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ABSTRACT: The paper focuses on Uriah Kriegel's non-relational account of representa-
tion, based on the rejection of the widely shared assumption that “representing something
involves (constitutively) bearing a relation to it”. Kriegel's approach is briefly compared
with another version of non-relational theory presented by Mark Sainsbury. The author
discusses several reasons why the relational aspect of representation should stand in the
center of our theoretical interest, despite the arguments of non-relationists. They concern
(1) the origin of the very capacity to represent in our interactions with elements of our ex-
ternal environment; (2) the externalist arguments attempting to show that some of our
states and acts are irreducibly embedded in our relations with external environment and
these relations play an ineliminable role in the constitution of their content; (3) the fact
that representations typically have conditions of satisfaction which relate the representing
states or acts to the external world in such a way that if the conditions are not fulfilled,
this counts as a representation-failure; (4) the fact that the representation ascriptions are
often based relationally and the claim that two subjects think about the same often admits
only relational interpretation. The author concludes by pointing to the wide variety of
phenomena called “representation” and argues that there is no a priori reason to presup-
pose that all such cases admit, or even require a unified analysis.

KEYWORDS: Representation — proposition — truth-conditions — belief-ascriptions.

1. The relational account of representation rejected

Uriah Kriegel in Kriegel (2007) and Mark Sainsbury in Sainsbury (2012)
have suggested their versions of the theory of representation which they
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REPRESENTATIONS AND RELATIONS 283

both label as non-relational: according to them, it does not belong to the
nature of representation that it establishes a relation between the repre-
senting person or state or act and the represented entity. In both cases, the
relational account of representation is introduced as an intuitively appealing
view — which should be nevertheless given up in order to do justice to the
fact that we can (and quite often do) represent non-existing entities. Uriah
Kriegel demonstrates this conflict on a triad of apparently uncontroversial
but jointly incompatible claims (cf. Kriegel 2007, 309):

(a) One can represent non-existents.

(b) One cannot bear a relation to non-existents.

(c) Representing something involves (constitutively) bearing a relation
to it.

To avoid inconsistency, we should, as Kriegel suggests, reject (c), and
hence abandon the relational account of representation.
Correspondingly, Mark Sainsbury in Sainsbury (2012, 127) presents
a conflict between our intuitions concerning representation (here in the
. « . . ) . . . .
specific form of “thinking about”) in two series of inferences leading to
a contradiction:

(1) We are thinking about unicorns (A).

(2) We are thinking about something (from 1).

(3) There is something (or there are some things) we are thinking
about (from 2).

(4) There are no unicorns (A).
(5) Hence there are no unicorns we are thinking about (from 4).
(6) Hence there is nothing we are thinking about (from 5).

The challenge exemplified by these series consists in the fact that the
incompatible claims (3) and (6) seem to follow from indisputable assump-
tions (1) and (4). The solution is to give up (3) via rejecting the inference
from (2) to (3). And this means to reject a general inferential principle
which, like the claim (c) in Kriegel’s triad, is presented as a summary of the
relational account of representation:

(R)From “x represents y” infer “there is something such that x repre-
o
sents it”.

The rejection of (R) corresponds to Quine’s rejection of relational (transparent)
construal of ascriptions of attitudes, like “Ralph wants a sloop”. The relational construal
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Clearly, Kriegel and Sainsbury suggest two ways of summarizing the same
account of representation to be rejected: since accepting the claim (c)
commits us to obeying the rule (R) in our inferences and accepting the rule
(R) commits us to the claim (c).

The reason which should lead us to rejecting the relational account of
representation, put in meta-theoretical terms, is in both cases the same:
our theory of representation should reflect the fact that we can represent
non-existing entities. It seems quite natural to conclude, with Kriegel and
Sainsbury, that our general theory of representation should be indifferent
to the existence or non-existence of what is represented. In other words,
even if we know that X exists, the existence of X should not play any role
in our explanation of what representing X consists in. Obviously, this is not
the only way of doing justice to the possibility of representing non-
existents. Another way is to admit that the term “representation” is used to
refer to a variety of phenomena which need not require the same analysis,
even if we insist that they have something in common.” We can decide to
focus on particular cases we find important and explain their representa-
tional character from the specific frameworks within which they fulfill their
functions — instead of trying to subsume them under some general (rela-
tional or non-relational) principle.

I will argue for the plausibility of this latter approach in the end of this
paper. My main concern in the following chapters will be to point to sever-
al reasons why — despite the indisputable possibility of representing non-
existents — the relational aspects of representation should stand in the cen-
ter of our interest. But let me start with a few words about Uriah Kriegel’s
non-relational account of representation.

has the form: 3x(x is a sloop & Ralph wishes that Ralph has x) and Quine rejects it be-
cause of the problems he finds in quantifying into referentially opaque contexts (con-
texts in which the substitutivity of co-referential terms salva veritate is not preserved) —
cf. Quine (1956).

“Having something in common” is not necessary for justifying the application of the

same term in all such cases: its applicability can be very well based on a “mere” family
resemblance between them, or between the corresponding meanings of the term (Witt-
genstein famously demonstrated this on the word “game”).
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2. The adverbial account of representation

The question is what — if not the representation relation to some entity
(understood as a standard relation with converse3) makes some act or state
representational. As a reply, Uriah Kriegel suggests an adverbial account of
representation. Cf. for instance:

Your thought of Bigfoot does not involve constitutively a relation to
Bigfoot, on the present account, but rather the instantiation of a non-
relational property of representing Bigfoot-wise. This is why your
thought can represent a non-existent, even though it cannot bear a re-
lation to a non-existent. Thus an adverbial account of intentionality
solves the problem of intentional inexistence. (Kriegel 2007, 315)

Again, the question arises, what does the representation function of this
“representing Bigfoot-wise” consist in — what makes it the case that think-
ing or imagining or fearing Bigfoot-wise can count as thinking about Big-
foot or imagining Bigfoot or being afraid of Bigfoot. Kriegel ofters the fol-
lowing reply: the acts of thinking Bigfoot-wise include the feature of in-
trinsic phenomenal directedness,4 i.e. the “phenomenally constituted non-
relational feature of being-directed-at-something” (Kriegel 2007, 322). If
we want to explicitly indicate the intrinsic phenomenal directedness of
a state which we would adverbially characterize as thinking Bigfoot-wise, we
can say, with Kriegel, that this state is “Bigfoot-ward-esque.”” The relation

That means that £’s being in a relation R to B implies that there is some B which is

in a converse relation to 4. A.N. Prior’s characteristics of intentional relations as “rela-
tions without converse” can be viewed as a version of the non-relational account of in-
tentionality — in that sense, that e.g. A’s thinking about B does not establish a standard

relation between 4 and B. Cf,, e.g., Prior (1971, 136).

“The picture we get is one where many conscious states involve something like in-

trinsic phenomenal directedness: some sort of phenomenally constituted non-relational
feature of being-directed-at-something” (Kriegel 2007, 322).

Perhaps it is worth pointing out that thinking or imagining in a way which is Big-
foot-ward-esque does not amount to thinking or imagining a state of affairs without
particulars in the sense of Strawson’s idea of feature-stating statements — cf. Strawson
(1959, Ch. 7). Thinking that Bigfoot is somewhere in the vicinity is not thinking that
a Bigfoot-feature is present somewhere in the vicinity and, obviously, it is also not
thinking that a fictitious creature called “Bigfoot” is somewhere in the vicinity, but
thinking that a real, physical monster is somewhere in the vicinity. Another thing is
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between the notion of representing Bigfoor-wise and being Bigfoot-ward-
esque is made clear, e.g., in the following pair of sentences:

For phenomenally conscious representations of Bigfoot have a perfect
candidate for constituting the property of representing Bigfoot-wise,
namely, the property of being Bigfootr-ward-esque. That is to say, phe-
nomenal directedness is a perfect candidate for constituting non-
relational, adverbialized intentionality. (Kriegel 2007, 323)

Kriegel points out in Kriegel (2007, 335-336, note 51) that the pheno-
menally conscious representation, as understood by the adverbial theory, is
not the same as the mode of presentation (Fregean Sinn) defined in opposi-
tion to what is represented (Fregean Bedeutung). Or with respect to another
distinction (due to Brian Loar), it is not to be understood as how-repre-
sentation in opposition to what-representation. What the adverbial theory
suggests is a reduction of what-representation to how—represenmtion;6 or
assimilation of reference to sense.

Here is the corresponding Sainsbury’s formulation:

What does ‘London’ refer to? London. What does ‘Pegasus’ refer to?
Pegasus. This seems an unimpugnably correct answer, even in a context
in which it is well-known that there is no such thing as Pegasus. A sur-
prising moral: even reference, philosophers’ preferred tool for describing

that we can think this in the as if mode, in other words, the modus of our thought can

be make-belief, rather than belief.

6 e . .
The distinction between what-representation and how-representation (and hence

the function of this reduction) is sometimes blurred due to Kriegel’s terminological
fluctuation. For instance, Kriegel points out that in his account the unconscious repre-
sentation of non-existents is based on a relation to a conscious representation and hence
is relational, though the relation in question is not a relation to what is represented
(Kriegel 2007, 309). In this formulation, “what is represented” clearly means an external
object of representation (in the same sense in which a Napoleon’s portrait is supposed to
represent the actual Napoleon). In other contexts “what is represented” is clearly sup-
posed to mean the content of the representation itself. Cf. Kriegel (2007, note 8): “If we
want to individuate representations in terms of what is represented, then given that the
representations of Hesperus and Phosphorus are different representations, we must say
that what is represented in those representations is different. Yet what exists is clearly
one and the same. The converse case is presented by water and twin-water, where what
is represented is in some good sense the same, yet what exists is certainly different.”
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word—world relations, is intensional, and so a non-relational notion.
(Sainsbury 2012, 109)”

The reduction of what-representation to how-representation or of ref-
erence to its intensional parameter provides us with a universally applicable
way of speaking about representation without presupposing any relation be-
tween the representing state or act and something existing independently
on it in the external world. The relationalists should be expected to object
that this, if presented as a general principle, is a reduction which makes the
real nature of representation inaccessible to the theory. So, let us consider
several possible forms of the relationalist challenge: objections presenting
various reasons why we should think about representation in terms of rela-
tions between the representing subject and the external world, or why this
dimension of representation is at least in some cases ineliminable.®

3. External determinants of content

Externalists like Burge, Putnam or Kripke have made well-known radi-
cally relationist claims about the constitution of the content of what we
think or communicate. They have pointed out that our thoughts and
communicative acts are embedded in our external relations with elements
of our environment and that at least in some cases these relations play an
ineliminable role in the determination of the content of our beliefs, desires,
assertions, promises etc.” The externalist arguments focus on particular
components of our thoughts or communicative acts which are supposed to

An objection which immediately suggests itself concerns indexicals. When I say
(with a pointing gesture) “This man is coming to kill me”, will you insist that I have
made a claim and expressed a thought about something (about a man!), even if in fact
there is nobody in the direction in question? There should be no difference here from
the Pegasus’ case: my thought has an aboutness structure, in which nothing is missing,
even though there is no man such that my thought could be about him. The direct ref-
erence theorists will argue that in such a case I do not express a complete proposition,
although I may (falsely) suppose that I have made a singular statement about particular

person and that I have a singular thought about that person.

®  Mark Sainsbury opens this topic in Sainsbury (2012) when considering contexts in

which the “wordly-side” of representations is in the center of our interest in belief as-

criptions.

’ Some of the following formulations are adopted from Kot'dtko (2012).



288 PETR KOTATKO

mark gaps in the internal determination of their contents, and hence func-
tion as channels through which these external intervences into the content
take place. These components include indexicals, proper names, natural
kind terms and all those general terms which are subject to the division of
linguistic and intellectual labour. John Searle has suggested an internalist
reply to some of these arguments which I find efficient and generally appli-
cable. The idea, as I would put it, is to take seriously the externalist claim
that the subject himself relies on the external factors involved in the de-
termination of the content of his thoughts and communicative acts and to
include this reliance into the construal of content. Let me introduce some
examples and then generalize them in a way which I find relevant for our
present discussion.

(1) Tyler Burge, already in his early writings, argued for the priority of
the beliefs which are irreducibly de re, which means that they include in-
eliminable (inconceptualizable) indexical components relating the beliefs
directly to some elements of the believer’s environment.'® These relations
are supposed to make the beliefs being about these elements. Consider
a belief based on a visual experience in which the believer is directly (en

0 cf Burge (1977, 51): “A de re belief is a belief whose correct ascription places the

believer in an appropriate nonconceptual, contextual relation to objects the belief is
about. The term ‘nonconceptual’ does not imply that no concepts or other mental no-
tions enter into a full statement of the relation. Indeed, the relation may well hold be-
tween the object and concepts, or their acquisition or use. The crucial point is that the
relation not be merely that of the concepts’ being concepts of the object — concepts that
denote or apply to it. For example, although concepts may inevitably enter into the ac-
quisition of a perceptual belief, the believer’s relation to the relevant object is not merely
that he conceives of it or otherwise represents it. His sense organs are affected by it.
Perceptual contact is, of course, not present in every de re belief. But it illustrates the
sort of element independent of semantical or conceptual application that is essential to
the notion.”

Cf. Burge (1977, 51): “A sufficient condition for a belief to be de re (on the vague,
‘neutral’ epistemic construal, as well as on our favored semantical and epistemic con-
struals) is for it to contain an analog of an indexical expression used deictically, and pick
out a re. The first sentences that children actually use or understand are invariably
keyed to their immediate, perceptually accessible surroundings. Attitudes that accompa-
ny such assertions are clearly de re. These developmental matters are closely related to
the question of conditions for attributing language use and understanding. I shall argue
that if an entity lacks de re attitudes, we would not attribute to it the use or understand-
ing of language, or indeed propositional attitudes at all.”
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rapport) confronted with somebody coming from a distance in a swirling
fog, without being able “to describe or image him in such a way as to indi-
viduate him fully” (Burge 1977, 55). Nevertheless, the perceptual relation
itself is enough for the subject to be able to have a fully determinate belief
about that man, which he can express e.g. by saying “This man is wearing a
red cap”.

In his reply to this externalist challenge, Searle suggests an internalist
construal of the content of this belief, exploiting his reflexive account of
perceptual beliefs. According to this account, the believer represents the
object of his belief in terms of its causal relation to his experience. In our
case the result will be: “The man causing this experience is wearing a red
cap.” It should be clear that the demonstrative “this” included in this con-
struction need not disturb the internalist at all, since it plainly refers to
something internal.

In other cases, the components of thoughts or communicative acts sup-
posed to provide a space for the participation of external factors in the con-
stitution of content are natural kind terms, proper names and those general
terms which are subject to the division of linguistic labour. The connected
externalist theories, and arguments in favour for them, are notoriously
known: hence I will confine myself to the internalist re-interpretation of
these cases in John Searle’s style:11

(2) The internalist construal of the meaning of the term “water”, ac-
commodating Putnam’s essentialism and his account of intension as “ex-
tension involving”:

(a) anything that shares the essence with the stuff which causes this experience
(given that the sample of water is picked out demonstratively);

(b) anything that shares the essence with the stuff which satisfies D (given that
the sample of water is picked out by means of the description D).

(3) The internalist construal of the meaning of the name “Jan Novak”,
as uttered by particular speaker on particular occasion, accommodating
(some aspects of) the causal theory:

the man baptized by the name “Jan Novik” at the beginning of the chain to
which this utterance belongs.

1 The following suggestions are either adopted from or inspired by the analysis pre-

sented in Searle (1983, Ch. 9). Details and discussion can be found in Kot'dtko (2012).
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(4) The internalist construal of the content of a belief, accommodating
the believer’s deference to an expert concept he has not mastered:

Bert: “I have arthritis in my thigh.”
(a) I bave in my thigh the disease referred to by experts as ‘arthritis’.
(b) I bave in my thigh the disease which satisfies the expert notion of arthritis.

In all these cases, the internalist construal of content is based on a prin-
ciple which can be, with respect to our present discussion, put as follows:
we should approach the thinking or communicating subject as not only re-
lated to elements of his external environment but also as relying on these re-
lations and exploiting them in the articulation of the content of his thoughts
and communicative acts. This kind of the construal of content does not
eliminate the role these external relations play in the constitution of con-
tent, nor does it bracket their external character, nor does it reduce or con-
vert them into the subject’s directedness to them. The subject’s directedness
to these external relations and his reliance on them is presented here as
a way in which he allows these external factors play a crucial role in the
specification of content of his thoughts and communicative acts. What
makes this account of the construal of content internalist is that it ap-
proaches the thinker or speaker himself as the source of articulation of his
thoughts and communicative acts and hence as their real subject: it is the
thinker or speaker himself who involves the external relations into the con-
tent specification. The role of the external relations in the determination
of content is not any more interpreted as an internally unmediated inter-
vence from the outside: the relations to the external environment play pre-
cisely the role assigned to them by the subject himself in the specification
of the satisfaction conditions of his thoughts and communicative acts. In
short, this suggestion concerning the construal of content is internalist, but
it is not anti-relationist. It reinforces rather than eliminates the role of ex-
ternal relations in the constitution of content and of its representational
functions.

4. Satisfaction conditions and their fulfillment in the external world
But even if we deny that the subject’s relations with elements of his ex-

ternal environment participate in the constitution of content of his
thoughts and communicative acts in the specific way just described, we face
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a general relationist challenge. It consists in the plain pointing out that the
subject himself experiences the directedness of his thoughts and commu-
nicative acts as something which relates him to the external world. For in-
stance, he approaches the satisfaction conditions of his belief as something
which is fulfilled in the external world. If it comes out that they are not
fulfilled, the subject is disposed to evaluate this as a failure. The relationist
will insist that we should respect the aspirations attached to the conditions
of satisfaction of the subject’s beliefs. That means to admit that they relate
the subject to the external world (contrary to what Kriegel claims e.g. in
Kriegel 2007, 322) and that this is how the subject himself approaches the
content of what he believes. The relation, to repeat, is such that if the
truth conditions of the belief (or satisfaction conditions of any other atti-
tude) are not fulfilled, the subject evaluates this as a failure.

The same holds for the representation function of, let us say, the singu-
lar term “Megan” or of the corresponding element of the belief, specifiable
e.g. by means of the description “the woman baptized with the name ‘Me-
gan’ at the beginning of the chain which I am just joining” (cf. section 3.3).
If it comes out that there is no individual meeting the satisfaction condi-
tions of such a representation, the believer evaluates this as a failure — since
the function with which he introduced that representation into the content
of his belief (the role it has been designed to play) was to pick out an indi-
vidual in the external world. These parameters of our beliefs are inelimina-
bly relational since they establish relations between beliefs and the state of
the world (rather than a concept of the state of the world or our thoughts
about the world). At the same time it is phenomenal in the sense of being
transparent to introspection (cf. Kriegel’s criterion of being phenomenal —
Kriegel 2007, 322). It would hardly make sense to deny that the believer
takes himself as being related to the external world in such a way that if
Megan does not exist, he is wrong about how things are in the world.

So, if we exclude the subject-world relations from our point of view, we
are likely to miss the very nature of the phenomenal directedness of (many
of) our states or acts. Fulfillment of the satisfaction conditions of represen-
tation cannot be reduced to distinctness or determinateness of the
representing act or state nor to its being “filled in” with the required kind
of experience.12 Nothing can replace the facts in the role of the factors
which make satisfaction conditions of representations fulfilled and hence

2 1n sense of Husserl’s term “Erfiillung”; cf. e.g. Husserl (1974; 120, 151, 169, 176).



292 PETR KOTATKO

make the representation enterprise successful or accomplished.”® And this
is how the representing subject himself approaches the conditions of satis-
faction of his performance — it is an ineliminable part of his aspirations.
Even the most vidid experience counts for him as an evidence that the repre-
sentation is successful rather than as that factor which makes it successful —
since he is always ready to admit that the experience may deceive him.

Let me put the same point in another way. In his paper (2007, note 51)
Kriegel quotes Horgan’s and Tienson’s characteristics of phenomenal
directedness: “a conscious state’s phenomenal directedness at a state of af-
fairs is a matter of the state presenting apparent objects apparently instanti-
ating apparent properties and apparently bearing apparent relations to each
other”. But this is at most one part of the matter: it belongs, on the phe-
nomenal level, to the mode of presentation of objects that they are pre-
sented not as merely apparent but as real and as really bearing certain prop-
erties. If it comes out that the objects or their having certain properties are
merely apparent, the subject evaluates this as a failure.

Kriegel (2007) draws the following lesson from what we have just
quoted from Horgan and Tienson: “Talk of what is represented via phe-
nomenal directedness in appearance terms may thus afford us a way of talk-
ing of what is represented without committing to any existents.” Clearly,
this does not apply to the attitude of the thinking subject himself. It is on-
ly the reporter about another subject’s belief, wish, assertion etc. who can
choose a kind of report which does not impose existential commitments on
bim. "

This point, concerning ways of belief ascriptions, deserves some atten-
tion in our present context. If we want to identify the content of the belief

13 . . .
In particular, reference to the world and its facts cannot be replaced by any specifi-

cation of experiences which would verify our claim that the conditions of satisfaction of
some representation are fulfilled. No matter how carefully you specify the set of expe-
riences e.g. in Bigfoot’s case (experiences individuated purely phenomenally, i.e. without
reference to their external causes — since our aspiration is to avoid any references to the
external world), it can still be the case that you have all these experiences and Bigfoot
does not exist. A complete match between a fact (e.g. existence of Bigfoot) and a set of

experiences is an ideal limit we can only approximate.

Y The availability of this kind of specification of the content of other people’s beliefs

is rather limited. Quite often the de re — i.e. relational — content specifications are the
only option open to us, as I will point out later (in section 5).
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which John expressed by saying “Megan is married”, we have a choice be-
tween the de re and de dicto mode of belief ascription:

(a) De re: John believes about Megan that she is married.

Here the identification of the belief's content includes relating John to
particular person as the person his belief is about. We commit ourselves to
the existence of that person and leave open the way in which she is being
represented in John’s belief: even if it comes out that John does not know
about Megan’s being called “Megan”, this will not make our ascription
wrong,.

(b) De dicto: John believes that Megan is married.

Here it is the other way round: in particular we do not commit our-
selves to the existence of Megan.

John Searle has argued that this kind of distinction is applicable only to
belief ascriptions, i.e. to the way in which we identify the content of John’s
belief — while it would not make sense when applied to the content of
John’s belief itself. It would be plainly absurd to ask John whether he be-
lieves about Megan, an inhabitant of the external world, that she is married,
or “merely” believes that Megan is married, without adopting any assump-
tion concerning her existence in the external world. In his polemics with
Quine, Searle has used this argument to show that the de re — de dicto op-
position has only a limited distinctive function with respect to beliefs (cf.
Searle 1983, 208 f.). Searle’s conclusion may seem to be compatible with
Kriegel's and Sainsbury’s anti-relationist account of representation. Any
singular belief includes certain mode of presentation of an individual: in
this sense (as Searle has put it) we can say that all beliefs are de dicto. In
some cases this mode of presentation picks out a certain individual in the
world, or in other words, the conditions of satisfaction of a singular repre-
sentation are met by something in the world — and in that case we can say
that the belief is also de re, in addition to and on the basis of its being de
dicto. But this is not the whole story. It is not enough to specify the con-

15 . L. . . .
In such a kind of ascription the Megan-representation introduced into discourse by

the utterance of the name ,Megan“ is not used to represent a person but to identify cer-
tain component of John’s belief. In Mark Sainsbury’s terminology, representation is here
just “put on display”, rather than exercised. In Uriah Kriegel’s terms we can put the
same by saying that the de dicto ascription does not include any Megan-ward-esque re-
presentation: it just ascribes such a representation to John, as a component of his belief.
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tent of a representation in terms of its satisfaction conditions, if we do not
take into account that these conditions are approached by the believer as
fulfilled in the actual world (i.e. if we do not properly unpack the term “sat-
isfaction”). '

The situation will not change if we analyze away the name “Megan” in
a way adopted from Russell’s theory of descriptions. For this purpose, let us
(following Quine) eliminate the name by means of the predicate “is Mega-
nic” (plus the apparatus of quantifiers, variables and logical connectives).
Then we get the following Russellian-Quinean analysis of the proposition
expressed by the sentence “Megan in married”:

3x (Meganic (x) & Vy (Meganic (y) — y=x) & married(x))

Here our commitment to something being the case in the external world
(in particular to the existence of such and such individual) included in the
application of the Megan—representation is made fully explicit in the exis-
tential quantification.’

Let me summarize the position I have argued for in this chapter by re-
lating it to Uriah Kreigel’s characteristics of the phenomenal directedness:

To be sure, there is something perplexing about the notion of intrinsic
phenomenal directedness. Is not saying that phenomenal experience
presents us with the external world precisely saying that it is inherently
relational? The short answer is No: to say that phenomenal experience
presents us with the external world is to say that it is inherently directed
at the external world, not that it is inherently related to the external
world. The former would entail the latter only if directedness at the ex-
ternal world involved a relation to it. The claim made here is that there
is a kind of phenomenal directedness that does not involve a relation to
the external world. (Kriegel 2007, 322)

16 Analogically, Michael Dummett has pointed out that it is not enough to specify the

truth conditions of an assertion, in order to understand the assertive utterance in ques-
tion. We have to add that these conditions are presented as fulfilled, in accordance with
what Dummett calls “convention of assertion” — cf., e.g., Dummett (1973, 298). Simi-
larly we do not understand the game of chess if we just specify what counts as winning:
we have to add that it belongs to playing the game that the players want (or at least
present themselves as wanting) to win.

Since our formula represents a transcription of our original sentence in the Quinean
“canonical notation”, it is supposed to make explicit the ontological commitments im-
posed by the assertive use of that sentence on the speaker.



REPRESENTATIONS AND RELATIONS 295

The relationist’s reply may go as follows: The directedness of repre-
sentation is (typically) directedness towards external world as that sphere
in which the conditions of satisfaction of the intentional conscious state
are to be fulfilled. If they are fulfilled, the directedness of the state hits its
target, otherwise it misses it, is not accomplished (or consummated) and
the aspiration of the intentional state fails. We can identify the content of
the state without knowing the outcome (or score) of the kind just men-
tioned. But we will not understand the function of that content, its role
in our mental life, if we do not take into account that it consists in speci-
tying conditions of satisfaction and approaching them as being fulfilled in
the external world. So the conditions of satisfaction of a representation
relate the subject to the external world, more specifically, to certain pa-
rameter of the state of the world, identified e.g. by the question “Does
Megan really exist?”. Or, if you wish, to certain place in the structure of
the world (certain instance of reality) identified by that question — a place
which is either occupied by the fact that Megan exists or by the fact that
Megan does not exist. The relation is such that something’s being the
case in the actual state of the world will make the subject’s act or state in
question satisfied.

5. The relational basis of belief ascriptions

An interpreter ascribing to an interpreted person beliefs, desires etc.
(and thereby also their components like singular representations) often
does so on the basis of relating that person’s behaviour (linguistic as well as
non-linguistic) to particular elements or aspects of his environment. He
could not achieve his goal (to identify the contents of the interpreted per-
son’s attitudes in a way which will enable him to make sense of that per-
son’s overall behaviour) without respecting the subject’s specific perspec-
tive. Akeel Bilgrami has attempted to incorporate this respect into the gen-
eral externalist (and hence relational) principle of identifying conceptual
components of contents of thoughts in the following way:

(C) When fixing an externally determined concept of an agent, one
must do so by looking to indexically formulated utterances of the agent
which express indexical contents containing that concept and then pick-
ing that external determinant for the concept which is in consonance with
other contents that have been fixed for the agent. (Bilgrami 1992, 5)
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The holistic clause in the second part of this principle (in italics) is
supposed to play the role of an individualist constraint imposed on the ex-
ternalist determination of concepts. As Bilgrami emphasizes, this constraint
is not supposed to function as a kind of an internalist filter: since the con-
tents we have already ascribed to the subject in question are themselves
composed of externally determined concepts. Bilgrami also points out that
although the principle (C) applies to the concept ascriptions, the externalist
position voiced in (C) is not restricted to the epistemological problem of de-
tecting other subjects’ concepts and propositional contents of their beliefs.
The way of determination of concepts specified in (C) is supposed to re-
flect the external constitution of concepts which makes them public items.

The reference to Bilgrami has been meant as an example of a conse-
quently relationist account of concept (and content) ascriptions which never-
theless includes a systematic respect to the subject’s idiosyncratic position or
point of view. No matter whether we accept Bilgrami’s version of “individual-
ist externalism”, the fact that concept and content ascriptions have often rela-
tional basis is, I suppose, indisputable. And those who, like Akeel Bilgrami,
believe that it is essential for contents of our thoughts that they are public
items, cannot separate the question of constitution of contents from the basis
on which we ascribe them to one another. Since for the contents of thoughts
to be public is to be justifiably ascribable to other subjects.

Now let me proceed to a special case of ascriptions which I find particu-
larly challenging for anti-relationists: namely claims of identity of the con-
tents of two or more subjects’ thoughts. Consider the following statement:

(1) John is thinking about Brigitte Bardot and so does Mary.
The anti-relationists are committed to reject the inference from (1) to:
(2) There is something such that John and Mary are thinking about it.
But it should be absurd for anybody to reject the inference from (1) to:
(3) John and Mary are thinking about the same.

The question (for anti-relationists) is: what precisely is supposed to be
identical in John’s and Mary’s thought? Uriah Kriegel’s reply should be that
they both are representing some person BB-wise or that they both have
BB-ward-esque thoughts (cf. section 2). But what does that feature shared
by their thoughts consist in if we are not allowed to identify it relationally,
i.e. by referring to the represented person? Nobody should deny that we
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can justifiably claim (1) and (3) even if we have no reason to suppose that
John and Mary share the same representation of BB (representation with
the same conceptual or imaginary elements). Honestly speaking, such
a sharing is in normal situations extremely unlikely — which does not pre-
vent us from making claims like (1) and (3) quite frequently.

In general, it would be highly counter-intuitive (and it would contrast
with our practice of belief ascriptions) to insist that there is a set of non-
relationally specifiable conditions which have to be fulfilled in order to ad-
mit that somebody is thinking about BB. Let us imagine that John has
heard about BB as the most powerful sex symbol of 60’s, does not know
anything about her present activities and has even forgotten her name,
while Mary knows her as a fan of dogs and the most passionate admirer of
Putin in France. And Jane has just heard conversation in which the name
“BB” has been used and thinks that the person spoken about must have
been a great film star. What justifies us in claiming that they all are think-
ing about the same person if the representations involved in their thoughts
are so radically different? In Jane’s case it will be some parasitic description
like “The women referred to as ‘BB’ by my parents”, in Mary’s and John’s
case two totally different non-parasitic descriptions. I suspect that the only
possible justification for our claim that John, Mary and Jane are thinking
about the same person (or, if you wish, that their thoughts are BB-ward-
esque) can be relational. It can hardly be anything else than the fact that
these radically different modes of presentation are satisfied by (and hence
pick out) the same person in the external world — since this is the only
thing they have in common. Obviously, an anti-relationist will be right in
insisting that in all these cases the thoughts can relate the thinkers to BB
only because these thoughts are BB-ward-esque. But the other side of the
coin is that these thoughts can be evaluated as being BB-ward-esque only
on relational basis, namely because the singular representations they include
pick out BB in the external world.

Now let us consider a case in which this relational principle of solving
the question of identity or non-identity of objects of representations is not
applicable. Both Tom and Ann believe that there is a president of Bhutan
and that that person invented perpetuum mobile. Ann has a thought which
she would express by saying “The president of Bhutan must be a genius”
while Tom would express his thought by the sentence “The inventor of
perpetuum mobile should do business rather than politics”. Would we say
that they are thinking about the same man? They would conclude so if
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they have a conversation and both utter the sentences mentioned. If they
have the beliefs we have ascribed to them, they would agree that both
modes of presentation pick out the same person. But we would, I suppose,
comment the way in which they are mistaken about the world by saying
that the question whether they are thinking about the same man is point-
less because there is no president of Bhutan and no inventor of perpetuum
mobile. Here the fact that no relation of somebody’s being represented by
somebody has been established, has the consequence that the question of
identity should be rejected: we are entitled to say that things being as they
are, the question in fact does not arise. If you find this evaluation of the situ-
ation intuitively plausible, as I do, it should be considered as another chal-
lenge to the anti-relationist account of representation.

6. Modalities of representation

Let me summarize the reasons why I think that the relational aspects of
representation should stand in the centre of interest of any theory which
declares the aspiration to explain what is going on when our acts or states
represent something:

(1) The very capacity to represent develops in our interactions with
elements of our external environment and many representation acts either
take place within these interactions or are based on them.

(2) Externalist arguments have drawn our attention to the fact that
some of our states and acts are irreducibly embedded in our relations with
external environment and these relations play an ineliminable role in the
constitution of their content, including its representational functions. The
proper internalist reaction on these arguments is, I believe, to include the
subject’s reliance on these relations (as involved in the constitution of con-
tent) into the internalist construal of content, without eliminating (or
“bracketing”) their external character.'® Hence this defence of internalism
cannot work as a defence of the non-relational account of representation
against the externalist challenge.

(3) Representations typically have conditions of satisfaction which relate
the representing states or acts to the external world in such a way that if
the conditions are not fulfilled (in the external world), this counts as a rep-

18 For detailed discussion see Kot'atko (2012).
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resentation-failure. This relation cannot be reduced to mere “intrinsic phe-
nomenal directedness”.

(4) The representation ascriptions are often based relationally and the
claim that two subjects think about the same often admit only relational
interpretation — since there is no reason to suppose that they exploit the
same mode of presentation.

Nevertheless, we are invited by non-relationists to abstract from these
things in order to get a general theory which will be applicable also to rep-
resentations of non-existents. The question is whether we should aim at
such a theory and whether we can hope that if we succeed in identifying a
feature or a set of features present in all the cases of (what we are used to
call) representation, this will help us to explain how the representation
function works in these cases.

Here are some of the cases I have in mind:

(a) thinking about an object based on (and in reaction to) a direct per-
ceptual contact with it;

(b) thinking about Cicero;

() thinking about Homer as a person whose existence is uncertain;

(d) thinking about Pegasus as a mythological creature;

(e) thinking about Emma Bovary while (and as part of) reading Flau-
bert’s novel.

Let me, to get a maximal contrast, confront the first and the last case. We
have already had opportunity to compare an externalist and internalist ap-
proach to an example of a perception based belief — one that the believer
would express e.g. by saying “That man is wearing a red cup” (cf. section
3). In both cases the representation of the object of the belief has been
construed as based on a direct perceptual relation to it. The internalist ver-
sion is even more radically relational than the externalist one: in the for-
mer, the relation to the object is not only involved in the content determi-
nation. The internalist construal of the content includes the believer’s reli-
ance on his being in certain (namely causal) external relation with the ob-
ject as on that factor which will make his belief being abour that object. As
you may remember, the belief in question has, according to Searle, the fol-
lowing structure: “The man causing this experience is wearing a red cap.”"’

19 . - . . .
Or, if we unpack the demonstrative in Russellian way: “There is precisely one man

. . . . . . . »
causing this experience and whoever causes this experience is wearing a red cap.
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Of course you may object that the believer can be hallucinating and
then there is no relation between his experience and the external world
such that it picks out the object of his belief. But this is a typical example
of a radical failure, in which the believer is wrong both about the state of
the world and, correlatively, also about the state of his own mind. The
mechanism of representation on which the believer relies does not work:
this is how he himself would evaluate the situation and this should be part
of the description of the situation also from the point of view of the theory
of representation. In other words, the theory should not be indifferent to
the contrast between the hallucinatory and non-hallucinatory case, even if
it is true that there is no difference between them detectable by introspec-
tion. If perception based representations rely on certain external circum-
stances and play the role they are designed to play only under those cir-
cumstances, we should try to explain their nature from the way in which
they function under these circumstances.

Let me now apply the same principle to Emma Bovary case. I will at-
tempt to explain what thinking about Emma as part of reading Flaubert’s
novel consists in from the function which thinking about Emma has in our
getting access to the literary functions of Flaubert’s text. In other words,
the question concerns the requirements imposed by the literary functions
of Flaubert’s sentences (those including the name “Emma Bovary”) on the
reader: what kind of interpretation of the occurrences of such sentences
within the literary text will allow the text to fulfill its literary functions for
the reader? Here is the reply I am suggesting: the reader is supposed to in-
terpret the occurrences of these sentences in the text of the novel as re-
cords of utterances of a real person, the narrator, in which the narrator
speaks about that person, who has been in the actual world assigned the
name “Emma Bovary” at the beginning of the chain (in Kripke’s sense) to
which these narrator’s utterances belong.” It is important to add that the
reader is supposed to approach Flaubert’s sentences in this way in the as if
(or: make-belief) mode. This includes that the reader supposes, in the as if’
mode, that “Emma Bovary” is a standard proper name used by the narrator
with standard referential function based on the previous act of baptism and
the chain anchored in it in sense of Kripke’s causal theory. In this account,
Emma Bovary is the person the reader has to assume (in the as if mode) as

2 Defence of this approach can be found in Kot'atko (2013).
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a real correlate of the narrator’s utterances — a correlate understood in sense
of the referential relation established by the Kripkean chain.

The fact that the literary function of sentences including the name
“Emma Bovary” requires such a reading, can be commented so that the oc-
currences of this name in these sentences indicate an aspiration at the ref-
erential function in a relational (more specifically: Kripkean) sense and that
the reader is supposed to accept this aspiration (in the as if mode) as ful-
filled, as part of his accepting (in the as if mode) the truth aspiration of the
sentence as a whole as fulfilled. If this is right, then this specific case can-
not be taken as a counter-example to the relational account of representa-
tion. Rather, it should be approached as parasitic (in the way just de-
scribed) upon reference in relational sense. The act of representation which
takes place here does not relate the reader to any entity, and hence is clearly
non-relational: but representation in relational sense is supposed (in the as if’
mode) by the reader to take place here and this assumption is required by
the literary functions of the text.”'

The crucial point is that all this (including the reference to the narra-
tor) belongs to the way in which the reader’s thoughts about Emma repre-
sent their object: the mechanism of representation has the complex struc-
ture just described, in other words, the function of representation includes
(and depends on) the moves just mentioned. The reader, in his Emma-
thoughts involved in his reading Flaubert’s text, represents Emma via ap-
proaching (in the as if mode) occurrences of the term “Emma” as records of
the narrator’s utterances and ascribing them (in the as if mode) the func-
tion described above.

Let us compare this with the preceding example: the mechanism of
representation which is at work in case of a belief based on a direct percep-
tual contact with its object and includes the subject’s reliance on the causal
relation between that object and his current experience. According to my
opinion, the moral to be drawn from such confrontations is that if we want
to explain how representations work in particular cases, we should resist

21 . . . .
A corresponding point from the author’s (rather than interpreter’s) perspective has

been made by Saul Kripke:
tense of that fiction that the criteria for naming, whatever they are, are satisfied. I use
the name ‘Harry’ in a work of fiction; I generally presuppose as part of that work of fic-
tion, just as I am pretending various other things, that the criteria of naming, whatever
they are, Millian or Russellian or what have you, are satisfied. That is part of the pre-
tense of this work of fiction” (Kripke 2013, 17).

...when one writes a work of fiction, it is part of the pre-
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the temptation to subsume them under some general (relational or non-
relational) principle. This would be just a way of avoiding the real work to
be done: to analyze the cognitive or communicative contexts in which they
are embedded, the functions they are designed to fulfill in these contexts,

the mechanisms involved and the conditions of their doing properly their
22
work.
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1. Introduction

The idea that we could fruitfully explicate the notion of C logically fol-
lowing from P as truth-preservation under all admissible variations with re-
spect to all non-logical elements in P U C has proved extremely influential
in the western logico-semantic tradition.” Attempts to explain consequence
following this recipe are sometimes called quantificational accounts. My first

My work on this study was supported by the grant GACR, n. P401/12/P599.

2 . . .
Pand C represent the premise-set and the conclusion-set respectively.
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study (see Koreri 2014) devoted to the quantificational tradition revolved
around three contentions. First, quantificational accounts give pride of
place to the formal dimension of consequence. Second, what marks them
out from other approaches that likewise emphasise the formal aspect of
consequence is the fact that, one way or another, they propose to explain
away, or reduce, the modal element that resurfaces in informal glosses on
consequence and related notions. Third, full-blooded accounts fitting this
description seem to have emerged only with Bolzano. Bolzano, unlike his
distinguished predecessors, was prepared to take the bold step of account-
ing for consequence and related logical ideas solely by generalizing over ap-
propriate cases (admissible substitutional variants) without having to appeal
to irreducibly modal notions.

In this follow-up study I am about to explore the quantificational tradi-
tion following in the footsteps of Bolzano.” I start with Russell’s account of
modal and logical notions as representing specific properties of proposi-
tional functions, not least because it provoked a principal objection due to
Wittgenstein, the gist of which seems to pose a prima facie challenge also
to modern substitutional and interpretational accounts devised for lan-
guages of mathematical logic. Thus I shall reconstruct two important objec-
tions from overgeneration in connection with the quantificational accounts of
Carnap (cf. Carnap 1937), Tarski (cf. Tarski 1936) and Quine (cf. Quine
1970/1986) and their ramifications. I then go on to spell out what I con-
sider the main residual worries, suggesting that they gesture towards the
standard model-theoretic approach as a superior quantificational account
that promises to assuage them. Whether this conjecture can be vindicated
vis-a-vis a battery of heawyweight objections levelled by the modern critics
of the model-theoretic account is a delicate issue,4 whose treatment is left
for the concluding part of my explorations.

2. In the footsteps of Bolzano

2.1. Russell on modal and logical notions

Bolzano’s substitutional account reduces logical truth of a sentence 4 to
the universal truth of a sort: truth under all admissible variations with re-

I summarized some of them in the concluding section of Korer (2014).

4 Etchemendy (1990) has been the most influential critical voice.
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spect to its non-logical elements. Bolzano thought that the same holds for
the relation of C logically following from P.” He claimed that Aristotle’s turn
of phrase “results of necessity” occurring in his classic account of deduction
can only be understood in terms of the whenever-connection between P and
C.* And this connection he explained as truth-preservation under all ad-
missible variations w.r.t. the set V containing all the non-logical elements
occurring in P U C.” Whether or not he was right about Aristotle’s inten-
tions is debatable, to say the least. What is not debatable is the fact that
Bolzano made a very intriguing proposal that has proved attractive to many
philosophers since then.

Interesting affinities can be found in Russell’s explications of the modal
notions of possibility, impossibility and necessity. In his widely read lectures on
the philosophy of logical atomism Russell (1918/1919) argues that such
notions do not apply to propositions, but to “propositional functions”. The
reason is that, once we read “4 is possible” as “4 is sometimes true” or “4
holds in some cases”, this indicates that we can make sense of A’s having
cases or instances. Yet only something with undetermined elements can
have cases or instances. Such things are propositional functions with vari-
able elements whose values for various definite arguments replacing the
variables are various determinate propositions. Or so Russell argued.

Russell then goes on to say that a propositional function W(x,...,x,) is
possible if it holds in at least one propositional instance of it, that is, if it
yields a true proposition for at least one admissible substitution for all its
free variables. Now this amounts to reducing possibility to the truth of an

> Bolzano (1837/1972) employed the term deducibility for the generic relative conse-

quence-relation, that is, C following from P with respect to a set V of variable elements
(not necessarily all and only the non-logical elements) occurring in P U C. Logical con-
sequence requires the set V'to contain all and only the non-logical elements occurring
in PU C. See Bolzano (1837/1972, §29). The same applies, mutatis mutandis, to his no-
tion of logical analyticity — cf. Bolzano (1837/1972, §148).

Recall the locus classicus: “[...] deduction is a speech in which, some things having been
supposed, something other than what has been supposed results of necessity from their
being so” (Aristotle 1964, 24b18-22). Bolzano’s gloss is as follows: “[...] the ‘follows of ne-
cessity’ can hardly be interpreted in any other way than this: that the conclusion becomes
true whenever the premises are true” (Bolzano 1837/1972, §155, §§219-220).

Henceforth, I use “w.r.t.” to abbreviate “with respect to”.

8 Lo . . . .
Lukasiewicz (1957) is one influential commentator who agreed with Bolzano that

Aristotle implicitly subscribed to this approach.
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existential proposition 3xy,...,x, ¥ (x1,...,X,). In a similar spirit, W(xy,...,x,) is
said to be necessary if it holds in every propositional instance, that is, if
a true proposition results for every admissible substitution for all its vari-
ables. This, again, comes to reducing necessity to the truth of a universally
quantified proposition of the type VX1 X P (X1, e Xp).

This is not yet Russell’s account of specifically logical necessity. Russell
thought that genuine logical truths are law-like propositions concerned
with the real world, with which the process of abstraction and generaliza-
tion reached as it were its “utmost limit”. Thus logic, he famously said, “is
concerned with the real world just as truly as zoology, though with its
more abstract and general features” (Russell 1919, 169). It follows, accord-
ing to Russell, that genuine logical truths are fully generalized propositions
composed solely of logical elements together with variables of appropriate
logical types, none of which refers to any specific contents of the world.
And this complete abstraction from the specific contents of the world is
what renders logical truths formal, hence topic-neutral (but we shall see
shortly that there is another sense that Russell attaches to the notion of
formality — i.e. the Wittgensteinian idea of truth by virtue of a logico-
syntactic make-up alone, hence irrespectively of possible ways the world
could be — that does not coincide with the former sense).

To clarify what this amounts to we should note that for Russell neither
the proposition

(1) Oscar is a philosopher or Oscar is not a philosopher
nor its first-order universal closure
(2) Vx(x is a philosopher or x is not a philosopher)

is strictly speaking logically true (necessary), since neither is purely formal
in that both involve reference to a specific subject-matter. What, according
to Russell, would qualify as a genuine logical truth (law) is the second-
order universal closure with respect to all the topic-sensitive elements:

(3) VXVx(x is X or x is not X).

In a sense, however, we can say that (1) or (2) are logically true (neces-
sary), though in a derived way, being specific instances of (hence deducible

In an analogous manner, impossibility is defined as non-existence of a verifying
propositional instance of a propositional function. See Russell (1919, 162).
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from) the completely general logical law (3). In this way, then, logical truth
can be reduced to the truth of a completely general proposition.

This, I take it, should remind us of Bolzano’s substitutional account in
that the universal closure of all (including, possibly, higher-order) variables
has a similar effect as the talk about the truth of all admissible instances of
a propositional form (e.g. x is X or x is not X) irrespectively of what non-
logical elements of fitting types uniformly replace variable elements (cf.
Corcoran 1973 and Sagiiillo 2002).

Incidentally, Bolzano’s and Russell’s accounts of logical consequence are
close too. Using the familiar conditional-manoeuvre, Russell reduces the
relation of logical consequence between the (finite) premise-set {4y, ..., 4.}
and the conclusion B to the truth of a universal closure of the conditional

If A1* and ... and 4,*, then B*,

where the starred letters stand for the corresponding propositional func-
tions that do not contain any non-logical elements but only logical con-
stants together with variables of appropriate types. For instance, given that
we treat ‘=" as a fixed logical constant, to assert

“=(17 = 6)” follows logically from “17 is prime and 6 is not prime”10

is a way of asserting something general about the logical propositional
function

If X(x) and —X(y), then —(x = y).

In fact, it is something that we could express by its second-order universal
closure

VXVxVy(if X(x) and —X(y), then = (x = y)).
With this higher-order truth the process of logical generalization has fi-
nally reached its utmost limit.
2.2. Wittgenstein’s principal challenge

According to Russell, then, logical consequence reduces to logical truth.
And the latter reduces itself to a fully general truth of a sort — truth irre-
spectively of the specific referents of non-logical terminology.

1" Russell’s preferred idiom was: A formally implies B.
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Wittgenstein famously complained that this Russellian conception of
logical truth — as a fully general truth — insufficiently distinguishes logical
truths from mere generalities that could be only accidental:

The mark of a logical proposition is not general validity... An ungenera-
lized proposition can be tautological just as well as a generalized one.
(Wittgenstein 1921, § 6.1231)

Logical general validity, we could call essential as opposed to accidental
general validity, e.g. of the proposition “all men are mortal”. (Wittgens-
tein 1921, § 6.1232)

What Wittgenstein claims here is that generality is neither necessary
nor sufficient for logical truth. As regards the first point, he would contend
that the claim made by (1) is tautological if anything is. He thus attacks
Russell’s view, according to which the status of (1) as a logical necessity is
at best derivative: it can be called logically true, being an instance of the
completely general law expressed by the claim (3). But, by Wittgenstein’s
lights, for a proposition to qualify as a logical truth it must be a vacuous
tautology holding independently of factual matters, accordingly enjoying
a priori status, as any recourse to empirical evidence is out of question (cf.
Wittgenstein 1921, §6.1, §6.11). Now, (1) is such a tautology, as its ele-
mentary truth-functional character testifies.

As for Wittgenstein’s second point, what he had in mind is that com-
pletely generalized truths may well express only something very general about
reality. Precisely because of that, however, the possibility is always open that
they hold only accidentally in that the reality may just happen to possess this
general structure (or feature) rather than a different one:

Our fundamental principle is that whenever a question can be decided
by logic at all it must be possible to decide it without further ado. (And
if we get into a position where we have to look at the world for an an-
swer to such a problem that shows that we are on a completely wrong
track.) (Wittgenstein 1921, §5.551)

Thus, once we assign logical propositions a subject-matter — be it com-
pletely general or, perhaps, about peculiar logical objects of a sort — we have
failed to separate them principally from empirical propositions, and, in par-
ticular, from a posteriori generalizations:

All theories that make a proposition of logic appear to have content are
false. [...] On this theory it seems to be anything but obvious, just as,
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for instance, the proposition, ‘All roses are either yellow or red’, would
not sound obvious even if it were true. Indeed, the logical proposition
acquires all the characteristics of a proposition of natural science and
this is the sure sign that it has been construed wrongly. (Wittgenstein
1921, §6.111)

Their truth would thus depend on how things are so that to recognize
them as true we would presumably have to check the facts to confirm
whether it is this (general) way rather than any other (general) way. Yet
this is completely misguided if, as Wittgenstein has it, logical propositions
are distinguished from factual-empirical propositions precisely in that

[...] one can recognize that they are true from the symbol alone, and
this fact contains in itself the whole philosophy of logic. (Wittgenstein
1921, §6.113)

That is to say, if we know the logical syntax of any sign language, then all
the propositions of logic are already given. (Wittgenstein 1921, §6.124)

This formal dimension has a semantic counterpart. Holding (or not)
irrespectively of how things are, logical propositions do not describe reality
but determine the very structure of the whole logical space of combinatorial
possibilities. There is therefore no genuine reference to the factual-empiri-
cal, hence no genuine subject-matter — not even a completely general one.

2.3. Russell’s way of addressing Wittgenstein’s challenge

Returning now to Russell, he was well aware of Wittgenstein’s chal-
lenge. He tried to fix the problem — apparently influenced by Wittgenstein
— by contending that logical truths are to be not just fully general but also
tautological in the specific sense of being true in virtue of their logico-
syntactic make-up, hence irrespectively of the possible ways the world
could be. As he also put it, they are to be true in virtue of form (cf. Russell
1919, 197). Of course, this manoeuvre ignores Wittgenstein’s first point
that complete generality is not necessary for logical truth, given that propo-
sitions such as (1) are logically true. Yet it appears to make at least some
progress with regard to the second objection that complete generality does
not guarantee logical truth. Russell agrees it does not. He denies, for in-
stance, that sentences like “There is at least one thing” are truths of pure
logic, though they may be expressed in purely logical words.'! What he

"' E.g. formalized as 3x(x = x), where identity is treated as a logical symbol.
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tentatively suggests, I submit, is that generality + formality could provide
such a guarantee. His idea seems to be, first, that truly logical propositions
are truly general (abstract, topic-neutral) laws. Second, since such logical
laws are the (unempirical) source of validity of their (less general) instances,
the later inherit from the former specifically logical necessity.

Unfortunately, Russell’s account is rather obscure in this crucial respect.
Thus, having said that the form cannot be one of the constituents of the
proposition whose form it is — otherwise, what would hold the form and
the other constituents together? — Russell tentatively suggests that it might
be a subject matter of another logical proposition so that

[...] it is possible that logical propositions might be interpreted as being
about forms. (Russell 1918/1919, 75)

Fully general logical propositions, recall, are not about specific things, prop-
erties or relations, but, presumably, they are not completely devoid of subject
matter either. Russell sometimes talks as if the formality of a logical proposi-
tion consisted precisely in the fact that its subject matter is a logical form:

[...] another way of stating the same thing is to say that logic (or ma-
thematics) is concerned only with forms, and is concerned with them
only in the way of stating that they are always or sometimes true — with
all the permutations of “always” and “sometimes” that may occur. (Rus-

sell 1919, 199-200)

Yet he felt rather insecure about this — and not without reason. On the
one hand, the passage confirms the analogy with Bolzano: a logical truth
such as (3) says, in effect, that the form (F) x is X or x is not X holds in all
instances, for all admissible values of the variables “X” and “x”. On the
other hand, how does the fact that (3) is about (F) show that it itself is
true in virtue of form? Indeed, in virtue of what form? In virtue of (F),
which is supposed to feature as a constituent in its subject matter? That
seems confused, as, intuitively, (F) is not the form of (3), but of its in-
stances such as (1). And Russell cannot say that (3) also displays (F), be-
cause he has maintained that no form of a proposition can be a constituent
of its subject matter. So, particular instances of (3) could perhaps be said to
be true in virtue of the form (F), but they are not fully general proposi-
tions; and while (3) is fully general, it is not true in virtue of (F).

Keeping the spirit of Russell’s approach, we could tentatively suggest
the following. The fully general proposition (3) is sui generis in that it dis-
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plays the form such that the class of propositions with the same form is the
class containing nothing but (3). In this way, we could maintain that (3) is
true in virtue of its form, since the only proposition of this form is true.
Moreover, (3) is fully general. So (3) can be deemed logically true, as it is
both completely general and true in virtue of form.

Unfortunately, even this amended proposal fails to address Wittgen-
stein’s challenge, because it does no separate purely logical laws from con-
tingently true generalities expressed in a purely logical idiom. As Russell
pointed out himself, the proposition such as “There is at least one thing
identical with itself” — and, in general, cardinality statements — can be
translated into the purely logical idiom a la Principia Mathematica (cf. Rus-
sell 1919, 203; see also footnote on the same page). Yet it seems to state
something substantive and contingent about the way the world is, which
need not hold in different ways the world could be. Accordingly, its truth
cannot be recognized on a priori grounds, which epistemic quality Russell
clearly expects genuine logical truths to possess.

I noted that Russell was aware of the difficulty and proposed to attack it
with glosses inspired by Wittgenstein’s conception of tautology. Without
any real progress, as far as I can judge. Indeed, he confessed to be unable to
explain in a satisfactory way his Wittgenstein-inspired notion of tautology
as capturing one essential mark of (logical) analyticity, whose other side is
a priority.

In what follows I am about to show that modern quantificational ac-
counts propose a somewhat different approach: instead of seeking a unified
account of genuinely logical laws ultimately grounding all logical necessi-
ties, they aim to formulate a meta-theoretic account of logical consequence
and truth in terms of truth-preservation under all admissible variations of
a sort. But we will also see that they inherit some of the central difficulties
that confronted Russell’s approach.

12 See Russell (1919, 205). Another serious trouble is that if the idea of reduction of

all logical truths (necessities) to general logical laws is cashed out as their deductive en-
capsulation in the latter, it founders on Godel’s first incompleteness theorem (Gédel
1931), provided that deduction from logical laws is understood in the standard proof-
theoretic sense.
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3. From substitutions to interpretations

3.1. Carnap: substitutional account for formalized languages

Another important contributor to the quantificational tradition was
Rudolf Carnap. In his monumental Logical Syntax he provided substitu-
tional accounts of logical notions, though he proceeded in a reversed order.
He proposes first to define logical consequence this way:"

B is a logical consequence of 4j,...,4, ift B is a consequence of Aj,...,4,
and either (1) B and Aj,...,4, are all logical sentences containing only
logical expressions, or (2) B* is a consequence of Ai*,...,4,*, where B*
and 4;*,...,4,* are any admissible substitution-variants of B and Aj,...,4,
respectively, obtainable by uniformly replacing all descriptive expressions
occurring in the latter sentences with other descriptive signs of the
same logical type.14

This definition itself presupposes the definition of the generic conse-
quence-relation in terms of what can be obtained from a premise-set by
means of repeated applications of certain transformation rules.”> With this
in hand, Carnap accounts for analyticity (logico-analytical truth) as follows:

4 is analytic iff 4 is a consequence of the empty premise-set and either
(a) 4 contains only logical vocabulary, or (b) 4 is such that every sen-
tence obtainable from it by uniformly replacing all its descriptive signs
with other descriptive signs of the same logical type is true (cf. Carnap
1937, 181; see also Coffa 1991).

B For details see Coffa (1991), Creath (1998), Prochdzka (2006) and several essays in

Wagner (2009), especially de Rouilhan (2009).

14 T .. . .
I have simplified the definition, leaving out of account the case when the descriptive

signs in premises or conclusion are defined. In that case, the conclusion logically follows
from the premise-set iff the logical consequence relation (as defined above) holds between

their variants in which all non-primitive terms are everywhere replaced by their definiens.

15 A . . .
Note, though, that the consequence-relation is infinitary in character: basically, it is

explained in terms of what can be obtained from a premise-set by means of repeated ap-
plications of possibly infinitary transformation rules such as the so-called omega-rule al-
lowing us to infer the universal closure VxPx from the infinite premise-set that includes
P(n), for each given natural number n. Introduction of such infinitary (“indefinite”) de-
ductive means was an important element in Carnap’s original way of accommodating
Godel’s incompleteness results within his generously syntactic project, fully acknowl-
edging their limitative force with regard to finitary (“definite”) means of proof.
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This is one of three definitions of logical properties given in Carnap’s
opus magnum.'® It can be found in the important part on the general syn-
tax, in which Carnap attempts to reconstruct all the key notions of logical
consequence, analyticity, contradictoriness and determinacy — including,
importantly, the partition of all terms into logical and descriptive — starting
with the definition of the consequence-relation. The other two definitions
were given for the so-called Language I and Language II respectively. For
Language I, Carnap’s recipe was much like the general one provided above:
viz. analyticity was defined as a limiting case of logical consequence from
the empty premise-set. However, for the much stronger LII (of the type-
theoretic sort), he defined logical consequence as a limit-case of L-contra-
dictoriness: B follows logically from 4, ..., 4, iff {4y, ..., 4,}U{=B} is con-
tradictory. Importantly, Carnap’s account of analyticity and contradictori-
ness made use of the method of valuation and was remarkably close to Tar-
ski’s celebrated procedure of defining truth via a recursive definition of sat-
isfaction of open sentences by sequences of objects (of fitting logical
types)."” Basically, the idea was that analyticity of complex (including quan-
tified) sentences can be systematically reduced, in a step-by-step manner, to
analyticity of atomic sentences.

In Carnap’s view, this procedure amounted to the definition of logical
truth for sentences of Language II articulated in purely logical (logico-
mathematical) expressions. A problem with this way of defining logical
truth is that it does not neatly extend to sentences containing descriptive
constants. Yet it was arguably Carnap’s ambition to provide a general
method of defining analyticity (and related notions of contradictoriness and
consequence) also for descriptive languages of science (e.g. for physicalistic
extensions of Language II). Carnap’s proposal here was that in the specific
case of a descriptive sentence 4 we san say that:

A is analytical (logically true) iff 4* is analytical, where A4* is a sentence
obtained (a) by replacing all descriptive constants of A uniformly by

16 For further details cf. Coffa (1991) and Creath (1998). The definitions were meant

to be given for an object-language in a more powerful (syntactic) meta-language.

7" Tarski (1935). It can be said that Carnap (1937) defined truth for formalized logico-
mathematical languages, though, unlike Tarski, he did not realize that much the same
procedure can be used to define truth also for languages containing descriptive terms —

cf. Coffa (1991) and Creath (1998).
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variables of appropriate types and (b) universally closing the matrix so
obtained with respect to each free variable introduced.

The definitions of contradictoriness and logical consequence for such sen-
tences would have to be modified accordingly. Here, again, Carnap’s proce-
dure is recognizably quantificational in its spirit. In the next section, how-
ever, we shall have an occasion to see that this definition might eventually
require a non-substitutional rendering of universal quantifiers supposed to
close the purely logical matrix.

3.2. The objection from persistence violation

To sum up what has been said so far: substitutional accounts hold that
consequence obtains between a (possibly empty) premise-set and the conclu-
sion if there is no counter-example having the same logical form, where logi-
cal form is determined by the fixed logical terms and the pattern of remain-
ing non-logical elements that are treated schematically. There is, mind you,
no trace of modality in the explanations. Indeed, the appeal of quantifica-
tional approaches lies in the fact that we seem to need only appropriate quan-
tifiers plus the notion of plain truth in order to account for logical properties
in terms that are not philosophically contentious. In addition, quantifica-
tional approaches appear to do justice to the powerful intuition that logical
properties are formal in nature: if they apply to something, they apply to anything
of the same form. Logical status is, in this specific sense, exceptionless.

That being said, substitutional strategy of the sort I have reviewed may
intuitively overgenerate, as it hinges on the expressive capacity of the un-
derlying language. As Etchemendy put it, it is a plausible condition on an
adequate account of logical consequence (truth) that:

The property of being logically true with respect to a given F [class of
fixed logical terms] should persist through simple expansions of the
language ... [and] the property of not being logically true should persist
through contractions of the language. (Etchemendy 1990, 30)

The same holds, mutatis mutandis, for consequence. Reductive substitu-
tional accounts of logical consequence appear to violate this adequacy con-
dition, at least when they are framed in a linguistic framework.'® Viewed

8" Unlike Bolzano’s (1837/1972) original account, which was designed for non-linguis-

tic propositions and their component ideas, whose number as well as identity is inde-
pendent of common languages, hence not constrained by their expressive limits.
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from one direction, some arguments (sentences) in some language L can
turn out valid (logically true) on the linguistic substitutional account, only
because L does not have enough expressions to express a genuine counter-
example — available in simple expressive expansions of L. From the oppo-
site direction: some arguments (sentences) in L that are invalid (logically
false) on the substitutional account, given that L has enough expressions to
express a genuine counter-example, can become valid in its contractions (or
sub-languages) lacking expressive resources to frame a counter-example.

Essentially this kind of objection was put forward by Tarski (1936) in
his classic article on logical consequence. He says there that an adequate ac-
count of this notion should capture the following property called “the con-
dition F”:

X follows logically from K only if X’ is true whenever every member of
K’ is true, where X', K’ differ from X, K only by replacement of all con-
stants except logical constants (cf. Tarski 1936, 415).

Tarski then rushes to point out that this is a sufficient condition of X fol-
lowing logically from K, only if the underlying language has sufficient re-
sources to designate any (type-theoretic or set-theoretic) object its quantifiers
range over. But he deems this idea patently absurd, if only because there are
many more set-theoretic objects than there are linguistic expressions.

3.3. Tarski’s interpretational account circa 1936

Tarski’s remedy was not to reject the basic idea behind the substitu-
tional account but to improve on it so as to overcome the problem of per-
sistence-violation. Like Bolzano, Russell or Carnap, he was arguably a sup-
porter of a demodalized quantificational account of logical properties in
terms of form, truth and generality. The challenge he faced was to find its
proper formulation. Having argued that the F-condition is necessary but
not yet sufficient for logical consequence, Tarski proposed what is nomi-
nally a model-theoretic account of logical consequence:

The sentence X follows logically from the sentences of the class K if
and only if every model of the class X is also a model of the sentence X.
(Tarski 1936, 417)

Familiar as this account sounds Tarskian models are non-standard by
contemporary standards. First, the definition was designed for type-theo-
retic logical systems common in the 1930s. Second, the consequence rela-
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tion is defined for fully interpreted sentences, but their models are defined
by detour through sentential functions obtained by uniformly replacing all
their non-logical constants (in all their occurrences) by variables of fitting
logical types. Thus, according to Tharski, starting with the sentence X and
the class of sentences K, what we obtain via such uniform replacements will
be the sentential function X* and the class of sentential functions K*. What-
ever sequence of set-theoretic objects (of types appropriate to free variables of
X*) satisfies X* is then called a model (or realization) of the sentence X."
Much the same can be said, mutatis mutandis, of the relation between K and
K*: an arbitrary sequence of objects of fitting logical types that satisfies each
sentential function in the class K* is called a model of that class of sentences.

Tarski thereby arrived at a definition of consequence that is remarkably
close to Carnap’s account introduced in Section 2.4. And his procedure is
clearly a variation on the simple quantificational theme, as it reduces logical
consequence (and logical truth) to plain truth plus generality. The chief
difference is the consistent switch from substitutions to semantic valua-
tions: what we uniformly vary are not extra-logical expressions but their
set-theoretic values.?

It is worthy of comment that Carnap’s account of logical notions for
Language II could address the objection from persistence violation, owing
to the fact that he was prepared to switch from substitutions to semantic
values if need arises. This applies to his generalized definition of logical
truth for Language II covering sentences with descriptive terms, in case one
cannot reduce their analyticity just to analyticity of their substitutional
variants but needs to quantify over semantic values proper. The need for
this move was clearly pointed out to Carnap by Godel in their correspon-
dence on Carnap’s early attempt to define analyticity (circa 1932), which
was based on the substitutional reading of quantifiers. Gédel showed Car-
nap that his attempt was marred by circularity and proposed to fix the
problem by treating second-order variables as raging over any property
whatever defined over the individual domain (whether or not it can be

19 . . . . . .
Tarski’s account of models of sentential functions builds on his celebrated recursive

definition of satisfaction of sentential functions by (infinite) sequences of appropriate

objects, given in Tarski (1935).

20 . . . .
Also, unlike Carnap, Tarski does not presuppose the generic consequence-relation

defined as a closure upon inference rules (including rules, such as the omega-rule, that
are infinitary in character).
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named). Carnap incorporated this into his amended account in the Logical
Syntax, where he stipulated the range of second-order variables to be the

. . 21
power set of the countable set of numerical expressions of Language II.
Much like Tarski, Carnap could in this way transcend the problem of per-
sistence violation.?

4. One world is not enough: the objection from overgeneration
due the fixed domain

Russell, Carnap and arguably also Tarski in the 1930s all had the idea
that quantifiers are logical terms that cannot be varied via substitutions or
interpretations. This is built into their logic in that individual variables are
determined to range over one fixed domain of all individuals.” In fact, they
all used to work with type-theoretic deductive frameworks devised to keep
the spirit of the logicist reconstruction of the classical mathematics while
avoiding Russell-type paradoxes.

2l Thus note that Language II, compared to Language I, is a very powerful formalism

capable to embody a substantive amount of classical mathematical reasoning. With it Car-
nap embraced the idea of higher-order logic as a framework for mathematics. Now, while
in the first-order fragment of Language II there are enough names (numerals) for every
object in the domain of first-order quantifiers, the substitutional strategy is out of place
with regard to higher-order fragments of Language II, as there are not enough names for
every object in the intended domain of higher-order quantifiers (say for all properties/sets

defined over the set of all individuals). See the discussion in Awodey — Carus (2007).

2 < . . . . L
Viz. the richness of objects to be found in the transfinite type-theoretic hierarchy —

of which Language II is a part — that could be used in possible semantic valuations.

%3 Over this domain, then, domains for higher-order variables are defined, if the language

is, as was then usual, type-theoretic. Whether Tarski (1936) propounded a fixed-domain
or variable-domain conception of models is a vexed question. The fact is Tarski did not
say there that different interpretations of sentential functions can be based on different
domains. The discussion of this historical issue would take me too far afield. Let me just
say that I think that Etchemendy (1990) is right that Tarski’s account does not involve va-
riable domains of interpretations. Consult Mancosu (2006; 2010), Bays (2002) or Corcoran
— Sagiiillo (2011) for more detailed arguments in favour of the view that Tarski held a sort
of fixed-domain conception of models throughout 1930s, which are considerably more
sensitive to the subtleties of Tarski’s position in the historical context. Bays (2002), Man-
cosu (2006; 2010) and Schiemer — Reck (2013) also show that Tarski had resources that
allowed him to simulate effects of domain-variation so that he could frame close enough
versions of important metatheorems (such as completeness, etc.).
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The trouble with this view is that once the domain of quantification is
fixed, logical properties would seem to depend on its size in a way that is
intuitively problematic. A notorious example is the sentence IxIy—(x = y),
which is logically true, if the domain contains at least two things, but logi-
cally false, if it contains only one thing, because it does not contain any
non-logical element to be varied. Accordingly, if the fixed domain contains
two or more things, any inference that has this sentence as a conclusion is
logically valid. Generally, an inference of the following type that contains
only cardinality-sentences about the least number of existing things

Ixp..3x,[x =) A Aa(x = x) A (X =x3) A
Aa(x=x) Ao A (X1 = %))

Ixq TIX [ = x0) A A (X = %) A (X0 = X3) AL
A _|(X2 = Xn+1) A A _|(Xn = Xn+1)]

is logically valid or invalid depending on the size of the fixed domain.
Thus, for n = 2 and the fixed domain containing just two objects, the in-
ference is invalid, since, in that case, the premise is true and the conclusion
false. But if n = 2 and the domain contains at least three things, the infer-
ence is valid, the premise and conclusion being both true.

What this consideration seems to show is that, on the assumption that
the quantifier is a fixed term picking out the universe of all existing indi-
viduals (or a fixed portion of it), quantificational accounts make logical
properties dependent on the extra-logical fact of how many things there are
in the fixed domain.?® That is to say, any true cardinality sentence is logi-
cally true, and any false cardinality sentence is logically false, since there is
nothing to be varied. Yet cardinality sentences, even if non-contingently
true or false, do not seem to be true or false on purely logical grounds.25

* With the possible exception that the domain is to be non-empty, though even this

is over the heads of proponents of free logics. Already Russell (1919, 203, n. 1) was un-
easy about this specific assumption, which was derivable from the axioms of Principia
Mathematica.

» Such systems were based on an infinite individual domain, but this could hardly be

otherwise, if the aim was to reconstruct the body of classical mathematics in them. This
old-fashioned project is deemed passé today. Indeed, one tends to think that the axiom
of infinity compromised it from the start. That said, it is to be noted that this was not
the received view in the late 1920s and early 1930s. Thus Carnap and Tarski in the
1930s — both with sympathies to the general logicist idea — were prepared to treat (at
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This raises the following problem for all quantificational accounts dis-
cussed so far: it seems that logical properties should persist not just under
contractions and expansions of the non-logical vocabulary, but also under
possible contractions and expansions of the domain of quantification.

5. Quine’s parsimonious approach: substitutional account vindicated?

Quine (1970/1986) is the last proponent of the quantificational ap-
proach whose views merit our attention. Interestingly enough, he had
a sort of response to both aforementioned overégeneration objections, based
on his version of the substitutional approach.”® He restricted his substitu-
tional account to languages regimented in the austere first-order idiom
(lacking primitive identity-symbol, individual terms and function symbols),
for which he distinguished five accounts of logical truth and consequence:
in terms of structure, substitutions, models, proof and grammar. The first ac-
count states that 4 is a logically true sentence if it is true by virtue of its
logical structure alone. Since A’s structure is revealed via replacing its predi-
cates by schematic letters, Quine says that we can just as well define logical
truth and consequence in the second way:*

least sometimes) issues of cardinality as logical issues. So the discussion in this section is
to be read in this light. Note, however, that Russell himself (1919, 202-203) viewed the
axiom of infinity as problematic (along with the infamous axiom of reducibility) on the
ground that it seems to be an extra-logical postulate. In his classic review of logicism
Carnap (1931) had voiced a similar worry with respect to the traditional logicist pro-
gram; yet, somewhat later, in Carnap (1937) he did not seem to be worried about as-
suming the axiom of infinity (pursuing already his quasi-syntactic and pluralist approach
to logic without any clear-cut boundary between logic and mathematics).

% See Quine (1970/1986, 53-56). Compare also Quine (1950/1982, Ch. XIII). Quine
mentions that the completeness theorem shows that, in case of first-order languages,
logical truth and consequence can be adequately (extensionally correctly) approached in
terms of proof and provability. But he does not prefer the proof-theoretic approach, on
the ground that, unlike the general substitutional approach, it is arbitrary to the extent

it depends on the choice of this or that proof-system.

7 Gee Quine (1970/1986, Ch. 4). Simple open sentences play in Quine’s regimented

language the role of terms in Bolzano’s unregimented language. Further measures are to
be taken to avoid possible collision of variables. For a discussion see McKeon (2004).



320 LADISLAV KOREN

(i) A4*is alogically valid schema iff all its instances obtained via admis-
sible substitutions — of (open) sentences for its simple sentential
schemata — turn out to be true sentences.

(ii) A is a logically true sentence iff it is such an instance of some logi-
cally valid schema 4*.

(iii) B follows logically from A, ..., 4, iff “If 4; and ... and 4, then B’
is a logically true sentence.

The third account, which is Quine’s version of the model-theoretic ac-
count in terms of set-theoretic interpretations of non-logical elements over
varying domains, goes roughly like this (cf. Quine 1970/1986, 51-52):

(i) Open sentence S(4*) is a set-theoretic analogue of the schema 4*
iff S(4*) is obtained by uniformly replacing every simple sentential
schema of the type P(xi,...,x,) that occurs in 4* by a corresponding
set-theoretic construction of the type (xi,...,x,) € ¥, ¥ being a vari-
able ranging over sets.

(i) Model-sequence M = (D, a, f3,...) of (n-dimensional) sets defined
over the domain-set D satisfies the set-theoretic analogue S(4*) iff
S(A4*) comes out true when D is assigned as the range of its indi-
vidual variables and the sets @, f3,... are assigned (in the requisite
order) to the set-variables occurring in S(4%).

(iii) Model-sequence M = (D, @, f,...) satisfies the schema A4* iff M
satisfies its set-theoretic analogue S(4*).

(iv) A*is a logically valid schema iff every model-sequence M satisfies 4*.

The clauses for logical truth and consequence may then remain the same as
in the previous account.

Once we have the two accounts in place, the objection from persis-
tence-violation can be reformulated: due to a lack of expressive power on
the part of the object-language it might happen that the first account
would count some sentences as logically true (having no substitutional
counter-examples to them) that have set-theoretic counter-models. This,
Quine admits, holds for expressively impoverished regimented languages.
However, he has an argument that in the case of a canonical first-order
language expressively adequate to elementary arithmetic there is no short-
age of substitutional counter-examples vis-q-vis set-theoretic counter-
models. So his substitutional account of logical truth does not overgenerate
with respect to the account of logical truth spelled out in terms of set-
theoretic interpretations.
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What he set out to show is that the following equivalence holds for an
arbitrary first-order schema S:

S is true under all admissible substitutions iff no admissible set-theore-
tic interpretation is a counter-model of S.

He notes that the right-to-left direction of the equivalence

If no admissible set-theoretic interpretation is a counter-model of S,
then S is true under all admissible substitutions

holds due to a version of Gédel’s completeness theorem for first-order logic
(see Godel 1930). The theorem states that every S that is true under all
admissible set-theoretic interpretations (so has no counter-model) can be
derived in a visibly sound first-order proof-system such that every provable
schema is assured to have only true substitution-instances. Quine’s argu-
ment for the left-to-right direction

If S is true under all admissible substitutions, then no admissible set-
theoretic interpretation is a counter-model of S

draws on two crucial meta-theorems. Let us first reformulate this condi-
tional equivalently as follows:

If some admissible set-theoretic interpretation is a counter-model of S,
then S is false under some admissible substitution.

According to the Lowenheim-Skolem fundamental theorem, if a first-
order schema has a model (counter-model) at all, it has a countable model
(counter-model) in the domain of positive integers. So what we have to
substantiate is this:

If S has a countable counter-model in the domain of positive integers,
then S is false under some admissible substitution.

Quine points out that Hilbert and Bernays showed that countable models
or counter-models can be expressed by elementary number-theoretic open-
sentences (available, recall, in Quine’s preferred language — see Hilbert —
Bernays 1934). Such open-sentences are exactly what one would need to
frame falsifying substitution-instances of S if S had a countable counter-
model. So we have:

If S has a countable counter-model in the domain of positive integers,
then S is false under some admissible substitution of open-sentences of
elementary number theory.
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Put all this together by chaining of implications and you have proved the
left-to-right direction of Quine’s equivalence.”®

Incidentally, Quine also had a response to the second overgeneration
objection, though he did not formulate it explicitly himself.”” The clue lies
in the fact that he did not treat the identity sign “=” as a primitive logical
symbol of his canonical language (as is usual in first-order languages with
identity) but as a defined symbol that expresses indiscernibility with respect to
all n-adic predicates of the object-language. Consequently, sentences con-
taining only quantified individual variables, sentential connectives and ‘=’
are purely logical only by appearance, that is, until we replace the defined
identity sign ‘=’ with its definiens involving descriptive n-adic predicates of
the object-language.” Once so expanded, it can be shown that cardinality
sentences like 3xJy—(x = y) admit of substitutional counter-examples.’ In
this way, Quine could sustain his contention that, for a sufficiently expres-
sive first-order language at least, his parsimonious substitutional account is
all one needs.

Quine’s vindication of his substitutional account raises a couple of ques-
tions. First, one could worry that his proposal makes logical properties de-
pendent on substantive matters alien to logic, for an elementary number
theory is needed to provide an adequate theory of sentences (finite strings)
and substitutions, which is in turn equivalent to the theory of finite sets. I
doubt, though, that this worry would have bothered Quine. Granted, his
explication of logical properties brings in its own ontological commitments.
But this is as it should be, by Quine’s lights, because any theoretical ac-

28 However, Boolos (1975, 52-53) argues that Quine’s argument is correct for logical

truth but, for logical consequence, his proof of extensional adequacy goes through only
if the-premise set of an argument is finite (or at least arithmetically definable).

» Shapiro (2000, 339) suggests this Quinean way out and McKeon (2004) details it.

%" Quine (1970/1986, 63) calls this procedure “exhaustion of combinations”.

31 . . . .. .
That said, Quine also argues that the basic laws of reflexivity, transitivity and sym-

metry of identity are logical truths in his substitutional sense, even though “=” is a de-
fined binary predicate. Cf. Quine (1970/1986, 63-64). McKeon (2004) discusses some
technical problems with Quine’s idiosyncratic treatment of identity. Perhaps the most
important philosophical point that many commentators have mentioned is that Quine
makes identity of individuals relative on a richness of languages, since what is indiscern-
ible with respect to all non-logical n-place predicates of one language, may well be dis-
tinguishable with respect to all non-logical predicates of a richer language. And that
sounds counter-intuitive: Quine’s ‘=" does not express identity after all.
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count (the model-theoretic included) is bound to make some ontological
commitments. And Quine is quick to remind us that the ontological costs
of his substitutional approach are modest compared to the rival model-
theoretic account formulated in terms of varying set-theoretical valuations
(including varying domains of such valuations):

[...] it renders the notions of validity and logical truth independent of
all but a modest bit of set theory; independent of higher flights. (Quine
1970/1986, 56)*

Second, and more importantly, Quine’s vindication of the substitutional
account relies on fundamental meta-results for first-order predicate logic and
it does not therefore carry over to languages regimented in higher-order
predicate calculi. This would not have bothered Quine, who contended —
partly on independent grounds — that second-order predicate calculus is a set
theory in sheep’s clothing, and hence no pure logic (see Quine 1970/1986,
66). Still, if one does not feel comfortable with Quine’s fairly restrictive view
of the realm of pure logic, one would have to seek another idea.

6. Conclusion

Where does this leave us? In light of the discussion so far, two reason-
able desiderata on plausible accounts of logical properties have emerged
that can be spelled out as follows:

(1) logical properties of (sets of) sentences had better persist under sub-
tractions and expansions of the non-logical vocabulary;

(2) they should also persist no matter what sequence of values of appro-
priate types we assign to their non-logical elements — whatever pos-
sible domain of application those values may come from.

32 . . . . -
Note that Quine’s strategy of assuring extensional adequacy of his substitutional ac-

count already assumes that the first-order object-language is rich enough to embed
elementary number theory. A related complaint could then be that, unlike the model-
theoretic account assuming domain-variation, Quine’s account makes logical properties
dependent on the immanent ontological assumptions of the object-language itself.
Quine, I guess, could retort that even the model-theoretic rival account makes some
(indeed, much heavier) assumptions, albeit at the meta-level.
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Only in this way, one might argue, could we hope to do justice to the
intuition that logical validities as well as truths are topic-neutral and hence
should not depend on substantial assumptions, be they empirical or
mathematical. The problem is that the quantificational strategies fail to
meet one or both of those desiderata.

When we set aside the objection from overgeneration due to the persis-
tence violation as something that interpretational accounts eventually allow
us to overcome, the real source of trouble seems to lie in the fact that all
quantificational accounts so far reviewed treat quantifiers in a misguided
way: viz. as rigidly ranging over one fixed domain, irrespectively, as it were,
of the context of application. This, then, prevents them from doing justice
to the intuition that specifically logical consequences and truths — con-
ceived of as formal and topic-neutral in nature — are sensitive to the logico-
semantic profile of sentences but insensitive to the specific contents associ-
ated with their descriptive vocabulary (if any) or specific domains they may
be applied to.

That we can do better than this is the idea driving the standard model-
theoretic account of logical consequence and related notions, which explic-
itly allows domains to vary across admissible semantic interpretations of
language. I would eventually argue that this is the most promising quantifi-
cational approach on the market, not least because it provides formally rig-
orous explications of logical properties — relative to a principled account of
the semantic behaviour of certain traditionally distinguished logical con-
stants — that make room for fruitful metatheoretical comparisons between
the semantic and the deductive side of logic.

This is a delicate issue — and one that has provoked much controversy
recently — that deserves a separate discussion, because a mutated version of
Wittgenstein's principal challenge to Russell's account is in a way still with
us. Thus, if logical relations and properties are to be construed as formal
and topic-neutral, it would seem that they should not be contingent on
substantial truths. Yet even the model-theoretic approach appears to make
them contingent on substantive matters, this time in the form of specific
background set-theoretic assumptions.

This and closely related issues — such as what, in general, we can rea-
sonably expect from fruitful meta-theoretical explications of central logical
notions such as consequence — will be addressed in the concluding part of
my explorations of the quantificational tradition.
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1. Introduction

In philosophizing about language meaning, one condition on a success-
ful theory of meaning suggests itself quite naturally: the condition of self-
referentiality, or the theory’s meaningfulness according to its own stan-
dards. More specifically, the theory should correctly account (whatever that
might involve) for meaning of all those expressions by means of which it is
formulated. Probably the most famous failure in this respect is Wittgens-
tein’s: the penultimate remark of Tractatus openly reflects the paradoxical
character of the presented theory, namely that it appears senseless when
measured by the very standards it puts forth.” Self-referentiality is certainly
not the only criterion of assessing theories of meaning. For pragmatic rea-
sons we might prefer, e.g., one that lacks self-referentiality but assigns
meanings to a broad range of expressions, to a self-referential theory with
poor coverage of other expressions than those employed in its own formu-
lation. Still, there is a clear theoretical appeal to self-referentiality: unless
a theory of meaning satisfies this condition, it is in principle always in need
of another theory of meaning (cf. Scharp 2010, 265).

Robert Brandom in his Making It Explicit (henceforth MIE; see Bran-
dom 1998) sets himself the ambitious goal of developing his theory of
meaning up to the point at which something called expressive completeness is
reached. Although this notion, I think, despite some misleading formula-
tions does not coincide with that of self-referentiality, it is closely related.
In comparison with the seemingly more straightforward ideal of self-
referentiality, I here intend to clarify the notion of expressive completeness
(section 2) and its position in Brandom’s philosophical project (sections
3 and 4).” In the latter, my focus will be on how Brandom hopes to justify
the claim of expressive completeness of his theory, what he uses it as
a premise for, and whether expressive completeness, as opposed to genuine
self-referentiality, suffices for his aims. Concerned primarily with the signi-
ficance of expressive completeness for Brandom, I will not provide a verdict
on whether expressive completeness is actually achieved in his book. I will

Garver (1996) argues that the later Wittgenstein’s philosophy, unlike Tractatus, is

a success in this respect. I object to this claim elsewhere — see Ocelak (forthcoming).

3 That is, the project of Making It Explicit. In the present paper, Brandom’s more re-

cent work (see Brandom 2008, in the first place) and its possible relevance to the issues
at hand are left aside.
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indicate, though, how much still needs to be shown in order to provide the
answer, at any rate an affirmative one.

2. Expressive completeness

Brandom is a normative pragmatist. His theory of meaning thus comes
in the form of a (normative) specification of human practices that are, pur-
portedly, sufficient to confer appropriate conceptual content on various ex-
pressions engaged in these practices. (Brandom is also a rationalist who en-
dorses a most intimate relation between thought and speech. Where many
others would talk about the meaning of an expression, Brandom prefers to
characterize it semantically through determining its conceptual content,
something which is at the same time attributable to certain intentional
states and performances.) In Brandom’s view, the most explanatory account
of an expression’s meaning consists in a refined specification of how a prac-
tice is normatively structured so that it employs that expression in the par-
ticular role it does.

The official ambition, then, is to have the theory elaborated up to the
point where it becomes expressively complete (see Brandom 1998, xx, xxii,
641). This is achieved when the practice the theory specifies is sufficient to
confer on expressions conceptual contents so rich that the very conferring
practice can be described by their means.

Some of Brandom’s formulations suggest that this aim is (at least in his
pragmatic setting) identical to what I called a theory’s self-referentiality
above. (As a matter of fact he even talks about “self-referential expressive
completeness”; see Brandom 1998, xxii.) For instance: “[...] they [i.e., the
participants of the specified practice] will be able to express the theory of-
fered here. [...] the project eats its own tail [...] presenting an explanation
of what it is to say something that is powerful enough to explain what it it-
self is saying” (Brandom 1998, xx).4 But these two ideals need not involve
the same, and I want to argue that they do not in Brandom’s case. What we
primarily ascribe expressive completeness to seems to be a vocabulary rela-

4 Cf Laurier (2005, 142), too: “[...] it should be expressively complete, in the sense of

including an account of the conceptual resources that are needed in order to formulate
this very account of conceptual content.” Also, Scharp (2010, 265): “Hence, the entire
theory of meaning [...] can be formulated by the members of the extended practice.”
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tive to its instituting practice.s But it is of course not necessary that this
practice will be specified in terms of the vocabulary it institutes. We can
specify a practice (calling this specification our theory of meaning) that
confers conceptual content such that the resulting idiom is powerful
enough to describe the practice, while being quite distinct from our own
expressive resources (which we have employed in our theory). Such
a theory will have achieved the goal of expressive completeness. (That is to
say that the vocabulary instituted by the described practice will be expres-
sively complete. In a derived sense though, we may ascribe expressive com-
pleteness also to the theory.) However, the theory is not truly self-
referential, for it does not directly account for the meaning of all of its own
expressions. Let me call this feature weak self-referentiality.

I believe that this, and not genuine self-referentiality, should be seen as
the ambition of MIE, or in any case is a more realistic one. The focus
should be on the content, rather than on the formulation, of our theory of
meaning: the instituted vocabulary should suffice to specify the same prac-
tice our theory specifies, be it in different terms. Even the MIE’s expres-
sion I quoted above (cf. Brandom 1998, xx) can be perhaps read in this
content-focused manner, since to say something is ambiguous between em-
phasis on the expression and on the content. Also other formulations allow
the interpretation in favor of stating the theory’s content rather than the
theory itself:® “[...] the theory should specify practices sufficient to confer
on the various locutions considered all the kinds of content required to state
the theory itself” (Brandom 1998, 116). Elsewhere: “[...] the scorekeeping
practices that confer conceptual content on the fundamental sorts of explici-
tating vocabulary used in stating the theory [...]” (Brandom 1998, 641). In
these quotations, I italicized the qualifications which indicate that the prac-
tice need not confer content on the actual terms employed in our theory,
but rather on something with an analogical function.

The two most obvious options are that the instituted vocabulary is
completely distinct from the theory’s language, or that the former is a re-
duced version of the latter. The second is in my opinion the case with
MIE, and only in this sense can Brandom reasonably aspire to expressive

® Tllustrated by, e.g.: “What is being claimed is the expressive completeness of the

regimented ascriptional idiom, over a certain domain” (see Brandom 1998, 613).

6 . . g
Where stating the theory’s content precisely amounts to describing the content-

conferring practice.
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completeness. On the seven hundred pages of MIE, incomparably richer
vocabulary is made use of than that which is explicitly introduced via speci-
fying the instituting practices. It is only the weak self-referentiality that is
meaningfully in question in MIE. (That is fortunate: I doubt anyone
would be willing to read a book as thick as MIE, composed exclusively of
if... then..., believes that, is entitled to and a handful of other regimented lo-
cutions that are explicitly introduced by Brandom.)

Maybe we could seek evidence in MIE for a position slightly closer to
genuine self-referentiality, characterized by an implicit claim that the insti-
tuted vocabulary is about as powerful as the book’s own idiom in general,
not only with respect to specification of the instituting practice (cf. the qu-
otations from Brandom 1998, 116, and 641). But given how tremendously
richer the actual language of MIE is, this position would be hard to defend.
In the following I will try to show that for Brandom’s purposes even weak
self-referentiality can do well; although it is yet another question whether
it is actually achieved in MIE.

3. Justification for the claim of expressive completeness

What is Brandom’s justification for the claim that his theory of mean-
ing is expressively complete, in the sense of weak self-referentiality as de-
fined above? According to the picture presented in MIE, a full discursive
practice consists of two layers. First, the basic assertional practice, which
confers conceptual content on the non-logical vocabulary, and second, the
practice whereby broadly logical expressions are introduced, which is that of
making explicit the features and proprieties of the basic practice. This logi-
cal superstructure is what makes “merely rational” participants of the basic
practice, who are already in possession of simple conceptual content, into
“logical creatures”, who are able to express their discursive acting in speech,
dragging it thus in the space of reasons. Henceforth, I will talk about the
basic practice instituting the basic vocabulary, and about the full vocabulary
(consisting of both the basic and the logical vocabulary) being instituted by
the full (discursive) pmctice.7

Brandom’s layered picture of discursive practice, mainly in the formulation of the
more recent book Between Saying and Doing, is outlined in more detail and criticized in
Lauer (2012).
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Now, this assumed picture involves that participants of the full discur-
sive practice have at their disposal means for making explicit, or specifying,
the basic practice. But for expressive completeness it is necessary that
a practice establishes vocabulary in terms of which that practice izself can be
specified. By the same assumption, participants of merely the basic practice
are not capable of such specification. Brandom therefore needs to show that
the conceptual resources instituted by the full discursive practice are rich
enough to make explicit this very practice, not just the basic one. Scharp in
Scharp (2010, 264) draws attention to this as the point of Brandom’s appeal
to the notion of expressive equilibrium, traced back to Frege’s Begriffsschrift,
which is somewhat hidden in the body of MIE.®

According to Brandom (1998, 114; cf. also Scharp 2010, 264), an ex-
pression is in an expressive equilibrium if the appropriate inferences insti-
tuting its content can be made explicit by use of that very expression. The
idea seems to be that the practice which institutes, e.g., the conditional
if... then as explicitating some proprieties of the basic assertional practice
itself needs nothing more involved than this conditional to be made expli-
cit. (Note that no harmful circle is involved: the conditional-instituting
practice does not presuppose an explicit introduction; it can go on even
without ever being made explicit.) The practice conferring the conceptual
content on conditionals could be, for instance, made explicit as follows:
“Asserting ‘if A, then B’ amounts to undertaking such a commitment if the
commitment to A is added, then B is undertaken as well.” Of course, noth-
ing at all can be made explicit solely by means of if... then. So the condition
for expressive equilibrium should be specified to the effect that it should be
possible to explicitate the instituting practice using only the involved ex-
pression itself, rogether with some other limited vocabulary; and in Bran-
dom’s layered picture it seems natural to appoint the whole (broadly) logi-
cal vocabulary to this role.” After all, such interrelatedness of logical locu-
tions would correspond with his need to have all of his logical expressions
in an expressive equilibrium. Less will not do, for then there would be
a logical expression (i.e. an expression needed in making the basic practice
explicit) whose instituting practice is not subject to specification by partici-

Otherwise, questions of expressive completeness are primarily discussed in the pref-

ace and the conclusion chapter of Brandom (1998).

9 . . ) . . o .
The normative expression commitment, which I used in the specification above, is

also understood as logical in Brandom (1998).
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pants of the full discursive practice, and expressive completeness would
thus be lost.

Brandom quite clearly subscribes to the need of expressive equilibrium
for the whole logical vocabulary, but unfortunately the matter is not expli-
citly discussed when various logical locutions are introduced further in the
book. So it is hard to see, and would require a properly detailed discussion
to determine, to what extent expressive equilibrium, as a necessary condi-
tion for expressive completeness of the proposed theory of meaning, is sa-
tisfied in MIE. Just as it would require a proper discussion to say — another
condition, not independent though — how correct Brandom’s treatment of
logical expressions is as such, regardless of the ideal of expressive equili-
brium. Needless to say, such a broad assessment cannot be supplied in this
short essay. "’

Apart from possible critique from within the two-layered picture, there
is a serious challenge to this very conception, labelled the Layer Cake Pic-
ture, by Lauer (2012), who develops an argument introduced by Laurier
(2005). Lauer argues, still rather internally to Brandom’s overall project,
against the claim that the basic, pre-logical practice assumed in MIE can be
regarded as autonomously discursive. The core of his reasoning is the fol-
lowing. Agents of the basic practice, without any (broadly) logical vocabu-
lary, conceived as discursive scorekeepers, a fortiori lack attitude-ascrip-
tional locutions. But these are necessary in order for them to be capable of
attributing discursive aztitudes, rather than merely statuses, to other agents.
(By Brandom’s own commitment in Brandom 1998, 639-640, an agent
cannot implicitly attribute a scorekeeping attitude unless she is able to ex-
plicitly ascribe that attitude.) And without the ability to keep “double
books” on a single agent, to distinguish between what that other agent ac-
knowledges commitment to and what he is in fact committed to, one lacks
a grasp of the objective character of conceptual content. However, the ob-
jective, or representational, aspect of conceptual content is taken as a neces-
sary condition for discursivity in MIE. It follows that the basic, pre-logical

10 . q . . . .
The main contribution of Scharp (2010) is a particular argument against expressive

completeness of Brandom’s theory, building on his treatment of the predicate “true” and
his commitment to a Kripkean approach to the Liar’s paradox. Brandom (2010) accepts
the critique, but claims his account of truth in Brandom (1998, Ch. 5) not to be
a proper part of his theory of meaning. The notion of truth is not a logical notion ap-
pealed to in making explicit the basic practice, he says, so chapter 5 could be left out of
MIE, with the rest of the project still aspiring for expressive completeness.
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practice is also pre-discursive, even if it can stand on its own, and that an
autonomous discursive practice presupposes at least some of the locutions
that are regarded as (broadly) logical by Brandom.

This deconstruction of the layered picture of discursive practice seems
convincing to me, and makes Brandom’s claim for expressive completeness
again more obscure. On one hand, disrupting the neat inner structure does
not imply that the full discursive “cake” cannot be expressively complete as
a whole. On the other, it is now harder to substantiate why it should be.
As I have just shown, in MIE the ambition depends on the accessibility of
the expressive equilibrium for the introduced logical vocabulary. But even
Brandom’s notion of the logical is undermined now. More specifically, it
cannot be the case any more that there is a layer of expressions which only
serve to make explicit the implicitly present proprieties of an independently
conceivable practice so that a fully discursive practice is set up. For the im-
plicitly present proprieties of a practice that lacks objectivity of content are
insufficient, even when made explicit.'' Once we accept Laurier’s and Lau-
er’s attack on the layered picture, the way to expressive completeness via
expressive equilibrium, which was at least sketched in MIE, is further
blurred for us. First we need to define the logical anew, only then we can
claim expressive equilibrium for it.

4. The role of expressive completeness

Detached from the question, whether and how expressive completeness
can be achieved, it remains for us to see the significance of this ideal for
Brandom’s project; to see for what purpose expressive completeness even in
the sense of weak self-referentiality can serve Brandom well. While expres-
sive completeness presupposes the expressive equilibrium in MIE, it itself
appears to be a prerequisite for another equilibrium, the interpretive, intro-
duced on the last pages of MIE’s Conclusion. Or rather for one particular
case of it. Interpretive equilibrium is achieved when members of a commu-
nity are able to attribute to one another the same attitudes they are adopt-
ing themselves (cf. Brandom 1998, 642). In the basic practice, as conceived

U {auer (2012) finally suggests a version of expressivism about logical expressions void

of the Layer Cake Picture, under the head of dialectical expressivism. But the idea is
rather vague and I do not think it can help with the issue of expressive completeness.
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in MIE, this is not the case, because there the agents adopt scorekeeping
attitudes towards others, themselves unable to attribute to them further
scorekeeping attitudes above “mere” statuses. On the contrary, the full dis-
cursive practitioners are capable of explicit (even iterative) embedding of at-
tributions, and they can therefore attribute any attitude they adopt (cf.
Brandom 1998, 642-643).

Admittedly, this last case of interpretive equilibrium does not depend
on expressive completeness. But a different case does. The claimed expres-
sive completeness of his theory enables Brandom’s glamorous (or disap-
pointing — cf. Rosen 1997, 168) move at the end of MIE, a punchline of
the whole story. It allows him to let the external and internal interpreting
perspective on a fully discursive community coincide. With expressive com-
pleteness, discursive practitioners are themselves capable of specifying the
practice by which their conceptual resources are instituted; that is, capable
of making explicit the implicit proprieties of the instituting practice. So,
they are capable of attributing to each other all the statuses and attitudes
that we (external interpreters who formulate our theory of meaning qua
specification of the full discursive practice) are capable of attributing to
them. In this interpretive equilibrium between them and us, “[e]xternal in-
terpretation collapses into internal scorekeeping. [...] It is recognizing them
as us” (Brandom 1998, 644).

And this collapse is a most welcome thing for Brandom, the rational-
ist. It saves the irreducible normativity of any discursive practice by refer-
ring it to our own norms, which cannot be stated once for good. “There
is never any final answer as to what is correct; everything, including our
assessments of such correctness, is itself a subject for conversation and
further assessment, challenge, defense, and correction” (Brandom 1998,
647). Also, the collapse of perspectives seems sufficient to mitigate a par-
ticular unease we might have, as external interpreters of a community,
concerning the objectivity of their content. Namely, does any genuine ob-
jectivity arise on the basis of the distinction between one’s acknowledged
and “real” commitments, given that this distinction is always made from a
particular scorekeeping perspective and is therefore just a matter of two
different attitudes of the scorekeeper? That is how Brandom’s story goes.
But once we recognize our interpreting perspective as internal to the
community, there is no point for us in denying “real” objectivity: it is us
(among others), who are to make the distinction, and we are bound to
hold our commitments dear.
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Note, finally, that all it takes to achieve this ultimate goal, the collapse
of the external and the internal perspective, is a theory of meaning that is
expressively complete in the sense of weak self-referentiality. For this pur-
pose, a central one indeed, it does not matter that the more intuitive desi-
deratum of full self-referentiality is not met. The agents of the specified
practice need not talk the same language as we do. Yet they form with us,
as long as an interpretive equilibrium is in place, an important “we”: that of
rational and logical creatures.

I hope to have clarified what good news expressive completeness of the
theory presented in MIE would mean — if only after having shown how far
such news is from being confirmed.

5. Summary

I have contrasted the ideal of full self-referentiality of a theory of mean-
ing with the notion of theory’s expressive completeness, for which full self-
referentiality is not required, and I have argued that it is only the latter, or
a weak self-referentiality, that can be reasonably seen as the ambition of
Brandom’s Making It Explicit. I have shown that Brandom’s claim for ex-
pressive completeness is based on the idea of an expressive equilibrium,
which he hopes to have achieved for his broadly logical vocabulary. Howev-
er, such an achievement is by no means evident in MIE. Moreover, a recent
serious challenge to Brandom’s underlying picture of discursive practice
makes it even more unclear how expressive completeness could be reached
by way of an expressive equilibrium. Whether or not it is achieved in MIE,
I have shown what a desired goal expressive completeness is for Brandom’s
overall pragmatist and rationalist project, allowing the ultimate coincidence
of the external and the internal interpreting perspective on a discursive
community.
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ABSTRACT: In this paper I wish to discuss so-called principles of inheritance and the
familiar claim that it leads to deontic paradoxes. By combining two such paradoxes it
will be shown that inheritance amounts to a principle of explosion: supposing that in
the actual world there is at least one thing that one ought to do, almost anything is
something one ought to do. I will then attempt to qualify the principle of inheritance
so as to avoid this and other paradoxical results.
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1. Introduction

There are eight sections of this paper. In this, the first section, I will
set out the structure of the paper. In the second section I will lay out
a number of inheritance principles and explain how and in what way they
each support inheritance. In the third section I will lay out the axioms of
deontic logic and show that if we use these as the semantics of ‘ought’ then
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inheritance turns out to be a fairly obvious consequence of the first two
axioms. In the fourth section I will describe paradoxes that inheritance
seems to generate, in particular one I christen a Principle of Explosion for
oughts. This is the case against inheritance. In the fifth section I will dis-
cuss why inheritance is an attractive principle and why we should want to
preserve it if we can. This is the case for inheritance. In the sixth section
I will discuss, but reject, the possibility of explaining away these paradoxical
results as being not as paradoxical as they initially seem. In the seventh sec-
tion I will try to break the deadlock between the cases for and against in-
heritance by putting forward new principles for transmitting oughts from
ends to means. The qualified inheritance supported by these principles
should avoid the problematic paradoxes, though it will leave some problems
unresolved. In the eighth section I will lay out my conclusions.

2. The principles

Below are a few examples that express roughly the same idea of inheri-
tance:

Inheritancec: p semantically entails ¢ = “It ought to be the case that p”
semantically entails “It ought to be the case that 4” (cf. Cariani 2009, 1).

Inheritancew: If one ought to E, and it is necessary that (one E’s D one
M’s), then one ought to M (cf. Setiya — Way n.d., 27).

Inheritances: If X objectively ought to do A, and to do A X must do B,
it follows that X objectively ought to do B (cf. Schroeder 2009, 234).

These are largely the same; however, there may be differences hidden in
the modal terms used.

By “to do A X must do B” Schroeder (2009, 234) seems to mean nomic
necessity or something similar, for he talks of the relation of B to A as a re-
lation of means to ends. While accepting the possibility of alternatives,
Setiya — Way (n.d., 3) are much more explicit about what they mean by
“necessity” in “it is necessary that (one E’'s D one M’s)”, favouring an epis-
temic construal where P is epistemically necessary if and only if P is true at
all candidates for the actual world not ruled out by the relevant body of in-
formation. Clearly, this rules in all the logical consequences of the relevant
body of information. Lastly, “p semantically entails ¢4” says that there is no
model in which p is true and ¢ is false.
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All three principles have the result that inheritance is closed under en-
tailment, though they differ in what those entailments can be from. Inheri-
tancec seems the most modest, for only the entailments of p alone inherit
from p that it ought to be done. Inheritancew seems the least modest, for
all the entailments of the relevant body of knowledge will qualify as epis-
temically necessary. Schroeder is less forthcoming, but we might suppose
that he means whatever can be entailed from the initial conditions of the
actual world and its causal laws; then, inheritances is closed under entail-
ment in the same way and degree that deductive-nomological explanation
is closed under entailment.

Similar in spirit is:

Inheritancep: ((S requires of N that p) & (p € q) is logically valid) € (S
requires of N that q) (Broome 2007, 19).

S is here the source of the requirement and N the agent. This principle
says that requirements that a source may generate are likewise closed under
entailment, since if (p € q) is logically valid then this means that p entails
q. This shares inheritancec’s modesty, entailment being from p alone
rather than from p conjoined with other true propositions (a relevant body
of information).

3. The axioms

Inheritance is often supported by appeal to the semantics of ‘ought,” or
at least to the semantics of the deliberative ‘ought.” Wedgwood (2006, 137)
puts it like this:

[T]he semantic value of the practical or deliberative ‘ought’ is deter-
mined by the role it essentially plays ... in practical reasoning or delibera-
tion ... given by the following rule: Acceptance of the first-person sta-
tement ‘O n(p) ... commits one to making p part of one’s plan about
what to do at .

To commit to making p part of one’s plan is for one’s plan to be a proposi-
tion that logically entails p. If this is a biconditional (as it seems to be), it
follows pretty quickly that any g within the deductive closure of the plan is
a proposition for which ‘O, ()’ is true, that is to say, it is something
I ought to do at ¢, and given that p is in the deductive closure of the plan
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any ¢ logically entailed by p will eo ipso be likewise within the deductive clo-
sure of the plan. Thus, (O¢u.s(p) and (p € q) is logically valid) € Ogye,s(g)
turns out to be to be a materially valid inference; to deny the consequent
while accepting the antecedent is simply to misunderstand what the delib-
erative ‘ought’ means.

Wedgwood (2006, 144-148) spells out these consequences, which turn
out to be the axioms of von Wright’s original deontic logic. These are:

1) If p and q are logical equivalents, O ey (p) and O,y (q) are logical
equivalents.

2) If O(me,»(p N q) then O(me,t)(])) and O(me,»(q).

3) If O(me,»(p) and O(me,»(q) then O(me,t)(p A q).

4) If p is logically false, then Oy, 5(p) is logically false.

5) If p is logically true, then Oy, (p) is logically true.

Although he does not formulate an inheritance principle explicitly, it is
easy to see that it follows from the principles above. If (p € g) is logically
valid then p and (p A g) are logical equivalents, so if Oy, (p) is true then
from (1) above Oy i(p A q) must also be true, and from (2) above Oy, 1(9)
will be true. To deny inheritance, then, is to deny that one of these first
two principles is true.

4. The paradoxes: the case against inheritance

However, these intuitive principles of inheritance are often held up to
be false because of certain counter-examples. These are the deontic para-
doxes.

Broome denies that inheritanceg is true because of Ross’s paradox. This
makes use of the fact that any proposition entails the disjunction of itself
and any other proposition, true or false. In short, the rule of V-introduc-
tion guarantees that whenever p is entailed so also is p V ¢ for any 4. There-
fore, if Ope,n(I post the letter) then O (I post the letter or burn it). But
then I can do something I ought to do by burning the letter, despite the
fact that by burning it I cannot post it. This is deeply counter-intuitive (cf.
Broome 2007, 20).

Does Broome reject (1) or (2) above? In using a possible-worlds seman-
tics for requirements it seems that he is committed to the same axioms
that Wedgwood is committed to, since any possible world in which I post
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the letter is a world in which I post the letter or burn it; possible-worlds
semantics seem to support automatically the deductive closure of require-
ments. Broome denies this by making a distinction between the property
and a code.

Suppose that the requirement is a rational requirement; then, rational-
ity is its source and being rational is the property. The things that rational-
ity requires are the code and by complying with the code the agent instan-
tiates the property, i.e., he is being rational to the extent that he complies
with what rationality requires of him. There may be other properties that
the agent, in having the property (e.g., being rational) must necessarily
have (e.g., being alive) and propositions that must necessarily be true (e.g.,
I post the letter or burn it) but these are not part of the code. “Not all
propositions that are necessary conditions for having the property need be
in the code,” says Broome (2007, 15), indicating that (1) above is an axiom
only for the property and not the code; logical equivalents and implicata are
not substitutable salve veritate into the context of a deontic operator when
these are being used to express codes.

If so, why is Ross’s paradox still a problem? In the property sense it is
true, Broome seems to say; the world in which I post the letter is the same
world in which I post the letter or burn it, and by occupying this world
I am doing what I ought to do or what I am required to do. Something like
this seems to be Wedgwood’s position also when he says that if we bear in
mind its truth-functional meaning, this is not counter-intuitive at all, ex-
plaining away the fact that it seems counter-intuitive on the Gricean
grounds that it is less informative than what we should say, viz., “I ought to
post the letter” (cf. Wedgwood 2006, 149-150). Wedgwood freely admits
that this amounts to a kind of principle of explosion for oughts:

First Principle of Explosion for Ought: “If there is anything that you
ought to do, then whatever you do, you do something that you ought
to do” (Wedgwood 2006, 150, ff. 23). In symbols, Opne(p) € N instan-
tiates the property of doing as he or she ought by making ¢ true for any
(or any compossible) g.

In other words, since Oy, (“I post the letter”) is true, I can do something
I ought by doing something else, whether it is burning the letter or some-
thing quite irrelevant like scratching my finger. Note that it does not fol-
low that Ogy,,»(“I burn the letter”) or Oy, (‘T scratch my finger”), but it
does follow that by doing these things I would instantiate the same deontic
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properties and obey the same deontic axioms as I would if I posted the let-
ter. Wedgwood sticks to his guns that this is not as counter-intuitive as it
first appears — there are lots of things that you ought to do, and the prob-
lem is only with doing all of them.

Why, then, does Broome reject inheritanceg? Simply because it would
be strange if the source issued a requirement that could be satisfied in prin-
ciple by satisfying any other arbitrary proposition, or any proposition that is
true in a possible world or even all the possible worlds in which the re-
quired proposition is true. It remains counter-intuitive that this can be
even slightly rational, that I am satisfying a genuine requirement or doing
something that I ought to do when I do this.

It is also counter-intuitive that this can be because of some completely
unrelated ‘ought.” As the First Principle of Explosion implies, it doesn’t ac-
tually matter what the derived ought is derived from; as long as there is
something that you ought to do, then there are all sorts of things that you
ought to do, or all sorts of things by doing which one is to count as ra-
tional. The only requirement seems to be that there is some possible world
in which they are all true.

Here is another paradox. For any true g, p implies p A g and p A g im-
plies g. This gives us:

Second Principle of Explosion for Ougbe: If there is anything that you
ought to do, then any true proposition whatever is something that
ought to be made true. In symbols, O¢ye,s(p) € [ D Opnen(q)].

Now, perhaps we might accept the result (as axiom 5 above indicates) that
if q is necessarily true then Oy, 5(g) is true, but surely it is unacceptable for
Omen(q) to be true whenever g and Oy, 5(p) just happen to be true in the
same world. Once again we can derive this result from the first two axioms
of deontic logic: if g is true, then p and (p A g) are logical equivalents, so if
Ome,y(p) is true then from axiom 1 above Oy n(p A g) must also be true,
and from axiom 2 above Oy,5(g) will be true.

Together with the First Principle of Explosion, this second principle
implies:

Combined Principle of Explosion: Provided there is some p for which
One,n(p) is true, any g that is true or is made true by acting is some-
thing that I ought to do because it is a way of satistying Ognen(p V q)
(by the first principle) and because it satisfies Oguen(gq) which (by the
second principle) must also be true.
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I don’t think that an attempt to explain away this result on pragmatic
grounds works; it cannot be true, yet it is the direct result of the fact that
inheritance is closed under entailment.

5. Derived requirements: the case for inheritance

Perhaps failure to be closed under entailment might be considered no
great loss, but it has been noted (Wedgwood 2006; Cariani 2009; Broome
2007) that inheritance has some highly intuitive consequences. One of
these is the ease with which one can appeal to inheritance to explain why
one fails to do what one ought although one does not initially seem to vio-
late a specific requirement. For instance, although there is no specific
‘ought’ prohibiting driving at double the speed limit, this is something that
one ought not to do because one ought not to drive above the speed limit,
and driving above the speed limit is necessary to drive at double the speed
limit. Or in an example from Goble discussed at Broome (2007, 21-22), it
is because one ought not to camp on public streets at all that one ought
not to camp there on Thursday night. Inheritance guarantees this simply
on the basis of deductive (arguably material) validity; there are specific
oughts for these things because these subsist in the more inclusive ought.
Broome responds that no such explanation is needed — when one camps on
Thursday night one violates the code that requires one not to camp at all;
we do not need the code to provide a new requirement for the specific case,
the general requirement will suffice. The temptation to think otherwise is
due to conflating the code sense with the property sense once more.

This contrasts with Cariani’s view that the semantics of ‘ought’ should
be such that, for instance, I would be correct to assert “I ought to drive at
less than double the speed limit,” and this because I would be correct to as-
sert “I ought to drive at less than (or at) the speed limit.” On the view that
‘ought’ is a propositional operator these are correct things to assert because
O(“I drive at less than the speed limit”) is true and, because of inheritancec,
it follows from this that O(“I drive at less than double the speed limit”) is
true. Although Cariani rejects the view that ‘ought’ is a propositional op-
erator he takes it as a constraint on his semantics that it should support the
correctness of these assertions (see Cariani 2009, 15). Broome’s view trans-
lated into the language of ‘ought’ seems to say that we are not strictly
speaking correct to assert that I ought to drive at less than double the
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speed limit; we are saying something strictly false, because there is no
‘ought’ whose embedded proposition is “I drive at less than double the
speed limit,” or in other words, O(“I drive at less than double the speed
limit”), read now as “S requires of N that N drive at less than double the
speed limit” is false.

True, Broome might want to say that it is truly the case that I ought to
drive at less than double the speed limit and that what I should not strictly
say is that I am required by the source of the requirement S to do this. But
after appealing to linguistic data to support his claim that the source sense
is the one we typically use — that we do not say, for instance, that morality
requires us to be alive despite the fact that being alive is necessary for be-
having morally (cf. Broome 2007, 15-16) — it seems fair to wonder whether
Broome can afford to be so sanguine about the prospects of explaining it
away on the grounds of confusion between the source sense and the prop-
erty sense; it is not obvious that the oddness of saying “There is no re-
quirement to drive at less than double the speed limit, but there is a re-
quirement to drive at less than the speed limit,” or “There is no require-
ment to drive at less than double the speed limit, but there is a require-
ment not to drive over the speed limit” is dispelled even restricting our-
selves to the source sense. In fact, it is not obvious from what Broome says
that there is any requirement not to drive over the speed limit, for he could
give an analogous explanation of this as for camping on a Thursday. This
amounts, as I have said already, to rejecting axiom (1) as applying to codes.
But we can easily explain why there are such requirements by accepting in-
heritance, the requirements not to drive over the speed limit and to drive
at less than double the speed limit following automatically from a require-
ment to drive at the speed limit or under.

So, at least some entailments seem to be a good thing. One disanalogy
between ‘good’ inheritance and ‘bad’ inheritance, it might be thought, is
that in the cases of ‘good’ inheritance the inheritance was from a genus to
a species or from a more specific ‘ought’ to a less specific ‘ought’; in other
words, there was an intensional logical connection as well as an extensional
logical connection. There is no such intensional connection between p and
p V q for arbitrary g or between p and p A ¢q for true arbitrary 4. This sug-
gests one plausible way of qualifying inheritance. For instance, you could
stipulate that inheritance is not closed under deductive entailment but un-
der what Chisholm (1981) calls conceptual entailment: if a thinker cannot
have P as the content of a belief without having Q as the content of the be-
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lief, then P conceptually entails Q. Conceptual entailment differs from de-
ductive entailment in the following ways: 1) P does not conceptually entail
a conjunction of itself and a necessary truth R, e.g., P does not conceptually
entail P & 2 + 2 = 4, and; 2) P does not conceptually entail P OR Q.2 When
P conceptually entails Q and Q conceptually entails P, P is conceptually identi-
cal to Q. This rules out successively, and quite neatly, the first and second
principles of explosion above, and rules in what we want to rule in, for
I cannot have as the content of a belief that I drive under 65 m.p.h. with-
out having as the content of a belief that I drive under 100 m.p.h.

Relating this back to the axioms of deontic logic, we can modify axiom
(1) to (1*): “If p and q are conceptually identical, then Oy, (p) and Oy y(q)
are conceptually identical (or, perhaps, logically equivalent).” Note that this
is no longer a possible-worlds semantics — which is extensional — but
a much finer-grained semantics based on intensions. Now, if P conceprually
entails Q then P conceptually entails P & Q and, trivially, P & Q conceprually
entails P. Thus, if P conceptually entails Q then P is conceptually identical to
P & Q. Then, by our new axiom (1*), O¢pes(P) and Ogpen(P & Q) are
conceptually identical. Next, by an analogous version of (2) I will call (2%), it
follows from Oes(P & Q) that Oy, n(P) and O, »(Q). So, we can derive
a version of inheritance on the basis of conceptual entailment in an analo-
gous way as before.

However, an inheritance principle so defined is both too strong and too
weak. It is too weak because it does not handle the deontic paradox of the
Good Samaritan. If it is the case that I ought to help those in need, then it
is logically necessary that there be someone in need, yet clearly one ought
not to act so that somebody is in need in order to help them afterwards.
Conceptual entailment does not seem to help here, because I cannot have
as the content of a belief that I help someone without having as the con-
tent of a belief that there is someone to help. I am not introducing any
new, arbitrary propositions here.

It is too strong because it rules out ordinary means-ends relationships.
Suppose that I ought to review a paper, and in order to do so it is necessary
that I accept the commission to review the paper. Intuitively, I ought to ac-
cept the commission, and inheritances explains why I ought to do this —

2 Pand Q are actually properties, rather than propositions. For Chisholm, when we

believe something we attribute a property to ourselves rather than have an attitude to-
wards a proposition. However, I will speak as if they were propositions.
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the means inherits from the end for which it is a means the force (or a part
thereof) of the ‘ought’-claim. There is generally no logical connection be-
tween the end and the means, still less an intensional connection, although
there is a necessary connection.

6. The bullets

We could save our new principle of inheritance if we could “bite the
bullet” for these two problems. In this section I will discuss the possibility
of doing precisely this, and note that this has been done in the philosophi-
cal literature.

Beginning with the Paradox of the Good Samaritan, the paradox is dis-
solved as long as we index the ‘ought’ operator to time, Wedgwood (2006,
150) says, it being the case after the one to be helped is in this situation
that one ought to help him, but not before. This makes sense of our intui-
tions that it is not the case that the person ought to be in this situation,
and even that he ought not to be in this situation, and yet, given this situa-
tion, helping him is what we ought to do. Properly indexed to time we do
not get any conflict between the ‘ought’-claims O(“I help X”) and O(“X
needs my help”).

Cariani seems to be referring to much the same thing when discussing
‘secondary obligations.” Suppose that Mary ought to turn in her paper by
Friday. Then, at all the deontically best worlds available before Friday,
Mary has turned in her paper. Saturday comes and Mary has not turned in
her paper. Should Mary be punished for not handing in her paper on Fri-
day? In none of the deontically best worlds is Mary punished, for in those
worlds Mary handed in her paper. The solution, Cariani (2009, 10) says, is
to update the possible worlds on Friday when Mary misses her deadline.
Before Friday, Mary ought to turn in her paper by Friday, but after it is too
late to hand in her paper and hence the worlds in which she does so are no
longer accessible, Mary ought to be punished, without it being the case
that Mary ought to have done whatever puts her in this situation. So,
O(Mary, Fridayy(“Mary hands in her paper by Friday”) is true but OMary, sacur-
dayy(“Mary hands in her paper by Friday”) is false, whereas O\ary, Friday)(‘Mary
is punished on Saturday”) is false but Oqmary, Saturday)(‘Mary is punished on
Saturday”) is true. Similarly, at the time that the person comes to be in
need, there comes also the obligation to help. Worlds where the person
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does not need help or where Mary has passed in her paper are no longer
available; the modal claims can only be assessed against this updated back-
ground.

This seems to suggest optimism for biting the bullet. However, I am
unconvinced. This still seems to amount to a rejection of inheritancec; for
the proposition “Mary ought to be punished for not handing her paper in
by Friday” entails that “Mary did not hand her paper in by Friday”, so if
O(“Mary is punished for not handing her paper in by Friday”) then, by in-
heritancec, O(“Mary did not hand her paper in by Friday”), which implies
that Mary ought to have done something for which she ought to be pun-
ished, that is to say, something she ought not to have done. Clearly, it can-
not be the case that Mary ought to have done something that she ought
not to have done. Similarly, I still do not find it obvious why the possible-
worlds semantics (or even a more fine-grained semantics) does not license
O(“X needs my help”) for the same indices as O(“I help X”), and it seems
to me that Wedgwood has answered a different question to the one asked.
Granted that without backwards-causation or time-travel there is nothing I
can actually do to bring about the situation that X finds himself in, but if T
could then surely what I ought to do is not put X into that situation but,
on the contrary, to make it so that X is not in that situation, and it seems
not unreasonable to expect this to be grounded in the semantics.

Furthermore, even if we accept that it is nor the case that Mary or X
ought to be in the situation they are in, what it seems that we want to be
able to say is that they ought not to be in that situation. That is to say, even
if we deny that inheritance has the consequence that O(“X needs my help”)
for the current time it does not itself have the consequence that O(“X does
not need my help”), either for the current time or earlier, when I may have
been able to do something about it. Yet surely if it is true that I ought to
help you it must be the case that you are in a situation that you ought not
to be in and that I ought to stop you being in were it possible.

Perhaps it might be argued that it is not the semantics of the ‘ought’-
operator that should license the inference from an ‘ought’-claim that is true
at some later time to an ‘ought’-claim that was true earlier, but it seems
strange that inheritance should appear to give precisely the wrong answer.
On the contrary, it seems to me that what makes the ‘ought’-claim that
I should help X true at t is the fact that it inherits from a true ‘ought’-
claim prior to t that I ought not permit X to be in the situation that I later
ought to help him out of. The fact that I was not at that time in a position
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to stop X from getting into that situation, and that I am not at the current
time in a position to have stopped X from getting into that situation, are
contingent features of the situation and not a matter of logic. I would say
also that this is something that I ought to do at t even before t. Given that
she does not hand in her paper on Friday, it is equally as true before Friday
as after that I ought to punish her on Saturday. Time enters into the con-
tent of our obligations but not their structure; it is not, I dare to say, an
index. The updating mechanism implies instead that one’s obligations
come into and out of existence.

So, I don’t think the Paradox of the Good Samaritan is so easily dis-
posed of.

What about inheritance from means to ends? We noted that the new
inheritance principle did not license O(M) on the grounds of O(E) when M
is the means to E, yet inheritancew and inheritances certainly did. Are they
right to do so?

It might be thought that the force of the ‘ought’-claim should not be
transmitted from ends to means after all. Suppose that, even if I accept the
commission to write the review, I am so disorganized that I am actually
unlikely to write the review.’ It may then be the case that I ought not to

3 This example is based on the following example of Setiya — Way (n.d., 9): “Profes-

sor Procrastinate ... and Professor Dispatch have equally strong reason to review a book.
A necessary means to this is accepting the commission to review it. There are no side-
benefits to accepting; the only reason to accept ... transmits from the reason to review.
Dispatch is extremely likely to write the review, if he accepts. Procrastinate is extremely
likely not to write the review, if he accepts. ... Dispatch and Procrastinate have the same
reason to accept: namely, as much reason as they have to write the review. But surely
Dispatch has more reason to accept than Procrastinate has. We would unhesitatingly
advise Dispatch to accept, while being very reluctant to advise Procrastinate to do the
same.”

This is couched in the language of reasons; Setiya and Way would claim that Pro-
fessor Procrastinate has reason to write the review (unless, possibly, he knows that there
is no chance at all of his writing the review, in which case it is questionable whether
this is something he ought to do in the first place) but less reason to accept the com-
mission. They are doubtful whether it is possible to say that there is an all-things-
considered reason to write the review but that it is not what one ought to do. Thus,
this might be a case where Professor Procrastinate ought to achieve the end (write the
review) and cannot do so without taking the necessary means (accepting the commis-
sion) but ought not to take the means, since by doing so he would be making it less
likely that the review will get written than if he left it to Professor Dispatch. This
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accept the commission, for by doing so I may knowingly be probably put-
ting myself into a less deontically good world — a world in which the paper
is not reviewed — than I would if I did not accept the commission and left
it for someone else to review. It is because of situations like this that Setiya
— Way (n.d.) reject inheritancew altogether. The new principle of inheri-
tance may then be considered to be giving the right result.

The example here seems to me under-described. The fundamental
‘ought’-claim involved (that often seems to be left out of the presentation)
seems to be O(“Someone reviews the paper”). If I am the only one who can
review this paper, then it is necessary for the truth of “Someone reviews the
paper” that I review the paper. Thus, inheritance should license O(“T re-
view the paper”). Next, it is necessary for the truth of “I review the paper”
that “T accept the commission to review the paper”, so inheritance should
license O(“T accept the commission to review the paper”). Inheritancew and
inheritanceg do license these ‘ought’-claims, giving us:

O(“Someone reviews the paper”)
U

O(“I review the paper”)

U

O(“T accept the commission to review the paper”)

where U is inheritance on the grounds of (extra-logically) necessary rela-
tions between the propositional contents of the ‘oughts’. The new principle
of inheritance does not license either, although it does license O(“Someone
reviews the paper”) on the grounds of its being conceptually entailed by O(“I
review the paper”) — the converse of the inheritance above.

Now, if I am not the only one who can review the paper then “I review
the paper” is not necessary for “Someone reviews the paper” so inheritance
does not license O(“I review the paper”). To get O(“I review the paper”) we
must appeal instead to a principle based on sufficiency:

Means-Ends Transmission Principle: If you have a reason to do A and
doing B is a sufficient means to doing A, you have a reason to do B (cf.
Way 2010, 224).

seems to be Setiya and Way’s intuition: accepting the commission does not inherit from
writing the review that it is something that ought to be done for someone in Professor
Procrastinate’s situation. For this reason, Setiya — Way (n.d., 17) deny that inheritancey
is true.
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Since my reviewing the paper is a sufficient means for making it such that
someone reviews the paper, this principle means that I have a reason to re-
view the paper. If we admit that at least sometimes (possibly when it is un-
defeated) this reason amounts to an ‘ought’-claim, then I ought to review
the paper, and inheritance guarantees the rest, giving us:

O(“Someone reviews the paper”)
!

O(“T review the paper”)

U

O(“T accept the commission to review the paper”)

where | amounts to transmission on the grounds of (extra-logically) suffi-
cient relations between the propositional contents of the ‘oughts’.

In both versions, it seems that I ought to accept the commission. To
describe the case where it might seem that I ought not to accept the com-
mission in line with Setiya and Way’s intuitions we need to include the
other agent explicitly, giving us:

O(“Someone reviews the paper”)

l l
O(“T review the paper”) O(“You review the paper”)
4 U

O(“T accept the commission”) O(“You accept the commission”)

This shows (by the double strikethrough) that O(“I accept the commis-
sion”) does not inherit any force from O(“I review the paper”), the reason
being that you are more likely to review the paper than I am and we cannot
both of us review the paper and accept the commission, so that if I accept
the commission I make it less likely that you will and consequently less
likely that someone reviews the paper.

Note that this could be taken as a counter-example to the Means-Ends
Transmission Principle as applied to ‘oughts,’ rather than inheritance, or
perhaps not so much a counter-example as a case where the reason, being
defeated, falls short of being one I ought to act on. The only thing that
I ought to do is act in such a way that some sufficient means for the end is
taken. So, what follows from O(“Someone reviews the paper”) is O(‘I re-
view the paper or you review the paper or ...”) for the disjunction of suffi-
cient but non-necessary means. Now, it may seem odd that I ought that
you do something, but there clearly are acts of omission that I can ‘per-
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form,” — e.g., not accepting the commission — to help make it such that you
review the paper. This is so for any acts by doing which would make it im-
possible for you to do them or less likely that you do them, as it seems we
are meant to assume in this example. To put the matter slightly differently,
it could be said that reviewing the paper is something that we ought to do,
although my contribution is entirely a matter of my not doing things. This
is because it is not my writing the review that the deontically best world re-
quires but only that the review be written. This is to reject Setiya and
Way’s intuition that I ought to review the paper, it then being no surprise
that it is not the case that I ought to accept the commission. In fact, since
I ought that you accept the commission, and we cannot both accept the
commission, I ought nor to accept the commission — a stronger result than
it not being the case that I ought to accept the commission.

Perhaps some of the ‘ought’-facts in the deontically best worlds are
agent-relative — it is not enough that some state is achieved or some act is
performed by someone, but that a particular agent perform that particular
act. That is to say, we might drop the assumption that the fundamental
‘ought’-claim is O(“Someone reviews the paper”) or O(“The paper is re-
viewed”) but is O(“I review the paper”) or O(“The paper is reviewed by N”).
Is it then still possible to claim, when I am very unlikely to write the re-
view, that I ought not to accept the commission? I don’t think so. My ac-
cepting the commission is necessary for my writing the review, and al-
though you may be more likely to write the review, it is not the writing of
the review but my writing of the review that is at issue, that is in the deon-
tically best world. Setiya and Way’s intuitions depend (not unrealistically)
on it not mattering who actually reviews the paper as long as it gets re-
viewed, but in those cases I have argued that it is not the case for any par-
ticular person that they ought to review it, though it may well be true that
collectively they ought to bring about its being reviewed.

This means that when there is a genuine ‘ought’-claim for an end, the
force of that ‘ought’-claim should be transferred to necessary means. It re-
mains a problem with the new principle of inheritance that it does not have
this result. Along with the Paradox of the Good Samaritan, these bullets
are not easily bitten.
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7. The means

Instead, I propose we take Schroeder’s more instrumentalist-looking
principle inheritanceg “If X objectively ought to do A, and to do A X must
do B, it follows that X objectively ought to do B” and try to define what
“to do A X must do B” means in such a way as to allow transmission from
ends to means and from the more specific to the less specific. As a first ap-
proximation, I propose that it means that X A’s by B-ing.

This simple linguistic test of the ‘by’-locution seems to rule out what
we want to rule out and rule in what we want to rule in. It is false to say
“I posted the letter by posting the letter or burning it” and “I helped the
needy by putting them in need” and true to say “I drove at less than 100
m.p.h by driving at less than 60 m.p.h” and “I reviewed the paper by (in
part) accepting the commission.”

The most complete analysis of the by-relation is in Goldman (1970,
43):

Act-token A level-generates act-token A’ if and only if
(1) A and A’ are distinct act-tokens of the same agent that are not on the
same level;
(2) neither A nor A’ is subsequent to the other; neither A nor A’ is a tempo-
ral part of the other; and A and A’ are not co-temporal,
(3) there is a set of conditions C* such that
(a) the conjunction of A and C* entails A’, but neither A nor C* alone
entails A’;
(b) if the agent bad not done A, then he would not have done A’;
() if C* had not obtained, then even though S did A, he would not have
done A’.

The relation of level-generation is meant to be wider than the by-relation
and is not exhaustive of the possible relations between act-tokens: act-
tokens are identical if they are the exemplification by the same subject
(however described) of the same property (where, unlike Goldman, I count
those properties the same that are conceptually identical as defined above) at
the same time; they are on the same level if they are not identical but differ
only by having different concepts of their objects; one act-token is a tem-
poral part of another when it is one of a series of actions, e.g., each separate
action involved in tying a shoelace or changing a tyre; one act-token is co-
temporal with another when they both need to be performed independ-
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ently at the same time for another action, e.g., the act of jumping is co-
temporal with the act of shooting, and these together level-generate the act
of jump-shooting.

Condition (1) above specifies that act-tokens related by level-generation
are not identical or on the same level, but are the act-tokens of the same
agent and, because (2) specifies that neither act-token is subsequent to the
other, at the same time. The rest of (2) specifies that act-tokens are not in
either of the other two relations. Condition (3) says that an act-token
A level-generates another A’ when it is logically entailed by the conjunc-
tion of A with a set of conditions C* but is not entailed by A or C* alone.
These conditions C* may be of different types, and these determine what
type of level-generation is involved. What should be noted is that C* can
be causal facts about the actual world. So, if my act-token of flipping
a switch causes a light to go on, then it level-generates the act-token of
turning on the light, though it does not cause my turning on the light,
which is a different event from the light’s going on.

Let us look at some examples of inheritance on the basis of level-
generation, being a temporal part, and being a co-temporal part. If flipping
a switch were the only way to turn on the light, then O(“I turn on the
light”) should transmit its force to O(“I flip the switch”). As for the tempo-
ral parts of necessary acts and the co-temporal parts of necessary compound
acts, these do not seem to inherit any oughtness from each other (from one
temporal or co-temporal part to another) but from the act that they are the
temporal or co-temporal parts of; I ought to grab each end of my shoelaces
if T ought to tie my shoelaces and I ought to jump and I ought to shoot if
I ought to jump-shoot. What is also interesting is that C* can, in fact, con-
tain these ‘ought’-facts (cf. Goldman 1970, 25). For instance, if C* is O(“I
tie my shoelaces”) then my tying my shoelaces level-generates my doing
something I ought to do. Similarly, if I ought to turn on the lights, my
turning on the light level-generates my doing something that I ought to do
and since my flipping the switch level-generates my turning on the light, it
also generates my doing something that I ought to do, for level-generation is
transitive.

How does this work with our previous examples? Although it seems
true to say “I drove at less than 100 m.p.h by driving at less than 65 m.p.h”
it is not obvious how the act-tokens of my driving at less than 100 m.p.h
and my driving at less than 65 m.p.h are related. It does not seem to be
level-generation, because driving at less than 65 m.p.h entails on its own
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driving at less than 100 m.p.h, thus violating 3(a) which says that A should
not entail A’ on its own. I propose to treat this as a different way of being
on the same level. In general, where two property-instances are related such
that they are either conceptually identical or by a more inclusive one con-
taining a less inclusive one (one conceptually entails the other), then the
property-instances are on the same level.

This seems to suggest the following principle of inheritance:

Inheritance*: If X objectively ought to do A, and either:
a) A-ing and A’-ing are not distinct;
b) A-ing and A’-ing are on the same level;
¢) A’ level-generates A;
d) A’isa temporal part of A;
e) A’isa co-temporal part of A;
it follows that X objectively ought to do A’.

This applies recursively. If I objectively ought to turn on the light, then
since my flipping the switch level-generates my turning on the light, then
condition (c) is satisfied and I objectively ought to flip the switch. Since
I ought to flip the switch, and (let us suppose) my moving my finger in
a certain way is a temporal part of my flipping the switch, it follows from
(d) that I objectively ought to move my finger in the required way.
However, this does not quite seem to work. One problem is my treating
conceptual entailment as a way of being on the same level, for being on the
same level is symmetric and implies [by satisfying condition (b)] not only
correctly that if T objectively ought to drive at less than 65 m.p.h. then
I objectively ought to drive at less than 100 m.p.h, but also incorrectly that
if T objectively ought to drive at less than 100 m.p.h. then I objectively
ought to drive at less than 65 m.p.h. This can be solved by modifying con-
dition (b) to say that A’ does not conceptually entail A. So, if A is driving
at less than 65 m.p.h. and A’ is driving at less than 100 m.p.h., A conceptu-
ally entails A’ and A’ inherits from A the force of O(“I drive at less than 65
m.p.h”) and make it true that O(“I drive at less than 100 m.p.h”). But if
A is driving at less than 100 m.p.h. and A’ is driving at less than 65 m.p.h.,
A’ conceptually entails A and even if O(“I drive at less than 100 m.p.h”) is
true [which it will be if O(“I drive at less than 65 m.p.h”) is true] A’ does
not inherit any of its force. The inheritance can only go in the same direc-
tion as the conceptual entailment, which is both ways if A and A’ conceptually
entail each other, that is to say, they satisfy condition (a) in being not dis-



356 DAVID BOTTING

tinct. In this case it is reasonable for inheritance to be symmetric, as it was
in deontic axiom (1*).

There are apparently less reasonable ways in which inheritance can be
symmetric on inheritance*. We have already seen one: my reviewing the
paper is a means for making it such that the paper is reviewed, so O(‘T re-
view the paper”) follows on this basis from O(“Someone reviews the pa-
per”). But my reviewing the paper conceptually entails that the paper is re-
viewed, so O(“Someone reviews the paper”) follows from O(I review the
paper”). There are two possible ways my reviewing the paper and some-
body’s reviewing the paper seem to be related here, and inheritance goes
one way according to one such relation and the other way according to the
other.

What about the relation between my accepting the commission and my
reviewing the paper? Here, reviewing the paper seems to be subsequent to
accepting the commission, so these act-tokens do not seem to be in any of
the relations described, for in all of these the act-tokens occur at the same
time. The account above does not appear to deal with precisely the kind of
means-end relationships that we introduced it for. Goldman (1970, 52-53)
calls acts like accepting the commission “putting oneself in a position to do
x".* Here, I do not think it is too much of a stretch to talk of A’ being
a cause of A, especially if we take this in the minimal sense of being an
INUS condition of A. It is necessary for my reviewing the paper that all the
conditions in C* that together level-generate my reviewing the paper from
the basic actions I perform are true, and one of these, rather trivially, is that
there is a paper to review. My accepting the commission is necessary for the
truth of this condition. This is a case where there is a causal relation
(weaker than causal necessitation) between the act-tokens.

Goldman claims that by virtue of believing that act A’ puts oneself in a position to

do A and that we want to do A, we want also to do A’ and our A’-ing is intentional.
However, this claim does not help us. For one thing, nothing in inheritance* implies
that it is only our intentional actions that we ought to do — if my writing the review
causes a fly to move and thereby generates my act of moving the fly, and I ought to
write the review, then I ought to move the fly. Remember that the content of the
‘ought’-claim concerns an act-token, and this particular act of moving the fly is some-
thing I ought to do because without having done it I could not have reached the state
of having written the review. Also, inheritance* transfers the force of the ‘ought’-claim
from the end to an actual means, not to what might only be believed to be a means.
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However, this leads us back to something very like the paradox of the
Good Samaritan, because it is necessary for my helping someone that there
is someone to help, and I can put myself into a position to help someone
by acting in a way that makes them need help. Not every act that is a cause
of A is something I ought to do because A is something I ought to do, and
it may well be something that I ought not to do. What is worse, we have
not solved the original paradox of the Good Samaritan, since it is conceptu-
ally entailed by my helping someone that there is someone to help, and
thus from (b) I objectively ought to be such that there is someone to help.

On the plus side, we have solved the problem of the first principle of
explosion and Ross’s paradox. Since the entailment in condition (3(a)) is
a logical one and thus if (C* A A) |— A’ then equally (C* A A) |— (A’ vB)
this might seem not to be the case, but here the counterfactual condition
(3(b)) blocks this result; it is not true that if the agent had not done A,
then he would not have done A’ V B, because he might have done B and
thereby done (A’ V B) without doing A. A does not level-generate (A’ V B);
I do not post the letter “by” posting it or burning it.

What about the second principle of explosion? If (C* A A) } A’ then
equally (C* AA) o (A’ AB) for any true B. But we can only say that
(C*AA) |- (A’ A B) when (C* A A) I- B, in which case, since (C* A A) |-A’
and (C* A A) |— B it will be the case that O(A’) and O(B) when O(A), and
these can be conjoined in the normal way to give O(A’ A B). In the general
case when it is not true that (C* /\A)I— B, A will not level-generate
(A’ A B) just because it level-generates A’, and it will be only A’ itself and
not (A’ A B) that inherits from A. Nor does (A’ A B) inherit from A’ for
although A’ and (A’ A B) are on the same level it is (A’ A B) that conceptu-
ally entails A’; A’ would inherit by virtue of O(A” A B) were this ‘ought’-
claim true but (A’ A B) does not inherit by virtue of O(A).

This suggests the following modified principle:

Inheritance**: If X objectively ought to do A, and either:
a) A-ing and A’-ing are not distinct;
b) A-ing and A’-ing are on the same level, and A’ does not concep-
tually entail A;
¢) A level-generates A’;
d) A’is a temporal part of A;
e) A’isa co-temporal part of A;
f) A’isa cause of A;
it follows that X objectively ought to do A’.
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This is a principle for necessary means, when there is one and only one way
to A.

What if A-ing is merely sufficient for A’-ing, as it was when I could
bring about the paper being reviewed either by my reviewing the paper or
by your reviewing the paper? There I said that it did not follow that
I ought to review the paper. Or a more trivial case when I ought to have
lunch but I have a choice between several options. In these cases I would
say that although it is not the case that X ought to A’ it is the case that
X ought to intend to A’.

This might seem odd, and I will not offer a complete defence here.
Should X really intend to take each and every option? Doesn’t this imply
that he ought to have two lunches? To avoid this we have to suppose in-
tentions to be interacting in a particular way. Suppose that I have to choose
between a ham sandwich and a yoghurt for lunch, and decide on the ham
sandwich. My intention to have the ham sandwich for lunch is “live,” so to
speak — it is transmitting information to my motor centres and feeding
back into my cognitive function so that, typically at least, I believe that
I will eat the ham sandwich and not eat the yoghurt. However, suppose
that my intended action is thwarted by the discovery that I have no bread.
Do I then have to go through the decision-making process again in order
to form the intention to eat the yoghurt? It seems more economical to
suppose that I already had this intention and that it simply became “live”
when I was no longer able to do as I originally intended; at this point I be-
lieve that I will eat the yoghurt and that I will not eat the sandwich.

If it is felt that this is too much of a distortion of the ordinary concept
of an intention, we can say instead that I am disposed to form this inten-
tion. These intentions or dispositions to intend are normatively guided by
obligations to have intentions, which obligations are local in nature. So, if
asked why I did not eat the ham sandwich it is correct to respond that I ate
the yoghurt instead, and that by doing so I did something that I ought to
do, i.e., have lunch. My response is not here an explanation of why my ob-
ligation to have the intention to eat the ham sandwich does not count — it
does not cite an exception — but on the contrary accepts that there is this
obligation and that it was violated but that this is a local violation necessi-
tated by my complying with the competing obligation to intend to eat the
yoghurt. If it were genuinely an exception there would be no normative
question to answer. So, it is not the case that I ought to eat the yoghurt,
even when this carries out an intention that I ought to have, and even
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though I do something that I ought to do by doing so. It is not inconsis-
tent, on this view, to have competing intentions, even intentions that can-
not be jointly satisfied.

I think that this result is quite general, and not for only those that are
not necessary. For everywhere that a preparatory act is necessary, it is possi-
ble for there to be an obligation not to intend that act. So, one could have
an obligation not to intend to accept the commission, and also have, be-
cause the paper ought to be reviewed, an obligation to intend to accept the
commission. One has, or is disposed to have, both intentions, despite their
being contradictory, depending on which aspect of the situation one is at-
tending to. Here, since accepting the commission is not more likely to be
deontically superior to not accepting the commission, and given that one is
already in the state of not accepting the commission, the obligation to have
the intention to not accept the commission is escaped by virtue of being al-
ready in its end-state. When an obligation to have an intention is escaped
in this way any obligations to have the inconsistent intention is not one
that one ought to have all things considered, for to satisfy this intention
would involve consciously acting in such a way as to lead from a deontically
better world to a worse. If the world one is already in is deontically better
than the ones one could reach through intentional action, it cannot be the
case that one ought to act, even if by doing so one satisfies an intention
that one ought, in some dispositional sense, to have.

I think that, finally, we can use this in response to the Paradox of the
Good Samaritan. If I ought to help one in need, then I ought to intend to
be such that there is one in need, and if I ought to intend this then I ought
also to intend to make it so that there is one in need. However, quite inde-
pendently of these ‘ought’-facts it is also true that I ought to intend not to
make it so that there is one in need. The first of these intentions is not
“live” — it is not one for which “I will make it so that there is one in need”
is believed to be true or can be made true outside of the science-fiction
possibilities of backwards causation or time-travel. Hence, it is the second
of these intentions that one ought to have all things considered. Note,
however, that this relies on actions having no deontic values of their own,
so to speak. If deontically better worlds are defined in terms of the number
of good acts rather than the goodness of the states of affairs resulting from
those acts, then it might be true after all that it ought to be the case that
there be people in need and who need us to perform good acts (even if it
ought not to be the case that we should act purposefully to create this op-
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portunity for ourselves), for good acts presuppose that the world is not de-
ontically best as it is. Deontically inferior states of affairs are the necessary
evil of deontically superior acts. Some responses to the problem of evil
paint a picture rather like this.

So, having the intention that there be people in need does inherit from
the fact that I ought to help the one in need that it is an intention that
I ought to have, but it is not one that I ought to have all things considered
in the sense of its being live, on account of the fact that independently
I ought to have the intention for there not to be people in need. The prin-
ciple underlying this is:

Inheritance of Local Obligation to Intend: If X objectively oughtr, to do
A, and either:

a) A’ level-generates A;

b) A’is a temporal part of A;

¢) A’isa co-temporal part of A;

d) A’isa cause of A;
it follows that X objectively oughty, to intend do A’

where oughty, is what I have called a local ought and one that sometimes
ought all things considered to be violated. This principle is meant to sup-
plement rather than replace

Inheritance of Obligation to Act: If X objectively ought to do A, and ei-
ther:

a) A-ing and A’-ing are not distinct;

b) A-ing and A’-ing are on the same level, and A’ does not concep-

tually entail A;

¢) A’ level-generates A;

d) A’isa temporal part of A;

e) A’isa co-temporal part of A;
it follows that X objectively ought to do A’.

Inheritance of Obligation to Act is Inheritance®* minus the inheritance
from effect to cause and is still meant to express what objectively ought to
be done all things considered. This principle preserves the intuition that
one ought to drive at less than 65 m.p.h. because one ought to drive at less
than 100 m.p.h. but it does not follow from Inheritance of Local Obliga-
tion to Intend that one oughty, to intend to drive at less than 100 m.p.h.
I think this is correct, since not everything that ought to be done ought to
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be done intentionally. However, if there is an intention to A, an intention
to A’ will follow automatically anyway by the definition of conceptual en-
tailment, because it will be impossible to have A as the content of an inten-
tion without also having A’ as part of the content of an intention. At the
other end of the spectrum, it follows from Inheritance of Local Obligation
to Intend that I oughty, to intend to make somebody needy but it does not
follow from the fact that it is a cause that I ought to make somebody
needy, there being no longer inheritance from effect to cause in Inheritance
of Obligation to Act. Unfortunately, it does still seem to follow because of
the conceptual entailment conditions; I still have not managed to rule this
out and must leave it as an outstanding problem.

For the cases in between that are most naturally in a by-relation one
both ought to do them and oughty, to intend to do them. This is because
conditions (a) to (c) of Inheritance of Local Obligation to Intend are the
same as conditions (c) to (e) Inheritance of Obligation to Act. This even
applies, I would say, to side-effects. If it is the case that I ought all things
considered to write the review it must be that any negative consequences of
writing the review, including reasons I may have against bring about the
side-effects, must be outweighed. The picture is less clear, I think, with
necessary means. Must it be in this case also that the negative consequences
of preparatory (or, indeed, subsequent) acts are equally outweighed? The
problem is that at the time of the preparatory act it seems possible that
there may be more reasons against it than for it, as there was for purpose-
fully making somebody needy. Thus, only an obligation to have an inten-
tion follows for causes.

8. Conclusion

In this paper I have discussed the view that inheritance principles li-
cense paradoxical results, including the impermissible result that everything
is something that one ought to do provided that something is something
that one ought to do. I proposed two principles for inheritance from ends
to means, where I defined the relation of ends to means following ideas
from Goldman (1970). The first of these was a principle for inheritance
from ends to necessary means and was meant in part to account for a plau-
sible semantics of ‘ought’-sentences where the truth of “I ought to A” im-
plied that there was an ‘ought’-fact “A” rather than, as Broome seemed to
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suppose, an ‘ought’-fact “B” where “A” was an implication of “B” but not
synonymous with it. The second of these was a principle for inheritance
from ends to sufficient means and I argued that it was not the case that one
ought to take the sufficient means but that one ought to intend to take the
sufficient means. These ‘oughts’ are local but strict, in that any time they
are not complied with counts as a violation and must be normatively justi-
fied by virtue of a competing ‘ought.” Exactly how these local obligations
interact has not been fully worked out, but one of its principal features is
that it allows an agent to have intentions — and says that the agent even
should have those intentions — even in cases where those intentions are not
ones that can be carried out or are inconsistent with other intentions the
agent may have (see Botting 2013).
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ABSTRACT: The article presents a first part of an interpretation of the intention of
Wittgenstein’s Tractatus. The intention itself used to be considered a rather marginal
topic until so called new-Wittgensteinian interpretations. The present article considers
main sources to show what kind of content we can ascribe to the book. Its aim is to
prove that Tractatus is not purely practical exercise, however without stripping the book
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Oc¢ slo Wittgensteinovi pfi psani Traktdtu? Takova otizka muze znit
u tak znamé knihy banalné. Zaroven se interpretaci Traktdtu za poslednich
padesit let vénovalo nebyvalé mnozstvi monografii. V nasledujicim textu by
méla interpretace pfedmluvy knihy a jejiho motta spole¢né s podporou ve
Wittgensteinovych Zidpisnicich 1914-16 a jeho korespondenci z doby mezi
dopsanim a vydanim knihy, ve které se pokousi Ctendfiim, na nichZz mu
zvlast zalezi, pointu knihy pfiblizit, tedy ucelené fici, jaky cil autor Traktd-
tu se svou knihou v dobé¢ jejiho dopsani spojoval.

Tento twkol je kupodivu v sekundarni literatufe zanedbavan. Zaroven
ovsem Traktdt patfi mezi nejzndméjsi priklady obtizné srozumitelnych filo-
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sofickych knih. Pythicky styl Wittgensteinova psani je zlopovéstny a jeho
kniha se pres svij nevelky rozsah zabyva podle vseho ohromnou $ifi témat
od ontologie, pres epistemologii, sémantiku, logiku, etiku, dotyka se mysti-
ky, estetiky, teorie subjektivity, filosofie védy. Ur¢ité by bylo namisté vykla-
dat jednotliva témata v kontextu celkového ziméru knihy. A ten se nezda
byt zcela jasny.

Nizorné to ukdzaly diskuse poslednich let, ve kterych se stretli tzv. novi
wittgensteinidni, podle nichz je Traktdt viceméné vyhradné terapeutické di-
lo, jez je védomé obsahové sebeznicujici, se zastanci tradi¢néjsiho pohledu,
podle néhoz lze v Traktdtu nalézt néjaké konkrétni nauky (hlavné asi tzv.
zobrazovaci teorie vyznamu, pripadné néjaka ontologie altp.).1 Pfinos novych
wittgensteiniand je moznd pfedevsim pravé v tematizaci celkového zaméru
Trakzdtu, ktery tradiCni interpretace spiSe prehlizely. Novym wittgensteini-
anim ale byla krom¢ rznych vnitfnich nejasnosti vycitdna snaha oddélit
v knize (podle nich zamérné nesmyslny) obsah od ramujicich plnohodnot-
nych formulaci s tim, Ze kritéria, kde presné toto rozdéleni vést, se zdaji
diskutabilni. Ve svétle této neddvné debaty je opét jasnéjsi, ze stoji za to za-
byvat se samostatné zamérem, s nimz byl Traktdt napsin.

Podivime se tedy nejprve, jak je smysl knihy deklarovan v jeji pred-
mluvé. Zkusime také zjistit, co se o cili knihy miZeme dozvédét z jejiho
motta. Vice nim ale pomtze Wittgensteinova korespondence. Predevsim
mame k dispozici znidmy dopis nakladateli Ludwigu Fickerovi, kterému
Wittgenstein nabizel svou knihu k vydani a pfitom se mu snazil vysvétlit jeji
relevanci. Pak mdme korespondenci s Bertrandem Russellem, kterému
Wittgenstein sviij text poslal pfi prvni pfilezitosti k pfecteni, ochotné od-
povidal na jeho otazky, a hlavné ho upozornioval na celkovy zamér knihy,
ktery podle Wittgensteina Russellovi unikal. Kromé Russellova ndzoru
Wittgensteina podle vseho nejvice zajimalo, co na jeho rukopis fekne
Gottlob Frege. Bohuzel se nam nedochovaly Wittgensteinovy dopisy a ne-
zbyva nez se spokojit s Fregovou stranou vymény, ale i ta ndm poskytuje
nékolik voditek. V pozadi celé interpretace samoziejmé stoji také Wittgen-
steinovy pripravné texty, predev§im pracovni strojopis knihy, znamy jako
Prototractatus a podklad pro néj, Wittgensteinovy (nedopatfenim dochova-
né) Zipisniky 1914-16.

Nejzndméjsi jsou texty Cory Diamond a Jamese Conanta. Klasickym svazkem
k tématu pak byl sbornik Read — Crary (2000). Dostupné ceské shrnuti s odkazy na dalsi
literaturu viz Dosek (2013, 222-250).
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Z téchto materiall vysvita, ze Wittgenstein bral obsah své knihy viznéji,
nez by se mohlo zdit z novo-wittgensteinianskych interpretaci, zarover vsak
potvrzuji to hlavni, s ¢im novi wittgensteiniani pfisli: Wittgenstein neminil
svou knihu jako teoreticky prispévek, resp. jako pouhé sdéleni nové infor-
mace. To, co v knize vystupuje jako jednotlivé filosofické teze, bychom mé-
li chdpat ¢isté jako néstroje pro dosazeni celkového cile, kterym je lécit po-
tiebu fesit filosofické problémy tak, Ze bychom hledali odpovédi na filoso-
fické otazky. T'o ovsem podle vSeho nema znamenat, Ze by se knize Gplné
upiral obsah. Traktdt obsahuje podle pfedmluvy néjaké ,pravdivé myslenky“
(takze neni ¢isté praktickou terapii bez doktrinalniho obsahu). Nicméné, ty-
to myslenky maji podle vseho charakter ponékud meta-filosoficky: odpovi-
daji na otdzku po moznostech filosofie, po moznosti vyndset soudy na filo-
soficka témata. Déje se tak ovSem zkoumdnim teorie souzeni, aby se pfed-
vedla specificka povaha souzeni o filosofickych tématech. Trakidr si klade za
cil predvést, ze starosti, které dostavaji vyraz ve filosofickych otazkach, jsou
legitimni, nicméné snaha hledat na specificky filosofické otdzky odpovédi je
patologicka (i kdyZz nemusi byt bezcenna), takze nestaci k tomu, aby nds sta-
rosti za témito otdzkami spolehlivé zbavila. Kniha se omezuje na tento ne-
gativni cil zbavit ¢tenare nadéji, jez by mohl spojovat s doktrindlni filosofii.
Nenabizi vlastni vselék na sklony k filosofovani. Wittgenstein totiz podle
vseho tyto sklony samotné nechdpe jako cosi chorobného.

Ke svému cili chce kniha dospét vypracovanim rozliSeni mezi tzv. fikd-
nim a ukazovanim jako sémantickymi kategoriemi. Pochopime-li jednou
toto rozliseni, méli bychom se zbavit nutkdni konstatovat (a tedy #kat) to,
co spada do kategorie ukazovani, resp. méli bychom prestat obé kategorie
sméSovat, coz by nas mélo také osvobodit od falesnych filosofickych nauk,
otazek a snad aspon zcasti také od samotnych starosti, jez tyto otdzky maji
vyjadrovat. Tento ¢lanek se uz nemlize zabyvat povahou obou kategorii a je-
jich odliSenim, natoz uplatnénim, ale zkusmo bychom mohli pro ilustraci
tento rozdil pfirovnat k rozdilu, jaky Kant vede mezi pojmy a idejemi Cisté-
ho rozumu. Ty prvni se uplatriuji v soudech, jez nam poskytuji poznatky —
a ty se mohou tykat jen smyslové zkusenosti. Ty druhé by bylo tradicni fi-
losofickou chybou uplatiiovat v soudech, jez by si Cinily nirok na roli po-
znatkdl, avsak jsou nepostradatelné jako principy jedndni véetné organizace
a zaméfeni celku naseho pozndni.

Clanek se, jak Fe¢eno, musi vyvarovat snahy suplovat Gplny vjklad celé
knihy. Nemuze tedy vypracovat rozliSeni fikat/ukazovat, nemize zkoumat,
jak dalece se podafilo deklarovany cil knihy naplnit (a zda je to viibec moz-
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né), nemize dolozit, které pasize Traktdtu je namisté brit jako vizna plno-
hodnotnd tvrzeni (vyraz pravdivych myslenek, jez slibuje predmluva) a které
pfipadné nikoli. Jinak se ale pokusi dosavadni tvrzeni dolozit. V této prvni
casti zaénu od predmluvy knihy a jejiho motta. K ostatnim pramenim se
dostanu v dalsim dile.

Na rozdil od vétsiny interpretaci tedy nebudu vychazet ze zavéru knihy
a ukazovat, k ¢emu se v ni dospélo. Neplijde mi o to, rozhodnout spor tra-
di¢nich interpretd s novymi wittgensteinidny v celé sifi. Hodlim jen doka-
zat, ze Wittgensteinovy deklarace celkového ziméru knihy pocitaji podstat-
né jak s netrividlnim obsahem knihy, tak s jejim praktickym presahem (a fi-
ci vice o tom, jak tento presah vypadd). V tomto ohledu pljdu stfedni ces-
tou mezi obéma krajnostmi. Je-li ale tento vyklad spravny, pak by bylo (¢is-
té z predmluvy a dalsich deklaraci ziméru) jasné, ze novowittgensteinidni se
myli, pokud se domnivaji, ze Wittgensteinlv zamér byl ¢isté prakticky
a kniha neméla mit zadny doktrindlni obsah. Zistala by jim ovsem zasluha
za dirazné upozornéni na vyznam praktického cile knihy, ktery se tradiéné
zanedbaval a ktery bychom (také diky nim) formulovali hlavné ve druhé ¢is-
ti ¢lanku trochu jinak a snad aspon o néco jasnéji, nez se to obvykle déje,
nakolik to ovéem lze provést bez explicitni interpretace zavéru knihy. Po zde
pfedlozeném vykladu také zlstdvdi novowittgensteinidnim oteviend cesta
dokazovat, ze obsah knihy neodpovidd autorovym deklaracim z predmluvy
a vysvétlenim jejiho zaméru v korespondenci. To by znamenalo tvrdit, ze
text knihy saim o sobé poukazuje k jinému autorskému ziméru, nez byl za-
mér historického autora.

1. Pfedmluva Traktatu

Podivejme se nejprve na formulaci cild knihy v jeji pfedmluvé. Jednak
lépe porozumime problému, s nimz se potykime, jednak se snad dobereme
prvnich odpovédi.

Snad bude této knize rozumét jen ten, kdo uz na myslenky, jez jsou v ni
vyjadfeny — nebo na myslenky podobné — pfipadl. — Neni tedy uéebnici.
— Jejiho cile by bylo dosazeno, kdyby tomu, kdo ji ¢éte s porozuménim,
pfinesla potéseni.

Kniha pojednavé filosofické problémy a ukazuje — jak véfim — Ze zpisob,
jak se tyto problémy kladou, spocivd na neporozuméni logice naseho ja-

zyka. Cely smysl knihy by se asi dal shrnout slovy: Co se viibec dd fici,
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dd se fici jasné; a o ¢em nelze mluvit, k tomu se musi mléet. (Wittgen-
stein 2001b, 2)

V pfedmluve autor deklaruje, ze kniha neni ucebnici. Ma udélat radost
tendri, jemuZ je urcena, totiz tomu, kdo o tématech v ni probiranych uz
sam premyslel.” Témito tématy jsou ,filosofické problémy“. Pricemz autor
doufa, ze kniha ukazala, Ze formulace filosofickych problému stoji na nepo-
rozuméni logice naseho jazyka. Formulovat filosoficky problém tedy podle
néj znamend jit proti jazykové logice. Filosofické problémy by tedy viibec
nemély byt formulovany.

Zde je namisté pfipomenout, Ze vyraz yjazykova logika“, resp. ,neporo-
zuméni logice naseho jazyka“ bychom neméli v tomto textu chdpat jako né-
jaky technicky termin rané analytické filosofie. Podle vlastniho vyjidfeni
Wittgenstein tento termin, spolecné s relevantnim kontextem, pfevzal
z doslovu Paula Ernsta k pohddkam brat Grimmi.> Pozdéji, stéle s odka-
zem na Paula Ernsta, dokonce pouzivi vyraz ,mytologie ve formach naseho
jazyka“, ktery lze nalézt ui u Nietzscheho (byt asi v trosku posunutém vy-
znamu).” Logikou se zde nemini jednoduse formalni logika, nybrz spi

Wittgenstein v korespondenci s pfekladatelem Traksdtu do anglictiny kupodivu
zdliraziiuje jednotné (islo, jakoby zamysleny Ctendf byl jenom jeden. Kdybychom hledali
takového empirického Ctendfe, byl by jim nejspise Russell, ktery ale sotva byl jedinym
tendfem, v néhoz autor doufal. Srov. Wittgensteintv dopis Ogdenovi z 10. kvétna 1922
— Wittgenstein (1973, 49).

»Wenn mein Buch je versffentlicht wird so muss sich in seiner Vorrede die Vorrede

Paul Ernsts zu den Grimmschen Mirchen gedacht werden die ich schon in der Logisch-
philosophischer Abhandlung als Quelle des Ausdrucks ,Missverstehen der Sprachlogik’
hitte erwihnen miissen“ (MS 110, 184, 20. 6. 1931). Srov. Baker — Hacker (2005,
314n.).

Viz Wittgenstein (2001a, 187). Srov.: ,Es liegt eine philosophische Mythologie in
der Sprache versteckt, welche alle Augenblicke wieder herausbricht, so vorsichtig man
sonst auch sein mag* Nietzsche, Friedrich, Menschliches Allzumenschliches 11: § 11. Srov.
Baker — Hacker (2005, 314n.); Srov. také Kiinne (1996). Ernst pro sviij doslov podle
véeho zkompiloval nékolik svych starsich textd, takie konkrétné odstavec, ktery Witt-
gensteina zaujal, lze nejsnaze najit v textu ,Die Stoffe und Der Dichter v knize Ernst
(1940): ,,Der weitaus iiberwiegende Teil der noch heute verwendbaren Motive und Su-
jets stammt ganz bestimmt nicht aus der Wirklichkeit. Er ist oft uraltes Gut der Vélker,
auf ritselhafte und immer noch nicht geniigend erklirte Weise bei den entferntesten
und verschiedensten Vélkern auftretend: entstanden durch Wandlungen der Sprache,
indem eine spitere Zeit die Sprachlogik der Vergangenheit nicht mehr verstand und
durch Erfindungen deutete; durch Wandlungen der Anschauungen tiber den Weltzu-
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(opét wittgensteinovsky feceno) gramatika: obecné zikonitosti fungovini
daného jevu, konkrétné zachazeni s jazykem, resp. Zivota v ném. Prvnim
pouzitim vyrazu ,logika“ v pfedmluvé Trakedtu se ocitime blize Wittgen-
steinovym pozdéjsim komentartm k Frazerové Zlaté ratolesti nez Fregovu
Pojmopisu. Je-li nimétem Traktdtu filosofie, pak hlavné jako soubor prak-
tik, které chceme pochopit, respektive jako soubor praktik, jez se neade-
kvatné pokouseji urovnat zmatek dany odcizenim béznému jazyku. Traktdt
ma tedy podle svého autora obsah i prakticky ucel jako metafilosoficka kni-
ha. Ernst totiz v doslovu vysvétluje, ze pohadky predstavuji pokusy ,racio-
nalizujicim pribéhem vyfesit problém, ktery nelze fesit zkusenosti se sku-
tecnosti a to tam, kde se nasi predkové vyrovnavali se svétondzorem jesté
starSich dob v situaci, kdy ,pozdéjsi doba uz nerozuméla jazykové logice mi-
nulych dob.“ Ernst uvazuje o pohddkach jako dobovych racionalizacich star-
sich svétondzort, jez vyvojem jazyka prestaly byt srozumitelné. Pro Witt-
gensteina je podle vseho analogicky filosofickd teorie pohddkou ve smyslu
racionalizujiciho vypravéni, keeré reaguje na neklid zplisobeny neporozumé-
nim zakonitostem bézného jazyka. V tomto pfipadé ovéem nemusi za pro-
blémem stat vyvoj jazyka, ale jen vzdilenost béiné jazykové praxi. V té
ovéem mohou pfetrvévat staré obraty.’

Predevsim se ovSem nabizi otdzka, zda a jak je moiné byt podle Witt-
gensteinem nastinéné predstavy filosofickym problémem viibec dotcen.
Uvodni slova predmluvy ném pfipomenou predmluvu biskupa Berkeleyho
k jeho nejslavnéjsi knize Pojedndni o principech lidského pozndni, kde filosofy
pfirovnava k tém, keefi zvifili prach, nacez si stézuji, ze nevidi, zatimco lidé

sammenhang, iiber den Tod, die Seele, das Jenseits, Gott usw., indem man unverstan-
dene Reste des fritheren Glaubens rationalistisch deutete; durch Wandern der Stoffe zu
anderen Volkern, durch Weitererzihlen bei verinderten Zustinden des Volkes und mit
Anpassen an das Neue. Der Vorgang ist im wesentlichen immer der: ein durch die
Wirklichkeitserfahrung unldsbares Problem wird durch eine erfundene rationalisierende
Geschichte geldst. Im Fortgang der Zeiten stellen sich in dieser Geschichte wieder un-
|6sbare Probleme heraus, und eine neue Erdichtung kommt wieder wirklichkeitsniher;
in der folgenden Zeit wird die Wirklichkeitskritik wieder schirfer, und eine neue Ratio-
nalisierung kommt: bis man zuletzt das Ganze als belanglos oder toricht tiberhaupt fal-
len lifde.”

Grimmovské pohddky se vréti jesté v Wittgenstein (2001b, 4.014), kde se zdkladni
sémanticky vztah zobrazovéni ilustruje pfirovndnim vztahu gramofonové desky, hudebni

myslenky a notového zépisu ke vztahu dvou mlidencti, dvou lilii a dvou koni v pohidce
Zlaté déti (Grimm — Grimm 1988, 137-139).
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kracejici Sirokou cestou zdravého rozumu takové starosti nemaji (viz Berke-
ley 2007, 89). Filosofie se v obou pripadech jevi jako choroba ¢i zvile, které
se slusny ¢lovék pokud mozno obloukem vyhne. U Wittgensteina stejné ja-
ko u Berkeleyho ovSem neni plné jasné, ze skute¢né filosofii takto jedno-
znacné pohrdaji. Pfesnéji, ani jeden by zfejmé nechtél hdjit predstavu, Ze
propadnout filosofii je samo o sobé Spatné a byt filosofem je ménécenné.
Kdyby pokladali kazdy pokus vyrovnat se s filosofickymi problémy za cho-
robny nebo zlotfily, nemohli by vystupovat jako autofi filosofické knihy,
ktera na tuto patologii poukazuje.

Navic, i kdyby filosofické problémy nemély byt formulovany, neznamend
to, Ze se nemaji fesit, kdyz uz jednou formuloviny byly. Nicméné, stoji-li
formulace téchto problémi na nepochopeni fungovani jazyka, pak pfimé fe-
Seni téchto problémt ziejmé nemiize vést ke kyzenému vysledku. Ulinné
fesit filosoficky problém pak nemize znamenat odpovidat na filosofickou
otazku, nybrz odhalit zmatek, na némz stoji sama formulace problému. To
je také podle véeho smyslem Traksdtu, ktery tento kol neplni jen pro jed-
notlivé filosofické problémy, nybrz poukazuje na kofen filosofickych pro-
blémt jako takovych. Nachazime-li tedy v knize teze, jez vypadaji jako po-
kusy pfimo odpovédét na otazky z jednotlivych filosofickych disciplin, pak
stojime pred tkolem vtelit je do naznaceného celkového zimeéru knihy.

Filosofie tady vystupuje ve dvou formach. Lze ji provozovat jako pfimé
odpovidini na filosofické otizky, nebo jako eliminaci potfeby tyto otdzky
klast a to tak, ze budeme poukazovat na neporozuméni jazykové logice, na
némz formulace téchto otizek stoji. To prvni se na prvni pohled zdd byt
z pozice predmluvy zavrzenihodné. Vime ovSem, ze Wittgenstein sim byl
jinak v nékterych pripadech pozoruhodné otevieny takfikajic estetickému
ocenéni i téch filosofickych dél, s jejichz obsahem vcetné celkového ziméru
tfeba zasadné nesouhlasil. A v kontextu zpétné uznaného vlivu Paula Ernsta
se nabizi otazka, pro¢ by tradi¢ni filosofické nauky mély mit mensi pravo na
existenci nez pohadky, které pry také vznikaji z nepochopeni jazykové logi-
ky. Pfinejmensim dokud nepochopime zminény ptvod filosofickych otazek,
jsou nauky filosofi stejnymi racionalizacemi a jako takové jsou opravnéné.

Filosofické teze, jez v knize nalezneme, samoziejmé nemuseji byt nevyhnutelné ne-
smyslné. Pfinejmensim objasnéni povahy filosofickych soud by mélo patfit k myslen-
kam, jez Traktdt podle své pfedmluvy obsahuje a jez jsou podle ni pravdivé. Samozfejmé
zistiva sporné, jak tuto tezi pfedmluvy sladit s teorii vjznamu, jeZ se v knize dale pfed-
kldda a jez Gsti v ndvrh, fikat pouze véty prirodovédy (Srov. Wittgenstein 2001b, 6.53).



370 PETR GLOMBICEK

Kdyz jednou nahlédneme, odkud se filosofické otizky berou, za¢neme se
ohlizet po pfiméfenéjsim zpiisobu, jak své odcizeni jazyku fesit.

Druhi zminénd forma filosofovini je pro Wittgensteina ocividné chvaly-
hodné, a odpovida také piedstavé, ze smysl knihy je eticky.” Smysl knihy by
totiz byl v takovém pripadé navysost prakticky: Traktdt by nas vedl k na-
hlédnuti, ze a jak filosofické problémy, jeZ na$ trdpi, prameni v tom, Ze
nejsme doma ve svém jazyce. Napravit takové neporozuméni by pak zname-
nalo osvobodit se od kletby filosofické otdzky. Stile ovéem zbyva otazka, jak
je to s hodnotou samotné posedlosti filosofickymi problémy.

Zdalo by se, ze na tuto otiazku nemizeme po precteni prvnich dvou od-
stavcl pfedmluvy odpovédét. Podivejme se ovSem jesté na dva prehlizené
detaily.

Podle zacitku predmluvy se kniha a) zabyva filosofickymi problémy, b)
ukazuje, ze formulace téchto problému stoji na nedorozuméni. Mit problém
a formulovat jej jsou jisté rizné véci. Uz vime, ze snaha vyrovnat se s filoso-
fickym problémem, ba ani s formulovanym filosofickym problémem neni
pro autora Traktdtu sama nevyhnutelné Spatnd. Chybu bychom ovsem udé-
lali, kdybychom vzali vazné formulaci filosofického problému jako otazku,
na kterou je tfeba najit pfimou odpovéd. V tomto ohledu jsou filosofické
otazky opravdu jako hravé hidanky, jejichz feSenim také typicky neni pfima
odpovéd na doslovné chipanou otazku (srov. Diamond — White 1997c¢, 50).

Zkusme vést obdobné rozliseni, jaké jsme vedli na strané reseni, také
stran¢ filosofického problému samotného. Jako nemusi byt Spatné zabyvat
se filosofickymi problémy ¢i jejich formulacemi, tak tfeba nemusi byt spat-
né trpét filosofickymi problémy, mit filosofické problémy, délat si jisty druh
starosti. Zmatek prece podle pfedmluvy stoji toliko za formulacemi téchto
starosti do podoby otézek, jei éekaji na odpovéd.® Pak by se otevirala moi-
nost, ze filosofické starosti zkratka patfi k Zivotu a patologické formy naby-
vaji ve svém formulovani, jez pfirozené vede k hledani odpovédi na tyto
formulace, jez maji podobu otdzek. V prvnim plinu se nabizi moznost, ze fi-
losofické starosti i jejich feseni maji ptivodné praktickou povahu. Pak by
bylo mozné, ze filosofické starosti jsou cosi, s ¢im je zkritka tieba Zit, resp.
jejich feseni nejde pres jejich formulovani, a rozhodné jejich feseni nespoci-
va v odpovédi na otdzky, do kterych tyto starosti formulujeme, ba snad tyto

Wittgenstein Fickerovi 20. fijna 1919, viz Wittgenstein (1997b, 130).

Srov. Wittgenstein (1997c, 50): ,Die Entshethung der Probleme: die driickende
Spannung, die sich einmal in eine Frage zusammenballt und sich objektiviert.
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odpovedi k feseni starosti samy primo podstatné nepfispivaji, nebo pfinej-
mensim samy nejsou hledanym fesenim. Pfinejmensim je jasné, ze Witt-
gensteindv text mizeme legitimné zkusit ¢ist také jinak nez jako vyraz ex-
trémniho filosofického kvietismu. Také by pak davala dobry smysl Witt-
gensteinova slova z dopisu nakladateli Fickerovi o etickém smyslu knihy.

A druhou indicii mzeme v prvnich dvou odstavcich najit hned na prvnim
fidku. Je zde fe¢ o myslenkich, jez jsou v knize vyjadfeny. Traksdt ma tedy
mit néjaky obsah, coz kupodivu viibec neni trividlni zjisténi. Casto se md totiz
za to, Ze cela kniha vrcholi paradoxem, kdy autor poukazuje na skutecnost, ze
véty knihy nespliuji kritéria smysluplnosti témito vétami formulovana,
z Cehot se vyvozuje silny zavér ohledné smysluplnosti jejiho obsahu (srov. po-
zndmku 1). Cil knihy se v takovych interpretacich redukuje na terapeutickou
proménu Ctendafova postoje k filosofii, zatimco obsah se knize vlastné uplné
upre. Pak by ale v knize pfisné vzato nemohly byt vyjadreny zidné myslenky.
Precteni dalsiho odstavce by nds mélo této starosti zbavit.

Kniha tedy chce vyty¢it hranice mysleni — nebo spise nikoli mysleni, ny-
brz vyrazu myslenek: Vidyt aby se mohly vytycit hranice mysleni, museli
bychom byt schopni myslet obé strany této hranice (museli bychom te-
dy byt schopni myslet, co se myslet nedd).

Hranice se tedy bude ddt vést jediné v jazyce a co lezi za touto hranici,
bude zkrdtka nesmysl. (Wittgenstein 2001b, 2)

Kniha ma vyty¢it mysleni hranice. A hodld to udélat vymezenim legitim-
nich jazykovych vyrazi myslenek, protoze v jazyce lze formulovat také vyra-
zy, které nejsou vyrazy zadnych myslenek (a zdroven tam podle vseho lze
formulovat vyrazy vsech legitimnich myslenek), zatimco myslenky nelze
rozdélit na legitimni a nelegitimni, nybrz lze nanejvys oddélit myslenky od
toho, co myslenky nejsou. To, co lezi za hranicemi mysleni, je prece zkrat-
ka nesmysl a nedd se myslet, resp. neni to myslenkou. Samotné vedeni hra-
nic, resp. specifikace podminek smysluplnosti pro vyrazy a pfipadné tfidéni
vyrazi podle stanovenych kritérii ale musi samo také byt myslenim. A for-
mulace tohoto mysleni v jazyce musi byt legitimni. Takovou formulaci mu-
si mit Wittgenstein na mysli, kdyz hned na za¢itku pfedmluvy zmini ,mys-
lenky, jez jsou v ni vyjadfeny“ (totiz v predkladané knize), a na konci pfed-
mluvy se k nim vriti s tim, Ze jsou pravdivé s definitivni platnosti a jejich
formulovani ozna¢i za jeden z hlavnich pfinost knihy.

Pomoci mize jednoduché rozliseni mezi vyrazem (der Ausdruck der Ge-
danken), myslenkou (die Gedanke), ktera je timto vyrazem vyjadfena, a sa-



372 PETR GLOMBICEK

motnym aktem mysleni (das Denken) této myslenky (potaimo myslicim
subjektem).” Asi kaidy ¢tendt Traktdtu ditv nebo pozdéii narazi na otézku
moznosti néceho jako myslenky, které nelze vyjadfit. Pfedmluva naproti
tomu podle vseho pocita s predstavou, zZe pro kazdou myslenku existuje ja-
zykovy vyraz, ne vSak naopak. Na této predstavé stoji moznost vyty¢it hrani-
ce myslitelného prostiednictvim vytyceni hranic vyjadfitelného a to uvnitf
jazyka. Takovd pfedstava ovSem stale nevylucuje faktickou moznost, aby
subjekt mysleni zaujimal postoje k nemyslitelnému, resp. k tomu, co by-
chom byli v pokuseni nazvat nevyjadfitelnymi myslenkami, resp. nesmysl-
nymi myslenkami, jez se také daji formulovat v jazyce. Podle cititu z pred-
mluvy totiz sice pry nejsme schopni myslet néco, co se myslet nedd (nelze
myslet nemyslenku), ale jak uvidime niZe na prikladech z korespondence
s Russellem, tuto formulaci bychom rozhodné neméli obracené chipat jako
tezi, ze kazda véta urc¢itého bézného jazyka (natoz véta, kterou nékdo hlisa
jako vyraz néjaké myslenky a vainé se k ni hlisi) je podle Wittgensteina
opravdu vétou (kterd vyjadfuje myslenku) — a to navzdory tvrzeni, ze véty
naseho bézného jazyka jsou logicky v poradku tak, jak jsou (viz Wittgen-
stein 2001b, 5.5563). Tato véta nim jen pfipomind pvod filosofickych
problému v odcizeni béznému jazyku. Ostatné, vykolikovat mysleni hranice
pravé v jazyce se Wittgenstein podle pfedmluvy rozhoduje pravé s odivod-
nénim, Ze v jazyce lze formulovat vyrazy pro nesmysly, jez lezi za jim vytyce-
nou hranici, takze v jazyce mizeme vidét obé strany hranice, zatimco v mys-
leni samém nic takového provést nejde. Ostatné, Wittgenstein v citovaném
uryvku upfesnuje, ze vlastné nehodld omezovat mysleni, nybrz jen vyjadfo-
vani. Nesmysly se daji leda fikat, myslet nikoli.

Cim se tedy Traktdr zabyvé, kdyZ se podle predmluvy zabyvi filosofic-
kymi problémy, aby ukdzal, ze formulace téchto problému stoji na neporo-
zuméni jazykové logice? Co je obsahem onéch myslenek v knize vyjadre-
nych? Mohli bychom zkusit fici, ze se Traktdr ma zabyvat jakymsi kvazi-
myslenim, totiz zaujiminim néjakého typu postojl k nécemu, co za mys-
lenky pouze zamériujeme, kdyZ se snazime zachytit onen druh neklidu, kte-
ry chipeme jako filosofické znepokojeni, a vyrovnat se s nim (typicky po-
moci filosofické nauky). Vysla by nim interpretace ,pravdivych myslenek,
které kniha obsahuje jako myslenek, které se tykaji zaujimini postoji
k né¢emu, co nejsou myslenky (a co se podle pfedmluvy nedd myslet). Ty

Srov. Wittgenstein (2001b, 3.11), kde je rozliSena véta jako znak od vétného smyslu.
Znak je projekei situace a mysleni vétného smyslu je metodou projekee.
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by se ve zminénych pravdivych myslenkach Trakedtu vyskytovaly v tzv. ne-
pfimych kontextech. Takové zaumnosti se ovsem lze snadno vyhnout, kdyz
zstaneme u vykladu ,pravdivych myslenek knihy* v duchu vyse uvedeného
cile: formulovat teorii vyznamu, kterd stanovi kritéria smysluplnosti, je
umozni rozeznat smysluplné vyrazy od nesmysl. To, ze a jak formulace fi-
losofickych problémi stoji na nepochopenti toho, jak funguje jazyk, se kniha
podle predmluvy nechystd fikat — kniha to ,ukazuje“. Rozliseni fikat versus
ukazovat pritom podle vseho patfi k jadru traktdtovské sémantiky. Predmlu-
va nam prezentuje 7raktdt jako knihu, kterou bychom méli v souladu s tzv.
zobrazovaci teorii vyznamu, jez by podle bézného Cteni méla byt jejim obsa-
hem, chapat jako vétu, resp. jako funkci jednotlivych vét, které stejné jako
kniha vcelku jsou pravdivé a maji smysl, ktery ukazuji. Napéti se zavérem
knihy, kde se fikd, ,[m]oje véty objastiuji tim, ze ten, kdo mi rozumi, na-
konec rozpozna, ze jsou nesmyslné, kdyz jimi — po nich — vystoupi nad né
(Musi takfikajic odhodit zebrik, poté, co po ném vylezl) (Wittgenstein
2001b, 6.54), nelze prehlédnout. Explicitné by se tady v knize mélo provo-
zovat teoretizovani o jazykovém vyznamu ve sluzbé metafilosofickému pro-
jektu. To by mélo tvofit obsah knihy a tady (nikoli v jednotlivych filosofic-
kych disciplinach jako ontologie ¢i epistemologie) bychom méli hledat ony
pravdivé myslenky, jez jsou v ni vyjadfeny.

Jak dalece se mé usili kryje s usilim jinych filosoft, nechci posuzovat.
To, co jsem zde napsal, si v jednotlivostech ani necini Zidny ndrok na
novost; a proto neuvadim zddné zdroje, protoZe je mi lhostejné, zda to,
co jsem myslel, myslel uz pfede mnou nékdo jiny.

Zminim jen to, ze za podnét ke svym myslenkdm vdécim z velké casti
velkolepym dilim Fregovym a pracim svého pfitele pana Bertranda Rus-
sella. (Wittgenstein 2001b, 2)

Predev$im je tady znovu fe¢ o myslenkach, které kniha obsahuje. Jinak
Wittgensteinovo vyjadfeni k originalité¢ Traktdru pasobi velice pysné. Jako
inspiraci ovSem zminuje Fregova ,velkolepd dila“ a ,price svého pfitele®
Russella. Jak jsme uz vidéli, pozdéji bude litovat, ze zapomnél na autora do-
slovu ke grimmovskym pohadkim Paula Ernsta.

Vedle jiz fe¢nych se pozdéji v knize explicitné zminuje jesté Heinrich
Hertz stejné, jako tam lze nalézt celkem oteviené aluze na Schopenhauera.
Russell s Fregem (a podle Wittgensteina zfejmé také Ernst) se vazné zaby-
vali specifikaci podminek smysluplnosti jazykovych vyrazi jako prostfedkem
k tomu, aby fekli néco o racionalité. Pochopit fungovani jazyka podle nich
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mélo pomoci pochopit povahu mysleni. V tomto ohledu se k nim Wittgen-
stein hldsi. Jeho rezignace na originalitu vlastné jen opakuje prvni odstavec
pfedmluvy, kde fikal, ze kniha neni uéebnici (nejde ji o to sdélit nové in-
formace) a ze ji bude mozna rozumét jen ten, kdo na myslenky v ni vyjadfe-
né uz sam nékdy pfipadl.

Mi-li tato prace hodnotu, pak stoji na dvojim. Zaprvé na tom, ze jsou
v ni vyjadfeny myslenky, a tato hodnota je tim vétsi, ¢im Iépe jsou tyto
myslenky vyjadfeny. Cim 1épe se trefil hiebik na hlavicku. — Zde si jsem
védom, ze mé sily ke zvlddnuti takového tkolu jsou skrovné. — Snad pfi-
jdou jini a provedou to lépe.

Naproti tomu pravdivost zde sdélenych myslenek se mi zdd nenapadnu-
telnd a definitivni. Jsem tedy toho minéni, Ze v tom podstatném jsem
problémy vyfesil s koneénou platnosti. A pokud se v tom nemylim, pak
stoji hodnota této kniha zadruhé na tom, ze ukazuje, jak malo se dosih-
lo tim, ze se vyfesily. (Wittgenstein 2001b, 2-3)

Zavér predmluvy shrnuje, v ¢em spocivd hodnota price (mé-li néjakou).
1) V knize jsou vyjadfeny myslenky. 2) Kniha ukazuje, jak malo se dosihne
vyfesenim problémd, jez jsou v ni vyfeSeny. Prvni bod je rozveden ve dvou
ohledech: a) zminéné myslenky se nepovedlo vyjadfit nejlépe, takie hodnota
knihy by mohla byt mnohem vyssi; b) pravdivost sdélenych myslenek je na-
proti tomu nepochybnd a Wittgenstein deklaruje presvédceni, ze probirané
problémy vyfesil s definitivni platnosti.

Potvrzuje se zde znovu, ze kniha skute¢né obsahuje podle svého autora
myslenky a to myslenky pravdivé. Vidime, ze v pfedmluvé byla postupné fe¢
nejen o hodnoté knihy, ale téz o jejim smyslu, opakované o myslenkdch, jei
sdéluje, a také o jejich pravdivosti. Tyto vyrazy jsou klicovou soucisti obsa-
hu Traktdtu bez ohledu na rozdily mezi jeho interpretacemi. Pfi samoziej-
mosti jejich pouzivini v pfedmluvé je tézko mizeme odbyt jako netechnic-
ké pripady, na néz nelze vazné vztahovat meftitka traktdtovské terminologie
(pokud néco takového existuje).10

Text predmluvy také neni ke knize pfipojen narychlo pred vydianim.
Predmluvu najdeme skoro slova od slova, véetné vsech zminénych prikladd
uz v tzv. ProtoTraktdtu, pracovni verzi knihy datované do 1916." V ni také

10 T Y - . . .
Korespondence s anglickym pfekladatelem opét ukazuje, Ze terminologie neni to, na

¢em Wittgenstein Ipél. Nejlépe je to vidét na jeho opomijeni rozliSeni mezi tim, co je
sinnlos a unsinnig, jet je zasadni pro vétinu interpretaci. Srov. Kienzler (2009, 223-247).

" Detailni rozbor vzniku knihy z dochovanych materidli viz Potter (2013, 13-39).
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najdeme nékolik drobnych textovych variant, které ukazuji, ze Wittgenstein
skutecné textu predmluvy vénoval pozornost. Vime také, ze od dokonceni
knihy v roce 1918 az do jejiho vydini o tii roky pozdéji Wittgenstein na
knize nic neménil. Podle vseho s ni byl spokojen a rozhodné nemél nutka-
vou potiebu neustdle text pfepracovivat, jako to délaval se svymi rukopisy
pozdéji. Je tedy snad namisté ¢ist predmluvu jako plnohodnotnou souéast
knihy vcetné interpretace klicovych termind. Navic pfedmluva ukazkové pl-
ni typickou roli: struéné a jasné fikd, o¢ v knize jde.'” A tento cil spociva
v demarkaci myslitelného prostiednictvim toho, co lze vyjadfit. Je-li tedy
predtim i potom v pfedmluvé fe¢ o myslenkdch, jez kniha vyjadfuje, nemi-
zeme vyraz ,myslenky“ chdpat v néjakém odlisném smyslu nebo jako meta-
foru ¢i odbyt jeho poutziti jako pouhou nedbalost. Pfedmluva pregnantné
formuluje cil spisu a fika, ze spis obsahuje myslenky, jez jsou pravdivé
(i kdyZ se je pry nepovedlo vyjadfit zrovna nejlépe). Navic kniha jako celek
md podle pfedmluvy smysl, a nejspis dokonce hodnotu.™®

Kdyz Wittgenstein za jeden z hlavnich kladd knihy oznaluje to, zZe vyja-
dfuje myslenky, fikd tim zajisté, ze kniha ma néjaky smysluplny obsah
(pravdivé myslenky, jez fesi filosofické problémy). Toto konstatovani ovsem
stale ptisobi neuveftitelné bandlné — dokud je necteme jako tiché zdraznéni,
ze predkladana kniha se v tomto ohledu lisi od jinych filosofickych knih.
Tézko by Wittgenstein mohl ostfeji odmitnout predstavu, zZe jeho kniha je
vyhradné praktickou terapii.

Wittgenstein také v predmluvé postupné fekl, Ze a) knize bude rozumét
moznd jen ten, kdo uz na myslenky, které jsou v ni vyjadreny, sim pfipadl;
b) Ze si v jednotlivostech necini narok na plivodnost; ¢) hodnota knihy spo-
¢iva ve vyjadreni nepochybné pravdivych myslenek (jakkoli nedokonalém).
Podle pfedmluvy je Wittgenstein pfesvédcen, ze s definitivni platnosti vyfe-
sil filosofické problémy jednoduse tim, Ze formuloval kritéria smysluplnosti
jazykovych vyrazi a ze z téchto kritérii vysvita, ze moznost formulovat filo-
sofické problémy stoji na naruseni téchto kritérii. Jak ale doddvd, ,hfebik na

Srov. Fregovu vytku, Ze kniha postrada skuteénou pfedmluvu, jez by fekla, o¢
v knize jde. Fregiv dopis Wittgensteinovi z 30. zdfi 1919 — viz Frege (2011, 44-47).

B Srov. oviem oproti tomu Wittgensteintv dopis Ogdenovi z 8. listopadu 1921, kde

k navrhovanému ndzvu knihy Filosofickd logika poznamendvi, Ze je to nesmysl a Ze nevi,
co filosoficka logika je, takie takovy ndzev by byl vhodny leda, kdybychom chtéli fict, ze
kdyz je kniha nesmysl, mohl by byt nesmyslny uz jeji nézev. Srov. Wittgenstein (1973,
4). Cot lze ovSem odbyt jako sarkasmus, ktery si zahrdvd s interpreta¢nimi potizemi, jez
zde probirime.
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hlavicku® trefil ,v tom podstatném®, ale jeho sily jsou skrovné, moznd se
nevyjadfil nejlépe (a tieba to né¢kdo napravi). Jadrem knihy by mélo byt
pfedvést, jak formulace filosofickych problému stoji na vymknuti z jazykové
logiky (coz by méla byt hlavni myslenka knihy). Na tuto myslenku ve slabsi
nebo silnéjsi formé a s riznymi zavéry skuteéné pred Wittgensteinem pri-
padla fada jinych, ktefi se ji také pokusili odpovidajicim zplsobem demon-
strovat. Wittgenstein jako by se zde hlasil k delsi tradici s tim, Ze doufd sta-
rou myslenku lépe vyjadrit a predvést jeji relevanci. Jednak Wittgenstein fi-
ka, ze zasadné pochybené a zmatené nejsou jen teorie nékterych skol nebo
filosofickych disciplin, nybrz formulace filosofickych problému viibec a toto
zmateni stoji na odcizeni béznému jazyku s jeho fungovinim. A za druhé se
podle vseho domniva, ze 1épe formuloval kritéria smysluplnosti jazykovych
vyrazii, a pfisel tak na zplsob, jak zfetelnéji nez jeho pfedchidci rozeznat
ptipady nesmysli (srov. Wittgenstein 2001b, 3.325). Zde bychom mohli
hledat zdroj radosti, kterou by kniha méla pfinést tomu, kdo ji ¢te s poro-
zuménim. Pijde o nékoho, kdo sim v néjaké formé pfipadl na myslenku, Ze
formulace filosofickych problémd se vzpiraji jazyku, pfipadné se s touto
myslenkou pokusil o néjakou teorii vyznamu. U Wittgensteina by ke své
radosti mél tuto myslenku nalézt ostfeji formulovanou, pripadné vyargu-
mentovanou a demonstrovanou pevnéjsimi kritérii smysluplnosti.

Posledni véta predmluvy nds vraci k otazce po hodnoté posedlosti filoso-
fickym problémem, nakolik je nezavisla na explicitni otdzce, na niz by se
hledala odpovéd. Wittgenstein totiz uzavird pfedmluvu poukazem na druhy
zdroj hodnoty své knihy: ,ukazuje, jak mdlo se dosihne tim, kdyZ se vyfesi“
(totiz filosofické problémy). Kniha nds ma totiz vlastné jen zbavit nadéji, jez
bychom spojovali s odpovédi na otazky. Takze to, co nds nuti si je kldst,
nezmizi. Pochopime, ze nauky filosofd jsou jen racionalizace, jez maji Celit
zmatku z odcizeni jazyku. Odcizeni samo ale tento objev pfetrvai.14 Rici, ze
jeho feseni ma praktickou, nikoli teoretickou povahu, ovSem moznd zna-
mena jit nad ramec rané Wittgensteinovy filosofie, kterd jakoby se potykala
pravé s tim, Ze v ni schazi pojem praktické racionality.

14 . ey, . v Ly
Mimochodem, je jisté zajimavé postavit vedle tohoto pesimisticky znéjiciho zavéru

motto druhé Wittgensteinovy knihy, jez se obvykle chdpe jako zisadni obrat a odhaleni
chyb Traktdtu: ,Pokrok ma tu vlastnost, Ze vidycky vypada vétsi, nez ve skutecnosti je.
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2. Motto

Ale zpitky k autorskym vysvétlenim pointy knihy. Z predmluvy je jas-
néjsi téz motto knihy: ... a vSe, co clovék vi, co neni jen zaslechnuty ruch
a Sum, da se Fici tfemi slovy.“ Odpovida tomu, jak Wittgenstein shrnuje to,
co sam nazyva smyslem knihy: ,Co se vitbec dd fict, dd se Fict jasné; a o Cem
nelze mluvit, k tomu se musi mlcet.“ Pfi této pfilezitosti je namisté zminit,
ze v kontextu, z néhoz motto pochdzi, neznamend ono ,jasné“ totéz jako
sprecizné®, zfetelné® &i ,rozliSené:

Zeptam-li se polovzdélance, jaky je rozdil mezi antickym a modernim,
mezi klasickym a romantickym uménim, velmi rozéilené mi odpovi: Pa-
ne, ta otizka vyvolava ohromnou spoustu pfedstav. Jde o nimét na celé
knihy a zimni semestr. Zeptim-li se naopak nékoho fidné a dokonale
vzdélaného, dostane se mi odpovédi: Pane, to se dd fict tfemi slovy. Sta-
ré uméni se tykalo téla, v tom novém jde o dusi. Proto bylo staré¢ uméni
plastické, a to nové je lyrické, muzikdlni, zkratka romantické. Bravo!
Miéme zde jako na dlani ohromnou spoustu pfedstav, kdyz jsou ¢lovéku
opravdu vlastni — a vSe, co Clovék vi a co neni jen zaslechnuty ruch
a $um, dd se Fici tfemi slovy." (Kiirnberger 1877, 338-351)

Polovzdélanec by se odvolal na potfebu dikladného rozboru, zatimco znalec
je s to stru¢né odpovédét. Mluvit jasné zde znamend neutopit se v detailech
a mluvit bez odkazu na autority. Oboji lze v pripadé potfeby doplnit.

Ur¢ité bychom neméli motto interpreta¢né pretézovat tim, ze bychom
na ném cheéli vystavét origindlni interpretaci Wittgensteinovy filosofie.
Neméli bychom je nicméné prehlizet. Wittgenstein mival u svych vétsich
textl obvykle néjaké motto a jeho vybéru dokdzal vénovat prekvapivou péci.

15 »Wenn ich einen Halbgebildeten frage: Was ist der Unterschied zwischen der anti-

ken und der modernen, zwischen der klassischen und der romantischen Kunst? so wird
er in grofer Verwirrung antworten: Herr, diese Frage regt ganze Welten von Vorstel-
lungen auf. Das ist ein Stoff fiir ganze Biicher und Wintersemester. Wenn ich dagegen
einen Durchgebildeten und Ganzgebildeten frage, so werde ich die Antwort erhalten:
Herr, das ist mit drei Worten zu sagen. Die Kunst der Alten ging vom Korper aus, die
Kunst der Neuern geht von der Seele aus. Die Kunst der Alten war deshalb plastisch,
die Kunst der neuern ist lyrisch, musikalisch, kurz romantisch. Bravo! So haben ganze
Welten von Vorstellungen, wenn man sie wirklich beherrsche, in einer Nuf§ Platz, und
alles, was man weif3, nicht blof rauschen und brausen gehort hat, lifit sich in drei Wor-
ten sagen.” (Kiirnberger 1877, 338-351).
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Predevsim, v kontextu odstavce je lépe vidét, Ze opozice mezi tim, co
vime, a tim, co je jen zaslechnuty ruch a Sum, proti sobé nestavi bezpro-
stfedni vnimani jednotliviny a logicky nebo gramaticky nesmysl. Na jedné
strané je jasnd obecnd formulace zaloZend na primé znalosti tématu. Na
druhé pak vyhybavé mlzeni, jez vychdzi ze zprostfedkované znalosti, resp.
odkazu na cizi znalost. Zaslechnuty ruch a Sum tedy neni diskvalifikovan ja-
ko bezcenny obsah, nybrz jako obsah, ktery neni osvojeny.

Zadruhé¢, z kontextu je zfejmé, ze v Kiirnbergerové textu nejde o skepsi
¢i meze lidského poznani. Pointa nespociva v poukazu na to, ze ve skute¢-
nosti vime tak mdlo, ze nim k vyjadfeni naseho poznani sta¢i par slov.
Pointou je spiSe rozliSeni mezi skute¢nym védénim a intelektudlnim sno-
bismem. O rozsah védomosti zde primdrné nejde, mize byt u znalce i snoba
stejny, rozhodné neni u znalce mensi. Primarné jde o postoj k védomostem.
Skute¢ny znalec mluvi zpfima a jasné.

Zatfeti, rozdil mezi klasickym a modernim uménim je skute¢né téma na
knihy a univerzitni kursy. Napadne nas, zda Kiirnberger nemluvi ironicky,
coz by jisté mohlo mit vliv také na Wittgensteinovo pouziti jeho slov. Citdt
pochdzi z textu Opozicni stavba pomnikii a slouzi v ném predevsim postesku
nad obecnou zahledénosti do minulosti, a nisledné vyzvé k samostatnému
jasnému mysleni, jakému by se mohly stavét nové pomniky, resp. mysleni,
jez se samo takovym pomnikem stava. Tento kontext dobfe souzni s Witt-
gensteinovym prohlaSenim nezavislosti v predmluvé, kde deklaruje nezdjem
o pripadné shody se starsimi filosofy a omezuje se na stru¢ny dik za inspiraci
Fregovi s Russellem. Pricitat Kiirnbergerovi ironii zde tedy neni na misté.
Text ostatné nevybizi k néjakym unahlenym soudlim ani nepopird potiebu
studia pro osvojeni znalosti, jez umozni vynaset s pfehledem obecné soudy.
Pochybnost o vaznosti Kiirnbergerova prikladu se zaklada na obraceni im-
plikace. Ten, kdo je znaly, zajisté dokdze vyndset obecné soudy. Tuto cel-
kem intuitivni pfedstavu bychom neméli zaménovat s tvrzenim, Ze kazdy,
kdo vynasi obecné soudy, je znalec. Vyndseni obecnych soudt tak neni kri-
tériem znalosti, ale neschopnost vynaset obecné soudy, mize poslouzit jako
kritérium neznalosti.

Motto bychom mohli parafrazovat: , To, co opravdu vime a nemame to
jen z druhé ruky, to miZeme fict stru¢né a jasné.“ A z kontextu, v jakém se
citat ptvodné vyskytuje, se di chapat predevsim jako deklarace modernis-
mu: vyzva stat se vzorem samostatného mysleni pouceného na vlastni pfimé
obezndmenosti, jez neulpiva v minulosti a nedrzi se autorit. Takové chdpini
jde velmi dobfe dohromady s tim, co Wittgenstein fikd v pfedmluve, ale
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neni jisté, Ze si motto vybral privé pro takové sdéleni. Jisté v mottu ovsem
nachdzime kontrast pfimé a nepfimé znalosti, z nichz druha se hodnoti zi-
porné. Samoziejmé se nabizi vztdhnout ,zaslechnuty ruch a sum® k odcizeni
béznému jazyku, které plodi filosofické teorie, jez jenom zkouseji racionali-
zovat bezradnost, zatimco to, co se ,da fict tfemi slovy® by bylo tim, co do-
kazeme fict z pfimé konfrontace s realitou. S dalekosdhlej$imi zivéry ale
musime pockat, dokud neprozkoumdme dalsi prameny. T'€mi hlavnimi bu-
de korespondence s inspiratory zminénymi v pfedmluvé, totiz s Russellem
a Fregem, a také dopis nakladateli Fickerovi. K tém se dostaneme priste.
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ABSTRACT: In his criticism of my book Clovék a pravidla [Man and rules], Michal Tvan
scrutinized my notion of implicit rule, concluding that it is flawed. In this contribution,
I defend my approach, explaining the notion in greater detail. I state that my talk about
the existence of an implicit rule refers to the social setting in which some kinds of social
(especially linguistic) actions are governed by normative attitudes of the members of the
society. These normative attitudes institute the propriety which make instances of ac-
tions of the kinds either correct or incorrect; hence people can follow or violate the rule,
the rule can come into being, develop, and fade away — without it being explicitly ar-
ticulated.

KEYWORDS: Implicit rules — language — rules — rule following.

Jsem rad, Ze moje kniha Clovék a pravidla (viz Peregrin 2011a) vzbuzuje
intenzivni kritické reakce — naposledy obsihly a promysleny text Michala
Ivana (viz Ivan 2014). Tu knihu jsem napsal mimo jiné také jako jakousi
stru¢nou inventuru® toho, co uz o pravidlech vim (nebo se domnivam, ze
vim); s tim, Ze nékterym z téch véci se chci v budoucnu dile vénovat a ro-
zebirat je do vétsi hloubky,1 a kritické pripominky mi v tomhle samozfejmé

r«

Néjaké plody onoho ,vétsiho rozebirdni® uz tu jsou — viz zejména Peregrin (2011b;
2012a; 2012b; 2012¢; 2012d; 2014).

© 2014 The Author. Journal compilation © 2014 Institute of Philosophy SAS
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velmi pomahaji. Musim nicméné konstatovat, ze i pres riizna zjednodusenti,
na které mi kritici opravnéné poukazuji, mi koncepce pravidel a normativi-
ty, kterou jsem v té knize predlozil, stale pfipada nosna.

Ivanova kritika navazuje na vyhrady, které se objevily jiz v uvaze, ke keeré
moje kniha inspirovala Ladislava Korené. Korent (2012) pise o tom, Ze moje
uvahy se nebezpe¢né blizi bludnému kruhu, nebot’ podle nich ,propozi¢né
poznatky predpokladaji propozicny kod, ten vsak predpoklada jazyk, ktory
zas predpoklada pravidld, ktoré su sami propozi¢nymi poznatkami — a tak
dalej dokola!“ Koreri ovSem vidi i pfimocarou cestu ven z tohoto kruhu:
podle né&j bych mél ,pripustit, ze to, ¢o v niektorych uvahich nazyva pravi-
dlami, nie st v skutocnosti plnokrvné pravidld (qua deontické obmedzenia),
ale akési proto-pravidla (...)“ (Koren 2012, 615).

Kdyz jsem Korenovu kritiku cetl, nemél jsem pocit, ze by mé néjak pri-
li§ zasahovala, zejména proto, ze se mi zdalo, Ze ono feseni, po kterém Ko-
ren vold, fakticky v knize najdeme. (Koren to také neprezentoval jako néjaky
fatilni nedostatek, ale jako drobnéjsi vadu na krase jinak pozoruhodné teo-
rie.) Hovofim tam prece o rudimentirnich pravidlech (coz neni nic jiného
nez Koreriova ,proto-pravidla®), i o tom, jak se od téchto rudimentarnich
pravidel propracovavame k pravidlam plnohodnotnym. Poté, co mi podob-
nou véc mnohem vehementnéji vycetl i Ivan (ktery ji vidi jako fatlni), jsem
si ale uvédomil, Ze néco z toho, co v této knize fikim, skute¢né mize byt
problematické a zavadéjici. Konkrétné se jednd o nasledujici pasaz:

A je to pravé schopnost takového pozndvini v podobé védéni-Ze, na ¢em
stavi pravidla. Pravidlo je vlastné také uréitym modem tohoto druhu vé-
déni — jde, mlzeme fici, o know-that-something-ought-to-be, zkricené
ought-to-be (ili mélo-by-byt. Tim se dostavime k terminologii Wilfrida
Sellarse. Podle néj existuji dva druhy ,normativniho védéni“: védéni ty-
pu mélo-by-se-délat (coz je koreldt prikazu, nebo alespon néjakého bez-
prostfedni voditka pro jedndni) a védéni typu mélo-by-byr (pfesvédceni
o zédoucnosti urditého stavu). Kazdé takové mélo-by-bjt vede k riznym
mélo-by-se-délat — tato mélo-by-se-délat jsou tim, co je tfeba Cinit, aby
nastalo ¢ pfetrvalo ono mélo-by-byr. (Peregrin 2011a, 65)

Moji kritici tuto pasaz zfejmé interpretuji tak, Ze normativni postoje,
které jsou podle mého nazoru pravidlim konstitutivni, nutné museji byt
propozicnimi postoji; a tudiz, ze pravidly se muze fidit jediné ten, kdo je
schopen propozi¢niho mysleni a védéni-ze. To jsem rozhodné fici nechtél
(jakkoli musim uznat, Ze uvedena pasiz je v tomto ohledu velmi matouci).
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Urcité tomu tak neni u rudimentirnich pravidel, to jest u pravidel, skrze
které se k propozi¢nimu mysleni (a k védéni-ze) teprve propracovivame.
A neni tomu tak obecné ani u plnohodnotnych pravidel ve spolecnosti, jako
je ta nase — v tomto pripadé je sice mozné pravidla vyjadrit jako (normativ-
ni) propozice, avsak neni nutné, aby kaidy, kdo zaujimd normativni postoje,
tak musel ¢init explicitné a propozi¢né. Uvedena pasiz se méla vztahovat na
situaci, kdy se jiz k existenci propracovala plnohodnotna (a tedy jiz nikoli
jenom rudimentdrni) pravidla a kdy jsou ti, kdo se pravidly fidi, jiz plno-
hodnotnymi protagonisty propozi¢niho mysleni.

Je ovsem pravda, ze pokud to, co jsem v knize takto napsal, interpretu-
jeme tak, ze pravidla museji byt nutné podlozena propozicnimi postoji — to
jest tak, jak to interpretuji moji kritici, rozumim-li jim dobfe — jevi se jisté
i nékteré dalsi ¢asti mé knihy jako problematické. A ja ted vidim, Ze na tom
rozhodné nejsem bez viny. Takze pfipoustim, ze Ivanova kritika mize byt
v tomto smyslu opodstatnénéjsi, nez se bude jevit z mého dalsiho textu. J4
nicméné budu vychdzet z vysvétleni, které jsem nyni podal, tj. Ze pravidla —
alespon ve své rudimentarni podobé — propozi¢nimu mysleni predchdzeji,
nepredpokladaji ho.

A jesté jednu véc, na kterou Ivan upozornuje, je tieba pripsat rozhodné
k mé tizi; a to je chyba v prekladu Wittgensteina v Peregrin (2011a, 26). Ta
je hloupd a omlouvam se za ni.

Pokusim se nyni shrnout, jak to podle mé je s pravidly a v jakém smyslu
hovofim o explicitnich a implicitnich pravidlech.

Zasadni podle mne je, Ze existuje rozdil mezi chovanim, které je pouze
pravidelné (je v souladu s néjakym pravidlem, je timto pravidlem charakte-
rizovatelné®) a chovénim, které se timto pravidlem skuteéné Fidi (které by
tu nebylo, kdyby tu nebylo to pravidlo). Je tu zfejmy rozdil mezi tim, co dé-
1a zajic, ktery vbéhne na silnici a ndhodou se tam pohybuje tak, ze to je v
souladu s dopravnimi predpisy, a tim, co déld fidi¢, ktery se témito predpisy
skute¢né fidi. V ¢em tento rozdil spoéiva?

Na prvni pohled se to zda byt jasné: ten rozdil je v mysli toho, o kterého
jde, zatimco ten zajic ve své mysli nemd nic jako dopravni predpisy, onen
fidi¢ je tam ma a fidi se jimi védomé. J4 mam pocit, ze jakkoli samozfejmé

Hovofit o tom, Ze je chovani nékoho nebo néceho ,charakterizovatelné pravidlem®,
miiZe byt ovSem matouci. Rozumi se tim to, Ze toto chovini je na pohled s onim pravi-
dlem v souladu; a ono pravidlo se tak diky tomu mizZe zdat byt uZite¢né i pro predpovi-
dani dalsiho chovini pfislusné entity.
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toto vysvétleni vypadd, neni ve svych dasledcich udrzitelné. Dovedu si pfed-
stavit tfeba negramotného fidice, ktery nikdy dopravni predpisy nevid¢l, ale
cestou pokusu a omylu (¢i napodobovini) se naucil se na silnici sprivné
chovat, a i o takovém je podle mne tfeba fikat, ze se fidi dopravnimi pred-
pisy — na rozdil od vySe uvedeného zajice neni jeho chovani v souladu
s pfedpisy jenom ndhodou, ale v disledku toho, ze rozlisuje (jakkoli jaksi
pouze ,implicitné“) mezi tim, co je na silnici spravné, a tim, co ne. Je samo-
zfejmé mozné namitat, Ze ten negramotny fidi¢ sice nema v mysli doslova
predpisy, ale md tam néco, ¢im se odliSuje od zajice ¢i jiného cloveka, ktery
se chova jenom pravidelné. Jd vSak nevéfim, ze by se tohle néco dalo néjak
uchopit (a je, myslim zisluhou Kripkovy knihy o Wittgensteinovi — Kripke
1982 — e nékteré slepé ulicky, do kterych pokusy o takové uchopeni vedou,
zmapoval); a, jak pravi klasik, ,nic je stejné tak dobré jako néjaké néco,
o némz nelze nic fict®.

To navic ani nemluvim o obecném problému, ktery se poji s kazdym vy-
svétlenim opirajicim se o to, co je v nééi mysli. Do mysli lidem samoziejmé
nevidim, takze nevim, jestli to tam opravdu je; a takova vysvétleni proto za-
konité stoji vice ¢i méné na vodé. To mé vede k zavéru, ze k tomu, abych
odlisil chovani, které je charakterizovatelné jako fizeni se pravidlem, od
chovini, které je pouze pravidelné, musim sviij zrak nikoli zanofit do mysli
toho, o jehoz chovani jde, ale naopak ho pozvednout k sirSimu spolecen-
skému kontextu, ve kterém se tato osoba pohybuje. Pravidla jsou tim pa-
dem pro mé predevsim socidlni instituce. (Tim samozfejmé nechci popirat,
ze fizeni se pravidlem md velijaké psychologické aspekty a ze mlze byt
nadmiru zajimavé se témito psychologickymi aspekty zabyvat. Tvrdim je-
nom, ze o tyto psychologické aspekty nelze opfit filosoficky vyklad toho, v cem
fizeni se pravidlem spocivd.)

Abychom si osvétlili, jaka je (podle mne) povaha spolecenskych institu-
ci, pfedstavme si takovou véc, jako je zkouska na vysoké skole. (Kolega Ivan
u mé pravé nedavno jednu takovou uspésné slozil.) Kdyz nékoho zkousim,
spocivé to obvykle fakticky v tom, Ze za mnou pfijde, ji se ho na néco ptam
a on mi odpovida. Obcas za mnou ale nékdo prijde a odpovidd na mé otdz-
ky, aniz by to byla zkouska. V ¢em je ten rozdil? V tom, ze v pripadé zkous-
ky zkousenému sdélim znimku a nékam mu ji zapisu? Asi nikoli, predsta-
vime-li si pomateného profesora (stav, ke kterému se ja sim doufim zatim
jenom blizim), ktery ma pocit, Ze md nékoho zkouset a zapise mu do indexu
znamku, pfestoze uz je davno v dlichodu a na vysoké skole uz neudi, tak vi-
dime, Ze tyhle véci z rozhovoru skutecnou zkousku neudélaji. Je tedy rozdil



IMPLICITNI PRAVIDLA 385

dan stavem mysli zkousejiciho a zkouseného, v tom, ze to oba ,berou jako
zkousku? S odkazem na rlizné pomatence opét vidime, Ze tohle nemtze byt
zasadni. (Pfedstavuji si, ze pravé kdyz jsem kolegu Ivana zkousel, nékde
v psychiatrické lécebné tieba néjaky ,Peregrin® ,zkousel“ néjakého ,Ivana‘,
a oba byli pfesvédceni, Ze jde o zkousku na Karlové univerzité.)

Co podle mne déld z rozhovoru dvou lidi skutecnou zkousku, je tedy
pfedevsim $irsi spoleCensky kontext, existence pfislusné skoly, jejich reguli
atd., a to vSechno je zase prusecikem fantasticky komplexnich postoji velké
spousty lidi. Nékdo je studentem, rektorem univerzity ¢i zkousejicim prede-
v$im proto, ze spousta lidi uznava pravidla, ktera konstituuji tyto role a je-
jich soucasné obsazeni pravé témito osobami. (Vzpomindm si na rok 1989
a na osvobozujici ok, kterym pro mé bylo plné uvédomeéni si faktu, ze ko-
munisté jsou tak mocni uz skoro jenom proto, Ze my vsichni je za tak moc-
né mame, a ze kdyZ my vsichni s tim, koordinované, prestaneme, jejich moc
se zhrouti jako domecek z karet ...).

A to, co jsem pravé naznacil na pfikladu instituci, jako je univerzita
a zkouska na takové univerzité, podle mne plati obecnéji o jakémkoli pravi-
dlu: pravidlo vznikd v priseciku urcitych postoji mnoha lidi, konkrétnéji
ono je timto prasec¢ikem. (Tim odpovidim na Ivanovu otizku, jakého dru-
hu véc to je — je to véc stejného druhu, jako zkouska; mizeme tomu fikat
instituciondlni realita.) Postoje, o které tady jde, nazyvam normativni a mam
za to, Ze to jsou dale jiz ne dost dobfe analyzovatelné lidské postoje, identi-
fikovatelné v podstaté behaviorilné; kdyz jsou verbalizovany, nabyvaji podo-
by vét o tom, ze je néco néjak spravné nebo ze néco néjak ma byt.

Pro pochopeni toho, co to pravidla jsou, mi pripada zasadni pfemyslet
o tom, jak se mohla viibec néjakd pravidla objevit. Je totiz zcela zfejmé, Ze
do soucasného stavu, ve kterém je nase spolecnost propletena velkou spous-
tou pravidel nejriznéjsiho typu, jsme se museli néjak dostat ze stavu, kdy
jsme, podobné jako spousta nasich zvifecich bratranc — zadnd pravidla ne-
méli. A protoze nepredpoklidim, ze schopnost fidit se pravidly mohla
vzniknout jako néjakd jednorazova genetickd mutace, domnivam se, zZe pra-
vidla musela nejprve existovat jenom v néjaké jednoduché, rudimentarni
(zdrodecné) podobé a z té se postupné vyvijet k oném komplexnim podo-
bam, jaké maji pravidla, kterd znime z naseho soucasného svéta. (Ivan pise,
Ze netematizuji ,charakter implicitnych pravidiel a ich vzt'ah s rudimentér-
nymi pravidlami“. M¢l jsem pocit, Ze tento vztah je z mé knihy jasny: rudi-
mentérni pravidla nemohou nez byt implicitni. Pise-li ale Ivan (2014, 86),
»[plokial ide o prepojenie medzi rudimentirnymi a implicitnymi pravidla-
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mi, zdd sa, Ze je totozné s prepojenim medzi akymikolvek explicitnymi pra-
vidlami a tymi implicitnymi®, vzbuzuje to ve mné viznou obavu, Ze slovu
yrudimentdrni rozumi néjak zcela jinak, nez je normalni, totiz jako zdro-
decny Ci primitivni.)

Predstavuji si, ze se rudimentarni pravidla mohla objevit napfiklad néjak
takto (netfeba snad dodavat, Ze se jedna o spekulaci, nic jiného tady k dis-
pozici neni). Pfedstavme si tlupu néjakych nasich prehistorickych predka,
keefi se jesté prilis nelisi od jinych zvirat zijicich v tlupach, to jest treba vlka
nebo lidoopt. V tlupé existuje néjakd hierarchie (jak to znime z tlup zvirat)
a také vselijaké zabéhnuté zplsoby chovani. Reknéme, 7e jeden z takovych
zplisobl spociva v tom, Ze zadny jedinec se k jinému nepfiblizuje na pfilis
tésnou vzdilenost, feknéme mensi nez pil metru. Tento zpisob chovini
existuje na urovni dispozic ¢i reflext: kdyz se ke mné nékdo pfiblizi, dim
viceméné mimovolné najevo svou nevoli a tim ho odpudim; naopak kdyz se
k nékomu takto pfiblizim ja, jsem od toho ji odrazen jeho nepfitelskou re-
akci.

Z (isté reflexivnich reakci na to, ze se ke mné nékdo prilis pfiblizi, se
podle mne v pribéhu vyvoje lidstva vyvinuly komplexnéjsi (jakkoli ne nutné
néjak plné uvédomélé) postoje toho druhu, zZe nejenom mimovolné vréim
na nékoho, kdo je u mé prilis blizko, ale projevuji nevoli i nad tim, kdyz se
nékdo pfiblizuje pfili§ blizko k nékomu jinému — nejde tedy uz jenom
o (isté obranou reakei, ale o reakci, kterd je vztazena obecné k néjakému
druhu chovini, at’ uz se tykd bezprostfedné mé, nebo ne. To jsou podle
mne zirodky normativnich postojl a zarodky pravidel.

Zduraznuji, ze aby ¢lovék (nebo moznd i zvife) mohl zaujimat takové ru-
dimentarni normativni postoje, nemusi mit nic jako plnohodnotna presvéd-
Ceni, tj. nemusi myslet propozi¢né ¢i pohybovat se v prostoru divodi. (Na-
opak, prostor divodl predpoklidd pravidla, takie takovato rudimentirni
pravidla stoji v jeho zakladé, namisto toho, aby byla jeho produktem.) Mys-
lim, zZe z hlediska psychologie odpovidaji né¢emu na té Grovni, pro jakou
Gendlerova (2008a; 2008b) razila termin alief — nécemu jako zirodklim pre-
svédceni, ktera ale jesté nejsou plnohodnotnymi presvédcéenimi.

Tyto zarodky se pak mohou dile vyvijet tim zptisobem, Ze se odmitavé
(pfipadné souhlasné) reakce na nékteré druhy chovini, které spolecnosti re-
zonuji, institucionalizuji tak, Ze nabyvaji podoby riznych odmén a trestd.
Potom, kdyz je k dispozici dostatecné vyvinuty jazyk, mohou byt vyjidfeny
a néjaky praGuth-Jarkovsky mtiZe na sténu jeskyné napsat ,Clovék se nemd
k jinému prespfilis pfiblizovat!®, ¢imz se toto pravidlo stane explicitnim.
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Z ftylogenetického hlediska tedy pravidla nejprve zcela jisté existuji jako
implicitni, a teprve mnohem pozdéji, kdyz se ustanovi jazyk, mohou nabyt
explicitni podoby. (Tohle se samozfejmé odviji od mého presvédceni, ze
i jazyk se zaklddd na pravidlech — pokud bychom toto pfesvédéeni odmitli,
otevrel by se snad prostor pro predstavu, ze se nejprve kompletné vyvinul ja-
zyk, a teprve potom se objevila pravidla, kterd tim padem uz mohla byt
vSechna explicitni. Ja se vsak domnivam, Ze jediny zplsob, jak skutecné vy-
svétlit, jak funguje jazykovd komunikace, pocitd s tim, Ze to je pravidly fize-
nd ¢innost — viz Peregrin 2012b; 2012¢; 2012d.) Implicitnimi tedy rozhodné
byla ona rudimentarni pravidla, kterd stala na pocatku vyvoje pravidel; a im-
plicitnimi jsou nékterd pravidla i v dobé, kdy uz mame i explicitni pravidla.
(Pta-li se tedy Ivan (2014, 84), ,M6zu implicitné pravidla existovat’ bez to-
ho, aby existovali pravidld explicitné? Alebo je nutné, aby explicitné pravidla
vytvorili systém pravidiel, v ktorom sa d'alej dokazeme pohybovat’ prostred-
nictvom implicitnych pravidiel?“, pak odpovédi je, ze implicitni pravidla
podle mne nejenom mohou, ale museji predchazet pravidlim explicitnim.)

Jak se mi ve svétle téchto mych nazord jevi Ivanova kritika? Zdd se mi, Ze
se s nim snad shodnu na tom, Ze je tfeba rozliSovat mezi tim, co ji nazyvam
fizeni se explicitnimi pravidly, a chovanim, které takovym fizenim se explicit-
nimi pravidly neni. Ivan (2014, 87) si ovéem vgpﬁjéuje Wittgensteinovu ter-
minologii, a hovofi o procesech ,obsahujicich“” pravidlo: ,musime rozliSovat’
medzi tym, ¢o by sa dalo nazvat ,procesom, ktory je v silade s pravidlom'
a ,procesom obsahujucim pravidlo® (Wittgenstein 2002, 41), pricom obsi-
abnuté¢ ;znamend, Ze vyjadrenie tohto pravidla tvori sticast’ tychto procesov’
(Wittgenstein 2002, 41)“. Ivan navic konstatuje, ze , Wittgenstein nepripista
ind moznost™. Jakkoli ztotoznéni toho, ¢emu ji fikim fizeni se explicitnimi
pravidly, s Wittgensteinovymi ,procesy obsahujicimi pravidlo® je jistym zjed-
nodusenim, myslim, Ze pro ucely tohoto textu jej mizeme pfijmout.

Podstatné mi pfipadd, co Ivan mysli tim, Ze ,Wittgenstein nepriptsta
int moznost™. Chce tim snad fici, ze vSe, co uz je za hranicemi fizeni se ex-
plicitnimi pravidly, je stejné povahy — jsou to vsechno ,procesy, které jsou
pouze ,v souladu s pravidlem“? To by bylo v pfimém rozporu s tim, co si
myslim ji. Ja jsem skalopevné presvédcen, ze i kdyz pomineme explicitni
pravidla, stile musime rozliSovat mezi tim, kdyz se nékdo fidi pravidlem
(byt’ neni explicitné pfitomno) a tim, kdyz jeho chovani pouze vykazuje

V origindle “involving”; Glombicek to ve svém ceském prekladu Modré a bnédé kniby
(Wittgenstein, 1958) prekladd jako ,proces, na némz je ucastno pravidlo®.
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pravidelnost, ktera je s pravidlem v souladu. J4 se domnivam, Ze bez takové-
ho rozliSeni se neobejdeme, a proto hovofim v tom prvnim pfipadé o fizeni
se implicitnim pravidlem a v onom druhém o pouhé pravidelnosti.

Tohle, myslim, velmi jasné vylozil Sellars na pfikladu jazyka:

. mlZeme fici, Ze udit se uZivat jazyk znamend se dospivat k tomu, Ze
Cloveék cini A v situaci C, A’ v situaci C, atd. kvlli systému ,taht®, ke
kterému tyto Ciny patfi, a pfitom mizeme odmitnout, Ze uéit se uzivat
jazyk znamend dospivat k tomu, ze ¢lovék Cini A v situaci C, A’ v situaci
C s dmyslem realizovat systém tah. Musime zkrdtka rozliSovat mezi
chovinim, které je ,vedené vzorcem’, a tim které se ,fidi pravidly’, kde to
druhé je slozitéjsi jev, ktery ten prvni zahrnuje, ale neni s nim totoiné.
Chovani, které se fidi pravidly, v jistém smyslu obsahuje jak hru, tak
metahru, kde ta druhd je hrou, ve které tvoti pravidla nasledovand v ramci
té prvni soucdst chovini fizeného pravidly. (Sellars 1963, 208-209)

Sellars tedy v disledku rozlisuje mezi (1) chovanim, které je pouze pra-
videlné, (2) chovanim, které je vedené vzorcem a (3) chovanim, které je fi-
zené pravidly. Mné tato terminologie pfipadd ponékud matouci, takie to
podavim tak, Ze ve druhém i ve tfetim pfipadé¢ jde o chovini fizené pravi-
dly, pficemz v tom druhém hovofim o implicitnich pravidlech, zatimco
v tom tietim o pravidlech explicitnich.

Neni mi jasné, do jaké miry Ivan s rozliSenim, které jd popisuji jako roz-
dil mezi fizenim se implicitnim pravidlem a pouze pravidelnym chovanim,
nesouhlasi. (Pokud ho odmita, pak je na$ pohled na celou tu véc skuteéné
tézko smifitelny, protoze mné toto rozliSeni pfipada zcela zfejmé a nepomi-
nutelné.) Na nékterych mistech jeho textu se zdd, ze pravé poukaz na jeho
iluzornost je jeho vibec hlavnim argumentem proti mné. Napfiklad na za-
vér své obsahlé Gvahy o tancovani, ve které konstatuje, Ze kdyz nékdo zvlad-
ne néjaky tanec, tancuje, aniz by pfi tom mél na mysli néjakd pravidla
(s ¢imZ jisté nelze nez souhlasit), konstatuje:

No tancovat’ mozeme rozne, pohybovat sa nahodnymi pohybmi a my-
kat’ telom. Niektoré nihodné tance, obzvlist’ pokial m4d niekto ,tanec
v krvi“, mézu byt v stlade s pravidlom konkrétneho tanca. Co podla
mria robi Wittgenstein, je upozornenie, Ze v tomto pripade [udia nedo-
drziavaju pravidlo. Ked’ze vsak konaju pravidelne, z ich spravania moze-
me pravidld odvodit’. (Ivan 2014, 91)

Myslim, ze takto jednoduché to neni. Asi se s Ivanem shodneme, Ze malokdo
tancuje podle explicitnich pravidel; tancovini je podle mé obvykle zalezitost
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jisté praktické ,zrucnosti®, ktera se ziskava tak, ze napodobuji ostatni, pfipad-
né se fidim radami a opravami néjakého ucitele. Velka vétsina lidi by podle
mne nedokazala slovy popsat, jak se sprivné tancuje ten ¢i onen tanec. Takze
v tomto pfipadé se v podstaté téméf viibec nejednd o fizeni se explicitnimi
pravidly (o ,procesy obsahujici pravidla®). Chce tedy Ivan fici, Ze pravidla jsou
v tomto ptipadé¢ ve hfe jenom v tom smyslu, Ze by jejich pomoci mohl vnéjsi
pozorovatel popsat, co lidé na parketu délaji, stejné tak jako v pfipadé, kdyby
se na parket vyrojili kralici a GZasnou shodou ndhod se zacali pohybovat tak
jako tandici lidé? Ze tedy mezi tandicimi lidmi a nihodné se pohybujicimi
kraliky neni viibec zddny rozdil? T'o mi pfipadd naprosto absurdni.

MUj nazor je ten, Ze v pfipadé tancujicich lidi, na rozdil od poskakuji-
cich kralik®, hraji ur¢ita pravidla zasadni roli, i kdyz nejsou béhem toho
tance explicitné pfitomna (v hlavich tanenikd ani nikde jinde na parketu);
a ze lze fici, ze ti lidé délaji to, co délaji, kvilli témro pravidliim. To, co déla-
ji, totiz délaji v disledku toho, ze byli néjakou vychovou, vycvikem (i
usmérnovanim vpraveni do jistého druhu sellarsovského ,chovani vedeného
vzorcem®, Ze normativni postoje, které k nim uplatiovali ostatni, néjak in-
ternalizovali natolik, Ze jsou jimi nyni implicitné vedeni. Takze fika-li Ivan
(2014, 90-91), ,[k]ed uvazujeme o tancovani ako o akomsi zautomatizova-
nom pohybovani, preformulovanie nasich praktik pomocou pritomnosti
pravidla ni¢ nepridiva — muselo by mat nejaku silu, ktora by vysvetlila toto
spravanie, nezbyvd mé nez s tim zdsadné nesouhlasit. I nékteré formy ,zau-
tomatizovaného pohybovani® jsou vykonavany ,kvali pravidlu“ — a to tehdy,
kdyz jsou soucisti komplexnéjsich vzorc chovani, které zahrnuji (,norma-
tivni“) postoje a reakce k témto formam, v jejichz dasledku se tyto formy
stavaji takovymi, jakymi jsou.

Ivan (2014, 91) konstatuje: ,Wittgenstein podla mria upozornuje na to,
ze v tomto pripade Iudia nedodrziavaja pravidlo. Jakkoli z hlediska nasi
diskuse neni tak docela podstatné, co si o té véci mysli Wittgenstein, tady
musim s Ivanem nesouhlasit a nechapu, ¢im je podle néj tento jeho zavér
podlozen. Zda se mi, ze pfipisovat Wittgensteinovi, ze nevidi rozdil mezi
tim, co déla tancujici ¢lovek, a tim, co déld krilik, ktery se shodou okolnos-
ti pohybuje jako tancujici ¢lovek, je prosté posetilé.

Mate mé ovem, ze na nékterych mistech svého textu se i sim Ivan vy-
jadruje tak, jako by povazoval za samoziejmé, ze Clovek se miizZe ridit pravi-
dlem, aniz by toto pravidlo bylo néjak explicitné ,pfitomno®. Tak napt.
Ivan (2014, 92) pise: ,Koncom zdovodriovania, pre¢o dodrziavame pravidlo
nejakym sposobom, je nezdoévodnené konanie (dodrziavanie pravidla) a nie
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pravidlo, ani interpretdcia pravidla, ani fakt o nasom mentilnom stave.
Tohle je pfesné to, co si myslim jd; ale pokud jde o dodrzovdni pravidla
a pokud pfi tom neni to pravidlo explicitné pfitomno a interpretovano, jak
to nazvat jinak nez fizeni se implicitnim pravidlem? A dale: ,Okrem takého
konania podla pravidla, kedy sa rozhodujem, ako si ho vylozit, dodrziavame
pravidlo aj bez akéhokolvek rozhodovania. ,Jestlize se drzim pravidla, nevolim.
Ridim se pravidlem slep¢’ (Wittgenstein 2006, §219). Jednoducho, neovlada-
me jazyk, lebo chapeme pravidld, ale len vd'aka tomu, Ze kondme istym spo-
sobom, mozno povedat, ze aplikujeme pravidla (Baker 1984, 280).“ To je
opét néco, s ¢im naprosto souhlasim, jen mi neni jasné, jak to zapada to toho,
co fikd Ivan vyse. Z jeho pfedchoziho textu jsem nabyl dojem, Ze neni-li v né-
jakém ,procesu pravidlo ,pritomné“ (jako ,symbol®), pak jde o pouhou pra-
videlnost, a nikoli dodrzovani pravidla. Protoze pokud je, pak tady mame onu
trichotomii, o kterou jde mné: 1. fizeni se explicitnim pravidlem (symbo-
lem); 2. fizeni se pravidlem, které neni explicitni; 3. pouhd pravidelnost.

Je ovsem pravda, Ze zplsob, kterym v knize hovofim o explicitnich a im-
plicitnich pravidlech, je velmi schematicky a cely tento pojmovy aparat by by-
lo dobré pon¢kud zjemnit a diferencovat. Predstavme si pravidlo, které je vy-
jadfovano napisem nad jezdicimi schody v metru: ,Na schodech stijte vpra-
vo!l“ Lidé, pfichdzejici ke schodim, si tento ndpis pfectou a fidi se pravidlem,
které vyjadruje (néktefi samozfejmé ne). To je ptipad explicitniho pravidla.
Predstavme si na druhé strané, ze pravidlo stat na schodech na pravé strané se
vyvine spontanné — lidé za¢nou naznacovat tém, kdo vpravo nestoji, svoji ne-
voli a novacci v metru brzy vyciti, Ze kdyz stoji na schodech vlevo a blokuji ty,
ktefi chtéji po schodech nahoru stoupat, stavaji se terCem nevrazivosti a fidi
se tim (nebo opét neridi). To je pfipad implicitniho pravidla.

Predstavme si ale, ze pravidlo je, tak jako v prvnim uvedeném pripade,
zavedeno explicitné, ale prislusny ndpis je poté odstranén. Nékeeri lidé, keefi
pfichdzeji ke schodlim, si na ten ndpis vzpomenou a to jim pfipomene, Ze
by méli stat vpravo. Jini uz na néj zapomnéli nebo ho nikdy nevidéli a to, ze
by méli stat vpravo, vyciti z reakci ostatnich. V tomto pfipadé se zfejmé ne-
da jednoznacné hovofit ani o explicitnim, ani o implicitnim pravidle. Pfi-
znavam, ze mé v knize Slo predevsim o ty krajni body a tim, co je mezi ni-
mi, jsem se pfilis nezaobiral.

Nyni se mi zd, ze rozliSeni mezi implicitnim a explicitnim by bylo tfeba
zjemnit minimalné tak, Ze bychom na jedné strané rozliSovali mezi explicit-
nimi a implicitnimi pravidly, a na druhé strané rozlisovali mezi pfipady ex-
plicitniho fizeni se pravidlem a pfipady implicitniho fizeni. (Kritériem pro
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to prvni rozliSeni by mohlo byt napfiklad to, jakym zptsobem veslo dané
pravidlo v platnost: zda bylo ,pfedepsino®, ¢i zda se vyvinulo spontanné.
Kritérium pro to druhé rozliseni by se pak mohlo vice blizit tomu, o ¢em
uvazuje Wittgenstein v Modré a hnédé knize, jak to vyse cituje Ivan. )

V kazdém pfipadé by pak bylo lze fici, Ze se nékdo implicitné fidi expli-
citnim pravidlem. To by mohl byt pfipad lidi, ktefi chodi pod ceduli ,Na
schodech stlijte vpravo!®, aniz by si ji vSimli a stoji vpravo proto, Ze jsou do
tohoto modu chovani vmanipulovani ostatnimi; pripadné téch, kdo si ten
napis nejprve Cetli a fidili se podle n¢j, ale pak uz to zacali délat automatic-
ky. V jistém smyslu by pak snad bylo mozné hovofit i o tom, Ze se nékdo
naopak explicitné tidi implicitnim pravidlem. To by mohl byt pfipad toho,
kdo je do toho, aby stdl vpravo, vmanipulovavan ostatnimi, ale tento fakt
reflektuje a uvédomuje si, zZe se fidi ur¢itym pravidlem, i kdyZ toto pravidlo
neni nikde explicitné formulovano.

Dal$im pojmovym rozliSenim, které jsem v knize nezavadél a které by
mohlo byt uzite¢né, je rozliSeni mezi rizenim se pravidlem a dodrZovdni pra-
vidla. O ¢lovéku, ktery nikdy nejel v metru asi mzeme fici, Ze dodrzuje (ve
smyslu neporusuje) pravidlo, ze na schodech se md stat vpravo, ale fici
o ném, ze se timto pravidlem 77d{, mize znit pon¢kud podivne.

Tohle rozliseni ovSem souvisi s rozliSenim, kterym se v knize zabyvam:
totiz s (vignim) rozliSenim mezi preskriptivnimi a restriktivnimi pravidly.
Preskriptivni pravidlo mi, zjednodusené feceno, fikd, Ze néco mam udélat,
Ze mam vyvinout néjakou aktivitu, a dodrzet ho tedy nelze jinak, nez tak, ze
udélam, co mi pfikazuje — tedy Ze se jim budu fidit. Avsak vétsina téch pra-
videl, o které mi v knize jde a které se tykaji jazyka a spolecenskych ,virtu-
alnich prostort, o jakych tam hovofim, jsou pravidly restriktivnimi. Nefi-
kaji ndm, co udélat mame, ale co udélat nesmime. Dodrzet takova pravidla
pak lze nékdy i bez toho, abychom jim vénovali jakoukoli pozornost — takze
v jejich pfipadé se dodriovani pravidla stivd nédim, co mohu délat, aniz
bych se tim pravidlem v néjakém podstatném slova smyslu fidil.

V knize jsem upozornioval na to, ze Wittgensteinovy Gvahy o pokracovani
¢iselné fady ze Zkoumdni mohou byt matouci proto, ze se tykaji povytce pre-
skriptivniho typu pravidla (takové pravidlo stanovi, co musim udélat — totiz
jaké nasledujici ¢islo musim vyslovit ¢i zapsat), zatimco vétsina pravidel, kterd
jsou podstatna z hlediska fungovani jazyka, jsou povytce restriktivni (tato pra-
vidla nam nikdy nefikaji, co konkrétné mame nékdy fici ¢i napsat).

" Zda se mi byt také ve shodé s tim, co navrhuje Svoboda (2012).
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Rekl jsem, 7e se mi zda, 7e Ivan popira hranici mezi fizenim se implicit-
nim pravidlem a pouhou pravidelnosti. Na nékterych mistech jeho textu se
mi ale jeho argument proti uvedené hranici zdd nabyvat ponékud odlisné
podoby; jako by uz nefikal, ze viibec neexistuje, ale jenom to, ze je pfilis
vagni a nejasnd. Ptd se napfiklad: , To, aky je rozdiel medzi dodrzanim a ne-
dodrzanim pravidla, medzi robenim danej ¢innosti akosi nahodou a jej reali-
zaciou na zdklade naudenia pravidiel, nemézeme urcit pausilne vopred, ale
musime sledovat’ kritéria konkrétnych praktik, v ktorych rozne pravidla
maji svoj zivot“ (Ivan 2014, 91). Ano, tady neni zidné jasné kritérium. Je to
ale fatdlni? Nemame také zddné jasné kritérium pro to, kdy néco nazveme le-
sem a kdy ne. (MoZznd ministerstvo zemédélstvi néjaké mé; ale to nemusi mit
mnoho spole¢ného s tim, jak se slovo ,les” skutecné pouzivé.) Slovo ,les“ nim
presto velice uspésné slouzi. Ja se v zadném pripadé nesnazim tvrdit, Ze mezi
chovanim, které je pouze pravidelné, a chovanim, které se fidi implicitnim
pravidlem, je ostrd hranice nebo Ze bych takovou hranici dokdzal narysovat;
o tom, Ze takovy rozdil existuje, se mi ale nezdd byt mozné pochybovat.

Vsimnéme si také, ze ani hranice okolo dodrzovani explicitnich pravidel
(Ivanova pfipadu, kdy je pravidlo ,pfitomné*, kterou, nakolik mu rozumim,
on sim uzndvd) neni v zidném pfipadé ostrd. KdyZ pojedu autem a budu si
u toho pobrukovat dopravni predpisy, je tu pravidlo rozhodné pritomné; ¢i-
ni to ale z mého pocinani skutecné fizeni se explicitnim pravidlem? Co kdyz
si ty predpisy prefikivim bez toho, abych jim rozumél, co kdyz jsou dokon-
ce v jazyce, kterym nehovorim? Takze fika-li, ze ,jazykové hry, ktorymi
opisujeme dodrziavanie pravidla, ked je pravidlo pritomné v uvedenom
zmysle a ked pravidla na ziklade pozorovania odvodime, st rozne® (Ivan
2014, 92), pak je tu podle mne uplné stejny druh rtznosti, jako mezi pou-
hymi pravidelnostmi a implicitnimi pravidly — neni tu zadnd ostrd hranice,
ale mzeme udat spoustu pfipadd, z nichz je riznost zfejmd.

Zisadnim problémem se mi zdd byt to, Ze Ivan kolisa mezi ,sociologic-
kym® pojetim pravidel, které je blizké mé, a pojetim ,psychologickym®, kte-
ré podle mne vede do slepé ulicky. Napt. Ivan (2014, 91) fikd: ,Dodrziava-
nim pravidiel (a nie konanim zo zvyku) je nejaka ¢innost’ vd'aka tomu, Zze je
zapojend do celého radu praktik, ktoré vytviraju zivot (konkrétneho) pravi-
dla.“ To se mi zdd byt pfesné to, co fikim ja.

Na jinych mistech se vSak naopak vyjadruje tak, jako bychom o tom, zda
néjaky jedinec dodrzuje pravidlo, mohli rozhodnout isté na zakladé obsahi
jeho mysli/mozku; tak napf. nds vyzyva, abychom si implicitni pravidla pfed-
stavili jako tabulku v mozku (srov. Ivan 2014, 96). To mi davé asi stejné tak
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smyslu jako ,Pfedstavme si univerzitu jako tabulku v mozku®. Pravidlo, jak ja
tento pojem chdpu, nemuize byt nikdy v ni¢im mozku, existuje bytostné
v priiseciku postojit riznych jedincl, a tak nutné musi byt mimo kazdy jed-
notlivy mozek. Tak jako kazdd jind instituciondlni realita. (Je to realita v tom
smyslu, Ze to, co si o ni mysli kterykoli jednotlivec, na ni samo o sobé nemi-
ze nic zménit. Ostatné rozdil mezi Fizenim se pravidlem a domnénkou, Ze se 7i-
dim pravidlem byl zikladni bod Wittgensteinova pojeti pravidel.)

Uvazme z tohoto hlediska ,ilustraci“, kterou Ivan uvadi v zavéru svého
textu a o niz se asi domnivd, Ze vynasi na svétlo néjaké fatdlni nedostatky
mého postoje:

Na ilustriciu si predstavme niekol’ko I'udi iducich po pohyblivych scho-
doch: 1) A stoji na eskaldtore vidy vpravo, lebo md kompulzie; 2) B sa
vpravo jednoducho citi lepsie, bezpecnejsie; 3) C robi to, ¢o ostatni; 4)
D si podla spravania ostatnych odvodil pravidlo ,Nestoj v ceste rychlej-
§im!“; 5) E si precital pokyn ,Drz sa vpravo®. Pri pohlade na schody po-
vieme, ze vSetci dodrziavaju pravidlo drzania sa vpravo. Je u vSetkych pri-
tomné? Dodrziavaja ho rovnakym spésobom? (Ivan 2014, 98)

To, o ¢em zde hovori, jsou psychologické motivace lidi, ktefi jedou po
schodech. Ale vyvozovat z psychologickych motivaci jednotlivee néco
o existenci pravidla je osidné: znovu musim pfipomenout Wittgensteintv
zakladni vhled tykajici se toho, ze kdyz se nékdo domniva, ze se fidi pravi-
dlem, rozhodné to samo o sobé neznamend, Ze se pravidlem skute¢né fidi.

Abychom mohli o nékom, kdo jede po schodech, fici, ze se fidi pravi-
dlem, musime pfedevsim védét, Ze tu to pravidlo je; a aby tu bylo pravidlo,
musi tu byt né¢jaka komunita lidi, diky které tu je. To pravidlo by mohlo
byt napfiklad formulovino v pfepravnim fadu metra, a protoze kazdy, kdo
vyuziva sluzeb metra, se zavazuje fidit pfepravnim fidem, kazdy, kdo jede
metrem, se v tomto smyslu timto pravidlem fidi. Samozfejmé nékdo se jim
fidi i v tom smyslu, Ze se velmi peclivé vyhybd jeho porusovani; zatimco jiny
na néj kasle, nékdo ho dokonce naschvil porusuje.

Jind moinost, blizsi realité, by byla ta, ze by se to pravidlo etablovalo ja-
ko nepsané, prostfednictvim normativnich postoj velké vétsiny cestujicich
— kazdy, kdo se nebude chovat v souladu s nim, bude teréem nevrazivosti,
coz ho asi postupné usmérni. A zase, bude tu vétsina, kterd se bude snazit
nevrazivosti cestujicich predejit; pak tu budou nékeefi, keefi ji viibec neza-
registruji; a pak tu budou treba i takovi, ktefi o ni budou védét, ale naschval
se ji budou vzpirat. Miize tomu samozfejmeé byt i tak, Ze ty normativni po-
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stoje budou zdlezitosti jenom néjaké vybrané podskupiny cestujicich, fek-
néme néjakych ,pravych prazika®, ktefi se budou dodrzovanim takovych
pravidel chtit distancovat od vselijakych téch ,ndplav® a ,vidlaka“.

Které z postav, uvedenych na scénu Ivanem, se tedy budou pravidlem fi-
dit? Na zdkladé¢ toho, co o nich pise, se to podle mne viibec neda rici. Museli
bychom védét nejenom to, jak se na schodech chovaji (a to ne jenom
v jednom okamziku), ale jak reaguji na chovani jinych na schodech, jaké jsou
jejich institucionalni vazby na pripadné autority, které takové pravidlo vydavaji
atd. A tady se také nelze nevritit k tomu, co uz jsem napsal vyse: bylo by bla-
hové ocekavat, ze nim néjaka teorie pravidel dodd jasnd kritéria pro rozhod-
nuti, kdy se kdo ridi pravidlem, a kdy ne. Soucasné si ale nemyslim, Ze by to
znamenalo, Ze takovy pojem fizeni se pravidlem patfi na filosofické smetisté.

Vezméme pro srovnani pojem nabozenstvi, o kterém snad nikdo nebude
pochybovat, Ze je pfi vysvétlovani kondni nékterych lidi a nékterych lidskych
spolecenstvi uziteCny. Kde zacind a kde konéi ndbozenstvi? Je buddhismus
nabozenstvi? Je jim konfucianismus? Je jim néjaké uctivini totem@? A kdy
fekneme, ze je nékdo tcasten na daném nabozenstvi? Kdyz to fika? Kdyz se
Gcastni podstatnych ritualnich praktik? Ale které jsou ty podstatné a jak moc
se jich musi ucastnit? Bylo by blihové se domnivat, Ze na takové otdzky exis-
tuji jednoznacné odpovédi; a soucasné by bylo blihové se domnivat, ze absen-
ce takovych jednozna¢nych odpovédi znehodnocuje cely ten pojem. Podstatné
je, ze existuje spousta jednozna¢nych nabozenstvi a spousta lidi, keefi se jich
jednozna¢né ucastni; a ze pravé jejich prislusnost k oném nabozenstvim vy-
svétluje spoustu z toho, co délaji. A podobné je to podle mne s pravidly: jak
jsem argumentoval na jinych mistech, jsem skalopevné presvédcen, ze jediné
skrze pravidla mzeme vysvétlit jazykovy vyznam (viz poznamka 4); a mam
tendenci si myslet, ze tohle je rozsifitelné na vyznam v podstaté v jakémkoli
$irSim smyslu, takze pravidla jsou klicem ke specificky lidskému svétu.

Projdu nyni podrobnéji Ivanovy kritické pfipominky, jak je shrnuje v za-
véru svého textu:

Prvy problém s implicitnymi pravidlami spociva v otdzke, ¢i mozno im-
plicitné pravidlo vébec dodrziavat’. Mali by sme povedat, ze dodrziavame
pravidlo, no nevieme aké. Nielen to, napokon, pravidlo mézeme zabud-
nut a iba robit’ to, ¢o treba. Mali by sme dodrziavat’ pravidlo, ktoré ani
nie je mozné vyjadrit’. (Ivan 2014, 95)

Dodrzovat implicitni pravidlo znamend zohledriovat normativni postoje ¢le-
nd prislusné komunity, pfipadné je néjak ,internalizovat®. Tancuji-li néjaky
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konkrétni tanec, dodriuji také spoustu pravidel, které viibec nemusim byt
schopen formulovat (znamend to, ze nevim, jakd ta pravidla jsou?). Mdme-li
k dispozici jazyk, mizeme implicitni pravidlo vyjadfit. Test, keery odlisuje
situaci, ve které jde o implicitni pravidla, a tu, kde se jednd nanejvyse o pra-
videlnosti, spociva predevsim v detekci pfitomnosti normativnich postoji —
to jest reakei lidi na to, co v relevantnim ohledu délaji jini lidé.

Mohli by sme povedat, Ze svojou hrou pravidld vytvdrame. V akom

zmysle? Pouzivame tu metaforu bez toho, aby sme vedeli, ¢o riou sku-

to¢ne myslime. (Ivan 2014, 96)
Obavam se, Ze tady chce Ivan Ffici, Ze jd nevim, co skuteéné myslim tim,
kdyz rikam, ze vytvdrime pravidla. Tohle ji ale opravdu vim (at’ uz je to, co
tim myslim, pro nékoho pfijatelné nebo ne) a snad jsem to jasné popsal vy-
se. Pravidlo pro m¢, jak uz jsem fikal nékolikrat, vznika v praseciku norma-
tivnich postoji rznych lidi, tyto rezonujici postoje vedou k jistému usmér-
fovini lidského chovini.

Pokial implicitné pravidld nemozno spoznat’ priamo, ale iba v nicktorych
pripadoch ich mozno prelozit do slov, ako vieme, ¢i formulované pra-
vidlo zodpoveda tomu implicitnému? Pokial su diskurzivne formulované
pravidld interpreticiou implicitnych pravidiel, ktoré ich ontologicky
predchddzaju, a zéroven ich nedokdzeme nikdy spoznat, otizkou zostdva,
ako ich dokdZeme interpretovat’. (Ivan 2014, 96)

Pokud jde o tu prvni otdzku, pfili$ ji nerozumim. O ,pfekladani® impli-
citnich pravidel do slov bych nehovofil, spide o jejich slovnim vyjédfeni.’
A otizka, jak vime, ze vyjidfeni néjakého pravidla vyjadfuje pravé toto pra-
vidlo, mi nezni o mnoho smysluplnéji nez otazka, jak vime, Ze véta Venku
prsi vyjadruje, Ze venku prsi. (Jak by rekl Wittgenstein, vime to proto, ze
umime cesky.) Co Ivan mysli ,interpretaci® implicitnich pravidel, stejné tak
jako to, pro¢ se domniva, ze tato pravidla nikdy nedokizeme poznat, mi zl-
stava zahadou.

S pojmom pravidla sa spdjaji praktiky ako dodrziavanie pravidla, vynim-
ka z pravidla, vytviranie pravidla a iné. Ziadne z nich nie je mozné spijat’
s implicitnymi pravidlami. Podstatnd je aj otdzka, ¢i je mozné tieto pra-
vidla takpovediac pochopit’ — tvrdit, ze dochadza k nejakému implicit-

Tady bych odkazal na Svobodovo rozliSeni mezi S-pravidly a J-pravidly — viz Svobo-
da (2012).
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nému chdpaniu, vytvira klamny obraz o konani po ,absorbovani® pravi-
diel, ktoré je vhodnejsie predstavit’ si bez procesu uchopovania, bez pro-
pozi¢ného obsahu, skratka ako v istom zmysle zautomatizované a nedife-
rencované konanie. (Ivan 2014, 97)

Musim fici, ze viibec nerozumim, pro¢ by s implicitnimi pravidly nebylo
mozné spojovat ,praktiky ako dodrziavanie pravidla, vynimka z pravidla, vy-
tvaranie pravidla a iné“. Tak, jak ja pojmu implicitni pravidlo rozumim
(a jak jsem se to snazil vysvétlit vyse), mohou implicitni pravidla spontinné
vznikat (neni je ovSem mozné vytvaret néjakymi dekrety), mohou byt dodr-
zovana (¢i porusovina) a jisté z nich mohou existovat i vyjimky. (Predstav-
me si znovu implicitni pravidlo tykajici se toho, ze se na jezdicich schodech
v metru jezdi napravo. Dovedu si velice dobfe predstavit, ze bude-li Karel
Gott stat nalevo, budou jinak v takové situaci aktivované normativni postoje
vétsiny ostatnich cestujicich potladeny obdivem k Mistrovi.) Nepfipadd mi
podstatné, zda v pripadé¢, zZe se nékdo stane vnimavym k néjakym normativ-
nim postojim svého okoli, budeme hovofit o ,implicitnim pochopeni®,
o nabyti néjaké spolecenské dovednosti ¢i tfeba o zvlidnuti techniky.

To, ze idea robenia nieCoho spravneho a nespravneho sa nijako automa-
ticky nespdja s pravidlami, som sa pokusil ukdzat’ v Casti Normativne
praktiky. Iste, ni¢ ndm nebrani rozsirit’ pouZivanie pojmu pravidiel aj na
tento pripad. Pohybovali by sme sa v$ak v kruhu. Najskor by sme cheeli
pojem implicitného pravidla spojit s druhym sposobom spravania sa
(vykonat' nieo sprivne/nesprivne), no na to, aby sme to mohli urobit,
museli by sme najskér identifikovat’ zodpovedajice pripady pouzitia vy-
razu konat spravne. Ako ich vSak vyberieme? (Ivan 2014, 98)

Pfizndm se, Ze nerozumim, pro¢ by neméla byt pravidla ,automaticky*
spojena se spravnosti a nespravnosti. Pravidlo, jak toto slovo béiné uzivame,
je podle mne nastrojem urceni néjaké spravnosti a nespravnosti. Takze
v tomto sméru se mi zdd byt pravidlo se sprivnosti/nespravnosti propojeno
zeela intimné. Pfipoustim, ze v opaéném sméru to neni tak zfejmé; ale pfi-
pustime-li, ze pravidlo nemusi byt explicitni (a bez toho podle mého nazoru
jednak nedokazeme vysvétlit, jak pravidla vznikla a jednak se nedokizeme
vyporadat s Wittgensteinovym regresnim argumentem — viz Wittgenstein
1953, §85), pak, zdd se mi, je i ten opaény smér pfimocary.

Ak by sme pripustili, ze vidy, ked dokdzeme odvodit’ pravidld, mozeme

povedat’, ze dodrziavame implicitné pravidld, ich pomyselnd vsadepri-

tomnost’ by zahalila ostatné spdsoby spravania. (Ivan 2014, 98)
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Predpokladam, ze pfipad ,ked dokdzeme odvodit’ pravidld®, je pfipadem,
ktery vykazuje pravidelnosti, coZ je v podstaté kazdy pfipad, nebot’ néjakou
pravidelnost lze najit vSude. Rozhodné ale ne v kazdém takovém pfipadé jde
o implicitni pravidla v mém slova smyslu — ta predpokladaji normativni po-
stoje.

Dodrziavat’ pravidla je jedna suCast’ konania medzi inymi. Povedat, ze
vSetko zmysluplné konanie je zalozené na pravidlich, je metafyzicka
predstava. M6zeme to brat’ ako definiciu, no otdzna je uZitoénost pojmu
zmysluplného konania, ktory takto ziskame. Podobne usilie urcit vopred
kritérium rozliSenia medzi pravidlom a konanim zo zvyku, kritérium do-
drziavania pravidla pre akékol'vek mozné pravidlo, je odsudend na neus-
pech, kedZe pravidld funguju rozne. Navyse, o som sa pokusil ukazat,
dodrziavanie pravidiel ma rozne podoby. (Ivan 2014, 98-99)

Tady jsem, musim Fici, trochu na rozpacich z té ,metafyziky“. Mozna se
v leccems mylim, ale ke své koncepci jsem se propracoval skrze sviyj intelek-
tudlni zapas s tim, jak vysvétlit, jak funguje jazyk, a co vlastné fikime tim,
kdyz fikime, ze néjaké slovo ma takovy a takovy vyznam. Dopracoval jsem
se k presvédceni, ze typy zvuki, které pouzivime ke komunikaci, se stivaji
v ramci nasich komunika¢nich praktik smysluplnymi podobnym zptsobem,
jakym se v rimci Sach stavaji z kouskd dfeva pésci, stfelci ¢i véze. Nahlédl
jsem, Ze pravidla maji schopnost otevirat nim nové prostory pro nové druhy
akci; a domnivam se, ze tohle by mohlo byt klicem k charakterizaci toho,
¢im se lidsky (,smysluplny®) svét lisi od svétd, ve kterém Ziji jini Zivocicho-
vé. Mozna nemdm pravdu, ale pro¢ metafyzika?

Moézeme teda sahlasit s Koretiom, Ze Peregrin ocakdva od pravidiel prilis

velku teoretickd Glohu. Preto sa pokusa spojit’ aspekty roznych pravidiel

do jedného robustného konceptu a pouzif ho na vysvetlenie réznoro-

dych situdcii. (Ivan 2014, 99)

Ano, mé¢ se pravidla zacala jevit jako kli¢ k vysvétleni vyznami, k cha-
rakterizaci specificky lidského svéta i k lidské mysli; moznd od nich tedy
skuteéné oéekdavam ,prilis velku teoreticku Glohu®. To, Ze se snazim spojit
»aspekty roznych pravidiel do jedného robustného konceptu®, ale asi vni-
mam jako mnohem méné problematickou véc nez Ivan. Jsem si védom to-
ho, Ze spoustu véci zjednodusuji; nicméné jsem presvédcen, ze i to je uloha
filosofie. Mam pocit, fe¢eno s Wittgensteinem, ze ,filosoficky problém ma

’ «“ . « v v
podobu: ,Nevyznim se v tom*; a napomoci k tomu, aby se ,v tom* ¢lovék
vyznal, mohu jediné tak, ze predvedu néjaké prebledné zndzornéni (iibersicht-
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liche Darstellung — viz. Peregrin 1992) celé té problematické véci, na zakladé
které¢ho bude v chaosu moiné spatfit néjaky naznak fidu. Filosofie tedy
podle mne nemd popisovat a predpovidat (protoze pak se marné pokousi
konkurovat empirickym véddm), ale predev§im pfedvadét zjednodusené
modely, jejichz pomoci se za¢iname v tom, v ¢em se nevyzname, orientovat.
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V tomto texte sa pokusim odpovedat M. Pichovi a M. Taligovi, ktorych
¢lanky Picha (2013) a Taliga (2013b) boli reakciami — vo viacerych ohla-
doch kritickymi — na moju stat’ Preco externalistické kritérid zdévodnenia
principidlne zlybdvaji? (pozri Nuhli¢ek 2013b). Obidvom autorom dakujem
za ich podnetné odpovede, ktorymi ma primili znovu premysliet’ niektoré
otazky tykajlce sa epistemickeého zdovodnenia, ako aj skepticizmu. Vdaka
nim sa odhalilo niekolko miest v mojej argumenticii, ktoré sa mézu javit
z vecného hladiska ako problematické, pripadne mézu vyvolavat’ riziko ne-
spravneho pochopenia kvéli formula¢nej tazkopadnosti. Preto by som rad
vyuzil tuto prilezitost’ a vratil by som sa k niektorym kl'it¢ovym bodom mo-
jej predoslej state, blizsie by som ich vysvetlil, poopravil ¢i lepsie sformulo-
val. Verim, zZe viaceré Pichove a Taligove kritické namietky sa potom ukazu
ako prosté nedorozumenia. Obdvam sa vsak, Ze medzi tvrdeniami jedného
i druhého autora sa ndjdu aj také, s ktorymi nemézem sthlasit. Teda ok-
rem spresnenia mojich vlastnych stanovisk chcem priestor tohto textu vyu-
Zit aj na struénd kritickd diskusiu o vybranych otazkach, ktoré vo svojich
statiach tematizuja spomenuti autori. Zrejme taiko moino pochybovat
o tom, Ze vyjasnenie nazorovych pozicii je zakladnou podmienkou kazdej
konstruktivnej diskusie. M6j text predkladim s ambiciou prispiet’ k tomuto
cielu.

V prvej Casti tohto textu budem reagovat’ na ¢linok M. Pichu, v druhe;
Casti na ¢lanok M. Taligu. V pripade M. Thaligu budem na niektoré veci re-
agovat’ v nadviznosti na diskusiu o niektorych epistemologickych otdzkach,
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ktorda medzi nim, mnou a dal$imi autormi uz isty ¢as prebieha v odbornych
periodikich (pozri najmi Taliga 2009; 2010; Démuth 2012; Nuhlicek —
Szapuovi 2012; Thaliga 2012; Gahér 2013; Nuhlicek 2013a; Szapuova 2013;
a Taliga 2013a).

1. Odpoved M. Pichovi

M. Picha si vS§ima, ze v texte Nuhlicek (2013b, 39-40) poukazujem na
neschopnost’ internalistického pristupu k zdovodneniu vyrovnat’ sa s hroz-
bou filozofického skepticizmu a nisledne zalinam hovorit' o externalizme
ako alternative k internalizmu. Pripustam, zZe takito postupnost v mojom
texte mohla vyvolat’ dojem, Ze externalizmus vznikol primdrne s ambiciou
rieSit’ problém skepticizmu, na ktory bol prikritky internalizmus. Takyto
dojem je samozrejme nespravny a rad by som uviedol veci na pravi mieru.
Ako je zname, externalistické chdpanie zdovodnenia sa historicky objavilo
v ramci intenzivnej diskusie o poznani a zdovodneni, ktora na filozofickej
scéne prebiehala priblizne od polovice 60. rokov 20. storocia, predovsetkym
v reakcii na tzv. Gettierov problém, spochybnujici tradi¢ni trojzlozkova
analyzu poznania. Problém skepticizmu patri v epistemoldgii nepochybne
medzi najdiskutovanejsie otdzky, pricom ani internalizmus, ani externaliz-
mus sa nevyhli konfrontovaniu s touto otazkou. Avsak opit’ prizvukujem, Ze
snahu odpovedat’ na skepticizmus (v jeho klasickej, kartezianskej podobe)
nemozno povazovat za hlavnd motiviciu vzniku externalistickej alternativy
v chdpani poznania ¢i zdévodnenia. V tomto zmysle mézem sahlasit’ s tvr-
denim, ze externalizmus je pokusom o odpoved na to, ¢o Picha nazyva kon-
formny skepticizmus (por. Picha 2013, 380-381), pokial ho chidpeme ako
tézu, ze (internalistické) zdévodnenie nie je postacujicou podmienkou pre
poznanie. Rovnaky zaver stoji tiez v jadre spominaného Gettierovho prob-
lému (pozri Gettier 1963).

Pristavim sa este pri probléme skepticizmu. Je namieste spresnenie, Ze
skepticizmus, s ktorym pracujem, celkom nezodpovedd povodnému karte-
zidnskemu pochybovaniu. Descartes sa pokusil zaviest' globalnu pochyb-
nost,, no ta je podla mojho nazoru v konzekventnej podobe raciondlne ne-
moznd (a ani Descartes ju podla mra nedosiahol). Globélny skepticizmus,
teda pochybovanie o absolutne vsetkych presvedceniach, vedie k trivialnym
paradoxom. Neda sa sformulovat’ v podobe tvrdenia, ktoré by si mohlo ni-
rokovat’ platnost’ poznatku (aj samo toto tvrdenie by muselo byt spochyb-
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nené); nedd sa podporit’ argumentom ¢i dévodom (vedomosti o vztahoch
podpory medzi tvrdeniami by boli tiez spochybnené) a pod. Preto pokial
hovorim o skepticizme, mdm na mysli skor silny lokdlny skepticizmus, Cize
spochybniovanie zd6vodnenia a poznania v urcitej vymedzenej oblasti (alebo
triede) presvedceni. V dejinich filozofie boli najcastejsimi cielmi skepticke;
pochybnosti triedy presvedéeni o vonkajSom svete, ale aj o minulosti, alebo
o inych mysliach, zatial ¢o tradi¢ne sa takdto pochybnost’ vi¢Sinou nevzt'a-
hovala na presvedcenia tykajice sa rozumového usudzovania ¢i sebauvedo-
menia.

Preco uvadzam tato odbocku? Zdd sa mi, ze Picha formuluje poziciu,
ktora nazyva radikdlnym skepticizmom, trochu neopatrne. Na jednej strane
ju vymedzuje pomocou modality — nie je mozné urcit, ktoré presvedcenia st
pravdivé (pozri Picha 2013, 379) — v tom spociva vlastna radikilnost’ tejto
pozicie; ale na druhej strane ju tiez charakterizuje z hladiska rozsahu po-
chybnosti de facto ako pochybovanie o vSetkom: ,Tato radikalna pozicia
tvrdi, Ze ktorékol'vek nase presvedcenie — o svete navokol, o nasom vnutor-
nom Zivote, o minulosti, o0 matematike — mdze byt nepravdivé. Vietky nase
presvedcenia moiu byt produkované postupmi, na ktorych zaciatku nie je
zodpovedajuci fak, ale zakerny protihrac“ (Picha 2013, 379; kurziva M. N.).
Takéto vymedzenie prili§ pripomina globdlny skepticizmus, ktory nepova-
zujem za akceptovatelny z dovodov uvedenych v predoslom odseku. Sthla-
sim s M. Pichom, Ze vramci diskusie o internalizme a externalizme je
vhodnejsie predpokladat’ tzv. konformny skepticizmus, ktory spociva v spo-
chybnovani zdévodnenia presvedceni. No navyse si myslim, ze takyto skep-
ticizmus je tiez jediny zmysluplny, pokial jeho alternativu, radikilny skepti-
cizmus, definujeme v terminoch globdlnej pochybnosti.'

Nakoniec prejdem k jadru Pichovej kritiky méjho ¢linku. Mrzi ma, ak
som vyvolal dojem, Ze externalistom pripisujem ambiciu primdrne vyvratit
radikdlny skepticizmus. Takyto vyklad pochopitelne nie je presny; a aj M.
Picha sa spravne (a Ustretovo) nazddva, ze chcem povedat’ nieco iné. Pokial
vsak dobre rozumiem ndslednej autorovej rekonstrukcii mojej argumenta-
cie, tak nemézem povedat, ze adekvitne vystihol moju pointu. Picha mi vy-
¢ita, Ze pomocou tzv. argumentu tretej osoby a tzv. argumentu prvej osoby

Pritom je zrejmé, Ze sim autor vidi problémy plynuce z globilneho spochybriovania
véetkych presvedéeni: ,Bez niekolkych pravdivych presvedceni skratka nevieme, kam sa
pri teoretizovani chceme dostat’. Nevieme, s ¢im ndvrhy porovndvat’; nevieme ani to, ako
ich vlastne zddvodnovat™ (Picha 2013, 380).
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(pozri Nuhlicek 2013b, 43-46), ktoré si namierené proti prominentnej ex-
ternalistickej teérii, reliabilizmu, kritizujem tuto koncepciu z hladiska jej
neucinnosti proti radikilnemu skepticizmu (pozri Picha 2013, 383). Dom-
nievam sa, Ze autor si tieto argumenty vyklada tak, Ze pomocou nich pouka-
zujem na nemoznost’ opriet’ sa s absolitnou istotou o pravdivost’ akéhokol-
vek presvedéenia (napriklad kvéli kartezianskej hypotéze zlého démona). Ak
je to pravda, tak ma vSak nechdpe spravne. V mojom ¢linku sa pokusam
poukazat’ na nieco iné: na praktickii nemoznost’dospiet’ k zdévodneniu fubo-
volného presvedcenia, ktord podla mna hrozi, pokial prijmeme externalis-
tick poziciu. V skratke, spomenuty reliabilizmus opisuje zdévodnenie pre-
sved¢eni v terminoch pévodu presvedceni v spolahlivych kognitivnych pro-
cesoch. No zdroveri neposkytuje ziadny plauzibilny prakticky ,navod®, ako
identifikovat’ takto chdpané zdévodnenie nejakého presvedéenia. Argumen-
ty tretej osoby a prvej osoby v kontexte méjho ¢lanku nie st vyjadrenim ra-
dikilneho skepticizmu, ale maji predstavovat rozhodujucu ilustraciu prave
spomenutej praktickej nemoznosti identifikovat’ zdovodnenie (a konzek-
ventne aj poznanie) z externalistickej perspektivy — a to nezdvisle od skeptic-
kej argumenticie. Externalizmus nas podl'a mé6jho ndzoru ponechava v stave
kompletnej epistemickej nevedomosti; a v tomto zmysle treba chipat aj
moje tvrdenie, Ze ,neschopnost’ externalizmu z hladiska subjektu diferenco-
vat’ spravne a nespravne presvedCenia povazujem za hlavny dovod jeho teo-
retického zlyhania“ (Nuhli¢ek 2013b, 47).2

Chcem zdéraznit, Ze neschopnost identifikovat’ zdévodnenie presvedceni
z externalistickej perspektivy treba striktne odliSovat’ od otazky adekvatnosti
externalistického opisu zdévodnenia. Inymi slovami, moje ndmietky nemaja
za ciel ukdzat, Ze externalizmus sa myli v opise zdovodnenia, ale sd namie-
rené proti praktickej pouzitelnosti tejto tedrie. Nevylucujem, Ze externalis-
ticky opis zdévodnenia méze byt pravdivy; no ak aj je, tak je ndm nanic,
pokial ndm, subjektom, neumoznuje funkéne hodnotit’ epistemicky status
nasich presvedceni — to je podstata mojej kritiky externalizmu.’

Zda sa, ze nedostatok, ktory externalizmu pripisujem, bol pritomny uz v zirodku
tejto pozicie. Alvin Goldman, na ktorého plecia pada nepochybne najvicsia zasluha pri
artikulovani externalizmu, poznamenal uz vo svojej priekopnickej praci: ,Pravdivostné
podmienky by sa nemali zamieniat’ s verifika¢nymi podmienkami. Moja analyza ,S vie p‘
nemd za ciel' poskytnut’ procedury na zistenie, ¢i niekto (vritane seba samého) vie dant
propoziciu“ (Goldman 1967, 372).

V rovine opisu zd6vodnenia si externalizmus dokonca dokdZe poradit’ aj s problé-
mom skepticizmu, a to vel'mi jednoducho. Napriklad reliabilizmus moze vyhldsit, Ze po-
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Takze stuhlasim s M. Pichom, Ze bez akéhokol'vek vzt'azného bodu, kto-
1y predpokladame ako pravdivy, je velmi ndrocné, ak nie nemozné, o ¢om-
kol'vek teoretizovat’ (pozri Picha 2013, 380). Takisto s nim sahlasim v tom,
ze reliabilizmus nemd problém s hrozbou epistemického regresu (pozri Pi-
cha 2013, 383). Reliabilizmus totiz pracuje s konceptom pévodu presvedée-
ni (v tom zmysle, Ze pochadzaju z nejakého kognitivneho procesu), ktorého
sucast’'ou nie su vztahy k inym presved¢eniam, a teda moznosti regresu pre-
svedCeni sa uz defini¢ne vyhyba. Avsak s tymito tvrdeniami som sa v ¢lanku
Nuhli¢ek (2013b) ani nepokusal polemizovat’. Méj kriticky ,utok na exter-
nalizmus som viedol inym smerom — ktorym, to som sa pokusil lepsie ob-
jasnit' v tejto odpovedi. Ak smiem vyuzit’ Pichovu metaforu, ktort mi adre-
soval v zdvere svojej reakcie, tak je to tak, akoby sme sa pokusali vybrat’ si
auto, ktoré ¢o najmenej znedist'uje vzduch, no narazili by sme na to, ze istd
skupina vyrobcov udaje tohto typu zikaznikom vobec nespristupniuje.

2. Odpoved M. Taligovi

M. Taliga vo svojom texte na vi¢Som priestore rozoberd, Udajne v proti-
klade k méjmu pohladu, Ze zddévodnenie je istfm spdsobom previazané
s otazkou pravdivosti presved¢eni — zdévodnujeme, ze urcité presvedcenie je
pravdivé; zdévodriujeme s ciefom dosiahnut’ pravdu (pozri Taliga 2013b,
386 an.). Vtomto moézem s Taligom len suhlasit’ a mrzi ma, ak som sa
predtym vyjadril tak nejasne, zZe to viedlo ku konfuzii. Nebudem sa tu vra-
cat’ k celej argumentdcii, ktorti uvidzam na kritizovanom mieste (pozri
Nuhli¢ek 2013a, 146 a n.), ale pokusim sa eSte raz — verim, Ze zrozumitel-
nejsie — sformulovat, aké st v mojom chdpani zékladné ¢rty vztahu medzi
zd6vodnenim a pravdivostou presvedéeni.

Podla méjho ndzoru si netreba pliest’ dve otdzky: 1. Na ¢o ndm sluzi
alebo mi sluzit’ zdévodnenie? 2. Co je to zdévodnenie a v ¢om spociva? Ako
je zrejmé, prva otazka sa tyka motivicii pre zavedenie podmienky zdévodne-

kial niektoré presvedcenie fakticky pochidza od kartezidnskeho zlého démona, tak je ne-
zd6vodnené (lebo presvedéenia produkované tymto zdrojom nevykazuji tendenciu
k pravdivosti), ale pokial presvedcenie fakticky pochddza z dobre fungujicej zmyslovej
percepcie, tak je zdévodnené. Iné je to v rovine identifikovania zd6évodnenia, v ktorej
ndm reliabilizmus neposkytuje Ziadny dobry ,nivod®, ako by sa z hladiska subjektu dalo
diferencovat’ medzi uvedenymi dvomi moznostami, ¢o vedie k stavu, ktory Picha vystiz-
ne nazyva reliabilisticky skepticizmus (pozri Picha 2013, 382).
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nia a jej ulohy pri opisovani poznania, zatial ¢o predmetom druhej otdzky st
nevyhnutné a postacujice podmienky, za akych nejaké presvedéenie nado-
buda status zdovodnenosti. Z hladiska prvej otizky nemdm vyhrady proti
Taligovmu upozorneniu, ze zd6évodnovanie s inym ako epistemickym cie-
fom, t. j. s ciefom maximalizovat’ pravdivé presvedcenia, nie je pre episte-
molobgiu zaujimavé — naopak, plne sa s nim stotoznujem. Z hladiska druhej
otazky sa vsak dostvaju do popredia iné ¢rty. Zacnem (pomerne banalnym)
pripomenutim, ze v ramci tradicnej tripartitnej definicie poznania si pod-
mienka zdovodnenia a podmienka pravdivosti nomindlne dve rozne, samo-
statne stojace podmienky. Okrem iného je to vidno aj v tom, ze tito defini-
cia pripust’a, aby subjekt mal zdovodnené, no nepravdivé presvedcenie, ale-
bo opaéne, pravdivé, a pritom nezdévodnené presvedéenie.® Toto pripome-
nutie d'alej upriamuje nasu pozornost na inu ddlezitd charakteristiku: to,
¢omu pripisujeme zd6évodnenie (alebo aj pravdivost), je presvedcenie. Inak
povedané, pokial sa pytame, o je nositefom vlastnosti ,byt zdévodneny*
(alebo ,byt pravdivy®), tak prirodzenou odpovedou je, Ze je to prvok pre-
svedc¢enia. Nezdovodrujeme pravdivost’, ako by sa niektori mohli nazdavat’;
vlastnost’ byt zdévodneny“ nepripisujeme pravdivosti nie¢oho. Aj z hladi-
ska klasického delenia medzi episteme a doxa stoji na pociatku skimania
mienka, presvedcenie, o ktorom nésledne zist'ujeme, ¢i je pravdivé, resp.
zd6vodnené, aby mohlo byt poznanim (teda ¢i mé alebo nemd takéto vlast-
nosti). Oddelenost podmienok zdévodnenia a pravdivosti nakoniec doku-
mentuje i fake, ze pri vysvetlovani, za akych okolnosti je nejaké presvedce-
nie zd6vodnené, sa v ramci teérii zdévodnenia nepouziva priame odvolava-
nie sa na faktor pravdivosti.” Toto tvrdenie sa sice méze zdat’ podozrivé vo
svetle vymedzenia externalistického zdévodnenia ako sklonu k pravdivosti
presvedceni v zavislosti od ich povodu, ktoré uvidzam v Nuhlicek (2013a,

Dodévam, Ze v obidvoch pripadoch by neslo o priklady poznania, nakolko by neboli
splnené vSetky podmienky, ktoré tripartitna definicia kladie ako nevyhnutné pre pozna-
nie.

Predstavme si ,rozvinuta® tripartitnd definiciu poznania ako konjunkciu vyrokov,
ktord by vznikla, keby sme v tejto definicii za vyraz ,je pravdivé“ dosadili sibor podmie-
nok Specifikujucich, kedy je nejaké presvedcenie pravdivé, aza vyraz ,je zdévodnené”
analogicky dosadili sibor podmienok zdévodnenia nejakého presvedéenia (v obidvoch
pripadoch v zdvislosti od zvolenej teérie pravdivosti resp. tedrie zdovodnenia). Pokial by
sme zdovodnenie charakterizovali v terminoch pravdivosti, alebo by sme nejakou okfu-
kou redukovali zd6évodnenie na pravdivost, tak prislusnd Cast’ nasej definicie by sa v su-
vislosti so zdévodnenim mohla stat’ kruhovou alebo redundantnou.
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147), a s ktorym Taliga polemizuje v Taliga (2013b, 387), no pri blizSom
pohlade sa neukazuje ziadny spor ani nekonzistentnost’: vlastnost’ ,mat
sklon k pravdivosti“ predsa nie je totoznd s vlastnostou ,byt pravdivy” (nie
su extenzivne ekvivalentné). Uvedené externalistické vymedzenie zd6vodne-
nia teda neopisuje zdovodnenie priamo v terminoch pravdivosti, ¢coho doka-
zom je opit’ moznost’ mat’ zdovodnené (t. j. majice sklon k pravdivosti), no
v skuto¢nosti nepravdivé presvedcenie, ktora takéto chapanie pripl’lét’a.6
Cielom predoslych poznamok je ilustrovanie tézy, Ze z hladiska druhej
otazky polozenej v Gvode tohto odseku poziadavka pravdivosti presvedcenia
priamo nevstupuje do explikicie jeho zdovodnenia. T'o nijako nepodkopava
nézor, ze zdévodriujeme s cielom dosahovat maximum pravdivych presved-
eni — iba pritom nesmieme stricat zo zretela jednoduchu diferenciu, Ze
ond pravdivost nie je sucastou teoretického vymedzenia zdovodnenia.
V tomto zmysle treba ¢itat’ moje vyjadrenia, Ze to, o zdovodniujeme, je pre-
svedéenie samé a nie jeho pravdivost, ako aj to, ze podmienka zdévodnenia
(a jej explikdcia) je nezavisla od podmienky pravdivosti.

V suvislosti so zdévodnenim vsak M. Taliga opakovane obhajoval nazor,
ze podla neho nadisiel cas wiplne sa vzdat poziadavky zdovodnovania poznat-
kov (pozri najmd Taliga 2009). Tejto témy sa dotkol aj v Taliga (2013b,
392 an.) a ja mu dakujem za vysvetlenie jeho postoja. Pri tejto téme sa este
na chvilu zastavim aj ja, pretoze sa mi zda, Ze sa mi nepodarilo uspokojivo
objasnit’ jednu okolnost. Taliga pise, ze podla jeho mienky napokon jeho
a moje ,ndzory nie si az také odlisné“ (Taliga 2013b, 393), nakolko on
odmieta zd6vodnenie ako také a ja sa (najmid v Nuhlicek 2013b) dostivam
na pohlad k podobnému zdveru, ze existujice tedrie zdovodnenia, ¢i uz in-
ternalistické alebo externalistické, s neprinosné. Napriek tomu, ze nase
stanoviskd moézu vyzerat pribuzne, vidim medzi nimi jeden podstatny roz-
diel: ja netvrdim, tak ako M. Thaliga, Ze zdévodriovanie treba pausilne odmiet-
nut. Taliga na viacerych miestach (systematicky v spomenutej stati Taliga
2009) rozobera moiné problémy a prekdiky, z toho mnohé opodstatnené,
do ktorych sa moze zaplietat’ teoretickda poziadavka zdévodniovania. Proti
tomu nenamietam; zrejme sotva dnes ndjdeme teériu zdévodnenia, ktora by

Napriklad v pripade reliabilizmu by subjekt mohol mat’ presvedéenie, ktoré pochadza
zo spolahlivého kognitivneho zdroja, t. j. zo zdroja, ktory vo vSeobecnosti produkuje
. « . Y . .
prevahu pravdivych presvedceni, vdaka ¢omu by jeho presvedéenie vykazovalo sklon
k pravdivosti. To vsak este nie je zdrukou, ze dané presvedCenie by bolo skutoéne prav-
divé — sami reliabilisti pripstajg, ze aj spolahlivé kognitivne zdroje nds mdzu obdas za-
védzat’ (napr. percepcia vykondvand v Sere, hmle, ¢ inych neprajnych okolnostiach).
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sme mohli bez vihania oznadit’ ako jednoznaéne uspesnu a vseobecne priji-
mant. Myslim si vSak, Ze z toho este nevypljva, e sama poziadavka zdévod-
nenia je pomylend a treba ju eliminovat. Preto nesthlasim s Taligovym z4-
verom: ,Odmietnutie zdévodnenia vedie spolu s faktom, Ze existuje pozna-
nie, k téze, Ze poznatky nemusia byt (a ani nie s) zdovodnené“ (Taliga
2013b, 394) — toto tvrdenie povazujem za gro nezhody medzi nim a mnou
v otdzke zd6vodnenia.

Zastavam nazor, Ze zdovodnenie nie je umelo vznesend poziadavka na
poznanie; vychddza zvysoko plauzibilnych epistemickych intuicii, podla
ktorych vedenie zahtria (alebo by malo zahtriat’) schopnost’ vhodne zdévod-
nit’ dané vedenie. Pokial' by niekto tvrdil, Ze nieco vie, ale nedokazal by d'a-
lej uviest’ preco a ako to vie (Cize uviest dovody pre svoje vedenie), tak by
sme zrejme mali tendenciu upierat’ mu, ze to skuto¢ne vie. Takéto uvahy st
v epistemoldgii dlho a dobre znime (jednym z najstarsich, a pritom stale
najlepsich textov na tato tému je Ayer 1956, 28-34). Je pravda, Ze mnohé
pokusy teoreticky rozpracovat’ problém zdovodnenia narazili na necakané
tazkosti, ale pausdlne odmietnutie zd6vodriovania kvoli tomu sa mi vidi pri-
lis unahlené. Vypustenie tejto poziadavky by podla mna sposobilo vizny ne-
sulad medzi teoretickym opisom ludského poznania a beinymi epistemic-
kymi praktikami a intuiciami. Netvrdim, Ze epistemologické tedrie musia
otrocky nasledovat’ vSetky bezné intuicie, ale nazdivam sa, ze by mali byt
v stlade aspori s hlavnymi intuitivnymi postojmi, medzi ktoré zaradujem aj
tézu, Ze poznanie zahfna zdovodnenie. Trvanie na stanovisku ,poznania bez
zdovodnenia® je z hladiska Thaligovej argumentacie sice pochopitelné, ale
jeho neintuitivnost’ je, myslim, privysokou cenou za jeho zdanliva teoretic-
kt vyhodnost’.” M. Taliga mi mé¥e adresovat’ vyzvu, nech mu teda ukdzem
nejakd funként a neproblematicka tedriu zdovodnenia — pokial mi takato
vyzvu adresuje, budem nuteny priznat, ze Ziadnu takd teériu zdovodnenia
nepoznam. No eSte raz prizvukujem: 1. z toho, Ze sa doposial neobjavila
prijatelnd teéria zdévodnenia, logicky nevyplyva, ze poziadavka zdovodnenia
je ako takd neopodstatnend;® 2. pripadné odmictnutic poziadavky zdévod-

V tejto stvislosti mi napadaju zname slovd T'. Reida, Ze v pripade konfliktu medzi fi-

lozofiou a zdravym rozumom je to zdkonite filozofia, ktord musi ustpit.

8 Nech mi M. Taliga odpusti, ak sa mylim, ale javi sa mi, Ze napriek jeho dobrej zna-

losti problému indukcie sim robi induktivny zdver spésobom, ktory inak odmieta. Kon-

krétne z faktu, Ze doteraz nenarazil na pouzitefnu teériu zddvodnenia, zd4 sa, induktivne
) ) )

vyvodzuje zdver, Ze pouZitelna teéria zdovodnenia vo vSeobecnosti neexistuje.
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nenia by nds dostalo do prilisSného sporu s beznymi epistemickymi intui-
ciami. Vyzerd to ako patova situdcia, ale obavam sa, Ze jej alternativy su este
menej uspokojivé.

Zyysny priestor textu vyuZzijem na to, aby som sa este raz dotkol ndzoro-
vej nezhody medzi M. Thaligom a mnou, ktora sa tyka chapania skepticizmu
a pokausil sa stru¢ne objasnit’ aspon dve okolnosti, ktoré sa mi v tejto disku-
sii zdaju vyznamné. Po prvé, Taliga akoby stile nerozumel, ¢o je v nepo-
riadku s jeho vymedzenim skepticizmu ako pozicie, podla ktorej explicitne
mdme poznanie. Som presvedceny, ze ktokolvek, kto aspon laicky rozumie
vyrazu ,skeptik®, ho spdja s pochybovanim; a pokial sa pohybujeme v rovine
epistemologie, tak ho celkom prirodzene spija s pochybovanim o poznani.
A skutocne, takyto pohlad na skepticizmus drvivo prevlada jednak v deji-
nach filozofie, a jednak aj v sucasnych diskusiach o tejto problematike. Ta-
liga vsak prichddza s opa¢nym ndzorom a uvadza, ze ,skeptik nemd preco
tvrdit), Ze ni¢ nevieme, a ani spochybnovat’ samu skutocnost, Ze nejaké po-
znanie predsa len mame® (Taliga 2013b, 394; kurziva M. T'.). Myslim, Ze tu
sa ukazuje jadro nedorozumenia: Podla méjho nazoru skeptik nie je niekto,
u koho skimame, ¢i ma alebo nemd preco tvrdit’ to ¢i ono. Naopak — kazdu
poziciu alebo argumentdciu, ktora smeruje k spochybneniu poznania, z defi-
nicie oznacujeme ako skeptickd a pod ,skeptikom® chdpeme (Casto fiktivnu)
postavu, o ktorej si predstavujeme, Ze zastiva skeptickd poziciu alebo pred-
kladd skepticki argumenticiu. Z mojho pohladu teda nemézem sahlasit
s ndzorom, podla ktorého skeptik pripist'a, ¢i dokonca obhajuje poznanie.
Prirodzene, Taligovi ni¢ nebrani rozvijat poziciu, ktort on nazyva skepti-
cizmom, ak mu je sympatickd, pricom z vecného hladiska nemam pripo-
mienky k zrozumitelnosti jej opisu, ktory uvidza (najflagrantnejsie v Taliga
2010). Pokial sa ju vsak rozhodne nadalej oznacovat, v rozpore s tradiciou,
ako skepticizmus, tak zrejme musi pocitat’ s tym, Ze opakovane moze nara-
zat’ na zacudovanie a nepochopenie, tak ako tomu bolo z mojej strany
v priebehu predchadzajucich diskusii.

Po druhé, chcem spresnit’ tvrdenie, Ze skepticizmus nie je a nemusi byt
logicky konzistentny smer (prvykrdt uvedené v Nuhlicek — Szapuova 2012,
151), ktoré, uzndvam, moze vyvolavat isté rozpaky. Tymto tvrdenim ne-
mdm na mysli, ze nejakd konkrétna skeptickd argumentdcia (smerujica
k spochybneniu poznania) by mohla byt vnitorne logicky protireciva, ale Ze
rozli¢né skeptické argumenticie nemusia pri ich vzajomnom porovnani vy-
kazovat’ dokonalt zluditelnost’. Skepticizmus nemusi byt logicky jednoliaty
v tom zmysle, Ze pripusta existenciu roznorodych, a navzdjom nie nevy-
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hnutne zlucitelnych argumentacnych stratégii na spochybnenie poznania,
priom tieto stratégie spaja spolo¢ny ciel' (vd'aka ¢omu sa nazyvaju skeptic-
ké!), no mézu sa rozchddzat v cestich, ako k nemu dospiet. M. Taliga
predsa sim hovori, Ze skeptik spochybfiuje poznanie vymedzené uréitym
konkrétnym spésobom (pozri Taliga 2013b, 394). Neznamend to potom, Ze
existuju rozlicné ,skepticizmy®, ktoré tocia na rézne vymedzenia poznania,
t. j. postupuji k tomu istému ciel'u, ale r6znymi cestami?’
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Pomocou takychto avah by azda bolo moiné tiez nanovo zachytit rozdiel medzi
skepticizmom a agnosticizmom, ktorého jasnd formuldcia lezi na srdci Taligovi: Speciﬁ—
kom skepticizmu by mohol byt prive jeho charakter réznorodého stiboru uvah, argu-
mentov a dévodov mieriacich na spoloény ciel — na spochybnenie poznania; pripadne by
mohol byt vymedzeny ako pozicia, ktort dosiahneme aplikovanim takychto uvah, argu-
mentov a dovodov.
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Marek Picha, Dagmar Pichova: 100 myslenkovych experimenta ve filozofii
Praha: dybbuk 2013, 191 stran

Jeden zo spdsobov, ktorym mézeme beznému ¢loveku priblizit druh ¢in-
nosti, ktorej sa filozofi beine vo svojom Case venuju, mdze spocivat v tom, Ze
takejto osobe uvedieme priklad typického filozofického argumentu alebo ... ur-
¢itého filozofického myslienkového experimentu. Nedavny knizny produkt Ma-
reka Pichu a Dagmar Pichovej prinasa vela zaujimavych myslienkovych experi-
mentov z bohatého spektra filozofickych disciplin — poénic metafyzikou, epis-
temolégiou, ¢i etikou, pokracujuc tedriou konania, metodolégiou vedy, filozo-
fiou ndbozenstva, filozofiou mysle, a kon¢iac filozofiou umenia, ¢i sémantikou.
Autori v tejto praci priblizuji sibor myslienkovych ,dobrodruzstiev®, ktoré ma-
ju potencidl zaujat’ Sirsiu Citatel'sku obec, nielen t filozoficky zainteresovan.

Nie je to tak ddvno, ¢o jeden zo spoluatorov, Marek Picha, prisiel na knizny
trh s vydarenou publikiciou Kdyby chyby: epistemologie myslenkovyjch experimentil
(pozri Picha 2011). Islo o pracu, v ktorej venoval priestor SirSiemu spektru oti-
zok suvisiacich s defini¢nym vymedzenim myslienkovych experimentov, ich kla-
sifikdciou ¢i s ich epistemickym posudzovanim, resp. hodnotenim. Novi kniha
100 myslenkovyich experimentii ve filozofii z pera manzelov Pichovcov predstavuje
nielen vhodny a prakticky orientovany doplnok predchiadzajicej prace, ale aj
samostatny zbierku prikladov, doplnenych o stru¢né uvedenie do tejto filozo-
fickej metddy. Ako autori uz v Predhovore deklaruju, ich kniha je uréend ,Siro-
kému publiku®.

Kniha ma okrem Predhovoru a stovky prikladov filozofickych myslienko-
vych experimentov aj rozsiahlej$i uvod, v ktorom sa autori pokusaju vymedzit’
asporl niektoré zdkladné charakeeristiky ich pristupu k myslienkovym experi-
mentom a principy, ktoré stoja v pozadi ich analyz. Knihu navySe dopliaji
hned tri druhy registrov — tematicky, menny (autorsky) i ndzvovy — ¢o vyrazne
ulahcuje vyhladavanie myslienkovych experimentov podla preferovaného kluca.
Jednotlivé experimenty vSak v knihe nasleduji v abecednom poradi podla mien
ich autorov — po¢nic Akvinského ,Kanibalmi® az po Ziffov ,Zretelny priklad®.
Kazdy jeden myslienkovy experiment je vtesnany na jednu az dve strany. Expo-
zicia predstavenych experimentov zahfna jednak stru¢ny uryvok z diela daného
filozofa spolu s uplnym bibliografickym odkazom na pracu, v ktorej sa myslien-
kovy experiment vyskytol, jednak jeho rekonstrukciu podla schémy, ktort

Dagmar a Marek Pichovci v uvode vysvetluju.
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Autori knihy 100 myslenkovyich experimentii ve filozofii myslienkové expe-
rimenty vymedzuji ako ,soubory pokynii urcujicich, co si predstavit, chceme-li
néco zjistit* (s. 12). Aj ked uvedené vymedzenie d'alej charakterizuju a Specifi-
kuju, a teda vysvetluja, akd ulohu v tomto druhu filozofickej Cinnosti (a jej
produktov) zohréva predstavivost’ a zameranost’ na ciel, predsa len sa zdd byt
toto ich vymedzenie $irsie, nez zrejme sami zamyslali. Ked totiz neskér $peci-
fikujt, ktory druh myslienkovych Cinnosti a ich produktov nebudd povazovat
za myslienkové experimenty (pozri s. 15-23), ndjdeme na ich zozname tri ka-
tegoérie entit: vSeobecné argumenty, redlne psychologické experimenty a tivaby
o predstavivosti. V pripade niektorych vseobecnych argumentov, medzi ktoré
zaraduju napriklad Pascalovu sldvnu stivku o existencii Boha alebo aj Zend-
novu apériu letiaceho $ipu, ale aj v pripade niektorych uvah o predstavivosti
(napriklad Nagelovej filozofickej Gvahy o tom, ¢o by znamenalo mat skuse-
nost’ ako netopier), by tieto priklady splriali ich (defini¢né) vymedzenie. Ich
dodatolné spresnenia a ilustricie prikladov v§ak maju naznadit, Ze status mys-
lienkovych experimentov maja mat’ len tie Gvahy, v ktorych sa (i) vyzaduje
vybavenie si konkrétnych detailov ¢i scén predstavenej situdcie; a (ii) cielom
predstavenia si urditej situdcie je zistenie tykajuce sa tejto situdcie, nie nasej
predstavivosti.

V tejto suvislosti sa musim priznat, ze ma autori prili§ nepresved¢ili. Nejde
v ziadnom pripade o to, Ze by som nereSpektoval ich privo zvolit si urcité ob-
medzenia, umoziujuce vyselektovanie niektorych filozofickych Gvah a argumen-
tov ako myslienkovych experimentov. Skor ide o to, ze ich obmedzujice pod-
mienky su prili§ vigne. Napriklad pokial ide o prvé obmedzenie, médzeme pove-
dat, Ze a) niektoré konkrétne detaily predstavovanej situdcie su sekunddrne
z hladiska informicie, ktort md myslienkovy experiment sprostredkovat’ (¢oho
su si napokon aj oni sami vedomi — pozri napriklad Thomsonovej priklad Prob-
lému transplanticie, ktory autori analyzuju v Gvodnej Casti: s. 27-28); dalej, ze
b) rozdiel medzi konkrétnymi detailmi opisu predstavovanej situdcie a nejakym
vSeobecnejsim opisom (véeobecnym argumentom) je skor mierou stupnia, a nie
kvalitativneho rozdielu. Navyse, pokial ide o druhé $pecifické obmedzenie, mo-
Zeme si v§imnut, Ze c) zistenia vzt'ahujlce sa na naSu predstavivost, a s fiou sd-
visiace presvedlenia, mozu byt v uritych pripadoch aj zaujimavou informéciou
o svete, ktorého sucast’'ou st okrem iného aj nase predstavy a sposoby ich gene-
rovania ¢i dalSieho spracovania.

Nejde teda o to, Ze by sme odmietali vyber predstavenych myslienkovych si-
tudcii na zdklade nejakych kritérii, alebo Ze by sme videli problém v neSpecifi-
kovanej selektivnosti; skor tu nardzame na problém vel'mi hrubych kritérii, kto-
ré umozfiuju interpretovat’ ako myslienkové experimenty aj také uvahy, ktoré
autori za také povazovat nechcu.
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Pokial vSak ide o ndvrh rekonstruovat myslienkové experimenty podla
schémy, ktori autori prezentuju (a ktord bola predstavend uz v praci Picha
2011), médzeme ocenit ich ndvrh z hladiska vyvizenosti kombindcie idedlov jed-
noduchosti, zrozumitelnosti i transparentnosti. Autori v ivode prace priblizuji
trojstupfiovd analyzu jednotlivych prikladov.

V prvom kroku analyzy formuluja tzv. destildt myslienkového experimentu.
Ide o predstavenie hypotetickej (pripadne uz realizovanej) situdcie, v ktorej sa
menia okolnosti obvyklébo priebebu i upravenébo priebebu. Obvykly priebeh je
charakterizovany pomocou dvojice (pojmov) vstupnej konsteldcie a vjstupnej kon-
Steldcie, zatial Co upraveny priebeh pomocou dvojice (pojmov) upravenej konste-
ldcie a zdveru. Aby sme si uvedené rozliSenia ilustrovali, pozrime sa na destilit
myslienkového experimentu Descartesovho Klamtceho démona, ktory (na s.
51) autori priblizuju tymito vymedzeniami:

Obvykly priebeh predstavenej situdcie, ktora Descartes opisuje vo svojich
Meditdcidch o prvej filozofii, reprezentuje vich priblizeni vstupnd konstelacia
Lmenej mocny klamiici démon® a vystupna konsteldcia charakterizovand spojenim
Lhemdze klamat’ o niektorych mentalnych obsaboch®. Upravena konsteldcia uprave-
ného priebehu je zase vyjadrenda podmienkou ,vel'mi mocny klamiici démon®
a zaver vyjadruje spojenie ,neméze klamat o existencii klamaného subjektu®. Ob-
vykly priebeh tak reprezentuje dvojica konstelacii menej mocny klamiici démon —
nemoéze klamat’ o niektorjch mentdlnych obsaboch, a upraveny priebeh zase dvojica
vel' mi mocny klamiici démon — neméze klamat’ o existencii klamanébo subjektu.

Problémom tohto konkrétneho prikladu je vsak to, ze Gryvok z Descartesa,
ktory mu predchddza, neobsahuje Cast’ textu, z ktorej by sme mohli ,vydestilo-
vat™ vychodiskovu situdciu s tzv. menej mocnym klamicim démonom. Jedind
pomyselnd situdcia, na ktort Descartesov uryvok odkazuje, je situdcia s démo-
nom, ktory je ,nesmirné mocny a Istivy®, teda situdcia odkazujaca na tzv. upra-
veny priebeh pribehu.

Ak by sme si zvolili slovnik tedrie mnozin (¢o autori price nerobia), tak
vstupnu a vystupni konsteldciu obvyklého priebehu (urditej situicie), ako aj
upravent konsteldciu a zdver upraveného priebehu (situdcie) by sme mohli
oznadit’ za urciti konceptudlnu (myslienkov) funkciu, kde argumentu funkcie
zodpoveda jej vstupnd konsteldcia, resp. upravend konstelicia (v pripade uprave-
ného priebehu) a hodnote funkcie zase vystupna konstelacia, resp. zaver (v pri-
pade upraveného priebehu). Ak by sme to trochu zjednodusili, mohli by sme
povedat’, Ze jednym z cielov myslienkového experimentu méze byt overenie to-
ho, ¢i ide o funkciu s konstantnym priebehom hodnét pre rézne argumenty.

Druhy krok analyzy, ktort pri rekonstrukcii myslienkovych experimentov
autori ponukaju, predstavuje formulicia principu, ktory ma reprezentovat
szobecnéni zavéru ziskaného promyslenim scénare® (s. 29). Autori Citatela upo-
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zorfiuju na uskalia tohto kroku, pretoze si vyzaduje urcité zovSeobecnenie, ktoré
nemusi byt explicitne vyjadrené v povodnom zdroji experimentu a pripusta via-
cero ,stuptiov vseobecnosti. V pripade Descartesovho Klamuceho démona ma
princip tato podobu: ,Nejmocnéjsi klamavy démon by nemohl klamat o vsem*®
(s. 51). Ide o princip, ktory zovSeobectiuje informéciu obsiahnuti v danom
myslienkovom experimente — Ze totiz ak by aj nase pozndvacie schopnosti boli
vystavené klamaniu zo strany Descartesovho démona, niektoré nase presvedce-
nia by boli vo¢i tomu rezistentné.

Napokon, posledny, treti krok predstavuje vyjadrenie uréitej filozofickej zé-
2y, ktori ma dand myslienkovd avaha podporit’ alebo vyvrdtit. Ide o krok, ktory
zachytava filozoficky ucel daného experimentu. Myslienkovy experiment tak ma
potencial urditt filozofickd tézu bud’ pozitivne podporit’ (zd6évodnit) alebo spo-
chybnit’ (vyvrdtit). Napriklad, tézu Descartesovho myslienkového experimentu
s klamtcim démonom autori vyjadruji tvrdenim ,Skepticizmus je chybny® (s.
51). Ked to zhrnieme, mdZeme spolu s autormi povedat, ze kazdy myslienkovy
experiment predstavuje nejaka pripadovii Stidiu (s. 23), ktord mé podporit’ urdi-
té filozofické tvrdenie.

KedZe autori este v ivode deklaruju, Ze ich ,analyzy jsou minény pouze jako
voditka, jako interpretatni pomiicky®, a tiez ze ,vSechny rozbory jsou samoziej-
mé revidovatelné ...“ (s. 32), tazko im mozno urcité zjednodusenia v ich analy-
zach vycitat. Ak by im totiz iSlo o ambiciu detailne pribliZit jednotlivé mys-
lienkové experimenty spolu s ich $ir$im filozofickym pozadim a diskusiou, tito
kniha by takyto ciel nenaplnila. Kedze vSak zamerom autorov bolo priblizenie
zakladnych zdrojov a schém mnozstva zaujimavych filozofickych experimentov,
potom mdZzeme konStatovatl, Ze tento zdmer sa v uvedenej publikicii podarilo
naplnit. Je sice pravdou, Ze v pripade niektorych hypotetickych experimentov
by som privital uvedenie Sirsicho textového (filozofického) kontextu (napriklad
v pripade Frankfurtovho ,Dobrovolne zdvislého“ ¢i Parfitovho ,Napraveného
nobelistu®), no o vicSine vybranych myslienkovych experimentov moino pove-
dat, Ze sa im ich podarilo zrozumitel'ne a jednoducho pribliZit.

V préci tak mozno ndjst exemplarne formuldcie viacerych zndmych i menej
znamych filozofickych experimentov, a to ako z antickej, stredovekej i novove-
kej filozofickej tradicie, tak aj z prostredia analytickej filozofie 20. storocia. Nij-
deme v nej rovnako Zenénovho Achilla a korytnacku, ako aj Gaunillov Strateny
ostrov, Lockovho Dobrovolného vizna, Kantov Apriérny priestor, Russellovu
Pitmindtovd hypotézu, Quinovho Gavagaia a mnozstvo dalsich prikladov.

Aj ked autori zrejme nemali ambiciu, aby sa ich publikacia stala avodom do
filozofie myslienkovych experimentov, predsa len sa im podarilo predlozit vel-
mi cennu zdsobdren filozofickych Gvah a argumentov, ktoré pracuju s predsta-
vovanim si hypotetickych (myslienkovych) experimentov. Ich praca méze sluzit
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ako vhodna didaktickd pomoécka na vyhladdvanie a rekonstrukciu mnohych
myslienkovych experimentov, predovsetkym v uvodnych kurzoch do filozoficke;
metodologie, tedrie argumenticie, ¢i filozofie myslienkovych experimentov. Na
druhej strane, aj sirsia Citatelskd obec dostiva do ruk pricu, ktord ju méze pri-
jemne prekvapit i pobavit’ prikladmi tvah, ktorymi filozofi vyplriaja svoj cas.
Lukds Bielik

bielikluc@yahoo.com
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In his book Personal Identity and Ethics — A Brief Introduction, David Shoe-
maker presents a uniquely comprehensive treatment of the relationship be-
tween personal identity and identity-related ethical concerns. The author
proceeds in a clear and reader-friendly manner, starting with the definitions of
the key concepts in the field, going on to particular theories of personal identi-
ty and their connections to several practical concerns, and concluding with me-
thodological issues of a higher level of abstraction.

The general strategy of the book is to see whether certain concerns that
have traditionally been taken to presuppose the concept of personal identity
(such as responsibility, distributive justice, compensation, etc.) can be (and
need to be) justified by a theory of personal identity, and which theory, if any,
can do the job. If successful, such a theory would cohere with our intuitions
about when the practical concerns are justified and propose a criterion of per-
sonal identity which would explain why the concerns are justified. Of course,
some of our intuitions about the appropriateness of the practical concerns may
have to be revised if they turn out to be inconsistent with what is in the course
of the investigation identified as the theory of personal identity with the great-
est explanatory power. What is sought, then, is a reflective equilibrium between
our intuitions about identity-related practical concerns and theories of personal
identity.

The book is divided into eight chapters in two parts. The first part focuses
on the role of personal identity in self~regarding ethics, covering practical issues
which include the possibility of immortality and the rationality of anticipation
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and self-concern. These concepts serve Shoemaker as a background for the dis-
cussion of four basic theories of personal identity — the soul theory, the memo-
ry theory, the body theory, and the brain theory — and two more sophisticated
theories — the biological theory and the psychological theory. Shoemaker con-
cludes that the four basic theories are quite inadequate in their own terms and
that the more sophisticated theories are each controversial — explaining some
of our intuitions and failing in others. However, with respect to anticipation
and self-concern, the psychological theory seems to be more adequate than the
biological approach. The possibility of immortality is shown to be very difficult
to justify on any theory.

Shoemaker then discusses two radical approaches — the narrative theory and
the “identity-does-not-matter” (IDM) view, which have been designed to fix
the problems of the established theories. He shows that the success of the
narrative view in explaining our concerns is dubious, and, moreover, the theory
is inherently vague, which makes its application especially difficult. The IDM
view, in contrast, is quite plausible and Shoemaker regularly turns to it
throughout the book to seek solutions to other problems discussed, because it
offers a more fine-grained analysis. It is made clear, however, that by adopting
the IDM view, one is forced to give up the general assumption of the whole
project: if identity does not matter, the practical concerns are not justified by
the logical relation of numerical identity, but by other continuity relations,
which differ from identity.

The second part of the book focuses on the relevance of personal identity
for other-regarding ethics. Chapters four and five present the moral issues at the
beginning of life, such as abortion, stem cell research, cloning, genetic inter-
vention and population ethics. Shoemaker reaches the following conclusions:

= In the abortion debate, the only theory that could justify the identity between
a fetus and the adult is the biological theory, but that theory is morally irrele-
vant, so it cannot be used to justify the immorality of killing fetuses.

= The only identity-based objection to stem-cell research can come from the
soul theory, which is deeply flawed.

= No plausible theory of personal identity can support objections to human
cloning,.

= In realistic cases of genetic intervention, such intervention does not have
the potential to change an individual’s identity.

= Radical cases of enhancement may threaten one’s narrative identity, but
they can also be interpreted in a way that retains the narrative identity of
the enhanced individual (partly due to the vagueness of the narrative crite-
rion).
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= Serious implications can be shown to follow from personal identity theory
for intergenerational justice. No theory, unfortunately, offers a plausible so-
lution to the problems.

A note of caution: the fact that no objections to certain practices can be
drawn from personal identity theory does by no means mean that there aren’t
any other legitimate objections to the practices. But these are out of the focus
of Shoemaker’s book.

Chapter six deals with the moral issues at the end of life: advance directives
and the death of multiple personalities in dissociative identity disorder. Both
issues are extremely mind-boggling and thought-provoking. Shoemaker argues
that, on any theory of personal identity, it is very difficult to justify our intui-
tion that advance directives should be respected. With respect to multiple per-
sonalities, Shoemaker defends the view that alter-egos are different persons in
one body. But in that case it becomes difficult to resolve a clash in our intui-
tions: on the one hand, we believe that all persons deserve moral protection
and should not be killed (eliminated by treatment), on the other, the doctors
who treat DID do not act immorally. All in all, these two difficult issues give
slightly more support for the biological theory of personal identity.

Then two extensive chapters follow, treating moral responsibility and the
implications of personal identity for ethical theory. The main conclusion of the
first chapter is that while responsibility entails ownership of the actions for
which one is responsible, ownership does not entail identity with the agent.
Rather, it is the continuity of a subset of the person’s psychological make-up.
The precise definition of what falls into the subset is difficult to provide, but
the IDM view comes closer to truth than its opponents.

The other chapter focuses on the assessment of the implications of Parfi-
tian reductionism in personal identity for normative theory. Shoemaker deals
with Parfit’s utilitarianism and Brink’s rational egoism, as well as contractarian
and Kantian objections to reductionism. One important claim that crystalizes
in the discussions is that it is crucial to answer the normative question of what
entities are the proper targets of the individual concerns. Shoemaker discusses
momentary experiencers, selves and persons. Each alternative entails a different
conception of normative ethics.

The conclusion assesses the correct methodology to adopt when dealing
with issues on the border of ethics and personal identity. Shoemaker’s book is
based on the assumption that the practical concerns derive their justification
from a metaphysical theory of personal identity. This assumption has, however,
been challenged. Some authors support an “ethics first” approach, claiming that
metaphysics is irrelevant, because the practical concerns derive their justifica-
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tion from practice, not theory. Shoemaker acknowledges the seriousness of this
challenge, but believes that more needs to be said to show that the challenge
affects all of the discussed concerns. And this brings us to the outcome of
Shoemaker’s work.

Shoemaker reaches what might at first sight be a surprising conclusion.
Our intuitions about the individual practical concerns are not uniform enough
to be explained by a single theory of personal identity. Thus, some require the
psychological theory (anticipation) some seem to track biological continuity
(compensation) while others cannot be explained by a theory of identity at all
(responsibility). One may soften the impact of the conclusion, however, by the
observation that the set of identity-related practical concerns is, in fact, a rela-
tively heterogeneous class of concerns, which have traditionally been unified
merely by the relatively superficial belief that they presuppose personal identity
in time. However, once we start looking more closely at what such identity
may consist in, it becomes clear that there is a number of intertwined relations,
which normally go together, but can be conceptually distinguished, and that
the concerns actually only attach to these more elementary relations. This,
I believe, is the most general outcome of the book.

But by saying that, I do not mean to imply that other important conclu-
sions have not been reached. In fact, every chapter contains a number of con-
clusions that are well-supported by clearly presented arguments, and where no
decisive conclusion has been reached, the reader is always shown why one is so
hard to achieve. All in all, T believe the book is an extremely useful tool for
anyone who would like to map the enormously rich field between ethics and
personal identity, as well as advanced students in the field who will benefit
from Shoemaker’s insight.

I what follows, I would like to address briefly some issues that came to my
mind while reading the book. I am fully aware that the scope of an introducto-
ry book did not allow for their thorough discussion.

The metaphysical and epistemological criteria of personal identity

The first one concerns the relationship between the metaphysical and epis-
temological criteria of personal identity. In the introduction Shoemaker makes
the distinction between a metaphysical criterion specifying what personal iden-
tity consists in, and an epistemological criterion providing a way of identifying
personal identity. For instance, the soul theory may provide an answer to the
question of what the identity between a person identified at an earlier time and
a person identified at a later time consists in. But it will hardly serve as a useful
epistemological criterion, because souls are usually thought of as immaterial
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and independent of the material aspects of human beings. Shoemaker says (p.
15) that his main objective is to find a metaphysical criterion, but he admits
that an acceptable metaphysical criterion would lose some points if it didn’t
fare well on the epistemological side. But throughout the book it soon be-
comes clear that the two criteria are actually tied much more closely than it
seems. If we are interested in personal identity because we want to justify prac-
tical concerns, we have to be able to determine whether the metaphysical crite-
rion of personal identity holds, that is, we have to have epistemic access to the
metaphysical facts in which personal identity consists.

So we must inevitably ask the question: Which metaphysical criterion is
epistemologically most successful? We have already seen that epistemic access
to souls is impossible, so the soul theory fails. In fact, this was pointed out by
Locke, who, driven by the motivation to construct a theory of personal identity
that could justify accountability, developed the memory theory. He claimed we
do have knowledge of our own persistence, but if our identity resided in souls,
it would be impossible. Instead, sameness of consciousness, which is usually in-
terpreted as memory connectedness, is what enables our epistemic access to our
identity. How do I know that I am the same person who got into bed last
night? I don’t need to look for a soul, I don’t even need to look in the mirror
to check the sameness of body, I simply remember from the inside the expe-
rience of lying into my bed and all other experiences that I had the previous
evening. So memory connections are a plausible, albeit fallible, tool for first
person identification.

However, this theory quickly runs into trouble as a metaphysical criterion
and needs drastic revisions. The most important is the shift from memory
connectedness to memory continuity and further to the richer relation of psy-
chological continuity. The shift is caused by the desire to use memory as a cri-
terion of numerical identity, which is transitive, and by the contingent fact that
people forget, which makes memory intransitive. To fix this, philosophers have
suggested that chains of memories be used instead of direct memories as a cri-
terion of identity. So even though I may not remember any experiences from
my teen age when I am old and forgetful, I will be identical to the teenager,
because I will remember times in which I remembered the teen-age expe-
riences. This fixes the logical and metaphysical problem, but seems to intro-
duce epistemological difficulties. Suppose that I remember my life in 1980, but
not my earlier life in 1960. But I did remember it in 1980. Since I remember
1980, I can be introspectively sure that I lived in 1980. But what good is the
fact that in 1980 I remembered 1960 to my current knowledge of my life in
19602 The mental time travel that is enabled by direct memories stops in 1980.
The memory of me living in 1980 does not carry any information about me
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remembering at that time my life in 1960. So even though the memory conti-
nuity theory may be more suitable as a metaphysical criterion of personal iden-
tity, as an epistemological criterion it faces a problem that the memory connec-
tedness criterion is immune to.

Many authors reject even the memory continuity theory, and instead of
a single psychological relation they propose a number of such, including the in-
tention-future experience relation, sameness of beliefs over time, and similarity
of character. A sufficient number of such relations is termed strong psychological
connectedness, and their chain is termed psychological continuity. The psychologi-
cal continuity theory is generally regarded as one of the most successful ones,
and Shoemaker concludes that one of its advantages is that it accounts for self-
identification very well (p. 84). But I think the only relation that enables in-
trospective self-identification is memory connectedness and all the relations
that authors have added to it to fix its metaphysical problems presuppose
memory in our introspective effort to identify and re-identify them. For in-
stance, the only evidence that I have the same intentions and character as I had
a week ago is that I remember them. Thus, memory connectedness is the key
to our self-identification, but it cannot serve as a metaphysical criterion of per-
sonal identity. This creates a problem for the further debate of practical con-
cerns, because if we agree that they are not justified solely by memory connec-
tedness, we are abandoning the safest epistemological criterion.

Anticipation and self-concern

Another issue I would like to discuss is the advantage that the psychologi-
cal theory is supposed to have over the biological theory in explaining the ra-
tionality of anticipation and self-concern.

Shoemaker starts with the commonsense belief that a necessary condition
for rational anticipation and self-concern is identity (p. 60). If we believe that
identity grounds anticipation and self-concern, we must find a theory of per-
sonal identity which will be capable of doing so.

Shoemaker believes that the psychological theory does a much better job at
explaining the two concerns than the biological theory (p. 64, pp. 82-83). It
seems that I can only rationally anticipate the experiences of my psychological
descendants. If some future person won’t be connected to my current psycho-
logical stream, then it's hard to see how I could rationally anticipate his expe-
riences. And since self-concern presupposes anticipation, how could I have that
special type of concern for his well-being?

I agree with the analysis of anticipation, but it seems to me that by making
anticipation a necessary condition of self-concern we lose the possibility of ac-
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counting for a large number of cases in which people are concerned for their
own well-being in the absence of the possibility of anticipation of their expe-
riences.

For lack of space I will offer one such example, a version of which has ac-
tually occurred.' Suppose that you need to undergo a minor operation that in-
volves full anesthetics. When you have been given the drug and fall into deep
sleep, you are sexually assaulted by the surgeons, who are careful enough not to
leave any signs of their behavior. Then, they routinely perform the operation
and in an hour or so you wake up, not having a clue about what has been going
on. I believe that everyone has a reason to be concerned that a similar incident
does not happen to them. But how could this form of self-concern possibly be
legitimate if the necessary condition of self-concern is not met. Under the in-
fluence of anesthetics, one has no conscious experiences, so one cannot ration-
ally anticipate them. But if anticipation is a necessary condition of self-concern,
self-concern is irrational in this case. This seems quite incorrect to me. I be-
lieve that one’s well-being is not exhausted by one’s experiences, and, thus,
self-concern is legitimate even in the absence of any experiences. Unfortunate-
ly, T have to leave aside an outline of an explanation of what relations I believe
ground self-concern, if it is not psychological continuity. I do agree with
Shoemaker, however, that anticipation is a wholly psychological matter.

The ground for responsibility

Another issue concerns the grounds for moral responsibility. Shoemaker
believes that biological continuity cannot justify moral responsibility. He argues
that it is not sufficient, because we would find it inappropriate to blame an in-
dividual with Alzheimer’s disease for the crimes of the person he used to be, in
spite of their biological continuity. The cerebrum transplant thought experi-
ment further shows that biological continuity is not even necessary. Shoemaker
then analyzes responsibility in terms of some subtle psychological capacities (p.
216).

What is striking is one of the conclusions that Shoemaker comes to after
he exposes the limitations of the individual theories of personal identity. He
states that maybe there isn’t a single criterion of responsibility. Maybe we ne-
gotiate what criteria to use depending on the particular context. So in one con-
text we may ground our judgment by biological continuity, such as in the case
of me holding responsible my comatose father for his repeated humiliations of

http://www.thestar.com/news/crime/2013/11/19/anesthesiologist_dr_george_dood-
naught_guilty_of _sexually_assaulting 21_female_patients.html
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me in the past. In another context it may be psychological continuity, such as
in the case when a drunken person goes on an anti-Semitic tirade and does not
remember it later.

But one must wonder how biological continuity could do the job in the
comatose father case. Shoemaker has already concluded that biological continu-
ity is not sufficient, because certain complex mental capacities are necessary.
But the comatose father does not have these mental capacities: he isn’t capable
of executing intentions, receptive to blame, or able to judge the fairness of me
blaming him. If we agreed that he could be responsible in the absence of these
capacities, why require them in other cases at all?

These are just a few of the ideas that were inspired by reading Shoemaker’s
rich book. I can only repeat that I recommend that anyone with an interest in
the intersection of metaphysics and ethics read this book.

Radim Bélobrad

belohrad@phil.muni.cz



