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ABSTRACT: This paper argues that English quantifier phrases of the form ‘every F’ ad-
mit of a literal referential interpretation, contrary to the standard semantic account of
this expression, according to which it denotes a set and a second-order relation. Various
arguments are offered in favor of the referential interpretation, and two likely objections
to it are forestalled.

KEYWORDS: Determiners — Generalized Quantifier Theory — Gricean pragmatics —
quantifiers — reference.

1. Introduction

English noun phrases of the type ‘every F’, such as ‘every bottle’, ‘every
book’, or ‘every student attending the class’ are taken to be paradigmatic
examples of quantificational noun phrases, or quantifier phrases (QPs) for
short.! “Every F’ is said to be quantificational in the sense that it does not

*

I am grateful to Stephen Neale for his comments on an earlier draft of this paper
and for several stimulating conversations on the topics discussed here.

Throughout this paper, single quotes will be used for mentioning linguistic expres-
sions and for short direct quotations within the body of the text; double quotes will be
used as scare quotes.
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refer to specific objects (it is not a referential expression like the proper
name ‘New York’ is supposed to be, for instance), but instead has a set (de-
noted by the nominal element F’) and a second-order relation or set (de-
noted by the determiner ‘every’) as its complex semantic value. The deter-
miner ‘every is represented in logic as Vx, the universal quantifier; and in-
deed, ‘every’, along with ‘all’, ‘each’, and ‘any’, are considered to be the
standard English counterparts of the universal quantifier. The mainstream
and nearly universal® view is that if any natural language expressions have a
quantificational semantics, then QPs constructed out of these determiners
that correspond to Vx surely do.

In this paper I challenge the mainstream view, arguing that ‘every F’
may be literally interpreted referentially. I will show that this QP can have
multiple objects as its semantic value, instead of the quantificational (set +
second-order relation) normally ascribed to it. The same considerations ap-
ply to ‘ll Fs’, ‘any F’, and ‘each F’, but here we will concentrate on just
‘every F’ for the sake of clarity. The main conclusion to be drawn is that
the standard semantic account of QPs fails to countenance a semantically
significant referential interpretation of an important class of English QPs,
epitomized by ‘every F.

The discussion is organized as follows. §2 briefly reviews the standard
semantic account of ‘every F. §3 gives reasons for concluding that ‘every F’
may have objects as semantic values. §4 further articulates this claim in
terms of the well-known and philosophically important referential/attri-
butive distinction. §§5-6 defend this conclusion against two possible objec-
tions. §7 offers some concluding remarks.

2. The standard semantics of ‘every F’

Over the last thirty years, quantification in natural language has been
extensively investigated and one theory has emerged as the standard theory
of QPs, namely, Generalized Quantifier Theory (GQT). The origins of
GQT are in Mostowski (1957) and Lindstrém (1966). The theory was de-
veloped in important ways by Montague (1974), Barwise — Cooper (1981),
Higginbotham — May (1981), Westerstahl (1985), and Keenan — Stavi

2 The sole exception in recent philosophy seems to be Strawson (1950, 1952); more

on Strawson’s position in §3 below.
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(1986). A very helpful recent reference is Peters — Westerstdhl (2006). This
section discusses in an informal manner the main ideas of GQT, with the
aim of providing a background for the discussions of subsequent sections.
It is beyond the scope of this paper to offer a detailed presentation of the
theory. There are a number of good expositions of GQT see, for example,
Westerstdhl (1989), Keenan — Westerstdhl (1997), Glanzberg (2006), and
Peters — Westerstdhl (2006). See also Szabolcsi (2010) for a more polemical
discussion of the theory.

The core claim of GQT is that the semantic (= truth-conditional) val-
ue of a determiner such as ‘every’ is a set of sets (or, alternatively, a property
of properties).3 More precisely, the determiner is said to denote™ a relation
between sets. The relation expressed by the determiner is said to hold be-
tween the set denoted by the nominal element with which it is associated
in the subject of a sentence (‘F’) and the set denoted by the verb phrase
(VP) of the sentence. For example, consider (1).

(1) Every bottle is empty.

GQT offers the following analysis of (1). The VP ‘is empty’ denotes the set
of empty things. The subject QP ‘every bottle’ is broken down into its
component parts, the determiner ‘every’ and the common noun ‘bottle’.
‘Bottle’ denotes the set of bottles. ‘Every’ then relates the two sets in a cer-
tain way. Specifically, ‘every’ is taken to denote the subset relation. Thus,
the sentence ‘Every bottle is empty’ is taken to express that the set of bot-
tles is a subset of the set of empty things.

The very same analysis applies to the closely related determiners ‘all’,
‘any’, and ‘each’ as well. For instance, the sentence ‘All renates are cordates’
is interpreted as expressing that the set of renates is a subset of the set of
cordates. ‘Any Woody Allen movie is worth watching’ means that the set of
Woody Allen movies is a subset of the things that are worth watching. And
‘Each student presents a paper’ is taken as expressing that the set of stu-
dents is a subset of the set of entities presenting a paper. Other determiners
are treated in a similar fashion. In the case of ‘some’, for example, the de-
terminer is taken to express the non-disjointness relation. Thus, the sen-

For ease of exposition, the following discussion is in terms of sets rather than prop-

erties.

4 ..
By “denote” I mean “to have as truth-conditional value”.
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tence ‘Some flowers are green’ is taken to express that the set of flowers
overlaps the set of green things.

The relational view of determiners may be traced back to Frege
(1884/1980, §47). The essence of the view is clearly stated by Frege in
(1892/1997):

[T]he words ‘all’; ‘every’, ‘no’, ‘some’ are prefixed to concept words
[predicates]. In universal and particular affirmative and negative utter-
ances we express relations between concepts and indicate the specific
nature of these relations by means of these words. (Frege 1892/1997,
187)

One of the advantages of such a relational analysis of determiners is that
these natural language expressions may be given explicit definitions in
terms of well-understood mathematical notions. For instance, ‘every’ (‘all’
‘any’, ‘each’) and ‘some’ would be defined as follows:”

Everyy X, Y) iff X C Y.
[Sets X and Y, which belong to a universe U, satisfy the binary relation
‘Every’ if and only if set X is a subset of set Y]

Somey (X, Y) iff I X NY] > 1.

[Sets X and Y, which belong to a universe U, satisfy the binary relation
‘Some’ if and only if the intersection of X and Y has a cardinality equal
to or greater than 1.]

Definitions in terms of sets and relations can be given for a variety of
other natural language determiners. (For details, see any of the references
mentioned above.)

A consequence of the relational and second-order “meaning” of such
determiners is that both the determiners and the QPs they form are barred
from having objects as their semantic value. Determiners such as ‘every’
cannot denote objects, since according to GQT their semantic value is a re-
lation between sets. QPs such as ‘every bottle’ cannot denote objects either,
since the components of a QP do not denote objects. In the case of ‘every
bottle’, for example, the phrase is composed of two elements, a determiner

Since ‘every’ is the English counterpart of Vx, Vx is then to be understood as a
second-order predicate taking the first-order schema within its scope as its argument.
This is of course just the standard Fregean construal of the quantifier.
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and a noun. Neither expression has objects as its semantic value: nouns de-
note sets and determiners express relations between sets.

According to GQT, therefore, QPs do not belong to the semantic cate-
gory of expressions that have objects as their semantic value (a category
that is usually held to include proper names, pronouns, and demonstra-
tives). The “semantic category” of an expression may be defined by the
kind of semantic value it has; and as we have just seen, according to GQT,
QPs denote relational rather than objectual semantic values.

What evidence supports this standard semantic account of quantifiers?
A common argument involves a comparison with names. The argument
goes as follows.® We are asked to consider a pair of sentences, one of which
contains a name and the other a QP of extreme generality, such as ‘every-
thing’. For instance:

(2)  Sam weighs 300 Ibs.
(3)  Everything weighs 300 Ibs.

It is noted that on the surface the two sentences appear similar, in that
they both seem to predicate the property of weighing 300 lbs. to whatever
the subject noun phrase expresses. It is assumed that ‘Sam’ has an object as
semantic value, Sam, and it is asked whether ‘everything’ could similarly
have an object as semantic value. Then it is wondered what sort of object
everything could be. On (reasonable) metaphysical grounds it is rejected
that everything could be an object; for if it were, it would be at the same
time a particular object and all objects, i.e. everything there is. It is con-
cluded that in general, unlike names, QPs do not denote particular objects.
Then a second hypothesis is put forward: perhaps ‘everything’, like a predi-
cate, denotes a set of objects. So (3) would now be interpreted as saying that
the set of all objects is identical or coextensive with the set of objects that
weigh 300 Ibs. Plausibly enough, the hypothesis predicts that (3) is false
(not everything in the world weighs 300 Ibs.). However, it is observed that
the same analysis returns the wrong results for (4):

(4)  Nothing weighs 300 Ibs.

‘Nothing’ (on the foregoing reasoning) would denote the empty set. But
then, every member of the empty set also belongs to the set of things that

My summary of this standard argument is based on Glanzberg (2006).
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weigh 300 Ibs.: trivially so. Hence (4), contrary to what we would expect, is
true. On the basis of this absurd result, the hypothesis that a QP might de-
note a set of objects is rejected. Therefore, it is concluded that QPs denote
neither objects nor sets of objects; they must stand for something else.
Taking a cue from Frege’s interpretation of certain determiners as second-
order “concepts”, it is alleged that for many natural language determiners,
including ‘every’, to construe them as second-order relations explains much
of the behavior we intuitively attribute to them, while at the same time
avoiding wrong results. So it is concluded that determiners express rela-
tions between sets, viz. the set denoted by the nominal element in the sub-
ject and the set denoted by the sentence’s VP. From this conclusion, plus
the assumptions that nouns refer to sets and that the semantic value of
a complex expression is built out of the semantic values of its parts, it is
further concluded that QPs such as ‘every F’ do not denote objects, but a
set and a second-order relation.’

3. Evidence conflicting with the standard account of ‘every F’

It cannot be denied that GQT is a rich and well-developed theory that
succeeds in explaining a great deal of the behavior of natural language QPs.
But one might wonder whether the disanalogy with names constitutes an
adequate evidential basis for the theory. No matter how mathematically
elegant and productive a semantic theory for a natural language expression
may be, it still has to square with the facts of usage. The GQT claim that
determiners express second-order relations between sets is at bottom an
empirical claim.® The Fregean-derived relational view of determiners, with
its consequence that QPs cannot denote objects, has not always enjoyed its

Another argument is the following. For logical reasons, the sentence ‘Sam weighs
300 lbs. or Sam doesn’t weigh 300 lbs.” can’t be false, and the sentence ‘Sam weighs 300
Ibs. and Sam doesn’t weigh 300 Ibs.” can’t be true. But ‘Every student weighs 300 lbs. or
every student doesn’t weigh 300 Ibs.” may be false and ‘Some student weighs 300 Ibs.
and some student doesn’t weigh 300 lbs.” may be true. Hence the QPs ‘every student’
and ‘some student’ must differ logically from the proper name ‘Sam’.

As is generally recognized by the originators and expositors of GQT} see, e.g., Pe-
ters — Westerstahl (2006, 18).
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present hegemonic status. In (1952), Strawson argued that QPs could be
used to refer:’

The curious assumption implicit in regarding the quantificational log-
ic as adequate for the analysis of ordinary categorical utterances [utter-
ances beginning with a quantifier such as ‘all’; ‘some’, ‘no’, etc.] in
general is, roughly speaking, the assumption that the only subject-
predicate utterances [utterances ‘in which we use one part of our sen-
tence to play the referring role and the remainder to play the ascrip-
tive or classificatory role’] are utterances in the singular; that all other
categorical utterances are positively or negatively existential. But of
course we can refer to, and talk about, the members of a group collec-
tively in just the same way that we can refer to and talk about an indi-
vidual member of a group. Compare an utterance made in the words
‘Miss Robinson has gone home’ with an utterance made in the words
‘All the members of the Robinson family have gone home’. The
grammatical subject of each sentence is used to refer; in the one case,
to an individual, in the other, to the members of a group. (Strawson
1952, 182, emphasis in the original)

Strawson’s view that QPs may be used to refer to multiple individuals
seems to have been mostlgr overlooked in recent philosophical discussions
on the semantics of QPs.'’ To my knowledge, only Neale (1990) and Bach
(1994, Ch. 12) have admitted that QPs may be used to refer. Neale’s views

? Also, in (1950, 344) Strawson says: ‘[TThese expressions [expressions beginning

with ‘all’ and ‘some’] are most commonly used in the referring way. For Strawson, of
course, “[m]entioning”, or “referring”, is not something an expression does; it is some-
thing that someone can use an expression to do’. (Strawson 1950, 326)

Linguists have paid attention to Strawson’s examples, but they have focused on the
question of presupposition (i.e. on the fact that the examples seem to show that certain
English QPs carry a presupposition of existence of objects) and not on the issue of ref-
erence proper. See, e.g., de Jong — Verkuyl (1985), Partee (1987), Diesing (1992), and
Heim — Kratzer (1998, 153-163), who also quote the above passage from Strawson.
Strawson’s examples of the referential use—All John’s children are asleep’ (p. 176) and
‘All the members of the Robinson family have gone home’ (quoted above)—could be
reasonably cited as cases where QPs seem to presuppose the existence of objects, viz.
John’s children in the first case and the members of the Robinson family in the second.
But this is relatively uncontroversial, since these QPs contain an expression widely ad-
mitted to carry existential presuppositions, namely ‘the’. (‘All John’s children’ is usually
viewed as a surface form of ‘all of the children of John’.)
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will be addressed in more detail in §6. At present, a few more examples
should be provided to cement the notion that a QP may be used to refer.

Consider the following, which is modeled on an example of Bach’s (1994,
244).

(5) A few examples will show how QPs may be used to refer.

In (5) the QP ‘a few examples’ is being used to refer to the examples to
follow. As Bach points out, such a referential use could be made explicit by
adding a clause that specifies the examples in question, as in (6):

(6) A few examples, namely the ones presented here, will show how
QPs may be used to refer.

For Bach, if a ‘namely...” clause may be inserted to make explicit the ref-
erence, then one may be reasonably sure that the QP is being used to refer
to multiple individuals. Consider another example:

(7)  Some chapters are about proper names.

As a response to a question about the contents of Bach’s book, (Bach
1994), ‘some chapters’ in (7) may be used to refer to Chapters 7 and 8,
which concern proper names. This reference can be made explicit using
Bach’s ‘namely...” formula:

(8)  Some chapters, namely Chapters 7 and 8, are about proper
names.

It would seem that the referential use of QPs can hardly be debated.
The question, then, is whether such a use is of semantic significance. That
is to say, the issue worth investigating would seem to be whether utter-
ances containing QPs may have different truth conditions, and diverging
truth-values, depending on whether the QP is interpreted referentially (as
having multiple objects as semantic value) or according to its standard
GQ'T semantics.

In what follows it will be argued that the referential use of ‘every F’ is
indeed semantically significant. Specifically, it will be argued that if ‘every
F’ is interpreted referentially, the utterance containing it will have truth
conditions involving particular objects, and not the set of objects that are F
plus the subset relation, as ordained by GQT. Put another way, if ‘every F’
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is interpreted referentially, the utterance will express an “object-dependent
R « 1 - . . o» 11
proposition” and not an “object-independent proposition”.
Bach denies that the referential use of a QP is semantically significant in
this sense. He holds that from a strictly semantic point of view, QPs are
non-referring expressions:

Semantically, quantifier phrases do not denote and are not referring ex-
pressions (strictly literal uses of quantifier sentences express general

propositions), but our examples have shown that they also have refer-
ring uses. (Bach 1994, 243)

As we shall see in §6, Neale also rejects that the referential interpreta-
tion of a QP is semantically significant. For both Bach and Neale, sentences
containing QPs semantically express object-independent propositions; in
no case do their truth conditions include particular objects. What is Straw-
son’s position? Strawson, after all, appears not only to be the first % to rec-

i Following Neale (1990, 49-50, fn. 1), by an object-dependent proposition I mean

a proposition (thought, truth-conditional content) whose existence (whether conceived
of abstractly or as a mental entity, no position on this will be taken here) essentially de-
pends upon the existence of a particular object. Put in terms of utterances and truth
conditions, an utterance has object-dependent truth conditions if they include a par-
ticular object. For example, a condition for the truth of ‘Francois is French’, uttered
with the intent to talk about a known individual named ‘Francois’, is that there be
a known object named ‘Francois’. (Frangois’ being a member of the set of French things
is another condition for the truth of the utterance.) In propositional parlance, ‘Frangois
is French’ expresses an object-dependent proposition whose existence depends on the
object Frangois. By an object-independent or general proposition we then understand
a purely qualitative or descriptive proposition, a proposition whose existence is not de-
pendent on the existence of any particular object; and correspondingly, an utterance has
object-independent truth conditions if no known or specific individual is included

among these truth conditions.

12 Well, Strawson was perhaps the first contemporary philosopher of language to rec-

ognize the referential use of a QP, but possibly the first recorded referential use is one
that appears in Homer’s Odyssey. The Cyclops has been told by Odysseus that Odys-
seus’s name is ‘Nobody’ (or ‘No man’). Battling Odysseus, he desperately cries out to his
friends, ‘Nobody is killing me!’, but he fails to get them to come to his aid. Here the
Cyclops is interpreting ‘nobody’ referentially, with unpleasant consequences for him
partly as a result, while his friends, understanding the phrase in a non-referential man-
ner, figure he’s doing just fine. Lewis Carroll’s Alice in Wonderland and Through the
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ognize the referential use of a QP, but also the tension between the “offi-
cial”, logical construal of these expressions and their everyday referential
uses. To extract Strawson’s view on the semantic significance of the refe-
rential use of a QP is a tricky matter, however, since he is writing at a time
prior to the development of GQT, Chomskyan linguistics, Tarski-
Davidson truth-theoretic semantics, and the current debate on semantics-
pragmatics distinction. Here we will not venture a guess as to what Straw-
son’s view on all the relevant issues would have been.

Let us now turn to the following example, which serves to demonstrate
the semantic significance of the referential reading of ‘every F’. Consider (1)
again.

(1) Every bottle is empty.

Suppose two people, A and B, are talking about four bottles sitting on
a counter in front of them. A utters (1), intending to refer to the bottles by
using ‘every bottle’. B, correctly recognizing this intention, interprets A as
using the subject QP of (1) as a whole to refer to the four bottles on the
counter. That is, B understands A to be asserting something about these
four bottles and not about bottles in general or the set comprised of these
four bottles: viz. that the bottles are empty.

Our claim, then, is that the truth of what is expressed by (1) in this sit-
uation depends on the four bottles’ being empty. It is only if these particular
bottles are empty that what A said, the proposition expressed by his utter-
ance of (1) in this context, is true.

Once again, the question is not whether ‘every bottle’ can be used to re-
fer to particular bottles; Strawson, Bach, and Neale have already argued that
many QPs may be used to refer. The issue rather is whether the referential
use results in truth conditions different from those predicted by the GQT
analysis. We have seen in the previous section what the GQT analysis for
(1) is. According to this analysis (1) expresses the general proposition that
the set of bottles is a subset of the set of empty things; (1) is true just in
case the set of bottles is a subset of the set of empty things. So if this analy-
sis is correct, the interlocutors’ interpretation of ‘every bottle’ as referring
to the four bottles on the counter will likely have to be explained extra-

Looking Glass also contain various examples of referential uses of QPs. Thanks to Ste-
phen Neale (conversation) for the Odyssey example.
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semantically; a hearer’s referential interpretation does not endow the phrase
with an objectual semantic value in this context.

The following reasons support the opposing view that in this context,
‘every bottle’ literally (i.e. semantically) denotes the four bottles and (1) ex-
presses an object-dependent proposition.

First, in this case ‘every bottle’ seems replaceable without a marked loss
of semantic content by four names for the four bottles or a plural demon-
strative phrase containing a QP of greater specificity. Names and demonstr-
atives are considered paradigmatic referring expressions.13 For instance,
‘every bottle’ could be replaced as follows:

(9)  Bottle 1, Bottle 2, Bottle 3, and Bottle 4 are empty.
(10) These/those four bottles are empty.

In (9) the conjunction of names specifies (in an artificial way, of course)
the four bottles the speaker is referring to and in (10) the demonstrative
phrase ‘these/those four bottles” does the same. Intuitively, (1) (as uttered
in the context described above), (9) and (10) appear to express the same
proposition and to have the same truth conditions. In each of the three
cases the utterance is true if and only if the particular bottles are empty.

Just to clarify, it is not being claimed here that in all cases ‘every F’ may
be replaced without remainder by a conjunction of names or a plural de-
monstrative phrase. In other cases, including perhaps also referential uses in
contexts different from the one described above, the QP imparts the addi-
tional information that the bottles in question are all the bottles which
possess the property of being empty; i.e. that those are all the empty bot-
tles there are. But in many other, perfectly quotidian cases, such substitu-
tions seem acceptable. ™

13 . . .
This is not to deny that demonstratives and demonstrative phrases have non-

referential uses. For an extensive discussion of non-referential uses of demonstrative
phrases, see King (2001). (King’s discussion, though extensive, may still be viewed as in-

complete—cf. Neale 2007.)

14 Also, to avoid any misunderstanding, the claim is that (1), (9), and (10) have the

same truth conditions (or propositional content), not the same meaning, if by “meaning”
we mean literal, descriptive, “dictionary” meaning. Clearly, the three sentences have dif-
ferent meanings in this sense since they contain different expressions. In general, the
correspondence between sentence meanings and truth conditions/propositional contents
is many-to-many. For instance, the sentence ‘I am thirsty’ uttered by A and the sen-
tence T am thirsty’ uttered by B have one and the same meaning, but have different
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Second, the objectual semantic value of ‘every bottle’ and the object-
dependence of (1) in this context would seem to be confirmed by a report
of what A said that contained a plural pronoun referring to the bottles.
Like names and demonstratives, pronouns are also considered prototypical
referring expressions.16 For example, it seems that (11) is true:

(11) A said that they [the four bottles] are empty.

But if (11) is true (and it intuitively seems to be), then this can only be
because the embedded sentence expresses the same proposition as (1). In
other words, the truth of (11) piggybacks on the truth of (1), where ‘every

17

bottle’ is interpreted to expresses objects.

truth conditions/propositional contents, which involve A and B respectively. Converse-
ly, the sentences ‘T am thirsty’ and “The winner of the marathon is thirsty’ have different
meanings, but the same truth conditions/propositional content if the denotations of T

and ‘“The winner of the marathon’ are the same.

15 . . . g . .
It might be objected that to appeal to reports of what is said in a given context de-

monstrates very little about the semantics of an expression, since, as Bach (2002) and
other have argued, such “seemingly semantic intuitions” are problematic for a variety of
reasons. In general I sympathize with this concern, but in this case it seems to me that
the situation is very simple and sufficiently defined to justify employing this kind of ar-
gument, which, in any case, is pervasive in philosophy. At any rate, it is easy enough to
imagine an empirical test of speakers’ intuitions regarding the truth conditions of the
above sentences: Just ask subjects whether the sentences are true or false relative to cer-
tain situations (including the one described above). The situations need not be ex-
plained in words; following a suggestion by Récanati (2004, 15) on the issue of intui-
tions of sentences’ truth conditions, an even better method would be to present the sit-
uations as pictures or animations. This is just one possibility; an in-depth exploration of

this topic is beyond the scope of this paper.

16 .. . )
This is also not to deny that pronouns have non-referential uses. Bezuidenhout

(1997), citing an example in Schiffer (1995), argues that pronouns may be used attribu-
tively.

VIt might be argued that this is an example of unbound cross-sentential anaphora,
and that there are analyses that would treat ‘they’ in (11), not as a referring expression,
but as having the quantificational semantic value expressed by its antecedent in (1),
‘every bottle’. One such analysis would be Neale’s (1990, Ch. 5). Neale’s analysis may be

better illustrated by altering the example. Suppose A utters (1*):
(1*)  Every bottle is empty. I'll put them in the recycling bin.

The pronoun ‘them’ in the second sentence is anaphoric on the QP ‘every bottle’ in the
first; by ‘anaphoric’ is meant that the pronoun is supposed to have the same semantic
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Third, expressions for ‘every in other languages encode natural gender.
An expression that possesses natural gender (as opposed to “grammatical”
genderlg) encodes the information that the things to which the expression
applies are sexed. Interestingly, the majority of referring expressions in
English and other languages encodes natural gender. To be used correctly,
the referring expression’s gender must correspond to the referent’s sex. One
example of a language in which the word for ‘every’ encodes natural gender
is German. To be used properly to refer, the German counterpart of ‘every

value as the previously mentioned phrase, which serves as its ‘antecedent’. Neale’s claim
is then that ‘them’ in the second sentence does not refer to particular objects, the indi-
vidual bottles, but has a quantificational semantic value similar to the one standardly as-
cribed to ‘every bottle’. How does the pronoun carry the quantificational semantic value
of its antecedent (or a semantic value that is very similar)? According to Neale, un-
bound, cross-sententially anaphoric pronouns such as ‘them’ in (1*) have the semantics
of definite descriptions. For example, ‘them’ in (1*) would have the same semantics as
the plural definite description ‘the bottles’. For Neale, definite descriptions have a quan-
tificational (relational) semantics, just as QPs of the form ‘every ¥’ do. So in (1*), the
pronoun (qua definite description) and the antecedent QP both expresses a set and what
he calls a ‘maximal’ relation—a relation ‘exhausting the range of the predicate’ with
which it combines (1990, 180). In (1990) Neale supports this analysis by showing how,
for a variety of sentence sequences containing different types of QP, treating the ana-
phoric pronoun in the sequence as a definite description yields the truth conditions that
we would intuitively ascribe to them. (In essence, according to Neale’s analysis, the ana-
phoric pronoun is an “E-type” pronoun.)

While Neale’s analysis seemingly applies to (1*), and hence appears to undermine
the “pronoun co-reference” argument in favor of the referential reading of ‘every F’ that
is being made above, it is unclear that it applies to (11). For (11) can be discursively dis-
connected from (1) and still be true. For one thing, in our example it is not the speaker
of (1), A, but a different person (say, B) who utters (11). For another thing, B can utter
(11) hours, days, weeks, etc., after A’s utterance of (1), and what she expresses still ap-
pears true. Suppose B utters (11) several days after A uttered (1), and that she points to
the bottles as she makes her utterance. In this case B’s use of ‘they’ is unequivocally re-
ferential. “They’ denotes the bottles B is pointing to. The problem is that though the
pronoun is referential in this case, what is expressed by (11) still appears true. In sum,

Neale’s analysis does not seem adequate when further contextual details are filled in.

18 . . . .
Grammatical gender is a morphological feature of words of certain languages.

A word’s having grammatical gender is unrelated to the question whether the word ap-
plies to sexed things. It should be emphasized that the argument above concerns natural
gender, and not any morphological or syntactic features (such as agreement) of the ex-
pressions in question.
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F* (jede/r/s F)"” must correspond to the sex of the things referred to, if they
are sexed.”’

Now, from the fact that jede/r/s possesses natural gender it doesn’t fol-
low that it is a referring expression. (Though the fact that the majority of
referring expressions in English, German, and other languages possesses
natural gender is certainly very suggestive.) What does follow is that the
QP encodes descriptive information. That is to say, the expression describes
the entity to which it applies; it specifies one of its attributes. In the case of
jedelr/s, the QP specifically encodes the information that the entity is gen-
dered.”! Why is this relevant to the semantics of ‘every F’? Because this in-
formation seems incompatible with the semantic value ascribed to ‘every F’
(or rather, jede/r/s F) by GQT. For it would be absurd to suggest, for in-
stance, that the subset relation supposedly expressed ‘every’ is a sexed enti-
ty. In contrast, the gender information is entirely compatible with the
claim that ‘every F’ may have objects as semantic values, since objects may

be gendered.”

19 . o .- . . .
Jede is the nominative feminine form, e.g. jede Frau (‘every woman’); jeder is the
nominative masculine form, e.g. jeder Mann (‘every man’); jedes is the nominative neuter

form, e.g. jedes Auto (‘every car’).

207 couple of notorious exceptions are Weib (‘woman’) and Mddchen (‘girl’), which

have feminine natural gender, but neuter grammatical gender. When combined with

these words, jede/r/s must take neuter gender.

21 . . .
It would be reasonable to assume that a QP may encode further information besides

natural gender. However, it is unnecessary to guess as to the nature of this further in-
formation, if any. For our purposes, the important thing is that QPs sometimes do en-

code descriptive information.

2 It might be objected that the German kein/e (‘no’, as in ‘no bottle’) also encodes

natural gender, but that in this case a referential interpretation is impossible, since there
can be no plausible objectual referent for a negative QP. The GQT analysis of a sen-
tence containing a negative QP, like ‘No bottle is empty’, is the following: |[BNE| = @,
where B = the set of bottles and E = the set of empty (unfilled) things. The GQT in-
terpretation is then that the cardinality of the intersection of the two sets is identical to
the empty set. So the challenge, in other words, is to produce an example of a negative
QP used to talk about gendered things for which the referential interpretation gives the
right truth conditions of the sentence and GQT the wrong ones. This challenge can be
met. Consider the following situation. Speaker and hearer are talking about two women
known to them, Andrea and Brianna, who have both won a writing contest. The speak-
er says, ‘Keine Gewinnerin lebt in Londor’. (‘No (fem.) winner (fem.) lives in London’.)
Here the speaker intends to talk about these two specific women, Andrea and Brianna.
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In conclusion, the reasons to think that ‘every F’ admits of a semanti-
cally significant referential interpretation are the following:

1. In many cases (though not all), it seems that ‘every F’ can be re-
placed by a conjunction of names of objects without loss of semantic
content. (I.e. the QP may be replaced by a conjunction of names and
the resulting sentence will have the same truth conditions as the
original.)

2. In many cases (though not all), it seems that ‘every F’ can be re-
placed by a plural demonstrative phrase, e.g. ‘these/those Fs’, with-
out loss of semantic content. (L.e. the QP may be replaced by a plur-
al demonstrative phrase and the resulting sentence will have the
same truth conditions as the original.)

3. The truth of a report of what was said by the utterance of a sentence
containing ‘every F’ will piggyback on the truth of a sentence in
which the QP is interpreted referentially. The report will contain
a plural referring term that is co-referential with the quantifier in
the original sentence.

4. In other languages, QPs possess natural gender, a fact seemingly in-
compatible with their GQT semantics but compatible with a refe-
rential interpretation positing an objectual semantic value.

He would say (and his interlocutor would agree) that his utterance is true if and only if
Andrea and Brianna do not live in London; only in this circumstance would the utter-
ance be true. (In set-theoretic terms, the utterance is true iff the two women are mem-
bers of the set of things that do not live in London.) This is the referential interpreta-
tion. On the GQT analysis, on the other hand, the utterance is true just in case the
cardinality of the intersection of the set of female winners (which may be contextually
restricted—see §5 below) and the set of people who live in London is identical to the
empty set. Something as general as this was not what the speaker intended or what the
hearer understood in the situation. So, far from being an objection to the “gender ar-
gument” given above, the fact that negative QPs may have gender actually supports it,
since it would be absurd to think that the intersection relation, or even the entire set-
theoretic statement involving the empty set, is a gendered entity. It is only if one as-
sumes that the GQT analysis is always the correct one that this fact about negative QPs
would seem compelling; but of course, to make this assumption is to beg the question
against the account developed here.
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4. ‘Every F’ and the referential/attributive distinction

One way of characterizing the two interpretations of ‘every F’, the quan-
tificational/relational GQT interpretation and the referential one presented
in the previous section, is to say that ‘every F’ admits of the referential/at-
tributive distinction. The referential/attributive distinction is usually asso-
ciated with Donnellan (1966), though Dominicy (1984, 124-126) traces it
all the way back to the theological writings of Antoine Arnauld. (See also
Neale (1990, xii-xiii) for the distinction’s twentieth century lineage.)

In (1966) Donnellan argued that the referential /attributive distinction
applies to definite descriptions. The distinction has since been claimed to
hold for other types of expression as well: Chastain (1972) proposes that it
holds in the case of indefinite descriptions; Bezuidenhout (1997) in the
case of pronouns;23 and Martinich (1977) and Bezuidenhout (1997) in the
case of proper names. In suggesting that ‘every F also admits of the refe-
rential/attributive distinction, we draw on an interpretation of the distinc-
tion that has its origins in Hornsby (1977) and Kaplan (1978) and has been
elucidated further in Neale (1990, Ch. 2) and Récanati (1993, 278-279).

According to this interpretation, the referential/attributive distinction is
a distinction between two types of proposition (seemingly) literally ex-
pressed by a sentence containing an expression to which the distinction is
said to apply. For instance, the referential /attributive distinction for defi-
nite descriptions is a distinction between two types of proposition (see-
mingly) literally expressed by a sentence containing a definite description in
subject position, i.e. a sentence of the form “The F is G. When used refe-
rentially, the sentence expresses an object-dependent proposition. The sen-
tence expresses a truth if and only if the intended referent in the situation
is G. When used attributively, on the other hand, the sentence expresses an
object-independent proposition. The sentence expresses a truth if and only
if there exists an object and that object (and no other) is both F and G.

When used attributively, in other words, the sentence will have the
kind of truth conditions specified by Russell in (1905). According to Rus-
sell’s classic analysis, sentences of the grammatical form “The F is G’ have
the underlying “logical form” 3x[Fx A Vy(Fy — y = x) A Gx], which, in-
formally put, says that there is one unique thing that is both F and G. Here

» As mentioned in footnote 17, Neale (1990) also argues that not all uses of pronouns

are referential.
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the logical notation allows us to see clearly how the attributive use of the
(singular) definite description would result in the expression of a general
proposition. We see that the quantificational (relational) meaning imputed
to ‘the’ relates two sets, F and G. Specifically, it ascribes to F the higher-
order properties of being uniquely instantiated and being non-disjoint from
G. Although on Russell’s account “The F is G’ is true if and only if there is
an object that uniquely instantiates F, the logical notation makes it clear
that no particular object has been singled out; the existential quantifier
ranges over arbitrary objects represented by variables. It doesn’t pick out
any particular member of the set F, but generalizes over the whole set. In
short, the sentence expresses general information; it expresses a relation
between two properties.

It is worthwhile to review briefly the first of the examples in Donnellan
(1966) in order to better bring out the contrast between the referential and

attributive uses and their semantic consequences. Donnellan asks us to
consider (12):

(12)  Smith’s murderer (i.e., the murderer of Smith) is insane.

Suppose A encounters the body of Smith, which shows signs of having
been murdered in a gruesome way. In uttering (12) in these circumstances,
A may be understood as using the description ‘Smith’s murderer’ attribu-
tively. That is, A is saying that there is some unique individual who is the
murderer of Smith and whoever this individual is, he or she is insane. The
claim is a general one: someone or other murdered Smith and this person
is insane.

Let us now suppose that A has not seen the body, has no direct know-
ledge of the circumstances of Smith’s murder, and is sitting at the trial of
Jones, who has been arrested and charged with the murder. Jones is behav-
ing in a very strange way. Suppose further that A is convinced of the prose-
cution’s case against Jones. In uttering (12) in this second situation, A may
be understood as using ‘Smith’s murderer’ referentially, to point to the in-
dividual before her, at whom she is looking. The proposition expressed by
(12) in this situation is a proposition about Jones; and it is true if and only
if Jones is insane. Donnellan stresses that A succeeds in referring to Jones
by means of the description ‘Smith’s murderer’ even if in fact it was not
Jones who murdered Smith, but someone else, say Robinson. The descrip-
tion may be interpreted as referring to Jones even if Robinson murdered
Smith, or even if Smith wasn’t murdered at all.
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This example, like the others that Donnellan discusses in (1966), ex-
ploits the possibility of a misdescription, of a situation in which the satis-
fier of the description and the object referred to in the situation are not
identical. Presumably, the reason he lays so much emphasis on the possibil-
ity of misdescription is to highlight the contrast between the two kinds of
use in a vivid way. Because of Donnellan’s focus on the misdescription cas-
es, one might be led to think that such misdescription cases effectively fur-
nish the contrast between the two uses, or that misdescription cases dem-
onstrate the semantic significance or even the downright semantic ambi-
guity presented by the referential use of definite descriptions. However, as
Récanati (1993, 281-282) points out, this would be a mistake. The seman-
tic ambiguity theorist must rest his case not on the misdescription exam-
ples, but on the cases in which the description’s satisfier and the intended
referent in the situation are identical.

Be that as it may (we do not have the space to get into the debate on
the semantics of descriptions here), if the referential/attributive distinction
is understood in the manner described above, it would seem to apply to
‘every F’. As we said above, the usual interpretation cashes out the distinc-
tion in terms of the types of proposition expressed by a sentence containing
an expression admitting of the distinction. The referential interpretation
yields an object-dependent proposition and the attributive interpretation an
object-independent proposition. Now, it is in these precise terms that the
referential and quantificational/relational GQT interpretations of ‘every F’
were explained in the previous section. We said that when (1) is interpreted
quantificationally according to the GQT analysis, the sentence expresses an
object-independent proposition. The sentence expresses a truth just in case
the set of bottles is a subset of the set of empty things. In this case ‘every’,
like ‘the’ on the Russellian construal, denotes a second-order relation be-
tween sets of arbitrary objects. Thus, we may say that the quantificational
interpretation of ‘every F’ corresponds to the attributive reading. On the
other hand, when (1) is interpreted referentially as in the example pre-
sented in §3, the sentence may be taken to put across an object-dependent
proposition; (1), as uttered in the context described above, would be true
just in case certain individual bottles are empty. Thus, like definite descrip-
tions, ‘every F’ also admits of a referential reading.

As in the case of definite descriptions, the referential and “attributive”
interpretations of ‘every F’ are semantically significant, in the sense that an
utterance containing the expression will have different sets of truth condi-
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tions (will express different types of proposition), depending on whether it
is interpreted attributively or referentially.

Now, not all philosophers believe that the referential/attributive distinc-
tion is of theoretical importance. No opinion on this matter is proftered
here. The point of this section was merely to show that our claim that sen-
tences containing ‘every F’ may have two different sorts of truth conditions,
object-dependent and object-independent, could be expressed in terms of
this distinction.

5. The Narrowing Objection

The next two sections consider and respond to two objections that might
be made against the idea that ‘every F’ may be interpreted as having objects as
semantic values. First, it might be objected that this idea confuses reference
with the restriction (or “narrowing”) of the quantifier to a specific set by the
context. T'o make the objection concrete, let us focus once again on (1).

(1)  Every bottle is empty.

The objection then is that in the situation presented above, where, we
argued, ‘every bottle’ semantically denotes the four bottles on the counter,
there is narrowing but no referring.24

The objection observes that, in general, QPs used in real-life conversa-
tions are contextually restricted.” They do not have universal values. In
the situation presented above, ‘bottle’ should not be construed as denoting
the set of all bottles, but rather the contextually and implicitly restricted
set of the four bottles on the counter. Accordingly, ‘every’ should not be
interpreted as ranging over the set of all bottles either, but over the set
comprised by the four bottles on the counter.

The problem, the objection continues, is that the restricted reading of
the QP and the alleged referential interpretation are indistinguishable, in

24 . c . . .
This objection was made to me by Robert Fiengo via electronic correspondence.

25 . . o
We set aside the issue of how exactly such contextual restriction is supposed to

work. A prominent proposal in philosophy on quantifier domain restriction is Stanley’s
(Stanley 2000; Stanley — Szabé 2000; and Stanley 2002). This proposal, however, has
many difficulties. We cannot go into these here. For criticisms of Stanley’s strategy, see
Bezuidenhout (2002), Récanati (2002), Rett (2005), Collins (2007), and Neale (2008).
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the sense that (1) will have the same truth value, regardless of whether
‘every bottle’ is interpreted referentially or according to a restricted quanti-
ficational reading. The worry is that if the referential interpretation cannot
be distinguished from the restricted quantificational reading, the referential
interpretation might be illusory. The objector, in other words, challenges
us to produce an instance in which (1), where ‘every bottle’ is interpreted
referentially, yields a different truth-value from (1), where ‘every bottle’ is
interpreted as contextually restricted.

This objection fails for the following reasons. First of all, it is plausible
to suppose that the essential differences that exist between particular ob-
jects, on the one hand, and sets of objects, on the other, would be at least
tacitly clear to the interlocutors in the example concerning (1). Certain
things may be truly predicated of the set of the four bottles on the counter
that may not be truly predicated of the four individual bottles, and vice-
versa. For example, (13) is true but (14) seems false:

(13) The set of these four bottles on the counter is such that it has
a lower cardinality than the set of natural numbers.

(14) These four individual bottles on the counter (or: Bottle 1, Bottle
2, Bottle 3, and Bottle 4) are such that they (each individual one)
have a lower cardinality than the set of natural numbers.

(13) is true but (14) seems false, since the property of having a certain
cardinality is a property that can only be properly ascribed to a set of
things. Here we are talking about the individual bottles themselves, and
not the unit set made up of each bottle.

Likewise, (15) seems true but (16) false:

(15) These four individual bottles on the counter (or: Bottle 1, Bottle
2, Bottle 3, and Bottle 4) are made of very thin and breakable
glass.

(16) The set of these four bottles on the counter is such that it is
made of very thin and breakable glass.

What (15) says might be true of the bottles, but clearly (16) is false, since
sets, as abstract entities, are not made of very thin and breakable glass.‘26

% As pointed out by an anonymous reviewer of this journal, sentences (14) and (16)

might be viewed as meaningless rather than false, since they (or the propositions ex-
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But even if the differences between a set and a particular object are not
implicitly assumed or understood by the interlocutors, it is possible to pro-
duce an example showing that (1) may have diverging truth-values, de-
pending on whether ‘every bottle’ is interpreted referentially or quantifica-
tionally. This possibility would decisively refute the objection being enter-
tained. That (1) may yield diverging truth-values, depending on whether it
is interpreted referentially or quantificationally, can be demonstrated by
formulating a mistake case analogous to the misdescription scenarios Don-
nellan (1966) devised to illustrate the referential/attributive distinction.

For instance, suppose the speaker isn’t wearing his glasses and is look-
ing at the counter from some distance away. What he mistakes for bottles
are really four bottle-shaped vases. The vases are empty; they have no liq-
uid in them. By uttering (1), has he said something true or false? On the
GQT interpretation of ‘every bottle’ in uttering (1) he certainly hasn’t ut-
tered a truth, since (1) in this case is analyzed as saying that the set of four
bottles on the counter is a subset of the set of empty things. The sentence
is true just in case the set of four bottles on the counter is a subset of the
set empty things. But there is no set of four bottles on the counter, so the
sentence cannot be true.”” However, there does seem to be a sense in
which what the speaker said is true. The speaker is thinking of those four
objects at which he is looking. He is claiming that these objects are devoid
of contents and he is right about this. His charitable audience, who recog-
nizes his intention and knows which objects he is referring to, would judge
that his utterance of (1) is true (or true enough). It is true of those objects,
that they are empty. Therefore, to say that ‘every bottle’ has the four bot-
tles on the counter as its semantic value is not the same thing as saying
that this QP is contextually restricted to the set of four bottles on the
counter.

pressed by them) mix up entities of different semantic types. This is of no real conse-
quence to the main point being made above; it can be reformulated in terms of meanin-
glessness instead of falsehood. However, in order to avoid making unnecessary assump-
tions or prejudging any semantic (or pragmatic) issues, I prefer to speak simply of truth
and falsehood. I'm grateful to this reviewer, whose comments aided in several improve-

ments to the paper.

7 As von Fintel (1994, 7) notes, while the first-order schema Vx(Fx — Gx) is true

even if Fx is true of nothing (in virtue of the definition of the material conditional),
natural language QPs such as ‘every F’ do not seem to allow for vacuous truth.
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6. The Gricean Objection

The second objection accepts that a QP may on occasion be interpreted
as referring to particular objects, but denies that such an interpretation is
semantically significant (in the sense of “semantically significant” explained
above in §3). The second objection thus appraises the consequences of the
referential interpretation of ‘every F differently than we do, and proposes
an alternative explanation of it.

The second objection would explain the referential interpretation of
‘every F” by means of Grice’s pragmatics (see Grice 1967a/1989), as follows.
In a given context, someone may use a sentence containing a QP to impli-
cate a proposition concerning certain contextually salient objects. However,
the fact that a speaker may so use a sentence containing a QP implies noth-
ing about the semantics of the expression. The quantifier’s semantics are
still given by GQT'. The sentence containing it should not be taken to ex-
press an object-dependent proposition as a result of the referential use. The
sentence literally expresses a relation between sets. The object-dependent
proposition understood in the context is an implicature; it is not what is
said (in Grice’s technical sense of “say”) by the utterance of the sentence.?

This Gricean line is explicitly taken by Neale (1990) in the course of his
well-known rebuttal of the incompleteness objection to Russell’s Theory of
Descriptions.29 The objection, originally raised by Strawson (1950, 332-
333), notes that a great many definite descriptions used in ordinary speech
are “incomplete”, in the sense that they do not explicitly provide conditions
that are specific enough to pick out a unique object satisfying them. Yet in
uttering sentences containing incomplete definite descriptions, communi-

28 o . o .
What is said by a speaker, according to Grice, is ‘closely related to the conventional

meaning of the words (the sentence) he has uttered’ (p. 25), plus the disambiguation of any
ambiguous expressions in the sentence and the assignment of referents to any indexical or
context-dependent expressions it might contain. As currently used, the term ‘what is said’
refers to the proposition, thought, or truth-conditional content expressed by a sentence ut-
tered in a conversation.

Neale’s stance on the semantic significance of referential uses of QPs and definite
descriptions has since changed. Neale (2004a) represents his current thinking on this is-
sue in connection to definite descriptions. Neale (2004b) and (2009) present his overall
view on referring. Here we will nevertheless continue to use Neale (1990), since the po-
sition expressed in that work may be seen as the best available statement of the Gricean
Objection.
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cators nevertheless often succeed in expressing true propositions. Since, to
take Strawson’s example, the sentence “The table is covered with books’
may be used to make a true utterance despite the existence of many tables,
Russell’s analysis, according to which the proposition expressed by the sen-
tence is true just in case there is one table in the universe, cannot be cor-
rect.

Neale counters that definite descriptions, like other QPs,*” can be simi-
larly incomplete, but we wouldn’t want to say that these other quantifiers
should be interpreted referentially. As an illustration of Neale’s point, con-

sider (17).
(17)  All renates are cordates.

The QP in (17) is incomplete: ‘all renates’ doesn’t explicitly delimit the
domain over which it ranges. The speaker could be saying that everything
in the universe that has a kidney is also something that has a heart, or that
everything currently alive on planet Earth that has a kidney has a heart. Or
suppose the speaker is a biologist studying newly discovered life forms on
Mars. After much fieldwork and analysis, she reports to her colleagues back
on Earth, ‘All renates are cordates’. In uttering (17), she is saying that all
renates on Mars are also cordates. In this case, the domain of quantification
is implicitly and contextually restricted to the class of renates on Mars.

Hence the question of whether the domain of quantification is implicit
or not, and if it is, how to identify it, is independent of the question of
whether the QP may be taken to have objects as semantic values. Neale’s
argument is that just because a QP is often incomplete doesn’t mean that it
needs to be ascribed a referential interpretation; by analogy, the incom-
pleteness of many definite descriptions (such as ‘the table’) doesn’t justify
ascribing a second, referential semantics to definite descriptions.

Neale is correct that incompleteness doesn’t entail reference, but his as-
sumption that QPs do not admit of a truth-conditionally significant refe-
rential interpretation is contestable. Neale allows that depending on the
context, certain utterances could give the impression that a QP may have
objects as values. However, he unequivocally rejects the possibility that this
may be more than mere appearance. He presents the following example,
concerning ‘everyone’:

30 : . . . . .
As mentioned above, Neale believes, like Russell, that ‘the’ is a determiner with

a quantificational semantics like ‘every’, ‘all’; and ‘some’.
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Suppose it is common knowledge that Smith is the only person taking
Jones’ seminar. One evening, Jones throws a party and Smith is the only
person who turns up. A despondent Jones, when asked the next morn-
ing whether his party was well attended, says,

[18] Well, everyone taking my seminar turned up

fully intending to inform me that only Smith attended. The possibility
of such a scenario, would not lead us to complicate the semantics of
‘every’ with an ambiguity; i.e., it would not lead us to posit semantically
distinct quantificational and referential interpretations of ‘everyone taking
my seminar’. (Neale 1990, 87-88, emphasis added)

This passage makes it plain that Neale rejects a semantically significant
referential interpretation for QPs. It also makes it plain that his argument
against the semantic ambiguity thesis for definite descriptions crucially
turns on the assumption that QPs are quantificational/relational and do not
admit of a referential interpretation. Here, though, the issue is not incom-
pleteness so much as the appearance of reference. But the structure of the
argument is the same: the appearance of reference created by certain uses of
QPs does not sanction a semantic ambiguity for these expressions; by anal-
ogy, the appearance of reference created by certain uses of definite descrip-
tions should not lead us to posit a semantic ambiguity in their case, either.
According to Neale, the referential use of ‘everyone taking my seminar’ to
say something about Smith is to be explained by recourse to Gricean prag-
matics: the proposition about Smith seemingly expressed by the sentence is
not literally expressed, but only implicated in the context. And this is also
his overall strategy against the challenge posed by referential uses of defi-
nite descriptions to Russell’s Theory of Descriptions. For him, the seman-
tics of definite descriptions is given by Russell’s theory. In a given context,
however, communicators may derive through Gricean procedures an object-
dependent proposition from the utterance of a sentence containing a defi-
nite description.

While Neale is perhaps right to maintain that Gricean procedures ade-
quately explain the understanding of a proposition about Smith from an
utterance of (18) in the context he describes, there are reasons to doubt
that such a Gricean explanation (i.e. one that involves deriving an implica-
ture from the utterance of a sentence literally expressing a different propo-
sition) will work for all cases. In particular, one may doubt whether such
a Gricean explanation works for (1) in the context we described above. We
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argued above that in this case it is (1) itself, as uttered by A in the context
we described, which expresses an object-dependent proposition about the
four bottles on the counter.

One way to show that the objectual semantic value of ‘every bottle’ is
part of what is said by A’s utterance of (1), and not part of something she
implicates, is by demonstrating that the objectual semantic value figures in
the truth conditions of a larger sentence in which (1) is embedded. If the
four particular bottles that are the values of ‘every bottle’ in this case are in-
cluded in the truth conditions of a utterance that contains (1)—i.e. if these
four objects are part of what is said by this larger utterance—then they
can’t be part of an implicature generated by an utterance of (1). For Grice,
information is either part of what is said or part of what is implicated
(Grice 1967b/1989, 41).

Take once again the situation described in §3. Suppose B replies to A:

(19) If every bottle is empty, then you can put them in the recycling
bin.

Or, suppose that B walks over to the bottles and, looking at them more
closely, corrects A by saying:

(20) Not [it is not the case that] every bottle is empty; look, this one
is half full.

The truth of (19) would seem to depend on whether the particular bot-
tles are empty, and not on whether the set of bottles-on-the-counter is
a subset of the set of empty things. For the consequent contains a pronoun
(‘them’) that is co-referential with ‘every bottle’. And in (20), the sentence
following the semi-colon, which contains the demonstrative phrase ‘this
one’, can only be properly interpreted if the QP in the first sentence is also
interpreted referentially.ﬂ’32 As (20) itself implies by the inclusion of look’,

Once again, it may be objected that both the anaphoric pronoun ‘them’ and the
anaphoric demonstrative phrase ‘this one’ may be ascribed quantificational semantic val-
ues, and hence that the presence of these expressions in (19) and (20) does not by itself
show that the antecedent QP has an objectual semantic value. A proper reply to this ob-
jection would require going into the semantics of pronouns, definite descriptions and
demonstrative phrases in considerable detail. This we cannot do here. The remarks
made above must thus stay at an intuitive level. But though intuitive, they are neverthe-
less plausible. Footnote 17 sketches a possible reply to this objection: to interpret the
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the situation is one in which the communicators have the bottles in front
of them, so that B may rely on perceptual evidence in order to determine
A’s informative intention to refer to those specific bottles.

Let us recapitulate the conclusions of the last two sections. We enter-
tained two possible objections to the referential interpretation of ‘every F .
The first, which might be called the Narrowing Objection, claimed that
the referential interpretation of ‘every F’ and the narrowing of the QP are
being run together in the example presented in §3, which purported to il-
lustrate the existence of such an interpretation. Why are the referential in-
terpretation and the restricted quantificational interpretation not the same

thing?

1. It is plausible to suppose that people at least tacitly know the differ-
ences between objects and sets. (The differences can of course be
pointed out to them explicitly, if need be.)

2. It is possible to concoct “mistake cases” analogous to misdescription
examples, which reveal the difference.

The second, Gricean Objection, acknowledges the possibility that QPs
may be interpreted referentially, but denies that this interpretation is se-
mantically significant. Instead, the object-dependent proposition seemingly
expressed when a quantifier is interpreted referentially is merely pragmati-
cally conveyed, as an implicature, in the context. Against this objection it
was argued:

The object-dependent proposition can be shown to be what is said
by embedding the sentence containing the QP in a larger sentence.
The larger sentence will also have truth conditions involving partic-
ular objects, and not sets and relations.

expression in question according to one of the proposed quantificational analyses might

turn out not to be convincing, once the context is described in greater detail.

32 : g .
As noted by an anonymous reviewer, the two cases are unlike in that in (19) ‘them’

is anaphoric whereas in (20) ‘this one’ is deictic. However, the fact that ‘this one’ is
deictic in (20) corroborates rather than undermines the referentiality of ‘every bottle’,
since 1) a quantificational interpretation of deictically used NP is absurd and 2) this fact
is easily compatible with a referential interpretation of the QP; indeed, otherwise we're
left without a plausible explanation for the co-reference of the two NPs.
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7. Conclusion

I have argued that QPs of the form ‘every F’ admit of a literal referential
interpretation. This means that they may have multiple objects as their
semantic or truth-conditional value, instead of the complex quantificational
denotation standardly ascribed to them. A sentence containing ‘every F’
could thus literally express an object-dependent proposition and have truth
conditions involving specific objects known to speaker and hearer.

The tradition of interpreting the determiner ‘every’ as the universal
quantifier Vx is certainly well-grounded philosophically and mathematical-
ly; but, as I hope to have shown, it does not always agree with the facts of
natural language. I also hope to have defused two possible objections to the
referential interpretation developed here.

The referential interpretation of ‘every F’ constitutes a counterexample
to the widely held view, neatly expressed by Borg, that ‘all noun phrases are
either quantifier expressions or referring terms’> (2000, 230). Instead, it
lends credence to a very different view, which contends that these expres-
sions are intrinsically neither quantificational nor referential, but may be
literally interpreted either way depending on the context and intentions of
the speaker. They are “semantically underdetermined”, and the task of de-
termining their truth-conditional values is really a pragmatic and not a se-
mantic one; hence the label “truth-conditional pragmatics” given to this
view by some of its main proponents (e.g. Récanati 2011). The arguments
presented in this paper are of course not sufficient to establish this broader
thesis, and this was not our aim. However, they do support the notion that
the semantics of quantifiers is not as tidy as current semantic theory would
have it.
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ABSTRACT: Consider a specific type of fission where psychological continuity takes
a branching form, and one of the offshoots comes into being later than the other oft-
shoot. Let us say that the earlier offshoot comes into being in the left branch at t, and
the later offshoot comes into being in the right branch at t+1. With regard to the ques-
tion how many persons are involved in this case, three answers are worth considering:
(i) The original subject persists up to t; a distinct person comes into being immediately
after t and continues to exist in the left branch; and the third person comes into being
in the right branch at t+1. (ii) The original subject persists up to the moment imme-
diately before t+1; a distinct person comes into being at t+1 and continues to exist in
the left branch; and the third person comes into being in the right branch at t+1. (iii)
The original subject continues to exist in the left branch; a distinct person comes into
being in the right branch at t+1. For those who hold that personal identity consists in
psychological continuity of some sort, the aforementioned three options exhaust the
sensible ways of understanding how one persists in delayed fission. However, I argue
that complications arise for each answer. Hence, delayed fission poses a challenge for the

psychological approach to personal identity.

KEYWORDS: Delayed fission — fission — persistence condition — personal identity — psy-
chological approach to personal identity.

In this article, I will argue that there is an intractable problem for the
mainstream position in the psychological approach to personal identity,
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which I shall dub the standard psychological view of personal identity (or the
standard psychological view, for short). This problem involves a specific
type of fission where one of the offshoots comes into being later than the
other offshoot. Call this type of fission delayed fission. My contention is that
no version of the standard psychological view can plausibly explain the per-
sistence condition of delayed fission victims.

1. The standard psychological view and delayed fission

Before introducing the problem, I need to be clear about the intended
target of this article. The standard psychological view has probably re-
ceived the most thorough examinations by Derek Parfit (1971 and 1984)
and Sydney Shoemaker (1970 and 1984), and has also been discussed by
a great number of philosophers afterward.' Like other versions of the
psychological approach to personal identity, the standard psychological
view holds that a person existing at one time and a person existing at
another time are identical to each other by virtue of maintaining psycho-
logical continuity of some sort, where psychological continuity consists in
overlapping chains of strong psychological connectedness. A person exist-
ing at one time is strongly psychologically connected to a person existing at
a different time just in case there exist a sufficient number of relevant psy-
chological connections holding between them,” such as memories, the con-
tinuation of beliefs, desires, intentions, and other suitable psychological
states/capacities and characteristics, underpinned by the right kind of

For more recent discussions of the standard psychological view, see Brueckner
(1993; 2005), Campbell (2001; 2005), and Noonan (2006).

Here I follow Parfit’s explication of the notions of strong psychological connected-
ness and psychological connections (see Parfit 1984, 205-206). Parfit suggests a rather
casual view regarding what counts as a sufficient number of psychological connections
for maintaining psychological continuity. He proposes that there are a sufficient number
of psychological connections holding from one day to the next if their number is “az
least balf the number that hold, over every day, in the lives of nearly every actual person”
(Parfit 1984, 206). Since it is not necessary to specify the correct criterion of what
counts as a sufficient number of psychological connections for the purpose of this ar-
ticle, I will simply assume that there is a plausible criterion for determining such
a number.
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cause.” The standard psychological view also holds that in a case of regular
fission where two oftshoots diverge at the same time, the pre-fission sub-
ject is numerically distinct from either of the two post-fission offshoots, and
thus that three persons are involved in total. In this respect, this view is dif-
ferent from the one developed by David Lewis (1976) and other perdurant-
ists, which claims that a regular fission case involves two distinct continuants
partially overlapping each other before the fission. The standard psychologi-
cal view does not allow overlaps at any time before or during the fission. In
short, the standard psychological view holds that (i) personal identity consists
in non-branching psychological continuity, and thus that (ii) in a regular fis-
sion case, one ceases to exist and is replaced by two distinct individuals.

Bearing in mind the aforementioned key tenets of the standard psycho-
logical view, I will now turn to the problem posed by delayed fission. Im-
agine a case where one’s body is scanned and continues to exist, and after
some time, a new human body is generated at a different place exactly in ac-
cordance with the scanned information. Assuming that the scanning and
duplication process is successful, the person occupying the new body is psy-
chologically exactly similar to the original person as he is at the time of the
scanning. Call this case Delayed Replication, as diagramed below:*

Mathematically speaking, a total of eight possibilities can be suggested with
regard to the identities among A, B, and C:

Regarding the causal basis of psychological connections, Parfit thinks that the right
kind of cause is any cause, as opposed to the normal cause (which requires the contin-
ued existence of the same brain) or any reliable cause (cf. Parfit 1984, 208-209). I will
follow Parfit’s view on the right kind of cause in this article, although most of my ar-

guments will work with other views as well.

4 . . . . .
As the diagram suggests, A is the continuant person persisting up to t; B is the

continuant person persisting between t and t+1 (exclusive—i.e., not including t or t+1);
C and D are the continuant persons persisting at and after t+1 in the left branch and in
the right branch, respectively.
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(1) A#B, B#C, and A#C

(2) A#B,B#C, and A=C

(3) A#B,B=C, and A#C |[the First Route|
(4) A#B,B=C, and A=C

(5) A=B, B#C, and A#C [the Second Route]
(6) A=B, B#C, and A=C

(7) A=B, B=C, and A+C

(8) A=B, B=C, and A=C |[the Third Route]

It is clear that (4), (6), and (7) cannot be the case because they all lead to
contradiction. As for (1) and (2), neither is inconsistent; however, I do not
think that (1) and (2) are worth much consideration because they are less
plausible than (3), and as I shall argue later, (3) is problematic.” This leaves
us (3), (5), and (8) as the least untenable of all the options. I shall call
them, respectively, the First Route, the Second Route, and the Third
Route. Confronted with delayed fission, advocates of the standard psycho-
logical view must choose one of the three routes, since the aforementioned
three routes exhaust all the sensible options. In what follows, however,
I will argue that given that our persistence condition is psychological in na-
ture, each of them yields deeply implausible implications.

2. Problems with the First Route

The First Route holds that A is not identical to B, although B is iden-
tical to C. So, on this alternative, A ceases to exist immediately after t, and
a new person comes into being from that time on (in the left branch). If
this is true, then we will have to conclude that a mere scanning process can

More specifically, I claim that (1) and (2) are less plausible than (3) because they
have all the disadvantages of (3) that I will specify in the following section on the First
Route, while they have no particular advantages over (3). (1) and (2) also share some
disadvantages of (5) that are discussed in the section on the Second Route, which are
not shared by (3). See footnotes 9 and 10. In arguing this way, I assume that we are
continuant beings that persist for some time. Those who believe that we are ephemeral
time-slice of continuant persons (see, e.g., Sider 1996; 2001, 188-208) or that the en-
during self is an illusion (see, e.g., Hume 2000, Book 1, Part 4, Sec. 6) may challenge
this assumption. However, I will not discuss these views here because that would take
us beyond the scope of this article.
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terminate one’s existence without disturbing his memories, beliefs, inten-
tions, and any other psychological features. That is very hard to believe.

A possible defense of the First Route may resort to the distinction that
Parfit draws between personal identity and what matters in survival. Parfit
famously argued that what matters in survival is the preservation of psycho-
logical continuity, not personal identity per se (cf. Parfit 1984, 253-261).
According to him, for example, what I ought to be concerned about in fac-
ing life-threatening incidents such as an imminent battle is not whether
I will still exist after the incident but whether there will be someone psy-
chologically continuous with me as I am now before the incident. Employ-
ing this idea, proponents of the First Route may argue that as long as what
matters to A is preserved in B, it is immaterial whether A is identical to B
or not, and therefore it is not so implausible to claim that A is not identical
to B in Delayed Replication.

This response does not strike me as tenable. Even if we grant that there
is a conceptual difference between personal identity and what matters in sur-
vival, and that the former, unlike the latter, carries no prudential value, this
does not imply that personal identity may hold in an unprincipled way. For
instance, if a theory claims for no good reason that I will suddenly cease to
exist as soon as I step out of this room, though, of course, what matters to
me before I go out is preserved in the person who will be just outside the
room, this theory ought to be deemed implausible. Parfit has a principled an-
swer as to the holding of personal identity: he thinks that personal identity is
constituted by psychological continuity that does not take a “branching”
form.® In Delayed Replication, the psychological continuity holding between
A and B does not take a branching form. So, on Parfit’s view, it ought to be
the case that A=B, contra the First Route. Those who argue for the First
Route still need to provide a principled answer to the question why one ceas-
es to exist while going through the scanning process in Delayed Replication.

Proponents of the First Route may try to explain away the implausibili-
ty just noted by considering a different type of delayed fission—one involv-
ing a brain transplant, as opposed to a bodily scanning process. Imagine
a case where one’s psychological capacities and contents are not lateralized

Some have argued that it is impossible, or at least extremely difficult, to formally
define the non-branching clause in a non-circular manner (see, e.g., Brueckner 2005;
Brueckner — Buford 2008). In my (2010) article, I proffer three formulations of the
non-branching clause that do not involve a circular reasoning,.
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in the brain; his two brain hemispheres have more or less the same capaci-
ties, and they are mutually completely redundant in their psychological con-
tents because they share most of the contents through the corpus callosum;
as a result, they are almost symmetrical with respect to their psychological
states/capacities, psycho-physical characteristics, etc. Suppose also that the
two hemispheres are removed from the original subject’s cranium, and the
right hemisphere is preserved in a special device where it remains biologically
functional but unconscious; it will gain consciousness once transplanted to
a living human body. The left hemisphere, while in an unconscious state, is
transplanted to a brainless, living human body, and a few days later the right
hemisphere is similarly transplanted to a distinct living human body.7 Since
the two brain hemispheres are quite similar to each other, each of the two
resulting persons, as soon as he gains consciousness, is strongly psychologi-
cally connected to the original person before the transplant operation to al-
most the same degree. Call this case Delayed Division, as diagramed below:

! . . —_
t+2 (D' gains consciousness) ; _ :
,* (One hemisphere is

/ . . .
‘ " in the special device)
t+1 (B’ gains consciousness) "

t (The brain is removed) = — — — — — — — — — N

Some may doubt whether this case is really an example of delayed fission on the
grounds that the unconscious right hemisphere may be like a brain in hibernation. On
this view, there exists a person kept in existence by the right hemisphere while it is in
the device, and that person is like an ordinary person in a state of dreamless sleep.
Those who think this way may adapt the story as they see fit so that the adapted story
is clearly a case of delayed fission. For example, one might stipulate that the right he-
misphere, after removal, is to be divided into many pieces, carefully preserved in separate
places without irreparable damage, and later reassembled exactly as they were before the
surgery. I leave it open what the best adaptation of the story will look like. The point
that I make in what follows does not hinge on the particular details of the story, but ra-
ther on its structural features. For simplicity’s sake, I will assume that my previous de-
scription involving the removal and preservation of one hemisphere provides a case of
delayed fission.
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(The dashed line on the left-hand side between t and t+1 indicates the
time during which the transplantation of the left hemisphere is performed.
The dashed line on the right-hand side between t and t+2 indicates the
time during which the right hemisphere is preserved in the special device.)

Since Delayed Division is structurally quite similar to Delayed Replica-
tion, proponents of the First Route, to be consistent, must hold that
A'#B'. This implies that A" ceases to exist as soon as his brain is removed
at t. Since the end of A' ’s existence involves a rather dramatic turn of
events — i.e., the removal of the brain resulting in complete loss of con-
sciousness — a proponent of the First Route might argue that this implica-
tion is at least not as absurd as what the First Route implies about Delayed
Replication: namely, that one ceases to exist as soon as his body goes
through the scanning process.

However, I do not see much advantage in this maneuver because it
seems to me that to hold that A'#B' in Delayed Division is no more plaus-
ible than to hold that A#B in Delayed Replication. To see this point, im-
agine that one undergoes a surgery where the surgeons remove one’s right
hemisphere and preserve it in a special device as described in Delayed Divi-
sion. (Again, as in Delayed Division, suppose that the two hemispheres are
psychologically quite similar to each other with respect to their psychologi-
cal states/capacities, psycho-physical characteristics, etc.) The removed
hemisphere maintains the ability to regain consciousness; but let it be sti-
pulated that, as a matter of fact, the surgeons will never transplant the right
hemisphere to a brainless living body.8 Meanwhile, the subject’s left hemis-
phere remains intact and fully functional in the original body, maintaining
psychological continuity with the subject before the removal of the right
hemisphere. Call this case Half-brain Removal (see the Appendix for the
diagram). I think it would be surprising if anyone denies that the subject
survives the surgery in Half-brain Removal. After all, in many actual cases
where a considerable amount of a patient’s cerebrum is removed, people do
not seem to doubt that the patient survives the surgery.

Here again, I assume that there is no person kept in (or brought into) existence by
the right hemisphere while it is in the device. Those who think otherwise should revise
the case as they see fit so that the brain material constituting the right hemisphere in
the revised case, while restorable to a biologically functional state, fails to give rise to
the existence of a person.
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Now, imagine a story exactly like Half-brain Removal except that one’s
entire cerebrum is removed, and only the left hemisphere is transplanted to
a brainless, living human body. The right hemisphere is to be kept perma-
nently in the device. Call this case Half-brain Transfer (see the Appendix
for the diagram). The only difference between Half-brain Removal and
Half-brain Transfer is that the left hemisphere remains in the original
body in the former case, but not in the latter case. According to the psy-
chological criterion of personal identity, however, there should be no sig-
nificant difference between the two cases. This is because, in either case,
perfect psychological continuity is preserved between the original subject
and the possessor of the left hemisphere after the surgery. Therefore, advo-
cates of the standard psychological view should hold that if the subject in
Half-brain Removal survives the surgery, then the subject in Half-brain
Transfer survives as well.

But what happens in Half-brain Transfer is structurally exactly similar
to what happens in Delayed Division up to the moment just short of t+2.
Hence, if the subject in Half-brain Transfer survives the surgery, then we
should conclude that the original subject in Delayed Division — i.e., A' —
continues to exist up to the moment just short of t+2. This entails that
A'=B', contra the First Route.

We can recapitulate the preceding argument as follows:

PR1: The subject in Half-brain Removal survives the surgery.

PR2: 1If the subject in Half-brain Removal survives the surgery, then
the subject in Half-brain T'ransfer survives the surgery.

PR3: If the subject in Half-brain Transfer survives the surgery, then
A'=B' in Delayed Division.

C: A'=B' in Delayed Division.

Setting aside differences in minor details among the three cases (Half-
brain Removal, Half-brain Transfer, and Delayed Division until just before
t+2) as insignificant, advocates of the First Route must grant PR2 and
PR3. The only way to resist the argument then is to deny PR1. But that
would be tantamount to saying that the removal of half of one’s brain mat-
ter terminates one’s existence. From the perspective of the standard psy-
chological view, this ought to sound as implausible as saying that a mere
scanning process can terminate one’s existence (given that the recipient of
the left hemisphere in the Delayed Replication is strongly psychologically
connected to the original person before the surgery.) One problem with the
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First Route then is that it implies that a mere scanning of one’s body or
the removal and preservation of half of one’s brain terminates one’s exis-
tence.

Apart from the preceding observation, the First Route faces an even
more serious problem: given the truth of the First Route, whether one sur-
vives the scanning of one’s body or the transfer of one’s half-brain depends
on what will happen to someone else in the future. To illustrate this prob-
lem, consider a case exactly like Half-brain Transfer except that it has not
yet been determined whether the surgeons will perform the operation of
transplanting the right hemisphere—either they will permanently leave it
in the device or they will transplant it into a living, brainless human body
after a while. Call this case Indeterminate Division (see the appendix for the
diagram). Suppose that I am the recipient of the left hemisphere shortly af-
ter the surgery. Having just gained consciousness, I seem to remember the
experiences and memories of the original person before the surgery. Natu-
rally, this leads me to believe that I have existed for a long time before the
surgery. Would I be right? According to the First Route, whether I am
right in holding this belief depends on what will happen to the right he-
misphere in the future. If it is somehow destroyed before the surgeons per-
form the further surgery or if the surgeons end up not performing a further
operation, then the situation would be structurally similar to Half-brain
Transfer. Hence, advocates of the First Route should conclude that the
person who underwent the initial surgery has survived it, which entails that
I have existed before the surgery. On the other hand, if the surgeons decide
to perform the surgery, and end up successfully performing the operation
of transplanting the right hemisphere to a different recipient body, thereby
bringing a person into existence, then the situation would be structurally
similar to Delayed Division. In that case, since the First Route holds that
A'#B'" in Delayed Division, proponents of the First Route should also con-
clude that it zurns out that I have not existed before the initial surgery.
Hence, according to the First Route, whether in Indeterminate Division
I have or have not existed in the past before the initial surgery depends on
whether there will be a recipient of the right hemisphere in the future.
Many would find this result implausible. Suppose I, having gained con-
sciousness after the surgery, ask myself whether I am the same person as
the one who was anxious about the surgery. If the aforementioned result is
correct, then I should answer, “I don’t know yet. T'o answer this question,
I will have to wait and see whether the right hemisphere of the original
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subject will be successfully transplanted to a different human body.” The
absurdity of this remark seems to me to be a sufficient reason to reject the
First Route.’

3. Problems with the Second Route

The Second Route specifies that A=B and B#C in Delayed Replica-
tion. This implies that A (=B) continues to exist until immediately before
t+1, but ceases to exist as soon as his “replica” (=D) comes into being in
the right branch at t+1. To illustrate the implausibility of this implication,
imagine that you are B in Delayed Replication shortly before t+1. Your
body was scanned a while ago (at t), and based on the information from the
scanning process, someone other than you is now about to come into exis-
tence someplace else. Suppose you are not aware of these facts (perhaps you
were not even informed why your body was scanned). Now, imagine that,
at the very moment your “replica” comes into being, you were in the mid-
dle of uttering a sentence in a discussion with your friend. If B#C as speci-
fied in the Second Route, we will have to conclude that you have never
completed the sentence you were uttering, because you would have ceased
to exist before the sentence was fully uttered. The person who completed
the sentence would not be you. This is strikingly implausible. Your friend
would not believe that her conversation partner has just been replaced with
a different person who is bodily continuous with you (and thus looks just
like you), and is psychologically continuous with you (and thus talks and
thinks just like you), but who is not aware that (s)he has just come into ex-
istence. That being who completed the sentence certainly would not be-
lieve that (s)he has just come into existence with all those quasi-memories,
quasi-beliefs, and quasi-intentions that seem to have been his/her own for
a long time. In sum, it is hard to accept that the coming-to-be of someone
else terminates your existence. This problem has to do with the violation of
what is known as the only x and y principle in the literature on personal
identity. This principle states that whether or not x is identical to y must

Note that the problems with the First Route that I specify in this section stem from
the fact that it holds that A#B in Delayed Replication. Since (1) and (2) in the previous
section also hold that A#B, they are susceptible to these problems as well. This obser-
vation partially justifies my previous claim that (1) and (2) are less plausible than the
First Route; cf. footnote 10.
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depend only on the intrinsic features of the relation between them; it can-
not depend on a fact about any individual other than x and y (see Noonan
2003, 129; Wiggins 1980, 96). Against the initial plausibility of this prin-
ciple, if B#C as specified in the Second Route, then your continued exis-
tence depends on whether or not “your replica” comes into being some-
where else. '’

Proponents of the Second Route may respond by arguing that the stan-
dard psychological view maintains that personal identity obtains only in the
absence of a concurrent competitor that is also psychologically continuous
with the original subject, and that C as he is at t+1 is psychologically conti-
nuous with A as he is at t. The standard psychological view has it that both
of the two offshoots in regular fission are not identical with the original
subject because they are in competition: due to both offshoots being psy-
chologically continuous with the original subject, they have an equal claim
to be the same person as the original subject. Personal identity is preserved
only when there is no concurrent competitor. In Delayed Replication, the
argument goes, B has no concurrent competitor, and is psychologically
continuous with A. Hence, the standard psychological view ought to claim
that A=B. On the other hand, C and D are in competition. Therefore, the
standard psychological view should hold that A (=B) is not identical with
either C or D. This is what is implied by the Second Route.

I do not find this argument convincing. For argument’s sake, let us
grant the defenders of the Second Route that A=B in Delayed Replication
(and let us refer to either A or B indiscriminately as the pre-fission sub-
ject). Nevertheless, it is questionable that C and D are in competition to be
the same as the pre-fission subject as specified in the preceding argument,
for it is doubtable that the relations C and D bear to the pre-fission subject
are analogous to those that the two offshoots bear to the original subject in
regular fission. This is because D as he is at t+1, unlike C as he is at t+1, is
not psychologically connected to B as he is immediately before t+1, given
that psychological connections must be underpinned by some sort of causal
basis. The psychological states of D as he is at t+1 may be qualitatively

10" Note that the problem that I specify in this paragraph is due to the fact that the

Second Route holds that B#C in Delayed Replication. Since (1) and (2) also hold that
B+#C, they are susceptible to this problem as well. On the other hand, the First Route
is not vulnerable to this problem, since it holds that B=C in Delayed Replication. This
is another partial basis for holding that the First Route is more sustainable than (1) or
(2); cf. footnote 9.
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quite similar to the psychological states of B as he is immediately before
t+1. However, the psychological states of the former are not causally related
to those of the latter. By contrast, the psychological states of C as he is at
t+1 are immediately caused by the psychological states of B as he is imme-
diately before t+1, just like the way in which the psychological states of the
two offshoots in regular fission as they are immediately after the fission are
caused by the psychological states of the pre-fission subject as he is at the
moment of fission. Consequently, C as he is at t+1 and D as he is at t+1 do
not stand in the same relations to B as he is immediately before t+1. Unlike
the two offshoots in regular fission, C and D in Delayed Replication do not
have an equal claim to be the same person as the pre-fission subject. The
preceding argument is mistaken in claiming that D is a legitimate competi-
tor of C in Delayed Replication.

There is a further problem for the Second Route. Since B and D are
neither psychologically nor bodily continuous with each other,'' we can
plausibly assume that they are two distinct persons. Then, since the Second
Route holds that A=B in Delayed Replication, it follows that A#D. So,
the Second Route yields the result that A as he is at t is identical to B as he
is immediately after t, and that A as he is at t is not identical to D as he is
at t+1. However, this result does not accord well with the standard psycho-
logical view. With respect to their psychology, B as he is immediately after
t and D as he is at t+1 are exactly alike, and their psychological states are
causally related to the psychological states of A as he is at t in exactly simi-
lar way. How is it then that only B as he is immediately after t, but not D
as he is at t+1, is identical to A as he is at t? If the only relevant determi-
nant of personal identity is psychological in nature as the standard psycho-
logical view maintains, and B as he is immediately after t and D as he is at
t+1 do not differ in their internal psychology as well as in the psychological
relations they stand to A as he is at t, then proponents of the Second
Route owe us an explanation as to why it is that A as he is at t is identical
to B as he is immediately after t, but not to D as he is at t+1.

" B and D are not psychologically continuous with each other because the psychologi-

cal states of B as he is immediately before t+1 and the psychological states of D as he is
at t+1 are not causally related to each other. In addition, if the temporal distance be-
tween t and t+1 is long enough, B as he is immediately before t+1 and D as he is at t+1
will tend to be psychologically dissimilar.
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4. Problems with the Third Route

The results of the preceding discussion leave us with the Third Route.
But there are problems for the Third Route as well. Suppose that in De-
layed Replication, A, B, and C are all identical with one another as speci-
fied in (8). Then, advocates of the Third Route should commit to one of
the following alternatives regarding the identity of A and D:

(8a) A=B,B=C, A=C, and A=D;
(8b) A=B, B=C, A=C, and A#D.

Here neither alternative is plausible. First, (8a) is not tenable, because it
entails that C=D, which seems plainly false.'” In addition, (8b) is implausi-
ble as well, since the story of Delayed Replication can be revised in such a
way that it will be hard to explain how A=C and A#D at the same time.
Suppose that the interval between t and t+1 is very short—say, a mere few
seconds. That is, suppose that D comes into being only a few seconds after
the scanning of A’s body. Then, the internal psychology of C as he is at t+1
would be almost the same as that of D as he is at t+1, because both of
them would be psychologically connected to the psychological states of A
as he is at t to almost the same degree. Then, why is it that A is identical
to C but not to D? Perhaps one may answer that this is because C, but not
D, has the right kind of causal basis connecting his psychology with A.
This response seems to suggest that the right kind of causal basis involves
the continuation of the same body, since C, but not D, is bodily conti-
nuous with A, and that seems to be the only notable difference between C
and D as regards their relations with A. Then, this answer suggests that
personal identity consists at least in part in bodily continuity. However, if
an analysis implies that one person X is identical to some person Y but not
to another person Z that is (almost) psychologically indistinguishable to Y

Parfit presents some striking examples regarding the implausibility of this result.
For instance, (8a) implies that if C and D play tennis together, we ought to describe the
situation by saying that one single person is playing tennis by himself, while mistakenly
believing in each half of his divided mind that he is playing it with someone else. See
Parfit (1984, 256-257). Ontological monists may grant that C=D on the grounds that
everything that exists is one and the same. I will not discuss the monistic view here be-
cause that would be beyond the scope of this article. Instead, I will simply assume (as
most, if not all, defenders of the standard psychological view seem to do) that there ex-
ist a number of distinct persons in the universe.



186 HUIYUHL YI

only on the grounds that Y, but not Z, is bodily continuous with X, I think
the standard psychological view should reject the analysis. It just sounds
like too much departure from a psychological approach of any stripe.13

At this point, it may be worth noting that the Third Route is also sus-
ceptible to the second problem posed for the Second Route. Given that
B+#D in Delayed Replication, proponents of the Third Route should hold
that A=B and A#D. Then, they should provide a plausible explanation
why A is identical to B but not to D, despite the fact that B as he is imme-
diately after t and D as he is at t+1 are psychologically exactly alike and they
are psychologically connected to A as he is at t in exactly similar way.

Finally, one can argue that the Third Route renders the identity condi-
tion of a person completely arbitrary. To see this point, imagine a case sim-
ilar to Delayed Division except that D' comes into being only a few seconds
(as opposed to a few days) after B' does. Call this case Seconds-delayed Divi-
sion (see the Appendix for the diagram). The diagram of Seconds-delayed
Division should be structurally identical to that of Delayed Division. So,
I will reuse the diagram of Delayed Division in referring to the subjects of
Seconds-delayed Division. (Only, in considering Seconds-delayed Division,
the interval between t+1 and t+2 should be regarded as just a few seconds.)

Note that, if the surgical procedure of transplanting two brain hemis-
pheres to distinct living human bodies becomes technologically available,
and surgeons actually perform such a surgery, then most actual transplant
cases will be instances of something like Seconds-delayed Division. This is
because it is highly likely that the two resulting persons will not gain con-
sciousness at exactly the same time. Even if the surgeons are extremely

B Note that a different problem arises for the proponent of the Third Route in regard

to delayed fission involving the transfer of one hemisphere of the brain to the debrained
cranium of a live human body, the requisite delay occurring during the process of dis-
connecting and reconnecting the hemisphere-in-transfer (such as Delayed Division or
Half-brain Transfer). In this type of delayed fission each of C' and D' is psychologically
connected to A' by virtue of having one half of A'’s brain, and retaining the same func-
tioning brain — or a sizeable portion thereof — is a natural candidate for being the right
kind of causal basis, the rest of the body being irrelevant for the maintenance of psycho-
logical continuity. Such delayed fission cases would work against the proponent of the
Third Route who holds that C', but not D', is identical with A". For it would be arbi-
trary to favor C'’s claim to being identical with A' and not D' s, given that both C' and
D' have enough number of psychological connections to A' sustained by the same kinds
of causal bases (i.e., retaining a sizable functioning portion of A'’s brain).
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careful to transplant each hemisphere simultaneously, one of the hemis-
pheres will probably gain consciousness somewhat earlier than the other,
depending on environmental variables such as the metabolic conditions of
the recipient bodies. If the two hemispheres gain consciousness at an interval
of a few seconds, then, assuming that each oftshoot comes into being when
they gain consciousness, the situation would be Seconds-delayed Division.

With this in mind, compare Seconds-delayed Division with an instance
of regular fission, where the two hemispheres of the original subject are
transplanted to two distinct human bodies and the two offshoots come into
being at exactly the same time (call this case, plainly, Division—see the ap-
pendix for the diagram). The standard psychological view is supposed to
hold that neither offshoot is identical to the pre-fission subject in Division.
Now, the only difference between Division and Seconds-delayed Division is
that in the latter one oftshoot gains consciousness only a few seconds later
than the other offshoot. This temporal disparity, however, is too slim to
produce a significant difference between the two cases with respect to how
the pre-fission subject is psychologically connected to the two resulting
offshoots—in both cases, the original person is strongly psychologically
connected to both offshoots to almost the same degree. Hence, the stan-
dard psychological view should hold, just as it does in regard to Division,
that neither offshoot is identical to the original person in Seconds-delayed
Division as well. However, as previously noted, advocates of the Third
Route ought to maintain that A'=B" and A'#D' in Seconds-delayed Divi-
sion. This means that, among the two resulting persons, whoever “wakes
up” first after the surgery is entitled to be the original person. This sounds
arbitrary. Imagine that you are one of the surgeons in Seconds-delayed Divi-
sion who have just performed the surgery. You have just successfully plugged
each hemisphere of the original person into the craniums of two distinct
human bodies, and are now waiting for the resulting persons to gain con-
sciousness. B' gains consciousness a few seconds earlier than D' does. Now, it
would be arbitrary if you claim that B' is the one you have just performed the
surgery on while you have never performed a surgery on D'. This sounds ar-
bitrary because B' and D', both being strongly psychologically connected to
A' to almost the same degree, seem to have equal claim to be A'. And this is
the very intuition that leads the standard psychological view to maintain that
neither resulting offshoot is the original subject in Division.

In describing the aforementioned problem, I have assumed that each
offshoot comes into existence as soon as the transplanted brain hemisphere
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gains consciousness after the surgery. Of course, many can object to this as-
sumption, and they may be right to do so. Nevertheless, I think that
a similar problem will arise for the Third Route when we take a different
view as to how and when exactly the offshoots come into existence. For in-
stance, suppose we take the view that each offshoot comes into being as
soon as each hemisphere is transplanted to the recipient body. The prob-
lem then is that, in the case where one hemisphere is transplanted to
a body a few seconds earlier than the other hemisphere is transplanted to
a different body, it would be arbitrary to hold that the former, and not the
latter, is identical to the pre-fission subject. Here again, each offshoot
seems to have an equal claim to be the original person insofar as their psy-
chology is concerned. To get around this problem, proponents of the
Third Route must be able to explain why the interval between the respec-
tive emergences of the two offshoots, no matter how short it is, makes
a significant difference to the effect that the earlier but not the later oft-
shoot is identical to the pre-fission subject. They need to explain this
without violating the spirit of the standard psychological view.

I have argued that each of the three routes is vulnerable to serious prob-
lems. Since anyone who endorses the standard psychological view must take
one of them, I submit that the possibility of delayed fission poses a chal-
lenge for the standard psychological view of personal identity.1

Appendix: Variant cases of fission and their diagrams

(a) Delayed Replication: Scanning the body of the original subject, and af-
ter some delay in time, creating an exact replica based on the scanned
information;

(b) Delayed Division: Removing the two hemispheres of a brain and trans-
planting them to difterent human bodies at an interval of a few days, to
the effect that one of the two resulting persons will gain consciousness
a few days later than the other;

(c) Half-brain Removal: Removing only one brain hemisphere from the
original body and keeping it in a special device permanently;

4 Tam grateful to Dean Zimmerman and Boram Lee for helpful discussions on earlier

drafts of this article.
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(d) Half-brain Transfer: Removing the two hemispheres of a brain and
transplanting one of them to a different human body while keeping the
other permanently in a special device;

(e) Indeterminate Division: Same as (d) except that it is not determined
whether the hemisphere in the device will be transplanted to a different
human body or left in the device permanently;

(f) Seconds-delayed Division: Same as (b) except that the interval between
the two resulting persons’ gaining of consciousness is only a few
seconds;

(g) Division: Removing the two hemispheres of a brain and transplanting
them to different human bodies to the effect that the two resulting per-
sons will gain consciousness at exactly the same time.

Diagram of Delayed Replication

Cl

1 . . PR ——
t+2 (D' gains consciousness)

,”"(One hemisphere is

/ . . .
' " in the special device)
t+1 (B' gains consciousness) =~~~ — ol e b

t (The brain is removed) — ——— — — — — — — e

Diagram of Delayed Division and Seconds-delayed Division
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Diagram of Half-brain Removal and Half-brain Transfer
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Diagram of Indeterminate Division
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Diagram of Division
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ABSTRACT: John McDowell argues that ethical behavior cannot be grounded in an ex-
ternal set of normative rules. Instead, he proposes to ground ethical behavior in being
a virtuous person. A fully virtuous person is able to identify unambiguously any moral fact
she is confronted with. McDowell’s strategy seems to be, prima facie, an attractive one as it
escapes some of the most serious problems that beset normative ethics. The concept of
a virtuous person runs, however, into its own difficulties. It does not seem to be easily
compatible with what we know about human psychology, namely about the normal per-
ception and cognition. The aim of the paper is to expose the core of the incompatibility.

KEeY TERMS: Facticity — Moral realism — saturated/non-saturated facts — virtuous person.

1. Introduction

Moral theories are explicitly or implicitly motivated by the question:
How should one live? A moral theory is usually understood as being sup-
posed to provide a set of principles that will guide moral conduct of a per-
son. The set of principles is, typically, something external' to the person

' McDowell talks, in a similar context, about approaching the question ‘How should

one live?” in two possible ways, (i) from the outside in, and (ii) from the inside out, see
McDowell (1998, 50). I am using ‘external’ in the sense of (i). McDowell doesn’t say

© 2013 The Author. Journal compilation © 2013 Institute of Philosophy SAS
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and the moral dimension of behaviour is generated by the correct or incor-
rect application of these principles in relevant situations. It has proved to be
very difficult to formulate such a set of rules. They are either not general
enough to apply to all imaginable situations or they are too general, i.e.,
general to the extent that their application is ambivalent.’

In his excellent paper Virtue and Reason’ (McDowell 1998, 50-73),
John McDowell approaches the question ‘How should one live?” via the
concept of a virtuous person. A virtuous person does not apply any set of
external principles to a relevant situation. Instead, a virtuous person applies
a sort of holistic cognitive capacity that is constituted by the very virtuous-
ness of the person. The answer to the question ‘How should one live?’ is not
to be given from the outside (by applying a set of external rules) but rather
from the inside, i.e., from the moral constitution of a virtuous person.3

In the first half of this paper I shall argue that McDowell’s concept of
a virtuous person, when combined with certain fundamental axioms of
moral realism (whose advocate McDowell is), leads to one of the following
implausible consequences, either:

Cl: Necessarily, a virtuous person is, in a robust sense, omniscient; or
) ) ) )
C2: Necessarily, a virtuous person is schizophrenic in the sense that
)
she is, at least sometimes, driven to act in a way that is com-
pletely incomprehensible to her normal conscious reflection.

The paper has two main sections. In section 2, the argument behind
(C1) and (C2) is outlined. The individual steps of the argument are dis-
cussed in section 3.

much about the distinction between the two. He seems to take the distinction to be
more or less transparent. I too believe that the reader will find it clear enough to be able
to follow the argument.

For the latter case, consider Kant’s categorical imperative. It seems to have a poten-
tial to be applicable successfully to any possible moral dilemma and yet in many (per-
haps all) cases its application will depend heavily on prior assumptions about what is
good for the mankind. With the assumptions being relative, it will lead to the above
mentioned ambivalence in the application.

The expressions ‘inside’ and ‘outside’ are taken from McDowell who uses them in

the same context, see footnote 1.

4 . . . .
Although the paper has a narrow focus, namely certain epistemological worries related

to McDowell’s concept of a virtuous person, I believe the reader will be able to see that the
conclusion of its central argument has a direct bearing on moral realism as a whole.
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2.

The argument:

Al: A virtuous person ‘gets things right’ (see McDowell 1998, 51).

A2: What a virtuous person gets right are moral facts.

A3:  Moral facts do not have their facticity in isolation.

A4:  The individual facticity of a moral fact is determined by its rela-
tion to the complete nexus of other moral and non-moral facts.

AS5:  Seen in isolation, moral facts do not reveal their facticity.

Therefore:

A6: To get things right, the virtuous person must have cognitive
access to the complete nexus of facts.

A7: The cognitive access to the complete nexus of facts is a kind of
absolute knowledge that can be understood either as:
(i) a complete propositional knowledge, or
(ii) a holistic intuitive knowledge.

A8: (i) is (C1).
(i) leads to (C2).

3.

Premises (A1) and (A2) connect the notion of a virtuous person uncon-
troversially with a fundamental claim of the theory of moral realism. The
claim is that moral beliefs and judgements can, in the form of relevant
propositions, be true or false, i.e., they can represent moral facts correctly
or incorrectly. Moral facts are out there in the world and they ‘are made
true in some way other than by virtue of the attitude taken towards their
content by any actual or idealized human agent’ (cf. Shafer-Landau 2007,
62). Moral facts are objective.5 Moral realism draws its strength from an
appeal to some deep intuitions we have with respect to moral judgements

Moral facts are objective in the sense that the moral statements that mirror them
are propositions that are either true or false. One can also hold a subjectivist view of
moral facts, as was pointed out to me by one of the reviewers. That is not McDowell’s
position though.



Is MCDOWELL’S VIRTUOUS PERSON OMNISCIENT OR SCHIZOPHRENIC? 195

(i.e. genocide seems to be objectively immoral) although, at the same time,
it faces a difficult challenge: to provide a convincing theory of the ontology
of moral facts/properties. I shall not discuss these issues here. For the pur-
poses of this paper it suffices to notice that McDowell is a moral realist and
as such is committed to (A1) and (A2).

With (A3) we are entering the very core of the argument. The premise
introduces a term facticity. The term has been used in various contexts
mostly by existentialists, but also by logical positivists, and as such unders-
tood in different ways. Here I shall use the term in the following way:

Facticity of a fact is its being the fact that it is.

Thus (A3) claims that moral facts are not the facts they are in isolation.®
Consider the following situation (S):

Passing by a house I can hear a person inside calling for help. The per-
son asks me to let him out saying that a culprit locked him in leaving
the key in the lock from the outside. And yes, I can see the key located
as described.

Let me, for a moment, describe the situation as an instantiation’ of the
following moral fact (M1): one should help a person in distress.

Now, whether the situation is an instantiation of this moral fact could
depend, for example, on whether the person in our case is a serial rapist. In
that case, we would have to describe the situation as an instantiation of
quite a different moral fact (M2): one should keep a dangerous person con-
fined and call the police.

In this way, (M1), being a moral fact, does not have its facticity in isola-
tion. The facticity of (M1) depends on something which is, in a sense, ex-
ternal to it, i.e., the person’s being a rapist.

We move from (A3) to (A4) in the following way. The facticity of (M1)

seems to depend on external facts, which leads to the alternative facticity of

The expression ‘in isolation’ is, admittedly, rather ambiguous here. The discussion
of situation (S) below clarifies how the expression is being used in the paper.

Strictly speaking, (S) is not an instantiation of a moral fact here. The situation (S)
is better understood as a particular empirical situation which has a moral quality. It de-
mands a moral response, i.e., something should be done. That something which should
be done seems to be (M1). In this sense, (S) instantiates (M1).
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(M2). Clearly, the facticity of the moral fact (M2) can be subjected to the
logic of (A3) too. Thus we can imagine, for instance, that the country
where the instantiation of (M2) is taking place is a country where a rapist
faces death penalty. Again, in that case, we would have to describe the situ-
ation as an instantiation of the following moral fact (M3): one should act
in such a way that will not eventually lead to execution of the rapist,8 ie.,
not call the police.

It should be noticed at this point that a moral realist cannot argue that
the facticity of a moral fact is determined only by the facts that are percep-
tually available to the person confronted with a moral fact. A moral realist
is committed to the view that moral facts, as they are instantiated in the
world, are objective, i.e., independent in their facticity on the perceiver.
Thus a moral realist cannot insist that situation (S) is an instantiation of
(M1) even though the person in distress is a rapist on the grounds that the
perceiver is not aware of it. That would make moral facts dependent on the
subject which is unacceptable for a moral realist, or at least for a moral real-
ist as McDowell understands it.

It seems to be clear that (M3) is far from being necessarily the last indi-
viduating constituent of the facticity of the moral fact that is instantiated by
situation (S). It is hard to conceive of a moral fact (Mn) such that the move
towards a different moral fact (Mn+1) would be blocked. What could pos-
sibly block the move? Although we are relying heavily on the reader’s intui-
tion at this point, it should be noticed that the intuition is supposed to
have a very plausible ontological background. The background:

The world does not consist of causally isolated clusters of facts. The
point is that even if such isolated clusters existed there would be no way for
these clusters to interact with the cluster within which we humans are em-
bedded. Therefore, in the world as we know it, all the facts are causally in-
terconnected. To insist that there might be a moral fact (Mn) such that
a move towards (Mn+1) is impossible amounts to saying that there are facts
that are part of our world but not part of the causal nexus.”'’ Be it as it

We shall understand the death penalty as an institutionalized murder here.

Jaegwon Kim says in a similar context: ‘Criterion for distinguishing what is real
from what is not real is the possession of the causal power’ (Kim 1998, 119). In other
words, whatever is real or really exists must be causally interconnected with other real or
really existing entities.
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may, I cannot think of such an (Mn) and I am leaving the burden of find-
ing one to a potential opponent.11

Once it is accepted that there is no moral fact such that it would not be
open, with respect to its facticity, to a constitutive impact from other moral
or non-moral facts,'? it seems to follow that any fact can directly or indi-
rectly contribute to the individuation of the facticity of a moral fact. Or, in
words of (A4): The individual facticity of a moral fact is determined by its
relation to the complete nexus of other moral and non-moral facts.

A useful distinction is at place here. Let us differentiate between facts
that are: saturated and non-saturated.

A saturated fact is a fact whose facticity is given more or less fully from
within itself, i.e., in isolation from other facts. For instance, the facticity of
the fact that something is a tree does not depend in any relevant sense on
other facts. Of course, a tree has its causal origins and certain causal effica-
cy. Thus it is embedded in the causal nexus. Its facticity, however, is fully
given within the spatiotemporal vicinity of its empirical existence. It cannot
turn out to be something else, a tiger or a pond, for instance.

Non-saturated facts, on the other hand, are facts whose facticity is not
tully given in the spatiotemporal vicinity of their empirical existence, i.e.,
their facticity is, to a relevant extent, determined by other (potentially by all
the other) facts. Against the background of (A4) it is clear that moral facts
are non-saturated facts.”

Admittedly, this account is quite sketchy while the situation is slightly more com-
plicated. Moral facts are not causally interconnected on a, say, primary level because they
are not, strictly speaking, physical facts. However, to the extent to which they supervene
on the physical facts they too are embedded inextricably in the causal nexus.

It was pointed out to me that there are many non-consequentialists/deontologists
who take some moral claims to be necessarily true, that is, true in any circumstances.
The moral facts behind such necessary claims would then not be open, with respect to
their facticity, to a constitutive impact from other moral or non-moral facts. My argu-
ment is not affected by the alleged existence of such moral claims. McDowell’s virtuous
person gets all moral facts right, i.e., including those that are conditional which suffices
to get us to some kind of] at least, a weak version of (Cl1) or (C2).

Being a rapist is, presumably, an empirical (non-moral) fact.

1 . L .
5 Two points: 1. The distinction between saturated and non-saturated facts might not

be a sharp one. It seems to be, for example, quite implausible to claim that there can be
fully saturated facts, i.e., any fact will be, to an extent, non-saturated. 2. It seems to be
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The notion of a non-saturated fact could be understood as an explanato-
ry alternative to McDowell’s claim that ‘a view of how one should live is
not codifiable’ (McDowell 1998, 65). McDowell refers to Wittgenstein’s
discussion of the concept of following a rule. McDowell argues14 (with
Wittgenstein) that a series of numbers that seem to be ordered following
a mathematical rule does not allow us to conclude that a particular rule is
instantiated by the series. It is possible, in principle, to accommodate any
consecutive number in such a way that a rule will still be instantiated.
Thus we can never really know what rule is instantiated by an ordered se-
ries and, therefore, we cannot follow any rule to deduce the consecutive
number. McDowell argues that following a general moral rule is unreliable
in the same way as following a mathematical rule seemingly instantiated by
an ordered series. In both cases the codified rule might be unable to ac-
commodate a new number/situation.

Applying the concept of a non-saturated fact to McDowell’s view about
the uncodifiability of how one should live, we would say that the codifiabil-
ity is impossible because moral facts are non-saturated. Any ordered series
following a rule is, in principle, open to revision. The series is ‘waiting’ for
the consecutive number to either confirm the rule or amend it. Similarly,
a moral fact is ‘waiting’ for other facts to either confirm or change its factic-
ity. In this sense, we could say that a rule in an ordered series is non-
saturated. Clearly, any general rule subsuming non-saturated particular rules
will be non-saturated too, i.e., uncodifiable.

Premise (A5) says that moral facts, perceived in isolation, do not reveal
their facticity. This seems to follow straightforwardly from our discussion
of both the situation (S) and moral facts as being non-saturated. Thus,
coming back to (S), it is hard to see how I could, hearing a voice inside the
house asking for help, know that the person in distress is a rapist. The
available empirical components of the situation (S) do not contain any indi-
cation of that fact.

(A6) says: To get things right, the virtuous person must have cognitive
access to the complete matrix of life. (A6) is a conclusion. Steps (A7) and
(A8) are interpretations of (A6). It should be recalled here what we have
discussed above in connection with (A1) and (A2): The moral facts are out

plausible to expect that not only moral facts are non-saturated. Consider, for instance,
aesthetic facts.

See section 4 in McDowell (1998, 57-65).
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there in the world, objective and independent of any epistemic constraints
that could be projected on them by a subject. We have seen that moral
facts are non-saturated, i.e., their facticity is individuated by the complete
nexus of facts. Their facticity is not revealed within the perceptual vicinity
of the situation that empirically instantiates them. It follows that to know
the facticity of a moral fact requires cognitive access to what constitutes it,
i.e., an access to the complete nexus of facts.

How shall we understand the notion of cognitive access to the complete
nexus of facts? (A7) suggest two alternative interpretations of such cogni-
tive access:

CAl: a complete propositional knowledge;
CA2: a holistic intuitive knowledge.

(CA1) seems to be extremely implausible. To get things right, a vir-
tuous person would have to be omniscient in a strong propositional sense,
i.e., a virtuous person would have to be able to formulate a true proposition
as an answer to any possible question that might arise from an empirical
state of affairs in the world. If this is what the concept of a virtuous person
entails then it is no wonder that a virtuous person is so rare to come by."

(CA2) does not seem to yield a much better result. Apart from the
mysterious nature of something like a holistic intuition, it leads to a sort of
schizophrenic mental state that a virtuous person would, at least some-
times, experience. Suppose it is possible to achieve the holistic intuitive
knowledge and it is what grounds the virtuous person’s access to the factici-
ty of a moral fact. In our situation (S), a virtuous person will not let the
person in distress out of the house. The virtuous person somehow ‘sees’ —
in virtue of her holistic intuitive access to the complete nexus — that it
would not be right.16 We have dismissed as extremely implausible the pos-
sibility that a virtuous person could, in this situation, have the proposition-
al knowledge: ‘the person in distress is a serial rapist.” It seems to follow

Moral realism claims that there is in fact a correct answer to the question: ‘What
should one do?’ in any situation. My argument doesn’t preclude that a virtuous person,
or in fact any person, could at least sometimes guess correctly the answer. Guessing is
not knowing, however, and a contingent virtue is not a virtue. Even if McDowell’s virtu-
ous person was able to guess consistently the right answer to the question, it still would

be rather mysterious how something like this is possible at all.

16 o . . .
We presuppose that, as a matter of fact, the person in distress is a serial rapist.



200 I[vo DRAGOUN

that the virtuous person will find herself in a puzzling situation in which all
the available empirical facts that are perceived, say, directly, contradict the
findings of her holistic intuitive capacity. Not only would a moral behaviour
of a virtuous person be, at least sometimes, completely incomprehensible to
a non-virtuous person (i.e., to the vast majority of us), it would have to be
painfully puzzling for the virtuous person herself. This schizophrenic split in
a virtuous person would be constituted by the gap between her holistic in-
tuitive capacity and her normal, empirical cognitive capacity.

4. Conclusion

I agree with McDowell that the question ‘How should one live?’ has to
be approached via the notion of a virtuous person. The aim of the present
paper has not been to argue against the general ambition of McDowell’s es-
say. The aim has been to expose possible unwelcome implications. Some
theoretical work needs to be done with respect to the question: how moral
facts are cognized by a virtuous person? The peculiar nature of a moral fact,
i.e., its non-saturation, puts a strain on the concept of a virtuous person.
The strain will be removed only if the concept can be embedded within
a suitable background theory which will be able to account for the follow-

ing:

a) how, if at all, it is possible to have cognitive access to the complete
nexus of facts, and

b) how such cognitive access would be psychologically compatible with
normal perceptual capacities of a virtuous person.
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seho poznani je smyslova zkusenost. V tomto ohledu navazuji na tradici
britského empirismu a samozfejmé také na empiristicka vychodiska Aristo-
telovy filosofie. Pozitivisté jsou vsak v urcitém smyslu radikalnéjsi nez empi-
ricky orientovani filosofové. Jejich radikalita spociva predevsim v tom, Ze na
rozdil od svych predchtidct zdaraznuji indukei jakozto jediny myslenkovy po-
stup, jehoz pomoci dospivime k védeckému poznani (srov. Skorupski 1989,
1-47). S takovymto jednotnym pfistupem k védecké metodé se ani u empiri-
kd, ani u Aristotela nesetkavame. Aristoteles, jak znamo, indukci neodmital,
nicméné jeho pojeti védy bylo prfesto ve své podstaté deduktivni. BritSti em-
pirikové sice Aristotelovo myslenkové schéma v mnohém kriticky pozménili,
nicméné ani u nich se s jednotnou induktivni metodou setkat nelze.

S dirazem na jednotnou metodu pak souvisi to, Ze pozitivisté na rozdil
od empiriklt odmitaji délit védu na podstatné odlisné skupiny. Véda podle
nich vytvafi jeden homogenni celek, jehoz pojitkem je empirismus a jed-
notna induktivni metoda. S tim vsak souvisi vazny problém. K celku védéni
totiz nepatfi jenom bézné prirodovédecké discipliny jako fyzika nebo che-
mie, ale i matematika a logika. Na prvni pohled se vsak zda, Ze mezi témito
formalnimi disciplinami a béznou empirickou védou zeje hluboka propast.
Zda se totiz, ze matematika a logika jsou a priori, zatimco béina prirodove-
da a posteriori a ze v apriornich disciplinach postupujeme deduktivné, na-
proti tomu v aposteriornich disciplinach vétsinou induktivné. Jsou-li vsak
tato minéni pravdiva, pak je na prikladu matematiky a logiky zcela zjevneé, ze
pozitivizmus odporuje bézné védecké praxi, a proto je tfeba ho odmitnout.

Tuto namitku si uvédomil i J. S. Mill a v dile 4 System of Logic se poku-
sil ukazat, ze naprosto vSechny védecke discipliny jsou zalozeny nasi empi-
rickou zkuenosti a %e tedy v kaidé z nich postupujeme induktivné.’ Nej-
tvrdsi ofisek v tomto ohledu predstavuje podle Millovych slov (1973 III, 24,
9) véda o Cisle neboli aritmetika. Milldv pokus vylozit aritmetiku jako in-
duktivni a empiricky zalozenou védu je namiren proti vsem formam dobo-
vého apriorismu, jehoz hlavnim predstavitelem nebyl pouze I. Kant, ale

Literatura o Millovi je rozsihld, nicméné jako klicové se nam ze soucasné tvorby jevi
tyto (i u nis dostupné) prispévky: Skorupski (1989); Skorupski (1998); Milla citujeme
podle standardniho kritického vydani: Collected Works of J. S. Mill, 1963 — 1991. Cesky
prispévek k Millové koncepci ¢isla: Fiala (2010). Informace o Millové Zivoté a dile nalez-
ne Cesky ¢tenaf v Sousedik (2011).

3 Srov. Mill (1973, 11, 4, 2, tj. druhd kniha, kapitola 4, paragraf 2).
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rovnéz zastanci nominalismu, jejichz koncepce vyrostla na pozadi britského
empirismu.4

Cilem pfispévku je objasnit Millovo empiristické pojeti aritmetiky a dale
ukazat, jak se lze z jeho pozic vyporadat s namitkami aprioristicky oriento-
vanych filosofd. Na pozadi tohoto rozvrhu vyjde najevo, ze Millova koncep-
ce ma hodné spolecného s aristotelsky orientovanou scholastikou. Tuto
tradici sice nas autor z ideologickych divodl rezolutné odmital, nicméné
pfesto byl nékterymi myslenkami tohoto sméru zjevné inspirovan. Pravé ta-
to, dosud vice méné prehlizena skute¢nost, vsak sehrala podle naseho soudu
dtlezitou historickou roli. Mill jakozto dobry znalec scholastické logiky
totiz pusobi jako prostfednik mezi stagnujicim svétem scholastiky a dyna-
micky se rozvijejicim myslenim soudobé filosofie.” S uréitou nadsizkou tak

Jak znimo, podle Kanta je matematika zalozena ¢istym ndzorem casu a prostoru,
a proto md apriorni povahu. Matematika ma vsak apriorni povahu i podle soudobych
nominalistd, ktefi se domnivaji, ze matematické véty nejsou nic jiného nez pouhé ver-
balni transformace jazyka (pouhé substituce jednoho vyrazu za druhy). V této souvislosti
je tfeba upozornit, ze Mill byl sice nominalistou, co se tyce sporu o univerzilie, ale pres-
to odmital privé popsané nominalistické zaloZeni matematiky. Srov. Skorupski (1989,
95-98).

> Mill ve své autobiografii (1973, 1-2) oteviené pfiznavi, ze scholasticka logika sehrala

v pritbéhu jeho vzdélani kli¢ovou roli. Rika: “My own consciousness and experience ul-
timately led me to appreciate quite as highly as he did, the value of an early practical
familiarity with the school logic. I know nothing, in my education, to which I think
myself more indebted for whatever capacity of thinking I have attained. The first intel-
lectual operation in which I arrived at any proficiency, was dissecting a bad argument,
and finding in what part the fallacy lay: and though whatever capacity of this sort I atta-
ined was due to the fact that it was an intellectual exercise in which I was most perseve-
ringly drilled by my father, yet it is also true that the school logic, and the mental habits
acquired in studying it, were among the principal instruments of this drilling. I am per-
suaded that nothing, in modern education, tends so much, when properly used, to form
exact thinkers, who attach a precise meaning to words and propositions, and are not
imposed on by vague, loose, or ambiguous terms. The boasted influence of mathemati-
cal studies is nothing to it; for in mathematical processes, none of the real difficulties of
correct ratiocination occur. It is also a study peculiarly adapted to an early stage in the
education of philosophical students, since it does not presuppose the slow process of
acquiring, by experience and reflection, valuable thoughts of their own. They may be-
come capable of disentangling the intricacies of confused and self-contradictory
thought, before their own thinking faculties are much advanced; a power which, for
want of some such discipline, many otherwise able men altogether lack; and when they
have to answer opponent, only endeavour, by such argument as they can command, to
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lze Millovu ulohu pfirovnat k roli, kterou pozdéji pro fenomenologii sehral
F. Brentano.®

Clanek délime do tf zakladnich &sti. V prvni kratce vylozime Millovu
teorii vyznamu a na tomto pozadi jeho pojeti ¢isla, resp. Ciselnych propozic.
Tento vyklad nas povede k zavéru, ze aritmetika je podobné jako ostatni
védni discipliny zalozena na zkusenosti, tj. a posteriori. To pfed nas stavi dvé
namitky, s nimiz se vyrovnavame ve zbylych dvou ¢astech naseho prispévku.
Prvni namitka souvisi s tim, ze aritmetika zfejmé pfedchazi vSechny ostatni
discipliny a lze ji univerzalné aplikovat. T'o vsak odporuje jeji predpokladané
aposteriorni povaze. Dale lze namitnout, Ze aritmetika prece nepostupuje
induktivné, ale deduktivné.

1. Millovo pojeti aritmetiky

Kniha A System of Logic muze vyvolat urcité rozpaky. Pouc¢enému ctenari
zane byt totiz témér okamzité zfejme, ze Mill, ackoli hlasa myslenky v jeho
dobé¢ velmi progresivniho pozitivizmu, navazuje i na konzervativni tradici
scholasticke logiky. Tato zavislost vsak necini Millav myslenkovy projekt
nezajimavy ¢i dokonce vnitiné rozporuplny, spise naopak.

S jakymi stopami scholastického plsobeni se vsak v Systému logiky ma-
zeme setkat? Jsme-li dobre seznameni s novovékou filosofickou literaturou,
muze nas v prvé fadé zarazit samotny zpusob Millova vykladu. Mnozi vy-
znamni novovéci myslitelé totiz béiné predkladaji svoje myslenky formou
eseju a nikoli jako tézko stravitelné filosofické sumy ¢i traktaty. Otevieme-li
vsak Systém logiky, mame na prvni pohled dojem, Ze ¢teme néjaké scholas-
tické pojednini. Myslenky nové vznikajiciho pozitivizmu jsou vyjadreny po-
staru, tj. pomoci jemného technického aparatu (pfedevsim druhé) scholas-
tické logiky. Tato logika vsak resila své problémy velmi Casto z jazykové
perspektivy. Z naseho hlediska je pak dilezité, ze timtéz zplisobem pfistu-
puje k filosofickym problémtéim i nas autor. Mill podobn¢ jako scholasticti

support the opposite conclusion, scarcely even attempting to confute the reasonings of
their antagonists; and, therefore, at the utmost, leaving the question, as far as it depends

on argument, a balanced one.”

6 . . ’ ’ ’ . .
F. Brentano charakterizoval psychicky fenomén v navaznosti na aristotelsko-scholas-

tickou tradici pomoci tzv. zaméfenosti neboli intencionality. V tomto ohledu, jak zni-
mo, ovlivnil zakladatele fenomenologické skoly E. Husserla.
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autofi obraci, byt ne vidy systematicky, svoji pozornost k logice a jazyku.
Neni divu, ze Millav pristup posléze pritahl pozornost filosofa 20. stoleti,
ktefi diskutovali o problémech reference (srov. dnes jiz klasické dilo Kripke
1980).

Millav zdjem o jazyk se pfirozené promita i do jeho pristupu k aritmeti-
ce. Chceme-li jeho pojeti aritmetiky, resp. ¢isla hloubéji prozkoumat, mu-
sime samozrejmé nejprve obratit pozornost k této oblasti. Proto je tfeba,
abychom nejprve vysvétlili jeho sémantiku singularnich i obecnych termint
a posléze na tomto pozadi formulujeme jeho pojeti propozice. [jvahy tohoto
paragrafu tedy rozdélime do dvou ¢asti: v prvni shrneme zakladni rysy Mil-
lovy sémantické teorie, ve druhé ukazeme, jak se lze na tomto pozadi vypo-
fadat s problémy spojenymi s aritmetikou.

1.1. Sémanticka teorie

Millovym vychodiskem je analyza jednoduché propozice.” Tu chape jako
cast diskursu, v némz predikdt prisuzujeme nebo upirame subjektu (1973, 1, 4,
1). Propozice ma tedy tfi ¢asti: subjekt, kopulu a predikit. Kopula spojuje ¢i
odlucuje terminy, které stoji na misté subjektu a predikatu. Na misté sub-
jektu i na misté predikatu pak muze stat jediné tzv. kategorematicky ter-
min, ktery signifikuje nékterou z kategorii. Mill explicitné odmita (1973, I,
1, 2) pfipustit moznost, Ze by se na tomto misté mohl vyskytovat tzv. ter-
min synkategorematicky, jenz sim o sobé signifikaci nema.

Kategorematicke terminy dale rozdéluje na dva druhy, obecné a singu-
larni. Podle Milla ,obecny termin je jméno, které lze ve stejném smyslu
pravdivé vypovidat o kazdé z nevymezeného mnozstvi véci. Individualni ¢i
singularni termin je termin, ktery lze v jednom smyslu pravdivé vypovidat
pouze o jediné véci“ (Mill 1973, 1, 2, 3).

Zastavme se nejprve u singularnich termin@. Ty se déli na vlastni jména
a deskripce. Rozdil mezi témito dvéma typy vyrazti spociva v tom, ze de-
skripce nejenom denotuji prislusny predmeét, ale navic spoluoznacuji ¢i ko-
notuji jedine¢nou vlastnost prislusného individua. Deskripce filosof, ktery byl
r. 399 pr. K. otrdven boleblavem nejenom denotuje Sokrata, ale soucasné
i konotuje vlastnost, jejimz jedinym nositelem je Sokrates; naproti tomu

7 v , Vi s g : .. vt .y « 1
V dalsi analyze pouziva Mill terminologii, kterou prijima ze scholastického prostredi

(signifikace, konotace, denotace, kategorematicky a synkategorematicky termin atd.). Se
scholastickym vyznamem této terminologie se lze seznamit v Sousedik (2001, 102-110).
Vysvétleni Millovy terminologie lze najit v Skorupski (1989, 48-77).
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vlastni jméno Sokrates denotuje Sokrata, aniz by pfitom konotovalo jakou-
koli z jeho vlastnosti. Sam Mill charakterizuje rozdil mezi vlastnimi jmény
a deskripcemi témito slovy:

... kdykoli jména, ktera davame predmétiim, néco spolusdéluji, to zna-
mend, kdyz ve vlastnim smyslu maji néjaky vyznam, pak vyznam nespo-
¢iva v tom, co oznacuji (denotuji), ale v tom, co spoluoznacuji (konotu-
ji). Jedind jména pfedmétd, kterd nic nespoluoznacuji, jsou vlastni jmé-
na... (Mill 1973, 1, 2, 5)

Vyznamem singularnich termin® je tedy v pripad¢ deskripce empiricky
zjistitelnd a individuujici vlastnost konkrétniho individua; vyznamem vlast-
nich jmen je naproti tomu konkrétni empirické individuum, které je timto
vyrazem denotovano.

Zatimco singularni terminy lze, jak jsme vidéli, rozdélit na dvé skupiny,
obecné terminy vytvareji homogenni skupinu. Vsechny tyto terminy totiz
maji konotaci, ktera vymezuje jejich denotaci. Takze napf. termin ctnostny

je podle Milla

... jméno, které se aplikuje na ctnostna individua diky tomu, Ze tato in-
dividua jsou nositeli prislusného atributu... Aplikuje se na vSechny enti-

ty, pro néz plati, ze maji tento atribut a na 7adna, ktera tento atribut
nemaji. (Mill 1973, 1, 2, 5)

Obecné terminy se tedy v sémantickém ohledu chovaji v podstaté stej-
nym zptsobem jako deskripce. Podobné jako deskripce totiz maji denotaci
i konotaci, pficemz to, co je denotovano, i to, co je konotovano, musi mit
pro kazdého dusledného pozitivistu opét empirickou povahu (srov. Skorup-
ski 1989, 53-59).

Vyklad sémantiky singularnich i obecnych termint vede k zavéru, ze vy-
znam kategorematickych termini je vidy urcen empirickymi danostmi. Nas
autor by proto jisté souhlasil s verifika¢ni teorii vyznamu, jiz pozdéji formu-
lovali logitti pozitivisté.® Ti, jak zndmo, povazovali za smysluplné jen ty ka-
tegorematické vyrazy, které lze redukovat na empirické danosti. Pro nas dal-
si vyklad je uziteCné pripomenout, ze logicti pozitivisté rozliSovali dva druhy

Srov. napf. Carnap (1932, 219-241). Carnap zde pfipisuje tuto teorii pivodné L.
Wittgensteinovi.
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propozic, totiz analytické a syntetické. Analytické vyroky pritom povazovali
za apriorni, vSechny syntetické vyroky naopak za aposteriorni.

Podivejme se nyni na to, jak toto rozliseni anticipuje Mill. Positivismus,
jehoz zakladnim myslenkovym predpokladem je zalozeni veskeré¢ho poznani
na smyslové zkusenosti, jisté uznd existenci syntetickych souda a posteriori.
Po terminologické strince Mill hovofi o redlnjch propozicich (srov. Mill
1973, 1, 6, 4). Ponékud problemati¢téjsi jsou propozice analytické. Uznini
této skupiny zfejmé odporuje vychodiskim positivismu. Existuje-li totiz je-
diny zdroj naseho poznini, mél by v disledku toho existovat pouze jeden
druh propozic. I pres tuto skutecnost nalezneme v Millove sémanticke kon-
cepci skupinu vyrokd, kterou bychom mohli i dnes fadit mezi vyroky analy-
tické. Ty Mill nazyva verbdlni (1973, 1, 6, 4).

Rozliseni mezi verbalnimi a realnymi propozicemi jist¢ mize vyvolat ur-
¢ité pochybnosti. Existuji-li totiz dva druhy propozic, mély by se analogicky
vyskytovat i dva druhy podstatné odlisnych zdroji poznani a diky tomu
i dve zasadné odlisné skupiny védnich obord. Jisté¢ bychom meli za téchto
okolnosti tendenci zaradit pravé aritmetiku mezi discipliny apriorni, cisté
jazykové discipliny. Tomuto svodu podle Milla zjevné podlehli soudobi
nominalisté. Podle Milla je vsak tento zavér v rozporu s principy pozitivis-
tického programu. Jak vsak za téchto okolnosti vysvétlit, co Mill rozumi
verbalnimi propozicemi? K odpovédi na tuto otazku pfistoupime tak, ze
nejprve nacrtneme jeho pojeti propozic realnych a na tomto zakladé ukaze-
me, jak chapat propozice verbalni.

Realné propozice jsou totiz propozicemi v pravém slova smyslu. Jsou
pravdivé tehdy, shoduji-li se s pfislusnou empirickou realitou. Mill se velmi
podrobné zabyva tim, za jakych podminek jsou jednotlivé druhy realnych
propozic pravdivé. Dusledné pfi tom vychazi ze své sémantické koncepce
termind, tj. ze skuteCnosti, Ze s terminy spojujeme denotaci a/nebo konota-
ci. Presné vymezeni vyznami jednotlivych druht propozic vsak neni z nase-
ho hlediska dulezité, a proto postaci, uvedeme-li pro ilustraci dva prikla-
dy."” B&n4 singuldrni propozice napf. Sokrates je moudrj znamend, 7e
pfedmét denotovany vlastnim jménem Sokrates ma atribut, ktery konotuje
obecny termin moudrj; obecna propozice napf. Kazdy clovék je smrtelny
znamend, ze cokoli ma atribut, ktery konotuje subjekt (clovék), md i atri-

Srov. Ayer (1946); k této problematice srov. ¢esky sbornik editortt Sousedik — Pere-
grin (1995).

Detailni vyklad této problematiky lze nalézt v Skorupski (1989, 63-67).
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but, ktery konotuje predikit (smrtelnj). Millovo pojeti redlnych propozic
vede k nasledujicimu zavéru. Protoze védy zachycuji realitu kolem nis, vy-
skytuji se v nich vyhradné realné propozice, které jako jediné maji skutec-
nou epistemologickou hodnotu. Je dilezité si uvédomit, ze podle Milla jsou
epistemologicky hodnotné nejenom bézné empirické vedy, ale také discipli-
ny jako matematika a logika. Z téchto dvodd musi byt propozice, které se
vyskytuji v téchto disciplinach, rovnéz realné. Pravé v tomto ohledu se Mil-
lova koncepce podstatné odlisuje od pojeti, které priblizné o sto let pozdéji
predlozili logicti positivisté. Verbalni propozice jsou sice podobné jako ana-
lytické vyroky logickych pozitivistd a priori, nicméné jejich epistemologicka
hodnota je na rozdil od analytickych vyrokd témér nulova. To, ze logicti
positivisté znovu objevili oblast apriorniho, pak souvisi predevsim s novym
zalozenim logiky, k némuz doslo na sklonku 19. stoleti (srov. Coffa 1991).

Vrat'me se vsak k Millovi a ptejme se, jakou roli sehravaji Cisté verbdlni
propozice v jeho positivistické koncepci. Tyto propozice se podle néj
»v pravém slova smyslu nevztahuji k zadné faktické okolnosti, ale pouze
k vyznamu jmen. Jelikoz jména a jejich signifikace jsou nécim naprosto své-
volnym, nelze takovéto propozice, prisné vzato, podrobit zkoumani ohledné
jejich pravdivosti ¢i nepravdivosti, ale pouze zkoumani toho, zda se shoduiji
¢i neshoduji s uzitim ¢i konvenci. Jediny dikaz, jemuz je mizeme podrobit,
je diukaz uzitim; tj. dikaz, ze ostatni uzivaji slova ve shodé s tim, jak je
mluv¢i nebo pisatel hodla uzivat® (Mill 1973, 1, 6, 1).

Verbalni propozice sice plati a priori, nicméné oblast apriorniho neni sa-
mostatna sféra, ale pojednava o pouhych jazykovych konvencich. Jsme-li
s nimi obeznameni, neznamend to samo o sob¢, ze musime podle naseho au-
tora néco védét o realném sveété. Zkoumame-li verbalni propozice, nezajima
nds totiZ jejich shoda s realitou (faktem), ale pouze shoda s uzitim ¢& konvenci.

S marginalizaci epistemologické hodnoty verbalnich vyrokd souvisi
i marginalizace celé apriorni sféry. Millovo pojeti tak stoji v prikrém proti-
kladu ke koncepcim, které oblast apriorniho vice ¢i méné zduraznuji.
V tomto ohledu mame samozfejmé na mysli dilo I. Kanta, jehoz koperni-
kdnskyj obrat dal podnét ke vzniku teorii, podle nichz oblast subjektu, tj. ob-
last apriorniho, je naprosto klicova a jako takova je uhelnym kamenem celé
oblasti poznani.

1.2. Pojeti aritmetiky

Poté, co jsme v zakladnich obrysech vylozili Millovu sémantickou kon-
cepci, muzeme prejit k Millovu pojeti aritmetiky. Podivejme se nejprve na
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povahu termind, z nichZ jsou aritmetické propozice utvoreny. To jsou
v prvé fadé Cislovky. Na prvni pohled by se mohlo zdat, ze cislovky jsou po-
dobné jako vlastni jména ¢i deskripce singularni terminy, které vsak nede-
notuji konkrétni, ale abstraktni predmét. To vsak Mill zcela odmita! Podle
jeho soudu se cislovky ze sémantického hlediska chovaji obdobné jako ter-
miny, s nimiz béiné pracujeme v jinych realnych védach. Klicovou roli
v téchto védach nehraji terminy singularni, ale od dob Aristotelovych ter-
miny obecné. V zoologii sehrava tuto roli dejme tomu obecny termin zvie,
v botanice termin rostlina atd. Jelikoz je aritmetika stejné jako zoologie ¢i
botanika realnou védou, musi i ona pracovat s obecnymi terminy. Takovym
terminem je jednak samotny vyraz ¢islo a dale jednotlivé cislovky. Jsou-li
vsak uvedené aritmetické vyrazy obecnymi terminy ve stejném slova smyslu
jako terminy, s nimiz se setkavame v jinych védach, musi se v sémantickém
ohledu chovat stejnym zptsobem. Jinymi slovy: Cislovky musi mit podobné
jako bézné obecné terminy denotaci a konotaci.

Podivejme se nyni na to, co podle Milla jednotliva ¢isla denotuji a co
konotuji:

Kazdé z cisel dva, tri, Ctyfi atd. denotuje fyzicky jev a konotuje fyzickou
vlastnost téchto jevi. Dvé napf. denotuje vsechny dvojice véci, dvandct
vSechny tucty véci, konotuje pak to, co je ¢ini dvojicemi nebo tucty...
Co je tedy to, co konotuje jméno cisla? Samozrejmé je to néjaka vlast-
nost, ktera nalezi agregitu véci, ktery nazyvame timto jménem; a tato
vlastnost je totozna s charakteristickym zptsobem, jimz je agregat slozen
z Casti 2 mUzZe byt na né opét rozlozen. (Mill 1973, 1I1, 24, 5)

Povsimnéme si nejprve toho, ze se Mill dasledné drzi svych empiristic-
kych vjchodisek. Cislovky, podobné jako béiné obecné terminy, denotuji
i konotuji prislusnou fyzickou ¢i empirickou realitu a nevztahuji se tak
k zadné apriorni skutecnosti. Mezi béznym obecnym terminem a cislovkou
pfesto existuje urcity rozdil. Bézny obecny termin totiz denotuje jednotlivé
véci, napf. termin moudry denotuje jednotlivé moudré lidi. Oproti tomu
cislovka v pravém slova smyslu jednotlivé véci nedenotuje. Cislovka dvé
napf. nemlze za zadnych okolnosti denotovat samotného Sokrata ¢i jiné
podobné individuum, ale dvojice takovychto individui. Cislovka dvandct pak
jejich tucty atd. Tyto skupiny vsak musi existovat podobnym zptsobem ja-
ko jednotlivé véci a podobné jako ony musi mit prislusné vlastnosti ¢i atri-
buty. Tak jako se mizeme ptat, jaky atribut konotuje vyraz moudry, ma-
Zeme se rovnéz zeptat, co konotuje cislovka dvé ¢i Cislovka dvandct. Co je
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vsak timto atributem? Z vyse uveden¢ho je ziejmeé, ze je to charakteristicky
zpiisob, jimZ je agregdt sloZen z Cdsti a miiZe bjt na né opét rozlozen. Napt.
dvojici filosofa lze slozit ze Sokrata a Platona a tuto dvojici lze opét na tyto
filosofy rozlozit. Nase zkusenost se skladinim a rozklidinim bude samo-
zrejmé daleko komplikovanéjsi v pripadé skupiny, ktera ma dvanict prvka.
V tomto pripadé totiz mizeme tuto skupinu slozit ¢i rozlozit vétsim poctem
vzdjemné odlisnych zplsobl (dvé Sestice, ¢tyfi trojice, atd.). Atributy, jez
maji agregaty veci a jez charakterizujeme pomoci ciselnych predikatd, jsou
tedy odvozeny z nasi zkusenosti se sklidanim a rozkladanim agregat empi-
rickych individui.

Ztotoznime-li vsak sémantickou funkci béznych predikatd s predikaty
¢iselnymi, narazime na urcity problém. Pocet béznych empirickych predi-
kitt je konecny, zatimco polet Ciselnych predikitd omezeny neni. Radu
¢isel lze totiz pridavinim jednotky neustale zvétSovat. Timto zpusobem
muzeme vytvaret zavratné velka Cisla, s nimiz jsme pak s to pracovat stej-
nym zptsobem jako s ¢isly malymi. Vyznam téchto velkych cisel je nam
tedy dan pravé tak, jak vyznam cisel malych. To vsak odporuje Millovu
predpokladu, podle né¢jz ¢iselné predikaty ziskdavame na zkusenosti s empi-
rickymi agregaty. Jist¢ mame zkusenost s malopocetnymi agregaty, obtize
vsak nastavaji v pripadé agregat, které by se mély sklidat ze zavratné vel-
kého pocétu prvkd. Podobné Millovi namitd i Frege (1884, §8): ,Kdo by
chtél vainé tvrdit, ze skutecnost, ktera je... obsazena v definici néjakého
osmnacticiferného cisla, nékdo nékdy pozoroval, a kdo chce popfit, ze ta-
to Cislice ma presto vyznam?

Mame-li na Fregovu opravnénou namitku z Millova pohledu odpovédét,
musime v prvé fadé uznat, ze Ciselné predikaty se do jisté miry skutecné lisi
od predikitd béinych. Tento rozdil vsak nema sémantickou povahu, ale
spociva ve zpusobu, jimz predikaty vytvafime. Zatimco v pfipadé béznych
predikatd vychazime z bezprostiedni empirické zkusenosti s jednotlivymi
vécmi, s Ciselnymi predikity je tomu ponckud jinak. Jisté mame béznou
zkusenost s mélopocetnymi agregity (podobné jako s individui) a na tomto
zakladé bézné vytvarime mald Cisla. Aritmetik jako védec vsak podle Milla
postupuje jinym zpusobem. Povsimne si empirického faktu, ze ¢islo vznika
pfidanim jednotky k ¢islu predchazejicimu. Kazda nasledujici ¢islovka tedy
podle néj (1973, IIL, 24, 5) denotuje Cislo, kteréd je formovino priddnim jed-
notky k ¢islu, které mu co do velikosti predchdzi. Diky tomu mame k dispozici
obecné na empirii zalozené schéma, jehoz pomoci mizeme vytvaret definice
¢isel do nekonecna.
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S takovouto definici ¢isel by se samoziejmé neztotoznili pouze matema-
tikove, ale nachazi sirokou odezvu i mezi filosofy. Mezi nimi se pak dale ve-
dou diskuse o tom, jakou povahu tato definice ma. Nominalisté, proti nimz
se nas autor vymezuje, zastavaji nazor, ze se jednd o definici nominalni; na-
opak Mill (1973, II1, 24, 5) ji povazuje za definici reilnou. Definice Cisel te-
dy nemohou byt verbalni, ale realné propozice.

V aritmetice vSak nepracujeme pouze s neomezenym mnozstvim definic
jednotlivych cisel, ktera vidy odpovidaji schématu n = n + 1. Kromé toho
se v ni setkavame i s neomezenym poctem rovnosti, jako napf. 7 = 5 + 2.
Mohli bychom tedy opét namitnout, Ze vyznam téchto rovnosti neni odvo-
zen ze zkuSenosti, ale je dan a priori. Mill by se mohl s timto problémem
vyrovnat podobné jako s problémem prfedchazejicim. Podobné jako lze
k velmi vysokym cislim dospét na zakladé empiricky zalozen¢ho schématu
n = n + 1, lze nalézt empiricky zalozené axiomy, jejichz pomoci mazeme
z definici jednotlivych cisel odvodit neomezené mnozstvi rovnosti. Ve shodé
s béznou aritmetickou praxi Mill (1973, III, 24, 5) uvadi dva axiomy: ,Véci,
které jsou obé rovny téze véci, jsou vzdjemné rovny navzijem® (. jestlize
a =>bac=Db, pak a = ¢); ,Pfidime-li k rovnym rovné, ziskime rovné
sumy* (gj. jestlize a =bac=d, paka + ¢ = b + d). Pomoci téchto axiom
a na zakladé vyse zminénych definic jednotlivych ¢isel, jak uz pozorny ¢tenar
jisté tusi, Mill dokazuje rovnost 5 + 2 = 7. Zde je vhodné pfipomenout, jak
spravné poukazal Frege, ze k dikazu této rovnosti je kromé uvedenych axi-
omfi tfeba pripojit i tzv. asociativni zdkon.'' Tento postieh viak neni z hle-
diska Millova pozitivistického projektu podstatny a lze jej povazovat za pou-
hy doplnék, ktery by nds$ autor jisté akceptoval. Vidyt' s podobnym nedo-
statkem, jak opét upozornil Frege, se setkavime i u filosoficky zcela jinak
orientovaného Leibnize (srov. Frege 1884, §6). Z naseho hlediska je dalezi-
téjsi, ze Mill, v dobré shodé se svym pozitivistickym projektem, povazuje
uvedené axiomy opét za realné propozice. Jedna se tedy o aposteriorni po-
znatky, k nimz dospivame indukci.

Nyni se jiz mizeme podivat na logickou povahu propozic, s nimiz se
v aritmetice setkavime. V tomto ohledu je tfeba rozlisit dva pripady. V prvé
fadé pocitime empiricke predmeéty kolem nis, tj. ,aplikujeme aritmetiku®
(Ovci na louce je ticet atd.); anebo prosté pocitime (5 + 2 = 7). O prvni
moznosti jsme jiz v podstaté¢ hovorili. Uvedenda propozice ma subjekt-
predikatovou strukturu. Na misté subjektu stoji singularni termin, ktery

1 Detailni rekonstrukei naérenutého diikazu lze naléze v Skorupski (1989, 137-138).
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denotuje pfislusny agregat (ovce na louce). Na misté predikdtu je termin
obecny, tj. pfislusnd ¢islovka (¢#icez), ktera denotuje vSechny n-tice (tficeti-
¢lenné skupiny) a soucasné konotuje zplsob, jimz je agregat (n-tice) slozen
z Casti a jimz mUze byt na tyto ¢asti opét rozlozen. Propozice tohoto druhu
se tedy v sémantickém ohledu radi mezi bézné singularni propozice. Mezi
propozici Ovci na louce je t¥icet a Sokrates je moudry tedy neni v sémantickem
ohledu zadna podstatna odliSnost. Na urcity rozdil, jak jsme jiz uvedli, nara-
zime v ohledu ontologickém. Zatimco subjekt bézné propozice denotuje em-
pirické individuum, subjekt ¢iselné propozice denotuje agregat individui.

Podivejme se nyni na propozice, v nichz se vyskytuji pouze Ciselné pre-
dikaty, tj. na propozice Cisté aritmetiky. Ty maji ponékud jinou strukturu
nez propozice aplikované aritmetiky, tj. bézné rovnosti napf. 2 + 1 = 3. Na
prvni pohled se zda, ze tyto propozice jsou pravdivé tehdy a jen tehdy, de-
notuje-li jejich leva ¢ast tentyz predmét jako ¢ast prava. Tato analyza je vsak
pro Milla zcela neprijatelna. Kdyby totiz cislovky skute¢né denotovaly
pfedmeéty, pak by se nemohlo jednat o predméty konkrétni, ale o predmeéty
abstrakeni. Mill, jakozto krajné empiricky orientovany filosof, vsak existenci
abstraktnich pfedmétd dasledné odmita.

Millova vlastni analyza propozic cisté aritmetiky neni formulovana prilis
jasné, a to je podle naseho soudu diano predevsim tim, zZe nema k dispozici
aparat moderni matematické logiky. Nas autor v této zdlezitosti rika:

Tvrzeni ,dva plus jedna se rovna tfi“, uvazujeme-li o ném jako o tvrzeni,
které se tyka véci, jako napf. dva kaminky plus jeden kaminek jsou tfi
kaminky, netvrdi rovnost mezi dvéma soubory kaminkd, ale absolutni
identitu. Tvrdi se, ze jestlize dame jeden kaminek ke dvéma kaminkam,
pak tytéz kaminky jsou tfi. ... zda se proto, zZe je tfeba propozici ,dva
plus jedna rovna se tfi“ povazovat za tvrzeni pouhé identity signifikatd
dvou jmen. (Mill 1973, 11, 6, 2)

Abychom tento ponékud nejasny text vylozili, musime nejprve pripo-
menout, ze Cislovky nepovazuje Mill za singularni, ale za obecné terminy.
Denotaci ¢i signifikaci téchto termind jsou n-tice fyzickych predmétd ne-
boli agregity. Termin ¢ tak denotuje (signifikuje) tytéz agregity (n-tice)
jako termin dva plus jedna. V propozici dva plus jedna se rovnd t7i pak tvr-
dime, Ze agregaty, které denotuje termin dva plus jedna, denotuje soucasné
i termin % a vice versa. O propozicich tohoto druhu bychom vsak dnes
nefekli, ze vyjadfuji identitu, ale povazovali bychom je z hlediska jejich
logické formy zfejmé za ekvivalence. Zapis aritmetické rovnosti pomoci
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prostfedkl predikatové logiky by pak mél patrné tuto podobu: Vx (2+1(x)
- 3(x)."

Problém této analyzy spociva v tom, Ze neni na prvni pohled jasné, jak
vysvétlit to, ze aritmetické propozice maji informativni povahu. Pochybnosti
tohoto druhu muze Mill vyfesit na pozadi své sémantické koncepce podob-
nym zpusobem, jako Frege resil problém informativnosti béznych identit-
nich vyroka (srov. Sousedik 1998). Obecné terminy totiz nemaji pouze de-
notaci (v niz se shoduji), ale i konotaci (v niz se li$i). Terminy dva plus jed-
na a t7i tak maji tutéz denotaci, ale odlisnou konotaci.

Z uvedeného je zrejmé, ze Millova koncepce je ve shodé se zakladnimi
principy pozitivizmu. V aritmetice se vyskytuji propozice, které maji v sé-
mantickém ohledu stejnou povahu jako propozice v béznych realnych ve-
dach. Tyto propozice jsou v posledku vidy zalozeny nasi zkusenosti, tj. po-
znavame je a posteriori. K obecnym matematickym principtim, jejichz po-
moci odvozujeme neomezené mnozstvi matematickych pravd, dospivime
indukeci.

Mai vsak matematika skute¢né stejnou povahu jako bézné aposteriorni
discipliny? Na tuto otazku by zastance apriorismu v matematice rozhodné
odpoveédeél negativne. V prvé fadé by namitnul, Ze matematika je na rozdil
od aposteriornich ¢i realnych véd univerzalné aplikovatelna, a dale ze v ma-
tematice na rozdil od realné védy nepostupujeme induktivné, ale deduktiv-
né. V dalsich dvou paragrafech ukazeme, jak se Mill s témito namitkami vy-
rovnava.

2. Univerzalni aplikovatelnost aritmetiky?

Postoj aprioristicky orientovanych filosofi (napf. Platén, Kant) je dobfe
pochopitelny (srov. Shapiro 2000, 49-102). Tito filosofové vychazeji z toho,
ze matematika je univerzalné aplikovatelnd, a proto nemuze byt oblast jejiho
zkoumani omezena na néjaky empiricky predmeét. Kdyby se totiz matemati-
ka zabyvala nécim empirickym, pak by byla na stejné urovni jako bézné védy

12 v ’ . v ’ . . ’ 14
Proménnd x je proménnou za agregaty, 2+1 a 3 jsou predikatové konstanty.

13 . /7 V7 4 v 4 o/ /v V . o o0 . V. A . .
Mill sam fika, ze tyto terminy denotuji tytéz véci, jejich konotace je odlisnd. Viz Mill

(1973, 11, 6, 2).
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a jeji aplikovatelnost by byla omezena. Tak tomu vsak neni a pravem Gali-
leo fika, ze Bih napsal knihu pfirody feci matematiky.14

Chceme-li univerzalni aplikovatelnost matematiky vysvétlit, pak ji podle
aprioristickych filosoft nemtzeme klast na stejnou troven jako ostatni véd-
ni discipliny, ale musime predpokladat, ze je témto védam nadrazend a plati
nezavisle na kazdém empirickém zkoumani. Z tohoto diavodu takto orien-
tovani filosofové predpokladaji, ze kromé empirické oblasti je tfeba pocitat
i se skuteCnosti, ktera smyslovému poznani pfistupnd neni. Proto Platon,
jak znamo, pfisuzuje matematickym predmétim v podstaté podobny onto-
logicky status jako idejim a Kant v této souvislosti hovofi o apriornich for-
mach prostoru a casu.

Podle aprioristickych filosofii se tedy formule matematiky nevztahuji na
pfedem vymezenou oblast empirického univerza, ale ke sféfe, kterd svym
zpisobem toto univerzum jako celek podminuje ¢i zaklada. Vztahuji-li se
vsak formule matematiky k této vici empirickému svétu transcendentalni
oblasti, pak bez vétsich obtizi vysvétlime jeji univerzalni platnost a s ni sou-
visejici aplikovatelnost.

Tento pfistup vsak Mill rozhodné odmitd, protoze je v rozporu se za-
kladnim vychodiskem pozitivizmu. Existuji pouze empirické predméty a je-
dinym zdrojem poznani je nase smyslova zkusenost. Ve shod¢ s principy po-
sitivismu je tfeba uznat, ze Cislo je vlastnosti v témze smyslu jako jiné empi-
ricke vlastnosti a lisi se od nich pouze tim, Ze se nejedna o vlastnost kon-
krétni véci, ale néjakého konkrétniho agregatu véci. ,Deset musi znamenat
deset téles nebo deset zvukl nebo deset pulstt srdce® (Mill 1973, 1I, 6, 2).
Z toho je zrejmé, ze Cislo je vlastnost ve stejném slova smyslu jako dejme
tomu moudrost ¢i rychlost. Mezi témito béznymi vlastnostmi a Cisly vsak
existuje dilezity rozdil. Moudrost lze vypovidat pouze o lidech, rychlost to-
liko o pohybujicich se predmétech, zatimco ¢isla mizeme vypovidat o cem-
koli. Z téchto divodd maji ,,propozice, které pojednavaji o Cislech, ... tu po-
zoruhodnou zvlastnost, ze se tykaji vSech véci, vsech predmétd; vseho, co
existuje, a co poznavame diky nasi zkusenosti“ (Mill 1973, 11, 6, 2).

Tim se vsak vraci nas pavodni problém tykajici se univerzalni aplikova-
telnosti matematiky. Z Millova dosud vylozen¢ho konceptu je patrné, ze
pfedmét matematiky je na stejné Grovni jako pfedméty ostatnich véd a ze
by tedy tato disciplina méla byt podobnym zplisobem aplikovatelna. To

4 Srov. Galilei, 11 Saggiatore, citovino podle Roed (2001, 43).
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vsak, jak doklada predchozi citat, Mill popira. Ve své argumentaci postupuje
takto:

. vSechny véci jsou kvantitativni, skladaji se z Casti, které lze pocitat,
a diky tomu maji vSechny vlastnosti, které se nazyvaji vlastnostmi cisel.
To, ze ¢tyfi déleno dvéma, jsou dvé, musi byt pravda, at’ uz Ctyrka re-
prezentuje cokoli: ¢tyfi hodiny, ¢tyfi mile ¢i ¢tyfi libry vahy. Je treba si
pouze predstavit, ze je véc rozdélena na Ctyfi stejné éasti (a vSechny véci
si lze timto zplsobem predstavit), abychom o ni byli s to predikovat
kazdou vlastnost, jiz spojujeme s Cislem Ctyfi, tj. kazdou aritmetickou
propozici, v niz ¢islo Ctyfi stoji na jedné strané rovnice. Algebra je jesté
obecngjsi; kazdé Cislo reprezentuje bez rozliseni zvlastni pocet véci; alge-
braicky symbol ma vsak Sirsi dosah; reprezentuje bez rozliSeni vSechna
¢isla. (Mill 1973, 11, 6, 2)

Millovo empiristické reseni problému univerzalni aplikovatelnosti arit-
metiky je tedy zfejmé. Ciselné predikity maji v sémantickém ohledu sice
stejnou povahu jako predikéty bézné (denotuji i konotuji pf‘isluénou empi-
rickou entitu), nicméné co do obecnosti se od nlch lisi. Vsechny véci totiz
nejsou moudré, rychlé atd., ale jsou kvantitativni.'” Proto lze viechno poci-
tat a aritmetika ma naprosto univerzalni dosah.

Je tfeba upozornit na to, ze Millovo feSeni neni zcela originalni, ale je
velmi pravdepodobne zavislé predevsim na pfedchozi aristotelsko-tomistické
tradici.'® Podle této tradice je kvantita naprosto prvnim a nutnym akciden-
tem kazdé slozené substance. Vsechny ostatm akcidenty pak inheruji ve slo-
Jené substanci prostfednictvim kvantity.'” Jinymi slovy: Abychom mohli

BMill (1973, 11, 6, 2) fikd: “But though numbers must be numbers of something,

they may be numbers of anything. ... All things possess quantity; consist of parts which
can be numbered; and in that character possess all the properties which are called pro-
perties of numbers.”

Vyse jsme dolozili, ze se Mill v mladi seznamil se scholastickou logikou. Soucasti
scholastického kurzu logiky byla v rimci pojednini o kategoriich i nauka o kvantite.
Metzi scholastiky se vedl spor o to, zda je Cislo druhem kvantity, tj. akcidentem. Tomisté
se domnivali, ze ¢islo je druhem kvantity, ostatni scholastikové tuto koncepci kritizovali.
Proto se domnivame, ze Mill byl inspirovan tomistickym logickym kurzem. K tomu

srov. Svoboda (2009, 11-25).

Srov. napf. Akvinsky (1888 — 1906, I, 77, 7 ad 2um): ,,... accidens per se non potest
esse subiectum accidentis; sed unum accidens per prius recipitur in substantia quam
aliud, sicut quantitas quam qualitas. Et hoc modo unum accidens dicitur esse subiectum
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s materialni véci viibec spojovat néjake akcidenty, musi mit tato véc urcitou
kvantitu. Proto je kvantita univerzalni vlastnosti vSech materialnich véci
a matematiku lze na materidlni véci univerzalné aplikovat.

Zavislost Milla na scholastickych predlohiach neni prekvapujici. V prvé
fadé je treba znovu pfipomenout, Ze se scholastickou tradici se nas autor
obsirné seznamil v mladi. Neni tak divu, Ze leckterou myslenku stoupenct
této filosofie vyuzil i v ramci svych vlastnich Gvah. Atraktivni se mu pak je-
vily pravé ty myslenky, které neodporovaly jeho vlastni pozitivistické kon-
cepci. Scholasticka tradice mu pak byla blizkd predevsim tim, ze zdarazio-
vala, podobn¢ jako on sam, zavislost naseho poznani na smyslové zkusenos-
ti. Poznani ¢isla ma tedy podle scholastikd i podle pozitivistd svij zaklad
a zdroj ve smyslovém poznani vnéjsich véci.

Dodejme, ze Millovo znovuoziveni scholastického pristupu ke kvantité
bylo pro dé¢jiny moderniho mysleni minimalné stejné tak plodné jako jeho
recepce scholastickych sémantickych pojmi. Tak jako recepce sémantic-
kych pojmi jako denotace, signifikace, konotace atd., sehrila a sehrava da-
lezitou roli v soucasnych diskusich o problémech reference, ma dalezitou
roli i plivodné scholastickd koncepce, podle niz je ¢islo vlastnosti vnéjsich
(materialnich) véci. Tuto koncepci totiz velmi obsirné, damyslné kritizoval
G. Frege a pfedevsim diky této kritice je predmétem urcitého zijmu
dodnes.'®

To, ze Mill pfi budovani své vlastni koncepce matematiky ze scholastic-
kych predloh skute¢né vychazel, lze ukazat mimo jiné i na tom, ze s jeho
fesenim je spojena stejna obtiz jako s fesenim scholastickym. V tomto
ohledu si je tfeba uvédomit predevsim to, Ze nepocitime pouze materidlni
véci, ale matematiku aplikujeme i na sféru nematerialnich, tj. nekvantitativ-
nich véci. Teolog hovofi o tom, ze existuji tfi bozské osoby, historik filoso-
fie hovori o tom, ze Aristoteles rozdélil jsoucno do deseti kategorii, logik
hovorti o péti predikabiliich atd. Mohli bychom tedy namitnout, ze ze scho-

alterius, ut superficies coloris, inquantum substantia uno accidente mediante recipit
aliud.”

Mezi vyznamné soucasné filosofy, ktefi dile promysleji Millav odkaz, patfi G.
Kessler, P. S. Kitcher, P. Forrest a D. Armstrong. Tito autofi vSak na rozdil od scholas-
tikdt a Milla chdpou kvantitu a s ni spojené vymezeni ¢isla jako zvlastni typ vztahu. Srov.
Kessler (1980, 65-74); Kitcher (1980, 215-236); Forrest — Armstrong (1987, 165-186);
Franklin (2011, 3-15).
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lastické (ale i z Millovy) koncepce matematiky vyplyva mensi univerzalita
matematiky, neZ ta, kterou tato disciplina ve skute¢nosti ma.

S touto namitkou se néktefi scholastikové vyporadali tak, ze rozlisili me-
zi kvantitativnim mnozstvim a mnozstvim transcendentalnim. Zatimco
kvantitativné mnoh¢é jsou pouze materidlni entity, transcendentalné mnohé
jsou nejenom materidlni véci ale i entity nematerialni. Na zakladé tohoto
rozliseni pak néktefi scholastikové dochazeji k zavéru, ze Ciselné predikaty
vypovidime ve vlastnim slova smyslu pouze o kvantitativnim mnozstvi;
o mnozstvi transcendentalnim je predikujeme toliko v nevlastnim slova
smyslu, tj. analogicky.19

Mill si patrné (na rozdil scholastikd) tuto nimitku neuvédomil. Pfipo-
menme, ze pozdéji na tento nedostatek, ve své slavné kritice Milla, upozor-

nil G. Frege:

... bylo skute¢né podivuhodné, kdybychom vlastnost, jiz jsme vyabstra-
hovali z vnéjsich véci, mohli beze zmény smyslu prenést na udalosti,
predstavy, pojmy. Vysledek by byl stejny, jako kdybychom chtéli hovorfit
o tavitelné udalosti, modré predstave, slaném pojmu ¢i o tuhém soude.
(Frege 1884, § 24)

Frege by tedy jist¢ dal za pravdu prfedstaviteldm aristotelsko-tomistické
tradice, podle nichz se ¢islo vypovida o transcendentalnim mnozstvi v jiném
smyslu nez o mnozstvi kategorialnim. Na rozdil od nich vSak nepovaiuje
zménu smyslu Ciselneho predikitu za feseni problému, ale spise za reductio
ad absurdum koncepce, podle niz jsou Cisla vlastnostmi vnéjsich véci (srov.
Frege 1884, § 23).

Dodejme, ze Mill by se mohl Fregové namitce pfeci jenom urcitym zpl-
sobem branit. Na rozdil od scholastik®, podle nichz existuji i nematerialni
entity, vede totiz jeho pozitivizmus k zavéru, ze nematerialni entity ve sku-
te¢nosti neexistuji, a tak je nelze ani pocitat.

3. Problém dedukce

Millova ziva diskuse se scholastickou tradici se neukazuje jenom na tom,
Ze se inspiruje jeji naukou o kvantité, ale i v tom, zZe rezolutné odmita jeji

Srov. napf. Akvinsky (1888 — 1906, 30, 3); Systematicky pojednavaji o Tomasové
pojeti ¢isla Svoboda — Sousedik (2010, 53-70).
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deduktivni pojeti védy. Nechce tedy kracet cestou star¢ho Aristotelova Or-
ganonu, ale podobné jako jeho slavny predchidce F. Bacon voli metodu
Nového organonu. Véda tedy podle jeho soudu nepostupuje deduktivné, ale
vyhradné induktivné.?

Tento zavér vsak vede k formulaci nam jiz znamé druhé namitky, podle
niz se matematika podstatné odlisuje od béznych empirickych véd a jeji me-
toda neni induktivni. Millova odpovéd na tyto pochybnosti je zarazejicim
zpsobem pfimocara (1973, II, 6, 2). Existuje-li ve védach jedind metoda,
pak reilné¢ indukujeme, tj. usuzujeme z faktd na fakta, nejenom v béznych
empirickych védach, ale i pFi kazdém kroku aritmetické ¢i algebraické kalkula-
ce. Na prvni pohled se tedy zda, ze dedukci lze zcela vyradit z védcova inven-
tare. Tento tézko prijatelny extrém vsak Mill preci jenom modifikuje. De-
dukci pripousti, nicméné ji pridéluje pouze vedlejsi roli. Lze ji totiz vidy re-
dukovat na indukci. Abychom porozuméli tomu, jak postupujeme v aritme-
tice, podivejme se nejprve na to, jak nas autor popisuje bézny (nematema-

ticky) myslenkovy proces:

Z pripadi, které jsme pozorovali... je tfeba vyvodit, ze to, co jsme shle-
dali pravdivym v téchto pripadech, plati ve vsech pfipadech podobnych...
Poté, pomoci prinosné jazykové konstrukce, ktera nim umozni mluvit
o mnohém, jakoby to bylo jedno, zaznamename vse, co jsme pozorovali
a spojime to dohromady s tim, co z nasich pozorovani vyvozujeme do
jednoho zhusténého jazykového vyjadfeni... Vyvodime-li tedy ze smrti
Jana a Tomase a ze smrti kazdé jiné osoby, o niz jsme kdy slyseli..., ze
vévoda Wellington je stejné tak jako vsichni ostatni smrtelny, mizeme
k tomuto zévéru dospét diky zevseobecnéni. (Mill 1973, 11, 6, 2)

Na prvni pohled by se mohlo zdat, ze Mill se stavi k dedukeci relativné
vstricné. Zda se, jakoby nase mysleni mélo dva projevy. Nejprve pomoci in-
dukce zobecnime prislusna pozorovani, pak pomoci dedukce usoudime na
konkrétni pfipady. Takovouto koncepci sice Mill do jisté miry pfijima,
nicméné se zdroven snazi v co nejvétsi mire ukazat, ze dedukce neni samo-

20 . v ’ 7 ’ V7 ’ ’ ’ ’
Indukce je pravdépodobnostni usudek, ktery spociva v odvozeni obecného vyroku

z predpokladdl, jez maji vesmes podobu vyrokd singuldrnich. Uvazujeme pouze o tzv. ne-
liplné indukci, pro niz plati, ze premisy nezahrnuji vsechny jednotlivé pfipady (iplnd in-
dukce) a zavér tudiz plati pouze pravdépodobné. K tomu srov. Skorupski (1989, 203-
247).
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statny myslenkovy postup, ale pouhy jazykovy trik, ktery uvazujicimu pouze
ulehcuje praci.

To, ze vsichni lidé jsou smrtelni, je [z hlediska Millovy koncepce] mezi-
clanek; vyvozeni vsak nespociva v sestupu od vsech lidi k vévodovi Wel-
lingtonovi. Vyvozeni je u svého konce pravé tehdy, kdyz jsme tvrdili, ze
vSichni lidé jsou smrtelni. (Mill 1973, 11, 6, 2)

Zastance dedukce by jisté na tomto misté odporoval s tim, Ze uvazovani
nekon¢i u obecného vyroku, ale ze dile pokracuje tak, ze z tohoto vyroku
vyvozujeme jednotlivé skutecnosti. Aby Mill hrot této namitky pokud moz-
no co nejvice otupil, fikd o obecnych propozicich, ze sehravaji roli pouhych
»seznamu®, v nichz se ukladaji skute¢na vyvozeni.

... vy$$i premisa sylogismu [obecnd propozice] je formule tohoto druhu;
a zavér neni vyvozen z této formule, ale ve shodé s touto formuli; redl-
nym logickym antecedentem ¢i premisou jsou partikulirni skutecnosti
[singularni propozice], z nichz byla obecna propozice indukci vytvorena.
(Mill 1973, 11, 3, 4)

Jestlize tedy ,vyvozujeme® zavéry z obecnych premis, pak prohlizime jiz
zaplnény ,registr neboli desifrujeme nase pozndmky (srov. Mill 1973, 11, 3,
3). Dedukce v Millové pojeti tedy neni ni¢im jinym, nez mechanickym pro-
hledavanim nasich seznamt ¢i poznamek.

Podivejme se nyni na to, jak za téchto okolnosti postupujeme v mate-
matice. Mill uvadi priklad z oblasti geometrie:

Z jakého predpokladu ve skutecnosti vychazime, kdyz pomoci obrazku
dokazujeme vlastnosti kruznice? Nikoli z toho, Ze ve vSech kruznicich
jsou si poloméry rovné, ale z toho, ze jsou navzijem rovné v kruznici
ABC. Je pravdou, ze zarukou tohoto predpokladu je obecnd definice
kruznice; uvedeny pfedpoklad jsme vsak ochotni pfijmout jediné tehdy,
kdyz plati v pfipadé jedné zvlastni kruznice. (Mill 1973, 11, 3, 3)

Z uvedeného citatu je patrné, ze singularni i obecné propozice sehravaji
v matematice stejnou roli jako v ramci bézného empirického poznani. To,
ze jsou si poloméry jedné konkrétni kruznice rovné, prokazujeme jejim po-
zorovanim a Zze tato zdlezitost plati obecné (tj. plati obecna definice kruzni-
ce) prokazujeme pomoci indukce. Pfislusné propozice (Tato kruznice md
rovné poloméry; Kazdd kruznice md rovné poloméry) jsou tedy redlné ve stej-
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ném smyslu jako propozice nematematické (Vévoda Wellington je smrtelnyy
Kazdy clovék je smrtelny).

Dodejme, ze v aritmetice postupujeme stejnym zpusobem. To, ze Ctve-
fici evangelistd lze rozdélit na dve stejné velké casti, je dano touto samot-
nou Ctverici a ze Ctyrka je délitelnd dvéma, je dano indukci, ktera vychazi
z nasi zkusenosti s konkrétnimi Ctvericemi. Propozice Cty?i je délitelné dveé-
ma Ci propozice Kazdd krugnice md rovné poloméry tedy sehravaji tutéz roli,
jako propozice Kazdy clovék je smrtelny. Jedna se o pouhy meziclinek naseho
v podstaté vidy induktivniho mysleni. V obou pfipadech pak neni obecna
propozice ni¢im jinym nez pouhym registrem, v némz jsou uloZeny nase
minulé i ocekdvané zkusenosti.

4. Zavér

Je tedy zfejme, ze pozitivni zalozeni védy i metoda indukce mély podle
Milla proniknout nejenom do zkusenostni oblasti, ale i do samotné mate-
matiky. V nasem pfispévku jsme nechtéli pouze ukdzat zakladni rysy jeho
koncepce, ale i to, jak toto pojeti vyrostlo v plodném dialogu s aristotelsko-
scholastickou filosofii a logikou. Mill je na jedné strané ovlivnén scholastic-
kym zdjmem o jazyk a jejim pojetim cisla a kvantity, na strané druhé vsak
rezolutné odmita pro scholastiku typické deduktivni pojeti védy.

I presto ze se dodnes najdou vyznamni obhadjci pozitivistické koncepce
matematiky, vétSinou se toto pojeti povazuje za prekonané. Neéktefi dnesni
autori dosli dokonce tak daleko, ze se pfedevsim pod vlivem Fregovy ostré
a nemilosrdné kritiky Millovi doslova vysmivaji. I kdybychom se postavili na
stranu téchto filosofti a spolecné s nimi povazovali celou koncepci naseho au-
tora za pomylenou, nesmime prehlédnout, ze méla a ma nemaly vliv na podo-
bu nékterych soucasnych diskusi. V tomto ohledu nejprve znovu pripomen-
me, ze Milliv zdjem o jazyk (pfedevsim o singuldrni terminy) inspiroval sou-
casné analytické filosofy k prehodnoceni teorie reference. Dale Fregova kritika
vyvolala novy zajem o Millovo pojeti Cisla jako vlastnosti vnéjsich veci. Jak uz
jsme naznacili, i dnes existuji autori, ktefi se pokouseji na Fregovy argumenty
odpovédét a tim znovu vzkfisit realistické pojeti matematiky (srov. pozn. 17).
Nelze prehlédnout ani Millovu daslednou obhajobu induktivniho pojeti vedy.
Tento extremni postoj sice nenalezl mezi filosofy trvalou podporu, nicméné
je nepominutelnou soucasti diskusi o metodologii védy.
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ABSTRACT: This paper surveys a new approach to interpretation of Wittgenstein’s
Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus — the resolute reading. The proponents of the resolute
interpretation (especially Cora Diamond and James F. Conant) have argued that the
central point of Tractatus is § 6.54. The reading of the section should be resolute, which
means the sentences in 77ractatus are simply nonsense (einfach Unsinn). Thus, the Trac-
tatus aim is not a theory or doctrine of aspects of reality, language or their relation. On
the other hand, the main point of the text should be elucidation of the reader’s points.
The paper analyses two assumptions in the resolute reading and submits criticism of
them. The basis of the criticism is to verify the validity of resolute reading’s assump-
tions by reference to Notebooks, Prototractatus, correspondence and some manuscripts
and typescripts from the Tractatus period in Wittgenstein’s thinking.

KEYWORDS: Elucidation — interpretation — ladder metaphor — resolute reading — Proto-
tractatus — therapy — Tractatus logico-philosophicus.

Wittgenstein (2000, Ms. 109, 208-209). Na Bergenskou edici dile odkazuji pomoci
»Ms.“ a , Ts.“s Cislem svazku a strany.

Na tomto misté bych ziroven rad podékoval dvéma proponentiim odlisnych pfistu-
pt k Tractatu, jejichi cetné podnéty mi pomohly detailné sledovat odlisnosti obou in-
terpretacnich moznosti. Za vyjadfeni k mym kritickym pfipominkam vci resolute rea-
ding dékuji Logi Gunnarssonovi a Antoninu Doldkovi.
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V této studii se vénuji aktualni diskusi nad sporem dvou interpretacnich
pfistupl k Logicko-filozofickému traktdtu. Nejprve predstavim jeho dosavad-
ni chapani, abych se dale mohl vénovat tzv. rezolutni interpretaci ¢i rezolut-
nimu Cteni [the resolute reading] Wittgensteinova pojedndni. Tento novy
pohled aspiruje na to, pfevratit nase dosavadni chadpani Tractatu a dat witt-
gensteinovskému zkoumani novy smér. Vychazim z presvédceni, ze kazdé
takové usili je nutné a priori neprijimat ani neodmitat, ale nejprve dikladné
proverit, odhalit jeho skryté predpoklady a kritizovat. Pravé to je cilem této
studie.

Jak je mozné vymezit v jazyce smysluplnost pomoci vét, které jsou samy
nesmyslné? Wittgenstein se o to pokusil na konci 77ractatu, kdy na poloze-
nou otazku odpovidd metaforou zebfiku (Wittgenstein 1998, 178%). Pfirov-
nava vety svého rané¢ho dila k jednotlivym prickam, po nichz ,lze vystoupit
nad né“, coz pro Ctenare znamena vyzvu rozpoznat véty jako nesmyslné, tedy
,prekonat® a ,odhodit® je poté, co po nich vystoupi k poznani hranice vy-
slovitelnosti. Jenze jak je mozné pomoci Zebfiku bez pficek (nesmyslnych
vét bez jakéhokoli sdéleni) viibec nékam vystoupit?

Potiz, ktera se tu objevuje, je kriterialni: Jsou-li véty Tractatu nesmysl-
né, pak si musime polozit otazku, na zakladé jakého kritéria jejich nesmysl-
nost vlastné rozpozname. Z nesmyslnych vét lze totiz sotva ziskat kritérium
pro jakékoli rozliSovani. Presto se vsak autor 7ractatu domniva, ze pravé je-
ho text toto kritérium sdéluje. Paradoxné plati, Ze nesmyslné véty formuluji
kritérium, podle néjz jsou samy nesmyslné.

Tento spor vede celou fadu interpretd k zavéru, ze v Tractatu o zadnou
hranici vyslovitelného ¢i smysluplného nejde, protoze chtit vymezit smyslu-
plnost pomoci nesmyslu jednoduse nelze. Co je nesmyslné, nemize nic sdé-
lovat. Paragrat 6.54 je pak zakladnim kamenem rezolutni interpretace, jez se
stavi do opozice vi¢i takovému Cteni 7ractatu, které prevladalo od jeho vy-
dini (1922) zhruba do konce 80. let.® Pravé tehdy se zacina diskutovat o

2
fu.

Genealogie rezolutniho ¢teni patrné zadind u inspirace pracemi S. Cavella (Cavell
1979), ktery se ovéem vénoval pfevainé Filosofickjm zkoumdnim. Za nejdtlezitéjsiho
pfedchtdce rezolutniho cteni tak lze zfejmé povazovat Petera Winche, ktery v souladu se
svymi pokracovateli kritizoval ,metafyzickou® interpretaci Tractatu — viz studii Langu-
age, Thought, and World in Wittgenstein’s Tractatus, jenz byla vydana jiz roku 1987 (srov.
Winch 1992, 9nn.). Spfiznénost s rezolutnim Ctenim vyjadfuje vénovani Conantovy pra-
ce The Method of the Tractatus (2002, 425) pravé P. Winchovi.

Na Tractatus budu dale odkazovat jako na TLP s udanim ¢isla pfislusného paragra-
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odlisnych interpretacnich pristupech, které na konci milénia vedly
k ,novému Wittgensteinovi“ (srov. Crary — Read, eds., 2011). Mezi jeho
nejznaméjsi zastance patri James F. Conant a Cora Diamondovai,4 kteri re-
zolutni styl vykladu vypracovali a konsekventné jej haji. Oba autofi se pres
dil¢i diference principialné shoduji a sami hovofi o ,an interpretative fra-
mework for understanding Wittgenstein’s 7ractatus“ (Conant 2006, 172),
ktery budu nize analyzovat.

Pro tento ucel rozdéluji studii do tfi casti. V kapitole 2 predkladam do-
savadni Cteni § 6.54, které¢ budu nazyvat ontologick}'lm.5 Jeho jadrem je
myslenka, Ze navzdory proklamované nesmyslnosti véty Tractatu prece jen
sdéluji ¢i ukazuji néco podstatného o vztahu jazyka a skutecnosti. V kapitole
3 predlozim kritiku tohoto tradi¢niho postoje z pozice rezolutniho cten.®
Ukazu, ze rezolutni interpretace se zaklada na platnosti dvou tezi, a sice
o svébytné kompozici Tractatu a jeho etickém smyslu, ktery ma spocivat
v sebepoznani ¢tenare. V kapitole 4 budu tyto dvé teze kritizovat. Proti tezi
prvni predlozim tfi namitky v dil¢ich subkapitolach, které¢ na konkrétnich
mistech z Wittgensteinovych textd zpochybnuji jeji platnost. Tezi druhou
pak budu kritizovat tak, ze ukazu, jak rezolutni interpretace nezdivodnéné
predpoklada urcitého ctenare a zaroven objasnim vnitrni nekonzistenci etic-
kého smyslu knihy, jak jej Diamondova s Conantem vykladaji. V zavérec-
ném resumé pak predlozim navrh interpretace § 6.54 a kratce zhodnotim
pfinos rezolutni interpretace.

1. Entrée: § 6.54 jako jadro sporu
Metafora zebfiku jako zpisobu, jak nastinit prekondni urc¢iteho ramce

Gvahy a vystoupit nad néj, neni myslenkou Wittgensteinovou (najdeme ji
u Goetha, Schopenhauera, Mauthnera ¢i Krause), ovSem podle zastincl re-

Conant (2007, 111) uvadi nasledujici prehled zastinct rezolutniho Cteni: ,Kevin Ca-
hill, Alice Crary, Edmund, Dain, Rob Deans, Piergiorgio Donatelli, Burton Dreben, Ju-
liet Floyd, Warren Goldfarb, Logi Gunnarsson, Martin Gustafsson, Michael Kremer,
Oskari Kuusela, Thomas Ricketts, Rupert Read, Matt Ostrow, and Ed Witherspoon.*

Tento postoj byva nazyvan také ,tradicnim®, ,metafyzickym® ¢i ,,mystickym®.
Také nazyvano ,terapeutickym®, ,dekonstruktivistickym®, ,postmodernim®, ,none-
. . . ’ K Ve 7V . . . 7 « v 7

sencialistickym® ¢i — v narazce na Kierkegaarda — ,ironickym® ¢tenim.
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zolutniho cteni tvori pointu celého T7ractatu. Nejdrive se na ni proto podi-
vejme:

Moje véty objastiuji [erldutern] tim, Ze ten, kdo mi rozumi, nakonec
rozpoznd, ze jsou nesmyslné [unsinnig], kdyz jimi — po nich — vystoupi
nad né. (Musi takfikajic odkopnout Zebrik, poté co po ném vylezl.)

Musi tyto véty prekonat, pak uvidi svét spravné. (Wittgenstein 2007, 83)

Nad § 6.54 vyvstavaji pfinejmensim Ctyfi okruhy otazek.

1. Co je to objasnéni (,moje véty objasnuji“) filosofického problému? Pro¢
je nutné, co je jeho predmétem a jak probiha?

2. Jaky je status vét Tractatu (,moje véty“)? Jaky je vztah autora a Ctendfe
(,kdo mi rozumi®)?

3. Co znamena néjaky text ,rozpoznat jako nesmyslny“?

4. Jaky je vyznam ,pfekonani a co obnasi spravny pohled na sveét?

V této studii se budu vénovat podrobné predevsim druh¢ a treti otazce, ne-
bot pravé odpovédim na né se rezolutni ¢teni vénuje zdaleka nejusilovnéji
(otdzka prvni je z perspektivy rezolutni interpretace nahlizena jako bez-
pfedmétnd, odpoved na otazku posledni je pak konsekvenci objasnéni otaz-

ky druhé a tfeti).

2. Ontologicka interpretace

Nez se pustime do analyzy rezolutniho pfistupu, povazuji za vhodné
predstavit kratky prehled ¢teni Tractatu, jez je vici rezolutnimu oponentni.
Conant dosavadni recepci 7Tractatu vidi jako dva principialné odlisné typy
¢teni, kdyz je déli na vétev pozitivistickou [the positivist reading] a takfika-
jic mystickou [the ineffability reading] (Conant 2002, 374). Pfes jistou
schemati¢nost tohoto déleni je skute¢né moiné v tradici vysledovat dvé
zminéné tendence. Tu pozitivistickou pfinesli ¢lenové Videnského kruhu,
kdyz si jako vyjadreni shody zastanct svého programu zvolili slova z Tracta-
tu proklamujici v § 4.116 a Pref., ze ,co se vibec da rici, da se fici jasné“
(Carnap — Hahn — Neurath 2006, 19). Co déld toto Cteni porzitivistickym, je
pfedevsim to, ze Tractatus v oCich novopozitivistd predstavuje formulaci za-
sad logicky spravného jazyka, ktery ma zobrazovat fakty. Vse ostatni je na-
nejvys vyjadreni ,zivotniho pocitu®, coz je ve védecké vystavbé svéta irele-
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vantni, a proto také nebyla zavére¢nym pasizim (od § 5.6) Tractatu vénova-
na vazngjsi pozornost.” Tractatus je tedy primarné nahlizen jako prispévek
k projektu pfekonani metafyziky logickou analyzou jazyka.

Druhy zptsob (teni se snazi vzit v potaz cely text (nikoli jen jeho logic-
ko-formélni obsah), tedy i pasdze tykajici se subjektivity (§§ 5.631-5.633),
mysticna (6.44-6.45) a etiky (6.41-6.4321). Pfi tomto Cteni se vsak pred fi-
nalni sedmou vétou objevi zasadni zadrhel v § 6.54, kde se ctenar dozvi
hned na prvni pohled zarazejici sdéleni: To, co jste doposud cetli, byl ne-
smysl.

Jak se s timto problémem vyporadat? Rada vlivnych interpretti (Ramsey,
Malcolm, Rhees, Anscombova, Black, Kenny, Hacker, Pears, Schulte,
Glock aj.) nabizi rGznd feSeni, ktera se vSak v zisadé shoduji v tom, ze se
snazi platnost teze o nesmyslnosti vét 7ractatu oslabit. Jeden z prominent-
nich obhdjcl ontologického cteni — Peter S. M. Hacker (1986, 18) — proto
navrhuje rozliSovat mezi dvéma vyznamy slova Unsinn (nesmysl). Prvni typ
bychom mohli nazvat zjevnym nesmyslem [misleading nonsense], nebot’ evi-
dentné porusuje pravidla logické syntaxe (to je napft. ,véta“ Caesar je prvocis-
lo, nebo otazka, ,zda je dobro vice &i méné identické nez krdsno srov. TLP
§ 4.003).° Pak je tu ale jesté druhy typ nesmyslu, ktery méZeme oznadit ja-
ko nezjevnj nebo také objasnujici [illuminating nonsense].” Ten sice rovné’
odporuje v prisném smyslu logické syntaxi, presto vsak dokaze néco sdélit,
zprostredkovat ¢i naznacit — totiz to, ze logickou syntaxi nelze vyslovit, ale
pouze ukazat.

Pro¢ vabec rozliSovat tyto dva typy nesmysla? Divodem je motivace
Tractatu, kterd spociva ve vytyceni hranice ,vyrazu myslenek® (TLP Pref.).
Tractatus usiluje o feseni ,hlavniho problému filosofie, tedy o zodpovézeni
otazky, co skrze véty jazyka fici lze a co lze jen ukazat:

Pozitivistické ¢teni konvenuje s Russellovym tGvodem a Ramseyho recenzi, tedy
dvéma texty, které vyrazné determinovaly prvotni recepci TLP. Russell ve své predmluve
poznamenava, ze mysticky ton urcitych pasazi v ném vyvolal ,sense of intellectual dis-
comfort* (Russell 1998, 284). Stejné tak Ramsey se ve své recenzi vénuje etice a mystice
spise okrajové (srov. Ramsey 1923, 477-478).

Wittgenstein (2009, 141) sam toto rozliSeni pouziva ve Filosofickjch zkoumdnich
§ 464: ,Was ich lehren will, ist: von einem nicht offenkundigen Unsinn zu einem of-
fenkundigen ibergehen.

? Podobné rozlisuje i Glock (1996, 259).
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The main point is the theory of what can be expressed (gesagt) by
proplosition]s'” — i.c. by language — (and, which comes to the same,
what can be thought) and what cannot be expressed by prop|osition]s,
but only shown (gezeigt); which, I believe, is the cardinal problem of
philosophy. (Wittgenstein 1980, 252)1

Ptejme se ale dale: Pro¢ tuto hranici viibec vytycovat — pro¢ je hlavnim
problémem filosofie hranice jazyka? Wittgenstein se domnival, ze filosofické
problémy jsou casto jen pseudoproblémy, jejichz pficinou je pouzivani ne-
pfesného jazyka, kde mnohdy ,totéz slovo oznacuje riznymi zpasoby“ (TLP
§ 3.323; napt. slovo je mize byt jednou kopulou, podruhé znakem rovnosti,
potfeti vyrazem existence). Zamérem Tractatu je tak formulovat takovy
yznakovy jazyk, ktery je [omyly — T.D.] vylu¢uje tim, Ze nepouziva tentyz
znak v rznych symbolech, ani znaky, které oznacuji navenek stejnym zpi-
sobem. Tedy znakovy jazyk, ,ktery je poslusen logické gramatiky — logicke
syntaxe“ (TLP § 3.325). Wittgensteinovo stanovisko v Tractatu vsak neni
zformulovano timto jazykem, nybrz jazykem béznym. Vyrazy popisujici ne-
vyslovitelnou formu jazyka a svéta jsou uzivany pravé z toho davodu, aby
Wittgenstein poukazal na filosofické problémy, jez zplsobuje nepfesny ja-
zyk. Pojmy Tractatu (napt. Gegenstand, Sachverbalt, Tatsache) jsou tedy po-
uzivany proto, aby se ukazalo, ze nemaji smysl. Pojmy tractatovské ontolo-
gie jsou pouze pojmy formalnimi, jako jsou véty Tractatu pouhymi zdanli-
vymi vétami. Motivace je vsak jasnd: ,Zavadim tento vyraz [formdlni po-
jem], abych objasnil divod zimény formalnich pojml s vlastnimi pojmy,
kterd se tihne celou starou logikou“ (TLP § 4.1216). Pokud navic vezmeme
v tvahu Wittgensteinovu ,zékladni myslenku [Grundgedanke]“ (§ 4.0312),
pak dospéjeme k tomu, ze ,logické konstanty nezastupuji a ze formalni
pojmy Tractatu z pohledu jazyka, ktery je poslusen logické gramatiky, nic
neznamenaji.

Skrze zddnlivé véty [Scheinsitze, TLP § 5.534] ovéem lze ziskat vhled
do principu fungovani logické syntaxe. Tim se vsak véty, které tento vhled
maji zprostredkovat, stavaji vétami nesmyslnymi, avsak presto néco sdéluji-
cimi. Jak je to mozné? Podle Wittgensteina dokazou zdanlivé véty ukazat,
co se neda fici, tedy ukdzat, Ze chtit vyslovit nevyslovitelné je nesmysl. Po-

Hranatd zavorka oznacuje editorské doplnéni chybéjicich pismen v pivodnim textu.

""" Srov. rovné#: ,Celj miij kol spodivé v tom, vysvétlit podstatu véty.“ (Ms. 102, 63r)

(denikovy zdznam z 21.1.15).
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kud jsou tedy zdanlivé véty podrobeny analyze, tak zjistime, ze ,to, co maji
fici, jen ukazuji (Ms. 101, 51r'9). Véty Tractatu jsou pak nesmyslné z pozi-
ce této analyzy (po jejim provedeni), nikoli vsak z pozice pred jejim provede-
nim. Metafora zebfiku vyjadfuje pravé tento rozdil — vystoupit po vétach
Tractatu znamend pochopit, Ze ,,co lze ukizat, nelze fici“ (TLP 4.1212). Vé-
ty jsou tedy nesmyslné z pozice idedlniho jazyka (,spravného pojmového
pisma“ § 5.534), nikoli vsak z pozice, kdy vigni pfirozeny jazyk (tedy i jazyk
Tractatu) ,myslenky prestrojuje (4.002). Ve vétaich Tractatu tak lze pres
jejich nesmyslnost nahlédnout, ze ,véta vyjadfuje to, co nevim, co vsak vé-
dét musim, abych ji viibec mohl vyslovit“ (Ms. 101, 60r).

Presné do tohoto pojeti dvojitho nesmyslu miri kritika z pozice rezolut-
niho C¢teni a poukazuje na jeho paradoxni dusledky. Tato striktnost v cha-
pani nesmyslného vyrazu pak prevraci cely vyznam Tractatu. Na zakladé ja-
ké argumentace se tak déje a jaké konsekvence to s sebou nese, ukdzu v na-
sledujici kapitole.

3. Rezolutni namitky

Objasnujici ¢i nezjevny nesmysl je oproti zjevnému jakymsi hlubsim ne-
smyslem — v jeho hloubce je moznost ukazat nevyslovitelnost logiky. Hlubsi
nesmysl (véty odporujici logické syntaxi) by pak ale vlastné byl takfikajic
hlub$im smyslem, nebot” pravé on by byl jako jediny s to vyfesit dfive zmi-
nény ,hlavni problém filosofie (tzn. ukazat nevyslovitelnost syntaxe). Ne-
smysl by byl smyslem, coz je vskutku do oci bijici spor. Rezolutni interpre-
tace pri vykladu Tractatu odmita platit tuto cenu paradoxniho zavéru celé-
ho textu. Zavrhuje kompromisni pochopeni nesmyslu a jasné fika, ze zadné
typy, stupné ¢i druhy nesmysld neexistuji. Co je nesmyslné, je zkratka ne-
smyslné a nic nesdéluje (Diamond 2000, 153; Conant 2002, 421; Conant
2006, 175-176; Gunnarsson 2000, 48-50).

Kdyz rezolutni interpretaci vezmeme vazné a vztdhneme ji na dosavadni
¢teni Tractatu, pak zjistime, ze odmitnuti ,,objasnujiciho nesmyslu® vlastné
znamena odmitnuti distinkce mezi sagen a zeigen, resp. moznosti o této
distinkei jakkoli mluvit, a tedy ji chtit jazykem (prostfednictvim nesmysl-
nosti vét) ,ukdzat“. De facto to znamend, ze distinkce mezi ukazovanim a fi-

Denikovy zaznam z 20. 10. 14.



“CO JE DOSAZITELNE ZE ZEBRIKU, ME NEZAJIMA.” 229

kanim nebude vlastnim sdélenim 7Tractatu. Nebude jim proto, ze vlastni
text je pfece nesmyslny a jako takovy — prisné vzato — nic sdélit nemize.

K ¢emu ale potom T7actatus Cist, jestlize vyznam textu postrada jakykoli
smysl? Rezolutni interpretace pracuje s tim, ze ad absurdum domysli ,eticky
smysl knihy“. Z dopisu, jenz Wittgenstein (1980, 96) v fijnu ¢i listopadu
1919 (dopis neni pfesné datovin) poslal Ludwigu von Fickerovi, vime, Ze
pravé takto [,Sinn des Buches ist ein Ethischer“] jeji smysl oznacil. Rezo-
lutni interpretace tedy bere vizné nejen nesmyslnost vét knihy, ale zaroven
i jeji eticky vyznam, ktery ovSem nespatfuje v tezich knihy v podobé néja-
kého uceni, nybrz spise v tom, co ma ve Ctenari vyvolat a zptsobit.

Zda se to byt ale nefesitelné dilema — jak mlze mit text sestavajici z ne-
smyslnych vét viibec néjaky, nota bene eticky smysl? Rezolutni ¢teni na tu-
to otazku dava odpovéd a to tim zpisobem, zZe pfijima platnost dvou nasle-
dujicich tezi:

1. Nektere vety Tractatu nesmyslné nejsou.
2. Cilem knihy neni teorie, ale obrat ¢tenare v postoji k filosofii.

K predpokladu prvnimu je nutné poznamenat, ze samotna pasiz 6.54 kon-
statujici nesmyslnost dosavadniho textu sama nesmyslnd byt nemtze (jinak
by takové konstatovani nemélo zadny vyznam a nevznikl by ani spor o ob-
jasniujicim nesmyslu). Jak Diamondova, tak Conant (a s nimi dalsi rezolutni
interpreti) jsou tak nuceni rozliSovat tzv. ramec [frame of the work] a vlast-
ni text jako obsah [body of the work] Tractatu (Conant 2000, 216; Dia-
mond 2000, 149n; Conant — Diamond 2004, 68; Gunnarsson 2000, 103).
Ramec dle Conanta (2000, 216) sestiva z nasledujicich Cisti textu: Pref,,
§§ 3.32-3.326, 4-4.003, 4.111-4.112, 6.53-6.54. Raimcem jsou mysleny ob-
sahové pribuzné pasize, které se vztahuji k zaméru a vysledkim textu
(Pref.), rozliSeni mezi znakem a symbolem v¢. zdraznéni jejich ,smyslupl-
ného pouziti“ (3.32-3.326), pfirozenému jazyku a vyznamu filosofie (4-
4.003, 4.111-4.112), ,jediné spravné metodé“ filosofie a metafofe zebfiku
(6.53-6.54).

Ke druhému bodu je vhodné zminit pfimo Conantova slova:

[Resolute readers] are committed to rejecting the idea that the author
of the work aims to put forward substantive theories or doctrines. Witt-
genstein tells us that the kind of philosophy he seeks to practice in this
work consists not in putting forward a theory, but rather in the exercise
of a certain sort of activity — one of elucidation. (Conant 2006, 174)
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Vlastnim zdmérem 77ractatu tedy neni formulace ¢i obhajoba urdité teore-
tické koncepce jazyka (napf. projekéni teorie vyznamu), nybrz jeho cilem je,
aby Ctenaf zacal doslova délat filosofii prakticky. To znamena predevsim
nahlédnout, ze snaha o vyjadreni hranice smysluplnosti nesmyslem je sama
o sobé paradoxni, ze tedy neexistuje nic jako objasnujici ¢i obsahovy (sub-
stancidlni) nesmysl. Conant (2002, 423) tento zamér nazyva ,the T'ractarian
attack on substantial nonsense®, coz konkrétné znamena: ,the Tractatus
aims to show that there is no such thing as substantial nonsense (Conant
2006, 176). Jestlize toto nahlédneme, nepoznime néjakou novou tezi ¢i teo-
rii, nybrz se ,pouze” zbavime falesného pfesvédceni o nutnosti takovou teo-
rii hledat a chtit predpokladat. Teze o odmitnuti objasnujiciho nesmyslu je
pfedpokladem k naplnéni zaméru textu. Jadrem rezolutni interpretace je te-
dy presvédceni, ze nemame rozumét textu, nybrz sami sobé ve vztahu
k zaméru jeho autora (Diamond 2000, 156-157; Conant 1991, 158; Gun-
narsson 2000, 84-85). Tuto na prvni pohled ponékud neobratnou myslen-
kovou figuru nyni vysvétlim.

Zamérem autora Tractatu neni prfivést Ctenafe k urcite tezi ¢i véte, ny-
brz k porozuméni tomu, co on (autor) sim textem zamysli: ,In section 6.54
of the Tractatus, the author of the work does not ask us to understand his
sentences, but rather to understand him“ (Conant 2007, 42). Rezolutni ¢te-
ni tak bere vainé formulace, kde Wittgenstein hovofi o situaci, kdy pravé
Jemu Ctenaf rozumi. Jednoduseji feceno, nejde o to rozumét tezim 7ractatu,
nybrz jejich autorovi, tedy tomu, co on témito tezemi zamyslel (srov. Dia-
mond 2000, 155-156).

Jak je ale mozné rozumét autorovi Tractatu bez Usili porozumét vétam
jebo dila? Tady je pravé nutné rozliSovat véty raimce a vlastni obsah textu —
v ramcovych poznamkach Wittgenstein jakoby promlouva ke Ctenafi bez-
prostfedné, zatimco ve vlastnim textu se jej snazi vystavit urcité iluzi. Tato
iluze spociva pravé v tom, ze by mélo existovat néco jako objasnujici nesmy-
sl. Proc¢ je ale této iluze zapotrebi a jaka je jeji povaha?

Iluze je soudasti ,objasnujici strategie [elucidatory strategy]“ (Conant
2002, 421), jejimz Gcelem je objasnit nesmyslnost vytycovani hranice tim, Ze
autor necha Ctendre podlehnout jeho vlastnimu omylu. Omyl tradi¢niho
(ontologického) ¢tendfe spociva v tom, Ze se domnivé, Ze takovou hranici je
mozné vytyCit. Tractatus je tedy napsan tak, aby ctenar uvéfil, ze sdéluje
(rozuméj: ukazuje) urcitou teorii jazyka. Pro¢ to tak musi byt? Protoze jedi-
né tim, Ze Ctenaf sam propadne zaméné nesmyslu za smysl, se da ukazat, ze
k této zaméné ma sklony. Wittgenstein chce dle rezolutni interpretace uka-
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zat, ze vest hranici v jazyce z pozice mimo jazyk konci nutné paradoxem.
Uéelem textu pak je, aby Ctenaf poznal, ze kazdy takovy projekt hranice je
nesmyslny per se. Kazda hranice je pouze iluzi hranice.

Pointou rezolutniho cteni je pak ten moment, kdy ¢tenar sam na sobé
pozna, ze podlehl této iluzi. Jak ale poznat vlastni iluzi? Pravé tak, ze se cte-
nar domniva, ze véty 7ractatu maji smysl, pfesto je pak ale rozezna jako ne-
smyslné. Vysledkem je to, ze nakonec nepozna néjakou filosofickou nauku,
nybrz jen a pouze vlastni tendenci k tomu podléhat iluzim. Iluze spociva
v tomto: véty Tractatu smysl maji, a nasledné — po jejich prekonani pomoci
zebriku — smysl nemaji. Jenze to je, jak jsme vidéli vyse, zjevny spor. Vy-
sledkem iluze je negativné feceno spor celého ontologického projektu
Tractatu a zaroven nemoznost nékam vystoupit. Vysledkem rezolutniho
cteni je pak to, ze se Ctenaf této iluze zbavi tim, Ze pozna, kde problém spo-
¢iva. Ten nespociva v tezich ¢i filosofické teorii, ale jen a pouze v ném sa-
motném, v jeho ,confused relation to the words“ (Conant 1991, 158).
Totiz v touze chtit vyslovit nevyslovitelné a v touze projektovat smysl do
pseudovét, kde zadny smysl byt nemtize (Conant 1992, 217). Ctendf ma te-
dy tendenci podléhat iluzim moznosti tuto nevyslovitelnost vyslovit — moz-
nosti z nesmyslu vyrozumét, ziskat ¢i pochopit néco smysluplného (Conant
1991, 158). Pravé v rozpoznani absurdity takového pocinani spociva vlastni
zamér objasnéni 7ractatu:

Thus the elucidatory strategy of the Tractatus depends on the reader’s
provisionally taking himself to be participating in the traditional philo-
sophical activity of establishing theses through a procedure of reasoned
argument; but it only succeeds if the reader fully comes to understand
what the work means to say about itself when it says that philosophy, as
this work seeks to practice it, results not in doctrine but in elucidations.
And the attainment of this recognition depends upon the reader’s ac-
tually undergoing a certain experience — the attainment of which is iden-
tified in §6.54 as the sign that the reader has understood the author of
the work: the reader’s experience of having his illusion of sense (in the
‘premises’ and ‘conclusions’ of the ‘argument’) dissipate through its be-
coming clear to him that (what he took to be) the philosophische Séitze of
the work are Unsinn. (Conant 2002, 422)

Zjednodusené feceno, presveédcivost Tractatu spociva v jeho iluzornosti.
Iluze je nastrojem, jak zprostredkovat ctenari urcitou zkusenost. Vidime tu
dtlezity posun oproti ontologické interpretaci — filosoficky text nepredsta-
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vuje v podani rezolutni interpretace myslenku, tezi ¢i argument, ale ¢innost
ve smyslu zmény postoje Ctenare (filosofie ,neni naukou, nybrz ¢innosti®
§ 4.112). Jestlize samotny filosoficky text nepfinasi zadna konstruktivni
(pozitivni) sdéleni, pak musi jeho ,poselstvi“ spocivat mimo néj — v interak-
ci ¢tendfe a autora textu. Vysledkem je ,logické ujasnéni myslenek [Klirung
der Gedanken]“ (§ 4.112). Autor objastiuje pomoci iluze, resp. prostfednic-
tvim jejiho rozpoznani Ctenafrem. Domnéla teorie jazyka byla jen pfanim
myslenky této teorie. Souhrnné feceno, cilem Tractatu neni vhled do meta-
fyzické povahy reality, nybrz do zdroje presvédceni o metafyzické povaze
reality: ,the aim of the latter is not insight into metaphysical features of re-
ality, but rather insight into the sources of metaphysics“ (Conant 2002,
421). Ponékud emfaticky feceno, Ctenat Tractatu nepoznava svét, ale sim
sebe (srov. Gunnarsson 2000, 85).

Cil Cetby je proto terapeuticky, Tractatus nesdéluje zidnou nauku, ani
neuci néjaké specifické schopnosti v rozpoznavani nesmyslnosti (vidyt ,neni
ucebnici“ TLP Pref.). Misto toho se opird o béznou lidskou schopnost roz-
poznat nesmyslnost v pfirozeném jazyce. Rezolutni interpretace je tedy re-
zolutni v tom smyslu, Ze to, co ontologicka interpretace povazuje za misto,
kam pomoci zebfiku vylézt (jazyk poslusen logické gramatiky s jasné vyme-
zenou hranici smysluplnosti), povazuje ona za posledni pficku zebfiku. Vy-
tyc¢eni hranice pomoci idealniho jazyka bude tedy odhozeno spolu s zebri-
kem: ,we have finished the work, and the work is finished with us, when
we are able to throw the sentences in the body of the work — sentences
about ‘the limits of language’ and the unsayable things that lie beyond
them — away“ (Conant 2002, 424).1

4. Predpoklady rezolutni interpretace a jejich kritika

Vychodiska rezolutniho ¢teni lze na zakladé dosavadniho vykladu shr-
nout do dvou nasledujicich tezi:

1. Nekteré véty Tractatu nesmyslné nejsou.
2. Cilem knihy neni teorie, ale obrat ¢tenare.

Ob¢ tvrzeni spolu souvisi tak, Ze Ctenar uzna vlastni text [body] Tractatu
jako nesmyslny nahlédnutim vlastni touhy po vysloveni nevyslovitelného

13 Podrobnéji viz Conant (2006, 184). Srov. téz Diamond (1991, 182n).
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(Conant 2002, 423). Rezolutni interpretace tim prevraci cely vyznam knihy
a dokonce si narokuje vyrazné posunout porozuméni 7ractatu na vyssi Gro-
ven oproti interpretaci ontologické (Conant — Diamond 2004, 46nn.). Pro-
to budou nyni ob¢ vyse uvedené teze predmétem kritiky.

4.1. Nékteré véty Tractatu nesmysiné nejsou

Proti rozliSeni ramce a vlastniho textu predlozim dvé namitky (4.1.1,
4.1.2), zaroven uvedu jednu protindmitku (4.1.3), kterou nasledné zpochyb-
nim.

4.1.1. Nedostatecné ditvody rozliseni: motto a Prototractatus

Tvrzeni prvni se zaklada na predpokladu rozliseni mezi ramcem a vlast-
nim textem. RozliSovacim znakem jsou takové pasaze, kde autor promlouva
pfimo ke Ctenafi nebo se vyjadfuje k povaze filosofie ¢i zaméru Tractatu.
Jakeé jsou vsak k této distinkci dtvody? Rezolutni interpretace se snazi zda-
raznovat véty, které situuji zimér 7Tractatu ke ¢tendfi, filosofii jako Cinnosti
a objasnovani. Otazkou nyni je, pro¢ Wittgenstein v téchto ramcovych vé-
tach nefekne to, co by mélo z rezolutni interpretace vyplyvat. V samotném
Tractatu, ani v textech, jez mu predchazely, tedy Denicich, Tajnych denicich,
Pozndmbkdch o logice (Notes on Logic) a Prototractatu, se zadné explicitni roz-
liseni ramce a vlastniho textu neobjevuje. V rukopisech nenajdeme zadné
znacky ¢i poznamky, které by nds opravnovaly tu ¢i onu poznamku pocitat
k rimci ¢i vlastnimu textu. Conantovo (2000, 216) rozliseni pfislusnych pa-
sazi (Pref., §§ 3.32-3.326, 4-4.003, 4.111-4.112, 6.53-6.54) tak bez rele-
vantnich dtikazt ¢i textovych dokladd plsobi velmi nepresvédcive, ba az
svévolné. Naopak lze najit konkrétni doklady, ze Wittgenstein chapal své
dilo jako jeden (:elek,14 na coz poukazuji nejen cetné zminky z korespon-
dence, ale i odmitnuti moznosti, aby bylo dilo pro ucely publikace rozdéle-
no na dvé Casti nebo jakkoli dodateéné upravovano (konkrétni prameny bu-
du analyzovat nize). To jen posiluje podezfeni, Ze rozliSovani rimce a obsa-
hu je interpretacni svévoli. T'o nyni dolozim pomoci analyzy motta 7Tracta-
tu.

" Ostatné Wittgenstein nazyval Tractatus vidy bud kniba, nebo pojedndni [Ab-

handlung].
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Podle Conanta patfi k ramci pfedmluva. Soucasti predmluvy je vsak
i motto textu,” které bylo pro Wittgensteina zfejmé velmi dilezité, nebot
v obou dostupnych strojopisech je motto na téze strané, na niz zacina
predmluva (T's. 202, 5; Ts. 203, 1). Wittgenstein (1973, 46-47) navic na
nutnost vytisknout motto sFolu s predmluvou explicitné poukazuje v poky-
nech k publikaci Ogdenovi. 6

Pro¢ viibec vénovat pozornost jedné veété na zacatku knihy? Ziejme se
shodneme na tom, Ze autor si jako motto pro svoji knihu obvykle vybere
takovou myslenku, ktera nejlépe vystihuje jeji leitmotiv ¢i vyznam. Podi-
vejme se proto na motto 7ractatu detailnéji skrze jeho kontext. Motto po-
chazi z nasledujici pasaze téméf zapomenutého rakouského spisovatele
a esejisty Ferdinanda Kiirnbergera (kurzivou oznacuji slova, jez byla pfejata
do Tractatu):

Kdyz se polovzdélance zeptam, jaky je rozdil mezi antickym a modernim,
mezi klasickym a romantickym uménim, tak mi ve velkém zmatku od-
povi: Pane, tato otazka rozechvéje celé svéty predstav. To je latka pro
celé knihy a zimni semestry. Kdyz se vsak zeptam sectélého a vzdélaného
cloveka, tak dostanu tuto odpoved: Pane, da se to fici tfemi slovy.
Uméni starych vychizelo z téla, uméni novéjsich z duse. Uméni starych
bylo proto socharskeé, uméni novéjsich je lyrické, muzikalni, kratce ro-
mantické. Bravo! Tak jsou celé svéty predstav, pokud jsou skute¢né
ovladnuty, vméstnany do jednoho bodu, a vse, co clovék vi, co nent jen za-
slechnuty ruch a Sum, da se ici tremi slovy.“ (Kiirnberger 1877, 339-340)

Kiirnberger formuluje stylisticky ideal strucnosti — skutecné védéni lze
vyjadfit strucné. Motto Tractatu bychom pak mohli parafrazovat takto: Ve,
co lze vitbec védet, lze vici strucné a vystizné. Stejnou intenci lze nalézt
i u Krause, ktery mimo struc¢nost zminuje také ,odpovédnost volby slov*
(Kraus 1974, 344). Vezmeme-li navic v Gvahu ,eticky smysl knihy“ spolu
s jejim mottem, které vyjadiuje prave stylisticky ideal strucnosti, pak je in-

Motto chybélo i v prvnim ceském vydani od J. Fialy, ddvodem byla absence v né-
meckych vydanich, z nichz Fiala (Wittgenstein 1993, 5) ptekladal (motto bylo zahrnuto
teprve do kritické edice 7ractatu: Wittgenstein, 1998). Je paradoxni, Ze motto je presné
na tom misté, jako ve strojopisech, pravé jen v Ostwaldové vydani (Wittgenstein 1921,
185), které Wittgenstein (1980, 123) ponékud nepfiméfené oznadil za ,pirdtsky tisk“.

16 L . A . I
Motto se objevuje i v korespondenci s Engelmannem, ktery Kiirnbergerav text, jenz

byl zdrojem motta, oznacuje za ,velkolepy“ (Wittgenstein 2006, 23).
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tence 7ractatu pomérné jasna — co nejvystiznéji vyjadrit, co vyjadfit lze,
protoze ¢im vystiznéjsi vyjadreni bude, tim bude spravnéjsi, a tedy zdrover
hodnotnéjsi. To ostatné Wittgenstein (1998, 2) sim v predmluvé pise, kdyz
hodnotu svych myslenek pfimo odvozuje od zpisobu jejich vyjadfeni (,tato
hodnota bude tim vétsi, ¢im lépe jsou myslenky vyjadfeny). Pak uz muze
jen stézi prekvapit, ze Wittgenstein se pri jednani o publikaci zajimal pravé
o Kraustv nizor na Tractatus.”’ 7Zda se tedy, ze divodem, pro¢ na motto
knihy neni vzhledem k vymezeni ramce bran z pozice rezolutni interpretace
ohled, je spise skutecnost, zZe je v rozporu s jejimi zaméry.

Zajimavé je rovnéz vzit v uvahu genezi Tractatu. Jeho rana verze — Pro-
totractatus — z ledna 1915 totiz obsahuje prvni stranu (Ms. 104, 3), na niz je
soupis hlavnich tezi ocislovanych 1, 1.1, 2, 2.1, 2.2, 3, 3.1, 3.2, 4, 4.1, 4.2,
4.3, 44, 5 a 6; pricemz sedma véta chybi a o tezi 6.54 rovnéz ani zminky
(véta 7 se nachdzi na s. 71, véta 6.54 na s. 86 rukopisu 104). Pokud se podi-
vame do vlastniho textu, tak véty 6.53 a 6.54 Tractatu byly ptivodné rozdé-
leny do ctyf poznamek. Véta 6.53 Tractatu byla v Prototractatu rozdélena
do 6.53 (,Spravnou metodou filosofie [...] nékterym znakiim ve svych vé-
tich nedal vyznam.“) a 6.531 (,Tato metoda by byla [...].). Véta 6.54
Tractatu byla rozdélena do 6.54 a 6.55. Pasaz 6.55 Wittgenstein zcela vy-
pustil a ponechal pouze reformulovanou prvni vétu o spraivném pohledu na
svét v § 6.54.18 Opét je velmi zvlastni, Ze by ramec byl od textu zcela odde-
len. I kdyby ale na tfeti strané rukopisu 104 byl pouze vlastni text, tak se
musime ptat, pro¢ stejnym zpisobem nebyl nékde jinde nacrtnut ramec.
I kdyby ale na¢rtnut byl, proc¢ néco tak zasadniho bylo nutné v kone¢né ver-
zi vyrazné upravovat a reformulovat?

Navic je nutné poznamenat, ze Wittgenstein své dilo chapal jako neroz-
délitelny celek. Ostwaldovo vydani Tractatu zacinalo nazvem, vénovanim

17 Wittgenstein (1980, 83) pise Engelmannovi: ,Velmi rid bych ale védél, co o ni

[,moji praci“ — T.D.] fekl Kraus. Kdybyste mél pfilezitost to zjistit, byl bych velmi po-
téSen. Mozna vi néco Loos. Napiste mi.*

Vyrazend pozniamka 6.55 zni ndsledovné (interpunkce se shoduje s origindlem, pre-

klad pochazi z Wittgenstein 1998, 253):

»Musi véty prekonat a pak vystoupi na spravnou troven [k tomu, co se da Fici.]
vzhledem ke svétu.

V tom smyslu, v jakém existuje hierarchie vét, je mozné rovnéz mluvit o hierar-
chii pravd, negaci atd. V tom smyslu, v jakem véty vibec existuji, existuje jen
Jedna pravda [nur Eine Wahrheit] a [jen] Jedna negace [nur Eine Verneinung].
Nejnizsi aroven a operace mohou zastoupit celou hierarchii.
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Pinsentovi, mottem a predmluvou, pficemz dale nasledovala ,,Predmluva od
Bertranda Russella“ (Wittgenstein 1921, 186), po niz teprve zadinal vlastni
text Tractatu. V korespondenci s Ogdenem vsak presné toto rozdéleni
Wittgenstein (1973, 21) kritizoval a explicitné vyzadoval, aby byla predmlu-
va vytisténa ,bezprostredné® pred vlastnim textem. Opét je otazkou, zda pra-
veé tato Wittgensteinem vyzadovand celistvost textu dava moznost najit da-
vody pro rozliSovani ramce a obsahu.

4.1.2. Namitka na zdkladé jednoty textu: desetinné cislovini

Dalsi namitka vaci rozlisovani ramce a vlastniho textu spociva v ¢islovani
jednotlivych pasazi Tractatu. Wittgenstein tento systéem prejal z Principia
Mathematica (srov. Russell — Whitehead 1910, 95), pficemz jednim z moti-
vil byla zfejmé prakticnost, nebot systém umoznuje dodate¢né vklidani vét
do jiz hotového textu bez nutnosti jeho pfepisovini (napf. mezi n.1 a n.2
Ize vlozit n.11 a na této urovni pokracovat n.12, n.13 atd.).

Desetinnd ¢isla ,naznacuji [andeuten] logickou zavaznost jednotlivych
vét, resp. ,draz [Nachdruck]®, jaky je na né kladen (Wittgenstein 1998,
4)."” V jediné poznédmce pod &arou, kterou lze &st jako instrukci pro Etend-
fe, autor nenapsal nic o rozliSovani jednotlivych ¢asti textu, misto toho vy-
svetlil subordinaci jednotlivych tvrzeni. Véta 6.54 je tedy ,poznamkou
k véte“ 6.5 a ta poznamkou k vété 6. Desetinné Cislovani ovsem vytvari
nejen tuto takrikajic vertikalni uroven, ale zdroven taktéz Groven horizon-
talni — vétu 6.5 je tak mozné cist jako pokracovani v radé vét 6.1, 6.2, 6.3
a 6.4.

Véta 6.54 tedy z perspektivy vertikalni Grovné rozviji myslenku ,,obecné
formy véty“ (§ 6), coz zjednodusené feceno znamend, ze pravdivost komplexni
véty je zavisla jen a pouze na pravdivosti elementarnich vét. Odvozeni jedné
véty z jiné je mozné diky operaci N(&) (srov. § 5.233), pficemz predpokladem
operace je interni relace struktur vét: ,Operace je vyrazem vztahu mezi struk-
turami jejiho vysledku [vysledku operace, tzn. pfevedeni jedné véty na druhou
— T.D.] a jejich bézi [bazi operace, tzn. logické ¢i strukturni moznosti prevo-

¥ TFiala zde (Wittgenstein 1993, 169) preklada nepfesné — andeuten neznamend ukazo-

vat (v tractatovské terminologii zeigen, v obou anglickych prfekladech je indicate), nybrz
pravé jen naznaCovat. Prekladatelskou nepfesnosti je zatizeno i pokracovani prvni véty:
,diraz, ktery na né v tomto vykladu kladu“ je nepfesné, nebot Wittgenstein nehovori
o vykladu, ale o Darstellung — tedy znazornéni (v obou angl. pfekladech exposition).
Glombickav preklad (Wittgenstein 2007, 11) tyto chyby opravuje.
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du — T.D.].“ (TLP § 5.22). Je pfinejmensim zardzejici, ze véta 6.54 souvisi
s tim, co ma byt dle rezolutni interpretace rozpoznano jako iluzorni. Otazkou
pak je, pro¢ Wittgenstein ocisloval vétu 6.54 prave jako ,poznamku® k véte 6
— tedy k véte, keera vypovida neprimo o logické povaze jazyka.

Pfiznavam ovSem, Ze je obtizné presné fici a obhajit, co vlastné desetin-
né Cislovani sdéluje. Kupfikladu Max Black (1964, 2) jej dokonce nazyvé ,a
private joke at the reader’s expense“. Domnivam se take, ze Wittgensteino-
va slova o ,logické zivainosti nelze brit pfili§ vizné, nebot napt. ,zdkladni
myslenka® textu se nachazi ve vété 4.0312. Na druhou stranu cislovani zjev-
né melo jesté jiny ucel nez jen pomahat pfi kompozici textu. Wittgenstein
(1980, 103) to jasné sdélil v jednom z dopistt (5.12.1919) von Fickerovi:
»2Mimochodem feceno museji byt desetinna ¢isla mych vét bezpodminecné
vytisténa, nebot’ ony samy dodavaji knize prehlednosti a jasnosti a bez toho-
to ¢islovani by kniha byla nesrozumitelnym chaosem.“ At’ uz je ale vyznam
¢islovani jakykoli, jisté je, ze podle jeho autora tu vyznam rozhodné je, tudiz
nelze povazovat za korektni Conantiv postup, ktery tento vyznam zcela pre-
chazi a celou strukturu textu rozbiji ve jménu vlastni interpretace.

4.1.3. Protindmitka a jeji zpochybneéni: ,,smysl knihy je eticky*

Existuje vibec néjaky rozumny dvod, pro¢ Cist Tractatus jako text se-
stavajici z rimce a vlastniho obsahu? Diamondova (2000, 152) odkazuje na
dopis, ktery Wittgenstein adresoval Ludwigu von Fickerovi (zakladateli
kulturniho zurndlu Der Brenner a potencidlnimu vydavateli Tractatu)
a v némz predklada konkrétni instrukce k cetbé textu:

Protoze by Vam to mohlo pomoci, napisi nékolik slov o své knize: Z jeji
¢etby — jak s jistotou soudim — nebudete mnoho mit. Nebot ji totiz ne-
budete rozumét; jeji latka Vam bude prfipadat naprosto cizi. Ve skutec-
nosti Vam cizi neni, nebot’ smysl knihy je eticky. Kdysi jsem chtél do
pfedmluvy dit vétu, kterd v ni ted ve skutecnosti neni, kterou Vam ale
nyni napisi, protoze Vam mozna poskytne kli¢c: Chtél jsem totiz napsat,
ze moje dilo se sklada ze dvou casti: z té, ktera tu lezi pred nami, a ze
vSeho toho, co jsem nenapsal.

A pravé tento druhy dil je tou casti, ktera je dalezitd. Eticke je totiz mo-
ji knihou vymezeno takrikajic zevnitf; a ja jsem presvédcen, ze prisné
vzato, jej lze vymezit JEN takto.

Zkratka, domnivam se: Vsechno, o ¢em mnozi dnes jen Zvani, jsem ve
sve knize zachytil tak, Ze o tom mlé¢im. A tim kniha, pokud se prilis



238 TomMAS DOSEK

nemylim, fekne mnohé, co byste saim chtél fici, ale patrné neuvidite, zZe
je to v ni feceno. Nyni bych Vam doporucil precist predmluvu a konec,
nebot’ zde je smysl knihy vyjadfen nejvice bezprostfedné. (Wittgenstein
1980, 96-97)

Wittgenstein skute¢né hovofi o ,dvou castech, nicméné neni tu ani
slovo o ramci a vlastnim textu, namisto toho je tou druhou ¢asti ,vSechno
to“, co napsano nebylo — tedy pravé to, co rezolutni interpretace odmita ja-
ko posledni pricku zebfiku. Kde jinde by se proklamované rozliseni ramco-
vych a obsahovych poznamek meélo objevit nez pravé v tomto ,instruktaz-
nim“ dopisu? Nicméné by bylo mozné namitnout, ze Wittgenstein ramec
a vlastni text rozlisoval, jen je tak neoznacoval. Dejme tomu, Ze rimcem se
rozumi to, co v dopise oznacuje jako ,predmluvu a konec®. Jenze je tu pro-
blém — neni totiz viibec zfejmé, co se onim koncem vlastné mysli. Pouze
véty 6.53-6.54 to patrné nebudou, nebot’ hovofi-li Wittgenstein o etickém
smyslu knihy, tak je onim koncem nejspise ta cast textu, kde se hovori
o etice — tedy véty 6.4-7.

Problém s pfedmluvou je rovnéz nasnadé. Conant (2000, 197-198, 216;
2002, 424) a Diamondova (2000, 149) povazuji za jadro predmluvy pasiz,
v niz se hovori o vytyceni hranice mysleni a zdaraznuji Wittgensteinova slo-
va (1998, 2), 7e ,tato hranice mize vést tedy jen v jazyku a to, co lezi za
touto hranici, je prosté nesmysl [einfach Unsinn]“. Tteti a ¢tvrty odstavec
se tedy zda podporovat nemoznost rozliseni riznych typt nesmyslu — co je
,prost¢ nesmyslem“ nemize nic objasnovat. Proti tomu lze ovSem namit-
nout, ze Wittgenstein v predmluvé formuluje i stanoviska, ktera primo od-
poruji rezolutni interpretaci. Vidyt jiz v prvni vété pise, Ze ,knize bude ro-
zumét jen ten, kdo se uz jednou sim zamyslel nad myslenkami v ni vyjadre-
nymi — ¢i alespon myslenkami podobnymi®. To podle mého nazoru nelze
chipat nijak jinak, nez ze text Tractatu (,v ni vyjadfenymi®) sdéluje urcité
myslenky, které jejich autor navic povazuje za nezpochybnitelné: ,Proti to-
mu se mi jevi pravdivost zde sdélenych myslenek nepochybna a definitivni.®
(Wittgenstein 1998, 2-3).

Nabizi se pfedmluvu ¢ist z hlediska motta textu uz proto, ze Kiirnberge-
rav a Kraustv ideal strucnosti a exaktnosti vyjadreni je jasné pfitomen

v . . V7 . ’ Ve v ’ oV 20
v tom, ze Wittgenstein se snazi co nejlépe ,udefit hiebik na hlavicku®.

2" Ve Fialové prekladu (Wittgenstein 1993, 7) pfedmluvy tato véta chybi, v Glombi¢-

kové jiz nikoli. Cela pasaz zni nasledovné: ,Ma-li tato prace néjakou hodnotu, pak spoci-
va ve dvojim. Zaprvé v tom, Ze jsou v ni vyjadfeny myslenky, a tato hodnota je tim vétsi,
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Kdyz vezmeme v Gvahu motto knihy a intenci predmluvy, pak nezbyva nez
pfipustit, ze se terapeuticky idedl rezolutni interpretace rozplyva v nepre-
svédcivosti svého zdtivodnéni.

4.2. Cilem knihy neni teorie, ale obrat Ctenare

Budu ale maximalné vstficny. Prijméme proto predpoklad, ze rezolutni
interpretace je z hlediska prament korektnim ¢tenim Tractatu. Pokud se
na ni podivame timto zpusobem, pak je nasnadé¢, ze musime vzit v uvahu ty
pasaze textu, v nichz Wittgenstein hovofi ke ¢tenafi. Pravé toto zdlraziuji
jak Conant, tak Diamondova pfi interpretaci § 6.54: ,Moje véty objasnuji
tim, Ze ten, kdo mi rozumi, nakonec rozpozna, ze jsou nesmyslné¢, kdyz jimi
— po nich — vystoupi nad né.*

Oporou rezolutni interpretace jsou slova ,ten, kdo mi rozumi®. Podle
Diamondové (2000, 150) je tato volba formulace ,signifikantnim momen-
tem [significant point] knihy®, ktery ma pfedevsim zd@raznit kontrast mezi
rozuménim néjaké osobé a rozuménim tomu, co tato osoba rikd. Conant
(1991, 159) zase zduraznuje distinkci mezi objasnénim (skrze véty), rozumé-
nim (Ctendf rozumi autorovi) a rozpozndnim (vét jako nesmyslnych).”' Od-
hlédnéme ted od toho, ze zadné takové zvyraznéni se v rukopisech ani dvou
strojopisech neobjevuje, a zkusme si polozit otazku po zaméru Tractatu dle
rezolutni interpretace. Cilem ma byt rozpoznani vlastni nachylnosti k meta-
fyzickym spekulacim, coz se déje tak, Ze ¢tendr rozumi autorovi nesmyslné-
ho textu:

In section 6.54 of the Tractatus, the author of the work does not ask us
to understand his sentences, but rather to understand him. Resolute
readers take this particular nicety of formulation to be tied to the way in
which we are supposed to come to see, regarding those sentences of the
work that are at issue here, that there is nothing that could count as
understanding them. (Conant 2006, 173)

Pravé rozliSeni mezi porozuménim textu a porozumeénim autorovi vytvari
pro rezolutni interpretaci prostor pro sebepoznani. V tom, ze propadneme

¢im 1épe jsou tyto myslenky vyjadfeny — tedy ¢im 1épe se podafilo udefit hfebik na hla-
vicku“ (Wittgenstein 2007, 8).

Je pfiznacné, ze Conant ve svych textech (1991, 159; 2000, 174 a 208; 2002, 377
a 424; 2006, 173; 2007, 42 a 116) pfi citaci § 6.54 zasahuje do textu tak, Ze zvyraziuje
pro svoji interpretaci dlezitd slova (zdiraznéni — typicky kurzivou — vsak vidy pfiznava).
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iluzi, rozpozname, ze domnéla teorie vztahu mezi jazykem a svétem patfi
k zebfiku — Ze je sama soucasti iluze. Problémem rezolutni interpretace je,
Ze pravé v tomto momenté zistava pomérné dost vagni. Zkratka neni zcela
jasné, jakym zptisobem se ma toto rozpoznani odehravat.

Ziejme tomu bude ale tak, ze ¢tendr sam o sobé musi véty 7ractatu ro-
zeznat jako nesmyslné tim, ze pochopi, ze pomoci nesmyslu neni mozné co-
koli vymezit ¢i ohranicit. Tato schopnost se pritom neopira o zadnou speci-
alni schopnost rozpoznani nesmyslnosti. Conant vyzdvihuje v § 6.54 slovo
rozpoznat (erkennen) — tento moment je dilezity, protoze rezolutni inter-
pretace predpoklada, ze ¢tenaf bude na véty Tractatu aplikovat to, co uz zna
— béiné rozpoznani nesmyslnosti. Tento rekurs k pfirozenému jazyku se
opira o § 5.5563, podle néjz ,vSechny véty naseho bézného jazyka jsou fak-
ticky, jak jsou, logicky dokonale usporadané.” Co je pak vlastné rozpozna-
no? Rozpoznano je to, ze co je nesmyslné, nemuze nic ukazovat. Rozpozna-
na je tedy zaroven nase touha chtit vyslovit nevyslovitelné. A pravé tuto
touhu ma Tractatus podle rezolutni interpretace terapeuticky utisit:

The heart of the Tractarian conception of logic is to be found in the
remark that ‘we cannot make mistakes in logic’ (§ 5.473). The burden
of the Tractatus — and much of Wittgenstein’s later writing — is to try
to show us that the idea that we can violate the logical syntax of lan-
guage rests upon a confused conception of ‘the logical structure of
thought’ — that there is no distinction to be drawn between deep non-
sense and mere nonsense. (Conant 1991, 158)

Jenze je tu problém — jak ma byt vlastné mozné pomoci nesmyslu vibec
néco poznat. Mozna nelze pomoci nesmyslu poznat povahu jazyka, ale jak
md byt moiné poznat sebe? Zde Diamondova (2000, 162) zavadi termin
,imaginativniho porozuméni [imaginative understanding]“. Imaginace se
tyka toho, ze skrze svoji predstavivost pochopime nékoho, kdo se snazi vy-
jadrit nesmysl (pravé proto je nutné rozumét autorovi), a zdroven pochopi-
me marnost takového pocinani. Tim, Ze pochopime autora textu, ktery se
snazi vyjadfit nesmysl, zaroven pochopime nesmyslnost, marnost a zbytec-
nost takového pocinani na sobé samych:

My point then is that the T7ractatus, in its understanding of itself as ad-
dressed to those who are in the grip of philosophical nonsense, and in
its understanding of the kind of demands it makes on its readers, sup-
poses a kind of imaginative activity, an exercise of the capacity to enter
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into the taking of nonsense for sense, of the capacity to share imagina-
tively the inclination to think that one is thinking something in it. (Di-
amond 2000, 157-158)

Conant (1992, 218) hovofi o ,imaginativni identifikaci [imaginative
identification]” ¢tenate a toho, kdo se snazi vyslovit nesmysl. Tim, ze Witt-
genstein chce (zdnlivé) vyjadfit nesmyslné, umoznuje ¢tenati, aby postupné
rozpoznal nesmyslnost takoveho usili: ,Wittgenstein’s aim in the T7ractatus
is to lead the philosopher from the original ‘disguised’ piece of nonsense (to
which he is attracted) through this network of (apparent) logical relations
to some more patently nonsensical (pseudo-)consequence.“ Conant pfirov-
nava Wittgensteinovu strategii ke Kierkegaardove, u néjz spatfuje obdob-
nou intenci v textu Konecny nevédecky dodatek k Filosofickym drobkiim. Kier-
kegaard sam se o ném vyjadfuje jako o ,obratu v celé své spisovatelské ¢in-
nosti, kdyz objasnuje svoji dosavadni ,pseudonymni estetickou produkeci®
(Kierkegaard 2003, 91). Co zde ma byt spole¢né se zamérem 7Tractatu?
Stru¢né feceno, Kierkegaard (2003, 90) se v zdjmu své ideje obnovy kies-
tanstvi snazi estetického Ctenare ,do pravdy vklamat“. To spoCiva v tom, Ze
autor textu ,nezacne primo tim, co chce sdélit, ale zacne tak, ze pfedstavu
druhého pfijme s vainosti“’? (Kierkegaard 2003, 91). Vychdzi pfitom z pre-
svédceni, Ze esteticky Ctenaf je v zajeti iluze (estetického klamu), a proto by
se pfimé sdéleni minulo u¢inkem. Neprima metoda sdéleni je tedy zphso-
bem, jak se zmatenym Ctenafem navazat kontakt a obratit jej, nebot ,smys-
lovy klam se nikdy neodstrani pfimo, poridné jen nepfimo (Kierkegaard
2003, 82).% Podle Conanta voli Wittgenstein obdobnou strategii nepfimé-
ho sdéleni — tj. zastava ad absurdum stanovisko, s nimz nesouhlasi, a pro-
stfednictvim demonstrace nesmyslnosti takového postoje presved¢i ¢tenare
o nutnosti zmény vlastniho postoje.

Co je na této analogii vécné spravné? Wittgenstein zacal Cist Kierkegaar-
dovy texty béhem prvni svétové valky (pfesné datovat nelze, v rukopisech
jsou prvni zminky az v r. 1931), patrné je ovSem znal jiz od roku 1914 pro-
stfednictvim Theodora Haeckera, ktery o Kierkegaardovi publikoval studie

22 v v . . o ’ ’ Vv ’ ’ . v
Formulacné jsem upravil ptvodni prvni osobu na osobu tfeti; vyznam je plné ve

shodé¢ s originalem — T'. D.

» Conant (1992, 217) tuto pasaz primo cituje. Problém analogie s Kierkegaardem spo-

¢iva ovsem také v tom, ze Wittgenstein zadny Konecny nevédecky dodatek, tj. spis, ktery
by objasnil nepfimou spisovatelskou cinnost, nikdy — na rozdil od Kierkegaarda — nena-
psal.



242 TOMAS DOSEK

v Casopisech Der Brenner a Die Fackel, které Wittgenstein (srov. 1980, 102)
Cetl. Ke Kierkegaardovym textim se dostal prokazatelné nejpozdéji v lété
1917, kdy mu jeho sestra poslala nékolik vytiski, o které ji pozadal (Witt-
genstein 1996, 48). Pokud vezmeme v Gvahu ranou verzi Tractatu — tedy
Prototractatus (Ms. 104) — a srovnime jej s Conantovym presvédcenim
o Wittgensteinove zaméru nepfimého sdéleni Tractatu, tak je vskutku zara-
Zejici, ze néco tak fundamentalniho, jako cely vyznam textu, dokazal Witt-
genstein zformulovat, aniz by po tom byla v jeho denicich stopa, ba dokon-
ce aniz by mél vabec k disposici Kierkegaardovy texty. Pokud tedy ma byt
hypotéza o nepfimém sdéleni spravna, tak ji bud Wittgenstein neprejal od
Kierkegaarda (a pak je Conantova analogie chybnd), anebo — coz je, domni-
vam se, zdaleka nejjednodussi vysvétleni — Wittgenstein nepfimé kierkega-
ardovske sdéleni v Tractatu prosté nepredpoklada. Kdyby tomu tak nebylo,
zdalo by se naprosto pfirozené, ze by se autor k nékomu, kdo pouziva stejny
styl komunikace se Ctenafem, prinejmensim nékdy vyjadril. Zatimco
s Krausem se autor Tractatu rGznymi zplsoby srovnaval (¢i chtél srovnd-
Vat),24 v pripad¢ Kierkegaarda lze tuto tendenci v textech najit jen stéii.
V této souvislosti je zajimavy pozoruhodné sebereflektujici postieh, ktery si
Wittgenstein zaznamenal na za¢atku dubna 1931:

Je myslim, pravda, kdyz se domnivam, ze jsem ve svém mysleni vlastné
jen reproduktivni. Myslim, Ze jsem nikdy nevynalezl [erfunden] Zidné
myslenkové hnuti, ale Ze mi bylo vzdycky nékym dano a ja se ho pouze
vas$nivé chopil pro své objasnujici dilo [Klirungswerk]. Tak mé ovlivnili
Boltzmann, Hertz, Schopenhauer, Frege, Russell, Kraus, Loos, Weinin-
ger, Spengler, Sraffa. (Ms. 154, 16r)

Spociva-li podle Conanta filosofie skutecné v objasnovani v kierkegaar-
dovském stylu, pak je otazkou, pro¢ se Wittgenstein ,nechopil® ve svém
Klirungswerk pravé Kierkegaarda. Jesté silnéjsi pochybnost o Conantové hy-
potéze se objevi, vezmeme-li v avahu Ms. 183, v némz se Wittgenstein vy-
jadruje prave ke Kierkegaardové metodé neprimého autorstvi, kterou ozna-
¢uje jako ,trik®. Pise o ném:

Kierkegaardovy spisy v sobé maji jakési pokuseni a to je pfirozené umy-
slné, byt si nejsem jist; zda je zamysleno pravé takové piisobeni, které na

Srov. pozn. €. 20 této studie. Viz rovnéz Ms. 183, 104: ,Casto jsem si limal hlavu
s tim, Ze nejsem lepsi nez Kraus [...].“ Dile srov. Ms. 136, 92b; Ms. 183, 30-31.
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mne maji. [...] Myslenka, Ze nékdo pouziva néjaky trik, aby mé k néce-
mu primél, je nepfijemnd. Je jisté, Ze k tomu (tohoto triku pouzit) je
treba velké odvahy a Ze ja bych tuto odvahu — ani v nejmensim — nemél;
ale je otazkou, zda, kdybych ji mél, by bylo spravné jej pouzit. (Ms. 183,
123)

Wittgenstein tedy Kierkegaardovu metodu nepfimého sdéleni dobre
znal, jak je ovSem zfejmé — zdaleka s ni nebyl srozumeén tak, jak by si snad
Conant pral. Zajimavé je rovnéz Wittgensteinovo vyjadreni ke Kierkegaar-
dovi, které se pfimo tyka hranice vyslovitelného:

Clovék mé nutkani naréZet na hranice jazyka. Pomyslete napt. na Gdiv,
ze vibec néco existuje. Ten udiv nemiize byt vyjadfen otazkou, a neexis-
tuje ani zadna odpovéd. Vse, co bychom chtéli fici, mize byt a priori jen
nesmyslem. Pfesto vsak narazime na hranice jazyka. Toto narazeni vidél
rovnéz Kierkegaard a dokonce je docela podobné pojmenoval (jako nara-
zeni na paradox). Toto nardZeni na hranici jazyka je etikou. Jisté povaiuji
za dilezité, aby se vSemu tomu Zvanéni o etice — jestli existuje poznani,
hodnoty, zda je mozné definovat dobro atd. — udinila pfitrz. [...] Ale ta-

to tendence, toto narizeni, na néco poukazuje. (Wittgenstein 1984a, 68-
25
69)

Netvrdim, ze Wittgenstein nebyl ovlivnén Kierkegaardem, ba dokonce
se lze domnivat, Ze kierkegaardovska perspektiva muze ledasco v tractatov-
skych otazkich objasnit. Ostatné byl to pravé Kierkegaard, jehoz Wittgen-
stein v jednom z rozhovord oznacil za ,nejhlubsiho myslitele“ 19. stoleti
(Drury, 1992, 130).% Popiram vsak, ze je jim ovlivnén tak, jak Conant
predpoklada — tedy ve smyslu formovani svého vztahu ke ctenari. Vyse uve-
deny citat dokonce jasné doklada, Ze nesmyslné neni ,einfach Unsinn®, ale

p LI . . . g v 4 Dy gy .
Wittgenstein o této tendenci rovnéz hovori na konci své Predndsky o etice. Bylo by

ovsem chybou zminénou paralelu brat prilis doslova. Jen velmi stru¢né: Kierkegaard na-
razeni na hranice chipe predevsim ve smyslu ,vasné rozumu® (Kierkegaard 2005, 48).
Wittgenstein naproti tomu hovofi spise o ,nutkani [Trieb]“ (Wittgenstein 1984a, 68),
¢i ,tendenci® (ibid. 93). Naproti tomu Conant (2007, 45) tyto diference prechdzi a zdd-

raznuje zde souvislost.

26 . 7 . . v ’ v v AR
Tento kierkegaardovsky rys Wittgensteinova mysleni ponékud prehlizi Peter Hac-

ker, ktery jej chape — patrné pod vlivem konfrontace s Conantem — predevsim ve smyslu
ironie a specifického pojeti autorstvi (srov. Hacker — Kanterian 2001).
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ze tato snaha o vysloveni nevyslovitelného néco sdéluje — ,na néco poukazu-

.«
jet.

Dalsi potiz rezolutniho ¢teni ve zd@raznovani vztahu autora a recipienta
jeho textu spociva v predpokladu urcit¢ho pojeti Ctenafe. Rezolutni inter-
pretace se opird o predpoklad, Ze Tractatus je urCen tém, ktefi se snazi vy-
slovit nevyslovitelné tim, Ze se pokouseji o teorii, jenz vymezi hranice vyslo-
vitelnosti. Je tomu ale opravdu tak? Wittgenstein skutecné v § 6.54 hovori
o tom cCtenafi, ktery mu rozumi,27 pficemz na formulaci ,kdo mi rozumi®
trva i pfi komunikaci s Ogdenem (1973, 51). Za obrat ke Ctenafi je mozné
ostatné¢ povazovat hned prvni vétu predmluvy: , T'¢to knize bude asi rozu-
met jen ten, kdo se uz jednou sam zamyslel nad myslenkami v ni vyjadre-
nymi — ¢i aspon myslenkami podobnymi.“ Nabizi se otazka: Kdo je vlastné
adresatem Tractatu? Samotna kniha poskytuje jen velmi malo indicii, pfes-
to je pomérné prekvapive, ze jeji autor sice proklamuje lhostejnost k jinym
filosofim (,je mi lhostejné, zda to, co jsem myslel, uz pfede mnou myslel
nékdo jiny®), hned zihy vsak vyjadfuje vdécnost ,znamenitému dilu G. Fre-
geho“ a pracim ,pfitele pana Bertranda Russella® (Wittgenstein 1998, 2).
V dopisu z 10. brezna 1919 Wittgenstein informuje Russella o tom, ze do-
psal knihu, kterou zamysli vydat po navratu domu a pritom vyjadfuje sebe-
védomé nasledujici pfesvédceni: ,I think I have solved our problems final-
ly. (Wittgenstein 1980, 250). O tfi dny pozdéji pise Russellovi znovu
(1980, 251), pficemz z jeho formulace lze vy¢ist, ze pravé Russella povazoval
(srov. ,our problems®) za moznd viibec nejdilezitéjsiho ¢tenare své knihy:

I wish I could copy it [the book — T.D.] out for you; but it’s pretty
long and I would have no safe way of sending it to you. In fact you
would not understand it without a previous explanation as it’s written
in quite short remarks. (This of course means that nobody will under-
stand it; although I believe, it’s all as clear as crystal. But it upsets all
our theory of truth, of classes, of numbers and all the rest.)

Nasledovalo dohodnuti s Russellem na predmluvé, o ¢emz Wittgenstein
informoval 28. 12. von Fickera. Podle néj je Russellav text vhodnym pro
vydani z toho divodu, ze ,knize zajisti urity okruh ¢tenara“ (1980, 104).
Myslim, ze tyto poukazy, stejné jako zdroj Wittgensteinovych myslenek
u Fregeho a Russella, jsou dobrym divodem se domnivat, ze 7ractatus je
adresovan prave jim. Tedy ¢tenartm, ktefi se jiz zamysleli nad ,kardinalnim

27 . , .
»... ten, kdo mi rozumi [der, welcher mich versteht].
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problémem filosofie®, kterym neni nic jiného nez hranice mezi tim, co se da
fici, a tim, co lze jen ukazat.

Vidime tedy, ze konkrétni textové doklady pfimo ¢i nepfimo vyvraci re-
levanci rezolutniho cteni. Jeho nejvétsi slabinou ovsem neni ani tak po-
chybnost z hlediska pramen ¢i vagnost tvrzeni a zdivodnéni, ale nasledujici
predpoklad: Nesmyslnost textu je mozné prostrednictvim imaginativniho
porozumeéni uchopit jako iluzi jeho autora. Jenze rezolutni interpretace je
pfece rezolutni pravé tim, Ze co je nesmyslné, je zkratka nesmyslné a nelze
pomoci toho cokoli sdélovat. Oklika pfes imaginaci nepisobi prilis presvéd-
¢ivé, nebot z nesmyslnosti néjakého textu nutné neplyne vitbec nic — neni
tedy pravda, ze z néj plyne sebepoznani. Dalo by se ale namitnout, Ze ne
vSechny véty Tractatu jsou nesmyslné — jeho funkce (objasnéni) se projevu-
je pravé pfi kombinaci raimce (jak Cist text) a vlastniho textu. Na to je
ovSem nutné namitnout, ze — jak jsem ukazal vyse — je rozliSeni mezi ram-
cem a obsahem jen stézi udrzitelné, protoze textové nerelevantni.

5. Resumé: interpretace § 6.54 a faleSné dilema

Rezolutni interpretace dokaze byt velmi silnou kritikou potizi ontolo-
gické interpretace, zdroven ji nelze upfit alespon pfi prvnim pohledu jedno-
duchost a snad i jistou eleganci. Jenze se ukazalo, ze tyto kvality rezolutni
interpretace jsou vykoupeny predpoklady, jejichz zavazkim nelze dostat.
Chybou rezolutni interpretace je uz samo vychodisko, kdy je konec knihy (§
6.54) povazovan za jeji ustfedni motiv. Namisto toho, aby se rezolutni in-
terpreti vyporadali napf. s mottem textu nebo celou predmluvou, podridi
svému striktnimu pojeti nesmyslu ze zavéru knihy interpretaci celého pred-
choziho textu. Rezolutni interpretace je navic zalozena na zdivodnénich,
ktera nejsou validni, to znamenad, ze pro né neni mozno nalézt dostatecnou
oporu ve Wittgensteinovych textech. Jako interpretace tedy selhava hned na
dvou trovnich: Rozliseni rimce a obsahu je neudrzitelné, nebot” se stejnou
relevanci by bylo mozné nalézt v Tractatu i oporu pro jiné interpretace.
Primarni cil v etickém obratu Ctenafe skrze nesmyslnost textu je rovnéz pri-
lis krajni pozici, nebot Wittgenstein prokazatelné navazoval na Russella
a Frega, zatimco domnéla inspirace Kierkegaardem, jak se snazi Conant su-
gerovat, je spiSe vagni a tyka se nikoli vztahu autora a Ctenare, ale spise
Wittgensteinova vztahu ke kfest'anské vife a jeho tvah o autenticité nibo-
zenské zkusenosti.
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Na druhou stranu by odmitnuti rezolutni interpretace nemeélo zastfit, ze
terapeuticko-etické motivy hraji jak v Tractatu, tak v pozdéjsim mysleni
velmi dtlezitou roli. Ostatné samotnd myslenka rezolutni interpretace muze
byt pro mnohé ctenare Wittgensteinovych textt jisté velmi podnétna a jako
rozvinuti tractatovskych myslenek je bezpochyby inspirativnim filosofickym
impulsem (napf. formulaci otdzky vztahu autora a dila).

Otazkou ale z@stava, jak vlastné § 6.54 pochopit. Prokazat nespravnost
jednoho interpretacniho postupu ma vyznam hlavné tehdy, kdyz se podari
pfedlozit rozumnou alternativu. Nemyslim si, Ze je nezbytné nutné postulo-
vat dvoji typ nesmyslu, jak to ¢ini Hacker nebo Glock. Nutné by to bylo
tehdy, kdybychom museli chapat § 6.54 pravé rezolutnim zpasobem. Poku-
sim se ukazat, ze to nutné neni. Ucinim to tak, ze prokazu platnost nasle-
dujiciho tvrzeni: Terminologie Tractatu neni striktni (jednoznacné dana).
Proto ani Unsinn v § 6.54 neznamend nutné nesmyslnost celého dosavadni-
ho textu. Wittgenstein (1973, 19) pfi rozhovorech s Ogdenem o prekladu
sam vykazuje pozoruhodnou volnost ve své terminologii a Ogdena pfimo

vyzyval, aby prekladal smysl, nikoli jednotliva slova knihy:

The translation as you said, was in many points by far too literal. I have
very often altered it such that now it doesn’t seem to be a translation of
the German at all. T've left out some words which occur in the German
text or put in others which don’t occur in the original etc. etc. But I all
ways did it in order to translate the sense (not the words).

Z této perspektivy pak ani pfilis neprekvapi, ze v textu, jehoz krystalicka
Cistota je vydavana za terminologickou preciznost, se hned dvakrat objevi
véta, ktera je fecena doslova ,mimochodem [beildufig gesprochen]“ (TLP
§§ 2.0232 a 5.5303). Ostatné i pfi komunikaci o prekladu Wittgenstein
Ogdena nékolikrat vyzyvd, aby pouzival bézny jazyk: , The expression [obec-
nd forma véty ,es verhilt sich so und so“ in § 4.5 — T.D.] must be one used
in every day language to express that something or other is the case.”
(Wittgenstein 1973, 30%%). Tim samoziejmé nechci fici, ze by Wittgenstein
neusiloval o jasné vyjadrovani, ukazuje se vsak, Ze jasnost méla byt spise vy-
stiznosti nez formalné presnou analytickou terminologii.29 Chci fici, ze

% Podobné (1973, 24) i v § 3.001.

Coz samozfejmé neznamend, ze by Wittgenstein svoji terminologii (zvldsté mezi
§§ 3.2 a 5.5) nevysvétloval. Navic v pfipadé § 4.122 pfimo ,zavadi novy vyraz. Vice
k terminologii viz Kienzler (2009, 227-229).

29
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Kraustv ideal vystiznosti je snadné zaménit za Carnaplv ideal exaktnosti,
z ¢ehoz pak prameni celd fada pseudoproblémt. Co tato terminologicka
uvolnénost znamena pro interpretaci § 6.54?

Rezolutni interpretace vyklada celou knihu na zakladé ramce, k némuz
pocita jak 6.53, tak 6.54, ale tato souvislost neni nalezité objasnéna, nebot’
rezolutné je Ctena pouze nesmyslnost vét Tractatu.™ Naproti tomu v § 6.53
stoji:

Spravnou metodou filosofie by vlastné bylo [wire eigentlich]: nefikat
nic nez to, co se fici d4, tedy véty pfirodovédy — tedy cosi, co nema
s filosofii nic co do ¢inéni —, a kdyby pak chtél nékdo fici néco metafy-
zickeého, upozornit ho, ze jistym znakim ve svych vétach nedal vyznam.
Tato metoda by toho druhého neuspokojovala [wire fiir den anderen
unbefriedigend] — nemél by pocit, ze ho ué¢ime filosofii — avsak prdvé
ona’' by byla jedinou spravnou metodou [sie wire die einzig streng rich-
tige]. (Wittgenstein 2007, 83)

Za zasadni zde povazuji kondicional: Spravnou metodou filosofie by by-
lo, fici jen to, co fikaji pfirodni védy. Tedy nikoli: Spravnou metodou filo-
sofie je, fici jen to, co fikaji prirodni védy. Kondicional jasné sdéluje, ze této
,jediné spravné metody” neni dosazeno. Tomu zaroven odpovida jista ter-
minologicka volnost ve snaze o formulaci vét Tractatu v pfirozeném jazyce
pfi jeho prekladu.

Pravé tento rozdil vyjadfeny kondicionalem v § 6.53 umoznuje dobfe vy-
svétlit metaforu zebfiku v nasledujicim paragrafu: ,Moje véty objasnuji tim,
ze ten, kdo mi rozumi, nakonec rozpozna, ze jsou nesmyslné, kdyz jimi — po
nich — vystoupi nad né.“ Tu je moziné parafrazovat nasledovné: Véty
Tractatu objasnuji, Ze fici jen to, co se Fici da, je mozné pouze na zakladé
takové koncepce jazyka, ktery je vytvoren podle pravidel logické syntaxe.
Jestlize takovy jazyk vytvofime, pak budou i véty Tractatu rozpoznany jako
nesmyslné. Objasnéni se tedy netyka, jak se domnivaji Conant s Diamondo-
vou, vlastni touhy po vysloveni nevyslovitelného, ale principialniho presved-
¢eni o tom, ze ma-li byt moiné stanovit kritérium nesmyslnosti, pak je to
mozné jen pomoci logické syntaxe. Véty Tractatu jako nesmyslné (= zfor-

Neni popirdna souvislost obou paragrafl, ale — jak poznamenava Diamondova (2000,
155) — ,is not the point®, coz ji dile umoznuje presunout vyklad do souvislosti rozuméni

autorovi, nikoli textu (2000, 156n).

31 [*] Vv / 7 . . 14 . v v ’
Toto zditraznéni shodné s originalem ve Fialové prekladu chybi.
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mulované béinym jazykem) rozpozna tedy ten, kdo bude spravné pouzivat
jazyk (= dle logické syntaxe). T'oho je vsak mozné dosahnout teprve tehdy,
jestlize bude jasno v principialnim motivu a zdivodnéni ,jediné spravné me-
tody“. Pravé toto zakladni vychodisko jako divod pro analyzu se Tractatus
snazi sdélit.

Zavérem bych zaroven k soucasné diskusi mezi ontologickymi a rezolut-
nimi interprety rad poznamenal, ze tato diskuse zfejmé vykazuje znaky fa-
lesného dilematu. To spociva v tom, Ze ¢tendf 7Tractatu ma na vybranou
bud Wittgensteinovi podsouvat jasnou a komplexni teorii jazyka, nebo exis-
tencidlni sebepozndni. Myslim, ze toto dilema je nespravné, nebot kazdd
interpretace se musi ridit elementarnimi zdsadami textové kritiky a argu-
mentacni korektnosti. Teprve poté je mozné akcentovat riznd témata ve
Wittgensteinovych rukopisech. Z toho, ze téchto témat je na desitkach tisic
stran rukopist nepreberné mnozstvi, plyne zfejmé i to, ze snaha o Gplnou
a vyCerpavajici interpretaci je moznd pouze za cenu zd@raznovani urcitych
aspektd na ukor jinych. Na tom samozfejmeé neni nic $patné¢ho, pokud je to
explicitné vysvétleno a zdivodnéno. Mozna ze pravé tento rys plati i pro
samotny 7ractatus. Je to filozoficky text, ktery zkratka nemusi byt konzis-
tentni ¢i prosty myslenkovych chyb, o precizni a prfisné terminologii — jak
jsem ukazal — ani nemluvé.
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1. Uvod

V ostatnom roku vysli na strankach dvoch nasich domacich filozofickych
¢asopisov — Organonu F i Filozofie — dva podnetné polemické prispevky, je-
den od Roéberta Maca (2012) a druhy od Eugena Zelenidka (2012). Autori
v nich reaguju na moju prezenticiu (a na mnou navrhované riesenie) tzv.
novej zdhady indukcie, ktorej som sa venoval v prici Bielik (2011c). Kym Ze-
lendk sa v praci (2012) okrem kritiky mdjho spracovania Goodmanovej no-
vej zahady indukcie venuje aj kritike mojej prezentacie tzv. paradoxu havra-
nov (pozri Bielik 2011a), ktory Hempel priblizuje vo svojej stadii o kvalita-
tivnej teorii potvrdenia,1 Maco sa obmedzuje len na kritiku mojich argu-
mentov proti Goodmanovej novej zahade. KedZe sa navyse Macove namiet-
ky nie vzdy prekryvaju s namietkami Zelenaka, budem Macovej kritike mo-
jich argumentov venovat' samostatny prispevok. Na tomto mieste sa preto
obmedzim len na vyrovnanie sa s hlavnymi ndmietkami a pripomienkami,
ktoré mi adresuje Zelenak v (2012).

KedZe budem v texte reagovat’ primdrne na kritiku z pera Eugena Zelenaka, nebu-
dem tu reprodukovat’ kompletnii Hempelovu formulaciu paradoxu havranov, ani Good-
manovu formuldciu novej zdhady indukcie, ale len tie casti, v ktorych ma Zelenak kriti-
zuje, resp. tie Casti, ktoré poukazuji na chyby ¢i nepresnosti, ktorych som sa dopustil.
Povodnu a uplnu formulaciu prvého a druhého problému citatel ndjde v pracach Hem-
pel (1965), resp. Goodman (1979).

© 2013 The Author. Journal compilation © 2013 Institute of Philosophy SAS
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Najskor sa budem venovat’ jeho kritike mojho vykladu Hempelovho pa-
radoxu havranov, v dalej Casti prejdem k jeho argumentom spochybnuju-
cim moje predstavenie i ,rieSenie® novej zdhady indukcie. V oboch castiach sa

/A Ve ) o v . v o7 ’ PR ’ ’
pokusim odlisit” jednak to, v com je Zelenakova kritika opravnena, od toho,
¢o mi Zelenak mylne pripisuje, ako aj od toho, k akym problematickym do-
sledkom vedu niektoré z téz, ktoré zastava a obhajuje.

2. Zelendak o Bielikovom vyklade paradoxe havranov

Zelenak za¢ina svoju polemickd ¢ast’ o Hempelovom paradoxe havranov
najskor priblizenim a objasnenim dvoch zakladnych principov, ktoré stoja
v pozadi tohto paradoxu (por. Zelenak 2012, 524-526; resp. Hempel 1965):
ide o tzv. Nicodovo kritérium a o podmienku ekvivalencie. Prvy princip hovori,
ze ak uvazujeme o testovani empirického vyroku (hypotézy), ktorého logic-
ku formu reprezentuje formula

H)  (v9[F&x) — GK)],

tak i) situdcia opisate[nd empirickym vyrokom formy F(a) A G(a) potvrdzuje
vyrok formy (H); ii) situdcia opisatelna empirickym vyrokom formy F(a) A
—G(a) ho zasa vyvracia; aiii) situdcie opisatelné vyrokmi formy —F(a) A
G(a), resp. =F(a) A =G(a) su pre vyrok formy (H) neutrdlne — ani ho nepo-
tvrdzuju, ani ho nevyvracaji (por. Hempel 1965, 11).

Druhy princip, tzv. podmienka ekvivalencie hovori, ze cokol'vek, o potvr-
dzuje jeden z dvoch ekvivalentnyjch vyrokov (viet), potvrdzuje aj druby z nich
(por. Hempel 1965, 13). A prive tento princip, ako Zelendk sprivne upo-
zorfiuje, som v praci Bielik (2011a) neuviedol a namiesto neho som uviedol
princip logickej ekvivalencie dvoch vyrokov vieobecnej formy” (por. Bielik
2011a, 216; resp. Zelendk 2012, 526). Tuto pripomienku akceptujem bez
vyhrad a som rad, ze ma na nu Zelenak upozornil.

Faktom vsak zostéva, ze aj sim Hempel (1965, 12) este skor, nez uvidza
formulaciu podmienky ekvivalencie, odvodzuje nekonzistentné dosledky
prijatia Nicodovho kritéria spolu s principom logickej ekvivalentnosti dvoch
hypotéz (menovite hypotézy S;: ,VSetky havrany su ¢ierne®; a hypotézy S;:

,Vsetko, Co nie je Cierne, nie je havran®), a to bez podmienky ekvivalencie

Princip logickej ekvivalentnosti dvoch vSeobecnych vyrokov vyjadruje formula:
(V¥ [F(x) = G(x)] < (Vx)[G(x) — =FK)].



K PREZENTACII PARADOXU HAVRANOV A NOVEJ ZAHADY INDUKCIE 253

(pre potvrdenie hypotéz). Hempel teda svoju Gvahu opiera o princip logic-
kej ekvivalencie hypotéz, ked konstatuje: ,S; a S, su logicky ekvivalentné;
maju ten isty obsab, s to odlisné formuldcie tej istej hypotézy (Hempel 1965,
12; kurziva — LB). Ak je to tak, potom sme schopni demonstrovat’ aj na za-
klade principu ekvivalencie dvoch vyrokov vseobecnej formy a Nicodovho
kritéria, ze oba principy nemozno zdroven konzistentne zastavat: Ak totiz
v zmysle Nicodovho kritéria tvrdime, Ze existencia bielej topanky je neu-
tralna vo vztahu k hypotéze ,Vsetky havrany st ¢ierne®, tak nemézeme zi-
roveni konzistentne tvrdit, ze biela topanka (ako jeden z druhov predmetov,
ktoré nie s ¢iernym havranom) potvrdzuje hypotézu ,Vsetko, ¢o nie je
¢ierne, nie je havran®, ktord je len inou formuliciou (obsahovo zhodnej)
hypotézy ,,Vsetky havrany sa ¢ierne®. A prave tento Hempelov myslienkovy
postup som v praci Bielik (2011a) len explicitne rozvinul.

Hempel v 4. casti svojej state (1965) samozrejme prechadza od tejto
uvodnej uvahy k explicitnej formulacii podmienky ekvivalencie (,Cokolvek,
¢o potvrdzuje (vyvracia) jeden z dvoch ekvivalentnych vyrokov, potvrdzuje
(vyvracia) aj druhy z nich®), o ktorej je presvedéeny, Zze md byt nevyhnutnou
podmienkou akejkolvek adekvatnej (kvalitativnej) teérie potvrdenia. Hempel
tak do svojej koncepcie potvrdenia zaclenuje podmienku ekvivalencie (ktoru
som v texte, ako Zelenak sprivne poznamendva, priamo neformuloval) a do-
pfﬁa ju aj o modifikovanu verziu Nicodovho kritéria. Hempelovo pozmenenie
Nicodovho kritéria sa vztahuje na bod iii). Hempel totiz nahradza klauzulu
o tom, ze empirické situdcie, opisatelné vyrokmi formy —F(a) A G(a), resp.
—F(a) A =G(a), st pre vyrok formy (H) neutrdlne, klauzulou, podla ktore;
situdcie opisatelné takymito vyrokmi hypotézu (H) porvrdzuji.

Zda sa teda, ze aj napriek tomu, Ze som v prici Bielik (2011a) neuviedol
explicitne podmienku ekvivalencie (pre potvrdenie hypotéz), pridrzal som sa
Hempelovej uvahy z 3. Casti jeho price (1965) a odvodil som z nej dosledok,
ktory z nej odvodil aj Hempel: Bud' treba odmietnut’ podmienku ekvivalen-
cie, alebo treba odmietnut, resp. modifikovat’ Nicodovo kritérium.’

3 . : . .
V Hempelovom ¢lanku sa teda v skutocnosti stretavame s dvoma ,,paradoxmi“: Ten

prvy spociva v nekonzistentnosti povodného Nicodovho kritéria s podmienkou ekviva-
lencie. Tento prvy ,paradox Hempel riesi jednoducho prijatim modifikovaného Nico-
dovho kritéria, podla ktorého situacie opisatelné vyrokmi formy —F(a) A G(a) a =F(a)
A —G(a) st klasifikované ako pripady potvrdenia hypotézy (H) a nie ako ,Cosi neutrdl-
ne®. Druhy ,paradox® — vlastny paradox havranov — spociva v prihlaseni sa k tejto Hem-
pelovej modifikacii Nicodovho kritéria a teda aj k nazoru, Ze hypotéza, akou je napriklad
vyrok ,Vsetky havrany su cierne®, je potvrdena aj evidenciou o bielej topanke. Hoci mi
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Zelenak vsak svoju kritiku rozsiruje aj na moje neprijatie Hempelovho
navrhu, aby sme situdcie opisatelné empirickymi vyrokmi formy —F(a) A
G(a), resp. =F(a) A —G(a) povazovali za pripad potvrdenia hypotéz formy
(H).* A doplfta ju kritikou rieenia, ktoré v nadviznosti na Hempelov para-
dox potvrdenia pontkam. Zelenak konstatuje: ,Bielikov postup je otdzny
i v dalsej casti jeho clanku, kde predklada akési ,riesenie’ Hempelovho pa-
radoxu, resp. poukazuje na to, v ¢om spociva probléem Hempelovych uvah®
(Zelenak 2012, 527). Hlavné tézy mnou navrhnutej proceduralnej koncepcie
potvrdenia (vSeobecnych) hypotéz sice Zelenik vo svojom texte uvidza, no
nepostrehol som, ze by niektory z principov, ktoré sa jej tykaju, priamo
odmietol. Spochybnuje sice zakladni myslienku proceduralnej koncepcie,
podla ktorej plati, Ze ak chceme testovat’ urditi vSeobecnt hypotézu, tak na
jej potvrdenie je relevantné vziat' do uvahy len objekty majuice vlastnosti vy-
jadrené v antecedente implikativneho vyroku (a nie tie, ktoré tieto vlastnos-
ti nemaju) a nasledne testovat, ¢i tieto objekty maju aj vlastnosti vyjadrené
v konzekvente tohto vyroku. Zelenak vsak tato pochybnost zaklada na pre-
svedCeni, ze Hempelovo vysvetlenie (zdanlivej) neintuitivnosti pripadov po-
tvrdenia hypotézy (H) situdciami opisanymi vyrokmi formy —F(a) A G(a),
resp. =F(a) A =G(a), je adekvatne. Zelendk pise:

Hempel si velmi presne uvedomuje, ze na prvj poblad si mnohi budu
mysliet, ze ak testujeme (H), musime si v§imat iba havrany a nasledne
preskimat’ ich sfarbenie. Prive dany prvotny dojem vsak podrobuje
skuske. Vychadzajic zistych plauzibilnych predpokladov (predstava
o logickej forme univerzalnych hypotéz a o ich logickej ekvivalencii, po-
sta¢ujuca podmienka konfirmdcie, podmienka ekvivalencie) odvodzuje
zaver, ktory poukazuje na to, Ze z hladiska testovania (H) je relevantné
preskumat’ tiez iné objekty ako havrany. (Zelendk 2012, 528)

A nadvizuje na to o par riadkov dalej slovami:

Co ponuka Bielik? Bielik v podstate zopakuje myslienku, ktora stala na
zaciatku Hempelovych avah (t. j. ideu, ze pri testovani (H) je relevantné
v$imat si iba havrany a ich sfarbenie) a vycita mu, Ze sa fiou neriadi. Je

Zelenik tento bod vykladu nevycita, je pravdou, Ze tieto dva ,paradoxy“ som mohol
v stati Bielik (2011a) presnejsie odlisit’.

Hempel uvazuje o potvrdeni a vyvrateni nie ako o relaciach medzi situaciami a vy-
rokmi, ale ako o relaciach medzi vyrokmi. Toto rozliSenie nie je pre nasu argumentaciu
teraz podstatné.
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to zvlastna vycitka. Ved predsa Hempel tato myslienku dobre pozna,
vedome ju robi predmetom kritickej diskusie a nakoniec ju vyvracia.
(Zelendk 2012, 528)

Nuz keby som len zopakoval myslienku zo zaciatku Hempelovych avah
a vycital mu, Ze sa nou neriadi, bola by to naozaj zvldstna vycitka. Zelenak
vsak zrejme prehliadol problémy, na ktoré v ¢lanku v savislosti s Hempelo-
vym paradoxom havranov upozornujem (pozri Bielik 2011a, 217-218; resp.
Pollock 1973; Goddard 1977) a ktoré st dévodom, preco jeho riesenie nepri-
jimam. Bez toho, aby som zabiehal do detailov, stru¢ne zmienim tri prob-
lematicke pripady.

Prvy pripad: Predpokladajme, Ze testujeme hypotézu formy (H)
(Vx)[F(x) — G(x)] a vjrok formy F(a) A G(a) je pravdivy. Ak je vyrok for-
my F(a) A G(a) pravdivy, vdaka komutativnosti konjunkcie je pravdivy aj
vyrok formy G(a) A F(a). A ak o vyroku formy F(a) A G(a) povieme, ze po-
tvrdzuje hypotézu (H) (Vx)[F(x) — G(x)] (v zmysle modifikovaného Nico-
dovho kritéria), sme zaviazani tiez povedat, ze vyrok formy G(a) A F(a) po-
tvrdzuje hypotézu formy (H) (Vx)[G(x) — F(x)]. To vsak znamend, 7ze vy-
rok formy F(a) A G(a) potvrdzuje nielen hypotézu formy (H), ale aj hypoté-
zu formy (H’), a teda aj ekvivalenciu (Vx)[F(x) <> G(x)]. Zdd sa vsak ab-
surdné tvrdit, ze entita, ktord je havranom a ktora je zaroven Cierna, potvr-
dzuje hypotézu , Vsetko, Co je Cierne, st havrany®. Ak sa teda Zelenak hlasi
k Hempelovmu rieseniu a povazuje ho za adekvatne ¢i presvedcivé, mal by
povedat’, ako sa vie vyrovnat’ s uvedenym dosledkom prijatia Hempelovych
principov. (Koncepcia — lepsie povedané naért koncepcie — ktord som v pra-
ci Bielik 2011a ponukol, tento typ protiprikladu neumoznuje.)

Druhy pripad: Predpokladajme, ako to robi Pollock v (1973, 479), ze

mame dve hypotézy s touto logickou formou:

(H)  (v3)[Fx) — Gx)]
(H”)  (Vx)[F(x) = =Gx)]

Ak prijmeme Hempelom modifikované Nicodovo kritérium, tak situdciu,
v ktorej ndjdeme urcity objekt a, ktory nemd vlastnost’ F, ale ma vlastnost’
G, musime povazovat’ za pripad potvrdenia hypotézy formy (H), t. j. vyrok
formy —F(a) A G(a) potvrdzuje hypotézu (H). V zmysle modifikovaného
Nicodovho kritéria vsak vyrok formy —F(a) A G(a) potvrdzuje aj hypotézu
(H”). To znamend, ze modifikované Nicodovo kritérium umoziuje potvr-
denie dvoch logicky nezlucitelnych hypotéz — pravdiva mdze byt totiz nana-
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jvy$ jedna z nich. Takyto neblahy doésledok by mal zastanca Hempelovho
rieSenia paradoxu podla vsetkého akceptovat.

Treti pripad: Predstavme si situaciu, v ktorej niekto so zmyslom pre lo-
gicka fantaziu sformuluje hypotézu: ,Vsetkym okridlenym Fudom koluje
v zilach benzin“. Ak by som sa mal uspokojit' s Hempelovym riesenim para-
doxu havranov, musel by som akceptovat, ze tito hypotéza je potvrdeni
mnozstvom dostupnej evidencie: biele topanky, sucasni slovenski filozofi,
rodinné domy, moj pocita¢ a nepreberné mnozstvo inych veci — to vsetko je
evidenciou, ktora potvrdzuje — v zmysle modifikovaného Nicodovho kritéria
a podmienky ekvivalencie — tto bizarna hypotézu: Na jej potvrdenie totiz
staci, ze identifikujem objekty, ktorym v zilach nekoluje benzin. A to je
dostatoCne absurdny zaver na to, aby som principy, z ktorych je odvodeny,
akceptoval ako adekvatne pre nejaka koncepciu potvrdenia.

Ked mi teda Zelenak adresuje zaverom svojej kritickej Casti o mojej pre-
zentacii Hempelovho paradoxu havranov odporucanie, ze ,Bielik by mal te-
da upozornit’ na to, kde Hempel urobil chybu pri odvodeni paradoxu hav-
ranov® (Zelenak 2012, 529), predpokladim, Ze pasdz, v ktorej uvadzam Pol-
lockove a Goddardove protipriklady asi prehliadol (por. Bielik 2011a, 217-
218 a pozn. ¢. 3). Navyse, hlavny ciel mojho clanku nespoéival v predstaveni
Hempelovej koncepcie potvrdenia — ved ta obsahuje okrem uz zmienenych
aj niekolko dalsich podmienok — ale v predstaveni zdkladnej schémy proce-
durilnej koncepcie testovania a potvrdenia (vSeobecnych) hypotéz. A kedze
Zelenak okrem konstatovania, ze ponukam ,akési ,riesenie, nespochybnuje
myslienkové pozadie mojej koncepcie, nebudem sa obhajobe svojej koncep-
cie teraz venovat.

3. Zelendk o Bielikovej prezentacii novej zahady indukcie

Druhd cast’ kritickjch poznimok, ktoré mi Eugen Zelenak v praci
(2012) adresuje, sa venuje jednak mojmu vymedzeniu Goodmanovej novej
zahady indukcie (pozri Bielik 2011¢), jednak spochybneniu mojich argumen-
tov, na zaklade ktorych Goodmanovu zihadu odmietam. Ked7e sa kritike
mojho vymedzenia problému a argumentov, ktoré ho maju riesit’, venuje aj
¢lanok Roberta Maca (2012), (ktorému na inom mieste odpoviem v osobit-
nej replike), obmedzim teraz svoju pozornost len na niekolko Zelendkovych
vyhrad a téz, ktoré mi mylne pripisuje. V zavere tejto Casti sa aj vdaka Zele-
nakovej pripomienke o nominalistickej pozicii N. Goodmana pokusim as-
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pont schematicky naznacit' dovody, pre ktoré Goodman neméze z nomina-
listického hladiska ani len zmysluplne sformulovat’ svoj novy problém.

Zacnem vsak priznanim toho, ¢o mi Maco i Zelenak opravnene vycitaju:
V praci Bielik (2011¢) som jednoducho nova zahadu indukcie vymedzil ne-
presne a pritizko. Maco v (2012, 136-137) a Zelendk v (2012, 533-535) mi
pripominaju, ze Goodman nestotoznuje pripad s predikitom ,zedry“ s no-
vou zahadou indukcie, ale ze ide len o jeden z prikladov, ktoré maju tato
zahadu demonstrovat’. Jadro novej zahady totiZ spociva v tom, Ze nemime
k dispozicii kritéria, ktoré by odlisili nekonfirmovatelné hypotézy, reprezen-
tujuce nahodné generalizicie, od konfirmovatelnych hypotéz, reprezentuju-
cich zikony prirody (por. Goodman 1979, 72-73, resp. 80-81). Priklad
dvoch hypotéz (hypotézy H1: ,Vsetky smaragdy su zelené“; a hypotézy H2:
,Vsetky smaragdy st zedré), kroré su podla Goodmana z hladiska Hempe-
lovej teorie potvrdenia potvrdené evidencialnym vyrokom ,Tento smaragd
je zeleny®, je naozaj len sSpecialnym pripadom vseobecnejsieho problému,
ktory Goodmanovi takpovediac lezi na srdci — totiz problému odlisenia hy-
potéz vyjadrujucich zdkony od ostatnych hypotéz.

Napriek tomu, ze som si bol tejto vseobecnej roviny problému vedomy
a nestotoznoval som priklad s predikatom ,zedry“ s novou zahadou indukcie
(hoci mi tuto radikdlnu poziciu Zelendk pripisuje), zjavne som svoju argu-
mentaciu zzil len na priklad s predikatom ,zedry®, resp. na situaciu, ,v kto-
rej je urcita empiricka evidencia zlucitelna aspon s dvoma empirickymi hy-
potézami, ktorych predikcie vsak moézu byt logicky nezlucitelné“ (Bielik
2011c, 747). Problém som teda naozaj nevymedzil presne.

Argument, ktory uvadzam a objasniujem v pripravovanej reakcii na R. Ma-
ca a ktorému sa teraz nemam priestor venovat, ma ukdzat’, ze bud sa uspoko-
jime s uzsim vymedzenim novej zahady indukcie, s ktorym som v praci Bielik
(2011¢, 747) pracoval, alebo — ak vychidzame zo SirSicho Goodmanovho vy-
medzenia problému, ktory zdoraziuji Maco i Zelenik — sa dostaneme naspit’
k povodnému Humovmu problému indukcie, resp. k jeho variantu.

Vratme sa vsak teraz k d'alsim Zelendkovym pripomienkam a tvrdeniam.
Zelendk mi pri vysvetfovani mo6jho odmietnutia Goodmanovej novej zahady
indukcie na priklade s predikatom ,zedry“ prisudzuje Cosi iné, nez v skutoc-
nosti tvrdim. Ked o pozorovatelnosti vlastnosti byt zedry (resp. jej rozsahu
— presnejsie Casti jej rozsahu) tvrdim, Ze ,nerozumiem tomu, ¢o to znamena
pozorovat, resp. vidiet' zedrost (Bielik 2011c, 751), Zelenak mi pripisuje
iné, radikilnejsie presvedcenie, ked pise: ,,[Bielik] fakticky popiera pozoro-
vatelnost’ danej vlastnosti“. A d’alej: ,Podla Bielika vlastnosti ako byt zedry
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nemozno pozorovat (Zelenak 2012, 534-535). To, Ze nerozumiem tomu,
¢o to znamend pozorovat zedrost, eSte neznamend, Ze by som popieral
moznost, ze ide o pozorovate[nu vlastnost'. Nepopieram dokonca ani pred-
poklad, ze mi niekto vysvetli, ¢o to znamena pozorovat zedrost.

Dévod, pre ktory odmietam tvrdit, Ze nejaky objekt (napriklad smaragd)
pozorujem ako zedry, je prosty. Ak totiz pozorujem nejaky kus smaragdu
ako zeleny smaragd, moézem o tomto zelenom smaragde sice tvrdit, ze mu
prislichajii aj nespocetné iné vlastnosti (v skutku nekonecne mnoho vlast-
nosti), medzi inym aj disjunktivne vlastnosti, no neznamena to, Ze tieto
(disjunktivne) vlastnosti aj pozorujem. Vyjadrené inymi slovami: Z vyroku
, Lento smaragd je zeleny“ vyplyvaju aj vyroky , Tento smaragd je zeleny
alebo modry“, , Tento smaragd je zeleny alebo nema obly tvar alebo nie je
kradnuty, ,Tento smaragd je zeleny alebo je z Ciny“ atd. To vSak nezna-
mend, ze ked pozorujem nejaky konkrétny smaragd ako zeleny, pozorujem
tym zaroven vlastnosti byt zeleny alebo modry, byt zeleny alebo nemat’ obly tvar
alebo nebyt’ kradnuty, resp. vlastnost’ byt zeleny alebo byt z (fz’ny. Ak by sme
teda mali tvrdit, Ze pozorovanie zeleného kusu smaragdu stali na to, aby
sme tvrdili, ze pozorujeme zedry smaragd, zrejme by sme museli akceptovat,
ze pozorujeme aj nekonecné mnozstvo vlastnosti smaragdu, ktoré z tvrde-
nia, ze je zeleny, vyplyvaja.

Eugen Zelenak vsak posiva moje Gvahy o pozorovatelnosti niektorych
vlastnosti do pozicie, ktora mi je celkom cudzia a na ktorej moj argument
nestoji. Pise:

Problematickym bodom Bielikovho vykladu je totiz doraz na (akusi ted-
riou nezatazenu) pozorovatel nost... Akoby nim Bielik ponukal nasledov-
nu predstavu. Na jednej strane mame vlastnosti ako byt zeleny, ktoré s
priamo pozorovate[né a zachytit' ich mozno v observaénych vyrokoch.
Na druhej strane mame tedriou podmienené ¢i dokonca umelo vytvore-
né predikity ako ,zedry“, ktorym nezodpovedaju priamo pozorovatelné
vlastnosti (byt zedry). Pozorovatelné vlastnosti objektov patria do inven-
tira sveta a moze byt o nich re¢ v re$pektovanych vedeckych hypoté-
zach. Ostatné vlastnosti (hlavne typu zedry) v skuto¢nosti nie st priamo
pozorovatelné. Hoci si mozeme vytvorit vyrazy na ich oznacenie, buda
to len umelé terminy, ktoré nevypovedaju relevantnym spésobom o sve-

te (Zelenak 2012, 536-537)

V prvom rade chcem zdéraznit, Ze nikde v mojich textoch, ktoré Zelenak
kritizuje, sa nehldsim k ,akejsi teoreticky nezat’azenej pozorovatelnosti“ vlast-
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nosti. Napriek tomu si myslim (hoci sa mozno mylim), ze vetam ako ,E. Ze-
lenak sa usmial® alebo ,E. Zelenak stoji pri aute® rozumiem a ze dokazem
opisat’ podmienky, kedy som pozoroval, ze E. Zelenak sa usmial, alebo kedy
som pozoroval, ze E. Zelenak stoji pri aute, a to aj bez toho, aby som na to
potreboval nejaka Specialnu tedriu. Jednoducho, ak rozumiem jazyku,
v ktorom st tieto vety formulované, sta¢i mi to na to, aby som vedel povedat),
¢i som videl, alebo nevidel E. Zelenaka sa usmiat’, resp. stat’ ho pri aute.

Uzndvam pritom, ze velkd — azda aj vicSia — Cast’ jazykovych vyrazov, ktoré
v beznej komunikacii pouzivame, ma svoj vyznam Specifikovany v jazyku urci-
tej tedrie a Ze tieto vyrazy sa aj s tymto vyznamom (pripadne s nejakou jeho
deformovanou podobou) dostavaja do bezného, resp. prirodzeného jazyka.
Netvrdim teda to, ze pozorovatelnost’ (niektorych) vlastnosti je teoreticky ne-
zat'azend. NavySe, k odmietnutiu delenia slovnika jazyka vedy na dve dis-
junktné mnoziny — mnozinu observaénych vyrazov a mnozinu teoretickych
vyrazov — som sa prihldsil uz v praci Bielik (2011b). Obhajoval som tam tézu,
ze teoretickym je taky vyraz, ktory patri do jazyka urcitej tedrie, pricom nie-
ktoré teoretické terminy mézu oznacovat entity, ktoré st (z hladiska danej
alebo urcitej inej tedrie) pozorovatelné, iné teoretické terminy zasa nepozoro-
vate[né entity. Je mi preto uplne cudzie to stanovisko, ktoré mi Zelenak
v danej replike podsiva. A uz vobec sa nestotoznujem s nazorom, ktory mi
opit’ neoddévodnene prisudzuje, a to, ze reSpektované vedecké hypotézy hovo-
ria primarne o nejakych priamo pozorovatelnych entitach. Nikde som ni¢ ta-
ké netvrdil a ani nenaznacoval. Preto musim konstatovat), Ze citovana Zelena-
kova pasaz vykresl'uje teoreticka poziciu, ku ktorej som sa nikdy nehlasil.

Napriek tomu Eugen Zelenak formuluje v zaverecnej Casti svojho pri-
spevku (konkrétne v Zelenak 2012, 535-540) jednu zisadnu pripomienku,
za ktord mu uprimne d'akujem, pretoze vdaka nej som si uvedomil Cosi, co
ma dosah nielen na priklady hypotéz s predikatmi ,zeleny®, resp. ,zedry®, ale
aj na vseobecné vymedzenie problému odliSenia hypotéz reprezentujucich
zakony od tych, ktoré zakony nereprezentuju.

Zelenak ma tu totiZ upozornuje na to, ze Goodmanovi (v niektorych
¢astiach state) podsavam hovorenie o vlastnostiach ako byt zeleny, byt zedry
a pod., pricom Goodman ako nominalista hovori o predikatoch, nie o vlast-
nostiach. Zelenak pise:

Goodman jasne hovori, ze predikaty neoznacuju vlastnosti. Ani jeho
priklad s predikitom ,zedry“ teda nemozno vysvetlovat' tak, akoby ho-
voril alebo predpokladal, ze existuju nejaké objekty, ktorym prislacha
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vlastnost’ byt’ zedry. T'éza o existencii a pozorovatelnosti urcitych vlast-
nosti je az Bielikov predpoklad. (Zelendk 2012, 535-536)

A dokladd tato pripomienku aj pasizou z Goodmana (pozri Goodman 1979,
40-42), kde Goodman priamo hovori, 7e predikity nedesignuju atributy, ale
len urcité skutocné veci, resp. triedy veci.

Musim uznat, Ze som sa tu dopustil zisadného (no v literatire zrejme
nie ojedinelého) interpreta¢ného posunu povodnej Goodmanovej formuli-
cie problému. Ak vsak domyslime do désledkov, ¢o to znamena v tejto sa-
vislosti zbavit' sa hovorenia o vlastnostiach a nahradit ho nominalistickou
alternativou, mozeme zistit, ze sme boli ku Goodmanovmu vymedzeniu
problému s predikatom ,zedry“ vlastne ustretovi.

Stru¢ne sa pokusim objasnit dévody: Ak zastivame nominalisticki po-
ziciu a neuzndvame existenciu vlastnosti, potom na vymedzenie (designatu)
predikitu ,zeleny“ mézeme pouzit len triedu tych veci, ktoré s zelené. Na
vymedzenie predikitu ,zedry“ véak moézeme pouzit rovnako len triedu tych
veci, ktoré su zedré. Kedze vsak z hladiska toho, ako bol ,definovany pre-
dikat ,zedry“, ide (v aktudlnom case nisho sveta) o ta ista triedu objektov,
akou je trieda prislachajuca predikatu ,zeleny®, tak vyrazy ,zedry“ a ,zeleny*
predstavuju len odlisné ndlepky, oznacujice aktudlne ta ista triedu objektov.
(Nebudem sa tu venovat’ osobitnému spochybneniu takéhoto chipania (vyz-
namu, resp. designatu) predikatov, ktoré mame pritom naporudzi.)

Takyto absurdny zaver vsak zrejme nie je tym, pod ¢o by sa Goodman
podpisal. Nie je mi vsak jasné, ¢i ma ind moznost, ak odmieta rozdiel medzi
predikitmi ,zedry“ a ,zeleny” formulovat’ ako rozdiel dvoch odlisnych vlast-
nosti, ktorych extenzia je sice do urcitého Casu rovnakd, no po urcitom ca-
sovom okamihu sa moze zmenit. Ak ma totiz nominalista Goodman
k dispozicii len (aktudlne) existujuce entity, resp. triedy tychto entit, t'azko
mozno sformulovat’ rozdiel medzi predikitmi ,zeleny” a ,zedry inak, nez
len ako rozdiel v jazykovych nalepkach tej istej triedy objektov.

Taktto nominalisticka perspektivu by sme teda mali extrapolovat’ aj na
Groven vseobecnejsicho problému, tykajuceho sa odlisenia dvoch druhov
vseobecnych hypotéz — tych, ktoré zakon reprezentuju, a tych, ktoré to ne-
robia. Je sice pravda, Zze Goodman v (1979) formuluje urcité podmienky,
ktoré kladieme na hypotézy reprezentujuce zakony, no vobec nie je jasné,
ako moze z ¢isto nominalistickej pozicie uvazovat o rozdiele medzi niahod-
nymi generaliziciami a zakonmi. Ved o zbaveni sa pojmu nevyhnutnosti
hovori: ,Mal by som byt vlastne ochotny nielen sthlasit’ s tym, Ze neexis-
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tuju ziadne nevyhnutné spojenia medzi faktmi, ale sa zdroven aj pytat, ¢i
vobec nejaké nevyhnutné spojenia existuju“ (Goodman 1979, 59-60). M4
potom vobec pre nominalistu zmysel uvazovat’ o zikonoch ako o ¢omsi, Co
je odlisné (hoci nevieme ¢im, ale sme presvedCeni, Ze nie nevyhnutnostou
isttho druhu) od nihodnych pravidelnosti? Nie je napokon Goodman pred-
sa len nuteny formulovat’ novy problém indukcie z urcitého realistického
stanoviska?

4. Zaver

Odpovede na tieto otazky nechivam otvorené. Podobne tak nechavam
nezodpovedané niektoré z dalSich pripomienok, ktoré mi autori kritickych
prispevkov adresovali. Rid sa k nim vratim v pripadnom pokracovani disku-
sie ¢i v niektorom d’alSom prispevku. Rad by som sa na zaver obom auto-
rom, Robertovi Macovi i Eugenovi Zelenakovi, podakoval za viaceré cenné
pripomienky. Pomohli mi domysliet dalsie aspekty problematiky vzt'ahu
medzi hypotézami a empirickou evidenciou.
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Organon F 20 (2) 2013: 262-276

Hartry Field: Saving Truth from Paradox
Oxford: Oxford University Press 2008, 432 stran

Hartry Field — dlouhodobé¢ profesor New York University a autor jiz néko-
likdte knihy — patfi v soucasnosti k nejdominantnéj$im figuram v problematice
feseni sémantickych paradox, presnéji teorie pravdivostniho predikatu, ktera
nedava vzniknout lharskému paradoxu. To je mimochodem vystizné naznaceno
uz v titulu recenzované knihy. FieldGv zamér je navic podtrzen obalem, ktery
pretiskuje Rafaeltv obraz sv. Jifiho bojujiciho s drakem.

Fieldav pfistup k problematice pravdivostniho predikatu je dobfe patrny uz
z Fieldovych stati publikovanych v Journal of Philosophical Logic (Saving the
Truth Schema from Paradox, 2002, A Revenge-Immune Solution to the Se-
mantic Paradoxes, 2003). V zdsad¢ jsou v nich obsazeny formadlni systémy, které
maji byt tou ,pravou logikou“ T-predikatu. V nasledujicich letech na Fielda
narazime v obecnéjsich diskusich napf. problematiky mstivého navratu parado-
xu (,revenge®) a téz v polemikich s Grahamem Priestem.

Toto Fieldovo tvirci obdobi se ovsem lisi od pfedchoziho obdobi téhoz
Fielda-teoretika pravdy. Toto obdobi je znimo ze série stati, jez byly souborné
pretistény jako Truth and the Absence of Fact (Oxford University Press, 2001).
Tam se Field vyjadfoval spis k otazkam vztahu pravdy a vyznamu, deflacionismu
a podobné. Neslo mu tehdy o technicky projekt paradoxuprostého T-predi-
katu.

Pro filosoficky ladéného Ctenafe jsou vyse zminované ¢lanky pomérné ne-
sympatické, jedna se o desitky stran usouvztaznénych formuli néjakého nekla-
sického logického systému a pak z niceho nic slovni konkluze typu ,Takto je
T-predikat ,paradox-free®. Lecktery Ctenar by se pak mohl zdrahat zakoupit si
Fieldovu novou knihu, ktera by dle odhadu méla podobné tézko stravitelny ob-
sah. Tento predpoklad se ale ukazuje velmi nespravny. Fieldova kniha totiz
muze byt pomérné Ctiva i pro Ctenafe, kteri nejsou zbéhli v technikich mate-
maticke logiky.

Vlastni Fieldav pfistup k problému je podan az ve treti tfetiné knihy, Ctenar
se k nému postupné propracovava pres rozbory alternativnich pristupt. Pravé
zkoumani alternativnich teorii lze povazovat za jeden z nejcennéjsich rysa Fiel-
dovy knihy. Lisi se tak od téch mnoha knih, které se s teoriemi na skale Tar-
ski-Kripke vyrovnavaji v avodnim oddilu mnohdy jen tak, aby se nereklo. Field

© 2013 The Authors. Journal compilation © 2013 Institute of Philosophy SAS
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totiz tyto teorie trpélivé vysvétluje a pfitom formuluje rozmanité teze, které
jsou bud explicitné, anebo implicitné pritomné v danych teoriich, nacez tyto
teze podrobuje kritické analyze. (Recenzentovo ptvodni velké nadseni z toho,
ze Fieldova kniha by tfeba mohla vhodné slouzit jako soucasny Gvod do rozsah-
lé problematiky pravdy a paradoxid, pozdéji opadlo i kvili urcité amornosti
onéch nekoncicich Fieldovych pitvani teorii konkurentd.)

Field si tedy dal az prekvapivou praci s podanim soucasného myslenkového
milieu, do né¢hoz pak zasadil svijj vlastni prispévek. Tim ukazal nejen rezervy na
stran¢ konkurence, ale zejména klady svého pristupu, jeho mnoha dil¢i raciona-
le. Toto vse vlastné vytvafi obhajobu jeho tzv. parakompletniho resent.

Naskicujeme si nyni obsah knihy. Nejprve je tu dvacetistrankovy uvod,
v némz zaujme napfiklad rozbor Grellingova paradoxu, ktery je pak v knize Cas-
to diskutovan. Nasleduje Part I. A Selective Background, kde se od teorému au-
toreference a Tarského teorému nedefinovatelnosti dostavame k otazce platnos-
ti teorii a nedokazatelnosti korektnosti. V opét samostatné kapitole je rozebrana
Kripkeho teorie pravdy. Field se ovsem zihy na problematiku podiva jinak nez
z Cisté sémantického hlediska, totiz prizmatem otdzky, zda mizeme s ohledem
na budouci inference pfidat do jazyka kondiciondl a jaky (Lukasiewicztv?). Jak
znamo, tento podnik ohrozuje (Curry-)Lobav paradox. Field odbodi i k otdz-
kam vagnosti (sorites), diskutuje téZ paradoxy Koniga a Berryho. Kli¢ovou mys-
lenkou cisti I. je to, ze T-schéma T'(n) <= p (kde # je jménem p) vede k para-
doxu, coz lze fesit krom jiného bud omezenim platnosti T-schématu, anebo
omezenim logiky umoznujici odvozeni kontradikce. Napriklad Kripkeho pfistup
sice umoznuje vzdjemnou substitutivitu T'(n) a p, ale T-schéma je v ném zne-
platnéno a také chybi rozumny kondicional, o néjz by se opirala dedukee.

Dalsi casti knihy je Part II. Broadly Classical Approaches, pricemz siroce kla-
sickymi pfistupy rozumi Field ty, které se snazi uchovat maximum logickych
(dedukenich) principl (napf. zakon vylouceného tretiho ¢i pravidlo redukce ad
absurdum). Prvni z kapitol zkouma pfidani pravdivostnich dér (gaps) do klasic-
kych teorii, dalsi kapitola pak pfidini pravdivostnich shluki-nadbytkid (gluts).
Prozkoumany jsou moznosti supervaluacni i revizni sémantiky, ale také hierar-
chické (pfesnéji stratifikované) a kontextové teorie. Fieldovi vadi, ze vsechny
tyto piistupy se rozchdzi s nékterymi rozumnymi pozadavky na T-predikat. Pro
ilustraci, slaby parcidlni T-predikat (k némuz je pochopitelné din jeho kom-
plement, F-predikit) nejsou s to vystihnout silné popreni (denial), jaké v jazyce
intuitivné pouzivame.

Pon¢kud méné koncizné pasobilo Fieldovo prezkoumani Priestova parakon-
zistentniho dialetheismu v doplnujici ¢asti Part V. Paraconsistent Dialetheism.
S nim ma Field ovSem v zdsad¢é sympatie — Priest reviduje klasické logické prin-
cipy a to nakonec ¢ini i sam Field.
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Svij vlastni pristup Field formuluje ve dvou castech knihy, III. a IV,
zejména vsak v Part III. Paracompleteness. Dle dojmu recenzenta vsak tato expo-
zice neni zcela plynula, obraz je misty dosti roztristén. Fieldovy cile jsou totiz
jasné spise z jinych Casti knihy. Jsou jimi: zachovat intersubstitutivitu T'(n) a p
v co nejvétsim mnozstvi kontextd, zachovat co nejvice klasickych logickych
principt, atd.

Nejdulezitéjsi je zavedeni nového (v nasledné literatufe se fikd: Fieldova)
kondicionalu. Ten sice opraviiuje T-schéma, nicméné nevede k paradoxu. Jeho
sémantika je proto pomérné komplikovana. Field pfi jeji specifikaci diskutuje
jak souvislosti s teorii pevného bodu, tak s revizni teorii. Podrobnéji v ¢asti Part
IV. More on Paracomplete Solutions rozebira, ze s pomoci daného kondiciondlu
Ize definovat i operator ,determinately’, pfesnéji jejich hierarchii. Field pak musi
fesit moznost mstivého navratu paradoxu, takze nakonec ne kazdy operator ,de-
terminately’ ma aplikabilitu, jakou by se zdal mit.

Sémanticky vzato je parakompletni feseni jakousi variantou ,gap“-pristupd,
neplati v ném zikon vylouceného tretiho. Field totiz pfipousti, ze alespon jedna
véta V je takova, ze ani jeji negace nemd pravdivostni hodnotu. Zaroven ale
nejsou pravdivé obé véty Neni pravda, ze V* a ,Neni pravda, ze non-V*.

Mozna, ze nejeden filosoficky ¢tenar bude mit dojem, ze Fieldovo fesenti je
jakousi skrumazi mnoha rtznych prfistuptt k pravdé a paradoxu. Jako by Field
na kazdém z nich nasel néco dobrého a néco Spatného, to dobré si vzal aze
vSech téch dobrych véci upekl dort jménem ,parakompletni feseni. Recenzent
vsak vyzyva k opatrnosti s néjakym takovym odsudkem Fieldova pristupu za
ynecistotu® — tfeba opravdu je fesenim problematiky pravdy a paradoxu néjaka
stfedni cesta, ktera syntetizuje prvky, které byly jednostrannymi prispévky teo-
rii, jez byly pro svou jednostrannost pomérné snadno kritizovatelné.

Samotny parakompletni pristup pljde kritizovat za téch nékolik dil¢ich
rysu, které tvori jadro Fieldova prispévku. Dle nazoru recenzenta je nejvetsi sla-
binou pravé Fieldav kondicional. Slozitost jeho sémantiky se znacné vymyka in-
tuitivni predstavé, kterou s kondiciondlem mame spjatu. To je ovSem cena,
kterou Field plati za to, Ze jim prosazovany T-predikat je az deflacionisticky
prosty. Cili aby se Field vyhnul zeslozit'ovini sémantiky T-predikatu, zeslozitil
sémantiku spojky jestlize, pak’. Pfednost Fieldova pristup se tak odviji od toho,
ze volil ,mensi hfich: vici sémanticky slozitému T-predikitu (napf. Tarski)
totiz existuje v literatufe zndmd namitka (formuloval ji Kripke: nase intuitivni
sémantika T-predikdtu je prece jednoduchd), kdezto vi¢i nestandardni séman-
tice kondicionalu tato namitka uplatnovana neni, ba dokonce jsou nestandardné
vylicené kondicionaly (napf. ten relevanéni) pomérné uznavany.

Dalsi diskutabilni rysy Fieldova parakompletismu jsou napr. hierarchie pre-
dikatu ,determinately’, ktery kazdy ma limitovanou aplikabilitu. Filosoficky cte-
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naf se dale jist¢ pozastavi zvlisté nad tim, Ze Field nijak zvlist neobhajuje re-
strikci klasickych logickych principti. Chybi jejich filosoficka obhajoba, tedy né-
co, co vzdy peclive a presvedcive délal napriklad Priest.

Dalsi namitky lze vznaset ovsem nejen vici Fieldovi, ale také viici mnoha
dalsim teoretiklim, ktefi se pfi zkoumani pravdy ohanéji vydobytky matematic-
ké logiky. Clovék by napfiklad fekl, 7e véta je pravdivi, pokud denotuje (vyja-
dfuje, znadi,...) propozici, ktera je pravdivd. Neboli Ze prvotni je pravdivost pro-
pozic a ze denotace je vztah, ktery predchazi pravdivost vét. V kruzich, do nichz
Field patri, je ale pojem propozice podezrely, ne-li sporny, nacez se pak nikdo
nezdrzuje néjakou argumentaci ¢i analyzou toho, co by to znamenalo pro pro-
jekt definovani neparadoxniho T-predikatu. Denotace je podle téchto teoretiki
odvozena od pravdivosti; tak se to déld, tudiz se o tom ani nediskutuje. Navic
Field véci diskutuje jesté méné nez jini logikové. Jestlize tfeba Gupta s Belna-
pem kdysi ve své knize o kruhovych definicich a revizni teorii pravdy zminili, zZe
jazyk obsahuje i predikaty jako ,true in L, le¢ k tomu oni bohuzel nemaji co fi-
ci, protoze zatim nevi, co presné je jazyk, tak Field takovou véc ani nezmini.
Jednim slovem, Field nepodava zadouci filosofické rozbory.

Kdyz uz jsme u téch obecnych pfipominek (netykajicich se jen Fielda), lec-
koho taky nemusi zcela uspokojit, ze celé zkoumani se odehrava vylu¢né v ob-
lasti formalnich jazykd. Filosofa a jisté i filosofického logika musi zajimat priro-
zeny jazyk, vidyt pravé v ném jsou paradoxy formulovany prvotné. Predpoklad,
Ze ten pfirozeny jazyk néjak prevedeme na formalni jazyk, neni zcela neproble-
maticky samozfejmy: ma to znamenat, Ze ucinime preklad vét jednoho jazyka
do druhého nebo jde spis o jakousi ,reglementaci® prvého jazyka prostedky to-
ho druhého? Tady je potreba formulovat detaily a hlavné prozkoumat mozné
filosofické dasledky takovych rozhodnuti. Tteba muze byt cela idea pfevodu
dosti neuspokojiva a je-li problémem i preklad mezi formalnimi jazyky, tak by
nakonec mohlo vyplynout, Zze nam tu sice nékdo navrhl svij vlastni ,paradox-
free jazyk, ale kvuli principialnim problémtm s pfekladem je toto neuzite¢né
pro vsechny ostatni, ktefi pouZivaji zase svij vlastni jazyk. Jesté jinak receno to-
téZ — je to, co Field navrhuje, onou ,the® logikou pfirozeného jazyka? Ptame se
tedy na obecnou aplikabilitu celého Feseni.

Zavérem: Fieldova kniha je nepochybné vyznamnym kniznim pocinem
v tématice formalniho pojednani pravdy a feseni paradoxd. Zaujme zejména
podrobny rozbor konkurené¢nich teorii a to, ze Field podava vlastni parakom-
pletni feseni na jejich pozadi, ¢imz osvétluje jeho detaily i vklady.

Jiri Raclavsky

raclavsky@phil.muni.cz
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Lukas Novak, Daniel D. Novotny, Prokop Sousedik, David Svoboda (eds.):
Metaphysics: Aristotelian, Scholastic, Analytic
Ontos Verlag 2012, 284 pages

In 2010, Prague hosted a conference dedicated to contemporary reflections of
traditional metaphysical problems. The primary aim of the conference was to
point out the main differences between traditional forms of metaphysics and
their modern alternatives. Interestingly, the conference brought together both
analytic philosophers and historians of philosophy and thus mapped the current
states of metaphysical debates from analytic as well as from historian’s point of
view. It is thus not a surprise that the conclusions of the conference have been
published as edited book entitled Metaphysics-Aristotelian, Scholastic, Analytic.

As the title of the book indicates, the whole edition is explicitly or (at least)
implicitly concerned with analytical methods applied to historical matter. The
prima facie example of the strategy is the first section — Categories and Beyond —
and the very first paper by Peter van Inwagen called “‘What is an Ontological
Category?’. In the paper, van Inwagen explores the definitional (and ontologi-
cal) priority of the concept of natural class, by means of which we could be able
to define the concept of ontological category. Interestingly, it is not only the
list of categories that philosophers should provide. There are also questions
like ‘what the relations between categories are’ or ‘what is it for a category to be
non-empty that philosophers should account for. Daniel D. Novotny’s ‘Scho-
lastic Debated about Beings of Reason and Contemporary Analytical Meta-
physics’ provides a comprehensive introduction to the ontological framework
used by scholastic philosophers, maintaining how (if at all) scholastic beings of
reason fit into (and stimulate) ontological frameworks used by contemporary
metaphysicians. (Here, I'd like to highlight the table (p. 27) in which author
very clearly sketches the relation between particular beings. I will get back to
some of the issues in the second part of the review).

The second section under the heading of Metaphysical Structure opens Mi-
chael L. Loux with his “What is Constituent Ontology’. The author introduces
the constituent strategy of ontological explanation as opposed to relational ap-
proach. Due to the fundamental differences between them, Loux sketches vari-
ous problems that the former as well of the latter strategy have to meet. Name-
ly, there are problems of persistence through time, essentialism, concrete/ab-
stract distinction or putative identity of indiscernibles that arise, once one ac-
cepts constituent ontology. All those problems are discussed in details and this
makes the paper an excellent introduction to various branches of metaphysics.
‘Elemental Transformation in Aristotle: Three Dilemmas for the Traditional
Account’ by Anne Siebels Peterson argues for the thesis that traditional Aristo-
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telian account of prime matter contradicts three other widely accepted doc-
trines attributed to him. First of all, there is a conflict between prime matter
and essentialism, as the acceptance of traditional account of elemental trans-
formation brings theoretical commitments concerning ‘persistence of prime
matter without appealing to its numerical identity’ (p. 64). Secondly, the doc-
trine of prime matter contradicts actualism, the view that something must ac-
tually be to be at all. Finally, there is a conflict between prime matter approach
and constituent ontology, as ‘it is not clear how prime matter is supposed to be
able to come to have a new pair of contraries predicated of it’ (p. 71). Whether
to deny essentialism, actualism or constitutional ontology remains open. More-
over, the author speculates, we could sustain all of them, while, somehow
(theoretically) relaxing the account of matter. The last paper of the section is
Ross Inman’s ‘Essential Dependence, Truthmaking, and Mereology: Then and
Now’. In it, Inman considers the truthmaking thesis, according to which truth
is determined by reality. Formulating (also formally) truthmaking principle,
truthmaker necessitarianism, truthmaking relation, rigid existential dependence
and, finally, essential dependence, he demonstrates the turn towards essence as
one promising way to go in still quite controversial debates about truthmaking.
In particular, author takes Aquinas’s hylomorphic ontology in order to demon-
strate the very turn.

Substance ¢ Accident section commences with E.J. Lowe’s ‘Essence and On-
tology’. In Aristotelian spirit, Lowe considers such an account of essence,
which, when combined with Aristotelian constituent ontology, can account for
(rather narrowly understood) modal truths. In particular, Lowe’s own version
of the Ontological Square (p. 98) distinguishes between four kinds of (funda-
mental) ontological categories, namely kinds, objects, attributes and modes. He
also categorically differentiates between relations between them, namely cha-
racterization, instantiation and exemplification. By means of the distinctions,
Lowe provides metaphysical foundations for modal truths without appeal to
possible world by using the term of essence. Finally, he motivates its episte-
mology. In his ‘An Aristotelian Argument against Bare Particulars’, Lukas
Novak considers an argument against the claim that particulars do not have
nontrivial de re necessary properties. Taking the world of particulars and acci-
dental change in it for granted ‘it seems that instantiation must have a certain
particular “formal effect” that ‘must be really distinct from the changing sub-
ject’ (p. 119): tropes. The last paper of the section is “The Ontology of Num-
ber: Is Number an Accident?” by Prokop Sousedik and David Svoboda. As the
title indicates, the authors consider various conceptions as what the ontological
status of number is. To begin with, they consider Aristotelian division into
substance and accident and subsequently rethink the conception of number as
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a species of entity. Due to problems on its own (p. 127-131), they reject the
strategy and outline Fregean (rather platonistic) position (p. 132). Even this posi-
tion, however, does not seem to answer the question sufficiently since, according
to Frege, ‘[n]umber is not attributed to a concept in the same manner as proper-
ties are ascribed to individuals’ (p. 134). One way out of the troubles is, according
to the authors, a “shift” from ontology to abstract linguistic structures (p. 139).

Next two papers are concerned with the problem of Existence. First of
them, ‘Existential Inertia’ by Edward Feser, scrutinizes Aquinas’s five ways — or
arguments for the existence of God — and their relations to the Doctrine of Di-
vine Conservation (DDC) and the Doctrine of Existential Inertia (DEI). It is
the latter, Feser concludes, that Aristotelian/Thomists should reject, while on-
ly the former that they should take seriously. Finally, Aquinas’s “intellectus es-
sentiae” is discussed in Gyula Klima’s ‘Aquinas vs. Buridan on Essence and Ex-
istence, and the Commensurability of Paradigms’. Beside the introduction of
the argument, Klima quite persuasively shows Buridan’s criticism of the argu-
ment as well as thomistic response to the criticism. Although, as the paper
concludes, the validity of the argument is ‘relative to conceptual framework in
which it is evaluated’ (p. 181), it would be a mistake to trivialize the issue as
a mere verbal disagreement.

The paper ‘Potentiality in Scholasticism (potentiae) and the Contemporary
Debate on “Powers” by Edmund Runggaldier SJ opens the penultimate section
of the book called Modality. In the paper, Runggaldier discusses a distinction be-
tween subjective and objective potencies (p. 187), a distinction going back to
scholastics. Putting the potencies in a contrast, he finds its contemporary equiva-
lencies in possible worlds approach and powers (so discussed in these days), re-
spectively. Let me just stress the very distinction between possibility and impos-
sibility (pp. 188-189). Powers and dispositions play the main role also in David
Peroutka’s ‘Dispositional Necessity and Ontological Possibility. However, the
strategy is quite different as, according to Peroutka, it is the essence of a particu-
lar quality that dispositions belong to. Putting traditional and contemporary anal-
ysis together, it is further showed that the Aristotelian concept of natural law
finds its explanation in analysis of dispositional properties. The last “modality”
paper — “The Optimal and the Necessary in Leibniz’ Mathematical Framing of
the Compossible’ by Mark Faller — wonders into Leibniz’s metaphysics of modal-
ity as a tool in our clarification of modal concepts. Historically very appealing, the
paper puts together several Leibniz’s works to provide a unified reading of (his
conception) of modal matters, including logic, mathematics, science (see, espe-
cially, very instructive paragraph 5.1), causality, human affairs, probability etc.

Finally, section IV — Predication. T'wo papers on the topic — Uwe Meixner’s
‘The Interpretation(s) of Predication’ and Stanislav Sousedik’s “Towards a Tho-
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mistic Theory of Predication’ — concern predication from both historical and
contemporary perspective. While Meixner’s paper presents an outline of the most
important conceptions of predication — Aristotle, Plato, Leibniz and Frege — and
expresses his sympathy to the Fregean way of predication (falling under the so-
called functional paradigm of predication), Sousedik’s observations (pp. 248-251)
terminate in such a theory of predication that is based on a (metaphysically un-
derstood) notion of identity (see his definitions 1-7, pp. 251-254).

So much for the book. Let me now go back to one issue slightly discussed
in almost every mentioned paper, namely a modal phenomenon of impossibili-
ty. Surely, as the preceding summary has made clear, the topic is not supposed
to play the main role here. But a simple reflection can show that impossible
phenomena are frequent throughout the Aristotelian, Scholastic as well as
Analytic metaphysics. To begin with, Meinongian ontology does contain im-
possibilia of one sort or another (van Inwagen, p. 23); there are impossible
items among beings of reason (pp. 27, 30, 36, my italics); metaphysical theories
— say constituent ontology (Loux, pp. 43-57), actualism (Peterson, p. 64),
truthmaking thesis (Inman, p. 84) essentialism (Lowe, pp. 104-110), the exis-
tence of bare particulars (Novik, pp. 116-120), the platonistic conception of
numbers (p. 135)— if true, are necessarily so, while its rival, naturally, impossi-
ble. Yet, we still rationally scrutinize them (say substratum theory, possibilism,
the Humean denial of necessary connections, anti-essentialism, the existence of
thick particulars, nominalism in mathematic etc.). Moreover, we can explicitly
reason about impossible: ‘[bJut if S or S’s essence did this conjoining, then S
would be the cause of itself, which is impossible (p. 149); ‘if this formal con-
tent involves the existence of the thing, then it is impossible to form this
quidditative concept of any single thing’ (p. 178); and so on. Put briefly, dis-
putes in metaphysics do involve reasoning about the impossible.

We all believe that things could have been otherwise. Bratislava could have
been closer to Manchester than it actually is, there could have been more cars
in Bratislava than there actually is, I could have been British rather than Slovak
and so forth. Philosophers call the ‘ways things could have been’ possible
worlds. Briefly, possible worlds are all the ways the world could have been.
However, by parity of reasoning, we also believe that nothing could be black
and green all over at the same time, that there cannot be round squares, mar-
ried bachelors or even primes bigger than 2. But if that is so, we should provide
an explanation of the phenomena, using the apparatus similar to possible
worlds. Consequently, the talk of impossible worlds — various ways the world
could not have been — seems to be nothing but a regimentation of our pre-
philosophical talk about reality. Although it is usually claimed that the imposs-
ible cannot be imagined (p. 189), that our representational capabilities are li-
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mited only to the possible, there are quite persuasive reasons against these
claims. For example, we can meaningfully wonder what would or would not
happen if, say, something were red and yellow all over, or if there were a round
square. Thus, possible worlds do not suffice in the analysis of modality.

The term of possible world penetrates the whole book. Its usefulness is ap-
parent in various parts of metaphysics, including structure of the world, refer-
ence, predication, existence and modality. But it seems that the term ‘impossi-
ble world’ parallels the term ‘possible world’. If something is possible iff it is
the case at some possible world, what else could better systematize our pre-
theoretical opinions about the impossible, if not the analogical conditional,
namely something is impossible iff it is the case at some impossible world? Put
otherwise, and even more strongly: once existence is granted to possible
worlds, there is no non-question-begging reasons to deny it to impossibilia.
Briefly, impossible worlds are in a similar situation in which possible worlds
were thirty-five years ago (¢f. Priest 1997, 487). So why to ignore them?

All in all, the book Metaphysics — Aristotelian, Scholastic, Analytic is a great
guide into the metaphysical debates throughout the history of philosophy.
Moreover, it does not only present, but also critically evaluate traditional meta-
physical problems from analytical point of view (such a useful approach to phi-
losophical problems). I, therefore, recommend the book to laymen interested
in the history of metaphysics as well as experts in the field. Both of them, in
my opinion, will find the book philosophically appealing.

Moartin Vacek

martinvacekphilosophy@gmail.com
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Najnovsia kniha ¢eského filozofa Vojtécha Kolmana priznacne nazvana Idea,
(islo, pravidlo obsahuje fundované studie z oblasti filozofie jazyka a filozofie ma-
tematiky. Kolman tu predovSetkym objasniuje pévodné motivacie filozofického
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obratu k jazyku a zdévodnuje adekvatnost’ daného metodologického rimca vo
vztahu k skiimaniam filozofickych problémov, ktoré sa vynaraji na pozadi vy-
sledkov (sicasného) vedeckého pozndvania. Autor okrem iného argumentuje
v prospech navrhu uchopovat’ klasicki filozofickd otazku typu Co je A? ako
otazku Co je vjznam slova A? Naznalené vychodisko filozofickjch skimani
priamo nadvizuje na Fregeho ,koncepciu® analytickej filozofie, t. j. na Specificky
sposob Fregeho pytania sa, ktory autor interpretuje v intenciach kantovského
transcendentalizmu. V tomto svetle je teda Fregeho koncepcia transcendentalne
analyticka a tvori urcity predstupen k transcendentalne pragmatickej doktrine
R. Brandoma. Obhajovany transcendentalizmus predstavuje filozoficka reflexiu
moznosti a stavu vedeckého poznania, resp. 'udského poznania vobec. Funda-
mentalnou ideou je transcendentalne zakotvenie poznania v intersubjektivite ja-
zyka.

Kolmanova kniha obsahuje texty, ktoré uz boli v tej ¢i onej podobe samo-
statne publikované, pripadne odzneli ako prednasky. Autor ich prepracoval
a zoradil do troch rozsiahlych oddielov, ktorych nazvy, reprezentujuce tri velké
filozofické témy z oblasti filozofie jazyka a filozofie matematiky, sa premietli aj
do titulu celej knihy. Ako som uz spominal, autor tieto témy rozvija z trans-
cendentalne analytickej/pragmatickej pozicie, ¢im sa zaroven vymedzuje voci
modernym metafyzickym doktrinam z dielne ,vedeckej analytickej filozofie.
Metafyziku mozno v tomto pripade stotoznit’ s teériou ndrokujicou si poznanie
skutocnosti ako takej, skuto¢nosti nezavislej od jazyka, a teda od cloveka.
Z Kolmanovho pohladu robia metafyzici chybu predovsetkym v tom, ze nekri-
ticky predpokladaju urcita vopred konstituovani predmetnt risu ako garanta
pravdivosti svojich tvrdeni. Autorov transcendentalny argument vychadza z Qu-
inovho hesla Niet entity bez identity a z postrehu, ze Leibnizov zakon neplati
o veciach deskriptivne, ale je normou, ktoru svetu (v kantovskom zmysle) pred-
pisujeme. A prave na zaklade daného predpisu, nazdava sa autor, krystalizuje sku-
to¢nost do mnoziny predmetov redi; jazyk ako povodca identit teda v uvede-
nom zmysle konstituuje epistemicky pristupny (poznatelny) svet.

Nacrtnuty koncept transcendentalne analytickej filozofie ponuka autorovi
moznost’ netrividlnej reinterpreticie mnohych metafyzickych tvrdeni z oblasti
filozofie, logiky ¢i matematiky. Kolmanova stratégia reinterpretacie spociva
v nalezitom rozliSovani jazykovej a metajazykovej urovne, na zaklade ktorého
mozno desifrovat’ mnohé metafyzické tvrdenia ako tvrdenia metajazykové. Na-
priklad filozofické stotoznenie pravdivej vety s vetou konstatujucou fakt pred-
stavuje podla autora metajazykovy nivrh systematickej transformacie viet obsa-
hujucich vyraz ,pravda® na vety obsahujuce vyraz ,fakt“. Pripadne ak metafyzik
povie Cisla sii nebmotné, v skutoénosti jeho tvrdenie nie je deskriptivne, ale ma
metajazykovi povahu a neznamend ni¢ viac nez to, ze nechceme ¢islam pripiso-
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vat’ predikaty typu ,hmotny*, pretoze tym vzhladom na aritmeticky vyznam ¢is-
loviek neziskame ziadne dolezité praktické rozliSenie. Takymto a podobnym
sposobom sa Kolman pokusa odstranit’ metafyzicky zavidzajicu rec.

V diskutovanej knihe mozno taktiez ndjst’ zaujimavy rozbor alternativnych
teorii pravdy a pokus o ich zmierenie. Podla autorovych slov ide o zmierenie
korespondencnej, pragmatickej a koherencnej tedrie. Podstatou tohto zmiere-
nia je relativizacia zdoraznovanych aspektov, o znamena, ze dané tedrie mozno
ponat’ ako komplementirne, pokial ich zbavime absolutistickych nirokov na
platnost. Relevanciu takto uzemnenej korespondencnej tedrie vSak autor neob-
hajuje explicitne, pozadovany argument ma byt podla vetkého implicitne ob-
siahnuty v rekonstrukeii Fregeho uvah o moznosti (aj ked znaéne problemati-
zovanej moznosti) empirického potvrdenia vedeckej (napr. fyzikdlnej) teérie;'
treba vSak povedat, ze vzt'ah potvrdenia a pravdy tu nie je blizsie Specifikovany,
hoci sa s ohladom na Fregeho kritiku (vulgarnej verzie?) korespondenénej ted-
rie urcita $pecifikicia ziada. Co sa tyka pragmatickej tedrie pravdy, v knihe sa
zvi¢sa pod tymto oznacenim rozumie tzv. performativna tedria, ktord pravdi-
vost stotozfiuje s tvrdiacou silou, na niektorych miestach md vsak autor na
mysli klasicki neopragmaticka teériu, podla ktorej klasifikujeme ako pravdivé
tie vedecké vystupy, ktoré su kognitivne jednoduchsie a lepsie vyhovuja ud-
skym cielom (predovsetkym v otizke ,zvlidnutia skutocnosti®). K uvedenému
vypoctu preberanych tedrii treba este pripojit’ koherenénu teériu, ktord, zdd sa,
nie je ako komplementarna sicast’ ,celkového obrazu pravdy® prili§ problema-
tickd. Avsak v Kolmanovej knihe mozno natrafit aj na nasledujice tvrdenie:
»-..axiomatizujeme-li aritmetiku, jsme prirozené zavazani volit axiomy tak, aby
byly pravdivé. Jejich vzajemna konzistence nestaci a ve skutecnosti plyne teprve
z toho, Ze jsou pravdivé“ (Kolman 2011, 322). Konzistentnost md byt teda v is-
tom zmysle podriadena pravdivosti. To je pomerne prekvapujuce konstatovanie,
ktoré nepochybne podnecuje k diskusii, vyvstava totiz otazka, v akom zmysle
musia byt axiémy aritmetiky pravdivé, aby sme vobec mohli uvazovat’ o ich
konzistentnosti? Mdme v tomto pripade pravdivost chdpat’ (1) ako urcitd ko-
reSpondenciu, (2) ako tvrdiacu silu, alebo (3) ako pragmaticki uzitocnost?
Domnievam sa, Ze tito otizka moze byt filozoficky zaujimavd, ak ziroven be-
rieme ohl'ad na poziadavku korektnej axiomatizacie, podla ktorej ,jsme pfiroze-
né zavazani volit axiomy tak, aby byly pravdivé“ (Kolman 2011, 322).

Okrem hladania kompromisu medzi tedriami pravdy a vyssie naznacenej
systematickej kritiky modernej metafyziky (napr. tedrie moznych svetov) venuje

Tieto uvahy podciarkuje Kolman Quinovym vyjadrenim, podla ktorého sa kores-
pondenc¢ny aspekt tyka vzt'ahu privd a toho, o ¢om st (Kolman 2011, 194). Nazddvam sa
vsak, Ze Quinov vyrok v tomto pripade (kontexte) ni¢ nevysvetluje.
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Kolman pomerne vela priestoru aj problémom z oblasti filozofie matematiky.
Otvara tému nekonecna, objasniuje kontext a problémy Brouwerovej revolucie,
predovsetkym vsak ponuka transcendentalne pragmaticku artikulaciu tzv. prob-
lému kontinua a Gdelovych viet o netiplnosti. Uvahy z oblasti filozofie mate-
matiky autor rozvija na pozadi péovodného logicistického planu v Gsili identifi-
kovat’ podstatu daného projektu a dévod jeho neuspechu.

Podla Kolmana mozno pévodny logicisticky projekt interpretovat’ ako usilie
odstrnit’ z aritmetiky kantovska konstrukciu (dynamiku). Logicizmus sa po-
kusal o uplné nahradenie rekurzivneho pravidla explicitnou formulou, nuz
a prave to bola podla Kolmana principialna chyba, pretoze, ako ukdzal Wittgen-
stein, uplné nahradenie implicitnych pravidiel explicitnymi pravidlami nie je
moiné. Usilie eliminovat’ rekurziu sa v tomto svetle javi zbytoéné a z hladiska
matematiky nanajvy$ kontraproduktivne, ¢o Kolman podciarkuje tvrdenim, ze
»rekurze je ocividné nejjednodussi zpisob, jak néco konstituovat nebo pojme-
novat v aritmetice, a neni jasné, jak ji obejit vynalezenim vétsi domény, z niz by
byly aritmetické pojmy vydéleny jako druh, kdyz je tato doména opét specifiko-
vana rekurzivné“ (Kolman 2011, 385).

Na troskach klasického logicizmu stavia Kolman koncepciu operativne; arit-
metiky, ktort pripisuje uz Wittgensteinovi, ktora je vSak rozpracovana predo-
vSetkym v diele P. Lorenzena. Z filozofického hl'adiska sa operativna aritmetika
zaklada na konstruktivistickej baze a v zasade poskytuje ,pozitivni podporu pro
tvrzeni synteti¢nosti aritmetiky” (Kolman 2011, 309). Pravdaze, protiklad synzetic-
ké — analytické v tomto pripade nie je ostry, aj preto autor uvedené tvrdenie spres-
nije, syntetickost’ ,prepisuje“ na neanalytickost — matematika je neanalytickd
v tom zmysle, ze Uplnd kontrola platnosti viet nemdze byt’ vykonana schematic-
ky, napr. strojom (to je filozofickd artikulicia Godelovych viet o neuplnosti).

Treti oddiel diskutovanej knihy znovu otvara uz preberané témy a vyklad
doplita predovietkym naértom Brandomovho inferencializmu. Autor v tejto si-
vislosti zdoraznuje transcendentalne pragmatické stanovisko: Brandom hlada
to, o je pragmaticky nevyhnutné, t. j. nevyhnutné vo vztahu k jazykovej praxi,
pokial md byt praxou porozumenia a zd6évodnovania. Z tejto pozicie moino
formulovat’ adekvitne metodologické vychodisko nasledovne: ,vychdzime z né-
jakého diskurzu, v némz predem rozeznavame néjaké véty jako (materialné) prav-
divé a néjaké usudky jako (materialné) platné“ (Kolman 2011, 369). Vychodiskom
Kolmanovho pragmatizmu st teda komplexne ponaté jazykové praktiky, ¢o v su-
radniciach konstruktivizmu znamena, Ze neexistuji objekty ako predmety aplika-
cie pravidiel, ale len ,aplikdcie” samé (Kolman 2011, 428). Jazykové praktiky
v tomto Citani predstavuji nieCo filozoficky zvrchované, ide o pojem, ktory ma
preklenut’ problematicky vztah jazyk — svet; podla autora komplexne ponaté ja-
zykové praktiky hraju ,roli svéta, smyslové zkusenosti, pfipadné intuice® (Kol-
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man 2011, 428). NaznaCené prekonanie dualizmu ma byt podstatnym vysled-
kom Kolmanovych skumani, hoci v tomto pripade sa autor, zda sa, nevyhol ne-
jasnym a $pekulativaym formuldcidm. Pomerne velké interpretacné t'azkosti moze
mat’ Citatel napriklad s tvrdenim, podla ktorého existuji iba ,aplikicie samé;
podla autora maju dané aplikicie (ako nevyhnutna armatira jazykovych praktik)
hrat’ rolu sveta, zmyslovej skisenosti ¢i intuicie — toto konstatovanie vak do veci
prilis svetla nevnasa. Prirodzene, uvedené poznamky ma mozno len usvedcuju
z nedostatku predstavivosti a z neschopnosti docenit” hegelovsky typ syntézy.

V kazdom pripade v knihe Idea, ¢islo, pravidlo sa autor od Fregeho uvah po-
stupne prepraciva k analytickému pragmatizmu R. Brandoma, pricom filozo-
ficky relevantny posun artikuluje ako systematicki deontologizaciu vyznamu.
Treba povedat, Ze v prvej Casti knihy sa autor okrem spominaného venuje aj
dokladnej exegéze Fregeho spisov, aby rozptylil rozsirené filozofické predsudky
o Fregeho platonizme. Vysledkom tohto usilia bola akasi demetafyzikacia Fre-
geho filozofie — filozofie, ktori mozno adekvitne klasifikovat' ako sémanticky
platonizmus. (Podstatou je to, Ze Fregeho tretia risa mala byt sice riSou ob-
jektivneho, ale objektivne neznamena ,zapisané na nebeskych doskach®, ale
predovsetkym garantované rozumom.) V svetle Brandomovej koncepcie uz vsak
Fregeho platonizmus nie je sémanticky, lez negativny, pricom privlastok nega-
tivny iba zd6raznuje, Ze Fregeho manéver postulovania tretej rise vychadza z usilia
vymedzit’ sa voi subjektivizmu. Podobne dochidza k istému nazorovému posunu,
ked predtym vehementne obhajovany Fregeho pragmatizmus Kolman v zavere
knihy zredukuje na tvrdenie, podla ktorého Frege prilezitostne zd6raznoval pre-
skriptivny a relativny charakter logiky, ,aby pak skonc¢il u nejkonvencnéjsiho, Cisté
deskriptivniho urceni logiky jako védy o nejobecnéjsich zikonech pravdivosti®
(Kolman 2011, 394). Uvedené poznimky, samozrejme, nie st prili§ dolezité, jed-
nako su vsak zaujimavé ako urcity prispevok k filozofickym sporom o adekvatne
klasifika¢né zatriedenie. Zaujimavé je taktiez to, ze v Kolmanovej interpretacii do-
konca ani Platén nie je skutocny platonik (Kolman 2011, 223, 407). Ziada sa teda
akasi filozoficka inventura a nova klasifikacia, podla ktorej ,,Platon, Kant ¢i Hegel
metafyzici nejsou, Russell a Tichy jsou (Kolman 2011, 81).

Ako uz bolo povedané, podorys filozofickej koncepcie obsiahnutej v knihe
Idea, ¢islo, pravidlo je v zasade kantovsky. Treba vsak upozornit’ na jeden ddlezi-
ty koncepcny posun smerom k neredukovatelnému pluralizmu: Podl'a Kolmana
tak Frege ako aj Lorenzen a Brandom chybujt v tom, ze hladaju akusi superlo-
giku, ktord md byt v zdklade moznosti sucasnej plurality logickych a matema-
tickych systémov. Kolman tvrdi, ze ziadna superlogika skratka neexistuje, t. j.
neexistuju ziadne zakladné, nerevidovatelné pravidla rozumu; pise: ,To, co po-
vazujeme za ,rozumné’, (...) odvisi od konkrétni historické situace, nemizeme
tedy predem uvést zadnd schematicka pravidla ¢i kritéria“ (Kolman 2011, 338).
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Bliziac sa k zaveru povazujem za potrebné upozornit Citatela na fake, zZe ten-
to ¢lanok, pokial mi odpovedat’ na jednoduchu otizku ,,O ¢om je kniha Idea,
(islo, pravidlo?, rozhodne nebude vycerpavajuci. Mojim cielom je predovsetkym
vzbudit ¢itatel'sky zdujem poukdzanim na niekolko podnetnych uvah a zaujima-
vych zaverov, ktoré mozno v diskutovanej prici najst. Ako som uz zdoraznil,
autor nielen hl'ada, ale aj nachadza sposoby desifrovania, pripadne odstranovania
metafyzickych tvrdeni. Samozrejme, v tomto pripade je jasné, Ze sam autor by
sa mal metafyzickych vyrokov vystrihat'. Pre Kolmana to okrem iného znamena
vyhybat sa filozofickym absolutizmom, ako to bolo naznacené v kontexte uvah
o povahe pravdy. Autor v sulade s uvedenou poziadavkou pise: ,pro me ,ab-
strakeni’, fiktivni, ,konkrétni‘ apod. nejsou obecné srozumitelné, absolutni po-
jmy, ale jen relativni rozliseni“ (Kolman 2011, 87).

Domnievam sa, ze stratégiu demetafyzikicie v prave uvazovanom zmysle na-
jdeme nacrtnuta uz vo Wittgensteinovej Modrej knibe, kde je problém metafy-
zickej reci diagnostikovany ako kategorické konstatovanie vopred vylucujuce
moznost’ kladenia antitézy (Wittgenstein 1969, 46). Je znime, kam Wittgenste-
ina jeho anti-metafyzicka doslednost’ doviedla, avsak mohol sa vobec tento au-
tor dopracovat’ k nieComu inému nez k filozofickej mozaike terapeutickych po-
znamok? Na tuto otazku, zda sa, Kolman odpoveda kladne, ved napriek tomu,
ze prijima Wittgensteinov program, on sam formuluje viac nez kusé filozofické
poznamky — predklada v istom zmysle pozitivnu, transcendentalne pragmaticka
doktrinu. Otdzne vsak je to, ¢i sa tato doktrina skuto¢ne vyhyba absolutizmom
typu Vietky predmety sii v podstate abstraktné. Tato poznamka vychadza z toho,
ze oznacenie [ubovolného predmetu ma byt podla tedrie mozné az potom, ako
sa tento predmet konstituuje na zaklade tzv. apriérnych predpisov ako logicky
predmet re¢i (Kolman 2011, 155). Isteze, uvedeny postreh v urcitom zmysle za-
vadza, ignoruje totiz existenciu predmetov zmyslovej skiisenosti, ktoré maji empi-
rickd povahu (Kolman 2011, 156); prave predmety zmyslovej skusenosti by sme
v opozicii k abstraktnym predmetom mohli pokladat za predmety, ktoré ab-
straktné nie su. Lenze podla uvazovanej konstruktivistickej doktriny neexistuje
vopred dana risa predmetov, a teda vsetky predmety (vritane tych, ktoré oby-
¢ajne nepokladame za abstraktné) maja v istom zmysle ,vznikat™ az na zaklade
logickej abstrakcie: ,I empirické predméty, ziskané skrze ekvivalence urcitych
jevovych reprezentaci (shluky riznych casoprostorovych vyskytl), jsou tedy
v tomto smyslu abstrakeni“ (Kolman 2011, 241). Opustit’ tuto formulaciu zna-
mena vzdat sa analyzy cez fregeovské vyznamy, na druhej strane sa vsak zdd, ze
neopustit’ ju znamena zanechat Wittgensteinov program.

Na zaver mozno vyslovit' konstatovanie, ze Kolmanova kniha pontika mnoz-
stvo inspirativnych filozofickych podnetov a niekolko zisadnych argumentov
v prospech idei znamych pod hlavickou transcendentalnej filozofie, konstrukti-
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vizmu, Strukturalizmu ¢i analytického pragmatizmu. Otazne je, akym spésobom
sa autor vyrovna s pascou tretej dogmy empirizmu a ako vysvetli vlastné katego-
rické odmietnutie postmodernistického hesla Vsetko je text (Kolman 2011, 384),
ak je zaroven presvedceny, ze ,neexistuje svét mimo jeho popis“ (Kolman 2011,
90).

Marek Mikusiak

marek.mikusiak@gmail.com
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The Israel Philosophy Association 16™ Annual Conference
(February 18, 2013, Bar-llan University, Bet Harav Jakobovits
for the Study of Philosophy, Ethics, and Jewish Thought)

In February 18, 2013 The Israel Philosophy Association organized its 16™
Annual Conference reflecting the variety of philosophical topics. This year the
conference took place at the Bar Ilan University in Israel (a campus located
about 8 miles from Tel Aviv) and, as usual, hosted domestic as well as interna-
tional speakers.

The conference commenced with a keynote lecture given by Professor Da-
vid Heyd (The Hebrew University) entitled “Between Representation and Im-
pression: Rousseau on Theatre and Politics” (in Hebrew). After that, the active
and passive participants of the conference split up into four sessions, each of
which had its own sub-sessions. The topics thorough the sub- sessmns Varled
and included secular theology, political philosophy, philosophy of 19 " and 20"
century, reasons and intentions, philosophy of mind, European philosophy,
philosophy of science, metaphysics, ethics, philosophy of language, logic or
Greek philosophy.

The philosophy of mind session started with Jens Harbecke (Witten/Her-
decke University) and his paper “What is the Relation Between the Regularity
Theory of Mechanistic Constitution and the Gillett’s Dimensioned Realiza-
tion?”. In it, Harbecke discussed mechanistic approach to neurobiological ex-
planation in terms of the so-called mechanistic constitution. He presented his
own approach to the constitution as a second-order relation being expressible
by a particular kind of conditional called a constitutive minimal theory. Assaf
Weksler (The Open University of Israel) in his “Modal Intentionalism” discussed
an idea according to which the phenomenal character of a mental state is deter-
mined by its content plus its psychological mode. His proposal — dispositional in-
tentionalism — suggested that a given mental state is determined by its content,
its psychological mode and its dispositions to react to other experiences. The ses-
sion concluded with Malte Dahlgriin (Humbolt-Universitit zu Berlin) and his
“Multimodularity in Evolutionary Psychology: Rebutting Samuels’ Challenge”.
Dahlgriin presented a multimodularity claim according to which the human
mind contains a far greater number of “innate” domain-specific, information-
processing adaptations than has been standardly assumed. As he concluded
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Samuels begs a question against evolutionary psychology when he frames the
debate on innate adaptations in terms of a false dichotomy.

Reasons and Intentions sub-session as a part of the second session started
with Dalia Drai’s (Ben-Gurion University) “Reasons Have No Weight”. In the
paper she assumed that a reason does not function in the same normative way
in every context and from the determination thesis — a thesis claiming that the
evaluative judgment is determined by the weight of the reasons for and against
that judgment — she concluded that the determination thesis fails if reasons
and their weights are construed as context-independent. Yonathan Shemmer
(Sheffield University) in his “Future Reasons” claimed that assuming that the
debate about the meaning of the term subjectivism between Sobel and Parfit is
terminological, the former is right. Although, according to Shemmer, future
looking subjectivism should be rejected subjectivists have an alternative way of
dealing with reasons as to avoid future agony. In his “Practical Knowledge“ Da-
vid Horst (The Hebrew University) argued for the claim that in acting inten-
tionally the agent must have practical knowledge of what she is doing as it is,
for Horst, necessary in order to understand intentional action.

The third section included, among others, Melis Erdur (NYU) and her
“A Moral Argument Against Moral Realism® and Christos Kyriacou’s (Univer-
sity of Cyprus) “Pro Normative Properties as Disjunctive Properties“. In the
latter, Kyriacou tried to address the semantic, epistemological and ontological
challenges to normative realism. In the former, Erdur made a claim that moral
realism is problematic not only from a metaphysical and epistemological point
of view, but also from a moral perspective itself. Both papers were followed
by philosophically appealing comments by David Enoch (The Hebrew Univer-
sity). In them, Enoch provided overviews of the papers, pointed out their inter-
connections and critically evaluated some issues discussed in them.

Finally, one sub-session of the forth session — Logic and Philosophy of Lan-
guage — began with Michal Gleitman’s (Emory University) “Autistic Chairs and
Davidsonian Interpreters: A New Perspective”. Her paper provided a new ap-
proach to the debate about Davidson and his theory of meaning. In particular,
she argued that the empirical evidence about autistics turns out to support Da-
vidson’s theory. Martin Vacek (Slovak Academy of Sciences) in his “Impossibil-
ists’ Paradise on the Cheap?” challenged the attempts to construct ersatz im-
possible worlds out of concrete possibilia, and proposed to interpret impossible
phenomena by means of concrete impossible worlds. The last paper of the ses-
sion called “Can Operator Argument Support Relativism?” by Dan Zeman (In-
stitute Jean Nicod) considered an argumentative strategy in which the operator
argument — an argument for the introduction of parameters in the circums-
tances of evaluation — cannot support relativism.
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Of course, the conference contained much more papers on even more philo-
sophical topics. Since the sub-sessions of the particular sessions overlapped with
each others, it was not possible to report all of them. However, for those inter-
ested in the rest of the papers, the organizers made all the abstracts available at
the conference website http://opalglobal.openu.ac.il/ course/v1ew php?id=66. In
sum, the organizers of The Israel Philosophy Association 16™ Annual Confe-
rence did a great job and we are looking forward to meet next year.

Martin Vacek

martinvacekphilosophy@gmail.com

Pro-Fil je elektronicky Casopis, ktery publikuje pFispévky z oblasti filosofie.
Ctenafi zde naleznou texty, stati, rozhovory, recenze, anotace, upozornéni a
zpravy. Casopis zvefejfiuje odborné studie i pfispévky vhodné pro vyuku filo-
sofie.
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Z obsahu
Jesus Padilla Gdlvez: Euklidovsky prostor a zorny prostor jako esteticky prob-
|ém

Iva Svacinova: Epistemologické vyzvy platonismu a Godelovo pojeti matema-
tické intuice

Jan Votava: Parapsychologie a pojem replikace

Monika Becvdrovd: ,,Nature’s Bastards” z Royal Society: Obhajoba pfirodni fi-
losofie v dile Margaret Cavendishové (1623-1673)

Milos Kratochvil: K hermeneutice védeckych teorii cestou Hélene Metzgerové

Frantisek Skvrnda: Co iné je Platédnov Sékratés, nez len Platén vpredu, Platén
vzadu a v strede Chiméra?

Marek Hrubec: |dea otroctvi v déjindch evropského a severoamerického mys-
leni

Lukds Likavéan: Vyznam kontextu

http.//profil.muni.cz
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is pleased to announce call for papers for the conference

MODAL METAPHYSICS:
Issues on the (Im)Possible
held in

September 19-20, 2013

Keynote speakers:

John Divers (University of Leeds)
Francesco Berto (University of Aberdeen)

We invite submissions for a 30 minute presentation followed by a 20 minute
discussion. Topics of interest might include (but are not limited to):

the nature of possible and impossible worlds
logic of possible and impossible worlds
how possibilia and impossibilia represent?
can we do without them?

A detailed abstract of approximately 500 words should be prepared for blind review
and include a cover page with the full name, title, institution and contact
information. Files can be submitted in pdf or doc(x) and should be sent to

modalmetaphysics@gmail.com

Deadline for submissions: May 15, 2013
Notification of acceptance: June 15, 2013

The authors selected for the conference will be invited to contribute to a special
issue of the journal of analytic philosophy Organon F. If you wish to submit an

abstract, or would like any further details, please, email us to the above address or
visit the conference website: http://metaphysicalsociety.webnode.sk/

Program committee: Eugen Andreansky, Jifi Raclavsky, Igor Sedlar
Organizing committee: Lukas Bielik, Martin Vacek, Marian Zouhar




