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ABSTRACT: This paper evaluates the following argument, suggested in the writings of
Donald Davidson: if there is such a thing as the given, then there can be alternative
conceptual schemes; there cannot be alternative conceptual schemes; therefore there is
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As I shall use the term ‘the given’, to say that there is such a thing as the
given is to say that human sensory experience, or else part of the content of
such experience, is independent of concepts and is evidence for the way in
which the world is. For example, if a person steps outside on a windy day and
experiences certain sensations caused by the wind, one might think that the
sensations have the following properties: they do not require the possession
of concepts in order to be experienced, for a creature without concepts may
experience sensations too; they provide evidence for the belief that the wind
is blowing. In this example, the sensations are the given.

Some philosophers think that the given is a myth, the term ‘myth’ be-
ing used to imply that there is no such thing as the given (cf. Bradley 1935,
12-13; Sellars 1997; Davidson 2001a, 143). The most well-known argu-
ment against the given is that it is impossible for something to have both
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4 TERENCE RAJIVAN EDWARD

the properties it must have in order to be the given. For if something is
concept-independent then it cannot be a reason in favour of any belief, in
which case it cannot be evidence. To grasp this point, consider the proposi-
tion that the wind is blowing strongly and the proposition that if the wind is
blowing strongly, things will move. These two propositions together entail
that things will move, hence a person who believes these propositions has
reason to believe that things will move. The beliefs one has provide reasons
to hold other beliefs, through entailment relations. Now to believe either of
these propositions one needs concepts, such as the concept of the wind and
the concept of the wind blowing. It is the concepts involved that allow for an
entailment relationship, or so one might think (cf. Crane 1992, 147). But
how can something concept-independent, a stream of sensations, have en-
tailment relations, or rational relationships of some other kind, if there are
any? Those who think that there is no answer to this question judge that
there is no such thing as the given, because something concept-indepen-
dent cannot be a reason for a belief and so cannot be evidence.

This argument is widely associated with Wilfrid Sellars, who coined the
term ‘the myth of the given’, though he uses it in a broader sense than
I am here (cf. Sellars 1997, 14). The argument also appears in an early work
by F.H. Bradley, where he attacks the view that the concept-independent
sensations of witnesses provide the ultimate justification for historical
knowledge. The attempt to ground historical knowledge on such sensa-
tions is vividly described by him as “the pursuit of a phantom for ever
doomed to fade in our embraces, a mocking shadow beyond the horizon of
our grasp, known to us as the unreality of all that we can hold, and whose
existence must perish at the threshold of human possession” (Bradley 1935,
12-13). Non-conceptual sensations cannot be involved in rational relation-
ships. If one thinks one has found a non-conceptual sensation which stands
in such a relationship, one has found nothing or found something that
does not give a reason for holding any belief or found something that in-
volves concepts, hence Bradley’s imagery.

Donald Davidson endorses this argument (Davidson 2001a, 143), but he
also suggests another argument against the myth of the given. This argu-
ment is a novel contribution to the literature on the given. To introduce
the argument it will be useful to begin with the following quotation:

...various schemes might be seen as relative to, and assigned the role of
organizing, this common element. The common element is, of course,



FROM THE MYTH OF THE GIVEN TO RADICAL CONCEPTUAL DIVERSITY 5

some version of Kant’s intuitions, Hume’s impressions and ideas, sense
data, uninterpreted sensations, the sensuous given. Kant thought only
one scheme was possible; but once the dualism of scheme and content
is made explicit, the possibility of alternative schemes is apparent. (Da-

vidson 2001b, 40)

In this quotation, Davidson presents us with the premise that if there is
such a thing as the given, then there can be alternative conceptual schemes
— alternative sets of concepts for interpreting this given. Now a well-known
commitment of Davidson’s is to the premise that there cannot be alterna-
tive schemes (cf. Davidson 1984, 198). From these two premises, it follows
that there is no such thing as the given. This is the novel argument I have
in mind. (It will be clarified in the paragraph after next.)

Does Davidson actually make this argument? The quotation above is
Davidson presenting how some philosophers think, rather than endorsing
their thinking. He is more cautious, writing that, if we can make good
sense of a conceptual scheme as a scheme for interpreting the given, this
way of thinking appears to be true (Davidson 2001b, 41). Hence I prefer to
describe the argument as suggested. It is suggested by the way of thinking
that conditionally appears to Davidson to be true along with his rejection
of the possibility of alternative conceptual schemes. Even if it is only sug-
gested, I think the debate over whether there is such a thing as the given is
incomplete without an assessment of this argument. My aim in this paper
is to object to the argument by objecting to the first premise identified
above: that if there is such a thing as the given, then there can be alterna-
tive conceptual schemes.

Before introducing an objection, the premise is in need of clarification.
To understand this premise, we need to understand what alternative con-
ceptual schemes are. Suppose that there is a person who classifies their sen-
sory experiences using certain concepts and as a consequence forms certain
beliefs about what there is. For example, they classify some sensations of
theirs as impressions of the wind blowing, using the concept of the wind,
the concept of the wind blowing and more, and as a consequence they be-
lieve that the wind is blowing. If there is another person whose sensory ca-
pacities are such that they are able to have much the same sensory expe-
riences as this person, but who has radically different concepts for classify-
ing sensations, then the other person has an alternative conceptual scheme.
They would classify their sensations differently, and come to different be-
liefs as a consequence. Both sets of beliefs would be justified on the basis of
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the data received through the senses. So far this paragraph has identified
conditions in which it is sufficient for one person to have an alternative
scheme to another. Perhaps there are other conditions which are sufficient
for this possibility to be realized, but here we do not need to investigate
this issue further.

More needs to be said, however, regarding when the concepts of one
person and the concepts of another are radically difterent. Davidson pro-
poses that monolingual speakers A and B have radically different concepts
if and only if A speaks a language that cannot be translated into the lan-
guage that B speaks and vice versa (cf. Davidson 1984, 184). In these cir-
cumstances, the concepts associated with the words of one language and
the concepts associated with the words of the other language are radically
different. Davidson’s criterion for translation failure is a demanding one.
An extremely long explanation of a sentence from one language, using
another language, which succeeds in explaining the meaning of that sen-
tence is still a translation, by his criterion. For the sentence to be untran-
slatable into the other language is for it to be impossible to adequately
explain the meaning of the sentence using this language (cf. Davidson
1984, 184).

Now from the proposition that there is such a thing as the given, it
does not follow that there can be alternative schemes. From this proposi-
tion alone, one cannot validly draw this consequence. At least one other
proposition is needed. What is this other proposition, or what are these
other propositions? Admitting the existence of the given is supposed to
lead to the conclusion that there can be alternative schemes without any
need for empirical evidence from cultural research, in particular evidence
that there are others who have an alternative scheme (cf. Davidson 2001b,
40-41). It seems then that the conclusion is to be inferred from the follow-
ing propositions:

() There is such a thing as the given.

(ii)  If there is such a thing as the given, then it is coherent to sup-
pose that two persons or groups can have alternative conceptual
schemes, consisting of radically different concepts for interpret-
ing the given.

(iii)  If it is coherent to suppose that two persons or groups can have
alternative conceptual schemes, then there can be alternative
conceptual schemes.
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‘Coherent’ here means consistent. In response to proposition (ii), some-
one might well protest that they cannot conceive the details of two alterna-
tive schemes. They can speculate that others have such a scheme, but they
cannot imagine any concepts that might belong to this scheme. Perhaps it
will be replied that the bare speculation is enough (cf. Davidson 2001b, 41).
In any case, I wish to make an objection that does not turn on this issue.

Imagine that there is a person who believes (i), (ii) and (iii). Imagine
that they are provided with a compelling argument that there cannot be al-
ternative conceptual schemes. They must now give up holding this combi-
nation of beliefs, because this combination entails that there can be alterna-
tive schemes. But giving up on holding this combination does not neces-
sarily mean giving up on (i), the proposition that there is such a thing as
the given. One can abandon the combination by abandoning (ii) or (iii) or
both. Once we realize that from proposition (i) on its own, it does not fol-
low that there can be alternative schemes, we can uncover ways of preserv-
ing this proposition while accepting that there cannot be alternative
schemes.

But what if propositions (ii) and (iii) are beyond reasonable doubt?
Then there would not be the option of abandoning one or both of them.
I will focus on (ii) in order to show that we are not stuck with both propo-
sitions. There is a replacement for (ii) which makes more sense:

(ii*) If there is such a thing as the given, then there is no given-
related incoherence about two persons or groups having alterna-
tive conceptual schemes.

Attacks on the possibility of alternative conceptual schemes are generally
attacks on the coherence of this possibility. Either its internal consistency
is disputed or else whether someone who holds the best available theory of
meaning can consistently suppose that there is this possibility (cf. Davidson
1984). If one knows about these attacks, I cannot see why one would hold
(ii) over the replacement above, because the existence of the given just does
not guarantee the coherence of alternative schemes. According to the re-
placement, the existence of the given secures that there is nothing incon-
sistent about the idea of the given. It does not secure that there is no inco-
herence which has nothing to do with the coherence or incoherence of the
idea of the given. Consequently, one might believe that there is such
a thing as the given and that there cannot be alternative schemes, because
the idea of alternative schemes has some other incoherence infecting it.
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Recall the argument I am objecting to: if there is such a thing as the
given, then there can be alternative conceptual schemes; there cannot be al-
ternative conceptual schemes; therefore there is no such thing as the given.
My objection here is to the first premise. My objection can be summarized
as follows: “From only the proposition that there is such a thing as the giv-
en, one cannot validly infer that there is the possibility of alternative con-
ceptual schemes. Other propositions are needed. There is a replacement
available for one of these propositions and there is reason to prefer the re-
placement. But the replacement allows for there to be such a thing as the
given even if there is no possibility of alternative conceptual schemes.”
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1. Introduction

Karl Popper’s approach to epistemology and rationality is strikingly dif-
ferent to the approaches characteristic of traditional and contemporary phi-
losophers. He marks the differences by means of a number of contrasts, in-
cluding: falsificationist rather than verificationist; deductivist rather than
inductivist; fallibilist rather than justificationist; critical rather than dog-
matic or authoritarian. All of these contrasts are reflected in his distinction
between a critical and a dogmatic argument, which can be taken as a sum-
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mary of his approach to epistemology and rationality, and of some of the
errors that he sees exemplified in standard approaches to philosophy. How-
ever, Popper’s explanation of the contrast between the two kinds of argu-
ment would benefit from clarification. A leading expositor and developer of
Popper’s ‘critical rationalist’ views is David Miller. Unfortunately, Miller’s
discussion of Popper’s contrast between critical and dogmatic arguments,
rather than clarifying the picture, seems to introduce some errors. My aims
here are to explain clearly the similarities and differences between critical
and dogmatic arguments and to renew Popper’s insistence on the impor-
tance of eschewing dogmatic arguments in favour of critical ones.

In section 2, I give a brief explanation of the contrasts, mentioned
above, that are reflected in Popper’s distinction between critical and dog-
matic arguments. In section 3, I quote what Popper says about the distinc-
tion before showing how it needs to be more clearly articulated. In section
4, 1 criticise Miller’s discussion of the distinction. In section 5, I conclude
by reaftirming the importance in philosophy, as elsewhere, of arguing criti-
cally instead of dogmatically.

2. A cache of contrasts

The logical positivists claimed that what distinguishes science is that
its statements are verifiable by observations. However, the propositions
which are most characteristic of science are statements of laws of nature,
which are universal propositions. The simplest form of a universal propo-
sition is:

(U)  Everything, x, is such that, if x is F, then x is G.

Such a statement is not verifiable by observation because it goes beyond our
experience, which covers only a finite number of cases. A universal state-
ment which is consistent with every observation made so far may be refuted
by the next relevant observation made. Of course, many statements of laws
of nature involve more than one quantifier; and all statements of laws of
nature have a (usually implicit) necessity-operator prefixed to them; but
those complications do not alter the point. Statements of the form (U)
may, however, clash with observations, since (U) is contradicted by:

(S) Thisis Fand itis not G
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and a statement of the form (S) may report an observation. Popper there-
fore proposes that what distinguishes science is falsifiability. A statement is
falsifiable if and only if it is inconsistent with an observation-statement, that
is, a statement that describes something we could conceivably observe, giv-
en our actual powers of observation. A theory is falsified if and only if; ei-
ther on its own or in conjunction with some accepted background know-
ledge, it is inconsistent with an accepted observation-statement. A scientific
statement is one which, either on its own or in conjunction with some ac-
cepted background knowledge, entails a novel falsifiable prediction; and the
method of science permits a scientific statement to be rescued from falsifica-
tion only by means of an alteration to theory which generates a novel falsi-
fiable prediction (cf. Popper 1959, Sec. 1, 6, 9, 18-23, 27, 28).

Empiricist philosophers generally claim that scientific knowledge, or all
knowledge, is derived from experience by induction, or by some other sup-
posed form of non-deductively ‘warranted’ inference. The claim typically
has a psychological and a logical component. The psychological component
is the claim that knowledge begins with observations from which we gene-
ralise to universal theories. The logical component is that universal theo-
ries can be confirmed by observations which are consistent with them.
Both components are false. First, we could generalise from observations
only if we experienced different observations as similar. However, there are
innumerable ways in which each thing is similar to every other thing, so
perception of similarity presupposes a point of view, that is, a theory or an
expectation which makes similarities of particular types salient. Second, any
finite set of mutually consistent observation-statements is consistent with
any number of mutually inconsistent universal statements each of which
explains all the observation-statements in the set. For example, the black-
ness of all observed crows may be explained by any of the following rival
universal statements: ‘All crows are black’, ‘All crows are black only until
1 January 2050’, ‘All crows are black only until 2 January 2050’ and so on
indefinitely. So, a universal statement that explains all the accepted obser-
vation-statements might still be false, and the accepted observation-
statements are not evidence for the truth of that universal statement as op-
posed to any of its rivals. Therefore, a universal statement cannot be con-
firmed by observations. Consequently, there is no such thing as induction,
either psychological or logical. Knowledge begins with generalisations and
proceeds by criticising or testing them, that is, attempting to falsify them.
The only inferences involved are deductive. For, we test a generalisation by
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deducing the consequences of the conjunction of the generalisation with
some background knowledge. If any of those consequences is inconsistent
with an accepted observation-statement, we deduce that the conjunction of
the generalisation with the background knowledge is false if the observa-
tion-statement is true, and that the conjunction must therefore be rejected
so long as the observation-statement is accepted. The next step is to make
conjectures about which particular elements of the conjunction are at fault
and how they should be replaced, and then to test those conjectures.
Knowledge consists of those statements, or systems of statements, that
have withstood testing and other criticism better than their rivals (cf. Pop-
per 1959, Sec. 1, 2, 3, 5, 19, 20, 27, 30, 82, appendix *x; and 1983, 18-22).
Philosophers commonly maintain that knowledge is justified belief, and
empiricist philosophers that knowledge is justified by experience. We have
just seen that universal statements cannot be justified or confirmed by ob-
servation-statements. It is also the case that observation-statements cannot
be justified by observations. For, observation-statements inevitably involve
theoretical interpretations which may be false. Even so simple an observa-
tion-statement as ‘Here is a glass of water’ implies that the receptacle will
exhibit the law-like behaviour of glass and that its contents will behave in
the law-like way that water does; and those implications may be inconsis-
tent with future accepted observation-statements. It is therefore false that
knowledge can be justified by experience. It is also false that knowledge can
be justified a priori. For, a statement can justify another only if it is itself
justified, so the attempt to justify one statement by means of another leads
to an infinite regress; and a statement cannot be justified by a feeling of
conviction in its truth, since many things of which people have been con-
vinced have turned out to be false, such as Euclidean geometry, the abso-
luteness of simultaneity and Frege’s supposedly self-evident logical axioms
for arithmetic. We must therefore eschew justification in favour of fallibil-
ism, recognising that we may turn out to be mistaken in any view that we
take to be true (see Popper 1959, Sec. 1, 8, 25, 27; and 1983, 18-22).
Dogmatic attempts to avoid the regress of justification by postulating
the indubitability of reports of observation or of intuitive self-evidence lead
to authoritarianism, because disputes over such reports must then be ex-
plained by cognitive deficit, irrationality or moral failings (see, for example,
Audi 2013, 74-83; Huemer 2005, 137-141, 144, 220), so an authority is re-
quired to interpret the deliverances of sensory or intellectual intuition
aright. Once we accept fallibilism we can shun the dogmatic attitude that
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seeks justifications and adopt instead a critical attitude to all views, includ-
ing those of supposed authorities, and hold all our views only tentatively,
being prepared to give up any that do not stand up to criticism (Popper
1957, Sec. vi and vii; 1959, Sec. 9; 1960b, Sec. v, vi and x; 1983, 18-22).

In recent years philosophers have tended to acknowledge that all of our
views are in principle revisable; but they retain the claim that we have justi-
fied beliefs. T'o avoid outright inconsistency they water down the notion of
justification, for example, saying that justified views are only ‘prima facie
justified’ (cf. Huemer 2005, 99-107). However, even a sceptic can admit
that a view may be ‘justified” in a sense weak enough to be consistent with
the view being false. Yet the justificationist philosophers still insist that
their accounts of ‘justified belief show scepticism to be mistaken (see Hu-
emer 2005, 12, 118-121). It seems that their qualifications to the notion of
justification are merely a way of paying lip-service to fallibilism while in
practice they retain the old dogmatic notion of justification.

3. Popper’s distinction

Popper draws a distinction between two kinds of discussion or criticism
or argument, namely, dogmatic and critical, the first of which he takes to
be mistaken. He complains that in philosophy

there is the tacit assumption that a rational discussion must have the
character of a justification, or of a proof, or of a demonstration, or of
a logical derivation from admitted premises. But the kind of discussion
which is going on in the natural sciences might have taught our philo-
sophers that there is also another kind of rational discussion: a critical
discussion, which does not seek to prove or to justify or to establish
a theory, least of all by deriving it from some higher premises, but
which tries to test the theory under discussion by finding out whether
its logical consequences are all acceptable, or whether it has, perhaps,
some undesirable consequences.

We thus can logically distinguish between a mistaken method of criti-
cizing and a correct method of criticizing. The mistaken method starts from
the question: How can we establish or justify our thesis or our theory?
It thereby leads either to dogmatism, or to an infinite regress, or to the
relativistic doctrine of rationally incommensurable frameworks. By con-
trast, the correct method of critical discussion starts from the question:
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What are the consequences of our thesis or our theory? Are they all ac-
ceptable to us?

It thus consists in comparing the consequences of different theories
(or, if you like, of different frameworks) and tries to find out which of
the competing theories or frameworks has consequences that seem pre-
ferable to us. It is thus conscious of the fallibility of all our methods, al-
though it tries to replace all our theories by better ones. (Popper 1994,
60; see also Popper 1983, 20-30)

In that quotation Popper distinguishes two styles of discussion or ar-
gument. However, he does not distinguish between arguments as abstract
entities and arguments as activities. The first difference that Popper indi-
cates between dogmatic and critical arguments concerns arguments as ab-
stract entities, or as abstract entities given expression in language, that is, in
Popper’s terms, items in World 3 (cf. Popper 1968). A dogmatic argument
consists of premises, perhaps also some intermediate inferential steps, and
a conclusion which expresses some more or less substantive thesis. A criti-
cal argument presents a number of more or less substantive hypotheses,
which are currently-available alternative solutions to a problem, and
a number of principles for evaluating the adequacy of those solutions. It in-
cludes inferential steps of at least two kinds. Those of the first kind show
various logical consequences of each of the hypotheses (in conjunction with
background knowledge). Those of the second kind take those conse-
quences and the principles of evaluation and draw further inferences about
the comparative merits of the hypotheses, leading to an overall conclusion
which rates the hypotheses as better or worse, and which may identify one
hypothesis as better than the rest. The principles of evaluation of the hy-
potheses will include such things as: how well they solve the problems they
are proposed to solve, what other problems they solve, how simple or uni-
fied they are, whether they are consistent with accepted observation-
statements, and so on. Therefore, despite their differences, dogmatic and
critical arguments have some features in common: each has the character of
a logical derivation of a conclusion from premises and each may be deduc-
tively valid. But whereas a dogmatic argument leads to a conclusion which
states a substantive thesis, a critical argument leads to a conclusion which
rates a number of rival hypotheses as better or worse.

The second difference that Popper indicates between dogmatic and criti-
cal arguments concerns arguments as goal-directed activities of agents. In this
sense, a dogmatic argument is distinguished from a critical argument by its
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goal and its assumptions. The goal of a dogmatic argument is to prove or jus-
tify or establish the correctness of a specific thesis. As a consequence, the
premises of the argument are assumed to be proven or justified or estab-
lished. The goal of a critical argument is to produce a rating of rival solutions
to a problem, as better or worse, without attempting to prove or justify or es-
tablish any of them. The aim is not even to prove or justify or establish that
the rating is correct, since it is assumed that any of the premises of the ar-
gument may in future be revised. The rating is therefore presented as the up-
shot of the current state of the discussion which may be improved upon as
additional or better information about the hypotheses or their consequences
becomes available or as new hypotheses are proposed and evaluated.

It should be clear that a critical argument (activity) will require a critical
argument (abstract entity). However, while a dogmatic argument (abstract
entity) is tailor-made for a dogmatic argument (activity), the latter could
also make use of a critical argument (abstract entity). Such a hybrid kind of
argument would be critical to the extent that it considers and compares ri-
val hypotheses, but dogmatic to the extent that its goal is to prove or justi-
fy or establish the correctness of a rating of different hypotheses, therefore
assuming that the premises of the argument are justified. A hybrid kind of
argument which is even more dogmatic would have the goal of proving or
justifying or establishing the hypothesis that is rated best. That conclusion
is not deductively entailed by the premises, because the solution that is cur-
rently best, for example, in terms of simplicity, need not be the true one,
and because the true solution might not even have been proposed yet. So
this more dogmatic hybrid form of argument, known as ‘inference to the
best explanation’ (cf. Harman 1965, 88-89), is committed to the mystery of
a kind (never successfully spelt out by anyone) of inductive ‘reasonableness,’
or non-deductive ‘warrant,” which makes the inference somehow legitimate
despite being invalid.

So, a critical argument (abstract entity) articulates a comparative ap-
praisal of currently-available options, while a dogmatic argument (abstract
entity) has the form of a proof (maybe non-deductive) of a theorem from
axioms. A critical argument (activity) contrasts with a dogmatic argument
(activity) in the following ways. A critical argument is falsificationist in that
it compares rival solutions to a problem with respect to how well they
withstand criticism, unlike a dogmatic argument which is verificationist in
that it seeks to establish a proposition. A critical argument uses an argu-
ment (abstract entity) which is intended to be deductively valid. Only some
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arguments (abstract entities) used in dogmatic arguments are intended to
be deductively valid; others, as in ‘inference to the best explanation,” are
supposed only to be ‘warranted.” A critical argument is fallibilist, in that it
is admitted that its premises may be false and so cannot justify, whereas
a dogmatic argument is justificationist. One who engages in critical argu-
ment can eschew appeals to authority; one who engages in dogmatic argu-
ment cannot consistently do so.

4. Miller’s discussion

David Miller (2005a) takes up the theme in his critique of so-called
critical thinking. However, while Miller’s critique is largely correct, it
seems to be in some ways mistaken, and the mistakes seem due to unclarity
— indeed, error — about the nature of critical argument and the ways in
which it contrasts with dogmatic argument.

Miller says that, in the ‘critical thinking’ literature, critical thinking al-
most always means the exposure of poor arguments, but genuine critical
thinking is the exposure, not of poor arguments, but of poor guesses (cf.
Miller 2005a, 58-59). It means being critical, not of arguments, but of their
conclusions, and thus of their premises (cf. Miller 2005a, 63). That is an
overstatement, since one may be critical of invalid arguments, such as so-
called ‘inference to the best explanation.” Further, if an argument is invalid,
one may be critical of its conclusion without being critical of its premises.
Indeed, someone who emphasises the importance of the use of arguments
in criticism, as Miller does (cf. 2005a, 67), must surely be critical of critical
arguments which are invalid. For example, suppose we have a criticism of
a theory which highlights the theory’s unpalatable consequences. We could
rebut that criticism by showing that the arguments it uses to derive the
unpalatable consequences from the theory are invalid. Indeed, Miller makes
that point himself elsewhere (cf. Miller 2005b, 79).

Miller says that the critical thinking movement fails to live up to the spi-
rit, or even to the letter, of the mission, proclaimed for it by Glaser (1941, 5),
to mount ‘a persistent effort to examine any belief or supposed form of
knowledge in the light of the evidence that supports it and the further con-
clusions to which it tends.” Instead, textbooks of critical thinking emphasise
that the logical purpose of an argument is to justify the argument’s conclu-
sion, and often that the psychological or pragmatic purpose of an argument is
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the persuasion of others to the arguer’s own views (see Miller 2005a, 59). He
gives a number of illustrative quotations from advocates of ‘critical thinking’
(see Miller 2005a, 60-62). The problems, he says, are that:

) persuasion is authoritarian, suggesting someone who wants to
teach rather than to learn, in contrast to the attitude expressed
by Popper’s motto, T may be wrong and you may be right, and
by an effort, we may get nearer to the truth’ (Popper 1945, Chap.
24, Sec. 1);

(i)  arguments cannot justify or prove;

(iii)  students who are given this false picture of argument will be dis-
appointed when argument fails to live up to their hopes, and
they may in consequence abandon argument for irrationalism (cf.
Miller 2005a, 59, 62).

Miller’s (iii) seems a reasonable complaint, about which I will say no
more. The reason that he offers for (ii) is the oft-repeated claim that every
deductively valid argument is question-begging, in the sense that its con-
clusion is, implicitly or explicitly, included within its premises taken to-
gether (cf. Miller 2005a, 63-64). I have shown the falsity of that claim
elsewhere (see Frederick 2011; and 2014), so I will not discuss it here. It is
unfortunate that Miller invokes that claim to defend (ii), not only because
it is false, but also because it is unnecessary, given the arguments of Popper
summarised in section 2, some of which go back to ancient times (see Sex-
tus Empiricus 2000, Book I, Chap. xv), and one of which Miller himself
elsewhere (in Miller 1994, 56-59) both endorses and distinguishes from the
claim that every deductively valid argument is question-begging.

Miller’s (i) seems to be wrong. It is correct if ‘persuade’ is taken to involve
an attempt to justify; but it seems clear that the word need not be taken in
that sense, not least because it seems that Miller, who does not attempt to
justify anything, is seeking to persuade us that the typical tenets of the ‘criti-
cal thinking’ theorists are mistaken. Similarly, in science, the point of a criti-
cal argument is often to persuade. When rival hypotheses are compared and
rated, the point is not necessarily, perhaps not usually, to persuade everyone
to accept the (currently) best hypothesis, but it is at least to persuade advo-
cates of the other hypotheses that they have work to do to improve their
theories. There is no attempt to justify anything: all may accept that the
premises of the argument are revisable and merely reflect the current state of
the debate. Yet everyone may, more or less, agree to the premises (concern-
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ing the hypotheses under discussion, accepted observation-statements, back-
ground knowledge and the principles of evaluation of hypotheses) and they
may accordingly be persuaded by the argument that a particular hypothesis is
currently the best one. Indeed some scientists may intend the critical argu-
ment to persuade at least some other scientists to abandon work on some of
the hypotheses that are rated poorly and perhaps to join with them in devel-
oping further one of the more successful hypotheses.
Miller later seems to say that arguments cannot persuade:

Persuasion fares no better as a goal of argumentation than does justifi-
cation, for if anything persuades the listener of the truth of the conclu-
sion it is the truth of the premises... The argument itself is no more
than a way of presenting in a new light some or all of the content con-

veyed by the premises. (Miller 2005a, 66)

However, the ellipsis omits a reference to Miller’s (2005b), where he says,
on p. 67: ‘it would be foolish to deny that arguments are sometimes used to
persuade others’. Miller’s contention is that whenever we say that a person
A used a particular argument to persuade a person B that p, we ought really
to say that 4 used the assumed truth of the premises of the argument to
persuade B that p. Miller’s contention is urged as a consequence of his
claim that every deductively valid argument is question-begging. I have said
already that that claim is false. It also seems false that Miller’s contention
follows from it, because people are often persuaded by invalid arguments, as
Miller (2005b, 67-68) acknowledges. Even if it were true that deductively
valid arguments are question-begging, in a case where an inference from
premises to conclusion is invalid, it would be false that the ‘argument is no
more than a way of presenting in a new light some or all of the content
conveyed by the premises’. So, where a person is persuaded by an invalid
argument, it would not be the case that the person was persuaded to the
truth of the conclusion by the assumed truth of the premises.

5. Conclusion

One can sympathise with Popper’s and Miller’s complaints about the
entrenchment of dogmatic argument throughout contemporary philoso-
phy. For example, in a quite recent guide to writing a philosophy paper
we read:
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An ideal philosophical argument should lead the reader in undeniable
logical steps from obviously true premises to an unobvious conclusion.

(Rippon 2008, 1)

The ideal philosophical argument (abstract entity) is thus taken to be
dogmatic, having the form of a proof of a theorem from axioms, and the
talk of ‘obvious’ premises and ‘undeniable’ steps signals that the aim is jus-
tification, thereby signifying that the ideal philosophical argument (activity)
is dogmatic. The purpose of philosophical argument, according to this ac-
count, is to bludgeon the reader into submission. Who would want to read
such philosophy? Further, it suggests the picture of the philosopher as
a Turing machine which, fed some supposedly obvious premises, chugs
away churning out their logical consequences. Who would want to practise
such philosophy? There cannot be many activities that would be more
soul-destroying than picking a bunch of banalities and then deriving their
logical consequences in the hope that something non-obvious and worth
knowing might turn up.

What should be evident from the history of the subject is that philoso-
phy starts with an interesting problem; and what good philosophers do is
to propose solutions to the problem. Very often they begin by considering
the solutions that have been proposed by others and by criticising them,
exposing their faults, which in turn leads to a better understanding of the
problem, which may inspire new solutions. These solutions, far from being
supposedly undeniable inferences from supposedly obvious premises, are
usually wild leaps of imagination; and they in turn are criticised and com-
pared with the other solutions so far proposed (Popper 1958-59 and 1960a
contain illuminating illustrations). In short, the ideal philosophical argument
should present rival solutions to an interesting problem and evaluate those
solutions as better or worse. That is, the ideal philosophical argument (ab-
stract entity) is a critical argument. Given our fallibility, which is richly illu-
strated by the history of science as well as the history of philosophy, the phi-
losopher ought not to attempt to justify any of the proposed solutions, but
should be critical of them all, and should even try to come up with a solu-
tion which is better than the one which is currently rated best. That is, the
ideal philosophical argument (activity) is a critical argument.

That, at any rate, is the current state of the discussion: critical argu-
ments are better than dogmatic arguments. But we must allow that further
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discussion may throw new light on the issue, perhaps by showing that
there is another kind of argument that is better still."

References

Aup], R. (2013): Moral Perception. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

FREDERICK, D. (2011): Deduction and Novelty. The Reasoner 5, No. 4, 56-57.

FREDERICK, D. (2014): Deduction and Novelty Again. The Reasoner 8, No. 5, 51-52.

GLASER, E. (1941): An Experiment in the Development of Critical Thinking. New York:
Teachers College, Columbia University.

HARMAN, G. (1965): Inference to the Best Explanation. Philosophical Review 74, No. 1,
88-95.

HUEMER, M. (2005): Ethical Intuitionism. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.

MILLER, D. W. (1994): Critical Rationalism. La Salle: Open Court.

MILLER, D. W. (20052): Do We Reason When We Think We Reason, or Do We
Think? Learning for Democracy 1, No. 3, 57-71.

MILLER, D. W. (2005b): What Do Arguments Achieve? In: Miller, D. W. (2006): Ouz
of Error. Aldershot: Ashgate, 63-80.

POPPER, K. (1945): The Open Society and Its Enemies. London: Routledge and Kegan Paul.

POPPER, K. (1957): Science: Conjectures and Refutations. In: Popper, K. (1972): Con-
Jjectures and Refutations. London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 33-65.

POPPER, K. (1958-59): Back to the Presocratics. In: Popper, K. R. (1972): Conjectures
and Refutations. London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 136-153.

POPPER, K. (1959): The Logic of Scientific Discovery. London: Hutchinson.

POPPER, K. (1960a): Philosophy and Physics. In: Popper, K. (1994): The Myth of the
Framework. London: Routledge, 112-120.

POPPER, K. (1960b): On the Sources of Knowledge and of Ignorance. In: Popper, K.
(1972): Conjectures and Refutations. London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 3-30.

POPPER, K. (1968): Epistemology without a Knowing Subject. In: Popper, K. (1972):
Objective Knowledge. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 106-152.

POPPER, K. (1983): Realism and the Aim of Science. London: Routledge.

POPPER, K. (1994): The Myth of the Framework. In: The Myth of the Framework. Lon-
don: Routledge, 33-64.

RIPPON, S. (2008): A Brief Guide to Writing the Philosophy Paper. Cambridge, MA: Har-
vard College Writing Centre. Available at:
http://projects.iq.harvard.edu/files/phildept/files/brief_guide_to_writing_philosoph
y_paper.pdf

SEXTUS EMPIRICUS. (2000): Outlines of Scepticism. Annas, J. — Barnes, J. (eds.). Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press.

I am grateful to an anonymous referee for critical comments which prompted me to
make improvements to the clarity and accuracy of this paper.



Organon F 22 (1) 2015: 21-33

The (Un)Holy Grail of Epistemology

PAWEL J. ZIEBA

Institute of Philosophy. Jagiellonian University in Cracow
Grodzka 52. 31-044 Cracow. Poland
pawelek.ziebaluj.edu.pl

RECEIVED: 05-08-2014 = ACCEPTED: 11-10-2014

ABSTRACT: As formulated by Duncan Pritchard and John McDowell, epistemological
disjunctivism is the claim that perceptual experience can provide the subject with epis-
temic justification that is reflectively accessible and externally grounded at the same
time. Pritchard calls this thesis ‘the holy grail of epistemology’, since it reconciles two
traditionally rival theories of justification, namely epistemic internalism and epistemic
externalism. The main objection against epistemological disjunctivism thus understood
is that it does not do justice to the well-known internalist intuitions expressed in The
New Evil Demon and Brain-in-a-Vat scenarios. I defend epistemological disjunctivism
from this objection by indicating that those who apply to such scenarios commit them-
selves to implausible views in the philosophy of mind. I conclude that epistemological
disjunctivism accurately expresses the epistemological attitude of a non-reductive mate-
rialist regarding the body-mind problem.
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1. Introduction

Epistemological disjunctivism is a theory that arranges perceptual expe-
riences and their subjectively indistinguishable hallucinatory and illusionary
counterparts separately in view of their epistemic significance. John
McDowell and Duncan Pritchard are the most enthusiastic proponents of
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this claim. McDowell argues that epistemological disjunctivism is a com-
pulsory assumption, the rejection of which would ‘threaten the very idea of
perceptual knowledge’ (see McDowell 2013). Pritchard (2009, 472-473) de-
scribes epistemological disjunctivism as ‘the holy grail of epistemology, in
that it is offering a bona fide internalist conception of knowledge which is
able to nonetheless allow that the rational support that one’s belief enjoys
can be genuinely truth-connected and thus skeptic-proof’.

Indeed, epistemological disjunctivism can be understood as a theory of
epistemic justification that reconciles intuitions motivating two traditional-
ly rival standpoints, namely internalism and externalism regarding justifica-
tion. It does so by making justification reflectively (subjectively) accessible
and externally grounded at the same time. The main objection against this
claim is that it does not pass the test of “The New Evil Demon’. Let us im-
agine a possible world in which our counterparts have experiences subjec-
tively (qualitatively) identical to ours, yet beliefs based on these experiences
are false because of the Evil Demon’s malicious deeds. Though false, the
mentioned beliefs are justified equally well as ours, says the internalist.
However, the disjunctivist cannot agree. As Brent Madison puts it, “[ac-
cording to disjunctivism] the factive mental states enjoyed by the subject in
the normal world cannot be shared with their counterpart in the demon
world since they are being deceived” (Madison 2010, 847). In other words,
the combination of epistemic mentalism and access internalism that
McDowell and Pritchard endorse is a form of epistemic externalism, not
internalism (cf. Madison 2010, 845-846)."

I think that, though probably not as holy as Pritchard would like, the
grail of disjunctivism still can be considered precious. It was mentioned
that epistemological disjunctivism is a form of mentalism, namely the view
that justification supervenes on the mental. However, if one holds some
kind of a monist (e.g. materialist) position with respect to the body-mind
problem, the internalist-externalist distinction concerning justification
changes its meaning. The Evil Demon scenario is not a universal philo-
sophical problem; it is a problem only for those who introduced it, namely
ontological dualists.

It is controversial whether McDowell and Pritchard understand epistemological dis-
junctivism in exactly the same way, as well as whether epistemological disjunctivism is
committed to mentalism. I explain it further in Section 2.
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In consecutive parts of this essay I explain what epistemological disjunc-
tivism is, what are the main motivations behind it and how is it different
from disjunctivism regarding perception (Section 2); I describe the objec-
tion against epistemological disjunctivism that seems to be the most im-
portant (Section 3); and finally I defend epistemological disjunctivism
through the analysis of the meaning of the terms that are key to the proper
understanding of this view (Section 4).

2. Epistemological disjunctivism

Disjunctivism is a philosophical theory that arranges perceptions and
subjectively indistinguishable hallucinations separately as fundamentally dif-
ferent. What numerous versions of this theory differ about, is the property
considered fundamental for perceptual experience and absent in its halluci-
natory and illusionary counterparts. This is why disjunctivism regarding
perception a.k.a. metaphysical disjunctivism should be distinguished from
epistemological disjunctivism. The former might locate the aforemen-
tioned fundamental factor in the intentional content, phenomenal charac-
ter or supervenience basis of perceptual experience, whereas the latter sees
it in the epistemic significance.

According to McDowell’s version of epistemological disjunctivism, per-
ceptions and hallucinations belong to one genus: seemings i.e. experiences
making a subject seem that things are ‘such and so’. However, seemings have
two species: seeings and merely seemings. The fundamental difference be-
tween these two regards their epistemic significance. Seeings do yield a con-
clusive warrant for knowledge, but merely seemings certainly do not. McDo-
well strongly emphasizes that we need to assume that at least some of our
seemings are seeings, even if the difference between them might be subjectively
undetectable in some cases. Otherwise the very possibility of perceptual
knowledge would become questionable (cf. McDowell 2013; 2010, 244).

Moreover,

in a non-defective exercise of [a perceptual] capacity its possessor is self-
consciously equipped with an indefeasible, and so knowledge-consti-
tuting, warrant for belief about the environment. [...] When a belief
owes its status as knowledge to a self-consciously possessed warrant, ra-
tionality is at work in the self-conscious possession of the warrant [...].

(McDowell 2010, 247)
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I take this quote as confirming that McDowell and Pritchard share the
core claim of epistemological disjunctivism, even if they might differ with
regard to some details. To paraphrase Pritchard: paradigmatic cases of per-
ceptual experience (i.e. seeings) provide the perceiving subject with percep-
tual knowledge. This knowledge consists of beliefs that have reflectively ac-
cessible rational support (see Pritchard 2012, 13-14).

Apart from putting the internalism-externalism debate to an end, the
general motivation for adopting epistemological disjunctivism is to defend
empiricism, the view that perceptual capacities of our senses allow us to get
in touch with the mind-independent world and gain perceptual knowledge.
However, the same goal stands behind other varieties of disjunctivism as
well. For example, if a direct realist about perception uses disjunctivism as
a rejoinder to the well-known argument from hallucination, her disjunctiv-
ism will also be of a transcendental flavor. This is because embracing any
indirect theory of perception is basically making a concession to the scep-
tical threat located in the argument from hallucination.

Nevertheless, there is a significant difference between the two varieties
of disjunctivism mentioned above. Namely, disjunctivism about perception
shares its concerns with science and therefore is susceptible to scientific
criticism. Epistemological disjunctivism, on the contrary, is a ‘compulsory
assumption’ that makes science possible in the first place.

The inability to notice this crucial distinction seems to be the source of
Tyler Burge’s harsh animadversion of McDowell’s formulation of the view
in question. Burge bases his criticisms on the claim that if science groups
all kinds of experiences (including hallucinations and illusions) under
a fundamental category, philosophers should do that as well. Since disjunc-
tivism arranges perceptions and hallucinations separately as fundamentally
different with regard to their reference, Burge understands it as inconsis-
tent with well-established science (cf. Burge 2011, 43). It is not that diffi-
cult to notice that Burge’s criticism undermines the very evidence it relies
on.

If we allow the possibility that all of our sense experiences are hallucina-
tions, the difference between serious scientific research results based on
empirical evidence and mere science-fiction or religious beliefs will simply
disappear. The commonly accepted claim that empirical inquiry is a supe-
rior source of knowledge (as opposed to intuitions, mystical experiences,
religious epiphanies, etc.) depends on acknowledging the special justificato-
1y status of perceptual beliefs.
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Of course, it does not mean that epistemological disjunctivism is im-
mune on the philosophical battlefield as well. On the contrary, philosophi-
cal objections directed against disjunctivism are to the point and much

harder to fight off.

3. Epistemic justification and radical scepticism

In his recent book, Pritchard delivers convincing rejoinders to many
philosophical objections against epistemological disjunctivism (see Prit-
chard 2012). However, there is a specific kind of objection that still comes
back in reviews and polemic articles. What is questioned by this objection,
is the very holiness of the disjunctivist grail, namely the assumption that jus-
tification of a belief might be simultaneously externally grounded and ref-
lectively accessible:

is it really the case that a subject can know through his reflective capaci-
ties alone what his reasons are for a belief if those reasons are factive?
(Madison 2010, 847)

Why suppose that my reflectively accessible evidence must be provided
by the factive mental state of seeing that I have hands, rather than the
non-factive mental state of seeming to see that I have hands? (Smithies

2013)

After all, the bold claim that the possibility of this Evil Demon who makes
sure that all of our seemings are nothing more than merely seemings can be
rejected by mere reflection sounds pretty naive.

Madison describes epistemological disjunctivism as a mixture of two
different varieties of epistemic internalism: mentalism and access internal-
ism. According to the former, “ustification supervenes on the mental;
there can be no justificatory difference without a mental difference”; whe-
reas the latter “maintains that one always has ‘special access’ to one’s justifi-
catory status. So [...] all of one’s beliefs, basic and non-basic alike, are such
that not only are one’s grounds accessible, but also [...] adequate” (Madison
2010, 844-845).2 Although such a mixture is not in itself inconsistent, it is

Pritchard thinks that epistemological disjunctivism is committed to accessibilism,
whereas its connection with mentalism is moot. Nevertheless, he does not provide
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nonetheless incompatible with the traditional internalist intuition, accord-
ing to which our perceptual beliefs and corresponding beliefs of our coun-
terparts in the Evil Demon world are equally justified. Epistemological dis-
junctivism requires that mental states on which justification supervenes are
factive, while in the Evil Demon world they are clearly not factive. Howev-
er, the reflectively accessible rational support for a perceptual belief seems
to be the same in both cases.

To make sure that both cases are nonetheless different with regard to
justification, Pritchard introduced the distinction between justification and
blamelessness. In spite of the fact that our counterparts from the Evil De-
mon world are blameless in forming the same beliefs as we do, their beliefs,
contrary to ours, are not justified (cf. Pritchard 2012, 42).

Even so, the concept of blamelessness does not seem to fully redeem us
from sceptical threats. To see this, let us follow James Pryor’s suggestion to
compare three envatted brains. The first brain thinks irrationally and
adopts false beliefs. The second is rational, but unbeknownst to him, epis-
temic standards of his thinking are defective. The third is rational and fol-
lows the same rules as we do. The intuitions prompted by this example are
that only the beliefs of the third brain are justified, beliefs of the second
and third are blameless, and finally the first brain’s beliefs are not only un-
justified, but also certainly not blameless (cf. Pryor 2001, 117). Epistemo-
logical disjunctivism seems to overlook these differences.

Furthermore, it might be objected that neither we, nor our counter-
parts from the Demon world are in a position to know by mere reflection
whether our/their beliefs are of justified, or just blameless kind. Of course,
Pritchard is right in claiming that

it is far from obvious on closer inspection why possessing better
grounds in favor of believing that one scenario obtains rather than
another known to be incompatible scenario should entail that one the-
reby possesses the relevant discriminatory abilities to distinguish be-
tween the two scenarios. (Pritchard 2009, 474-475)

Notwithstanding, the choice of one scenario instead of another should
be at least somewhat substantially motivated, and the bare disjunctivist the-
sis offered by Pritchard and McDowell might look to some like wishful

any specific argument against tying all three claims together. See Pritchard (2012, 41,
58).
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thinking, or even dogmatism. Fortunately, such substantiation might be
given (see the next section).

At this point it might be noticed that the aforementioned objection
against epistemological disjunctivism is of a twofold nature. The two in-
gredients of the disjunctivist mixture seem to be palatable to an internalist
only when taken separately. When taken together, they pull each other
down, and the internalist starts crying that someone is trying to feed him
with some externalist poison. As Pryor’s example suggests, from a mentalist
perspective, the access thesis looks suspicious, since the mental states of
a normally situated brain and its envatted counterpart are qualitatively iden-
tical. If, on the other hand, we start from the access thesis, the mentalist
position becomes dubious.

The Smithies” objection can be considered as an illustration of this lat-
ter problem. Smithies claims that epistemological disjunctivism is compati-
ble only with weak, but not with strong version of accessibilism. He defines
both versions as follows:

(1) Weak Accessibilism: if one has rational support for believing that p,
then one is in a position to know by reflection alone that one has ra-
tional support for believing that p.

(2) Strong Accessibilism: if one lacks rational support for believing
that p, then one is in a position to know by reflection alone that one
lacks rational support for believing that p. (Smithies 2013)

In a good case i.e. when a particular utilization of a subject’s perceptual
capacity puts her in touch with the mind-independent world, she has
a self-consciously accessible factive rational support for a belief that p and
finds herself in a position to know that p. In a bad case, however, though
there is no self-consciously accessible rational support for a belief that p,
the subject is not in a position to know that such support is absent. Ac-
cording to Smithies, such asymmetry leaves the possibility of the Evil De-
mon scenario open (cf. Smithies 2013).

Right now it seems that we will never free ourselves from the sceptical
doubts. There will always be a possibility that either our brains are envat-
ted, or that the Evil Demon is playing with our minds. Should the episte-
mological disjunctivist take these possibilities seriously? In what follows,
I am going to argue that she should not.
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4. The ‘mental’, the ‘internal’ and the ‘accessible’

As Hilary Putnam has rightly put it, “when concepts are interlinked,
[...] the philosophical task must be to explore the circle rather than to re-
duce all the points on the circle to just one point” (Putnam 1994, 516).
Following this suggestion, we should take under consideration the mean-
ings of words like ‘mental’, ‘internal’ and ‘accessible’ and check whether the
critics of epistemological disjunctivism understand these notions in the
same way as do the proponents of the criticized view.

We have already established that epistemological disjunctivism merges
mentalism and access internalism. Mentalism claims that justification su-
pervenes on the mental. But what does ‘mental’ refer to in this definition?
What this question raises is the bone of a well-known philosophical con-
tention, namely the body-mind problem. The use of the word ‘mental’ ob-
liges the user to specify what position does she take with regard to this
problem. Even if it is possible to use ‘mental’ in a neutral way, it is never-
theless unacceptable in the present context, as it opens the door for equivo-
cation and misunderstanding.

So how should we understand ‘mental’ in the present context? Given
that interactionist dualism a.k.a. Cartesianism is not very popular nowadays,
it seems quite unlikely that critics of epistemological disjunctivism are such
dualists. On the other hand, why would they refer to the possibility of the
Evil Demon if they were not Cartesianists? It is a Cartesian idea after all,
and it would be hard to imagine the Evil Demon maliciously misleading us
in the materialistic world. So, whenever one refers to the Evil Demon
world in her argument, she basically refers to the world made of res extensae
and res cogitantes. Although it is indeed metaphysically possible that such
description matches with the state of affairs in the actual world, such possi-
bility is not very plausible. The criticism of interactionist dualism is ubi-
quitous in the contemporary philosophy of mind.> Here it should be
enough to point out that adopting this view obliges one to perform a pre-
sumably unfeasible task of explaining the interaction between the two radi-
cally different substances. Rather than reaching this goal, interactionist
theories of mind seem to do the work of confirming the naturalist insight

An overview of the most common objections against interactionist dualism (a.k.a.
ontological dualism or substance dualism) can be found in Lowe (2000, 21-29).
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that any attempt to explain something through the appeal to a supernatural
cause will be completely fruitless.

However, sceptical doubts might be raised from the materialist stand-
point as well, and the Brain-in-a-Vat scenario is the best example here.
Notwithstanding, the plausibility of this scenario also seems to require em-
bracing a quite extreme position regarding the body-mind problem. Such
scenario assumes the possibility of envatting a living brain and artificially
stimulating it with an enormously wide range of phenomenal experiences,
exactly like those we all receive in every second of our lives. It is hard to
imagine how such scenario could be true without the truth of reductive or
eliminative materialism. Yet, the artificial stimulation of specific pheno-
menal experiences in the brain is not possible at the moment, and might be
never possible. Thought experiments about the neurobiologist Mary and
philosophical zombies, though not able to completely falsify materialism,
suggest that even if we built such a machinery, we would not be able to de-
termine if it works. T'o cite Putnam once more,

the idea of a theoretical reduction [...] of the entire body of psychology
implicit in our ordinary practices of mental-state attribution to physics
cum computer science — is without any clear content. One cannot make
precise the unexplained notion of “identity” of “sense data” with “func-
tionally characterizes states of the brain” with the aid of the concept of
the reduction of one theory to another if one has no idea of the nature
of the theory to which we are supposed to do the reducing (and only a very
problematic idea of what theory we are supposed to reduce). (Putnam 1994,
481)

Given that the extreme versions of materialism are just as implausible as
dualism, we are left with some sort of non-reductive materialism. Many
theories fit into this general description; it is enough to say that they all
agree that there is only one kind of ‘stuff’ in the Universe, although it can-

Contemporary proponents of interactionist dualism follow the path of Descartes in
locating the door to the mental somewhere in the brain. Despite the very elaborate cha-
racter of these theories, the assumption of a radical difference between the mental and
the physical makes any such attempt seem completely ad hoc. Examples of such theories
can be found in Eccles — Popper (1977); or in Atmanspacher (2011).
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not be described in one homogenous language.” On this picture, the de-
scriptions of mentality that different disciplines of science provide us with
(psychological, neurobiological, physical, etc.) are not fully translatable to
each other. Rather, they complement one another.

The assumption that the mental is made of the same ‘stuff’ as the phys-
ical has important implications on how ‘internal’ and ‘accessible’ should be
understood. First of all, the very internal-external distinction becomes con-
ventional. There is no need for abandoning it, albeit we should be aware
that the border between the two is not as sharp as some might think.

The non-reductive materialism is committed to the claim that every
mental state, including conscious perceptual experiences, supervenes on
some specific brain state. It seems obvious, in turn, that this brain state su-
pervenes on the state of its environment. Given the causal closure of the
physical world, every brain state supervenes on the state of the world in
which this brain exists. After all, brains usually do not float in the void
(and even being in the void would affect their state quite dramatically). Su-
pervenience is a transitive relation, so if it is true that (1) every mental state
supervenes on some specific brain state and (2) that brain state supervenes
on the state of the world that contains the brain in question, as a result, it
logically follows that (3) mental state supervenes on the state of that world.
It would not make any sense to hold that a mental state depends on the
state of the brain, yet this very brain state does not depend on the state of
its environment. Even in cases where the subject is deprived of any external
stimuli and her brain produces hallucinations on its own, the very lack of
such stimuli creates an environmental basis for these experiences. Long
story short, the internal is so permeated with the external, that the idea of
a total separation of these two domains is nonsensical.

The above reasoning is indebted to the philosophy of George Berkeley.
In the history of philosophy, the Bishop of Cloyne is commonly known as
a proponent of immaterialism. Briefly, his argumentation goes as follows:
representationist materialism leads to scepticism because if our entire
knowledge about the world comes from representations, we cannot be sure
whether these representations refer to what we think they refer to (if they

Among theories that fit into this category are those of Donald Davidson and John
Searle. Perhaps panpsychism fits here as well. A more general outline of such line of
thought can be found in: Howell (2009).
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refer to anything at all).® However, even short analysis of his writings
shows that the real target of Berkeley’s criticism is not materialism, but on-
tological dualism. And this is because by ‘materialism’ Berkeley means the
thesis that ‘matter exists’, not necessarily that ‘everything is matter’. This is
precisely why he understands philosophers like Locke or Descartes as ‘ma-
terialists’. The key insight of Berkeley’s philosophy is that ontological dual-
ism leads to scepticism. He understood that if we allow two kinds of ‘stuff
in the Universe and put ourselves as res cogitantes on one side of the border
between the two, the question of our access to the second part of the realm
(res extensae) will always generate sceptical doubts. His solution to this dif-
ficulty was to assume that the Universe is made of only one kind of ‘stuff,
namely ‘spiritual stuff.”

The attenuation of the internal-external distinction diminishes the
problem of access. If the perceiving subject is made of the same kind of
‘stuff’ as the object perceived, there is no problem for them to get in touch
with each other, at least in principle. If epistemic justification supervenes
on the mental, and the mental supervenes on the physical (as the non-
reductive materialism requires), then, by transitivity of supervenience, justi-
fication supervenes on the physical. Of course, the possibility of perceptual
error is still there. The subject might hallucinate or inaccurately concep-
tualize the phenomenal material provided by the experience. Gettier cases
might happen as well. Yet, the point is that such possibilities are local, not

Berkeley (1710, §87) says: “Colour, figure, motion, extension, and the like, conside-
red only as so many sensations in the mind, are perfectly known, there being nothing in
them which is not perceived. Bug, if they are looked on as notes or images, referred to
things or archetypes existing without the mind, then are we involved all in scepticism.
(...) for aught we know, all we see, hear, and feel may be only phantom and vain chime-
ra, and not at all agree with the real things existing in rerum natura. All this scepticism
follows from our supposing a difference between things and ideas, and that the former
have a subsistence without the mind or unperceived. It were easy to dilate on this sub-
ject, and show how the arguments urged by sceptics in all ages depend on the supposi-
tion of external objects.”

Berkeley (1710, §2) writes: “MIND-SPIRIT-SOUL. But, besides all that endless
variety of ideas or objects of knowledge, there is likewise something which knows or
perceives them, and exercises divers operations, as willing, imagining, remembering,
about them. This perceiving, active being is what I call MIND, SPIRIT, SOUL, or
MYSELF. By which words I do not denote any one of my ideas, but a thing entirely
distinct from them, WHEREIN THEY EXIST, or, which is the same thing, whereby
they are perceived — for the existence of an idea consists in being perceived.”
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global. They are exceptions from the rule, according to which our senses
are the source of perceptual knowledge. Given all these considerations,
there is no exaggeration in Pritchard’s claim that a rational support for
a belief might be reflectively accessible and factive at the same time.

However, it should be strongly stressed that this is not some kind of
a naive circular argument. I am not claiming that epistemological disjunc-
tivism is true because non-reductive materialism is true. Rather, I claim
that epistemological disjunctivism accurately expresses the epistemological
attitude of a non-reductive materialist regarding the body-mind problem.
Moreover, I claim that those opponents of epistemological disjunctivism
who base their criticism on The New Evil Demon and Brain-in-a-Vat sce-
narios are forced to take implausible positions concerning the body-mind
problem. T also think that the attitude of a particular internalist towards
the epistemological disjunctivism can be seen as a gauge measuring whether
she really is just an epistemic internalist (she simply thinks that epistemic
justification is reflectively accessible and/or internal to the subject) or is she
a sceptic and/or an ontological dualist in disguise.

What also seems to follow from the above considerations, is that the
grail of disjunctivism is not as holy as Pritchard would like. Taken alone, it
is just a normative position that tells us how to categorize our perceptual
experiences. Without further argumentation, it is still susceptible to scep-
tical attacks. Therefore, though epistemological disjunctivism does not
necessarily imply its metaphysical counterpart, only together they can effec-
tively protect us from scepticism.
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ABSTRACT: The paper is a reflection on the role of practical wisdom in ethics. By ex-
plaining and trying to understand the essence of practical wisdom, the author has en-
deavoured to determine whether it can be treated as a central ethical category, and if so,
then why. In these analyses, author has referred to the concept of Aristotle, universally
acknowledged as the classical one. Characterizing and describing that concept, she tries
to answer three questions: 1) What is practical wisdom? 2) What function does it per-
form in ethics? 3) What is the relationship between practical wisdom and other ethical
categories? The article is divided into four parts. Each of them concerns different as-
pects of the analysis of practical wisdom. As a result, the author has come to several im-
portant conclusions: Practical wisdom 1) enables appropriate action, i.e. success in ac-
tion; 2) refers not only to the means-to-ends relationship, but refers to the end itself; 3)
is imperative, because it tells what to do; 4) referring to the unusual situation, it allows
to understand that every general principle is limited; 5) it is the intellectual ability to
recognize how to achieve happiness.

KEYWORDS: Aristotle — ethics — practical wisdom.

0. Introduction

The following paper is a reflection on the role of practical wisdom in
ethics. By explaining and trying to understand the essence of practical wis-
dom, I have endeavoured to determine whether it can be treated as a cen-
tral ethical category, and if so, then why. In my analyses, I have referred to

© 2015 The Author. Journal compilation © 2015 Institute of Philosophy SAS
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the concept of Aristotle, universally acknowledged as the classical one,
whose manifest advantages include emphasis on eudaimonia and the teleo-
logical interpretation of man’s practical activity. Characterizing and describ-
ing that concept, I will try to look at practical wisdom as a category related
to the process of deliberation and rendering practical judgments, thus com-
bining reason, virtues, and praxis. T'o accomplish this task, I will proceed
through stages reflected in the four parts of the article, each devoted to
a different aspect of the description and analysis of practical wisdom. Be-
ginning my deliberations with a discussion of the place of practical wisdom
in Aristotelian ethics, I will then examine the essence and object of practic-
al wisdom. In the next stage, I will identify the constitutive elements of
practical wisdom. This way, through the first three parts I will explore the
Aristotelian concept in order to collect complete data on practical wisdom
and its related categories, and to sort out the multiple threads and layers of
Aristotle’s discussion, contained in particular in Nicomachean Ethics and
Magna Moralia. The results of this preparatory work will provide the basis
for my conclusions on the role of practical wisdom in ethics, presented in
the last part. Taking Aristotle’s view of practical wisdom as a set of as-
sumptions, I will try to show how practical wisdom plays an important role
in ethics, and to explain what this role in fact consists in. I will end the pa-
per with the key conclusions of my analysis to substantiate the claim that
practical wisdom may be treated as a central ethical category.

1. The place of practical wisdom in Aristotelian ethics

When considering practical wisdom and its role in ethics, it is necessary
to identify the place it occupies among other human abilities. Using Aris-
totle’s analyses, we may notice that it is the virtue of the rational part of the
soul. The Stagirite explains that “there are two parts of the soul (...) which
grasp a rational principle — one by which we contemplate the kind of things
whose originative causes are invariable, and one by which we contemplate
variable things” (Aristotle 2009, 1139a). The first corresponds to the ability
to contemplate things scientifically, the other to the ability to reason. Rea-
soning means simply deliberating on that which is variable." In practical in-

That which is variable may be identified with the sphere of human actions, or, mo-

re precisely, with future events which are the result of man’s choices. Variability results
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tellect, truth means correspondence with right desire, based on true
judgement which is the result of deliberation. Thinking, if it is practical, is
related to deliberate conduct; the end is good action, and this is the object
of desire. In theoretical thinking, on the other hand, the good is truth, and
the bad is falsity. Thus, the work of both types of intellect is truth, and the
state of character which allows one to learn the truth is the virtue of both.
The capacity for scientific understanding includes scientific knowledge
which is concerned with eternal and necessary objects; intuitive thinking,
related to the highest principles; and theoretical wisdom which, combining
knowledge and intuition, is the ability to grasp that which results from the
highest principles. The capacity for reasoning is, in turn, put into effect by
reason, or practical wisdom (@pdvnoig) (cf. Aristotle 2009, 1139a-1141b).

It results from the fact that practical wisdom is a virtue of the rational
part of the soul that it is a certain kind of thinking. It should be clearly dis-
tinguished, however, from theoretical thinking. Even though in both cases
we talk about thinking or knowledge, we cannot, as has been pointed out
by Daniel Devereux (see Devereux 1986, 483), treat them as two kinds of
the same category. They differ both in their aim, method and object. The
object of theoretical thinking is invariable things, or things which are of
necessity and which are eternal, and the highest principles, while practical
wisdom refers to variable things, and is thus related to action. The function
of theoretical reason is cognitive, as it deals with affirmations and nega-
tions, while practical wisdom is concerned with action, i.e. pursuit and
avoidance. Practical wisdom is acquired on account of acting, or, to be
more exact, for the sake of success in action.

That is why practical wisdom is not the same as wisdom, for the latter
is the ability to demonstrate that which is invariable. Practical wisdom, on
the other hand, is concerned with that which is variable.” Unlike wisdom,
it refers to categories which are relative. Practical wisdom determines what
is expedient, and Aristotle explains that “things expedient (...) do change,

from free will, i.e. the fact that man determines his actions by making choices concer-
ning what can be made or done. Free will and choice are connected to deliberation, and
the object of deliberation is not that which is permanent or contingent, but that which

we can do, that is, our actions (see Stawell 1904, 472-473).

Therefore, Aristotle concludes that practical wisdom is “inferior” to theoretical wis-

dom (philosophy). Philosophy is concerned with things that are eternal and divine, whi-
le (practical) wisdom — with things that undergo change, and is therefore inferior (cf.
Aristotle 1915a, 1197a-1197b).
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and a given thing is expedient now, but not tomorrow, to this man but not
to that, and is expedient in this way, but not in that way” (Aristotle 1915a,
1197a). It thus depends on a number of factors which represent the cir-
cumstances in which an action is performed. There is, however, an impor-
tant interdependence between practical and theoretical wisdom (or philoso-
phy?): “... [practical] wisdom is, as it were, a kind of steward of philosophy,
and is procuring leisure for it and for the doing of its work, by subduing
the passions and keeping them in order” (Aristotle 1915a, 1198b) . Thus,
though practical wisdom does not rule over philosophy, or theoretical wis-
dom, it performs an important auxiliary function. Without practical wis-
dom, philosophy could not be put into practice.

An even closer relationship exists between practical wisdom and good
counsel (evfovAix). Both deal with “matters of action which concern choice
and avoidance”. While good counsel is simply a virtue, or a measure of what
is right, practical wisdom also includes imagination and intuition. The dif-
ference between the two results from the fact that good counsel is a virtue
of that part of the soul which “in a way” partakes in reason, and practical
wisdom — of the rational part “in the proper sense”. Good counsel is related
to reason in that it is connected to that part of the soul which, being a ca-
pacity for desire, is submitted to reason, while practical wisdom in itself is
the capacity for reasoning.

2. The essence and object of practical wisdom

In accordance with the definition provided by Aristotle, “practical wis-
dom is concerned with things human and things about which it is possible
to deliberate”. It is therefore “good deliberation” whose object is that which
“is capable of being otherwise”, or an aim which can be obtained through
action. Practical wisdom, by the very fact that it is concerned with a specific
action in specific circumstances, requires recognition of the particulars. A
practically wise person thus judges well what should be done in a particular
situation. T'o that end, he needs both knowledge, or the understanding of

In Nicomachean Ethics Aristotle distinguishes “practical wisdom” from “philosophi-

cal wisdom”; in Magna Moralia W. D. Ross renders these terms as “wisdom” and “phi-
losophy”, respectively.
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that which is general, and experience, or knowledge of the particular.”
Practical wisdom, the Stagirite explains, is a kind of sense (“perception”)
which is the result of knowledge and experience. Knowledge is concerned
with moral principles, while experience provides us with knowledge of that
which is particular, referring both to specific individuals and to certain
types of situations and to appropriate choices, behaviours and attitudes. In
a way, it is therefore a general kind of knowledge — knowledge of facts
which is founded on experience, and which provides guidelines for specific
action (Devereux 1986, 489, 491, 492).

Practical wisdom understood by Aristotle as good deliberation consists
in contemplating and reasoning, and is concerned with “things just and
noble and good for man”. Practical reasoning takes the form of syllogism in
which the major premise is the general principle, i.e. refers to that which
the agent desires (that which is good®), the minor premise refers to the
manner in which the major premise can be achieved or its necessary pre-
conditions, and the conclusion is the action which puts that general prin-
ciple into operation. The right way of applying general knowledge to a par-
ticular situation requires good deliberation and experience. Deliberation is
good when it leads to achieving the right ends with the deployment of the
right means. The latter task, i.e. the choice of right means, is the work of
practical wisdom, as it allows one to consider “means to achieve happiness”,
while choosing the right end is the function of moral virtue.® That state-
ment emphasizes the complementariness of both virtues and the funda-
mental role they play in moral action. Aristotle expresses that saying: “the
work of man is achieved only in accordance with practical wisdom as well as
with moral virtue; for virtue makes us aim at the right mark, and practical
wisdom makes us take the right means” (Aristotle 2009, 1144a). The crite-

Daniel Devereux explains that “knowledge of particulars (...) could be understood as
knowledge of the specific types of action appropriate for specific types of situation: «si-
tuations of this type call for such and such action». Or, it could be understood as know-
ledge of individual acts and circumstances: «this situation I find myself in calls for this
particular response»” (Devereux 1986, 485).

Aristotle identifies these two categories with one another: that which is good is the
object of desire, and the object of desire is that which is good (see Aristotle 2014,

1072a).

6 - . . . ..
That conviction differs from the view of Hume who claimed that the aim is the re-

sult of feelings, and the reason is only able to calculate what means should be deployed
to achieve it.
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rion of what is right or appropriate results, of course, from anthropological
premises, that is, from Aristotle’s view of human nature and the assump-
tion that any action is teleological in nature, and the ultimate end of man’s
life is happiness, understood as “the active life of the element that has a ra-
tional principle”.

The above-mentioned complementariness of moral virtue and practical
wisdom consists in that by working together, they make actions we per-
form both good and right. The goodness of an action depends on its inten-
tions. An action is referred to as “good” in view of its aim. The criterion
here is moral virtue, which is a state of character and which determines our
desiring that which is good and expedient. Moral virtue, like Kant’s good
will, consists not only in acting in accordance with what is right, but first
of all — for the sake of what is right. The excellence of our character thus
refers to the subjective, and not the objective dimension of human actions
and requires something we might call a desire for good.

Practical wisdom, in turn, makes our actions right. The rightness of an
action depends on the way we act, on the right choice of means we deploy
to achieve our end. Thus, moral virtue makes our actions morally good,
while practical wisdom gives our actions the right form, making us choose
the most appropriate course of action. Such internal relationship means
that “without wisdom, excellence of character would be like a man groping
in the dark and not knowing where to go; without the desires of an excel-
lent character, wisdom would have nothing to do” (Urmson 1988, 84).

To sum up this part, we may conclude that practical wisdom combines
three stages of action: desire, choice and the act itself. Desire deals with the
end, and therefore it is right when it is in accordance with moral virtue. A
desire is right if man desires something that is good and expedient for him,
and for that he needs a permanent disposition, or a state of character which
consists in an inclination to desire and do good. Moral abilities, or virtues,
are thus necessary, for they allow us to desire that which is right. i.e. good,
noble and expedient. The next stage is choice, which is “desire and reason-
ing”. It includes recognition of alternative choices, ends and goods, and
judging them from the point of view of the ultimate end, preceded by deli-
beration. Deliberation, in turn, consists in contemplation and reasoning; it
is rational, and its object are “things that are in our power and can be
done”. Choice refers to choosing “one thing and not another”, and thus
aims at determining what action should be taken in a particular situation. It
refers to means that need to be deployed in order to achieve a desired end.
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Thus, deliberation is an attempt at determining how a particular goal is to
be achieved, or what course of action will most conveniently and surely
bring the expected result. It involves examination of why it is better to do
one thing and not another, and thus includes substantiation of the choice
of a particular course of action. It mostly deals with establishing a relation-
ship between an action and the aim, determining which action will be the
most expedient and why. The result of deliberation becomes the object of
choice. We decide about means and the way they are to be deployed, and
then actually deploy them. The last stage, therefore, consists in acting on
the choice we have made. Practically wise people are not only able to carry
out a correct reasoning concerning a good end, but also act in accordance
with that reasoning. Aristotle refers to practical wisdom as “a true and rea-
soned state of capacity to act with regard to the things that are good or bad
for man”. The object of practical wisdom is not only the right judgment of
the situation, but first of all “good action”. Wise action is therefore both
good and right, and requires both good intentions and expedient results.
Therefore, judgments on which a practically wise person acts may not be
“destroyed and perverted by pleasant and painful objects”. Aristotle thus ar-
gues that temperance, or an appropriately formed character which allows
man to control his emotions and not be carried away by desires is a neces-
sary element of practical wisdom. He can judge what is good and act upon
that judgment, putting his right conviction into practice (“abide by the re-
sult of his calculations”). Thus, desire and deliberation are inseparable as-
pects of right action: “There can be no choice without both a desire for an
end and a reasoning about how to achieve it” (Urmson 1988, 80).

3. Constitutive elements of practical wisdom

Having now discussed the object of practical wisdom, we may want to
ask what allows the agent to choose the right means. What does that abili-
ty consist in? We may assume it is founded on certain knowledge, or
awareness of what we could refer to as moral rules of conduct. Aristotle’s
distinction between practical wisdom and theoretical wisdom does not al-
low us, however, to consider the former a theoretical type of knowledge,
one that says “I know that”. What is that ability, then? It appears that
those interpretations of Aristotle’s view of practical wisdom are more accu-
rate which connect it with perceptual capacity, or that type of knowledge
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which allows one to perceive what should be done in a particular situation.
It consists in the ability to put into effect the idea of a good, happy life, by
making specific choices about what should be done here and now, in a par-
ticular situation (Hursthouse 2006, 286-287).

How can such practical wisdom be developed? What skills does it re-
quire? In trying to answer these questions, we may start by citing Aristotle,
who says:

To [practical reason] belongs right decision, right judgement as to what
is good and bad and all in life that is to be chosen and avoided, noble
use of all the goods that belong to us. Correctness in social intercourse,
the grasping of the right moment, the sagacious use of word and deed,
the possession of experience of all that is useful. Memory, experience,
tact, good judgement, sagacity — each of these either arises from [prac-
tical reason] or accompanies it. Or possibly some of them are, as it were,
subsidiary causes of [practical reason] (such as experience and memory),
while others are, as it were, parts of it, e.g. good judgement and sagaci-
ty.” (Aristotle 1915b, 1250a)

Aristotle thus provides a list of skills and traits which constitute prac-
tical wisdom. Experience appears to have a special place among them:
“Aristotle says that experience of life is necessary for the development of
moral wisdom” (Demos 1961, 156). Practical wisdom is acquired by learn-
ing from one’s mistakes and those of others, and by watching others suc-
ceed, i.e. employ efficient methods in their actions. Learning by experience
is not, however, aimed at developing habitual behaviours. Experience will
only be useful if we understand the relationship which occurs in a particular
situation between the effects of our actions and the methods we have dep-
loyed. Learning from one’s own experience and that of others thus requires
reflection, deliberation on individual elements of particular situations and
the relationships that exist between them. Furthermore, in order to learn
from experience, one has to adopt an attitude which prevents him from
forgetting his mistakes and repeating them, or which at least makes him
unwilling to repeat them. Such attitude is generally related to desiring and
pursuing good, which implies, among other things, regretting one’s mis-
takes.

In the quoted passage, the term rendered by Ross as “prudence” has been replaced
with “practical reason” in accordance with the Polish translation of On Virtues and Vices.
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The object of practical wisdom is to find a good solution for difficult
dilemmas, or such situations in which there are several alternative ways to
proceed, from which an inexperienced man finds it hard to choose the
right one (see Hursthouse 2006, 289; Polansky 2000, 325).® That which
makes one capable of judging correctly in untypical situations is discern-
ment. It enables one to solve difficult dilemmas involving a conflict of vir-
tues, e.g. between kindness and honesty. Such conflict results from the fact
that the requirements of both virtues substantiate opposite behaviours. On
the one hand, there are reasons for which one should tell a lie, on the other
— it appears to be requisite to tell the cruel truth. Such dilemma can only
be solved if the virtues are interpreted correctly. Phronimos is aware of the
fact that in some situations, kindness consists precisely in telling the cruel
truth, and that acting with discretion or passing over certain matters in si-
lence is not always the same as dishonesty (cf. Hursthouse 2006, 290-292).
Phronimos differs from a virtuous but inexperienced person in that he does
not perceive virtues from the perspective of conventional generalizations,
following acquired, drilled, schematic ways. In order to recognize a conflict
between virtues and find the correct solution, or recognize where an excep-
tion is appropriate, one must possess all virtues and “have an overall con-
ception of how each of the various virtues do fit together with one another
to make up the final end of life, eudaimonia” (Bostock 2006, 88). It is only
then that the development of a more sophisticated understanding which
comes with practical wisdom will be possible.

Another constitutive element of practical wisdom is the ability to get
the situation right. It is not possible to act right without understanding the
situation in which we find ourselves, without being aware of it in minute
detail. That is why general statements do not provide sufficient guidance,
as they do not include those details which are of key importance for our ac-
tions to be successful. To get the situation right, one must “judge rightly
all the complexities of concrete situation” (Urmson 1988, 82).

Right judgement is the work of comprehension, which, Aristotle ex-
plains, refers to “things one may have doubts about”. Comprehension, as an
intellectual capacity, comes not only from experience, but is also the result
of learning. Man learns, for instance, in what circumstances it is advisable
to be suspicious and mistrustful, what people most often lie about, who can
and who cannot be relied on. He learns that a different account is most of-

Polansky defines practical wisdom as a calculative and problem-solving capacity.
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ten rendered by each person participating in an event. He thus becomes
suspicious about the opinions and accounts of others, which forces him to
ask appropriate questions about the reliability of the persons he listens to
(cf. Hursthouse 2006, 296).

This is also related to perceptiveness, which is a condition of passing
correct judgments. It supplies one with practical knowledge of people, and
is necessary to recognize and understand differences between them. It is re-
lated, among other things, to the ability to correctly interpret emotional
states, allowing one to judge whether a particular expression he observes in
another person corresponds to the emotions it is supposed to represent, or
whether it is an attempt at concealing that person’s true feelings. In order
to develop that capacity, apart from participating in social intercourse one
also needs memory, imagination, and exchange of experience. In the broad-
er sense, perceptiveness refers to understanding the world around us: the
circumstances of life and the social reality, and the ability to perceive
a hierarchy of goods. Understood that way, perceptiveness is constitutive
for practical wisdom, as it is an element of getting the situation right, of
understanding the circumstances in which I find myself (see Hursthouse
2006, 299). Even if there are things I cannot change, by being aware of
them I may, through deliberation and reflection, change my attitude to-
wards them.

Another essential element of practical knowledge is cleverness, which is
the ability to identify the most effective means leading to a desired end. In-
terestingly, it is an ability which phronimos has in common with a vile, un-
scrupulous person. Just like a capable crook, a practically wise person must
be able to deliberate well (see Hursthouse 2006, 298). Cleverness, unders-
tood as a certain type of “intelligence without any sense of the good” is not
the same as practical wisdom, however (cf. Demos 1961, 155). The differ-
ence between them results from the fact that in the case of practical wis-
dom, the criterion in choosing means leading to an end is not concerned
merely with their effectiveness. It is not simply about choosing those ac-
tions which are the most effective. Deliberations concerned with the choice
of right means also include moral reflection. Practical reason cannot be
identified with instrumental reason. Practical knowledge does not consist
in simple calculation, and the object of reasoning is not merely the rela-
tionship between the aim and the means. The choice of the right way to
proceed implies, among other things, a reflection on the side effects. This
results from the fact that while achieving one’s goal with the most effective
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means, one may at the same time cause damage elsewhere. Therefore, prac-
tical wisdom sometimes calls for rejecting even such means as are the only
possible way of achieving a desired end. Consequently, the reasoning which
reflects practical wisdom should take into account a broad perspective; it
must contain the element of imagination and the ability to foresee, to
create possible scenarios (modelled on cause and effect chains). It is the
ability to anticipate the consequences (not only the immediate ones) of var-
ious alternative courses of action. In order to choose the right action, it is
necessary to evaluate those various possibilities, and judge them by approv-
ing or disapproving of its particular elements. Thus, choice is a kind of
judgement based on rational premises. James Urmson points out that cle-
verness is not the ability to plan actions, but it is necessary “after delibera-
tion has terminated and the plan has been made” (Urmson 1988, 82). As an
executive ability, it is a condition of putting the plan into effect. Urmson
emphasizes the difference between planning and execution: they are two
separate stages of an action, and each requires different abilities. “Part of
knowing how to get things done is (...) mainly a matter of having the re-
quisite information” (Urmson 1988, 82) thus requiring comprehension and
sagacity which allow one to get the situation right. T'o successfully put the
plan into operation, in turn, one needs cleverness, and often courage.

It results from the above deliberations that practical wisdom is not in-
born, given to us by nature, but that it is acquired by human practice. The
conviction that such intellectual excellence can be developed means that
the wickedness of character isn’t a valid excuse for wrongdoing (cf. Demos
1961, 161-162). Practical wisdom is an ability, like moral virtues, which is
achieved by effort and experience (even though it is not available to every-
one in the same degree). As a capacity which develops with practice, it is
concerned with how to act and what to be like. Thus, it combines two
areas: that of action and that of character. Even if not all of their respective
elements can be developed, such as one’s temperament or certain circums-
tances of life, everyone may, to such degree as is available to him, develop
and strive at perfection in both his actions and character.

4. Practical wisdom and its role in ethics

Aristotle argues that practical wisdom is a disposition of the rational
part of the soul, as it allows a practically wise person to learn the truth.
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The truth that is meant here is, naturally, practical truth, i.e. such as is
concerned with action, or, more precisely, such as implies the right conduct
(cf. Hursthouse 2006, 285). Practical wisdom means excellence of practical
action. It is the most important virtue with respect to the moral dimension
of action in view of the nature of human praxis. When we come to consider
the right human conduct, there are no “fixed definitions”. This means any
attempt at defining precisely how to act in particular situations is doomed
to failure. General assertions on how we should behave lack precision, as
they do not take into account the particular circumstances which to a large
extent determine the success or failure of our actions. Even the golden
mean principle is not a recipe which can be applied “as instructed”. For the
mean “is neither one nor the same thing for all”. This is due to the fact
that “behaviour is concerned with particulars”. In view of the diversity and
lack of stability in the sphere of human actions, it is impossible to formu-
late “universal rules which we can rely on in making practical decisions”
(Devereux 1986, 501). Consequently, it is “the agents themselves who must
always adapt to the circumstances”. That, however, is not an easy thing to
do. Unlike the arithmetic mean, which is descriptive, the mean measure is
normative (or axiological) in that it defines what is right, appropriate or
due (see Brown 1997, 78-79). That, in turn is relative, as it means the ex-
perience of passions “at the right time, for the right reason, to the right
end and in the right manner”. Thus, the right conduct is different in each
situation, depending on a number of circumstances. Practical wisdom al-
lows us to apply the mean measure understood that way by enabling us to
choose the correct course of action in particular circumstances, i.e. such as
is consistent with the right judgment. It may thus be inferred that practical
knowledge related to practical wisdom differs from theoretical knowledge.
The latter deals with invariable things, or such as cannot be otherwise,
while practical knowledge deals with that which may undergo change, or to
human praxis. And while there is the “final principle that one should al-
ways act in a way that promotes eudaemonia”, for obvious reasons it may
never “give guidance in practical situations” (Urmson 1988, 86). There are
also certain general rules which say what actions are worthwhile in view of
the pursuit of happiness,9 they do not, however, tell us how to act in a par-

Having a concept of the goal of happiness is a necessary element of practical wis-
dom. It refers to universal assumptions and is the basis for the major premise in practi-
cal reasoning. And yet, as David Bostock has pointed out, Aristotle “does not make any
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ticular situation. “They do not obviate the need for a final judgement, in
the light of all the facts, which does not follow automatically from any
simple principle or principles” (Urmson 1988, 86). Consequently, a “wise
person’s judgement about how to act in a particular case is perfectly deter-
minate and appropriate to the situation” (Devereux 1986, 496). Therefore,
practical wisdom is not a set of practical rules of conduct, but consists of
a number of “various subordinate exellences of intelligence” (Urmson 1988,
81) such as: sagacity, comprehension, shrewdness, good deliberation. These
abilities allow man to recognize what course of action will promote happi-
ness, and what will not.

Since one of the elements of practical wisdom is the capacity to plan
one’s life well, it cannot be reduced to purely procedural rationality, but, as
has been emphasized by Matthew Bedke, it should be understood as sub-
stantial rationality. Practical wisdom is more than just efficient planning
and effective action which leads to the achievement of particular goals. Ra-
tionality which is the basis of practical wisdom goes beyond the means-to-
ends relationship, and refers to the end itself. “So wise planning and delibe-
ration have to satisfy two criteria; they must conduce to the desired end
and the end must be good, that is, it must lead towards eudaemonia”
(Urmson 1988, 81). That is why practical wisdom should be distinguished
from practical intelligence, which may be defined as an effective strategy
without any reference to universal principles. For Aristotle, practical rea-
soning is based on a general premise which encompasses certain general
principles (cf. Thornton 1982, 63, 73, 75) or principles which result from
the thesis that the ultimate good is happiness which consists in acting in
accordance with reason and moral virtue. Judgement, which is the basis of
action, is founded on certain universal and objective principles, and not on-
ly on empirical facts. These moral principles are the criterion of right rea-
sons and the foundation for just judgements. Therefore, it is a condition of
practical wisdom to enact, by choosing appropriate means, that which both
appears good to us and is objectively so. The conduct of a wise person is
motivated by normative reasons, i.e. such as represent good (also morally

real attempt to spell out just how the practically wise man conceives of the ultimate
end, eudaemonia”. He only says that a practically wise person is capable of deliberating
on that which is good for him with reference to the “right way of living in general”. He
must, therefore, know what is the ultimate end, that is, happiness (cf. Bostock 2006,
82-100).
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good) reasons for taking a particular course of action. Practical wisdom is
realized when the reasons that motivate us are also normative reasons, i.e.
when man does what he wants to do and at the same time what he should
do in particular circumstances (see Bedke 2008).

It results from the above that practical wisdom has a cognitive function.
Moral judgement, which is an expression of practical wisdom, is cognitive
in that it may, using the criterion of just judgment, be referred to as true or
false. Raphael Demos has pointed out, however, that it is also endowed
with emotive and imperative meaning. Emotive meaning is given to prac-
tical wisdom by moral virtue, which brings about the desire of good, a con-
stitutive element of practical wisdom. The virtue contained in practical
wisdom does not only consist in desiring and pursuing good, but also in
deriving pleasure from morally good conduct. Its imperative character, in
turn, results from the fact that practical wisdom “commands, tell us what
to do and what not to do”. The conclusion one arrives at through reason-
ing is a command which is rationally substantiated, since it results from
a certain universal moral imperative (cf. Demos 1961, 153, 155-156, 158).

Practical wisdom thus performs the function which in classical ethics is
attributed to conscience. Aristotle’s text seems to prove that thesis, as we
can read in it that “practical wisdom issues commands, since its end is what
ought to be done or not to be done”. Like conscience, practical wisdom
judges what course of action is most appropriate in particular circums-
tances. Raphael Demos points out that Aristotle treats conclusions, or
judgments of practical wisdom, as

(a) imperatives, as (b) decisions or choices, and as (c) actions. Arranging
these in a temporal order, we have first the imperative: «I should act
thus and so»; next we have the decision: «I will act thus and so»; finally
we have the actual doing of it by me (I do it» taken as a description).
The difference between a and b is that in the first step I address an im-
perative to myself, while in the second I commit myself to obeying it.
(Demos 1961, 158)

The judgement which is an expression of practical wisdom, just like the
judgment of conscience, has the form of an imperative which may then be
acknowledged or rejected by the agent (decision), and consequently, the ac-
tion he takes may be consistent with that judgement or not. Moreover, in
both cases each of these stages may occur implicitly or unconsciously. And
even though conscience is innate, and practical wisdom is not, both capaci-
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ties may be developed and improved. Finally, both conscience and practical
wisdom sometimes encounter limits which they cannot go beyond; for
there are situations in human life (which Karl Jasper referred to as border-
line situations) in which one does not and may not know how to act, since
any action brings disastrous effects. Therefore, any human ability, includ-
ing practical knowledge, is limited. That which differentiates a wise man
from one who does not possess wisdom is the awareness of that which is
doubtful and irrational.

In spite of that limitation, and in the light of what has been said so far,
we may conclude that practical wisdom is a tool which allows man to move
“efficiently” in the moral space. Which, it appears, makes it an inseparable
element of morality. In other words, it is an integral part of ethics unders-
tood as the pursuit of a good and happy life. It seems that the goal and es-
sence of practical wisdom and ethics are the same. Or, to be more exact,
the goal of ethics is achievable with practical wisdom. Practical wisdom is
a “fusion of believing, feeling and willing”'® and unlike merely cognitive ap-
prehension, it can move to action. It is the ability to choose and put into
operation that which is good for a particular man, or, in other words, that
which is in his interest, which promotes his happiness. In the words of
Daniel Devereux, “a practically wise person has what he needs to achieve
his aims” (Devereux 1986, 494).

The ethical meaning of practical wisdom also results from the fact that
its moral judgement is more important as motivation for acting that a gen-
eral principle. “If there is a discrepancy between the particular judgment of
the practically wise person and a universal rule which applied to the situa-
tion, (...) it is the particular judgment that is authoritative” (Devereux
1986, 498). Thus, practical wisdom refers not only to “typical” situations,
but perhaps first of all to those which are exceptions from universal rules.
It allows one not only to understand that every general principle is limited,
but also to go beyond it. Its unlimited scope means that moral judgements
are not reduced to that which is accepted or practiced by the society.
Therefore, moral judgement both requires and develops imagination and
moral sensibility. In essence, it is the opposite of the instrumental treat-
ment of all kinds of moral principles or ethics in general. Its proper task,
consisting in matching means to ends, may only be fulfilled if it also in-

10 .. L . .
“(a) it is a statement (that the action is right), (b) it is an expression of care for the

right, and (c) it expresses an urge for the doing of it” (Demos 1961, 160).
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cludes an understanding of the end. Therefore, part of practical wisdom is
answering the question about happiness, or the knowledge of universal
rules.

Can practical wisdom be considered a central ethical category, then? A
category which provides the foundations for ethics should be related not
only to the instruments used in one’s actions, but also to the ends one pur-
sues. Its role should consist in the evaluation, correction, definition of
goals, and making sure that they are not contradictory, or mutually exclu-
sive. That task can be fulfilled if there is a proper criterion in place for the
evaluation of individual goals. Such criterion may consist in a certain su-
preme goal of human life, in reference to which we may arrange our pur-
suits and aspirations, assign values to them and order them in a hierarchy.
Actions conceived as means to a supreme end provide meaning to the con-
cept of rationality: our behaviour is rational when it promotes achievement
of the ultimate goal. Thus, with practical wisdom, man not only does the
right thing, but also knows why he acts one way and not another. Practical
reasoning, which encompasses premises and conclusions, provides both the
choice of appropriate action and its substantiation. The contents of pre-
mises answer both the question “why?” and “what for?”, thus providing the
reason for our actions. A comprehensive explanation showing that an ac-
tion is performed in pursuit of a certain good is a perfectly valid and justi-
fied motive for acting.

Although Aristotle clearly says that practical wisdom deals with means,
and not with ends, possessing practical wisdom implies having the right
ends. Moreover, the ends we pursue are the means to achieve higher goals.
It may thus be concluded that practical reasoning, which is a function of
practical wisdom, also deals with ends, or, more precisely, with choosing
from among them. We deliberate on what we should pursue at a particular
moment, trying to define the relationship between particular actions and
the ultimate goal of happiness. If all human activity is teleological, practical
wisdom is of primary importance; for if every action is aimed at some end,
and each end becomes the means to another end, the ability to properly
grasp the relationship between means and ends is fundamental.

The fact that practical wisdom is not related to any set of rules or opi-
nions, but is based on the reasoning ability and moral virtue, makes it uni-
versal. It is the ability to guide actions by making the right choices. Moreo-
ver, right actions founded on right choices are a means to a good life (hap-
piness), which is the ultimate goal. Thus, practical wisdom appears to be
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an intellectual ability which allows one to recognize how to achieve happi-
ness. It is a condition for the realization of virtues, which, in turn, refer to
and order the most important spheres of human life (social, family and pro-
fessional relationships) (see Polansky 2000, 323-333). Naturally, depending
on the society, culture, or moral theory, there are various models of virtue;
they always occur, however. Consequently, depending on the practical and
theoretical context, phronesis is a commonly acknowledged and universal
human capacity. It is indispensable whenever man acts deliberately, since
the achievement of a goal requires deliberation and making the right choic-
es. By determining the form of a morally good and just action, practical
wisdom allows us to lead a good life. The central place which practical wis-
dom may take in ethics results from the fact that moral judgements (refer-
ring to obligations) have their source in practical reason, which is the prop-
er, from the moral point of view, motivation for acting. In other words,
with practical knowledge we know (or may know) what should be done in a
particular situation, i.e. what optimum course of action to take (cf. Dahl
1984, 3-4).

The above analyses provide a good explanation of why phroneésis is often
translated not as practical, but as moral wisdom. Practical wisdom com-
bines the knowledge of what is good, or universal principles, with the abili-
ty to act in accordance with that criterion. Such interpretation results from
Aristotle’s conviction that the ability to apply the knowledge of how we
should live to particular choices is of key importance for human praxis.
Which is why the process of forming one’s character is so important, as it
enables us to establish a proper hierarchy of goods and make right choices.
Self-development must be subordinated to the idea of the ultimate end,
however, since the right choice may only be made from the perspective of
the entire life. The ethical aspect of practical wisdom consists precisely in
that it requires one to perceive one’s life as a whole and understand what
ends are served by particular actions.

5. Conclusion

The above deliberations on the ethical dimension of practical wisdom
have been an attempt at substantiating the claim that practical wisdom can
be treated as a central ethical category. That thesis is supported by the con-
clusions of my analysis, which demonstrate that: 1. practical wisdom
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enables the right conduct, i.e. good action; 2. it goes beyond the means-to-
ends relationship, and refers to the end itself; 3. its nature is imperative, i.e.
it commands what should be done; 4. referring to untypical situations, it
allows one to understand that any general principle is limited; 5. it is the
intellectual ability to recognize how happiness can be achieved. It should be
noted, however, that both the thesis and the conclusions by which it is
supported are grounded in the assumptions of Aristotelian ethics and the
concept of practical wisdom itself. The Stagirite believes that 1) practical
reasoning is based on a general premise which encompasses certain general
principles, or principles which result from the thesis that the ultimate good
is happiness which consists in acting in accordance with reason and ethical
virtue; 2) practical wisdom is a disposition of the rational part of the soul,
as it allows a practically wise person to learn the truth; 3) it cannot be re-
duced to purely procedural rationality, but should be understood as sub-
stantial rationality, i.e. such as allows us to do not only what appears good
to us, but also what is objectively good, and thus to achieve happiness.
Such understanding of practical wisdom and its relationship to happiness,
understood as the ultimate good, allows us to validly conclude that practical
wisdom may be treated as a central ethical category.
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ABSTRACT: The main purpose of this essay is critical. I focus on Robin Jeshion’s (2002;
2004; 2010) theory of singular thought, and I offer three objections to her Significance
Condition for the creation of mental files. First of all, this condition makes incorrect
predictions concerning singular thoughts about insignificant objects. Second, it conflicts
with a theoretical aim mental file theories usually have, that of accounting for our abili-
ty to track discourse referents. And third, it appeals to a vague notion where a clear-cut
notion is needed. In the final section, I suggest that there are more plausible alternatives
to the Significance Condition that the mental file theorist could appeal to, and which
do not face the problems mentioned.
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1. Introduction

There is an intuitive distinction between two kinds of beliefs, doubts,
intentions, and other propositional attitudes, or, in general, thoughts. My
thought that this computer [the one I am working on right now] is slow is very
different from my thought that the inventor of the wheel was a genius. In the
former case the thought has a certain directness and aboutness that lacks in
the latter case. Roughly speaking, this is the distinction between singular
and general thoughts, or de re thoughts vs. de dicto thoughts. In Recanati’s
terms,
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an object may be given either directly, in experience, or indirectly, via
descriptions. Nondescriptive modes of presentation are ways the object
is (directly) given to the subject in experience, while descriptive modes
of presentation are ways the object is (indirectly) given via properties
which it uniquely instantiates. (Recanati 2010, 148)

While a descriptive mode of presentation is a set of satisfaction conditions,
such that the object presented is whichever uniquely satisfies those condi-
tions, a non-descriptive mode of presentation presupposes “a representa-
tional connection” (Bach 2010, 58), or “a real connection” (Salmon 2010,
68) between subject and object. This requirement is usually called in the li-
terature, following Russell (1910, 1912), an acquaintance relation. Russell
uses the term to refer to a direct (in a strict sense) relation between the
mind and an object it perceives, which allows for no intermediate concep-
tual representation of the object. The more recent notion is much relaxed,
apt to be called extended acquaintance, as McKay (2012) suggests. It is the
latter notion that plays an important part in contemporary discussions of
singular thought.

Different versions of acquaintance theories are available in the literature.
Some authors treat acquaintance as an epistemic condition on singular
thought. Thus, Gareth Evans writes that, “in order to be thinking about an
object or to make a judgment about an object, one must know which ob-
ject... it is that one is thinking about” (Evans 1982, 64). Other authors
treat acquaintance as a causal relation that secures referential success. Kap-
lan (1969), Burge (1977), Bach (2010), Recanati (2010; 2012), Salmon
(2010) and others propose similar conceptions of acquaintance. According
to most such views the acquaintance requirement is fulfilled in cases of di-
rect perception of an object, memory of direct perception of an object, oth-
er perception-based relations (e.g. I am acquainted with an object even if
I perceive only its shadow, but not the object itself), but also communica-
tion-based relations (e.g. Kripkean causal-historical links through which
I am related to an object if I use its name with the right intentions), and
maybe other causal relations as well.

Acquaintanceless theories of singular thought do not impose any such
requirement on a thought to be singular. Hawthorne — Manley (2012, 24-
25) call ‘liberalism’ all positions that reject the claim that an acquaintance
relation is required for singular thought. An example of this is Kaplan’s
(1970) Semantic Instrumentalism. On his view, I can think a singular
thought about the first child born in the 21% century by way of a descrip-
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tively introduced proper name, or a dthat expression. These are both di-
rectly referential expressions, and so their contribution to content is the
object they refer to.' Mark Sainsbury in Sainsbury (2005) defends an ac-
quaintanceless theory on which singular thought requires singular content,
but singular content does not require there to be an actual object that it is
about. A content is singular whenever the subject employs an individual
concept, which may be vacuous, i.e. not object-dependent. If such singular
thoughts are possible, then acquaintance is not a necessary requirement.”

A different, orthogonal, distinction to that of acquaintance vs. acquain-
tanceless theories of singular thought opposes theories that require singular
content and theories that require only a certain kind of presentation of the
content entertained (call the latter cognitive theories of singular thought).
The distinction is orthogonal because there are theories on which singular
thought requires singular content, but singular content does not require
acquaintance with an object. Both Kaplan’s (1970) and Sainsbury’s (2005)
approaches are content theories, but at the same time acquaintanceless
theories of singular thought.

2. Jeshion’s Significance Condition

In a number of articles, Robin Jeshion develops a theory of singular
thought that does not require being acquainted with an object (see Jeshion
2002; 2004; 2010). Thus, it belongs in the category of acquaintanceless
theories. At the same time, on her theory, singular thought does not re-
quire entertaining a singular content, which makes it a cognitive theory.
The singularity of thought is explained by the cognitive role the thought
plays in the agent’s internal mental organization. According to this view,
cognition creates singular thoughts by creating mental ‘files’, or ‘dossiers’,
in which information that is intended to be about a certain individual — al-
though it may turn out to be about various individuals, or about none — is
stored. Mental files are not constituents of thoughts — they are not like

Kaplan (1989, 604-607) qualifies his view, reaching a more moderate position.

“The category of mental states in which an individual concept is used to think

about an object”, Sainsbury writes, “is... not the category of acquaintance, since it in-
cludes thoughts containing individual concepts which lack a referent” (Sainsbury
2005, 240).
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Fregean senses — but rather ways in which the information is organized.’
On her view, a singular thought is a thought that uses information from
a mental file. Jeshion writes:

Singular thought about an individual is structured in cognition as a type
of mental file... One thinks a singular thought by thinking through or
via a mental file that one has about the particular object. By contrast,
descriptive thoughts occur discretely in cognition. (Jeshion 2010, 129)

Jeshion’s dissatisfaction with acquaintanceless theories is, in part, that
they tend to see the formation of singular thought as being under the vo-
luntary control of the subject. For instance, Kaplan’s Semantic Instrumen-
talism “supposes that we can will a singular intention. But how? By think-
ing harder, more intensely, with feeling?” (Jeshion 2010, 125). She thinks
that the introduction of mental files is not under our control: we cannot do
it at will, and we cannot refrain to do it at will. Jeshion writes that “cogni-
tion creates singular thoughts for us and we cannot put a halt to them” (Je-
shion 2010, 127).

To achieve this desired result, Jeshion introduces the Significance Con-
dition, which establishes a necessary condition for the creation of a mental
file, and so for the possibility of singular thought:

a mental file is initiated on an individual only if that individual is signif-
icant to the agent with respect to her plans, projects, affective states,
motivations (Jeshion 2010, 136).

The Significance Condition (SC, for short) is a necessary condition, not
a sufficient one. It may be that there are cognitively impaired subjects who
are not able to form mental files, not even for very significant objects. But
when everything else goes well, SC triggers the formation of a mental file.
No conscious intent is required, or causally relevant, for the creation of
a file. Instead, it is significance that is responsible for the creation of the
file. Thus, mental files are not created at will, but automatically triggered
by cognitive processes, and in particular, by significance. The claim that SC
conditions the formation of mental files is, according to Jeshion, an empiri-
cal claim, based on empirical research into perception, cognitive psycholo-

3 , , . .
As Zoltin Szab6 observes, “mental files are representations generated partly on basis

of pragmatic principles, they are not to be confused with semantic representations...”
(Szab6 2000, 53 n.11).
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gy, and cognitive linguistics (cf. Jeshion 2010, 130). However, I think SC
fails. In what follows I give three arguments to the effect that that SC does
not establish a necessary condition for singular thought.

3. The problem of insignificant singular thoughts

SC is a requirement on the formation of mental files, and so, given that
singular thoughts are thoughts from mental files, SC is also a requirement on
what singular thoughts an agent can have. The theory predicts that whenever
SC is not fulfilled (because a particular individual is not significant to the
subject) we are not in position to form a singular thought about that individ-
ual. This prediction receives support from intuitions, Jeshion (2010) argues.
She introduces various scenarios to make this point, any of which are good
enough for my present purposes. Consider the following one:

You are running along the edge of the Pacific Ocean and see a trail of
footprints in the sand. You think to yourself, “Man, he has big feet.”
You have no interest whatsoever in discovering whom [sic!] the big-
footed runner is, and no standing general interests in foot sizes. As you
run along, you give no further thought to the footprint. (Jeshion 2010,
115-116)

Do you have a singular thought about the big-footed runner? Jeshion
thinks you do not, and comments that the case offers intuitive evidence in
favour of SC: the person that left is not significant to the runner, and intui-
tively there is no singular thought. She adds that we should not be confused
by the fact that the speaker uses the pronoun ‘he’, which is usually analysed
as an indexical that picks out the relevant object in the context, as the pro-
noun ‘he’ very well be used attributively (i.e. non-referentially). In fact that
is how it should be analysed in this case, as you cannot choose in this sce-
nario to use the pronoun as a device of deferred reference at will, Jeshion
(2010, 126) argues.

While we may agree that the intuitions about the above case offer sup-
port to SC, there are clear cases in which intuitions run contrary to it. Even
if a situation is such that an object or person is insignificant to us, intui-
tively we can still entertain singular thoughts about it.* Let us slightly

4 This problem is also briefly mentioned in McKay (2011).
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change Jeshion’s scenario and imagine that the sentence the subject utters
is ‘Man, those are big footprints’. The person who left the footprints is in-
significant to the runner, but the footprints are equally insignificant to her: as
in the original scenario, she gives no further thought to the footprints. But
intuitively now she does entertain a singular thought about the footprints in
question. Many more examples of this ilk may be produced: I suddenly
realize that that thing on the window is a fly; that is the bird the cat is look-
ing at; that car turns right etc. Such thoughts about insignificant objects
we perceive and think about for a moment are very common. Intuitively,
they should be characterized as being abour an individual, which we have in
mind for a short while, and not about whatever satisfies a certain descrip-
tion. So, the subject could have a singular thought about an object that is
not significant to her. And, therefore, the SC is contradicted by intuitions.

The above examples are not only intended to suggest that it is meta-
physically possible to have a singular thought about an individual that is in-
significant to the subject. That claim would not refute Jeshion’s SC, be-
cause SC is an empirical claim. And one cannot reject a general empirical
claim invoking the metaphysical possibility of cases that contradict the gen-
eral claim. But the cases presented above are not only metaphysically possi-
ble, but also as realistic as Jeshion’s original case. Thhe intuitions concerning
(in)significance, as well as intuitions concerning the presence of singular
thought are equally strong in both cases. So, there are realistic cases in
which a singular thought is formed but SC is not satisfied. There is, it
seems, evidence from intuitions against Jeshion’s SC as a necessary condi-
tion for singular thought.

However, the defender of SC may find my examples unconvincing. In
all of them, it might be argued, the object in question is significant enough
as to draw the subject’s attention to it for a moment and to get her to en-
tertain a thought. The footprints are sufficiently significant for the subject
to think about them. Therefore, it may be replied that my scenario is com-
patible with SC: the footprints are significant, and the thought is singular.

But clearly this move is not available to the defender of SC, as it com-
mits her to saying that the big-footed runner is also significant to the sub-
ject: he is significant enough for her to get her to entertain a thought
‘about’ him (in a broad sense of the term, not limited to singular though-
ts); but then SC predicts that she does form a singular thought on the big-
footed runner. This contradicts the intuition (or, at least, Jeshion’s intui-
tion) that the thought in question is nor singular. Moreover, Jeshion ex-



SINGULAR THOUGHT WITHOUT SIGNIFICANCE 59

plicitly denies that the big-footed runner is significant to the subject. She
maintains, as we have seen, that the big-footed person is insignificant to
the subject running on the beach. SC is not fulfilled on a certain object
whenever the subject entertains a thought (of whatever kind) ‘about’ that
object.

In general, if the defender of SC suggests that all objects we think
‘about’ (in a broad sense of the term) are significant to us simply because
we entertain such thoughts, then it follows — given SC — that we open
mental files on them. But then singularity is predicted on a too wide range.
My thought that the 50" person I saw in my life is probably from my bome-
town turns out to be a singular thought abour that person. That person is
significant enough to entertain a thought ‘about’ him or her, and so SC is
fulfilled; therefore, I automatically open a mental file on him or her, the
argument goes, and I think the thought through that mental file; and so, it
is a singular thought. This is intuitively incorrect. And, therefore, the reply
to my objection does not work. In fact, this reply is not at all in the spirit
of Jeshion’s understanding of SC. Jeshion does not seem to have in mind
such an inflated notion of significance. On the contrary, she seems to use
the word with its non-technical, customary, meaning.

A different reply to the present objection to SC (suggested by an ano-
nymous referee) goes as follows: all the examples that I have given above of
singular thoughts about insignificant objects involve direct perceptual con-
tact with the object; and it may very well be that having direct perceptual
contact with an object is enough to treat it as significant to the perceiver. If
this is so, these cases are not counterexamples to SC. However,
I find no indications in Jeshion’s texts that she intends to postulate such
a close link between significance and perception. On the other hand, we do
have singular thoughts about insignificant objects that are not perceived,
such as, for instance, numbers: I have a singular thought about the number
97, when I answer ‘97’ to the question ‘How much is 43 + 54?”. But it may
very well be that this result is not at all significant to me. I might just be
helping my interlocutor check his calculations. We also do have singular
thoughts that are conveyed to us through communication with, for exam-
ple, proper names. When asked who wrote the Nicomachean Ethics, I might
answer, absent-mindedly, ‘Aristotle’. I am entertaining a singular thought
about Aristotle although the philosopher might not have any particular
significance to me, at least not in the context of that dialogue.
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4. The problem with insignificant discourse referents

Here is a second objection to SC, this time one that does not involve
considerations concerning singular thought. I will start with a reminder of
the fact that, in the present state of the theory of mental files, this concept is
nothing more than a metaphor that is meant to offer insight into various
cognitive phenomena. One such phenomenon is that of singular thought,
but it is not the only one. For instance, mental files are useful in offering
a perspicuous psychological explanation of Frege puzzles, as they allow for
a very fine-grained way of individuating singular thoughts (see Hawthorne —
Manley 2012, 17; or Recanati 2012, 91f). They are also used in accounting
for our ability to track the objects we perceive (cf. Recanati 2012, 80f). In
general, they are particularly useful in what concerns organizing the informa-
tion — i.e. the contents — of our minds. Their function is to connect different
contents, and separate them from other contents. We organize and reorgan-
ize our contents when we become aware that shis thought about X and thar
thought about Y are actually ‘about’ the same individual (in a broad sense of
‘about’). When I realize that whoever made these footprints in the sand also
made those footprints in the sand, I am connecting two contents. When I real-
ize that, say, the inventor of the lightbulb is not the same person as the inventor
of the moving pictures (as I might have wrongly believed) I am separating two
contents. In situations such as these the metaphor of mental file carries im-
portance and becomes theoretically useful. In other words, mental files are
useful for tracking co-reference (in a wide sense of the term ‘reference’, includ-
ing not only ‘real’ reference, but also discourse reference).

The notion of discourse reference was introduce by Karttunen (1976), and
is meant as an extension of the notion of the notion of ‘real’ reference, ap-
plicable to the entities a discourse is ‘about’, and used to account for the
phenomenon of cross-sentential anaphora. As Heim (1983) puts it,

a definite NP has to pick out an already familiar discourse referent,
whereas an indefinite NP always introduces a new discourse referent...
[Dliscourse reference is distinct from reference, and..., in particular, an
NP may have a discourse referent even when it has no referent (Heim
1983, 225)

A fictional character might be introduced in a story at one point by us-
ing an indefinite description (e.g., ‘A woman was sitting at the table in
front of me’), and then reference to her may be made later by using, for in-
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stance, a definite description (‘The woman had a drink’). Our ability to do
this requires an explanation. We might think of mental files as the psycho-
logical devices responsible for tracking discourse referents. As Szabé (2000)
notes,

what we need is something that enables us to keep track of the speaker’s
story by remembering what sorts of things was talked about and what
was said of them. We should think of files as mental representations

which help us in doing this. (Szabé 2000, 38-39)

The use of the definite description, Szabé suggests, determines the creation
of a mental file, in which additional information about the character is add-
ed later on.

If a theory of mental files takes on board this theoretical desideratum
it must allow for files to be created even for insignificant individuals,
which are introduced in discourse at a certain point. Not all characters in
a story or individuals mentioned in discourse are significant, even if re-
peated reference is made to them. Moreover, a character may be intro-
duced in a story and never mentioned again later on. The subject may
end up forgetting that that character was ever introduced in the story. It
may be a totally insignificant character, one that plays no relevant role in
the subject's understanding of the story. However, suppose that when the
character is introduced the hearer expects it to be mentioned again. In
that case presumably she opens a mental file in order to keep track of it
and connect the further information she expects to receive. So a mental
file may be created even for insignificant discourse referents that are in-
troduced but quickly forgotten about. But then it is just implausible to
suggest that the discourse referent must be significant to the agent for
the agent to create a mental file on it. If we restrict the formation of
mental files by way of SC then we lose the explanatory power that they
have relative to co-reference to discourse referents that are insignificant
to the speaker.’

An anonymous referee suggests that, if Jeshion wants to maintain the claim that
singular thought is thought via a mental file, she would have to be talking about special
mental files, distinguishing them from the files for the cross sentential anaphora exam-
ples above. This highlights the point: Heimian files are necessary but not sufficient for
singular thought. The problem then for Jeshion would be to distinguish the two kinds
of mental files. While I think this is an interesting suggestion, it amounts to giving up
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5. The vagueness problem

Let me finally discuss a third objection to SC. A further reason for rais-
ing doubts concerning SC is that there is a mismatch between SC and what
it is a requirement for, i.e. the formation of mental files. The mismatch
consists in the following: the concept of significance is naturally vague, while
the distinction between having and not having a singular thought is pre-
sumably a clear-cut one. Jeshion does not tell us how exactly we are to un-
derstand ‘significance’, so presumably the word is used with its usual mean-
ing, which is in the vicinity of importance, or relevance to one’s purposes,
projects, affective states or so. These are, of course, vague concepts. But,
presumably, there are no borderline cases for the concept of a mental file.
And the same applies to the concept of a singular thought: there is nothing
vague about the claim that a thought is singular, or that it is not singular,
for that matter. It is true that there are cases in which the intuition of sin-
gularity is less strong than in others. We could, in those cases, talk about
vague intuitions of singular thought. However, most accounts of singular
thought draw a clear-cut distinction between cases of singular thought and
cases of purely general thought. In particular, this seems to be Jeshion’s
view as well: for any thought whatsoever her theory presumably aims to
make clear predictions of whether it is formed through a mental file or not.
It is difficult to see how vagueness could feature in her account of singular
thought.

To illustrate this last point, consider a variation of Jeshion’s scenario of
the footprints in the sand. In this version, the subject running on the
beach is not indifferent to the person leaving the footprints, but instead she
starts to wonder who he was; seeing that there are no other footprints on
the sand except her own and those she discovered, she starts to think that
they seem to be the only ones in the community enjoying a run in the
morning; maybe they discover they have other things in common as well;
maybe they could be good friends if they found each other; and so on. For
such reasons the subject attaches cognitive significance to the person that
made the footprints, starts looking for him, tries to find out who he is etc.
Concerning a scenario such as the latter, Jeshion admits (Jeshion 2010,

SC as it is, i.e. as a necessary criterion for creating mental files. It would indeed require
telling a very different story about mental files than the one Jeshion tells.
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126-127) that the subject’s cognitive organization will open a mental file on
that person, once he becomes significant to the subject.

Now, we can imagine a whole series of cases such as the above, ranging
from cases in which the significance to the subject of the person who left
the footprints ranges from virtually zero to very significant. Given that the
concept of significance is a vague concept there is no clear-cut point that
separates cases in which the individual is significant from cases in which he
is not significant. That means that there will be borderline cases of signific-
ance. According to SC, significance is a necessary condition for forming
a mental file, and so for forming singular thoughts about an individual. But
for borderline cases it is undetermined whether they are cases of signific-
ance or not, and so it is undetermined whether the condition is fulfilled or
not. The condition is vague, so it gives a vague answer to the question
whether (if everything else goes well) the agent forms a particular mental
file or not.

What could the SC theorist reply to this objection? Let me start by
mentioning a reply that does not seem promising. The SC theorist might
argue that, if borderline cases are cases for which it is not true that the in-
dividual is significant to the agent (although it is also not false that it is
significant), then these cases are not relevant; according to SC, a mental file
is formed in those cases in which something is significant to the subject;
borderline cases are not of that kind; therefore, the reply goes, the exis-
tence of borderline cases is irrelevant to SC. But this reply will obviously
not work. Let us assume a borderline case x of a concept F is indeed such
that it is not true that x is F and it is also not true that x is not F. All the
semantic and metaphysical facts about x and ¥ do not determine a truth-
value for the propositions mentioned. But, as Sainsbury (1996) argues, it is
not only the existence of borderline cases that characterizes vague concepts,
but also the inexistence of boundaries, i.e. the impossibility to separate clear
cases from borderline cases. If it were possible to isolate borderline cases,
then the reply discussed here could work: one could simply say that cases of
insignificance as well as borderline cases of significance do not trigger the
formation of mental files. As it is not possible to reply in this way, the
problem of vagueness remains: for vague cases of significance it is indeter-
minate whether SC is fulfilled, and so whether a mental file is created or
not, and consequently, whether a thought could be singular or not.

A second — more promising — way to reply to the vagueness objection
on behalf of the proponent of SC is to change it into SC* by replacing the
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ordinary vague concept of significance with a new concept, that of signific-
ance®, which does have clear-cut borders. By definition, there is always
a clear answer to the question whether a certain object is significant® to
a subject or not. So it is always determinate whether a certain case fulfils
SC* or not.

While this reply sounds promising, it requires finding a suitable defini-
tion for the concept of significance®, which bears its entire burden. But it is
not easy to see how this concept could be defined. The mental file theorist
may opt for postponing the introduction of the concept of significance*, in-
voking the fact that the investigation into cognition is still in its early stag-
es. It is not reasonable, she may argue, to expect a concept of significance
with clear-cut borders to be easily available, so the task should wait until
future research could provide us with one. Thus, SC* is not a condition
one can take off the shelf and just use it, but rather a part of an empirical
program of investigation. This position is actually in line with Jeshion’s
empirically minded approach to significance as a condition for the creation
of mental files.

It seems to me the reply diminishes the force of the initial objection.
But at the same time it raises a new worry, as it is not so clear that to be-
lieve that the concept of significance® may be determined by future scientific
investigation is more than wishful thinking. In any case, the defender of
SC* should tell us what relation this concept bears to the customary notion
of significance. Is the relation similar to that between pain and C-fibre fir-
ing, that is, identity? Or is it more like that between the ordinary notion of
a proof and the logical concept of a proof? Or like that between the intuitive
notion of speaking a language and Chomsky’s notion of cognizing the prin-
ciples of Universal Grammar? Unless we are told what notion significance*
is, the reply reduces to claiming that there is an interesting notion that
could replace that of significance in the formulation of SC in such a way
that the vagueness problem is avoided. But that is no more than an un-
substantiated promise.

A third possible reply on behalf of the defender of SC is the follow-
ing: instead of introducing a novel notion — that of significance* — she
could argue that it is possible to identify the level of significance (assum-
ing it makes sense to talk this way) that triggers the creation of mental
files. The customary concept of significance (as well as concepts such as
that of importance, value, or relevance) seems to be intrinsically gradable.
So it is plausible to think that, if significance triggers the creation of
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mental files, there is a level of significance at which this occurs. Remem-
ber that not any level of significance will do: the author of the footprints
is significant enough to the runner for her to think ‘about’ him (that he,
or whoever made these footprints, has big feet) but still, intuitively, this
is not a singular thought. So we need to know how significant something
must be for a mental file to be created. An approach to SC along these
lines might be advisable anyway in order to make it work. Our intuitions
about significance are not uniform across contexts, and vary from person
to person. So we should not expect that the SC condition could be of any
rigorous use unless it is possible to determine what level of significance
triggers the creation of a mental file.

But this reply is not without problems. One worry is, again, that this is
no more than a promissory note. Another worry is that, given that the
triggering level of significance is not introspectively accessible, but a matter
of future empirical study, it is questionable that SC could be defended by
appeal to intuitions. But this is precisely what Jeshion does, as we have
seen. It is scientific investigation that should tell us whether a certain indi-
vidual reaches the relevant level of significance for an agent, and not intros-
pective judgements. And the results of future research may contradict our
intuitions about significance. For instance, Jeshion’s claim that the big-
footed runner is not significant to the subject, and so no mental file is
opened, is based on an intuitive evaluation of significance. But future scien-
tific investigation may show that the threshold is actually very low, and the
big-footed runner is sufficiently significant for a mental file to be created. In
that case the subject’s thought is formed through a mental file, and so it is
predicted to be singular, contrary to intuitions (or, at least, to Jeshion’s in-
tuition) that no singular thought is entertained about the big-footed run-
ner. This way out of the vagueness problem creates further problems for
Jeshion’s defence of SC by appeal to our intuitions.

6. Mental files without SC

I have argued so far that Jeshion’s SC fails for three reasons: because it
makes incorrect predictions concerning singular thoughts about insignifi-
cant objects, because it does not allow for a theory of mental files to ac-
count of our ability to track insignificant discourse referents, and because it
appeals to a vague notion where a clear-cut notion is needed. But how
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should a theory of mental files without SC look like? I am not going to de-
velop here a full-blown proposal for a theory of mental files, and I am not
going to engage in detailed argumentation. I merely suggest a possible al-
ternative that might be useful in thinking about an account of mental files
without SC.

Suppose that, following Szab6 (2000), we want a theory of mental files
to account for our ability to track discourse referents. In as much as we are
talking about conscious thoughts — and all the examples discussed so far are
of this kind — why not say that the creation of mental files is triggered by
the fact that we believe that two contents are ‘about’ the same individual
(i.e. they ‘co-refer’, in a broad sense of the word, to the same individual)?
I am suggesting that the facts that trigger the formation of a mental file on
an individual could be the subject’s belief that there is (linguistic or mental)
co-reference to that individual. When we become aware (or simply come to
believe) that X is actually Y we need to organize our thoughts ‘about’ X to
include the information ‘about’ Y, and so we need to open a mental file for
that purpose. Of course, belief of co-reference does not entail actual co-
reference. We might open a mental file and put in it information about
contents that we zake to be co-referential, although actually they are not.

If this suggestion is correct, then a mental file theorist could replace SC
with a condition according to which a mental file is initiated only if the sub-
ject believes she bas (or expects to bave in the future) several thoughts — or other
propositional attitudes — that are ‘about’ the same individual. Call this the
Tracking Condition (as an anonymous referee suggests). If the Tracking
Condition is correct, then one isolated thought about an individual does
not trigger the opening of a mental file. However, if other thoughts ‘about’
that individual are entertained later on, a mental file is opened. This sug-
gestion avoids the vagueness problem, as the concept of belief is not vague.
It also avoids the problems that SC faces with respect to discourse refe-
rents. On the present proposal, mental files might be used to explain our
ability to track discourse referents, including insignificant ones.

What about accounting for singular thoughts about insignificant ob-
jects? One reason why the mental file theorist might appeal to SC (or some
similar principle) in the first place is the following: if singular thought is
thought through a mental file, and if mental files come too cheap, the
theory predicts the occurrence of singular thought in cases in which the in-
tuitions do not clearly support this prediction. Consider again Jeshion’s ini-
tial case of the big-footed runner. The theory must predict that the subject
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does not form a mental file in which information about the author of the
footprints is stored. If no mental file is created the thought is not through
a mental file, so it is not singular. This is what SC does: it prevents a men-
tal file from being created on the big-footed runner.

This conclusion seems correct. If the mental file theorist wants to ex-
plain singular thought as thought through a mental file, then she should
agree with Jeshion’s verdict that no mental files are opened in this case.
However, she should not agree with the reasoning that gets Jeshion to this
verdict, as this involves relying on SC, which, I have argued, is probably
false. But we reach the same verdict in this case if we use the alternative
condition for creating mental files that I have suggested. Given that the
subject does not give a second thought to the big-footed runner, the
thought bears no interesting relation to other thoughts. It occurs discretely
in cognition, as Jeshion puts it. There are no co-referential relations estab-
lished, or expected to be established, with other thoughts. So, according to
the Tracking Condition, no mental file is opened on the big-footed run-
ner. Instead, a mental file is created only if we encounter co-reference or
expect future co-reference.

But, although the Tracking Condition makes the right prediction
about Jeshion’s initial case (the thought ‘about’ the big-footed runner is
not singular), it faces a similar problem to the one SC faces. In that case,
the problem was that there are singular thoughts about insignificant objects
which do not fulfill SC. Here, the problem is that intuitively there are sin-
gular thoughts about objects on which the Tracking Condition is not ful-
filled. These are objects that we never think about again, nor expect to do
so in the future. I have suggested that we are in position to have singular
thoughts about such objects on a regular basis. But if no co-reference is
made to them then no mental file is opened on them. There is no reason
to open a mental file on a thought that occurs discretely in cognition — as
Jeshion puts it. Therefore, the theory of singular thought as thought
through a mental file combined with the Tracking Condition for creating
files predicts that we do not have a singular thought in those cases. My
suggestion, therefore, cannot account for all cases of insignificant singular
thought. It only accounts for singular thoughts about insignificant objects
that we do happen to track across discourse or context.

The problem with the Tracking Condition is actually even worth than
that (as an anonymous referee emphasizes): the Tracking Condition is both
too weak (as it predicts no mental file is formed for an insignificant individual
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we do not track in discourse or context, but about which we might form sin-
gular thoughts), and roo strong (as it predicts mental files are formed on dis-
course referents that we have no singular thought about). So, while the
Tracking Condition might be useful in explaining our ability to track dis-
course and real referents, it seems to have little relevance to the question of
singular thought. In view of these difficulties, it is not at all implausible to
suggest that it is the singularity of content — not of the way the contents are
organized in cognition — that accounts for the perceived singularity of
thoughts. Maybe we should not expect a mental file theory to explain intui-
tions of singularity. Instead, the singular thought theorist should switch to
a traditional account of singular thought as object-dependent thought.

However, suppose the theorist does want to stick to the view that sin-
gular thought is thought via a mental file. In that case, a possible solution
might be to distinguish between normal Heimian files that the Tracking
Condition creates, and special files that explain the singularity of thought
by appealing to other mechanisms, such as acquaintance. One view that
takes acquaintance to be causally relevant in creating mental files is Recana-
ti's (2012). According to his acquaintance-based theory of mental files,
these are non-descriptive modes of presentation of objects:

a file (token) exists, or should exist, only as long as the subject is in the
right acquaintance relation to some entity; a relation which makes it
possible for him or her to gain information concerning that entity. (Re-
canati 2012, 61)

The creation of a mental file is, on this account, subject to a normative re-
quirement: a file “should come into existence only if the subject stands in
the appropriate contextual relation to some entity” (Recanati 2012, 60). On
this account a mental file might be opened on the basis of an existing ac-
quaintance relation even if the object is not significant to the subject.
Therefore, the theory does not face the objection of singular thoughts
about insignificant objects.

I am not suggesting the mental file theorist should simply take Recana-
ti’s theory from the shelf and combine it with the Tracking Condition.
Here is one reason why this is not possible: the role that acquaintance plays
in Recanati’s theory is similar to the role that significance plays in Jeshion’s
theory, and tracking plays in the above formulation of the Tracking Condi-
tion. That is, each of them is conceived as a necessary condition for the cre-
ation of mental files. If the mental file theorist wants to allow for acquain-
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tance-based files in addition to the files that the Tracking Condition trig-
gers, then these conditions need to be turned into sufficient (or maybe cau-
sally relevant, although not individually necessary) conditions for creating
mental files.

However, it was not my purpose here to develop a theory of mental files
or of singular thought. Instead, my purpose was much more modest than
that: it was to point out a number of problems that a theory of mental files
that appeals to Jeshion’s Significance Condition leads to. As I have argued,
it is doubtful that SC could be saved from these objections. But, I have
suggested, there are various plausible alternative that do not face the same
problems.
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ABSTRACT: The methods of abstraction and idealization are commonly viewed as basic
to both the natural and the social sciences. Since the 1970s, they have also been a focus
of attention in the philosophy and methodology of science. However, their nature as
methods, i.e., sequences of instructions, has not been adequately explicated. The paper
attempts to capture the core of these methods in the sense of simplified sequences of
instructions. The proposal is illustrated in a reconstruction of the application of both
methods in economics as a representative of the social sciences.
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1. Uvod

Vo sfére ludskej ¢innosti, ktort nazyvame empirickou vedou, sa pomo-
cou mnozstva rozmanitych prostriedkov a postupov riesia kognitivne prob-
’ v o 7 1 . ) . ’ ’
lémy $pecifického druhu.” Pokial ide o postupy alebo metddy, ktoré sa tu

Tiéto praca bola podporovand Agentirou na podporu vyskumu a vyvoja na ziklade
Zmluvy ¢. APVV-0149-12. Dakujem L. Bielikovi, F. Gahérovi, I. Hanzelovi, M. Koster-
covi, V. Markovi, I. Sedlarovi, M. Zouharovi i dvom anonymnym recenzentom za cenné
pripomienky k viacerym variantom tohto textu. Samozrejme, zodpovednost’ za nedostat-
ky ¢lanku pada len na plecia autora.

© 2015 The Author. Journal compilation © 2015 Institute of Philosophy SAS
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uplatiiuju, mozno ich rozdelit na dve skupiny. Prva skupina zahfria tie,
v ktorych hrd klucova ulohu zmyslova skdsenost’ a praktickd interakcia —
hoci i sprostredkovana — so skimanym objektom, ¢i uz ide o fyzicky objekt,
udalost’, mentalny stav, [udské konanie atd. Obvykle sem zarad'ujeme pozo-
rovanie, meranie a experimentovanie, pricom celd skupinu nazyvame empi-
rickymi metdédami. Druht skupinu tvoria postupy, ktoré sa zaobidu bez
zmyslovej skusenosti a bez toho, aby vyskumnik pri ich pouziti interagoval
s empirickym predmetom svojho zaujmu. Tieto postupy, ku ktorym patri
napriklad definovanie, usudzovanie, vypocet ¢i klasifikovanie, sa v literature
niekedy nazyvaju teoretickymi ¢i konceptualnymi metédami. V tomto pri-
spevku ich budem pracovne oznalovat’ ako analytické metddy. ,Analytic-
kostou“ chcem zdoraznit’ podstatn odlisnost’ tychto metdd od empiric-
kych postupov, ktora spociva v tom, ze — ked’ze nezahrfiaju praktickd inter-
akciu a zmyslova skusenost — ich pouzitim sa vychodiskové empirické po-
znanie nerozSiruje o nové empirické poznatky, ale sa réznymi spbésobmi
transformuje.’

Oba druhy metéd mozno chdpat’ ako postupnosti alebo ststavy ,in-
strukeii, veducich k nejakému druhu ciela, pricom instrukcia $pecifikuje
krok metédy* (Bielik — Kosterec — Zouhar 2014b, 197).” Spominany rozdiel
medzi empirickymi a analytickymi metédami bude zrejme spocivat prave
v povahe instrukcii, ktoré ich tvoria. Mozno sa domnievat’, ze empirické
metddy budd zahfriat’ instrukcie, ktorych realizdcia zahfia zmyslova skuase-
nost’ a interakciu s objektom, kym v analytickych metddach takéto instruk-
cie nebudu vystupovat'. Hoci empiricka vedu charakterizuje, a od matema-
tiky ¢i logiky odliSuje, prave vyuzivanie empirickych metéd, je zrejmé, ze
napriklad pri vystavbe teérii (ale nielen tam) sa taka veda nezaobide bez po-
uzivania analytickych metdd. Zda sa, Ze to plati pre empirickd vedu vébec:
tak pre tie discipliny, ktoré oznaCujeme ako prirodovedné, ako aj pre tie,
ktorym hovorime spolo¢enskovedné a humanitné. Dalej budem zvlast pri-
hliadat’ na pouzivanie analytickych metéd v tzv. ,spoloéensko-humanit-

Explikdcia pojmu analytickosti metédy a zdovodnenie analytickosti uvedenych me-
tod by si vyzadovali samostatnt pracu. Uvedenu charakteristiku analytickych metdd za-
tial povazujem len za pracovnu. Pre potreby mdjho dalsicho skimania bude stadit aj
chépanie ,analytickych® metéd jednoducho ako postupov, ktoré nepatria k empirickym
metddam a nedaja sa na ne redukovat’.

Pozri tiez Bielik — Kosterec — Zouhar (2014a; 2014c; 2014d). Dalej vychddzam z Bie-

likovej, Kostercovej a Zouharovej explikicie metddy ako sustavy instrukeii, ktoré moino
vyjadrit’ pomocou imperativov.
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nych“ disciplinach (SH-disciplinach). Zaradujem k nim vsetky oblasti sys-
tematického, kritického badania, v ktorych s predmetom vyskumu rozli¢né
druhy a aspekty l'udského konania.

V nasledujucich ¢astiach budi predmetom méjho skiimania dve meté-
dy: abstrahovanie a idealizdcia.* Za jeden z nedostatkov doterajéej reflexie
tychto postupov vo filozofii a metodolégii vied mozno povazovat' to, ze ne-
viedla k vymedzeniu metdd abstrahovania a idealizacie ako ststav instrukeii.
Sformulujem preto navrh ,idedlnej podoby“ tychto metdd. Pdjde o postup-
nosti instrukcii, ktoré explicitne zachytavaju kroky vykondvané pri aplikacii
met6d abstrahovania a resp. idealizacie. Navrhované postupnosti by sa mali
dat’ pouzit’ na identifikiciu a rekonstrukciu aplikicii oboch metdd z textov
empirickych disciplin, vritane (obvyklych) pripadov, ked su niektoré kroky
v texte pritomné len implicitne. Svoj navrh Ciastoéne preverim na priklade
poutzitia oboch metéd v ekondmii ako jednej z SH-disciplin.

2. Abstrahovanie a idealizacia: dva priklady

Skor ako pristapim k formulacii navrhu, chcem na dvoch kratkych pri-
kladoch objasnit, s akymi metédami mdme do ¢inenia.

(i) Hmotny bod. Viaceré zikony klasickej mechaniky st sformulované
pre Specificky druh telesa, ktory nazfvame hmotnym bodom. Definuje sa
ako bod s urcitou polohou a hmotnostou, ktorého objem V= 0 m®. Napri-
klad elementarna formulacia zakona volného padu, v(x) = g x #(x), predpo-
kladi, Ze x je takymto bodom. Uvedena formulicia teda neméze platit’ pre
ziadne skutocné (empirickym metédam pristupné) teleso, pretoze objem ta-
kého telesa je vidy vicsi ako 0 m’. Predikcie rychlosti voPného padu sku-
to¢nych telies, odvodené z tejto podoby zikona, budua prinajlepsom aproxi-
maciami. Mame teda na vyber: Bud sa uspokojime s takymi aproximdciami,
alebo formulaciu dalej spresnime tak, Ze sa v nej zohladni povrch telesa,
odpor prostredia atd. V prvom pripade so skuto¢nym padajicim telesom,
ktorého rychlost pocitame, zaobchidzame tak, akoby iSlo o hmotny bod,
pre ktory je zakon sformulovany.

V literatare sa ako ,abstrakcia“ a ,idealizicia® oznacuju jednak postupy, jednak ich
produkty. Aby som sa vyhol zmitku, budem vysledky pouzitia metdd nazyvat’ ,abstrak-
tum® a ,idedlny objekt“; na oznadenie postupov budem pouZivat’ terminy ,abstrahovanie®
a yidealizovanie®, resp. ,abstrakcia“ a ,idealizacia®.
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(ii) Idedlne meradlo.” Pri merani dizky telesa pouzivame ako meradlo iné
teleso, ktoré predstavuje sStandardizovanu Jednotku dizky alebo jej znamy
ndsobok. Predpokladajme, Ze merané teleso md tvar kvidra, pri¢om nasim
cielom je zmerat' dlzku jednej z jeho strin. Postupujeme tak, ze pocnuc
jednym z vrcholov meranej strany opakovane prikladime meradlo k telesu,
spolu k-krit. Diika strany bude k x d(m), kde d(m) je dizka meradla v zod-
povedajucich jednotkach. Presnost’ merania vsak zdvisi nielen od kalibricie
meradla (t.j. jeho vztahu k $tandardizovanej jednotke) a presnosti pri jeho
poutzivani, ale aj od toho, ako podlieha vplyvom prostredia. Ak sa tvar me-
radla v priebehu merania zmeni v dosledku posobenia sily, napriklad gravi-
tacnej, namerané hodnoty buda bezcenné. Za normalnych okolnosti byva
tato odchylka zanedbatelna, no vidy existuje. Preto pri merani ¢i, presnej-
sie, pri pripisani nameranych hodnét telesu, implicitne alebo explicitne
predpokladame, Ze meradlo je tzv. tuhé teleso, ktoré posobenim sil nemeni
svoj tvar. Podobne ako hmotny bod, aj tuh¢ teleso predstavuje nedostizny
idedl; telesa, ktoré by splnah uvedenu vlastnost’, v skutonosti neexistuju.
Pre meranie je véak uvedeny predpoklad celkom zisadny, pretoze sa bez ne-
ho nepohneme z miesta, ak chceme s nameranou hodnotou pracovat’ ako
s charakteristikou meraného telesa. Vyrok ,,dlzka telesa = k x d(m)“ treba
teda chdpat’ tak, ze m neoznacuje fyzické, ale idealne meradlo, ktoré je tu-
hym telesom.

V oboch prikladoch vystupuja zvlastne pojmy: hmotny bod a tubé teleso.
Na jednej strane o objektoch, ktoré identifikuji, nemozno mat’ Ziadne skd-
senostné poznanie, pretoze ich realizdcia je nomologicky vylucena. Maju sice
niektoré charakteristiky skuto¢nych objektov (napr. hmotnost a poloha
v pripade hmotného bodu), no v kl'i¢ovych vlastnostiach sa od skuto¢nych
objektov zdsadne lisia. Na druhej strane su také objekty v empirickej vede
mimoriadne uzitoéné. Umozriuji zjednodusit’ komplikované formulicie,
aproximovat’ charakteristiky komplexnych javov a spristupnit’ ich matema-
tickému spracovaniu, pripadne izolovat’ kauzilne relevantné faktory a exakt-
ne vyjadrit’ ich ulinky. Prave objekty ako hmotnj bod chipem ako produkty

aplikcie metdd abstrahovania a idealizacie.

Priklad vychidza z podrobnejsej analyzy idealizdcie v merani — pozri Nowak (1972,
546-548).
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3. Abstrahovanie a idealizacia: idedlna podoba

Diskusia o idealizacii a abstrakcii vo filozofii vedy bola od zac¢iatku po-
merne Uzko spitd s problematikou explanacie, resp. vedeckého zakona, ako
aj so sporom realizmu a anti-realizmu. V sicasnosti sa zase tesne dotyka
problematiky fikcionalizmu (viac k tomu pozri v Sudrez 2009). KedZe moj
prispevok nemd ambiciu vstupovat do tychto relativne samostatnych
a komplikovanych oblasti, svoj ndvrh postupnosti instrukcii sformulujem
tak, aby zostal pokial mozno neutrilny voci konkrétnym koncepciim ziko-
na a kauzality, sémantiky, ako aj ciefov uplatnenia oboch postupov, pripad-
ne ciefov vedy vobec.

Priklady z predchidzajicej Casti naznacuju, Ze obe metédy mozno pouzit
v rozmanitych kontextoch: pri formulacii vedeckych zikonov, pri merani
a spracovani dat alebo pri modelovani. Detailnt rekonstrukciu rozliénych
aplikdcii oboch metéd tu vsak nerozpracivam. Namiesto toho sa sustredim
na formuliciu zjednodusenych postupnosti instrukcii, ktoré zrejme nepo-
stihnt kazdé uplatnenie abstrakcie a idealizdcie, no budt méct’ sluzit ako
predobraz na rozpracovanie dalsich poddb tychto postupov.

Oba postupy, abstrahovanie i idealiziciu, budem chapat’ ako uréité
transformacie vstupného objektu. V oboch pripadoch bude vysledkom trans-
formacie novy objekt, lisiaci sa od vstupného objektu tym, ze zodpoveda
vopred $pecifikovanym pozndvacim zdmerom. Oba dolezité pojmy treba naj-
prv explikovat.

3.1. Pozndvacie zdmery a vstupny objekt

Metddy abstrahovania a idealizdcie sa uplatiiuju ako stcasti komplexnej-
sich postupov (modelovanie, meranie atd.), ktoré samé mozno chapat’ ako
sucasti SirSieho procesu vedeckého vyskumu. Zimery, s ktorymi sa abstra-
huje, resp. idealizuje, sa odvijaju od cielov tychto zlozitejsich postupov, kto-
ré su zasa uréené vseobecnejsimi cielmi a teoretickjm pozadim vyskumu.
V priklade (i) sa formuldciou zikona vol'ného padu pre hmotny bod dosiahla
izolacia faktorov, povazovanych za relevantné (gravitaind konstanta, Cas), od
inych faktorov, povazovanych v danom pripade za vedlajsie, resp. irelevantné
(napr. odpor prostredia). V zdkone volného padu tak vystupuju len rele-
vantné faktory. Lenze na otdzku, ktoré faktory povazovat’ za relevantné,
nemdze dat’ odpoved ani jedna z oboch metdd. Odpoved zdvisi od konkrét-
nych poznavacich zimerov, ktoré sa uplatnenim postupu sleduju, a v ko-
ne¢nom désledku od vychodiskového poznania, ktoré uz je k dispozicii.
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Adekvétnost’ abstrahovania a idealizicie mozno uplne postdit’ len s ohla-
dom na tieto pozndvacie zdmery. V uvedenom priklade sa vhodnost’ postupu
potvrdi vtedy, ak sa napr. experimentilne preukaze, ze nerelevantné faktory
hraju zanedbatelna Ulohu, a ze zameranie sa na relevantné faktory umoznuje
dostato¢nu aproximéciu — opit vzhladom na urdité zdmery — kvantitativ-
nych charakteristik skimaného javu. Ak sa tak nestane, chyba je na strane
vychodiskovej (proto-)tedrie, ktora pripisala relevantnost’ nespravnym fak-
torom, pripadne ako nerelevantné vylucila faktory, ktoré si v skutocnosti
vyznamné.

Podobne aj v priklade (i) je prijatie predpokladu, Ze meradlo md povahu
tuhého telesa, motivované $irSim pozndvacim zamerom (,kvantifikovat
vlastnost’ skimaného predmetu pomocou meradla®) a zaklada sa na uréitom
vychodiskovom poznani (,v normélnych podmienkach st deformacie me-
radla zanedbatelné“). Adekvitnost’ tohto predpokladu a uzito¢nost’ objektu
tubé teleso sa mozu preukazat napriklad pri konfrontécii vysledkov opakova-
nych merani. Zlyhanie predpokladu bude opit’ sveddit’ v neprospech vycho-
diskového poznania, resp. urcitych jeho sucasti.

Charakter transformacie vstupného objektu pri abstrahovani a idealizacii
teda predpisuju pozndvacie zdmery. Budem ich chapat ako stibor propozicii,
ktoré poskytuji navod na identifikaciu vstupného objektu a jeho transfor-
madciu na vystupny objekt. T'voria teda akési pozadie aplikicie oboch metod.
Pritom sa obvykle budu opierat’ o ovela Sirsiu siet’ vychodiskového pozna-
nia, ktorym st zd6évodnené.

Specifikovanie povahy vstupnébo objektu oboch metdd so sebou nesie isté
tazkosti. Ako intuitivne presved¢ivd sa nika predstava, ze objektom, na
ktorom operujeme metddami abstrahovania a idealizacie, je vidy nejaky
skutocny, empiricky objekt, z ktorého pomocou nasich postupov ziskavame
sabstrakeny“, resp. ,idealny objekt“: od skutocného telesa prechidzame
k hmotnému bodu, od fyzického meradla k tubému telesu. Ak by to tak bolo,
Celili by sme neprijemnej otdzke, preco abstrahovanie a idealizicia patria
k ne-empirickym metédam, ak pomocou nich operujeme na empirickych
objektoch, resp. ako vébec mozno pomocou ne-empirickych metdd opero-
vat na objektoch empirického sveta. V nédvrhu budem preto vychadzat’ z to-
ho, Ze vstupny objekt oboch postupov je vidy abstraktnym objektom, ktory
nanajvy$ reprezentuje nejaky skuto¢ny, materidlny objekt. Taky predpoklad
vsak na druhej strane méze viest k pochybnostiam o realizovatelnosti celé-
ho postupu: Ak mé byt vychodiskom metédy abstrahovania abstraktny ob-
jekt, nekratime sa v kruhu? Ako zabezpedit, aby bol vstupny objekt adek-
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vitnou reprezentdciou skutoéného objektu, a aby metdédy abstrahovania
a idealizacie neboli postupmi od nepresnosti k este hor$im nepresnostiam?

Domnievam sa, Ze tieto obavy netreba preceniovat. Ak by vyjadrovali
skuto¢nt hrozbu, potom by sa tykala vsetkych ne-empirickych metéd. Pri
modelovani — s vynimkou konstruovania fyzickej repliky, ale v takom pripade
nepdjde o aplikdciu ne-empirickej metédy — je cielovy systém vidy dany
v podobe poznatkov o fiom a nikdy nie nejako ,bezprostredne®. Napriklad
pre urdité namerané hodnoty sa usilujeme odvodit’ funkciu, ktord by im
priblizne zodpovedala. Tvrdit, Ze tu pracujeme priamo s empirickym objek-
tom, by znamenalo stotoznit’ vysledky vychodiskového merania so skutoc-
nym objektom. Preto hoci ciefovym systémom modelu je empiricky systém,
model je vzdy reprezenticiou nejakej vychodiskovej reprezenticie tohto em-
pirického systému. Samozrejme, vidy hrozi, ze ak sa spochybnia vychodis-
kové udaje, aj sim model sa ukaze ako neadekvitny; to vsak nebude chybou
modelu, ani metédy modelovania.®

Podobne pri vybodnocovani testu empirickej hypotézy nekonfrontujeme
hypotézu, resp. jej testovatelné dosledky priamo s ,realitou®, ale s jej repre-
zentdciou — s evidenciou ziskanou v procese testovania pomocou empiric-
kych metod. Pri vyhodnocovani testu teda nejde o porovnanie vyrokov so
skuto¢nost’ou, ale o konfrontaciu vyrokov s inymi vyrokmi. Prave preto md
samo vyhodnotenie povahu ne-empirického postupu. Tu sa takisto moze
stat, Ze ziskand evidencia nebude presnd, co mdze viest k chybnym ziverom
o prijatelnosti hypotézy. Pojde vsak o problém tej-ktorej empirickej metd-
dy, ktora viedla k chybnej evidencii.

Napokon pri usudzovani ziskavame zo vstupnych vyrokov iné vyroky
pomocou urcitych pravidiel, pricom jednoducho predpokladime, Ze vstupné
vyroky su pravdivé. Samo overovanie pravdivostnej hodnoty vyrokov nie je
v kompetencii metddy usudzovania. Rovnako sa ani pri abstrahovani a idea-
lizdcii nebudeme zaoberat” problémom, ¢&i vstupny objekt naozaj adekvatne
reprezentuje empiricky objekt,” hoci v $irfom kontexte empirického vy-
skumu sa jej zrejme nemozno vyhnut'. V nasledujicom texte teda predpo-
kladam, ze vstupny objekt analytickej metddy je abstraktnym objektom.

6 To, pravda, nevylucuje, Ze aj pri korektnych vychodiskovych udajoch sa moino do-

pustit chyb v samom procese modelovania.

Tu je namieste pripomenut, ze vztfah reprezentdcie v niektorych pripadoch vobec
nemusi byt v hre; vstupnymi objektmi abstrahovania a idealizicie m6zu byt aj také ob-
jekty, ktoré nie su surogatmi materidlnych objektov.
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Z vecného hladiska sa predkladana koncepcia abstrahovania a idealizdcie
nebude prilis lisit’ od tej, ktort vypracoval Jones (2005). M4 tiez spoloéné
¢rty s koncepciou ,deformaénych postupov®, ktoru navrhla poznanska skola
(pozri napriklad Nowak 2000, 55). Predbezne a bez zachadzania do podrob-
nosti mozno moj pristup zhrnat takto: Abstrakciu chdpem ako postup, pri
ktorom zo vstupného objektu ziskavame taky vystupny objekt, pre keory
plati, 7e nekoduje niektoré z vlastnosti, kroré kodoval vstupny objeke.® Ide
napriklad o postup, pri ktorom od abstraktného telesa charakterizovaného
hmotnost'ou, polohou, objemom a farbou prechddzame k abstraktnému te-
lesu charakterizovanému hmotnost'ou, polohou a objemom. Hovorime, Ze
od vlastnosti mat farbu sme abstrahovali.

Idealizaciu navrhujem chdpat’ ako metddu, ktorou zo vstupného objektu
ziskavame vystupny objekt, na ktorom niektoré z vlastnosti kédovanych
vstupnym objektom nahradzaju iné vlastnosti, pricom plati, Ze toto nahra-
denie je kontrafaktudlne. Tomu zodpovedd napriklad postup, pri ktorom od
telesa charakterizovaného hmotnostou a (nenulovym) objemom, prechd-
dzame k telesu charakterizovanému hmotnostou a nulovym objemom.
Vlastnost’ mat’ nenulovy objem nahrddzame vlastnostou mat nulovy objem,
ktoru neexemplifikuje (a v danom pripade ani nemoze exemplifikovat)) nija-
ky materidlny objekt.

3.2. Abstrahovanie

Pri abstrakcii teda vstupny objekt transformujeme tak, ze ,odhliada-
me“ od niektorych vlastnosti, ktoré koduje. Vystupny objekt tieto vlast-
nosti nebude kédovat, ¢o zodpoveda chépaniu abstrakcie ako ,elimindcie®,
yzamlCovania“ alebo ,skryvania“ vlastnosti, ktoré je v literatare obvyklé
(pozri napriklad Zielinska 1981; Jones 2005; Hindriks 2008; ¢i Saitta —
Zucker 2013).

Popri tom, ze abstraktny objekt exemplifikuje urcité vlastnosti (napr. byt abstrakinjm
objektom), moie tiez kddovat'vlastnosti, ktoré neexemplifikuje. Napriklad abstrakeny ob-
jekt Pegasos koduje vlastnost byt’ okridleny, ale neexemplifikuje ju. Podobne tubé teleso
neexemplifikuje vlastnost’ byt’telesom (ktord exemplifikuju len existujice, materidlne ob-
jekty), ale kéduje ju. K tomuto rozligeniu pozri viac v Zalta (1988, 15 a dalej). Toto roz-
lisenie tiez umozniuje zodpovedat’ otdzku, ako je mozné, ze pomocou neempirickych me-
toéd operujeme na empirickych (Casopriestorovych) vlastnostiach, ako napriklad mat’ ne-
nulovii bmotnost. Je to mozné preto, lebo abstraktné objekty, s ktorymi pritom pracuje-
me, tieto vlastnosti neexemplifikuju, ale koduju.
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Ako som naznacil vyssie, transformacia vstupného objektu na vystupny
objekt sa riadi poznivacimi zamermi. Tie predovSetkym stanovuju, aké
vlastnosti kodované vstupnym objektom treba povazovat za relevantné, t.j.
za také, kroré sa pri transformdcii maju zachovat na vystupnom objekte.
Kedze metdda abstrahovania operuje na abstrakenych objektoch, kacovou
sucastou postupnosti instrukcii, ktora jej zodpovedd, bude pouzitie vhodnej
neempirickej metédy na zavedenie vystupného objektu. O abstrahovani
mozno uvazovat' v suvislosti s roznymi typmi abstraktnych objektov, napri-
klad modelmi. V zavislosti od charakteru vstupného objektu sa bude menit
— okrem iného — aj povaha instrukcie, ktorej vykonanim ziskame vystupny
objekt.” V st¢asnom ndvrhu sa touto otizkou podrobnejsie nezaoberim
a predpokladim, Ze vystupny objekt ziskavame metdédou definovania. Treba
véak pripustit’ aj moznost, ze by zavedenie vystupného objektu spocivalo vo
vykonani celého komplexu nadvizujacich ne-empirickych postupov.

Postupnost’ instrukcii, ktord zachytiva uvedené chdpanie metddy abstra-
hovania, mozno potom sformulovat’ takto:

1. Identifikuj vstupny objekt o!

2. Identifikuj mnozinu vlastnosti 4 kédovanych objektom o, ktoré su
relevantné vzhladom na poznévacie zimery!

3. Definuj vystupny objekt o', ktory kdduje vlastnosti z mnoziny 4!

4. Vyhlas o’ za abstraktum ziskané z o!

Na tomto mieste sa ziada zdoraznit, Ze nijaka z instrukcii nezahfnia tes-
tovanie adekvitnosti vystupného objektu vo vzt'ahu k poznivacim zimerom.
Met6du abstrahovania, ktorou ziskavame vystupny objekt, zrejme treba od-
lisovat’ od postupov, pri ktorych sa s tymto objektom dalej pracuje, vratane
takého testovania.

9 . . A . . .
Prikladom iného postupu, ktory vyuZiva abstrakciu, no navrhovand postupnost’ in-

Strukcii sa nai nehodi, je tzv. definicia abstrakciou. Ak je na mnozine objektov defino-
vand ekvivalen¢nd (t.j. reflexivna, symetrickd a tranzitivna) reldcia R, moZno pomocou
definicie abstrakciou zaviest novy termin ¢ taky, Ze (VxVy)(¢x = ¢y <> xRy). Abstrakcia
tu spodiva vo vy¢leneni vlastnosti ¢, ktord je invariantnd vodi relicii R, a v odhliadnuti
od véetkych ostatnych vlastnosti. Podrobnejsie o definovani abstrakciou pozri Angelelli
(2004, 17 a dalej).
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3.3. Idealizdcia

Aj idealizaciu chiapem ako postup, pri ktorom sa vstupny objekt trans-
formuje na vystupny. Pojde vsak o odlisny druh transformacie, ktory cha-
rakterizuji dve ¢érty. Po prvé, niektoré vlastnosti, kédované vstupnym ob-
jektom, sa zachovavaju aj na vystupnom objekte. Potial sa idealizicia podo-
bé abstrakcii. Po druhé, prinajmensom jedna vlastnost’ kodovand vstupnym
objektom sa na vystupnom objekte nahrddza inou vlastnost'ou, pricom toto
nahradenie je kontrafaktudlne. T'o znamend, zZe neexistuje, pripadne nemoze
existovat’ nijaky skuto¢ny objekt, ktory by exemplifikoval dant vlastnost’.

Pri nahradeni vlastnosti ide obvykle o zmenu miery intenzity urcitej
charakteristiky kodovanej objektom. Napriklad hmotny bod z prikladu (i)
predstavuje teleso, ktoré ma (okrem iného) nulovy objem. Ak predpokla-
dame, Ze tento objekt mozno ziskat' transformdciou vstupného objektu zele-
so, potom mozno povedat, ze kym vstupny objekt kodoval vlastnost mat’
nenulovy objem, vystupny objekt tato vlastnost nekdduje; kéduje vsak int
vlastnost’, mat’ nulovy objem. Urcita charakteristika objektu (objem) je na
vystupnom objekte koédovana takpovediac v zmenenej miere.

Podstatou idealizacie je nahradenie niektorych vlastnosti, kédovanych na
vstupnom objekte. Otazka, ktoré vlastnosti sa nahradzaju a akymi vlastnos-
tami, je analogickd otdzke, na ktort sme narazili uz pri metéde abstrakcie.
Odpoved na fiu poskytuju poznavacie zdmery, ktoré su samy zdovodnené
$irSim  existujucim poznanim. Z hladiska samej metddy idealizovania je
podstatné iba to, aby nové vlastnosti vystupného objektu boli kontrafaktudl-
ne. To je napokon dévod, preco sa idealizacia nazyva idealizaciou: kedZze
skuto¢ny objekt s pozadovanymi vlastnostami neexistuje, zavidzame ab-
strakeny objekt, ktory také vlastnosti kéduje. Dalej pracujeme s tymto ab-
straktnym objektom ako surogitom skutocného objektu, pricom jeho sku-
manie méze mat’ rozlicné podoby — vypocty, simulicie, myslienkové expe-
rimenty atd.

Koncepcie idealizacie, ktoré sa objavili zaciatkom sedemdesiatych rokov
20. storocia, pocitali s pripisovanim krajnych, teda extrémne velkych (ako
) alebo extrémne malych (ako 0) parametrov idealizovanym objektom.
Ako sa vsak ukdzalo, vo vede sa vyskytuju aj d'alsie druhy idealizujacich pri-
radeni, napriklad obmedzenie oboru premennosti nejakej charakteristiky na
urcity interval a podobne. Na povahu ,novych® vlastnosti preto nekladiem
ziadne konkrétnejsie poziadavky — ich urcenie je v kompetencii poznavacich
zamerov, resp. SirSicho kontextu vyskumu, v ktorom sa metdda idealizacie
uplatnuyje.
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Naznateni metédu idealizdcie zachytiva nasledujuca postupnost’ in-
strukeii:

1. Identifikuj vstupny objekt o!

2. Identifikuj mnozinu vlastnosti 4 kédovanych objektom o!

3. Identifikuj mnozinu vlastnosti 4, € A4 kédovanych objektom o, ktoré
nevyhovuji pozndvacim zimerom!

4. Identifikuj mnozinu vlastnosti 4;, ktoré vyhovuju poznavacim zime-
rom!

5. Definuj vystupny objekt o', ktory koduje vlastnosti z mnoziny

=(A-4,) UA!
6. Vyhlas o’ za idedlny objekt ziskany z o!

Podobne ako pri metéde abstrahovania, aj tu plati, Ze testovanie adek-
vatnosti vystupného objektu nie je v kompetencii samej metédy.

Uvedend postupnost’ instrukii si vyzaduje kritky komentar. Niektoré
vlastnosti kddované vstupnym objektom totiz mézu byt v uritych vzta-
hoch zavislosti. Predpokladajme napriklad vstupny objekt o, ktory koduje
vlastnosti aj, a;. Nech z definicii a;, a v danom jazyku vyplyva, ze
(Vx)(ai(x) <> ax(x)), pricom oborom premennosti x je mnozina objektov.
Povedzme, Ze transformdcia na vystupny objekt o” spociva v nahradeni vlast-
nosti a; za vlastnost a’;. Majme teda napriklad vstupny objekt, ktory kodu-
je vlastnosti mat’ na Celziovej stupnici teplotu 37 a mat’ na Kelvinovej stupnici
teplotu 310,5. Ak pri transformacii nahradime druht vlastnost’ za vlastnost
mat’ na Kelvinovej stupnici teplotu 0, zrejme nemozno tvrdit, Ze vystupny ob-
jekt — ak ma byt’ korektne definovany vzhladom na vychodiskovi bazu po-
znatkov o uvedenych vlastnostiach — zaroven koduje vlastnost' mat’na Cel-
ziovej stupnici teplotu 37. Nahradenie jednej vlastnosti tu musi sprevidzat aj
nahradenie druhej vlastnosti, v tomto pripade vlastnostou mat’na Celziovej
stupnici teplotu -273,15.

Rovnaky princip demonstruje aj dalsi priklad. Modernd fyzika pracuje
s objektom dokonale cierne teleso, ktory sa definuje ako teleso s absorpénym
koeficientom pre vsetky vlnové dlzky elektromagnetického Zziarenia rov-
nym 1. Ak pri transformacii vstupného objektu zeleso, ktory koduje cely rad
vlastnosti — vratane mnozstva vlastnosti tvaru mat’ absorpiny koeficient x pre
vinovii dizku y spektra viditel'ného svetla mensi ako 1 ako aj vlastnosti mat’ne-
jakii farbu —, nahradime vlastnosti prvého typu vlastnostou mat” absorpcny
koeficient 1 pre vsetky vlnové dlzky spektra viditel'ného svetla, potom vystupny
objekt zrejme nemdze zdroven kodovat’ vlastnost’ mat’ nejakii farbu, ak zia-
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dame, aby zodpovedal sucasnému stavu poznatkov fyziky. Podla nich totiz
vlastnost’ mar’ nejakii farbu exemplifikuju len také objekty, keorych absorpc-
ny koeficient pre urcité vinové dlzky je mensi ako 1.

Stvrtd instrukcia, pripadne nejakd novd, dodato¢nd instrukcia, by teda
mohla zahfriat' kontrolu takychto zdvislosti medzi vlastnostami, s ktorymi
operujeme. Uvedené kritérid kontroly tiez naznacuju jednu z moznosti, ako

> ). .. 10
posudzovat’ korektnost’ idealizicie.

4. ldealizacia a abstrahovanie v sH-disciplinach

Priklad, na ktorom ilustrujem svoj navrh oboch postupnosti instrukcii,
predstavuji Gvahy F. Knighta o dokonalej konkurencii v jeho klasickej praci
Knight (1921)." Knight sa explicitne odvolava na metédu, ktoru nazyva
sabstrakciou®."” Ako tvrdi, pomocou tohto postupu moino vy¢lenit’ spoloc-
né ,zakladné prvky“ rozmanitych, komplikovanych ,problémovych situacii
a sformulovat’ ,zakony“ tychto prvkov. Takéto zdkony ndsledne umozriuj

dospiet’ k aproximacii zikona situdcie ako celku. Poskytuju ndm vyroky
o tom, ¢o »zvycajne« plati alebo ¢o »by« platilo za »idedlnych« podmie-
nok, teda jednoducho v takej situdcii, v ktorej by pocetné, premenlivé,
no nemenej dolezité »iné veci«, nezohladnené v nasich zikonoch, neboli
vobec pritomné. (Knight 1921, 4)

Pokusim sa teraz ukdzat, ze jeho aplikiciu metddy ,abstrakcie” mozno
rekonstruovat’ ako vykonanie oboch navrhovanych postupnosti instrukcii.
V Casti textu, o ktorg tu pojde, md Knight za ciel demonstrovat, ze v pro-
stredi ekonomiky spliajicej urdité vlastnosti existuje silad medzi celkovym
objemom vyroby a spotreby, medzi ponukou a dopytom. Délezitou sucas-
tou tejto uvahy sa Knightove predpoklady o tom, ako si raciondlny aktér
vyberd spomedzi rozlicnych moznych kombindcii statkov. Od tejto partie

10 , , . . NI , , L
Uvedenym sa ziroven vysvetluje, preco je idealizicia takym efektivaym ndstrojom

izolacie relevantnych faktorov: Vhodné nahradenie jedinej vlastnosti vynucuje elimindciu

(nahradenie) d’alsich vlastnosti.

1V stvislosti s problematikou idealizdcie odkazuje na Knightovu précu uz Barr (1971).

12

« Ve ’

Nie je bez zaujimavosti, Ze ju stotoZfiuje s metddou ,analyzy“ ¢i nazyva ,analytickou®
metodou.



ABSTRAKCIA A IDEALIZACIA AKO METODY 83

jeho tedrie tu odhliadnem. Zameriam sa na Knightov objekt imagindrna
.l . A
spolocnost,” ktorého zavedenie zdévodiuje takto:

Na to, aby sme mohli preskimat’ prvé podstatné érty vymennych vzt'a-
hov, bude nevyhnutné Co najviac zjednodusit' celd situdciu pomocou
procesu »heroickej« abstrakcie. Preto explicitne prijimame nasledujice
predpoklady o charakteristikich nasej imagindrnej spolocnosti [...]
(Knight 1921, 76)

Dalej formuluje spolu jedendst’ predpokladov, ktoré uvidzam v skritenej
a mierne zjednodusenej podobe (por. Knight 1921, 76-80):"*

1. Clenovia spolo¢nosti st nahodnou vzorkou obyvatelstva priemysel-
nych krajin sacasnosti.

2. Konanie ¢lenov je dokonale racionalne.

Clenovia st formalne slobodni a mézu volne realizovat’ svoje zimery.

4. Neexistuju ziadne fyzické prekdzky v tvorbe, vykondvani a okamzitej
zmene planov Clenov. (Statky a ¢innosti ¢lenov st nekoneéne deli-
telné; vyroba, vymena a spotreba prebiehaju dokonale plynule, oka-
mzite a bez transakénych nakladov.)

5. Vzijomnd komunikacia clenov je dokonald, neustila a prebieha bez
nakladov.

6. Clenovia spolo¢nosti konaju nezavisle jeden od druhého, do kontak-
tu prichddzaju vylucne pri vymene tovarov.

7. Neexistuje iny sposob ziskavania statkov ako prostrednictvom vyroby
a slobodnej vymeny.

8. Existuje rozvinutd defba price; kazdy clen vyriba v danej chvili prave
jeden druh tovaru.'®

w

13 Vhodnejsie by bolo hovorit’ o spolocnosti dokonalej konkurencie, ale pridtzam sa

Knightovych vyjadreni.

Y Tieto predpoklady nazyva aj ,idealizdciami (por. Knight 1921, 79). Niektoré ne-

skorsie predpoklady v zozname mozno odvodit’ z tych skorsich; v tomto zmysle nie je
uvedeny zoznam najkratsi mozny, na ¢o Knight sim upozorruje (pozri Knight 1921, 78-
79).

V zmysle spominaného Knightovho chépania raciondlnej volby.

16 v , o, N o ,
V tom zmysle, ze nedochddza k sibeinej vyrobe viacerych tovarov u jedného vyrobcu

a Ze sa na vyrobe toho istého jednotlivého tovaru nepodielaju viaceri akeéri — teda nie
v tom zmysle, Ze by pre kazdy drub tovaru existoval préve jeden vyrobca, ¢o by znamena-
lo existenciu monopolu v kazdom odvetvi.
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9. Spolocnost’ je staticka, jej charakteristiky sa nemenia.

10. Vyrobné kapacity su neoddelitelnou sucastou osoby kazdého ¢lena;
neexistuje transfer ani zvic¢sovanie vyrobnych prostriedkov.

11. Vsetky statky maju povahu findlnych produktov.

Knight dalej ukazuje, ako by v takejto spolocnosti ,dokonalej konku-
rencie®, resp. ,volného trhu“ prebichala vymena vyrobenych tovarov. Bez
toho, aby to zamyslali, vytvoria ¢lenovia spolo¢nosti svojim konanim systém
rovnovéznych cien: kazdy tovar sa bude preddvat prive za najvys$iu moznt
cenu, pri ktorej sa preda cela zasoba tovaru (pozri Knight 1921, 84). Inymi
slovami, v ,imagindarnej spolo¢nosti“ su ponuka a dopyt vyrovnané (pozri
Knight 1921, 91).

Kontrafaktualny charakter predpokladov 2 — 11 by mal byt zrejmy.
V redlne existujicej* trhovej ekonomike nie su splnené.'” Prvy predpoklad,
ktory ma zabezpedit, Ze ,Clenovia spolo¢nosti... [si] v zasadnych ohladoch
normilne ludské bytosti, pokial ide o ich zdedené a ziskané dispozicie®
(Knight 1921, 76), ziroveri naznaluje, ze vychodiskom Knightovych avah
o ,imagindrnej spolo¢nosti je skuto¢nd spolo¢nost priemyselnej krajiny.
Vstupnym objektom bude teda abstraktny objekt, ktory koduje rozmanité
vlastnosti takej spolo¢nosti. Transformaciu na vystupny objekt imagindrna
spolocnost’ mozno rekonstruovat’ ako postup, ktory kombinuje abstrahovanie
a idealizaciu, takze pozostiva z dvoch nadvizujucich krokov. V tychto kro-
koch sa od niektorych vlastnosti kédovanych vstupnym objektom abstrahu-
je, pripadne sa kontrafaktudlne nahradzaju inymi vlastnostami. Vlastnosti,
ktoré zostavaju zachované, resp. vlastnosti, ktorymi sa nahradzaju niektoré
z pévodnych vlastnosti, su uréené Knightovymi zamermi. Vo vSeobecnosti
ide o (i) ,ocistenie“ spolo¢nosti, s ktorou sa pracuje, od mimoekonomic-
kych vplyvov (napriklad predpoklady 2, 3, 6, 7), (ii) elimindciu takych eko-
nomickych a technologickych fenoménov, ktoré znemoznuji tvorbu rovno-
véznych cien, pretoze kladt prekazky realizdcii zimerov aktérov (napr. nede-
litelnost’ niektorych statkov ¢i informaénd asymetria, ktord je dosledkom
nedokonalej komunikicie), a (iii) docasné zjednodusenie vykladu, ktory sa
neskor skomplikuje opitovnym zohladnenim niektorych vlastnosti (ako

17 Knight zdéraziiuje $pecificki povahu predpokladov 10 a 11, ktoré sa podla neho

»celkom v rozpore s faktmi“, kym k ostatnym predpokladom sa skuto¢nd trhova ekono-
mika mdze aspoti viac ¢i menej priblizit' (por. Knight 1921, 79-80). To vak nemeni ni¢
na fakte, ze ani tieto ostatné predpoklady nie s prima facie v trhovej ekonomike splne-
né.
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v pripade predpokladov 8 — 11, ktoré Knight v nasledujucom postupe opus-
ta).

Ako som uz naznadil, Knightova imaginirna spolo¢nost sa vyznacuje
tym, ze je takpovediac Cisto ekonomickd: jej jedinou institiciou je trh, na
ktorom si jednotlivci vymienaji vyrobené tovary. Nijaké d'alsie charakteris-
tiky tejto spolo¢nosti sa nespecifikuji; jednotlivé predpoklady len blizsie ur-
¢uju okolnosti, v ktorych prebieha vyroba a vymena tovarov. V prvom kroku
sa zo vstupného objektu ziskava objekt, ktory koduje vylucne vybrané eko-
nomické vlastnosti. Tento postup mozno zhruba zachytit’ takto:

1. Identifikuj vstupny objekt o!

Vstupnym objektom je abstrakeny objekt modernd priemyselnd spoloc-
nost.

2. Identifikuj mnozinu vlastnosti 4 kédovanych objektom o, ktoré st

relevantné vzhladom na poznéavacie zimery!
A = {mat’ dlenov vybavenyich potrebami a vjrobnjmi prostriedkami, mat’
¢lenov, ktori pomocou vjrobnjch prostriedkov zhotovujii tovary, mat’ cle-
nov, ktori s ciel om uspokojit’ potreby vymieriajii urcité mnozstvd vyrobe-
nyjch tovarov na trhu, zabiiat’ ekonomické transakcie, spojené s nenulo-
vymi ndkladmi, ...}

3. Definuj vystupny objekt o', ktory koduje vlastnosti z mnoziny A!
Nech imagindrna spolocnost; =4f spolo¢nost s vlastnostami mat’ ¢lenov
vybavenjch potrebami a vjrobnjmi prostriedkami, mat’ dlenov, krori po-
mocou vyrobnych prostriedkov zhotovujii tovary, mat’ lenov, ktori s cie-
Pom uspokojit’ potreby vymieriajii urcité mnozstvd vyrobenjch tovarov na
trbu, zabtiiat’ ekonomické transakcie, spojené s nenulovjmi nakladmi, ...

4. Vyhlds o’ za abstraktum ziskané z o!

Imagindrna spolocnost] je abstraktum ziskané z objektu modernd
priemyselnd spolocnost.

Vstupny objekt bol surogitom modernej spolo¢nosti, v ktorej sa niektori
Clenovia zcastiuju na ekonomickych transakcidch, disponuju vyrobnymi
prostriedkami, zhotovuji pomocou nich tovary atd. Vstupny objekt napri-
klad mohol kodovat aj vlastnost’ mat’ lenov vybavenych potrebami a nevyba-
venjch vjrobnymi prostriedkami. Tato vlastnost’ sa vSak nenachddza medzi
tymi, ktoré sa z hladiska poznivacich zimerov vyclenuju ako relevantné.
Preto je ziskany vystupny objekt na jednej strane surogitom (zrejme neexis-
tujtcej) spolocnosti, ktorej vietci Clenovia maju tie charakeeristiky, ¢o sa vy-
¢lenili ako relevantné, ale mozno ho chapat’ aj ako surogat uréitého ,vyse-
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ku“ komplexnejsej spolocnosti (zodpovedajucej povodnému vstupnému ob-
jektu), pricom tento vysek zahtria len takych ¢lenov, ktori maju uvedené
charakteristiky. Analogicky mozno uvazovat o ostatnych vyclenenych vlast-
nostiach.

V druhom, nadvizujucom kroku sa tento vystupny objekt stava vstup-
nym objektom v postupe idealizacie, v ktorom sa kontrafaktudlne nahridza-
ju niektoré vlastnosti. Knightov postup je neformalny a viaceré z uvedenych
predpokladov skryvaji pomerne komplikované uvahy. Neskorsie formalne
pristupy k problému rovnoviznych cien ukazuja, ze Knightove predpoklady
— pokial st nevyhnutné na odvodenie zidveru — sa daju prelozit’ do jazyka
matematiky a ,imaginirnu spolo¢nost mozno modelovat’ prostriedkami
diferencidlnej topolégie.'® Do takého prekladu sa nebudem pustat, pretoze
by nés zaviedol k vykladu neoklasickej ekonomickej teérie. Cely postup na-
zna¢im len vo velmi zjednodusenej podobe a obmedzim sa na nahradenie
jedinej vlastnosti. Namiesto vlastnosti zah#riat’ ekonomické transakcie, spojené
s nenulovymi ndkladmi bude vystupny objekt kédovat vlastnost zabrriat’ eko-
nomické transakcie, spojené s nulovymi ndkladmi. Vystupny objekt bude teda
(okrem iného) surogitom ekonomiky, v ktorej vSetky transakcie prebiehaju
bez akychkolvek ndkladov. Motiv tohto nahradenia je zrejmy: Transakéné
niklady mozu byt prekdikou v tom, aby sa uskuto¢nila vymena, ktord by
inak bola obojstranne vyhodnd. Inymi slovami, pritomnost’ nenulovych
transakénych ndkladov méze zvyhodnovat’ niektorych predavajicich a bra-
nit’ vzniku rovnovéznych cien.

Druhy krok mozno teda zachytit pomocou nasledujucej postupnosti in-
strukcii:

1. Identifikuj vstupny objekt o!
Vstupnym objektom je imagindrna spolocnost].
2. Identifikuj mnozinu vlastnosti 4 kédovanych objektom o!
Ide o mnozinu totoznd s mnozinou vlastnosti z 3. instrukcie vyssie.
3. Identifikuj mnozinu vlastnosti 4, € 4 kédovanych objektom o, ktoré
nevyhovuji poznavacim zimerom!
Ay, = {zabrriat ekonomické transakcie, spojené s nenulovymi ndkladmi}

18 a . . . , . . . .
Doékaz existencie mnoziny rovnovaznych cien v ekonomike dokonalej konkurencie

(teda pri predpokladoch diastocne totoznych s Knightovymi) podali Arrow — Debreu
(1954).
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4. Identifikuj mnozinu vlastnosti 4;, ktoré vyhovuju poznavacim zime-
rom!
A; = {zabtiat’ ekonomické transakcie, spojené s nulovymi néikladmi}

5. Definuj vystupny objekt o', ktory koduje vlastnosti z mnoziny
A =(A-4) U Al
Nech imagindrna spolocnost; =4¢ spolocnost’ s vlastnostami mat’ clenov
vybavenjch potrebami a vjrobnymi prostriedkami, mat’ denov, krori po-
mocou vyrobnych prostriedkov zhotovujii tovary, mat’ lenov, ktori s cie-
Pom uspokojit’ potreby vymieriajit urcité mnozstvd vyrobenjch tovarov na
trbu, zabtiiat’ ekonomické transakcie, spojené s nulovymi ndkladmi...

6. Vyhlas o’ za idedlny objekt ziskany z o
Imagindrna spolocnost; je idedlny objekt ziskany z abstrakta imagindr-
na spolocnost].

Ziskany objekt imagindrna spolocnost; koduje vlastnosti spolo¢nosti do-
konalej konkurencie, ktora sa vyznacuje rovnovahou ponuky a dopytu.

5. Otvorené problémy

Objeke ziskany abstrakciou, idealizaciou ¢i ich kombinaciou slazi v d’al-
som vyskume napriklad pri modelovani ¢i formulicii zikonov. Otézkou zos-
tiva, v akom vztahu s poznatky ziskané o takych objektoch k vstupnym
objektom, resp. k skuto¢nym, materidlnym objektom. Ako napriklad empi-
ricky testovat idealizované zdkony, sformulované pre objekty ako hmotny
bod ¢&i imagindrna spolocnost? Existujuce koncepcie hovoria v tejto suvislosti
o metdde konkretizdcie (tiez de-idealizacie, faktualizacie), ktord sa chape ako
inverzny postup voci idealizdcii (pozri napriklad Nowak 1972; Krajewski
1977). Pri konkretizacii, ako ju explikovala poznanska skola, sa tzv. idealizu-
juce predpoklady (ktoré st analogické kontrafaktualnym vlastnostiam) v an-
tecedente zikona postupne nahridzaji realistickymi predpokladmi (analo-
gickym vlastnostiam, ktoré nie s kontrafaktudlne), pricom sa vykonavaju
zodpovedajice zmeny v konzekvente zikona. Zikon sa tak v jednotlivych
krokoch ,priblizuje skuto¢nosti“ v tom zmysle, Ze predikcie, ktoré z neho
mozno odvodit,, ¢oraz presnejsie zodpovedaji napr. hodnotim zistenym pri
empirickom testovani.

Podobne ako metédy abstrahovania a idealizacie, ani metéda konkretiza-
cie sa doposial podrobnejsie nerekonstruovala ako postupnost’ instrukcii.
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Zaroven sa o nej uvazovalo najmi v suvislosti s idealizaciou, nie vak ab-
strakciou. Ziverom sa pokusim zhruba naértnut, ako by sa tu dalo postupo-
vat' s ohladom na predkladany ndvrh. Abstraktum alebo idedlny objekt
mozno vo vzt'ahu k vstupnému objektu povazovat za n-ty stuperi abstrakcie
alebo idealizicie, kde n je pocet vlastnosti, od ktorych sa abstrahovalo
(v pripade abstrakcie), resp. pocet vlastnosti, ktoré sa kontrafaktualne na-
hradili (v pripade idealizacie). Metéda konkretizicie potom spociva v takej
transformacii abstrakta alebo idealneho objektu, ktorou sa znizuje n. V pri-
pade abstrakta sa konkretiziciou opitovne $pecifikuju niektoré vlastnosti
povodného vstupného objektu, od ktorych sa abstrahovalo. V pripade idea-
lizdcie sa namiesto kontrafaktualnych vlastnosti Specifikuju také vlastnosti,
ktoré splita (mdie splfiat) nejaky materidlny objekt. Podrobnejsm rozpraco-
vanie metoédy konkretizacie aj preskumanie otdzky, ¢i patri k analytickym
met6édam, bude predmetom dalsej, samostatnej préce.
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ABSTRACT: Wittgenstein describes the process of mastering a rule (adopting a skill) as
implanting mechanically a number of specific examples (steps) after which one “knows
how to go on”. Such a two-step concept of learning (e.g. in Cavell) can be understood
as the sequence of i) propedeutics limited in time and ii) the subsequent skill to extra-
polate the rule in unlimited number of cases (Chomsky’s account of rule). The relation-
ship between the “propedeutics of examples” and the mastered skill is, however, more
complex. I will refer here to the Wittgensteinian ethics (e.g., Winch) emphasizing the
individual’s repeated work (reflection) on specific examples which never ends. I will also
point to the empirical evidence (Ingold, in particular) that in the processes of learning
an essential role is played by memorizing and copying of given (specific) models, where
attention and observation is necessary. Competence is then a physical implantation and
individual mastering of such a limited technique, rather than an ability to extrapolate
and innovate foremost.

KEYWORDS: Examples — extrapolation — perspective — rules — situatedness.

Text usiluje o kritickou reflexi soucasného inferencialistického pojeti
pravidel a jeho wittgensteinovskych kofend, podle néhoz je lidské praxi
a institucim inherentni jistd normativni dimenze, tj. struktury pravidel vy-
tvarejici pro lidské akeéry zavaznd ,normativni fakta“. Pfredpoklida se, ze ta-
to pravidly fizend praxe je opfena o nadosobni normativni ramec, vzhledem
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k némuz je pomérovino pocinini jednotlivcd jako konformni viiéi pravi-
dlam nebo porusujici je. Takto funguje pravidly fizend praxe jazyka, skrze
niz my lidé uchopujeme i dalsi, ne pfimocare jazykovou praxi také jako fi-
zenou pravidly (zde si lze pfedstavit tfeba pravidla her, sportd ¢i tancg, sil-
ni¢niho provozu, atd.).? Pokusim se ukdzat, e tento pomérné abstraktni
koncept pravidla, chapajici je jako nastroj otevirajici prostor pro potencidlné
neomezen¢ mnoho pfipustnych tahl potencidlné neomezené mnoha kom-
petentnich hracd, by bylo uzite¢né vice specifikovat a prihlédnout k povaze
pravidly fizené praxe jako konecné a tésnéji spjaté s konkrétni situaci kon-
krétnich aktéri a konkrétnimi pfiklady. Predstavim dva uhly pohledu,
z nichZ je mozné tuto kritickou reflexi vést: filosoficky pfistup tzv. wittgen-
steinovské etiky kladouci diiraz na vyznam osoby, perspektivy a situace kon-
krétniho aktéra (oddil 3) a empirickd (antropologickd) zkoumdni Tima In-
golda naznalujici tésné sepéti mezi paletou konkrétnich priklad a kreativni
kompetenci (oddil 4). V zivéru (oddil 5) se pokusim naértnout ponékud
slabsi pojeti pravidla (v porovnini s vychozim wittgensteinovsko-inferencia-
listickym, jemuz jsou vénovany oddily 1 a 2), pfiméfenéjsi pro porozuméni
povaze situované konecné praxe, kterd pfesto zlistava normativni.

1. Wittgenstein a osvojovani si kompetence

Soucasny filosoficky diskurs o pravidlech a normativité se opird o pozd-
néwittgensteinovské pojeti jazyka a vyznamu. Wittgenstein je ilustruje
podrobnym rozborem mechanism® uceni a osvojovani si dovednosti a po-
moci mnoha nazornych pfiklada.

Wittgenstein vychdzi od otazky, co to znamend, Ze zndme (chdpeme) vy-
znam vyrazu. Jeho vymezeni vyznamu jako zplsobu pouiiti je polemikou
s pfedstavou, ze chdpini vyznamu je ustavenim mentdlniho vztahu mezi
mysli mluv¢iho (dejme tomu) a vyznamem ve smyslu samostatné entity.
Otazka, zda ve chvili, kdy chdpu vyznam vyrazu, postihuji celek ¢i ¢ast jeho
pouziti, nedava dobry smysl (srov. Wittgenstein 2009, §§ 138n). Kompe-
tentni mluvdi cestiny chdpe vyznam spojky ,ale®, pronasi-li spravné utvore-

2 Vedle klasickych textd Brandomovych (napf. Brandom 1994) zde lze zminit i jiz

pomérné hojnou literaturu v ¢eském jazyce, napf. Peregrin (1999). Za pozornost stoji téZ
novéjsi texty V. Kolmana, rozebirajici normativitu jazyka matematiky (viz Kolman 2008)
nebo jazyka hudby (viz Kolman 2013).
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nou a kontextové zasazenou ceskou vétu obsahujici ,ale“ nebo kdyz slysi ji-
ného kompetentniho mluv¢iho proniset takovou vétu a rozumi ji. Sotva
vsak v tu chvili ,postihuje svou mysli“ celek vSech moznych pouziti vyrazu.

O pochopeni mluvéiho rozhoduje to, zda ¢ini kroky evidovatelné jako
fadna aplikace pravidla, jez Fidi zptisob poufiti slova.” Toto rozsouzeni je
pfitom svou povahou vefejné. Nemusime vidét ,dovnit hlav — pouzivi-li
mluvci spojku ,ale” zplisobem, jakym je obvyklé pouzivat spojku ,nebo®, je-
ho partnefi konstatuji, zZe ji nepouziva ,spravné, tj. neridi se pravidly jejiho
pouziti. Autorita komunity mluv¢ich je podstatnd, nebot v jejim uzu je za-
kotven rozdil mezi tim, jak je ,normdlni“ vyrazu pouzivat, a co normalni
poutiti neni, a toto rozliSeni musi mit stabilni, sledovatelny, spolehlivy cha-
rakter (srov. Wittgenstein 2009, §§ 141n.). Spolecenstvi mluvéich neové-
fuje, zda pokazdé pouzivi mluvci vyrazu spravné, nybrz je jaksi z titulu své
autority pripraveno reagovat, dochazi-li k neshodé. Na zikladé komunitou
zaregistrované neshody — tj. jakéhosi startovaciho signdlu — musi byt mluvci
schopen sviij tzus v dopliujici jazykové hie obhajit nebo alespon jasné vy-
kazat, Ze chape, v éem byl jeho predchozi uzus mylny.

Co si pfitom jednotlivec predstavuje nebo ma na mysli, spolecenstvi
zajimat nemize; spolecenstvi je garantem pravidel, shodou s nimiz se vy-
kazuje pochopeni (spravnost) nebo nepochopeni (nespravnost) a kterd
v pfipadé neshody maji vi¢i mluvéimu normativni autoritu, tj. rozsuzuji,
zda je Gzus spravny. Netematizovana shoda s pravidly je pfirozenym poza-
dim funkéni komunikace, v jejimz ramci maji vyznaéné postaveni pfipady
neshody, které motivuji rozehravani her, v nichz jsou platnd pravidla ex-
plicitné formulovina a uplatriuje se jejich autorita nad mluvéim: ,Nemi-
ze$ tikat ,Smrt na Nilu napsala Agatha Christie ale Dorothy Sayers — jed-
na z nich to urcité byla’. Kdyz chces fict, Ze tu jsou dvé moznosti a jedna
z nich to je, spravné se tu pouziva slovo ,nebo‘ — ,napsala to Agatha
Christie nebo Dorothy Sayers, a ne tak, jak to fikas ty. Maze$ fict ,Smrt

3 . . , oy .y vy . .
Wittgenstein toto malokdy fikd oteviené a nechdvi ¢tenife domyslet si odpovéd

sim (viz napf. Wittgenstein 2009, §§ 160, 182). Vyse uvedena teze je tedy svym duchem
spiSe inferencialistickd nez wittgensteinovska.

Normalita samozfejmé neni homogenni ani ostra charakeeristika — ale i o tom, co lze
klasifikovat jako ,méné normélni“ nebo ,nenormélni®, rozhoduji uréita oéekavani autori-
tativni komunity. Rovnéz nelze ,spravnost” ztotoznit jednoduse s ,normalitou®; tfebaze
by bylo obtizné zdivodnit, v ¢em spocivd ,spravnost, jez je dlouhodobé nespojitd s tim,
co je v praxi néjaké autoritativni instituce ,normalni.
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na Nilu nenapsala Dorothy Sayers, ale Agatha Christie’ — slovo ,ale® se
spravné pouZiva tfeba takhle.*’

Wittgenstein konstatuje, Ze pochopeni vyznamu nespociva ve své pod-
staté ve vnitfnim (skrytém) pocitu, nybrz jsou pro né podstatné okolnosti;
tj. komunikace musi vypadat a probihat urcitym zplsobem, abychom mohli
konstatovat, ze jde o pochopeni (byt bychom o ném dile hovofili jako
o jistém mentalnim aktu ¢ dispozici mluvéiho). Pro takovou situaci jsou
pritom klicové mluvni tahy respektujici pravidla; nikoli pocity nebo pred-
stavy tahnouci mluvéimu hlavou v okamziku komunikace, bezprostfedné
pred ni nebo i kdykoli jindy (srov. Wittgenstein 2009, §§ 146, 154). K situ-
a¢nimu pochopeni se doprovodny pocit pojit mize i nemusi — jeho
(ne)dostaveni se o pochopeni a spravnosti nerozhoduje. Pocity nemohou
byt urcujici i proto, ze nepodléhaji zadné verejné kontrole. Podrobnéji toto
Wittgenstein probird ve svém argumentu proti soukromému jazyku.

Wittgenstein (2009, §§ 143, 150, 156) popisuje procedury nabyvani
kompetenci, tj. osvojovani si pfislusnych pravidel, jako vjcvik, ktery postra-
da obecnost a nema reflexivni povahu; jde spise o vstipeni techniky ¢i do-
vednosti. A proto, ze se jednd o ,vycvik®, nelze lidské uéeni se pravidlu (pri-
nejmensim v pripadech, kdy vyuce nepredchdzi teoreticky vyklad) jednoduse
odlisit od vycviku a dovednosti vstépovanych zvifatim a dovednosti ¢i dis-
pozic, na jejichz zikladé je v obou pfipadech toto osvojeni moiné.* Witt-
genstein diskutuje dva priklady pochopeni pravidla: schopnost rozvijet fadu
¢isel podle predpisu a schopnost Cist. Ani vjednom pfipadé neni adept
konfrontovan od pocatku s obecnjm pravidlem. Dostane vzorek — fragment
Ciselné rady, fadu pismen — a podle pfedlohy napodobuje zpisob, jakym

K tomu, Ze pro ustaveni vjznamu a udrZovani normativni praxe jsou podstatné pravé
ptipady nesluditelnosti, viz blize napf. Brandom (1994). (Brandom se ovSem soustfed'uje
hlavné na sémanticky zaklidajici relaci nesluitelnosti mezi zivazkem k néjakému tvrzeni
a opravnénim k jinému tvrzeni.)

Bruner (1983) je viéi Wittgensteinovu pohledu na uceni jako vycvik (dril) skepticky
a namitd, ze u lidi (lidskych déti) se uplatriuje spiSe princip vjchovy a vzdjemné komuni-
kace a respektu (dité je vidy alespori do urlité miry partner, druhd bytost, nikoli jakdasi
ne-rozumnd, stézi odusevnéld hmota). Zde je tfeba poznamenat, Ze ani toto ostfe neodli-
$uje pfipady preddvani dovednosti druhym lidem od jejich pfedavani zvifatim, k nimz
Clovek také muize pfistupovat jako k partnerovi, jehoz respektuje a mize viiéi nému mit
emociondlni vztah, véetné pozoruhodné efektivnich vysledkd takového pfistupu (viz
Diamond 1991). OvSem, takto pochopitelné nelze zaloZit (oboustranné zdvaznou) mordl-
ni praxi.
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podle téchto podkladt postupuje zkuseny poctat nebo Ctendf. Je tedy veden
sotrocky” a teprve postupné je vybizen k tomu, aby ¢inil o malo samostat-
néjsi kracky: aby precetl ponékud odlisnou (i kdyZ ze stejnych pismen se
skladajici) fadu pismen, nebo aby pokracoval sim v zapisu fady celych ¢isel,
kterou od 0 az napft. po 21 prosel s ucitelem (viz Wittgenstein 2009, § 143).
Protoze ¢ini tyto kroky do jisté miry naslepo, je tfeba pocitat s tim, Ze se
v urditém bodé muze splést a rozvijet naddle pravidlo systematicky nebo ne-
systematicky nespravnym zplsobem; v tu chvili je na wuciteli, aby zasihl,
predvedl, Ze takto postupovat nelze a nejspise se vratil nacas k tomu, ze né-
kolik dalsich krokd provedou opét s zikem oba spole¢né. (Tyto vyukové
procedury samozfejmé mohou mit riznou podobu a mohou byt rizné
uspésné.)

O kompetenci mluvime tehdy, dokdze-li adept podle pravidla jednat
i nad rimec omezeného poctu konkrétnich krokd, které s nim proved!
nebo pfi nichz na ného dohlizel instruktor. Wittgenstein pojmenovava
tento bod ,uz vim, jak dal“: Zak najednou ,pochopi® princip stojici za do-
posud naslepo providénymi kroky a je schopen jej extrapolovat. Ani ,uz
vim, jak dal“ vSak neni v prvni fadé véci pocitu. Mohu pfitom jisté mit
pocit, Ze se mi pravé rozsvitilo, ale rozhodujici je spravnost krokd vztazena
k normativni autorité daného pravidla a podrobitelna pfezkumu a obhajo-
bé (srov. Wittgenstein 2009, §§ 179, 181). Cviceni spocivd v tom, Ze
v jeho prubéhu provadi zik presné dané zkusebni tahy. Kompetence je
naproti tomu schopnosti pohybovat se v mezich pravidel, osvéd¢ovanou
v bohatém socidlnim kontextu.

Podle Wittgensteina je tedy podstatné, aby bylo mozno rozpoznat, zda si
mluvéi dovednost osvojil nebo ne, a to i tehdy, kdyz se to snazi védomé
predstirat: ,Porovnej vsak s timto ¢tenafem néjakého zacate¢nika. Ten Cte
jednotliva slova tak, ze je klopotné slabikuje pismenko po pismenku. — Né-
kterd slova ale uhddne ze souvislosti; nebo tfeba uz zna Cteny text zldsti
zpaméti. Zde o ném ucitel fekne, Ze ta slova ve skutecnosti necte (a v urci-
tych pripadech dokonce, Ze jen predstird, ze je ¢te)“ (Wittgenstein 2009,
§ 156). ,Skute¢né rozuméni“ podle nis vylucuje, aby zik smysl uhadoval jen
ze souvislosti nebo dokonce predtikaval, co si uz z predesla zapamatoval (ba

Zjiného hlediska lze fici, Ze pravidla v tomto bodé pfestavaji byt preskriptivnimi
(pfedpisy konkrétnich kroktl) a stdvaji se restriktivnimi (urcité véci zapovidaji a v takto
vytyCenych mezich ponechdvaji aktérovi volnost).
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ie by to délal schvilné): tehdy fekneme, Ze pravidlo konstitutivni pro
schopnost ¢ist si ve skute¢nosti neosvojil.

2. Cavell a dvojstupriovy koncept uceni

Kdyz Wittgenstein (2009, § 32) kritizuje koncepci jazyka, kterou pfipi-
suje Augustinovi, poukazuje na to, Ze uceni se jazyku nemize byt opfeno
o struktury mysleni nezavislé na tom, zda ma zdk (dité) k dispozici uz néjaky
jazyk. Kdyby slo o ustaveni pfekladu mezi vrozenym jazykem mysleni a jazy-
kem vstépovanym, mohli bychom dité ucit jazyku pomoci ostenzivnich de-
finic a podobnych ndstroji, které bézné vyuzivime, kdyz se ucime drubému
nebo dalsimu jazyku (viz k tomu napt. Erneling 1993, 102n.). Wittgenstein
tak své vyvody ilustruje za pomoci pfiklad uceni se jinym dovednostem
(¢teni, rozvoj zépisu Ciselné fady, atd.). Podobd se uceni novym dovednos-
tem (vStépovani si novych pravidel) Castéji spise uceni se prvnimu jazyku,
nebo uceni se druhému jazyku? Abychom se mohli pfidrzet vzoru druhého
jazyka, musela by nové osvojovana dovednost byt vysvétlitelnd, tj. k vjuce by
poslouzilo explicitné uchopené pravidlo ji konstituujici, pfedvedené jako
analogie (pfeklad) pravidla konstituujiciho néjakou dovednost, kterou uZ
zak md, a toto pravidlo tedy sim ,aktivné“ zna nebo mize snadno nahléd-
nout.

Tuto podobu ale fada nové vstépovanych dovednosti nemd. T'ehdy uce-
ni kopiruje spiSe model prvniho jazyka — provadéni propedeutickych tahi
podle predlohy a pod vedenim, bez zprostfedkovani konstitutivnich pravidel
v jejich obecnosti. Tyto Gvahy maji poukdzat na to, ze v uleni nesebrdvd
podstatnou roli soukroma dimenze mysli, k niz by se vztahoval ,pfeklad®.
Napt. dovednost plavani nevztahujeme analogicky — prostrednictvim vykla-
du pravidla — k dovednosti chiize (zvlidnuté i ,teoreticky®), ani pfi uceni
nezjednavame relaci prekladu s vrozenou ideou plavini a jeji externalizaci.
Zylasté v pripadech zakladajicich rudimentirni dovednosti vycvik pfinej-
mens$im zacind jako slepy, a nékdy takovym i zstavd (srov. Erneling 1993,
117nn).

Stanley Cavell (1979, 169nn) ve svém vykladu Wittgensteina poukazuje
na to, ze slepé vstipeni si jazyka je proces pomérné slozity. Prvni fazi pred-
stavuje vlastni uceni se vyznamu slov. Ostenzivni definice samy nestaci. Aby
zak pochopil, Ze je néjaky vztah mezi slovem ,kocka“ a jistou skupinou ob-
razkd/predméti/zivocichi, ale také, ze mezi vyrazem ,ale“ — ktery je také



96 ONDREJ BERAN

»slovem® — a ¢imkoli podobného druhu jako v pripadé¢ slova ,kocka“ zidny
podobny vztah neni, je tieba fady predpokladii. Ci spise sit¢ praktickych nd-
vykl: jak se viibec mam ucit, co délat a jak reagovat, kdyz se mnou ucitel
provadi vyukové procedury, ale také, jak systematicky odlisné funguje to,
¢emu se mnohem pozdéji naucim fikat ,slovo“ a ,véta“.

To je vsak pouze prvni faze uceni, kdy se podafi adepta — dité¢ — doslova
vycvidit k tomu, Ze bude ochotné a bez chyb predikovat vyskyt kocky na
raznych prikladech. To jest, samostatné opakovat presné tytéz kroky, které
s nim uz instruktor prosel predtim, anebo kroky, které jsou, da se fici, ne-
problematicky analogické (napf. prohldsit za ,koc¢ku® i sousedovu mourova-
tou kocku, kterou sice dité¢ doposud nikdy nevidélo, ale je velmi podobna
mourovaté kocce v jeho domdcnosti).

Podstatna je druha faze, kterou Cavell nazyva ,projikovanim® slova do
dalsich kontextd, které v propedeutice nefigurovaly. Jde napf. o sprivné po-
uzivani slova kocka i ve slozitych vétach, zna¢né nepodobnych typicky pro-
pedeutickym , Tohle je kocka“ nebo ,Koc¢ka déla mnau“: tfeba , Vy<isti koc-
ce ten zdchod — nechces prece chytit toxoplazmu®. Ale také o schopnost
konstatovat vyskyt kocky v pfipadech nepodobnych zjednodusujicimu
rejstiiku priklad pouzivanych pfi vyuce — o symbolicky zkreslené instance
kocek (jako Kocka Skliba) nebo o porozuméni tomu, Ze rys ostrovid je také
vlastné kocka. Propedeutikou nepodchycenymi (nepodchytitelnymi) projek-
cemi jsou kontexty pfenesené (,Zuzana je vazné kocka®) ¢i oteviené metafo-
rické. Schopnost projekce je pro kompetenci klicova: v prabéhu uceni jed-
nak neni prostor pro prevedeni a zkusebni projiti kazdého jednoho kontex-
tu (moznych zptsobl pouziti slova ve vété je neomezené mnoho), ale také
nékteré kontexty — zplsoby pouziti — svou povahou vylucuji, aby byly
pfedmétem uleni, napf. pravé metaforické kontexty. O kompetenci lze tedy
mluvit az tehdy, kdy mluvéi pokracuje pfirozené nad rimec Gzkého, omeze-
ného oboru konkrétnich kontextd, na nichz se vyrazu prvotné naudil (Ca-
vell 1979, 168n, 180nn). Cavell (1998, 21) na rozdil od Wittgensteina situu-
je normativni autoritu zpsobu pouziti pfimo do tohoto uzu samotného;
vyhybd se tedy diskusi o tom, v jakém smyslu je pouziti jazyka aplikaci jeho
pravidel, a v pfipadném napéti ¢i nesouladu mezi zpisobem pouziti a expli-
citni filosofickou formulaci pravidel nespatfuje problém.

Krok od propedeutiky ke kompetenci nelze na zdkladé propedeutiky sa-
mé jednoduse vysvétlit — vSechny mozné zplsoby pouziti vyrazu, ¢i obecnéji
vSechny mozné tkony, které patfi jako kompetentni tahy k néjaké doved-
nosti, nejsou néjak vykazatelné obsazeny ve vzorové sadé vyukovych krokd.
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Kompetenci tak sledujeme z druhé strany — jako jakousi nevycerpatelnou
riznost krokd, z nichz zidnym se aktér nedostava do situace neslucitelné
s pravidlem garantovanym perspektivou a autoritou spolecenstvi mluvcich.

Na to, ze v doméné projekce se pohybujeme v oboru neomezené mnoha
tahil, poukdzaly i empirické intuice. Chomsky (1965, 57) dovodil, ze jazyko-
va kompetence spocivd v tom, ze mluvéi dokdze tvofit a tvofi stile nové vé-
ty, nikdy predtim nevyslovené. T'o ovSem neznamena, Ze by kazdy mluvci
kazdym svym tahem pfekresloval mapu pravidel tvorficich jazyk (v tomto
ohledu je naopak drtiva vétsina tahd, které Cinime, zcela konvenéni); pouze
ze vétSina vét, které vyslovujeme jako kompetentni mluvci, nema doslova
zadnou predlohu v tazich vyukovych her, jimiz jsme prosli v prubé¢hu cvice-
ni, a také doslova presné tu a tu vétu vyslovujeme obvykle uplné poprvé.®
Brandom (1979) poukazuje na to, Ze v prostoru projekci vyznacujicich jazy-
kovou kompetenci tkvi ve vlastnim smyslu svoboda mluvéiho; neni to svo-
boda od prekazek, nybrz ,pozitivni“ svoboda k vyjadfovani (sebevyjadrent),
kterd mluv¢im umoziuje aktivitu kvalitativné odli$ného fadu a jejiz pravidla
pfipoustéji neomezené mnoho tahd. (Neomezené mnoho vsak neznamend,
ie cokoli je spravné.)

Otevirdni a prozkoumavani novych kontextd a zptsobi pouziti krok po
kroku je soudasti nasi jazykové praxe neustile a vlastné nikdy nekondi,
a prece status kompetentniho hrace té které hry po urcitém, konecném Case
ziskdvime. Cavell (1979, 180) to komentuje tak, ze v jazykovém provozu ni-
kdo neni v posledku autoritou, a tedy ze v jistém smyslu neni rozdilu mezi
mistrem (master) a uc¢ednikem (apprentice), v posledku ze vSichni jsou mis-
try. Pfechod mezi u¢ednikem a mistrem je pfinejlepsim neostry: jednotlivé
ptipady spravnych tah® majicich charakter projekce (extrapolaci nad ramec
vzorku prikladd, s nimiz se adept doposud seznamil) se u zdka také v urcité
mife vyskytuji i dosti dlouho pfedtim, nez je mu pfiznin status kompetent-
niho aktéra. Rozhodujici je, aby relevantni autorita (jazykové spolecenstvi)
akceptovala jeho schopnost projekce jako dostatecne, feknéme, ,systematic-
kou®. Explicitni kritéria pro hranici ,systemati¢nosti“ samoziejmé vidy mit
nemusi, a také je ne vidy ma.”

8 x chomskyovskému rozliSeni dvojiho smyslu kreativity viz Erneling (1993, 10n).

Proces udeni lze analyzovat do jesté jemnéjsich podrobnosti; napt. Dreyfus (2002) ve
svém pozoruhodném rozboru Merleau-Pontyho rozliSuje 5 fazi uleni. Pfitomny text se
omezuje na zjednoduseny ,dvojfazovy“ pohled s podstatnym protikladem konkrétniho
a nespecifikovaného (neomezeného).
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3. Winch a problém moralnich pravidel

Odlisny filosoficky pohled na problém vztahu mezi pfiklady a pravidlem
nabizeji predstavitelé wittgensteinovské etické tradice, napf. Peter Winch.
Ve svych tvahich Winch poukazal na to, Ze pravidlo a jeho smysl (spravny
vyklad) nejsou myslitelné mimo jisty socidlni kontext (social setting). Do to-
ho, jakym zplsobem si aktéfi pravidlo vykladaji, jak se jim fidi (a také co je
povazovano za jedndni, které pravidlo neporusuje), se podstatnym zptisobem
promitaji vstupni podminky, k nimz patfi fada kulturnich a socialnich ste-
reotypl. Bez tohoto pozadi je pravidlo nesrozumitelné, respektive pokud ja-
ko aktér postradim takovéto zazemi, nelze dost dobfe ocekdvat, ze viibec
budu s to se néjakym pravidlem fidit. Winch md blizko k relativismu, ne-
bot’ povazuje pravidlo za funkéni (tj. takové, jemuz lze rozumét a jimz se lze
fidit) pouze ve vztahu ke konkrétnimu socidlnimu pozadi a na jeho padé.
Konkrétni socidlni pozadi je nezbytné proto, aby bylo mozno ur¢it, kdy ak-
tér pravidlo porusuje, a aby mél kdo toto poruseni konstatovat: to mize
udélat opét jen jiny aktér, ktery je usazen v tom kterém praktickém kontex-
tu a osvojil si jeho perspektivu. Winch nepodmiriuje vyslovné platnost pra-
vidla fyzickou existenci néjakého (jakého?) poctu aktérli, pouze poukazuje
na to, ze pojmy sprdvnosti, nesprdvnosti nebo opravy nemaji smysl, pokud by
je nemohl uplatnit néjaky kompetentni aktér, a toho si nelze predstavit jako
osobu bez perspektivy a socidlniho zazemi (viz k tomu Winch 1994, zvlasté
oddil I).

Zasadni dtraz vsak Winch klade na vztaZenost jednani fizeného pravidly
ptimo k jednajicimu. Tim, kdo se pravidlem fidi a kdo déla také chyby, je
v posledku jedinec. I kdyz socialné situovand autorita spoleCenstvi garantuje
moznost konstatovat s normativni platnosti (ne)fizeni se pravidlem, samo
fizeni se md vysoce individualni pfedpoklady. Nékteré tahy v jazyce jsme
s to délat jen proto, Ze disponujeme sloZitou siti sémantického a priori, jei
nema povahu vysledku Gvahy (odvozeni), nybrz stoji naopak na vstupu na-
sich odvozeni. T'ak Winch zdtraznuje ve svém vykladu Wittgensteina napr.
to, ze spatrovat v druhych lidech myslici bytosti obdafené dusi neni vysled-
kem tvahy, jejimiZz premisami by byla (napf.) pozorovani jejich chovini na-
venek (srov. Wittgenstein 2009, II, iv, §§ 19-22). Naopak, uz od utlého
détstvi vime, Ze bytosti, které nas obklopuji, jsou nim podobni, myslici lidé.
Fakt, ze druzi mysli, je nereflektovanym podlozim védomych i nevédomych
postoji, které k druhym kazdodenné zaujimdme, a slouzi ndm také jako da-
le nezdivodiiovand véta v riznych argumentech. Toto pfesvédéeni je véci
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naseho ,nastaveni® ¢i ,postoje (Einstellung), ktery ma primitivni charakter.
Role ,nastaveni v raimci nasich raciondlnich uvah, tahd, soudi a postoju je
nezastupitelna; a nelze je jednoduse nainstalovat ¢i zménit v pripadech, kdy
absentuje ¢i nepracuje, jak ma (viz Winch 1980-1981).

»Nastaveni je nezbytné pro konstituci perspektivy, z niz smysluplné
a racionalné posuzujeme rizné situace. Zatimco perspektiva, z niz nahlizime
druheé jako bytosti obdafené mysli, je naprosté vétsiné aktérd v néjaké po-
dobé vlastni, jiné perspektivy mohou byt predmétem sporu, typicky per-
spektivy etické. Zda je néjaké jednani ¢i Sifeji zptsob zivota hodny schvale-
ni, neni podle Winche jednoduse obhajitelné. Zdavodnéni toho, co je na
zplsobu zivota hodnotné, ,co na ném ¢lovék vidi“ (jak doslova fiki Winch),
predpoklada, ze vidét néco lze pouze z urdité perspektivy. Aby totéz vidél
i nékdo druhy, musi sim zaujimat tutéz perspektivu. Jinak budou slova vy-
svétleni prézdna ¢i hluchd (srov. Winch 1972, 190).

Perspektivy pfitom nelze nabyt jednoduse tak, ze chceme nebo se pro to
rozhodneme (srov. Wittgenstein 1993, 116); je plodem dlouhodobé sedi-
mentace a Casto nijak nezavisi na aktérové prani ¢i rozhodnuti. Podstatné je,
jak je aktér v té které chvili uz pomérné ,napevno ,nastaven®. V pripadé
mordlnich soudl nelze o jednoduché shodé mezi aktéry mluvit. Morilni
diskurs u Winche nespociva v obecnych pravidlech, nybrz v reflexi o sprav-
ném jedndni v konkrétni situaci; otazky jako ,Je spravné nelhat?“ si tedy
zodpoviddm skrze ¢etné rozmanité otazky jako napft. ,Je spravné, ze dr. No-
votny mi nelhal a fekl mi otevfené, Ze do tydne zemfu?“ Jenze k tomu,
abych vyhodnotil takto popsany pfipad, musim byt seznimen s osobou dr.
Novotného, s tim, v jaké situaci je ,ja“ (mluvci), atd. Zobecnitelnost téchto
uvah je pak samoziejmé limitovand; odpovédi jako ,Nelhat je spravné® jsou
jen znacné hrubym (pfibliznym) ndstrojem orientace v moralni praxi, Casto
nesikovnym (Ci nespravnym). Winchova wittgensteinovska etika se véak ne-
vylerpava jen jednotlivostmi. Podstatnd je role, kterou Winch pfisuzuje pri-
kladim.

Price s priklady je pro moralni uvazovani a jeho #tbeni nezbytna. Mo-
hou byt i hypotetické (napf. literarni), avSak dost konkrétni, aby bylo jejich
pomoci mozno problém vyjasnit. Pro kazdého, kdo rozvazuje nad prikladem,
ma byt situace natolik plisobiva, aby dokazal uvézit, zda je dany ¢in moralné
spravny (napf. Raskolnikovem spachand vrazda Aljony Ivanovny), a aby ho
v jeho situaci mohla vést (viz. Johnson 2004, 32). Podle Winche ma tuto
schopnost pouze konkrétni priklad (byt' i smysleny), nikoli obecnd poucka.
I kdyz by spravaym zptsobem mél byt schopen vyhodnotit pfiklad kazdy,
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nepfedstavuje to skute¢nou obecnost. Kazdy aktér by mél byt schopen po-
lozit si otizku ,Jak bych se presné v této situaci zachoval jd?“, respektive
»Zabil bych ja Aljonu Ivanovnu z ,filosofickych® diivod?®, a odpovédét si na
ni ,,Kdybych ja zabil Aljonu Ivanovnu z ,filosofickych® divoda a vzal si jeji
penize, bylo by to $patné®. Podstatny je rozdil mezi perspektivou pozorova-
tele a akeéra: posuzujici musi byt s to se stat alespon jaksi hypotetickym ak-
térem. Perspektiva pozorovatele je naproti tomu pro vyhodnoceni situace
nevhodnd; posuzovat z ,externi perspektivy néjaky ake ¢i postoj jako obec-
né moralné (ne)spravny je irelevantni (srov. Winch 1965, 197nn).

Zobecnitelnost moralnich soudd a postoji je problematickd. Moralni
kompetence je schopnost toho kterého jednotlivce zaujmout stanovisko
v tom kterém pfipadé a vynést nad nim moralni soud. Pfiklad lze zobecnit
ve smyslu vztazeni jej na vlastni situaci, avéak ne na druhé nebo ,vSechny*.
Morlni jednéni je vidy svou povahou ,jedninim v prvni osob&," protoe
aktérova osoba a osobni situace je podstatnou a nedilnou soucdsti dostatecné
jasnébo popisu situace (tj. mordlni uvazovani nezavislé na perspektivé kon-
krétniho aktéra je vlastné nemoiné). Proto také, jak Winch (1965, 213n)
dovozuje, pojem ,stejného“ ¢i ,takového® (ve smyslu stejné situace ¢ pozi-
ce) postradd v pripadé moralniho uvazovani smysl. Situace a perspektiva je
nepfenosnd; neni nic takového jako tatdz (tj. stejné mordlné vyhodnotitel-
nd) situace pro dva nebo vice rliznych lidi (srov. také Wittgenstein 2009,
§ 215). Zobecnitelnost pfikladu tedy sahd k tomu, Ze mohu na zikladé své
mordlni reflexe Raskolnikovova pfipadu sdm za sebe uvizit, zda by bylo
spravné, abych ja udélal to, co udélal on. A teoreticky kazdy by sim za sebe
mél byt schopen tuto uvahu provést, coz je vlastnim smyslem moralniho
sebevzdélavani sensu Winch. Nikdo ale nemaze vynést soud ,v takové a ta-
kové situaci je spravné, aby kazdy udélal X“ (srov. Rhees 1999, 48nn.). Na-
rok, ze kazdy by mél byt s to sam za sebe prenos perspektivy provést se stej-
nym vysledkem, je ryze teoreticky; (mordlni) perspektivy, které v redlu lidé
zaujimaji, jsou znacné rozdilné, a vedou je k zaujimani rozdilnych postoji
k témuz pripadu (viz Rhees 1999, 51n).

Kritérium k moznému porovnani riznych perspektiv nemize byt zavislé
na tom, zda lze néjaké mordlni pravidlo zobecnit. K nélezité jemnosti mo-
rilniho citéni vede slozité sebevzdélavani a dtikladna reflexe stile slozitéjsich

10 ] . Ly L w gy . v ,
Srov. Wittgenstein (1967, 117): ,V zivéru své pfednisky o etice hovofim v prvni

osobé. Jsem pfesvédden, ze toto je cosi velmi dilezitého. Nic dalsiho tu nelze zdavodnit.
Jediné, co mohu udélat, je vystoupit jako jedinec a hovorit v prvni osobé.
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prikladd. Nikdy nekoncici praci s priklady stale rozvijim a obohacuji své
ynastaveni®, tj. schopnost aplikovat sim na sebe pravidlo, jak je prave sprav-
né jednat. Ve Winchové perspektivé z tohoto hlediska neni jasna délici ¢ira
mezi vycvikem a kompetenci. Moralni aktér pracuje pouze s konkrétnimi
ptiklady, jez mu slouzi jako latka pro reflexi, a konkrétnimi situacemi,
v nichZ se ocitd a z nichz kazda je vidy do urcité miry nova a jedineénd,
i kdyz v ni jednd na zakladé svého aktualniho nastaveni, do néhoz se pred-
chozi situace, v nichz byl, promitly. Tento eticky rimec tak vylucuje, abych
své jedndni z néjaké situace jednoduse ,projikoval“ do dalsi situace ,stejného
druhu®. Nelze ani Fici, Ze se dvé situace fidi tymz pravidlem, respektive ne-
lze uvést v explicitni a priizraéné podobé jedno pravidlo platné pro obé, kte-
ré by, obecné, mélo schopnost skuteéné vést aktérovo jednani.'

Wittgensteinovskou etiku fada autorii kritizovala, prevazné z pozic etiky
kantovské. Napf. tak, ze aktudlni situaci lze vidy interpretovat mnoha riiz-
nymi zpisoby (podle mnoha rtiznych pravidel), a bez obecné premisy minor,
podrazujici konkrétni situaci jediné pfislusnému pravidlu nelze rozlisit mezi
spravnou a nespravnou interpretaci. Reflexe prikladd tfibi schopnost usuzo-
vani, ale sama o sobé by utonula v jednotlivostech (srov. O’Neill 1995). Pro
Winchiiv koncept moralniho usuzovini toto neni podstatnda nimitka (ne-
bot’ to, Ze nelze rozliSovat mezi obecné spravnymi a nespravnymi pravidly, by
sam pfipustil). Smyslem projektu ,wittgensteinovské etiky“ nebylo pfijit se
systematickou morélni filosofii (funkéni normativni etikou), kterd by mohla
¢i méla byt implementovatelnd do intersubjektivni praxe. Je spiSe pronika-
vou analyzou cest redlného morilniho uvazovani lidi (jehoz ustaveni a usku-
teCriovani se s platnymi intersubjektivnimi normami méze mijet) a — tim
byla pro Winche pfedevs$im — klicem k tomu, jak mize kaidy pracovat na
svém moralnim sebevzdélavani.

Winch vsak mimodék poukazal na problémy, které pro urcité pojeti pra-
vidla schopnost morédlniho jednani a usuzovani pfedstavuje. Pravidlo, podle
néhoz se fidi mé mordlni jednani, sice mohu explicitné vyslovit, ale pro ¢lo-
véka postradajiciho patficnou perspektivu budou ma slova ,hluchi®. Nelze
také Fici, Ze se mohou tymZ pravidlem moralniho jednani fidit dva akeéri
nebo vice (nebot” aby pravidlo mohlo vést, musi byt situovino jedné osobg).

Srov. hegelovskou kritiku Kantova kategorického imperativu: ze ve své obecnosti
vlastné neni schopen vést aktérovo jednani v konkrétni situaci. Rhees (1999, 56) pozna-
menava, Ze jen filosof mize formulovat morélni ,pravidla® jako ,Poctivost je dobra®
a predstavovat si, Ze maji néjaky vztah k mordlni praxi skute¢nych lidi.
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Nelze rozumné vykazat, ze dva lidé jsou ve ,stejné“ situaci. A cviceni
v moralni kompetenci neni nikdy ukonceno: ocekavani okamziku, kdy totéz
osvojené, jiz hotové pravidlo budu koneéné moci extrapolovat na libovolné
mnozstvi instanci, je marné; predstava takové extrapolace nemd u mordlni-
ho usuzovini rozumny smysl. Mordlni vychovu (vycvik) musi podstoupit
kazdy sam za sebe a pfislusnou dovednost ovladnout sim za sebe. Jde o ne-
prenosny vykon; podstatnou souddsti pravidla (podminkou moznosti jeho
smysluplné aplikace) je osoba aktéra.

4. Ingold a cvi¢eni ndpodobou

Na tvrzeni o ,neomezené” povaze kompetence (spoivajici v moznosti
délat dalsi a dalsi tahy podle pravidla) vrhaji problematizujici svétlo i prace
Tima Ingolda, ktery se soustavné zabyva otizkou kreativity. Kulturni antro-
pologie poukizala na to, Ze navzdory jazykovym intuicim integrovanym
v modernich zdpadnich jazycich (a jim pfislusnych kulturdch) misto, jaké
kreativita v fadé societ zaujimd, nesouvisi podstatné s otevienosti a inovativi-
tou. Kdo disponuje néjakou dovednosti, mize délat nékolik malo véci stale
dokola a v podstaté totéz jako kterykoli jeho kolega: predstavme si zde napt.
vypravéce pribéhd v oralni kultufe. Jeho status schopného vypravéce —
v porovnani s témi, kdo neuméji — nezdlezi na inovativité jeho tahd, ale na
tom, zda kompetentné naplnuje funkci vizanou na jeho status; tj. zda jako
vypravé¢ umi ukratit svyym poslucha¢im dlouhy zimni vecer. Jeho doved-
nost mize naopak spocivat privé v tom, Ze vypravi presné tytéz prfibéhy
a presné stejnym zpasobem, jako jeho predchidci; a pravé to od ného muze
jeho publikum ocekavat.

Jako Merleau-Ponty, také Ingold (2007, 127) pfipomina fyzickou (téles-
nou) povahu dovednosti; tedy ze nelze oddélovat kreativni schopnost od fy-
zické dovednosti vstipené dlouhou praxi. Nema smysl tvrdit, Ze jde o ,,pou-
hé“ opakovini toho, co uz udélal — a tedy ve smyslu zjednini spojeni mezi
pravidlem a jeho aplikaci uz ,vyridil“ — nékdo jiny. Rozdil spociva v kroku
od pouhého prihlizeni po¢indni druhého (pfipadné schopnosti konstatovat
jeho dovednost) k tomu, udélat totéz kompetentné sim. Ingold tento po-
sun ilustruje slovni hfickou: to, co zdk pfi uceni déla, neni iteration (opako-
vani), nybrz itineration (razeni si cesty). Protoze dovednost je fyzicky vykon,
predstavuje pole, na némz se dovednost osvédcuje, jakousi krajinu (zasksca-
pe), na jejiz projiti musi kazdy vydat vlastni sily (byt’ by se pohyboval po téze
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trase jako nékdo jiny — viz Ingold 2000, 197nn; srov. téz Ingold 2011, 216).
Chize je dovednost, kterou musim zvladnout sam; schopnost druhého mi
tu neni nic platnd, tak jako ma schopnost neprospéje jemu. (Coz nezname-
nd, zZe si navzdjem nemizeme pomoci vedenim ¢i radou.)

Ingold promitd diraz na fyzickou povahu dovednosti i do vykladu toho,
o¢ jde pfi cviceni. ProtoZe pfi cviceni jde o fyzické vstipeni si dovednosti —
nikoli schopnosti ,,})rojekce“ pravidla — to, co se cvii ¢i prizptsobuje, je do-
slova #akovo télo."* Proto se dovednostem, jako je hra na hudebni ndstroj,
lépe uci déti, s jejichz télem se pracuje snaze a béhem jeho vyvoje do ného
lze organictéji vtisknout jisté fyzické naladéni (télesné, pohybové, gestické
navyky, které samy o sobé pracuji nevédomé, ale lze je védomé iniciovat).
Cvi¢eni ma zprvu — po dlouhou dobu — charakter napodobovani; napt. spo-
luprace mistra a 7ika v kaligrafii. Zdk musi porozumét smyslu kaligrafického
femesla, toho vsak nelze dosahnout pozorovanim. Musi sim, pod vedenim
mistra, opakovat jeho pohyby do nejmensich podrobnosti (srov. Ingold
2011, 223). Pointou cviceni neni opakovini samo; (nevyslovenym) predpo-
kladem stojici za touto propedeutikou je, Ze patfi¢né pozornosti a porozu-
méni studované dovednosti (jejimu pravidlu, chceme-li) lze dosihnout jen
fyzickym cvicenim, nikoli jen pozorovanim. Stejny princip stoji v pozadi
cviceni v femesle, hie na hudebni ndstroj, apod. (srov. Ingold 2000, 416).

V Ingoldové podani toho, o¢ jde pfi vyuce a osvojovini si, je extrapolace
pravidla nezdivodnitelnym a nadbyte¢nym pozadavkem. Podobné jako
Winch klade diiraz na to, ze kompetentni tahy muze ¢init jen aktér sim za
sebe a (ndpomocnd i rusiva) intervence ostatnich hraje jen omezenou ulo-
hu. Ingold vsak problém situovanosti porozuméni pravidlam vztahuje bez-
prostiednéji k télesnosti aktérti. Kompetentni aktér ziskavd svij status diky
tomu, ze si on sdm dané dovednosti vstipil; diky nepfenosnosti téchto statu-
st se schopnost inovovat stavd irelevantni (v jistém smyslu ji ani nelze defi-
novat). Podstatnym predpokladem toho, aby bylo Gspésné projiti cvicenim
mozné, neni obecné pouzitelné pravidlo, nybrz neog)akovateln:i a neprenosnd
(situovand) propedeutickd historie kazdého aktéra.!

12 L " , .. e 1 v
I za schopnosti vnimat ¢i za samotnym nabytim jazyka stoji fyzické vyladéni aktéra

na specifika jeho prostedi (které ma povahu taskscape); viz napt. Ingold (2000, 397).

13 . , 1 . . ot vi g ,
To je paradoxnim vysvétlenim toho, pro¢ — navzdory tomu, jak dilezité je pro vy-

cvik opakovéni a napodobovani — mé pfesto kazdy aktértv tah povahu improvizace (srov.

Ingold 2011, 162, 216).
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Ingoldovo pojeti cviceni naznacuje, ze kompetence spocivd ve vstipeni si
konené sady predem danych konkrétnich pfikladd. To se zda v rozporu
s yotevienym normativistickym® konceptem pravidla. Je to ale, vratime-li se
k prikladu pfedstiraného Cteni, v rozporu i s Wittgensteinovym pojetim
pravidla a rozuméni (dovednosti), podle kterého pfipravit se na sadu pfedem
znamych tkond a zdirné ji napodobit nestaci. Kdyby slo jen o to, bylo by
jedno, jakym zplsobem zik tohoto cile dosihl (Ingold se, jak se zdd, do-
mniva, ze zadani by ho stejné donutilo techniku si vstipit). Pro ,otevieny*
koncept pravidla je ale rozdil mezi pouzitymi zplsoby zisadni — metodu
»skute¢ného ¢teni® lze pouzit na jakykoli text napsany v pismu Ctenarovi
znamém, metodu ,,uhadovini zpaméti“ nikoli, jak se zdd.

Ze by druhd zminénd metoda mohla byt pouzitelnd pro efektivni uceni,
ale neni tak smésné. Napt. vyuka staré fectiny a latiny na vysokych skolich
ma ,ingoldovské rysy. Projekce je v praci s témito jazyky omezend, nebot
»télo“ dovednosti pfedstavuje schopnost porozumét predem danému (z his-
torickych diivodd uzavienému) souboru prikladd. Tato dovednost se osvéd-
Cuje ,zkouskami z Cetby®, tj. schopnosti prelozit uryvek z textu, keery je
dlouho pred zkouskou znim. Vstépovani textu — mnohokrit opakovanym
¢tenim — vede k tomu, Ze pfi zkousce adept, do jisté miry nezavisle na své
faktické znalosti gramatiky ,v jeji obecnosti®, Cte text viceméné po paméti.
Timto zplsobem musi béhem studia zvladnout fadu textd. Vzhledem
k historické propasti umoziiuje pravé tato zdanlivé stredovékd metoda stu-
dentlim vstipit si ,perspektivu® potfebnou k tomu, aby jim vétné konstruk-
ce starovekych jazykd davaly smysl. Pfi zkouskdch pak studenti nejsou vyk-
rakani uditelem za usi (a¢ z pohledu wittgensteinovského uditele jejich po-
¢indni hraniéi s podvodem), nybrz pochvéleni, nebot" osvéd¢ili schopnost
udélat pravé to, co méli. Zdanlivé ,nesmyslny dril“ bez pfesahu zvysil jejich
schopnost vypofidat se s dosud neznimym textem. Pfimél je totiz k sou-
stfedéné pozornosti vici jazyku, jakd je pro jeho osvojeni nezbytna a jaké by
moznd nedosdhli pomoci standardni price s ucebnici. Ze studia klasickych
jazykl tak v posledku nevychdzeji lidi, ktefi pouze predstiraji, ze tyto jazyky
uméji, nybrz lidé, keefi je opravdu uméji.

Tento priklad, ale také Ingoldovy avahy vrhaji problematizujici svétlo na
vztah pravidla a dovednosti skutecné a pfedstirané. Pojem ,predstirat, ze
néco umim“ md smysl jen tehdy, pokud to dokizeme dostate¢né odlisit od
yopravdu néco umim®, respektive pokud mame kritéria, jejichz pomoci do-
vednost diagnostikujeme a kterd jsou oddélend od procedur pouzivanych pfi
cviceni této dovednosti. Schopnost dostit témto kritériim nesmi byt zamé-
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nitelnd se schopnosti ,otrocky” provadét ,slepé“ tahy pfi vycviku; napf. by-
chom radi, kdyby diagnostické procedury stanovujici relevantné, zda nékdo
umi latinsky, nepfipoustély ani stin pochybnosti, zda je nékdo nemohl osi-
dit schopnosti ,pfekladat® po paméti. To ale dost dobfe neni mozné; pro-
toze procedury osvojovani dovednosti (cvi¢ebni tkony) pfedstavuji nedilnou
soucdst této dovednosti samé. To neznamend, Ze mezi ,(opravdu) umét
Cist* (latinsky...) a ,predstirat, Ze umim ¢ist” (latinsky...) neni redlny rozdil;
pouze délici ¢ara neni ostrd a nevede po linii konecny vzorek — neomezena
projekee.

Situace je do jisté miry paradoxni: dovednost je status vdzany na svou
povahou vefejnd kritéria. Schopnosti fidit se pravidlem (kterou kritérium
diagnostikuje) ale nelze doséhnout bez pripravy, kterd nemd podobu prosté
instrukce ,osvoj si to a to pravidlo®. Metody cviceni v néjaké dovednosti
mohou mit blizko k ,parazitickym“ dovednostem odhalovanym pomoci kri-
térii, jejichz pomoci diagnostikujeme, kdy nékdo dovednost predstird. Zde
jsou pak nasnadé rznd nepfijemna podezfeni. Mluvime o ,pouhém napo-
dobovani®, tj. délini presné téhoz, co uz udélal nékdo jiny (ingoldovské
,2remeslné“ dovednosti). Nebo b) o ,predstirini dovednosti“ (jehoz se do-
poustéji studenti klasickych jazykd pfi svych zkouskach). Nebo ¢) o ,nikdy
neukonceném cviceni (moralni praxi studujici konkrétni pfiklady a zauji-
majici postoj k nim, jak o tom hovofi napf. Winch). Tyto fenomény nena-
pliyji dostatecné to, co bychom od kompetence — zvladnuti pravidla — oce-
kavali. Ingoldova pozorovani vsak spise poukazuji k tomu, Ze dovednost
spociva v ,sebepfetvoreni, vztahujicim se Casto k uzaviené a opakujici se
sad¢ konkrétnich pfikladd, nikoli v nutném prekroceni kone¢ného vzorku

prikladi.

5. Pravidlo, kompetence a vycvik (zavérem)

Nakolik je dovednost, k niz se vize néjaky status, konstituovina schop-
nosti aplikovat pravidlo (fidit se jim), musi byt tato schopnost evidovatelna
vefejné, podle kritérii, pro néZ jsou aktérovy osobni zvlastnosti nepodstatné.
Winchovy nebo Ingoldovy avahy vsak poukazuji na to, Ze intersubjektivné
evidovatelnd kritéria nejsou vycerpavajicim popisem praxe, skrze kterou se
aktéfi pokouseji v pravidlech prakticky zorientovat a skrze niz nabyvaji
kompetence. S cvicenim a ,hotovou® kompetenci se poji odlisna procedu-
ralni kritéria. Zatimco sama moznost konstatovini kompetence je nutné
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spjata s perspektivou, z niz aktéra nahliZeji ostatni, propedeutika naopak
spociva v provadéni cviceni, jejichz smysl z perspektivy ostatnich nemusi byt
zfejmy a béhem nichz si akeér osvojuje cosi, co md do jisté miry soukromsy
charakter. Neosvoji-li si druzi aktérovu perspektivu, jeho slova reflektujici
jeho situaci pro né zlstanou ,hlucha“; coz neznamend, ze by jim doslova
nerozuméli. V pfipadé schopnosti morilniho jednani ma vysvétleni ,nemohl
jsem ho v tom pfece nechat jistou soukromou slozku, odlisujici ty, ktefi by
»ho“ v ,tom“ nenechali, od téch, ktefi ano. Touto slozkou je podle Winche
perspektiva. Pro ty, kdo tuto perspektivu nemaji, véta sama sice neni nepo-
chopitelnd, ale nic nevysvétluje; pfitom pro perspektivou vybaveného aktéra
je dostate¢nym vysvétlenim jeho postoje k ,nému® a ,tomu®, tedy vysvétle-
nim jeho jedndni. V tomto smyslu nejsou pravidla moralniho jednani ote-
viend a intersubjektivni, nebot’ jako pravidla jakoby neddvaji smysl Gplné
pro kazdého, tj. nevedou praxi kazdého.

Slozity vztah mezi metodami uceni a vefejnymi kritérii kompetence je
do uréité miry zodpovédny za existenci ,parazitickych her®, které maji
umoznit aktérovi s vynaloZenim srovnatelné mensiho Gsili dosihnout statu-
tu spojené¢ho obvykle s pfiznanou dovednosti. Status, nahlizeny zvenci, je
fakticky oddélen od ,femeslnych“ metod jeho dosahoviani; lze tak oddélit
jeho vybrané defini¢ni znaky a soustfedit se pouze na né, s vyslovnym amys-
lem vyvolat dojem. Zde je tfeba upozornit, Ze to neni samo o sobé paradox-
ni. Timto zpsobem lidskda normativni praxe bézné funguje a pravidla ob-
vykle urcity prostor pro cilené parazitické obchdzeni ponechavaji ¢i vytvareji.
Pravé takto vznikaji fenomény ,predstirani® atd.

Pravidlo zasazené do praxe je vazino na konkrétniho aktéra, ktery se jim
fidi. Tato vazba ma nékolik prvki: jednak je zptsob (procedura, historie)
osvojeni si pravidla do té miry osobni (Casto fyzicky), Ze nelze dovednost
efektivné predat jako obecny predpis, nezavisly na vytvoreni osobniho navy-
ku (opét specifického a nepfenosného). Také se ukazuje, ze pravidlo nemusi
mit obecny dosah ani ve vztahu k jinym pfipadtim ,téze“ situace u téhoz ak-
téra, nebot’ ho vybavuje schopnosti fidit se jim pravé jen v té které kon-
krétni situaci. Pravidlo tak v praxi konkrétnich aktért neni nutné vtéleno
jako pravidlo obecné platné pro vsechny kompetentni hrace. To nicméné
neznamend, ze by i takto unikdtni a nepfenosnd praxe neméla inherentni
normativni dimenzi, tj. Ze by nebylo lze smysluplné rozlisovat sprivné ko-
nani od nespravného (a to tak, ze by aktér jednal nespravné i v pfipadé, ze
dané ,pravidlo“ se vztahuje smysluplné pouze na ného). Tvrdime-li, ze ,X
se Fidi pravidlem®, vidy si toto tvrzeni podriuje alespon urcity slabsi vy-
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znam: ze pocindni X lze klasifikovat jako sprdvné nebo nespravné. Naproti to-
mu je zjevné vidy nemiizeme chapat tak, ze pro dané pravidlo maze byt ak-
térem X kdokoli a ve vztahu k libovolné mnoha konkrétnim prikladim.
A v podstaté zavadéjici se zda byt chdpani pravidla jako jakéhosi nezvisle na
X existujiciho ,néc¢eho®, kterym se X fidi (a které je jedno a totéz ,néco®
pro kazdého, kdo se timto pravidlem fidi). Pokud pracujeme s konceptem
takto obecné chapaného pravidla, vhodnéjsi se zda spatfovat v ném obdobu
kantovské regulativni ideje: na zakladé pozorovini praxe rtznych aktérd lze
formulovat obecné pravidlo, ve vztahu k némuz lze jejich praxi vykladat.
Toto pravidlo ji ,osmysluje“, chceme-li napf. uchopit, k ¢emu vsechny
rozmanité praxe poukazuji. Na konstituci masinérie uvadéjici tento vyklado-
vy nastroj v chod se ovSem podili i kazdy konkrétni aktér, avsak jen malou
mérou; a formulace pravidla samoziejmé muze jako motivujici nebo korek-
tivni prvek jeho praxi vyznamné ovliviiovat.

Literatura

BRANDOM, R. (1979): Freedom and Constraint by Norms. American Philosophical Quar-
terly 16, 187-196.

BRANDOM, R. (1994): Making It Explicit. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

BRUNER, J. (1983). Child’s Talk: Learning to Use Language. New York: W. W. Norton
& Company.

CAVELL, S. (1979): The Claim of Reason. New York: Oxford University Press.

CAVELL, S. (1996): Must We Mean What We Say? Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

DIAMOND, C. (1991): Knowing Tornadoes and Other Things. New Literary History 22,
1001-1015.

DREYFUS, H. L. (2002): Intelligence without Representation — Merleau-Ponty’s Cri-
tique of Mental Representation: The Relevance of Phenomenology to Scientific
Explanation. Phenomenology and the Cognitive Sciences 1, 367-383.

ERNELING, C. (1993): Understanding Language Acquisition: The Framework of Learning.
Albany, NY: SUNY Press.

CHOMSKY, N. (1965): Aspects of the Theory of Syntax. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

INGOLD, T. (2000): The Perception of the Environment. London: Routledge.

INGOLD, T. (2007): Lines: Brief History. London: Routledge.

INGOLD, T. (2011): Being Alive. London: Routledge.

JOHNSON, P. (2004): Moral Philosophers and the Novel. New York: Palgrave Macmillan.

Za uiiteCné pfipominky k textu dékuji Jaroslavu Peregrinovi a Vladimiru Svobodovi
a také anonymnim recenzentlm.



108 ONDREJ BERAN

KOLMAN, V. (2008): Filosofie ¢isla. Praha: Filosofia.

KOLMAN, V. (2013): Hudebni gramatika a jeji ,pfehlednd zndzornéni“. Filosofie dnes 5, ¢.
1, 19-40.

O'NEILL, O. (1995): The Power of Example. In: O'Neill, O.: Constructions of Reason.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 165-186.

PEREGRIN, J. (1999): Vyznam a struktura. Praha: OIKOYMENH.

RHEES, R. (1999): Moral Questions. Basingstoke: Macmillan.

WINCH, P. (1965): The Universalizability of Moral Judgments. The Monist 49, 196-214.

WINCH, P. (1972): Moral Integrity. In: Winch, P.: Ethics and Action. London:
Routledge & Kegan Paul, 171-192.

WINCH, P. (1980-1981): “Eine Einstellung zur Seele”. Proceedings of the Aristotelian Soci-
ety 81, 1-15.

WINCH, P. (1990): Idea socidlni védy a jeji vztab k filosofii. Brno: CDK.

WITTGENSTEIN, L. (1967): Wittgenstein und der Wiener Kreis. Gespriiche aufgezeichnet
von Friedrich Waismann. Frankfurt a. M.: Suhrkamp.

WITTGENSTEIN, L. (1993): Rozlicné pozndmky. Praha: Mladd fronta.

WITTGENSTEIN, L. (2009): Philosophical Investigations. 4th ed. Oxford: Wiley-Blackwell.



DISCUSSIONS = DISKUSIE

Organon F 22 (1) 2015: 109-131

InStrumentadlny realizmus — odpoved' na kritiky

LADISLAV KVASZ

Filosoficky Ustav Akademie véd Ceské republiky, v.v.i.
Jilska 1. 110 00 Praha. Ceska republika
Pedagogicka fakulta Univerzity Karlovy

M. D. Rettigové 4. 116 39 Praha. Ceska republika
ladislavkvasz@gmail.com

Vyklad instrumentalneho realizmu v matematike v clankoch Kvasz
(2009, 2010 a 2011) vyvolal kriticki odozvu u kolegov Jaroslava Peregrina
(pozri Peregrin 2010; 2012) Pavla Labudu (pozri Labuda 2013; 2014) a Ju-
raja Binovského (pozri Banovsky 2014). Ich kritiky presne identifikuji ne-
dostatky predoslych textov. Zrejme nebolo rozumné zacat’ budovanie in-
strumentdlneho realizmu vykladom matematiky a inStrumentalny realizmus
vo fyzike predpokladat’ ako samozrejmy. On samozrejmy nie je, ved vo filo-
zofii su Casté texty, ktoré poznanie zakladaju primarne na zmyslovej skuse-
nosti. Rovnako prispelo k nedorozumeniam to, ze (ml¢ky predpokladajic
poziciu instrumentilneho realizmu vo fyzike) som v textoch venovanych
matematike zddraziioval tie aspekty, kde sa matematika odlisuje od fyziky.
Moja pozicia potom pdsobila ako kolisanie medzi realizmom a antirealiz-
mom (Peregrin), ako druh interného realizmu (Banovsky), alebo ako antire-
alizmus (Labuda). V odpovedi na kritické texty kolegov sa preto pokusim
ukazat, ze instrumentdlny realizmus nie je vysledkom kolisania a nie je pri-
buzny ani s internym realizmom, ani s antirealizmom.

Na uvod svojej odpovede vyslovim tézu, ktord pomoze predist mnohym
nedorozumeniam, tézu, ktort som (vzhladom na povod instrumentilneho
realizmu vo fyzike) povazoval za samozrejmu. Podla tejto tézy inStrumenty
(fyzikdlne, matematické, aj bielkovinové) su fyzické predmety, a ako také sa
sucastou ,vonkajsej“, objektivnej skutoénosti. V pripade matematiky ide
o skvrny atramentu na papieri (alebo kamienky poukladané do obrazcov,
...), ale tieto skvrny st rovnako skutoéné ako teplomery, teleskopy ¢i tomo-
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graf. Samozrejme, matematika nie je o Skvrnach. Predmetom matematiky
nie s Ciary nakreslené na papieri, ale idedlne rovné a nekonecne dlhé
priamky. Prive preto hovorim, ze skvrny na papieri s ndstrojmi, pomocou
ktorych realitu pozndvame, a nie realitou samou. Uz aj tento kratky komen-
tir by mal naznadit, ze inStrumentilny realizmus to s realitou mysli vizne.
Po tomto kriatkom uvode pristipim k jednotlivym kritikom (v abecednom
poradi).

1. Juraj Banovsky

Najprv sa pokisim odpovedat’ na kritické pozndmky Juraja Banovského,
sformulované v stati ,Some Notes on Instrumental Realism“ (pozri Banov-
sky 2014). Z velkého poctu poznimok som vybral Styri, ktoré mi pripadaji
najzdvaznejsie.

1.2. Pribuznost s internym realizmom Hilaryho Putnama

Hlavnid ndmietka proti instrumentalnemu realizmu v Banovského texte
spociva v tom, Ze tito pozicia je pribuzna s internjm realizmom Hilarybo
Putnama. Béanovsky vidi tuto pribuznost v tom, ze ako podla mnou zasta-
vanej pozicie, tak aj podla Putnama objekty neexistuju nezavisle od koncep-
tudlnych schém. Tento vyklad Banovsky opiera o méj citit:

Jazyk z nekone¢ného mnoistva réznych rozkrdjani vyberie jedno, ktoré
ontologizuje. Proces krijania a ontologického postulovania oznacujem
terminom konstiticia. Teda nepopieram, Ze to, ¢o tu je, tu naozaj je.
Realitou sa to vsak stdva az v ddsledku rozkrajania a nisledného postulo-
vania sucien. Na rozdiel od bezného relativizmu si myslim, ze krdjanie sa
deje prostrednictvom urditych inStrumentov, ktoré do procesu krijania
skutonosti vndsaju medze. (Kvasz 2011, 314)

Uvedomujem si, Ze tito pasiz nie je najjasnejsia. Okrem iného obsahuje
dva pojmy reality. Jeden objektivny, ale iba implicitne pritomny, je obsiah-
nuty v tvrdeni, ze ,to Co tu je, tu naozaj je“. Touto formuldciou som chcel
zvyraznit, Ze nechcem spochybriovat’ vonkajsiu realitu, ani ni¢ z toho, ¢o
obsahuje. Teda o veciach vonkajsicho sveta, ktoré objektivne existujua, tvr-
dim, ze objektivne existuju. Preto svoju poziciu povazujem za realistickd,
totiz akceptujem, Ze tu je nezavisla realita, a fudské poznanie je poznavanim
tejto objektivnej reality.
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Okrem objektivneho pojmu reality je tu este pojem reality, ktory by sme
mohli oznadit' ako intersubjektivny. To je realita, ktord je postupne pozni-
vand urcitou kultdrou ¢i urcitym jazykovym spoloCenstvom. Prave tato in-
tersubjektivnu realitu navrhujem miesto lingvistického ukotvenia v koncep-
tudlnych schémach, ako to robi Putnam, ukotvit' instrumentalne, pro-
striedkami urcitej inStrumentdlnej praxe. To je zmysel slov ,krdjanie sa deje
prostrednictvom urcitjch instrumentov. Instrumenty su fyzické predmety, sa
sucastou vonkajsieho sveta, a preto krajanie, ku ktorému vedd, ma ob-
jektivny charakter. Na druhej strane vsak kazdy instrument je artefaktom,
Tudskym vytvorom, a ako taky je bezprostredne napojeny na jazykovy rimec
teodrie, na zdklade ktorej bol navrhnuty. Som presvedceny, ze kultary, rov-
nako ako jazykové spolocenstvi, si vo vonkajSom svete situované pomocou
roznych inStrumentalnych praxi. Inak by neprezili. Preto instrumentilny
realizmus nie je variantom interného realizmu. InsStrument nie je prvkom
konceptudlnej schémy, ale fyzického sveta.' Je viak vytvoreny na ziklade
predstav, principov a navodov, ktoré patria do urcitej konceptualnej sché-
my, a tak je s touto konceptualnou schémou tzko previazany. Instrumen-
tilny realizmus je preto pozicia, ktord umozriuje prepojit interny realizmus
s objektivnym realizmom.?

Banovsky (2014, 240) ilustruje Putnamov interny realizmus pomocou
prikladu, v ktorom porovnava teoreticko-mnozinova konceptudlnu sché-
mu s mereologickou schémou. Z hladiska prvej je hypotetické univerzum
tvorené tromi objektmi, kym z hladiska druhej siedmimi. Tento priklad
je vhodny na ilustriciu rozdielu medzi internym realizmom a in$trumen-
tilnym realizmom. Z pohladu instrumentdlneho realizmu su totiz obe
konceptudlne schémy ekvivalentné, lebo krijaja skutocnost s rovnakou

In$trumentilna prax je v matematike dand urditym ndstrojom symbolickej alebo
ikonickej reprezentdcie. Zmeny inStrumentilnej praxe s opisané v prvej kapitole knihy
Kvasz (2008), pod ndzvom recodings. Konceptudlny rimec prislicha k danej in$trumen-
tilnej praxi. T4 istd inStrumentdlna prax moZe byt konceptualizovand prostrednictvom
viacerych konceptudlnych ramcov. Zmeny konceptudlneho ramca su preto mensieho rd-
du ako zmeny instrumentalnej praxe, odohravaju sa vo vnutri inStrumentilnej praxe a s

opisané v druhej kapitole knihy Kvasz (2008) pod nazvom relativizations.

2 Okrem objektivneho a intersubjektivneho pojmu reality rozliSujem eSte subjektivny

pojem reality. Ten je dolezity, okrem inych pre didaktiku matematiky. Jeho analyza ndm
poskytuje porozumenie tomu, ako nasi Ziaci a Studenti rozumejt prvkom intersubjektiv-
nej reality, ktoré sa im snazime odovzdat'. Jeho analyze som sa venoval v inych précach,
napriklad v Kvasz (1997), takze teraz ho nebudem uvazovat'.
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rozliSovacou silou (obe ontolégie rozlisuju tri individud). Z méjho pohla-
du su teoreticko-mnozinovy a mereologicky dva vyklady (teda dva systémy
subjektivnej reality), patriace k rovnakej instrumentdlnej praxi, lebo krédja-
ju skutocnost na rovnakej hladine rozlisenia. V instrumentdlnom realizme
nejde o odlisenie réznych vykladov, teda rozdielov viazucich sa k réznym
konceptudlnym schémam. Mojim cielom je odlisit’ chdpania reality, viaZuce
sa k roznym instrumentdlnym praxiam. Preto vhodnym prikladom by bolo
porovnanie dvoch ontolégii, z ktorych jedna ma tri individua, a druha
100 000 000 000 000 000 000 000 individui. Zhruba tak totiz vyzerd roz-
diel medzi newtonovskou ontolégiou, ktord pracuje s makroskopickymi
telesami, a boltzmannovskou ontolégiou, ktord tieto telesd rozkladd na
atémy. Tych 23 nul v predoslom ¢isle savisi a Avogadrovou konstantou,
ktord udava pocet molekul ¢i atdémov makroskopickych telies.

Okrem velkosti ¢isel je rozdiel oproti Putnamovmu prikladu aj v nepre-
lozitelnosti medzi uvedenymi ontolégiami. Kazdy, kto pozna mereoldgiu
a dostane zoznam individui mnozinovo-teoretického univerza, bez problému
vypise vSetky individua mereologického univerza a naopak. Obe tieto onto-
légie s teda skor roznymi sposobmi rozpravania o tej istej fakticite, a tak
rozdiel medzi nimi patri do sféry interného realizmu. Naproti tomu medzi
newtonovskou a boltzmannovskou ontolégiou su zasadné rozpory, z ktorych
niektoré dodnes nie s plne vyriesené. Najznamejsim rozdielom je ten, pod-
I'a ktorého newtonovskd mechanika je vratnd, kym boltzmannovska termo-
dynamika je nevratnd. Ked nafilmujem pohyb biliardovych gal a film niho-
dou pustim odzadu, nikto si to nevsimne (t. j. vSetky pohyby pri spitnom
chode vyhovuju fyzikilnym zékonom). Naproti tomu, ked si nafilmujem
(termokamerou) postupné chladnutie $alky kavy, a ndhodou pustim film
odzadu, kazdy si to vsimne, lebo proces ohrievania, pri ktorom silka po-
stupne odoberd teplo zo svojho okolia, az je nakoniec horuca, porusuje za-
kon rastu entropie. Preto st tieto ontologie vzdjomne neprelozitelné, alebo
aspoti nie tak Pahko ako v Putnamovom priklade. Statistickd fyzika krija
skuto¢nost’ 0 8 radov jemnejsie nez newtonovska fyzika a na tejto urovni
veci funguju inak.’

1.2. Strukturovanost objektivnej reality

Dalsia Banovského namietka znie, zZe inStrumentalny realizmus odmieta
strukturovat’ realitu. To suvisi s chdpanim inStrumentalneho realizmu ako

o . 8. . . 23
8 je radovo tretina z 23, preto 10° je zhruba tretia odmocnina z 107,
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druhu interného realizmu. Vo filozofickej literature su rozsirené dve meta-
fory kraijania reality (por. Banovsky 2014, 240). Jedna je misiarska a zvycajne
sa spdja s objektivnym realizmom. Podla nej tedrie krdjaji skutocnost’ v jej
kiboch tak, ako misiar porcuje prasa. Druha je pekarska a spdja sa s inter-
nym realizmom. Podla nej tedrie krdjaji skutocnost ubovolne tak, ako
pekar kraja cesto. Ked' som uviedol, Ze instrumentalny realizmus je strednd
pozicia medzi objektivnym a internym realizmom, je zrejmé, ze ako misiar-
sku tak aj pekdrsku formu krijania musim odmietnut. Misiarsku formu
vsak odmietam nie preto, Ze by som pochyboval o tom, Zze skuto¢nost ma
klby Mopm cielom nie je miesat’ sa vedcom ¢i misiarom do remesla. Ked
tvrdia, Ze realita mi klby, tak ich zrejme ma. Mna prlmarne nezaujima
Struktira sveta — na to JC tu veda, aby ju poznavala Mna zaujima, ako tuto
Struktiru pozndvame.® Preto nechcem popierat, 7e objektlvna realita je
struktarovand. Mna len objektivny pojem reality nezaujima (alebo aspon nie
do tej miery, aby som sa pustil do jeho skimania). Keby ma zaujimal, pisal
by som clanky o fyzike alebo medicine. Nechcem fyzikov ¢i lekdrov poucat’
o realite. Preto o objektivnej realite mléim a zdujemcov odkazujem na kurzy
tyziky, anatomie ¢i patologickej fyziologie.

Instrumentalny realizmus skiima po sebe iduce krdjania skutocnosti, po-
vedzme newtonovské a boltzmannovské. Tu nepomdha ani misiarska, ani
pekarska metafora. Misiarska metafora nepomaha preto, lebo v Newtono-
vych casoch neexistovala technoldgia, ktord by umoznila realitu rozkrajat’ na
atomy ¢i molekuly. Z pohladu newtonovskej fyziky tam, kde Boltzmann
navrhuje krajat skutocnost’, ziadne klby nie si. Toto nie je vyrok o ob-
jektivnej realite — nemdm v imysle popierat’ pravdivost atémovej teédrie. Je
to vyrok o intersubjektivnej realite a jej podmienenosti inStrumentalnou pra-
xou. V rimci inStrumentilnej praxe newtonovskej fyziky atomy ¢i molekuly
tuhého telesa nie st oddelené kibmi. Nepomaha vsak ani pekarska metafo-
ra, lebo latka sa objektivne deli na atdmy, takze cesto nemozno kréjat’ l'ubo-
volne, ale iba tam, kde to skuto¢nost’ dovoli. Myslim, Ze remeselnicke me-
tafory su zavadzajuce, lebo predstavuju krdjanie v ramci jednej instrumen-
tilnej praxe (obe pouzivaju zhruba rovnaky néz). Ich cielom je zndzornit
vedu ako nieco, ¢o poznime z beinej skusenosti. Veda vsak nie je ¢osi, o by
bolo mozné pochopit’ prikladmi z bezného Zzivota. Veda je nesamozrejmd

Inak povedané, objektivna realita ma zaujima iba do tej _miery, aby som mohol sledo-
vat diskusie roznych vednych odborov o jej charaktere. Co ma hlavne zaujima, je in-
strumentalny aspekt intersubjektivne;j reality.
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a jej sposoby krijania skuto¢nosti s Casto bez analdgii vo svete beznej ski-
senosti.

1.3. Korespondencia insStrumentdlne konstituovanej ontoldgie
s instrumentdlnou skusenostou

Tretia Banovského ndmietka sa tyka pasaze:

Na jednej strane inStrumenty musia byt dostatoéne jemné, aby urcité
kréjanie umoznili, na druhej strane postulované entity musia byt v zho-
de so skusenostou, ktort prostrednictvom inStrumentov ziskame.
(Kvasz 2011, 314)

Labuda (2014, 75) povazuje tito argumenticiu za kruhovi, a skutocne
pasaz tak pdsobi. Banovsky nasiel odpoved na Labudovu kritiku: Krajanie sa
deje prostriedkami instrumentov jednej instrumentalnej praxe, kym skuse-
nost, o ktorej sa tu piSe, je skusenost’ ziskand prostriedkami drubej instru-
mentélnej praxe (pozri Binovsky 2014, 242). Napriklad krdjanie, ktoré pri-
niesla in$trumentilna prax boltzmannovskej termodynamiky (v druhej polo-
vici 19. storocia), bolo jemnejsie nez krdjanie prostriedkami instrumentilnej
praxe newtonovskej fyziky (v prvej polovici 18. storocia). Entity postulované
Boltzmannom vsak museli byt schopné vysvetlit’ vSetky relevantné newto-
novské pokusy (t. j. byt v zhode so skisenostou predoslej instrumentélnej
praxe). Banovsky vsak doddva, Ze stile ostiva problém s ,prvym jazykom,
pretoze ten sa neda ukotvit v Ziadnom ranejsom jazyku, takze ostiva cirku-
larita, o ktorej piSe Labuda — ,prvy jazyk musi umoznit’ krajanie, ktoré je
v zhode s jeho vlastnou skusenostou.” V tomto bode musim dat’ Banov-
skému i Labudovi za pravdu. Tento problém nechdvam zatial otvoreny.

1.4. NemozZnost vystupit z jazykovych rdmcov, alebo otdzka
realizmu ako vztah dvoch jazykov

Stvrtd namietka suvisi s tézou zastavanou Putnamom, ktort Binovsky
pripisuje aj inStrumentilnemu realizmu; podla nej ,nemdzeme vystpit
z nasich rdmcov a pozriet sa na korespondenciu medzi [nasimi tedriami

> Pokusom néjst’ vychodisko z tejto situdcie bol vyklad zmyslovych orgénov ako ,,pro-

teinovych in$trumentov® vytvorenych evoliciou. Tym by sa cely problém presunul do
oblasti bioldgie.
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a realitou]“ (Banovsky 2014, 241). Uréitym pokusom vyriesit’ tento problém
je pasaz:

Nasou tlohou je potom posudit, do akej miery vyrazom jazyka v danom
svete zodpovedaju objekty. Na miesto tejto predstavy sa pokdsim posta-
vit predstavu, Ze aj svet, v ktorom Ziju slony a baktérie, je svetom urdi-
tého jazyka. Preto namiesto vztahu jazyka a sveta sa budem usilovat rea-
lizmus chdpat ako vzt'ah dvoch jazykov. (Kvasz 2011, 314)

Banovsky tato pasaz cituje, ale nedava ju do suvisu s uvedenou tézou. Pri-
tom pasiz je rieSenim problému vyjadreného v danej téze. Ide o to, Ze ak
mame jazyk a mimojazykovu realitu, tak jednou moznostou, ako ich porov-
nat, je ,vystapit z jazykového rimca“ a pozriet sa ,zvonka“, ako jazyk ko-
responduje s realitou. T'ato moznost je iluzérna a Putnam z toho vyvodzuje
nutnost’ opustenia externého realizmu. Neuvedomil si vsak, Ze existuje aj
drubd moznost, ako porovnat’ jazyk s mimojazykovou realitou. Tato druhd
moznost’ sa zrodila v dejinach maliarstva a jej vyklad je uvedeny v Kvasz
(2008, 114-120). Ak sa nemézeme dostat’ mimo jazykovy ramec, tak sa mu-
sime pokusit ,dostat’ realitu do jazykového rimca“ a potom prislusné po-
rovnanie urobit’ vo vnutri tohto rimca. Presne to urobil Diirer, ked' chcel
pochopit’ vzt'ah medzi perspektivistickym obrazom a realitou: Namaloval
obraz, na ktorom znizornil maliara, ako maluje obraz.® Diirerov obraz mal
zasadny vyznam pre rozvoj modernej geometrie. Naviazal nan totiz Desargu-
es myslienkou, ze namiesto otdzky, ako vznika dvojrozmerny obraz trojroz-
mernej vazy, mozno polozit nepomerne lahsiu otizku, ako vznikd perspek-
tivisticky obraz obrazu vizy. (Teda namiesto otizky, ako na obraze vzniki
ilazia hlbky, kladie nepomerne Tahsiu otazku, ako sa na obraze iluzia hlbky
zachoviva). Tédto myslienka tvori vychodisko projektivnej geometrie a stoji
na pociatku cesty k neeuklidovskej geometrii. Preto v uvedenej pasizi sa
nepokdsam o ni¢ neobvyklého, ale pokisam sa ist po histériou overenej
ceste, ktorou predo mnou okrem Desargua siel aj Frege pri rieseni otazky,
¢o je to cislo. Frege podobne ako Desargues nahradil otazku, ¢o je to ¢islo,
nepomerne [ahsou otdzkou, kedy su dve mnoziny rovnopocetné. Ja chcem
v sulade s Desarguom a Fregem na miesto otizky, ¢o je to ontoldgia, polo-
zit nepomerne lahsiu otizku, kedy maju dva jazyky rovnaka ontolégiu. Te-

V skutoénosti to bola rytina, ale malovat’ obraz maliara malujiceho obraz jasnejsie
zvyraziiuje autoreferenciu, ktord takto Diirer zabudoval do obrazu.
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da uvedend pasiz nepredstavuje tézu o tom, ¢o je to realita, ale je iba opi-
som metddy, ako tuto realitu skamat’.

Pritom je zaujimavé, ze v istom zmysle pravdou je pravy opak toho, ¢o
tvrdi Putnam. Dejiny vedy su plné vystupovania z jazykovych ramcov. Jed-
nym z takychto postupnych vystupovani si dejiny neeuklidovskej geometrie
opisané v Kvasz (2008). Lobacevskij musel opustit’ jazykovy ramec, v kto-
rom bola formulovand euklidovska geometria, aby mohol vyjadrit’ poznatky,
ktoré boli v rozpore s tvrdeniami euklidovskej geometrie. Pritom objav ne-
euklidovskej geometrie, umozneny prave vystupenim z euklidovského jazy-
kového rimca, umoznil Gaussovi zisadne novym sposobom pochopit’ vztah
nadich teérii a reality. Aj ked Gauss nevystapil mimo jazykovy rimec, zotr-
vavajic v nom pochopil, ze ak si moiné rézne geometrie — euklidovskd
a neeuklidovskd, otvira sa otazka, ktord geometria lepsie zodpoveda geo-
metrii redlneho priestoru. Teda tym, Ze presiel z euklidovského ramca do
rimca neeuklidovskej geometrie, bol schopny polozit’ otazku vztahu eukli-
dovskej geometrie a reality radikalne novym spésobom.

Redi o nemoznosti opustit jazyk ¢i konceptudlny rimec su pomylené,
lebo ich autori zabudaju, ze vo vede existuju viaceré ramce. Prechod od jed-
ného ramca k nasledujucemu ramcu (napriklad Diirerov prechod z rimca
perspektivistického maliarstva do rimca projektivnej geometrie, alebo
Gaussov prechod z jazykového ramca euklidovskej geometrie do rimca nee-
uklidovskej geometrie) moze vnimavému ¢loveku poméct porozumiet po-
vahe staré¢ho rdmca, a tak ziskat' od neho odstup, ktory v mnohom pripo-
mina odstup, ktory by vznikol vystipenim z jazyka. Preto aj ked nie je
mozné natvrdo vystipit' z jazyka, dd sa z daného jazykového rimca prejst
k vySsiemu ramcu, Co Casto prindsa zdsadné posuny v porozumeni svetu
a jeho vztahu k jazyku.

Po zodpovedani hlavnych namietok kritiku Juraja Banovského opustim.
Jeho text obsahuje rad dalsich kritickych poznimok, ale uvedené Styri mi
pripadali najzavaznejsie.

2. Pavol Labuda

Dalej pristapim ku kritickym poznimkam Pavla Labudu z jeho stati
,Priamodiary realizmus a jeho pozicia v ramci sporu realizmu a antirealizmu®
(pozri Labuda 2013) a ,Instrumentdlny realizmus, ontoldgia rozliSeni
a problém ontologického statusu inStrumentov* (pozri Labuda 2014). Rov-
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nako ako v predoslom pripade, aj teraz vyberiem niekolko zisadnych mo-
mentov, na ktoré sa sustredim. Pritom namietky, ktoré som uz zodpovedal
v odpovedi na Binovského kritiku, nebudem opakovat.

2.1. Priepast med_zi prirodzenou a instrumentdlnou skusenostou

Prvé z nimietok v Labuda (2014) sa tyka neujasnenosti vztahu medzi
beznou a instrumentilnou skusenost'ou. Filozofi maju tendenciu brat’ bezny
jazyk a beint skusenost ako ¢osi neproblematické. Je to rozumné, ved bei-
ny jazyk a beznd skdsenost st bezné prive preto, Ze ich kazdodenne pouzi-
vame a doverne pozndme. Perspektiva historika matematiky je vsak ind.
Bezny jazyk obsahuje slova ako trojuholnik, uhol, usecka, respektive Cislov-
ky ako stotridsat’pit'tisicsest’stosest’ desiatstyri (aby sme pouzili Fregeho pri-
klad zo Zikladov aritmetiky) a s trojuholnikmi, uhlami a Gseckami, rovnako
ako s ¢islami, mdme dostatok skusenosti. Historik vsak vie, Ze tieto slovd
neboli v jazyku vidy, ale st produktom historického vyvoja. Ked sa pokusa
oddelit’ jednotlivé vrstvy jazyka, aby mohol studovat’ myslenie urcitého ob-
dobia, md tendenciu trojuholnik, uhol a use¢ku klist’ do jazykovej vrstvy
nesenej inStrumentilnou praxou euklidovskej geometrie, rovnako ako vicsie
¢isla do jazykovej vrstvy nesenej instrumentdlnou praxou elementarnej arit-
metiky obdobia velkych civilizacii. Preto namiesto toho, ako jazyk funguje
dnes, historika zaujima postupnost’ instrumentalnych praxi tiahnuca sa do
nedohladnej minulosti.

Nés bezny jazyk a beind skdsenost st ,kontaminované“ instrumental-
nymi praxami minulosti, do ktorych sme inkulturovani od raného detstva.
Beiny jazyk a beind skisenost, miesto toho, aby boli nie¢im jednodu-
chym a zakladnym, su ,zbierkou zdzrakov, ktoré zovsedneli“. Pocitat je zd-
zrak, ako si moze uvedomit kazdy, kto navstivi domorodé kmene
v amazonskom pralese, ktoré nepoznaju ¢islovky. Ich mentalny svet je, as-
pon z pohladu historika, prirodzeny, kym my vSetci sme skazeni vynale-
zom Cisel, na ktory sme si vSak do tej miery zvykli, a ktory nim do tej
miery vrastol do jazyka, Ze si to ani neuvedomujeme. Nieco podobné sa
stalo s geometriou, takie pravé uhly nim pripadaju ako prirodzené. Aj
geometria je vSak zdzrak, ako si moze uvedomit’ kazdy, kto navstivi dedinu
domorodcov, ktori nepoznaju hrnéiarsky kruh. Skusenost’, v ktorej chcem
ukotvit' prvi inStrumentalnu prax, preto nie je beznou skusenostou oby-
vate[ov Eurdpy 21. storocia. Je to skusenost’ kultir pred polnohospodar-
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skou revolticiou a's tym stvisiacim vznikom civilizicie.” Zatial som sa
v skiimani in$trumentilnych praxi minulosti dostal do antiky, takie som
este stile d'aleko od okamihu, kedy opustim svet polnohospodarskych ci-
vilizdcii a budem skumat’ realizmus ,beznej skusenosti®.

To samozrejme neznamend, Ze by som odmietal navrh ,radikalizovat
vyklad in$trumentu az na biologickd rovinu“ rovnako ako navrh ,pomeno-
vat konvencne prijaté sekvencie artikulovanych zvukov ¢i im priradenych
grafém, ktorymi fixujeme zmysel nasho zjavného spravania podla urcitych
pravidiel beznej praxe taktiez nastrojmi symbolickej a ikonickej reprezenta-
cie“ (Labuda 2014, 186). Prave naopak, obe tieto alternativy su pred in-
strumentdlnym realizmom otvorené. Zatial som sa nepustil do ich rozpra-
covavania, lebo existuje mnozstvo nejasnosti na ,vysich poschodiach bu-
dovy instrumentédlneho realizmu. Moja heuristika je postupovat od daného
néstroja k ndstroju bezprostredne predchddzajucemu. To umozriuje vidiet
skorsi ndstroj vo svetle neskorsieho néstroja, a tak ziskat’ voditko pri jeho
skamani. Skok k biologickym organom je prilis velky. Labuda ma vsak
pravdu, raz bude nutné instrumentalny realizmus tymto smerom rozsirit’.

2.2. Antirealizmus

Labuda vnima moju poziciu ako antirealisticki, lebo pisem o konstitacii
reality prostriedkami jazyka. Tto otazku som zodpovedal odliSenim troch
typov realizmu — objektivneho (skiimajiceho, ako veci naozaj st), intersubjek-
tivnebo (skumajiceho, ako veci funguji v uréitej inStrumentalnej alebo jazy-
kovej praxi) a subjektivnebo (skimajuceho, ako si dieta vytvira a pretvira
svoje chdpanie reality). V oblasti objektivneho realizmu som realistom, ale
to povaiujem za Cosi nezaujimavé.® Hovorit o tom, ako veci naozaj su, je

Jednym sposobom, ako moino obist’ cely problém rozliSovania beznej skasenosti od
inStrumentalnej skdsenosti, je rozsirit metaforu inStrumentu aj na nase telesné orgény
a hovorit’ o bielkovinovych instrumentoch. V predoslych textoch som toto metaforické

chépanie inStrumentu ob¢as pouzil, ale zatial som mu nevenoval dostatoénu pozornost.

8 . .. o . .
To, ¢o ma presvedcilo o prijati objektivneho realizmu, bol argument moéjho tela vo

forme anafylaktického $oku. Ked som ho dostal, uvedomil som si, ze je Uplne jedno, aké
mdm konceptuilne schémy, v ¢o verim a podobne. Sok sa rozvijal hrozivou rychlostou.
Nast'astie bol nablizku lekdr, ktory vedel, ¢o md urobit’, urobil to, a vietko bolo v po-
riadku. Uvedomil som si, Ze existuje realita, ktord sa nis telesne tyka a ktorej procesy su
objektivne v tom najzékladnejSom zmysle slova objektivny.
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tlohou vedy. Predmetom instrumentdlneho realizmu nie je opis sveta, ale
opis toho, ako veda tento svet poznava, teda intersubjektivny pojem reality.
Odlisenie uvedenych troch chdpani realizmu umozni dat’ napriklad od-
poved na otazku, ¢i v antickom Grécku existoval atmosfericky tlak. Existo-
val v zmysle objektivneho realizmu, ale neexistoval v zmysle intersubjektiv-
neho realizmu. Teda za jazykovo konstituovant povaiujem realitu v zmysle
intersubjektivnej reality urcitej kultary ¢i jazykového spolocenstva.

2.3. Ontologicky status instrumentov

Na otézku ,ako dokdze inStrumentalny realizmus vysvetlit' ontologicky
status inStrumentov?“ (Labuda 2014, 192) mozno odpovedat’ pomocou evo-
lu¢ného pribehu. Zatial ho mézem len nacrtnut’ — je to teda skor program
pre d'alsi vyskum nez zavisena tedria.

Prvi vrstva instrumentélne;j reality je konstituovana bielkovinovjmi nd-
strojmi, ako st odi, ruky ¢i usi. Tieto organy st vysledkom biologickej evo-
lucie, a tak ich nemusim vysvetlovat’. Ich vysvetlenie mozno prenechat’ bio-
logii. V zavisenej podobe by tito tedria mala obsahovat opis biologicke;
evolucie jednotlivych organov a vyklad pozndvania pomocou nich, teda opis
prislusnej instrumentdlnej praxe. Otazka ontologického statusu orginov
Tudského tela nie je zlozity problém.

Druhd vrstva inStrumentilnej reality nastupuje vznikom jazyka. Nie je
jasné, kedy presne k tomu doslo, ani to, ako sa jazyk zrodil. Podobne, ako
som v metaforickom zmysle oznacil nase telesné organy za bielkovinové in-
Strumenty, mozno aj sim jazyk povazovat’ za reprezentatny ndstroj. Na vy-
klad vzniku a vyvinu jazyka si netrafam, preto aj tito druhd vrstvu instru-
mentdlneho realizmu prenecham odbornikom, tentoraz v oblasti jazykove-
dy. Vylozit ontologicky status jazyka zrejme nebude jednoduchd vec. Otdzne
je aj to, ako zrod jazyka svisi so vznikom vedomia.

Tret'ou vrstvou instrumentélnej reality je svet Cisel, taky, ako je konsti-
tuovany instrumentilnou praxou pocitania.” Tato prax sa zaklada na Spe-
cialnych nistrojoch symbolickej reprezenticie, majicich podobu ciselnych

Cisla ako sulast inStrumentalnej praxe poltira treba odlisit’ na jednej strane od ¢isel
existujucich v rimci jazykovej praxe beiného jazyka (t. j. ¢isel pred otvorenim sa ¢iselné-
ho systému smerom k nekonecnu), a na druhej strane od ¢isel ako sucasti matematickej
tedrie Cisel, vytvorenej pytagorejcami. Rozdiel medzi ¢islami poltira a matematika je
v temporalite. Poctdrove Cisla st znacky v toku Casu, kym pytagorejské isla s atempo-
rilne objekty, o ktorych platia striktne dokdzané teorémy.
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sustav. Zrodila sa v starom Egypte, Mezopotamii a dalsich velkych civiliza-
ciach pred viac nez Styritisic rokmi. Jej zrod predstavuje prva idealizaciu
v dejindch. Idealita Cisel spociva vich otvoreni sa smerom k nekonecnu.
Kazdé pocitanie niekedy skonci, ale postupnost’ ¢isel ubieha za vSetky me-
dze. Analyza zrodu disel, ako idealnej, inStrumentilne konstituovane;j reali-
ty, predstavuje Glohu stojacu pred inStrumentilnym realizmom.

Stvrtou vrstvou instrumentilnej reality je svet matematiky, konstituova-
ny nastrojmi symbolickej a ikonickej reprezenticie. Tédto vrstva vznikla
v antickom Grécku medzi Thalétom a Euklidom. Jej zrod predstavoval
idealizdciu, ktorej prvy krok sa pokusam opisat’ v Kvasz (2014). Idealita sve-
ta matematiky spociva v jeho zaloZeni na dékaze. Pytagorejci premenili
aritmetiku z umenia pocitat’ na matematickd teériu, ked tvrdenia o ¢islach
ako napriklad tvrdenie, ze si¢tom dvoch parnych Cisel je Cislo parne, zacali
dokazovat’. Nistroje symbolickej a ikonickej reprezenticie su néstroje, kto-
rych prostrednictvom sa vedd dokazy. Vyvin tychto ndstrojov je opisany
v Kvasz (2008, 1. kap.). O ontologicky vyklad tejto vrstvy inStrumentalnej
reality som sa pokusal v statiach Kvasz (2009; 2010; a 2011).

Piatou vrstvou instrumentalnej reality je svet fyziky, konstituovany me-
racimi nastrojmi. Tato vrstva sa zrodila v 17. storodi a jej vznik je opisany
v knihe Kvasz (2013). Idealita sveta fyziky je podrobne vylozena v uvedenej
knihe. Instrumentilny realizmus sa prave v tom odlisuje od beznych filozofii
vedy, ze fyzikilne objekty, ako su telesd, tekutiny, plyny, ... povazuje za ide-
alne objekty, teda za objekty pribuzné Cislam ¢i trojuholnikom. Su konsti-
tuované inymi reprezentainymi nastrojmi nez idealne objekty matematiky,
ale svojou idealitou sa tymto objektom podobaju. Opis reprezentacii vo fy-
zike, analogicky opisu vyvinu reprezentacnych ndstrojov v matematike je
v Kvasz (2004; 2005).

V tomto scendri vystupuju tri druhy vykladov. Jednak ide o vyjklad proce-
su idealizdcie, Co je opis konstiticie nového druhu instrumentalnej praxe.
Zatial je proces idealizdcie opisany pre piatu vrstvu (t. j. pre fyziku) v Kvasz
(2013) a pracujem na opise idealizdcie $tvrtej vrstvy (matematiky). Opis ide-
alizacie poctov je otvoreny problém. Druhym typom vykladu je vyklad po-
stupného striedania inStrumentdlnych ndstrojov. To je vlastne proces vnutor-
ného rozvoja prislusnej inStrumentalnej praxe. Ten je zatial opisany pre
matematiku (v Kvasz 2008, 1. kap.) a pre fyziku v statiach Kvasz (2004;
a 2005). Pre zvy$né vrstvy je to otvoreny problém. Poslednym, tretim dru-
hom vykladu, je vjklad ontoldgie prislusnej vrstvy prostriedkami instrumen-
tilneho realizmu. Labudova otazka o ontologickom statuse inStrumentov je
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specidlnou otazkou v tejto oblasti. Pausilnou odpovedou na jeho otazku je
téza, podla ktorej instrumenty st predmety vonkajsieho sveta. Tymto spo-
sobom asi nebude jednoduché vylozit jazyk, ¢o moze byt motivom pre vy-
nechanie druhej vrstvy z ramca instrumentalneho realizmu a jazyk neinter-
pretovat’ ako reprezentalny ndstroj. Otdzka ontologického statusu jazyka je
tak zatial’ otvorend.

Instrumentalny realizmus je tedria budovand ,zhora“. Pomerne daleko
som v uvedenych troch typoch vykladu pokrodil v pripade fyziky. Dalsim
krokom je vytvorit analogické vyklady matematiky tak, aby prirodzene na-
vizovali na prislusné vyklady vo fyzike. V pripade vykladu idealizacie to
znamend preniest na matematiku schému, opisujucu proces idealizacie vo
fyzike, ako ukazuje aj ndzov ¢linku Kvasz (2014): ,Thalétova matematika
v zrkadle Galileovej fyziky“. Tento podrobny vypocet vetkého, ¢o je nevy-
hnutné urobit’ prv, nez bude mozné nijst odpoved na Labudovu otizku,
uvadzam preto, aby som naznalil mnozstvo price, ktoré jej zodpovedanie
vyzaduje. Ked na Labudove ndvrhy nereagujem, nie je to preto, ze by som
ich chcel odbit, ale preto, ze lezia daleko za horizontom momentalneho
stavu rozvoja instrumentalneho realizmu.

2.4. Chdpanie beZnej skusenosti ako nesymbolickej

Svoje vyhrady voci instrumentalnemu realizmu Labuda sumarizuje v La-
buda (2014, 194). Ako prvi formuluje ndmietku, zZe instrumentilny realiz-
mus md ,reduktivne chapanie beinej skasenosti ako nesymbolickej“. Tiato
ndmietka spoc¢iva na nedorozumeni, ktoré mozno lahko objasnit’. Tvrde-
nim, ze matematika je zalozend na symbolickej skisenosti, nechcem tvrdit,
ze jedine matematika ma pristup k symbolom. Tvrdim len to, Ze tito jej
symbolickd skasenost’ je instrumentdlna, teda je zalozend na ndstrojoch
symbolickej reprezenticie. Nastroje symbolickej reprezenticie su systémy
veci vo vonkajsom svete, ktoré podliehaju prisnym pravidlim manipulicie.
To neznamend, Ze ostatné jazyky nemozu pouzivat’ symboly — voci poézii by
to urcite bola hlupost’ tvrdit. Matematika vsak ma symbolicka skasenost’
zvlastneho druhu. Ked bésnik chce, aby prsali slzy, nie je to problém. Ked
vsak matematik chce, aby 7 a 5 nebolo 12, md problém. Nistroj symbolickej
reprezentdcie ho nepusti.

Rozdiel medzi jazykmi poctov, matematiky a fyziky na jednej strane
a beznym jazykom (nech uZ to je Cokolvek), nerobia symboly, ale instru-
menty. InStrumenty su zdrojom rozdielu medzi beznou skisenost’ou (ktord
mdze byt symbolickd) a skiisenostou vo vede. V analytickej filozofii prevld-



122 LADISLAV KVASZ

da tendencia jazyk vedy vykladat’ ako pokracovanie beiného jazyka, a vedu
davat’ do suvisu so zdravym rozumom. Do velkej miery je to uspesna straté-
gia — nakoniec sme si na zvlastnosti vedy zvykli. To, Ze neustale letime oko-
lo Slnka rychlostou 30 kilometrov za sekundu (vo¢i ¢omu st vozy formuly
1 slimdci); to, ze sily posobia na dialku bez toho, aby ich nieco sprostredko-
vavalo; alebo to, Ze elektrony dokdzu preletiet’ dvomi Strbinami sucasne bez
toho, aby preleteli bud jednou, alebo druhou — to su t'azké zlociny proti
zdravému rozumu. Veda je uspesna v ich zastierani a vo zvyrazriovani aspek-
tov vedy, ktoré sa daju pochopit. PR vedcov by sme si vSak nemali pliest
s filozofiou vedy.

2.5. Zaver

Na ziver by som chcel uviest bod, ktory vedie k nedorozumeniam
v chépani in$trumentalneho realizmu u oboch doterajsich kritikov. Tym je
to, ze inStrumentélny realizmus chapu ako urdita jazykova prax. Instrumenty
su vsak mimojazykové predmety, predmety patriace do vonkajsicho sveta.
Preto inStrumentalna prax je podobnd skor technologickej nez lingvisticke;
praxi. Prave preto, Ze instrumenty stoja mimo jazyk, mozu v jazyku matema-
tiky hrat’ konstitutivnu ulohu. Matematika m4 jazyk, ale matematika (rovna-
ko ako fyzika) je zaujimavé tym, Ze jej jazyk je inStrumentalne ukotveny.

3. Jaroslav Peregrin

Napokon pristupim ku kritike od Jaroslava Peregrina z jeho stati ,Kvas-
zova filosofie matematiky mezi platonizmem a naturalizmem® (pozri Pereg-
rin 2010) a ,,Spory o realizmus, Hegel a jazyk(y) matematiky” (pozri Pereg-
rin 2012). Ako ukazuje rok vydania druhého Peregrinovho textu, trvalo mi
viac ako dva roky, nez som nasiel odpoved na jeho namietky. Pozicia, ktort
Peregrin zastiva, je v mnohom blizka tej, ktora sa usilujem rozvijat, preto
som Casto pri odpovedi na namietky z jeho prvého textu v Kvasz (2011) sia-
hol k hyperbole, ¢o veci nepomohlo.

3.1. O bdsneni a historii
Kritizujuc pasaz mojho textu (ktord je prikladom spominanej hyperboly)

Je moiné vybdsnit’ si cestu vedicu od nervového vzruchu az ku klasickej
mechanike a v rimci tejto bdsne opisat’, ako sa z praktik prirodzeného
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sveta rodi formalny svet matematiky. Je moiné verit, Ze v prirodzene;
skusenosti sa stretdvame s telesami newtonovskej mechaniky (s jej prie-
storom, Casom a pOsobenim — nech uz je tym cokolvek). Filozofické
béasnenie je vsak cesta, po ktorej sa nechcem vydat’. (Kvasz 2011, 308)

Peregrin piSe, Ze nerozumie, preco by rozbor toho, ako sa z praktik priro-
dzeného sveta rodi formélny svet matematiky, musel byt bésnivy (por. Pe-
regrin 2012, 70). Problém vidim v tom, Ze na ceste od prirodzeného sveta
k formalnemu svetu matematiky sa menime my, a meni sa nas jazyk. Filozo-
fickym basnenim rozumiem Zaner, pri ktorom si autor predstavuje jednotli-
vé objavy na ceste veducej k dnesku, pri¢om na bytosti ddvnej minulosti
premietne Struktdru nasho vedomia a zakladnu Struktiru nasho jazyka. Po-
tom samozrejme nie je tazké ndjst praktiky, z ktorych je mozné svet mate-
matiky odvodit’. Problém podla mria je vsak v tom, Ze zrod poltov v staro-
vekom Egypte ¢i zrod matematiky v antickom Grécku predstavovali predo-
véetkym premenu vedomia a jazyka. Zisadnym problémom je to, ako si
mozno predstavit’ vedomie, ktoré nie je schopné, pozerajuc sa na to, ako
experimentator vklada do misky tri kamienky, vlozit' do svojej misky rovna-
ky pocet, respektive ako sa vzit do sveta ¢loveka, ktory nedokize porozu-
miet’ deduktivnemu argumentu.

Majstrami filozofického basnenia boli Rousseau, Marx, Husserl, Quine
alebo Brandom. Ak predpokladime, ze schopnost’ pocitat’ a schopnost’ de-
duktivne mysliet' patria k [udskej prirodzenosti, tak pri zrode matematiky
skuto¢ne slo iba o to, ,kto prvykrat tieto veci pomenoval®, ako o tom pise
Kant. Podla mna vsak ide o pribisnenie kognitivnych a lingvistickych
schopnosti nasim predkom. V uvedenej hyperbolickej pasazi sa pokusam
upozornit’ na to, ze na ceste k matematike existovali diskontinuity, ktoré
problematizuju vyvodzovanie matematiky z empirickej praxe. Niet pochyb
o tom, Ze euklidovskd geometria vyrdstla z praktickych znalosti zememera-
¢ov, architektov a kartografov. Urite ndm ju nepriniesli Mart'ania. Nie je
vsak mozné ju z tychto praktickych znalosti odvodit! Keby to mozné bolo,
museli by k tomu, ¢o symbolizuje Euklides, dospiet’ vSade tam, kde existo-
valo rozvinuté zememeracstvo, architektira a kartografia.

3.2. Nesamozrejmost vedy

Peregrin pise, Ze nerozumie tvrdeniu, podla ktorého ,problémom prag-
matizmu je, Ze vedu povazuje za nieco dané, a tym bagatelizuje jej nesamoz-
rejmost™ (Kvasz 2011, 309). Podla Wittgensteina na svete je zdzrané nie
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to, aky je, ale to, Ze je. Pragmatizmus sa pokusa vysvetlit, ako vznikla veda.
Ked uZz vedu mdme, mdzeme vystopovat cestu, ktord k nej viedla. Su tu
vsak dve otdzky, ktoré musime zodpovedat.

Prvou otazkou je to, ako sa mohlo vo svete, v ktorom neexistovala veda —
a po vicSinu dejin ni¢ takého ako veda neexistovalo — veda zrodit. Ndm ve-
da pripada ako Cosi samozrejmé, ako danost, a nie je tazké spitne vystopo-
vat’ cestu, ktord k nej vedie. Vo svete, v ktorom ziadna veda neexistuje, je
vsak prirodzené, aby ani nad’alej ni¢ takého ako veda neexistovalo. Vicsina
civilizdcii, vlastne vSetky okrem nasej, ni¢ takého ako empirickd veda nevy-
tvorila. Preto pri Gsili vysvetlit' vznik vedy musime najst’ odpoved na otaz-
ku, ¢im je nasa kultira jedine¢na, a ¢im bolo jedine¢né 17. storocie, vdaka
¢omu sa v nich zrodila veda. Pre¢o nie v Cine a pre¢o nie 14. storolie?
Pragmatizmus na tuto otdzku nemd odpoved.

Druhd a mozno este zdsadnejsia otdzka znie, & uz skutone mdme vedu,
¢i sme neustrnuli na nejakom predstupni ako ¢inska matematika. Mozno
sa mylime, ked newtonovska empiricki prirodovedu stotoznujeme
s vedou ako takou. Je otazne, ¢i toto stotoznenie nie je omylom. Tento
problém mozno objasnit’ na priklade matematiky. Vsetci, ¢o sme absolvo-
vali strednu Skolu, sme nasiakli povinnym nadsenim pre Euklidovu geo-
metriu. V podstate to je vSak ubohy predstupen skutocnej matematiky.
Antickd matematika ustrnula v zajati geometrického jazyka a nedokazala
sa pohnut’ dalej. Skutoénd matematika zac¢ina Descartom, Newtonom
a Eulerom, ktori oslobodili matematiku zo zajatia gréckeho strachu z ne-
konecna, pohybu a abstrakcie. Matematika nie je totozna s geometrickym
predstupriom. Je mozné, Ze nasa veda je podobne ustrnutd, ako bola ma-
tematika v antickom Grécku a este stale Caka na svojho Descarta, Newto-
na a Eulera. Scendr ustrnutosti vedy je zrejme nepravdepodobny. Tidto
metafora vsak postacuje na to, aby sme si uvedomili, Ze je mozné, ze eSte
stile nemdme skuto¢nt vedu, a v uréitom radikalnom zmysle vlastne ne-
vieme, Co je to veda.

Peregrin (2012, 72) piSe, Ze pointou pragmatizmu je to, Ze sa vSetko,
vratane povedzme matematickej teérie, stopuje k svojim pociatkom v ud-
skom konani. S tym moino sahlasit, ale je nevyhnutné vysvetlit, ako je
moiné, ze z konania egyptskych, mezopotamskych, mayskych, ... Tudi sa
7ziadna matematika nezrodila. Konali Gréci inak? Podla mna vedla konania,
ktorého vyznam nijako nechcem znizovat, existujl este formy uvedomenia,
sposoby, akymi urcitd kultira zachytava, klasifikuje, konceptualizuje, ucho-
viva a reflektuje svoju skusenost’. Tie, zd4 sa, nie si redukovatelné na ko-
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nanie. Ja nepopieram, Ze vedu vytvorili [udia, a teda musela nejako vyrast
v kontexte Tudskej skusenosti. Aby sme vsak mohli vysvetlit’ jej zrod, je po-
trebné opisat’ nielen vSeobecny kontext, v ktorom zrod vedy prebehol, ale
tiez vysvetlit, preco prebehol len raz.

3.3. Dialektické chdpanie vyvinu jazyka vedy

V piatej Casti svojej state Peregrin ponuka vyklad inStrumentilneho rea-
lizmu ako dialektického chdpania vyvoja jazyka (pozri Peregrin 2012, 77-
78). S jeho vykladom plne sthlasim a som rad, ze zaradil to, ¢o sa mi nepo-
darilo vyjadrit’ vidy najjasnejsie, do kontextu, v ktorom to bude mozno zro-
zumitelnejsie viacerym (itatefom. Niekedy je nezrozumitelnost’ vyvoland
prehnanym zdé6raznovanim urcitého aspektu, o ktorom nechcem, aby zani-
kol medzi ostatnymi. Tak je to napriklad so zdéraznovanim plurality jazy-
kov matematiky, ktorym sa chcem jasne odlisit od neopozitivistickej tézy
o jednote jazyka vedy, ¢i od Quineovej tézy bezosvej siete nasich teérii. Pe-
regrin ma tiez pravdu v tom, Ze matematika nie je samsirou réznych druhov
jazykov ¢i jazykovych fragmentov, kroré tu neustale viria, vymieriaj si mies-
ta a opieraju sa jeden o druhy (pozri Peregrin 2012, 78). V kazdom obdobi
av kazdej problémovej oblasti existuje obmedzeny repertodr jazykov (i
fragmentov. Pre mna je dolezité to, Ze to nie je jediny, monoliticky jazyk.
To je vsetko.

3.4. PrecCerpdvanie realistického obsahu

Pri snahe vyloZit' abstraktnejSie vrstvy matematiky realisticky som sa
v stati Kvasz (2011) uchylil k metafore ,precerpavania realistického obsahu
aj do vyssich oblasti“. Peregrin, asi opravnene, pise, Ze tejto metafore nero-
zumie (por. Peregrin 2012, 79). Ja si ndstroje symbolickej ¢i ikonickej re-
prezentacie, napriklad dekadicka sustavu zapisu Cisel v aritmetike a symbo-
licky zapis polynémov v algebre, predstavujem ako analégiu k meracim pri-
strojom vo fyzike. Aritmetika je jednoduchsi ndstroj a jej realisticky ndrok
je dany tym, Ze ,to, Co meria“, je skutoéné. Aritmetika pravdivo opisuje
kvantitativny aspekt roéznych redlnych situdcii, teda napriklad to, ze ked
mam v jednom vrecku 3 mince a v druhom 2, tak na zistenie, kolko minci
mdm v oboch vreckach, sta¢i uvedené Cisla spocitat’ podla principov aritme-
tiky. Jazyk algebry si predstavujem ako jemnejsi ndstroj, ktory dokaze
v realite odhalit’ stvislosti, ktoré ostdvaju prostriedkami aritmetiky neroz-
poznatelné.
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Vzt'ah medzi jazykom algebry a aritmetiky md niekolko aspektov. Jazyk
algebry umotnuje vyjadrit’ a dokdzat mnozstvo tvrdeni o islach, ktoré v ja-
zyku aritmetiky odvodit’ nedokdzeme. Md teda vicsiu logickd a expresivnu
silu. Na druhej strane vsak jeho vzt'ah k skuto¢nosti nie je taky priamy ako
v pripade aritmetiky. Avsak tym, ze Cisla reprezentuju redlne suvislosti na-
priklad medzi predmetmi, a algebra umozniuje dokazat' tvrdenia o Cislach,
maju tvrdenia algebry vzt'ah k realite. Tento sprostredkovany vzt'ah som sa
pokusil vyjadrit' metaforou o precerpavani realistického obsahu, v tomto
pripade z aritmetiky do algebry. Samozrejme, algebra ma velka cast’ svojho
empirického obsahu nezavislu od aritmetiky. Cast’ »precerpava‘ z geometrie,
napriklad vo forme symetrii ornamentov, ¢ast’ z fyziky, napriklad vo forme
symetrii rieSeni diferencialnych rovnic.

Algebru, na rozdiel od vseobecne rozsireného ndzoru, nepovazujem za
redukovatelnu na aritmetiku, pretoze v jazyku aritmetiky tak, ako ho kvoli
historickym suvislostiam chapem, neexistuji premenné. Pre miia je aritme-
tika to, Co robili napriklad Pytagorejci v piatom storoci pred nasim letopoc-
tom. Je to historicka vrstva jazyka matematiky, ktora existovala predtym,
nez sa zrodil pojem neznamej. Preto napriklad princip matematickej induk-
cie nepovazujem za aritmeticky princip — nikto z Pytagorejcov ho nepouzival
av jazyku elementdrnej aritmetiky je nevyjadritelny. Ani aritmetiku vsak
nemozno redukovat’ na algebru, lebo algebra ako reprezentaény ndstroj
aritmetiku uz predpoklada.

3.5. Hranice medzi sprostredkovanim a konstituciou

Ako dal$iu ndmietku mozno uviest Peregrinovo tvrdenie, ze ,[k] tomu,
aby clovek vyndsobil dve pit'miestne (isla, obvykle potrebujeme papier
a ceruzku, z toho by vsak bol malokto ochotny vyvodit' zdver, ze ndsobenie
je sprostredkované ndstrojmi v nejakom natolko zisadnom zmysle, aby to
mohlo opodstatiiovat’ nejaké zdvery o apriornej ¢i aposteriornej povahe ma-
tematiky (Peregrin 2010, 74). Ked vezmeme najmensie pit'miestne ¢isla,
teda 10 000 x 10 000, tak vysledok je 100 000 000. Predpokladajme, Ze ma-
me kmer, ktory nema Ziaden symbolicky ndstroj na reprezentovanie cisel,
a pocita pomocou fazuliek. Nacelnik kmena sa u gringov stavil o demizén
rumu, ze jeho kmen dokdze vyndsobit dve Cisla, ktoré gringovia zapisuju
pomocou tolkych znakov ako ma chlap prstov na jednej ruke. Urobi to tak,
ze za dedinou da splanirovat’ pole 100 krit 100 metrov. Zoberie vrece, do
ktorého si nechd odpocitat 10 000 fazuliek, dd nakreslit rovnu ciaru
a v centimetrovych odstupoch dd na fiu umiestnit fazulky z vreca. Potom
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urobi kolmicu dlha 100 metrov a aj na td necha v centimetrovych odstu-
poch umiestnit’ fazulky. Nariadi ¢lenom kmena, aby doplnili pole do $tvor-
ekovej siete fazuliek. Ked' to urobia, nechd vietky fazulky pozametat na
kopu, nalozit’ na osly a odniest do krémy ako vysledok nasobenia. To je
vsetko pekné a zdanlivo to podporuje Peregrinovu tézu o banalite nisobenia
prirodzenych ¢isel, ale ak budeme predpokladat’, ze polozenie jednej fazulky
trva sekundu, bude poukladanie 100 000 000 fazuliek trvat’ viac nez tri roky
(1 rok m4 3,15x10” sekdnd). Samozrejme, na ukladani fazuliek méze robit
niekolko l'udi sucasne, ale aj keby ich bolo 100, stile by to trvalo 10 dni pri
praci vo dne i v noci. 100 [udi by si asi prekazalo, takze realisticky odhad ¢a-
sovej ndro¢nosti nasobenia dvoch pitcifernych ¢isel catou negramotnych
poctirov je zhruba pit’ mesiacov.

V rimskych dislach by uz nasobenie pitcifernych ¢isel islo o nieco lepsie,
ale stile to nie je ni¢ prijemné. Na zdpis pitciferného (isla potrebujeme
v rimskej notécii v priemere desat’ znakov. KedZe nasobi sa kazdy s kazdym,
dostaneme zhruba 100 znakov vysledku, ktoré treba pozlucovat (desiatky
z desiatkami, stovky so stovkami, atd’.)."” A vypotitat pomocou rimskych
¢isel T na 60 desatinnych miest (ako to urobil Euler) uz pripomina usilie
nasho nacelnika. Preto si skuto¢ne myslim, ze ndsobenie je zdsadnym spé-
sobom sprostredkované ndstrojmi symbolickej reprezenticie. To, Ze sme si
zvykli na arabské Cisla, v nds vyvolava pocit, Ze nasobenie je jednoduché.
Podl'a mna urcite nie je.

4. Instrumentalny realizmus a Kantovo dedi¢stvo

Ako ukdzali predoslé analyzy, instrumentdlny realizmus je v tzkom
vzfahu ku Kantovej filozofii. Odkaz na Kanta sa vyskytol prakticky v kazdej
z uvedenych kritik. Podla méjho ndzoru mozno celt situdciu uchopit’ tak,
ze Kant je objavitefom sprostredkovanébo charakteru poznania. Tento objav
mu umoznil zdsadnym sposobom premenit’ diskusiu v oblasti epistemolégie
medzi empirizmom a racionalizmom. Kym racionalizmus a empirizmus sa
pokusali poznaniu porozumiet’ ako vztahu medzi realitou a jej obrazom vo

10 Citatel si moze vyskasat’ v rimskych ¢islach vyndsobit povedzme 72 583 x 31 527,

aby pochopil, o ¢o ide. A keby sme namiesto ndsobenia dvoch pit'miestnych Cisel pomo-
cou rimskych ¢isel skusali s ich pomocou delit’ napriklad 6 478 952 136 : 28 794, tak je
to eSte horsie. Doporucujem, aby si to Citatel vyskasal, a potom sa vritil k avahim
o apridrnosti aritmetiky.
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vedomi, Kant medzi tieto dva poly vlozil zmyslovost’ s jej formami. Problém
s Kantovym vykladom poznania je vsak v tom, ze formy nazerania st subjek-
tivne. Sice ich mdme vsetci rovnaké, ale aj tak k Strukturacii vnemov do-
chadza v privatnej sfére subjektu, nepristupnej ostatnym.

Putnamov interny realizmus mozno chapat’ ako pokus, v ktorom za
sprostredkujuci ¢lanok v procese pozndvania vezme namiesto foriem zmyslo-
vosti pojmové schémy. Tym diskusiu prendsa zo subjektivnej roviny struktary
vnimania na intersubjektivau rovinu Struktiry pojmovych schém. Putna-
mov pristup je pritazlivy aj z toho dévodu, ze namiesto vrodenych aprior-
nych foriem zmyslovosti ma kultirne podmienené pojmové schémy. Preto
Putnam na rozdiel od Kanta dokaze vysvetlit' vznik neeuklidovskej geomet-
rie ¢i tedrie relativity. Avsak, hoci pojmové schémy prekondvaju medze sub-
jektivity chdpanej ako druh privitnosti (subjektivne je to, ¢o je pristupné
jedine subjektu), stale este ostdvaju v zajati subjektivity chapanej ako proti-
polu telesnosti (subjektivne je to, ¢o sa odohriva vo vedomi, ako protipélu
telesného).

Instrumentalny realizmus je dal$im posunom v interpretacii Kantovho
objavu sprostredkovaného charakteru poznania, pri ktorom namiesto pojmo-
vjch schém berieme instrumentdlnu prax. T4dto prax je, samozrejme, intersub-
jektivna podobne ako pojmové schémy. Ako jazyk tak aj instrumentdlna
prax je sucastou ludskej kultary. Je vsak objektivna este v dalSom zmysle,
nez aky ponuka Putnam. InStrumenty na rozdiel od pojmovych schém sa
fyzické premety, su sicastou externej reality‘11

Inak povedané, spolu s Kantom verim, Ze geometria md urcity aspekt,
ktory md povod v nas. Nedomnievam sa vsak, Ze s nim formy nazerania
(t. j. nedomnievam sa, ze Kant mal pravdu, ked tvrdil Ze ,veci o sebe“ s
mimo priestor a ¢as — podla mna priestor nie je Struktara, ktor skisenosti
vtlacaju schémy nasej zmyslovosti, ale sama realita ma geometricka struked-

11 . , . y , . L ,
Putnamov interny realizmus mozno vnimat’ ako obrat k jazyku v rimci kantovského

pristupu k epistemolégii. Ak prijmeme tento pohlad, potom inStrumentalny realizmus
vychidza ako pragmaticky obrat v tejto oblasti. Peregrin mal teda od zaciatku pravdu, ked
v intrumentalnom realizme videl postoj pribuzny pragmatizmu. Ja som mu dlho nero-
zumel, lebo som sa k inStrumentalnemu realizmu dopracoval takpovediac ,zvniitra®, z fi-
lozofie matematiky, bez akejkol'vek inspirdcie pragmatizmom. Nechapal som, preco ma
radi k pragmatizmu. AZ pri ¢itani Binovského kritiky mi svitlo, Ze to, o ¢o Peregrinovi
ide, nie je inSpirdcia pragmatizmom, ale vec sama, teda zasadenie epistemoldgie do kon-
textu konania. A v tomto ohfade je inStrumentilny realizmus pragmaticky.
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ru)."” Geometriu teda nepovazujem za vrodent $truktiru nasej zmyslovosti,
a preto akceptujem moznost’ viacerych geometrii. V tomto nasledujem Put-
namov interny realizmus a jednotlivé geometrie viazem na formy jazyka, nie
na formy nazerania. To otvira moznost interpretovat dejiny geometrie pra-
ve ako vyvin tychto foriem (pozri Kvasz 2008, 2.1 kap.). Mdj vyklad dejin
geometrie vsak nekon¢i u pojmovych schém ¢i foriem jazyka, ale ide dalej
vyslovenim tézy, ze jazykovy ramec syntetickej geometrie je konstituovany
uréitou instrumentdlnou praxou. Sled inStrumentalnych praxi je opisany
v prvej kapitole Patterns of Change (pozri Kvasz 2008). Takze cely vyvin syn-
tetickej geometrie s jej roznymi formami jazyka (od perspektivistickej az po
integrativnu) sa odohrava v jedinom instrumentdlnom rdmci konstrukcii po-
mocou pravitka a kruZidla. Je vsak dolezité si uvedomit, ze zdkladné prvky
tejto instrumentdlnej praxe, teda kruzidlo a pravitko, st fyzické predmety,
a tak sa prislusna prax odohrava vo vonkajsom svete.

Na kazdu instrumentalnu prax nadvizuje vyvin pojmovych schém ¢i fo-
riem jazyka, ktoré predstavuju etapy v postupnej asimilacii skdisenosti ziska-
nych vramci prislusnej inStrumentilnej praxe. Ked clovek pracuje dlho
v danej inStrumentdlnej praxi pouzivajuc pevny pojmovy rdmec na vyklad vy-
sledkov objavenych v ramci tejto praxe, po case si na prislusny ramec do tej
miery zvykne, ze zakladné principy tohto pojmového rimca sa mu za¢ni ja-
vit’ ako samozrejmé a vytvori si zodpovedajicu formu nazerania. To zname-
nd, ze inStrumentalny realizmus dokaze vylozit’ povod Kantovych foriem na-
zerania ako ndvyku na urdity sposob vykladu (¢i sposob videnia ako) vysled-
kov ur¢itej instrumentélnej praxe. Verim, zZe napriek tomu, ze Kantovu tézu
o sprostredkovanosti poznania kotvim v instrumentalnej praxi, teda v nie-
¢om, Co je subjektu externé, tato pozicia si napriek tomu uchovava dostatok
kantovskych motivov, aby mohla byt vnimand ako interpreticia Kantovej fi-
lozofie. Mdm na mysli Kantovu tézu, Ze ¢lovek nachadza vo svete zikony,

2 Ako doklad4 kazdy motocyklista, ktory sa zabil nirazom o strom. Je jedno, aké for-

my nazerania Strukttrovali jeho zmyslovost. Nérazom o strom, teda geometrickym fak-
tom incidencie urcitej krivky a urcitej plochy, véetko Struktdrovanie ustalo. A geometria
vypinania zmyslovosti je geometriou nekantovského druhu. Tyka sa tela, a nie zmyslo-
vosti. Je jedno, ¢o motocyklista vidi, jeho zmyslovost’ sa vypne podla zékonov geometrie
deformicii lebky a geometrie Sirenia tlakovej vlny v mozgovej hmote. Je to privitna
geometria. Pre nds sa ndraz motocyklistu o strom odohrdva vo sfére zmyslovosti. Pre
motocyklistu vsak nie. T'ato telesna geometria je vychodiskom inStrumentilneho realiz-
mu. Musime pochopit’, ako sa zmyslové organy tela vnimaji navzdjom.
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ktoré do sveta sim vlozil. M6j vyklad tejto situdcie je omnoho slabsi nez
u Kanta, ale dafam, ze je este stale dost’ kantovsky.

Neverim, ze svet ,,0 sebe® je bez geometrickej Struktary a ze by geomet-
ricka $trukedru svetu vtlacali az formy nasej zmyslovosti. Svetu mozno vtla-
¢t cely rad réznych geometrickych Strukeur, takze geometricka Struktdra
(intersubjektivneho) sveta zavisi skor od pojmovej schémy, ¢i presnejsie od
formy jazyka, v ktorom budujeme geometriu, nez od zmyslovosti. Lobacev-
skij vytvoril jazyk s novou formou a tito novid forma jazyka mu umoznila
vybudovat’ neeuklidovska geometriu. Vyklad geometrie ako konstituovane;j
jazykom je este stile kantovsky. Rozdiel je len v tom, Ze geometrickua Struk-
turu vtlaca svetu namiesto foriem nazerania jazyk.

To vsak stile este nie je cely pribeh, lebo podla inStrumentalneho realiz-
mu st formy jazyka ukotvené v instrumentdlnej praxi. Konstrukciou v in-
strumentdlnej praxi tak nahridzame konstruovanie pojmov v nazerani, kto-
rym Kant odliSoval matematiku od filozofie. T'dto inStrumentilna prax je ,ex-
ternd“, prebicha pomocou manipuldcii s fyzickymi predmetmi. Preto instru-
mentalny realizmus nie je druhom interného realizmu a miera, do akej pred-
pisujeme realite jej zdkony, je omnoho slabsia nez u Kanta. Dafam vsak, Ze je
dostatocne silnd, aby instrumentilny realizmus odlisila od bezného empiriz-
mu, ktory si vzt'ah ku skuto¢nosti predstavuje ako Cosi bezprostredné. Ked
tvrdim, Ze inStrumenty ,predpisuji“ skutocnosti jej zakony (mysli sa tym in-
tersubjektivna skuto¢nost, ako bola zavedend v kapitole 1.1), neméze to zna-
menat’ presne to, ¢o si pod tym predstavoval Kant. Podl'a Kanta svet, aky je
»sam o sebe®, nemd geometrickyd, temporilnu a kauzilnu strukearu. Podla in-
strumentalneho realizmu svet v zmysle objektivneho pojmu reality ma geo-
metrickd, temporalnu a kauzilnu Struktiru. Ked veda tato Strukedru pozna-
va, vidi z nej iba ti cast, ktoru umoznia uvidiet' inStrumenty. Preto moino
povedat’ (a som presvedéeny, Ze toto je objektivne platny aspekt Kantovej ted-
rie), Ze pomocou instrumentov do sveta vkladdme raster, teda mieru rozliSenia,
urcujicu, ktoré zakony vo svete ndjdeme. Teda to, Co vo svete ,ndjdeme®, je
zasadnym sposobom urcené tym, ¢o sme do sveta ,vlozili“. Je to vsak urcené
nie tak, Ze svet by nemal zdkony a tie boli donho vlozené az clovekom. Je to
skor tak, ze svet ma velké mnozstvo roznych zikonov, determinujicich pri-
rodné dianie na mnohych skalach presnosti. To, ¢o vlozime, je skala, a to, ¢o
dostaneme, su zakony platné na tejto skdle. Tieto zdkony platia v zmysle ob-
jektivneho pojmu reality a veda ich ako také poznava. V zmysle intersubjek-
tivneho, ¢ize kultirne determinovaného pojmu reality st vsak zakony vo svete
nachddzané ako odraz toho, ¢o sme vo forme instrumentov do sveta vlozili.
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Jaroslav Peregrin: Jak sme zkonstruovali svou vlastni mysl
Praha: Dokofan 2014, 164 stran

Analytického filozofa, logika Jaroslava Peregrina netreba slovenskej akade-
mickej verejnosti osobitne predstavovat, lebo jeho knihy, preklady a aj state ve-
nované otdzkam filozofie jazyka, analytickej filozofii a sémantike nepochybne
predstavuji intelektudlny prinos do Cesko-slovenského filozofického a kultdr-
neho priestoru. Peregrin je uzndvanym a respektovanym autorom, ktory sa ne-
vyhyba ani polemickému zinru, napriklad aj na strainkach Organonu F sa so za-
nietenim venoval kritike stipencov logickej sémantiky typu TIL. Peregrin dis-
ponuje okrem erudicie, kultivovanosti aj zriedkavym darom, dokdze pisat’ o od-
tazitych a suchych akademickych témach lahkym perom.

Tento dar naplno rozvinul vo svojich popularizujicich monografiiach Filo-
zofie pro normdlni lidi (2008) a Clovék a pravidla (2011), ktorych jazyk nezat'a-
zeny odbornou terminolégiou umoznil sirsi akény radius a oslovil Sirsie publi-
kum nez ¢ira akademickd publikacia. Poslednou knizkou tohto druhu je recen-
zované dielo s ndzvom Jak sme zkonstruovali svou vlastni mysl. Autor nepredklada
a neskiima stcasné koncepcie filozofie mysle, rozliéné viac ¢i menej sofistikova-
né pokusy objasnit’ vzt'ah mysle a tela, ale prezentuje pohlad na mysel ako na
entitu sice realnu, ale realnu v inom zmysle, nez s priestorocasové veci. Hlavny
nedostatok aj nasich rudimentarnych intuicii (s. 36) o mysli vidi v dualistickych
kartezidnskych predstavich o mysli ako o nejakom vnatornom priestore, nie-
¢om, v ¢éom sa odohréva pocitovanie, myslenie, uvazovanie, prezivanie, ktoré
sami na sebe pozorujeme a reflektujeme. Zimer knihy formuluje Peregrin tak-
to:

My v této kniice chceme prozkoumat nékteré jeho alternativy; a zejmé-
na chceme ukdzat, Ze ten obrdzek mysli, ktery se ndm takto vnucyje, je
né¢im, co jsme si sami vytvorili, a pak jsme uvéfili, Ze to neni nds vytvor,
ale néco, co objevujeme. (s. 41)

Hoci sa Peregrin nevenuje prehladu teérii mysle, z jeho tematizovania a rozvi-
jania problematiky mozno odvodit, na aké pristupy a koncepcie jeho kniha rea-
guje; zrejmé je to hlavne v Stvrtej kapitole s nazvom ,Behaviorizmus a kognitiv-
ni revoluce® (s. 73-100). Okrem Gvodu, zdveru a predslovu s vysvetlenim a po-
d'akovanim, sa obsah knihy ¢leni do piatich kapitol ,Co je to myslenka®, ,In-
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trospekee?, ,Behaviorizmus a kognitivni revoluce®, ,Jak sme (asi) zkonstruovali
mysl“, ,Mysleni a pravidla®. Kniha sa vyznacuje aj povabnymi a vtipnymi ilustri-
ciami od Fritza Kahna, ktoré¢ vhodne doplriaja text.

Peregrinov pristup k povahe mysle a mentilnemu je ovplyvneny davidso-
novsko-dennettovskou perspektivou, na Co nadvizuju Sellarsove idey (mytus
o Jonesonovi, pojem pravidla, normativnost’ ludskej existencie, implicitnost’
pravidla); predovsetkym tito myslitelia plus Wittgenstein tvoria podorys Pereg-
rinovych analyz a reflexii. Vychodiskom je opis stratégii, ktoré sa uplatiiuju pri
hladani odpovede na otdzku, zdanlivo bandlnu, ¢o je myslienka? Peregrin spo-
chybriuje nasu intuiciu o bezprostrednej istote vlastnej mysle a v nej prebieha-
jucich udalostiach ako fakticky iluzérnu. Po odmietnuti perspektivy prvej osoby
ako zakladu poznania vlastnej mysle a nistroja detegovania mysle inych, sa
skima povaha a podstata mysle, pricom sa akcentuje potreba (prirodo)vedec-
kého postupu a elimindcie magickej tedrie mysle, ktora v nej vidi osobitna sub-
stanciu odlisnd od tela, ale nejako s nim prepojent. Moznost, ze mysel je ¢ira
iluzia, tiez predstavuje alternativu a modifikovanii umiernenejsiu verziu pontka
Peregrin svojou obhajobou behaviorizmu. Peregrin pozitivne hodnoti ambicie
behaviorizmu blokovat magickt teériu mysle a tzv. kognitivnu revoluciu posu-
dzuje z perspektivy, podla ktorej priniesla vzostup nie-vedeckych mentalistic-
kych teorii mysle, hoci pripasta, ze ,[l]idem, ktefi buduji systémy umélé inteli-
gence, nemusi na teoriich mysli, o které se opiraji, tak moc zalezet, ale jde-li
ndm o filosofii mysli, je pro nds tato otdzka klicovd“ (s. 99). Dilema, ¢i nase
mentilne stavy, pocity, myslienky su fyziologické udalosti, ¢i su to funkciondlne
stavy mozgu, alebo st to konstrukty interpretatora sa riesi v piatej kapitole; aby
sa demonstrovalo, ze mysel je sice konstruke, ale nie fikcia. Tento konstrukt sa
vyznacuje spolocensko-historickym rozmerom a objastiuje sa prostrednictvom
hypotézy tzv. Sellarsovho mytu o Jonesovi, ktory vyndjde a presadi novy sposob
hovorenia o spravani a transponuje sémanticky diskurz do mentdlneho diskur-
zu. Na podporenie toho, ze mysel je sice redlna, ale inak neZ materidlne objekty,
Ze ju na sebe a v sebe neobjavujeme, ale konstruujeme, sa spomina aj objav tzv.
zrkadlovych neurénov, t. j. schopnost rozpoznat, Ze robim to, ¢o ini, je zabu-
dovand na neurologickej baze. Neodmyslitelnou zlozkou mytu o Jonesovi je to,
ze poznanie vlastnej mysle je odvodené od pozndvania mysle inych. Peregrin
veelku sympatizuje s modulirnou koncepciou mysle a uvidza stanovisko Petra
Carruthersa (ISA — interpretativno-zmyslovy pristup), podla ktorého disponu-
jeme aj modulom tedrie mysle, ktory sa evoluéne sformoval pre potreby komu-
nikdcie.

Peregrin teda vo vSeobecnosti pontuka obhajobu stanoviska, ze v priebehu
kultirnej evolicie sme institucionalizovali diskurz o mysli ako o vnutornom
priestore, ktorého prostrednictvom vnimame externy svet. V zdvere¢nej kapitole



134 BOoOK REVIEWS * RECENZIE

sa tematizuje problematika pojmového myslenia, predklada sa stru¢ny historic-
ky exkurz s akcentom na chdpanie pojmu u Locka a Kanta, pricom sa Peregrin
pokusa ukdzat, Ze pre jazyk, ktory mdme, je nevyhnutnd logickd Struktara ako
priestor nezluditelnosti a vyplyvania. Pojmy sa chapu ako entity vytvorené pra-
vidlami hry na uvddzanie a vyzadovanie dévodov. Myse! je skutolnost'ou presa-
hujicou prirodnu realitu; ,je realitou, kterd md instituciondlni ptvod, realitou,
kterou jsme do jeji podoby vytvarovali institucionalizaci urcitych diskurzivnich
a interpretacnich praktik® (s. 147). Podla Peregrina konstiticiu nasej mysle
treba chdpat’ v savislosti s tym, ako sa z ¢loveka stala normativna bytost’, pod-
liehajica nielen prirodnym zakonom, ale aj pravidlim l'udskej spolo¢nosti.

Je iste mozné, ba ziaduce, diskutovat’ o viacerych formuldcidch Jaroslava Pe-
regrina v tejto knihe, napriklad o logickej aj epistemologickej priorite jazyka
pred myslenim, o tom, ako to v jeho koncepcii vyzerd s intencionalitou a repre-
zenticiou, aky je vzfah medzi zmyslovym vnimanim a abstraktnym myslenim,
ako je moina intersubjektivita zdielanych pojmov, ktoré nie su abstraktné enti-
ty, ¢o s ontologickym nominalizmom, ktory figuruje v pozadi, ako sa pravidla
stavaju explicitnymi, ako je pravidlo implicitne pritomné v spravani atd. Nedu-
hy behaviorizmu vyniknd, ak porovnime Peregrinovu knihu s dielom 7he Me-
chanical Mind z pera Tima Cranea.

Napriek tymto poznimkam nemozno publikdcii upriet konzistentnost
a kazdopadne ide o zasluznd pricu, ktora ide proti pridu a nastoluje mnohé
otdzky. Jej popularizacny rdz zaiste oslovi nielen profesionalnu, filozoficky, ale aj
sirdiu kultarnu komunitu, ktorej problematika mentdlneho a mysle sveta nie je
cudzia. Kniha dobre posliZi aj pri vyucbe a siahnut’ po nej by mali aj doktoran-

di/ky.

Tatiana Sedovd
tanasedoval@gmail.com
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Spomienkovy semindr na pocest Pavla Tichého

Od smrti genidlneho Ceského logika a filozofa Pavla Tichého (18. 2. 1936 —
26. 10. 1994), zakladatela Transparentnej intenziondlnej logiky (TIL), uplynu-
lo uz 20 rokov. Pri prilezitosti tohto vyznamného vyrocia sa pod zdstitou Kated-
ry filozofie Zipadoleskej univerzity v Plzni konal 30. 10. 2014 spomienkovy od-
borny seminr. Ustrednou témou bol, samozrejme, Tichy — a vsetko to, ¢o nds
v jeho diele najviac inspirovalo ¢i provokovalo. Roly organizatorky sa zhostila L.
Dostalova (treba poznamenat, ze bezchybne). Na semindri vystapilo s prispev-
kom viacero priaznivcov Tichého TIL: P. Materna, M. Duzi, J. Raclavsky, F.
Gahér, L. Dostdlova, M. Kosterec a D. Glavanicova. P. Cmorej sa, Zial, nemo-
hol ziéastnit, no zaslal kritky prispevok, ktorym sme sldvnostne otvorili semi-
nar.

Prispevok P. Cmoreja niesol ndzov Sii intenzie denotdtmi empirickjch vyra-
zov? Je znime, ze v TIL st rozpracované dve koncepcie toho, o ¢om hovoria
empirické vyrazy. Podla prvej z nich st to hyperintenzie (konstrukcie) a podla
druhej intenzie (funkcie definované na moznych svetoch a casoch). Cmorejov
prispevok ukazal, Ze obe koncepcie maji nezanedbatelné vyhody, ¢o priam
znemoznuje urobit definitivne rozsidenie sporu medzi nimi v prospech jednej
z nich.

Nasledoval prispevok P. Maternu s ndzvom Pro vyznamy ve smyslu Fregova
Sinn nemobou byt mnoZinové objekty. Vyznamy nemdzu byt mnoZinové objekty
(a teda ani intenzie), pretoze pre takéto objekty plati princip extenzionality. Ke-
by sme vyznamy chdpali takto, nevedeli by sme vysvetlit, ako mézu dva vyz-
namy determinovat’ jeden objekt a napriek tomu byt odli$né. Tichého hyper-
intenzie nie s mnozinovymi entitami — s to Struktirované entity, procedury,
a je zrejmé, Ze pre ne neplati princip extenzionality. Ukazuje sa, Ze ako vyznamy
v zmysle Fregeho Sinn (spdsoby danosti denotitu) mozno chdpat’ prave Tiché-
ho konstrukcie.

V tematickej nadviznosti na Maternov prispevok vystupila M. Duii s pred-
naskou Procedurdlni sémantika. Prave proceduralna sémantika je podla nej naj-
prevratnejsou Crtou Tichého TIL (s ¢im mozno len tazko nesuhlasit’). Vo svo-
jom prispevku zd6vodnila tézu, Ze sa u¢ime, komunikujeme a myslime v poj-
moch (chdpanych ako Struktdrované procedury). Pojmy su preto centralne pre
Tudskd komunikéciu. Na podporu tejto tézy analyzovala rézne sposoby komuni-
kacie, pricom zdodraznila ich spoloény procedurilny charakter. Na zdver pouka-
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zala na urcité problémy, s ktorymi sa musi takdto koncepcia vyrovnat), ale — ako
je to v TIL dobrym zvykom — aj na ich mozné riesenia. Problém price s proce-
darami v hyperintenziondlnych kontextoch riesi Tichého substituénd metdda,
problém identity procedur (vy)riesi reldcia proceduralneho izomorfizmu.

Dalej nasledovala prezentdcia J. Raclavského s ndzvom Dva standardni a dva
moddlni logické (tverce: analjza v TIL, ktorou reagoval na aktudlne prebiehajuce
diskusie tykajuce sa zndmeho logického Stvorca. Raclavsky ukdzal, ze technicky
aparat TIL mozno aj v tomto smere velmi plodne vyuzit. TIL jednak dokdze
vystihnt existenény import, jednak poskytuje apardt pre explicitnd analyzu
skrytej modality. Raclavsky vo svojom prispevku analyzoval $tyri rozne Citania
logického Stvorca a poukazal na to, Ze kazdy z nich fixuje iné inferencie.

Dal$im prezentujucim bol F. Gahér s prispevkom Zdroje logicko-sémantickyjch
vjskumov niektorjch problémov v Tichébo diele. Venoval sa najmid dvom problé-
movym oblastiam, no nazna¢il aj tretiu. Konkrétnejsie, islo o oblasti, ku ktorym
mal Tichy rozporuplny ¢i dokonca az skepticky postoj. O prvej z nich — jednot-
liviny verzus (holé) individud — sa v TIL dlho diskutovalo. Co su jednotliviny,
¢o su individud a aky je medzi nimi rozdiel? M4 zmysel medzi nimi rozliSovat’?
Zda sa, ze déva dobry zmysel odli$it’ hmotné jednotliviny, ktoré mé6zu vznikat
a zanikat, a trividlne existujice holé individud. Druhd oblast’ bola spomenutd
len v naznaku: anafora. Tichého postoj k skimaniu anafory bol priam odmieta-
vy — jeho nasledovnici vsak vytusili, Ze TIL md o povedat’ aj v tejto oblasti.
A napokon, trefou spomenutou pozoruhodnou oblastou je deontickd logika.
Budovanie preskriptivnej deontickej logiky Tichy odmietal (no nepopieral
moznost deskriptivnej deontickej logiky). Tichého nasledovatelia ukazali, Ze
TIL vie predsa len zaujimavo prispiet’ do oboch spominanych verzii deontickej
logiky. Na ziver prispevku F. Gahér nalrtol vlastni koncepciu preskriptivnej
deontickej logiky.

L. Dostdlova sa vo svojej prednaske venovala naroénej a dlho diskutovane;
problematike sémantiky vlastnych mien a existencie. Upozornila na rozdiel me-
dzi vlastnymi menami z gramatického a logického hladiska. V TIL sa casto
tvrdi, Ze napriklad ,Pegas“ oznacuje individuovi rolu, nieco, ¢im individuum
mdze byt — nie vlastné meno, pretoze neexistuje individuum, ktoré by bolo
tymto menom pomenované. ,Pegas vSak je z gramatického hladiska vlastnym
menom a navyse, keby Pegas existoval, tento vyraz by fungoval ako vlastné me-
no, nie ako individuova rola.

Predposledny prispevok s ndzvom Formalizdcia TIL prezentovali D. Glava-
nicovd a M. Kosterec. Porovnali pristup TIL s prevladajucim pristupom inych
formalnych logik a poukdzali na rozdiely medzi nimi. Sposob, ako je systém
TIL vybudovany, je vzhladom na iné formalne logiky nestandardny a vyznacuje
sa urcitymi nevyhodami. Preto naznadili mozny spdsob, ako TIL zaviest’ $tan-
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dardnejsim sposobom a ilustrovali to na priklade formalizicie fragmentu TIL
pre vyrokovi logiku nad totilnymi propoziciami. Naznadili, Ze analogickym
sposobom by bolo mozné vybudovat’ rozne zaujimavé fragmenty TIL, ¢im by sa
mohla otvorit’ cesta k TIL aj pre Sirsie publikum (formalnych) logikov.

Bohaty program zavisil M. Kosterec s témou Parcialita v TIL. Parcialita je
dal$im z mnozstva naro¢énych technickych problémov, ktorym sa v TIL nevy-
hybame, ale usilujeme sa ich riesit. Prijatie parcidlnych funkcii vedie k urditym
komplikacidm. Niektoré redukcie znime z inych lambda kalkulov nie su v TIL
veobecne platné a ani zakony klasickej vyrokovej logiky nemozno prijat’ bez ur-
ditych protiopatreni. Zvys$nd cast prispevku sa venovala podivnym objektom,
ktoré prijatie parcidlnych funkcii vpusta do ontolégie TIL — degenerovanym
funkcidm, t. j. funkcidm, ktoré nie st definované na ziadnych argumentoch.

Prispevky boli velmi podnetné a vyvolali burlivé diskusie, ktoré bolo naozaj
tazké zastavit. Opit sa potvrdilo, Ze Tichého logika je (najmi, no nielen v Ce-
chéch a na Slovensku) velmi zivd, vplyvnd, inSpirativna a s nehynicim nadsenim
neustdle rozvijand. S pribudajucim poctom stipencov postupne pribuda aj
mnoistvo preskimanych oblasti, vyriesenych problémov a zaujimavych teérii.

Daniela Glavanicovd

dada.baudelaire@gmail.com

Modal Metaphysics: Issues on the (Im)Possible Il

In October 15-16, 2014 the Institute of Philosophy of Slovak Academy of
Sciences, Slovak Philosophical Society and Slovak Metaphysical Society orga-
nized the second Modal Metaphysics: Issues on the (Im)Possible conference.
Again, the conference took place in Bratislava and hosted speakers from all
around the world. In contrast with its 2013’s predecessor,’ the conference fea-
tured several quite important changes. Firstly, except keynote addresses, the
conference was divided into two parallel sessions. Secondly, we announced call
for papers instead of call for abstracts what pave the way for the third change:
selected papers were pre-read and consequently commented by participants.

After an official opening by the director of the Institute of Philosophy and
a frank supporter of such activities, prof. Tibor Pichler, the conference split in-
to two sessions. The first pair of talks was given by Manuel Rebuschi and
Dusko Prelevi¢ entitled Deontic Conventionalism: A Conceptualist Account of

L' See Organon F 21, No. 1, 138-139 for a full report.
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Modalities and Modal Rationalism and Modal Empiricism: A Comparison (com-
mented by Benoit Gaultier), respectively. Daniel von Wachter’s Distinguish Pos-
sibility from Consistency (commented by Steve Steward) and Luke Malik’s Why
One Can’t Imagine the Impossible (commented by Plato T'se) prepared a field for
the first invited speaker: Takashi Yagisawa. His S4 to 5D proposed yet another
defence of axiom S4 preserving the absoluteness of possibility, while using ob-
jects as extended not only in physical space-time but in logical space too. Next
hour belonged to The Counterfactual Account of Modal Knowledge and the Prob-
lem of Constitutive Facts (commented by Alexandre Billon) by Daniel Dohrn
and Haecceitism and Actuality in Counterpart Theory (commented by Alessandro
Torza) by Michael De. Toby Lovat’s The Principle of Unreason, Facticity and
the Law of Non-Contradiction and Alexandre Billon’s Perspectives and Possibility
followed by Lukas Skiba’s The Modal Fictionalist’s Story-Operator, Conditionals,
and Incompleteness (commented by Daniel Dohrn) and AddémTamasTuboly’s
Quine and Quantified Modal Logic — Against the Received View (commented by
Janine Reinert) made an excellent end of the first day.

The second day of the conference commenced with a dual Essence and Im-
possibility: Ya Shouldn’ta Couldn’ta Wouldn'ta given by Steve Steward (and
commented by Nathan Wildman) and Williamson on Thought Experiments and
Metaphysical Knowledge by Benoit Gaultier (with Luke Malik as a commenta-
tor). Zsofia Zvolenszky’s Artifactualism and Authorial Creation (commented by
Addm Tamis Tuboly) and Janine Reinert's Expressive Limitations in Hybrid
Approaches to Possible and Impossible Worlds (commented by Michael De) fol-
lowed by Anthony Dardis’s Property Instrumentalism (with Steve Steward as
a commentator) and Alessandro Torza’s Speaking of Essence (commented by
Zséfia Zvolenszky) preceded the second invited talk entitled The Modal Status
of Laws: In Defence of a Hybrid View. In it, Tuomas Tahko proposed a meta-
physical view according to which there are both necessary and contingent laws.
The next pair of talks entitled Evaluating Wiggins’s Argument for Sortal Essen-
tialism and Is Lewis Cotenable with Goodman? were given by Nathan Wildman
and Vladan Djordjevi¢ (in that order) featuring Anthony Dardis and Dusko
Prelevi¢ as commentators (in the very same order). The conference ended with
Plato Tse’s From Modal Projectivism to Modal Expressivism (commented by
Vladan Djordjevi¢) and David Liggins’s On the Neo-Aristotelian Challenge to Ex-
istence Questions (co-authored with Chris Daly and commented by Daniel von
Wachter).

As the above indicates, Modal Metaphysics: Issues on the (Im)Possible II at-
tracted a number of excellent philosophers whose papers provoked to interest-
ing comments, gave rise to philosophically very valuable discussions and, last
but not least, made the philosophy network even more interwoven. Since that's
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the very goal of every philosophy conference, it is not a surprise that we plan to
continue in organizing its future temporal stages. Anyone interested in more
details regarding the event might also visit metaphysics.sk pages where ab-
stracts, pictures, full program and other information are available.

Martin Vacek

martinvacekphilosophy@gmail.com
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