovani stolu ty-
to dvé fady informaci jiz mohou vytvifet jediny vyznam, ktery vyuzivime
k interpretaci nové situace, v niz néjaky (stejny nebo jiny) sttl zkoumdme.
Jestlize vynechdme jedndni z teorie pozndni, pak se zkusenost proméniuje na
pouhou smyslovou receptivitu a v mysli ¢i v mozku ndhle musime hledat
onen bezprostiedni ndstroj, ktery nezpochybnitelné pfifadi smyslovému po-
¢itku jeho informacni obsah.

Dewey se snazi tato predporozuméni kompletné prevratit a pozménit —
postavit je z hlavy zpét na nohy. V jeho metafyzice je jednini pridéleno mis-
to, kterého bylo zbaveno jiz ve starovékém Recku. Jednini je na podatku ce-
1ého procesu poznini (vidime, citime, dotykiame se...), poté je jim pozndni
modifikovano (pfistupujeme, ovlidime, manipulujeme, opakujeme pohyby,
proméfiujeme pfistupy, experimentujeme) a to vSe ndm umoziuje ukoncit
celou sekvenci kontinua jednani, percepce a poznani (tedy zkusenosti) tim
zplsobem, Ze navrhneme alternativni jedndni. T'o nds dovede k dusledkim,
jez mzeme zpétné zhodnotit jako bud ocekavané, nebo neocekavané, jako
uspokojujici nebo neuspokojujici. Tak jsou mentalni obrazy a propozice
chdpany jako ,vyrobky“ nasi inteligence, kterd tvaruje zkusenostni material
tak, aby byl zformovin do praktickych soudt (judgments of practice) — pro-
pozic. Soudy jsou nédvrhy, jak jednat zpisobem, abychom byli schopni fesit
situaci, v niz se nachdzime.

Pojem situace je pro Deweyho naprosto klicovy. Prestoze jej budeme
podrobnéji definovat pozdéji, nyni predbézné poznamenejme: Situace vyjadiuje
zdkladni vlastnost Deweyho metafyziky — naprostou provdzanost jednajiciho se
suym okolim. Dewey tim ma na mysli fake, ze Clovék (stejné jako jakykoli jiny
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organismus) tvori se svym okolim celek, ktery nemiizeme jednoduse rozclenit
na subjekt a objekt pozndni, tak jak to podvédomé ¢inime od 17. stoleti.
Kdybychom jej takto Clenili a z aspekti situace (ja X okoli) vytvareli zcela od-
délené entity (subjekt X objekt), dostaneme se do kolobéhu predpokladd,
které nds nakonec pfivedou bud ke korespondismu, anebo skonc¢ime u néjaké
zverzi redundantni teorie pravdy ¢i epistemologického skepticismu. V De-
weyho experimentdlni metafyzice mohou byt ,,pravdivé® ¢i ,nepravdivé pouze
vysledky naseho jednani. ,, Pravda® a ,nepravda” jsou funkciondlnim vyjadrenim
slozité strukturovanébo stavu, v némz nase jedndni bud odpovidd dané situaci,
uspokojivé ji 7est (pravda), nebo ji neodpovidd, nefest ji, popr. vytvdri jesté vice pro-
blémii a neporozuméni (nepravda). Propozice ¢i mentdlni stavy tu nejsou od
toho, aby byly ,,pravdivé“ ¢i ,nepravdivé, ale od toho, aby slouzily k artikulaci
situace — aby ji ucinily urcitou, prehlednéjsi. Tim, ze se poznavajici soustfedi
na jisté aspekty situace, je posléze schopen ur¢it alternativy budouciho jednd-
ni. Tak z neurdité (undetermined) vznika situace urcita ¢i zptesnénd (determi-
ned situation). Jednd se o situaci schematicky zpfesnénou pomoci praktickych
soudl natolik, Ze jedinec je na zdkladé tohoto schématu schopen navrhnout
jedndni, o kterém se domniva, Ze je vice pfiméfené nez to, jehoz byl schopen
pred zpfesnénim situace. Propozice jsou samozfejmé nejucinnéjsimi lidskymi
prostredky jak situaci zprehlednit a urcit dalsi zptsob jednani. Proto jsou
»praktickymi soudy®. Praktické soudy nim poméhaji rekonstruovat, schema-
tizovat, zjednodusovat situaci natolik, abychom mohli navrhnout nalezité jed-
nani. Nezobrazuji tedy vysek svéta, ale pragmaticky situaci proménuji. Nene-
sou tedy hodnotu P nebo N, ale jsou nasim nastrojem.

3. Dekonstrukce ,,pozorovatelské teorie poznani“

Zde deweyovské pojeti nardzi na na$ hluboce internalizovany zakladni
obraz vztahu clovéka, svéta a poznani. Jak muze byt situace, kterda nis vede
k nalezitému jednani, pouhym konstruktem? Copak ndm nejde o nilezitou
kopii svéta, o korespondenci mezi teorii a svétem? Dekonstrukei téchto ,in-
tuitivnich trivialit“ vypracoval Rorty v prvnich dvou ¢astech své knihy Filo-
sofie a zrcadlo prirody (Rorty 2012, 23-293).% Rorty se zde soustfedi prede-

8 ety v Y« . . Y L
Obvykld kritika téchto pasdii se soustred'uje na ,dtikaz®, Ze Rorty nespravné rekon-

struuje dilo nékteré¢ho z filozof (Descartes, Locke, Kant) — srov. napf. Yolton (1990);
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v$im na dekonstrukci rané moderniho pojeti mysli jako ,zrcadla® ¢i latky
mysli¢, kterd odrdzi vnéj$i svét a je vybavena evidenci, bezprostfednim
uchopenim. Protoze vsak spatfuje kontinuitu mezi pozdné scholastickym
intelektem a novovékou mysli, dotyka se i problematiky zvlastnosti a naho-
dilosti feckého uhranuti zrakem a vizudlni ,ukonéenosti“ (Rorty 2012, pre-
devsim 44-47). Dewey podobnou kritiku nabidl v mnoha svych textech, na-
vic ji doprovizi dislednou socidlné-politickou analyzou, takze si diky ni lépe
uvédomujeme, jak byla predstava poznani jako ,nahlizeni ukoncenych fo-
rem“ konstruovina na podkladé socialni reality starofeckych méstskych spo-
le¢nosti.

Na nékolika mistech jednoho ze svych nejvyznamnéjsich textd Experien-
ce and Nature (1925 — lw.1) si Dewey vs§ima skutecnosti, ze feckd spole¢nost
byla ovlidina estetickymi kvalitami vnimanych objektd (na rozdil od nas,
keefi si vSimdme vice jejich védeckych ¢i ekonomickych vlastnosti a disled-
k) a poté pravidla takového vnimani pfirozené promitla do své pfedstavy
objektl poznani, a tim i do pfedstavy ,pravého poznini® (epistémé). Tak ja-
ko je esteticky prozitek bezprostfedni, a to at’ ma jakoukoli slozitou historii
¢ at je recepci jakkoli slozité estetické struktury, stejné tak je objekt po-
znani bezprostiedni, cely a odlouceny.

Reck4 komunita byla poznamendana hlubokou propasti mezi sluzebnymi
délniky a svobodnymi muzi s volnym ¢asem. Promitlo se to do pfedstavy
oddélenych kategorii: na jedné strané obezndmenost s redlnymi uda-
lostmi a na strané druhé kontemplativni porozuméni, na jedné strané
neinteligentni praxe a na strané druhé nepraktickd inteligence, na jedné
strané proménlivost a efektivita — neboli instrumentalita — a na strané
druhé klid a uzavienost — finalita. Takovd zkuSenost nemohla poskyt-
nout model pro experimentdlni zkoumdni, pro mysleni, které ucinné
plsobi v jedndni. (Iw.1: 80)

Rek nemanipuluje s vécmi, aby se o nich néco dozvédél, pouze nechi
svoji raciondlni dusi, aby nahlizela teoretické podobnosti véci, a tak aby ,za-
hlédla“ neménné podstaty. Pfedstava ukonéenych forem, které jsou pfimo
zakouseny bez nutnosti jednat, je odvozena ze situace ¢lovéka, ktery hledi na
umélecké dilo, jemuz byla forma jiz umélcem vtisknuta. Takové zakouseni

Marvan (2010). Tato kritika vsak miji jeden podstatny moment, na néjz jsme upozornili
v jinych textech — viz Sip (2008, 62-64); Sip (2012, zejm. 859-861).
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¢i zahlédnuti md podmanivou silu — jako by k ndm zformované artefakty
sugestivné ,promlouvaly®. S tim souvisi zvlastni hluboké uspokojeni spojené
s estetickym prozitkem. Uspokojeni, které je svazino s ukoncenosti dila.
Umelec dosahl vtéleni takové formy do svého dila, kterd ukojila jeho touhu
po estetickém klidu a spocinuti. T'oto uspokojeni se za pfiznivé situace pre-
léva do pozorovatele. Predstava absolutni odlisnosti latky a formy pochdzi ze
zkusenosti pozorovatele feckého uméni. Ovsem predstava pasivni latky a ak-
tivity ukoncenych forem, které latku tvaruji, je zdroven obrazem pozorova-
tele, ktery vidi latku a vidi vysledek, ale prostfedni ¢ist — potykani se umél-
ce s latkou pfi formovini objektu — je mu zastfena. Vysledek je pro pozoro-
vatele jiz zajistény a forma je jedina a pfedem dand. Tento ukonceny stav je
projektovin do pojeti kosmu. K uskute¢néni formy dfive nebo pozdéji do-
jde, protoze svét je v podstat¢ ukonceny a jeho dynamika pouze nasleduje
predem dané moznosti systému (Aristotelova fysis).

I Heidegger si v§iml onoho zvlistniho volani véci za metafyzickymi kon-
cepcemi Rekti. Domnival se viak, ze zaslechl néco ontologicky ptivodniho —
»hlas Byti“. Heideggerovou chybou bylo, ze na rozdil od Deweyho v onom
volani nevidel lapsus intelektu, ktery esteticky prozitek zaménuje za odhale-
ni pravé (byt vzdy tézko artikulovatelné) podstaty existence. Pfesto tato es-
tetickd kvalita doprovazejici lidskou existenci neni néco margindlniho a
Dewey si toho byl v pozdéjsich letech stile vice védom. Pravé pocitovani a
proZivani bezprostfednich kvalit danych situaci ovliviiuje a startuje pozndva-
ci proces. Tyto kvality maji vyznamnou estetickou dimenzi, prostfednictvim
které uchopujeme jesté nezfejmou situaci (undetermined situation) v jejim
celku. Vnimdni estetického vzoru prozitych kvalit je nutnou podminkou
pro zahdjeni jedndni. Pfesto je to jedndni a nikoli ,nahlizeni®, které je pod-
statou poznani.

4. Hrani¢ni uzemi: situace a aspekty ,,sjednoceného pole”

V pozdéjsich dilech Experience and Nature (lw.1), Art as Experience
(Iw.10) ¢ Logic: The Theory of Inquiry (lw.12) mizeme sledovat gradujici
vyvoj Deweyho pojeti lidské bytosti jako organismu kompletné vnoreného
do svého prostiedi. Hned ve druhé kapitole své knihy Logic: The Theory of
Inquiry Dewey stanovuje ,biologické podminky“, které podminuji dokonce
i jakoukoli logiku. I ona musi vyrtstat z téchto podminek a ve vztahu
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k nim. To je pro tradi¢ni logiky, filozofy a teoretiky védy zarzejicim kro-
kem. Je tomu vsak pouze do té doby, dokud maji za to, Ze se lze zkuSenosti
néjakym zpisobem vymknout. Ve chvili, kdy si pfipusti, Ze zkusenost je
mnohem vice nez jenom osobnim, subjektivnim omezenim pravého pozna-
ni, Ze vlastné¢ nikdy nevystupujeme ze zkusenosti, pouze prechizime z malo
sdilené do vice sdilené zkusenosti a naopak, pak se jim logicky systém pre-
stane jevit jako predem hotovy prostfedek dosahovani pravého poznani a za-
¢nou na néj nahlizet jako na funkei Zivota, jako na podle okolnosti vice ¢i
mén¢ se proménujici nastroj, ktery nam umoznuje vyhnout se nespravnému
jednani.

Vystoupime-li vsak z predstavy pfedem hotového svéta, pak se nim —
aniz by to cokoli zménilo na nasich kazdodennich zivotech ¢i na reilném
fungovani ved — zcela promeéni predstava toho, ¢im je svét kolem nas, ¢im je
poznavajici a co poznavané. Dokonce se nim radikalné proméni pohled na
to, co je podstatou poznini a jaka je jeho funkce. Na chvili se vzijme do
svéta, v némz nejsou zadné pevné ontologické hranice objektd, které jsou
urcovany neménnymi, pevnymi jadry (anticko-scholastické substance ¢i ra-
né¢ moderni ,podstatné vlastnosti dané tzv. ,konstitutivnimi Vztahy“).9
Tim vyrazné oslabujeme i linedrni kauzdlni mechanicismus rané moderny.
Objekty jsou utvafeny silami uvnitf a vné svych hranic — jsou docasné usta-
veny na zakladé ,osmotickych® sil, z nichz teprve a docasné krystalizuji.
Hranice jsou tedy pouze docasna vyjadfeni rozlozeni plsobicich energii.
Mate nis zde skutecnost, ze podobné vzory hranic a jejich obsahti se obje-
vuji s tvrdosijnou pravidelnosti po mnoho stovek let (napt. podoby lidskych
ritudld a instituci), po tisice let (napf. zakladni geneticky preddvané charak-
teristiky organismd, tedy i ¢lovéka), ¢i po dobu miliénd let (napf. chemické
prvky), ¢i po dobu téhnouci se od pocitku kosmu (napf. svételné zifeni).
Meéfeno chemickymi prvky a svételnym zafenim se ndm svét muze zdat byt
tvofen ,neménnymi jadry“ — podstatami, substancemi, konstitutivnimi
vztahy. OvSem tato neménnost postradd apriornost anticko-scholastického i
rané¢ moderniho svéta. Samotné chemické prvky jsou utvareny vzory atomi,
které se v historii kosmu proménovaly, a jestlize jsme o téchto vzorech zis-
kali — méfeno lidskou perspektivou — predstavu jejich ,neménné podoby,
pak proto, ze dokazaly vybudovat dlouhodobé udrzitelné atomarni platfor-

Vice ke ,konstitutivnim vztahdm® a jejich souvislosti se starovékou koncepci ,,sub-
stance” viz Sip (2012, 863-867).
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my. Kdyz navic stoupime nad chemické prvky — ke geologickym vrstvim,
k organismim, k ekologickym nikdm — tim vice prostupnosti a vzdjemné
provizanosti a tedy kiehkosti miZzeme pozorovat, pficemz se imérné tomu
zkracuje doba ,ontologické neménnosti“ téchto platforem.

V dnesnich dnech jsme svédky pfechodu od paradigmatu separdtnich ob-
jektii k paradigmatu ekologickému. John Dewey stal na pociatku novodobého
zvédomovani tohoto procesu a presné toto nové ontologické paradigma ar-
tikuloval v nésledujici pasazi své Logic (stejné jako v mnohych jinych pasi-
zich svého zralého dila):

At uz je zivot ¢imkoli, je pfedevsim aktivnim procesem, ktery v sob¢ za-
hrnuje prostfedi. Je transakei, kterd se tahne za prostorové hranice orga-
nismu. Organismus neZzije ve svém prostredi, ale Zije prostfednictvim
svého prostiedi [...] S rozliSenim interakci pfichdzi potfeba udriet mezi
nimi rovnovahu, nebo — v objektivnim slovniku — potfeba sjednoceného
prostfedi. Rovnoviha musi byt zachovina pomoci mechanismu, ktery
odpovidd jak na variace, které nastanou uvnitf organismu, tak na variace

jeho okoli. (lw.12: 32-33)

Tom Burke, filozof zabyvajici se Deweyho pragmatistickou logikou, nis na-
badd, abychom jeho celkovému pojeti rozuméli jako dynamickému systému,
v némz organismus a jeho prostredi jsou vzdjemné se utvarejici faze situace.
O néco dale Burke pouzivd souslovi ,organismicko-environmentalni celek”
[organismic-environmental aggregate]. Podle né¢ho bychom neméli premyslet
v terminech klasického termodynamického systému, ale v terminech ekolo-
gické rovnovihy, a rovnovahu bychom neméli pojimat jako vyrovnani fyzikal-
nich sil, ale ,spise jako fize ¢i periody vzajemné sluditelnych zivotnich procesi
a aktivit“ (Burke 1994, 27-28). Na prvni misto zde neni kladen ani organis-
mus, ani okoli. Nic z toho neni primordialni. Tento slovnik ndm poskytuje
nové chapani organismu/clovéka i svéta. Umoznuje nim rozumét organis-
mu a jeho okoli jako jednomu kontinudlnimu celku se dvéma aspekty.

K dokresleni nového stylu mysleni Burke vyuziva priklad mofské sasan-
ky. Ta nemd cirkula¢ni systém uvnitf vlastni kize tak jako lidé. Pro cirku-
laci vyuziva mofskou vodu, kterd ji obklopuje. Priliv a odliv je jeji soucdsti, a
kdyz je pro ni voda v daném proudéni nepfizniva, pohne se dal, aby dosihla
slozeni vody, které bude pfihodnéjsi (Burke 1994, 28). O takovych pfikla-
dech mame potfebu mluvit s nedvérou. Mame pocit, Ze tento popis mize
byt vécné spravny u sasanky, ale u cloveka se jednd o pouhou metaforu.
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V podstaté tak ¢inime i proto, ze podobné priklady urazi nékolik nasich in-

. , Y C , YNy vy
ternalizovanych predstav, mezi nimiz je hlavni to pfesvédceni, ze clovek
ey . s iy . ey . “y,
moznd pochidzi ze zvifeci fiSe, ale je kvalitativné (ontologicky) né¢im na-
prosto odlisSnym. Navic takovd vyjadreni prozrazuji nékolik nekonzistent-
nich pfedpokladd — napf. Ze néjaka uziti jazyka mohou byt Cisté popisné-
kognitivni a jind pouze esteticky-metaforickd. Podivame-li se v$ak na dalsi
Burketv priklad, miZe se nim zdat analogie mezi clovékem a sasankou
mnohem vice ,popisné-kognitivni“:

Jestlize zvednete $ilek kdvy ke svym ustlim, vyuzivate k dovrseni tohoto
ukonu stejné tak gravitace jako svych svalll. Znamend to, ze gravita¢ni
pole na povrchu Zemé je vasi souddsti stejné jako svaly a slachy vasich
rukou. (Burke 1994, 29)

Presto nds i zde mlze zardZet to, jak se tato situace podobd mystickému
nahlizeni svéta. KdyZ je nasi soudasti néco tak vsudypfitomného a rozlehlé-
ho ve vztahu k hranicim naseho téla jako je gravitatni pole Zemé, kde se
toto prolindni zastavi? V jakémsi nediferencovaném Jednu, v Celku vsech
celk? Divodem, pro¢ takové obavé z mysticismu ¢i novodobého absolut-
niho idealismu propadime, je, Ze jsme dostate¢né nevénovali pozornost,
zdanlivé obycejnému, ovSem pro Deweyho experimentalni metafyziku na-
prosto stéZejnimu pojmu situace.

Pfi popisu biologickych podminek logiky nds Dewey opét vraci k pro-
blému podminky nejzakladnéjsi — k neoddélitelnosti organismu od jeho
okoli a jejich vzdjemné provazanosti. K nedélitelnosti lidského jednani, kte-
ré prochdzi jak vnéjsim, tak vnitfnim prostorem organismu, a tedy které
prekracuje hranice organismu. Nikoli v onom trividlnim smyslu, ze orga-
nismus/Clovék svym jedndnim zasahuje do vnéjsiho prostoru, nybrz ve
smyslu, jakym zptsobem je jednani utvareno. ,Pronasledovani obéti, za¢ina
Dewey priklad, v némz predator lovi svoji kofist, ,je odpovédi na celkovy
stav organismu, nikoli na konkrétni smyslové podrizdéni...“ (Iw.12: 36).
»Celkovy stav organismu® neni podminén a utvafen pouze organismem sa-
motnym — v tomto pfipadé neni utvaten stavy dravcova organismu (hladem,
podrazdénimi, smyslovymi excitacemi atd.), ale také — a se stejnou dilezi-
tosti — jeho okolim (kofisti v urcité situaci, preditorovym okolim, které
produkuje Cichové, vizualni a sluchové percepce sefazené do urcitého celko-
vého obrazu). Jakjkoli — byt nepatrnj — vjkyv z rovnovdhy ,organismicko-
environmentdlnibo celku® obranicuje situaci. V pfipadé naseho pfikladu to
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muze byt hlad nebo potfeba vybit prebytek energie. OvSem privé zde ne-
smime propadnout dalSimu zjednoduseni, které se v souladu s nasim béz-
nym myslenim zaloZenym na jednoduché linedrni kauzalité nabizi. Nesmime
tomu porozumét tak, ze hlad nebo nadbytek energie utvifi tuto situaci.
Hlad, stejné jako nadbytek energie jsou vektory vysoce komplexnich vztahi.
Napriklad hlad je druhem odpovédi na stav urCeny trivenim, hormonalnimi
a chemickymi informacemi, stavem sytosti, ktery jiz pfed mnoha hodinami
minul, skvrnami, které se mihaji na pozadi zorného pole dravce, jez preda-
tor na zikladé dlouhodobé sedimentovanych zkusenosti a geneticky dané
citlivosti vyhodnoti jako pohyb kofisti. Neni zde jednoduchy linedrni
kauzalni fetézec, ktery ma zfejmy zacitek a vede od A k B atd. a nakonec
skon¢i v Z. Vsechny tyto stavy a reakce jsou utvifeny myriadami dalsich
vztahd, které prekracuji tam a zpét hranici mezi organismem a jeho okolim.
Pravé toto zruseni ontologické hranice nds zavazuje najit jinou hranici —
funkcionalni, kterd by byla schopna vykreslit ,ontologickou“ jednotku zpt-
sobem vice pfiméfenym dnesnimu poznini exaktnich ved. Pravé pro tento
ucel Dewey zavadi vyse zminény pojem situace.

Situaci podle n¢j nesmime chapat ,jako jeden objekt nebo udalost ¢i sa-
du objektd nebo udilosti®. Situace je ,kontextuilnim celkem® (Iw.12: 72).
V tomto ,kontextudlnim celku“ uchopujeme, odliSujeme a tvarujeme ob-
jekty a cinime tak z psychologickych nebo epistemologickych davodd.
Jestlize vytrieni a dotvofeni poznavacich objektd povazujeme za ,vSeobecny
zaklad pro filozofickou diskusi a teorii,“ pak podle Deweyho jednime zcela
»pochybné® (srov. tamtéz, 72-73). Timto se vracime k problematice percep-
ce a pozndni, jiz jsme se zabyvali vySe. Na zaklad¢ nasich potfeb, problémd,
nejistot atd. utvifime objekty pozndni, a timto zpiisobem zpresiiujeme situaci,
v jistém smyslu ji konstruujeme. Situace se tak stavd pro nds vice zfejmd, urcitd
(determined). V procesu zpresfiovani, vedeni nasimi potfebami urcit situaci,
zaostfujeme pouze na nékteré jeji vztahy, objekty a charakteristiky, ty vy-
zveddvame, zvyraznujeme, intelektudlné a experimentilné je rekonstruujeme
a to vse, abychom se v situaci 1épe orientovali. Diky tomu jsme na ni schopni
lépe zareagovat. Takto ,stvofeny“ svét néjaké situace je sice naprosto realnou
soucasti nasi zkuSenosti, ale neni v tradi¢nim slova smyslu ,objektivni reali-
tou, jakou hledaji realisté. Cim vice utvafime pozndvacich objektti, tim vice
je situace ovlivnéna vysledky praktickych soudd, které tvaruji situaci tak, aby
ji poznavajici organismus ndlezité pochopil a poté prostfednictvim tohoto
pochopeni nalezité jednal. Pficemz ,ndlezité“, zde znamend inteligentné, te-
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dy s co nejvétsim uspéchem ve vztahu k feseni problému. Tyto konstrukty
potiebujeme k tomu, abychom nasli co nejprihodnéjsi jednani.

Jak ale vypada takovy ,svét situaci“? Pfedné v ném hranice nejsou ontolo-
gickymi hranicemi objektd. To, co povazujeme za hranice, jsou krystalizace
platforem ,sjednoceného pole® organismicko-environmentalnich celkd, jsou
hranicemi pouze funkciondlnimi. Jejich dlouhodobé trvini (roky, desitky,
stovky, tisice, miliony let) jsou projevem miry ,sjednocenosti, kterd vsak ne-
ni vé¢na ani nutnd. V podstaté zde nejsou hranice, pouze proménlivd hrani¢ni
uzemi. To, co utvéfi jisté opakovatelné struktury, je kontinuita, kterou ,or-
ganismicko-environmentalni celky” projevuji. Fakticky nevime, co bylo prici-
nou podminek pro neustalou dynamiku ,sjednocovani® prostredi, stejné jako
nevime, co a pro¢ vybavilo toto sjednocovani v poli hrani¢niho Gzemi ,vesta-
vénym vnitrnim sklonem k sebezachovani (Burke 1994, 28).

Omezeni, urCeni a identifikace, které vedou k vyjasnéni urcité situace
organismicko-environmentdlniho pole, je stilym privodnim jevem vsu-
dypfitomnych aktivit jednani a z n¢ho prameniciho poznani. Touto vsu-
dypritomnosti aktivit jedndni a pozndvini mdme na mysli predeviim to, Ze situ-
ace jsou stdle zde. Neexistuje zadny stav, v némz by organismicko-environ-
mentélni celek nebyl ohraniCovan a uréovan néjakou situaci ¢i sadou situaci.
Kdyz proto nékdo prochdzi fazemi urCovani situace a ndsledného jedndni,
neustale konstituuje a rekonstituuje svoje porozuméni sobé i svétu, konti-
nudlné tvofi ¢i rekonstruuje svoji identitu a svoje pozndni svéta, jenz ho ob-
klopuje. Tak dochdzi ke stavu odliseni ,ja“ a ,svéta“ (,ne-ja“). Filozofové
rané moderny by zde radi mluvili o ,subjektu® a ,objektu®, ale tento slovnik
je v procesu odliSovdni aspektii nepouzitelny a matouci. Nejednd se o ontolo-
gické odliseni, ale o rozdéleni funkciondlni: Zilezitosti tykajici se aspektu
»ja* organismicko-environmentalniho celku mize toto ,ji“ ovliviiovat pod-
statn¢ snadnéji nez zaleZitosti aspektu jeho ,okoli“. Pravé tato neustald re-
konstituce a reidentifikace je zkusenostni milieu, které podklada veskeré ro-
zuméni. Jinymi slovy, zkusenost neni nikdy subjektivni, protoze je zdzna-
mem toho, jak je ,ja“ organismicko-environmentalniho celku uréovino sérii
situaci, kterymi kontinudlné prochdzi.

Kontinualni zkusSenostni milieu, jez neznd hranice mezi organismem a
prostredim, nebot’ je prekratuje v zivotnim vykonu, zde plni presné onu
funkci, kterd byla z hlediska Kritiky cistého rozumu (KCR) nepochopitelna a
vedla Kanta k formulaci ,Rozumu, jenz je ,prakticky“. Ovéem Kant nemél
po ruce moznosti artikulovat myslenku zptisobem, ktery nabidl Dewey. Zil
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pfed darwinistickym obratem, a proto vézel ukotven v rané moderni onto-
gnozeologii, jez promyslela svét prostfednictvim ontologickych hranic ob-
jektl a pevnych a pfedem danych podstat — tedy pomoci pfedem danych fo-
rem. Krokem vpred bylo, ze Kant tyto formy vlozil do sféry subjektu, a tim
narusil rigidni odliSeni subjektu a objektu. To napf. pozdéji umoinilo
Konradu Lorenzovi uvazovat o Kantovych formach a priori jako o fylogene-
tickych formach a posteriori, které se z pohledu jedince zdaji byt predem
dané a transcendentilné zavazné, tedy apriorni, nicméné se funkéné vytvire-
ji vkontinuité¢ fylogeneze zivocisného druhu. OvSem ten, jehoz znalost
Kanta se omezuje na KCR a zapomind tak na zisadni roli Kritiky praktického
rozumu, musel v tomto kroku pravem vidét zdroj vSeho subjektivismu 20.
stoleti. Ten, koho naopak inspirovala Hegelova kritika Kanta, mél otevie-
nou cestu k dal$imu extrému — k naprostému holismu Absolutniho ducha,
ktery obsahuje a mysli vSe a je vSim. Avsak obvinovat Kanta ¢i Hegela by
bylo posetilé — pres svoji genialitu byli jen détmi své doby. SpiSe bychom si
méli v§imat mista, na némz sesli z cesty. Kdyz Burke v dalsi pasazi své knihy
upozorfiuje na ,nefesitelnou debatu mezi atomismem a holismem®, pozna-
mendvid, ze to byl pravé tento spor, ktery vedl Deweyho k tomu, aby ,na
jednu stranu koncipoval pfedstavu neatomickych véci, jez jsou na druhou
stranu méné nez celé univerzum®. Tak Dewey vywvofil svij filozoficky po-
jem situace (srov. Burke 1994, 44).

Kant i Hegel byli chyceni do rané moderni pasti ontologie separatnich ob-
jeked. Kantovi se svét rozpadal na ,atomy® syntetizované Cistym rozumem
subjektu, a proto jednotu pak uméle konstruoval pomoci predpokladu, ze re-
alna existence Rozumu, jeho forem smyslového nazoru, rozvazovacich forem a
regula¢nich ideji je prokazovana v praktickém vykonu béhem dosahovani svo-
body jedince (srov. Kant 2001; 1996). Hegel tuto v mnohém statickou vizi
kritizoval. Bohuzel pro nis si dokédzal pfedstavit prekroceni hranic ,atomd“
pouze tak, Ze jejich hranice definoval jenom jako projevy, objektivace a poslé-
ze opusténé, historické formy casti jediného Celku (srov. Hegel 1960). Tak
oba zakladatelé némeckého idealismu nabidli genidlni formulace dvou extré-
mu, které nim svym leskem dlouho nedovolovaly zahlédnout moznost vni-
mat realitu kolem nas jako kontinuum, které je vnitfné urCovino potiebou
nalézani ekvilibria sjednoceného pole a je postaveno na jednani.

10 Jiz. v praci zroku 1895, kde Dewey kritizuje jak Kanta, tak jeho ,pfekroceni

v teoriich idealistickych filozof (T. H. Greena, E. Cairda, J. Royce), dochdzi k tomu, Ze
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Dewey se pod vlivem Meada vymanil ze svych kantovskych a hegelov-
skych vychodisek. Mead Deweyho inspiroval svoji funkcionalni koncepci
podvojného utvareni ,ja“ a predstavy svéta.'! K utvifeni »ja“ dochazi
v kontinuité zkusenosti, jez na jednu stranu neni omezena hranicemi téla,
avsak na druhou stranu nemd charakter vSezahrnujiciho Jedna. Proto se
Deweymu podarilo rozpustit ontologické atomy do predstavy krystalizace docas-
nyjch platforem organismicko-environmentdlnich celkii, jejichz skutecnou podsta-
tou jsou sité vztabii a jejich vzdjemnd vyvaZovdni. Tyto sité jsou omezoviny
nerovnovdhami sjednoceného prostredi a potfebami nabyt opétovné rovno-
vihy. T'o umoznuje artikulaci identity ,ja“ a komplementarné identifikace a
artikulace ,svéta“. Teprve diky této organismicko-environmentalni roviné
existence mohou v reflexi vznikat pfedstavy ,ja“ a ,ne-ja“ (okoli).

5. Zavér: revize zkusenosti

Deweyho pojeti zkusenosti bychom tedy mohli popsat nasledujicim zpi-
sobem. ZkuSenost neni subjektivni — neni uzaviend v téle jedince. Jednd se
o napéti vztahQ mezi sitémi sil, na zdkladé kterych krystalizuji ontologicky
casné platformy existence vykazujici sklon k obnovovani rovnovahy. Obno-
vovani rovnovahy se déje uvnitf kontinuity sjednoceného pole prostiednic-
tvim jednani. Poznani je nedilnou soucasti jedndni a vznikd teprve v aktu.
Pfi dosahovini rovnovihy uvnitf téchto platforem dochazi k neustdlému
uvédomovani, vyjastiovani dvou aspektl sjednoceného pole — ,ja“ X ,neja“ —
a k jejich neustalé rekonstituci vyznamd porozuméni. ,Ja“ a ,neja“ nejsou
ontologickymi veli¢inami, jako tomu bylo v klasickém némeckém idealismu

problémem ran¢ moderni filozofie je vymazini jedndni z procesu poznani (srov. Dewey
1998, §§ 37-51, 40-44). V té dobé jiz spolupracoval s G. H. Meadem, jenz mu poskytl
konecny kli¢ k vysvobozeni z mysleni pfili§ kantovského na jedné strané a pfili§ hegelov-
ského na strané druhé.

11 y . s .
K Meadové koncepci konstrukee a rekonstrukee ja a vztahu tohoto procesu k utva-

feni predstavy svéta viz Mead (1972, pfedevsim 135-335), Baldwin (1986, predevsim 89-
135). K jediné uspokojujici praci o Meadovi v ¢estiné viz kapitolu Romana Madzii (in
Hroch et al. 2010, 113-140) — zde je také pojedndno o Meadové vlivu na Deweyho. Tato
kapitola byla pouhym predznamendnim komplexni disertace Konstrukce svéta v jedndni:
mysl, inteligence a racionalita ve filozofti George H. Meada, kterou Madzia obhdjil v zafi
2013 — viz Madzia (2013).
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(Fichte, Schelling), nybrz funkciondlnim rozliSenim. Rozlieni je artikulo-
vino prostiednictvim pojmu ,moc‘. Moc umoznuje danému jiskému
aspektu sjednocen¢ho pole jedndni: néco muze udélat a néco ne, nékteré
véci mize ovlivnit vice, jiné méné a néco je pro néj zcela nedosazitelné. Pro
ndlezité pochopeni této ekologické ontologie je dilezité, abychom si ne-
predstavovali prostredi — ,ne-ja“ — jako cosi homogenniho. ,Ne-ji“ se skla-
da zjinych ,ji“ — at’ uz téch, jejichz sloZitost a systémova kiehkost, jim
umozriuje (¢i od nich vyzaduje) védomé vyclenéni a sebereflexi — organismy,
anebo teéch, které patrné vlastni védomi nemaji — napf. diamanty nebo lep-
tony. ,Ne-ja“ jsou jen dalsi ,ja“, dalsi ridia odlisnych moci.

Vyse zminénd dialektika némeckého idealismu ndm pfesto umoznila di-
lezitou véc. Poté, co jsme ji zbavili aureoly Absolutniho ducha a némecké
spekulace, které byly moderni vzpominkou na petrifikovaného Jehovu a
stejn¢ petrifikovany mytus ,pravého svéta“, umoznuje nim naturalisticky
funkcionalizovat pojem neménného jidra jsoucen (substance, podstaty), a
tak funkcionalizovat udajné vécné ontologické hranice a s kone¢nou plat-
nosti se zbavit figury subjekt-objektového mysleni.
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ABSTRACT: The paper focuses on the concept of implicit rules as discussed in the book
by Jaroslav Peregrin Clovék a pravidla (2011). It aims to point out deficiencies of the
concept of implicit rules through an analysis of examples of its application, mainly of
what it means to follow and interpret an implicit rule. It is argued there is no test to de-
cide whether we follow or interpret implicit rules correctly. Another problematic aspect
is that the relation between normative practices and rules is not as straightforward as
suggested by Peregrin, but it is much more various.
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Otizka zakladov sprevadza filozofiu od jej pociatkov a pravdepodobne ju
bude sprevadzat’ dalej, pokial bude existovat. Pokusov o odmietnutie také-
hoto spdsobu myslenia by sme v dejinich filozofie nasli niekolko. Jednym
z takychto zakladov, zda sa mi, sa v poslednej dobe stali vo filozofii pravidla.
Po tom, ¢o Kripke v (1982) otvoril debatu o novom druhu skepticizmu,
ktory sa tyka pravidiel, dostali sa pravidld nielen do centra pozornosti, ale aj
do centra filozofickych systémov. Aj v nasom prostredi zacala téma pravidiel
v poslednej dobe naberat’ na dolezitosti (pozri napriklad Koren 2011; Sedo-
va 2012; Svoboda 2012).
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K pojmu pravidiel sa v tychto diskusiach niekedy pripdja pojem implicit-
nych pralvidiel.2 V nasledujicom texte sa budem blizsie venovat’ koncepcii Ja-
roslava Peregrina, ktora rozpracoval najmid v knihe Clovék a pravidla (pozri
Peregrin 2011). K implicitnym pravidlim sa dostaneme uvahami o tom,
v akom zmysle ma vyznam uvazovat o tom, Ze je pravidlo pritomné, o tom,
¢o vlastne znamend dodrziavat’ pravidlo, a o tom, aka je suvislost' s normativ-
nymi praktikami. Mojim cielom je aspori Ciasto¢ne preniest’ diskusiu na pev-
nejsiu pddu prikladov. Pravidld su zaujimavou sucast'ou spolocenského zivota,
ktora si zasluzi zvy$ena pozornost. Na to, aby sme im vsak porozumeli, po-
trebujeme pristup, ktory by sa viac ststredil na detaily a rozli¢nosti ich pouzi-
vania. V ¢lanku sa pokusim ukizat', Ze implicitné pravidld, minimalne v tej
podobe, v akej ich vysvetluje Peregrin, nie si pevnym zikladom, ba naopak,
ukazu sa ako pomerne nezrozumitelnd myslienka, ktora zahal'uje to, ¢o mala
povodne vysvetlit’ a prindsa viac problémov, nez ich vyriesila.

Vo svojom postupe si pomozem uvahami L. Wittgensteina. Vyuziva ho
aj Peregrin a okrem toho predstavuje radikalne odlisny pristup k uvazovaniu
o przlvidlz'lch.3 Pokusim sa preto objasnit’ aj niekolko momentov Wittgen-
steinovych myslienok na tato tému.

1. Peregrin a pravidla
V knihe Clovék a pravidla a v niekolkych nadvizujicich ¢lankoch Peregrin

prindsa svoju nepochybne pozoruhodnu teériu, ktord by nim mala pomoct
lepsie vysvetlit, ako funguje nasa mysel, jazyk a spolo(:nost’.4 Podlozim tohto

2 s , , e, - R
V zahrani¢nej literatire nachidzame obdobu implicitnych pravidiel pod réznym me-

nom, napr. implicit rules, tacit rules a deep rules.

Tento pristup je odlisny aj od toho, ako ho prezentuje Peregrin. Wittgenstein expli-
citne o ni¢om pripominajucom implicitné pravidlo nehovori. Navyse, implicitné pravidlo
povazujem za prejav toho, ¢o Wittgenstein nazgva klam podstatného mena. Napokon,
Wittgenstein, ako sa pokusim ukdzat, otvorene vravi, ¢o znamend, ze pravidlo je obsiahnu-
té v ur¢itom procese.

Nézov i zameranie pripominaju o nieco starsi Searlov pokus (Searle 2007), ktory sa
pokusa dosiahnut’ podobné ciele. Podstatny rozdiel spociva v tom, ¢o obaja autori pova-
Zuju za zaklad, na ktorom by toto vysvetlenie malo stat’. Kym Peregrin sa pokusa vysvet-
li¢ tieto fenomény prostrednictvom fungovania pravidiel, Searlovym zékladom je inten-
ciondlna mysel ako biologicky jav a pravidla prichadzaji az po nej.
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vysvetlenia s prenho pravidla. Ako to vystihuje Koren, ¢lovek je podla Pe-
regrina ,rozumny a ultraspoloensky tvor vladnuci jazykom, pricom kla¢
k pochopeniu specificky Tudskej spolocenskosti, racionality ijazyka ... je
v nasej unikatnej schopnosti etablovat’ a riadit’ sa regulativnymi konvenciami
a normami — pravidlami“ (Koren 2011, 592). Ked' sa Peregrin hlasi k tomu, Ze
véetko Specificky ludské spravanie sa riadi pravidlami, nasleduje tym tradiciu
odvijajicu sa od Petera Wincha, ktory obdobne tvrdil, Ze ,chovani, které ma
byt smysluplné (a tudiz veskeré charakteristicky lidské chovani), je ipso facto
fizeno pravidly“ (Winch 2004, 58). KedZe pravidla maji taka dolezitd funk-
ciu, pojem pravidla nezostdva neanalyzovany. Peregrin sa pokusa vysvetlit, ¢o
pravidla st a ako vznikaju. Zaujimaja ho pravidld, ktoré maji konstitutivny
charakter’ — teda vytviraji uréity vnutorny priestor. Pravidld maju taktieZ
propozi¢ny charakter v tom zmysle, zZe ,je to prave schopnost takového po-
zndvani v podobé védéni-Ze, na ¢em stavi pravidla“ (Peregrin 2011, 65). Obsah
vedenia-Ze md formu, Ze by nieo malo byt’ tak-a-tak. ,Pravidlo je vlastné ta-
ké uréitym modem tohoto druhu védéni — jde, mlZeme fici, o ... mélo-by-
byt (Peregrin 2011, 65). Na viacerych miestach, a to najmi v prvej Casti knihy
Peregrin uvidza, Ze pravidld, ako ich chipe (a ktorymi sa bude zaoberat), su
deontickymi obmedzeniami typu nieco by nejako malo/nemalo byt

Tymi najjednoduchsimi pravidlami, ktoré existuju ,,v podobé¢ rudimen-
tirniho zaujimdni ,souhlasnych® resp. ,nesouhlasnych® postoji k chovani ji-
nych® (Peregrin 2012, 7), st rudimentarne pravidla. Ich lohou v Peregri-
novej koncepcii je pomdct’ odpovedat’ na otdzku vzniku pravidiel. Stavaja sa
sucast’'ou procesu tzv. bootstrappingu, pri ktorom vznikaju coraz zlozitejsie
pravidld. M4 ist’ o proces, ktory sa vyhyba problému kruhovosti — problé-
mu, ktory sa tyka toho, ako mézu vzniknut pravidla, ak ich vznik je spojeny
s jazykom a rozumom a zdroven rozum a jazyk vznikaji prave prostrednic-
tvom pravidiel. Totiz, ,rudimentirni pravidla predpoklidaji rudimentarni
rozum — ale soucasné tomuto rozumu pomdhaji na svét“ (Peregrin 2011,

Podobné rozliSovanie sa v sacasnych diskusiach zvicsa odvolava na Searlove kategérie

konstitutivnych a regulativaych pravidiel (pozri Searle 2007, 136-138). Castym problé-
mom, ktory sa v sivislosti s tymito kategériami uvidza, je to, Ze by sme ich mali chapat
ako vlastnosti, ¢i scasti pravidiel, nie ako rozne druhy pravidiel (pozri Le Du 2010, 26-
27). Ked uvazujeme o Peregrinovom priklade pravidla, ktoré nevytvira priestor, v kto-
rom by sme sa mohli pohybovat, totiZ o recepte na gul$, mdzeme sa spytat — nevytvira
tento recept ,gulas“ ako urcity standard? Jeho dodrzanie Casto oceniujeme a jeho nedodr-
Zanie trestdme (povedzme vritenim polievky v restaurdcii).
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64). Riesenie spociva v tom, ze pravidld sa stavaju Coraz zlozZitej$imi postup-
ne.’

Pravidld okrem toho existuja vo forme implicitnych pravidiel. Nevy-
hnutnost ich existencie podla Peregrina vyplyva z regresného argumentu.
Predstavme si Sipku urcujucu smer. Ako vieme, ktory smer udéva? Povedz-
me, ze by sme ju chceli interpretovat’ a poutzili by sme k tomu dal$iu sipku.
Ked sa ju pokusime interpretovat’, potrebujeme dalsiu sipku a takto by sme
sa nikdy nedostali na dno, pohybovali by sme sa v kruhu. Sipku si mézeme
predstavit’ ako formu pravidla a cely problém formulovat’ v slovniku pravi-
diel a ich interpretdcie. Na to, aby sme pravidlu mohli porozumiet’, musime
ho dokazat’ interpretovat,, teda musime byt schopni dodrziavat’ pravidla in-
terpretécie (pozri Peregrin 2011, 87). Ako vsak dokizeme porozumiet pra-
vidlam interpreticie? Ak by sme vidy potrebovali vSetkym pravidlim poro-
zumiet’ v ich explicitnej podobe, nezabrinili by sme nekone¢nému regresu.

Implicitné pravidld nie su len jeden Specidlny druh pravidiel spomedzi
ostatnych, ktoré by sa lisili podobne, ako sa liSia pravidla hrania dZezu od
pravidiel sachu. Mali by byt ,ona ,tvrdd skila® jedndni, u které konéi vse-
chny otizky, ono pravidlo, které je prosté vtélené v nasem jedndni a musi
byt zikladem téch pravidel, jez jsou explicitné vyjadrena“ (Peregrin 2011,
39). Su to pravidla, ktoré ,nikdo neformuloval, ale ona se presto zrali v pra-
xi téch, kdo prislusnou hru hraji“ (Peregrin 2011, 26). Spocivaju v norma-
tivaych postojoch l'udi, pricom zdkladnou formou takého postoja je to, Ze je
nieCo prijimané ako sprivne alebo odmietané ako nesprivne. Peregrin sa
hlasi k Sellarsovmu pojmu ,spravania vedeného vzorcom®, ktoré je pohy-
bom v ramci systému pravidiel bez toho, aby ten, kto sa takto sprava, mal
systém pravidiel akokolvek pred o¢ami ako explicitni motivéciu.

Charakter implicitnych pravidiel a ich vzt'ah k rudimentirnym pravid-
lam Peregrin netematizuje. Maju totiz aj implicitné pravidla propozi¢ny
charakter (v uvedenom Zmysle)?7 Pokial by ho mali, podliehali by rovnaké-

Koretl proti tomu vystupuje s ndmietkou, ze ide aj tak o pohyb v kruhu. Peregrin
vnima pravidld totiz, ako sme uviedli, ako postavené na propozicnom vedeni. Tym sa
dostdva do kruhu, v ktorom ,propozi¢né poznatky predpokladaji propozicny kod, ten
véak predpokladd jazyk® (Koreri 2011, 615).

Otdzka mdze byt’ trochu nejasnd, pretoze pri implicitnych pravidlich je spojenie pra-
vidla a jeho vyjadrenia nejasné. K otizke tohto spojenia sa este dostanem neskor. Teraz
véak uvaiujem o aplikovani propozi¢ného charakteru explicitnych pravidiel na pravidla
implicitné.
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mu problému nekone¢ného regresu ako pravidla explicitné. Len tazko si
mdzeme predstavit’ pravidlo s propozi¢nym obsahom bez moznosti uchopit’
tento obsah. Lenze potom by vznikal problém interpreticie obsahu. Pokial
propozi¢nu formu nemaji a boli by navyse v istom zmysle zakladnymi, keby
pri zrode pravidiel stala prive tito forma dodriiavania pravidiel, mohli by
byt sti¢astou odpovede na Koreniovu namietku bludného kruhu. Vravim, Ze
by mohli byt odpovedou, no to by nim najskor muselo byt’ jasné ich pre-
pojenie s rudimentdrnymi pravidlami a museli by sme poznat’ aj viac de-
tailov ich spojenia s akymikolvek explicitnymi pravidlami. Mézu implicitné
pravidld existovat’ bez toho, aby existovali explicitné pravidla? Alebo je nut-
né, aby explicitné pravidld vytvorili systém pravidiel, v ktorom sa d'alej do-
kazeme pohybovat’ prostrednictvom implicitnych pravidiel? Peregrin nespe-
cifikuje, ¢i pod implicitnymi pravidlami rozumie iba nase konanie po tom,
¢o tie explicitné akosi ,absorbujeme® a viac sa nimi vedome neriadime, ale-
bo aj tie normativne postoje, ktoré existuju prv, nez ich ,pretvorime® do
podoby pravidiel.

Pokial ide o prepojenie medzi rudimentirnymi a implicitnymi pravidla-
mi, zda sa, Ze je totoiné s prepojenim medzi akymikolvek explicitnymi
a implicitnymi pravidlami. Rudimentirne pravidld vytviraju rudimentarny
systém pravidiel avriom sa dokizeme pohybovat aj implicitne. Aky je
vztah medzi explicitnymi a implicitnymi pravidlami v ¢ase vznikania tohto
systému, v procese vznikania pravidiel? Tdto otdzka je paralelnd k predcha-
dzajucim otdzkam a Peregrin odpoved neposkytuje. Ako sa vSak pokusim
ukdzat’ neskor, pojem implicitnych pravidiel md ovela viac problémov nez
tieto nejasnosti.

2. Kedy je pravidlo pritomné?

Pokial chceme tvrdit, Ze (implicitné) pravidld st nejakym sposobom
pritomné pri dodrziavani pravidiel, obsiahnuté v procesoch rozumenia, posli-
chania atd., mali by sme sa najskor spytat), ¢i je to zrozumitelnd myélienka.8
Co vobec znamend, 7e je pravidlo pritomné, v niecom obsiahnuté? V akom

Peregrin presne neuvidza, ako by malo byt implicitné pravidlo zapojené v tychto
procesoch (v pripadoch, kedy nie je pritomné explicitné pravidlo), domnievam sa vsak,
ze by malo byt nejakym sp6sobom pritomné. Pripad, Ze by iSlo iba o spdsob rozpravania,
o situdciu, kedy pravidla odvodime z konania, rozoberdm neskér.
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zmysle ma vyznam o pritomnosti pravidiel uvazovat? Su pravidld pritomné
tak, ako je ziak pritomny v skole, alebo tak, ako je pritomnd chvila? Na po-
rovnanie uvazujme nad vyjadreniami ,zvyk je pritomny/obsiahnuty®, ,tradi-
cia je pritomnd/obsiahnuta alebo ,zdkon je pritomny/obsiahnuty®.

Niektoré Wittgensteinove uvahy o pravidlich v Modrej knibe mozeme
¢itat’ prave ako pokus o odpoved na tuto otizku. Wittgenstein nds tu upo-
zornuje, ze ,musime rozliSovat’ medzi tym, Co by sa dalo nazvat’ ,procesom,
ktory je v sitlade s pravidlom® a ,procesom obsahujicim pravidlo™ (Wittgen-
stein 2002, 41), pricom obsiabnuté ,znamend, ie vyjadrenie tohto pravidla
tvori sucast’ tychto procesov* (Wittgenstein 2002, 41). Wittgenstein nepri-
pusta ina moznost. Ked nie je sicastou dodrziavania pravidiel vyjadrenie
pravidla, pravidlo nie je v procese dodrziavania obsiahnuté.

Akokolvek revoluéne sa ndm toto vyjadrenie mdze javit, skisme si ho
najskor predstavit' konkrétnejsie. Ked napisem pod matematicky priklad
(povedzme 2 + 2) spravny vysledok (4), je to v zhode s pravidlom séitania.
Pravdepodobne by sme povedali, ze sme dodrzali pravidlo s¢itania. Rovnaky
vysledok véak moze byt v zhode s mnozstvom inych pravidiel a to réznymi
sposobmi. Séitat’ sme mohli tzv. metddou pod seba. Ak sme priklad vypoci-
tali z hlavy, pravidlo poéitania pod seba sme nedodrziavali, hoci sme ho ani
neporusili. Mohli sme si mysliet’, Ze mdme ndsobit,, na$ vysledok bol aj tak
spravny a dodrzali sme aj pravidlo nasobenia, aj s¢itania.

Ked vyjadrim, podla akého pravidla postupujem, nasledné poéitanie je
proces obsahujuci pravidlo (znama otazka v skole ,Ako by si to vypocital?®).
Alebo ked pocas pocitania pravidlo nahlas vyslovujeme, napriklad preto, le-
bo to vyzaduje ulitel. Alebo narn myslime, lebo sme v procese ucenia sa
a nedokazeme priklad vypoéitat’ ,,automaticky®.

Niekedy dodrziavame pravidlo s vedomim toho, o aké pravidlo presne
ide, inokedy zase vykonavame ¢innosti, ktoré st v silade s uréitymi pravid-
lami, pricom nds k tomu viedlo predchadzajice osvojenie si pravidiel. Ino-
kedy tak kondme Gplne nahodne. Tym nie je povedané, ze v priklade poci-
tania pravidla, kde pravidlo nebolo napisané, tento proces pocitania v uve-
denom zmysle pravidlo neobsahoval — mohol som nan, ako som uviedol,
napriklad mysliet. Na postdenie potrebujeme poznat’ okolnosti.

Wittgensteinovi ide podla mna ¢iastocne o obmedzenie sposobu, akym
uvazovat o pritomnosti pravidla. To, Ze ide skor o definiciu nez o zodpove-
danie otizky, kedy je pravidlo skutocne obsiahnuté, podporuje jeho dalsie
vyjadrenie. Vravi: ,Budeme hovorit, Ze pravidlo je obsiabnuté v rozument,
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poslichani atd., ak — ako by som to rid vyjadril — symbol tohto pravidla
tvori sucast’ vypoctu® (Wittgenstein 2002, 42). Wittgenstein sa tu nepyta,
¢o znamend, ze je pravidlo obsiahnuté, ale povie, ¢o ,budeme hovorit™.
Symbol pravidla pritom moézeme chdpat’ len ako vyjadrenie tohto pravidla.
Ak sa v tomto kontexte spytame, v akom zmysle md vyznam uvazovat’, kedy
je pravidlo pritomné, odpoviem, Ze len vtedy, ked je pritomnd jeho formu-
licia.’

3. €o vlastne znamena dodrziavat pravidlo?

Uz som spomenul termin klam podstatného mena. Wittgenstein vravi,
ze ,podstatné meno nds nuti hladat’ nieco, ¢o mu zodpovedi“ (Wittgenste-
in 2002, 25). Na zaklade gramatickej podobnosti slovného druhu (podstat-
ného mena) predpokladime existenciu pomyselného objektu (alebo nevy-
hnutnost’ vytvorit ho ako tzv. logicki konstrukciu), ktory by zodpovedal
slovu pravidlo. Napriklad zo spojenia ,dodrzat’ pravidlo“ vyvodime, ze musi
(vidy) existovat’ pravidlo, podobne ako v pripade vyrazu ,drzat” stolicku®.
Zabudame pritom na ,drzat’ ochrannt ruku® (je to prava alebo lava?), ,ut’a-
hovanie opaskov, atd. Samozrejme, vo filozofickom hladani nim nestaci
objasnenie konkrétneho pravidla, ale hfadime nieco, podstatu, definiciu,

Réd by som na tomto mieste upozornil na to, Ze aj toto vyjadrenie je nadalej vo svo-
jej podobe zavadzajice presne tym spdsobom, ktorému sa chcem vyhntt. Odmietam sice
uvazovat’ o pritomnosti pravidla inak nez ako o pritomnosti jeho formuldcie, no vyjadru-
jem to vyrazmi, v ktorych pravidlo a formulacia pravidla vystupuja oddelene. Ako priklad
takéhoto uvazovania mozeme uviest Peregrinovo vyjadrenie, ze terminologicky ,tedy bu-
de tfeba rozliSovat mezi vyjddfenim pravidla (jazykové formulovanym piikazem, poky-
nem, pfedpisem...) a pravidlem samotnym (,obsahem’ takového vyjadfeni) (pozri Pereg-
rin 2011, 40). Ako keby pravidlo existovalo nezdvisle od jeho formuldcie, pricom ho mé-
zeme vyjadrit’ réznymi spésobmi. No nejestvuju iba dve moznosti — bud je pravidlo ne-
zdvislé od vyjadrenia, alebo je to iba toto vyjadrenie samé, nejaka veta. Ak by to bola iba
veta, zdd sa, Ze musime tvrdit, Ze sa pravidlo zmeni, ked ho zapiSeme velkymi pismena-
mi namiesto malych pismen, pripadne, ked jedno slovo nahradime jeho synonymom.
Ked vidime dve rozne zapisané vety — pravidld, ako dokdzeme rozlisit, ¢i ide o jedno ale-
bo dve pravidla? Ako by ndm pomohlo pri vysvetleni normativity, keby jestvovalo pra-
vidlo odlucené od slovného vyjadrenia? Na zdklade ¢oho by toto pravidlo malo norma-
tivnu silu? Ak nemdZe normativne fungovat sama veta, ako je mozné, aby fungovalo
normativne nejaké pravidlo, entita stojaca ,za“ vyjadreniami? VSetky vysvetlenia okrem
opisu pouzivania pravidiel nis d’aleko nedostani.
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ktord by zodpovedala akémukol'vek pravidlu. Nemézeme a priori odmietat
moznost, ze nieCo také existuje. Nemali by sme to ani a priori predpokla-
dat’. Namiesto toho by sme sa mali pokusit’ preskimat’ rozli¢né pravidlai.10
Utzito¢nejsie, nez zacat’ otdzkou ,Co je pravidlo?“, by bolo spytat’ sa: Ako
pouzivame pravidla? Ako sa ich u¢ime? Ako ich vytvirame? Ako ich meni-
me? Ako zistujeme, ¢i niekto dodrziava pravidld? Ako napravame nedodrza-
nie pravidla? Co znamend vynimka z pravidla?

Predstava, ktord stoji v pozadi Peregrinovych Gvah a aj na zaciatku Krip-
keho uvah o pravidlich, z ktorych Peregrin vychddza, spociva v interpretacii
pravidla a nasledného riadenia sa tymto interpretovanym obsahom. Zodpo-
vedd to predstave cudzinca, ktory nepoznd nase matematické symboly
apokisa sa ich pochopit, prelozit do svojho jazyka. Vidi priklad
»2 +2=4“ ainterpretuje si symbol ,+“ tak, akoby znamenal nasobenie.
Vidi dalsi priklad ,0 + 0 = 0“ a berie to ako potvrdenie svojej interpretacie.
Potom pride do kontaktu s prikladom ,2 + 3 = 5% a zisti, Ze sa mylil. Inter-
pretuje preto symbol ,+“ nanovo a tentoraz ho chape ako operaciu sictu.
Podobny postup interpretacie je vSak v nasej praxi skor vynimoc¢ny nez ob-
vykly. Ked bezne pocitame, podobny proces interpretacie neprebieha.

Pravidla mozu plnit’ rozne ulohy v réznych hrach. Wittgenstein uvadza
niekol'ko poutiti (¢o vSak neznamend, ze uvadza vsetky sposoby poutzitia).

Pravidlo mizZe byt pomtckou pfi vjuce pfislusné hfe. Ten, kdo se udi,
je s nim sezndmen a cviéi se v jeho pouZivini. — Nebo je nastrojem hry
samotné. — Nebo: urcité pravidlo neni pouzivano ani pfi vyuCovéni, ani
pfi hfe samotné, ani neni fixovino v néjakém soupisu pravidel. Clovek
se udi této hre tim, zZe pfihlizi, jak ji druzi hraji. Rikdme vsak, Ze se hraje
podle téch a téch pravidel, protoze néjaky pozorovatel mize tato pravidla

10 To, ze vSetky pravidld maja nieco spolocné, je iba hypotéza. Predpokladat’, ze do-

drziavat pravidld detskej hry je v zdsade to isté ako dodrziavat pravidld cestnej pre-
mavky, pravidld Sachu a pravidld odsunu Zidov, je podobné, ako predpokladat’ rovnakd
povahu vsetkych zakonov vsetkych prirodnych vied, pripadne zikonov vedy a Statu
(ved oboje formulovali l'udia!). Jediny pokus o filozoficki analyzu réznych pravidiel,
o ktorom viem, je projekt J. L. Austina, v ktorom spolu so svojimi $tudentmi analy-
zoval skutocne pouzivané pravidla ako napr. pravidld bridzu, kriketu, evidencie a pod.
(pozri Magee 1986, 123). Tito analyza Zial nikdy nebola spisand a publikovand. Tento
¢lanok rovnako nie je takymto pokusom, hoci keby nim bol, svoju tlohu by pravde-
podobne splnil lepsie.
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vycist z praxe této hry, — jako jakysi pfirodni zikon, kterym se fidi herni
ukony“ (Wittgenstein 1998, §54)"

Peregrin tto pasiz Cita tak, akoby obsahovala myslienku implicitnych
pravidiel. To je urlite mozné Citanie, no Wittgenstein tu podla mifia vravi
nieCo iné. Ked je pravidlo nistrojom hry samej, ide o ,proces obsahujici
pravidlo®, kedze pravidld s pritomné ako verbalizovand sucast’ hry. Cvicit
sa v pouzivani pravidla méze spocivat’ v imyselnom praktikovani danej ¢in-
nosti podla pravidla. Ako ked na taneénom tréningu cvi¢ime kroky tanga
a v hlave si opakujeme ,slow-slow-quick-quick-slow®.

V istom momente, ked sa prestaneme pravidlo uéit’ a robime iba ¢innost’
samotnu, nie je viac spravne hovorit’ o pritomnosti pravidla. Nemyslime nar,
nevyslovime ho. Je rozdiel medzi robenim niecoho, ked pritom v hlave akoby
ysledujeme® pravidlo (nech to v konkrétnych prikladoch znamend ¢okolvek)
arobenim tej istej ¢innosti bez toho, aby sme si na pravidlo o i len spome-
nuli — m6zeme tancovat a mysliet’ pritom na nieco uplne iné, povedzme na
nékupny zoznam. Dosiahnut’ tuto Grovenn mdze byt pri niektorych ¢innos-
tiach z viacerych dovodov nevyhnutné. Napriklad absorbovat’ pravidld radenia
rychlosti auta treba na to, aby sme sa mohli ststredit’ na sledovanie premévky.

Ucit sa tancovat konkrétny spolocensky tanec mdze prebiehat tak, ze
pozname pravidlo, rozmyslame nad tym, ako ho vykonat, trénujeme ho
a v istom zmysle sa pokisame dosiahnut’ stav ,zabudnutia®, ,absorbovania®.
Zvladnut’ konkrétny tanec na Urovni znamena prestat’ uvazovat’ o pravidlach
a iba tancovat’. Ked tancujeme, kym dodrziavame pravidlo, tancujeme dany
tanec. Porotcovia televiznych taneénych sutazi sa k tomu radi vyjadruja.
Ked porusime privela pravidiel, pripadne niektoré z nich pricasto, pravde-
podobne uzndme, Ze neslo o ten a ten tanec, napriklad o rumbu. Je pri tan-
covani (po zvladnuti pravidiel) pravidlo pritomné? Urcite nie v nami prija-
tom zmysle. Aky by bol rozdiel medzi tancovanim, kedy je pravidlo pritom-
né, a tancovanim, kedy pritomné nie je? Ked uvazujeme o tancovani ako
o akomsi zautomatizovanom pohybe, preformulovanie nasich praktik po-
mocou pritomnosti pravidla ni¢ nepridiva — muselo by mat nejaka silu,

Peregrin pouziva svoj vlastny preklad, v ktorom namiesto ,ani neni fixovino v néja-
kém soupisu pravidel” vravi opak ,je ale uvedeno v seznamu jejich pravidel“ (pozri Pereg-
rin 2011, 26). Anglicky preklad pritom znie ,nor is it set down in alist of rules*
a nemecky origindl ,noch ist sie in einem Regelverzeichnis niedergelegt® (pozri Witt-

genstein 1999, §54).
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ktord by vysvetlila toto spravanie. Dodrziavanim pravidiel (a nie konanim zo
zvyku) je nejaka ¢innost’ vdaka tomu, Ze je zapojend do celého radu praktik,
ktoré vytvirajt Zivot (konkrétneho) pravidla.

No tancovat’ mézeme rozne, pohybovat’ sa nihodnymi pohybmi a my-
kat’ telom. Niektoré nahodné tance, obzvlast’ pokial ma niekto ,tanec v kr-
vi“, mozu byt’ v stlade s pravidlom konkrétneho tanca. Wittgenstein podla
mia upozornuje na to, ze vtomto pripade ludia nedodrziavaji pravidlo.
KedZe vsak konaji pravidelne, z ich sprivania mézeme pravidld odvodit’.
Povedat), ze su ako prirodny zdkon, znamena prijat’ aj ich hypotetickt pova-
hu. Uvedené konanie je v sulade s viacerymi pravidlami. Jedny a tie isté
kroky mézu byt sucast’'ou roznych tancov. Predpokladat, ze tancujici buda
opakovat jedny kroky aj nadalej, je iba hypotéza. Mozeme vymysliet' pra-
vidla, ked pozorujeme seba pri umyvani zubov, pri natierani chleba, pri se-
deni s nohami vyloZenymi na stole (a pri vSetkych tychto ¢innostiach nds
mdze niekto upozornit, ze ich vykondvame nespravne). To je rozdiel medzi
dodrziavanim pravidla, kedy je jasné, aké pravidlo dodrziavame, pricom vy-
konanie nie¢oho, ¢o s nim nie je v sulade, sa povazuje za porusenie pravidla,
a konanim, ktoré je iba v stlade s pravidlom. Iste, aj v tomto pripade nieke-
dy vyjadrujeme nesuhlas, podla Peregrina ako prejav toho, ze dodrziavame
implicitné pravidla. V d'alsej casti budem tvrdit, ze dovody prejavenia ne-
suhlasu byvaji rozne a ze to nie je vhodné kritérium rozliSovania medzi ko-
nanim podla pravidiel a napriklad konanim zo zvyku."

Je moiné naudit’ sa dodrziavat’ pravidlo aj bez toho, aby sme sa ho nau-
¢ili? Mal nédsobilku sa mézeme naulit’ bez porozumenia nisobenia. Je
otdzne, za akych okolnosti by sme v tomto pripade povedali, ze dodrziavame
pravidlo. Keby sme zistili, ze dand osoba nevie pokracovat v nasobeni nad
desat’, mali by sme tendenciu povedat,, ze nedodrziava pravidlo ani pri Cis-
lach do desat’? Alebo iba tolko, Ze pravidlo dodrziava, hoci mu nerozumie?
Odpoved znie — nie sme si isti, ocitime sa v hrani¢cnom pripade a nacha-

12 . . L o .. . 1 .
David Bloor navrhuje nasledujice kritéria dodrZiavania pravidiel. Hru obsahujicu

tieto pravidld hrdme, ked: 1) ju pozndme, 2) mdme dostato¢né vedenie, 3) vykazujeme
znaky Gcasti, 4) reagujeme na riu (Bloor 2001, 107). Tieto podmienky ndm mézu byt
ndpomocné ako priznaky dodrziavania pravidiel v niekolkych pripadoch. Chcem pove-
dat’, Ze ,dodrZiavat’ pravidla“ je pojem typu rodinnych podobnosti. To, aky je rozdiel
medzi dodrZanim a nedodrianim pravidla, medzi robenim danej ¢innosti akosi nahodou
a jej realizdciou na zaklade naucenia pravidiel, nemé6zeme urdit pausilne vopred, ale mu-
sime sledovat’ kritéria konkrétnych praktik, v ktorych rozne pravidla maja svoj Zivot.
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dzame dévody pre obe strany. Chcem povedat asi toto: Jazykové hry, kto-
rymi opisujeme dodrziavanie pravidla, ked’ je pravidlo pritomné v uvedenom
zmysle a ked pravidla na ziklade pozorovania odvodime, su rozne.

Kde konci zdovodnovanie dodrziavania pravidla? Koncom zd6vodniovania
ynie je nezdévodneny predpoklad, ale nezdévodneny spdsob konania® (Witt-
genstein 2006, §110). Zdovodnovanie, pokial ho nezastavime, méze pokraco-
vat donekonecna — zilezi iba na tom, ¢i to, ¢im zdovodriujeme, pokladdme za
istejsie ako zdovodnované.

No zdévodnovanie, legitimizovanie (Rechtfertigung) evidencie ma svoj
koniec; — tymto koncom vsak nie je to, Ze ndm isté vety bezprostredne
svitnt ako pravdivé, teda akési videnie z nasej strany, ale naSe konanie,
ktoré je zakladom tejto jazykovej hry. (Wittgenstein 2006, §204)

So zdovodriovanim musime niekde skondit’ a potom ostane veta: Ze tak-
to politame. (Wittgenstein 2006, §212)

Koncom zdévodnovania, pre¢o dodrziavame pravidlo nejakym sposobom, je
nezd6évodnené konanie (dodrziavanie pravidla) a nie pravidlo, ani interpretacia
pravidla, ani fakt o nasom mentilnom stave. A aj taky priklad dodriiavania
pravidiel, ako je pocitanie, sa kon¢i tym istym — konanim, ktoré robime pre-
to, lebo to je to, Co nazyvame pocitanim.

yPreco si to vypocital takto?“ spyta sa niekto. ,Pouzil som pravidlo
pre pocitanie mocnin,“ odpovieme. M6zeme ho aj vysvetlit. Co véak m6-
zeme odpovedat’, ak sa niekto bude pytat’ dalej? ,Rozumiem ako si to spra-
vil, ale preco? Preco si nepocital inak? Preco si nepoutzil iné pravidlo? ,Le-
bo takto sa pocitaji odmocniny.“

Wittgenstein v hladani dna konéi tam, kde aj zac¢ina — pri konani.
V prvom rade, ,vyklady samy vyznam neurcuji“ (Wittgenstein 1998,
§198). Vyznam (pravidla) spociva — ako v pripade akéhokolvek iného vyz-
namu — v jeho pouziti. Okrem takého konania podla pravidla, kedy sa
rozhodujeme, ako si ho vylozit, dodrziavame pravidlo aj bez akéhokolvek
rozhodovania. ,Jestlize se drzim pravidla, nevolim. Ridim se pravidlem sle-
pé“ (Wittgenstein 2006, §219). Jednoducho, jazyk neovladame preto, lebo
chipeme pravidla, ale len vdaka tomu, Ze konime istym sposobom, moi-
no povedat, ze aplikujeme pravidla (Baker 1984, 280). Podobny bod vy-

Spravne by bolo dodat’, Ze nejestvuju dve jazykové hry dodrZiavania pravidiel. Navyse
aj v ramci tychto dvoch odlisnych ,typov® jestvuji rozne jazykové hry.
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jadruje Kripke terminom inverzia kondiciondlu (Kripke 1982, 93-95).
Z tvrdenia ,Pokial Peter mysli pod ,+* sucet, tak 2+ 3 vypocita ako 5
prechddzame k ,Ak Peter vypocita 2 + 3 ako 5, mysli pod ,+° sucet”. Vra-
ciame sa na zaciatok tejto casti — interpretacia pravidla je velmi neobvyk-
lym postupom. Kripke si to uvedomuje, no v jeho rieseni odmietnutie
tohto predpokladu zohriva velmi mali ulohu — vi¢si déraz kladie na tlo-
hu spolocenskych praktik dozerania na dodrziavanie pravidiel. U Peregrina
sa fakt nezvyklosti interpretovania pravidiel naopak pretavuje do podoby
implicitnych pravidiel.

4. Normativne praktiky

Podla Peregrina maji pravidld svoju chrbtovu kost — su nimi urdité
postoje, normativne praktiky. ,Neékterd pravidla prosté existuji v tom smys-
lu, Ze my urcité véci ,pfijimame’, zatimco jiné ,odmitime* (Peregrin 2011,
89). Ako priklad uvadza Peregrin zdravenie. Tak pravidlo, ,ze lidé se navza-
jem zdravi, mizZe existovat jediné v tom smyslu, ze se budeme na kazdého,
kdo zdravit nebude, divat skrz prsty“ (Peregrin 2011, 89). Spdsob, akym to-
to pravidlo podla Peregrina dodrziavame a u¢ime sa (totiz, jeho dodrziava-
nie vyzadujeme ,Cisté intuitivné — protoze jsme k témto postojim byli do-
vedeni vychovou“ (ibid.)), ukazuje, Ze nejestvuje ziadne dodatocné krité-
rium, ktoré by z konania, ktoré vnimame ako spriavne/nespravne, urobilo
pravidlo.

Chcem zastavat’ nézor, ze dévodov a sposobov, ktorymi prejavujeme ne-
suhlas, je vela a na Grovni normativnych praktik bez explicitného jazykové-
ho uréenia, napriklad bez formuldcie pravidla, ktoré by sme dodrziavali, me-
dzi nimi nemoino rozlidovat. Co tym myslim? Podla Peregrina, zd4 sa,
opakovand ¢innost,, ktorej nevykonanie (jednym uréitym sposobom) sa po-
vazuje za nesprivne a trestd sa, je ¢innostou riadiacou sa pravidlom. Ur¢ite
to povazuje za kritérium rozliSovania medzi pravidlom a pravidelnostou,
medzi pravidlom a zvykom. Je to vsak skuto¢ne kritérium, ktoré by nakres-
lilo hranicu tam, kde chceme?

Peregrin si uvedomuje, Ze zvyk nie je pravidlom.

Pravidlo se na scénu dostavd tehdy, kdyz pfibude kritika, neboli, jak to
nazyva Brandom, normativni postoje pfislusnikit spoleCenstvi k tomu, co
délaji ostatni jeho pfislusnici. (Peregrin 2008, 81)
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Vieme si napriklad predstavit' zvyk chodit’ po lavej strane chodnika bez
trestu? UZ z podstaty veci vyplyva, ze by do seba l'udia narazali. M6zeme to
povazovat’ za typ trestu?

Vezmime si d'alsi priklad — zdravenie sa a nesuhlasny postoj s tym, ked
sa niekto nepozdravi. Na to, aby islo o pravidlo, je nutné, aby ten, kto pre-
javi takyto nesthlasny postoj (povedzme slovne), toto pravidlo poznal, ¢i bol
schopny ho sformulovat’? Alebo je dovod, preco vyjadruje nesuhlas, uplne
irelevantny? Keby sme zacali tych, ktori sa v priestore univerzity nezdravia,
upozorniovat’ iba tak, povedzme po precitani tohto ¢linku, vytvorili by sme
tym pravidlo? Ak by sa niekto spytal, pre¢o by sa mal zdravit, ¢i je to pra-
vidlo, ¢o by sme mali odpovedat’? Trest mozeme udelit’ aj za porusenie zvy-
ku, tradicie — povedzme, ked niekto vstane od viano¢ného stola. Pripadne
trestajuci moze trestat’ kvoli vlastnej kompulzii, psychickej poruche, ktord
ho nuti, aby sa veci mali tak-a-tak.

Jestvuje niekolko moznosti, ako pokracovat. Mohli by sme povedat,
e je potrebné, aby sa do normativnych praktik zapojila skupina ludi,
a potom povieme, Ze pravidld dokdzeme dodrziavat’ az vd'aka tejto kontro-
le' a je to prave tato spolocenska kontrola, ktord z urcitych pravidelnych
¢innosti vytvara pravidld. Vidim tu dva problémy. Po prvé, je spravne, aby
sme o kazdom, aj o tom, kto tresta z inych dévodov ako preto, ze nieco po-
vazuje za porusenie pravidla, povedali, Ze vyzaduje dodrziavanie pravidla?
Druhy spociva v tom, Ze mdzeme prestat’ trestat’, pricom pravidlo preto ne-
prestane existovat’ a ani sa neprestane ihned dodrziavat’. Ak by aj jeho do-
drziavanie bez dozoru a trestu zacalo upadat’, nejaki dobu este urdite fungo-
vat bude aj po tom, ¢o zomrie posledny ¢lovek, ktory by upozornil mladez
na to, aby neodhadzovali odpadky na zem. Neznamena to, ze nik by toto
pomyselné pravidlo viac nepovazoval za pravidlo, Zze by ho nedodrziaval —
mdze napriklad iba vSetkym chybat’ odvaha upozornit’ druhého.

DalSia cesta, ako sa vyrovnat’ s problémom, je obritit sa na pojmy
spravne a nespravne. Mozno je chybou brat’ do uvahy akykolvek trest a mali
by sme zvézit iba ten, ked sa niec¢o popri tom povazuje za nespravne. Co je
vsak kritériom? Slové sprivne a nespravne pouzivame taktiez rozne. Povieme

14 Ly , , . A ™
To je riesenie, ktoré ponuka Kripke ako odpoved na to, ako vébec dokizeme dodr-

ziavat’ pravidld. Otazka, ktort teraz kladiem, je odlisnd. Nepytam sa, &i je nutné pre Zivot
pravidiel, aby boli spolocensky vyzadované, ale opacne, ¢i su spolocenské normativne
praktiky dostato¢né na to, aby sme o nich uvazovali v pojmoch pravidiel.
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»Zachoval si sa sprivne, ,To si neurobil sprivne“ a nemusi to savisiet
s dodrziavanim pravidiel (napr. ,Zachoval si sa spravne, ked si dal vypoved™,
»Neurobil si spravne, ked si si nenakrémoval topanky®). Aj v situdciach, ked
ide o opakovanu cinnost, ktord nie je pravidlom, povazujeme nieco za
spravne a nespravne. Tak sa vianocna vecera opakuje kazdy rok a pri zmene
tradicie mozeme povedat’, Ze porusit’ zvyk nie je spravne. Mohli by sme ta-
kéto vymedzenie pravidla brat’ normativne — aj ked viano¢nu tradiciu nepo-
vazujeme za pravidlo, v skutocnosti sa pravidlami riadi. Aké iné kritérium
vSak na to mame? Keby sme sa spytali aktérov, suhlasili by s tym, ze ide
o pravidla? Domnievam sa, Ze nie, a to preto, Ze tieto zvyky nie s sucast'ou
praktik, ktoré sa spdjaju s pravidlami.

5. Kritika implicitnych pravidiel

Prvy problém s implicitnymi pravidlami spodiva v otazke, ¢i mozno im-
plicitné pravidlo vébec dodrziavat. Mali by sme povedat, ze dodrziavame
pravidlo, no nevieme aké. Nielen to, napokon, pravidlo mézeme zabudnat
a iba robit to, ¢o treba. Mali by sme dodrziavat pravidlo, ktoré ani nie je
mozné Vyjadrit’.15 Aky je test, ktoré¢ho pomocou odlisSime, ¢i dodrziavame
implicitné pravidlo? Zda sa, ze to vidy mozeme iba odvodit’ — kondme tak
a tak, preto v pozadi musi stat’ implicitné pravidlo. Je potrebné vysvetlit, ¢o
znamend dodrziavat implicitné pravidlo alebo odvrhnat’ myslienku, Ze im-
plicitné pravidld I'udia dodrziavaji. Mozno je to pravidlo, ktoré sa nedodr-
ziava, iba nejakym sposobom funguje. Tdto moznost navrhuje Le Du
(2010). Kedze nie je jasné, ako dokdzeme uchopit pravidla, ktoré nie su ex-
plicitné, mali by sme o nich uvazovat’ bez moznosti (implicitného) uchope-

15 . L , . , ..
Na to, aby Peregrin zabrdnil kruhovému vysvetlovaniu, netvrdi, ,Ze musi existovat

pravidlo, které by nemohlo byt Zddnym zpisobem udinéno explicitnim® (Peregrin 2011,
105), avsak ,explicitnimi nemohou byt nikdy u¢inéna vSechna pravidla“ (ibid.) Keby totiz
boli explicitnymi vSetky pravidla, dostali by sme sa do rovnakej situdcie, z ktorej ndm
mali poméct’ implicitné pravidld. Cize keby sme sa pokusili vsetky implicitné pravidla
previest’ do explicitnej formy, muselo by zostat' aspori jedno neexplikované implicitné
pravidlo. (Ako vébec takyto proces prebieha? Co znamen, 7e toto implicitné pravidlo sa
nedd previest' do explicitnej podoby?)
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nia. Co to viak vébec znamena? Akym sposobom toto pravidlo funguje? Ma
nejakd silu?'

Mohli by sme povedat’, Ze svojou hrou pravidla vytvdrame. V akom
zmysle? Pouzivame tu metaforu bez toho, aby sme vedeli, ¢o fiou skutoéne
myslime. Ur¢ite ich nevytvarame tak, ako ked si sadneme k papieru a pokua-
same sa vymysliet' nova spolo¢ensku hru. To, Ze ich mézeme z hry odvodit’,
by nds nemalo zmiast’ — je to iba spésob hovorenia a ked jestvuje jeden sp6-
sob poutzitia, neznamena to, ze si zrozumitelné vetky ostatné.

Okrem toho tu jestvuje velmi silny epistemologicky problém. Pokial
implicitné pravidld nemozno spoznat’ priamo, ale iba v niektorych pripadoch
ich mozno prelozit’ do slov, ako vieme, ¢i formulované pravidlo zodpovedd
tomu implicitnému? Pokial su diskurzivne formulované pravidld interpreta-
ciou implicitnych pravidiel, ktoré ich ontologicky predchadzaju, a zaroven
ich nedokizeme nikdy spoznat’, otizkou zostiva, ako ich dokizeme inter-
pretovat’.17 Aké je kritérium na to, ¢i tieto pravidla interpretujeme spravne?
Pokial je kritériom spravnosti len to, ze sa zachovime normailne a spravne,
pripadne to, Ze upozornime ostatnych, ked' robia nieco nesprivne, naco je
potrebna myslienka implicitnych pravidiel? Co znamend vysvetlenie pro-
strednictvom nich?

Pripust'me, ze implicitné pravidli nemézeme spoznat’ priamo a nie je to
problém. Vieme si predstavit’ zmenu pravidla, ktora by nesprevadzal proces
ucenia sa? Predstavme si implicitné pravidld ako tabulku v mozgu. Thto ta-
bulku by ndm mohli vymenit povedzme pocas spanku. Keby sme nédsledne
hybali v sachu kralom vidy o dve policka namiesto jedného, dodrziavali by
sme iné pravidlo? Aky by bol rozdiel, keby sme nové pravidlo vedeli alebo
nevedeli sformulovat? A ¢o keby jestvovala druhd tabulka pre zlozvyky
a namiesto hryzenia nechtov by sme zacali dalsi deri rano fajcit’? Aky je roz-
diel medzi tymito dvoma tabulkami?

16 podobnti vycitku formuluje Searle proti nevedomym psychickym stavom. Ako méiu

posobit’ kauzdlne? A ak nemdzu pdsobit kauzdlne, na zdklade ¢oho ich nazgvame psy-
chickymi stavmi? (Pozri Searle 2007, 100.)

Pleasants rozvija tato kritiku vo¢i Giddensovi, ktory vytvara socidlnu teériu aj pomo-
cou pojmu vnutornych (tacit) pravidiel. Tie nemajt v jeho teérii propoziént formu, av-
sak ulohou socidlneho vedca je interpretovat ich a prelozit’ do explicitnej podoby (por.
Pleasants 1999, 69).
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Problémy sa nekoncia pri epistemoldgii, je tu aj ontologickd otdzka.
Akym sposobom implicitné pravidld existuji? Nejde pritom iba o termino-
logicky problém. Implicitné pravidld nie si neutrdlnym spésobom rozprava-
nia o normativnych praktikich. Jednak sa vravi o existencii implicitnych
pravidiel ako jednotlivin. Nejde o nediferencovani situiciu, o mnozstvo
praktik, z ktorych dokdzeme odvodit’ niektoré pravidld. Implicitné pravidld
(aspon niektoré z nich) by sme mali byt’ schopni prelozit’do explicitne;j for-
my. S pojmom pravidla sa spajaju praktiky ako dodrziavanie pravidla, vy-
nimka z pravidla, vytviranie pravidla a iné. Ziadne z nich nie je mozné spi-
jat' s implicitnymi pravidlami. Podstatnd je aj otdzka, ¢i je moiné tieto pra-
vidl takpovediac pochopit’ — tvrdit, ze dochddza k nejakému implicitnému
chdpaniu, vytvira klamny obraz o konani po ,absorbovani“ pravidiel, ktoré
je vhodnejsie predstavit’ si bez procesu uchopovania, bez propozi¢ného ob-
sahu, skratka ako v istom zmysle zautomatizované a nediferencované kona-
nie.

Pripodobnit’ implicitné pravidld k nepisanym pravidlim (Peregrin 2011,
88) nam velmi nepomoie. Aj nepisané pravidla maji svoju formu a svoj Zi-
vot. Je pritom symptomatické to, ze Peregrin neuviadza priklad ziadneho
nepisaného pravidla. Totiz, skutoéne sme nepisané pravidld nikdy neformu-
lovali? Mo#no sme ich nikdy nespisali,® no velké mnoistvo z nich mé po-
dobu formulacii ako ,)V kostole si daj dole klobuk®, ,Zostavenim vlady je
poverend td politickd strana, ktord sa stala vitazom parlamentnych volieb“.

Aj vyraz ,nepisané pravidla“ pouzivame rézne. Ked prideme ako cudzinci
do patriarchalneho prostredia, kde je rozdelena muiska a Zenskd prica, ¢o
by sme povedali o nepisanych pravidlich? Mozno by sme povedali, ze v da-
nom spolocenstve funguji mnohé nepisané pravidla. A mozno by sme sa
zdrahali povedat’, ze jeho Clenovia nepisané pravidla dodriiavaju. Vravime
tym vsak nieco o dalsich pouzitiach? Vieme niec¢o o tom, akym spésobom
v tejto komunite funguje to, ¢o nazyvame nepisanymi pravidlami, este pred-
tym, nez to preskimame?

Dalou moZnostou, ako to robi Peregrin, je spojit implicitné pravidla
s nejakym ,zakladnejsim“ aspektom spravania, konkrétne tym, ked o nie-

B To nie je pravda o vSetkych nepisanych pravidlich. Napriklad firmy v dnesnej dobe

Casto poskytuji novym zamestnancom ,zoznam nepisanych pravidiel®, aby sa dokazali
lepsie a rychlejsie zapracovat’. A st pravidld slusného sprivania zachytené v knihdch nie-
¢im inym neZ nepisanymi pravidlami?
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¢om vravime, Ze to je spravne alebo nespravne. Pokracuje tym opit’ v tradi-
cii, ktorej pociatok nachadzame u Wincha. Ten vravi, ze ,da-li se o nékom
fici, ze ndsleduje pravidlo, znamena to, ze se lze také tdzat, zda to, co ¢ini,
¢ini spravné ¢ nespravné (Winch 2004, 42). To, ze idea robenia niecoho
spravneho a nespravneho sa nijako automaticky nespdja s pravidlami, som sa
pokusil ukazat’ v Casti Normativne praktiky. Iste, ni¢ nim nebrini rozsirit
pouzivanie pojmu pravidiel aj na tento pripad. Pohybovali by sme sa vsak
v kruhu. Najskér by sme cheeli pojem implicitného pravidla spojit' s druhym
sposobom sprévania sa (vykonat’ nieco spravne/nesprévne), no na to, aby sme
to mohli urobit, museli by sme najskor identifikovat’ zodpovedajuce pripady
pouzitia vyrazu konat spravne. Ako ich vsak vyberieme? Pokial bude tito
identifikicia nejakym sp6sobom zaloZend na pravidlich, dostali sme sa do
kruhu. Zmitok sposobuje problém, zZe uvazujeme ako keby existovala pod-
stata ,spravania sa spravne a nespravne” a my ju mozeme vyextrahovat.

Ak by sme pripustili, Ze vidy, ked dokizeme odvodit pravidld, mozeme
povedat’, ze dodriiavame implicitné pravidla, ich pomyselnd vSadepritom-
nost’ by zahalila ostatné sposoby spravania. Ak je absurdné ,predpokladat’,
ze zakazdym, ked sa deti hraja s loptou, hraju sa hru podla striktnych pra-
vidiel“ (Wittgenstein 2002, 58), je zmysluplné predpokladat’, Ze sa vidy hra-
ju podla nejakych pravidiel? Ak by sme to prijali, nebolo by dalej mozné
rozliSovat’ medzi hrou podla pravidiel a konanim zo zvyku, intuitivne, in-
stinktivne atd. Je to dalsi typ filozofickej generalizicie, ked sa jeden sposob
spravania uplatni na akékol'vek sprivanie podobne, ako keby sme povedali,
ze je clovek vidy slobodny, zodpovedny a pod.

Na ilustraciu si predstavme niekolko l'udi iducich po pohyblivych scho-
doch: 1) A stoji na eskaldtore vidy vpravo, lebo ma kompulzie; 2) B sa vpra-
vo jednoducho citi lepsie, bezpecnejsie; 3) C robi to, ¢o ostatni; 4) D si
podla spravania ostatnych odvodil pravidlo ,Nestoj v ceste rychlejsim!“; 5)
E si precital pokyn ,Dri sa vpravo®. Pri pohlade na schody povieme, Ze
vsetci dodrziavaju pravidlo drzania sa vpravo. Je u véetkych pritomné? Dodr-
ziavaju ho rovnakym spésobom?

6. Zaver

Dodrziavat pravidld je jedna sicast konania medzi inymi. Povedat, ze
vSetko zmysluplné konanie je zalozené na pravidlich, je metafyzickd predsta-
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va. Mézeme to brat’ ako definiciu, no otdzna je uZito¢nost pojmu zmyslupl-
ného konania, ktory takto ziskame. Podobne usilie uréit’ vopred kritérium
rozlisenia medzi pravidlom a konanim zo zvyku, kritérium dodrziavania pra-
vidla pre akékolvek mozné pravidlo, je odsadend na neuspech, kedze pra-
vidld funguju rézne. Navyse, ¢o som sa pokusil ukazat, dodrziavanie pravi-
diel ma rézne podoby.

Mozeme teda suhlasit’ s Koreriom, ze Peregrin o¢akava od pravidiel prilis
velku teoretickd lohu. Preto sa pokusa spojit’ aspekty roznych pravidiel do
jedného robustného konceptu a pouzit’ ho na vysvetlenie roznorodych situ-
acii. Spdja pritom nielen pravidla, ale aj take javy, ktoré by sme beine pra-
vidlami nenazvali, ako sa recepty, zakony, nivody a pod. Preto jeho pokus,
akokol'vek zaujimavy a odvainy, zlyhdva prave pri vysvetlovani. Pojem pravi-
diel a implicitnych pravidiel, ako ho Peregrin podava, je prili§ vSeobecny,
pricom nie je jasné, z ktorého kontextu by sme mali vybrat’ detaily na to,
aby sme pochopili praktiky, ako je uchopenie pravidiel, dodrziavanie pravi-
diel, vytviranie pravidiel, vynimky z pravidiel atd. Ziroven jeho formu
(propozi¢nu, suvisiacu s vedenim-ze) Peregrin urdil prili§ konkrétne na to,
aby sedel vo vsetkych pripadoch, ktoré sa do neho pokusa zahrnat’. Pokusil
som sa ukazat, Ze priestor implicitnych pravidiel by sme mali nahradit’ po-
drobnejsim opisom praktik, v ktorych by mali podla Peregrina implicitné
pravidla fungovat’.
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ABSTRACT: Wittgenstein’s approach to philosophy is closely related not only to the
content but also to the form of his investigations. The following paper presents the
uniqueness of Wittgenstein’s writing style, namely his use of questions, by comparing
part of his work with Austin’s essay. For this purpose a typology of questions with re-
gard to their function in the text is established and applied. The difference between
Wittgenstein’s and Austin’s writing style is then documented by the frequency of certain
types of questions, and omission of others, and related to some of Wittgenstein’s remarks
about his approach to philosophical inquiry. The difference is then summarized tentatively
as one between “pedagogical” and “academic” writing style, which poses questions con-
cerning the translation of Wittgenstein’s investigations into academic prose.
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1. Why bother with Wittgenstein’s style?

One of the first concerns that strike a reader of Wittgenstein’s texts —
published or unpublished — is the peculiarity of his writing style. Despite

© 2014 The Author. Journal compilation © 2014 Institute of Philosophy SAS
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discussions about contrast and/or continuity between Wittgenstein’s earlier
and later writings,l his style is always rather unorthodox.” It is also note-
worthy (but not often noted) that introductions, interpretations and appli-
cations of Wittgenstein’s insights are usually formed in a manner that does
not take his style into account.” The usual initial activity of an author who
wants to make use or sense of Wittgenstein consists of translation or trans-
position of Wittgenstein’s text into more common forms of academic prose
— as if Wittgenstein’s style was a nutshell to be cracked and thrown away in
order to understand and process his work.

To contrast this approach, I would like to present the following remark
made by Wolfgang Huemer:

The harmony of style and content in both books that Wittgenstein
published or prepared for publication in his lifetime comes not by acci-
dent; Wittgenstein struggled to develop a new form of presenting phi-
losophical views, which clearly expresses at a stylistic level his efforts to
take new paths in philosophy; leaving the burden of tradition behind.
(Gibson — Huemer 2004, 2)

When we admit the possibility that Wittgenstein’s style could be as sig-
nificant as the content of his work itself, questions arise. Don’t we miss
something crucial when we try to straighten Wittgenstein’s writings up
into stylistically smoother forms? Could we loosen the relationship between
the content of Wittgenstein’s work and its style without distorting his
thoughts? In the foreword to Philosophical Investigations (hereafter abbrevi-
ated ‘PI') Wittgenstein made a comment which indicates that these ques-
tions are not misleading. Wittgenstein describes his attempt to “weld” his
results into a more compact whole and he continues:

See e.g. Conant’s Wittgenstein’s Methods in Kuusela — McGinn (2011).

2 Although in very different ways — e.g. the style of Tractatus is often referred to as

aphoristic (Nordmann 2005), or formal (Grayling 1988), while the style of Philosophical
Investigations is seen as dialogical (High 1967), pedagogical (Burbules 1999) or therapeutic
(Peters 2002).

> Cf. Burbules (1999): “Of the many hundreds of books and articles written on Witt-
genstein and his work only a very tiny proportion deal with the question of Wittgens-
tein’s style. Few philosophers have approached Wittgenstein centrally through an ex-
amination of his style or considered the question of his style as important or interesting
in a philosophical sense.”
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...my thoughts were soon crippled if I tried to force them on in any sin-
gle direction against their natural inclination. And this was, of course,
connected with the very nature of the investigation. (Wittgenstein
1968, vii)

Changing the composition without “crippling of thoughts” was thus
something unfeasible even for the author of PI. I do not suggest that such
a stylistic shift is therefore always necessarily destructive (that would lead to
the rejection of nearly all Wittgensteinian publications — including this pa-
per). Rather, I claim that understanding, interpretation and possible appli-
cation of Wittgenstein’s work must go hand-in-hand with careful attention
to his writing style.

The main goal of this paper is to substantiate a rather vague claim about
Wittgenstein’s “dialogical”, “therapeutic” or “pedagogical” writing style of PI.
There are many aspects of the style of PI that deserve attention: its paragraph
form, poetic use of metaphors, models of “language games”, dialogical pas-
sages, inserted pictures, mathematical and logical formulas or its unorna-
mented language without philosophical jargon and technical terms. This
short paper concentrates on one simpler feature of Wittgenstein’s style devel-
oped in PI — namely his use of questions. This choice was inspired by An-
thony Kenny, who noticed that “The Investigations contain 784 questions.
Only 110 of these are answered, and seventy of the answers are meant to be
wrong” (Kenny 1959, 235). Even this loose* numeration indicates an unusual
pattern within Wittgenstein’s use of questions. Savickey (1999, 130) notes:

Wittgenstein’s use of questions differs not only from his earlier writings
but also from conventional argumentation and criticism. He does not
ask or answer conventional philosophical questions and it is often diffi-
cult to know how to respond to his questions.

This paper expands on this issue in more detail.

The appropriate method of this elaboration should be neither too vague
(thus relying only on intuition), nor too complicated (as a paper of this
brief length has certain limitations). Therefore, I submit that the most
suitable approach is to compare a part of Wittgenstein’s text (§§ 1-37) in

4 . . . . .
The amount of questions in PI is usually quoted with reference to Kenny without

further review. However in contrast to Kenny I found 1448 questions in English trans-
lation of PI, 1120 of them in the Ist part and 328 in the 2nd part of Investigations.
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Wittgenstein (1968, 2-18)° with a philosophical text of a similar zopic and
extent.® Austin’s (1970) essay “T’he Meaning of a Word” serves this purpose
well for several reasons. First, both Wittgenstein and Austin are major fig-
ures of the 207 century analytical tradition. Second, they both share an in-
terest in ordinary language, including its non-declarative forms such as
questions. In addition, in the given texts, they both consider the subject of
meaning. Third, concerning extent, both texts have a similar length (Aus-
tin circa 7600 words, Wittgenstein 7200 words). Finally, the last and most
crucial similarity between these two texts is that they contain a similar
amount of questions: Austin 75, Wittgenstein 71. It is for these reasons
that Austin’s “The Meaning of a Word” serves as a good counterpart in our
attempt to shed some light on Wittgenstein’s use of questions in PI. The re-
sult of this comparison will not lead to a conclusive description of “Wittgen-
stein’s style” but it does help us to foreshadow some of the basic elements
and patterns related to the role of questions in the composition of PL

2. How to compare the use of questions?

The task of this chapter is to find a suitable method to compare the
use of questions in Austin’s essay “The Meaning of a Word” (from now
on referred to as the ‘text-A’) and first 37 paragraphs of Wittgenstein’s PI
(from now on referred to as the ‘text-W’). Although these texts were se-
lected because of their relative similarities, we cannot conceal their obvi-
ous differences.

For example, Austin’s essay forms a coherent whole while Wittgen-
stein’s paragraphs are a small part of a larger unit.” These texts are, so to
say, elements of a different level of compositional hierarchy. Is this fact un-
dermining the possibility of meaningful comparison? This could be an is-
sue if the overall structure or flow of arguments was at stake. In our case

> The range of these passages is set down with regard to Savigny, who suggests that

§§ 1-37 have a common subject. See Ammereller — Fisher (2004, 45).

The condition of extent similarity is naturally more sustainable than a topic similar-

ity. I acknowledge that the latter is formulated only in a gross and simplistic manner.

Although it is not a simple task to demarcate this unit — e.g. Wittgenstein suggests

that Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus should be understood as a (counter)part of PI.
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this asymmetry does not obstruct our efforts because the use of questions
can be described with respect to mere local context, without the need to
analyze the relation to the whole textual unit. The inquiry into the relation
between the selected part and the whole (i.e. are §§1-37 a fitting sample of
PI?) should take place only if we generalize our conclusions. This is irrele-
vant for the sake of comparison of questions in the given texts.

Before we delve into the comparison itself, we must address one re-
maining issue. Namely, what do we consider a question in this paper? This
may seem an odd concern until one considers Wittgenstein’s following ob-
servation:

Of course, we might use the words “statement” and “command” to
stand for grammatical forms of sentence and intonations; we do in fact
call “Isn’t the weather glorious today?” a question, although it is used as
a statement. (Wittgenstein 1968, 10)

As Wittgenstein points out, not every sentence which ends with a ques-
tion mark (or to put it more precisely — which has the grammatical struc-
ture of a question) is used as a question. Bearing this in mind, this work
will operate with a purely grammatical conception of the question, al-
though our method establishes a specific category for this rare type of ques-
tion/statement (suggestion).

In order to find a way to compare the use of questions in text-A and
text-W we have to develop a common ground; preferably a taxonomy
which brings similar types of questions together into groups in order to
analyze the frequency in which they occur. In this way we can then com-
pare individual questions within the scope of one question-type.

Taxonomies are based on a defining aspect of the selected material. We
want to form a classification of questions sorted according to their usage,
but the notion of the term “use” is still quite fuzzy. A more precise defini-
tion of the term “use of question” is given above — the use of questions
could be described with respect to mere local context. The main area of
our investigation is thus the specific connection between each question and
the surrounding text. This classification is naturally not the only possible
taxonomy, however, any classification of this type must account for the
function of the question in the flow of the argument and develop a unify-
ing method. It follows that, this classification is not utterly objective. The
author’s own preconceptions and interpretations naturally play a role in its
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construction. Thus it must be understood as an inter-subjective meeting
point between the two texts and my preconceptions and interpretations of
them. If some objectivity (or maybe wider inter-subjectivity) can be
claimed, it resides in the relative clarity of our approach which makes a
criticism of any part of the construction or application of this categorization
possible without the need to reject the whole method.

Hereafter, a possible classification of question-types in text-A and text-
W is proposed. We begin with an explanation of the method in which this
categorization was constructed. Firstly, the questions in text-A and text-W
were marked and, in their close context all sentences that could be under-
stood as responses to them were highlighted. We prefer the term “re-
sponse” rather than “answer” (which is too specific) or “reaction” (which is
too general). Responses in our present case include direct answers, further
questions, examples, etc., but not reactions (i.e statements about given
questions, etc.). This formed the first level of classification which separates
the questions from the responses — class A — and the questions without re-
sponse — class B.

The second level of classification, although different for the A and B
classes, is based on the manner of responses (including the absent re-
sponses). The given responses are either inappropriate Al or appropriate
A2. The absent responses are either not expected (irrelevant) Bl or some
kind of response is expected (relevant) B2.

Afterwards, the question-types in the second level classes were catego-
rized into groups according to their similar features, which introduced the
third level of classification. The final method of classification can be pre-
sented as follows:

A. Response is included in the surrounding text
Al - Response is inappropriate

A2 - Response is appropriate
A2a — presentation of possibilities
A2b — specimen of question

A2c - “no”
A2d - “I don’t know”
A2e — “yes, but...”

A2f — clarification
A2g — refusal
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B. Response is not included in the surrounding text

Bl - Response is irrelevant
Bla — type of question
B1b — specimen of question
Blc — refusal of question

B2 - Response is relevant
B2a - inappropriate dichotomy or conjunction
B2b — suggestion
B2c — “rather not”
B2d - open question

For our next task, the third level of this classification will be crucial.
For this reason, the current section concludes with a few comments ex-
plaining the features in which question-types are grouped in the third
level classes.

Class Al (inappropriate response) does not have any subcategories. For
our purposes, it will be treated as a third level class. A possible answer is
stated here (in text-W it is sometimes in the form of a different question)
and this answer is then rejected.

Category A2 (appropriate response) consists of questions with responses
in the form of A2a (presentation of possible answers), A2b (specimen of
question) — this category is similar to group B1 — the only difference being
that an answer is stated here as a part of a specimen.® Common aspects of
questions in classes A2¢ (no) and A2d (I don’t know) are clear. The re-
sponses in the form of “if-then” are included in A2e (yes, but) category.
Question-type A2f introduces a sort of clarification. The class A2g (refusal)
is very close to Blc with one distinction: in A2g the refusal is stated in the
form of an answer, while in Blc it is mentioned in adjacent comments (us-
ing words like “spurious”, “absurd”, “silly”, etc.).

In class Bl (the response is irrelevant) none of these questions are
meant to be answered. They function as a specimen of the question.
Specimens in Bla are mostly general forms of B1b questions. Category Blc
contains specimens of questions which are rejected. Other subcategories
could be formed (e.g. B1a2, B1b2) but for the sake of brevity we consider it
one level with Bla and B1b.

8 . . . .
For further explanation of “specimens” see the introduction to class ‘B1’.
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In B2 (response is relevant) a response is not directly stated, but it is
relevant for some sort of argument extension. Questions in B2a present us
with a dilemma caused by inappropriate dichotomy or conjunction. B2b is a
suggestion in the form of a previously mentioned question. It is predomi-
nantly negative. B2c questions mostly appeal to the reader’s experience and
they presuppose a negative answer. The last category, B2d, contains ques-
tions which call for some sort of clarification (like A2g), but none are pre-
sented.

3. Response to objections

One of the objections which could be stated concerning this method of
analysis is that the aforementioned appeal to “sufficiency of local context”
has a trace of (often detested) atomism. Isn’t this segmentation of the text
into small units clustered around individual questions in opposition to
Wittgenstein’s and Austin’s “holistic” approach to language (Murphy 1997,
23)? It only seems so on the surface. First of all, it is hard to imagine a
method of comparison which does not require some sort of segmentation
and classification of material. Furthermore, a narrowing of context or some
form of concretization is necessary when examining and comparing the use
of language. Wittgenstein’s “language games” are a perfect example of the
usefulness of simplification (cf. High 1967, 70-74). An accusation of atom-
istic or reductionist tendencies would apply only if we were attempting to
reduce every aspect of the use of questions to the links with local textual
segment; as if there were no different, more complex levels of understand-
ing of the ‘use of questions’ (e.g. the writer’s intention, the reader’s inter-
pretation, etc.). A description of these ‘hermeneutical aspects’ of the use of
questions could not be exhausted in an account of the relation of questions
to local context. However, some elements of more complex levels manifest
themselves in the analysis of local level because these levels are connected.
This assertion is rather holistic in its nature.’

Another substantial objection can be raised against the scope of our fo-
cus, which may seem too narrow. The use of questions may be understood

e Murphy (1997, 25): “We might say that the whole is partially constitutive of the

part, whereas the part acts upon (affects, partially determines) the whole.”
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as a symptom of a deeper philosophical cause. However, we should not
overlook the importance of questions in philosophical enquiry. Wittgen-
stein claims, “One could teach philosophy solely by asking questions”
(Wittgenstein — Ambrose — Macdonald 1979, 97). If that is the case, we
should pay attention not only to particular questions which are raised but
also to preferred types of questions which embody Wittgenstein’s approach
to philosophy. In other words, the main philosophical thrust of Wittgen-
stein’s work in PI lies undeniably in the content and formulation of con-
crete questions which call for detail analysis (see P. M. S. Hacker’s volumes
of Analytical Commentary on Philosophical Investigations). However Wittgen-
stein’s philosophical method displays remarkable harmony of content and
style and our focus on the style of PI sheds light on what is shown in the act
of saying something. Wittgenstein’s preference of certain types of questions
is not circumstantial. On the contrary, it could be claimed as essential for
reaching the purpose of PI. Could one teach philosophy (in the sense of PI)
without asking the types of questions frequently used by Wittgenstein?

4. Comparison of the use of questions in text-A and text-W

In section 2, we argued for the necessity of classification for comparison
and we formed the structure of this classification with regard to the chosen
texts. The charts below show the results of application.

20
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Chart sorted by the freqency of question-types in text-A
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At first glance, we can see a major difference between the question types
used in text-A and text-W. We can now contrast these statistical results.
In section 4.1 we will examine the most frequent question-types in text-A
and text-W. We will follow in section 4.2 by attending to absent types in
these texts. Section 4.3 will deal with other cases where both text-A and
text-W use the same question type, with the exception of the types
discussed in section 4.1 and 4.2.

4.1. The most frequent question-types

Text-A

The beginning of text-A introduces a list of seven “specimens of sense”
and ten “specimens of nonsense” questions. Even if we do not include these
specimens in the number of questions in text-A itself, the most frequent
question types are still those from class B1 (the response is not included
and is irrelevant), respectively:

= Blc (refusal of question) 10
= Blb (specimen on question)11
= Bla (type of question)'?

10 . . . . .
E.g.: “What-is-the-meaning-of a word?” listed under “specimens of nonsense” in

the introduction.

11 . . . .
E.g.: “What-is-the-meaning-of (the word) ‘rat’?” listed under “specimens of sense”

in the introduction.
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The quantity of these types of questions is without a doubt connected
with the extraordinary manner of text-A. When we briefly scan Austin’s
other texts we see that these types of questions are not as common here.
They still play a significant role in “Are there A Priori Concepts?” (see
Austin et al. 1970, 32-54) and in “Other Minds” (see Austin et al. 1970,
76-116). However, they are not so common in other essays of Philosophi-
cal Papers and in Austin’s most influential work How to Do Things with
Words (Austin 1962). The fact that the proportion of the amount of ques-
tion-to-text length is noticeably lower in Austin’s other texts should also
be taken into account.” The frequency of questions in text-A is similar
to the frequency of questions in text-W mainly because of Austin’s ten-
dency to accumulate samples of questions, and in the end mostly to re-

fuse them.

Text-W

= Questions B2c¢ (without a response but anticipating a negative ztnswer)14
are the most frequent here. These questions are aimed at the reader
(about half of these questions contain the word “you”) and serve to en-
gage him/her in the observation.

The following three question types occur in the same amount or fre-
quency:

= Al (aresponse is stated but it is inappropriate)ls: The response is stated
in the form of question B2c, two times in the form of a statement and
once in the form of comparison (“do not say... that is just if...”). Text-
A also uses this type of question with inappropriate answers. They are
all from the “field of philosophy” — either a quotation from Moore,
Morris and “nominalists” or examples of strange “philosophical” answers

12 . .
E.g.: “What is the meaning of so-and-so?”

Cf. “The Meaning of Word” (c. 1 question per 101 words), How to Do Things with
Words (c. 1 question per 294 words), PI §§1-37 (c. 1 question per 102 words), PI in to-

tal (c. 1 question per 65 words).
14

13

E.g.: “Certainly, but does ‘wanting this’ consist in thinking in some form or other a
different sentence from the one you utter?”

15 E.g.: “And what is modified by the rule, the glue-pot, the nails?”—“Our knowledge

of a thing’s length, the temperature of the glue, and the solidity of the box.”
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to questions about meaning. They are refused as incoherent (Moore,
Morris), inadequate and lacking attack on the misleading form of ques-
tion, or even imbecilic. The frequent occurrence of Al followed by B2c
in text-W indicates that the refusal is connected more in reference to
the reader’s own language training here than in text-A. In her treat-
ment of Wittgenstein’s use of questions, Savickey is focused predomi-
nantly on these types of questions, which are used to “redirect our in-
vestigation to the grammar or use of our words and to help clarify that
grammar” (Savickey 1999, 137).

= A2a (presentation of po'ssibilitie's):16 These possibilites are connected
with an observation of certain cases (“child”, “you”, “people”, “he”,
“one”, “someone”) and they are not stated as a complete list (using the
words “example”, “various”, or “countless”). The possibilities are ap-
proached by specification but not for the sake of systematization. We
will call this an “open presentation of possibilities” in contrast to “closed
presentation of possibilities” where some sort of overview and systemati-
zation is at stake.

= B2b (suggestions)17

It has already been mentioned that Kenny (1959, 235) claims that most
of Wittgenstein’s answers are meant to be wrong. In text-W, we notice
that even his unanswered questions often presuppose a negative answer.
Therefore, we see that the predominant occurrence of questions of this
type combined with the open presentation of possibilities constitutes peda-
gogical style (Burbules 1999) involving the reader in the investigation, and
training him or her in the art of asking suiting questions, or restating the
misleading ones. In addition, Wittgenstein’s suggestions in the form of
questions could be understood in this pedagogical (and dialogical) manner
in which the reader is drawn into the process of scrutiny.

16 . . . . N
E.g.: “But then, is there not also something different going on in him when he

pronounces it,—something corresponding to the fact that he conceives the sentence as

a single word?>—Either the same thing may go on in him, or something different.”

7 E.g.: “Don’t you understand the call “Slab!” if you act upon it in such-and-such a

way?”
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4.2. Absent question-types

Text-A

= One of the most noticeable differences in the use of questions in the
given texts is an absence of text-W’s most fregent type, B2¢ (without a
response but anticipating negative answer)'® in text-A. Based on the
absence of type B2c, we see that text-A is not anticipating the reader’s
engagement in the process of investigation in a same manner as text-
W.

= A2e (yes, but):" This specific way of dealing with Yes/No (or A/B)
questions which are presenting us with inappropriate dichotomy is not
used in text-A. The topic of inappropriate separation arises, but it is
considered to be ‘a matter of mere extraordinary’. The conclusion which
follows reads: “A new idiom might in odd cases be demanded” (Austin
et al. 1970, 69).

It may be suggested that Austin’s writing style in text-A is more ac-
commodating to the “academic” writing style than the aforementioned
“pedagogical” manner of text-W. The categories of “academic” and “peda-
gogical” style are elements based on the needs of our comparison. To clar-
ify what contradistinguishes the “academic writing style” from the “peda-
gogical writing style” in this paper, we must be able to trace their varying
attitude towards the reader. The attitude of an “academic” relationship to
the reader (in its pure form) is analogous to the relationship of the lecturer
to his audience. The main goal of a lecturer is to convey information to his
audience. He presupposes that his listeners have their own method of han-
dling this information. Questions in the academic style are mostly used as
types or specimens which are not expected to be answered. A “pedagogical”
relationship to the reader (in its pure form) is analogous to the relationship
of a teacher to a pupil. Here, the training in method of acquiring or dealing
with information is substantial. Between these extreme examples, there is a
spectrum of possible approaches tending to one or the other. I assert that

18
E.g.: “Do you say the unshortened sentence to yourself?”

19 . . . .
E.g.: “And one has to say this in many cases where the question arises Is this an

appropriate description or not?” The answer is: ‘Yes, it is appropriate, but only for this
narrowly circumscribed region, not for the whole of what you were claiming to de-
scribe.”
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one feature which helps us distinguish whether a given text is more “peda-
. » « s D . .

gogical” or “academic” is the occurrence, or, respectively, absence of the

B2c type of questions.

Text-W

= Blc (refusal of question):20 There are two examples of “refusal of
question” in text-W but we assigned them to class A2g. This was done
with respect to the manner of refusal. Questions in class A2g are refused
because they are uncalled for in certain contexts, whereas the questions
in Blc are rejected as “spurious,” “absurd” or “silly” in general. In text-
W there is no such refusal present. Wittgenstein is not banning ques-
tions; nor is he banning the use of certain pictures that form (or dis-
tort) our understanding (e.g. words as names for objects, etc.). He
claims: “And the best that I can propose is that we should yield to the
temptation to use this picture, but then investigate how the application
of the picture goes” (Wittgenstein 1968, § 374). When we acknowledge
the absence of Blc we can argue that Wittgenstein’s attitude towards
potentially misleading questions is similar.

= B2a (inaproppriate dichotomy or conjuction):21 At first sight, it is
suprising that Wittgenstein® is not occupying himself in text-W with
such cases of inaproppriate dichotomy or conjunction in a similar
manner as text-A. Further examination reveals that text-W also
addresses certain dichotomies but in a different setting and with
different responses than text-A. Text-W deals with dichotomies using
type A2e (yes, but) instead of B2a (inaproppriate dichotomy or
conjuction). Austin (1961, 68) argues that “Ordinary language breaks
down in extraordinary cases”. He presents some of these extraordinary
cases and shows that attempts to fit them into ordinary categories fail
and that is why we need a better description here: “There may be plenty
that might happen and does happen which would need new and better

20 . . . . . .
E.g. in Text-A: “What is the meaning of a word?” But there is something spurious

about this question.”

' E.g. in Text-A: “Are we to rush at this with the dichotomy: either ‘being approved

of by me’ is part of the meaning of ‘being thought good by me’ or it is not?”

2 \Who thought that the quotation from King Lear “T'll teach you differences” could

be a motto for PI (cf. Rhees 1981, 157).
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language to describe it in” (Austin 1961, 69). At the same time,
Wittgenstein is not interested in extraordinary cases “demanding better
language” because the notion of extraordinarity could easily lead us
astray. This claim can be supported by following Wittgenstein’s
suggestion that “it is difficult as it were to keep our heads up,—to see
that we must stick to the subjects of our every-day thinking, and not go
astray and imagine that we have to describe extreme subtleties, which in
turn we are after all quite unable to describe with the means at our dis-
posal” (Wittgenstein 1968, §106). In text-W, Wittgenstein deals with
dichotomies our ordinary language places before us (e.g. “is this appro-
priate description or not?”, “is the call ‘Slab! in example (2) a sentence
or a word?”, etc.). And these dichotomies could be made more appro-
priate by describing the proper conditions of a response in the form of
A2e (yes, but/if, then).

» A2d (I don’t know):* Wittgenstein is not leading himself or his reader
to the point where “I don’t know” would be an appropriate response.
He states that “A philosophical problem has the form: ‘T don’t know my
way about” (Wittgenstein 1968, §123), and these “philosophical prob-
lems should completely disappear” (Wittgenstein 1968, §133).

Our description of Wittgenstein’s “pedagogical” style was formed in
contrast to his “academical” style with regard to emphasis on method rather
than on transfer of information. This importance of method over mere
assertion of facts is explicitly accented in the introduction to “Remarks
on Frazer’s Golden Bough”. Wittgenstein states that “[t]Jo convince
someone of the truth, it is not enough to state it, but rather one must
find the path from error to truth® (Wittgenstein et al. 1993, 119). Nor is
it enough to state and ban the error. The “pedagogical” approach consists
of finding and leading the way from it. It can be suggested that this
attitude manifests itself (among other ways) in the absence of Blc, B2a
and A2d question-types.

z E.g. in Text-A: “When we consider what we really do want to talk about, and not

the working-model, what would really be meant at all by a judgement being ‘analytic or
synthetic’? We simply do not know.”
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4.3. Question types present in both texts

In this section we will focus on the question-types that are present in
both texts, with the exception of those we have just discussed.

= There is no substantial difference in the use of A2b (specimen of an-
swered question)24 and A2c (no),” apart from the fact that the
appearance of A2b is more common in text-A than in text-W.

»  A2f (clarification):*® There are three questions in text-A fitting this
category. T'wo of them lead to an investigation of a certain “temptation”
— a term that is also frequented (19 times) in PI. Austin’s account of
temptations is quite similar to Wittgenstein’s, in the curious belief that
all words are names, in effect proper names,”’” the inclination to ask
“What in it (sentence) is X’?”, and the notion that every sentence must
be either analytic or sy‘nthetic.28 However, Austin concludes, “Of
course, all my account of our motives in this matter may be only a con-
venient didactic schema: I do not think it is — but I recognize that one
should not impute motives, least of all rational motives ...” (Austin
1961, 62). Here text-A employs the method of Wittgenstein’s approach

# E.g. in Text-A: “For example, I ask Old Father William ‘What is the point of

standing on one’s head?” He replies in the way we know.”

5 E.g. in Text-A: “Here there is a good reason for calling the things both ‘feet’ but

are we to say they are ‘similar’? Not in any ordinary sense.”

2 E.g. in Text-A: “But are those really the difficulties which baffle us? Of course, if it

were certain that every sentence must be either analytic or synthetic, those must be the
difficulties. But then, it is not certain: no account even of what the distinction means, is

given except by reference to our shabby working-model.”

7, Wittgenstein (1968, §27): “Think of exclamations alone, with their completely

different functions. Water! Away! Ow! Help! Fine! No! Are you inclined still to call
these words ‘names of objects’?”

Bt Wittgenstein (1968, §50): “What looks as if it had to exist, is part of the lan-
guage. It is a paradigm in our language-game; something with which comparison is
made. And this may be an important observation; but it is none the less an observation
concerning our language-game — our method of representation.”

Cf. Wittgenstein (1968, §131): “For we can avoid ineptness or emptiness in our as-
sertions only by presenting the model as what it is, as an object of comparison — as, so
to speak, a measuring-rod; not as a preconceived idea to which reality must correspond.
(The dogmatism into which we fall so easily in doing philosophy.)”
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but soon retreats because it “may be only didactical scheme” and he
doesn’t want to “impute motives.” We can assert here that Wittgenstein
is not imputing motives (as if he observed someone else). He rather
consciously yields to linguistic temptations to show the reader how they
operate and how to find one’s way out. Text-W, however, does not use
question-type A2f to investigate these temptations. A2f rather helps us
situate the description to the level of the “use” of words (i.e. the part
which uttering these words plays) in a given language-game.

B2d (open question):29 This question type is similar to A2f but there is
no response presented in the text. Austin doesn’t introduce these ques-
tions until the last part of text-A where they serve as a suggestion of a
possible (but not realized) development. In text-W, these questions are
more common and more evenly distributed. We can say they are more
intertwined with the process of investigation here because text-A always
places them at the very end of the paragraph while text-A usually (ex-
cept two cases) situates them in the middle.

The description enabled by specification or localization of the use of

words and open questions that lead the reader through the process of
investigation is in conformity with the notion of the previously-accepted
characterization of Wittgenstein’s “pedagogical” style. We also noticed that
text-A (in questions calling for certain clarification) comes close to
Wittgenstein’s interest in misleading patterns. However, this route is
promptly abandoned.

5. Conclusion

According to Wittgenstein:

Philosophy simply puts everything before us, and neither explains nor
deduces anything. — Since everything lies open to view there is nothing
to explain. For what is hidden, for example, is of no interest to us. One
might also give the name “philosophy” to what is possible before all new
discoveries and inventions. (Wittgenstein 1968, §126)

29

E.g. in Text-A: “Such a remark cannot fail to be misleading. Why make it? And

why not direct attention to the important and actual facts?”
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The use of such philosophy cannot then consist of the application of a
philosophical thesis in various disciplines (linguistics, sociology, theology,
etc.). It is rather the application of a method which enables us to notice
something that is in front of our eyes (Wittgenstein 1968, §129). In order
to understand this method one has to pay attention to Wittgenstein’s writ-
ing style. In this paper we focused on one aspect of Wittgenstein’s style;
namely his use of questions. We compared questions from a section of Phi-
losophical Investigations with questions in Austin’s essay “T’he Meaning of a
Word” by using a categorization of questions developed specifically for this
comparison.

Wittgenstein’s  style is often described as “pedagogical”. This
characterization can be brought out by the results of our examination of
Wittgenstein’s use of questions in text-W.

First of all, it exhibits itself in the extraordinary amount of questions
used. The frequency of Austin’s questions in text-A is comparable to the
frequency of questions in text-W because of his quotation of “specimens of
questions”. In Austin’s other texts the frequency of questions is noticeably
lower.

Secondly (and in harmony with a previously quoted remark from
Philosophical Investigations), we claimed that the main feature of this
“pedagogical” approach manifests itself in questions that involve the reader
into the course of investigation and train him in the method of asking
suitable questions. The most common question types here are B2¢ (rather
not), Al (inappropriate response), A2a (presentation of possibilities), and
B2b (suggestions).

The third important feature is Wittgenstein’s way of dealing with issues
that obscure such observation-inappropriate analogies, pictures or
dichotomies. Wittgenstein is not merely stating that questions, analogies
and pictures are misleading in general and therefore should be avoided.
Questions Blc (refusal of question), B2a (inappropriate dichotomy or
conjunction) and A2d (I don’t know) are absent here. Rather, he leads his
reader ‘on a way to truth’ by using questions invoking the observation of
specific and localized use of words. Savickey (1999, 245) claims:
“Wittgenstein uses questions (in response to philosophical questions) to
help us remember or recall to mind the grammar or use of our words.”
This is the case with Wittgenstein’s most frequent questions: A2e (yes,
but), A2f (clarification) and B2d (open question).
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Readers of Philosophical Investigations are expected to approach this text
as an exercise book rather than a written lecture. This suggestion is in
harmony with Wittgenstein’s claim in the preface to Philosophical
Investigations: “I should not like my writing to spare other people the trou-
ble of thinking. But, if possible, to stimulate someone to thoughts of his
own” (Wittgenstein 1968, viii). This paper shows the importance of Witt-
genstein’s method, which is manifested in his use of questions. Therefore,
I submit that interpreters of Wittgenstein should consider the possible de-
structive consequences of a transcription of Wittgenstein’s text into a
common academic style, in which questions are mostly rhetorical or organ-
izational devices.
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Patricia S. Churchland: Touching a Nerve. The Self as Brain
New York — London: W. W. Norton and Company 2013, 304 pages

Two recent books by prominent authors try to mix autobiographical reflec-
tions with explorations of brain function and its implications for psychological
categories: Chris Frith’s Making Up the Mind (Wiley-Blackwell 2007) and
Christof Koch’s Consciousness: Confessions of a Romantic Reductionist (The MIT
Press 2012). P. S. Churchland’s new book is a valuable addition to this peculiar
genre. Churchland decided to write an account of how she came to believe that
her brain is identical to her very self — that she literally is her brain. She man-
aged to mingle the autobiographical elements quite seamlessly with the de-
tails of scientific and philosophical theories of human and animal thought,
emotion, will and consciousness. She draws on personal stories, mainly from
her childhood in rough conditions of a farm in an isolated mountain valley in
British Columbia. These stories help her to buttress the theoretical points
with real life examples, giving her book a distinctively down to earth and hu-
mane touch.

In spite of the dazzling progress of neuroscience in recent decades, the the-
sis that the self equals the brain is still met with a strong resistance in some
quarters. There are philosophers who welcome this progress and even try to
contribute to it in their various ways, and there are philosophers who, in the
words of Churchland’s unnamed colleague, “hate the brain”. Churchland has
no time for the latter, the sufferers of what a distinguished neuroscientist
Semir Zeki dubbed “neurophobia”. Hating the brain is not a very good idea.
Understanding its functions and trying to use this knowledge in inquiries into
philosophical matters sounds much more promising. Hence the growing field
of “neurophilosophy”, of which Churchland is generally regarded as today’s
leading figure. Her fresh, evidence-based approach and her unfailing enthusi-
asm for science is infectious and continues to inspire new generations of phi-
losophers interested in neuroscience and other empirical fields.

Churchland’s take on all things that make us human is thoroughly neuro-
biological. She starts with debunking the ideas of nonphysical souls, heaven
and afterlife. But she is not wholly opposed to terms such as “spiritual”, pro-
vided they are used in a sane, materially grounded way, simply as labels for

© 2014 The Authors. Journal compilation © 2014 Institute of Philosophy SAS
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some of the extraordinary phenomena our brains are capable of producing.
Next on the list is the account of the origins of basic moral categories and of
empathy, altruism and fairness undergirding them. Churchland’s analysis draws
partly on her previous book, Brain Trust (see Churchland 2011), and centers
on the role of assorted hormones, neurotransmitters and neuromodulators.
The various real life examples offered illustrate the important contribution of
culture and environment to the emergence of a specific moral code: for in-
stance, some things taken to be immoral in Western societies are not immoral
in the least for the Inuits. Churchland next tackles the topics of sex, aggression
and warfare. She is not afraid to discuss controversial issues, such as the differ-
ences between male and female brains, and she discusses them with predictably
level-headed, extremes-abhorring way. The chapter on warfare focuses specifi-
cally on the question whether there is such a thing as a single gene for a par-
ticular behaviour. In accordance with contemporary research into the interplay
between genes, environment and behaviour, she answers the question with a
resounding “no”.

Starting with chapter 7 we leave the provinces of affective neuroscience, ge-
netics and evolutionary biology and move into the domain of cognitive neuro-
science. Churchland starts with a vexed question: do we have a free will? She
then reframes the debate, focusing instead on the question whether we are ca-
pable of exercising self-control. She believes that we are, and defends this posi-
tion vigorously. The chapter also contains a short discussion of the implica-
tions of modern neuroscientific findings for the current penal system. In con-
trast to many other authors, she finds the present system well constructed and
in no need of a substantial reform. The fact that the notion of free agency,
heavily criticised by contemporary neuroscientists, is at the very heart of this
system, does not seem to disconcert her. The eighth chapter deals with “hid-
den cognition®, i.e., non-conscious prerequisites for conscious cognitive activi-
ties, such as reading. These prerequisites are shown to be quite substantial.
Importance of habits for cognition, and more generally for navigating the social
world, is stressed along the way. Finally, a separate chapter is devoted to con-
sciousness and the attempts to explain it in neurobiological terms. Churchland
shows that a lot has been discovered about consciousness in recent times. Re-
search on sleep, anaesthesia and various brain dysfunctions opened important
vistas on neural mechanisms underlying conscious processes. The scientists are
not quite there yet, but the development so far is very promising. The book
closes with a short epilogue touching on the topics of explanatory reductionism
and the value of science.
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It would be pointless to go into more technical details in this short review.
I will confine myself to remarking that, as far as I can tell, Churchland’s acces-
sible and well-written account of neuroscientific, psychological and biological
theories is accurate and up-to-date. But the book is not just scientifically as-
tute. The humour and warmth of Churchland’s well-ballanced personality
shines through the pages, and I for one felt somewhat disappointed when the
autobiographical streak almost completely disappeared in the second half of the
book.

As for the shortcomings of the book, the biggest is an almost total lack of
Churchland’s own philosophical contribution. Churchland is a first-rate phi-
losopher with distinguished views of her own. Yet in this book (and also in her
previous one), she is largely content with summarizing the work of others,
primarily the work of cognitive and affective neuroscientists. The result is
more of a high-end work in popular neuroscience than an essay in neurophi-
losophy. This seems to be the price of the allure of neuroscience. The findings
are so interesting that one easily succumbs to the penchant to expose endlessly,
forgetting to contribute to the debate with her or his own thoughts. Also,
some of her former philosophical views are completely absent in the book. To
give an example of an idea for which she is notorious, the book does not con-
tain a single word on “eliminativism®, a rejection of the posits of folk psychol-
ogy such as beliefs, desires or intentions. To be sure, this, in itself, is no crime.
And yet, how should one square eliminativism about propositional attitudes
with the book’s insistence that beliefs and desires are helpful instruments of
daily social interactions (see the account on p. 170)? I confess I have no idea.
Did Churchland drop eliminativism altogether? This does not seem likely. In
her recent interview with Julian Baggini she confirms being an eliminativist,
though she explains that she favours revision rather than all-out elimination of
folk-psychological notions (see Churchland — Baggini 2012). Many readers of
Churchland’s Neurophilosopby were surely wondering how the rapid progress in
neuroscience since the publication of the book in 1986 shed light on the fasci-
nating topic of eliminativism: Is it even safer, nowadays, to bet on the gradual
disappearance of good old beliefs and desires in favour of some more scientifi-
cally grounded concepts? Or was the eliminativist programme, which Patricia
Churchland shared with her husband and fellow philosopher Paul, a failure?
To such readers, Touching a Nerve will not be helpful one iota.

Regarding the quality of the arguments offered, there are a couple of places
that raise an eyebrow. Churchland is not entirely free of the tendency to attack
inflated strawmen. For example, I do not know of anybody seriously claiming
that since the feeling of free will is probably illusory, and so no-one is literally
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an author of her/his own deeds, we should “empty the prisons” — yet this is a
view that Churchland ascribes to her opponents (p. 193). This is most certainly
not the point of the critics of the current penal system and of its reliance on
freedom of the will and on the tightly intertwined notion of personal responsi-
bility for an act. Of course, some people will always need to be locked up, be-
cause they are a danger to society. The point is rather to re-conceptualize the
whole system around different central concepts and to draw some practical im-
plications from the denial of free zlgency.1 Similarly, “scientism” is something
different than what the author presents it to be. There are important differ-
ences in how the position is stated, and none of its statements consists simply
of the claim that “nothing but science matters” (p. 264).% At the risk of over-
generalizing, I conclude that Churchland is impatient and all too quick when
dealing with her opponents.

A philosopher drawing heavily on neuroscience in her work should, per-
haps, have not just a solid knowledge of neuroscientific findings, past and pre-
sent, but also some clear idea of where the science is heading and what is the
right form of neuroscientific explanation. Towards the very end of the book,
Churchland remarks (in an endnote on page 291) that “some people continue
to assume that neuroscience is only about the level of molecules and to criticize
that straw man vision of neuroscience”. And yet, to some people, this vision of
neuroscience is not made of straw at all. Take John Bickle, a leading philoso-
pher of neuroscience. For years, he has been arguing that proper neuroscientific
explanations of cognitive explananda are to be arrived at the molecular and cel-
lular level, with memory processes being perhaps the most extensively discussed
paradigm case (see, for example, Bickle 2008). His basic reason is straightfor-
ward: this is actually the dominant approach of the neuroscientists themselves.
On the other hand, neurophilosophers tend to focus on the macro-level phe-
nomena studied by cognitive neuroscience: various brain areas and their inter-
connected networks, the activations of which can be tracked with the help of
fMRI and other scanners. This work is invaluable, but the question is whether
we can rest content with this macro-level type of explanation, or whether we
should push explanations further down, to the micro-level. T'o suggest that
people striving for the latter option are misguided does a disservice to the
reader, who might come to the conclusion that these folks are outliers, and it

For an attempt along these lines, see Cashmore (2010).

2 For two of these different ways, see Rosenberg (2011) and Pinker (2013).
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skips a whole lot of thorny philosophical issues that need to be thought
through.

As Anthony Landreth perceptively remarked in his review of Churchland’s
2002 book Brain-Wise (The MIT Press), “Churchland’s strengths lie primarily
in her synoptic view of the behavioral sciences” (see Landreth 2003). This is
true of the present volume as well. Churchland promotes the attractive vision
of the neurophilosopher as akin to a theoretical physicist. Though not con-
ducting empirical experiments themselves, neurophilosophers draw on a wealth
of empirical data coming incessantly from the labs, and try to formulate com-
prehensive accounts of cognitive or affective phenomena. Yet judging from
Touching a Nerve, this task can be dispensed without much of an input from
the neurophilosopher herself. All it takes is to weave it cleverly together. Isn’t
there more work to do? The answer to this question depends on how neuro-
philosophy would like to define itself, and there is as yet no consensus on this
matter.

Tomds Marvan
marvan@flu.cas.cz
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Jan Dejnozka: The Concept of Relevance and the Logic Diagram Tradition
Ann Arbor: Create Space Independent Publishing Platform 2012, 170 pages

Consider the relevance criterion (R) If 4 follows from (a set of) assump-
tions X, then A4 has something in common with the assumptions. The criterion
seems to be plausible enough, yet one can argue that our good old classical log-
ic is at odds with it. The argument usually builds on the notorious “limit cas-
es” of classical consequence. For example, one might point out that any 4 clas-
sically follows from any B & ~B but it is far from obvious that any contradic-
tion should have something in common with any proposition.

Relevance logics are motivated by the attempt to formalize “following from”
in the sense of (R) as an implication connective. In fact, relevance logicians have
come up with a more precise version of the relevance criterion, namely the va-
riable sharing requirement (PR) If ¥ = G is a theorem, then the formulas 7, G
share at least one propositional variable. Theorems of the form F = G can be
read as “G follows from F” (F can be a conjunction) and the shared variable
can be seen as securing a “link” or “meaning connection” between the assump-
tion(s) £ and the conclusion G.

Indeed, the “flagship” relevance logics such as R and E comply with (PR).
Consequently, not every formula of the form (FQ) “ex falso quodlibet” (¥ &
~F) - G is a theorem (simply put, the schema is not a theorem). But (PR)
has more implications, some of which are considered to be controversial. For
example, R and E cannot prove the (DS) “disjunctive syllogism schema” (¥ &
(~F Vv G)) » G (note that it could be used to derive (FQ)). However, (DS)
seems to be quite plausible, mainly because of the resemblance it bears to the
rules of disjunctive syllogism (If ¥ and ~F V G are both provable, then so is G)
and “material” Modus Ponens (remember that ~F V G simply is the material
implication ' O G). From the viewpoint of a relevance logician, schemas such
as (FQ) or (DS) are not “relevantly valid” — if one wishes to comply with (R)
and, hence, the relevantist’s reading (PR), then one has to reject these schemas
as general logical laws.

Dejnozka bucks this point of view as he argues in the present book that
there is a sense of “having something in common” in which classical logic is noz
at odds with (R) and even that this sense is more natural and rooted deeper in
the logical tradition than (PR). The crucial assumption of his main argument
links (R) with logic diagrams and states that diagramming shows containment
(DC) “if in the very act of diagramming all the premisses of an argument we al-
so diagram its conclusion, then the premisses contain its conclusion” (p. xiii).
The remaining two assumptions are (AR) “If the premisses of an argument
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contain its conclusion, then the argument is relevantly valid” and (AD) “Many
arguments that violate the [...] variable sharing requirement can be and have
been so diagrammed” (both quotes p. Xiii).1 Consequently, many schemas on
the relevance logician’s blacklist, such as (FQ) and (DS), are in fact relevantly
valid: “classical logic is relevant after all, even if that does not accord with the
relevantists’ conception of what relevance is” (p. 6).

The first three chapters of the book discuss and defend the assumptions of
the main argument. The assumption (AR) is taken “to be non-controversial”
(p- 1) and the first chapter is devoted to explaining “containment” and “rele-
vant validity” in more detail. In short, Dejnozka understands the “containment”
of (AR) as truth-ground containment, “the truth grounds of [the premisses]
contain the truth grounds of [the conclusion]” (p. 5) and regards this kind of
containment relation as “the most basic kind of logical relevance” (p. 5). Im-
portantly, the truth grounds of a proposition can be thought of as situations in
which the proposition holds. The notion of truth ground containment is
traced back to Wittgenstein’s Tractatus.

Chapter 2 defends the crucial assumption (DC), according to which “show-
ing containment by a diagram is a sufficient condition of relevant containment”
(p- 7). In accord with (AR), relevant containment is construed as truth ground
containment or containment of truth grounds. Hence, in effect, (DC) means
that diagrams show containment of truth grounds (or lack thereof). It should
be noted that “diagram” is used in a deliberately vague fashion and the reader
learns in Chapter 3 that diagrams can be “truth tables, truth trees, and literally
geometrical figures such as circles or squares” (p. 13). In addition, (AD) simply
points out that classical implicational tautologies such as (FQ) and (DS) can be
shown to be valid by the abovementioned kinds of diagrams: for example, truth
tables show that every truth ground of the antecedent is also a truth ground of
the consequent.

The main argument of the book is interesting for suggesting that truth
ground containment, i.e. the classical notion of consequence, embodies a mea-
ningful notion of a connection between the assumptions and the conclusion of
a valid argument. However, this seems to be plain enough, and I am not sure if
any relevance logician would insist that classical consequence invokes no con-
nection whatsoever. It does, but the connection is too weak — almost too weak
to be called a connection at all. Dejnozka holds that “the relevantists overlook
the best and, so to speak, most visible concept of their own tradition: diagram

' The labels (DC), (AR) and (AD) are mine.
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containment” (p. 2). A rejoinder to this might be that they do not overlook the
concept — they simply consider it too weak.

In any case, the argument is not meant to be an attack on relevance logics:
“This book has been written toward reunion in logic, or at least toward peace-
ful co-existence, in a Carnapian spirit of mutual tolerance” (p. 102). A noble
goal, even if some would tend to consider it as stating the obvious.

Chapter 4 goes back in time and claims that Russell was an express relevant-
ist, in that “he does expressly endorse Wittgenstein’s view that deductive infe-
rence is a matter of containment and of following from” (p. 32). Chapter 5 dis-
cusses several “antecedents” of the view that “modern classical validity is the
primary form of relevant entailment and there are secondary, more restrictive
forms” (p. 45). In particular, the author distinguishes extensional relevance
(truth-ground containment) and intensional relevance in the style of Anderson
and Belnap (variable sharing) and provides examples from the literature where
these have been discussed side by side. Dejnozka points out that, in addition to
him, only David Lewis is willing to call classical entailment “relevant” but he
submits the belief that the view is “implicit in every modern classical logician
who uses truth tables, truth trees, or Venn diagrams to show validity” (p. 33).

Chapter 6 discusses ten objections to the presented view. I will not go into
details of every objection since some of them are somewhat random. But there
is an interesting discussion of the relevantist claim that “modern classical logi-
cians are in the business of formally analyzing ordinary ‘if-then’ [and that] the
supposed modern classical analysis [is] perverse” (p. 56). Indeed, this is the
usual starting point of the expositions of relevance logics. Dejnozka offers four
replies to this objection against classical logic. First, a “tu quoque” rejoinder is
offered. Dejnozka points out that relevance logicians are themselves at odds
with the ordinary usage of language, in that they willingly disregard the dis-
tinction of the object-language “If-then” and the metalanguage “implies” (see
the “Grammatical propaedeutic” of Anderson and Belnap’s Entailment, vol. 1):
“[t]hey say that violating ordinary usage is perfectly all right when it comes to
their own logic, yet they criticize modern classical logicians for their ‘perversity’
in violating ordinary usage” (p. 59). However, one might insist that the “If-
then” / “implies” distinction is much more subtle that the material conditional
/ “If-then” distinction and, hence, disregarding the latter distinction is much
more “perverse” that disregarding the former one.

Second, Dejnozka claims that classical logic and formulas such as (FQ) and
(DS) are themselves supported by strong intuitions. However, this view is
shared by relevance logicians (at least in the case of (DS)), and much work is
devoted to advocating their status (see, for example, Restall 2000, 344-346). It
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is perhaps important to note as well that, albeit (DS) is not a theorem of the
“flagship” logics R and E, the rule is admissible in both logics.

Third, Dejnozka argues that relevance logicians do not seem to “under-
stand the modern classical project” (p. 60), in that the modern classical logi-
cians did not intend to faithfully represent “If-then”: “In fact, it is disinge-
nuous to pretend that modern classical logicians are secretly insincere or do not
know exactly what they are doing when they use technical notions like material
implication” (p. 61). This is an interesting point. But one might want to re-
place classical logic because of its failure to meet a specific standard even if it
was not the intention of classical logicians to meet the standard. One can simp-
ly identify a specific problem of classical logic and try to come up with a logic
that does not suffer form the problem while disregarding the original intentions
of classical logicians.

Fourth, Dejnozka assumes that relevance logicians “apparently believe that
modern classical logicians would actually use the falschood (or impossibility) of
a premiss to materially (or strictly) imply the truth of a conclusion” (p. 61). He
insists that this assumption is plainly false and cites Russell who himself claims
that material implications are practically useless since “they can only be known
when it is already known either that their hypothesis is false or that their con-
clusion is true; and in neither of these cases do they serve to make us know the
conclusion, since in the first case the conclusion need not be true, and in the
second it is known already” (p. 62, Dejnozka cites the first volume of Principia
Mathematica, pp. 20-21).

It is interesting to note that this reasoning assumes that a disjunction can
be known only if at least one of the disjuncts is known — which is a slightly
controversial assumption.

Chapter 7 states the plain thesis that classical validity is extensionally equiv-
alent with truth ground containment and, hence, “since virtually all modern
classical logicians from Wittgenstein on would accept at least [this thesis], vir-
tually all are implicitly extensional relevantists” (p. 69). Moreover, “the insight
that modern classical validity is visibly containment-relevant is the sort of in-
sight that was right in front of us all the time” (p. 69). The chapter also dis-
cusses several “extensions” of the classical notion of validity, or “relevance fil-
ters,” that would yield a stronger notion of consequence. For example, one
could adopt the requirement that in order for 4 to follow* from assumptions
X, the set of assumptions has to be satisfiable or, as Dejnozka puts it, the as-
sumptions have to be “compossible” (p. 73). However, some of the constraints
are not explained clearly enough, to wit the “deducibility constraint that the
(formal) validity of an inference be showable by some formal means” (p. 76).
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The book concludes with Chapter 8, where some of the main theses are
reiterated. Dejnozka insists once again that relevance logicians “make it so clear
that Russell is their chief nemesis because he has no concept of relevant con-
tainment validity, and yet it is so clear that Russell does have just such a con-
cept” (p. 94). I do think that this is not quite right: I believe that relevance lo-
gicians would submit only that Russell has no satisfactory concept of relevant
containment validity.

In conclusion, Dejnozka stresses that “[t]he thesis that a conclusion neces-
sarily follows if and only if it is in some sense contained in the premiss(es)
seems to be a basic synthetic a priori intuition many on both sides would ac-
cept. The thesis that truth-ground containment is the basic sense, or at least a
basic sense, of relevant containment is a second basic synthetic a priori intui-
tion which I accept, I think many modern classical logicians would accept, and
I hope relevantists will at least consider. If I am right that these two theses are
basic, then perhaps no positive argument for them should be expected, since
that would seem to require more basic premisses” (pp. 98-99).

However, Dejnozka does offer a positive argument for the reader’s consider-
ation: “My theory is actually a synthesis of both sides. It cancels the claim of
each side to have the sole truth, reveals each side to be a limited viewpoint, and
preserves and transcends the merits of each side in a comprehensive unified
theory in which, broadly speaking, one side is the genus and the other side is
its chief species” (p. 99).

I do think that the book’s main claims hold, but this is largely due to the
fact that they are not overly ambitious. Yes, classical validity can be seen as in-
voking a (rather weak) notion of containment — containment of truth grounds.
Yes, this notion can be found in the writings of outstanding modern classical
logicians such as Wittgenstein or Russell. Yes, the relevantist’s notion of relev-
ance, embodied in (PR), can be seen as a species of a broader genus. Perhaps
the greatest merit of the present book is that it emphasizes these points expli-
citly. I do not think that relevance logicians will find much to argue against
(but perhaps this does not apply to Chapter 6 as I have indicated above).
Hence, the “reunion in logic” is a goal that can be established, if it has not
been established already some time ago.

Igor Sedldr

igor.sedlar@savba.sk
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Enzo De Pellegrin (ed.): Interactive Wittgenstein:
Essays in Memory of Georg Henrik von Wright
Dordrecht — Heidelberg — London — New York: Springer 2011, 219 stran

Préica Interactive Wittgenstein: Essays in Memory of Georg Henrik von Wright je
kolektivnym zbornikom pozostavajicim zo siedmych prispevkov. Prvé tri prispev-
ky sa previazané osobnou korespondenciou dvoch vyznamnych analytickych filo-
zofov, Gottloba Fregeho a Ludwiga Wittgensteina. Dalsie Styri prispevky su uz
tematicky rozdielne, Citatefovi ponukaju nahliadnutie do réznych tém v zmysle
poddiarkujucom samotny ndzov price. Ide o usilie prezentovat’ Wittgensteina ako
bytost’ interaktivnu, nadvizujicu vzdjomnt komunikdciu medzi roznymi témami,
skutoénymi aj predpokladanymi vizbami a reakciami k inym myslitefom.

V prvom prispevku Prefatory Note to the Frege-Wittgenstein Correspondence
Juliet Floydz Bostonskej univerzity pomerne stru¢ne, no o to preciznejsie, pri-
blizuje koreSpondenciu medzi Fregem a Wittgensteinom, ktord sa dodnes za-
chovala. Spomina celkom 21 Fregem napisanych korespondenc¢nych listkov
a listov, ktoré st datované od 11. oktdbra 1914 do 3. aprila 1920, a ktoré su to-
ho Casu uloZené v Brennerovom archive na Univerzite v Innsbrucku.

Na Gvodnu stat plynule nadvizuje druhy prispevok s ndzvom Frege-
Wittgenstein Correspondence, ktorého obsahom je uz sama koreSpondencia me-
dzi Fregem a mladym Wittgensteinom. Uzatvaraju ju dva listy z roku 1936 me-
dzi Heinrichom Scholzom, ktory v polovici tridsiatych rokov zacal archivovat
Fregeho spisy, a Wittgensteinom. Vsetky dokumenty si uverejnené v origindl-
nom nemeckom zneni, doplnené anglickym prekladom v podani Juliet Floyd
a Burtona Drebena.

Filozoficky zaujimavejsie st listy, v ktorych sa Frege vyzndva zo svojich doj-
mov z prace, ktord mu mlady autor zaslal v decembri 1918. Z listov moze Cita-
tel pomerne jasne vycitit' jeho nespokojnost’ a akusi neochotu pochopit’ pricu
bez Wittgensteinovho dodatoéného vysvetlenia. Pre autorkino dalsie skamanie
je vsak zaujimavejsi list Heinricha Scholza adresovany Ludwigovi Wittgenstei-
novi, v ktorom ho ziada o zaslanie listov, ktoré dostal od Fregeho.

Juliet Floyd v trefom prispevku s ndzvom The Frege-Wittgenstein Corres-
pondence: Interpretive Themes pokrauje v uvahdch, preco sa Wittgenstein zdrd-
hal poslat’ ndjdent koreSpondenciu Scholzovi a jej obsah povazoval za ¢isto
osobny a nie filozoficky. Vyslovuje nazor, Zze Wittgenstein mohol byt znacne
znepokojeny myslienkou zverejnenia listov v archive. Atmosféra poslednych lis-
tov od Fregeho bola totiz preftho plnd nepochopenia a filozofickd verejnost by
sa tak mohla po ich zverejneni zacat’ pytat, preco vtedy nevzal do uvahy Frege-
ho kritiku, ale trval d’alej na publikovani svojej prace bez akychkolvek zmien.
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Toto pripadné zdévodriovanie sa mu uz podla autorky v case, ked bol vnimany
ako vplyvny filozof, mohlo zdat privel'mi citlivé.

gtvrt}'f prispevok: ,A Surrogate for the Soul“: Wittgenstein and Schoenberg je
tematicky celkom novy a jeho autor Eran Guter z Izraelskej univerzity sa v fiom
zameriava na Wittgensteinove myslienky o hudbe a hudobnom jazyku. Klaco-
vou postavou sa v iom popri Wittgensteinovi stiva aj rakdsky skladatel Arnold
Schonberg (1874-1951).

Eran Guter si kladie celkovo ndrolny ciel, totiz zmapovat moznost, do akej
miery moze byt Schénbergova idea dvandst'ténovej stupnice vhodnym obrazom
pre Wittgensteinovu gramatiku. V zdvere prispevku sa prizndva, Ze povazuje tu-
to myslienku za neoddvodnend. Za jedind spojnicu (i ked nepriamu) medzi
Wittgensteinom a Schénbergom totiz povazuje viziu jazyka Karla Krausa, podla
ktorej je jazyk matkou myslenia. Guter vSak dokazuje, ze kym Wittgenstein
s Krausovou myslienkou sthlasi, Schénberg ju v zdsade odmieta.

Autor pomerne obsiahlo definuje aj Gstredny problém hudby 20. storoéia,
ktorym bola ténina a tonalita. Kym podla Wittgensteina by nebolo vobec
zvlastne keby hudba budtcnosti bola monoténna a transparentnd, Schonberg
prave naopak rozvija myslienku polytonality Gzko prepojent s klasickym seria-
lizmom — dvandst’ténovymi usporiadanymi radmi. Préve tento systém povazoval
Schénberg za nevyhnutny krok v evolucii zdpadnej hudby, ktory zaruci prven-
stvo nemeckej hudbe na najblizsich sto rokov. S tymto nizorom sa v hudbe
konzervativny Ludwig Wittgenstein jednoducho nedokdzal stotoznit’.

Finsky filozof a logik Jaakko Hintikka v piatom prispevku The Crash of the
Philosophy of the Tractatus: The Testimony of Wittgenstein’s Notebooks in October
1929 poukazuje na Wittgensteinovo odmietnutie fenomenologického jazyka
v okeébri 1929." Hintikka tu &itatelovi predkladd Wittgensteinove kPacové po-
znamky viazuce sa k tejto téme, ktoré starostlivo podopiera vlastnymi komentar-
mi. Najprv prezentuje nevyslovent fenomenolégiu Traksdtu, ktorou sa Witt-
genstein cheel odligit’ od fenomenoldgie Ernsta Macha, no postupne odhal'uje jej
krach, ktory Wittgenstein v 30. rokoch podporil zdujmom o bezny jazyk. Podla
Hintikku bol tento prechod doslova metodologickym zemetrasenim a poznadil
tiez Wittgensteinovu ontolégiu vo vztahu k jazyku. Wittgenstein sice nadalej

Wittgenstein bol oboznameny s tradiénym chdpanim fenomenolégie E. Husserla, no
vo svojich Gvahdch nadvizoval na anglickych filozofov (Moore, Russell), ktori povazovali
bezprostredne dané predmety nie len za sucast’ nisho vedomia, ale aj za stcast’ skuto¢nosti
samej. Vyraznou Crtou Wittgensteinovej fenomenolégie bola napriklad myslienka, Ze ak je
ndm dany nejaky predmet, potom je ndm dand aj jeho logickd forma. Inymi slovami to, ako
méizu byt predmety kombinované v nasej skusenosti, je zdkladom nasej logiky.
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ostal verny ndzoru, Ze svet, v ktorom Zijeme, md jasnu logicka Struktaru, no defi-
nitivne prestal verit' tomu, Ze tuto Struktiru je mozné zrkadlit’ v jazyku. Mozeme
o nej hovorit’ iba nepriamo prostrednictvom vhodnych jazykovych hier. Tento
ndzor je uz naozaj podstatne vzdialeny od ,obrazkovej tedrie prezentovanej
v Traktdte. A Co sa tyka fenomenologického sveta, ten je ndm sice dany, ale ako
taky je od nds nezavisly a preto ostava hlavne brinou k mystickému.

Anglicky filozof a znalec Wittgensteinovho diela David Pears v predposled-
nom prispevku nazvanom Linguistic Regularity riesi problém vyznamu a riadenia
sa pravidlom. Svoje uvahy za¢ina Protagorovym vyrokom, podla ktorého clovek
je mierou vSetkych veci. Podla Pearsa to znamend, ze ¢lovek je nielen meracom,
ale aj meracim ndstrojom, ktorého reakcie prevzali Glohu ¢iar na meradle
aslizia ako kritéria pouzivania slov. TGto myslienku Pears povaiuje za k¢
k porozumeniu Wittgensteinovho neskorého uchopenia vyznamu. Délezitou sa
stdva najmi technika pouzivania slov.

V oporicii k ostatnym komentitorom Pears trvd na svojom tvrdeni, ze zd-
kladnym prvkom uddvania vyznamu je ludskd prirodzenost. Riadit’ sa pravid-
lom slepo znamend preriho obmedzenie vychddzajice z vnitra — z nasej vlastnej
prirodzenosti, a nie pod vplyvom nejakej vonkajsej sily. Riadit sa pravidlom sle-
po znamend nasledovat’ ho so zavretymi ofami, teda bez vihania alebo zd6vod-
fovania. Jednoducho konat’ takto.

Posledny prispevok od Joachima Schulteho z Ziirisskej univerzity ma taju-
plny nizov On a Remark by Jukundus. Hned na Gvod treba povedat, ze Jukun-
dus je postavou z romdnu Gottfrieda Kellera, jedného z Wittgensteinovych ob-
Iabenych spisovatelov. Jukundus vo svojej myslienke vyjadruje pocit, ze veri, ze
vie, ¢o to znamend v skuto¢nosti bat’ sa Boha. Nemysli si, ze md prévo ziadat),
aby jeho Zivot vidy fungoval bez problémov, skor sa obiva, Ze sa to tu a tam
mozZe obritit’ k horsiemu.

Schulteho prispevok sa zameriava na vysvetlenie Wittgensteinovho vztahu
k nibozenstvu. V tejto suvislosti je klicovi Wittgensteinova praca Culture and
Value. Wittgenstein nikdy nebol oddane veriacim ¢lovekom, pretoze isté aspek-
ty nabozenského vnimania mu boli cudzie. Pravd zboinost’ véak vidy neodludi-
telne spdjal so slusnym Zivotom a tak jeho pohlad na nabozenstvo bol hlboko
etickjm pohladom. Schulte rozpracoviva myslienku chladu a tepla, mudrosti
a vasne v zmysle Kierkegaardovej pozndmky, v ktorej viera je vastiou. Mudrost
je chladnd a vie ¢loveku poskytnut’ rady vo viésine Zivotnych situdcii, ked vak
¢lovek chee zmenit’ svoj Zivot alebo si nevie poradit, potrebuje horuci, vasnivy
element viery, aby dokdzal pretvorit’ svoj Zivot.

Ak sa ¢lovek chce hddat’ s Bohom, znameni to, ze v sebe nosi falosny obraz
Boha. Preto je podl’a Wittgensteina nespravne hnevat’ sa na svoj osud a je po-
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trebné prehodnotit’ svoje predstavy. Spokojnost s osudom by mala byt prvym
prikazom mudrosti. Jukundovo rezignujice gesto preto podla Schulteho plne
suhlasi s Wittgensteinovym nabozenskym myslenim, ktoré sa navzdjom podo-
bajti najmi svojou jednoduchost’ou a skromnost’ou.

Po stru¢nom predstaveni jednotlivych prispevkov mdze Citatel nadobudnut
pocit, akoby bol zbornik rozdeleny na dve Casti. Prvd Cast’ sa venuje vylucne
Fregeho korespondencii s Wittgensteinom a je otdzne, ¢i naozaj dokaze zmys-
luplne vyplnit pontknuty filozoficky priestor. Sama korespondencia je z velkej
Casti osobnd a az na niekolko poslednych listov filozoficky neuputa. To, ¢o vSak
robi tito ¢ast’ price pritazlivou, je prvy preklad originalnych nemeckych do-
kumentov do anglického jazyka. Pre slovenského citatela vsak aj tento fakt ako-
si straca na exkluzivite nakolko mdme uz niekolko rokov dostupny slovensky
preklad spomenutej korespondencie (pozri Frege 2003).

Druhd dast’ price je uz tematicky pestrd a v mnohom vystihuje jej ndzov.
Miestami pdsobi, ako keby sa pokusala dobehnut’ zameskané, jej prispevky st
hutné a ¢itatelsky zaujimavé. Ponuka témy, ktoré v nasich filozofickych pod-
mienkach este zdaleka neboli vyCerpané. Aj tu vSak moZeme ndjst’ isté ruivé
momenty: Prispevok venovany Wittgensteinovmu chdpaniu hudby predpoklada
ur¢ité znalosti hudobnej tedrie, bez ktorej Citatel len tazko vstrebe vsetky po-
znatky, ktoré mu autor prispevku ponuka. Text prispevku k lingvistickej regu-
larite moze zase na prvy pohlad pdsobit ako vytrhnutd pasiz z nejakého celist-
vejsieho celku a jeho Citatel si naozaj o fiom urobi lepsi dojem po oboznimeni
sa s autorovym dal$imi pracami (pozri Pears 2006).

Kolektivny zbornik Interactive Wittgenstein je venovany pamiatke Georga
Henrika von Wrighta (1916-2003), ktory nezastupitelnou mierou pomohol spri-
stupnit’ Wittgensteinovo dielo. Spolu s Brianom McGuinnessom sa podielal na
zaCleneni Wittgensteinovej prace do kontextu jeho Zivota ato spristupnenim
osobnej kore$pondencie s Russellom, Keynesom, Moorom, Ramseym a Sraffom.
Editoval price Bemerkungen iiber die Grundlagen der Mathematik, Tagenbiicher
1914-1916, Culture and Value, Zettel, On Certainty, Notes on Logic a $tyri zvizky
pozndmok o filozofii psycholégie. Von Wright sa tak cely Zivot vjznamne podiefal
na vydavani a prehfadnom klasifikovani Wittgensteinovho diela.

Zuzana Molndrovd
z_molnarova@yahoo.com
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Philosophy as Inquiry and Way of Life
XXIIl World Congress in Philosophy

On August 40 10‘h, the XXIIT World Congress of Philosophy took place
in Athens (Greece). William L. McBride, president of Federation of Interna-
tional Society of Philosophy (FISP), stated that it was the first world congress
of philosophy to take place in Greece — the cradle of Western philosophy, edu-
cation and civilisation in general. In his opinion the importance of the world
congress of philosophy lies in philosophical reflection and culturally diversified
approaches investigating a new fact of life. According to the President of the
organisational committee, Konstantin Boudouris, the congress was a significant
cultural institution functioning as an international forum for philosophical re-
search, a place where associates in the field of science, philosophy and educa-
tion met and where new research teams were created, existing ones re-
newed and ideas reflected upon. In his view, the congress contributed to
strengthening universal values aimed at common problems of man of the pre-
sent era. It was a place of searching for answers to Socrates’ question “How
shall a man live?”

Congress discussions were divided into 75 sections and about 3,000 partici-
pants devoted to such areas of philosophy, such as the various periods of the
history of philosophy, philosophy of religion, epistemology, ontology, philoso-
phy of language, philosophy of mind, philosophy and literature, philosophy of
science, philosophy of education, philosophy of teaching, ethics, bioethics, en-
vironmental ethics, aesthetics, Indian philosophy, Chinese philosophy, Russian
philosophy, etc. In addition, part of the discussions was 112 round tables deal-
ing with many current philosophical issues of history and the present. This
event also included 35 international and national philosophical societies, such
as the George Santayana Society, the International Association of Greek Phi-
losophy, the International Association of Jaspers Societies, the International
Society for Environmental Ethics, etc.

Given the number of congress participants and the number of the parallel
discussions, one can remember very little of what was said at the congress. I
will therefore introduce only some of the most interesting sections and presen-
tations. Within the political philosophy section Pavo Barisi¢ (Croatia) dealt
with the topic Democracy as a way of life — Philosophical credo of Jobn Dewey. Ac-
cording to him John Dewey considered democracy not only procedural and po-

© 2014 The Authors. Journal compilation © 2014 Institute of Philosophy SAS
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litically technical as a mere form of government under other institutional
forms, but as a specific form and way of life of a political community. The sub-
stance of democracy as a way of life is firstly its ethical, cultural and spiritual
ideal, and then its procedural state and proper technology of political power.
Democratic order thus contributes very significantly to human happiness. De-
mocracy always keeps some kind of a moral ideal in the thoughts and deeds of
citizens. In a political context, freedom without real opportunities for participa-
tion is empty and purely formal. Real and active participation of citizens in
politics is, therefore, very important.

Relatively richly represented by congress participants was the section con-
cerning the philosophy of science. Within this section Luz Chapa (Mexico)
presented his paper Science and ethical values in the thoughts of Karl Popper. The
author claimed Karl Popper believed that his critical rationalism was both a
theory of knowledge and attitude to human life, morality and democracy. He
was concerned with the Popperian proposal of a new professional ethics for in-
tellectuals, who conceived of a non-authoritative manner, the ideals of truth,
rationality, intellectual honesty and responsibility, based on twelve epistemo-
logical-ethical principles. Popper maintained throughout his life the conviction
that scientific knowledge is one of the greatest achievements of human ration-
ality, which allows you to understand something about the world and improve
it. A similar paper was also presented by In-Rae Cho (Korea) Toward a co-
evolutionary model of scientific change. First of all, he identified explanatory
power and empirical adequacy as primary goals of science and explored the pos-
sibility of evaluating scientific goals. Then he tried to bring out the major fea-
tures of how the main components of science are related to each other. In his
opinion all these features together suggested that scientific change is evolution-
ary (rather than revolutionary), as well as co-evolutionary. Tatiana Leshkevich
(Russia) in her paper Transformation of modern methodology stated that phi-
losophy in the contemporary world is closely connected with modern techno-
scientific civilisation. The focus of attention is directed to “situational” meth-
odology. Methodology is realized in the meaning of technology of activity
which is projected onto the innovation sphere in the context of its genesis,
adaptability, spread and consumption. However, it has become clear that scien-
tific forecast is to enable us to avoid large-scale negative consequences of global
technological development.

In the section devoted to the issue of philosophy of mind Silvia Galikova
(Slovakia) presented her paper Life and death of conscious experience. She in-
tended to point out a profound asymmetry between inner experience and a
theoretical explanation of the nature of felt inner states. The aim of her pres-
entation was to argue against the claim according to which physicalist ap-
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proaches consider conscious experience as a non-existent phenomenon — an il-
lusion. The author outlined in what sense conscious experience is and is not an
allusion. Geeta Ramana (India) in her contribution Perception and the mind-
body problem discussed some of the significant parameters of the framework
that separates the inner and the outer world on the epistemological basis of ac-
cess and certainty. According to her perception is our direct mode of access to
the world around us, but redirecting the paradigm of perception to understand
the mind reinforces the false analogy of treating minds as inner objects and has
played a significant part in the continuation of the mind-body problem. Gen-
der bias debates in feminist epistemology were examined by Mariana Szapuova
(Slovakia). She argued that empiricism naturalized feminism provides us with a
tool for dissolving the bias paradox in the sense that it gives us grounds for re-
jecting the ideal of pure neutrality as well as for rejecting androcentric biases in
science.

David Svoboda and Prokop Sousedik (Czech Republic) in the section phi-
losophy of mathematics contemplated about the dilemma of number. Their pa-
per dealt with the ontological status of number. From the logical point of
view number is an object but from the ontological point of view it is an en-
tity that depends on linguistic structure. Josef émajs (Czech Republic) in his
presentation Evolutionary ontology as a spiritual paradigm of the 21st century
emphasized that evolutionary ontology is distinguished from traditional on-
tology by object, the method of interpretation and social role. He concluded
that while traditional ontology was academically abstracted, evolutionary on-
tology reveals the essence of the global ecological crisis and can fulfil a cul-
tural and paradigmatic function. Using this ontology based on scientific rea-
soning we strive to break the spiritual exploitative paradigm. The Slovak par-
ticipants of the Congress, for example, Matu$ Porubjak addressed the issue of
why Socrates quotes Theognis, Vasil Gluchman dealt with issues concerning
the theories of professional ethics, Emil Visnovsky’s contribution was de-
voted to the way of life in the context of pragmatic philosophy, Marta
Gluchmanova stressed the role of the teacher in the educational process at
present.

In conclusion, the Congress was a really interesting and productive place
for discussions, polemics, exchange of views, but also renewal or personal
meetings of philosophers from around the world. Certainly, it enriched the
participants, and among other things, gave them the opportunity to meet
current forms of Western civilization, including its philosophy. The FISP
decided to place the next World Congress of Philosophy in Beijing (2018),

the cradle of one of the Eastern civilizations. The Asian continent will con-
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tinue the dialogue of cultures, philosophical, social, political, ideological and
religious ideas.

Marta Gluchmanovd
marta.gluchmanova@tuke.sk

Modal Metaphysics: Issues on the (Im)Possible Conference

In September 19-20, 2013 the Institute of Philosophy of Slovak Academy
of Sciences in Bratislava and Slovak Metaphysical Society organized a confer-
ence called Modal Metaphysics: Issues on the (Im)possible. The conference took
place in Bratislava (Slovakia) and its main goal was to put together researchers
working primarily on the metaphysics of modality, including topics such as
possible worlds, counterfactual conditionals, essence, reference, conceivability
or fiction.

After the official opening by the director of the institute, prof. Tibor
Pichler, the conference started with the first keynote lecture given by John Di-
vers (University of Leeds). His ‘Transcending Quine? pointed out limitations of
Wright's and McFetridge’s ‘quasi transcendental’ arguments to the extent that
those argument do not move the Quinean sceptic in believing necessity.

In the following talks Dan Marshall (University of Hong Kong) raised an-
other ‘[A] Puzzle for Modal Realisn’, Emily Caddick Bourne (University of
Cambridge) and Craig Bourne (University of Hertfordshire) dealt with ‘fmpossi-
ble Fictions with Possible Worlds and Ceth Lightfield (University of California,
Davis) considered ‘Ficta as mere Possibilia’. The first day continued with Myro-
slav. Hryshko’s (Ljubljana) ‘Metaphysical Nibilism and Meontological Realism’
and Ryan Christensen’s (Brigham Young University) ‘Essentially Contingent .
Nathan Wildman (Universitit Hamburg) wondered into the question ‘What’s
Wrong with Weak Necessity? and the first day of the conference ended with
Alexander Kaiserman’s (Oxford University) ‘Impossible Worlds and Macrophysical
Zombies .

The second day commenced with the second keynote lecture ‘On Conceiv-
ing the Impossible’ given by Francesco Berto (University of Aberdeen). In it, he
presented another application of impossible worlds, that is, an approach to ab-
solute impossibilities based on intentional operators.

It is supported by the Slovak Research and Development Agency, contract No.
APVV-0432-10.
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After it, Michael De (Utrecht University) proposed a way of shaping ‘Coun-
terpossibles and the Impossible, Janine Reinert (Tilburg University) identified
‘Ontological Ommiscience in Lewisian Modal Realism’, Vasil Penchev (Bulgarian
Academy of Sciences) discussed ‘The Almost Impossible Worlds in Quantum In-
formation’ and Jifi Raclavsky (Masaryk University, Brno) introduced Tichyjan
(Im)Possible Worlds. After a short break Maciej Sendfak (University of Szcze-
cin) asked a question: ‘Is it Possible to Have Your Cake and to Eat it? and ans-
wered by several ‘Remarks on Hybrid Modal Realism’. Adam Tamas Tuboly
(University of Pécs) raised a different question, namely ‘“Why Should We Prefer
Propositionersatzism to Strong Possible-Worlds Fictionalism?” and Marco Simiona-
to (University ca’ Foscari Venezia) yet another one, namely ‘Might There Be an
Absolutely Empty World?. The conference ended by a rather informal talk ‘fm-
possible Worlds: An Old New Story’ by Martin Vacek (Slovak Academy of Sci-
ences), mapping the current situation in modal metaphysics. All the abstracts
from the conference can be found on the Slovak Metaphysical Society website
www.metaphysics.sk and, in case of receipt of a sufficient number of strong
submissions, Organon F is prepared to edit peer-reviewed proceedings from the
conference.

Frankly, as organizers we were glad to see how successful the conference
was. We have learned that modal metaphysics is still a widespread and fruitful
philosophical area and we are especially proud that Slovakia actively contributes
to the debate. It is therefore not a surprise that we plan to organize the confer-
ence also next year and establish thus a deeply rooted tradition in the field.

Martin Vacek

martinvacekphilosophy@gmail.com



Institute of Philosophy of Slovak Academy of Sciences in Bratislava

and

Slovak Metaphysical Society

are pleased to announce the first call for papers for the upcoming conference

MODAL METAPHYSICS:
Issues on the (Im)Possible I

taking place at the Institute of Philosophy of Slovak Academy of Sciences in
October 15-16, 2014

Keynote speakers:

Takashi Yagisawa (California State University, Northridge)
Tuomas Tahko (University of Helsinki)

We invite submissions for a 30 minute presentation followed by 5 minute comments and a 15
minute discussion. Areas of interest might include (but are not limited to):

methodology of metaphysics
metaphysics of modality
the ontology of possible and impossible worlds
logic of possible and impossible worlds
counterfactuals

A paper of approximately 3000 words should be prepared for blind review and include a cover
page with the full name, title, institution and contact information. Files can be submitted in pdf
or doc(x) and should be sent to
modalmetaphysics@gmail.com

Deadline for submission: April 30, 2014
Notification of acceptance: July 31, 2014

The authors selected for the conference will be invited to contribute to a special issue of the
journal of analytic philosophy Organon F. If you wish to submit a paper, or would like any fur-
ther details, please, email us to the above address or visit the conference website
www.metaphysics.sk.

Organizing committee: Lukas Bielik, Martin Vacek, Marian Zouhar

www. metaphysiey. sk
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