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ABSTRACT: In this paper I will examine Helen Beebee’s argument that anti-Humeans
are not in a better position to justify induction. I will first argue that her argument
proves too much and that it can jeopardize the status of inference to the best explana-
tion as a useful inductive principle. I will then propose a principle that should govern
our use of disjunctive explanations in the context of inference to the best explanation
and show that Beebee’s use of disjunctive explanations violates this principle.

KEYWORDS: David Armstrong — Helen Beebee — Disjunctive explanation — Inference to
the best explanation.

1. Explanationist approaches to the problem of induction
and Armstrong’s argument

By ‘explanationist approaches to the problem of induction’ I mean the
attempts to justify inductive generalizations with inference to the best ex-
planation (hereafter IBE). The overall strategy is as follows.

(1)  All observed Fs are Gs.

(2)  This observed regularity cries out for an explanation.

© 2015 The Author. Journal compilation © 2015 Institute of Philosophy SAS
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(3)  The best explanation or a consequence of the best explanation of
this evidence is the corresponding general regularity that all Fs
are Gs.

(4) By IBE, we are justified to infer ‘all Fs are Gs’ from ‘all observed
Fs are Gs.

Note that (3) is disjunctive, meaning that there are two ways for ex-
planationists to go. Some explanationists think that the best explanation of
‘all observed Fs are Gs’ is that ‘all Fs are Gs’ (cf. Harman 1980). I will call
them type-A explanationists. Other explanationists think that ‘all Fs are
Gs’ is not the best explanation but a mere consequence of the best explana-
tion (cf. Armstrong 1983; BonJour 1998; Foster 1983; Peacocke 2004).
I will call them type-B explanationists.

David Armstrong is a type-B explanationist. He thinks that we can solve
the problem of induction in the following way (see Armstrong 1983, 52-53):

(1)  All observed Fs are Gs.
(2)  This observed regularity cries out for an explanation.
(5)  The best explanation of this evidence is N(F,G)

(6) By IBE, we are justified to infer N(F, G) from ‘all observed Fs are
Gs.

(7)  N(F, G) entails ‘all Fs are Gs.’

(8)  Therefore, we are justified to infer ‘all Fs are Gs’ from ‘all ob-
served Fs are Gs.’

According to Armstrong, N(F, G) is a necessitation relation and is wholly
distinct from ‘all Fs are Gs’ even though the former entails the latter. Since
Armstrong introduces a necessary connection between wholly distinct
states of affairs (namely between N(F, G) and ‘all Fs are Gs’) his view is
anti-Humean.

Armstrong’s argument has two controversial steps. First, (6) is contro-
versial because IBE itself is extremely controversial. Even though there are
many philosophers who are sus;;icious of IBE, Armstrong does not provide
a systemic justification of IBE." So his argument is at best conditional;

For criticisms of IBE, see Salmon (2001), van Fraassen (1989). In fact, Armstrong
(1983, 59) provides an argument for the rationality of IBE which I find neither system-
atic nor plausible.
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IBE is justified then, unlike the Humean, the anti-Humean can solve the
problem of induction. Second, and more importantly, (5) is controversial.
Why should we think that N(F, G) is the best explanation of ‘all observed
Fs are Gs’? Suppose that ‘all Fs are Gs’ can explain ‘all observed Fs are Gs’.
Then, as type-A explanationists claim, N(F, G) cannot be the best explana-
tion. Most philosophers agree that simplicity is an explanatory virtue. Since
‘all Fs are Gs’ is an ontologically simpler explanation than N(F, G), all
other things being equal, we should prefer ‘all Fs are Gs’ to N(F, G).

Here Armstrong does provide an argument. His basic idea is that a con-
junction cannot explain its conjunct(s) — call this ‘Armstrong’s principle’.
We have a strong intuition that a state of affairs cannot explain itself and
Armstrong’s principle seems to be a natural consequence of this intuition.
Once we accept Armstrong’s principle, quite trivially we should conclude
that ‘all Fs are Gs’ cannot explain ‘all observed Fs are Gs” because ‘all Fs are
Gs’ is logically equivalent to ‘all observed Fs are Gs and all unobserved Fs
are Gs’ (see Armstrong 1983, 40; for a similar argument see Bird 2007, 86-
90).

Most critics of Armstrong’s argument have focused on Armstrong’s
principle and tried to prove that it is unjustifiable. Some Humeans argue
that this principle simply begs the question against influential theories of
explanation, such as the D-N model and unification account. Others, such
as Rodger White, claim that Armstrong fails to recognize the important
distinction between instance explanation and regularity explanation.2 I ex-
amined these criticisms closely elsewhere and don’t want to further discuss
them in this paper (see Lee 2013a; 2013b). There is another criticism
raised by Helen Beebee in her recent paper (cf. Beebee 2011). She does not
focus on Armstrong’s principle. Instead, she claims that N(F, G) is not the
best anti-Humean explanation. So her argument does not lose its credibility
even if Armstrong’s principle turns out to be true.

In the rest of this paper, I will examine her argument. First, I will ex-
plain Beebee’s argument in the next section. In section 3, I will show that
her argument proves much more than she thinks, which suggests that
there must be something wrong with her argument. In section 4, I will ar-
gue that Beebee’s argument is based on a misconception regarding IBE. In

For the former type of criticisms, see Lewis (1994, 478-479); Loewer (1996, 113).
For White’s criticism, see White (2005).
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the last section, I will provide another argument against Beebee, which is
closely related to the argument in section 4.

2. Beebee’s argument

Beebee does not deny that N(F, G) can explain ‘all Fs are Gs’. Instead
she argues that N(F, G) is not the best anti-Humean explanation. She ar-
gues in Beebee (2011, 510) that the following (anti-Humean) explanation is
at least as good as N(F, G).

(SF) F and G have been necessarily connected so far.’

Since (SF) does not entail that ‘all Fs are Gs', if (SF) is at least as good as
N(F, G), Armstrong’s type B approach is hopeless even if Armstrong’s
principle is true.

One thing we should note is that (SF) is quite different from a time-
limited necessitation relation, such as Nypdil-2014(F, G). Beebee acknowl-
edges that N(F, G) is a better explanation than Nynl-2014(F, G) because
only the latter has a temporal parameter. Again, simplicity is an explanatory
virtue and additional parameters decrease the degree of simplicity. For this
reason, Beebee emphasizes that (SF) does not have temporal-parameter
unlike Nyneil-2014(F, G). Based on this fact, she argues that there is no rea-
son to think N(F, G) has the advantage of simplicity over (SF).

Another important issue is whether or not predictive power is an ex-
planatory virtue. (SF) is a disjunctive hypothesis because it is contextually
equivalent to (Nuncil-2014(F, G) or Nyncii-2015(F, G) or Nyneir-2016(F, G) or
Nundl-2017(F, G) or ... or N(F, G)).4 Even though most disjuncts of this dis-
junction have predictive power, there is a disjunct which does not have pre-
dictive power, namely Nyqit-2014(F, G).5 Just one disjunct is enough to re-

3
‘SF’ stands for ‘so far’.

4 . . . . . .
Two comments on this claim are in need. First, the notion of ‘contextual equiva-

lence,” and hence that of ‘disjunctive hypothesis’ (or ‘disjunctive explanation’) needs to
be clarified. T will address this issue in section 4. Second, obviously (SF) is not contex-
tually equivalent to this disjunction. We need much more fine grained disjunction. I be-

lieve, however, that my readers will easily catch what I intend here.

5
For the sake of argument, let me assume that we are at the last moment of 2014.
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move the predictive power of the whole disjunctive hypothesis. Since
N(F, G) has predictive power, if predictive power is an explanatory virtue,
N(F, G) is a better explanation compared to (SF).

Beebee claims that in the current context predictive power is not an ex-
planatory virtue. First, she argues that in our context we are talking about
a metaphysical explanation rather than a scientific explanation. She says:
“Prediction is not part of the point of metaphysics, in either a practical or
a theoretical sense” (Beebee 2011, 517). Moreover, since we are talking
about the problem of induction, Armstrong’s opponent is the inductive
skeptic. And “the inductive skeptic holds that, pending a good argument to
the contrary, a hypothesis that makes predictions is eo ipso a hypothesis that
we have no grounds for believing”. In short, the simplicity criterion does
not discriminate between (SF) and N(F, G), and the predictive power crite-
rion is not applicable in our context. So there is no reason to think N(F, G)
is a better explanation than (SF), which means that (5) in Armstrong’s ar-
gument is not justified.

3. What does Beebee’s argument, if good, show?

For the sake of argument, let me assume that Beebee’s argument is
a good one. Then, as Beebee claims, it shows that Armstrong’s type-B ap-
proach is hopeless. It also shows many other things, however. First, it
shows that the type-A approach is hopeless as well. Suppose that Arm-
strong’s principle is not true. Now type-A explanationists will claim, ignor-
ing Armstrong’s argument, that ‘all Fs are Gs’ is the best explanation of ‘all
observed Fs are Gs, but compare this explanation with the following Bee-

bee-style hypothesis.
(SF) All Fs have been Gs so far.

Since (SF’) has no temporal parameter, the simplicity criterion does not
discriminate between (SF’) and ‘all Fs are Gs’. Because we are talking about
metaphysical explanations, the predictive power criterion is irrelevant.
Therefore, there is no reason to think ‘all Fs are Gs’ is a better explanation
compared to (SF).

At this point, one might claim that there is an important difference be-
tween these two hypotheses. The worry goes like this. (SF’) is a disjunctive
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hypothesis because it is contextually equivalent to (‘all Fs are Gs until 2013’
or ‘all Fs are Gs until 2014’ or, ..., or ‘all Fs are Gs’). Most disjuncts of this
disjunctive explanation have temporal parameters and time-limited regu-
larities are not genuine law-like regularities. Only law-like regularities have
explanatory power, so (SF’) is not considered to be a genuine explanation.
I think that this worry is groundless. First, there is no reason to think that
only law-like regularities have explanatory power. For example, we can ex-
plain why all objects I picked out of this barrel are green with the fact that
all objects in this barrel are green.6 However, ‘all objects in this barrel are
green’ is not a law-like regularity. Second, even if we accept that only law-
like regularities can have explanatory power, it does not make much difter-
ence. As far as I know, the most powerful Humean theory of law is the
Mill-Ramsey-Lewis theory of law, according to which laws are axioms and
high-level theorems of best axiomatic deductive system. Imagine a possible
world where everything is exactly the same as our world until 2014, and
then there is no regularity what so ever after 2014. The Humean must ac-
cept this possibility. And the best axiomatic system of this world will con-
tain the following time-limited laws: Boyle’s lawynal 2014, Charles’s
lawyneil 2014, and etc. Just as Armstrong must accept the possibility of time-
limited necessitation relation, the Humean must accept the possibility of
time-limited law.” Once we realize that even the Humean must accept this
possibility, we can dodge this criticism by converting (SF’) to the following
(SF”).

(SF”) All Fs have been Gs so far as a nomological fact.

Here, ‘nomological facts’ means facts that hold as a consequence of law(s)
of nature. Since the Humean cannot exclude the possibility of ‘all Fs are Gs
until 2014”s being a law, (SF”) does not entail ‘all Fs are Gs’.

In short, Beebee’s argument, if good, undermines the explanationist ap-
proach to the problem of induction in general.® What makes things worse

For a similar idea, see White (2005, 12).

Beebee nicely explains why Armstrong must accept the possibility of time limited

necessitation; see Beebee (2011, 511-513).

8 . . .
I am not saying that this consequence raises a problem to Beebee. After all, Beebee

seems to think that both Humeans and anti-Humeans cannot justify induction. My
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is that her argument undermines scientific realism too. Let me assume, fol-
lowing most scientific realists, that IBE is the basic inductive principle for
scientific inquiries. So, we justify the existence of such an unobservable en-
tity as atoms with IBE in the following way.

(9)  There are Brownian movements and other observable evidences.

(10) The best explanation of this empirical evidence is the existence
of atoms.

(11) By IBE, we are justified to believe that there are atoms.

However, (10) is questionable, or so Beebee should think. Compare the ex-
planation, which postulates the existence of atoms — call it ‘(EA) — with
the following hypothesis ‘(UM)’ for ‘unobservable mechanism’).

(UM) There is some unobservable mechanism, which produces the ob-
servable consequences atoms are supposed to produce.

There is no reason to think (EA) is simpler than (UM). (EA) introduces
one additional kind of unobservable entity, namely atoms. (UM) does not
exclude the possibility of more than one additional unobservable entity;
let’s call this hypothesis (TWO). This does not mean that (UM) has
commitment to (TWO). (UM) is a disjunctive hypothesis. Just as (SF) has
Nuntil-2014(F, G) as its disjunct, (UM) has (TWO) as its disjunct. Just as it
is not the case that (SF) is less simple compared to N(F, G) simply because
Nunii-2014(F, G) is (SF)’s disjunct, it is not the case that (UM) is less simple
compared to (EA) simply because (TWO) is (UM)’s disjunct. Therefore, as
far as the simplicity-criterion is concerned, there is no reason to discrimi-
nate between (UM) and (EA).

What about predictive power? Here we are talking about scientific ex-
planation. So predictive power may be an explanatory virtue in our context
but this fact does not make a difference. By hypothesis, (UM) has the exact
same observable consequences as (EA). Therefore, predictive power crite-
rion does not discriminate between them either.

The problem regarding (10) can be generalized. Whenever scientists in-
troduce a new theoretical entity X to explain the empirical evidences, we

point is that Beebee’s argument, if good, undermines IBE itself. This consequence is
just the first step toward my point.



150 JAEHO LEE

can make an alternative explanation that has the following disjunctive
form: there is some unobservable mechanism, which has the same observ-
able consequences as X. This alternative explanation will always block the
sort of IBE scientists want to use. This means, if Beebee’s argument is
good, IBE is useless for the justification of scientific realism.

In fact, this line of argument can be further generalized. Imagine that
someone claims that H is the best explanation of our evidence E, then
there must be less simple hypotheses which have exactly the same empirical
consequences as H. Make a disjunctive hypothesis which has H and those
less simple hypotheses as its disjuncts, then argue that this disjunctive hy-
pothesis is at least as good as H. In short, if Beebee’s argument is good,
then it undermines IBE itself. This means that Beebee’s position is not an
internally coherent one because she does not question the rationality of
IBE.” There must be something wrong in Beebee’s argument.

4. IBE and disjunctive explanations

One lesson we can learn from the discussion from the previous section
seems to be this: when we make IBE, use of disjunctive explanations should
be restricted. In this section, I will propose a principle that should govern our
use of disjunctive explanations in the context of IBE and defend it.

Let me first define ‘disjunctive explanation’ and ‘disjuncts of a disjunc-
tive explanation.” An explanation (i.e. explanans) will be called a disjunctive
explanation in this paper iff it is contextually equivalent to a disjunction.
And by “disjuncts of a disjunctive explanation” I will mean those disjuncts
of a disjunction to which the disjunctive explanation is contextually equiva-
lent. A and B are contextually equivalent iff ‘A iff B’ is true in all worlds
whose possibilities are considered seriously under the context of debate. So
if all logical possibilities are seriously considered under the context, contex-
tual equivalence becomes nothing but logical equivalence. Likewise, if all
and only metaphysically (or physically) possible worlds are considered under
the context, A and B are contextually equivalent iff ‘A iff B’ is metaphysi-
cally (or physically) necessary. So,

One might think that my argument does not undermine the rationality of IBE but
only shows that it is not very interesting. I think, however, that undermining interesting
IBE is virtually the same as undermining IBE itself.
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(12) There is some amount of water in this cup
and

(13) ‘“There is (exactly) one H,O molecule in this cup’ or ‘there are
(exactly) two H,O molecules in this cup’ or ‘there is (exactly)
three H,O molecules in this cup’, or .....

are contextually equivalent under the context in which only metaphysically
possible worlds are seriously considered because ‘water is HyO is meta-
physically necessary.

Likewise,

(14)  An object is moving
and

(15)  ‘An object is moving at the speed of 1 m/sec’ or ‘an object is
moving at the speed of 2m/sec’ or .... or ‘an object is moving at
the speed of 299,792,452 m/sec.’

are contextually equivalent under the context in which only physically pos-
sible worlds are seriously considered because the speed of light in a vacuum
is 299,792,452 m/sec in our world and it is a law that no object can move
faster than the speed of light in a vacuum.10

My notion of ‘contextual equivalence’ could be weaker than physical
equivalence. Imagine that we are examining an explanatory hypothesis, H,
and that under the current context there are only three potential truth-
makers of H, namely T, T, Tj. If there are other physically possible po-
tential truth-makers of H, which can be excluded under the current con-
text, H is contextually equivalent to “T'; V T, V T3 even though they are
not physically equivalent.1!

10 Again, strictly speaking, (14) is not physically equivalent to (15) because (15) is not

sufficiently fine grained.

1 . . . . .
This does not mean that contextual equivalence is necessarily weaker than physical

equivalence. As I pointed out, under some context contextual equivalence is nothing
but logical equivalence which is much stronger than physical equivalence.
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According to my definition, all explanations are quite trivially disjunc-
tive explanations. Let A be our explanation. This is a disjunctive explana-
tion because A is logically equivalent and hence contextually equivalent to
(A&B or A&-B). This triviality, however, will turn out to be harmless for
the reason I will explain later.

At this point, I must concede that my notion of ‘disjunctive explana-
tion’ does not fit the ordinary usage of the term. Usually we don’t think of
N(F, G) as a disjunctive hypothesis simply because it is logically equivalent
to a disjunction, say ‘(N(F, G)&P) v (N(F, G)&-P)’. To the contrary, it is
quite natural to think that N(F, G) is a non-disjunctive hypothesis because
Armstrong thinks that N relation is a second-order universal and believes
there is no such thing as disjunctive universals (see Armstron 1978, 19-22).
For this reason, one might think that it would be better to replace ‘dis-
junctive explanation’ with ‘multiply truth makeable explanation’ and ‘dis-
junct’ with ‘potential truth-maker’ (I am pretty sure that Beebee would
prefer these terms to my terms).12 For those who are comfortable with
truth making talk, I believe that this change of terminology is quite harm-
less. Main arguments in this paper which use ‘disjunctive explanation” and
‘disjunct’ can be easily converted with minor adjustments to the arguments
which use ‘multiply truth-makeable explanations’ and ‘potential truth
maker.” After all, it is quite obvious that most examples of ‘disjunctive ex-
planations’ in this paper are multiply truth makeable explanations. For ex-
ample, since both N(F, G) and Nypi-2014(F, G) are potential truth maker of
(SF), it is a multiply truth-makeable hypothesis.

Even though I accept that the use of ‘disjunctive explanation’ could
produce some confusion among readers, I don’t want to use ‘multiply truth
makeable explanation’ because I think neither ‘truth maker principle’ nor
‘truth making relation’ are well-understood concepts. I simply don’t want
to be involved in truth-making talk. Unlike ‘multiply truth makeable ex-
planation,” my notion of ‘disjunctive explanation’ is quite clear as long as we
remember the definition of this term.

Since every explanation is a disjunctive explanation, it zrivially follows
that sometimes we can use disjunctive explanations in the context of IBE.
However, there are some non-trivial cases in which we can use disjunctive
explanations in the context of IBE. Consider the following explanation.

2 1 thank Sung-il Han for this point.
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(Lethal-Dose) A man drank a cup of some kind of liquid. After some
time, he died showing typical toxic symptoms of potassium cyanide
(KCN). Why did the man die? My explanation: the liquid he drank
contained more than the lethal dose of KCN.

The lethal dose for KCN is 200 — 300 mg. For the sake of simplicity, how-
ever, let me assume that the lethal dose is 300 mg. My explanation is dis-
junctive because it is (physically) equivalent to ‘the liquid contains 300 mg
of KCN’ or ‘it contains 301 mg of KCN’ or ‘it contains 302 mg of KCN’ or,
....13 This disjunctive feature of my explanation is no problem. There is no
reason to think that the inference I made in the example is a bad one. Here
is another example.

(Informer)  Four bad guys (Adam, Bill, Curt, Dan) conspired to assas-
sinate the president. However, the plot failed because the presidential
guards knew the conspiracy. Why did the plot fail? My explanation: at
least one of those four guys was a rat.

My explanation is a disjunctive explanation because it is (logically)
equivalent to (‘Adam was a rat’ or ‘Bill was a rat’ or ‘Curt was a rat’ or ‘Dan
was a rat’). Again, this disjunctive feature of my explanation is not a prob-
lem. Obviously, we can use this explanation in the context of IBE.

So we need a principled way to restrict our use of disjunctive explana-
tions in the context of IBE. The principle should not be too strict because
it should not make (Lethal-Dose) or (Informer) disqualified for IBE-
triggering explanations. It should also not be too lenient because, as we saw
in the previous section, IBE itself can be undermined if we are allowed to
use disjunctive explanations freely.

The principle I propose is very simple: A disjunctive explanation is jus-
tified as a complete IBE-triggering explanation only when it is a permissi-
ble disjunctive explanation which is better than any other permissible dis-
junctive explanation that is not its disjunct. When is a disjunctive explana-
tion permissible? There are three principles of permissibility.

B Iam assuming that in the context of (Lethal-Dose), we are considering only physi-

cally possible hypotheses.
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(P1) A disjunctive explanation is permissible as a complete IBE-
triggering explanation when none of its disjuncts is a genuine
explanation.

(P2) A disjunctive explanation is permissible as a complete IBE-
triggering explanation when its disjuncts are all significantly
worse than it.

(P3) A disjunctive explanation is permissible as a complete IBE-
triggering explanation when none of its disjuncts is explanatorily
salient.

Some comments and explications are in need. First, “permissible” has
a very weak sense here. It is not the case that if a disjunctive explanation
satisfies at least one of P1 — P3, then we are justified to accept the disjunc-
tive explanation. There might be many permissible disjunctive explanations
and in that case we must choose the best out of them. So P1 — P3 should
be read in the following way:

A disjunctive explanation is preferable to its disjuncts when...

Once we read “permissible” in this way, it is almost self-explanatory that P1
— P3 are justified. An explanation is always better than no explanation, so
P1 is justified. A significantly better explanation is always better than a sig-
nificantly worse explanation, so P2 is justified as well. If two explanations
are virtually equal in the explanatory sense, to regard one of them as an IBE
triggering explanation is not justified, so P3 is justified. Since P1 — P3 are
all self-explanatory, the only question concerning them is whether or not
P1 — P3 are exhaustive. Imagine that a disjunctive explanation satisfies
none of P1 — P3. Then it would have an explanatorily salient disjunct
which is at least as good as the disjunctive explanation. Can this explana-
tion be an IBE-triggering explanation? I don’t think so. Remember that
IBE is inference to the best explanation. If the disjunct is at least as good as
the disjunction, the disjunction is not the best explanation. To be sure, ac-
cording to P3, we can regard some non-best explanations as IBE-triggering
explanations,’* but it is because this is inevitable. We have an independ-

14 .. .. . .. .. . . .
This is the reason why my principle contains “it is a permissible disjunctive explana-

tion which is better than any other permissible disjunctive explanation which is not its



INFERENCE TO THE BEST EXPLANATION AND DISJUNCTIVE EXPLANATIONS 155

ently justifiable principle that if two explanations are equally good, we
should not discriminate them in the context of IBE. Unless we find an-
other principle, which can do a similar job, we have good reason to think
P1-P3 is exhaustive.

Second, strictly speaking, P1 is redundant. If all its disjuncts are no ex-
planation, they are all worse than the disjunctive explanation. So P1 is an
instance of P2. P1 is also an instance of P3 because if all its disjuncts are no
explanation, there is no disjunct that is explanatorily salient.

Third, why do we need to insert ‘as a complete IBE-triggering explana-
tion?’ Consider the following example.

(Short-Circuit) There was a fire last night. The investigators found
a typical pattern of soot that is often caused by a short circuit in the
fuse box. Why did the fire occur? My explanation: There was a short
circuit in the fuse box.

(Short-Circuit) is a disjunctive explanation because it is logically equiva-
lent to ‘there was a short circuit in the fuse box and there was sufficient
amount of oxygen in the air’ or ‘there was a short circuit in the fuse box
and there was not sufficient amount of oxygen in the air’, but this disjunc-
tive explanation is not permissible if we remove ‘as a complete IBE-
triggering explanation’ from P1 — P3. First, the first disjunct is a good ex-
planation, so it does not satisfy P1. Second, the first disjunct is a bezter ex-
planation than the disjunctive explanation itself because the former is rela-
tively close to the complete explanation compared to the latter, so it does
not satisfy P2. Lastly, the first disjunct is explanatorily salient because the
second disjunct is no explanation, so it does not satisfy P3. These results
are unacceptable because intuitively the IBE I used in this example seems
to be a good one. If we insert ‘as a complete IBE-triggering explanation’ in
P1 — P3, however, we can handle this problem. In fact, my explanation
should not be allowed as a complete IBE-triggering explanation because it is
at best a partial explanation. This does not mean that my explanation
should not be allowed as IBE-triggering explanation. My (partial) explana-
tion seems to come from a perfectly permissible complete IBE-triggering
explanation.

disjunct” rather than a simpler expression “it is the best permissible disjunctive explana-
. ”»
tion.
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Fourth, given my definition of ‘disjunctive explanation,’ virtually all ex-
planations are disjunctive in infinitely many senses. A is equivalent to
(A&B or A&-B) and it is equivalent to (A&C or A&-C), and so on. So,
my principle should mean this: a disjunctive explanation is permissible as
a complete IBE-triggering explanation when all of their possible “disjuncti-
fication” satisfies at least one of P1 — P3.

I said that my definition of ‘disjunctive explanation’ makes all explana-
tion disjunctive in a trivial sense and that this result is harmless. Here is
why. Suppose that a hypothesis, H, is a potential explanation of evidence E.
Furthermore, suppose that A is an arbitrarily chosen explanatorily irrele-
vant factor. We can trivially “disjunctify” H using A because H is logically
equivalent to (H&A or H&-A). Since A is explanatorily irrelevant to E, -A
is irrelevant to E as well. As familiar counterexamples against D-N model
show, irrelevancy is fatal to explanation.’> So, both H&A and H&-A are
not explanations, which means that (H&A or H&-A) satisfies P1. In short,
we don’t have to worry about the possibility of trivial disjunctifications via
explanatorily irrelevant factors.

Now let me explain why my principle is neither too strict nor too le-
nient. First, let me explain why it is not too strict. Consider (Lethal-
Dose). It is a disjunctive explanation because it is contextually equivalent
to “the liquid contains 300 mg of KCN’ or ‘it contains 301 mg of KCN’
or ‘it contains 302 mg of KCN’ or, ... ". I think (Lethal-Dose) satisfies P1
although it could be slightly controversial. Even if it does not satisfy P1,
there is no question that it satisfies P2 and P3, which are weaker than P1.
Suppose that the liquid the man drank contained exactly 327 mg of KCN.
Can we say that the man died because the liquid he drank contained ex-
actly 327 mg? I don’t think so. One reliable test for the existence of ex-
planatory relation is to see whether there is a counterfactual dependence
between the alleged explanans and the explanandum. This test is particu-
larly reliable when it is not applied to laws and when there is no worry of
backup cause situations, such as preemption, trumping, and over-
determination. Is it true that if the liquid he consumed had not con-
tained exactly 327 mg of KCN, he would not have died? The closest pos-
sible world in which the liquid does not contain exactly 327 mg of KCN

Probably the most famous counterexample of this category would be the hexed-salt
example (originally) by H. Kyburg; see Salmon (1989, 50).
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would be the world where it contains, say, 326 or 328 mg of KCN and in
this world the man would have died because the lethal dose of KCN is
300 mg. This result can be generalized so that all disjuncts of (Lethal-
Dose) turn out to be no explanations. Unlike its disjuncts, (Lethal-Dose)
passes the counterfactual dependence test. It is true that if the liquid the
man drank had not contained 300 mg or more of KCN, he would not
have died. The closest possible world in which the liquid does not con-
tain 300 mg or more of KCN would be the world where it contains 299
mg of KCN and in this world he would not have died. So, (Lethal-Dose)
satisfies P1 and it is a permissible disjunctive explanation. I believe that
the counterfactual dependence test I used is reliable in this case. It is not
applied to laws and there is no worry of a backup cause situation. Even if
it is not reliable in our context, I am sure that (Lethal-Dose) satisfies at
least P2 and P3. First, compare these two explanations: “T’he man died
because the liquid contained exactly 324 mg of KCN” vs. “T’he man died
because the liquid contained more than lethal dose of KCN”. There is no
question that the second explanation is much better than the first. Sec-
ond, compare “The man died because the liquid contained exactly 324
mg of KCN” with “The man died because the liquid contained exactly
325 mg of KCN”. There is no reason to think one of them is explanato-
rily salient, which means that (Lethal-Dose) satisfies P3.

The following example of a red ball by Beebee (2011, 515) is similar to
my (Lethal-Dose) example:

(Red Ball)  There are twenty balls in a bag, all of which (unknown to
me) are different shades of red. You pull a ball from the bag, and you
want to know why you pulled out a red ball. My answer: all the balls are
red.

As Beebee emphasizes, (Red Ball) is a multiply truth makeable explana-
tion and hence it is a disjunctive explanation in my sense because it is con-
textually equivalent to “all the balls are a shade; of red’ or ‘all the balls are
a shade, of red’ or ... or ‘one of the balls is a shade; of red and others are all
a shade, of red’ or ‘one of the balls is a shade; of red and others are all
a shades of red’ or.... However, as Beebee emphasizes, (Red Ball) is a per-
missible disjunctive explanation because it satisfies P1. For example, ‘all the
balls are a shade; of red’ is not a potential explanation of why the ball
I pulled is a red ball. Again, counterfactual dependence test is helpful here
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for it is not true that if it had not been the case that all the balls are shade;
of red, then the ball T pulled would not have been a red ball. Probably in
the closest world in which the antecedent is true, some balls would be dif-
ferent shades of red and in that world the ball I pulled would be a red
ball.16

Next, consider (Informer). Unlike (Lethal-Dose), (Informer)’s disjuncts
are good potential explanations. Suppose that Adam was the rat. Then it is
true that the plot failed because Adam was a rat. In fact, this explanation
seems to be better than (Informer) because it is more informative. There-
fore, (Informer) does not satisfy P1 and it does not satisfy P2 either, but
(Informer) satisfies P3. Compare ‘Adam was the rat’ with ‘Bill was the rat.
Explanatorily speaking, they are perfectly symmetric. There is no reason to
think one is better than the other, which means that there is no explanato-
rily salient disjunct here. So (Informer) is a permissible disjunctive explana-
tion.

Now, let me explain why my principle is not too lenient. My principle
does not have the consequences that Beebee’s argument has. Consider first
(UM). For the sake of argument, let me assume that we are considering se-
riously all metaphysical possibilities. (UM) is contextually equivalent to
“There are atoms’ or ‘there are shatoms, which are different from atoms but
produces the same observable consequences atoms are supposed to produce’
or ‘there is a Cartesian demon who produces Brownian movement and
other alleged evidence for atoms’ or...”. (UM) cannot satisfy P1. (EA), or
‘There are atoms’ is a good potential explanation. (UM) cannot satisfy P2
either. There is no reason to think (UM) is much better than (EA). To
the contrary, (EA) seems to be better than (UM). (EA) is much more in-
formative than (UM). Lastly, (UM) also cannot satisfy P3. (EA) is signifi-
cantly salient in the explanatory sense, and that is why scientists believe in
atoms.?” Since (UM) satisfies none of P1 — P3, (UM) is not a permissible

16 Again, even if (Red Ball) does not satisfy P1, quite obviously it does satisfy at least

one of P2 and P3.

One might think we cannot know that (EA) is salient. (UM) is a disjunctive expla-
nation, which has in principle infinitely many disjuncts. We human beings cannot ex-
amine those infinitely many disjuncts. In fact, we cannot even know those infinitely
many disjuncts! The idea behind this criticism is same as the idea behind the “argument
from bad lot” by van Fraassen. For the argument see van Fraassen (1989, 142-143). For
Psillos’ criticism of this argument, see Psillos (1999, 220). All T want to say here is that
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disjunctive explanation. Unlike (UM), there is no reason to think that
(EA) is not a permissible disjunctive explanation. So, under the assumption
that (EA) is the best permissible disjunctive explanation, we are justified to
believe in atoms. My principle allows the defenders of IBE to support sci-
entific realism.

It is quite clear by now that I can reject Beebee’s argument with my
principle. In short, Beebee’s (SF) is not a permissible disjunctive explana-
tion. (SF) is (probably metaphysically) equivalent to the following explana-
tion: (Nuncil-2014(F, G) or Nuncl20i5(F, G) or Nuncl2016(F, G) or
Nuntii-2017(F, G) or ... or N(F, G)). Therefore, (SF) cannot satisfy P1.
N(F, G) is a perfectly good potential explanation and even Beebee does not
deny this. (SF) cannot satisfy P2 either. There is no reason to think (SF) is
significantly better than N(F, G). To the contrary, N(F, G) seems to be
better than (SF) because it is more informative. Lastly, and most impor-
tantly, (SF) also cannot satisfy P3. Compare N(F, G) with Nyqat-2014(F, G).
Beebee herself concedes that the first explanation is better than the second
one because it, unlike the second one, has no temporal parameters. The
question is this: how significantly better is N(F, G) compared to
Nuntil-2014(F, G)? Since saliency is a vague concept, if we want to assert that
N(F, G) is the salient disjunct we need to show that N(F, G) is not just
better but significantly better than Nygi-2014(F, G). I believe that N(F, G)
is significantly better than Nynei-2014(F, G). Nundit-2014(F, G) requires us to
radically revise our conception concerning space and time. We don’t think
that a particular time or space has causal/explanatory power. We do think
a particular length of time or space can have causal/explanatory power. For
example, we can mention a particular half-life to explain radioactive decay,
but to say that a particular length of time has causal/explanatory power is
one thing and to say that such a particular time as 2014 has causal/ex-
planatory power is another. If we accept Nypneir-2014(F, G), we should attrib-
ute some kind of causal/explanatory power to a particular time, namely
2014. T am not saying that this is unintelligible; what I am saying is that
this is a radical revision of our belief system. Other things being equal, an
explanation that does not require such a radical revision is much better

even if this worry is a genuine worry, this is a criticism of IBE itself. So I don’t have to
have an answer to this criticism. We (including Beebee) are assuming that IBE is justifi-

able.
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than an explanation that does. So, there is good reason to think N(F, G) is
significantly better than Nyne2014(F, G), which means that (SF) cannot
satisfy P3. Since (SF) satisfies none of P1 — P3, it is not a permissible dis-
junctive explanation. Since there is no reason to think that N(F, G) is not
permissible, under the assumption that N(F, G) is the best permissible dis-
junctive explanation, we are justified to believe in N(F, G).

5. Informativeness as an explanatory virtue

In this last section, I will argue that there is an additional reason to
think Beebee’s argument fails, which was in fact implicitly suggested in
the previous section. Why should we restrict our use of disjunctive expla-
nations in the context of IBE? My explanation in section 3 was that unre-
stricted use of disjunctive explanations tends to undermine IBE itself be-
cause it makes IBE uninteresting. Compare (EA) and (UM) once again. If
we allow for the free use of disjunctive explanations in the context of
IBE, all we can know is that there is some unobservable mechanism that
produces our observable evidence. This knowledge is not particularly ex-
citing. This is not exciting because it is not informative. In other words,
it does not exclude many possibilities. So, a lesson we can learn from the
discussion in section 3 is that IBE can be a useful inductive principle only
if informativeness is an explanatory virtue. The principle I proposed in
section 4 can be seen as one way to embody the idea that informativeness
is an explanatory virtue.

In fact, the idea that informativeness is an explanatory virtue is a quite
familiar one. It is controversial whether Moliere’s famous dormitive virtue
explanation is a genuine explanation. In my opinion, it is a genuine expla—
nation. However, even if it is a genuine explanation, it still does not seem
to be a good explanation. Behind this intuition is the fact that this explana-
tion is not very informative.

Once we admit that informativeness is an explanatory virtue. The idea
that we can make an equally good explanation by disjunctively combining
a good explanation with bad explanations seems to be unjustifiable. All we
can get by this kind of “disjunctification” is some increase of probability.
(This increase in probability should not be very impressive because it is
achieved by bad explanations.) However, by this disjunctive combining, we
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lose all-important informativeness. An inductive inferential principle that
does not produce informative conclusions is useless.

To prevent potential misunderstandings, I must emphasize at this point
that I am not saying that any kind of informativeness can be regarded as an
explanatory virtue. One can make a potential explanation more informative
in a way that destroys the potential explanatory relation between explanan-
dum and potential explanans. For example, one can make a potential expla-
nation more informative by conjunctively combining it with an explanato-
rily irrelevant factor; but the increase of informativeness in this sense is no
explanatory virtue. Beebee’s own example is helpful here. She writes:

You want to know why Liverpool has failed to score against much
weaker teams so far this season. I tell you it’s because Torres has been
injured and so out of the team. That’s an answer that suppresses adjust-
able parameters in something like the way that (SF) does, in that my
answer leaves it open whether or not Torres will be back in the team
next week, next month, next season, or never. But again, so what?
(Beebee 2011, 516)

Beebee’s answer (call it (Torres)) is less informative than “Torres has been
out of the team so far but he will be back next week’ but, as Beebee claims,
this more informative answer is no better than (Torres). It is because the
more informative answer contains an explanatorily irrelevant conjunct,
namely ‘he will be back next week.” This explanatorily irrelevant factor un-
dermines the alleged explanatory relation between the explanandum and
the alleged explanans. Unlike this answer, N(F, G) does not contain any
explanatorily irrelevant conjunct and is more informative than (SF). In
short, there are two ways we can increase the degree of informativeness of
potential explanations: One that destroys the explanatory relation itself and
one that does not. (Lethal-Dose), (Red Ball), and (Torres) are all examples
of the former, whereas N(F, G) and (EA) are examples of the latter. My
claim is that the latter kind of increase in informativeness is always an ex-
planatory virtue. A problem with Beebee is that she seems to conflate these
two. Beebee’s (Red Ball) and (Torres) does not show that informativeness
is not an explanatory virtue.



162 JAEHO LEE

References

ARMSTRONG, D.M. (1978): A Theory of Universals: Volume 2: Universals and Scientific
Realism: Cambridge University Press.

ARMSTRONG, D.M. (1983): What Is a Law of Nature? Cambridge — New York: Cam-
bridge University Press.

BEEBEE, H. (2011): Necessary Connections and the Problem of Induction. Noiis 45, No.
3, 504-527.

BIRD, A. (2007): Natures’ Metaphysics: Laws and Properties: Oxford University Press.

BONJOUR, L. (1998): In Defense of Pure Reason: A Rationalist Account of A Priori Justifica-
tion. Cambridge — New York: Cambridge University Press.

FOSTER, J. (1983): Induction, Explanation and Natural Necessity. Proceedings of the Aris-
totelian Society 83, 87-101.

HARMAN, G. (1980): Reasoning and Explanatory Coherence. American Philosophical
Quarterly 17, No. 2, 151-157.

LEE, ]. (2013a): Explanationist Approach to the Problem of Induction and Humean
Theories of Explanation. Korean Journal for the Philosophy of Science 16, No. 1, 57-
80.

LEE, J. (2013b): Non-Instantial Regularity Explanation and the Explanationist Ap-
proach. Philosophical Analysis 14, No. 1, 1-30.

LEwS, D. (1994): Humean Supervenience Debugged. Mind 103, No. 412, 473-490.

LOEWER, B. (1996): Humean Supervenience. Philosophical Topics 24, No. 1, 101-127.

PEACOCKE, C. (2004): The Realm of Reason. Oxford — New York: Clarendon Press, Ox-
ford University Press.

PSILLOS, S. (1999): Scientific Realism: How Science Tracks Truth. London — New York:
Routledge.

SALMON, W.C. (1989): Four Decades of Scientific Explanation. In: Kitcher, P. —
Salmon, W.C. (eds.): Scientific Explanation. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota
Press.

SALMON, W.C. (2001): Explanation and Confirmation: A Bayesian Critique of Inference
to the Best Explanation. In: Hon, G. — Rakover, S.S. (eds.): Explanation: Theoreti-
cal Approaches and Applications. Kluwer Academic Publishers.

VAN FRAASSEN, B.C. (1989): Laws and Symmetry. Oxford — New York: Oxford Univer-
sity Press.

WHITE, R. (2005): Explanation as a Guide to Induction. Philosophers” Imprint 5, No. 2,
1-29.



Organon F 22 (2) 2015: 163-177

Four Quine’s Inconsistencies

GUSTAVO PicAzo

Department of Philosophy. University of Murcia
Edificio Luis Vives. Campus de Espinardo, Punto 12. Murcia 30100. Spain
http://webs.um.es/picazo/
picazo@um.es

RECEIVED: 05-02-2015 = ACCEPTED: 23-03-2015

ABSTRACT: In this paper I argue that the idiosyncrasy of linguistic competence fosters
semantic conceptions in which meanings are taken for granted, such as the one that
Quine calls ‘uncritical semantics’ or ‘the myth of the museum’. This is due to the de-
gree of automaticity in the use of language which is needed for fluent conversation. In-
deed, fluent conversation requires that we speakers instinctively associate each word or
sentence with its meaning (or linguistic use), and instinctively resort to the conceptual
repertoire of our language, without calling into question that the meaning of
a particular word, or the conceptual repertoire of our language, could have been differ-
ent than they are. This habit of taking meanings for granted, inherent to our linguistic
ability, sometimes interferes with our semantic research, hampering it. In order to illus-
trate this problem, I pinpoint four places in Quine’s work where, despite his acknowl-
edged analytical rigour, and despite his congenital aversion to the habit of taking mean-
ings for granted, he himself appears to slip into this habit, inadvertently.

KEYWORDS: Linguistic competence — meaning theory — myth of the museum — uncriti-
cal semantics.

0. Introduction

There are two ways in which naive views of meaning, such as the one
that Quine calls ‘uncritical semantics’ or ‘the myth of the museum’, take
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meanings for granted.1 In the first place, they take for granted the connec-
tion between each word or sentence and its meaning (or linguistic use),
without dealing with the reasons why that word or sentence points at the
particular meaning that it does, instead of at a different one; they do not
focus, for instance, on the reasons why ‘raining’ points at the rain, instead
of pointing at snow. In the second place, they take for granted the reper-
toire of meanings of the language, without dealing with the reasons why
each meaning is constrained within the particular limits that it is, and no
others; they do not focus, for instance, on the reasons why there is a con-
cept for rain and another for snow, instead of there being one concept
which encompasses both phenomena.

The main tenet of this paper is that the idiosyncrasy of linguistic com-
petence fosters semantic conceptions in which meanings are taken for
granted in these two ways. Indeed, fluent conversation would be impossible
if we stopped at every step to question which word is suitable to express
a certain meaning, or whether a meaning belongs to the conceptual reper-
toire of our language; it is true that such hesitations occur occasionally, but
the rule is precisely the opposite: the usual situation is that in which we
speakers speedily choose the words we need to express what we want to say
— so to speak, ‘without thinking’. Then, our very ability to do this induces
us to forget that it is a purely contingent fact that the words and sentences
of our language have the meanings they have and no other, and that it is a
purely contingent fact that our language has the particular repository of
concepts that it has and no other. This is how our linguistic competence
pushes us to embrace uncritical semantics.

Wittgenstein and Quine have no doubt been among the major 20th
century opponents of uncritical semantics. A good semantic theory, they
taught us, is one which does not take meanings for granted, but addresses
the origin of signification itself: Quine — following Dewey — placed the ori-
gin of signification in the speaker’s behavioural dispositions;2 Wittgenstein,

Cf.: “Uncritical semantics is the myth of a museum in which the exhibits are mean-

ings and the words are labels” (Quine 1968, §I, 186).

Cf.: “Dewey was explicit on the point: ‘Meaning ... is not a psychic existence; it is

primarily a property of behavior’ [in reference to J. Dewey, Experience and Nature, 1925]
... Semantics is vitiated by a pernicious mentalism as long as we regard a man’s seman-
tics as somehow determinate in his mind beyond what might be implicit in his disposi-
tions to overt behavior” (Quine 1968, §I, 185-186).
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from a more imprecise but less restrictive angle, placed it in use.” On the
other hand, Quine’s innate analytical rigour and his stature as a mathemati-
cal logician made him particularly unlikely to run into contradiction in ex-
pressing his thought. And yet I am going to pinpoint four places in Quine’s
work, belonging to books from four different decades, in which uncritical
semantics pops up in his text in the form of inconsistencies, some of them
quite evident. I think this should be taken as evidence of the background
influence of uncritical semantics, and of the difficulty that even its most te-
nacious opponents have experienced in trying to get rid of it.

I do not know of publications by other authors in which any of the four
inconsistencies that I am going to pinpoint here is clearly identified; I will
mention the ones I know that come closest. Quine has already been ac-
cused of falling himself into the myth of the museum, but in a much
broader context, different from the type of ‘local’ inconsistency (i.e., one
circumscribed to a short fragment of text) with which I am going to deal
here.* The very fact that these incoherences have gone unnoticed, despite
how evident they look once we have put our finger on them, is yet another
symptom of the background influence that uncritical semantics continues
to have over the philosophy of language today.

3 Cf:“The meaning of a word is to be defined by the rules for its use ... Two words

have the same meaning if they have the same rules for their use” (Wittgenstein 1979, I,
§2). Aiming at a more complete perspective, I have myself pointed to the global process
of interaction of the linguistic community with one another and with the environment,
as the phenomenon from which meaning emerges: “Meanings are the result of a dy-
namic process of interaction of the cognitive-linguistic community, between its mem-
bers and with the environment ... if the process is cut off or seriously disturbed, mean-
ing fades away—just as water stops flowing by a river if we cut off the hydrological cycle

which feeds it and keeps it alive” (Picazo 2014, 716).

e “[O]nce [the] indeterminacy is taken seriously and applied to our own current

language as well as to other languages, the manual-relative notions of denotation and
signification are not acceptable, either. By employing them, Quine himself has become
a victim of the ‘myth of the museum” (Field 1974, 207).



166 GUSTAVO PicAzo

1. You shall not take meaning, synonymy,
or analyticity for granted

Our first inconsistency is to be found in Quine’s celebrated article “T'wo
Dogmas of Empiricism’, which appeared in The Philosophical Review in
1951 and was included two years later in his collection From a Logical Point
of View (of which a second revised edition was issued in 1961). In the
quotes that follow, page numbers correspond to the 1961 edition, though
the text quoted here is exactly the same as that of the original versions of
1951 and 1953.

In this paper, as is well known, Quine lays out an attack against the no-
tion of meaning and a cluster of other intensional notions (such as synon-
ymy and analyticity) which, he argues, can only be explained by a circular
reference to one another:

Once the theory of meaning is sharply separated from the theory of ref-
erence, it is a short step to recognizing as the primary business of the
theory of meaning simply the synonymy of linguistic forms and the ana-
lyticity of statements; meanings themselves, as obscure intermediary
entities, may well be abandoned. (Quine 1961, §1, 22)

Analyticity at first seemed most naturally definable by appeal to a realm
of meanings. On refinement, the appeal to meanings gave way to an ap-
peal to synonymy or definition. But definition turned out to be a willo’-
the-wisp, and synonymy turned out to be best understood only by dint
of a prior appeal to analyticity itself. So we are back at the problem of
analyticity. (Quine 1961, §4, 32)

[Flor all its a priori reasonableness, a boundary between analytic and
synthetic statements simply has not been drawn. That there is such
a distinction to be drawn at all is an unempirical dogma of empiricists,
a metaphysical article of faith. (Quine 1961, §4, 37)

In sum, Quine seems to be saying: ‘you shall not take meaning, synonymy,
or analyticity for granted’.

However, just one page before the last of these quotations, an observa-
tion sneaks in that completely disregards that commandment:

It is obvious that truth in general depends on both language and extra-
linguistic fact. The statement ‘Brutus killed Caesar’ would be false if the
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world had been different in certain ways, but it would also be false if the
word ‘killed” happened rather to have the sense of ‘begat’ (Quine 1961,
§5, 36).

To what does Quine refer with ‘the sense of “begat”, if not to its meaning?
What is he talking about when says that “killed” happened to have the
sense of “begat”, if not the synonymy between those two expressions? And
assuming that synonymy, how could then a statement such as ‘a killed 4 if
and only if 4 begat b’ not be analytic?” 6

> This flaw went unnoticed by Grice and Strawson in their classic 1956 reply: “If

Quine is to be consistent in his adherence to the extreme thesis, then it appears that he
must maintain not only that the distinction we suppose ourselves to be marking by the
use of the terms ‘analytic’ and ‘synthetic’ does not exist, but also that the distinction we
suppose ourselves to be marking by the use of the expressions ‘means the same as’, ‘does
not mean the same as’ does not exist either” (Grice — Strawson 1956, 145). They would
not have said this if they had noticed Quine’s use of the expression ‘having the sense of,
clearly equivalent to ‘meaning the same as’.

Following suggestions by the referees, I will spell out the contradiction detected in
more detail. According to the quotations just given, Quine (1961) asserts: (1) synonymy
can be understood only by a prior appeal to analyticity; (2) analyticity is most naturally
definable by appeal to meanings; (3) meanings as obscure entities may be abandoned; (4)
a boundary between analytic and synthetic statements has not been drawn; and (5) that
there is such a distinction is a metaphysical article of faith. From these propositions,
three things clearly emerge: (a) that there are no entities which can be called ‘meanings’;
(b) that meanings cannot be used to give sense to the notion of synonymy; and (c) that
meanings cannot be used to draw a boundary between synthetic and analytic statements.
However, when Quine says: (6) if the word ‘killed” happened to have the sense of ‘begat’, he
is admitting that there is something which is the sense (i.e. the meaning) of a word,
thereby contradicting (a); at the same time, by (6) Quine is admitting the possibility
that a different word (the word ‘killed’) had the same meaning that the word ‘begat’ has,
which contradicts (b), because admitting that two words have the same meaning
amounts to admitting that they are synonymous; and lastly, by (6) Quine also contra-
dicts (), because once you have admitted a relation of synonymy between these two
words, it is immediate to derive analytical statements thereof. Hence, despite having
made an explicit resolution to renounce the notion of meaning, Quine is effectively re-
introducing it by talking about the sense of the word ‘begat’ and the possibility that the
word ‘killed” happened to have that sense. His own linguistic competence has driven
him to take meanings for granted, on that spot, inadvertently.
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2. You shall not regard translation as a correspondence
between ideas

We will find our second inconsistency in Chapter 2 (‘Translation and
Meaning’) of Quine’s book Word and Object, published in 1960 and re-
printed since then uncountable times, without changes.7 This chapter is
devoted to the mental experiment of radical translation (the task of trans-
lating the language of a community with which there has been no previous
contact).8 The moral that Quine extracts from this imaginary situation is
that it is wrong to equate translation with a correspondence between mean-
ings (or ideas) of one language and those of the other:

[T]wo men could be just alike in all their dispositions to verbal beha-
viour under all possible sensory stimulations, and yet the meanings or
ideas expressed in their identically triggered and identically sounded ut-

terances could diverge radically, for the two men, in a wide range of cas-
es. (Quine 1960, §7, 26)

The stimulus meaning of a sentence for a subject sums up his disposi-
tion to assent to or dissent from the sentence in response to present
stimulation. (Quine 1960, §8, 34)

[S]timulus meaning, by whatever name, may be properly looked upon
still as the objective reality that the linguist has to probe when he un-
dertakes radical translation. (Quine 1960, §9, 39)

A second commandment emerges from this: ‘you shall not regard trans-
lation as a correspondence between ideas’.

Notwithstanding, just one page after the last of these quotations, Quine
makes the disconcerting observation that:

We do best to revise not the notion of stimulus meaning, but only what
we represent the linguist as doing with stimulus meanings. The fact is

7 The posthumous so-called ‘new edition’ (by Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 2013)

includes a foreword by Patricia Smith Churchland and a preface by Dagfinn Follesdal,

but no changes within Quine’s text itself.

8 . . . Lo .
Cf.: “What is relevant rather to our purposes is radical translation, i.e., translation

of the language of a hitherto untouched people” (Quine 1960, §7, 28; italics are as in
the original, unless otherwise stated).
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that he [the radical translator] translates not by identity of stimulus
meanings, but by significant approximation of stimulus meanings.

If he translates ‘Gavagai’ as ‘Rabbit’ despite the discrepancies in sti-
mulus meaning imagined above, he does so because the stimulus mean-
ings seem to coincide to an overwhelming degree and the discrepancies,
so far as he finds them, seem best explained away or dismissed as effects
of unidentified interferences ... In taking this rather high line, clearly he
is much influenced by his natural expectation that any people in rabbit
country would have some brief expression that could in the long run be
translated simply as ‘Rabbit’...

In practice, of course, the natural expectation that the natives will
have a brief expression for ‘Rabbit’ counts overwhelmingly. (Quine
1960, §9, p. 40)

According to this, then, we have to admit that the radical translator re-
lies on his ‘natural expectation’ to find in the native language an expression
which corresponds to the English sentence ‘Rabbit’, and we have to admit
that such expectation influences his translation task ‘overwhelmingly’. This
amounts, in practice, to taking his own use of ‘Rabbit’ as the anchor point
of the translation, and then looking for an expression of the native lan-
guage which corresponds to it. However, the very supposition that the na-
tive language will have ‘some brief expression’ which coincides with the
English sentence ‘Rabbit’, and the very modus operandi of focusing on an
English sentence first, and then looking for a counterpart to it in the native
language, completely deflate the alleged radicality of the scenario. It would
be much more radical indeed if the natives did not have a single sentence
for ‘Rabbit’ but various different ones, and none directly translatable into
English—e.g. ‘Big male rabbit’, ‘Gray baby rabbit’, ‘Rabbit affected by
a tropical disease not translatable into English’, etc.” '°

’  Erik Stenius identified part of this problem: “[H]ad not our linguist better try to

learn the language from within, without taking it for granted that it can be translated
into English? The natives may have a culture very different from ours, and even though
they operate with the same kind of physical objects as we do, their concepts need not as
a rule have exact counterparts in English” (Stenius 1969, §IV, 32). Indeed, the proto-
typical Sapir-Whorf case is that of Eskimos — i.e., inhabitants of ‘snow country’ — nor
having a brief expression for ‘Snow’, but different expressions for different kinds of snow
(cf. Lyons 1981, §10.2, 306; and Kilarski 2014, §3 in relation to how many such Eskimo
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3. You shall distinguish sentences from their interpretations
with the utmost attention

Next we will look at Chapter 1 (‘Meaning and Truth’) of Quine’s 1970
book Philosophy of Logic.11 In this chapter Quine emphasises the need to
distinguish between sentences (as strings of symbols devoid of content) and
propositions (as entities postulated in order to encapsulate sentence mean-
ings). Quine hastens to reject the existence of the latter, 12 56 that the need
to differentiate a sentence from its interpretation is for him even more
pressing. Hence, the commandment in this case would be: ‘you shall dis-

expressions there really are). (I thank José Loépez Marti for drawing my attention to

Sapir-Whorf cases in this connection.)

0 As before, following suggestions by the referees, I will spell out the contradiction de-

tected in more detail. According to the quotations just given, Quine (1960) asserts: (1)
two men could be alike in their dispositions to verbal behaviour and yet the meanings or
ideas expressed in their utterances could diverge radically; and (2) stimulus meaning is the
objective reality that the linguist has to probe when he undertakes radical translation.
From these two propositions a conclusion emerges: that translation cannot be regarded as
the task of looking, for each expression e of the native language, for an expression of the
foreign language which most closely matches the idea corresponding to e. Such would be
the uncritical view of translation — the view of translation derived from the myth of the
museum that Quine opposes. However, by stating: (3) the radical translator is much influ-
enced by bis natural expectation that people in rabbit country would have some brief expression
that could be translated as ‘Rabbit’, and (4) in practice this expectation counts overwhelmingly,
Quine is effectively vindicating the uncritical view of translation that he had initially set
out to oppose. Again, it seems that it is Quine’s own linguistic competence which drives
him to assume that the conceptual repertoire of the native language will match that of his
own (at least with respect to this simple sentence), without realising that such an assump-
tion is not only questionable — for the reasons I have explained in the previous footnote —,

but completely alien to the conception of meaning he is trying to articulate.

1 A second edition was published in 1986, though with no changes affecting the pas-

sages that we are going to quote here, nor their pagination.

12 . . . . .
Cf.: “The notions of proposition and meaning will receive adverse treatment”

(Quine 1970, Preface). “In inveighing against propositions in ensuing pages, I shall of
course be inveighing against them always in the sense of sentence meanings” (Quine
1970, 2). “The uncritical acceptance of propositions as meanings of sentences is one
manifestation of a widespread myth of meaning. It is as if there were a gallery of ideas,
and each idea were tagged with the expression that means it; each proposition, in par-
ticular, with an appropriate sentence” (Quine 1970, 8).
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tinguish sentences from their interpretations with the utmost attention’.
And this chapter indeed contains various remarks to that effect:

[S]ome writers ... are careless about the distinction between sentences
and their meanings. (Quine 1970, 2)

The quotation is a name of a sentence... . (Quine 1970, 12)

[A]n eternal sentence that was true could become false because of some
semantic change occurring in the continuing evolution of our own lan-
guage. Here again we must view the discrepancy as a difference between
two languages: English as of one date and English as of another. The
string of sounds or characters in question is, and remains, an eternal
sentence of earlier English, and a true one; it just happens to do double
duty as a falsehood in another language, later English. (Quine 1970, 14)

Of course, if quoting a sentence is enough to name it, it must be that
what is named is the mere string of symbols, given that sentences are often
ambiguous, or indexical, so that the same string of symbols is used to sig-
nify different things. And if a sentence can change its truth value in conse-
quence of the evolution of language, it must be that the sentence is again
the mere string of symbols, and not the meaning conveyed."

Notwithstanding, amidst these pages Quine makes a remark that
sharply deviates from such a guideline:

No sentence is true but reality makes it so. The sentence ‘Snow is
white’ is true, as Tarski has taught us, if and only if real snow is really
white. The same can be said of the sentence ‘Der Schnee ist weiss’; lan-
guage is not the point. In speaking of the truth of a given sentence
there is only one indirection; we do better simply to say the sentence
and so speak not about language but about the world. So long as we are
speaking only of the truth of singly given sentences, the perfect theory

13 . . .
For example, the sentence ‘Snow is white’ would cease to be true if, as a conse-

quence of the evolution of English, the word ‘snow’ shifted its meaning to ‘grass’. How-
ever, nobody would say that the proposition <Snow is white> (the meaning conveyed by
the sentence ‘Snow is white’ in present English) had ceased to be true because of that.
We would say — admitting talking of propositions — that the proposition <Snow is
white> continues to be true, but the sentence ‘Snow is white’ no longer expresses it in
English as of that later date.
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of truth is what Wilfrid Sellars has called the disappearance theory of
truth. (Quine 1970, 10-11).

But how can it be that reality on its own (the whiteness of snow, in this
case) makes true a mere sequence of symbols? And how can this have noth-
ing to do with language? How can it be that language has nothing to do
with the fact that ‘Snow is white’ comes true in virtue of the colour of
snow? How, then, does the whiteness of snow ‘connect’, as it were, with
that string of symbols? How does the whiteness of snow manage to bring
about the fact that such a string of symbols — supposedly devoid of content
— comes out true, instead of false, or undetermined?

The problem becomes worse if we look at language evolution: we have
just read on page 12 that a true eternal sentence could become false in con-
sequence of a semantic change in the diachronic evolution of language;
however, ‘Snow is white’ is one such sentence, and yet Quine says on page
10 that it is true if and only if snow is white, language not being the point.
So what is the story?

And if we take into account meaning differences derived from the con-
text of utterance (indexicality), or meaning differences between different
synchronic languages, even more difficulties arise:

Having now recognized in a general way that what are true are sen-
tences, we must turn to certain refinements. What are best seen as pri-
marily true or false are not sentences but events of utterance. If a man
utters the words ‘It is raining’ in the rain, or the words ‘I am hungry’
while hungry, his verbal performance counts as true. Obviously one ut-
terance of a sentence may be true and another utterance of the same
sentence be false. (Quine 1970, 13).

Conceivably, by an extraordinary coincidence, one and the same string
of sounds or characters could serve for 2 < 5 in one language and 2 > 5’
in another. When we speak of 2 < 5" as an eternal sentence, then, we
must understand that we are considering it exclusively as a sentence in
our language, and claiming the truth only of those of its tokens that are
utterances or inscriptions produced in our linguistic community. (Quine
1970, 14).

Combining these last observations with the idea that the world is by it-
self, independently of language, responsible for each sentence having
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a truth value or another, we arrive at the following conclusion: the world is
supposedly equipped with a means to provide a truth value to each sen-
tence, in every possible context of utterance, with respect to every language
to which it belongs, and with respect to every stage in the evolution of
such a language. The supposition that Quine is postulating such a porten-
tous mechanism, of which he explains absolutely nothing, is absurd. It is
much more charitable to interpret that what Quine is doing in that trou-
blesome passage (the passage on pages 10-11 in which he mentions Tarski
and Sellars) is to take the sentence ‘Snow is white’ as bounded to its ordi-
nary English meaning. In other words, it is more charitable to interpret
Quine in that passage as taking the sentence ‘Snow is white’, not as a mere
string of symbols devoid of content, but as a communicative Ipiece of Eng-
lish with a defined use inside the English semantic arsenal. '

" Thomas (2011) examines that troublesome passage in relation to the apparent

‘blunder’ detected by Kiinne (2003). From his analysis Thomas concludes, with relief,
that the blunder is only apparent: “(4): ‘Snow is white’ is true iff [real] snow is [really]
white. As we have seen, the truth of (4) is consistent with there being no dependency
between the truth of ‘Snow is white’ and snow’s being white, and so it seems that Quine
cannot appeal to (4) to account for the fact that ‘Snow is white’ is made true by snow’s
being white” (Thomas 2011, §1, 115); “[T]o make sense of the above quote from
Quine ... one can point out that if (4) is invoked in an explanation of the truth of ‘Snow
is white’ then it is implicated that the truth of ‘Snow is white’ depends on snow’s being
white” (Thomas 2011, §2, 118); “This removes a much-discussed problem for defla-
tionism (and saves Quine from the suggestion that he has made an obvious blunder)”
(Thomas 2011, §4, 122). However, Thomas fails to notice that whether the truth of (4)
implicates a truthmaking dependency of ‘Snow is white’ on the whiteness of snow is not
the only controversial issue here: the very truth of (4) is directly questionable. Indeed, as
we have seen in the previous footnote, the sentence ‘Snow is white’ could be untrue de-
spite snow being white, on condition of the meaning of that sentence being different
than it actually is.

Kiinne too fails to notice this point: “The predicates ‘x is made true by y" and ‘x is
true in virtue of y signify asymmetrical relations, so we cannot preserve the point of the
slogan ‘No sentence is true but reality makes it so’ by using a ‘symmetrical’ (commuta-
tive) connective even if we embellish the right-hand side of the bicondicional by a gen-
erous use of ‘real(ly)” (Kiinne 2003, §3.5.1, 152). However, Kiinne does not notice that
if we regard sentences as strings of symbols devoid of content (which is the way in
which Quine says we have to do it), then the problem is not whether biconditional (4)
is insufficient to represent the asymmetry of the truthmaking relation: the problem is
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4. On no account shall you suppose that a sentence by itself
points to a particular meaning

Finally, we will turn to Quine’s 1981 book Theories and Things, and in
particular to its Chapter 5, ‘Use and Its Place in Meaning’.16 The incoher-
ence that we are going to pinpoint here is closely related to the previous
one, given that both of them are based on the same difficulty: the difficulty
of contemplating words and sentences separately from our competence to
use them correctly as speakers of the language to which they belong. In-
deed, our linguistic competence drives us to do precisely the opposite: our
degree of automaticity in sentence comprehension pushes us to take for
granted the connection between each sentence and the content it conveys.

The chapter with which we are concerned now begins emphasising
again the need to regard words and sentences as uninterpreted sequences of
symbols:

An expression, for me, is a string of phonemes — or, if we prefer to
think in terms of writing, a string of letters and spaces. Some expres-
sions are sentences. Some are words. Thus when I speak of a sentence,

that biconditional (4) is straightforwardly false. (I identified this problem in Picazo

2014, 724.)

15 . . Lo . .
Again I proceed to spell out this contradiction in more detail. According to the

quotations just given, Quine (1970) asserts: (1) we have to distinguish between sen-
tences and their meanings; (2) an eternal sentence that was true could become false be-
cause of some semantic change in the evolution of our own language; and (3) one utter-
ance of a sentence may be true and another utterance of the same sentence be false.
From these propositions two conclusions emerge: (a) that a sentence by itself has no
predetermined meaning; and (b) that it is only through the use of a sentence that
a meaning becomes attached to it. But then it is impossible to accept Quine’s further
assertion that: (4) the sentence ‘Snow is white’ is true if and only if snow is white. Indeed,
there is no way in which the whiteness of snow per se can manage to make true a string
of symbols devoid of content. It is once again the idiosyncrasy of linguistic competence
which makes Quine to slip on this spot, pushing him to take for granted that the sen-
tence ‘Snow is white’ has a predetermined meaning — the meaning it has, the meaning
he is trained to automatically attach to it — instead of viewing it as an empty sign, which

was the way he had set out to do.

' The text of this chapter is made up from two previous papers of Quine, published

in 1978 and 1979 (see Quine 1981, Ch. 5, 43, for more details).
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or of a word, I am again referring to the sheer string of phonemes and
nothing more. I must stress this because there is a widespread usage to
the contrary. The word or sentence is often thought of rather as
a combination, somehow, of a string of phonemes and a meaning...
This use ... cannot be allowed here, because our purpose is to isolate
and clarify the notion of meaning,.

A meaning, still, is something that an expression, a string of pho-
nemes, may have, as something external to it in the way in which a man
may have an uncle or a bank account. It has it by virtue of how the
string of phonemes is used by people...

The point is that the notion of an expression must not be allowed
to presuppose the notion of meaning. (Quine 1981, 44)

The commandment is clear, once more: ‘on no account you shall sup-
pose that a sentence by itself points to a particular meaning’.

However, just five pages later Quine introduces his distinction between
occasional and non-occasional sentences, with the following words:

[W]e must limit our attention for a while in yet another way: we must
concentrate on occasion sentences. These, as opposed to standing sen-
tences, are sentences whose truth values change from occasion to occa-
sion, so that a fresh verdict has to be prompted each time. Typically
they are sentences that contain indexical words, and that depend essen-
tially on tenses of verbs. Examples are “This is red’ and “There goes

a rabbit’... . (Quine 1981, 49)

Looking at this definition we must wonder, once again: how can an unin-
terpreted string of phonemes have a truth value, and how can such a truth
value change from one occasion to another? What does it mean that an un-
interpreted string of phonemes contains indexical words, or that it depends
‘essentially’ on tenses of verbs? And what reason might there be for point-
ing to the strings of phonemes “This is red’ and “There is a rabbit’ as exam-
ples of occasion sentences, if not the fact that the meaning they express (the
use they have in present English) exemplify the kind of occasion variability
that Quine has in mind?

It is important to notice that occasionality cannot be a property of the
sentence, because a sentence might be ambiguous between two different
readings, one of which constitutes an occasional meaning and the other
does not. One such example is the sentence “The church survived commu-
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nism’, which might be predicated of a particular physical church (say, the
church of a town belonging to a former communist country), and in that
case it will be true or false depending on the church in question; but the
same sentence can also be used as a historical observation about the Church
as a whole, and in such a case it will behave as a standing sentence, whose
truth value will not change with the context of utterance. To be precise, in
formal writing the second use of ‘Church’ should be capitalised, but we will
still have a unique sentence in oral language — i.e. a unique sequence of
phonemes.

On the other hand, occasionality can neither be attributed to the very
occasion of utterance. For by definition each occasion of utterance deter-
mines a particular meaning for the sentence uttered, so it would be absurd
to count some occasions of utterance as occasional and others as not (there
are no occasions ‘more occasional’ than others). The occasionality of which
Quine is talking about is neither attributable to the sentence nor to the oc-
casion of utterance.

The only thing that may or may not be occasional is the sense of the
sentence, i.e. its meaning. Indeed, occasion meanings are those which be-
have as meaning-schemata, that is, as fragmentary meanings that need to
be filled in by reference to the context of utterance; while standing mean-
ings are those that can be understood independently of the context. The
difference between the occasional “The church survived communism’ and
the standing “The Church survived communism’ is that in order to under-
stand what is meant by the former we need to know what particular church
we are talking about, something which will depend on the context of utter-
ance; while in order to understand what is meant by the latter, the context

.. 17, 18
of utterance is irrelevant. "

17 . . - . . .
Once again I will spell out the contradiction detected in more detail. According to

the quotations just given, Quine (1980) asserts: (1) an expression is a string of pho-
nemes, or of letters and spaces; (2) some expressions are sentences; (3) when speaking
of sentences we refer to the sheer string of phonemes and nothing more; (4) sentences
cannot be thought of as a combination of a string of phonemes and a meaning; (5)
a meaning is something that an expression may have as something external to it, by vir-
tue of how it is used by people; and (6) the notion of an expression must not presup-
pose the notion of meaning. From these propositions, again, it emerges: (a) that a sen-
tence by itself has no predetermined meaning; and (b) that it is only through the use of
a sentence that a meaning becomes attached to it. But then it is impossible to accept
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Quine’s further assertion that: (7) occasions sentences, as opposed to standing sentences, are
sentences whose truth values change from occasion to occasion—typically they are sentences that
contain indexical words, such as “This is red’ and “There goes a rabbir’ because as I have ar-
gued, these claims only make sense if we are talking about the meanings (or uses) of
sentences, not if we are talking about sentences as empty signs. The oversight is due,
again, to the strong — automatic — association between these sentences and their mean-
ings, in Quine’s mind.

B Tam grateful to two anonymous referees of Organon F for their suggestions on an

earlier draft of this paper.
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In a well-known passage Wittgenstein (1958, 66-67) introduces his phi-
losophico-linguistic analysis of the grammatical rule of the term I, where
he distinguishes two types of uses, the use as object (‘I have grown six
inches’) and the use as subject (‘I have toothache’):

One can point to the difference between these two categories by saying:
The cases of the first category involve the recognition of a particular
person, and there is in these cases the possibility of an error . . . On the
other hand there is no question of recognizing a person when I say I
have toothache. To ask “are you sure it’s you who have pains?” would
be nonsensical.

This passage should be considered as part of the philosophical frame-
work articulated by Wittgenstein starting from the 1930s on the basis of
some theses that might be regarded as the background for the analyses of
the two uses of .> While the 7 used as object performs a referential function
relative to the body and to physical features in general, the I used as subject
apparently regards mental states as well as processes and no subject identifi-
cation is taken into account.’

Likewise, Strawson (1966, 165) argues that in the self-ascription of
a mental state (e.g., Tm hungry)), a subject of experiences uses the term
I employing no identification criteria:

It would make no sense to think or say: This inner experience is occur-
ring, but is it occurring to me? (This feeling is hunger; but is it I who
am feeling it?)

For example: a) the irreducibility of the manifold ‘games’ that build up language,
whose rules are to be made explicit in order to solve any sort of philosophical problem;
b) anti-referentialism, which lies on the recognition of the manifold functions per-
formed by language as well as on the necessity to avoid the erroneous search for the use
of a sign on the basis of the object-sign relation; c) anti-mentalism, for which suggest-
ing that thinking is a mental activity is misleading.

From a Wittgensteinian angle, the I used as subject has no referential function: ac-
cording to this thesis — supported by Geach (1957), Hacker (1972), and Anscombe
(1975) — it is just our inclination to assume that a linguistic term has a meaning only if
it stands for an object that induces us to believe that the I used as subject denotes the
thinking subject, mind, soul, etc. Cf. Sluga (1996); Wright (1998).
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More precisely, Strawson refers to criterionless selfascription. On the other
hand - unlike Wittgenstein, as we shall see — the absence of an identifica-
tion device does not entail that the use of J will not perform a referential
function.

Some judgments bearing a first-person reference (e.g., T have pain’) dis-
play what Shoemaker (1968, 565) defines self-reference without identification
(which is linked to the feature of the essential indexical I singled out by
Kaplan, Castafieda and Perry):

My use of the word “I” as the subject of my statement is not due to my
having identified as myself something of which I know, or believe, or
wish to say, that the predicate of my statement applies to it.

In other words, in the self-ascriptions of mental properties, the self-
reference underlying some self-conscious forms occurs without any infe-
rence from conceptual properties ascribable to the subject: there is no pre-
vious identification of something as its own self owing to properties that
can be ascribed to that same something. Due to the absence of any identifi-
cation component, some singular judgments involving the self-ascription of
mental (and physical, as will be seen) properties are immune to error through
misidentification relative to the first-person pronoun (/EM). The subject
formulating this sort of judgments in given epistemic contexts cannot be
mistaken as to whether it is he who is attributing a particular mental prop-
erty to his own self.

In his turn, Evans goes beyond the terms of the matter as suggested by
Wittgenstein and, to some extent, by Shoemaker. In some self-ascriptions,
self-reference is direct and unmediated: as Evans notes, here we are dealing
with identification-free self-reference. In particular, Evans (1982, 220) con-
tends that a judgment of the kind ‘T am F’ is identification-free unless it cor-
responds to the inferential conclusion drawn from the two premises, i.e.,
‘ais F (predication component) and ‘T am @’ (identification component), such
judgment is based on the unmediated self-ascription of properties through
introspective consciousness (as is the case with mental properties) or pro-
prioception (as with physical properties). For example, according to our
general capacity to perceive bodies, to our sense of proprioception, of bal-
ance, of heat and cold, and of pressure, the kind of information generated
by each of these modes of perception seems to give rise to judgments that
are immune to error through misidentification:
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None of the following utterances appears to make sense when the first
component expresses knowledge gained in the appropriate way: ‘Some-
one’s legs are crossed, but is it my legs that are crossed?” (Evans 1982,
220)

Peacocke’s (1999; 2008) strategy in its turn consists in tracing IEM
proprieties back to more fundamental characterizations. More precisely,
Peacocke (1999, 274) distinguishes between a representationally dependent
and a representationally independent use of the first-person concept in or-
der to define what he terms delta account. The point at issue here is pri-
marily epistemological as it concerns the philosophical branch of self-
knowledge as well as the possibility of forming beliefs relative to the self-
ascription of mental and physical properties. While the representationally
dependent use of the first-person concept is based on the fact that the sub-
ject is represented in the content of the judgment, in the representationally
independent use of the first-person concept the very occurrence of a partic-
ular experience (e.g., visual, its content being, in Peacocke’s example, ‘T see
the phone is on the table’) determines the reason why the subject is justi-
fied in making a judgment about herself, without the thinking subject be-
ing represented in the judgment itself:

the explanation is just the occurrence of the experience itself to its sub-
ject. Nor does any thought or representation of herself as the subject of
the experience enter her reasons for her judgement. (Peacocke 1999,
273)

Mutatis mutandis, Recanati (2007; 2009) employs a similar strategy through
a philosophical analysis on the distinction between de re and de se thoughts,
a distinction gained by Chilsholm, Lewis and Perry. The author distin-
guishes two types of self-ascriptions, two types of de se thoughts — implicit de
se and explicit de se — according to the presence or absence of the represen-
tational reference of the subject in terms of judgment content. Although
very problematically, Peacocke relates the JEM phenomenon to the repre-
sentationally independent use of the concept 7, and in the same way Reca-
nati finds a link between IEM and implicit de se thoughts. As will be seen,
Peacocke appeals to the representationally independent use of 7 to explain
the origin of the transcendental subject in Kant.
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2

The question of the identification of the subject in the transcendental
apparatus can be developed through two theoretical dimensions. Firstly, it
is necessary to introduce a metaphysical reflection on the transcendental
subject in order to detect the characterizations assigned to transcendental
apperception and contained in several passages of the Transcendental De-
duction and Paralogisms sections: from the point of view of spontaneity of
understanding, / manifests itself neither as it is nor as phenomenon. Se-
condly, within the transcendental constraints characterizing the designation
of the I of the I think, I will discuss the empirical dimension and the epis-
temic conditions in and under which the subject reveals himself in the
temporal sphere of receptivity.

As is well known, transcendental constraints represent the conditions
of possibility of experience and knowledge, and in the final analysis they
are based on transcendental apperception, i.e., on self-consciousness,
which, via the I think, Kant regards as the highest point of transcendental
philosophy. Apperception is the foundation of representational synthesis
in order for knowledge to occur, and the  think must be able to accom-
pany every representation: regarded as an analytical unity of apperception,
the representation / produced by apperception is a feature of every repre-
sentation as the / think must be able to accompany each representation;
regarded, on the other hand, as a synthetical unity of apperception, the
I produced by apperception is a feature of representations synthesized ho-
rizontally, which calls in question the categories’ claim to have objective
validity and to be predicates of objects in general, so that the judgments
can be formed wherever knowledge arises. Although it presents the
thinking subject as substantial, simple, identical in time and separate
from body, the I of the I think is not the concept of an object but refers
to ‘something in general (transcendental subject)’ in which thoughts in-
here as its own predicates.

Pure apperception is original consciousness and can be expressed by
sum. Here, as emphasized by Capozzi (2007, 288), an ontological question
arises: sum is nothing but activity — which has nothing receptive about it —
as it will not mingle with any element of the sensible dimension; hence, it
is a thinking activity to the extent that sum and cogito are on a par: in the
first act of knowledge, “I am a thinking thing is a tautology.” The ontolog-
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ical question is specified in the assertion that “the subject bound to the first
act of knowledge, to former apperception, is the first subject as well as the
first Wesen being thought: with the first act of knowledge, the subject is
the being itself.”

From this metaphysical perspective emerge a few characterizations of
the transcendental subject which may explain the lack of identification in
representational synthesis. On the one hand, the I think/I am is a formal
condition of all thinking: “the I think must be able to accompany all repre-
sentations” (KrV B 132). On the other hand, this subject/being is some-
thing in general, unidentifiable from an epistemic point of view; it is an in-
tellectual self-existence awareness summarized by the I am or I think repre-
sentations which accompany every other representation and, as such, don’t
present any propriety. In point of fact, due to the absence of intuition, it is
not possible to determine whether that something is existent as a persistent
substance in order to make knowledge:

The consciousness of myself in the representation I is no intuition at
all, but a merely intellectual representation of the self-activity of
a thinking subject. (KrV'B 278)

In the synthetic original unity of apperception, I am conscious of myself
not as I appear to myself, nor as I am in myself, but only that I am.
This representation is a thinking, not an intuiting. (KrV'B 157).

What is being assumed on the basis of the representation / is just an ex-
istent devoid of any propriety. The subject is able to know that he exists as
a thinking activity, but he is not able to know what he is: the subject’s be-
ing is inaccessible from an epistemic point of view, and what is given is
nothing but thoughts regarded as his predicates, which do not enable us to
grasp the thinking subject’s nature. In a famous passage Kant states:

Through this I, or He, or It (the thing), which thinks, nothing further
is represented than a transcendental subject of thoughts = x, which is
recognized only through the thoughts that are its predicates, and about
which, in abstraction, we can never have even the least concept. (KrV A

346/B 404)

Accordingly, there emerge a few peculiarities of the self-referential ap-
paratus involved in transcendental apperception: “the subject of inherence
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is designated only transcendentally through the I that is appended to
thoughts, without noting the least property of it, or cognizing or knowing
anything at all about it” (KrV A 355). It follows that the act of reference
performed by the subject to refer to her own self entails no mediation of
knowing, namely it involves no identification by means of properties ascrib-
able to the subject herself.

With the notion of transcendental designation, Kant anticipates some of
the self-reference without identification features (cf. Howell 2000; and Brook
2001). The condition of possibility of all judgments relies on the act I think
and, at this level, the intellectual representation I designates only transcen-
dentally, no conceptual mediation being involved: it is a simple representa-
tion bearing no content and solely referring to something in general, namely
to a transcendental subject: “its properties [of subject] are entirely abstracted
from if it is designated merely through the expression T, wholly empty of
content (which I can apply to every thinking subject)” (K7 A 355). An emp-
ty or bare form (cf. K7V A443/B471), I designates but does not represent (cf.
KrV A 381; Kant 1786, 542-543). The difference is important, the 7 desig-
nates the transcendental subject without representing it, i.e. without any
content mediation and therefore without any prior instance of identification
because the I is not a conceptual representation, articulable in conceptual
marks, nor an intuitional one, which presupposes a relation to the sensible
spatio-temporal forms, but is a ‘simple’ or ‘empty’ representation.

3

The analysis of the form of the / is intertwined with several epistemic and
metaphysical questions. In general, it should be highlighted that the absence
of an identification component does not imply that the I doesn’t perform a
referential function, nor that it necessarily involves a specific metaphysical
thesis on the nature of the self-conscious subject. As a matter of fact, the
I-thoughts self-reference features have been supported by both a materialist
conception regarding the self-conscious subject as a bodily object — for exam-
ple, by Strawson and Evans — and a different metaphysical framework, as in
Wittgenstein’s eliminativist thesis or in Kant’s exclusion thesis.*

4 . . . . .
At face value, Kant suggests a metaphysical thesis of exclusion according to which

the 7 of the I think as intellectual representation produces no knowledge as to the nature
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The point at issue here is the possible contiguity between the analysis
of the form of I think and the contemporary reflections on the question of
self-identification: although it is possible to find different elements of af-
finity, the theoretical contexts are still deeply distant.

With his transcendental designation, Kant does not certainly seem
anachronistic with respect to the considerations raised by the contemporary
debate. On the contrary, at least as far as the genesis of the Cartesian illu-
sion on the thinking subject’s immaterial nature is concerned — one of the
issues addressed in the Blue Book — Kant and Wittgenstein seem to share
the same philosophical concerns and both focus, although not exclusively,
on the type of reference involved by the I, of course through very different
philosophical paths, and, as already said, with what at first may appear to be
antipodal metaphysical assumptions.

Wittgenstein (1958, 43) starts from the analysis of language and the use
of the I as subject to dissolve any question on the nature of the ego in an
anti-metaphysical key. Philosophical inquiry must investigate only the
grammars of the mentalistic terms used and no metaphysical distinction be-
tween the mental and the physical should follow from the distinction be-
tween propositions describing facts of the world and propositions describ-
ing psychological experiences. It is necessary to analyze the uses and related
grammars of terms such as thinking, meaning, wishing because the investiga-
tion “rids us of the temptation to look for a peculiar act of thinking, inde-
pendent of the act of expressing our thoughts, and stowed away in some
peculiar medium”. Thinking is using signs according to rules and philo-
sophical difficulties may arise only from the misleading use of language

of the thinking subject, and refers only to something which is no object: the transcen-
dental subject. At the same time, the empty form of the referential apparatus in tran-
scendental apperception has been appraised in intrinsically different ways, from Heinrich
and Guyer’s Substantial Ownership Reading to the Formal Ownership Reading upheld by
Allison and Ameriks, and, more recently, by Bermudez (1994). Further, more than once
an elusive reading suggesting that the I of the I think has no reference has been argued,
i.e., the so-termed No-Ownership Reading; the close affinity between Wittgenstein and
Kant alleged by some commentators lies within this framework — cf. Becker (1984),
Sturma (1985), Powell (1990), McDowell (1994). In this paper, contiguity between
Wittgenstein and Kant on this issue is refused, since, as already pointed out, the I of the
I think has a referential function which refers to the transcendental subject.
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which leads us to look for something that might correspond to a noun.
This may be the case in the use of the I as subject.

The referential thesis according to which the use of a sign is based on
its relation with the object — strongly criticized when taken as the sole basis
to explain the semantics of the language, along with the proper considera-
tion that some uses of the / do not denote physical properties — leads to
false Cartesian metaphysical conclusions:

We feel then that in the cases in which “T” is used as subject, we don’t
use it because we recognize a particular person by his bodily characteris-
tics; and this creates the illusion that we use this word to refer to some-
thing bodiless, which however, has its seat in our body. In fact this
seem to be the real ego, the one of which it was said, “Cogito ergo
sum”. (Wittgenstein 1958, 69)

In no way is the question of the absence of identification in the use of
the 7 lacking in Kant, as already seen with the transcendental designation of
the I of the I think. Given that there is no empirical intuition, the I of the
I think cannot be based on public employment through the identifying
mediation of properties attributable to the transcendental subject. Howev-
er, and in contrast to Wittgenstein, in the first place Kant moves from
a metaphysical reflection in the sense of transcendental idealism concerning
the conditions of possibility of experience and knowledge and from the
transcendental assertion that the I think is the center of such conditions.
Philosophical inquiry can only analyze the formal constraints of knowledge.
In revealing the genesis of the illusion of a Cartesian immaterial ego, main-
ly addressed in the analysis of paralogisms, Kant argues that nothing about
the metaphysical order and the ontological nature of the transcendental
subject can be elicited from the conscious form of unity of apperception
and from the representational order of the I think: the I of the I think is
not a concept of an object, but an empty representation, ‘the concept of
a mere something’.

Needless to say, it was Strawson himself who insisted on the characteri-
zations of the form of the I think: based on some arguments recalling Witt-
genstein’s theses in more than one way, Strawson (1966, 166) claims that
Kant has revealed the source of the Cartesian error from a purely internal
referential use of the 7, which severs all ties with the ordinary and empirical
criteria of self-identity. At the same time, Strawson criticizes Kant for not
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considering explicitly, as a condition of possibility of experience, the re-
quirement that the subject is recognizable as an object of intuition, a thesis
further developed by Evans (1982) and Cassam (1997), and challenged, in
its turn, by some Kantian commentators (cf. infra).

Although Peacocke does not explicitly mention Strawson, he none-
theless uses his same type of argument against Kant, stating that the
German philosopher would have mistaken an epistemological phenome-
non for a metaphysical one. The author refers, among others, to the
above-mentioned KrV' B 404 passage to specify the notion of transcen-
dental subject: this is not an empirically determinable object through the
application of the categories and it can only be known through the
thoughts regarded as its own predicates. This metaphysical conclusion of
exclusion can only stem from a failure to recognize the representationally
independent use of the I of the I think, which is the form of any judgment;
yet, as such, it neither presents the subject in the content of the judg-
ment itself, nor can determine or identify it a fortiori (see Peacocke 1999,
284).

Now, for those who harbor sympathies for the hypothesis according to
which Kant asserts a metaphysical thesis of exclusion (cf. supra, footnote 4),
Peacocke’s argument might be reversed in its turn by contending that Kant
may have held a metaphysical position on the exclusion of the transcenden-
tal subject from the metaphysical order of reality to generate the epistemic
phenomenon of the representationally independent use of 7, not vice versa.
For those wishing to recall the Formal Ownership Reading and the above-
mentioned Kantian arguments contained in the analysis of paralogisms, it is
not possible to elicit any metaphysical conclusion about the transcendental
subject from the formal and representational order of the / think. Indeed,
when Kant focuses on the logic exposition of apperception, he describes the
transcendental subject’s function through a completely abstract locution
such as Das Denken (see KrV B 428-9). At this transcendental level for the
simple thought the thinking thing is the being itself and shows no proprie-
ties at all, to the extent that Kant leaves even the pronoun indeterminate
(T, ‘he’, ‘it), and yet he points out that it is a something in general, i.e.,
the transcendental subject.
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4q

Therefore — at last we are thus confronted with the assessments
marking the distance between Kant’s approach and contemporary reflec-
tions — considerations on the I of the I think rest at a very different level
of investigation than the contemporary approaches. The transcendental
unity of apperception is the foundation of representational synthesis,
through which an objective determination of representations arises for
possible cognition: each empirical manifold given in the intuitions of sen-
sibility is determined by the functions of the power of judgment based on
the application of the categories of understanding that bring it back to
consciousness. In this sense, every manifold bears a necessary relation
with the 7 think that is the foundation of the necessary unity of the objec-
tively valid connection of all representations expressed by the judgment.
In this picture, the I think resides in a metaphysical frame which neces-
sarily involves any thinking activity since it does identify with such activi-
ty. At least at this level of investigation, and with respect to the passages
considered, this represents the highest level of abstraction in the tran-
scendental reflection.

At the same time, in transcendental self-consciousness, the self-
attributions of any thought (and also of a transcendental category: I think
substance, cause, etc.) are not based on identification component relative to
the representation / underlying the determination of those thoughts: as al-
ready remarked, although the representation I designates the transcenden-
tal subject, it cannot be determined to identify the thinking entity as em-
pirical object (cf. KrV A 346/B 404).

However, if the act of spontaneity expressed by the I think is necessarily
involved in the making of any judgment, the lack of identification compo-
nent entailed in the transcendental designation appears to be totally empty
of meaning: the Kantian reflections on the I think cannot articulate the dif-
ferent types of singular judgments expressing self-ascriptions of mental and
physical properties as these regard form and condition of possibility of any
kind of judgment, regardless of the particular use of 7 (as subject or as object,
in Wittgensteinian terms) involved in the singular judgments produced. In
other words, and more concretely, the transcendental designation mechan-
ism of the 7/ think cannot account for the presence or absence of subjective
identification component relative to the first person in judgments such as
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T have grown six inches” or ‘T have toothache’ since that is the condition of
possibility of both.

In this regard, Longuenesse (2012) distinguishes two different uses of
the I as subject. The first use is relative to Strawson and Evans, as well as
Cassam (cf. Longuenesse 2006), who point to the consciousness of the self
as a spatio-temporally located object and to the channels from which the
subject draws information about himself so as to produce possible JEM
judgments relative to the first person. The second I as subject use, instead,
relates to Kant’s position as well as to the subject’s awareness of mental un-
ity. Further, Longuenesse rejects Evans’s criticism against Kant — as a mat-
ter of fact, a criticism already made by Strawson (1966) and, years later, also
emphasized by McDowell (1994) — whereby the I think presents a purely
formal characterization which is not sufficient to account for the self-
referential capacity of the self-conscious subject.

Indeed, it seems difficult to compare two levels of investigation that are
so different, mutatis mutandis highlighted in a different theoretical frame-
work by Perry (1986) and Recanati (1997): plainly, it is assumed that —
starting from the / think — Kant articulates a metaphysical reflection also on
the conditions of possibility of the identification mechanisms by applying
the intellectual forms to the sensitive ones. Such reflection, as already said,
is concerned, in contemporary terms, also with the self~knowledge domain,
establishing that the transcendental subject cannot be the object of neither
knowledge nor identification because it is not a phenomenon manifesting
itself in time and space. For this reason, Kant’s I as subject is an empty
form. However, perhaps less plainly, this thesis is an epistemological con-
clusion gained from a metaphysical reflection on the transcendental sub-
ject’s features, and rests on a different theoretical level than Wittgenstei-
nian reflections (cf. Carl 1997). It is therefore necessary to move to a differ-
ent level that is empirical apperception articulated by Kant from the sensi-
tive dimension of receptivity.

5

Like Wittgenstein, Kant (1798, 135) also introduces the ‘I as subject’
and T as object’ on the basis of the distinction between transcendental and
empirical apperception but, as mentioned, their theoretical uses are com-
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pletely difterent. Such distinction determines that the subject can
(re)present herself in two ways: through the I that thinks and through the
I that intuits itself. In another passage Kant (AA 28, 224; cit. in Carl 1997,
156) states that “the I can be taken in a twofold manner: I as human being
and I as intelligence. I in the first sense means: I am an object of the inner
and the outer sense. I in the second sense means that I am the object of the
inner sense only.” Obviously, this does not imply that there are ‘two’s I, on
the contrary, the “I as a thinking being am one and the same subject with
myself as a sensing being” (Kant 1798, 142).

From the angle of transcendental dimension, and abstracting from any
modality of intuition, while / is a pure representation, transcendental ap-
perception does not render the thinking subject neither as noumenon nor
as phenomenon: “I think myself only as I do every object in general from
whose kind of intuition I abstract” (KrV B 429).

From the angle of the empirical dimension, considering the I think as
an empirical proposition equivalent to the [ exist thinking, there is no logi-
cal function any longer but only the determination of the subject at the
level of existence, the object of intuition that necessarily involves inner
sense: the I as object of the perception is revealed by empirical apperception
as a phenomenon that unfolds through the form of time. On the side of re-
ceptivity, at first glance the consciousness of the self as object of perception
appears variable:

The consciousness of oneself in accordance with the determinations of
our state in internal perception is merely empirical, forever variable; it
can provide no standing or abiding self in this stream of inner appear-
ances and is customarily called inner sense or empirical apperception.

(KrV A 107)

Nonetheless, if the Kantian I as subject of thinking, i.e. transcenden-
tal apperception, is the condition of possibility of all judgments, only on
empirical level of investigation some characterizations of the identifica-
tion mechanisms of the egological dimension may be added to one anoth-
er: empirical apperception involves the pure forms of sensibility that arti-
culate, in the specific terms of transcendentalism, the Wittgensteinian
uses of the I as subject and I as object in judgments expressing self-
ascriptions of mental and physical properties. The argument can be arti-
culated as follows:
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1) In primis, also as regards empirical apperception, Kant rejects the
possibility to move from the inner perception of something existing as
thinking (what Kant calls ‘eine unbestimmte empirische Anschauung)) to
the determination of this very something as existing substance in time and
space, the forms of inner and outer sense through which all phenomena are
given; differently, this would be no thought but matter. Indeed, the con-
sciousness of the self as contemplated by empirical apperception is the in-
ner perception of something that is not the object of outer sense (cf. Kant
1783, 334).

2) Even so, according to the arguments drawn from Refutation of Ideal-
ism, it is necessary to introduce the external sense on another plane: for the
subject to determine its existence in time, it is necessary to assume the ex-
istence of objects perceived by outer sense, starting with the subject’s very
body.” Thus, following Capozzi (2007), in the consciousness of the self ly-
ing on the empirical determination of inner perception — i.e., on the sub-
ject’s capability to perceive himself, principally in the paradigmatic instance
of the psychological mechanism of attention as something that thinks
while apprehending representations in the psychological flow towards the
outside — I reveals itself as an intuition and phenomenises, de facto obtain-
ing indirectly a persistence which exceeds the afore-mentioned variable na-
ture of empirical apperception.

3) This does not imply that the subject phenomenizing in empirical
apperception, and which requires outer sense in order to be determined in
time as inner phenomenon, can account for an instance of identification.
Just as the I as subject in transcendental apperception poses no question of
identification — it is neither a phenomenon nor a noumenon — the I as ob-
ject of empirical apperception cannot account for any instance of identifica-
tion: it is a phenomenon that unfolds in time only. What is more, the tem-
poral nature of experience, in the absence of space, allows us to count
numbers but not to identify objects.

Taking the cue from Allison (2004, 298), who maintains that in the framework of
Refutation of idealism “one’s body functions as the enduring object, with reference to
which one’s existence is determined in time”, several scholars, such as Cassam (1993)
and Hanna (2000), have questioned the notion of ‘embodied subject’ in Kant’s reflec-
tion. The historical-critical reconstruction by Capozzi (2007) clarifies some aspects of
the issue.
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6

According to Kant, it is possible to refer to Erkenntnis, which is always
discursive, only as regards the product of the application of conceptual forms
to forms of sensibility, and only with reference to both pure forms of sensi-
bility: time and space. If in the first pure intuition all possible representa-
tions are revealed, in space there appears only a specific sub-class of repre-
sentations, i.e., those referring to sheer external objects. Thanks to space
itself — the form of outer sense — the objects are represented as something
real and different from the subject. Only through a spatio-temporal collo-
cation the object is knowable in the strict sense, and the relative represen-
tations become Erkenntnis.

As to the empirical apperception features, the activity of thinking (1 ex-
ist thinking) only manifests itself in time, not space, as has been said: it fol-
lows that the representation / cannot turn into knowledge, since, paradoxi-
cally, this would require an intuition in space, i.e., in the form of sensibility
wherein the only representations refer to what is represented as something
different from the subject. For this reason, the subject cannot determine it-
self as object within inner sense (see KrV A 22-3/B 37).

On the basis of the instances of distinction of time and of the re-
identification of space — and, obviously, of the application of the conceptual
dimension — not only is it possible to count numbers but also objects, i.e.,
it is possible to know a world of objects, different from the subject, which
bear properties and are endowed with identification conditions. On the
other hand, time, without space, represents phenomena as belonging to the
thinking subject’s internal sphere. For this reason, from the empirical di-
mension, the I think “expresses an indeterminate empirical intuition, i.e.,
a perception” (KrV B 423 n.). Such is an empirical intuition because the
empirical-existential proposition I think/I exist lies on a sensation which in-
deed belongs to sensibility and reveals itself only in time. Additionally, it is
indeterminate due to the lack of space, i.e., the form in and through which
objects manifest themselves and can be determined. In this context, it is
clear that, in some self-attributions, the I of empirical apperception
presents a Wittgensteinian use of the I as subject.

First of all the question concerns the judgment, the Prolegomena (Kant
1783, 298) contains the famous distinction between judgments of perception
and judgments of experience: the former have subjective validity only, while
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Judgments of experience involve the principles of understanding that make
empirical judgments objectively valid. But some judgments of perception can
never become judgments of experience due to their being solely based on
subjective sensations or feelings (to readapt Kant’s examples: Tm hot in this
room’, ‘T am disgusted by wormwood’): while a dual reference to the sub-
ject’s experience and consciousness is required in order for representations
to fall within the knowledgeable (cf. KrV' A 320/B 376; Kant 1800, 33), the
internal or subjective sensation (cf. Kant 1798, 156), thus equated to the
Gefiibl (cf. Kant 1790, 206), lacking an even potential reference to an object
of reality — such as intuitions (in an immediate way) or concepts (in a me-
diate way) — is a representation exclusively connected with the subject and,
for that reason, manifests itself only in time.

The distinction between judgment of experience and judgments of per-
ception has to be intended as a counterpart to the Transcendental Deduction
(see Allison 2004, 179), and two accounts of judgment have been individu-
ated (cf. Allison 2004; Longuenesse 1998). The first considers the act of
judgment as the unification of distinct representation in a concept that is
correlated with a unity in the consciousness. Since “a concept is never im-
mediately related to an object, but is always related to some other represen-
tation of it (whether that be an intuition or itself already a concept)”, the
judgment is the mediate cognition of an object, the representation of a rep-
resentation of it (see KrV A68/B93). Therefore, the judgment includes two
concepts related both to each other and to object judged about (cf. KrV
A68-69/B93-94).

The second account focuses on the objectivity: in KrV (B §18-19) Kant
points out the distinction between an objective unity of self-consciousness,
which presupposes the use of categories, and subjective unity, which is only
the product of the reproductive imagination. For this reason he criticizes
the logicians’ definition of judgment as the “the representation of a relation
between two concepts”, since they don’t specify what this relation amounts
to and the rule of the copula: “That is the aim of the copula is in them: to

In another passage Kant (1783, 334 n.) reaffirms that 7, as a representation of apper-
ception, is no concept: “it is nothing more than a feeling of an existence without the
least concept, and is only a representation of that to which all thinking stands in rela-
tion (relatione accidentis).”
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distinguish the objective unity of given representations from the subjective”
(KrV B 142).

From a Kantian point of view, and with regard to the forms of sensibili-
ty and understanding, a judgment such as Tm hot’ doesn’t involve an iden-
tification component since it consists of perceptions revealed in time only,
whose nexus cannot involve any pure concept of understanding, and there-
fore the objective unity of apperception, because there is no object directed
to the outer sense to be determined and, therefore, identified.

The heart of the matter changes in the self-ascriptions of properties
manifesting themselves in time and space which thus refer to a spatio-
temporally located subject/body. If the thinking being, as a human being, is
at the same time an object of outer sense (cf. KrV' B 415), from a Kantian
point of view, a judgment such as ‘T have a dirty hand’ is a judgment of expe-
rience in that it involves an outer object — the body — and the principles of
pure understanding, which are based on the categories applied to the for-
mal conditions of a possible intuition: the nexus of the representations is
necessarily produced by the presence of the object which affects sensibility
and is objectively valid through the intervention of the intellectual dimen-
sion thus determining the object.

Obviously, this concerns the conditions making a judgment of expe-
rience possible based on the relations between forms of thoughts and
forms of sensibility considered as rules which, according to the Coperni-
can revolution, represent the universal laws without which nature in gen-
eral, as object of sense, could not be thought (cf. Kant 1790, 183). It goes
without saying that the transcendental account cannot tell whether the
judgment ‘T have a dirty hand’ is true or false, it provides the conditions
of possibility required to produce an assertive Erkenntnissatz, which can
be confirmed or denied, with regard to the attribution of the predicate,
since the hand of the person having made such judgment may not be dir-
ty, as well as to the subject’s identification. If the judgment is produced
on the basis of the reflected image of a tangle of hands in a mirror, the
dirty hand might not belong to the person who has produced the judg-
ment but, rather, to someone else. In this context, a judgment of experi-
ence expressing the self-attribution of a subject/body physical property in-
volves a subject’s identification component as, in point of fact, the subject
can be mistaken as to whether he is the one who is attributing himself
this particular property.
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Therefore, only with the objective unity of apperception it is possible to
make a truth-evaluable judgment (i.e. a judgment of experience) that con-
tains a identification component and consequently makes Erkenntnis possi-
ble; instead a judgment that doesn’t involve the objective unity of apper-
ception (i.e. a judgment of perception) is not truth-evaluable, so doesn’t in-
clude an identification component.

7

In conclusion, following Kitcher (2000, 34) it is true that Kant and
Wittgenstein start from what at first glance might appear to be different
theses so that ‘it is an interpretive and philosophical mistake to try to
force an alliance between what are, in fact, deeply opposed camps’. At the
same time, following Carl (1997, 149) it is true that Kant’s distinction of
the T as subject’ and the T as object’ is not concerned with Wittgenstein’s
project of distinguishing different kinds of predicates to be ascribed to
oneself, but is concerned with an epistemological perspective focusing on
the distinction between spontaneity and receptivity, seen as conditions of
all possible knowledge, in order to give an account which incorporates the
I as subject of apperception into the foundation of the formal conditions
of knowledge.

However, it is also true that, even seen via different philosophical hori-
zons, they both come to similar conclusions: the I used as subject concerns
the self-attributions of mental properties and involves no instance of iden-
tification, while the I used as object concerns the self-attributions of physical
properties and the subject’s identification will be provided.

As already seen, the question is further articulated in the transcendental
and empirical dimension and can be connected to Carl’s (1997, 157) dis-
tinction between two classes of self-ascriptions, the kind of self-ascriptions
that considers the ‘T as passive’ related to receptivity and the other sort of
self-ascriptions that regards the ‘T as active’ related to spontaneity:

a) Since it is necessarily involved in the making of any judgment, the
I as subject of thinking, which means pure apperception, is the condition of
possibility of the Wittgensteinian uses of the I as subject and I as object in
judgments expressing self-ascriptions of mental and physical properties: as
already remarked, although the representation I designates the transcen-
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dental subject, it cannot be determined to identify the thinking entity and
thus always lacks the identification component.

b) For the I as passive of empirical apperception, there are two possibili-
ties: b.1) if the subject reveals itself only in time, the self-attributions con-
cern only mental properties and so there is no question of identification, the
I'is used as subject in judgment of perception; b.2) if the subject reveals itself
in time and space, the question of identification arises since there is an ex-
plicit self-attribution of body physical property relative to I which is used as
object in a judgment of experience. This Kantian reading is also obtained
through a reflection on the sources of epistemic sensibility and mediation of
the forms of time and space and, also for this reason, it must be included in
a very different theoretical framework from \Wittgenstein’s.7
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ABSTRACT: Recently the account of free will proposed by Harry Frankfurt has come
under attack. It has been argued that Frankfurt’s notion of wholeheartedness is in con-
flict with prevalent intuitions about free will and should be abandoned. I will argue that
empirical data from choice blindness experiments can vindicate Frankfurt’s notion of
wholeheartedness. The choice blindness phenomenon exposes that individuals fail to
track their own decisions and readily take ownership of, and confabulate reasons for, de-
cisions they did not make. Traditionally this has been taken to be problem for the no-
tion of free will. I argue that Frankfurt’s account does not face this problem. Instead,
choice blindness can be fruitfully applied to it, and vice versa. Frankfurt’s notion of
wholeheartedness, I suggest, delineates the range of the choice blindness effect. This
makes wholeheartedness a useful meta-theoretical concept for choice blindness research.
I conclude that, pace the recent criticism, wholeheartedness is a useful notion and
should not be abandoned.
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1. Introduction

Elsewhere (see Kirkeby-Hinrup 2014) I have objected to Harry Frank-
furt’s account of free will (see Frankfurt 1971; 1988). The objection is
that by grounding free will in the notion of wholeheartedness, Frankfurt
allegedly renders the notion of free will sparse, practical and occasional. It
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becomes sparse because wholehearted identification with a choice rarely
obtains in most everyday deliberative situations. It becomes practical be-
cause free will essentially depends on particular actions in a context. It
becomes occasional because on this view free will only obtains on specific
occasions, rather than being something a person can have across situa-
tions. I argue that a conception of free will that is sparse, practical and
occasional is in conflict with our intuitions: Intuitively we consider free
will as possessed by individuals across time. Therefore Frankfurt’s notion
of wholeheartedness is inadequate. In this article, I will take another per-
spective and instead of arguing from intuition I take my starting-point in
experimental data. I will argue that experiments on choice blindness (cf.
Hall — Johansson — Strandberg 2012; Hall — Johansson — Tiérning —
Sikstrém — Deutgen 2010; Hall et al. 2013; Johansson — Hall — Sikstrém
— Olsson 2005; Johansson — Hall — Sikstrém — Tirning — Lind 2006)
provides indirect support for Frankfurt’s notion of wholeheartedness. In
the next section, I will provide a brief introduction to the account of free
will developed by Harry Frankfurt. Section three is an introduction to the
phenomenon of choice blindness. In section four, I apply the notion of
wholeheartedness to the choice blindness phenomenon. This will show
that, not only are the two compatible, but from a theoretical point of
view they complement each other. In the conclusion, I clarify why my
previous critique of the notion of wholeheartedness is less serious than it
seemed. Then I explain why the phenomenon of choice blindness is not
a threat to accounts of free will grounded in the notion of wholehearted-
ness.

2. Wholeheartedness and free will

According to Frankfurt, free will is tied to higher-order desires (cf.
Frankfurt 1971; 1988). Higher-order desires are desires about (lower-order)
desires. Higher-order desires are desires about those desires the individual
wishes to be effective. Frankfurt’s theory addresses the distinction between
simply desiring something and wanting to so desire it. According to Frank-
furt, when an individual identifies herself with one of her higher-order de-
sires, such identification will be followed by a higher-order volition. The
effect of the higher-order volition is that the individual wishes her particu-
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lar desire (the target of her higher-order desire) to be her effective desire.
An effective desire is a desire that moves her all the way to action. For in-
stance, I may occasionally have a desire for excessive amounts of ice cream.
But, for reasons pertaining to health, I rarely wish to act on this desire.
Thus, my higher-order desires do not endorse the desire for ice-cream.
Consequently, I do not wish this desire to move me to action. Conversely,
I have a desire to work out and stay in shape. While this desire may be
weak, it is endorsed by my higher-order desires. I wish this desire to be ef-
fective, i.e., I wish that I act upon this particular desire. According to
Frankfurt, the will is free when the individual acts in accordance with her
higher-order volitions.

One objection that is usually leveraged against philosophical accounts
invoking higher-order notions is the threat of regress. For Frankfurt’s ac-
count, the threat of regress pertains to higher-order desires. Is it not possi-
ble that a second-order desire could be in conflict with a desire on a level
above itself (e.g. a third-order desire)? Why should we not say that if this is
the case, then following the higher-order volition, spawned by the third-
order desire, is what is necessary for free will? Similarly should we then not
say that the fourth-order desires may trump the third-order desires, and so
on ad infinitum? The problem is that we can always posit a desire of
a higher-order. This objection trades on the intuition that the higher the
order of a desire, the closer it is to what an individual really wants. If such
regress is allowed, Frankfurt’s account can never get off the ground. The
problem is that there is no support for a claim that any particular desire is
the relevant one, whose corresponding higher-order volition should ground
free will.

To solve the regress problem an account is needed of how an individual
comes to identify herself in the right manner with a particular higher-order
desire. Frankfurt answers by introducing his notion of wholeheartedness.
Frankfurt says:

When a person identifies himself decisively with one of his first-order
desires, this commitment “resounds” throughout the potentially endless
array of higher orders. [...] The decisiveness of the commitment he has
made means that he has decided that no further question about his
second-order volition, at any higher order, remains to be asked.
(Frankfurt 1971, 16 italics from original)
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What Frankfurt claims is that a wholehearted identification with
a higher-order desire solves the problem. When a higher-order desire re-
sounds throughout the system any question of further higher-order desires
is unnecessary. Once the individual has wholeheartedly identified herself
with a given desire, she cannot help but to want this desire to be eftective.
So only when a wholehearted identification with a particular desire occurs
is a relevant higher-order volition formed.

To summarize, there are two requisites for free will on Frankfurt’s ac-
count. The first requisite is that an individual identifies wholeheartedly
with some desire, thus forming a higher-order volition. The second requi-
site is that the eventual decision and action of the individual are in accor-
dance with the higher-order volition. According to Frankfurt, only when
both requisites are satisfied, the individual has free will.

3. Choice blindness

Choice blindness experiments expose that people have difficulties
keeping track of their decisions. In choice blindness paradigms the indi-
vidual makes a choice. After making the choice the individual is asked
why she preferred the chosen option over the alternative(s). However, in
the experimental manipulations the individual is presented with an alter-
native she in fact did not choose, as if she had in fact chosen it. The
choice blindness effect is that subjects rarely detect this manipulation. In-
stead, subjects will confabulate reasons for preferring the option they did
not in fact choose. For instance, in one of the early choice blindness
studies (see Johansson et al. 2005), subjects are presented with two pic-
tures of individuals of the opposite sex. The subjects are instructed to
point to the picture of the individual they find most attractive. After the
choice is made (and the subject has pointed), the pictures are placed face
down on the table. In the baseline condition, the chosen picture is then
picked back up and shown to the subject, while the other picture is still
face down on the table. The subject is then asked to describe why she
preferred the individual she pointed to, and proceeds to provide an intro-
spective account of her reasons. The experimental condition proceeds in
exactly the same way as the baseline condition with the exception that
the picture that is picked back up is actually the picture the individual did
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not choose. In the experimental condition the subject will normally con-
fabulate reasons for preferring the individual in the picture she is shown.

Since this early study, the choice blindness effect has been demon-
strated in a wide range of domains. The various domains in which choice
blindness has been demonstrated include the political, moral, aesthetic,
gustatory, and olfactory (cf. Hall et al. 2012; Hall et al. 2010; Hall et al.
2013; Johansson et al. 2005; Johansson et al. 2006). Thus, it appears we are
blind to the outcomes of a wide range of decisions we normally, and intui-
tively, take to be important to us. The fact that the choice blindness effect
has been demonstrated in different sensory modalities, and across impor-
tant social domains, such as politics and morals, underscores the pervasive-
ness of the phenomenon.

Now, it can be argued that choice blindness presents a problem for free
will. This is the argument: Given that the choice blindness paradigm has
shown that in several domains we are blind to the outcome of our decisions
and furthermore that the reasons we provide for those decisions are gener-
ated post hoc, this may very well be the case with every decision we make.
On this interpretation of the outcome of the choice blindness experiments,
choice blindness threatens traditional notions of free will because reasons
and decisions become epiphenomenal, and thus are outside of conscious
control. If the outcome of our choices can be replaced without us noticing,
and we readily take ownership of decisions we did not make, this might
undermine popular conceptions of free will. Specifically it might undermine
the claim that the reasons and deliberations we consciously experience be-
fore making a choice have an impact on the choices we end up making.
The fact that we experience that our deliberations and decisions matter and
are efficacious in our ordinary lives merely may be an illusion.2 This sug-
gestion in itself is nothing new (see, e.g. Dennett 1984; 2004; Wegner —

Due to some sleight of hand and the setup of the scenario it appears to the subject
as if the experimenter is picking up the correct picture.

This experience is neatly demonstrated within the choice blindness paradigms as
well. When individuals who have just participated in a choice blindness experiment are
suggested that perhaps their choices had been switched (which they indeed had), many
deny this as impossible and something they would certainly have noticed. This overes-
timation of own introspective competence has been called Choice Blindness Blindness (see
Johansson et al. 2005; 2006). Given the choice blindness blindness phenomenon such
a naive faith in one’s own capacity to keep track of decisions is clearly mistaken.
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Wheatley 1999; Wegner 2002; 2003), but the choice blindness phenome-
non prima facie provides such a view with more traction. Many accounts
(e.g. those of Dennett and Wegner) argue that the experience of free will
does not correspond to (let alone entail) any feature of human decision
making that corresponds to the experience. These accounts suggest that
the notion of free will is either in need of substantial revision (in order to
remove the traditional connotations to anything substantively free), or
must be abandoned completely.? The kind of empirical data that forms the
basis of such accounts is especially problematic for theories of free will that
rely heavily on explicit cognitive processes such as deliberation and intro-
spection.

One option for the proponents of free will is to propose alternative in-
terpretations of the empirical data. In brief, they may suggest that the fact
the individuals cannot remember their reasons, entails neither that they did
not have any, nor that the ones they did have were inefficacious with re-
spect to their decision. While this defense may be tenable I will not pursue
it in the present context. Rather, the objective here is to show that ac-
counts of free will which do not place an emphasis on conscious delibera-
tion, such as Frankfurt’s, can sidestep objections based on such empirical
data. It will be argued that such accounts can claim that the individual be-
comes aware of which of her desires are endorsed by higher-order desires
by an automatic process. Only the result of the process will be known to
the subject. Arguably it is not even necessary that the individual explicitly
experiences ‘wholeheartedness’ consciously. An (unconscious) occurrence of
a wholehearted identification would be sufficient.4 Furthermore, whether

3 . . . .
How such revision would influence the view of humans as free agents is a separate

question. Interestingly, the experience of agency face problems that are similar to the
ones choice blindness pose for the experience of free will (see, e.g., Bayne — Levy 2006;
Moore — Wegner — Haggard 2009).

Note that this does not entail that it is futile for the individual to attempt to de-
termine which of her desires she wants to be effective. Wholeheartedness reasonable
should ordinarily reveal itself upon inspection. It might be tempting to think that the
individual must be conscious of the wholehearted identification in order for this to
matter for the decision. However, there are two reasons to hesitate in making this
claim. The first reason is that the way Frankfurt explicates his theory, whether the
wholehearted identification is conscious, does not seem to matter to whether the in-
dividual can exhibit free will. The second is that invoking consciousness of whole-
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this process is fully determined is inconsequential to Frankfurt’s account of
free will. Moreover, there is no requirement that the process must be infal-
lible. That the process may occasionally falter and the individual mistakenly
believe that she wants a given desire to be effective is unimportant. This
would merely be an instance of those occasions where the individual does
not exhibit free will. Because such occasions are allowed on Frankfurt’s ac-
count, they do not pose a problem.

4. Wholeheartedness and choice blindness

One question about choice blindness that looms large in the back-
ground is what kinds of choices can be successfully manipulated. Are there
choices the experimenters cannot make subjects believe themselves to have
made, and subsequently will not attempt to justify? Surely, intuition sug-
gests, it is impossible to switch a bride at the altar thus tricking the subject
into marrying the wrong individual (this intuition is shared by the choice
blindness experimenters; see, e.g., Hall et al. 2010). Even more absurd is
the idea that the tricked individual would subsequently take ownership of,
and justify, the decision to marry the un-intended spouse. If we agree that
this is absurd, as I think we should, it follows that there are limits to the
choice blindness eftect. Simply put, we cannot be tricked to believe we
made all choices we are presented with as our own. Can we say anything
about these limits?

To investigate the limits of choice blindness is to investigate what char-
acterizes the choices that are immune to the choice blindness manipulation.
From Frankfurt’s perspective, making his position our own, we can answer
this question by deploying the notions of wholeheartedness and higher-
order volitions. Because higher-order volitions are about those desires the
individual wants to be effective, it seems reasonable to expect that they also
track the desires they are about in order to determine if those desires actu-
ally are effective. How might one argue for the view that such tracking oc-
curs?

heartedness as a necessary aspect, pulls the theory in the direction of the cognitivist
accounts of free will, and makes it susceptible to objections from the empirical data
that haunt these.
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One possibility is the following. Because wholeheartedness, according to
Frankfurt, resounds throughout the system, it appears that it cannot be
fleeting. To avoid allegations that the notion of wholeheartedness is not
robust enough, it seems important for the theory to show how wholeheart-
edness may persist over time. Now consider the core idea Frankfurt es-
pouses: a higher-order volition is generated when the individual whole-
heartedly identifies herself with a decision. This idea suggests that there is
a link between wholeheartedness and personal identity, in the specific sense
of the identity over time provided by the characteristics through which an
individual defines herself as herself. I maintain that this link provides the
basis and motivation for wholeheartedness to persist over time. For in-
stance, a sincere vegan might take central parts of her identity to consist in
particular views on food and related issues.

One might object here that some individuals appear to constantly re-
define themselves, while sincerely professing that “this is the new me”. If
this is the case, the objection goes, the kind of personal identity referred
to above cannot provide the basis for wholeheartedness to persist over
time. However, even in such extreme cases, wholehearted commitment to
decisions first, does not change on the timescale involved in choice
blindness experiments, and second typically occurs in the form of an ex-
plicit decision to change one’s mind as opposed to how people change
their opinion in the change blindness cases. Furthermore, there is noth-
ing in the notion of wholeheartedness that entails that it can never
change. People do change over time. There are beliefs and activities
I wholeheartedly endorsed at the age of sixteen I no longer care about. At
the very least, the link between wholeheartedness and personal identity
provides sufficient reason to believe that individuals can be wholeheart-
edly committed to the same views or decisions for the entire time
a choice blindness experiment runs.

Having made the case that wholeheartedness is geared to persist over
time we may now address the question of whether wholeheartedness tracks
the outcome of decisions. One way to show that this is true would be to
perform choice blindness experiments on subjects who strongly identify
with particular views. The idea is that with respect to those views such a
subject would be immune to the choice blindness manipulation exactly be-
cause wholeheartedness is tied to personal identity. For instance, it seems
likely that a professional politician located on the far left of the political
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spectrum would immediately object if she were presented with a choice
where she supposedly had come out in favor of tougher immigration laws.
While it is true that the choice blindness experiments pertaining to politi-
cal views (i.e. Hall et al., 2013) showed that people on the street were sus-
ceptible to the choice blindness effect in this domain, it is unlikely that
professional politicians are susceptible to the same extent. This is unlikely
exactly because these views normally form a significant part of the how
politicians conceive of themselves.

To sum up, it seems that the link between wholeheartedness and per-
sonal identity supports the idea that in some cases subjects track their de-
sires and as a consequence the outcome of their decisions. These cases are
such that the subject wholeheartedly endorses a particular view or course of
action. However, so far choice blindness experiments have not been carried
out to test this. To strengthen the case, we turn to another piece of evi-
dence from everyday life that indicates that people tracking their desires
and also the outcomes of their decisions.

In our everyday observations of ourselves we often realize when we fail
to do what we actually wanted to do. How might this be if we were not
keeping track of what we wanted to do? One might counter that such re-
alizations are based on retroactively constructed decisions. However this
does not appear to make sense. For instance, taking an evolutionary per-
spective, what selective pressure would result in a system that retroac-
tively confabulated decisions it failed to follow through on? What would
the benefit be? Conversely, it makes sense to track the outcomes of deci-
sions, e.g. for purposes of error detection, learning, and behavioral opti-
mization.

That people occasionally fail to do what they set their mind to is central
to Frankfurt’s account. The distinction between occasions where we suc-
ceed and where we fail to do what we wanted to delineates the occasions
where we act on a desire that is not endorsed by a higher-order volition
and the occasions where we succeed in acting on the desires we want to be
effective. Imagine that I have decided that I really want to work out. To
my dismay, I find myself having bought excessive amounts of ice-cream in-
stead. The dismay is an indication that tracking did occur and that another
desire was realized than the one that the higher-order desire concerned.
I am dismayed because I failed to make the desire my higher-order volition
was about (working out) my effective desire. The desire that carried me all
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the way to action (eating ice-cream) was not one endorsed by a higher-
order desire; it was not one of my concerns.

In this way wholeheartedness demarcates the limit for the choice blind-
ness effect. When I wholeheartedly identify myself with a desire, the
higher-order volition tracks or locks on to the desire, and indirectly moni-
tors the outcome of my action. This thwarts the choice blindness effect.
We are now in a position to explain the choice blindness effect as occurring
whenever decisions are not wholehearted. Because higher-order volitions
track their desires, when the outcome concerns another desire, choice
blindness occurs. Furthermore, only wholeheartedness generates higher-
order volitions, which means that when wholeheartedness is absent there is
no tracking going-on and no desire that constitutes a concern for the sub-
ject. Consequently, the manipulation of the subject’s choice is successful
(i.e. not detected) and choice blindness occurs.

5. Conclusion

One might think that intuitively, free will is relevant whenever we de-
liberate. However, on Frankfurt’s account, only the decisions endorsed by
a resounding wholeheartedness can be instances of free will. Since the ex-
perience of a resounding wholehearted commitment to a given desire or
decision is not something that occurs regularly, this means that the major-
ity of everyday decisions are made without free will. While the intuition
mentioned above may be one that many agree with, this is not enough to
reject Frankfurt’s account. Indeed, the fact that the notion of wholeheart-
edness meshes very well with — and can be fruitfully applied to — empirical
data from choice blindness, suggests the intuition might be wrong. If the
empirical data show that there is no free will in many trivial choices and
across domains, then this suggests the intuition may be wrong. If the data
indicate that the intuition may be wrong, then the intuition seems ill
suited as the foundation for criticism of Frankfurt’s account. On the other
hand, seeing the notion of wholeheartedness in light of the phenomenon
of choice blindness vindicates the idea that free will might indeed be sparse,
practical and occasional (pace Kirkeby-Hinrup 2014). Conversely, seeing
choice blindness in light of the notion of wholeheartedness suggests that
the former not necessarily is a threat to free will. More specifically, it is not



How CHOICE BLINDNESS VINDICATES WHOLEHEARTEDNESS 209

a threat to free will of the kind proposed by Harry Frankfurt. Moreover,
while it is likely to be difficult to operationalize empirically, wholehearted-
ness provides a useful meta-theoretical concept to delineate the limits of
choice blindness.
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ABSTRACT: The aim of this paper is to outline a suitable analysis of certain deontic mo-
dalities. To avoid confusion as much as possible, I specify the subject-matter of my
analysis explicitly. Subsequently, the paper argues that Transparent Intensional Logic
(TIL) is an appropriate framework for developing deontic logic. The main contribution
of the paper consists in a proposal concerning the analysis of deontic modalities in TIL
as well as in offering a semantically based distinction between implicit and explicit de-
ontic modalities. Finally, I introduce some definitions along with some inferential rules
and show (using Ross™ paradox) how it is possible to deal with the paradoxes of deontic
logic in terms of my analysis.
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1. Svet prikazov, zakazov a dovoleni

Rodime sa do sveta prikazov, zikazov a dovoleni: Pokusame sa riadit
pravnymi, etickymi ¢i nabozenskymi normami, pravidlami rodiny ¢i prikaz-

Dakujem Maridnovi Zouharovi za mnoistvo uzitoénych rad, nimietok a pripomie-
nok k vsetkym predchidzajicim verzidm tejto state. Dakujem aj M. Duzi, F. Gahérovi,
M. Kostercovi, P. Maternovi, J. Raclavskému, V. Svobodovi a anonymnym recenzentom
za cenné pripomienky, ndmietky ¢i diskusiu.
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mi nadriadenych v praci. Cast’ prirodzeného jazyka, ktora sa tyka prikazov,
zékazov a dovoleni, budem nazgvat’ terminom deonticky diskurz. Castou
tohto diskurzu st deontické slova a ich predteoretické vyznamy, tzv. deon-
tické modality. Deontické slova sa dalej vyskytuji v deontickych vetich
atym zase zodpovedaji nejaké predteoretické vyznamy. Mojim hlavnym
ciefom je analjza deontickych modalit, ¢im sa otvori cesta k analyze deon-
tickych viet (a ich predteoretickych vyznamov) a k urceniu zodpovedajucich
axiom a pravidiel odvodzovania. Splnenim tychto loh dostaneme sémantic-
ky model, ktory vsak nebude nikdy totoiny s tym, ¢o modeluje (inak by ne-
slo o model; pozri Bielik — Kosterec — Zouhar 2014, 112).

2. Predmet analyzy

Aby sa predislo zbytoénym nedorozumeniam, zanem déslednym vyme-
dzenim predmetu analyzy. Budem analyzovat’ deontické slova prikdzané, za-
kédzané a dovolené. Ilustra¢ny priklad ndm ukdze, Ze sa z nich mézu utvirat
vety dvoma zdsadne odlisnymi sposobmi. Majme klastor, v ktorom sa musi
mlcat. Klastorny poriadok by mohol obsahovat’ niektort z tychto dvoch
viet:

(1)  Je prikdzané, aby mnisi ml¢ali.
(2)  Mnisi majt prikdzané mlcat’.

V prvom pripade sa slovné spojenie je prikdzané, aby vitahuje na vetu,
teda funguje ako vetny operator. Ak opustime syntakticka uroven, tvrdi sa
tu, ze je prikizané, aby nastal urcity stav veci (taky, v ktorom mnisi mldia).
V druhom pripade mézeme vyclenit’ slovné spojenie mnisi maji, deskriptiv-
ne deontické slovo prikdzané a slovo mlcat! Ak opustime syntakticka uro-
ven, tvrdi sa tu, Ze je prikdzand urdita ¢innost — mléanie.

Vety (1) a (2) maja dolezita spoloént Crtu: obidve twrdia, Ze je nieco
prikdzané. Nas klastorny poriadok by takéto vety mohol napriek tomu ob-
sahovat, pricom by sa opieral o nejaky zamlcany prikaz, napriklad: Ak chces
byt nasim mnichom, rob vsetko, ¢o je podla klistorného poriadku prikdza-
né, a nerob ni¢, o je zakazané!

Treba si uvedomit, Ze takéto deontické vyroky mozu byt pravdivé ¢i
nepravdivé. Ak to Citatelovi nepripadd ako samozrejmy jazykovy fakt, nds
ilustraény priklad méze tato tézu zdévodnit. Obmedzme nds svet prikazov,
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zakazov a dovoleni na svet spominaného klastora. Nejaky muz, nazvime ho
Pavel, chce stravit zvySok Zzivota v tichosti. Pricestuje do nisho klastora
a pre istotu polozi spravcovi (nazvime ho Richard) otdzku Je prikdzané, aby
mnisi mlcali? Ak ho Richard nechce oklamat, odpovie mu kladne. Analo-
gicky, ked pricestujeme do cudzej krajiny, mozeme sa jej obyvatelov legi-
timne pytat, ¢ je prikdzané jazdit’ autom v pravom cestnom pruhu pripadne
¢i je zakdzané pit’ alkohol na verejnosti.

Mohlo by sa samozrejme argumentovat, ze by sme mohli vety (1) a (2)
interpretovat’ aj preskriptivne. Povrchova Struktira tychto viet vsak nijako
nenaznacuje, ze by malo ist’ o prikazy (tieto vety nekondia vykri¢nikmi, ale
bodkami).2 Navyse, predstavme si, ze by Pavel nasiel vetu (1) ¢i (2) napisanu
len tak na chodniku ¢i namafovant na stene domu. Zrejme by ju nechdpal
ako prikaz, a uz vobec nie ako nieco, ¢im by sa mal riadit’. Preskriptivna in-
terpretacia takychto viet je dodand takpovediac ,zvonku*.

Prikazy samé st nepochybne preskriptivne — priamo rozkazuju, a preto im
beine nezvykneme pripisovat pravdivostné hodnoty. Spominany kldstorny
poriadok by mohol obsahovat’ prikazy a zdkazy, nie ich deskripcie. V naSom
pripade by slo o vetu:

(3)  Mnisi, mléte!

Veta (3) patri k tretiemu druhu viet, ktoré by mohli byt plnohodnotnym
predmetom skimania v deontickej logike.

Vsimnime si, ze deontické vety (1) — (3) st jednoduché v tom zmysle, ze
neobsahuji ni¢, comu by mali v analyze zodpovedat’ vyrokovologické spojky
¢i kvantifikatory. Jednoducha deontickd vetu mozno vidy mutatis mutandis
preformulovat’ tak, aby jej modifikicia patrila do Tubovolného z troch uve-
denych druhov deontickych viet. Dévody v prospech konkrétnej volby st
preto predovsetkym prakticke.

Predmetom mojej analyzy budua vety prvého druhu, pretoze ich skima-
nie povazujem za najmenej problematické. Analyzu viet typu (3) problema-
tizuje Jorgensenova dilema: Rozkazy nemdzu nadobudat’ pravdivostnd hod-
notu a kedze je tradi¢nd definicia vyplyvania zalozend na pojme pravdivost-
nej hodnoty, nemozno skiimat’ usudky, ktoré obsahuju rozkazy. To je vsak

K rozliSeniu povrchovej Struktdry a logickej formy pozri napriklad Zouhar (2009,
20-25). Nevylutujem véak moZznost argumentdcie v prospech tézy, Ze tieto vety moino
interpretovat ako preskriptivne na urovni ich logickej formy.
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v rozpore s tym, Ze sa niektoré z nich zdaji byt platné. Tidto dilema vsak
ocividne neproblematizuje skimanie deontickych viet typu (1) a (2). Analy-
za viet typu (2) je navyse problematickejsia ako analyza viet typu (1), pretoze
kym stavy veci mézeme syntakticky reprezentovat’ pomocou viet, ktoré mé-
zu byt pravdivé ¢i nepravdivé, ¢innosti mozeme reprezentovat iba pomocou
vyrazov, ktoré takuto vlastnost’ nemaju, o je nevyhodou pri skimani vyply-
vania.

Terminy byt prikdzany (zakdzany, dovolenj) budem pouzivat’ troma od-
lisnymi sposobmi. Vzhladom na predteoreticky sposob pouzivania terminov
(byt) prikdzany, zakdzany Ci dovoleny st prikdzané, zakizané ¢i dovolené sta-
vy veci, pretoze sa deontické vetné operatory viazu na vety a vety sa predteo-
reticky vzt'ahuju na stavy veci. Vzhfadom na syntakticky spésob pouzivania
tychto terminov su prikdzané® (zakazané®, dovolené®) vety, pretoze ide
o vetné operdtory. A napokon, mojim cielom je zistit, Co je (resp. ¢o by
prijatefne mohlo byt) prikézanéT, zakdzané” a dovolené” vzhPadom na teo-
reticky spdsob pouzivania tychto terminov. Hladand entita by mala byt
vhodnou explikiciou stavov veci.

3. Teoreticky ramec analyzy

Jednoduché modely maja mnoho prednosti a na hrubd analyzu moézu
byt vhodnejsie ako tie zlozZitejSie. Vety prirodzeného jazyka su vsak casto
velmi zlozité a preto by nebolo praktické vopred drasticky okresat’ moznosti
navrhovanej analyzy. Prijmem preto dostatocne komplexny systém Trans-
parentnej intenziondlnej logiky (TIL).4

Na zdévodnenie tohto rozhodnutia mozno uviest' mnoho dévodov. TIL
ma totiz velmi bohaty technicky aparit, ktory obsahuje napriklad premenné
pre Casové okamihy, rozne kvantifikatory ¢i ndstroje na analyzu anafory.
Ako to suvisi s deontickou logikou? Premenné pre casové okamihy umoz-

Za prvy pokus o analyzu viet typu (2) mozno povazovat klasicku stat’ Wright (1951),
k tejto myslienke sa vSak vratila aj moderna deonticka logika, predovsetkym tzv. Deontic
action logic (DAL), pozri napriklad Kulicki — Trypuz (2012). V TIL sa venoval analyze

tohto druhu Kuchyrika (2012).

4 TIL je parcidlny typovany lambda kalkul; Citatel sa s nim méZe zozndmit' v dielach

Tichy (1988), Raclavsky (2009), Duzi — Jespersen — Materna (2010), Duzi — Materna
(2012) ako aj v ¢lankoch uvedenych autorov.
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fiuju, aby sme v analyze reSpektovali casovi naslednost, ¢o méze byt
v pripade deontickych viet zdsadné. Rozne gramatické casy i slova reprezen-
tujlice Casovu néslednost’ st obvyklou sucast'ou deontickych viet. Kvantifi-
kované vyrazy ¢i anaforické odkazy si v deontickych vetach taktiez beiné —
je preto vhodné mat technicky aparit, ktory by ich dokizal analyzovat.
Tieto dévody su, prirodzene, velmi vSeobecné. Sluzia iba na zdévodnenie
tézy, ze TIL je vhodnym ramcom pre budovanie deontickej logiky, pricom
nepopieram, Ze v mnohych pripadoch ndim mézu posluzit’ aj jednoduchsie
ramce.

Na tucely prace teraz zavediem niekolko zakladnych terminov — Citatel
znaly TIL méze zvysok tejto kapitoly preskocit. Konstrukcia, zakladny sta-
vebny kamen pojmovej vybavy TIL, sa chipe ako abstraktna struktarovana
procedura, pricom konstrukcie mozno priradit’ vyrazom prirodzeného jazyka
ako ich vyznam. Vyrazy oznacuju denotity (funkcie, konstrukcie), pripadne
neoznacuji ni¢. Ak konstrukcia C pri ohodnoteni v ni¢ nekonstruuje, po-
vieme, ze C je v-nevlastnd; ak pri ohodnoteni v konstruuje objekt X, po-
vieme, ze C v-konstruuje X.

Ontolégia TIL je usporiadana do rozvetvenej hierarchie typov, ktord sa
buduje nad uréitou bazou. Na tuclely analyzy prirodzeného jazyka volime
standardne bazu (o, 1, T, ®): o (subor explikitov pravdivostnych hodnét),
1 (stibor explikatov individui), T (sabor explikitov casovych okamihov — re-
dlnych disel) a ® (sabor explikitov moznych svetov). Objektmi sa v TIL
extenzie, intenzie a hyperintenzie. Extenzie su entity ako ¢isla, individua ¢i
mnoziny. Intenzie si funkcie definované na svetamihoch (svetamih je dvoji-
ca moiny svet — casovy okamih). Intenziami su napriklad propozicie i
vlastnosti individui. Hyperintenziami si uz spominané konstrukcie.

V TIL rozliSujeme Sest’ druhov konstrukcii: trivializaciu, premenné, vy-
konanie, dvojité vykonanie, uzaver a kompoziciu. Na ucely tejto state nazna-
&im, &o je to trivializacia, kompozicia, premennd a uzdver. °X je konstruk-
cia, ktora sa nazyva trivializdcia. Konstruuje objekt X bez akejkol'vek zmeny.
[X Y1..Ya] je konStrukcia nazgvand kompozicia. Kompozicia spoliva
v aplikdcii funkcie na argumenty, ¢im sa ziskaji hodnoty danej funkcie pre
dané argumenty. Premennd je konstrukcia, ktora konstruuje objekty v zavis-
losti od ohodnotenia. Uzdver je konstrukcia, ktord konstruuje funkciu ab-
strakciou od hodnét jej argumentov.
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4. Prvé priblizenie k analyze deontickych modalit

Teraz je uz nacase, aby sme sa priblizili k analyze deontickych modalit.
Pomézeme si konkrétnou vetou

(4)  Je prikdzané, aby Pavel mlcal.

Podla vety (4) je prikdzané, aby nastal taky stav veci, v ktorom Pavel mlci.
Je tu zaroven prikdzana® urcitd empirickd veta. V TIL rozliSujeme medzi
denotitom vety (t. j. propoziciou) a vyznamom vety (t. j. konstrukciou pro-
pozicie). Majme konstrukciu propozicie E. Moézeme ju v dalsich konstruk-
cidch bud’ pouzit, alebo sa o nej zmienit' (pouzijeme °E), pricom konstruk-
cia °F konstruuje konstrukciu E, ktor4 zase konstruuje propoziciu. To, ze
sa uvedené deontické slovné spojenie viaze na vetu, nam v systéme TIL te-
. vy e T T, T .
da otvira dve moznosti: (i) prikizané ", zakazané  ¢i dovolené”™ budu pro-
o eiba T T T 1oy .
pozicied a (ii) prikazané ", zakdzané ", ¢i dovolené” budu konstrukcie propo-
zicil.

5. MdZeme explikovat to, €o sa prikazuje, zakazuje, ¢i dovoluje,
ako propozicie?

Hned, ako si uvedomime, Ze skimame deontické vetné operatory, pro-
pozicie sa stavajd intuitivne prijatefnou moznostou, ako analyzovat’ to, na
o sa tieto operdtory viazu. Propozicie st v TIL objektmi typu ((ot)m),
v bezne pouzivanej skratenej notdcii 0, Su to funkcie zo svetamihov do
pravdivostnych hodnot.

Deontické operatory, ktoré sa viazu na propozicie, si potom objektmi
typu (00:4):e. Takto chdpané deontické operatory s vlastnostami propozi-
cii. Vzhladom na moiné svety a ¢asové okamihy vyclenuji mnoziny propo-
zicit, ktoré st v danych svetoch a Casoch prikdzané”, zakazané” & dovole-
né". V tejto stati budeme pre jednoduchost’ pouzivat’ iba deontické opera-
tory troch druhov: O (z anglického obligatory) je funkcia oznacend slovnym
spojenim je prikdzané, aby, F (z anglického forbidden) je funkcia oznacend
vyrazom je zakdzané, aby a P (z anglického permitted) je funkcia oznacena
vyrazom je dovolené, aby.

Névrh prijat moznost (i) mozno ndjst v Duzi — Jespersen — Materna (2010, 27).
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Na syntaktickej urovni mozeme Clenit’ vety na tie, ktoré su prikzizanéS
(res% zakizané®, dovolené®), a tie, ktoré nie st prikzizalnéS (zakdzané®, dovo-
lené”). Je vobec mozné takéto ¢lenenie? Predstavme si opit’ jednoduchy
svet, v ktorom existuje jediny normativny systém: kldstorny poriadok
z nasho prikladu. Keby sme nazreli do klistorného poriadku, mohli by sme
vyClenit vsetky vety, ktoré obsahuju hlavny vetny operétor je prikdzané, aby;
keby sme znich toto slovné spojenie odobrali, ziskame mnozinu viet,
o ktorjch mo#no povedat), ie si prikizané® (samozrejme len pri zjednodu-
$ujicom predpoklade homogenity predmetu analyzy). Propozicie, ktoré su
denotatmi tychto viet, potom tvoria mnozinu propozicii, ktorych vlastnos-
fou je to, %e su prikdzané” .

Vyhodou tejto koncepcie je to, Ze propozicie umoziuju simulovat’ odvo-
dzovanie, ktoré bezne robime a mohli by sme bez obdv povedat’: de minimis
non curat propositio. Ak v urcitej vete vymenime poradie disjunktov ¢i kon-
junktov, ak zmenime spojky (zachovavajuc pravdivostné podmienky), ¢i ak
priddme k vete nejaku tautologiu, bude stile oznacovat’ tu istu propoziciu.

Predstavme si, ze by klastorny poriadok prikazoval mnichom, aby mlcali
a citali. Keby sa Pavel spytal spravcu, ¢i je prikizané, aby mnisi citali
a mlcali, ako by mal spravca spravne odpovedat’? Nesporne existuje silnd ja-
zykova intuicia v prospech kladnej odpovede. Takuato intuiciu analyza po-
mocou propozicii plne respektuje a poskytuje jej sémanticka oporu.

Analogickym sposobom by bolo mozné vo svetle navrhovanej analyzy
zd6vodnit mnoho usudkov, ktoré by sme bezne povazovali za platné, ¢o je
nepochybne dobrym argumentom v prospech jej prijatelnosti. Vychadzajac
z takejto sémantickej analyzy by (s prijatim urcitych neproblematickych de-
finicii, axiém a pravidiel odvodzovania) mohla vzniknat' slubnd deonticka
logika. Mali by sme teda tdto analyzu prijat’? Odlozme si toto rozhodnutie
na neskor a pozrime sa najprv na druhu alternativu.

6. Mézeme explikovat to, o sa prikazuje, zakazuje, &i dovoluje,
ako konstrukcie propozicii?

Opit’ najprv predstavim navrh a potom prejdem k uvahim o jeho prija-

» . v . ’ . . * * o, . 7.
telnosti. Konstrukcie su objektmi typu *,; nech O je funkcia, ktora je de-
notitom vetného operitora je prikdzané, aby, F' funkcia, ktord je denotitom
operatora je zakdzané, aby a P, funkcia, ktord je denotatom operatora je do-
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volené, aby. Pojde o funkcie zo svetamihov do mnozin konstrukcii propozi-
cii, teda o objekty typu (0*,)ze. Do takychto mnozin buda patrit’ konstruk-
cie propozicii, ktoré vyjadruja vety explicitne uvedené v urcitych normativ-
nych systémoch, nariadenia vytesané do mramorovych tabul ¢ (v sirSom
zmysle) vSetky explicitne formulované nariadenia.

Je takato analyza prijatelna? Z hladiska jazykovych intuicii nepochybne
je. Umoznuje nim totiz zachovat’ Struktdru tvrdeni o prikazoch, zikazoch
a dovoleniach presne tak, ako boli formulované, takie otazka, ¢i je takato
analyza adekvitna alebo dost’ jemnd, ani neprichddza do uvahy. Otdzkou
vsak zostava, Ci nie je zbytocne restriktivna. Ukdzem, Ze to tak nie je. Zvizme
nasledujuce vety:

(5)  Mnisi mldia.

(6)  Mnisi mldia a prsi alebo neprsi.

(7)  Mnisi mldia, prsi alebo neprsi, kazdy stary mladenec je nezenaty
muz a 2+2=4.

Problémom navrhu predstaveného v prechadzajucej kapitole je to, ze vety
(5) — (7) oznacujt td istd propoziciu (maju rovnaké pravdivostné podmien-
ky), no je tu silna jazykova intuicia, ze ak prikazeme (5), (6) a (7), vzniknu
tri odlisné prikazy (a tvrdenia o prikazoch).

Osvetlime si tato intuiciu pomocou nasho ilustracného prikladu. Ako
som uz pisala, keby sa Pavel opytal spravcu, ¢i je prikdzané, aby mnisi mlca-
li, pravdovravny spravca Richard by mu musel odpovedat’ kladne. Co keby
sa Pavel nasledne opytal, ¢i je prikdzané aj to, aby mnisi mlcali a aby prsalo
alebo neprsalo? Ako by mohol spravca adekvatne zareagovat’ na tato otizku?
Zrejme by (v lahkych pochybnostiach o Pavlovom mentilnom zdravi) po-
kruatil neveriacky hlavou nad ¢udnou otizkou a odvetil, Ze to veru nie, klas-
torny poriadok sa predsa nijak nepokusa regulovat’ pravdivost’ tautolégii.
Odmietava odpoved by sme mohli ocakdvat’ aj pri vete (7). Zdd sa teda, ze
by neslo o rovnaké prikazy (a tvrdenia o prikazoch), pretoze keby $lo, sprav-
ca by mal odpovedat” jednotne vo vSetkych troch pripadoch.

Ak budeme predpokladat’, e st prikizané’, zakizané’ & dovolené”
konstrukcie propozicii, vyssie naznacend intuicia ostane zachovand. Opit
budeme moct na syntaktickej Grovni vymedzit prikélzzméS (zakdzané®, dovo-
lené®) vety a na sémantickej drovni prikizané’ (zakézané®, dovolené™) vyz-
namy tychto viet.
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Thato analyza je vSak ocividne restriktivna, pokial ide o vyplyvanie. Ak
totiz méme urdith prikazand® vetu, v mnofine prikdzanjch® konstrukii
budeme mat’ jej presny vyznam. Ak by kléstorny poriadok obsahoval vetu Je
prikdzané, aby mnisi mlcali a aby sprdvcovia nepili alkohol, analyza pomocou
propozicii ndm umozriuje prirodzenym spdésobom odvodit, ze je prikdzané,
aby mnisi mlcali; Ze je prikdzané, aby spravcovia nepili alkohol; Ze je prika-
zané, aby spravcovia nepili alkohol a aby mnisi mlcali atd’. Analyza pomocou
konstrukcii propozicii nedovoluje ani len vymenu konjunktov, pretoze by,
striktne vzaté, islo uz o inu vetu s inym vyznamom.

Ak chceme zistit,, o logicky vyplyva z urcitych tvrdeni o prikazoch, za-
kazoch ¢ dovoleniach (a nejakych empirickych viet), bolo by uzitoéné, keby
boli prikézanéT, zakazané” i dovolené ™ propozicie. Ak vsak chceme rozli-
Sovat’ medzi prikazmi viet (5), (6) a (7), prislo by ndm vhod, keby boli pri-
kazané”, zakizané” & dovolené” konstrukcie propozicii. Oba navrhy sa teda
zdaja byt v urcitych ohladoch prijatelné a maji nezanedbatelné vyhody,
pricom najvyhodnejsie by bolo, keby sa mohli navzijom dopliiovat. Sme
odsudeni na Sofiinu volbu alebo mdzeme pracovat’ s oboma v medziach
jedného systému?

7. Vysledna analyza deontickych modalit

TIL umozriuje zachovat’ oba navrhy v medziach jednej logickej analyzy.
Prirodzene, nebude to zadarmo. Cenou, ktort bude treba zaplatit, je syste-
maticka dvojznaénost’ deontickych vetnych operatorov.

Analogicka situdcia nastala v TIL v pripade postojov. Implicitné postoje
(postoje subjektov k propozicidm) viedli k predpokladu logicky dokonalého
subjektu (avsak vyborne simulovali vyplyvanie, ktoré s vi¢Sou ¢ mensou
Uspesnostou bezne robime) a explicitné postoje (postoje subjektov ku kon-
strukcidm propozicii) predpokladali subjekty neschopné odvodzovat’ (avsak
vyborne zachytavali to, o si explicitne uvedomujeme).

Situdcia, v ktorej sme sa ocitli s deskriptivnymi deontickymi slovnymi
spojeniami, je Uplne analogickd — preto prijmem zauzivani terminologiu
a budem hovorit’ o implicitnych a explicitnjch deontickych funkcidch.

Chcela by som podotknut, e névrh pracovat’ s explicitne prikdzanymi
konstrukciami propozicii ma nezanedbatelné vyhody oproti konkurenénému
sentencializmu, ktory pozname najmi z epistemickej logiky. Ako ukazal Le-
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vesque (1984), tento pristup je vo vseobecnosti prili$ restriktivny a navyse
zahfna syntaktické entity do sémantickych strukear. Ak sa vritime k niSmu
prikladu z predchédzg[ljl’lcej kapitol}li, sentencialisti by povedali, ze explicitne
prikdzané”, zakdzané” & dovolené” st vety samé a takto by trividlne zacho-
vali intuiciu, Ze ak prikdzeme (5), (6) a (7), vzniknu tri odli$né prikazy (ved
predsa ide o tri rozne vety). Aj evidentne rovnaké tvrdenia o prikazoch vy-
jadrené v roznych jazykoch by sa viak potom museli povazovat’ za odligné.®
Moja analjza takymito neduhmi netrpi.

O, P a F budu implicitné a O, P a F explicitné deontické funkcie.
Najprv vymedzime pravdivostné podmienky pre Oa O'. Nech °T konstruu-
je pravdivostnd hodnotu pravda a °F pravdivostnt hodnotu nepravda. Bu-
deme pisat’ a : B vtedy a len vtedy, ked (vtt) a v-konstruuje ten isty objekt
ako ;" potom pre Tubovolnu valuaciu plati:

07 [°0, [AwAs [C]]] vit AwAz [C] € O,y
°F : [°0,; [AwAt [C]]] vtt AwAz [C] & O,
0T [°0 ,, °[Awe [C1]] vee °[AwAz [C]] € O
OF : [°0',: °[AwAz [C]] vee °[Awe [C]] & O

g}

Ako vidime, pravdivostné podmienky Oa O st vymedzené tak, 7e kon-
Strukcia [°O,, [AwAz [C]]] v-konstruuje pravdivostnt hodnotu pravda vtedy
a len vtedy, ked propozicia AwAs [C] patri do mnoziny prikézan)?chT propo-
zicil vo svete w a Case t, a pravdivostni hodnotu nepravda, ak do tejto mno-
%iny vo w a t nepatri. Kontrukcia [° 0 °[we [C]]] v-konstruuje pravdi-
vostnd hodnotu pravda vtedy a len vtedy, ked konstrukcia °[AwAz [C]] patri
do mnoziny prikazanych” konstrukcii vo svete w a ase ¢, a hodnotu ne-

Predstavme si, Ze by sa Pavel pytal sprivcu na platnost’ urditych prikazov v inom ja-
zyku, ako je jazyk klistorného poriadku. Keby bol sprivca sentencialista, musel by Pavlo-
vi na kazdu otdzku, & je nie¢o prikdzané, zakdzané, ¢ dovolené, odpovedat’ negativne. Po
chvilke pytania by si Pavel musel mysliet, Ze v kldstore vladne ¢ira anarchia. Obhajca
sentencializmu by sa mohol vyrovnat' s ndmietkou pomocou vzdjomnej preloZitelnosti
viet roznych jazykov, ¢o je vSak, ako vieme, problém zd6vodnit’ bez predpokladu nieco-
ho, ¢o maju tieto vety spoloné, t. j. vyznamu, pozri Tichy (1988, 5-9).

7 Tu vyuzivam Tichého pojem zhody, pozri napriklad Tichy (1982, 64-65). Naznace-
nym sposobom by sme mohli uviest’ pravdivostné podmienky aj pre zvy$né formuly na-
vrhovaného systému, na to vsak nemam dost’ priestoru.
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pravda, ak do tejto mnozZiny vo w a ¢ nepatri. Analyza potom bude vyzerat
nasledovne:

vetny operaitor —————>  vyznam = ——> denotat

je prikdzané, aby vyjadruje 0 %0 konitruuje (@) (001w
= %0 (i) (0",
. ii) O 0/
| (i) A
................................................................... ]
oznacuje

FaF moino neproblematicky definovat’ pomocou operitorov Oa O .
Ak je totiz zakdzané C, moino ekvivalentne tvrdit, Ze je prikdzand negicia
C. Nech AwAz[C] je konstrukcia propozicie. Potom bude pre [ubovolnu va-
ludciu platit’:

AwAt [0 o e [Cl]] & Awhs [°O,: [Awhe [-C]]]
At [°F , °[Awds [C]]] & Awe [°O . °[AwAs [—C]]

Situdcia sa trochu komplikuje v pripade operatorov P a P AjPa P by
sme mohli elegantne definovat’ pomocou operétorov O a O .* Formula s P
by potom vsak hovorila iba tolko, ze nie je explicitne zakazané C. Takyto
slaby pojem dovolenia by bol ,explicitny” iba v tom zmysle, Ze by bol defi-
novany pomocou explicitnej funkcie O. Bohuzial, tento pojem by v zZiad-
nom prlpade nemohol sluzit' ako adekvatna explikdcia explicitne dovoleného
a je otdzne, ¢i by bol vobec na nieco uZItocny Operator P preto nedefinu-
jeme pomocou O, ale budeme postupovat’ analogicky ako pri O':

07 [°F ,, °[AwAe [C]]] vt °[AwAz [C]] € P oy
OF . [°P , °[AwAt [C]]] vet °[Awds [C]] € P oy

Poslednym problémom ostava operitor P. Kedy je nieco implicitne do-
volené? V duchu predoslej analyzy by sme mohli povedat, Ze propozicia
konstruovand konstrukciou AwAs [C] patri do mnoziny implicitne dovole-
nych propozicii vtedy a len vtedy, ked tito konstrukcia patri do mnoziny
explicitne dovolenych konstrukeii, no takyto pojem implicitného dovolenia

Proti definovaniu dovoleni pomocou prikazov argumentuje aj Svoboda (2013) v ka-
pitole venovanej pojmu dovolenia.
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by bol prilis restriktivny a nezodpovedal by tomu, ako bezne rozumieme
terminu implicitny. Je totiz zrejmé, Ze nieco je implicitne dovolené aj vtedy,
ak to nie je implicitne zakazané. Pravdivostné podmienky pre operitor P te-
da budu nasledovné:

o7 [°p,, [AwAs [C]]] vet °[AwAs [C]] € P, alebo Awhs [—C] & O,
OF . [°P,, [AwAs [C]]] vtt °[AwAz [C]] & P,y a Awde [-C] € O,,

8. Axiémy a pravidla odvodzovania

Nech =; oznacuje relaciu procedurilneho izomorfizmu,? nech F oznacuje
vzt'ah vyplyvania medzi konstrukciami,'® nech konstrukcie ¢, ¢’a d konstru-
uju propozicie a nech si konstrukcie ¢, a d,,; konstrukciami ¢ a d po vyko-
nani intenziondlneho zostupu, t. j. po aplikovani na svet w a ¢as ¢. Potom
bude pre l'ubovolnu valuaciu platit’:

(PL1) Vsetky axiémy a pravidla odvodzovania predikatovej logiky prvé-
ho radu.

R1) [0 ] E [*Ou {]

(R2) (i) Awhe [°0 ', °c], (i) [°=; °c °c] E Awie [°0',, O]

(R3) () [°Ous [Awde [cue = duel1], (i) [°Ous ] E [*Oue d]

(R4) [VowVt ¢, E [°0,; d

Pravidla (R1) a (R2) s neproblematické. (R1) hovori, ze ak je explicitne
NG VR . RN .
prikdzand " urcita konstrukcia propozicie, je implicitne prikazana™ propozi-
. . . . . - o T

cia, ktora konstruuje, a (R2) hovori, Ze ak je explicitne prikizana™ kon-
strukcia ¢ a konstrukcia ¢’ je s nou procedurilne izomorfnd, je explicitne
prikizand aj konstrukcia ¢’. Hranicu obmedzenosti vyplyvania explicitného
z explicitného by bolo mozné posunut’ prijatim viac ¢i menej prisnej defini-
cie procedurdlneho izomorfizmu. Pravidla (R3) a (R4) sa analégiami pravi-

Na tcely price sta¢i povedat), ze ide o reliciu medzi konstrukciami, ktor je ,liberdl-
nejsia“ ako identita a restriktivnejsia ako ekvivalencia. Presné vymedzenie proceduralne-
ho izomorfizmu je technickym problémom TIL, ktorym sa na tomto mieste nemusime
zaoberat’.

1% Viac k tomu pozri v Raclavsky (2009, 160), resp. Raclavsky (2012, 248).
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diel (a axiém) Standardnej deontickej logiky (SDL) — pozri McNamara
(2006, 207-208). (R3) hovori, ze ak je implicitne prikézanéT implikacia aj
jej antecedent, je implicitne prikazany " aj jej konzekvent. (R4) hovori, Ze ak
propozicia ¢ nadobtda pravdivostni hodnotu Tpravda vo véetkych moznych
svetoch a ¢asoch, tak je ¢ implicitne prikazana".

V SDL sa objavuje aj pravidlo, podla ktorého z toho, ze je nieco prika-
zané, vyplyva, Ze nie je prikdzany opak. Toto pravidlo vsak povazujem za
problematické, ato predovsetkym vtedy, ak nepracujeme s deontickymi
operatormi obmedzenymi na konkrétne normativne systémy. Rozne norma-
tivne systémy (Ci autority) si mozu protirecit’ — a dokonca si fakticky ¢asto
protirecia — bolo by preto absurdné, aby logika pozadovala opak. Tento
problém by bolo moiné prirodzene odstrinit tym, ze by sme pracovali
s deontickymi operatormi relativizovanymi na normativne systémy. Predpo-
kladat konzistentnost jednotlivych normativnych systémov by bol sice
idealizujuci, no v ziadnom pripade nie absurdny predpoklad.

Uvedené axiémy a pravidla odvodzovania povazujem za vhodny a ne-
problematicky zdklad pre deonticku logiku budovant v medziach TTL.1

9. Russellov test

Logickt teériu moino testovat’ skusanim jej schopnosti vyrovnat sa

s tazkostami. Ked uvazujeme o logike, je uZitocné zatazit mysel tol-
7 . ) v ) . > ’ . ’ ’ Ve . 7 7V

kymi t'azkostami, kolkymi sa len dd, lebo sluzia tomu istému Gcelu ako

experimenty vo fyzikilnej vede. (Russell 2005, 68)

Nazvime tento Russellom naznaceny sposob testovania logickych teorii
Russellov test a skasme mu podrobit’ navrhovani tedriu na priklade Rossovho

1 Vytvorenie ucelenej deontickej TIL je ndroény projekt, ktory d'aleko presahuje roz-

sah tento state. Takdto teéria by sa mala nejakym sposobom vyrovnat s analyzou deon-
tickych viet zvy$nych dvoch typov (spomerime si na druhi kapitolu tejto state), mala by
byt schopnd skamat’ logické vzfahy medzi nimi, mala by mat’ dobre definovant syntax
a sémantiku a mala by obsahovat’ urcity zoznam axiém a pravidiel odvodzovania. Pozorny
Citatel si navyse iste v8imol, Ze situdciu tu oproti SDL komplikuju operitory P a P -
neboli definované pomocou O a O*, preto je potrebné pre ne zaviest’ $pecifické pravidla.
Naznadim aspon tri najzakladnejsie. Co sa tyka P*, zavedenie analégii k (R1) a (R2) pre
r by bolo uplne neproblematické. Co sa tyka P, zikladné pravidlo by bolo nasledovné:
=[O, [AwAz [=C]]] E [°P,, [AwAz [C]]].
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paradoxu, ktory je jednym z dobre znimych paradoxov deontickej logiky.
Riesenie, ktoré prestavim, vsak mozno aplikovat’ na viaceré z paradoxov de-
ontickej logiky.12 Rossov paradox mozno uviest pomocou nasledujiceho
intuitivne neplatného asudku:

(8)  Je prikdzané, aby Pavel mlcal.

(9) Ak je prikazané, aby Pavel mléal, je prikdzané, aby Pavel mlcal
alebo zabil Richarda.

(10) Teda: Je prikizané, aby Pavel ml¢al alebo zabil Richarda.

V samom odvodeni zaveru z premis nie je problém, ide o obycajnu apli-
kaciu pravidla modus ponens. Pochybnd je premisa (9), ktord je v niekto-
rych deontickych logikach dokédzatelna. Vzhladom na navrhnutd analyzu sa
véak musime spytat, ¢i mdme analyzovat deontické vetné operdtory v pre-
misach ako explicitné, alebo ako implicitné deontické funkcie. Ak ako ex-
plicitné funkcie, zachovala by sa paradoxnost’ premisy (9) — no nevedeli by
sme ju dokazat, a teda by nim ni¢ nebranilo zbavit' sa celého argumentu
odmietnutim tejto premisy. Ak véak premisa (8) obsahuje explicitni deon-
ticka funkciu, vieme odvodit’ premisu (9) s implicitnou deontickou funk-
ciou a nisledne zaver — tiez s implicitnou deontickou funkciou. V tomto
pripade vsak zdhada neexistuje. Disjunkcia v zivere ndm nediva moznost
zvolit’ si, ktory disjunkt splnime — zdvizné je pre nds najmi to, ¢o bolo pri-
kazané" explicitne. MoZeme sa, samozrejme, riadit’ aj implicitnym nariade-
nim, ktoré z nejakého explicitného nariadenia vyplyva, no nesmieme tym
zaroveri porusit dané explicitné nariadenie. Dokazme, ze z ,explicitnej”
premisy (8) naozaj vyplyva ,implicitny zaver. Doteraz neuvedené typy:
—,V,A/(000); Vo/(0(ow)); V/(0(0T)); Mléat/(0V)rw; Zabit! (0W)rw; Pavel,
Richard/\; w —, w; t —, T.

Napriklad paradox A. Priora, & paradox milosrdného samaritdna; pozri Aqvist (2002,
179-186, 197-205). Pod paradoxmi A. Priora sa obvykle rozumeju deontické analdgie k
paradoxom striktnej i materidlnej implikdcie, hoci Prior (1954, 64-65) hovoril iba
o analégidch k paradoxom striktnej implikdcie. Tymto paradoxom sa pre nedostatok
priestoru venovat nebudem, no v zdvere price naznadim mozné zovseobecnenie predsta-
veného rieSenia. Treba vak upozornit, Ze nejde o ,univerzalny liek“ na vSetky paradoxy
deontickej logiky. Na rieSenie paradoxov Chisholmovho typu by bolo treba rozlisit’ pri-
marny a sekunddrny vyskyt O a O & zaviest dyadicky jazyk, na Co vsak v tejto stati ne-
mam dostatok priestoru.
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Lemma: VewvVt[[°Mlcat,, ® Pavel] —
[[°Mléat,, ° Pavel] V [°Zabit,,° Pavel ° Richard]]]

Pre Tubovolnu valudciu zachovavaji nasledujice kroky pravdivost’:

1. FowAtt[[°Miéat,,° Pavel] A [=[[°Mlcat,, ° Pavel] v

[°Zabit,, ° Pavel ° Richard]]]] NP
2. [°Micat, °Pavel] A [=[[°Milcat,, ° Pavel] v

[°Zabit,,, ° Pavel °Richard)]] 03,1
3. [°Milcat,, °Pavel] OA, 2
4. —[[°Mi¢at,, ° Pavel] V [°Zabit,, ° Pavel °Richard)] OA, 2
5. [=[°Micat, °Pavel]] A [<[°Zabit,, ° Pavel °Richard)] NegV, 4
6. —[°Micat,, ° Pavel] OA, 5

Spor v riadkoch 3 a 6. Lemma teda plati.
Dokaz. Pre T'ubovolna valudciu zachovavaju nasledujice kroky pravdi-
vost':

1. [°0' °[Awht [°Micat),, ® Pavel]]] PP
2. [°Oy [MwAt [°Micat,, ° Pavel]]] R1,1
3. Vouwvt[[°Micat,, ° Pavel] —

[[°Mlcat,, ° Pavel] V [°Zabit,, ° Pavel ° Richard]]] Lemma
4. [°Oy [AwAs [[°Micat,,° Pavel] —

[[°Mlcat,, ° Pavel] v [°Zabit,, ° Pavel ° Richard]]]]] R4,3
5. [°Oy: [AwAt [[*Mlcat,, °Pavel] v

[ °Zabit,,, ° Pavel °Richard]]]] R3,2,4

Ako vidime, z bodu 1, ktory je ,explicitnou® analyzou (8), odvodili sme
pomocou uz dokazanej lemmy bod 5, ktory je ,implicitnou® analyzou ziveru.
V tejto podobe je usudok platny, no nezostalo na fiom ni¢ paradoxné ¢i nein-
tuitivne. Pavel sice méze splnit’ implicitny prikaz opisany v zivere zabitim Ri-
charda, no nesplni tym prikaz, o ktorom v prvom rade slo — ten, ktory je opi-
sany v premise. Ako som uZ naznacila, toto riesenie moino aplikovat’ na via-
cero paradoxov deontickej logiky. Deontické vety, ktoré opisuju explicitne
zadané prikazy ¢i zdkazy, analyzujeme pomocou explicitnych deontickych
funkcii. Nésledne sa ukize, Ze nevieme odvodit’ explicitna analyzu zdveru, ale
iba implicitna analyzu. Taky vysledok vsak nie je v nicom paradoxny.
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10. Semi-explicitné a semi-implicitné deontické modality

Na ziver zavediem drobné, no zaujimavé rozsirenie navrhovanej analyzy
arozli$im navySe semi-implicitné a semi-explicitné deontické modality.
Semi-implicitné deontické modality (mozno ich znadit implicitnél/z, resp.
0" P" a F") ziskame z implicitnych deontickych modalit vePmi jednodu-
cho — bude pre ne platit’ vetko to, ¢o pre implicitné modality, okrem zave-
denych pravidiel. Citatel sa iste pyta, na ¢o je to dobré. Odpoved je jedno-
duchd: Implicitné” deontické modality neumoZiuji odvodzovanie slabsich
dosledkov, no umozsiuju v analyze viet zanedbat’ drobné formulaéné rozdie-
ly, ktoré nemaji vplyv na pravdivostné podmienky danych viet i pridavanie
logickych a matematickych pravd. Semi-explicitné deontické modality
vzniknu tak, Ze nebudeme pracovat s velmi prisnou reldciou procedurdlne-
ho izomorfizmu, ale zavedieme nejaku liberdlnejsiu relaciu medzi konstruk-
ciami, pricom ponechdvam otvorené, ktora konkrétnu reldciu si zvolit’.

11. Zaver

Iste by nebolo prehnané povedat’, ze deontické modalne logiky zvrcho-
vane vlidnu v oblasti vyskumu deontickych modalit. Na tejto vlide sa po-
diela aj pocitacova veda, ktord umozriuje jednoduché spracovanie dit, odvo-
dzovanie ¢i zist'ovanie konzistentnosti. Vysledkov je vela, no ¢asto chyba ich
filozofické zdovodnenie a vyriesenie problémov, ktoré spocivaju v samych
zakladoch roznych systémov deontickych logik.

V tejto stati som navrhla zéklady analyzy deontickych modalit v TIL ako
alternativu k hlavnému pradu deontickej logiky. Analyza je naznacend iba
v hrubych rysoch a treba upozornit, Ze nejde o uceleny axiomaticky systém,
¢o je dan za bohatost” systému TIL. Tento nedostatok vsak nepovazujem za
principialny.

V stati som zaviedla rozliSenie medzi implicitnymi a explicitnymi deon-
tickymi funkciami, ktoré je analogické rozliseniu medzi implicitnymi a ex-
plicitnymi postojmi. Implicitné deontické funkcie su funkciami zo svetami-
hov do mnozin propozicii a si otvorené logickému vyplyvaniu. Ak sme zve-
davi, ¢o vSetko vyplyva z urcitych deskriptivnych deontickych viet, mali by
sme pracovat’ s implicitnymi deontickymi funkciami. Musime sa vsak mat
na pozore, pretoze ak chceme plnit urcité nariadenia, je pre nds zdviznd
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vprvom rade ich explicitnd formulicia: Ak dostaneme urcity prikaz
a chceme ho splnit, nemdzeme Tubovolne odvodzovat a nakoniec sa roz-
hodnat’ namiesto pévodného prikazu splnit’ jeho slabsi dosledok. Explicitné
deontické funkcie su funkciami zo svetamihov do mnozin konstrukeii pro-
pozicii, a ked’ze konstrukcie propozicii st ovela jemnejsie objekty ako pro-
pozicie samé, moznosti odvodzovania st tu zna¢ne obmedzené.

Navrhla som tiez niekolko pravidiel odvodzovania, ktoré umoznuji ove-
rovat’ platnost’ deontickych argumentov. Navrhnutt analyzu som podrobila
Russellovmu testu na priklade Rossovho paradoxu. Rozsah tejto state mi
nedovoluje venovat sa viacerym paradoxom, no podobnym spésobom moz-
no rozlusknut’ viacero paradoxov deontickej logiky. RozliSovanie implicit-
nych a explicitnych deontickych funkcii totiz poskytuje G¢innu zbran proti
paradoxom: Ak by urcity paradoxny argument obsahoval iba explicitné de-
ontické modality, nebol by platny — ak by obsahoval explicitné deontické
modality v premisach a implicitnd modalitu v zavere, bol by sice platny, no
vytratila by sa jeho paradoxnost’. Takéto riesenie nemozno aplikovat’ na de-
ontické modalne logiky bez problémov — kedZe nepracuju s konstrukciami,
je problematické odlisit” implicitné a explicitné deontické modality spdoso-

bom, ktory by nebol ad hoc.
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1. Uvod

Jednu z nejtypictéjsich otazek kognitivni psychologie v renesan¢nim pe-
ripatetismu pfedstavuje téma ucinné pficiny kognitivniho aktu majiciho in-
tencionalni obsah. Vyjdeme-li z tradi¢niho predpokladu, ze pfi produkei ak-
tu smyslového poznini je zapotrebi existence dvou hlavnich faktord, totiz
objektu, resp. objektem emitované formy, a kognitivni mohutnosti, pak lze
zakladni odpovédi na tuto otazku charakterizovat schématy ,kognitivniho
pasivismu® a ,kognitivniho aktivismu“. Kognitivni akt je vytvaten bud pou-
ze tzv. intenciondlnim vti§ténym obrazem® (species impressa intentionalis),
pricemz kognitivni potence je Cisté receptivni, anebo je k jeho produkci
podstatnym zplsobem zapotrebi také aktivné pasobici smyslové mohutnos-
ti, resp. duse, z niz tato mohutnost ,vyrasta“. Kazdému z téchto dvou pfi-
stupt k aktu smyslového poznini (sensatio) v tradici stfedovékého a rene-
san¢niho aristotelismu odpovida specifické pojeti vtisténé species sensibilis.
Zatimco receptivisticky postoj inklinuje k imaterialnimu pojeti této species,
kognitivni dynamismus akcentuje jeji nehotovou, tj. materidlni povahu.

Existence obou téchto pfistuptl, jak ukazuje diskuse v soucasné analytic-
ké filosofii (srov. Fish 2010, 1-3), odpovidd dvéma zakladnim pozadavkiim
vznasenym na kazdou (Uspésnou) filosofickou teorii percepce. Prvnim krité-
riem ,uspésnosti“ filosofické teorie percepce je ,test epistemologicky. Kaz-
da pravdiva (veridical) vizualni zkusenost — odlisna od iluzi a halucinaci —
ndm pfinasi pravdivou empirickou informaci o extramentdlnim svéte. Tato
informace je nezbytnd pro nasi %ivotni orientaci. Ukolem filosofické teorie
smyslového vnimani je tuto skute¢nost vysvétlit. Druha ,zkouska® filosofic-
ké teorie aspirujici podat plausibilni vyklad smyslové percepce, ktery presa-
huje kompetenci cisté védeckého pfistupu, se tyka fenomenologického
rozméru nasi smyslové zkusenosti. O smyslové zkusenosti jako takové plati,
ze je paradigmatickym pfikladem zkusenosti védomé. Kazda filosoficka teorie
proto musi vysvétlit také tento rys nasi smyslové percepce.

Neni obtizné nahlédnout, zZe tyto dva pozadavky se Casto nachazeji ve
vzdjemneém napéti. Obecné plati, Ze ¢im vice filosoficka teorie percepce zd-
razfiuje fenomenologicky rozmér smyslové percepce, o to vétsi md problém
se splnénim kritéria epistemologického. Naopak, nakolik vyhovuje ,testu®

2 , , . L , . ..
Vzhledem k neobrazkovému charakteru species intentionalis v Sudrezové teorii pone-

chdme v textu vyraz species.
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epistemologickému, o to vétsi ma problém s pozadavkem fenomenologic-
kym. Ve vztahu k uvedenym pristupim peripatetické tradice k nimétu pri-
¢in perceptivniho aktu tato tenze znamend nasledujici: Zatimco explanacni
deficit ve vztahu k epistemologickému pozadavku je potencidlnim nebezpe-
¢im pro teorie ,kognitivniho aktivismu®, hrozi nesplnéni kritéria fenome-
nologického spise pozicim ,kognitivniho receptivismu®.

Prestoze zna¢nd ¢ast témat a principt debat v soucasné analytické filoso-
fii vychdzi z ,Fragestellung® souvisejicim s kartezidnskym obratem ve filoso-
fii mysli — mame na mysli predevs§im predpoklad existence mentilniho sta-
vu, ktery je spole¢ny fenomenologicky nerozlisitelnym (pravdivym) percep-
cim, iluzim a halucinacim” —, existuje mezi pozdnéscholastickymi a soucas-
nymi diskusemi analytickych filosoft jistd paralela ohledné spole¢ného kla-
deni problému. Omezime-li se na téma pri¢in formace perceptivniho aktu,
které souvisi pfedevsim s vySe zminénou vtisténou intencionalni species, a ne-
chdme-li tak stranou dil¢i otazky souvisejici spise s terminem (zakoncenim)
tohoto aktu — jde o otdzky tykajici se predevsim tzv. vyjddrené intencionalni
species (species expressa), které zlstavaji stranou nasi pozornosti —, pak tema-
ticky ,protéjsek” scholastickych debat lze spatfovat v kontextu Gvah analy-
tickych filosoft o tzv. kauzalni teorii percepce (causal theory of perception).
Dulezity namét pak predstavuje v kontextu této teorie otazka vztahu
kauzalniho plsobeni pfedmétu percepce a produkce ucinku, tj. vizualni
zkusenosti. Tento problém, jak ukazuje Fish (2010, 118-119), je analytic-
kymi filosofy formulovan jako problém vztahu dvou tezi kauzilni teorie per-
cepce. Zatimco prvni je tezi o priciné (the causal thesis), druha je tvrzenim o
ulinku (the effect thesis). Podle prvni teze plati, ze ma-li vnimajici subjekt S
vidét vefejné dostupny objekt O (pfipad pravdivé percepce), musi O kauzdl-
né pasobit na S. Podle druhé plati, Ze O musi v S vytvofit takovy (mentilni)
stav, ktery je zaznamenatelny vétou za¢inajici formulaci , O se ukazuje S jako
... Nechdme-li stranou (kartezianismem zalozenou) skuteénost, Ze tento
ucinek neboli mentalni stav vyvolany v S objektem O vychazi ze zminéného
principu o mentlnim stavu, ktery je spoleény percepci, iluzi a halucinaci,”

Fish tento princip nazyvi ,The Common Factor Principle (srov. Fish 2010, 3-5).

Pro nas ucel sta¢i poznamenat, Ze v ramci peripatetické filosofie plati, Ze vnéjsi smys-
ly jsou z hlediska své pfirozenosti nasméroviny ke svym vlastnim (formdlnim) pfedmé-
tam, v pripadé vidéni k barvé. Je-li poznavajici subjekt a jeho smyslovy organ dobfe dis-
ponovin, a neexistuje-li v prostredi zadna pfekdika, nemize dojit, co se reprezentace zd-
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lisi se rtizni stoupenci kauzdlni teorie pravé v analyze povahy vztahu prvni
a druhé teze. Zikladni nastroj aplikovany v této diskusi pak je rozliSeni dvou
trovni vykladu (srov. Dennett 1969, 93-94). Jde o rozliSeni sub-persondlni
a persondlni roviny vykladu. Zatimco podle prvniho vykladu se o ¢lovéku
hovoti jako o mentilnim (védomém) ¢initeli, podle druhého se ¢lovék po-
jima jako fyzikalni systém, coz v pfipadé vizualni percepce neznamena nic
jiného, nez fyzikilni (biologicky) popis percepce vychazejici z faktu odrazu
svétla vnimanymi pfedméty, pres ,putovani svétla k sitnici, na niz vytvari
patficné obrazy, dile pfes pfenos stimulli obsazenych v sitnicovych bunkach
optickymi nervy do mozku, az k (bezproblémovému) vyvolani vizualni zku-
senosti v mozku. Nechdme-li stranou odlisnosti v traktovani problematiky
od pojeti peripateticko-scholastického, pak jednim ze spolecnych namétd
obou tradic je otdzka, nakolik stav véci obsazeny v prvni tezi (sub-persondlni
vyklad percepce) ma (nutné) za disledek mentalni udalost obsazenou ve
formulaci druhého pilife kauzalni teorie percepce (viz Fish 2010, 120-121).

V kontextu peripatetické filosofie nachazime analogickou diskusi. Tuto
diskusi lze formulovat v terminech (kognitivniho) ,pfechodu® z nevédomé
dasti svéta do ¢asti védomé (duse). Podle jednoho mozného pfistupu je tre-
ba intenciondlni species natolik ,spiritualizovat®, a tak ji de facto popisovat
pomoci ,slovniku® persondlni roviny, Ze v pfipadé produkce kognitivniho
aktu bude sta¢it pouha (paradoxné: ,sub-persondlni®) recepce této species.
Podle druhého modelu se naopak bude species sensibilis chépat spise materi-
alné — na zpisob sub-personalniho vykladu —, coz bude mit za disledek po-
zadavek o nutné doplnéni vykladem persondlnim, ktery je predstavovan fak-
torem aktivni duse (mysli).

Obritime-li pozornost ke stredovéké a renesancni filosofii, pak mezi
predstavitele kognitivniho aktivismu byli peripatetiky 16. stoleti povétsinou
fazeni Aristotelés, Tomas Akvinsky a néktefi z jeho yaka.” Kognitivni akti-
vismus, naopak, byl ve stfedovekeé filosofii tradi¢né spojovan se jménem sv.

kladnich rysti smyslové vnimatelného pfedmétu tyce, k nespriavné reprezentaci. Kromé
toho, i kdyz analyticti filosofové v diskusich o smyslové percepci uvaiuji také komple-
mentérni pfipad pravé percepce, totiz pripad halucinace, nejednd se z thlu pohledu
scholastické a peripatetické filosofie o instanci pozndni vnéjsich, nybrz pouze vnitfnich
smysll, jakymi je napf. fantazie. T'éma vnitfnich smysld vSak v této studii zlstava stra-
nou nasi pozornosti.

K nékterym textim opraviujicim k takovému Cteni téchto autord, viz druhd cist
tohoto pfispévku.
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Augustina,6 v renesancni filosofii pak prevainé s postavou latinského
averroisty Jana z Jandunu (ca. 1285-1328). Ten v fadé svych textd’ zformu-
loval teorii tzv. ¢inného smyslu (sensus agem).8 Prestoze Jandunova teorie
nenasla v renesancni filosofii mnoho stoupenct, predstavovala oficidlni
averroistickou nauku, ¢imz se eo ipso stala teorii, s niZ je tfeba se vyrovnat
(srov. Mahoney 1971, 120). Tato teorie je zmifiovina nejen v textech né-
kterych italskych renesancnich aristotelikéi (Agostino Nifo’), ale také
v Commentaria una cum quaestionibus in libros Aristotelis De anima $panél-
ského jezuity FrantiSka Sudreze (1548-1617), u kterého predstavuje vy-
znamny referen¢ni bod v jeho diskusi o principech smyslové percepce.

V nasi studii budeme postupovat v péti krocich. 1) Predlozime Suirezo-
vu argumentaci ve prospéch teze, podle niz jakykoli (i rozumovy) kognitivni
akt, ktery jezuita identifikuje s tzv. vyjidfenou smyslovou species (species
sensibilis expressa), vytvari ontologickou samostatnou ,jednotku®, jmenovité
akcident kvality.'® 2) Vyloime Sudrezovu teorii vzniku vti§téné species sensi-
bilis vnéjsich smysld. 3) Zaméfime se na téma Sudrezovy ontologie této vtis-
téné species sensibilis. 4) PredloZime Sudrezovu teorii formace aktu smyslové

6 , . . . , . - . . .
V této souvislosti Casto citovand pasdz se nachdzi ve spise De musica, liber 6, caput 5,

n. 10: ... videtur mibi anima cum sentit in corpore, non ab illo aliquid pati, sed in ejus pas-
sionibus attentius agere, et has actiones sive faciles propter convenientiam, sive difficiles propter
inconvenientiam, non eam latere: et boc totum est quod sentire dicitur”; viz Augustinus
(20063, 1169).

K témto textiim (jejich transkripci) a dal$im relevantnim textlim ze stfedovéké filo-
sofie k problematice ¢inného rozumu viz Pattin (1988).

K vynikajicimu avodu do teorie ¢inného smyslu Jana z Jandunu viz MacClintock
(1956, 10-50).

9 ey R
K Nifové koncepci viz nize.

10 ; oY ; . v . IS v . , ;
Zatimco vtiSténa smyslova Spé‘ClE’S predstavu]e princip, jimz je poznavacl mohutnost

uvidéna ze své polatecni indiference vii¢i poznanému predméeu do svého prvniho akeu,
tak vyjadfend smyslova species, kterou Sudrez uvazuje, na rozdil od Tomase Akvinského,
nejen v pfipadé rozumového, ale i smyslového poznini, predstavuje jakousi aktualizaci
druhého stupné poznavaci mohutnosti. Stdvd se tak terminem neboli zakonéenim celého
procesu smyslového pozndni. K teorii vyjadfené species jako terminu jak rozumového,
tak smyslového pozndni viz Francisco Sudrez, Commentaria una quaestionibus in libros
Aristotelis De anima, ed. S. Castellote [URL:< http://www.catedraldevalencia.es/caste-
llote/deanimav1.pdf>], disputace 5, otdzka 5 (ddle budeme citovat v ndsledujici podobé:

DA 5, 5).



234 DANIEL HEIDER

percepce. 5) ,Zapustime® Sudrezovu teorii smyslového pozndni vnéjsich
smyslt do kontextu stredoveké a renesancni filosofie.

2. Kognitivni smyslovy akt

Podle Suareze popreni samostatné existence kognitivniho aktu poukazu-
je na dvoji chybnou ontologickou redukei. Prvni redukee se tyka identifika-
ce aktu smyslového pozndni se species sensibilis. Ze Sudrezova pohledu je toto
ztotoznéni disledkem cisté receptivistického pristupu k vykladu smyslové
percepce, podle néhoz hlavni (v uréité radikélni verzi také jedinou) pric¢inou
aktu smyslového pozndni, na?f. pric¢inou aktu vidéni (visio) konkrétni barvy
je vizudlni species této barvy."" Druhi redukce se tjkd ztotoinéni aktu smys-
lového poznini s kognitivni mohutnosti, tedy, jak uvidime nize, s dusi po-
znavajiciho (DA 5, 3, 3).

Prvni typ redukce nachazi Sudrez v textech Aristotela, Akvinského a je-
ho zaka. Cituje z jedendcté kapitoly druhé knihy O dusi, v niz Aristotelés
fikd, Ze ... pocitovani ¢ili vnimdni jest jakysi druh trpnosti (Aristotle
2000, 424al). V druhé kapitole teti knihy formuluje Aristoteles své minéni
o zasadni aktivité poznavaného predmétu. V prekladu A. Krize formulace
zni: ,Skute¢nd ¢innost vnimatelného pfedmétu i smyslu jest jiz jakdasi vazba
myslenek jakoby v jednotu® (425b25-26; Aristoteles 1996, 86). Podivime-li
se do feckého origindlu, pak presnéjsi preklad (pfijaty i W. S. Hettem, viz
Aristotle 2000, 147) zni: ,Cinnost smyslové vnimatelného predmétu
a smyslového vnimani je jedna a t4:." Jinymi slovy, tim, co aktivuje mo-
hutnost, a tedy pisobi akt poznani, je smyslové vnimatelny pfedmét, resp.
jeho zdstupce, tj. smyslovd species. Na kognitivni mohutnost tak v jistém
slova smyslu zistiva jen pasivni recepce této species. V. Teologické Sumé 1,
17, 2, ad 1 Akvinsky tento postoj vyjadfuje lapidrné: ... sensum affici, est
ipsum eius sentire“. Byt afikovin smyslové vnimatelnym objektem, rozumg;
smyslovou species, znamena eo ipso vnimat (sentire). Neni to jen aristotelsko—
tomdsovskd (tomistickd) tradice, jiz je tento pfistup blizky. Sudrez tento

1 . L . . N I
Jak zndmo, barva ve scholastice pfedstavuje vlastni smyslové vnimatelny predmét

(obiectum per se sensibile) vizudlni mohutnosti.

12 .
»H 3 Tov ausOnTol evéeyeio xau Tng ausOnoews n avTn pev eott xou e ... (Aristotle

2000, 146).
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pristup nachazi také u vyznamného renesancniho peripatetika Agostina Nifa
(1469/70-1538) v jeho De sensu agente.13

Druhy zptsob redukce se tyka identifikace aktu poznini s poznavajici
mohutnosti, ¢i presnéji, podle Sudreze, s modem (pozorné) duse pozndvaji-
ciho. Mezi predstavitele tohoto zptsobu redukce Sudrez fadi Augustina.
Uvadi nékterd loci z jeho De Trinitate, v nichz Augustin tvrdi, Ze ,mysl a je-
ji poznani jsou jednim®, pficemz na jiném misté téhoz spisu identifikuje
mens s bytnosti duse. Z téchto tvrzeni lze opravnéné vyvodit, ze duse a jeji
notitia jsou (alesponi v nékterych) Augustinovych textech De Trinitate po-
vazovany za redlné totéz. 't

Oboji zptsob redukce aktu poznani Sudrez odmitd. Kognitivni akt pred-
stavuje z ontologického hlediska kvalitu, a jako takovy se realné lisi od po-
tence informované prostiednictvim species.”” Sudrez tvrdi, 7e sensatio nemiiie
byt identické se species. Plati totiz, Ze zatimco ke species se kognitivni mo-
hutnost vztahuje pasivné, k sensatio se ma aktivné. Vidéni cervené barvy ne-
Ize identifikovat se species této barvy. Kognitivni akt, jako kazda jind vitdlni
operace oduSevnélé substance,'® nemtie byt hyban zvend na zpisob beha-
vioristické ,stimulace-reakce®, tj. vnéjSim poznivanym predmétem ¢i jeho

13 N - ny . ) . L
Nifo explicitné ik, Ze ... species et sensatio, ut dicendum, sunt una res simpliciter ...*

(Nifo 1517, 128b). Podle slov samotného autora byl tento text dopsin v Cervnu roku
1495, a spise nei De sensu agente se mél jmenovat Tractatum de Errore Joannis de Sensu
Agente (srov. Nifo 1517, 129a). Pojednini vyslo jako posledni ¢ist publikace In librum
Destructio Destructionum Averrois commentationes. Text vySel poprvé v roce 1497

v Bendtkdch. My budeme vychazet z druhého (bendtského) vydani z roku 1517.

14 . o . . .
»Et est quaedam imago trinitatis, ipsa mens et notitia eius, quod est proles eius ac de se

ipsa uerbum eius, et amor tertius, et haec tria unum atque una substantia“ (Augustinus
2006b), De Trinitate, lib. 9, n. 18, 962. Na za¢dtku devité kapitoly pak fikd: ,Mens uero

et spiritus non relatiue dicuntur sed essentiam demonstrant”, 902.

15 ) . . . . e
DA'5, 3, 2: ,Unde sit conclusio: Actus cognoscend;i est specialis qualitas realiter distincta a

potentia, ut specie informata®.

16 \ Ly . . C oy o,
Tato skutecnost primdrné souvisi s Aristotelovou definici duse: ,,... duse je pocdtkem

uvedenych sil a Ze se vymezuje Ctyfmi mobutnostmi, vyZivovdnim, vnimdnim, myslenim a po-
hybem® (413b12-14; Aristotelés 1996, 54). Co se tyée Sudrezovy interpretace této defini-
ce a jejiho vztahu k jinému Aristotelovu vymezeni duse (,... duse je proni skutecnosti pri-
rodnibo téla, které md v moZnosti Zivot"; 412a28-29; Aristotelés 1996, 51) viz zajimavy
text DA 1, 4.
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yzastupcem®, ale musi mit sviij ptivod (také) v samotné dusi, jez je princi-
pem vsech operaci dané substance (D4 5, 3, 3).

Bude-li nékdo redukovat akt poznani na pouhy aspekt pozorné mohut-
nosti, bude podle Sudreze redukovat tento akt na urcitou modifikaci duse
samotné. Takovouto redukci vsak nas myslitel nepfijima. V souladu s To-
masovou a tomistickou koncepci, které jsou jinak obecné v Suarezove De
anima taktéz patrné, jezuita tvrdi, Ze takovato redukce je v rozporu se skla-
debnym charakterem stvoreného. Vse kone¢né je, na rozdil od Bozi jedno-
duchosti, néjak ontologicky slozené, coz v pfipadé metafyziky (konecné)
mysli obnasi redlnou distinkci duse a jejich mohutnosti.

Tato redukce viak md jesté jeden neméné zavainy disledek. Cini po-
stradatelnou intenciondlni species, ¢imz vylucuje jakykoli receptivni aspekt
v poznani. V ramci jisté usporné ontologie pak bude moiné za postacujici
integralni princip aktu smyslové percepce povazovat dusi a existujici vnéjsi
predmét. Smyslova species se stane redundantni, coZ je v rozporu se Sudrezo-
vym predpokladem, podle néhoz kazdé poznani, v tomto pozemském sta-
vu,'® vyraduje sjednoceni mohutnosti s pozndvanou véci. Oproti intuici
operujici bez species,19 probihd smyslové poznani na zdkladé vnitini determi-
nace kognitivni mohutnosti. Vzhledem k tomu, ze vnéjsi objekt sam ze sebe
neni s to bezprostfedné plsobit na poznavaci mohutnost, je tfeba vtiSténé
species, kterd tuto determinaci zajisti (DA 5, 4, 5).

ve

3. Vznik species sensibilis vnéjsich smysl{

Teze o existenci samostatnych ontologickych ,jednotek® aktu smyslové-
ho poznani a species sensibilis v ramci Sudrezova vykladu mechanismu smyslo-
vého poznini souvisi s jednim dalezitym metodologickym predpokladem,

17 . . . . . .
DAS, 3, 4: , ... si actus cognoscendi tantum esset animae attentio, potius esset idem cum

ipsa anima, quam cum potentia, immo Superﬂua esset potentia distincta; et ita ipsa anima es-
set sua potentia; et sua potentia et operatio essent idem, quod repugnat rationi creaturae.

Bezprostiedni spojeni bez intenciondlnich species je moiné u blazenych v nebi: ... si
autem contingat aliquando ipsum obiectum immediate uniri potentiae, ut in beatis fieri cre-
dimus, tunc non est necessaria species (DA 5, 2, 7).

Tento zplsob pozndni byl rozsifen predevsim u frantiSkanskych autortt 14. stoleti
v Cele s Ockhamem. Ohledné historického milniku ve vyvoji stfedovéké epistemologie
v postavé Ockhama, viz napf. Boler (1982).



SUAREZOVA TEORIE VZNIKU SPECIES SENSIBILIS ... 237

ktery na nekteré vyjimky urcuje postup zkoumadni renesancnich aristoteliki:
Otazku pri¢in vzniku aktu smyslového poznani je tfeba povazovat za odlis-
nou od otdzky vzniku species sensibilis.”* Podivame-li se na otazku vzniku spe-
cies sensibilis, neni nadsazené konstatovat, Ze bezprostfedni historickou de-
terminantu této otazky v obdobi stfedovékého a renesancniho peripatetismu
predstavuje Averrotv komentar k paté kapitole druhé knihy Stagiritova spi-
su O dusi (417b22-417b29). V ném arabsky filosof rika nisledujici:

Nékdo miize fici, Ze smyslové vnimatelné pfedméty nehybou smyslem
takovym zplsobem, jimZ existuji mimo dusi; hybaji jim totiz podle to-
ho, nakolik jsou intencemi, protoZe v litce nejsou intencemi v akeu,
nybrz v potenci. A nelze fici, Ze tato odli$nost nastavd prostfednictvim
odlisnosti subjektu tak, Ze intence vznikaji kviili duchovni latce, kterou
pfedstavuje smysl, a nikoli kvilli néjakému vnéjsimu hybateli. Lepéi je
totiz predpokladat, ze pfi¢inou rtznosti litky je odlisnost forem, nikoli
ze odlisnost latky je pfi¢inou riiznosti forem. A protoZe je tomu takto,
je nezbytné v pfipadé smysli uvazovat néjakého vnéjsiho hybatele, ktery
je odlisny od smyslové vnimatelnych objektd, jako tomu bylo u intelek-
tu. Vidéli jsme tedy, Ze pokud pfipustime, Ze odli$nost forem je pfi¢inou
odlisnosti latky, pak je nutné, aby existoval vnéjsi hybatel. Avsak Aristo-
teles v pripadé smysld [o tomto hybateli; D.H.] pomléel, protoze zde
[v pfipadé pozndni vnéjSich smyslt; D.H.] je nécim skrytym; a odhalil
ho v pfipad¢ intelektu. Ty vsak musi$ toto uvizit, protoze to vyzaduje
dikladného zkoumani.2!

2 K ditrazu na tuto odlignost viz Kennedy (1966); South (2002). Rozlieni téchto dvou

otézek je zcela zdsadni taktéz pro Janduntv vyklad.

21 L _ . .
»Et potest aliquis dicere quod sensibilia non movent sensus illo modo quo existunt extra

animam; movent enim sensus secundum quod sunt intentiones, cum in materia non sint in-
tentiones in actu, sed in potentia. Et non potest aliquis dicere quod ista diversitas accidit per
diversitatem subiecti, ita quod fiant intentiones propter materiam spiritualem que est sensus,
non propter motorem extrinsecum. Melius est enim existimare quod causa in diversitate ma-
terie est diversitas formarum, non quod diversitas materie sit causa in diversitate formarum.
Et cum ita sit, necesse est ponere motorem extrinsecum in sensibus alium a sensibilibus, sicut
fuit necesse in intellectu. Visum est igitur quod, si concesserimus quod diversitas formarum est
causa diversitatis materie, quod necesse erit motorem extrinsecum esse. Sed Aristoteles tacuit
hoc in sensu, quia latet, et apparet in intellectu. Et tu debes boc considerare, quoniam indiget
perscrutatione (Averroes 1953, 221).
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Smyslové vnimatelné pfedméty tak podle arabského filosofa hybou
smysly jediné jako intence, nikoli jako (materidlni) akcidenty. Pozninim ze-
lené barvy se poznavajici subjekt nestava zelenym. Specificky (imateridlni)
zpsob prijeti formy v poznani neni din specifickou povahou latky orginu
(mohutnosti), ale specifickou povahou pfijaté formy. Ta neni dsledkem
pouhého ,emitovani® ze strany smyslové vnimatelného predmétu, ale zavisi
také na existenci jakéhosi Averroem nespecifikovaného vnéjsiho hybatele.
I kdyz Aristoteles v souvislosti se smyslovym poznanim podle Averroa
o zddném hybateli nemluvil (zminil ho pouze v pfipadé ¢inného rozumu —
intellectus agens), nelze se domnivat, Ze v oblasti smyslovych intenci zadny
takovy hybatel neexistuje. Jinymi slovy, problém, ktery v tomto uryvku
Averroes nadhodil, lze oznacit za metafyzicky problém tzv. ascendencni
kauzality, neboli toho, jak lze vysvétlit produkci ontologicky vyssiho
z ontologicky niz$iho. Ma-li byt, jak tvrdi receptivisté, poznani Cisté recepci
vtisténé species, pak species sensibilis musi vykazovat rysy urcité imateriality
souvisejici s jeji intencionalitou. Je vsak patrné, Ze materidlni smyslové vni-
matelny objekt neni schopen intencionalné afikovat kognitivni mohutnost.
Podle nékterych exegett, jak to ostatné naznacuje také arabsky filosof sim,
je dany pfedmét tohoto schopen jediné jako nistroj vnéjsiho ¢initele, kte-
rého néktefi, jak uvidime niZe, ztotoznili se separovanou substanci (hybate-
lem sfér) ¢i s Prvnim hybatelem, Bohem, jini pak s ¢innym smyslem existu-
jicim v dusi, a zase jini se svétlem. At je vsak timto ,motorem“ cokoli,
v kazdém pripadé plati, ze jeho zdkladni funkci je prostfednictvim jakéhosi
vychdzeni (extramissio) k smyslové vnimatelnym predmétim (at’ v podobé
svétla ¢i jemnych Castic) ,pozvedat” pouze smyslové poznatelny objekt na
uroven intenciondlni species sensibilis, podobné jako ¢inny rozum svou ilumi-
naci ,pozvedd” (materidlni) smyslové obrazy (fantazmata) vnitfniho smyslu
(fantazie) na uroven inteligibilnich species, které mohou byt pfijaty v imate-
ridlnim trpném rozumu.

V kontextu tradi¢ni interpretace tohoto nejednoznac¢ného textu Sudrez
poukazuje na to, Ze uvaha o sensus agens nepfedstavuje ani tak odpovéd na
otazku po vzniku smyslové species, jako spise odpovéd na otazku po produk-
ci sensatio. Pravé z tohoto dvodu pfi prezentaci opiniones jako moznych fe-
seni tohoto problému zminuje pouze ty koncepce, podle nichz je onen hy-
batel vici dusi vnéjsi (viz DA 6, 2, 2).
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Nejen Akvinsky ve svém textu Quaestiones disputatae de potentia, q. 5 a.
8 co,” a nékeefi z jeho 7akd (pfedeviim Kajetan™), nybri také Agostino
Nifo, ve svém De sensu agente (1497), povazovali teorii ¢inného smyslu za
nauku tykajici se vzniku smyslové species. Pravé Nifo také vyrazné ovlivnil
Kajetanovu teorii vzniku species sensibilis, kterou pozdéji podrobil detailni
kritice Sudrez (srov. Pattin 1988, 419). Jak v hrubych rysech vypada Nifova
nauka?

V pfimé ndvaznosti na vyse uvedeny Averrotv komentdf vychdzi Nifo
z obecné analyzy fyzické Zmény.24 V kazdé zméné ze strany Cinitele existuji
tfi zdkladni faktory: Forma daného cinitele; latka, ve které tato forma exis-
tuje, a jez je tim, co omezuje a diverzifikuje formy riznych Ciniteld; a ko-
necné univerzalni agens, diky némuz jsou vsichni cinitelé operabilni. Vzhle-
dem k propojeni pfirozenych jsoucen sféry sublunirni s lundrnimi hybateli
sfér se podle Nifa stavaji vSichni Cinitelé sféry podnebeské jakymisi ndstroji
vysSich ciniteld lunarnich. Vsechny tyto faktory, tolik Nifo, jsou pritomny
také ve vykladu kognitivni smyslové operace, jez neni zménou télesnou, ale
intencionalni (spiritudlni). Pfi této operaci je tfeba uvazovat samotnou
smyslovou formu (forma Cervenosti), formu omezenou litkou (forma cerve-
nosti omezend na partikuldrni Cervenost; smysly poznavaji pouze jednotlivé)
a konec¢né univerzdlniho (initele, jimz je podle Nifa Bih ¢i Prvni hybatel.
Tento univerzalni agens je ¢inny nejen u fyzickych zmén (prostfednictvim
hybéni), ale také v oblasti zmén intenciondlnich (spiritudlnich), nebot” kro-
mé toho, Ze je Prvnim hybatelem, je také (¢irym) Intelektem. Smyslové
vnimatelné objekty se tak podle Nifa stivaji nastrojem vyssiho hybatele,
ktery jim jako prvni a vzdilena pfi¢ina poskytuje potfebné spiritualni byti.

2 . . . .
De potentia, q. 5 a. 8 co.: “Sed sciendum quod corpus babet duplicem actionem: unam

quidem secundum proprietatem corporis, ut scilicet agat per motum (hoc enim proprium est
corporis, ut motum moveat et agat); aliam autem actionem habet, secundum quod attingit ad
ordinem substantiarum separatarum, et participat aliquid de modo ipsarum; sicut naturae
z'nﬁ’riores consueverunt aliquid participare de proprietate naturae superioris, ut apparet in
quibusdam animalibus, quae participant aliquam similitudinem prudentiae, quae propria est
hominum. Haec autem est actio corporis, quae non est ad transmutationem materiae, sed ad
quamdam  diffusionem similitudinis formae in medio secundum similitudinem spiritualis
intentionis quae recipitur de re in sensu vel intellectu, et hoc modo sol illuminat aerem, et

color speciem suam multiplicat in medio” (Sancti Thomae de Aquino, 2011).

B K vykladu Kajetdnovy koncepce vzniku species sensibilis, viz také Leijenhorst (2007).

2V tomto vykladu, kromé Nifova textu, vychdzime také z Mahoney (1971).
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Prave diky tomuto byti mohou byt pak intenciondlné pfijaty v patfi¢né po-
znavaci smyslové mohutnosti, kterdzto recepce, jak zdiraznuje Nifo, odpo-
vidd samotnému sensatio. Privé instrumentalita smyslové vnimatelnych
predmétl ve vztahu k vyssi, imateridlni priciné je garanci toho, ze smyslové
vnimatelné predméty jsou s to zplsobit uc¢inek, ktery by jinak ze své vlastni
prirozenosti schopny vytvofit nebyly (viz Nifo 1517, 128a-b; Mahoney 1971,
128-131).

Prestoze Kajetan sdili s Nifem zakladni pfedpoklad problému spojeného
se vzestupnou kauzalitou, varuje se toho, aby smyslové species uprel vlastni
kauzalni c¢innost. Aniz by citoval Nifa, upozornuje na nezidouci tendenci
arabskych mysliteld a jejich latinskych stoupenct upirat jsoucnim sub-
lunarni stéry (po zplsobu jakéhosi okazionalismu) jejich vlastni kauzalitu.”
Sam navazuje na zminény Akvinského text z De potentia, kde nachazi odpo-
véd na zminény teoreticko-kauzalni problém: pfi¢inou intencionalniho byti
je smyslove vnimatelny objekt, avsak nikoli nakolik je materialni, ale nako-
lik jeho forma participuje na separovanych formach” [kurziva; D.H.] (Tho-
mas de Vio Caietan 1583, 112a).

Jaky postoj zaujima Suarez k témto dvéma koncepcim? Zcela jednoznac-
né se viéi nim negativné vymezuje. Jednotné odmitd vsechny koncepce,
které ad incognitas causas recurrunt (viz DA 6, 2, 3). Problém spatruje v Ka-
jetanové pojmu participace. V kritické pasizi vénované této otazce tvrdi, ze
participovanou pfirozenosti musi byt néjaka entita. Existuji dvé zakladni
moznosti. Dokonalost vyssi pfirozenosti jakozto participované pfirozenosti
niz$i maze byt bud’ mensi, anebo vétsi, nez je vlastni dokonalost vytvorené
species. Neni-li vétsi, pak zcela jisté nebude postacovat k vytvoreni této spe-
cies, nebot je patrné, Ze véci jsou ¢inné nikoli podle dokonalosti participo-
vané prirozenosti, ale podle toho, nakolik se tato participovand dokonalost
nachazi v jejich pfirozenosti, tedy v pfirozenosti nizsi, participujici. Prestoze
¢lovék a andél maji ucast na Botzi pfirozenosti, nejsou ¢inni zplisobem, jimz
je ¢innd samotnd Bozi prirozenost. Bude-li na druhé strané participovand
dokonalost vétsi, nez je dokonalost species, zistiva otazkou, zda je vaci
smyslové vnimatelnym predmétlim vnitfni, ¢i néjak (zvnéjsku) pfidand. Bu-
de-li jejich vnitini soucisti, pak celd otazka o instrumentalité¢ smyslove
vnimatelnych pfedmétd a potrebé ,vypomoci” prostfednictvim vyssi pfiro-

25 L ) .
»Et breviter incideretur in lege maurorum ad subtrabendum rebus causalitates suas ...«

(Thomas de Vio Caietan 1583, 112a).
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zenosti ztraci sviij smysl. Vystacime si s vnitfni vybavou dané species. Bude-li
nékdo naopak hijit alternativu druhou, Sudrez se ptd, v ¢em ona pfidand
dokonalost vlastné spociva (srov. DA 6, 2, 5).

Zamitnuti uvedenych teorii vede Sudreze k zavéru, podle néhoi species
sensibiles vnéjsich smysla jsou vytvoreny samotnymi smyslové vnimatelnymi
objekty, které se samy zmnozuji v médiu.?® Abychom tento Sudrezlv zavér,
ktery se zda byt prima facie ve sporu s vyse uvedenou Averroovou pasizi,
spravné pochopili, musime si nejdfive pfedstavit jezuitovu ontologii inten-
cionalni (smyslové) species.

4. Ontologie smyslové species

Zatimco v otdzce existence species sensibilis vnéjsich smyslu se Sirokd pale-
ta stfedovékych a renesancnich aristotelikii az na nékteré (nikoli nevyznam-
né) vyjimky (Ockham, Durandus) shoduje, v analyze povahy této species se
nazory rzni. Ve svém vykladu povahy intencionalni species Sudrez vychazi
z predpokladu, Ze intencionalni species je redlné jsoucno, a klade si nasleduji-
ci tfi otazky: 1) Je z ontologického hlediska species sensibilis substanci, ¢i ak-
cidentem?; 2) Jde o materidlni, nebo imateridlni entitu?; 3) V jakém vztahu
se nachdzi entitativni a intenciondlni aspekt této species? (srov. DA 5, 2, 1).

Species sensibilis vnéjsiho smyslu neni podle Suareze z ontologického hle-
diska ni¢im jinym nez akcidentem kvality. Tato kvalita, kterou v pfipadé¢ vi-
zudlniho vnimdni je barva, se ze smyslové vnimatelného pfedmétu Sifi ke
smyslovemu organu, oku, prostfednictvim média, kterym maze byt vzduch,
voda ¢i jiné prihledné médium. Vzhledem k tomu, Ze toto médium vyplriu-
je prostor mezi vidénym predmétem a okem, a zZe s ohledem na to, Ze toto
prihledné maze byt nositelem svétla, tak barvy, mize k tomuto ,prenosu®
smyslové vnimatelné kvality dojit. V obou subjektech tedy zminéna kvalita
inheruje.”” K jejich funkdi, 6. k aktualizaci kognitivni mohutnosti, neni te-
dy nutneé, aby byly substancemi. S jejich akcidentalni povahou souvisi take
zpisob jejich sjednoceni s mohutnosti, ktery neprekracuje akcidentalni spo-

26 . - . . . . .
DA 6, 2, 6: ,In sensibus exterioribus, species producuntur ab obiectis“. K Sudrezové teorii

vzniku species sensibilis, ontologii této species viz také South (2001, predevsim 226-231).

27 , o, . o , o . T
K Suirezové vizudlni teorii zahrnujici nejen otazku species in medio, ale pfedevsim te-

orii prithledného, svétla a barvy, viz DA 7, 1-4.
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jeni (unio accidentalis) (srov. DA 5, 2, 4). Jezuita odmitd minéni Kajetinovo,
podle néhoz spojenim intelektu a species intelligibilis vznika ,tésnéjsi“ typ
jednoty nez je substancidlni sjednoceni formy a latky. Jak zndmo, substanci-
alnim spojenim latky a formy vznika cosi ,tretiho, totiz materidlni kompo-
zitum z latky a formy, jez se od svych ,Casti realné lisi. U kognitivni poten-
ce intenciondlné sjednocené s formou poznaného predmétu vsak zadné zer-
tium quid nevznika (srov. Thomas de Vio Caietan, 2000, 57). Tento vyklad
je Sudrezovi cizi. Zpusob sjednoceni intenciondlni species s kognitivni mo-
hutnosti se podle Sudreze nelisi od jakéhokoli jiného sjednoceni akcidentu a
substance.

Sudrez dile pravi, Ze tyto species nejsou akcidenty stejného fadu a druhu,
jakymi jsou smyslové vnimatelné kvality, které je emituji. Jde o entity, které
jsou méné dokonalé, nez jsou je emitujici objekty. Jsou to jen jakési jejich
sto;)y (vestigia) Ci ,derivity”, které se od nich numericky nelisi (DA 6, 2,

Jako takové predstavujl pouze virtudlni reprezentace, které je treba na-
sledne zpracovat a ,zavrsit“ v aktivni mohutnosti (dusi). Kromé toho plati,
ze jako stopy nejsou smyslové poznany. Predstavuji tak smysly nepoznatelny
princip, ktery patfi¢cnou mohutnost odvadi ihned ,ven“ — k poznani vnéjsi-
ho predmétu (viz DA 5, 2, 6).

Jejich subtilni charakter neni v Zddném pripadé dusledkem jejich pravé
imateriality. Na rozdil od svych inteligibilnich protéjski jsou zcela materidl-
ni a délitelné. Jejich materidlni a rozlehly charakter je dan jejich korespon-
denci s mohutnosti, v niz jsou pfijimany. Tyto mohutnosti, na rozdil od
intelektu, jsou télesné a organické. Svou tezi o rozlehlosti smyslovych species
Sudrez doklada na prikladu se zrcadlem a jeho ,mrtvou® recepci species. Je
zrejmé, ze v zrcadle dochdzi k rozlehlé a délitelné reflexi smyslové species vy-
silané vnéjsim objektem. Zatimco v celém (nerozbitém) zrcadle dochdzi
k reflexi celé tvare zrcadlené osoby, v zrcadle rozbitém na stiepy se objevuji
jen Casti jeji tvare (srov. DA 5, 2, 17).

Prestoze Sudrez ve svém vykladu akcentuje akcidentalni, materidlni a ve
srovnani s vnéjsimi pfedméty méné ,noblesni“ povahu smyslové species,
predstavuje tato species soucasné formdlni podobu (similitudo formalis) téch-

Toto tvrzeni o numerické identité je o to pochopitelnéjsi, pokud vezmeme v vahu,
ze pro Sudreze principem individuace akcidentl neni subjekt, v némz akcidenty inheruji,
ale jejich vlastni entita (entitas tota). K principu individuace akcidentd viz Heider (2011,
311-332).
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to pfedmétl. Reprezentativni charakter patfi podle Sudreze k jeji ,esenci.
Z entitativniho hlediska totiz species sensibilis patfi k akcidentu kvality, a to
druhu dispozice (dispositio), nikoli druhu vnéjsi formy (figura). Je-li vsak in-
tencionalni species dispozici, pak jeji stézejni funkei je disponovar kognitivni
mohutnost k ,vyslehnuti® (elicitatio) aktu vniméni. Species vsak nemize dis-
ponovat, pokud nereprezentuje. V Suarezové koncepci hraje dilezitou roli
to, Ze reprezentativni aspekt smyslové species je redlné totozny s jejim aspek-
tem entitativnim. Oproti Tomasovi a jeho stoupenciim Sudrez odmita redl-
nou distinkci mezi témito aspekty. Pravé tato redlnd distinkce, inter alia,
umoznuje Kajetinovi jeho formulaci o ,vice nez substancidlnim sjednoceni®
kognitivni mohutnosti a poznévaného piedmétu.”

Na ontologickém pozadi Sudrezovy, z urcitého hlediska naturalisticke,
teze o pavodu species sensibilis jasné vidime, pro¢ se jezuita neodvolavd ani na
¢inny smysl — poznamenava, ze jeho ,misto” je spise v otazce formace
sensatio —, ani na jeji participaci na vyssi pfirozenosti. Takovato feseni, kterd
Sudrez povazuje za feSeni na zptisob Deus ex machina, jsou v rozporu s jeho
pfistupem, podle né¢hoz ,subtilita“ smyslové species neni dana jeji imateriali-
tou, nybrz ,stopovou materialni entitou, jez je méné dokonald nez stopu
zanechavsi reprezentovand véc.

vrve

5. PFiCiny produkce smyslového kognitivniho aktu

Povaha smyslové species podstatné urcuje Sudreztv postoj k otdzce pficin
aktu smyslové percepce. Ve ¢tvrté otdzce Zda akt pozndni pochdzi od potence,
v niZ je pozndn spolecné se species DA 5 Sudrez, nikoli prekvapivé, zamitd dvé
verze pasivistického feseni. Pokud by species byla celkovou pric¢inou formace
aktu smyslové percepce, pak by tento akt mél ptivod v né¢em vnéjsim. Tim
by se vsak stal operaci tranzitivni, nikoli imanentni. Termin (zakonceni)
tohoto pohybu by se tak lisil od své priciny, a ,prechazel by v redlné odlis-
nou entitu (viz DA 5, 4, 3). Nepfijatelna je pro Sudreze také slabsi verze re-
ceptivismu, podle niz sensatio ma svou u¢innou pfi¢inu v mohutnosti in-
formované prostfednictvim species, v tom smyslu, ze ratio agendi aktu smys-
lového poznani predstavuje species, podobné jako u teplé vody je tim, co za-

DAS, 2, 24: ... divisio illa communis, qua species intentionalis distingui solet in esse qu-

alitatis, et in esse repraesentativo, non est propria ...«
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hfivd jeji okoli, nikoli voda jako takové, ale jeji akcident, tj. teplota (viz DA
5, 4, 4). Zakladnim principem Sudrezovy argumentace proti témto miné-
nim, kterd spojuje se jmény T'omase a Nifa, je Jandunova teze, podle niz in-
tenciondlni species nemize eficientné bezprostfedné spolupiisobit (concurre-
re) pti vzniku kognitivni operace. Za predpokladu materidlniho charakteru
species vnéjsich smyslt nemlze samotnd smyslova species, jako ontologicky
méné dokonald entita, ucinné spoluvytvaret kvalitu dokonalejsi, kterou je
akt (kvalita) kognitivni operace.

Pravé Jandunova teorie ¢inné¢ho smyslu predstavuje dilezité vychodisko
Sudrezovy diskuse. V Sophisma de sensu agente, v némiz latinsky averroista
pfedstavuje svou doktrinu ¢inného smyslu jakoito potence potfebné pro
vznik sensatio (nikoli pro formaci species sensibilis), formuluje autor Ctyfi
ptedpoklady (fundamenta), které Sudrez vice méné pfijima. 1) Vse, co je
v nélem pfijimdno, zdvisi na u¢inném principu; 2) Ontologicky vznesenéjsi
je to jsoucno, jehoZ operace je vznesenéijsi; 3) Udinné (aktivne) vytvafet Gdi-
nek je vznesenéjsi, nez tento Glinek pfijimat; 4) Species sensibilis neni doko-
nalej$i nez kognitivni mohutnost a jeji akt (viz Pattin 1988, 129-131).
V Sestnacté otdzce druhé knihy O dusi, kterou cituje Sudrez, pak Jandun
uvidi osm argumentii ve prospéch existence ¢inného smyslu, pficemz polo-
vina z nich se opird o aktivitu smysld vnitfnich (srov. Pattin 1988, 226-
228): Kogitativni mohutnost (vis cogitativa) je potenci, kterd vytvari parti-
kuldrni soudy (Sokrates je tento clovek); spoleény smysl (sensus communis)
aktivné rozliSuje mezi jednotlivymi predmeéty vnéjsich smysld; a konecné
pamét’ (reminiscentia) postupuje diskurzivné od znimého k neznimému.
Druha polovina téchto argumentl pak v souladu s Jandunovymi fundamenta
poukazuje na bytostné aktivni charakter produkce aktu smyslového vnima-
ni, kteryzto akt je nasledné pfijat pasivnim smyslem (sensus passivus). Ve
svém dusledném aristotelismu, jehoz principem je univerzalné spojovat po-
tenci pasivni s aktivni potenci, Jandun pro kazdy vnéjsi pasivni smysl uvazu-
je jemu odpovidajici smysl aktivni (srov. Pattin 1988, 143-144). Zatimco
pasivni smysl v prvni fizi smyslového poznani recipuje species od vnéjsiho
predmétu, ktery je pouhym disponujicim ¢initelem (agens disponens), nikoli
¢initelem eficientné dovrsujicim (agens perficiens) akt percepce, aktivni smysl
na zdklad¢ této dispozice vytvari sensatio, které je nasledné pfijato v pasivnim
smyslu (srov. Pattin 1988, 159-160). Ve vlastnim smyslu kognitivni potenci
tak neni aktivni smysl, ale smysl pasivni (viz Pattin 1988, 157, 230). Tuto
teorii ¢inného smyslu lze povazovat, jak to také Sudrez ¢ini (DA 5, 4, 1), za
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principielné zalozenou na axiomu ,totéz podle téhoz hlediska nemize byt
¢inné a byt trpné® (Pattin 1988, 132).

Je nepochybné, ze Sudrez chipe ¢inny smysl u Janduna jako mohutnost,
ktera se od smyslu pasivniho lisi redlné, coz, dluzno podotknout, ne zcela
odpovida litefe Jandunova textu z De anima, podle niz se lisi spise ratione
formali (Pattin, 1988, 152, 234). Proti teorii redlné distinkce mezi ¢innym
a pasivnim smyslem uvadi Sudrez dva argumenty. 1) Akt pozndni predstavu-
je imanentni operaci. Imanentni operace vSak nemize byt pfijata v potenci,
ktera se (redlné) lisi od potence plsobici tuto operaci, byt je pfijata
v identické substanci. 2) Ktera z téchto dvou mohutnosti bude kognitivni?
Ta, jer akt vytvaH, anebo ta, kterd ho piijima?*® Podle Sudreze to nemdie
byt zadnd z nich. Nemize to byt pasivni smysl, protoze poznani, podobné
jako kazdd operace duse, znamena vitilni ¢innost (vizaliter operari). Tedy
akt poznani musi vnitfné obsahovat aktivni slozku. Nelze si predstavit, ze by
kognitivni potence, ktera neni v zidném smyslu ¢innd, néjakym zptsobem
poznavala. Stejné tak neni plausibilni, aby potence, ktera je pouze ¢innd, by-
la kognitivni schopnosti. V souladu se svym aristotelismem Sudrez konsta-
tuje nutnost (pasivni) informace, tj. recepce smyslové species. Je-li poznani
bytostné asimilativni povahy, tj. pfipodobnuje-li se poznané véci, pak je zce-
la nezbytna determinace potence ve formé pfijeti intenciondlni species. Sud-
reztiv postoj k Jandunove koncepci ¢inného smyslu je jednoznacny: agere
a recipere nelze oddélit zpisobem, zZe bychom je pripsali dvéma (realné) od-
linym mohutnostem. Poznini je vytvafeno jednou a tou’ mohutnosti.*"

Uvazujeme-li o integralnim principu formace kognitivniho aktu, pak,
v souladu se Sudrezovou odpovédi Jandunovi, je tfeba uvazovat jak aktivitu
pozndvaci potence, tak ,aktivitu“ (smyslové) species. Sudrezovo ,conclusio
proto zni: ,Integralnim principem vytvifejicim poznani je potence informo-
vand species“ (DA 5, 4, 15). Neni vsak tato formulace, o niz Cees Leijenhorst
fikd, Ze se nijak nelisi od formulace Kajetdnovy (viz Leijenhorst 2007,
256),” v rozporu s vyse uvedenym principem, podle né¢hoz smyslova species,
jakoito entita méné dokonald nez akt poznani, nemize bezprostiedné spolu-

Vyse jsme vidéli, ze pro Janduna je to mohutnost pasivni.
Nikoli nihodou tato charakteristika plati u Sudreze také pro ¢inny a trpny inteleke
(viz DA 9, 8, 18).

Pravé toto je také dvod, pro¢ C. Leijenhorst povazuje Sudrezovu kritiku Kajetana
jakozto arci-receptivisty“ za neopravnénou.
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vytvaret kognitivni akt? Nemél by Sudrez, v duchu jim pfijatych principt,
spise uzavrit, Ze species nijak eficientné nespoluplsobi pfi vzniku pozndni
a ze jedinou aktivitu v tomto pfipadé md pozndvaci schopnost, ¢imz by do
zna¢né miry zrcadlil, jak ukazuje Leen Spruit v Spruit (2008), Zeirgeist rene-
sanéni filosofie?”

Vtipem Sudrezova feseni je to, Ze tento svym zptsobem extrémni nazor
neni nucen pfijmout. V odpovédi na ndmitku Jindficha z Gentu (cca 1217 -
1293), jehot teorii o vylu¢né aktivité pozndvaci mohutnosti pfedstavuje jako
pozici extrémné aktivistickou,34 Sudrez vychdzi z predpokladu, podle né¢hoz
akt poznani je dokonalejsi entitou nei intenciondlni (materidlni) species.
Tvrdi, ze méné dokonald véc nemlze spoluplisobit pfi vzniku véci dokona-
lejsi nejen jako i) bezprostredni celkova pricina (silny receptivistismus) ¢i i)
jako pficina hlavni s vedlej$im doplnénim pozndvaci mohutnosti (slabsi re-
ceptivismus), ale také ani iii) jako samostatnd pfi¢ina instrumentilni (sic!).
Pravé timto svym tvrzenim se podle naseho soudu Sudrez odlisil nejen od
verzi Tomésovy ¢i tomistické teorie, ale (v pfipadé iii)) také od doktriny Ja-
na Dunse Scota (1266 — 1308), podle né¢hoz akt pozndni vznika na zdkladé
spoluplisobeni dvou ¢astecnych pricin, pficemz mohutnost je pficinou hlav-
ni, species pri¢inou instrumentalni.*® Podle Sudreze, a v tom, domnivame se,
spociva originalita jeho feseni, intencionalni species spoluvytvari kognitivni
smyslovy akt jako castecny ,doplnék® bezprostredni nastrojové pficiny. Ji-
nymi slovy, intencionalni species kauzalné nespoluptisobi pfi formaci aktu
smyslového poznani jako celkovd instrumentdlni pficina ,v rukou® pficiny
hlavni, jiz je poznavaci mohutnosti, jako je tomu u Scota, nybri jako ¢as-
te¢nd ndstrojova pficina, jez je spojena s jinou casteCnou nastrojovou prici-
nou, totiz kognitivni mohutnosti. Tyto dvé ¢astecné ndstrojové priciny pak
spolecné vytvireji celkovou instrumentdlni u¢innou pricinu, se kterou ,ope-
ruje“ pficina hlavni, kterou je duse. Timto fesenim, v némz nelze nevidét

33

K tomuto zavéru dospél Jacobo Zabarella (1533 — 1589), jak ukazuje South (2002).
34

Podle ni species v zadném smyslu nespolupiisobi, a ani nemtze spoluplisobit, pfi
vzniku aktu pozndni, a tak jedinou aktivitu poskytuje pozndvaci mohutnost, popt. duse

(srov. DA 5, 4, 8).

35 . , v , L
Ke Scotovi, ktery hovofi o rozumovém pozndni, viz Joannes Duns Scotus (1893)

a jeho Ordinatio 1, d 3, q 7, 389: ... sicut causa superior determinatur ad agendum, con-
currente aliqua particulari causa inferiori ..., ita intellectus qui est causa superior et causa il-
limitata, determinatur ad hoc objectum, concurrente causa particulari determinata ... con-
currente hac specie.“ Ke Scotové koncepci viz také Chabada (2005).
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jisty rys augustinianismu, Sudrez v jistém ohledu fesi vyse uvedeny problém
spojeny se vzestupnou kauzalitou. Je-li soucisti integralni instrumentalni
priciny aktu smyslového vnimani nejen (materidlni) species, ale i (odusevné-
14) mohutnost — je patrné, ze species sensibilis musi byt pfijata nikoli mecha-
nisticky pouze v télesném orginu, ale v (odusevnélé) mohutnosti —, pak tato
ndstrojova pfi¢ina je dokonalejsi ¢i stejné dokonalé pfirozenosti, nez je
kognitivni akt. Tato nastrojovd pfi¢ina totiz obsihne obé nepostradatelné
slozky. Jednou bude dokonala ¢ast, kterd vnimatelny pfedmét nereprezentu-
je, druhou pak ¢ast méné dokonala, ktera ho reprezentuje. Zatimco prvni
slozka poskytuje kognitivnimu aktu entitativni dokonalost, druhda mu ,pro-
pUjcuje aspekt reprezentativni. Prestoze plati, Ze co do druhé slozky nepte-
kracuje nastrojova pric¢ina dokonalost kognitivniho aktu, v pfipadé spojeni
s mohutnosti je tomu jinak (srov. DA 5, 4, 16). Mizeme tedy uzavit, Ze
pokud bychom si dovolili Sudrezovu (syntetizujici) formulaci poopravit,
fekli bychom, ze ,Integralnim principem vytvarejicim smyslové poznani je
potence informovand species a duse poznavajiciho®.

6. Zavér

Sudrezova teorie vzniku smyslové species a aktu percepce predstavuje
podle naseho ndzoru originalni nauku spojujici rtizné ,ismy“ stredoveké
a renesancni filosofie. Z podstatné Casti je suarezidnska koncepce uréena
Averroovou vyzvou spocivajici v samotné formulaci problému ascendenéni
kauzality a taktéZ fesenim této otazky prostrednictvim teorie ¢inného smys-
lu Jana z Jandunu. Sudrezova teorie soucasné obsahuje rysy augustinidnské
tradice, kterd predevsim ve stfedovéké filosofii predstavovala dilezity ,akti-
visticky“ doplnek tradice peripatetické. Je zfejmé, Ze ve srovnani s tomasov-
skou a tomistickou teorii Sudrezovo uceni predstavuje posun ke kognitiv-
nimu dynamismu, ktery do znaéné miry odpovida ,duchu® renesan¢ni filo-
sofie. Tento pristup z velké casti reflektuje ,fenomenologickou® skutecnost,
ze pokud nejsme duchem pfitomni, samotné pfigjirnéni smyslovych species,
které v hojné mife nastavd v kazdém okamziku, ® nema za dtsledek SVY-
slehnuti“ kognitivniho aktu. Tento akcent na fenomenologicky rozmeér ve-

Prestoze kdyz piSu tento text sedim na zidli a pfijimdm taktilni species povrchu Zid-
le, nejsem si toho Castokrit védom.
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domeé smyslové percepce, vyjadreny vyse v druhém ,testu plausibilni filoso-
fické teorie percepce, podle naseho soudu, pfedstavuje vyznamny posun
suarezianské teorie viiéi tradici aristotelsko-tomistické. Soucasné vsak, a to
je tfeba zdtraznit, v zidném pfipadé neznamena odklon od tradi¢ni koncep-
ce, v niz intenciondlni species maji svou nezastupitelnou kauzilni roli pfi vy-
tvareni kognitivniho aktu. Pravé z tohoto dtvodu nelze Sudrezovu pozici
oznacit za teorii percepce, ktera by nezohlednovala vyse uvedené (prvni) kri-
térium epistemologické. Muzeme tedy uzaviit, Ze suarezidnska teorie pficin
perceptivniho aktu spliuje obé vyse uvedené kriteria ,aspésné“ filosofické
teorie percepce.
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In 2012 Icke published a controversial book Frank Ankersmit’s Lost His-
torical Cause about the development in the views of Frank Ankersmit, one
of the most influential philosophers of history these days. Recently, I have
reviewed this book, which prompted Icke to respond with a short paper
criticizing my review. I welcome his response; nevertheless, I must correct
Icke’s misinterpretation of my claims. Icke raises several issues but I con-
sider two to be particularly important. Icke is convinced that my objection
pointing to shallowness in his book is unsubstantiated. Moreover, he feels
disappointed because I allegedly focus only on minor points and conse-
quently I neglect the crucial things he has to say. I argue that both of his
criticisms are misguided.

Let me begin with a few words about Ankersmit’s position, which is
the main topic of Icke’s book. Ankersmit is one of the leading philosophers
of history who is well known for criticizing a naive view of historical writ-
ing. Especially in his earlier writings, for instance in Narrative Logic from
1983, he claims that historical works are never pure and simple depictions
of what happened in the past, but complicated and sophisticated construc-
tions. According to (this early) Ankersmit, historians never copy the past
events but they create their own special tools to explain the past. This po-
sition in philosophy of history is sometimes called narrativism. However,
later in his writings, Ankersmit defends also what seems to be a view in-
compatible with his narrativism. He claims that it is possible to have some
kind of direct experience with the past. In a nutshell, in his earlier works
Ankersmit maintains that no direct access to the past events is possible, but
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in his later works he suggests it is possible. One of the pressing questions is
then why Ankersmit developed his position in this direction. How should
we explain his “journey” from his earlier to his later views? How should we
account for the move from an “early” to “later Ankersmit”?'

In his book Icke discusses both the earlier and later views of Ankersmit:
he welcomes the crucial points of Ankersmit’s narrativism but rejects Ank-
ersmit’s later views about experience. Icke’s novel contribution to the ongo-
ing debate about Ankersmit seems to be his explanation for Ankersmit’s
“journey” from narrativism to experience.” Since I find this explanation as
something new in the discussion about Ankersmit, in my review I focus on
Icke’s account (in fact, he provides two explanations — primary and secon-
dary one) of Ankersmit’s journey. The crucial point to be noted is that
when I say something is shallow, it is this explanation (more specifically
Icke’s primary explanation) I am speaking about. Icke, however, misreads
my review. He alleges that I claim it is Icke’s critique of the later views of
Ankersmit, which is shallow. He writes the following about my review:

.. in his review he characterizes my primary argument(s) — those mar-
shalled against Ankersmit’s proposal(s) for a direct, unmediated form of
engagement with the past through (sublime) historical experience — as
‘shallow and not illuminating at all’ (p. 261), just too shallow to explain
anything’ (p. 264) and again, lest the charge of shallowness be somehow
missed, he finds that my writings constitute ‘a very shallow type of ex-
planation’ (p. 267). Yet nowhere in his review does he even begin to ad-
dress those primary arguments. (Icke 2014, 531)

Only the last sentence is correct. I do not provide any critical examination
of Icke’s arguments “marshalled against Ankersmit’s proposal(s) for a direct,
unmediated form of engagement with the past through (sublime) historical ex-
perience”. In fact, this is the aspect of his book I do not discuss in my re-
view. Instead, I concentrate on something else. I explicitly and repeatedly
emphasize that I find Icke’s explanation of Ankersmit’s journey shallow (not

1 . . . . .
This is at least one way the issue might be presented. I am not going to consider

here whether this is right.

Several other works analyze or criticize the earlier or later views of Ankersmit so this
part of Icke’s book is not so original. The most original part focuses on Ankersmit’s
journey from narrativism to experience, although this is the part of Icke’s book I con-
sider contentious.
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his critique of Ankersmit’s later views). If my objections are read in their
proper context and not in an ad hoc collage constructed by Icke, it is clear
that I discuss Icke’s “explanation of Ankersmit’s route” or Icke’s explana-
tion of “Ankersmit’s move from language to experience”. Let me quote
from my review to document this:

I ty to show that [Icke’s] so-called secondary explanation of Ank-
ersmit’s route is misguided and incoherent with what Icke himself says
in some other places of the book. Moreover, his primary explanation is
shallow and not illuminating at all. (Zelenak 2014, 261)

Moreover, his so-called ‘primary explanation’ is just too shallow to ex-
plain anything. (Zeleridk 2014, 264)

Finally, what is Icke’s primary explanation of Ankersmit’s move from
language to experience? ... To put it briefly, Icke’s primary explanation
tells us that Ankersmit turns to the topic of experience and direct rela-
tion with the past because he wants and needs such a direct access. But
this is a very shallow type of explanation. (Zelendk 2014, 267)

I nowhere criticize Icke’s objections “marshalled against Ankersmit’s pro-
posal(s) for a direct, unmediated form of engagement with the past through
(sublime) historical experience”. Hence, Icke attributes to me a completely
different type of criticism, which I do not even attempt to give.

Let me turn now to Icke’s second point. Icke claims he is “more than
a little perplexed by [my] style of argumentation which alights everywhere on
the book’s relatively minor points while skipping over, or omitting entirely,
the vital points about which its central argument turns” (Icke 2014, 531).
Hence, he is disappointed that in my review I focus on “secondary matters”
(Icke 2014, 533) and ignore the crucial claims of the book. What, according
to Icke’s response, seem to be those things I should have concentrated on?
Supposedly, it should have been mainly his critique of later Ankersmit (dis-
cussion of the issue of experience) — recall that Icke is (mistakenly) convinced
that T simply label his critique as shallow and do not give any reasons for
that. Indeed, he rightly notices that I do not analyze in detail his critique of
later Ankersmit. I must admit, as I did already in my review, that my review
is selective. Nevertheless, I believe it is not about “secondary matters”.

In my review I concentrate on Icke’s explanation of Ankersmit’s devel-
opment, i.e., his route from language to experience. If Icke is right in his
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complaint, this must be a “relatively minor” issue of his book. But is it
really the case? One may give several reasons in support of the negative an-
swer. First, let me remind the reader that Icke’s book has a subtitle 4 Jour-
ney from Language to Experience. Why would an author mention a secon-
dary issue in the subtitle of his book? Second, besides Introduction and
Conclusion Icke’s book contains four chapters: the first one deals with
Ankersmit’s narrativism, the last one with the topic of experience, but the
remaining two chapters analyze Ankersmit’s route from language to experi-
ence or questions closely linked to this development. Why would an author
devote almost half of the book to “secondary matters”? Third, Icke himself
writes in the book:

And it is this shift between theoretical positions [shift from narrativism
to the topic of experience] which, I shall argue, precipitates his fall from
the good to the lost Ankersmit that constitutes this book’s central
theme. (Icke 2012, 68)

If Ankersmit’s development is Icke’s “central theme”, how is it possible that
when I focus on Icke’s explanation of this shift I suddenly deal with a “mi-
nor point”?

Icke discusses various questions in his book. If he thinks that the topic
X is the most important one, I am not going to dispute it. However, it
must be obvious to anybody who read the book that Icke’s account of Ank-
ersmit’s journey from language to experience is not a secondary issue, but,
on the contrary, one of the key things explored in the book. Unfortunately,
as I argue in my review, Icke’s explanation is misguided and shallow.

While it is to be welcomed that Peter P. Icke takes notice of the re-
views written about his book,’ I argued that in his response he misinter-
prets my main objection targeting his (primary) explanation of Ankersmit’s
move. As a result he does not even address my real critique of his book and
it looks like in our exchange we both simply focus on different topics of in-
terest: I concentrate on the explanation of Ankersmit’s journey and Icke
concentrates on his critique of later Ankersmit. There is nothing necessar-
ily wrong with that. Except, Icke is convinced that I focus on “secondary

I did not realize this before submitting my review article, but now I see that Icke re-

acted to and criticized each of the other two published reviews of his book I am aware

of.
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matters”, whereas I believe that there are several reasons pointing to the
fact that his explanation of Ankersmit’s journey is one of the key topics of
his book subtitled A_Journey from Language to Experience.*
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1. Overview

Vit Gvozdiak published a reconciliatory analysis of Searle’s social ontol-
ogy with semiotics in Gvozdiak (2012). Without prior knowledge of his pa-
per, I wrote an analysis of the same subject (Msimang 2014). Even though
Searle’s social ontology is a common point of reference in the formulation
of semiotics in these papers, it also serves as a point of departure in their
understanding of semiotics and its development.

The semiotic theory expressed in Gvoidiak (2012) is an inherently lin-
guistic (speech act centred) theory, whereas the semiotic theory presented
in Msimang (2014) tends more towards a general theory of communicative
systems in which social ontology, which follows from speech act theory, is
an interesting part. It is my purpose in this note to contrast the two posi-
tions of semiotic theory as they appear in the aforementioned papers in ref-
erence to their appropriation of Searle’s social ontology.

2. Differences in the understanding and formulation of signs

2.1

Gvozdiak’s (2012) basic thesis is that “signs are (1) systematically ar-
ranged, (2) arbitrary and (3) social” (Gvozdiak 2012, 149). He argues that
they are observer-relative, with the ‘observer’ being a linguistically compe-
tent individual in Searle’s sense of the speech act. His notion of the sign
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and representation is thus fundamentally intentional (Gvozdiak 2012, 152-
155). The implicit theory of language which Gvozdiak uses to support this
understanding, and what relation it has to Searle’s own linguistic theory, is
not a matter that can be done justice in this note. Here I focus on the no-
tion of sign he draws from it.

Gvotzdiak argues that the sign is representational in nature. By its na-
ture, it must be a conveyor of meaning. As Gvoidiak’s notion of sign is
a speech act centred one, he goes on to say that “representation is a syno-
nym for intentionality and its manifestation is most obvious in language”
(Gvozdiak 2012, 152). This point is central to his discussion of signs
(Gvosdiak 2012, 156-157).

The explanatory target of such a notion of sign or the symbolic attribu-
tion of meanings, following Searle, is the fact that it is possible to give
“symbolic functions to objects and also to processes” in the environment
(cf. Msimang 2014, 191) which could be seen as just but another way to say
that “every brute fact can serve as the X term in a sign function” (Gvozdiak
2012, 152). In contrast to Gvozdiak (2012), the aim of Msimang (2014) is
to show how this is not a complete notion of the sign.

Without going into an analysis of intentionality, one could point out
that such a narrow definition of signs limited to the context of speech acts
would not recognise non-intentional sign action such as the non-
intentional representational content the red milk snake gives oft to its
would-be predators or the representational content a bee gives in its dance.
For such representational content to count as a sign even though it is not
always intentionally representational, a different kind of understanding of
meaning attribution or the sign is required. In the development of semiot-
ics in reference to social ontology in Msimang (2014, 191), it is argued that
status functions, which are an intentional class of signs, “are just the an-
throposemiotic-level manifestations of biosemiotic meaning attribution”,
meaning that human intentionality is not a necessary component in the
functioning and creation of signs as representations.

From his speech act centred semiotics, Gvozdiak (2012, 150) argues that
“the first semiotic finding is that signs are never intrinsic to our physical
world” on the basis of Searle’s argument about status functions. Illustrated
by way of an example, it is argued that “The wink is a sign (X counts as Y
in C) but the twitch is not (it is solely X),” so that X cannot count as
a sign in any significant sense in any context it is put in. Given that we ac-
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cept that signs are not intrinsic to the physical world, it does not follow
that involuntary actions such as twitching do not carry semiotic content
and cannot be construed as signs.

The position that involuntary movements do not contain semiotic con-
tent can only be held in the context of a speech act because non-speech
acts do not convey linguistically set meanings. Nevertheless, a twitch can
carry symbolic content so that a twitch (X) is a sign (Y) in the context of
some situation (C). For instance, tWitching can indicate pain, or a twitch-
like blinking state can indicate that a person is falling asleep.

In contrast to the central thesis put forward by Gvoidiak, the argument
in Msimang (2014) is that signs are not inherently social as there are nu-
merous ways in which meaning is codified in human and natural systems
which do not necessarily require the high-level codification systems of nat-
ural language (and the social institutions thereof). What is argued in Msi-
mang (2014) is that the speech act is just but a sub-domain of communica-
tion systems identified in semiotics and, although significant, should be ex-
plicitly situated in the larger triadic theoretical construct which brings to-
gether the cultural signs of language with the natural signs of biology.

The argument made is that an X’ may count as a sign in lower order
iterations of meaning below that of social construction so that phenomena
like twitches fall into the domain of the involuntary communication sys-
tems of the body. The point that Gvozdiak is making about these kinds of
behaviours being involuntary and so not part of the semiotics of speech acts
is valid, but this finding does not extend to justifying his claim that all
signs are social signs. Being involuntary does not exclude a phenomenon
from being a sign even if it does exclude it from particular kinds of expres-
sive domains (e.g., speech acts).

Gvozdiak (2012, 150) gives a narrow definition of semiotics as “the
study of every possible thing that can be used for lying”, implying that signs
are inherently intentional or voluntary and that what is not intentional or
voluntary cannot count as a sign. But the voluntary/involuntary demarca-
tion is insufficient for separating signs from non-signs. The use of signs in
deceit (creating false impressions) in the animal kingdom is profuse and
ranges from the somewhat intentional acts of some species of birds limping
to convince predators they are easier to catch because of injury (see Goch-
feld 1984) or performing other displays to distract predators from the nest
which are examples of somewhat voluntary and intentional behaviours ani-
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mals perform to purposely deceive (Walters 1990), and there are also natu-
ral affordances that animals have used to communicate false information
such as in Batesian mimicry and camouflage which are examples of non-
voluntary signs used for ‘lying’ or deceit though the animals themselves
need not have any intention (let alone any comprehension) of the act to
have successfully deceived other agents (see Pasteur 1982). The point of
these examples is to show that being voluntary or being involuntary is not
a requirement of a sign as signs are manifestly both. Thus, such a distinc-
tion cannot be taken as the hallmark of the sign.

Msimang (2014, 187-196) attempts to introduce the reader to the theo-
retical underpinnings of this general aspect of signs by showing how the
logical form X counts as Y in C’ can be amended so that it can be incorpo-
rated in the general definition of meaning — the subject which semiotics
claims to deal with — with speech act theory fitting into this picture as
a sub-domain of the larger semiotic enterprise (ibid). The basic claim is
that

To say that some particular thing, x, counts as something other than

itself, y, in some specific context, c, is a semiotic statement describing
« . » . . . . .

a “codified” relationship between a sign, x, the symbolic meaning the

sign engenders, y, within some system of signs, c¢. (Msimang 2014, 189)

Contrary to Gvozdiak (2012), Msimang (2014) argues that the context in
which signs operate is not limited to human social communication systems
but extends into even animal and cellular communication systems (see Se-
beok 1962; Emmeche 1999) with some structural qualifications in detail
needed depending on the degree of intentionality or the kind of meaning
attribution that is at play (Msimang 2014, 196).

2.2

Gvozdiak’s (2012, 154) view that “[s]emiotics often concerns itself with
the economical nature of the expression plane while striving to find a simi-
lar principle on the content plane”, is not the way semiotics is understood,
at least in the biosemiotic tradition. Semiotics is not generally seen to be
a study concerning itself with the efficiency in which expressions are made
and communicated, let alone is it seen to be the study of the most efficient
solution to the codification and expression problems of communication.
Semiotics is construed as the study of communication systems in general
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(with the exception of Saussurean semiotics which concerns itself with
‘psychosocial’ signs) and shows specific interest in the workings of actual —
rather than ideal — communication systems. The main communication sys-
tems of interest in semiotics are found in the natural world and in society
at large (see Sebeok — Danesi 2000). It may be that Gvozdiak’s notion of
the semiotic enterprise in this regard can be traced back to his view of lan-
guage, reflected in his position that as “language users we are truly homo
economicus”. In contradistinction to this, he also states that

Since general semiotics involves both closed systems (words) and open
systems (sentences, texts), the question of representation arises regard-
less of whether our language is economical or not and to reduce the
sign problem to its economy means to give up the notion of sign as
a function. (Gvozdiak 2012, 154)

Instead of trying to understand Gvozdiak’s formulation of the sign in terms
of his specific linguistic thesis, we might make progress by focusing on the
definition of a sign he gives and what that would mean for any formulation
of semiotics.

Gvozdiak (2012, 154) argues that “every person can, individually, impose
a function arbitrarily upon whichever object they desire” but that such an
imposition “however, is not a sign”. To make the point, Gvozdiak uses ex-
amples in which the representational content needs be set by a community
of speakers such as the meaning of a wink or the meaning of the phrase
“The President of the Czech Republic” as attributed to his father. It is true
that any such statement “completely lacks the collective dimension [neces-
sary for the meaning it is meant to convey because] it would not constitute
an institutional fact” (Gvozdiak 2012, 155). It is not clear how this is to
preclude non-collective facts from being signs except if institutional mean-
ing was what was being proposed as a new definition of the sign. If a sign is
that which stands in place of something else by being in a meaningful rela-
tion to it, then individual attributions of meaning would still count as
signs. For one, an individual may create a new kind of marking to remem-
ber some particular thing so that every time the individual is impressed by
the marking it stimulates some particular meaningful memory in that indi-
vidual in spite of any recognition of that sign as having symbolic signifi-
cance by a community of speakers. Even though social facts abound, private
facts or non-collective meaning attributions (e.g., the wooden ruler that is
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kept as a back-scratcher) can still count as signs (e.g. wooden ruler =

BACK-SCRATCHER).

3. Concluding remarks

Gvozdiak (2012) makes an argument for a collectively intentional and
speech act centred construal of the sign and semiotics. Through his inter-
pretation of Searle’s social ontology, he came to the view that all signs are
necessarily social signs and that the representational content of signs must
be intentional in nature and not only intentional in interpretation. He says
that “basic semiotic terms suggest that Searle’s philosophy offers an ex-
planatory framework to key semiotic questions, namely the difterentiation
of non-signs and signs, the place of intentionality in semiotic description,
and the nature of sign correlations”.

On the other hand, the claim in Msimang (2014) is that social ontology
is defective as a theory of sign because it is inherently intentional (viz.,
based on speech acts). I argued that although the iteration of sign-
functions in social ontology can continue up indefinitely, their iteration
downwards reaches a threshold at the level of the speech act. From that
point it is argued that signs, in the form X counts as Y in C, have purchase
in the natural world only if signs are not defined in terms of intentionality
but rather in terms of the representational structure of the XYC relation.
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Explaining Norms
Oxford University Press, Oxford, 2013, x+290 pp.

The aim of this book is nothing less than “explaining what norms are; ex-
plaining how and why they emerge, persist and change; and explaining how
and indeed to what extent they themselves are capable of explaining our ac-
tions, attitudes, and modes of deliberation.” Given the number of recent books
focused on norms and normativity, this is a bold task, but apart from my reser-
vations — which I will venture later — I must say that on the whole the book is
successful. The authors concentrate mainly on norms as resulting from social
configurations, putting forward important classifications of such norms (while
managing to avoid an overload of classificatory concepts) and the result is an il-
luminating exposition of the phenomenon of norms.

What do the authors say that norms are? After rejecting some alternative
proposals (norms as practices and norms as desires), the authors present their
own answer: norms are clusters of normative attitudes. Their explanation runs as
follows:

A normative principle P is a norm within a group G if and only if:
(i) A significant proportion of the members of G have P-corresponding
normative attitudes; and (ii) A significant proportion of the members of G
know that a significant proportion of the members of G have P-corres-
ponding normative attitudes.

This accords with my own convictions (and in my recent book I made the very
same proposal; see Peregrin 2014). And I am convinced that this is the ap-
proach which facilitates the proper understanding of norms.

After the above clarification, the first part of the book moves on to present
a distinction between what the authors call formal and non-formal norms, a dis-
tinction which I find highly insightful — not to be confused with that between
explicit (or written) and implicit (or unwritten) norms. Formal norms, according
to the authors, are characterized: i) by being accompanied by secondary norms
(which are norms determining how primary norms are followed), ii) by being en-
forced in specific ways (whereas non-formal norms cannot be enforced in an in-
stitutional way), iii) by being constituted by specific kinds of normative attitudes
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(while formal norms must be acknowledged individually, informal ones can be
acknowledged simply as whatever is issued by an acknowledged institution), and
iv) by making demand upon specific kinds of phenomena (while formal norms
are aimed at actions, non-formal norms may concern also attitudes etc.). The au-
thors finish this part of their book by considering the two principle kinds of non-
formal norms: moral norms and what they call social norms (social norms differ-
ing from moral ones only by their greater arbitrariness or conventionality).

In the second part of the book, the authors try to elucidate how norms
might emerge, persist and possibly fade away. They give suggestions about how
norms may conceivably bootstrap themselves into existence, about which me-
chanisms may sustain them, and discuss the manners in which they might be
abandoned. A key topic for this part of the book is explaining norms by “ra-
tional reconstruction”, i.e. in terms of identifying the purpose(s) they serve.
The authors point out that unless the purpose can be identified also as a reason
capable of persuading some agents to adopt the norm, then “rational recon-
struction” can perhap gives us an answer to the question why the norm exists,
but not yet to the question how it came into existence. It follows that we must
be very careful in assessing exactly what various (for example game-theoretical)
models of the emergence of norms are qualified to disclose — and which ques-
tions are beyond their scope.

The second part of the book then continues with a chapter devoted to the
process in which norms make social life “meaningful”, in particular by creating
social roles and individual identities and in conferring meanings on various
kinds of social actions. According to the authors, identities are just creatures of
social actions but what social roles are is somewhat unclear (I do not under-
stand why; I would think that roles are constituted by rules no less than identi-
ties; indeed I do not see any clear break between the two). In the final chapter
of this part, the authors discuss some illustrative cases of the persistence of bad
norms and offer suggestions as to why such things can happen.

In the book’s third and last part, attention is focused on specifically how
norms may be used to explain human conduct and social reality. The authors
categorize three ways in which a norm can be seen to influence human beha-
vior: norm following (where an actor does something for the reason that a norm
directly tells her to do it), norm conforming (where the actor conforms with the
norm not directly because of it, but rather because she has other reasons, that
are, nevertheless connected to the norm), and norm breaching (where the norm
makes the actor, in a typical case, do something which goes against the norm).
In the final chapter of the book they turn their attention to the psychological
aspect of the acknowledgement of norms.
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Let me now highlight some places where I feel the authors could have
made more of their book. This should be seen as sympathetic criticism — I
agree with their “norms as clusters of attitudes” approach, only I think that
they not always managed to pursue it to its full consequences.

The first problem I see concerns the explanation of the normative attitudes
that are so crucial for the authors’ theory. What is their nature? Initially the au-
thors do not say much about this, save citing H.L.A. Hart’s notion of “reflective
critical attitude to certain behavior”. At the very least, I think it should have been
clarified whether these attitudes are propositional. (T'o use the authors’ own ex-
ample, whether a normative attitude towards wearing headscarves is a conviction
that one should or should not wear headscarves.) Later in the book it slowly
emerges that the authors do want to identify normative attitudes with proposi-
tional attitudes, indeed with judgments. Thus, on pp. 57-8 they write:

The obvious thing to say, then, is that moral norms and social norms
are different in virtue of being constituted by clusters of different kinds of
normative attitudes. Moral norms are clusters of moral judgments. Social
norms are clusters of normative attitudes of some other kind — social
judgments, as we might say.

I think this is problematic: on pain of a vicious circle, such an identification
would be acceptable only if judging were not itself a norm-governed activity.
But I cannot imagine any account of judging not based on norms.

In Chapter 5, the authors consider how norms can emerge, concentrating
on “how, in the absence of any secondary rules, primary rules are imposed, in-
terpreted, applied, and altered”. Their unsurprising answer is that such rules
must somehow bootstrap themselves into existence. But my point is that, given
such bootstrapping must be responsible for there being any rules whatsoever,
then there must be normative attitudes that are not propositional attitudes, at-
titudes that help propositions and propositional attitudes, as specific creatures
of norms (in this case of norms of broadly conceived logic) into existence.

A further problem concerns the authors’ response to the question of the
function of norms, of the explanation why something such as norms ever
emerged within the evolution of us humans. They reject the prima facie ob-
vious answers, namely that norms facilitate coordination and/or cooperation, as
not giving the “core function” of norms, and they suggest instead that the core
function of norms is “to make us accountable to one another”. Although this
answer need not be wrong, I think it is essentially incomplete. In fact, it seems
to me to beg the question: in order to be able to explain what the function of
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norms is, we would have to know what the function of accountability is (and,
unlike cooperation or coordination, the usefulness of which is straightforward,
the usefulness of accountability is not). And this is not something the authors
really explain.

The most problematic part of the book — by my lights — comes in the begin-
ning of part ITI, where the authors extensively discuss “internalizing norms”. This
whole discussion gives the impression that they are abandoning what they had
earlier taken a norm to be (viz. a complex of attitudes) and shifting towards the
understanding of a norm as some kind of judgment. (Note that this is something
over and above the identification of an individual normative attitude with a
judgment, to which the authors had subscribed before — now it is the whole clus-
ter of normative attitudes, amounting to a norm, which mutates into a judg-
ment.) For otherwise it would be quite difficult to make sense of what they say:
“An individual can be said to have internalized a norm when she is ... disposed ...
to treat the norm as a non-instrumental reason to act in accordance with a
norm.” A cluster of attitudes does not seem to be the sort of item that could
meaningfully serve as a reason. (As Davidson (1986, 310) famously claimed
“nothing can count as a reason for holding a belief except another belief’.)

In my view, if a norm is a cluster of normative attitudes, then “internalizing
a norm” would seem to amount to adopting the relevant normative attitude
(plus perhaps some kind of acknowledging that others assume the same nor-
mative attitude). Then it would seem possible that members of the community
in question need not initially be capable of grasping the ‘normative facts’ in
terms of judgments or propositions. In an initial state, their “internalizing of
norms” would amount to practical participation in a “normative setting”; and
then later they could reflect on this and acquire real, propositional beliefs about
the setting, which could subsequently take part in their reasoning.

But despite these reservations, I think this is a good book, recommendable
to anybody interested in norms and normativity.

Jaroslav Peregrin

jarda@peregrin.cz
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Petr Kuchynka — Jifi Raclavsky: Pojmy a védecké teorie
Brno: Masarykova univerzita 2014, 139 stran

Recenzovana kniha Pojmy a vedecké tedrie nadvizuje na bohaty teoreticky
odkaz Pavla Tichého ako aj na vysledky price jeho nasledovnikov — preto ne-
prekvapi, ze zvolenym teoretickym ramcom skimani bola Transparentnd inten-
ziondlna logika (TIL). Kniha tematicky spadd najmid do oblasti filozofie jazyka,
¢o je vsak vzhladom na Standardné zameranie skimani v TIL zriedkavejsie, aj
do oblasti filozofie vedy.

Ako napoveda nizov, Gstrednou témou knihy si pojmy a (vedecké) teérie,
priom podla autorov existuje vztah vzdjomnej zdvislosti medzi tym, ako poj-
movo uchopujeme svet, a tym, aké vedecké tedrie uprednostiiujeme. Autori po-
stupne vysvetluja, ¢o je jazyk, aké su jeho nedostatky a akymi metddami sa tie-
to nedostatky odstraniuji. V stlade s beznou praxou TIL chdpu vyznamy ako
konstrukcie a aj pojmy explikuji ako konstrukcie uréitého druhu. Treba po-
znamenat’, Ze napriek kriticky malému priestoru sa nevyhybaja ani mnohym na-
ro¢nym a dlho diskutovanym otizkam a problémom (nielen) analytickej filozo-
fie. Usiluju sa napriklad vysvetlit, ¢o je pravda, fake, vedeckd teéria &i pravde-
blizkost’ (verisimilitude), a riesia viacero problémov a paradoxov. Utla knivka po-
zostava zo siedmich kapitol, ktoré su d'alej prehladne ¢lenené na podkapitoly.

Prvi kapitola za¢ina Gvahami o tom, Ze pri hladani najlepsich vedeckych te-
orit predkladdme protichodné poziadavky: silu a jednoduchost. Autori povazuju
cestu za najlepsou tedriou zdroven za cestu za najlepsim jazykom, preto je déle-
zité vysvetlit, ¢o je vlastne jazyk. Zavidzaja dolezité rozlisenie medzi jazykom!
v zmysle normativneho systému, ktory reguluje spravanie clenov nejakého spo-
lo¢enstva s ciefom umoznit’ komunikaciu, a jazykom# v zmysle kodu, konkrét-
nejsie parcidlnej funkcie z mnoziny semivyrazov do mnoziny vyznamov. Zavede-
né rozlisenie nasledne efektivne aplikuji na rieSenie niektorych zniamych prob-
lémov ¢i paradoxov analytickej filozofie. Druhd polovica kapitoly je venovana
nedostatkom jazyka!, medzi ktoré patri nejednoznacnost’, vignost a nekonzis-
tentnost’.

Prirodzene, existuju metddy, ako nedostatky jazyka! odstratiovat’. Druhd ka-
pitola sa venuje prve takymto metédam. Prvou z nich je zavedenie (analyticke;
¢i syntetickej) definicie. Niektoré terminy vSak musia byt primitivne (nedefino-
vané), aj tie vsak mozeme Specifikovat’ pomocou implicitnych definicii ¢i po-
mocou metddy redukcie. A napokon, nepresné pojmy mozno explikovat, teda
nahradit’ nejakym presnym pojmom.

V tretej kapitole autori naértavaju teoreticky rimec TIL spolu s jeho najdé-
leZitej$im prvkom — pojmom konstrukcie. Zakladné definicie a vymedzenia po-



BOOK REVIEWS * RECENZIE 267

chédzaju este od Tichého, no autori ich zaujimavo doplfiajt a ndsledne efektiv-
ne aplikuju na rieSenie problémov. Zavidzaju napriklad termin primdrny atribiit,
pomocou ktorého riesia Quinov problém s (ddajnou) nevymedzitelnostou refe-
rencie ako aj Goodmanovu novit zdhadu indukcie. Citatela, ktory sa venuje TIL,
navyse iste potesia niektoré sympatické detaily. Napriklad na s. 46 autori pisu,
ze do bazy patria stbory explikdtov individui, afirmativaych kvalit Ano a Nie,
intuitivnych moznych svetov a casovych okamihov. V literatire venovanej TIL
sa pritom pomerne bezne pise, Ze ide o subor individui, pravdivostnych hodnét,
atd. — do je nepresny sposob vyjadrovania. Vyzdvihndat moino aj zallenenie Ti-
chého systému dedukcie, ktory je ndsledne vyuzity na objektudlne vysvetlenie de-
finicii (hoci o tychto vysledkoch vieme uz zo starSich prac Jifiho Raclavského).

V nadviznosti na tradiciu zaloZent Pavlom Maternom autori v stvrtej kapi-
tole explikuji pojmy ako konstrukcie ur¢ittho druhu. Autori vychddzaju
z (Maternovho) pojmu pojmového systému a ukazuju, ze bude vyhodnejsie pra-
covat’ s inym pojmom — s pojmom deriva¢ného systému, pretoZe je plodnejsi
a vSeobecnejsi ako pojem pojmového systému. Za zmienku stoji aj fakt, Ze auto-
ri explicitne diskutuji o kumulativite v Tichého tedrii typov (pozri s. 65).

Piata kapitola sa zaoberd najmi pojmami pravdy, pravdivosti a faktov. Podla
autorov sa pojem pravdy tyka primdrne propozicii (t. j. funkcii definovanych na
moznych svetoch a Casoch), ide teda o mimojazykovu zdlezitost'. Pravdivost
konstrukeii propozicii je odvodend od pravdivosti propozicii. A napokon pravdi-
vost’ jazykovych vyrazov je odvodend od pravdivosti konstrukeii propozicii. Zd-
rovetl ukazuju, Ze takdto koncepcia je iminna voci kazdej verzii paradoxu luhi-
ra. Nasledne navrhuji chdpat’ fakty ako propozicné konstrukcie, ktoré mézu
byt pravdivé, ¢im sa vyhybajli viacerym problémom, ktorym musia Celit’ kon-
cepcie faktov ako nestruktirovanych entit.

Siesta kapitola sa venuje pojmu teérie a zrejme ju mozno povazovat za najo-
rigindlnejsiu kapitolu knihy. Autori definuji vedeckd tedriu ako (netplni) od-
poved na otazku ,Co je pravda® (resp. ,Ktora najsilnejsia propozicia je pravdi-
vi“), ktord komprimuje nejaky stibor empirickych alebo teoretickych hypotéz
a je vstulade s doterajsimi skisenostami a vysledkami relevantnych experimen-
tov.

Poslednd, siedma kapitola sa zaoberd spésobom porovnavania vedeckych te-
orii podla toho, nakolko sa blizia k pravde. Autori zastavaju modifikovand ver-
ziu Tichého a Oddieho koncepcie a ukazuji, ze ak si uvedomime, Ze pojem
pravdeblizkosti je (zjednodusene povedané) zdvisly od pojmu deriva¢ného sys-
tému, vyhneme sa Millerovej nimietke vo¢i Tichého koncepcii.

Teraz uvediem niekolko pripomienok k textu. Autori na s. 16 piSu, Ze vyraz
uréitého jazyka! je sekunddrne vigny prave vtedy, ked je zloZeny a niektora
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z jeho zloZiek je primdrne vigna. Vyraz jazyka! pritom definovali ako uréitd
mnoZinu semivyrazov (s. 14-15). Mnozina vSak zloZend nie je a nemd zlozky, iba
prvky ¢ podmnoziny. Vzhladom na predosly text knihy moézu byt zlozené se-
mivyrazy, tie vak nie s tym, ¢omu sa pripisuje vdgnost ¢i nejednoznaénost’.
Preto sa domnievam, Ze by bolo potrebné bud revidovat’ vymedzenie vyrazu,
alebo vymedzenie sekundirnej vagnosti, pricom by bolo zrejme prospesné vyu-
zit rozsirenie Cmorejovej tedrie semivyrazov z price Zouhar (2011, 144-150),
ktoré je aj tak potrebné na vysvetlenie rozlisenia lexikalnej a syntaktickej nejed-
noznaénosti, ktoré sa v recenzovanej knihe zavadza (s. 15).

Za problematické povazujem aj chdpanie nepresného pojmu ako mnoziny
moznych vyznamov nejakého vagneho ¢i nejednoznaéného vyrazu (s. 35). Ne-
presné pojmy potom vébec nie si pojmami, &o je znaéne neintuitivne. Ulohu
intuicii vo filozofii v Ziadnom pripade neprecefiujem, no sami autori v Gvode
prace vyhlasuju, Ze uloha hladania vyznamu nie je l'ubovolnd a Ze jej nespravne
rieSenie odporuje jazykovym intuicidm (s. 5). Preto si dovolim uvidzat’ aj pri-
pomienky tohto druhu. Zavainejsi problém vsak vznikd, ked prejdeme v texte
o pér riadkov nizsie: Nepresny pojem md totiz figurovat’ ako vstupnd entita pre
explikdciu, teda ako explikandum. Sprestiovany pojem, explikandum, teda opit
nie je pojem. To vsak vedie automaticky k problému s prvym kritériom adek-
vatnej explikicie, podla ktorej md byt explikit podobny explikandu v tom
zmysle, Ze ho moZno pouZit vo vidsine pripadov namiesto neho (s. 35). LenZe
ak explikandum nie je ani len konstrukciou, vobec ho nemoino pouzit'. Prvé
kritérium adekvitnej explikdcie sa potom stdva trividlnym, a teda Uplne zbyto¢-
nym. Je tieZ otdzne, ¢i mozno prijat’ takdto analyzu v pripade postojov individui
k nepresnym pojmom (najmi v stvislosti s argumentdciou z Tichy 1988, 12-
13). Z tychto dovodov sa domnievam, ze by bolo predsa len vhodnejsie povazo-
vat’ nepresné pojmy za otvorené konstrukcie urcitého druhu. Vzhladom na pri-
jatd tedriu pojmov by sice opit’ neboli pojmami, no vyhli by sme sa problému
s prvym kritériom adekvatnej explikicie aj problémom, ktoré sa vynoria na ob-
zore hned, ako zaéneme uvazovat' o postojoch k nepresnym pojmom.

Jednu okrajovi pripomienku mozno uviest aj k tvrdeniu, Ze moznosvetové
propozicie chdpané ako vyznamy viet v intenziondlnej sémantike vystihujd intu-
iciu o logickej sile tvrdenia, pretoze propozicia je tym silnejsia, v ¢éim menej
mozinych svetoch a ¢asoch plati, teda ¢im viac okolnosti vylu¢uje (s. 39). Toto
tvrdenie je bez d'alSicho vyjasnenia problematické. Ak pracujeme s mnoZzinami
dvojic mozny svet — Casovy okamih (t. j. svetamihov) s kardinalitou aspori Ry,
mdZe nastat’ situdcia, v ktorej sa ndm intuitivne zdd, Ze jedna takdto mnoZina
ma viac prvkov ako druhd, no fakticky maju rovnakud kardinalitu. Problém vsak
mozno lahko vyriesit’ tym, Ze povieme, Ze propozicia A je silnejsia ako propozi-
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cia B prave vtedy, ked propozicia A plati vo vSetkych svetamihoch, v ktorych
plati B, no existuje aspon jeden svetamih, v ktorom B plati, ale A neplati.

Nie je mi celkom jasné, preco sa v definicidch na s. 46, 53 a 54 pise o subore
totdlnych a parcidlnych funkcii, ked totdlne funkcie su pripadom parcialnych.

Autori, nasledujic Tichého, tvrdia, Ze veli¢iny moZno explikovat’ ako inten-
zie, ktoré maju ako svoje hodnoty ¢isla, a ako priklad uvidzaja vysku priemer-
ného obyvatela planéty (s. 48). Domnievam sa, Ze by bolo potrebné do analyzy
veli¢in nejakym sposobom zaradit’ aj jednotky, ak ma byt prijatelnd. Ak sa totiz
napriklad pytam, kolko meriam, nie je mi jasné, aké relne ¢islo by malo byt
spravnou odpovedou: 1770, 177, 17,7 ¢& 1,77 (atd.)? Treba vak upozornit, Ze
Tichy (1988, 176) jednotky explicitne spominal.

Navrhovand objektudlna tedria definicii (s. 55-58) je mozno prijatelnou ted-
riou analytickych definicii, formalne uchopenie syntetickych definicii by vsak
vyzadovalo komplikovanejsiu teériu, ked’ze sa v nich prechddza z jedného deri-
va¢ného systému do druhého.

Text miestami dopldca na rozsah. Napriklad pri prive spominanych defini-
cidch absentuje reflexia aktudlnej literatury. Dalgi priklad neblahych désledkov
malého rozsahu knihy moZno ndjst’ na s. 63, kde autori vysvetluju analyzu do-
xastickych viet. Autori propaguji vyhody chdpania doxastickych (Ci epistemic-
kych) postojov ako postojov ku konstrukcidm (vyhneme sa tak paradoxu vseve-
dicnosti), no Gplne ignoruji diskusiu, ktord prebehla v Duzi — Materna (2001).
Z tejto diskusie je pritom zrejmé, Ze aj chapanie doxastickych postojov ako pos-
tojov k propozicidm md urcité nezanedbatelné vyhody, a preto by stdlo za zvi-
Zenie, ¢i nepracovat radsej s postojmi oboch druhov (t. j. s explicitnymi aj im-
plicitnymi postojmi). Prili$nd stru¢nost je podla mra na skodu aj na s. 66-67.
Tvrdenie, Ze otvorené konstrukcie nemdzu byt pojmami, by vyZadovalo pre-
sveddivejsie zddvodnenie ako to, Ze sa ,nezda®, Ze by existoval pojem, ktory ob-
sahuje volnu premenni. Co napriklad s protichodnou intuiciou, ktora hovori,
Ze nepresné pojmy (chdpané ako otvorené konstrukcie) by mali byt pojmami?

Za problematicki povazujem aj autormi predkladant definiciu faktov (s.
85). Ako som uz pisala, autori za fakt povazuji propozi¢nt konstrukciu, ktord
moze byt pravdivd. Dosledkom je to, Ze niektoré fakty nie su pravdivé, resp. Ze
existuju aj neplatné fakty. To je vSak zna¢ne neintuitivne, pretoze sa zda, ze
yneplatny fakt“ je contradictio in adiecto. A opit pripominam, Ze autori sa zavia-
zali k dodrziavaniu intuicii. Dal$im kontraintuitivnym désledkom takejto kon-
cepcie je to, Ze kazdd empirickd veta vlastne vyjadruje ako svoj vyznam nieco, ¢o
je faktom. Autori tiez pisu, Ze ich navrh vykazuje pozoruhodnu zhodu s Frege-
ho ndzorom, ktory véak tvrdil, ze fakt je myslienka, ktord je pravdiva, nie t,
ktord moze byt pravdiva.
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ﬁalej na s. 91 piSu, Ze propoziciu, ktord charakterizuje uréity mozny svet,
mozno kon$truovat nekone¢ne mnohymi konstrukciami, no iba jedna z nich je
vzhladom na derivaény systém zlozend iba z primarnych faktov. Co vak napri-
klad konstrukcia, ktord vznikne vymenenim poradia konjunktov v takejto kon-
strukcii?

Na s. 100 autori pisu, Ze priesek propozicii (t. j. prienik definovany pre pro-
pozicie) P a Q je propozicia pravdivd préve v tych svetamihoch, v ktorych je
pravdivd P alebo Q (a nepravdivd v ostatnych), a spojenie propozicii (t. j. zjed-
notenie definované pre propozicie) P a Q je propozicia, ktord je pravdivd prave
v tych svetamihoch, v ktorych je pravdiva P aj Q (a nepravdivd v ostatnych) —
v prvom pripade by vSak malo ist prive o spojenie (zjednotenie) a v druhom
o priesek (prienik).

Drobnym formalnym nedostatkom je (miestami) trochu neddsledné citova-
nie. Napriklad na s. 103 odkazuji autori na Tichého a Oddieho ¢lanok z roku
1982, spravne by vsak mal byt uvedeny rok 1983 (ktory je uvedeny aj v literature,
s. 135). Na s. 111 zase odkazuji na Tichého stat’ oznaCenu ,(1978a), prica, na
ktort chceli odkazovat), vsak figuruje v literatiire pod oznacenim ,(1978)“. Dal$im
prikladom sa Tichého prace z roku 1986 ¢i price z roku 1994, ktoré nie sa rozli-
sené (s. 134). Na strandch 91 ¢ 113 sa objavili preklepy (,vété“ namiesto ,,svété a
»h-r-w-$tina“ uvedend dvakrit, v druhom pripade vsak malo ist’ o ,,b-m-a-Stinu®).
To su véak len drobné formalne detaily.

Knizka je mozno az prili§ stru¢na, napriek tomu vsak velmi obsaznd, napa-
ditd a in$pirativna. Citatel znaly TIL v nej méze ndjst mnoho inpiricii pre
dalsiu pracu a ditatel, ktory sa TIL-ke nevenuje, v nej méze ndjst mnoho mo-
tivacii, pre¢o sa tymto systémom zacat zaoberat — prelitanic knizky teda
v kazdom pripade odporl’lEam.1

Daniela Glavanicovd
dada.baudelaire@gmail.com
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Stanislav Sousedik: Kosmologicky dikaz BoZi existence v Zivote a mysleni
Praha: Vysehrad 2014, 176 stran

Zyyseny zdujem o kozmologické argumenty pre Bozie jestvovanie vyvolal na
konci minulého storocia pomerne populirny kalimsky kozmologicky argument
»najlepsieho vysvetlenia“ od W. L. Craiga a pravdepodobnostny argument ,,naj-
jednoduchsieho vysvetlenia“ od R. Swinburna. V publikacii profesora S. Souse-
dika ide o iny druh argumentu, doslova o metafyzikilny dokaz, ktory je menej
diskutovany, menej zndmy a tazsie pochopitelny v dnesnej kultire a sicasnej
filozofii. O to vzdcnejsie je Usilie autora o jeho pribliZenie a obhajobu, a vyvolava
zvedavost, ako sa mu podari odpovedat’ na ndmietky, ktoré spdsobili nepopu-
larnost’ tohto klasického ddkazu a niekedy aj jeho explicitné odmietnutie zo
strany filozofov.

Kozmologicky dokaz predstaveny v publikacii je vsadeny skér do kontextu
kontinentalnej filozofickej tradicie ako analytickej, a je pomerne origindlne roz-
pracovanou tretou ,cestou“ Tomdsa Akvinského (z nahodilosti veci k nutnej
pricine). Dékaz je rozpracovany v linidch tradi¢nej aristotelovskej metafyziky
a je blizky Leibnizovmu argumentu, pri¢om jeho autor zohladriuje (okrem iné-
ho) kritiku D. Huma a I. Kanta a pouziva niektoré myslienky z diel M. Heideg-
gera a G. Fregeho.

Kniha je rozdelend do troch dasti, pricom prva a poslednd Cast hovoria
o tom, ako tento dokaz zapadd do bezného Zivota ¢loveka. V prvej casti autor
opisuje detsky svet, ktory je zaujimavy, priatelsky a v istom zmysle nadcasovy,
akoby mal ,trvat’ veéne“. Detsky ,veény“ svet sa neskor v dospelosti rozpads,
pod vplyvom redlnych starosti, povinnosti, neopitovanej lasky a zvlist straty
(smrti) blizkych. Dospely ¢lovek si s tizkostou uvedomuje kone¢nost’ a nestd-
lost’ svojho sveta, ktory pre neho prive ako dosledok konecnosti, akoby strical
zmysel. Svet sa mu zalina javit mftvy, bezvyznamny, nickedy az kruty. V ta-
komto stave ked ¢lovek strica zmysel svojho Zzivota (viziu jeho plného a defini-
tivneho naplnenia), moZe zaujat postoj zifalstva (beznddeje) alebo hladania.
Hradajuci clovek sa zamysla nad tym, ¢i existuje také dobro, ktoré by vratilo
jeho Zivotu zmysel. Skor ako sa nad tym zamysli autor knihy (vo svojom doka-
ze), odpovedd na otdzku, aké formdlne vlastnosti by malo mat toto dobro, aby
napfﬁalo dant tlohu v Zivote ¢loveka. Autor zdbvodriuje, Ze dobro by malo byt
(1) ve¢né, malo by mat’ pozitivne nepomiriajuci charakter, (2) nemd byt prv-
kom sveta, pretoze svet ako celok sa stal cez tzkost' problémom (ktorému treba
prinavratit’ zmysel) a (3) nemd byt imanentné 'udskému vedomiu, pretoze to je
vnorené do tzkosti (s. 46-47). V prvej Casti knihy su najdolezitejsie prave tieto
tri vlastnosti (alebo podmienky) dobra, ktoré méze ¢loveku prinavritit’ celkovy
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zmysel Zivota a objasnenie, preco je kozmologicky dokaz, ktory hovori o exis-
tencii tohto dobra, doleZity pre kazda l'udskd bytost.

Druhd ¢ast’ zadina objasnenim predpokladov dékazu, $pecidlne pojmu exis-
tencie. Délezitd je konkrétna, ,absolitna® existencia sucien, ktord ich aj neja-
kym sposobom charakterizuje, nielen ,relativna® existencia, ktora pripisujeme
pojmom na ziklade existencie stcien, ku ktorym sa vzfahuju (s. 78). Autor
ukazuje, Ze Fregeho kritika takto chdpanej existencie vedie k nekone¢nému re-
gresu, a preto ak neexistuje nijaky argument proti, je rozumné zostat’ pri ta-
komto chapani existencie, ktoré je implementované v prirodzenom jazyku.
Druhym dolezitym predpokladom dokazu je ontologickd podvojna Struktdra
sucien pozostévajuca z moznosti (potence) a aktu, ktoré st odvodené z ,konkrét-
neho obsahu® (esencie) a ,konkrétnej existencie®. Na tito podvojnu struktiru
(a ndhodilost) stcien sa vztahuje princip pri¢innosti, ze ,kazdé svetské (t. j. nd-
hodilé) sticno md nutne pri¢inu, totiz pri¢inu toho, Ze existuje“ (s. 117), preto-
Ze pasivna moznost nenadobida akt existovania sama zo seba. Nutnost tejto
pri¢innosti na rozdiel od pri¢innosti v prirodnych vedach vyplyva prave
z podvojnej ontologickej Struktary sicna, o ktorej prirodovedeckd pricinnost’
nehovori, a preto aj jej Gspech pri objasriovani pricin je len relativny alebo prav-
depodobnostny.

Vychodiskova struktira dékazu je tito: 1. Ak je niektoré svetské siicno nd-
hodilé, v redlnom svete jestvuje aj nejaké (najmenej jedno) sucno, ktoré je (ab-
solttne, logicky) nutné. 2. Avsak niektoré svetské siicna su nahodilé. Preto,
v redlnom svete jestvuje sicno, ktoré je (absolttne, logicky) nutné (s. 127). Re-
dlny svet v sylogizme nezahffia len veci s priestorovymi vzahmi, ale je otvoreny
aj inym moZnostiam. Rozhodujicou vlastnost’ou je to, Ze existuje nezdvisle od
Tudského poznania (s. 20-21). Ndhodilost' sucna v druhej premise znamend né-
hodilost’ ndslednt a simultinnu, ¢o znamend, Ze veci vo svete nie len vznikaju
a zanikaju, ale medzi sebou interaguju a mézeme ich aj ovplyviiovat (s. 129).
Tieto spresnenia vyznamov a druhd premisa st prijatelné a moZno sthlasic
s autorom, Ze niet dovodu na ich odmietnutie.

Logicka implikacia v prvej premise je vSak problematickejsia. Autor pri hla-
dani vysvetlenia nahodilosti sticna, zvazuje tri moznosti: materilny svet ako ce-
lok, svet ako mnozinu konec¢nych sucien a mnozinu nekonecného poctu naho-
dilych sucien. V kazdom pripade sa pri hladani priciny nahodilého sveta alebo
mnoziny nahodilych sacien dopracovava k nutnému stcnu. Ind moznost nee-
xistuje. V celkovom zddévodneni argumentu sa predpokladd princip pric¢innosti,
podvojné struktira moZnosti a aktu, a to, Ze kontingentnost’ nie je kumulativ-
nou vlastnostou (ako napriklad hmotnost). Autor odpovedd na nimietky D.
Huma a B. Russella, pricom zdéraziuje, Ze pri kozmologickom argumente ne-
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jde len o akdsi mnoZinu sucien, ale o redlne existujici celok, ktorého pricina
musi jestvovat'.

Dal$im krokom je priblizenie klasického pojmu Boha, ktory je po zodpove-
dani Kantovych ndmietok identifikovany s absolatnym, logicky nutnym sicnom
zo zaveru d6kazu. Toto stcno je Gplne jednoduché a je subsistujicim jestvova-
nim (bytim), je nepomiriajice a je Cirym aktom. U'plne v zhode s autorovym
chdpanim existencie stcien, BoZie jestvovanie mu vychadza, ako ,dokonalost
vietkych dokonalosti®, v ktorej sa zavrsuje vSetka dokonalost sucien (s. 156).
O dalsich Boiich vlastnostiach sa autor v knihe nezmienuje, pretoze by sa tym
otvorila nova problematika analégie a celkove rec¢i o Bohu, ¢o nie je potrebné
pre ciele publikdcie. Zd6raznuje vsak, Ze logickym dosledkom argumentu je to,
ze Ciry akt jestvovania nemdze byt ni¢im nuateny k tvoreniu a pritom nemozno
pochybovat), ze je ¢inny. Preto je navonok ¢inny slobodne a spravne o fiom mé-
zeme hovorit’, ako o slobodnom Stvoritelovi.

Pri analyze nahodilosti a nutnosti autor definuje logicky nutné stcno takto:

Za absoliitne, teda logicky nutné, budeme povaZovat’ individuum x prdve
vtedy, ked’ 1. x existuje v nekonecne dlbom Casovom tiseku tak, Ze 2. v Ziad-
nej jeho I'ubovol'ne dlbej Casti by nemoblo ani ndsledne ani simultdnne nee-
xistovat, (s. 123)

PodTa tejto definicie by ciry logicky nutny akt jestvovania bol veéne trvajicim,
teda v akomsi Case, aj naprick tomu, Ze ma v sebe vSetku plnost’ a dokonalost’.
Ide o pozoruhodni Gpravu v porovnani s tradi¢nym bezcasovym pojmom.

V tretej, najkratiej, casti autor konstatuje, e Boiie jestvovanie splfia druhu
a tretiu podmienku, aby mohlo dat’ ludskému Zzivotu zmysel (nie je prvkom
materidlneho sveta anie je bezprostredne zakusovanym v ludskom vedomi,
s. 167) a skama splnenie prvej podmienky, ¢i mu zmysel aj skuto¢ne dava. Od-
povedou vsak je prekvapivé ,nie“. Boh, ku ktorému sa dopracovivame v tomto
argumente, Boh filozofov vieobecne, tito podmienku nespifia. Aviak ,stcno
troch podmienok® by ju mohlo spfﬁat’, mohlo by sa stat’ ve¢nym zmyslom lud-
ského zivota, ak by sa k tomu slobodne rozhodlo (s. 170). Mi k tomu vsetky
predpoklady. Filozofia podla autora knihy v tomto ohlade ml¢i. Pravdepodobne
sa mysli aristotelovskd alebo systematicka filozofia, ale nie filozofia nibozenstva
vSeobecne.

Celkovo sa kniha c¢ita velmi dobre, autor pouziva zrozumitelny jazyk
a zaujimavé priklady zo Zivota i literatary (Machov Mdj, Babicka B. Nemcovej).
Pri objasneni predpokladov a premis dokazu je Citanie ndroénejSie a vyzaduje
zvysenu pozornost. Struktara pristupu je pomerne tradi¢nd, najprv doleZitost’
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témy, potom pojem Boha a nakoniec argument, v tomto pripade priamo dékaz
Bozieho jestvovania. Délezitym prinosom je vsadenie problematiky do kontextu
zivota beiného cloveka ajemu zrozumitelného jazyka vo forme objasnenia
stroch podmienok®. Z hladiska filozofického je zaujimava syntéza odpovedi na
ndmietky modernych a stcasnych kritikov kozmologickych argumentov a ako
autor optimalizuje svoj ddkaz, aby sa vyhol zbytoénym nedorozumeniam a kriti-
ke. Dobrym prikladom je vyhnutie sa otdzke vzt'ahu ¢asu a bez¢asovosti.

Viznejsi kritik by mohol namietat’ proti tomu, ako je objasneny princip pri-
innosti a Bozie atribity. Ohladom pri¢innosti, autor pri ,derivicii“ Géinku
z priciny hovori o metafore, ktort sa len pokusa naznacit, ale ju dalej neobjas-
fiuje (s. 118). Podobne autor neobjastiuje, ako by bolo mozné blizsie zadefino-
vat’ slobodu Boziu, slobodu ¢ireho aktu jestvovania. Tieto dve komplikované
témy by pravdepodobne podla autora vyzadovali dal$iu $tadiu, a preto sa im
hilbsie nevenuje. Pravdou je vSak aj to, Ze prave na nich zavisi, ¢i tento dokaz je
prijatelnejsim, nez sicasné pravdepodobnostné kozmologické argumenty W. L.
Craiga a R. Swinburna. V celku v$ak ide o délezity prispevok do rodiny sucas-
nych kozmologickych argumentov, inspirativny pre vsetkych aristotelikov a to-
mistov, ako aj pre kazdého Citatela, ktory si da ndimahu a pochopi zdkladné tézy
dokazu.

Lubos Rojka

lubosrojka@gmail.com
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Petra Vopénky kopernikovsky obrat
aneb matematika mezi nabozenstvim a empirii

vénovdno pamdtce profesora Petra Vopénky (1935-2015)

Pokud md mit otdzka po ospravedInéni néjakébo opatient dobry smysl,
ktery presabuje ditkaz bezespornosti, pak spocivd jediné v tom,
zda toto opatieni vede k odpovidajicimu sispéchu.

Uspéeb Jje zde nejuyssi instanct, prred kterou se musi kazdy sklonit.
David Hilbert

Matematické nekonecno je prevzato ze zkusenosti, i kdyz nevédomky.
Miize tedy byt vysvétleno jen ze skutecnosti a ne ze sebe sama,

z matematické abstrakce.

Friedrich Engels

Veéci viech mérou je clovék. ..
Prétagords z Abdér

Evropskd tradice pravi, Ze matematika povysila na védu diky pythagorejciim,
ktefi ji vysvobodili ze sluzebného postaveni v obchod¢, zeméméfi¢stvi, architek-
tufe a femesle. Premistili ji do svéta nemateridlniho, svéta viditelného jen na-
$im vnitfnim nédhledem — teorii. V tomto vyssim svété — ,,pythagorejském rdji
— prebyva matematika dodnes. Poté, co se matematika odpoutala od svych ko-
fend, tj. od svéta jevi, prestala disledné rozliSovat mezi tim, co bylo soudasti
kvantitativniho popisu jevll tohoto svéta a tim, co si matematikové vymyslili
navic, aby ony jevy usporadali do konzistentniho systému, matematického obra-
zu. Matematika se stala hrou v idedlnim svété, i kdyz hrou ne zcela samotcel-
nou. Z pragmatickych diivodd si ponechavala vazbu na svét redlnych jevd, na fy-
ziku, na aplikovanou geometrii i na svét financi.

V ptli dvacitého stoleti zavedl Hans Reichenbach (1891-1953) velmi uzi-
te¢nou le¢ dosud nedocenovanou klasifikaci prvkd epistemologického systému.
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Rozdélil je na fenomény a interfenomény. Fenomény jsou vnimatelné, néjakym
zpisobem se ndm ,samy“ davaji, jevi. Pfi trose kriticnosti musime dospét
k zavéru, Ze je nevédomé sami tvofime z nasich poditkd a zkuSenosti. (Mohli
bychom je povazovat i za dilo onoho milostivého Boha, ktery nim uz nadélil je-
den veledtlezity jev, totiz cel ¢isla, ¢ili pocty néjakych véci. Viz slavny vyrok
Kroneckertv: ,Celd Cisla stvofil na$ milostivy Biih, ostatni je dilo lidské.). Na-
proti tomu interfenomény se ndm pfimo nejevi, nejsou viditelné ani hmatatel-
né. Jevi se jen nepfimo tak, ze si je zavadime védomé sami — a ¢inime tak Casto
se zna¢nym intelektudlnim Gsilim. Jejich ucelem je udélat mezi jevy poridek,
stmelit je v fad, v jednotny teoreticky systém, model reality. Tento systém je
primarné povahy epistemologické, protoZe ndm umoziiuje chipat jevy v souvis-
losti celku. Umoziuje ndm tak vytvofit pochopitelny model patfi¢né ¢asti svéta.
Kdyz ztotoznime tento model s realitou, mizeme nds systém povazovat za ,on-
tologicky®, tvrdici ,jak véci jsou”. Na rozdil od fenomént maji interfenomény
zretelné metafyzicky charakter, jsou to v podstaté nase védomé konstrukty. Pfi-
soudit jim ,objektivni“ (a intersubjektivni) existenci je pouze na nis, jejich
tvircich. Je to zdlezitost naseho rozhodnuti, opirajiciho se o nasi védomou viru
i o nase nevédomé predsudky. Kone¢né jako veskerd ontologie.

Hranice mezi svétem fenoménd a interfenomént neni pevnd, podobné jako
hranice mezi védomim a nevédomim. Jde spise o jakysi epistemologicky hori-
zont. Existence kazdého jevu tedy vychdzi z néjakych apriornich predpokladi,
z ramce néjaké, tfeba neuvédomované ,teorie®. V pripadé spolecenskych véd si
byvime obvykle oné subjektivity vytvafeni fenomént a interfenomént védomi.
Uvédomujeme si, ze historické ¢i politické uddlosti lze vysvétlovat rizné, Casto
i protichtidné. V matematice mame ale obvykle zato, ze se pohybujeme na jisté
ptdé. (Kone¢né Holandané nazgvaji matematiku ,wiskunde“ — uménim jisto-
ty.) Avsak kdybychom uvazovali kriti¢téji, tak bychom museli i matematickym
entitdm pfisoudit rlzny stuper ,jevovosti ¢i reality. Parafrdzujeme-li Platéna
(jeho podobenstvi o useéce, dialog Ustava), tak by se v pfipadé matematiky na
nejvys$im stupni reality ocitla ona mald celd ¢isla (poéty néjakych véci), pak
snad geometrické utvary. Avsak sloZité pojmy véetné nekonecnych mnozin by
staly na polu opacném. Nekoneéna, jak je uvazuji filosofové a matematikové,
nejsou jevy. Nikdo je nikdy nevidél, nenapocital ani jinak nevnimal, maximdlné
je s jistym mrazenim v zadech tusil. Bezprostfedné se nim nejevi, jsou nasimi
konstrukty, interfenomény. Z tohoto divodu neuzndvali nekoneéno pythago-
rejci ani Aristotelés.” Zménu pfineslo az kfest'anstvi. Byl to svaty Augustin,

Pod nekoneénem mdm na mysli nekonecno aktuilni. Potencidlni nekoneéno neni

nijaky objekt, ktery by slo zkoumat, je to jen nemoznost dospét k hranici.
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ktery se obritil na vSevédouciho Boha jako na ruditele existence nekonecna.
Tento ,Bih matematikd“ vSak nebyl tak milostiv, aby aktualni nekonecno vyje-
vil ndm smrtelnik@im, aby z néj u¢inil opravdovy jev. Situaci moc nezménilo, ani
kdyz se v ramci teorie mnozin explicitni zminka o Bohu vypustila a vira v neko-
nec¢no byla vtélena do systému axiomd. Bih jen sestoupil z védomi do matema-
tického nevédomi. Matematikim tak nezbyva, nez spoléhat na néjaky axioma-
ticky systém, soubor ,zjevenych pravd®, dogmat, na ,matematické niboZenstvi“.
Navic, at’ uz Bth existuje nebo ne, tézko by bylo odporovat tomu, ze nekoned-
no ve skutecnosti nezarucuje Bih, ale jen lidskd predstava o Bohu.

K zlomovému okamiziku doslo, kdyz si Petr Vopénka uvédomil, Ze onen
pfebujely interfenomenalni charakter nekone¢nych mnozin odvidi matematiku
od redlného, jevového svéta a posiluje v ni prvek samoucelnosti. Uvédomil si, ze
je to reziduum skrytého nabozenského predsudku, od které¢ho je prospésné ma-
tematiku osvobodit. Vzal Occamovu bfitvu a ,,matematickému svétu“ aktudlni
nekoneéna amputoval. Inspirovin Husserlovou fenomenologii zalozil svou Al-
ternativni teorii mnozin na vice fenomendlni, vice reilné koncepci obzoru
a ,pfirozen¢ho nekoneéna®.” Prolomil szakladatelsky mytus® teorie klasické
a ukdzal tak na ontologickou relativnost zaklada matematiky.3 Tim, Ze svou te-
orii nazval ,alternativni®, dal najevo, Ze uzndva teorie dvé. (Teorii svou a ,kla-
sickou®, kterd vychdzi z Cantorovych koncepci.) Tyto teorie se lisi predevsim
v ontologickém zakladu, v tom, co definuji jako skutecné, existujici, jazykem
teorie mnozin ,aktualizovatelné®.

Vopénklv pocin predstavoval skute¢ny kopernikovsky obrat. Kopernik své-
ho casu ukdzal, Ze pfesun stfedu vesmiru je nejen moiny, ale Ze predstavuje
z hlediska pochopeni ,funkce vesmiru® (tj. z hlediska epistemologie) zdsadni
zjednoduseni. Ukazal vsak jesté vic, nez si byl védom: Zpochybnil stfed jako ta-
kovy. Vopénka analogicky ukdzal, Ze matematiku je moiné zalozit i jinak, jed-
noduseji a srozumitelnéji. Avsak stejné jako Kopernik, ani Vopénka plné ne-
domyslil dasledky svého ¢inu, tj. relativitu onoho zaloZeni. Pripustil sice vice
teorii mnozin, avsak ,jedna z nich musi byt ta pravd, pravdiva“ — jak pise hned
na nékolika mistech.

Navézal tim na starsi koncepty intuicionistd a konstruktivistd (L. Brouwer).

Skoro soubézné vznikld nestandardni analyza A. Robinsona dochdzi k podobnym vy-
sledkiim, jeji zaloZeni vsak jesté respektuje pristup klasicky.
4 , . vevsi . . v.
Dle mého nihledu by byl vhodnéjsi nazev ,teorie alternativnich mnozin®. Ony mno-
Ziny jsou totiz jiné neZ u teoril ,klasickych“. V anglickém ptekladu (Alternative Set
Theory, AST) se ovsem rozdil stird.
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V roce 2011 udinil Petr Vopénka dalsi krok: Pro udajnou nekonzistenci vy-
loudil ze hry klasickou (cantorovskou) teorii mnozin a svou ,alternativni“ teorii
pfejmenoval na ,,Novou“.5 Provokativné pak deklaroval, Ze veskera infinitni ma-
tematika vychazejici z klasické teorie mnotzin je iluzorni. Nutno se pry vratit
o sto let zpatky. Totiz: ,Existence mnoziny vsech prirozenych Cisel je tim, na cem
stoji a s &im padd téméf veskerd infinitni matematika dvacdtébo stoleti.“ Ma Vo-
pénka v tomto bodé pravdu? MizZe byt matematika ,$patné“?

Podle mne by matematiku bylo moino zalozit na jakémkoli metamatema-
tickém (konzistentnim) systému (teorii mnozin) za podminky, Ze jeji aplikovanad
¢ast bude funkéni: bude ve shodé s popisovanymi (vypocitanymi) jevy a bude
plodnd, tedy schopnd nové jevy predpovidat — vypocitat. Ani to, Ze matematika
vychdzi z chybného zdkladu (jak se pokousi dokdzat Vopénka), jesté neznamend,
ze je ,Spatné“. Z logického hlediska i z nepravdy plyne pravda. Navic ona chyba
mize byt (a nejspis bude) jen okrajova, tedy bez zasadniho pfepracovani opravi-
telnd, podobné jako byly opravitelné nekonzistence v Cantorové ,naivni“ teorii
mnozin. (Oprava spocivala ve vylouceni nékterych typt mnozin pomoci systému
axiomd, aby se tak zabrdnilo sporim typu Cantorova nebo Russellova parado-
Xu.)

Zékladnim kritériem sprévnosti matematiky (a jakékoli védy) totiZ nejsou
jeji ,ontologické ziklady“, tedy na ¢em je formdlné vybudovina. Kritériem
spravnosti neni ani konzistentnost teorie mnozin, ani otazka ,aktualizovatelnos-
ti“ ¢i ,neaktualizovatelnosti rznych nekonecnych soubort. Kritériem sprav-
nosti je ndlezité fungovani v praxi. Mnohem duleZitéjsi nez ontologicky zaklad
matematiky je jeji zdklad epistemologicky a pragmaticky. Epistemologie je sku-
te¢nym zakladem veskeré Védy.6 Dilezité tedy je, jak matematiku (védu) ze
zkusenosti s fyzickym svétem vyvozujeme a zpétné jak se tato matematika (véda)
v tomto svété osvédCuje. Ontologické zéklady (véetné axiomi teorie mnozin)
byvaji konstruoviny az dodate¢né, jak z hlediska historie kolektivni (jak lidstvo
k matematice dospélo), tak i z hlediska historie individudlni (jak se lidé s ma-
tematikou seznamuji). Sam Vopénka tyto ontologické zaklady (teorii mnozin se
svymi nekoneény) s oblibou nazyval ,okrasnou novobarokni nadstavbou®. Didval
tim najevo, Ze bez nich se stavba mize klidné obejit a dile i to, Ze ony ,okrasné
nadstavby“ mizeme ménit podle dobového vkusu.

Co se tyka ndzvi, sim Vopénka vnesl do terminologie zmatek (,Novi, dfive alterna-
tivni teorie®). Navic ndzev by nemél fesit nejen novost teorie, ani to, zda je teorie jedna,
dvé (dvé alternativy), nebo vice.

Mnozi novodobi myslitelé (napf. Quine 1968, Bateson 2006) dokonce ontologii
s epistemologii ztotozuji.
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Bolzano, theologie a matematika

Zajimavou historickou paralelu tvofi myslenkovy vyvoj Bernarda Bolzana.
Ovlivnén osvicenstvim a racionalismem pochybuje Bolzano o boiském ptivodu
biblické zvésti. Ve mize byt jen mytus ¢i blud. Zddlo by se, ze pochybuje
o samotném zdkladu viry. Své rozpaky vsak prekondvd a stivd se z néj dokonce
hlasatel oné viry. Pochopil, Ze Gdajny ,boisky ptivod“ neni na vife to nejdalezi-
téjsi. Podstatné je dobro, které vira lidstvu pfinasi. To, co se zda byt zdkladem
skute¢nym, je jen zdkladem formalnim, pravy zaklad spoliva jinde. Tedy ,ne
pravda, ale uZitecnost,” presné tak, jak hlasd filosofie pragmatismu. Kdyby se
zddné zdzraky nestaly, cirkev by to neslozilo. (Kone¢né protestanti jsou k exis-
tenci zdzraki skepticti.) Jestlize vSak ndboZenstvi nebude mit lidem co fici, ne-
bude jim poskytovat ono ,dobro®, z chrimi se stanou mrtvé pamitky a mrtvd
bude i sama cirkev. Sila i slabost viry spocivd v zivotni praxi a praxe, ktera ,lidi
povzndsi®, kterd je jim prospésnd, vede je k uspéchu, je i tim pravym zakladem
a argumentem viry a ndbozenstvi.

... je celkem docela lhosteiné, vznikla-li urcitd nauka cirkve teprve pozdéji,
ba i nepfispél-li k jejimu vzniku a rozsitent svym dilem néjaky blud.
Nebyl jsem dokonce ani 1iplné pesvédien o pravdivosti a bozském piivodu
ndboZenstvi, jehoz blasatelem jsem se mél stdt. ..
. v ndboZenstvi, zejména v bozim zjevent, nejde vitbec o to, jakd je véc sama
0 sobé, ale naopak jen o to, jakd predstava o ni nds nejvice povznd.
B. Bolzano®

...objektivni pravda, v niz funkce uspokojovdni lidskjch prini vitbec nebraje
Zddnou ttlobu, neexistuje. ... nezdvisld pravda predstavuje jen mrivé srdce
prazdnébo stromu. W. James, Pragmatismus

Podobné i v matematice je podstatné to, co matematika lidstvu pfinasi. Kdyby
matematikové zjistili, Ze teorie mnoZin je blud, stavba matematiky se nezhrouti.
Kdyby ale matematika nebyla uspésna v praxi, kdyby neposkytovala lidstvu ,,dob-
ro“, stala by se z ni samotdelna hra pro par fandii, néco jako je Sach, ddma ¢i go.
Sila matematiky je v Zivotni praxi a praxe — tedy aplikovand matematika — je tim
nejskutecnéjsim zikladem, nejopravdovéjsim ,,bohem matemariky®.

Neni jisté bez zajimavosti, ze mezi Bolzanovy zaky patfil i Vaclav Hanka (1791-1861)
a Josef Linda (17892-1834), pravdépodobni autofi Rukopisu krdlovédvorského a Rukopisu

zelenoborského.

8 Srov. Bolzano (manuskript, 37-38).
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Zavér

Teorie mnozin, ono formalni podbudovini matematiky, je monumentalni
stavbou, na které si matematici pocvicili své uméni. Usili, které této stavbé vé-
novali a ,rdj, ktery si tim otevfeli, tvofi psychologickou prekdzku, kterd brini
pochopit, Ze tato teorie je zakladem pouze formalnim. Podstatnéjsi neZ toto on-
tologické zaloZeni je zaloZeni epistemologické, které vychdzi ze vzdjemné reflexe
matematiky a vezdejsiho svéta. Méli bychom proto byt otevieni k riznym moz-
nym pojetim ontologickych zdkladi matematiky a tedy i k rlznym teoriim
mnozin. Na to privé vyznamné upozornila alternativni teorie mnozin Petra Vo-
pénky. Avsak neméli bychom ztracet cas a hledat tu jedinou ,pravdivou teorii.
Pravd muze byt totiz vice. A neméli bychom tspésné teorie zavrhovat hned,
jakmile najdeme drobny rozpor. MiZe byt totiz snadno opravitelny.

Peter Zamarovsky

zamarovs@fel.cvut.cz
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