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Modal Metaphysics: Issues on the (Im)possible |

The first three papers published in this issue of Organon F were presented at the Mo-
dal Metaphysics: Issues on the (Im)Possible Conference I, organized by the Institute
of Philosophy of Slovak Academy of Sciences in September 19-20, 2013 in Bratislava,
Slovakia." The aim of the conference was to address philosophical issues of modality,
namely the meaningfulness of modal talk, its semantic analyses and metaphysical conse-
quences. The idea to organize a conference on that very topic is not surprising because, as
I bhave it, metaphysics of modality has played a central role in philosophical thinking.
Every paper presents an original contribution to a still increasing literature, what only
demonstrates that problems of modality, however approached, still give rise to new phi-
losophical insights. Moreover, modal discourse and, possible and impossible worlds frame-
work in particular, is not confined to metaphysics only. It figures in logic, semantics, phi-
losophy of science, epistemology, ethics or theory of decision. Possible and impossible worlds
are used to formulate theories, make claims and state supervenience theses. Since other
applications are still coming, topics in the philosophy of modality are only to be expected
to attract more and more philosophical audience. Let me therefore sketch at least some of

the topics that philosophy of modality covers.

The “(im)possible issues” problem

It is virtually inconceivable to engage in everyday reasoning without notions like
‘could’, “possible’, ‘impossible’, and the likes. Although Obama won the presidential elec-
tion in 2012, be could have lost. Although it is sunny today it is possible that it will be
raining tomorrow. But bowever the weather actually is we all bappen to agree that it is
impossible that I will fly on the moon in five minutes. And, finally, it is impossible to
square the circle since to do so would contradict actually accepted geometric.

There is a plenty of possible and impossible scenarios, differing in bow strong those
possibilities and impossibilities are. Sure, it is impossible that I fly on the moon in five
minutes, but still “less’ impossible than that I square the circle. There is an apparent hier-
archy of the impossibilities that, in an ideal case, can be systematized in a unified theory.

' Fora full report from the conference, see Organon F 21, No. 1, 138-139.

© 2014 The Author. Journal compilation © 2014 Institute of Philosophy SAS
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In order to analyse the notions in a clear and more informative way philosophers in-
troduced possible worlds as a useful guide to such notions. Although the term ‘possible
world’ has various connotations in philosophy it usually means ‘a way the world might
have been’. To illustrate, the world is such that I am sitting bebind my desk, writing this
introduction, own a pug, Bratislava is the capital of Slovakia and, naturally, many more
sentences that truly describe this world. But if I were a football player I would not be
writing this introduction. Rather, I would be on the football field developing my football
skills. Also, it is not a necessary truth that I own a pug. If I were more demanding I could
try to teach a monkey to read or train a cat to fly. There is a lot of scenarios our world
could be, although some of them are ‘more possible’ than others.

Interestingly, after the possible-worlds terminology was established it turned out to be
difficult to pursue contemporary metaphysics unless we either implicitly or explicitly refer
to it. The reason for such a turn is simple: possible worlds have been playing an impor-
tant explanatory role in philosophy. In particular, the acceptance of the possible worlds
talk implies the acceptance of the systematic correspondence between certain modal facts
and facts regarding the existence of possible worlds, namely

(P) It is possible that P iff there is a w such that w is a possible world and ‘P’ is
true at w.

Things get even more complicated when we realize that the extent of the possible does
not fully exhaust the domain of our modal intuitions. For instance, however the history of
any world goes there are no worlds which are such that, say, there is a round square in
them. Also, however the (actual or possible) bistory of any world goes there are no worlds
at which 2+2=5" is true. But those situations are certainly different as one might, for
example, believe the latter without believing the former (and vice versa). If that is so, (P)
is not fine-grained enough to systematize the datum.

A natural move here might seem to stretch an extra mile and, beside possible worlds,
incorporate impossible worlds into the analysis. Surely, (P) would still hold about possibil-
ity. But when it comes to impossibility its modified version, (I), enters into the game.
Thus

a It is impossible thar I iff there is an i such that i is an impossible world and
‘T is true at i.

Again, (1) provides us with a systematic correspondence between certain modal facts
and facts regarding the existence of impossible worlds. In this case, let suppose someone
who, although bighly educated, believes that 2+2=4" is true, while also believes that
e" =~1"is false. Since both of the above are examples of mathematical truths — and those
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are true irrespective of any possible world! — modelling one’s belief states by means of pos-
sible worlds only is too coarse grained. For, to belief in 2+2=4" would turn out to be
the same as to believe in ‘€™ =-1". But, ex hypothesis, one can believe in the former
without believing (or lacking a belief about) the latter.”

An available option is to extend our ontology by impossible worlds so that we bave
worlds at which ‘¢™ =~1"is false, while 2+2=4"is true. We then get:

(I) It is impossible that 2+2=4"is true and ‘¢™ =~1"is false iff there is an i’
such that i’ is an impossible world and 2+2=4"is true and ‘¢" =-1"is false
at i’

Such a biconditional says that there are worlds — although impossible — that make some
necessarily true propositions false. Consequently, theories that use possible as well as im-
possible worlds draw the distinctions we need any theory to draw. And that’s desirable.

Semantic vs. metaphysics

Granted all the above, possible and impossible worlds are worth of accepting provided
we accept the benefits they bear. But to provide possible explanatory justification is one
thing, to provide an informative description of their nature, secure their plenitude and fix
their (logical) bebaviour quite another. In other words, the acceptance of possible/im-
possible-worlds talk is strictly conditional at, and dependent on, a story as what the
worlds are. Therefore, if possible and impossible worlds are of non-circular use in philoso-
phy then we should be able to find a place for them within our ontology.

For years, there bave been disputes as which ontology of possible and impossible worlds
to prefer and philosophers do not seem to stop complicating the issues. Given we seriously
commit to the existence of possible and impossible worlds, we bave (at least) two options at
disposal.” Either we take them to be abstract entities like properties (Stalnaker 1976), sets
of sentences or propositions (Adams 1974), states of affairs (Armstrong 1989), world-

2 . . . - .
Note, that the granularity problem is not restricted to propositional attitudes and

appears in case of any necessarily false propositions. See, among others, Ripley (2012).

For now, I will deal with realistic conceptions only. According to them worlds exist,
period — and some of them are possible relative to a certain world and some other are
impossible relative to the world in question. There, however, are other options too.
One of them, rather controversially, denies the meaningfulness of modal discourse alto-
gether. Another option is to accept the meaningfulness of such a talk but deny that it is
about something existing at all. Those theories take possible worlds to be useful fictions
(Rosen 1990) or non-existent entities (Meinong 1981). See Divers (2002) for an excel-
lent overview.
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books (Plantinga 1974) etc., or we accept a more robust ontology of full-blooded con-
crete individuals. In the former case, the entities at issue represent various possibilities in
an indirect (or ersatz’) way, while the theories of the latter sort take possible worlds to
genuinely be the possibilities (Lewis 1986). Analogously, the very same questions arise
when it comes to impossibility. Namely: what are impossible worlds? Were we to accept
them, should they be of the same ontological nature as those possible are (cf- Priest 1997;
Yagisawa 1988; Vander Laan 1997)? Or, assuming that possibility-impossibility distinc-
tion curves reality into its joints, should they be of a different kind (Berto 2010; Mares
1997)?

Let suppose that we accept a theory according to which possible worlds are abstract
entities (sets, propositions, properties or whatever you have). It seems as if there is no more
to be done to extend such an abstractionists’ ontology by more exotic entities. For, if one
thinks that possible worlds are maximal and consistent sets of proposition, she commits
herself to the existence of sets and propositions. But then there is no worry in saying that
besides maximal sets of proposition there are sets that does not contain every proposition
or its negation. Similarly, there is no worry in saying that besides the sets containing only
mutually consistent propositions there are some that do not. The reason is that the sets
and propositions are already there and the set-membership relation is not restrictive in
this sense. There is no principal objection against impossible worlds in the abstractionists’
framework.

Consider now that we accept a strongly realistic position according to which possible
worlds are as concrete as ‘I and all my surroundings’ is. To sustain the ontological parity
impossible worlds are thought to be concrete as well. But if there are concrete worlds for
every impossibility their real existence drags any impossibility to be true of our world. It’s
since the fact that concretists represent impossibilities in a direct way, meaning that to be
impossible is to exist simpliciter. Although some concretists are willing to bite a bullet and
admit that there are concrete possible worlds and also impossible worlds in an equally re-
alistic sense, others look for more modest proposals (see McDaniel 2004).

Finally, one might think that neither option is good enough and it is the combination
of the two that secures the balance between ontology and explanation (cf. Divers 2002;
Berto 2010). Such a view goes along the following lines: although concrete possible worlds
belp us a lot when it comes to possible phenomena, impossible phenomena should be repre-
sented rather than unrestrictedly exist. On this approach, concrete worlds provide
enough non-actual entities for us to directly represent all the possibilities — they are ‘the
basic stuff’ of the world-building enterprise. But impossible words are rather constructed
out of the concrete resources.

4 The term appears in Lewis (1986).
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So far so good. Note, bowever, that impossibilities considered so far concerned what
one might call the absolute impossibilities, including logical, mathematical or analytical
impossibilities. But philosophy, especially modal metaphysics, deals with subtler impossi-
bilities too. I will discuss some of them in turn.

Counting impossibilities

Assume that we prefer genuine modal realism to modal ersatzism. Modal realism is
a theory according to which possible worlds are concrete mereological sums of spatio-
temporally interrelated individuals. According to the theory, the schema (P) is understood
as

(PM) It is possible that P iff there is a w such that w is a maximal mereological
sum of spatio-temporally interrelated individuals and ‘P’ is true at w.

As (PM) states, to be possible is to exist wholly within one world only. On the other
side, modal realists commit to a so-called principle of unrestricted summation. Besides
individuals existing in one world only the principle generates transworld individuals out
of individuals that exist in different worlds. But by (PM) it is impossible that such indi-
viduals exist. So bow to classify such individuals on the possible-impossible scale? Are they
impossible?

Yes and no. For Lewis, no true contradictions and so no maximal mereological sum
of spatio-temporally interrelated individuals contains genuine impossibilities. But what
about a subtler impossibility according to modal realism, but intuitive possibility of there
being spatio-temporally isolated individuals? Such individuals, let’s call them island uni-
verses, are not possible according the theory. For, if they were possible (PM’) would hold.
Namely,

(PM’) It is possible that there are spatio-temporally isolated individuals iff there is
a w such that w is a maximal mereological sum of spatio-temporally interre-
lated individuals and ‘there are spatio-temporally isolated individuals™ is
true at w.

Assuming, for the sake of the argument, that interrelatedness excludes isolation (PM’) is
an inconsistent dual.

But there is apparent difference in saying that something is absolutely impossible and
saying that something is impossible according to a theory. Real inconsistencies do not exist
because supposing they do we commit ourselves to a plain contradiction. But assuming
that island universes exist does not equal to a plain contradiction. They do not exist if
modal realism is true. But were some other theory be preferred, island universes would
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pass the ‘possibility’ test. Another example is the possibility of there being absolutely noth-
ing. Again, modal realism does not bave resources to accommodate such a possibility. For,
if a world is what modal realists take it to be that makes no provision for an absolutely
empty world. And although it might be disputable as bow bad such a consequence is, op-
ponents of modal realism take it as a virtues of a theory if it can account for it.

Consider now a quite different theory of possible worlds: linguistic ersatzism. This
approach to modality takes possible worlds to be sets of sentences in some ‘worldmaking’
language. In order for the theory to be accurate such a language must be expressible
enough to represent all the possible situations we want to represent (cf- Lewis 1986; or Ja-
go 2013). And this requirement gives raise to a problem. Namely, there is a problem as
how to represent possible but non-actual particulars, properties and relations without con-
flation. From the ontological assumptions of (at least some branch of) linguistic ersatzism’
such entities do not exist and, a fortiori, cannot be named. And so the linguistic doctrines
are alleged to misrepresent the range of possibilities by failing to distinguish indiscernible
possible individuals and alien properties (such as having V4 charge) that differ only in re-
spect of their alien natural properties. In a word, alien properties are, according to lin-
guistic ersatzism, impossible.

But we are still inclined to think that alien individuals, properties and relations are
not impossible in an absolute (meaning logical, mathematical of conceptual) sense. For it
would be too proud to think that any possible property is instantiated in the actual world
and our home language contains names and predicated for every possible individual and
every possible property, respectively. Moreover, other theories do have resources that enable
us to distinguish such possibilities so why should we think that one metaphysical theory ra-
ther than another determines the extent of absolute possibility?

To sum up, the rejection of impossibilia may mean various things. It may mean ab-
solute impossibilities concerning logical, mathematical or conceptual ones. But there are
subtler impossibilities that may infect one theory or another. A lot of philosophers agree
that at least some individuals just are impossible in order to consistently formulate their
ontological postulates. But at the same time they disagree on particular cases in which it is
one’s metaphysical theory that provides the final verdict. The impossibility of there being
island universes, the (im)possibility of there being absolutely nothing or the (im)possibility
of there being alien properties are just some along many controversial cases.

Although the collected papers present just a bit of what was presented during the con-
ference we are happy for every single piece that appears in this issue. Naturally, every pa-

For, certain objections against linguistic ersatzism are quickly answered by taking

a broad view of what counts as a sentence (cf. Sider 2002). But even if the argument
challenges only some versions of linguistic ersatzism it is enough for my purposes.
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per deals with some aspect of modality. Marco Simionato considered a narrower and
theoretically more loaded impossibility, namely the (im)possibility of there to be absolutely
empty world. In bis Might There Be an Absolutely Empty World? he offers an argu-
ment to defend absolute nibilism without appealing to (any version of) the subtraction ar-
gument. Yet another approach — Transparent intensional logic — is presented by Jifi Ra-
clavsky in Tichyan Impossible Worlds. In it, Raclavsky reconstructs Tichy’s conception
of possible worlds taken as parameters of (logical) modality and suggests hyperintensional
correlates of them. Finally, a position standing between the actualists and Meinongians
theories of fiction and fictional names is developed by Ceth Lightfield. Namely, bis Ficta
as Mere Possibilia wonders into what’s possible and impossible according to the possi-
bilist-anti-creationist framework.

As one of the organizers, I would like to thank to our keynote speakers, participants
and audience. Their presence at the conference made the event an excellent place for dis-
cussions as well as opened new perspectives in modal metaphysics. Big thank goes also to
the Institute of Philosophy for enabling the conference to bappen. Without its support the
conference, although still possible, would definitely not be actual. Finally, thank to the
journal Organon F for willingness to publish the selected papers and anonymous referees
for reviewing these papers. That only underlines the trend that Slovak philosophical
community becomes an active contributor to current debates in analytic philosophy.

Martin Vacek

martinvacekphilosophy@gmail.com
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ABSTRACT: Fictional realism allows direct reference theorists to provide a straightfor-
ward analysis of the semantics of fictional discourse by admitting into their ontology
a set of objects (ficta) that serve as the referents of fictional names. Ficta may be mod-
eled using an axiomatic object theory, but actualist interpretations of the formalism
have been the subject of recent objections. In this paper, I provide an interpretation of
object theory’s formalism that is consistent with actualism and avoids these objections.
Drawing on insights from an actualist semantics for quantified modal logic, a central
point in my proposal is to interpret ficta as contingently nonconcrete objects.

KEYWORDS: Actualism — fictional realism — object theory.

One of the many problems facing proponents of the direct reference
theory of proper names is the family of difficulties collectively referred to as
the problem of empty names. That is, the problem of accommodating the
intuitive truthfulness of sentences containing proper names that appear to
lack a referent. A straightforward approach, and the one to be supported
here, is for the direct reference theorist to endorse fictional realism and
deny that fictional names are empty.'

I will use the label ficta for the objects that serve as the referents of fic-
tional names. These ficta will be understood as objects within a more gen-

See Sawyer (2012) for an overview and criticisms of the approaches a fictional realist
may take.

© 2014 The Author. Journal compilation © 2014 Institute of Philosophy SAS
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eral ontological and metaphysical framework, called object theory, from Ed-
ward Zalta.” The combination of fictional realism and object theory has
been heavily criticized in a series of works by Anthony Everett (see Everett
2000; 2003; 2005; 2007a; 2013).> In this paper, I will defend this combina-
tion of views against a set of logico-ontological objections put forward by
Everett. Central to this defense is an actualist interpretation of the object
theoretic framework inspired by the work of Linsky — Zalta (1994; 1996).
By applying their analysis of quantified modal logic to object theory, one
can assert the existence of all elements in the domain of objects including
both abstract objects (i.e., necessarily nonconcrete objects) and contin-
gently nonconcrete objects. As such, the interpretation is compatible with
the thesis that everything exists, so the approach defended here will be of
interest to actualists as well as fictional realists. In brief, I will interpret
ficta as belonging to the class of contingently nonconcrete objects and do
so in a way that avoids Everett’s objections.

The paper is structured as follows. In §1 I discuss the motivations for
the set of theses to be defended by looking at the semantics of fictional dis-
course. For §2, T present the fragment of Zalta’s object theory that pertains
to fiction. I place the framework within the broader dialectic and highlight
the points of the formalism open to interpretation. Guided by philosophi-
cal considerations, in §3 I propose an interpretation of the formalism. This
will consist of combining the ficta as contingently nonconcrete thesis with
anti-creationism and a rejection of impossible stories. I bring these ideas
together in §4 and show how collectively they allow a straightforward re-
sponse to Everett’s objections. I conclude in §5 with some concerns about
the implications of Everett’s objections to his own account.

Object theory comes from Edward Zalta (via Ernst Mally) and is first outlined in
Zalta (1983). The theory and application of Zalta’s abstract object theory can be found
in the following: Linsky — Zalta (1994; 1996), Menzel — Zalta (2013), and Zalta (1988;
1992; 1993; 2000; 2003).

My goal is not to argue for any one of these theses individually. Arguments for refe-
rentialism can be found by looking at the arguments against Fregean and Descriptivist
accounts of proper names in Donnellan (1974), Kripke (1980), and Salmon (1981). Ar-
guments for fictional realism can be found in Berto (2008; 2011), Caplan (2004), Tho-
masson (1999; 2003a; 2003b), van Inwagen (1977; 2000; 2003), Voltolini (2006).
A helpful overview of the arguments for fictional realism is given by Everett (2013, 120-
139).
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1. Semantics of fictional discourse

Following Everett (2000, 40), I will use the label referentialism for the
view that a name’s semantic contribution is just the object it picks out. So,
regarding fictional discourse, referentialists are faced with giving an account
of the ontology and metaphysics of the objects to which fictional names re-
fer. Sentences like the following have an intuitively true reading and one’s
semantic theory should accommodate this, or so the argument goes.

(F)  Sherlock Holmes is a detective.

By adopting fictional realism, the referentialist has an easy answer here.
The name ‘Sherlock Holmes™ denotes an object that has (in some sense)
the property of being a detective. However, it seems less clear how this ex-
planation would work for other types of sentences, such as sentences about
fiction (metafictional sentences) or negative existentials.*

(M)  Sherlock Holmes is a fictional character.
(E)  Sherlock Holmes does not exist.

If the referentialists alter their position by abandoning fictional realism,
then they can straightforwardly explain the truth of (M) and (E). They
would be true in virtue of the fact that the names do not denote. This, for
example, is the approach Everett (2000) takes. But then the problem re-
turns when considering cases of apparent co-reference.

(R) The names ‘Santa Claus’ and ‘Father Christmas’ are co-refe-
rential.

The truth of (R) seems to require objects for the names to refer to. It
seems as though a semantic explanation of one of these sentence types will
result in problems for one or more of the others.

At this point, the referentialist might accept that these cases need to be
treated separately. They might give an account of why the different types
should be understood differently, but this answer would not be satisfactory
to critics. A recent example is Sawyer (2012) where she argues that the

% The set of sentences I will focus on in this paper come from Sawyer’s (2012) presenta-

tion. This will be enough for my purposes, but there are more extensive sets of sen-
tences. See, for example, Zalta (2000, §7.2).
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challenge is to give a semantics that can uniformly explain these different
types of sentences. In other words, they should be analyzed in a systematic
way.” T will not argue for this here, but will note that I think it is reason-
able to expect the referentialist to achieve this. So, the difficulty lies in ex-
plaining the set of sentences using the same semantic account. I think the
most promising approach is to combine referentialism and fictional realism
with an actualist interpretation of object theory. That is the approach to be
defended here, but I will only be defending the view against certain logical
and ontological problems.

I should briefly note what I will not do and three prominent issues
stand out. First, I will not address the way or mechanism by which fictional
names acquire their denotation. Second, I will not address the problem of
abstract objects entering into causal relations. This is a problem for those,
such as myself, that endorse the causal-historical theory of reference.
Third, T will not address the problem of referring to characters that occur
in more than a single story. Essentially, I will set aside issues pertaining to
the act of referring and focus on problems with fictional objects as such.

The combination of actualism and fictional realism results in an onto-
logical commitment to fictional objects, but this leaves many issues unset-
tled. For a precise account of fictional objects, I turn to object theory, but
object theory does not refer to a fixed program. Rather, it is the combina-
tion of a formal system, which is fixed, and an interpretation of the formal-
ism. Zalta and others have successfully addressed a variety of problems by
varying the interpretation of the formalism.” A similar strategy will be em-
ployed here, but before looking at the proposed interpretation, an overview
of the formalism relevant to fictional objects will be helpful.

For a precise formulation of what I mean by giving a systematic analysis, see Zalta

(2000, §7.2).

For answers that I find plausible, the reader should consult Zalta (2003) for the

first and second problems and Parsons (2011) for the third problem.

7 Zalta has discussed the theory and application of object theory in a large number of

publications and the work is ongoing. For full presentations one should consult his
early works: Zalta (1983) and Zalta (1988). The presentation in his early works is based
on a Meinongian ontology. Zalta has since been open to, and employed, non-Meinongian
interpretations of the view. So much so that Menzel (2013) and Everett (2013), for ex-
ample, no longer consider Zalta’s object theory to be Meinongian.
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2. Object theory

Syntactically, object theory has three important distinguishing charac-
teristics: a distinguished predicate, two kinds of atomic formulas, and
a special definition of identity (i.e., identity is not primitive). Regarding
semantics, object theory is based on quantified S5 modal logic or what is
sometimes labeled the simplest quantified modal logic. It is simple for two
reasons. First, because frames in S5 are symmetric, reflexive, and transitive,
each world is accessible from every other. Hence, the system effectively has
no accessibility relation. Second, the semantics of the quantifiers are based
on constant domain models. This is sometimes labeled “constant domain
semantics” to distinguish it from the more typical “variable domain seman-
tics” often associated with Kripke. The label “constant domain” indicates
that in these models, the domain of quantification does not vary from
world to world. In the next section, I will discuss how an actualist can ac-
cept such a system, but the takeaway here is that there are no world-
relative domains of objects or relations.®

Before going into more detail, the uninitiated reader will find it helpful
to consider the motivation for these syntactic and semantic variations. This
is best seen by considering, albeit briefly, the historical context. Alexius
Meinong is famous (perhaps infamous) for his apparent commitment to
nonexistent objects in what he called object theory.9 His student, Ernst
Mally, is recognized as making the initial progress on a formal logical analy-
sis and basis for Meinong’s object theory.

Mally’s work is what many contemporary Meinongians base their for-
malizations on. In addition to the formal language of object theory, Mei-
nongians must also explain the nature of nonexistent objects. It is expected
that Meinongians give an account of how to interpret a simple subject-
predicate sentence, e.g., “x is F”, when x is purported to refer to a nonexis-
tent object.

For a helpful overview of the syntax and semantics of object theory, see Zalta’s

summary in Zalta (1993, §4).

’ My discussion here will sacrifice precision for accessibility. My knowledge of the

philosophy of Meinong and Mally are based on the second-hand accounts of which
there are a number of great resources. Of note are Berto (2013), Jacquette (1996; 2008),
Lambert (1983), and Routley (1980).



436 CETH LIGHTFIELD

Mally distinguished two ways to interpret “x is 7 so as to make sense
of how nonexistent objects could stand in relation to properties. One op-
tion was to distinguish between two types of properties: nuclear and ex-
tranuclear. On this account, nonexistent objects would bear properties in
the same way as existent objects, but the type of property would be differ-
ent. Existent objects would exemplify nuclear Properties and nonexistent
objects would exemplify extranuclear properties.

A second option Mally proposed was to distinguish between two modes
of predication: exemplifying and encoding.11 On this account, nonexistent
objects would encode and exemplify properties but existent objects would
only exemplify properties. This dual predication object theory is the one
being discussed in this paper and the one formalized and defended by Zalta
(1983; 1988). In these works, Zalta uses the label abstract object for non-
existent objects and ordinary object for existent objects. In later work the
meaning of these labels varies, but what remains constant is that Zalta par-
titions the domain of objects into abstract objects and ordinary objects.
Whether this domain contains nonexistent objects, and how ordinary ob-
jects are characterized, are points on which there is interpretive variance.

Given the Meinongians inspiration and Zalta’s partition of the domain
of objects into abstract and ordinary objects, it’s easy to see the motivation
for the syntactic and semantic elements of Zalta’s object theory. Syntacti-
cally, Zalta introduces a distinguished predicate ‘E’" which denotes the
property of existence. For Meinongians, this is because existence is a prop-
erty that objects can fail to have."

Zalta incorporates Mally’s dual predication thesis into the language syn-
tactically by the distinction between two kinds of atomic formulae. The

% This dual property object theory has been formalized and defended by Terence Par-

sons (1980), among others.

11 . o o e
As with the nuclear/extranuclear distinction, the exemplifying/encoding distinction

is not universally accepted by Meinongian scholars. Such philosophers disagree on the
labels and how to precisely make the distinction. Moreover, there is debate about
whether the dual property theory is more fundamental or the dual predicate view is re-
ducible to the dual property view. This claim was originally made by Jacquette (1989),
to which Zalta responded in Zalta (1992), to which Jacquette responded in Jacquette
(1996; 1997). T will set these details aside. What I'm offering here is enough to locate

the reader in the dialectic.

12 . . . . .
Zalta allows the distinguished predicate to have a different, non-Meinongian, deno-

tation. This will be addressed in the interpretation section to follow.
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formula ‘Fx’ asserts that object x exemplifies the relation F whereas the for-
mula ‘xF” says that the object x encodes the property F. The semantics are
modified accordingly. So, ‘Fx’ is true at a world just in case the object de-
noted by x is in the exemplification extension of F and ‘xF” is true at
a world just in case the object denoted by x is in the encoding extension of
F. The context of a natural language sentence will determine which type of
predication to use for semantic evaluation."

The partition, and size, of the domain of objects is captured by the fol-
lowing ontological principles:14

Ordinary Objects Exist: Olx =¢¢ OElx

Ordinary Objects cannot Encode Properties: Vx(Olx = [L1=3FxF)
Abstract Objects are not Ordinary: Alx =4 =0!x

Abstract Objects Exist: 3x(Alx A VF(xF < ¢)) (where ¢ has no free xs)

Given the foregoing, we arrive at Zalta’s (1993, 404) general definition
of identity which I will call general object identity (GOI):

x =y =4¢ [Olx AOly AOVF(Fx & Fy)] V [Alx A Aly AOVF(xF < yF)]

Given that the domain of objects is exhausted by abstract and ordinary ob-
jects, GOI applies to any objects x and y for any expressible property F.

Propositions are captured as well, because in object theory, as is typical,
propositions are taken to be 0-place properties. Additionally, Zalta uses
lambda abstraction to generate propositional properties for every proposi-
tion. That is, he incorporates into object theory, A-notation, such as
‘[AxP]’ which reads: being such that P. With this we can formulate Zalta’s
(2000, 147) definition of a situation:

Situation(x) =4r Alx A VF(xF = 3P(F = [AyP]))

Consider a situation s, then this reads: A situation s is an abstract object
and for any expressible property F, if s encodes F then there is a proposi-

B For precise formulations and a nice overview see Zalta (1993, 403).

These are from Zalta (1993, 404-405). Additional details and proofs are to be found
in Zalta (1983; and 1988). Regarding the size of the domain of objects, object theory’s
explanatory power is due in part to its abundant ontology. Zalta (1993, 405) writes: “for
any expressible condition ¢ on properties F, there is an abstract object that encodes all
and only the properties satisfying the condition.”

14
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tion P such that the F'is the propositional property being such that P. In
other words, situations encode only propositional properties.

This is enough of the theory to state the principles governing fictional
objects.'® For the remainder of the discussion, I follow Zalta’s presentation
of the fragment of object theory relevant to modeling ficta in Zalta (2000,
123-127). There, a story is just a situation (as defined above) that is au-
thored by some existing thing. This is captured by the authorship relation
where ‘Ayx’ means y authors x.

Story(x) =qr Situation(x) A Iy(Ely A Ayx)

Given this definition, one can think of stories, derivatively, as sets of
propositions. They are, after all, individuated by the propositional proper-
ties they encode, and propositional properties are, via lambda abstraction,
based on propositions. In this paper, I will understand stories in this de-
rivative sense. With the definition of a story, characters will be defined
relative to them. Using the notation ‘s |= P’ for story s models proposition
P, then characters are defined thus:

Char(x, s) =qr AF(s |E Fx).

This reads: A character x of a story s is defined as there being a F such that
the proposition that x exemplifies F is true in s.

Stories may contain a combination of characters, some of which may be
ordinary while others may be abstract. To mark this distinction, Zalta de-
fines a fictional character as one that originates in a story where originates
means features as a character that is abstract only and is not a character of
any prior stories. For the temporal ordering, Zalta uses ‘P < Q’ as a primi-

15 . . . R
I will adopt Zalta’s convention of using the label “situation” rather than world, but

there is a relation between the two. Zalta, for example, defends the compatibility of sit-
uation semantics and possible worlds semantics in Zalta (1993). There he notes that
states of affairs, situations, and worlds are three kinds of entity, but can be built up from

his object theory (cf. Zalta 1993, 386).

16 . . . .
For brevity, I must direct the reader to the details of the rest of the language, in-

cluding precise definitions of propositional formulas, properties, and relations, in Zalta
(1983, 59-60).

17 . e . . . . .
I continue to use E! as the prlmlthC predlcate denotmg existence. An alternative in-

terpretation, one that I will adopt in this paper, will be discussed in the next section.
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tive two-place relation representing the fact that proposition P occurs be-
fore proposition Q. So,

Orig(x, 5) =ar Alx A Char(x, s) NVyWVzVs'((Azs" < Ays) = —1Char(x, 5))

This says that for any character x, any authors y and z, and any stories
s and s, a character x of a story s originates in s if x is abstract and is not
a character of any prior story. So, fictional characters, what I will call ficta,
are defined as follows,

Fictional Char(x) =4 Char(x) A 3s(Orig(x, s))

This makes ficta the subset of objects that are characterized by a story that
may contain ordinary and abstract characters. For example, in the Conan
Doyle stories, Holmes would be a fictional character, London a character,
and the two are distinguished using the notion of origin.

Finally, Zalta uses an iota-operator as a description operator. For exam-
ple, ‘@[Aly]” reads, the y such that y is abstract. With this, the identity
conditions for ficta can now be given:

Orig(x, 5) = x = iy[Aly AVF()F & s |= Fx)]

This reads: If character x originates in story s, x is (identical to) the ab-
stract object that encodes all and only the properties F such that according
to s, x exemplifies 7. Consequently, if x is a fictional character in story s,
then x encodes property F, if and only if, according to s, x exemplifies F.
This is enough machinery for my purposes and hopefully enough to
orient the reader unfamiliar with Zalta’s views.'® Much of the explanatory
power is a result of the separation of formalism and interpretation which
leaves open the possibility for many interpretations.'” Philosophical consid-

18 . . . . .
I do not intend this section to be considered an argument (or even to contain the

start of an argument) for Zalta’s dual predication object theory. I simply will assume this
framework without argument. I recognize that Everett (2013) goes to great lengths to
argue against Zalta’s dual predication view, but I hope this section provided enough
background and motivation to at least see it through. If nothing else, the significant in-
crease in explanatory power that the dual predication view affords is enough for me to
justify its introduction. I should note that Zalta is not the only proponent of a dual pre-
dication object theory, there is also Castafieda (1974) and Rapaport (1978).

B 1 will assume, with Zalta, that the formalism of object theory is metaphysically neu-
tral. This is a contentious issue for sure, but I will assume this here without argument.



440 CETH LIGHTFIELD

erations guide the different interpretations, and for this paper, it's Everett’s
arguments in Everett (2005; 2007a; 2013) that inspire the following pro-
posal.

3. Actualist interpretation of the framework

The foregoing account is based on Zalta’s original (1983; and 1988)
presentation of object theory. The proposal here centers on three points of
interpretive deviation: (1) interpreting ficta as contingently nonconcrete,
(2) rejecting creationism, (3) and rejecting impossible stories.”’ These three
will be discussed in turn.

3.1. Ficta as contingently nonconcrete

Despite the Meinongian lineage, Zalta’s abstract object theory may be
interpreted in a way that is compatible with those whose auxiliary ontologi-
cal ideologies are incompatible with Meinongianism. The benefit for my
purposes is that object theory may be interpreted in a way that does not re-
quire a commitment to nonexistent objects, and hence, is consistent with
actualism. Zalta has suggested in Zalta (2000; 2003; 1993) that it is
a straightforward matter to reinterpret the system so as to avoid commit-
ment to nonexistent objects. For an actualist object theory, the distin-
guished predicate ‘EV is replaced with ‘C? denoting concrete. Under this
interpretation, ordinary objects are either concrete or contingently noncon-
crete whereas abstract objects are necessarily nonconcrete.”" Given that the

Linsky and Zalta defend this position in Linsky — Zalta (1994). For the opposing view
see, for example, Williamson’s (2013a) and his extended treatment in Williamson

(2013b).

20 . .
It's not clear to me how Zalta would react to (2), but given what he has said in

print, I think he would accept (1) and reject (3).

21 . . o .
I will not explicitly state the distinction between abstract and concrete. This is

a contentious issue that cannot be resolved here. Fortunately, a precise definition is not
required. Linsky — Zalta (1994, 446) identify being concrete with being spatiotemporal
and being abstract with being not concrete, so nonspatiotemporal. This is how I will
understand them here, but not much depends on this claim should it turn out to be
wrong. The point is to partition the domain of objects into abstract and concrete, so
the reader is free to substitute whatever version of the distinction they like so long as
there is a partition.
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domain of objects is jointly exhausted by ordinary and abstract objects,
changing the distinguished predicate this way means that everything in the
domain of objects exists. Under this actualist interpretation of object the-
ory, possible objects are interpreted as being contingently nonconcrete
rather than contingently nonexistent. Thus, the proposal here is to under-
stand ficta as objects that are contingently nonconcrete.”

The relevant modifications to the definition of ordinary objects are as
follows:

Ordinary Objects: Olx =4¢ OClx
Abstract Objects: Alx =4 Olx

Thus, ordinary objects are possibly concrete. Using the possible worlds
idiom, this means that contingently nonconcrete ordinary objects are con-
crete in at least one world, but nonconcrete in the actual world. Con-
versely, concrete ordinary objects are concrete in the actual world, but non-
concrete at some other world. It follows that the set of all ordinary objects
is exhausted by objects that are concrete at some world.

The domain of all objects is still jointly exhausted by ordinary and ab-
stract objects, but now to be abstract means to be necessarily nonconcrete.
So the domain of objects now has a tripartite division based on these modal
properties. The domain of objects is partitioned by necessarily nonconcrete
objects (abstract objects nonconcrete at every world), contingently noncon-
crete objects (ordinary objects not concrete at the actual world), and con-
tingently concrete objects (ordinary objects concrete at the actual world).
According to the ficta as contingently nonconcrete thesis, ficta are ordinary
objects that are not concrete at the actual world. Thus, since everything in
the domain of objects exists under this interpretation, the system can ac-
commodate the existence of ficta while remaining consistent with actual-
ism. Whether there are any ficta, remains to be discussed.

2 Linsky and Zalta, in Linsky — Zalta (1996; 1994), did not introduce the contingent-

ly nonconcrete thesis with the application to fictional realism in mind. Rather, they
were defending the view that there is an interpretation of the simplest quantified modal
logic that does not entail a commitment to mere possibilia. Consequently, it provides
a way to consider actualism and the simplest quantified modal logic as compatible.
Roughly, contingently nonconcrete objects serve the role of mere possibilia, and that is
how I am using contingently nonconcrete objects in this paper.
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3.2. Anti-creationism

Creationism is the view that ficta are created by, or ontologically depend
on, the authors with which they are associated with. For example, Amie
Thomasson writes: “fictional characters should be considered entities that
depend on the particular acts of their author or authors to bring them into
existence” (Thomasson 1999, 7). This view is called artifactualism or crea-
tionism and its denial, anti-creationism.”

Typically, fictional realism is combined with creationism, but that is
not the approach taken here. I will not argue against anti-creationism here,
but will briefly mention my motivation for pursuing the anti-creationist
position. Considering the Thomasson quote above as representative, de-
pending on how the creationist defines the notions of “dependence” and
authors “bringing their fictional characters into existence”, one worry, from
Everett (2005), is that nothing prevents authors from “bringing into exis-
tence” problematic entities.

[I]magine, for a moment, that God created the world so that it was
completely precise and determinate, so that there was no ontic indeter-
minacy of any form. If fictional realism was true then human beings
could still generate cases of ontic indeterminacy simply by writing fic-
tion. This seems disquieting. Surely we do not have this degree of con-
trol over the metaphysical nature of the world. ... If God created a world
in which the law of noncontradiction and the laws of identity otherwise
held, we would nevertheless be able to violate these laws simply by
making up stories... Surely we do not have this degree of control over
the laws of logic and identity. (Everett 2005, 633)

Here I agree with the spirit of Everett’s worty, but the target, I claim, is
not fictional realism generally, but creationism. To avoid such worries, the
creationist, it seems, needs to incorporate a principle that disallows the
creation of entities when the creative act results in problematic entities, but
permit the creation when the resulting entity is not problematic. To this,
Everett (2005, 635) writes, “without some independent motivation this
seems a terribly ad hoc maneuver and I doubt it could be maintained.”

B For the creationist view see Braun (2005); Goodman (2004); Salmon (1998); Schif-

fer (1996); Soames (2002); Thomasson (1999; 2003a); van Inwagen (1977); Voltolini
(2006). For a helpful overview of creationist arguments see Caplan (2004).
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I will simply grant this point to Everett. Perhaps the creationist would
be fine with accepting that an author can alter such fundamental compo-
nents of reality with the stroke of a pen, so to speak. But this should not
be taken lightly, and I think the burden is on the creationist to provide
compelling arguments that avoid or answer these worries.**

I do not, however, think these worries motivate rejecting fictional real-
ism. The creationist notion of ontological dependence is neither a neces-
sary nor sufficient condition for fictional realism. Everett would accept this
as well since his fictional realist principles, the principles which he takes to
define fictional realism, do not entail creationism. So, I think Everett’s
mistake is conflating the two. For the anti-creationist, ficta are objects
whose existence is independent of authors. As independently existing ob-
jects that are a part of the world, they obey the laws of logic like everything
else.

One may wonder, then, what the role of the author is on this account.
Especially since stories in object theory are defined in terms of an author.
But the definition of a story in object theory allows interpretive variation
on the authorship relation ‘Axy’. For Zalta, the authorship relation is
primitive and he takes it to be intuitive (cf. Zalta 1983, 91). Here I propose
that the authorship relation be a defined notion and one that is a function
of both what the author produces and whether or not this corresponds
with a possible situation.”” The idea is that an author will produce a set of
sentences, call this a fictional work, that fallibly correlates with a set of
propositions, the fictional story.”®

The correlation is taken to be a mapping between the author’s sen-
tences and the propositions they express, if they express propositions at all.
The notion of a correlation that I'm using will be made precise in the next
section. The claim here is that, in object theory, the definition of a story is

24 e . .
In addition to Everett’s arguments, to be discussed, other arguments against crea-

tionism that I find plausible are found in Brock (2010) and Yagisawa (2001).

2 Everett (2013, 123) uses this label as well. The following proposal is inspired by

Zalta’s discussion in Zalta (2000, 125-126) where he gives a definition of the authorship

relation that is consistent with pretense theory.

26 . _ . . .
I am assuming that fictional works are concrete objects of some kind. This assump-

tion is shared by Zalta (2000, 126). But this isn’t required. One could give a more inclu-
sive definition of the authorship relation that incorporates, for example, intentional ent-
ities. The point here is to make a distinction between the acts of an author and the fic-
tional stories with which the authors are associated.
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based on propositions rather than sentences, so if an author produces a
work where none of the sentences express propositions, then they failed to
author a story. The authorship relation is defined accordingly:*’

x authors s =4¢ 3y(x produces y A y is correlated with s)

One way to think of this is in terms of selection. When an author suc-
ceeds in authoring a story, rather than creating the ficta in the story, the
author selects objects from a set of objects that already exist. This selection
thesis makes explicit the ontological independence between an author and
story because correlation, unlike entailment, does not preserve ontological
commitment. According to the selection thesis and the authorship relation
in which it figures, a fictional work is neither necessary nor sufficient for
there to be a fictional story. For the anti-creationist, the object to which
the name ‘Sherlock Holmes’ refers, exists and would have existed whether
or not Doyle existed or any other author. Consequently, this is one of the
ways the proposal maintains its goal of being consistent with actualism.

There has been plenty of work on combining actualism with creation-
ism; for example, Braun (2005), Salmon (1998), and Thomasson (1999).
Much work has also been done on combining Meinongianism and anti-
creationism. What I take to be the best work in this tradition is what serves
as the background for this paper, namely, Zalta’s (1983; and 1988). All of
these accounts have received plenty of criticism and there is no need to re-
hearse them.”® Here I am considering the prospects for combining actual-
ism with anti-creationism.

But a rejection of creationism does not mean that there are no occur-
rences of logical and ontological problems within a fictional work as it has
been characterized thus far. Indeed, such a view would be obviously false.
Even if there were no actual cases of fictional works that contained contra-
dictions and indeterminacies, there is nothing preventing an author from
producing a problematic fictional work. But the same worries that motivate
anti-creationism are the same worries that motivate rejecting impossible
stories.

7 The authorship relation is adapted from Zalta’s (2000, 125) presentation.

For a helpful survey of criticisms against these two versions see Sainsbury (2010).
Note, however, that the debate is still active on all fronts — see, for example, Lihoreau

(2010).
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3.3. Rejecting impossible stories

There is disagreement as to whether stories, as sets of propositions, may
be consistent, complete, both, or neither. There are plenty of advocates for
the view that stories may be, and in fact are, both inconsistent and incom-
plete. The proposal here is one that Everett does not consider, namely,
that stories are both consistent and complete. Fictional works are permitted
to be inconsistent and incomplete, as they typically are, but the stories cor-
related with the work will be neither incomplete, nor inconsistent.

Being that the stories are not inconsistent, this is not an account that
requires impossible worlds. To do this, I will take being possible a neces-
sary condition for being a story. This means placing constraints on the
properties from which the stories are built. In the language of object the-
ory, stories are defined in terms of situations that are themselves defined in
terms of propositional properties derived, via lambda abstraction, from
propositions expressing a relation between an object and an exemplifiable
property.

To say that properties must be exemplifiable is to place a restriction on
properties as Zalta conceives them. Zalta only requires properties to be ex-
pressible in his underlying property theory (see, for example, Zalta 2000,
145; and Zalta 1993, 405). Given that I am exploring the actualist interpre-
tation of object theory, the constraint on properties is that they are exem-
plifiable by a concrete object. Consequently, given that ficta are being mod-
eled as contingently nonconcrete objects, and the proposal here is actualist,
ficta cannot possibly exemplify inconsistent properties.”’

To give an account of how fictional works may contain sentences which
purport to ascribe inconsistent properties to fictional objects, but neverthe-
less fail to result in actual inconsistent objects, I will utilize the selection
thesis and the distinction between a fictional work and fictional story. Us-
ing the exemplifiability constraint, the notion of correlation in the author-
ship relation can now be made precise.

Consider a canonical version of a fictional work where a set of sentences
(atomic and compound) is constructed to capture the intentional and lin-
guistic information contained in the author’s work. Let I" be this set of

29 .. . . . .
This is part of what makes this account distinctly non-Meinongian. There are ex-

cellent accounts that exclude this requirement, for example, Zalta’s as noted above.
Another excellent example is Berto (2008) in which he employs his own semantics of
impossible worlds in his account of fictional objects.
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sentences and X be the largest consistent subset of atomic sentences in I'.
The subset . may be empty. Let the set of atomic sentences {S,..., S; € X}
be the domain, then there is a bijective mapping between the domain ¥ of
sentences and the range II of propositions Pj,..., Pj. Since the mapping is
bijective, if {Si,..., Sj} has the property of being consistent, then {Py,..., P;}
will be consistent. But, IT cannot be identified with a story yet, since it is
only complete relative to 2.

A complete story s can be built up from II using an additional notion
from Zalta, namely, relevant entailment. The idea is that stories are closed
under relevance: “All of the relevant consequences of propositions true in
[II] are true in s” (Zalta 2000, 126). Given the notation defined above, and
adding P |-r Q which reads Q is relevantly implied by P, we have,

Rule of Closure: [(s E P1 Ayxy AsSEP) A (Pr,... ,PjFr Q] s EQ

From relevant entailment, then, IT has {Qy,..., Q;} added as additional
true propositions of the story where {Qy,..., Q;} is the set of propositions
said to be relevantly entailed by {Py,..., P;}. The remaining propositions,
those not mapped from the work or closed under relevance, will be disjunc-
tive propositions. Here, though, the disjunctive propositions will only con-
tain disjunctive properties that are possibly exemplifiable.

This can be accommodated using object theory by interpreting the dis-
junctive propositions in terms of encoding. For example, the number of
hairs on Sherlock Holmes’ head is left open in the Conan Doyle fictional
works. He may have » hairs, or n + 1 hairs, and so on.” For this, object
theory offers a straightforward solution, namely, to admit that contingently
nonconcrete objects encode disjunctive properties of which there are many.
The only limitation being possible exemplification. So, for example, Hol-
mes encodes the property of having 0 V 0+1 V,..., V 0 + » hairs, for any .

Holmes also encodes the property of being either left-handed, right-
handed, or ambidextrous. And so on, for all properties that Holmes could

30 . . . . ..
I take disjunctive propositions to be the kind of propositions expressed by sentences

containing disjunctive predicates. This, of course, assumes that there are disjunctive
properties which is admittedly contentious. For example, see Armstong (1978, 19 ft.).

31" This is what Parsons (2011, 37) calls “the problem of the many Sherlock Holmes”.
His answer there is to allow fictional names to refer to incomplete objects.
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possibly exemplify.”> The only constraint on the disjunctive properties is
that they are exemplifiable. Given that this constraint is placed on proper-
ties as they feature in the definition of a situation, a situation will be con-
sidered complete once the set of all disjunctive propositions, labeled {Rj,...,
R}, are added.

So, a story consists of the union of three sets: {Py,..., Pi}, {Qy,..., Qj},
{Ry,..., Rj}. That is, a story is built up from the set of propositions corre-
lated with the maximal consistent subset of sentences of the work, the set
of propositions relevantly entailed by those propositions, and all remaining
disjunctive propositions.

This process takes place only when the author’s work meets the initial
conditions. Given the selection thesis and definition of the authorship rela-
tion, authors can string words, sentences, thoughts, etc., together and fail
to produce a work that maps to a fictional story. Again, this is often the
case, but there is no need to search for cases; examples are easy to generate.
Consider a fictional work that contains only one sentence (or thought)
which states that a named object has inconsistent properties. In such a case,
the author produces a work but fails to author a story. This is because the
work does not select or correlate with a situation. There is no mapping be-
tween such a work and a story because the domain is empty. The domain
must include a non-empty maximal consistent subset of the fictional work
in order for a mapping to occur.

Eliminating the ability of an author to generate actual inconsistencies
comes at a cost. For example, following Zalta, I will assume that a sentence
containing a proper name that fails to denote results in a meaningless sen-
tence (cf. Zalta 1988, 123). This is not problematic for Zalta because his
Meinongian account permits every name to denote, including those that
would refer to impossible objects, if there were any.”> However, under the
proposal here, some names, such as the name of an object alleged to have
inconsistent properties, will fail to denote. Consequently, some sentences

2 This is inspired by my actualist point of view. In the actual world, I accept that

a causal-historical theory of reference can be maintained in spite of, for example, the
number of hairs on an object not being specified at any point in the causal chain. Fur-
ther, the number of hairs may be in a state of flux and the material object may not even
have sharp boundaries, yet reference can still succeed.

Meinongians have varying ontological commitments and I am sympathetic to the
position in its contemporary variants. Excellent examples include Parsons (1980), Zalta
(1988), McGinn (2000), and Priest (2005).
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on this account are meaningless. I'm willing to accept this and say that sen-
tences containing names that purportedly refer to impossible objects are
meaningless. The advantage of the proposed interpretation, however, is
that this account allows a straightforward response to Everett’s criticisms.

4. Defense of object theoretic fictional realism

Everett and I are interested in the same project. We both want to main-
tain referentialism and resolve difficulties surrounding empty names.
Everett, however, thinks that the referentialist must treat the names that
occur in fiction as being semantically unique from names that occur in
other contexts. Fictional names, Everett (2000) argues, do not refer to any-
thing. If they did refer, they would refer to objects that are problematic for
a number of reasons. This is the overall theme of Everett’s objections to
object theoretic fictional realism which began in (2003), and were further
developed in (2005; 2007a). Everett gives the most extensive criticisms yet
in his (2013).

Central to Everett’s criticisms are the claim that the object theorist’s
identity conditions for fictional objects result in a number of problems, but
his criticisms apply more generally. Everett defends his anti-realism by ar-
guing that no fictional realist account, object theoretic or otherwise, can be
maintained given the set of objections he offers.*® The objections are based
on the following two principles that Everett takes every fictional realist to
be committed to:

(P1) If the world of a story concerns a creature 4, and if a is not a real
thing, then a is a fictional character. (Everett 2005, 627)

(P2) If a story concerns a and b, and if @ and b are not real things,
then a and b are identical in the world of the story iff the fic-
tional character of a is identical to the fictional character of b.
(Everett 2005, 627)

34 As Kroon — Voltolini (2011) note, Everett’s (2005) article has caused fictional real-

ists, like Robert Howell in Howell (1979), to abandon their position. In a later article,
after discussing Everett’s objections, Howell writes, “Everett’s problems show that fic-
tional realism must be rejected” (Howell 2010, 176). Schnieder — von Solodkoff (2009),
Thomasson (2010), and Voltolini (2010) responded to Everett’s (2005) to which Everett
has replied in (2013).
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One immediate response by the fictional realist would be to deny one or
both of these principles. To this Everett writes, “the fictional realist cannot
reject (P1) and (P2) without thereby undermining our motivation for ac-
cepting fictional realism in the first place” (Everett 2005, 627).” Further,
Everett (2013) thinks many of the responses to his (2005) presentation re-
lied on misinterpretations of these principles. So, in response, he distin-
guishes between two interpretations (P2) and notes that the one he wants
to use for his arguments is the following (cf. Everett 2013, 205):

(ID’) If a fiction fis such that (1) in that fiction a exists and b exists,
and (2) no real thing is identical to a or b, then:
i) It is true that fictional character a is identical to fictional
character b & in fiction fit is true that a = b,
ii) It is false that fictional character a is identical to fictional
character b « in fiction fit is false that @ = b.

I will grant this point to Everett and my response to his arguments will
not require rejecting his principles. Everett’s general strategy is to show
that for the fictional realist, these identity conditions entail serious prob-
lems.

I will argue that these principles generate serious problems for those
who accept an ontology of fictional objects. For they entail that some
fictional objects are ontically vague entities, and that others flout the
laws of logic and identity. (Everett 2013, 208)

My aim is to show that, for the object theoretic fictional realist, they do
not entail the problems he claims. The problematic entailments are divided
into two groups. The first group are what Everett calls indeterminacy argu-
ments and the second, incoberence arguments (2013, 213-214). T will regi-
ment the arguments and respond to each in turn.

I disagree and think denying Everett’s fictional realist principles is a live option, but
it will not be pursued here. Voltolini’s (2006) extensive discussion of identity can be
drawn upon to modify/reject Everett’s principles and deny his conclusion. Voltolini’s ac-
count (2006), though, has already been criticized by Everett (2007b).



450 CETH LIGHTFIELD

4.1. Indeterminacy arguments

For indeterminacy, Everett argues that there are, or could be, stories
that contain genuine ontic indeterminacy. He writes:

it is a genuinely and ontically indeterminate matter whether character
a and character b from within a given fiction are identical, for it may be
genuinely indeterminate whether, within a fiction, protagonist a is the
same as protagonist b. (Everett 2013, 209)

Everett considers two ways in which this can happen. He uses the labels
type A and type B indeterminacy. The way Everett characterizes these differ-
ent types of indeterminacy correspond to his distinction between characters
within a given fiction and fictional characters. A distinction characterized
by (P1) and (ID’). That is, he marks a distinction between indeterminacy
within a fiction (type A) and indeterminacy not within the fiction (type B).

For type A, Everett gives an example of a story in which a woman is at
a party, and then some years later a woman departs on a train. He then
writes,

The author might write the story with the deliberate intention of get-
ting the reader to ... wonder whether the first woman and the second
women are the same. And the author, herself, might intend to leave
this matter open. Since the fiction depicts a world very much like the
real world, it depicts a determinate world, a world in which the woman
at the party is not indeterminately identical to the woman at the station.
But the fiction itself will leave it open as to whether or not the identity
holds. (Everett 2013, 209)

For the object theorist, this is unproblematic and it’s typical for fic-
tional works leave details unspecified. After the mapping from the sen-
tences in the work to the propositions of the story, the remainder is built
up from truths relevantly entailed and disjunctive propositions. Under this
proposal, then, there are only two options. Either the set of properties en-
coded are the same or they are not. If the former, there is only one woman.
If the latter, there are two. If there are no properties ascribed to either
woman, then neither women is in the story. In no story is it indeterminate
whether there is one woman or two, even though this may be left unspeci-
fied in the work. The proposed authorship relation precludes underspecifi-
cation within a fictional work from generating the problems Everett de-
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sires. Nothing in the presentation of object theory or the proposed inter-
pretation results in underspecification in a fictional work entailing indeter-
minate objects, at least not this type of indeterminacy.

For type B indeterminacy, Everett’s target is those who would respond
to him by saying that his cases of indeterminacy are simply cases of seman-
tic indeterminacy. Everett contrasts semantic indeterminacy with what he
calls ontic or genuine indeterminacy. Everett writes:

however we understand indeterminacy in the real world, in a fiction it
may be a genuinely ontically indeterminate matter whether @ = b ... for
any account of indeterminacy, it seems someone might write a fiction
about a world in which @ = b was indeterminate in that way ... a fiction
might describe a world in which a = b was indeterminate without the
fiction settling exactly how we are to understand that indeterminacy.
(Everett 2013, 210)

The move Everett is making here is supposed to force the fictional real-
ist into accepting actual indeterminacies as a consequence. Even the object
theorist, allegedly, since a fictional character is just a character that origi-
nates in a fictional work and has identity conditions based on the properties
they encode. So, if a fictional work explicitly states that a character a has
the property of being indeterminately identical to b, then this would be
a property that a encodes. Unlike Zalta’s original presentation of object
theory, this is more of a problem for the actualist proposal presented here.

There are two ways to go here for the actualist. One option is to accept
actual indeterminacies, the other is to deny that actual indeterminacies oc-
cur. In response to the first option, Everett cites the well-known argument
by Gareth Evans in Evans (1978) against actual indeterminacies.*® The sec-
ond option, however, is available. Given that the proposal here is actualist,

36 . . . . . .
Using the variables under discussion, here’s one way to interpret, albeit roughly,

Evans’ (1978) reductio:
1. Suppose it is indeterminate whether a is identical to b.

2. Then b has the property of being indeterminately identical to a.

3. But a does not have the property of being indeterminately identical to a.

4. So, there is a property which b has that a lacks.

5. So, a is not identical to b. (That is, it not indeterminate whether « is identical

to b.
Using modal operators and a modal form of the indiscernibility of identicals, Evans ge-
neralizes the reductio to reach the conclusion that actual vague objects are impossible.
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and fictional stories are built from possibly exemplifiable situations, a fic-
tional work stating genuine ontic indeterminacy fails to map those state-
ments to propositions of a story. The conclusion of Evans’ argument is that
genuine indeterminacies cannot be actual, so the failure of the mapping is
justified by Evans’ argument.

Moreover, the subset of propositions, ¥, is permitted to be empty. So, if
there were no other descriptions in the fictional work beyond a statement
of genuine indeterminacy, then the work just fails to correlate with a story.
The interpretation of object theoretic fictional realism offered here renders
Everett’s type A indeterminacy harmless, and precludes the occurrence of
his type B indeterminacy. A similar response is available for his incoherence
arguments.

4.2. Incoherence arguments

The incoherence arguments are more brief. The idea is that some fic-
tional works describe impossible worlds. So, unlike the indeterminacy ar-
guments where details are left out, here the details are included but they
are details that describe an impossible world. He writes, “since, by (P1) and
[(ID)], what exists in the world of a story determines which fictional char-
acters occur in that story, various impossibilities within the world of a story
may infect the fictional characters that occur in that story” (Everett 2005,
633). As before, examples are easy to generate and Everett considers two
fictional works where in each case some impossibility occurs.

In the first fictional work, the logical law Everett is concerned with is
the law of non-contradiction, and in the second, symmetry of identity. The
details for each fictional work are as follows:

[1] consider a dialetheist story involving two protagonists a and b who
both are, and are not, identical to each other. Then in the fiction a = b
will be both true and false. So granted (ID’) it follows that it will be both
true and false that character a is character b. That is to say character @ and
character b will be both identical and distinct. (Everett 2013, 214)

[2] protagonist 4 is identical to protagonist b while b is distinct from a.
But then in the story a = b will be true while b = a will be false.
Granted (ID’) it then follows that fictional character a is identical to fic-
tional character b even though character b is distinct from character a.
Hence, it seems, the symmetry of identity can fail for fictional charac-
ters. (Everett 2013, 214)
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As with the indeterminacy arguments, the response is straightforward.
If the object theoretic fictional realist has as background assumptions that
the law of non-contradiction and symmetry of identity cannot actually be
violated, then the occurrence of those in a fictional work will fail to carry
over to a story. This applies to both cases by Everett. Given what little de-
tails are given in his examples, the maximally consistent subset of the sen-
tences in these fictional works is empty. So, there is no story with which
these fictional works correlate. The problem is not with fictional realism or
the actual world, but rather the fictional works themselves.

Much of the work being done here is by the selection thesis and the au-
thorship relation, both of which were inspired by Everett’s criticisms of
creationism. A creationist, according to Everett, permits an author to vio-
late logical laws just by imagining such, and that seems drastic at best. The
interpretation of object theory provided here allows fictional characters to
exist and places no limits on an author’s creativity. An author is free to cre-
ate, write, and imagine whatever they desire, but the act itself does not
guarantee that there is a mapping from the fictional work to a story. Even
if Everett constructs additional examples from other types of logical prob-
lems, they will fail to “infect”, as he says, the actual world.

5. Closing remarks

Whether it’s Everett’s ontological arguments or logical arguments,
a central claim of this paper is that it is the fictional works that are prob-
lematic not the stories. The proposed interpretation of object theory is
setup in such a way that the object theoretic analysis occurs on stories,
not fictional works. This allows the expressive power and utility of an
otherwise impressive global theory to not be undermined by the imagina-
tive will of an author. Notice that nothing in my account explicitly con-
tradicts or rejects Everett’s formulation of the fictional realist principles.
I take this to show, then, that these principles do not result in the prob-
lems he claims.

In general, the problematic cases that Everett presents, remain features
of the linguistic and mental artifacts, the fictional works, rather than being
inherited into the story. Anti-creationism and the selection thesis preclude
stories from containing such problems. Consequently, the proposal offered
here protects Zalta’s object theory from being “infected” by problems cre-



454 CETH LIGHTFIELD

ated, intentionally or unintentionally, by authors. It is in this sense, that
I say philosophical considerations have guided the proposal.

However, it’s not clear to me that Everett’s alternative pretense theo-
retic account avoids his own worries. His pretense-theory relies on placing
these problematic sentences within the scope of an “In the fiction” opera-
tor. As he says, these problems “exist only within the scope of certain
games of make-believe and we may sometimes make-believe things that are
metaphysically or even logically impossible in certain ways” (Everett 2013,
213). How does this answer the semantic argument that motivated both of
our endeavors? The pretense-theorist owes us a systematic account of the
intuitive truthfulness of sentences like (F), (M), (E), and (R).

Everett goes to great lengths to explain these in Everett (2013), but my
point here is that the same problems he leverages against the fictional real-
ist apply to his account as well. The idea is simple. His pretense-theoretic
operator is either truth-functional or not. If it’s not truth-functional, then
he is not giving an account of truth which is the motivation for the project.
If the pretense operator is truth-functional, then its output is a function of
the truth-value of the sentence within its scope.

So, if he wants to maintain referentialism, he has two options. The sen-
tences, like (F), that occur within the scope of pretense operator are either
truth-valueless or have a truth-value. If they have no truth-value, then he
is back to not giving an account that explains the intuitive truthfulness of
the sentences that motivate the project. If they do have a truth-value, then
he must explain how the sentences acquire their truth-value. At this point
it seems that the pretense theorist must deny either referentialism or com-
positionality. Those unwilling to give up either are a short step away from
fictional realism.

Further, critics will demand that the semantics for fiction be system-
atic in the sense that it applies to (F) in the same way as it applies in
Everett’s problematic cases. These considerations make the combination
of referentialism, fictional realism, and object theory an attractive view.
Combined with an actualist interpretation whereby ficta exist as contin-
gently nonconcrete objects, this set of views offers a systematic and
straightforward semantic analysis of fictional discourse. Though Everett
and I share the same worries, I think his efforts are misplaced. Rather
than being about what an author can write, the debate should be about
what is possible, and that debate has equal significance for the fictional
realist and pretense theorist.
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ABSTRACT: In this paper I argue that the acceptance of an absolutely unrestricted quan-
tification implies the existence of an absolutely empty possible world. This result could
be relevant because David Lewis both admits an absolutely unrestricted quantification
(for example in Parts of Classes) and rejects the existence of an absolutely empty possible
world (in On the Plurality of Worlds). In order to vindicate my thesis, I propose two
strategies. The first is based on the assumption that the phrase ‘nothing’ cannot be al-
ways reduced to a quantifier phrase, as Graham Priest and Alex Oliver with Timothy
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that constrains us to admit an empty possible world. The second strategy mainly con-
sists in the use of an “idealistic” principle (say «every determination is negation») and its
consequences.
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1.

In this paper I argue that the acceptance of an absolutely unrestricted
quantification implies the existence of an absolutely empty possible world."
This result could be relevant because David Lewis both admits an abso-

In this paper I will use the phrases ‘absolutely empty world’ or ‘empty world’, with-
out any distinction, for referring to a world that represents no entities at all.
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lutely unrestricted quantification (for example in Lewis 1991) and rejects
the existence of an absolutely empty possible world (in Lewis 1986). In
Lewis (1986), an empty world is not a possible world, since any world is
deﬁned2 as a maximal mereological sum of spatiotemporally interrelated
things.

2.

As Bradley affirms, metaphysics is “the effort to comprehend the un-
iverse, not simply piecemeal or by fragments, but somehow as a whole”
(Rayo — Uzquiano 2006, 203). However, after the contemporary develop-
ments of logic and mathematics, the idea of an all-inclusive whole has be-
come very puzzling. Indeed, the idea of an all-encompassing totality is
based on the use of the schema of Naive Comprehension:

(1) Fyx(x €y« ¢p(x)) where ¢(x) is any formula not
containing ‘y’ free

In order to express the notion of totality, one can use the formula of self-
identity, since everything is self-identical:

2 T={x|x=x}

It is well-known that (1) gives rise to a contradiction, since — as Rayo —
Uzquiano (2006, 4) recall — (1) has an instance:

(3) pVx(xEye x€x)
Therefore

4) Vx(x€ro x¢x)
(5) rererér

2 Cf. Lewis (1986, 73): “If a world is a maximal mereological sum of spatiotemporally

interrelated things, that makes no provision for an absolutely empty world. A world is
not like a bottle that might hold no beer. The world is the totality of things it contains.
... There can be nothing much: just some homogeneous unoccupied spacetime, or
maybe only one single point of it. But nothing much is still something, and there isn’t
any world where there’s nothing at all.”
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A common way for overcoming this problem is the principle of Separation:

(6)  VzAyVx(x €y & ¢(x) A x € 2)  where ¢(x) is any formula not
containing ‘y’ free

But in this way one should give up to the notion of an all-encompassing
whole, by considering just restricted totalities, contra the genuine meta-
physical aim.

Anyway, as Rayo — Uzquiano (2006) recall, one should distinguish be-
tween the following sentences:

(AUQ)It is possible to quantify over everything, i.e. it is possible an ab-
solutely unrestricted quantification;
(T)  There is an entity that is an all-encompassing totality.

(AUQ) implies (T) if one assumes the so-called “All-in-one principle”,
according to which “the objects in a domain of discourse make up a set or
some set-like object” (Rayo — Uzquiano 2006, 6). The passage from (AUQ)
to (T), by means of the All-in-one principle, generates a contradiction,
since “the lesson of Russell’s paradox is that there is no set (or set-like ob-
ject) with all objects as members” (Rayo — Uzquiano 2006, 6). For my pur-
pose, I just assume (AUQ), but I will not endorse the “All-in-one prin-
ciple”, therefore I will not commit myself to (T), but “only” to (AUQ).”

3.

So, let us assume that I can quantify over absolutelgi everything, by stat-
ing — for example — that everything, i.e. every object,” is self-identical. Let
us call D the all-inclusive domain of discourse.” Consider the following
sentence:

3 There are good arguments for AUQ. For an overview see Rayo — Uzquiano (2006).

Anyway, the aim of this paper is just showing that the rejection of the empty world is

not compatible with the use of absolutely unrestricted quantification.

4 . . . . .
The term ‘object’ also ranges over the non-existent objects, if one wanted to admit

them.

I use the term ‘domain’ by adopting the following advice of Rayo — Uzquiano (2006,
2): “[...] when we speak of a domain consisting of certain objects, we shall not assume
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(E)  Iam quantifying over D

Since I am really quantifying over D iff I am quantifying over all objects,
then (E) becomes

(E*) T am quantifying over D iff I am quantifying over a domain
beyond which there are no objects at all

Therefore

(E**) T am quantifying over D iff I am quantifying over a domain of
discourse beyond which there is the absence of all objects.

(E**) seems prima facie to presume the introduction of a strange object
— identified as exactly the absence of all objects — that is paradoxically
beyond the domain of all objects. The paraphrase of (E*) as (E**) seems to
be afflicted by the naive misunderstanding of ‘nothing’ as quantifier phrase
with ‘nothing’ as a substantive, so that <I am quantifying over a domain of
discourse beyond which there are no objects at all> would become <I am
quantifying over a domain of discourse beyond which there is nothing> and
the latter sentence — from the naive point of view — would seem problemat-
ic in so far as it would state that there must be the object Nothing beyond
the domain of all objects. But — Carnap probably would say - it is a prob-
lem for a schoolchild!

In the history of philosophy the phrase ‘nothing’ was often used as
a noun that refers to a putative puzzling “thing”, although in the so-called
analytic philosophy this use has been considered wrong or senseless at least
from Carnap (1931) that strongly proposed to admit the use of ‘nothing’
just as quantifier phrase.® Anyway, lately within analytic philosophy Priest

that there must be a set (or set-like object) of which all and only the objects in question

are members; the only requirement we take for granted is that there be such objects.”

6 . . . .
At least from Parmenides, ‘nothing’ was used as a name. Plato notoriously tried to

solve Parmenidean puzzle of nothingness by distinguishing ‘nothing’ as absolute non-
being and ‘nothing’ as different-being. Generally we can find three notions of nothing-
ness, as Yao (2010, 79) exactly recalls: “Surveying the traditional classifications of noth-
ing or nonbeing in East and West have led me to develop a typology of nothing that
consists of three main types: 1) privative nothing, commonly known as absence; 2) neg-
ative nothing, the altogether not or absolute nothing; and finally 3) originally nothing,
the nothing that is equivalent to being”. In this paper I consider the first type of no-
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(2002; 2014) has argued that ‘nothing’ as ‘the absence of every thing’ is
a noun phrase and he has shown that such a noun phrase refers to an ob-
ject:

‘No” words and phrases are frequently used as quantifier phrases. When
Alice says that she can see no one on the road, she means that for no
person, x, can she see x on the road. But ‘nothing’ can also be a noun
phrase. We may say that Hegel and Heidegger both wrote about noth-
ing. Here, the word is not a quantifier phrase. This does not mean that
for no x did Hegel and Heidegger write about x. It is a noun-phrase.
We can say that they said different things about iz. It is also that out of
which the Abrahamic God is supposed to have created the world. It is
nothing (noun phrase) that will concern us now. And by nothing, I
mean absolutely nothing: the absence of every thing. To avoid confusion
with the quantifier, I will write this in boldface, thus: nothing. (Priest
2014, 6)

Also Oliver — Smiley (2013) have argued that there are sentences where
‘nothing’ cannot be reduced to a quantifier phrase, but — unlike Priest —
they propose to introduce the empty term zilch for accounting for ‘nothing’
when it is not used as a quantifier phrase. Zilch would be an empty term
(“empty as a matter of logical necessity”; see Oliver — Smiley 2013, 602)
that denotes the non-self-identical thing, i.e. it does not denote anything,
since Oliver and Smiley certainly assume that everything is self-identical.
Anyway, also the non-self-identical thing is de facto the absence of every object,
therefore T will focus on such a notion.” In this paper I assume Priest and

thingness, namely the absence of everything, since the second type (what Kant calls “ni-
hil negativum”, e.g. a round-square) seems to deal with the topic of impossible or con-
tradictory objects, rather than the topic of absolute nothingness, and the third type —
say “nihil originarium” — can be considered as the dimension from which each entity
appears as in — broadly speaking — Heidegger and the Kyoto School. Anyway these top-
ics are not the aim of the present paper. Just a brief recall about Carnap’s criticism
against Heidegger’s use of ‘nothing’: According to Carnap (1931), a sentence like
“Nothing is outside” should be paraphrased as follows: “There is nothing (does not exist
anything) which is outside”, i.e.: ~(3x).Ou(x).

7 In Simionato (2014) I argue as follows: since every relevant account for nothing —

implicitly (as Oliver — Smiley 2013) or explicitly (as Priest 2002; 2014) — appeals to the
notion of absence of every thing; and since — as I am going to show — such a notion
cannot be separated from the empty possible world, i.e. from the entity that exactly
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Oliver’s and Smiley’s premise according to which we need to account for
nothing also in a different way from the quantifier phrase’s strategy, when
nothing explicitly or implicitly means the absence of every thing. But I as-
sume that a good way for accounting for nothing — when it is not a quan-
tifier phrase — is to consider it as a noun phrase that refers to an absolutely
empty possible world.® In Simionato (2014) T have argued for the reasons of
this choice, therefore I will not deal with this topic in this paper, even if
I need to recall some of the above-mentioned reasons in order to make this
paper autonomously understandable.

Let us return to the naive notion of nothingness as absence of every
entity. I propose to consider nothingness simply as the maximal (all-
encompassing) consistent situation according to which there are no objects
at all. Since a maximal consistent situation according to which things could be is
— broadly speaking — a (possible) world, the maximal situation according to
which there are no entities at all is what is called empty world, i.e. a world
that represents the absence of all objects.” So nothingness is an entity — i.e.
a possible world — that represents the absence of all objects. One should note
that the absence of all objects cannot be — say — separated from the empty
world, because the absence of all objects is represented by the maximal sit-
uation (i.e. a (possible) world) according to which there are no objects at
all. But this thesis does not mean that the absence of all objects is not dif-
ferent from the empty world itself: as in each world, one can distinguish
the world as such from its “content”, i.e. from what it represents. There is
a relevant difference between accounting for nothingness by means of the
empty world and Priest’s account. The latter identifies the absolute absence
of everything with a thing, so that such a thing turns out to be a contradic-
tory object: “it both is and is not an object; it both is and is not some-
thing” (Priest 2014, 7). Instead in my paraphrase I do not identify the ab-

represents the maximal consistent situation according to which there are no objects at
all; then every relevant account for nothing — implicitly or explicitly — appeals to the no-
tion of empty world.

Hereinafter I will use ‘nothingness’ for referring to the noun and ‘nothing’ for refer-
ring to the quantifier phrase (except for the use of Priest’s nothing, as introduced
above).

In this paper I will not deal with the question of which account of possible world
one should adopt in order to introduce an absolutely empty world. Certainly, Lewis’s
account is not compatible with it (and this is the reason why his use of absolutely unre-
stricted quantification could be problematic, from the point of view of this paper).
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sence of everything with a (contradictory) object. Rather I propose to use
‘nothingness’ to refer to a (non-contradictory) entity that is the empty
possible world and this entity represents the absence of everything. There-
fore there is no contradictory identification between an object and the ab-
sence of all objects, for the empty world as world is not its “content” and
the absence of everything is not the empty world itself."’

Let us reconsider (E**). Let us assume — following Priest — that no-
thingness is (also) a noun phrase and it must refer to something; let us
consider Oliver — Smiley (2013)’s empty term zilch inadequate since it refers
to no objects at all."' We have two options:

(i)  the absence of all objects is a contradictory object;
(i))  the absence of all objects is the “content” of an absolutely empty
possible world, i.e. what such a world represents.

10 . . . .
The account for nothingness as empty world is also different from the mereological

account proposed by Priest (2014, 7), according to which “[nothingness] is the fusion of
the empty set... Nothing is what you get when you fuse no things. There is nothing in
the empty set, so nothing is absolute absence: the absence of all objects, as one would
expect.” And I also suppose that for Priest (2014) an empty world would contain the
contradictory object nothing. In my proposal, the phrase ‘nothingness’ refers both to
the empty world and to its content, for the latter — namely the absence of everything,
i.e. the pre-theoretical notion of nothingness — is represented by the former, and the
empty world is that world, i.e. empty, because it represents the absence of everything.

For example, consider the following sentence (I recall the example from Priest
2002, 241):

(*) “God brought the universe into being out of nothing”

If the term ‘nothing’ meant Zilch’, then there would not be any object out of which
God created the universe; therefore the sentence (¥) could not be distinguished from its
(partial) negation, such as

(**) “The universe eternally exists”

by means of the “zilch strategy”. As Priest (2002, 241) writes: “This means that God ar-
ranged for nothingness to give way to the universe. In (*) ‘nothing’ cannot be parsed as
a quantifier. If we do so, we obtain: For no x did God bring the universe into existence
out of x. And whilst no doubt this is true if God brought the universe into existence
out of nothing, it is equally true if the universe has existed for all time: if it was not
brought into existence at a time, it was not brought into existence out of anything. And
the eternal existence of the universe is, in part, what (*) is denying.”
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In order to avoid a commitment to dialetheism and contradictory objects,
I prefer option (i) rather than option (i) — that is Priest’s strategy (again,
for more reasons for this choice, see Simionato 2014).

Indeed, if one chose (i), one should admit that there is an object beyond
the domain of all objects (this could not be a problem for a dialetheist, but
for a non-dialetheist this strategy would constrain to admit two contradic-
tions: the contradictory object nothing and the contradictory domain D
that includes all objects and it does not include all objects. But I am in-
clined to think that we can account for nothingness without any commit-
ment to dialetheism). Instead, by means of strategy (ii), one can state that
there is something — i.e. the absolutely empty possible world — that is in-
cluded in the all-inclusive domain of discourse and such thing represents
the absence of all objects, being an absolutely empty world. In this way, ‘no-
thingness’ is a noun phrase that refers to something — as well as Priest de-
sires; but the introduction of this “something” does not imply the contra-
dictory treatment of the absence of all objects as an object,'” because it is
just the empty world. The empty world as world is an entity, but its “con-
tent” — i.e. what it represents — is not any entity at all, therefore this notion
does not undermine the genuine notion of the absence of all things. So, by
means of (ii), one can both avoid the entification of the total absence and
have the reference to a thing.

Therefore, I propose to replace (E**) with the following:

(E***) If I am quantifying over D, then I am quantifying over a domain
of discourse beyond which there are no objects at all and this ab-
sence of all objects is represented by an absolutely empty possible
world, included in the domain itself.

So, if one accepts the absolutely unrestricted quantification, then one
should accept the existence of an absolutely empty possible world." Indeed,
since the notion of everything is strictly linked to the absence of every thing,
given the paraphrase (E*) or (E**), without an empty world one cannot re-

12" As Priest himself notes, holding that the absence of all objects is an object generates

a contradictory object. Of course, contradictions are not a problem for Priest, but they

are for me.

13 . . .
In fact it seems reasonable that an empty world could not be an impossible world,

because it cannot realize explicit contradictions or — broadly speaking — non-standard
logical situations, since it does not represent anything at all.
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fer to the absence of every thing since there would not be any entity at all
over which one can quantify, whereas by means of the empty world one can
quantify just over it and at the same time one can refer to the absence of
everything (i.c. the “content” of the empty world). "

One should note that my strategy also works without passing through
(E**); since (E*) states that I am quantifying over D iff I am quantifying
over a domain beyond which there are no objects at all, (E*) is exactly in-
troducing the maximal consistent situation according to which there are no
entities at all, i.e. an absolutely empty world. Therefore one can directly
paraphrase (E*) as (E***).

4,

At this point I am going to propose an alternative strategy for showing
that the use of an absolutely unrestricted quantification implies the accep-
tance of the absolutely empty world. At this end, I introduce the following
principle:

(ODN)Every entity is determinate only in virtue of a difference with
other entities (every determination is negation, omnis determina-
tio est negatio)

I would call this strategy: “idealistic way”, since (ODN) is a typical principle
that occurs in Fichte’s and Hegel’s metaphysics.”” One should also note
that this approach to negation derives from Aristotle, as Redding (2010)
notes:

Such a method invoking “determinate negation” is often described as
deriving from Spinoza’s claim that “all determination is negation”, but it
can be just as readily seen as a consequence of Hegel’s use of Aristotle’s
term logic. In term logics, negation is understood as a relation existing
primarily between terms of the same type: a colour concept such as “red,”

14 . . . . .
Quantifying over the empty world is not contradictory since it — as world — belongs

to the domain of absolutely every thing.

B See for example Inwood (1992, 78): “Hegel endorses Spinoza’s claim that ‘determi-

nation is negation’, that is, that a thing or concept is determinate only in virtue of
a contrast with other things o concepts, which are determined in a way that it is not”.
See also Melamed (2013).
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for example, will be understood as meaningful in as much as it stands in
opposition to an array of contrary colour terms such as “blue” “green”,
and so on. In contrast, in logics which take the proposition as the funda-
mental semantic unit (such as the classical predicate calculus deriving
from Frege and accepted by most analytic philosophers), negation is
typically regarded as applying primarily to whole propositions rather
than to sub-sentential units. (Redding 2010)

I will show that from the set of two premises as (AUQ) and (ODN) one
can prima facie derive a contradiction; then I will introduce the existence of
an absolutely empty possible world in order to make consistent the above-
mentioned set.

By (ODN) let us derive the following:

(M1) Entities that fall under the same concept all differ from same
common entities, i.e. for each domain of x, for all x there is a y
such that y # x

It is already clear that we will obtain a contradiction, since (M1) is not con-
sistent with (AUQ).'® Anyway, I will show how the introduction of an
empty possible world allows us to avoid the contradiction. Let us consider
again the domain D.

By (AUQ) and (M1) we obtain:

(M2) Each object of D is different from something — say &
Since k is a thing or entity, it belongs to D. Therefore, by (M2):

(M3) kisnotk

(because &, being an entity of D, is different from &, since every entity of D
is different from k) By the identity principle:

(M4) kisk

Therefore, from conjunction of (M3) and (M4), we obtain the following
contradiction

(C) kisnotkandkisk

16 . . . o .
In fact, (M1) is equivalent to saying that every quantification is restricted.
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(Certainly, (M3) is also a contradiction.)

I think this puzzle can be solved by introducing the existence of an ab-
solutely empty world. As I said before, such a world is an entity that
represents the absence of every entity. Let us replace (M2) with (M2*) in
order to avoid the rise of the contradictions (M3) and (C):

(M2*) Each object of D is different from the absence of every entity and
this absence is represented by an entity, i.e. an absolutely empty
possible world

Therefore each entity is different from what the absolutely empty possible
world represents. In this way, one can state that each entity of D is differ-
ent from the absolute absence, but — as in the strategy that I proposed in
the previous section — one does not need to quantify over this absence,
since one just needs to quantify over the empty possible world that — in
turn — represents the absolute absence.

Since the introduction of an empty world allows us to make consistent
a set of two very reasonable premises, it is more reasonable to admit it ra-
ther than to reject it.

However, one could object that the empty world must be different
from itself, since every entity (including the empty world) of D is differ-
ent from the absence of every entity. However I would reply that it is op-
portune to distinguish between the empty world and the absence of eve-
rything. The empty world is not the absence of everything, rather it is an
entity that represents the absence of everything. Therefore my strategy is
not undermined by a situation like (M3), because — by means of the emp-
ty world — one can state that the empty world is not the absence of every-
thing (as well as each world is not its “content”, i.e. what it is
represented).

Finally, one could object that there is a paradigmatic counterexample to
(ODN). If one adopted a sort of “existential monism”, according to which
there is exactly one concretum (say ¢), ODN would fail in that case because
the only one entity would not be different from anything. Anyway, in this
case one should admit that a sentence like “There is only one entity ¢’
should be understood as “There is only one entity ¢ iff there are no entities
at all besides ¢”. Similarly to the passage from (E*) to (E***), one should
admit that “If there is only one entity ¢, then it is different from the ‘con-
tent’ of the empty possible world, i.e. from what such a world represents
(the absence of every entity)”. Therefore (ODN) would not fail because
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¢ would be different from the absence of every thing that is represented by
an empty possible world."”

5.

In this paper I have argued that the use of an absolutely unrestricted
quantification implies the acceptance of an absolutely empty possible world.
In order to show the reason why (AUQ) implies the existence of an abso-
lutely empty possible world, I have proposed two strategies. The first is
based on the assumption that the phrase ‘nothing’ cannot be always re-
duced to a quantifier phrase, as Priest (2002; 2014) and Oliver — Smiley
(2013) have argued. This strategy consists in a paraphrase of the notion of
everything that constrains us to admit an empty possible world. The second
strategy mainly consists in the use of the idealistic principle (ODN) and its
consequences. Therefore my paper shows the incompatibility between the
acceptance of an absolutely unrestricted quantification and the rejection of
the existence of an absolutely empty possible world.'®
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ABSTRACT: Pavel Tichy originally published his interesting conception of possible
worlds in 1968. Even though he modified it over the following twenty five years, its core
remained unchanged. None of his thirty journal papers or books containing the notion
of possible worlds was a study in metaphysics. Tichy (and most of his followers) always
introduced the notion in the context of other investigations where he applied his
Transparent intensional logic either to the semantic analysis of natural language or to
the explications of other notions. Tichy presented his conceptions using rather short
descriptions occurring on a number of places; his proposal appears not only fragmentary
but also somehow incoherent. The main contribution of this paper is thus not only
a complete survey of Tichy’s development of his conception but also a certain comple-
tion of the very proposal.
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1. Introduction

It is well known that the modern story of possible worlds began with
Wittgenstein’s states-of-affairs (see Wittgenstein 1921/1922). Carnap
(1947) introduced a linguistic mirror of this conception (viz. state-des-
criptions) to formal semantics. Through a development best summarized
elsewhere (e.g. Copeland 2006), Kripke (1963) and others supplemented
formulas of modal logic with model-theoretic semantics based on the no-
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tion of possible worlds. During the 1970s, Lewis proposed basics of his
theory (1973); Plantinga (e.g. 1970), Adams (1974), Stalnaker (1976) and
others significantly contributed to the debate. As the reader will be aware,
the contemporary debate revolves around Lewis’ landmark monograph
(1986); further notable books include Armstrong (1989), Divers (2002),
Nolan (2002) and Yagisawa (2010).

The present paper deals with a remarkable conception of possible
worlds developed by the post-Prague Spring refugee Pavel Tichy (1936
Brno — 1994 Dunedin) who moved to New Zealand where he became
a professor of philosophy. Tichy never wrote a systematic paper on possible
worlds, nor a book, which is one of the reasons why his conception is not
well known. Another reason might be simply that he exposed the notion
outside metaphysical debate, in the context of different investigations —
where he applied his system of intensional logic."

My main objective is to present Tichy’s proposal, while focusing on its
recent version. Though his conception of possible worlds is shared and
sometimes discussed by his sympathisers (cf. below), the present paper pro-
vides its first complex survey.

Tichy developed his views in four stages:

1) around 1969 (the papers published in 1968, 1969 and 1971)

2) 1971-79 (especially the unpublished book 1976 and a number of re-
lated papers mainly in the late 1970s)

3) between 1980 and 1988 (partly in cooperation with G. Oddie)

4) 1988 and after (his supreme proposal published mainly in 1988).

However, such division is somehow artificial because the stages are overlap-
ping and a number of ideas persisted throughout. One of my main goals
then is to show a unity of Tichy’s conception — even if there is an apparent
incompatibility between its historical variants.

None of Tichy’s expositions of the notion is extensive: it is usually less
than half of one page. Tichy’s most comprehensive treatise can be found in
his excellent monograph The Foundations of Frege’s Logic (see Tichy 1988),
but the core part of its section ‘36. Possible Worlds™ covers only three pag-
es. If we compare Tichy’s presentation with rivalling proposals of 1970s and
early 1980s, we may say that it is likewise brief. After Lewis’ monograph

As remarked by one of the reviewers, there is also a reason that Tichy took possible
worlds as primitive; however, this is not so simple (cf. below).
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(1986) and subsequent philosophical debates, however, such proposals seem
sketchy. Though I fill some gaps in presentation of Tichy’s position, limits
of the paper format force me to omit an extensive discussion of his concep-
tion. Recall also that Tichy as well as his followers are more interested in
logical matters than in philosophy, which is why there has been no philo-
sophical elaboration of Tichy’s conception so far.

I will, of course, add explanatory remarks that should help the reader to
compare Tichy’s conception with other proposals. But it should be kept in
mind that the contemporary understanding of possible worlds and the clas-
sification of their conceptions was proposed later (cf,, e.g., Haack 1978,
Menzel 2014) than Tichy developed his views. Since Tichy is a distinctive
thinker, his conception is sometimes difficult to subsume into one particu-
lar category.

In the following Section (2), I explain Tichy’s first conception followed
by an immediate assessment (Section 3). In Section 4, I introduce its
second and third stage. Then, in Section 5, I describe Tichy’s supreme
conception. In Section 6, I briefly explain his intensional logic and seman-
tics and provide a conclusion (Section 7).

2. The first stage: procedures and intensional basis

During the late 1960s, Tichy faced limits of analysis of our conceptual
scheme by means of classical extensional logic. Being well acknowledged
with algorithms and related problems, he proposed in his textbook intro-
ducing logic as a framework of science (1968a), to enrich predicate logic by
means of higher-order logic developed by Church (e.g., Church 1940).
From a debate between Tichy (e.g., Tichy 1966) and Czech extensional lo-
gicians it follows that he knew T'ractarian/Carnapian ideas concerning the
content of empirical/non-empirical sentences, whereas the latter ones are
valid in all circumstances.

Tichy’s paper “Intensions in Terms of Turing Machines” published in
Studia Logica (see Tichy 1969) benefited from his previous thoughts;
a shorter version already appeared in a Czech philosophy journal (see Tichy
1968; for its English translation, see Tichy 2004). Tichy presented there
his first compact conception of possible worlds.

As Tichy (1969, 7-9) explained, the aim of empirical investigation is to
provide results of tests or procedures examining which attributes (i.e. proper-
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ties and relations) are possessed by investigated objects. The sentence such
as “The object 4 is heavier than B” is a record of this: it amounts to saying
that 4 was positively tested on having that attribute.

To verify the sentence, one executes the procedure consisting of testing
A on being such and such. The meaning of the sentence is identified with
a complex concept — the procedure. Procedure is an older term for algo-
rithm. Procedures split into two kinds, empirical and non-empirical. For an
execution of any empirical procedure, one has to introduce state of the ex-
ternal world.

According to Tichy (1969, 9), language is based on an empirical system
which consists of a particular fixed finite set of individuals and a fixed
register of elementary tests, such as BE HEAVIER THAN B, called intension-
al basis.

Tichy always repeated this idea, only deleting “finite” and replacing
“empirical system” with “epistemic framework” and “set of individuals” with
“universe of discourse”. He admitted partial attributes to be in intensional ba-
sis (cf., e.g., Oddie — Tichy 1982, 234, 3.1.a). Tichy also dismissed the idea
of intensional independence of tests employed in Tichy (1969) because he
soon realized (though he did not mention) the force of Kemeny’s (1951)
objection to Carnap (and Wittgenstein) according to which some intuitive
attributes depend on others; in other words, that atomic facts are not nec-
essarily independent.

Possible worlds are systems of possible outcomes of applications of proce-
dures collected in intensional basis:

each combinatorial possibility as to the outcome of applications of all
the tests in the intensional basis to all individuals (or to couples of indi-
viduals etc.) must be regarded as a conceivable state of the external
world. Let us call these possibilities briefly possible worlds with respect to
the empirical system. (Tichy 1969, 9)

Tichy also counted the number of possible worlds, which reminds us of
Wittgenstein’s counting in Wittgenstein (1921/1922, 4.42). Tichy added
that pure semantics cannot decide or assume which world is the actual
one.

The rest of Tichy’s paper focuses on defining intensions as classes of
equivalent procedures (procedures are equivalent if they yield the same out-
puts for the same systems of inputs and states of external world). Inten-
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sions were thus not functions from possible worlds (W5) as we know it
from possible world semantics and Tichy’s later writings.”

In the subsequent paper “An Approach to Intensional Analysis” pub-
lished in Noils as Tichy (1971), he reminded the reader of his definition of
intensions in Tichy (1969) and proposed his novel method of using Church
(1940)’s typed A-calculus for analysis of natural language (cf. Section 6).

3. Brief characterization of Tichy’s conception

Since Tichy never made a substantial change to the above picture, we
may already briefly compare it with rivalling proposals.

Despite being inspired by Tractarian/Carnapian combinatorialism,’
Tichy does not subscribe to its contemporary Armstrong’s (1989) version
(the differences between the two will be more evident from the next two
sections). Since Tichy’s worlds are external to language (though they are
linked to epistemic base of a language), his conception of possible worlds is
not linguistic ‘ersatzism™ as, e.g., Hintikka’s (1969) conception.

Though Tichy’s views seem to contain some ideas of abstractionism,’
Tichy maintained that the mathematical nature of the combinations leads
to the conclusion that logical space, i.c., the set of possible worlds, has to be
homogenous (see Tichy 1988, 179). He thus rejected Stalnaker’s idea (1976)
to set apart our actual world from the other possible worlds, which are only
admitted as (useful) fictions. Modal fictionalism was dismissed by Tichy be-
fore it came into existence:

In intensional semantics and logic, intensions are functions from possible worlds
(W5). Intensions include propositions whose values are truth-values, properties whose val-
ues are classes of objects, relations whose values are classes of n-tuples of objects, etc.
That an object instantiates (exemplifies, possesses) a property in (or: at) a given possible

world W means that the object occurs in the extension of that property in (at) W.

3 . . . .
The view that (alternative) possible worlds are results of recombination of meta-

physical elements.

4 . . . . .
The view that (alternative) possible worlds are mere maximal consistent sets of sen-

tences.

5 . . . .
The view that alternative possible worlds are mere abstractions from the actual

(real) world.



476 JIRI RACLAVSKY

If unrealized determination systems [i.e. ‘possible worlds’] are mere fic-
tions, then so is the realized one. (Tichy 1988, 179)

Obviously, Tichy is an actualist about possible worlds: all possible worlds
exist (yet only one of them is actualized).

Tichy’s worlds are not concrete entities, they are classes of tests and
each test is distinguished from its empirical execution (compare it with
a computer program as such and its concrete execution). Tichy’s concep-
tion is thus not (Lewisian) concretism. Tichy sharply rejected Lewis’ con-
ception as an absurdity (cf. Tichy 1988, 177-180).°

Lewis proposal is the only rival conception of possible worlds Tichy
discussed and explicitly referred to.” In Tichy (1975, 91-92), he objected
also to Lewis’ construal of actuality. According to Tichy, the word “actual”
stands for the identity function on worlds; this explains why an addition of
the word to a descriptive phrase is redundant. He maintained that we, ig-
norant of many facts, are not omniscient, thus we are hardly capable to
identify the actual possible world. Tichy repeated this idea in a number of
places.

In Tichy (1971, 274-277) and also in Tichy (1988, 180-183), he passio-
nately argued against varying domains and possible individuals. Without
a demarcation of a domain, quantification over x cannot be logically satis-
factory. The alleged examples of possible individuals (Kripke’s Pegasus, 1963)
are only examples of this or that individual concept — Tichy instead used
his terms individual role or individual office (an entity an individual can oc-
cupy). Tichy explicated individual offices as intensions having individuals as
values. He elaborated and generalized the theory of offices to interesting
heights.®

Tichy was a strong antiessentialist and ‘haecceitist’ (cf. Raclavsky 2008;
2011). Though individuals do not have a genuine essence (but see Cmorej

According to Tichy (1988), Lewis’ worlds are not in space, since they are causally
unrelated to our world. Thus, they are simply nowhere because space is by definition
all-embracing. The ‘newspeak’ Lewis proposed does not help explain modality as ap-

pearing in everyday sentences.

7 The other metaphysical conception Tichy provably knew was Plantinga’s early

theory (1970), but he criticized Plantinga (1972)’s essentialism.
8 See Tichy (1987), which is an adaptation of his introduction to Tichy (1976). For

its application see Tichy (1978d); for his analysis of Anselm’s ontological proof see
Tichy (1979).
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1996; 2001), individual offices do have essences (an essence is a unique sum
of defining properties called “requisites”). Tichy quantified over all individ-
uals there are and, with the help of another variable, over all individual of-
fices. Tichy is thus an actualist, though not a paradigmatic one: alleged
possible individuals, excluded by a paradigmatic actualist from quantifica-
tion, are treated by Tichy as individual offices and these are in the domain
of quantification.

According to Tichy, the kind of existence which is applicable to individ-
uals is ¢rivially applicable to them. But he introduced (e.g., in Tichy 1979;
or Tichy 1988; 1976) a kind of existence nontrivially applicable to offices;
to say that the Pope exists in a given world W amounts to saying that the
Pope-office has a holder in W. Nontrivial existence ascribable to properties
(relations) says that the property has an instance in W (cf. e.g. Raclavsky
2010 for more).

4. The second and third stage: intensions, primary / derived
attributes, nexuses

The second stage of Tichy’s considerations on possible worlds begins
after the 1971-paper. At that time, Tichy (1974) disproved Popper’s defini-
tion of verisimilitude (likeness of theories of truth) and worked on a positive
proposal within the framework of his intensional logic, which he published
in Tichy (1976a). This was followed by its slightly modified version in
Tichy (1978d).” Recall that truthlikeness measured within the framework
of intensional logic (Tichy, Oddie, Niiniluoto and others) is closely related
to the topic because it deploys possible worlds underlying scientific theo-
ries.

Especially in Tichy (1978d), he focused more on entities in intensional
basis. He emphasized the difference between primary attributes which are
collected in the intensional basis and derived attributes. The idea is ex-
plained further in his unpublished book Tichy (1976) where he remarked
that to find out whether Xantippa is a widow one has to ascertain some
more basic facts, e.g. that Socrates is dead. The idea goes back to the

Tichy’s former pupil Graham Oddie wrote a whole book (see Oddie 1986) elaborat-
ing on and defending Tichy’s approach to truthlikeness. In Oddie (1987), he indirectly
supports Tractarian inspiration for Tichyan worlds.
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aforementioned Kemeny’s criticism of Carna]p and it seems to be a prede-
cessor of Kim'’s idea of supervenient properties.”

The second feature distinguishing the second period from the first is
that intensions are not equivalent classes of procedures, but total or partial
functions (as mappings) from possible worlds (cf. footnote 3).

A significant Tichy’s work of this period is an extensive unpublished
monograph “Introduction to Intensional Logic” (see Tichy 1976) written
between 1973 and 1976. The book contains the first main, atemporal, ver-
sion of his logical system (see Section 6) and its applications to natural lan-
guage. Its important part is a large chapter on subjunctive conditionals and
related phenomena, which makes a third distinctive feature of this stzlge.11

Most of Tichy’s papers published between 1975 and 1979 are nothing
but selections from this book. Needless to say that his Czech and Slovak
namesakes Pavel Materna (known for his later popularization of Tichy’s
logic) and Pavel Cmorej (who also utilizes his system) persuaded Tichy to
adopt temporal parameter and most of his papers published at that time al-
ready contained its adoption in a rudimentary form. A typical example of
a brief exposition of possible worlds in such a paper can be found in “New
Theory of Subjunctive Conditionals” (see Tichy 1978). Note the similarity
with his first stage proposal:

The aim of the investigation delimited by an epistemic framework is to
determine exactly how the attributes from the intensional base are dis-
tributed through the universe of discourse at various moments of time.
Before the investigation gets off the ground, the investigator faces
a range of possibilities on that score. These possibilities are usually
called, somewhat dramatically, possible worlds, and the totality of possible
worlds is known as the logical space of the framework. (Tichy 1978, 435)

A feature more characterizing the third stage is Tichy’s emphasis on
nexuses (connections), i.e. higher-order relations such as cause-effect relation

10 Later, Tichy wrote a paper (co-authored by Oddie, 1990) on resplicing properties

over a supervenience base.

1 Tichy published three papers on subjunctive conditionals. The first one (Tichy

1976b) disproves Lewis-Stalnaker’s theory. The last one (Tichy 1984) disproves, among
others, Tichy’s own theory from (1978). In Tichy (1984), the truth of subjunctive con-
ditionals depends, inter alia, on a certain unarticulated, tacitly assumed parameter (such
as usual laws of nature).
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(or even attitudes), as discriminating between possible worlds. He puts
them in an intensional basis:

We thus see that a possible world is not fully described in terms of ob-
servable events such like X’s being dry, X’s being stuck, and X’s burn-
ing, taking place at definite times. What makes a world the world it is
are also connections which hold between such events. Worlds differ from
one another not just in what observable events take place in them, but
also which events have the power bring others about. (Tichy — Oddie
1983, 136)

However, we may find that Tichy already considered nexuses to be among
the main characteristics of worlds in his (1978, 435).

Thus, the only decisive feature differentiating the third stage from the
second one is Tichy’s stress on temporality. In the third stage, he signifi-
cantly employed verb tenses and also events/episodes for characterizing
possible worlds.'> Here is an illustration from the introductory parts of the
papers which utilize temporality in explication of ability and freedom:

worlds must be allowed to branch: there must be worlds which are po-
pulated by the same individuals and whose histories are the same up to
a certain time, and different after that time. (Tichy — Oddie 1983, 135)

As the possession of an attribute by an object is a time-dependent affair,
the possibilities are, more particularly, possible histories of the distribu-
tion. (Oddie — Tichy 1982, 228)

5. Tichy's late conception: determination systems

Tichy’s late conception is clearly recognizable from its stress on the idea
of determination systems. These are discussed only in his masterpiece The
Foundations of Frege’s Logic (see Tichy 1988) and in Tichy (1994), which is
a posthumously published introduction to his just written, but unfinished,
book Meaning Driven Grammar which aimed to provide a highly ambitious
semantic analysis of natural language. In his explanations, Tichy presup-

2 See mainly his excellent analyses of verb tenses and temporal adverbials in (1980)

and analyses of episodic verbs and verb aspects, as well as events and episodes, in (1980a).
See also his philosophical defence of temporal dependence of truth (1980b).
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posed a reader who has only a cursory knowledge of possible worlds; he
even cited no his earlier relevant paper.

To introduce determination systems, Tichy deploys the notion of
fact:

What are facts? The notion of fact is correlative with that of determin-
er. To each fact there corresponds a determiner in such a way that the
fact consist either in determiner’s singling out a definite object or in its
failing to single out anything at all. The fact that Scott is the author of
Waverley, for instance, consists in determiner A’s [= THE AUTHOR OF
WAVERLEY’s] singling out Scott. The fact that the author of Waverley
is a poet consists in the proposition P’s [= THAT THE AUTHOR OF
WAVERLEY IS A POET’s] singling out [the truth-value] T. (Tichy 1988
178)

Obviously, this is nothing but Tichy’s ‘tests-on-individuals’ story. In-
stead of “attribute” or “office”, Tichy uses the term “determiner”; determin-
ers are explicated (in Tichy 1988, 198) as possible world intensions. Instead
of “test with a positive/negative outcome”, Tichy says fact; facts are actual
(i.e. obtaining) or possible. Tichy explicated the notion of fact as proposi-
tion because he considered 4 IS GREATER THAN B and B IS SMALLER
THAN A being one and the same intuitive fact. Tichy’s most elaborated
view on the notion of fact appears in his re-examination of Wittgenstein’s
Tractatus (cf. Tichy 1994a).

Intuitive possible worlds are total (i.e. maximal) collections of facts:

Thus the determiner’s [= THE AUTHOR OF WAVERLEY] picking out
George IV is a possible fact and so is its picking out nothing at all. Hence
a possible world, if conceived as a totality of possible facts, will be fully
characterized by an assignment of objects (of appropriate kinds) to some
determiners. Let us call such assignment a determination system. A de-
termination system is thus any many-to-one correspondence associating
(some) individual determiners with individuals, (some) truth-value de-
terminers with truth-values, etc. (Tichy 1988, 178)

Briefly, a determination system specifies one combinatorial possibility as
to what objects are determined (or singled out) by what intensions at
what times. (Tichy 1988, 199)

The determiners involved in intensional basis can be of various types:
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[determiners] may come classified into categories, like colours, heights,
propositional attitudes, and the like. (Tichy 1988, 199)

Realize that every combinatorially possible association of determiners with
determinees is a determination system only relative to a given epistemic
framework.

Let us assume an illustrative epistemic framework with a universe only
containing A(lan) and B(arbra) and intensional basis only containing
attributes (determiners) MAN and WOMAN. When ignoring partiality, there
are exactly 16 mappings associating the determiners with their possible val-
ues (cf. Tichy 1988, 178), i.e. 16 determination systems:

MAN — WOMAN MAN — WOMAN
1. {4, B} {4, B} 9, (B} {4, B}
2. 4B {4} 0. (B {4

3. {4, B) (B} 1. (B (B}

4 {4, B o 2. (B ¢

5. (4} {4, B} 13. ) {4, B}
6. (4} 4 14. ) 4}

7. {4} (B} 15. ) (B}

8. {4} 0 16. ) 0

As Tichy explains in (1988, 178-179), since determiners are not always
mutually independent, not every combinatorically possible determination
system is realizable. The two determiners MAN and WOMAN cannot pick
out overlapping classes of individuals. Thus, not every determination sys-
tem is a possible world. On the other hand, every possible world is
a determination system. Given our intensional basis and universe of dis-
course, only the determination systems whose numerals are written in bold
(4, 7-8, 10, 12-16) count as (intuitive) possible worlds; we therefore have 9
possible worlds altogether. "

B 1n Tichy (1988, 179), Tichy speaks about 8 worlds but, when discussing an entirely

analogous example in his (1994, 60), he mentioned the number 9, which is, I maintain,
the correct one (my reason occurs in the next paragraph).
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Before proceeding further, I should state a few remarks explaining
Tichy’s position. The possible world no. 16 seems to be a suspicious empty
world. However, this idea is mistaken. Firstly realize that Tichy’s worlds are
not individuated by a certain population of individuals."* The possible
world no. 16 is simply a world in which 4 and B are tested on instantiation
of the properties MAN and WOMAN with a negative result. The individuals
have different properties than the two primary ones contained in our mi-
niature intensional basis, e.g. the property BE NOT A MAN."

Unrealizable determination systems in some ways resemble impossible
possible worlds which are discussed so much today (cf., e.g., Berto 2013; Va-
cek 2013). Impossible worlds are proposed for a variety of reasons, none of
them are important for Tichy. For instance, he prevented the problem of
logical omniscience by employing hyperintensional entities (cf. Section 6).
Recall also that Tichy proposed possible worlds in connection with the
idea of subject investigating the external, empirical reality. Both empty and
impossible worlds are beyond such considerations. In other words, they are
excluded on the basis of Tichy’s pre-theoretic motivation.

Surprisingly, Tichy (1988) did not employ and develop an idea which
suggests itself, viz. that a determination system is only a single ‘slice’ (or
‘time point’, Kuchyrika — Raclavsky 2014) of a possible world, which is thus
a sequence of such slices. However, an anticipation of this idea can be
found in (Oddie — Tichy 1982, 228, cf. the quotation above), its full ex-
pression is this:

we must think of it [i.e. possible world] as a world history, a whole
course of events unfolding in time. In other words, a world must be
conceived of not as a single distribution of the traits from the inten-
sional base through the universe of discourse, but as a series of such dis-
tributions, one for each moment of time. (Tichy 1994, 62)

4" Vladimir Svoboda (2001) imagined that individuals may escape ‘our world’, moving

thus to the world no. 16, by losing any (remarkable) property and reaching a kind of
‘limbo’. A closer examination of this idea (e.g. Raclavsky 2008b) leads to the conclusion

that such proposal contradicts Tichy.

15 . . . . o .
Some metaphysicians reject ‘negative’ properties but Tichy belongs to the opposite

camp: BE A NON-FERROUS, for instance, is a good property the possession of which can
be sensibly empirically tested. When properties are explicated as possible world inten-
sions (cf. Raclavsky 2011, 1.2) any trace of negativity evaporates, because no intension
displays any mark of negation.
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So far, we have an intuitive notion of possible world as an entity which
contains facts whereas a fact consists in that a determiner picks out a de-
terminee. What then are the logically simple entities Wy, W,..., W, which
are the arguments of Tichy’s intensions?

The question is very important because Tichy’s construal appears to be
incoherent: Tichy often speaks about possible worlds in the spirit of com-
binatorialism but then he says that in his type-theoretic logical framework
possible worlds are members of the type ®, which is an atomic type thus its
members are primitive — this seems to mean that they do not possess com-
binatorialistic features.'®

Oddie (1986, 125) first reacted to the problem and suggested to call
these Ws proto-worlds and assumed their correlation with the ‘thick’ possi-
ble worlds. Tichy in (1988, 194-200) enlightened us of the link between
the two kinds of worlds as follows. (The following explanation appeared
firstly in Raclavsky 2009, 9-11.)

Firstly recall Carnap’s notion of explication: it consists in the replacing
of an intuitive notion — here the notion of possible world as a collection of
facts — by its rigorous mate, its explicatum. Now there is a small complica-
tion. Tichy explicated facts as possible world propositions, which are classes
of world/time couples. As noted already by Stalnaker (1976) and even
Adams (1974), neither mentioned by Tichy, there is a question how can
possible worlds be classes of pro7positions when propositions are classes of
worlds (or world/time couple's).1

Tichy realized this circularity problem (cf. Tichy 1988, 194) and solved it
by carefully distinguishing between logically primitive and complex entities
and their role in explication.'® For Tichy, propositions are the primary goal
of his investigation, thus possible worlds must be taken as logically primi-
tive, while propositions will then be defined in terms of worlds.

16 . . . N .
As Pavel Cmorej reminded me in personal communication, these possible worlds

are not quite pure entities because a system of functions based on such worlds encodes
the properties of intuitive determination systems. Thus, they are rather surrogates of
‘full blooded’ worlds as we will show in our argument.

7 0ddie (1986, 125) considered a slightly different puzzle: possible worlds have to be

specified even by some functions defined on worlds (e.g. nexuses between propositions);
but how then can one specify a single world? Oddie’s solution anticipated Tichy’s.

A logically primitive entity differs from another entity of the same sort only by its
different numeric identity.
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But to explain anything, propositions must be tied into the system of
explication to the intuitive notions because it does matter whether a par-
ticular class of world/time couples explicates the intuitive proposition
ALAN IS A MAN or rather ALAN IS NOT A MAN. Such a link of a possible
world proposition to its intuitive correlate is guaranteed by an interpretation
of the members of ® and the two truth-values. Interpretation is obviously
a reverse of explication:

Now to interpret the basic category ® is to assign to each of its members
a unique determination system. ... The determination systems which are
assigned, within the [given epistemic] framework, to m-objects are called
the possible worlds of the framework. (Tichy 1988, 199-200)

Let us briefly reflect on Tichy’s position. Tichy’s contribution to meta-
physics consists in explaining possible worlds as determinations systems.
This is a refinement of the idea that possible worlds are total classes of
compatible facts.”” For logical investigations, however, Tichy decided to
use only surrogates of these worlds, namely the logically primitive entities
Wi, Wy,..., W, which are interpreted by the possible worlds as determina-
tion systems (or rather their chronologies).

A metaphysician can be perhaps a bit uncomfortable with the fact that
Tichy’s framework, used by him and others for a number of useful explica-
tions of various notions, does not provide a ‘full blooded™ explication of the
notion of possible world. Yet there is a way out of this suggested by Rac-
lavsky (2009a) who utilized ideas and apparatus from Raclavsky (2008a) and
Raclavsky — Kuchyrika (2011).”” We can retain Tichy’s framework as it is,
with all those explications, but we must rethink the role of Ws. I suggest
understanding Ws as a mere modal factor (I suppress some questions related
to interaction with temporality). A proposition, for instance, is clearly
a function whose values depend on logical modality (modal factor). Possible
worlds are then explicated as some other, complex entities which reflect the
intuitive features of classes of facts, whereas facts are some structured entities,

¥ Which goes back to C. . Lewis (see Lewis 1923).

The original motivation is Raclavsky’s solution (2007; and 2014 with Kuchyrika) to
the puzzle studied already by Petr Kolaf in his (e.g. 2002): Tichy rejected the idea of
facts as structured entities by evoking the famous aRb fact; but then, there is the prob-
lem of how to preserve correspondence theory of truth which is based on some sort of
isomorphism between sentences and their significance (facts).

20
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not possible world propositions. It is interesting that such possible worlds
would be very close to the worlds of Tichy’s first stage conception (recall that
those worlds were classes of structured procedures expressed by sentences).

6. Possible worlds in Tichy’s Transparent intensional logic

In this section, I am going to briefly explain the role of possible worlds
(as Ws) in Tichy’s semantics and logic. It is important to stress that Tichy
adopted the notion of possible world for utilization in philosophical logic,
not as an object of metaphysical considerations; this is somehow obscured
by the fact that in Tichy’s work logic and philosophy go hand in hand.

An admissible introduction to Tichy’s semantics likens it to Montague’s
semantics which was published mainly around 1970, cf. the posthumous
collection (see Montague 1974). Tichy referred to Montague’s work in
(1971) and it seems that he became acknowledged with Montague’s results
after developing his own system. Unlike Montague, Tichy made
a straightforward adaptation of Church’s typed A-calculus because he
enriched Church’s type basis containing o (two truth-values) and t (indi-
viduals) by the type ®. Over such basis, there are numerous functions of
composite types; for instance, the type of propositions is (o®) (in another
notation: ®—0). After his (1971), Tichy adopted partial functions, thus
some intensions can be without a value (gappy). In the late 1970s, he ad-
mitted the temporal parameter t; intensions (e.g. propositions, properties,
...) are then functions from world/time couples (equivalently speaking, they
are functions from worlds to ‘chronologies’ of objects; for the sake of brevi-
ty, I will omit temporal parameter).

Tichy’s technical treatment of intensions is distinct from Montague’s
(cf. e.g. Tichy 1978b). Tichy’s terms standing for intensions are
A-abstractions over possible worlds; but such A-abstraction Awl[...w...] can
be combined with variable w ranging over possible worlds in order to ex-
press a recourse to a value of that intension in the value of w. This way
Tichy could sensibly assign intensions to expressions having modally con-
ditioned reference (common sentences, descriptions, predicates, etc.) in
every context, including the transparent one,”! which is the main difference
from Montague’s approach.

?'' This is why he called his system Transparent intensional logic, TIL.
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A is a variable binding operator and A-formalism is capable of expressing
subtle differences in scope. This enables a logically lucid treatment of de
re/de dicto propositional attitudes as well as scopes of modal operators. Let
us add that modal operators are classes of propositions, being of type
(o(o®)), which means that they are ‘quantifiers’ of possible worlds. Famous
puzzles concerning modality are quickly solvable in TIL (cf. Tichy 2004;
Raclavsky 2009).

Already in (1970), Lewis published a criticism of intensional (or possible
world) semantics. His main argument roughly says that possible world inten-
sions are too coarse-grained to be meanings of expressions. In other words,
intuitive meanings have a more fine-grained structure. We thus need hyperin-
tensional entities which would stand in semantic scheme between expressions
and extensions/intensions signified by them. For another argument, when
X believes that 1+1=2, we can hardly entail that X believes Fermat’s Last
theorem, despite that “1+1=2" and the famous theorem stand for one and
the same proposition which is true in all possible worlds.

After Tichy (1971), he found a solution to the problem. He realized
that his A-terms can be read in an extensional way as representing usual
set-theoretic objects, e.g. possible world intensions, or they can be read in
‘intensional’ way as representing entities which determine the set-theoretic
objects. Tichy called those ‘intensional” entities “constructions” and he later
explained (in his 1986) that he borrowed the term from geometry where
a point or circle can be constructed one way or another. Constructions are
structured, abstract, extra-linguistic entities which are akin to algorithmic
computations (Tichy 1986, 526). For a defence of constructions and their
careful description see esp. Tichy (1988).

Constructions can be used for capturing features of intuitive entities
that cannot be explicated by means of mere possible world intensions.
Tichy stressed (already in his 1976) mainly their usefulness as the explicata
of meanings. His semantic scheme is thus entirely Churchian (‘Fregean’): an
expression E expresses (in L) a construction C (= the meaning of E) whe-
reas C constructs an intension or extension (= the significance of E). For
instance, the meaning of the sentence “Fido is a dog” is the propositional
construction Aw[Dog, Fido], which constructs the proposition FIDO IS A
DOG. Propositional attitudes are explicated in Tichy (1988) as attitudes to-
wards propositional constructions, not towards mere propositions; this
proposal blocks undesirable consequences embraced by intensional seman-
tics and solves the problem of logical omniscience.
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The type of constructions is split. Tichy’s late system is thus a special
ramified theory of types. Consequently, it is easily capable of avoiding a num-
ber of paradoxes concerning ‘propositions” (propositions not in the strict sense
of possible world semantics). One of the best known paradoxes concerning
possible worlds and ‘propositions’ is Kaplan’s (1994). In Tichy (1988, sec.
42, 218 and passim), he reminded the reader of the fact proven by Cantor
that there are more mappings from (nonempty) set S to (nonempty) set S’
than there are members of S. Thus, there are more propositions than
worlds: no mapping can associate, in 1-1 fashion, every proposition with
a certain world (or world/time couple). Consequently, no matter how one
explicates relations such as belief, assertion,... between individuals and
propositions, “there will always be a proposition such that at no world/time
couple is it the only proposition believed, or asserted, by George IV.”
(Tichy 1988, 219). Tichy demonstrated the situation and immediately
proved Theorem 42.1, the corollaries of which provide his solution to the
Liar paradox (which bears resemblance to his solution in his 1976).

7. Conclusions

To repeat the most essential features of Tichy’s conception of possible
worlds, Tichy proposed it in close connection with his sophisticated and
extensive logical system. Similarly as other intensional logicians/seman-
ticists, he used possible worlds for semantic analysis of natural language and
also further explication of various notions of our conceptual scheme such as
fact, causality, event, ability, freedom, propositional attitudes, subjunctive
conditionals and modalities. Though it is problematic to subsume his con-
ception under the known ones, “combinatorialism” and “actualism” seem to
be the most appropriate labels.

Tichy’s first proposal was published in 1968. His conception underwent
various modifications, but its main character remained unchanged. In the
first stage, possible worlds were classes of certain procedures (algorithms)
consisting mainly of tests on individuals. In the second and subsequent
stages, they were intuitively total classes of facts but Tichy technically
treated them as arguments for his intensions, i.e. as logically primitive enti-
ties. The combinatorial character was underlined by his late conception in
which the intuitive possible worlds are explicitly specified as some determi-
nation systems; determiners are then explicated as intensions.
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A tension in textual evidence is caused by the fact that Tichy always de-
scribed possible worlds in the spirit of combinatorialism but, at the same
time, he treated them as logically primitive entities of his logical frame-
work. Above, I have reconciled the two views utilizing Tichy’s late sugges-
tion that the former worlds are only intuitive, pre-theoretic possible
worlds, while the latter worlds are their rigorous explicata.

Tichy usually stressed intensional dependence of attributes/determiners
and also the idea that worlds are individuated even by the nexuses and atti-
tudes which are realized in them. In the late 1970s, he added temporality.
Tichy always preferred fixed domain; he modelled ‘possibilia’ as individual
offices, i.e. some intensions. Since his recent type-theoretic framework is
explicitly ramified, his approach can avoid various paradoxes concerning
possible worlds and ‘propositions’.

Some questions not answered by Tichy, but posed and answered by
some his followers, concern the structured nature of facts, the nature of
correspondence, and the possibility to construct possible worlds from struc-
tured facts. Another important task is to elaborate consequences of tempo-
rality involved in Tichy’s conception of possible worlds.*”

References

ADAMS, R.M. (1974): Theories of Actuality. Noiis 8, No. 3, 211-231.

ARMSTRONG, D.M. (1989): A Combinatorial Theory of Possibility. Cambridge University
Press.

BERTO, F. (2013): Impossible Worlds. In: Zalta, E. N. (ed.): The Stanford Encyclopedia
of Philosophy. (Winter 2013 Edition). Available at: http://plato.stanford.edu/archives
/win2013/entries/impossible-worlds/.

CARNAP, R. (1947): Meaning and Necessity. The University of Chicago Press.

CHURCH, A. (1940): A Formulation of the Simple Theory of Types. The Journal of
Symbolic Logic 5, No. 2, 56-68.

CMOREJ, P. (1996): Empirické esencidlne vlastnosti. Organon F' 3, No. 3, 239-261.

CMOREJ, P. (2001): Esencializmus verzus antiesencializmus. In: Na pomedzi logiky a filo-
zofte. Bratislava: Veda, 91-113.

COPELAND, B.J. (2006): Meredith, Prior, and the History of Possible Worlds Semantics.
Synthése 150, No. 3, 373-397.

DIVERS, J. (2002): Possible Worlds. Routledge.

22 Thanks to Pavel Cmorej and both anonymous reviewers for their valuable sugges-

tions.



TICHY’S POSSIBLE WORLDS 489

HAACK, S. (1978): Philosophy of Logics. Cambridge University Press.

HINTIKKA, J. (1969): Models for Modalities. Dordrecht: Reidel.

KAPLAN, D. (1994): A Problem in Possible-World Semantics. In: Sinnot-Armstrong,
W. — Raffman, D. — Asher, N. (eds.): Modality, Morality and Belief: Essays in Honor
of Ruth Barcan Marcus. Cambridge University Press, 41-52.

KOLAR, P. (2003): Pravda a fakt. Praha: Filosofia.

KEMENY, J.G. (1951): Review of R. Carnap, Logical Foundations of Probability. The
Journal of Symbolic Logic 16, 205-207.

KRIPKE, S.A. (1963): Semantic Considerations on Modal Logic. Acta Philosophica Fenni-
ca 16, 83-94.

KUCHYNKA, P. — RACLAVSKY, J. (2014): Pojmy a védecké teorie [Concepts and Scientific
Theories]. Brno: Masarykova univerzita.

Lews, C.I. (1923): Facts, Systems, and the Unity of the World. The journal of Philoso-
phy 20, No. 6, 141-151.

LEWIS, D. (1970): General Semantics. Synthése 22, 18-67.

LEwIs, D. (1973): Counterfactuals. Cambridge (Mass.): Harvard University Press.

LEWIS, D. (1986): On the Plurality of Worlds. Blackwell.

MENZEL, C. (2014): Possible Worlds. In: Zalta, E. N. (ed.): The Stanford Encyclopedia of
Philosophy. (Summer 2014 Edition). Available at: http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/
sum2014/entries/possible-worlds/.

MONTAGUE, R. (1974): Formal Philosophy. New Haven — London: Yale University
Press.

NoLAN, D. (2002): Topics in the Philosophy of Possible Worlds. Routledge.

ODDIE, G. (1986): Likeness to Truth. Dordrecht: Reidel.

ODDIE, G. (1987): The Picture Theory of Truthlikeness. In: Kuipers, T.A.F. (ed.):
What is Closer-to-the- Truth? Amsterdam: Rodopi, 25-45.

ODDIE, G. — TICHY, P. (1982): The Logic of Ability, Freedom, and Responsibility.
Studia Logica 41, 2-3, 227-248.

ODDIE, G. - TICHY, P. (1990): Resplicing Properties in the Supervenience Base. Philo-
sophical Studies 58, No. 3, 259-269.

PLANTINGA, A. (1970): World and Essence. Philosophical Review 79, 461-492.

RACLAVSKY, J. (2008): Reformulating Tichy’s Conception of Bare Individuals. Organon
F 15, No. 2, 143-167.

RACLAVSKY, J. (2008a): Conceptual Dependence of Verisimilitude Vindicated. A Fare-
well to Miller’s Argument. Organon F 15, No. 3, 369-382.

RACLAVSKY, J. (2008b): Hol4 individua nejsou bez vlastnosti [Bare Individuals are not
without Properties]. In: Zouhar, M. (ed.): Jednotliviny, vseobecniny, vjznamy. Bratis-
lava: Filozoficky Gstav SAV, 158-172.

RACLAVSKY, J. (2009): Jména a deskripce: logicko-sémantickd zkoumdni [Names and De-
scriptions: Logico-Semantical Investigation]. Olomouc: Nakladatelstvi Olomouc.

RACLAVSKY, J. (2009a): Structured Language Meanings and Structured Possible
Worlds. In: Munz, V. A. — Puhl, K. — Wang, J. (eds.): Language and the World.
Wien: Austrian Ludwig Wittgenstein Society, 349-350.



490 JIRI RACLAVSKY

RACLAVSKY, J. (2010): Co obnasi kontingentni existence individui [What is Contingent
Existence of Individuals?]. Organon F 17, No. 3, 374-387.

RACLAVSKY, J. (2011): Individua a jejich vlastnosti: studie z intenziondlni metafyziky [Indi-
viduals and Their Properties: Studies in Intensional Metaphysics]. Olomouc: Naklada-
telstvi Olomouc.

RACLAVSKY, J. — KUCHYNKA, P. (2011): Conceptual and Derivation Systems. Logic and
Logical Philosophy 20, 1-2, 159-174.

STALNAKER, R.C. (1976): Possible Worlds. Noiis 10, No. 1, 65-75.

TicHY, P. (1966): K explikaci pojmu obsah véty [On Explication of the Notion of Con-
tent of a Sentence]. Filosoficky casopis 14, 364-372.%2

TicHY, P. (1968): Smysl a procedura [Sense and Procedure]. Filosoficky casopis 16, 222-
232.

TICHY, P. (1968a): Logickd stavba védeckébo jazyka [ The Logical Structure of Scientific
Language]. Praha: Statni pedagogické nakladatelstvi.

TicHY, P. (1969): Intensions in Terms of Turing Machines. Studia Logica 26, 7-52.

Tichy, P. (1971): An Approach to Intensional Analysis. Nois 5, No. 3, 273-297.

TICHY, P. (1972): Plantinga on Essence: A Few Questions. The Philosophical Review 81,
No. 1, 82-93.

TICHY, P. (1974): On Popper’s Definitions of Verisimilitude. British Journal for the Phi-
losophy of Science 25, No. 2, 155-188.

TicHy, P. (1975): What Do We Talk About? Philosophy of Science 42, No. 1, 80-93.

TicHy, P. (1976): Introduction to Intensional Logic. Unpublished book manuscript.

TICHY, P. (1976a): Verisimilitude Redefined. The British Journal for the Philosophy of
Science 27, No. 1, 25-42.

TicHY, P. (1976b): A Counterexample to the Stalnaker-Lewis Analysis of Counterfac-
tuals. Philosophical Studies 29, No. 4, 271-273.

TicHY, P. (1978): A New Theory of Subjunctive Conditionals. Synthése 37, No. 3, 433-
457.

TICHY, P. (1978a): Verisimilitude Revisited. Synthése 38, No. 2, 175-196.

TICHY, P. (1978b): Two Kinds of Intensional Logic. Epistemologia 1, 143-164.

TicHY, P. (1978¢): De Dicto and De Re. Philosophia 8, No. 1, 1-16.

TicHY, P. (1978d): Verisimilitude Revisited. Synthése 38, No. 2, 175-196.

TicHy, P. (1979): Existence and God. The Journal of Philosophy 76, No. 8, 403-420.

TicHy, P. (1980): The Logic of Temporal Discourse. Linguistics and Philosophy 3, No.
3, 343-369.

TICHY, P. (1980a): The Semantics of Episodic Verbs. Theoretical Linguistics 7, No. 3,
264-296.

TicHY, P. (1980b): The Transiency of Truth. Theoria 46, 2-3, 165-182.

TicHY, P. (1984): Subjunctive Conditionals: Two Parameters vs. Three. Philosophical
Studies 45, No. 2, 1-13.

TiIcHY, P. (1986): Constructions. Philosophy of Science 53, No. 4, 514-534.

z Tichy’s papers are reprinted in Tichy (2004).



TICHY’S POSSIBLE WORLDS 491

TICHY, P. (1994): The Analysis of Natural Language. From the Logical Point of View 3,
No. 2, 42-80.

TicHY, P. (1994a): The Tractatus in the Light of Intensional Logic. From the Logical
Point of View 3, No. 2, 32-41.

TICHY, P. (1987): Einzeldinge als Amtsinhaber. Zeitschrift fiir Semiotik 9, 13-50. Transl.
to Slovak as Tichy, P. (1994): Jednotliviny a ich roly [Particulars and their Roles].
Organon F 1, No. 1, 29-42; No. 2, 123-132; No. 3, 208-224; No. 4, 328-333.

TicHY, P. (2004): Pavel Tichy’s Collected Papers in Logic and Philosophy. Svoboda, V. —
Jespersen, B. — Cheyne, C. (eds.). Dunedin: University of Otago Press; Praha: Filo-
sofia.

TICHY, P. (1988): The Foundations of Frege’s Logic. Walter de Gruyter.

TICHY, P. — ODDIE, G. (1983): Ability and Freedom. American Philosophical Quarterly
20, No. 2, 135-147.

SVOBODA, V. (2000): Where Do All the Individuals Go? In: Childers, T. — Palomiki, S.
(eds.): Between Words and Worlds (A Festschrift for Pavel Materna). Praha: Filosofia,
21-33.

VACEK, M. (2013): Impossibilists’ Paradise on the Cheap? Organon F 20, No. 3, 283-
301.

WITTGENSTEIN, L. (1921/1922): Tractatus logico-philosophicus. Routledge & Kegan
Paul.

YAGISAWA T. (2010): Worlds and Individuals, Possible and Otherwise. Oxford University
Press.



Organon F 21 (4) 2014: 492-515

Quantificational Accounts of Logical Consequence lll.
The Model-Theoretic Account:
Quantificational Approach Triumphant?*

LADISLAV KOREN

Department of Philosophy and Social Sciences. Faculty of Arts. University of Hradec Kralové
Nameésti Svobody 331. 500 03 Hradec Kralové. Czech Republic
ladislav.koren@uhk.cz

RECEIVED: 06-09-2013 = ACCEPTED: 21-08-2014

ABSTRACT: This concluding study devoted to quantificational accounts of consequence
and related logical properties deals with the model-theoretic account (MTA). In re-
sponse to objections questioning its intuitive adequacy, it is argued that MTA does not
aim to analyse “the” alleged intuitive notion of consequence, but aims to formally re-
construct one specific semantic account, according to which valid arguments preserve
truth in virtue of their logico-semantic structure and irrespectively of particular seman-
tic values of the non-logical vocabulary. So conceived, MTA is arguably superior to any
other quantificational account, being based on a principled account of the semantic
structure and the specific contribution of logical elements to it.
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1. Introduction

In my penultimate study (see Koreri 2014) on quantificational accounts
of consequence, I discussed modern substitutional (Russell 1918/1919,
1919, Carnap 1937, Quine 1986) and interpretational (Tarski 1936) expla-
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nations of valid arguments as those that preserve truth under all admissible
variations with respect to their non-logical vocabulary. I highlighted two
difficulties for such explanations: they might overgenerate due to limited
expressive means or due to assuming a fixed domain of quantification.
Tarski-style interpretational accounts avoid the first difficulty but the
second remains pertinent. Quine’s update on the substitutional account
hopes to avoid both problems, but it is restricted to first-order languages
rich enough to embed elementary number theory.” T suggested two reason-
able desiderata that might be imposed on appealing quantificational ac-
counts: (1) logical properties/relations of sentences should persist under
subtractions and expansions of the non-logical vocabulary; and (2) they
should persist no matter what sequence of possible semantic values of ap-
propriate types we assign to their non-logical elements, whatever possible
domain of application those values may come from. I concluded by saying
that the model-theoretic account (henceforth MTA) of logical conse-
quence as truth-preservation across all admissible set-theoretic interpretations
suggests itself as an advance in this respect, as it appears to be taylor-made
to meet the two desiderata. Many logicians would agree that MTA is the
most promising semantic approach to consequence currently on the mar-
ket, not least because it provides rigorous explications of logical notions —
relative to a principled account of the semantic behavior of certain tradi-
tionally distinguished logical operators — that makes room for mathemati-
cally tractable metatheoretical comparisons between the semantic and the
deductive side of logic. That said, MTA has been subjected to vigorous
criticism questioning its adequacy as an account of consequence. In particu-
lar, it has been claimed that it blatantly fails as an account of consequence,
because it inevitably misses certain essential modal-epistemic characteristics
of it (cf. Etchemendy 1990). In this concluding part of my explorations in-
to the quantificational tradition, I discuss how MTA fares vis-a-vis the
main philosophical objections in this direction, suggesting considerations
that conspire together to provide a partial vindication of MTA.

2 And, as T pointed out in Koren (2014, 322), identity is not regarded as a logical

primitive but as a defined predicate expressing indistinguishability with respect to all (n-
adic) predicates of the object-language.
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2. MTA

As is established practice, we will introduce the essentials of MTA by
focusing on a first-order language L (with identity), containing denumera-
bly many individual constants and variables, n-adic predicates and n-adic
functors. With the syntax defined in the usual way via recursive definitions
of the sets of L-terms, L-formulas and L-sentences, the idea of interpretation
of L in L-structure R is implemented by taking a non-empty set d as the
domain of R, and assigning extensions of appropriate types (defined over d)
to non-logical symbols, according to their categories: (a) an element ¢® € d
to each individual constant c; (b) an n-adic relation P® € d" to each n-adic
predicate P (for every n>1); (c) an n-adic operation f: d" — d, to each n-
adic function symbol f (for every n>1). This amounts to a set-theoretic in-
terpretation of L in R, usually represented as the ordered pair (d, I), with
I being an interpretation-function accomplishing the job of (a),...,(c) above.
On this basis, satisfaction of a formula of L in (d, I) by a variable-
assignment (function assigning d-elements to individual variables) is de-
fined by recursion on the logical complexity of the formula. As a limiting-
case, then, truth of a sentence A (formula with no occurrences of variables
free) in (d, I) is defined as its satisfaction by all variable-assignments of
d-elements:’

R E At R, s =4, for every variable-assignment s of d-elements,

where “R, s |F A" says that 4, as interpreted in R, is satisfied by a variable-
assignment s of d-elements. If we read “R |= 4" as saying that R is a model
of 4, we can finally define crucial model-theoretic notions as follows:

R is a model of a set I' of L-sentences iff R is a model of each sentence
inT.

A is valid iff every L-structure R is a model of 4.

A is a consequence of T" iff every L-structure R that is model of T' is al-
so a model of A.

The idea here is that whereas the semantics of L’s logical constants is
fixed (the same irrespectively of what admissible structure interprets L) via

I pass over tedious details, the requisite machinery being contained in any standard
mathematical logic book such as Hodges (1997) or Enderton (2001).
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recursive clauses of the general satisfaction definition, non-logical symbols
of L are allowed to pick out different extensions in L-structures. Impor-
tantly, however, possible interpretations of non-logical constants are in no
way arbitrary but have to harmonize in principled ways with the semantics
of logical operators. Assignments of semantic values to non-logical con-
stants are to be such that, in cooperation with the fixed meanings of the
logical operators, they suffice to determine the truth-values of L-sentences.
The rationale for this requirement should be clear: admissible interpreta-
tions of non-logical vocabulary encapsulate as much and only as much in-
formation as is required to fix truth-values of L-sentences in accordance
with the semantics of their logical operators. For instance, the truth-value
of the universal formula Vx(Fx—Gx) is going to depend on what domain d
the universal quantifier ranges over, the quantifier being sensitive only to
extensions of predicates “F” and “G” in that domain. In general, the Fre-
gean idea of the semantic value of a non-logical constant C is precisely the
idea of a truth-relevant feature of C, to which solely the logical operators
are sensitive (which operate on the non-logical expressions of C’s type). An
interpretation of L is then a systematic assignment of such truth-relevant
features to its non-logical terms.”

Equipped with such semantic explanations and definitions based on
them, MTA solves the problem of persistence-violation in Tarski’s style —
employing the method of satisfaction of formulas by variable-assignments
of d-elements. Its comparative advantage vis-d-vis substitutional accounts is
that it does not stand and fall with the expressive capacity of a language
under consideration. And, by allowing domains to vary across set-theoretic
interpretations, it avoids the problem of overgeneration that confronted in-
terpretational accounts in the style of Tarski (1936). Consider a cardinality-
sentence such as 3xJy—(x = y), which the interpretational account declares
as logically true if it is true (if there are two or more objects), and as logi-
cally false if it is false (there being nothing to reinterpret in it, both quan-
tifiers and “=" being regarded as fixed logical terms). However, it is not
logically true (false) according to MTA, because it turns out false when in-
terpreted in set-theoretic structures whose domains contain one object

A comparative advantage of Verifying interpretations vis-a-vis verifying instances is
that while there is an interpretation for every verifying instance of a formula, structures
are more manageable, encapsulating truth-relevant features that may be shared by sever-
al instances.
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(and true if interpreted in bigger domains). The same holds, muzatis mu-
tandis, for other cardinality sentences of this type (for n>1), all of which
have models as well as counter-models in the vast realm of set-theoretic
structures. Consequently, also formalized versions of inferences of the fol-
lowing type (or zero-premise inferences with such cardinality sentences as
conclusions)’

There are at least n objects

There are at least n+1 objects

are not model-theoretically valid, since there is always a set-theoretic coun-
ter-model whose domain contains no more than n objects. Analogous con-
siderations pertain to formalized versions of cardinality sentences of other
types (e.g. those stating an upper bound on the size of the universe) or ze-
ro-premise arguments whose conclusions are such sentences.®

3. But is MTA really satisfactory?

Is the problem of persistence under all possible contractions and expan-
sions of the quantifier-domain thereby solved? It may seem so, because log-
ical properties now persist not just under all possible contractions and ex-
pansions of the non-logical vocabulary, but under all possible contractions
and expansions of the domain of quantification, that is, no matter what
domain of set-like size the individual variables range over. That said, the
critic of MTA may retort that this glorious victory is pyrrhic, as it does not
come for free. To use Quine’s words, with model theory we are far away
from “the modest bit of set theory” (viz. finite sets),’ being committed to

Of the type: Ix;...3x,[(x1 = x2) A . A =(xg = %) A (2 = x3) A oo A (xp =
Xp) A .o A (X = x,)], therefore 3x...3xp,1[A(x1 = x2) A oo A 2(x] = xp,1) A (%2
=x3) Ao A (X = Xpa1) A e A (X = Xp00)]-

Except for famous (or infamous) sentences such as Ix(x = x), whose natural reading
is that there is at least one object, and which is satisfied in all first-order structures (as all
have non-empty domains). Other problematic sentences are of the type Ix(x = a),

Ix(Fx V =Fx), 3x(Fx - Fx).

The modest bit of set theory that is needed in Quine’s view to provide a substitu-

tional account of logical properties for first-order languages rich enough to embed ele-
mentary number theory, which is provably equivalent to the set-theoretic account in the
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“the universe of sets of a specifiable and unspecifiable size” (Quine 1986,
55). Now, this warning may or may not appeal to us, depending on wheth-
er we want to extend logic beyond first-order systems and whether we take
the amount of “higher” set theory needed to build models for such lan-
guages to be sufficiently clear. But even if we set aside Quine’s scruples, it
might be argued that the trouble with the model-theoretic account is dee-
per. For isn’t the problem of intrusion of substantive assumptions into log-
ic still with us, this time reappearing on the level of meta-theory with its
set-theoretical assumptions? The objection may be pressed as a version of
Wittgenstein’s challenge that we saw at work when we discussed Russell’s
substitutional account (cf. Koren 2014): 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 of whatever sort. However,
MTA appears to make them contingent on substantive matters, this time
in the form of specific background set-theoretic assumptions; so logical
properties and relations are not distinguished from substantive (indeed,
topic-specific) generalizations in terms of sets.

In this spirit, Etchemendy (1990) argued that the model-theoretic ac-
count of logical properties is guilty of a misguided reduction, precisely be-
cause possession of a logical property such as logical truth (or logical validi-
ty, in case of arguments) is equated to the truth of a certain set-theoretic
generalization. To see what is at stake, consider a first-order sentence

S[al,..,al, Alr-)An])

where {ajy,..,a;} is the set (possibly empty) of all its individual terms, and
{A1,..,An} is the set of all its unary predicates (possibly empty). We shall
assume that S does not contain any other non-logical constant. As Etche-
mendy notes, the model-theoretic account declares S as logically true just
in case the following set-theoretic sentence holds (for 1 < i < n):

(Vd) (vxi € d) (VXI c d) (Xl)“7X1) Xl)"7Xn))

in which the non-logical constants are uniformly replaced by variables of
fitting logical types (ai/x;; Av/Xi), and the result is universally closed with

model-theoretic style. Cf. Quine (1986, 56). See also my discussion of Quine’s account
in Koren (2014, 319-323).
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respect to all variables.® This set-theoretic sentence states that the matrix
(X1y-X1, X1,--,Xn) is satisfied with respect to all individual domains, when-
ever we assign elements of such domains to individual variables and subsets
thereof to predicate variables. In effect, MTA tells us that:

S remains true no matter what domain d we take S to talk about, no
matter what individuals xj,..,x; (from d) the terms ay,...,a; respectively
pick out and no matter what subsets Xj,..,X, (of d) the predicates
Ay,..,A, respectively pick out.

This consideration applies, mutatis mutandis, also to the model-theoretic
account of logical consequence as truth-preservation across all set-theoretic
structures. Fully spelled out, what MTA states is that an L-sentence 4 log-
ically follows from a set I' of L-sentences just in case a certain set-theoretic
sentence holds, namely one stating that every model of T is also a model of
A.

At first blush, MTA is an obvious advance over interpretational ac-
counts in the style of Tarski (1936), helping us to address the overgenera-
tion problem due to the fixed domain. But Etchemendy thinks that this
reductionist maneuver is still misguided as an analysis of logical properties,
because it makes the logical status of a sentence (or argument) dependent
on whether a substantive set-theoretic generalization holds, hence on ex-
tra-logical matters such as: whether there are sets, or how big (see Etche-
mendy 1990). For instance, if there were only finite sets, some substantive
(e.g. cardinality) sentences should be declared logically true according to
MTA, since there would not be enough (large) structures to show that
they could fail to hold. Admittedly, the model-theorist might invoke the
background set-theoretic axiom of infinity to ensure that there will be no
shortage of sufficiently large sets (hence structures) to frame counter-
models to such sentences. But the question then is why this manoeuvre is
not on a par with the logicist postulation of the axiom of infinity that,
many would agree, is suspect from the point of view of pure logic. Intui-
tively, such sentences are logically contingent and should remain so no
matter whether sets are actually finite or infinite. Indeed, it would seem
that a staunch finitist could consistently claim both that there are (or can
be) only finite sets and that cardinality sentences holding in all finite mod-

8 . . . . .
The variables are to be chosen so as to avoid potential clash with bound variables al-

ready present in S.



QUANTIFICATIONAL ACCOUNTS OF LOGICAL CONSEQUENCE III. 499

els are still not logically true (see Etchemendy 1990, 195). If this is intellig-
ible, model-theoretic validity just cannot capture the essence of our intui-
tive notion of consequence. Or so Etchemendy argues, concluding that
MTA fails to provide adequate conceptual analyses of logical properties.
Etchemendy pushes this line of objection yet further, maintaining that
although the standard MTA does not overgenerate in the first-order case
(i.e. it does not declare as logically true/valid sentences/arguments that are
not intuitively logically true/valid; see Etchemendy 1990, 154), this is no
more than a happy coincidence owing to expressive idiosyncrasies of first-
order languages (that the account does not overgenerate he takes to be
shown by a version of Kreiselian squeezing argument to be reviewed short-
ly).” In the higher-order case we do not have any guarantee that the mod-
el-theoretic account does not overgenerate, declaring as logically true (va-
lid) sentences (arguments) that are intuitively not logically true (valid). In
fact, Etchemendy argues that it overgenerates, since there is a second-order
formalizable sentence CH, expressed purely in variables and logical symbols,
that is true in all standard (full) structures'* just in case the Continuum
Hypothesis holds, and a sentence non-CH of a similar character that is true
in all such structures just in case the hypothesis fails to hold."" So, depend-
ing on whether the hypothesis holds or not, either CH or non-CH is de-
clared as logically true by the model-theoretic account for second-order
logic. But isn’t that weird, given that the hypothesis seems to express a ra-
ther substantive mathematical fact, if true? Once again, logical properties

’  As Blanchette (2000; 2001) points out, even this claim needs qualification, as the

set of first-order validities (which, by the completeness theorem, is included in the set
of purely logically provable first-order sentences) includes also prima facie logically con-

tingent sentences of the type Ix(x = x), Ix(x = a), Ix(Fx V =Fx), Ix(Fx - Fx).

' The standard semantics of second-order logic works with full models interpreting

second-order predicate variables as ranging over all sets of n-tuples of the domain over
which first-order variables range. This does not hold for Henkin’s non-standard seman-

tics that does not force second-order variables to range over all such subsets.

1 . . . . T
The Continuum Hypothesis says that there is no set such that its cardinality is

greater than the cardinality of the set of natural numbers but strictly smaller than the
cardinality of the set of real numbers. If we let ,x>N“ and ,R < x“ to abbreviate
second-order definable properties of being of greater cardinality than the set of natural
numbers and being of no smaller cardinality than the set of real numbers respectively, CH
can be captured thus: VX(X > N —= R < X). Cf. Blanchette (2001, 128).
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explicated & la MTA seem to be contaminated by apparently extra-logical
matters (see Etchemendy 2008, 176-177)."

One’s response to this kind of objections is going to depend on one’s
view of the nature of logic and its relation to mathematics. Several stories
may be told here, but I favour the one in which mathematics (its set-
theoretic branch) is utilized by logicians as a powerful modelling device,
where modelling involves vital aspects of representation, idealization and
abstraction." Specifically, mathematical tools help us reconstruct correct
reasoning in various domains, disregarding irrelevant features, while retain-
ing and possibly sharpening features deemed central — and all this for theo-
retical and practical purposes at hand (cf. Priest 1999). This approach to
logic seeks not only a proper balance — reflective equilibrium — between
general theoretical principles, informal desiderata (e.g. a prioricity, necessi-
ty, formality) and intuitive judgements concerning validity, but the whole
enterprise is open to revision and subject to the criteria of simplicity or
economy, just as any other theory using mathematical models of real-world
phenomena.

Viewed from this perspective, as Shapiro (2005) points out, it makes lit-
tle sense to say that MTA aims to “conceptually analyze” intuitive notions
of logical truth or consequence — still less “the” intuitive notions of logical
truth or consequence — when defining their idealized formal-mathematical
counterparts (see also Priest 1995). Etchemendy’s objection that MTA fails
as a conceptual analysis is thus off the mark, as MTA does not aim to pro-
vide conceptual analyses (in whatever plausible sense this may have). Still,
we need not deny that it may be somehow desirable to incorporate into
a good formal model of logical properties the informal desideratum that

2 The Continuum Hypothesis is independent of the first-order ZFC (Zermelo-

Fraenkel axiomatization of set theory plus the axiom of choice) but semantically decided
in its second-order version. Does not this show that the second-order model-theoretic
consequence brings in a rather substantive (and controversial) set-theoretical content
that cannot be reasonably considered logical? Cf. Blanchette (2001) for a discussion.

13 Shapiro (1991; 1998; 2005) develops this approach that he calls logic as model.

Considerations of economy and simplicity could eventually conspire together to
weaken the pull of informal desiderata (intuitions) to the effect that logical truth or
consequence has to be necessary, a priori recognizable, or topic-neutral. Thus, what
seem to be logically contingent sentences of the type Ix(x = x), etc. (or arguments hav-
ing them as conclusions) may eventually be declared as logical truths (valid arguments)
of the first-order logic precisely on such “pragmatic” grounds.
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they should persist irrespectively of what may be the case. The question is
how to make it formally precise, that is, how to model it. Now, up to
a point at least, the abstract universe of sets is a powerful modelling device
that allows us to formally reconstruct both the idea of truth-relevant cases
(viz. structures) and the idea of truth of a sentence in a case (viz. a structure be-
ing a model of the sentence). One can make the idea mentioned above more
precise by saying that if a sentence is logically true, then it is true no matter
what possible domain it talks of — modelling various possible domains via
sets. It is vital here that plenty of domains of various (including infinite)
sizes can be represented in the abstract set theory, as this allows us to mod-
el the informal idea that logical properties persist no matter how the world
could be (that is, no matter what things it may contain or what may be
true of them). Just as we need an abstract representation of possible distri-
butions of truth-values w.r.t. atomic sentences, we need an abstract repre-
sentation of possible distributions of truth-relevant semantic values w.r.t.
terms and predicates relative to domains talked about.

Granted, then, the model-theoretic account provides formal reconstruc-
tions of informal notions of logical properties, based on the mathematical
ideology and ontology of the background theory. But, of course, that does
not mean that the formally modelled phenomenon is set-theoretic in na-
ture or supervenes on set-theory (Do successful mathematical models of
real-world phenomena imply that modelled phenomena are — or somehow
supervene on — mathematical phenomena?). Rather, the background set
theory (or, possibly, another sufficiently powerful abstract apparatus) may
be viewed as an abstract instrumentarium of formalized explications of in-
formal interpretational notions of logical properties.'®

15 Shapiro (1998) and Hanson (1996) both argue for a hybrid interpretational-modal

notion of logical consequence as one that the model-theoretic account explicates
(though the latter replaces possibilities by set-like domains supposed to exist in the ab-
stract but actual universe of sets). Shapiro (1998; 2005) emphasizes the isomorphism-
property of models and suggests that the only differences between models that really
matter concern their respective sizes but not what individuals they contain. Shapiro
claims that this captures the intuition that logic is in some sense topic-neutral, and, ac-
cordingly, that logical truth and consequence are insensitive to identities of objects, be-
ing invariant under permutations of the domain.

16 Except of Shapiro (1998; 2005), see also Chihara (1998), Garcia-Carpintero (1993)
and McFarlane (2000).
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It is a vexed question how far we can get with the set-theoretic instru-
mentarium. Already a natural interpretation of the first-order set theory
would seem to require the domain (of all sets) that is too large to be a set,
hence it is not represented in the model-theory, as model-theoretic struc-
tures have set-like domains.”” And if the world contains more things than
can be packed into a set-like collection, then the model-theoretic account
misses one crucial possible domain — namely the actual one.'® Maybe
proper classes or something of the sort can be invoked to amend the
model-theory in this respect.19 However, we should never forget that
such mathematical models are useful servants only to the extent we un-
derstand them well. There are theorists who think that higher-order log-
ics can be approached in a similar model-theoretic spirit, but substantive-
ly “higher flights” into set-theory or beyond may be called for if one wants
a suitable modelling device for it. And this may certainly give one a pause:
are not second-order logical truths and consequences just — as Quine
warned us — disguised mathematical (set-theoretical) truths and conse-
quences?

Be that as it may, for the paradigmatic first-order case at least we have
an argument in support of the extensional accuracy of MTA, which has no
analogue in the second-order or higher-order case. Let us have a closer
look at it to see what morals we may draw from it.

7" Viz. Kreisel (1967) and McGee (1992). Reservations about MTA concern the cir-

cumstance that domains of models are bound to be sets, which may result in its declar-
ing certain sentences to be true (or false) in all models that are non the less not true (or
false) in all interpretations (may be true/false in an interpretation whose domain is too
bi§ to be a set). McGee’s example is a sentence (involving a new cardinality-quantifier
ghb expanding the standard first-order language) to the effect that there are not abso-
lutely infinitely many (self-identical) things, where the cardinality in question is of a proper
class. Then all set-theoretic interpretations are its models, but it is false under its natu-
ral interpretation requiring a proper-class as the domain. See also Blanchette (2000).

8 Cf. McGee (1992, 279) or Field (2008, 45). Also for Field this means that a sen-
tence P (or argument P5/C) may be true (valid) in all set-theoretic structures without
being true (truth-preserving) simpliciter.

Y Field (2008, chap. 2) argues that even if we allow more generous models (say, with

proper-class domains), the problem arises anew a level higher.
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4. Kreisel’s squeezing argument

Kreisel (1967) famously argued that the model-theoretic explication of
logical validity (as well as of logical truth) introduced above is, in the first-
order case, extensionally adequate with respect to a certain informal-
intuitive notion of logical validity (or logical truth).? Let us consider first-
order languages and the notion of logical validity informally characterized as
truth-preservation in every interpretation (structure), that is, whatever domain
d of individuals we take and whatever extensions (over d) of the right type
we let the non-logical vocabulary of the argument to pick out. Kreiselian
argument then shows that this informal notion is coextensive with the
formally precise notion of truth-preservation in every set-theoretic interpreta-
tion (structure) as it is standardly reconstructed in set-theory.

Kreisel’s recipe is remarkably simple.”' Let I, be the set determined by
the first notion (intuitive validity), let Sy be the set determined by the
second notion (set-theoretical validity), and let Py be the set determined by
the notion of argument provable in a standard first-order proof-system (proof-
theoretical validity). We start noting that Py € I, as any standard proof-
system, is intuitively sound in that it does not prove any argument refutable
by some admissible interpretation. That is to say, Py does not overgenerate
w.r.t. I, or we would not have a reason to accept the proof-system in the
first place. Suppose further that I, overgenerates w.r.t. S,. If so, there is an
argument that is I,-valid while having a countable set-theoretic counter-
model C in the domain of natural numbers.?? But this cannot be the case:
the argument is not intuitively valid as interpreted in C, hence it is not I~
valid. We can thus be sure that I, € S,. But then we also have

P, I, €S,

In the last step we can apply the completeness theorem for first-order logic
to obtain Sy € Py: every set-theoretically valid argument is also proof-
theoretically valid. In that case we also have

Kreisel (1967, 89-93). I shall confine the argument only to logical validity.

2L See Smith (2010) for an admirably clear exposition of squeezing arguments and dis-

cussion of their philosophical ramifications.

2 . . . .
By the downward Léwenheim-Skolem theorem that we saw at work in Quine’s ar-

gument for extensional adequacy of his substitutional account of logical truth w.r.t.
truth in all set-theoretic interpretations (= S,).
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P,CI,CS,CP,
which forces the three sets under consideration to coincide in extension:
P,=1 =S.

Summing up: Kreisel’s reasoning shows that none of the three notions cor-
responding respectively to the sets Py, I, and Sy overgenerates or underge-
nerates with respect to the others.”

Kreisel's recipe has its limits, as for incomplete logics (in particular,
second-order logic) we could not carry out the last step of the argument.
One issue arising here is what implications this has. One may want to sug-
gest that a genuine logic is to be complete so that a version of Kreiselian
argument can be reconstructed for it. But the opponent of this view is like-
ly to retort that a complete (and compact) system such as first-order logic
is expressively too weak to formalize categorical theories of paradigmatic
mathematical structures (having just one model up to isomorphism; cf.
Shapiro 1985; 1991; and Read 1995; 1997), and, connected with this, can-
not capture intuitively correct reasoning about such structures (cf. Shapiro
1991 or Read 1995). According to this criterion, second-order logic, albeit
not effectively axiomatizable, might be considered superior. In the second
round, the opponent of higher-order logic might complain — following
Quine (cf. Quine 1986; or Tharp 1975) — that they blur the distinction be-
tween logical and mathematical truths. Now, which perspective one deems
more plausible and fruitful is going to depend on one’s view of what logic is
after.

For instance, the fact that MTA for second-order logic declares either
CH or non-CH logically true (depending on whether the Continuum Hy-
pothesis holds) may be used to challenge the status of second-order logic as
a genuine logic. Or it may be advertised as showing us that, in the general
case, MTA does not provide a good model of the informal interpretational
notion of logical truth. Or one may want to bite the bullet holding that
CH or non-CH is indeed logically true, possibly arguing in a Quinean way
— but pace Quine himself in this particular case — that there is no clear-cut

23 . .
Note that Kreisel's squeezing argument does not appeal to the standard soundness

theorem relating P, to S,.
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boundary between logic and mathematics after all (cf. Shapiro 1998, 146,
who urges this last strategy).**

Another important issue concerns the claim that Kreisel’s squeezing ar-
gument assures the adequacy of MTA with respect to the intuitive-
informal notion of validity. Indeed, the argument appeals to an informal-
intuitive notion of “validity” as truth-preservation under all interpretations in
all structures. But we should be careful here, since the theoretician’s “intui-
tive” notions of validity typically involve a certain sharpening of the initial
intuition about consequence that it is somehow excluded that the premises hold
and the conclusion fails to hold (or that holding of the former establishes
holding of the latter).

I propose to see the conceptual situation along the following lines.
Kreisel’s informal-intuitive notion of validity presents one possible sharpen-
ing of our initial (imprecise and ambiguous) intuition. Semantically ap-
proached, the intuition can be first sharpened via the idea that the conclu-
sion of a valid inference is true in every case in which the premises are true.
Second, truth-preservation characteristic of valid arguments is further ex-
plained as depending on the semantic behaviour of “formal-logical” ele-
ments and on the semantic profile of the premises and conclusion (the pat-
tern of logical terms and the semantic categories of the remaining non-
logical terms to which the logical terms are semantically sensitive). This is
designed to capture the formal character of logical consequences distin-
guishing them from those preserving truth due to connections between
their descriptive terms.”®

5

2 : . .
I am indebted to James Edwards for pressing me to be much clearer on this point.

This proposal is indebted to Smith (2010).

It is thus not charitable to charge that they do not capture validity of arguments like
“Bob is bachelor; so Bob is unmarried”, as Etchemendy (1990; 2008) or Read (1994;
1995) do. Granted, they “undergenerate” w.r.t. the notion of analytical validity (or pure-
ly modal notion of validity). But this is just what they wanted! Indeed, we could just as
well say that analytical validity overgenerates w.r.t. formal validity. Admittedly, the dis-
tinction between analytical and formal validity is relative to how we divide terms into
logical and non-logical (or descriptive). If there is — as seems quite likely to me — no
principled demarcation, the boundaries of the two classes will be flexible to some extent
or other. The debate about the nature of the logical constant is very much alive, but

26

I have no space here to join it. Let it be said that none of various ingenious proposals
(including Tarski’s 1986 latter attempt to define logical notions as those that are inva-
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Precisely this informal explication is captured in Kreisel's “intuitive-
informal” notion of truth-preservation under all interpretations in all struc-
tures, it being understood that (1) structures represent cases and (2) what
gets reinterpreted across various structures are non-logical elements. Note,
however, that the Kreiselian notion is still “informal”, since it is not yet
a mathematically defined notion (as opposed, say, to truth-preservation un-
der all interpretations in all set-theoretic structures, which is set-theoretically
defined as S,; cf. Smith 2010). However, for the first-order case we have
a Kreisel-style argument that this informal notion coincides extensionally
with the precise set-theoretical one. For the first-order case, then, we have
justified the model-theoretic notion of validity as a good formal explication
(or reconstruction) of the Kreiselian notion, which presents an informal
explication of the rough intuition that we have started with.

Seen in this light, Kreisel’s argument shows that a reasonably motivated
(and historically important) informal sharpening of the vague idea of validi-
ty coincides, in the first-order case, with two formally precise notions —
namely model-theoretic validity and provability. That is, the mathematical-
ly precise explication of validity in terms of set-theoretical models is not
just extensionally adequate with respect to standard proof-systems but also
with respect to the interpretationally characterized notion of consequence
as truth-preservation under all admissible valuations of non-logical vocabu-
lary that respects the semantics of logical terminology. Accordingly, it can
be viewed as a good mathematical model or reconstruction of the last no-
tion.”

What Kreisel's argument does not show, though, is that the model-
theoretic notion of validity or the informal notion it models is the correct
one, getting right the intuitive notion of validity. On the view I urge, the
idea that there is such a notion of validity to be got right is a wild goose
chase.”® If the alleged common notion of validity is the initial intuition

riant under all permutations of the domain) has found wider acceptance, and there is

a tendency to see the matter of choice of logical constants as more or less pragmatic.

2 Shapiro (2005) argues, quite plausibly, that the mathematically precise notion of

proof-theoretical validity can be seen as a model of an epistemic aspect of consequence
understood with Frege as that which can be derived via a gap-free chain of applications of
visibly sound inference rules.

2 As T understand them, Smiley (1989), Smith (2010) and Beall — Restall (2006) seem
to urge a similar view.
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mentioned above, it makes no sense to “get it right” — to give an equivalent
preserving all its vagueness and ambiguity. Rather, an explication is in or-
der, whose point is to replace it with something better by way of precision
and theoretical fruitfulness. And if one has in mind some notion involving
a refinement/sharpening of this intuition, we may point out that several in-
formal explanations of it are possible, the interpretational account being
just one among them (though historically prominent). Thus the deductiv-
ist or relevantist tradition in thinking about logic propound alternative ac-
counts of the initial intuition about validity that in a valid argument it is
somehow excluded that the premises hold and the conclusion fails to hold.
The question as to which of these notions is zhe correct one is out of place,
though we may compare them and weigh their merits in light of their
theorczzgical fruitfulness, comparative clarity of ideology or ontological
costs.

5. The alleged devastating objection

The foregoing discussion will not persuade everybody that quantifica-
tional account in the model-theoretic style is a good thing. Let me finally
turn to what can be considered the most principal objection to quantifica-
tional account in whatever form. An early version was voiced by Kneale in
the early 1960s:

Just as according to [Bolzano’s] definitions a proposition can be analyti-
cally true by accident, so too one proposition may follow from another
by accident, that is to say in such a way that the truth of the universal
proposition about the results can be known only by an examination of
the individual results.

. a proposition cannot properly be said to be derivable from a set of
premises unless it is possible to establish that if the premises are true
the proposition is also true without first establishing whether or not the
premises and the proposition are true. (Kneale 1961, 94)

29 . o e
Moreover, there is nothing in the initial intuition per se that compels us to emphas-

ize the formal aspect and the classical first-order forms in particular (hand in hand with
its standard selection of logical terms). So there is a room for accounts of validity expli-
cating the vague intuition so as to be usable for “non-classical” logics, which develop the
logic of specific modal, epistemic, deontic (etc.) notions.
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Kneale’s worry is that if we explain the nature of logical properties in
a purely quantificational style (substitutionally or interpretationally), we
cannot do justice to the intuition that recognition of an argument’s validity
is to be independent of knowledge of the truth-values of its component
sentences.

An elaborated version of this objection can be found in Etchemendy’s
sustained argument against the standard model-theoretic account (see espe-
cially Etchemendy 2008, 265-271). On his view, quantificational accounts in
general and the standard model-theoretic account in particular introduce as a
defining characteristic of validity something that is only a symptom (though
a reliable one) of it. Let us call this symptomatic characteristic, which only
masquerades as the true cause of validity, the quantificational condition:

Q: to belong to a class of equiform arguments containing only truth-
preserving arguments.

It is plain wrong, Etchemendy claims, to say that 4 is valid just because it
meets Q, that is, just because it has only truth-preserving variants in the
same form. As Kneale pointed out, this does not make 4 conceptually dif-
ferent from arguments that by sheer coincidence have no equiform counte-
rexample, whose formally truth-preserving character is thus accidental and
as such would have to be ascertained empirically — instance by instance.

Already this, Etchemendy submits, is a reductio of all quantificational
accounts. Due to their faulty conceptual analysis that mistakes symptoms
for a cause, quantificational accounts cannot but miss the following deside-
ratum

I. whatever validity is, it must be an intrinsic feature of 4 whose pos-
session by A4 is recognizable without knowing the actual truth-values
of A’s components (or of any other argument),

a special corollary of which is that

II. whatever validity is, it must be an intrinsic feature of A4 that provides
a guarantee that A’s conclusion is true given that A’s premises are
jointly true, which does not depend on one’s knowledge of the
truth-value of A’s conclusion.

If one is after a plausible conceptual analysis of logical validity, one is to
capture in the analysans a characteristic that meets at least those two desi-
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derata. Or so Etchemendy seems to suggest. However, quantificational ac-
counts relying on Q (or something of the sort) do not supply any such de-
sirable characteristic. It seems that one cannot recognize that 4 meets the
condition Q, without knowing of each given argument 4* in the same form
that it is truth-preserving. Moreover, even if one checked all the other ar-
guments in the same form and found them truth-preserving, this would
not give him/her independent assurance that A is truth-preserving, not
even if one already knew its premises to be true. For all one knows at this
juncture is: either 4 has a false conclusion and is invalid or 4 has a true
conclusion. So only if one already knows that 4 has a true conclusion, can
one be sure that 4 is valid (provided one also knows that all other argu-
ments in the same form preserve truth)! In which case, however, validity so
defined is of no use at all to justify one in accepting A’s conclusion on the
strength of 4’ premises. Etchemendy concludes:

It is clear that Tarski’s definition tries to reduce a ‘cause’ — the logical
consequence relation — to its ‘symptoms,’ the truth preservation that
the consequence relation guarantees. And it is equally clear that this
guarantee of truth preservation is the essential feature of logical conse-
quence, the feature that makes it possible to infer the conclusion of
a valid argument from its premises. In short, the reductive analysis
omits the single most important characteristic of the consequence rela-
tion. (Etchemendy 2008, 271).

6. The alleged devastating objection rebutted

For a start, we should note that Q is not a sufficient but only a neces-
sary condition of logical consequence in Tarski’s interpretational or the
standard model-theoretic account. But Etchemendy could still argue that
a version of his argument goes through even for quantificational conditions
spelled out in terms of interpretations. Indeed, there is a reason to think
that if his argumentation works at all, it applies, mutatis mutandis, to any
account spelled out in terms of truth-preservation in all cases, no matter how
cases are construed:

4 follows from I just if 4 is true in every case C in which every 4i € T’
is true.
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Already this, I think, may warn us that something is wrong with the ar-
gument. For note that much the same reasoning would apply to the “repre-
sentational” slogan favoured by Etchemendy:*°

A follows from T just if for every possible configuration w of the world,
A s true in w, if every Ai € T is true in w.

Whatever cases may be, one could argue in Etchemendy’s style that ¢ruth-
preservation (truth) in all cases is merely a symptom of what in the last in-
stance brings it about (of a “true cause”). For surely it is no less absurd to
suppose that one has to check all logically possible ways the world could be
in order to find assurance that truth cannot but be preserved from I to 4.
Even if, per impossible, we checked all possible but non-actual ways the
world may be and found out that they do not disqualify the inference from
I' to 4, and even if, in addition, we knew that all the premises are true, we
would still face the following unpalatable option: either 4 is non-truth-
preserving (invalid) in the actual world or 4 has a true conclusion in this
world. In order to decide the question whether the inference is valid, we
would have to know the actual truth-value of 4’s conclusion.

One thus suspects that the argument shows at most that quantification-
al slogans are just slogans and cannot therefore provide the whole story. In-
deed, at least in interpretational approaches there is arguably more to logi-

30 Etchemendy (2008, 285-295) compares the interpretational approach to model-

theoretic semantics (developed by Tarski ez al. in the 1950s) with the representational
approach to model-theoretic semantics. Roughly speaking, while the first fixes the
world and lets interpretations of the non-logical vocabulary vary (together with the do-
main of quantifiers), the second fixes meanings of all words and lets the world vary (but
allowing words to pick out different extensions in different logically possible configura-
tions of the world). To be fair to him, he does not think that the slogan spelled out in
terms of logically possible worlds provides a conceptual analysis of logical validity. In his
view, the notion of “logically possible configuration of the world” already presupposes
understanding of logical properties, since representational models must be consistent,
mutually independent and jointly complete in determining the whole logical space of pos-
sibilities. If I understand him, Etchemendy thinks that logically possible configurations
of the world invoked by a representational model-theory are not irreducibly “modal” in
some metaphysical sense, but reflect the specifics and requirements of a proper semantic
analysis of a given domain of discourse (reasoning), which focuses on the semantics of
certain terms (but without assuming any fixed-privileged set of “logical” terms), while
treating the remaining terms “schematically” (what general semantic features they con-
tribute to the semantic structure involving the first terms).
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cal properties than the quantificational slogan reveals. By way of conclu-
sion, I am going to point out that this is something that should be rather
obvious in the case of the standard model-theoretic account. In my view, it
makes Etchemendy’s argument off the mark.

The minor point already mentioned is that MTA does not aim at
a conceptual analysis but at a mathematical explication (model) of informal
logical notions.”" But, more importantly, the quantificational slogan is not
all there is to the model-theoretic reconstructions of logical properties. It is
but a convenient short hand for something more complex, which presup-
poses the full-blooded model-theoretic explanation of satisfaction/truth in
a set-theoretic structure with all its tedious details. It is these details, of
course, that flesh out the quantificational slogan spelled out in terms of
truth-preservation in all (set-like) structures. The recursive story fixes the
semantics of logical operators and shows how the truth-value of every sen-
tence (in a given structure) is determined based on the truth-relevant fea-
tures of its components to which the fixed semantic features of logical op-
erators are sensitive. Importantly, this story also tells us that there are sen-
tences or arguments that possess certain properties independently of how
their non-logical vocabulary is interpreted — no matter what specific values
of fitting types from what particular domain they pick out. So to check that
they possess such properties we need to have a general semantic knowledge
of what the general recursive story states, but no specific knowledge of
what specific values non-logical elements have (that is, to know the fixed
semantic roles of specifically logical operators and the principled ways in
which the non-logical vocabulary contributes to fixing truth-values of sen-
tences whose semantic structure is determined by a certain schematic pat-
tern involving the logical vocabulary).”

Up to a point, this answers Etchemendy’s objection that the interpreta-
tional account (formalizable model-theoretically) completely misses the ep-
istemic aspect of validity (he conceives of it as a kind of a priori knowability
that the supporting relation between the premises and conclusion obtains).
But in the next step one may question his desiderata I-II, as begging the

Apparently, I disagree with Etchemendy on this point too, as he thinks that inter-
pretational accounts are failed attempts to provide accurate conceptual analysis of logical

properties. Cf. Etchemendy (2008, 294).

32 L . L
A well executed attempt to justify the model-theoretic account along these lines is

Garcia-Carpintero (1993).
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question against semantic-interpretational notions of validity (logical
truth). On such accounts, the “semantic” consequence-relation, unlike the
“syntactic” proof-relation, need not be in general effectively recognizable —
not even a priori. If an argument belongs to a decidable logical system (viz.
propositional logic), everything is just fine. When it belongs to a complete
system whose set of theorems (logical truths) is recursively enumerable but
not decidable (such as first-order logic), we have at least a positive test: if
the argument Py/C is valid, there is a proof in the system of C from Px.
However, when it belongs to a system with an incomplete proof-procedure
(viz. second-order logic), there is not even a positive test. Now the propo-
nents of the model-theoretic approach in particular tend to see this as its
virtue helping us to sort things out, rendering the deductive and the se-
mantic side of logic formally tractable and making room for fruitful meta-
theoretic comparisons between them.™

Maybe Etchemendy does not have in mind proof-theoretic criteria
when he speaks of the intrinsic power of valid arguments to justify conclu-
sions solely on the strength of accepting their premises. Maybe he thinks
that a properly “semantically” construed account of logical properties —
along the representationalist lines — must show that valid arguments have
this epistemic (justificatory) feature. If so, he just does not make it clear
how such a story is supposed to go (and I suspect that its essentials, if
spelled out, would not significantly differ from the account given two para-
graphs back). Hence it is far from clear why a semantically valid argument
should always be (a priori) recognizable as such.

All in all, seeing how the recursive semantic story fleshes out interpre-
tational accounts and that the semantically construed consequence-relation,
unlike the effective proof-relation, may not be (always) recognizable as
such, the proponents of interpretational approaches (including its model-
theoretic formal explication) need not be paralysed by Etchemendy’s alle-
gedly devastating objection.

7. Conclusion

My aim in this study was to show that MTA, properly understood,
marks a culmination point in the quantificational tradition; and that, up to

33 .
Here I am much indebted to the comments of James Edwards.
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a point, it can be partially vindicated against various objections challenging
its adequacy. The strategy was to show that, up to a point at least, MTA is
a good formal explication of a specific informal semantic account, according
to which logically valid arguments preserve truth in virtue of their logico-
semantic structure and irrespectively of particular semantic values of the
non-logical vocabulary. This is a modest achievement. For one thing,
I make no pretentious claims to the effect that MTA is the best account of
consequence proper. On the pluralistic approach urged here, this claim does
not even make good sense, since there is no such a thing as the intuitive or
pretheoretic notion of consequence to be captured by the conceptually ade-
quate definition. For another thing, there are foundational questions about
consequence that I have not touched. For instance, if logic indeed aims to
provide good models of correct reasoning, one pertinent issue is whether
mathematical practice in particular and reasoning practices in general are
not better reflected in the deductivist or inferentialist models, which give
pride of place to rules of inference and their chaining. But, understandably,
this big issue — and related questions — could not be addressed in the li-
mited stace of this study.
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Nasim cilem je zde vyklad zaméru Wittgensteinova Traktdtu. Prame-
nem je ndm jednak kniha samotnd, hlavné jeji pfedmluva a motto, kterym
byl vénovan predchozi dil ¢linku, jednak dobova korespondence s Russel-
lem, Fregem a s nakladatelem Fickerem, ve které se jim Wittgenstien po-
kousi vysvétlit, o¢ mu v knize slo. K té pfejdeme nyni.
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1. Dopis Russellovi

Dilezitym zdrojem pro pochopeni ziméru knihy je Wittgensteiniv do-
pis Russellovi z 19. srpna 1919:

Obavam se, ze Vam doopravdy nedosel myj hlavni narok, k némuz je ce-
la zalezitost s logickymi vétami jen mezikrokem. Hlavni pointou je teo-
rie toho, co lze vyjadfit (gesagt) vétami — tj. jazykem — (a co lze myslet,
coZ je totéz) a co vétami nelze vyjadrit, nybrz pouze ukdzat (gezeigt); coz
je podle mé kardinalni problém filosofie.

Poslal jsem sviij rukopis také Fregovi. Napsal mi pfed tydnem a pfi-
pada mi, ze z toho vSeho nepochopil ani slovo. Mohu tedy jen doufat, Ze
Vis brzo uvidim a vSechno Vam vysvétlim, protoze je velice tézké, kdyz
neni duse, kterd by Vam rozuméla!’ (Wittgenstein 1997a, 124)

Wittgenstein odpovida na Russelliv dopis, ktery shrnoval jeho dojmy
z prvnich dvou precteni rukopisu. Russell byl velmi povzbudivy a zdroven
kladl nékteré konkrétni technické otazky. Wittgenstein sice ve své odpovédi
nejprve pise, Ze nemd po ruce text, takze si netroufd na jednotlivé otazky

1 “Now I'm afraid you haven’t really got hold of my main contention, to which the

whole business of logical prop[osition]s is only a corollary. The main point is the theory
of what can be expressed (gesagt) by prop[osition]s — i.e. by language — (and, which
comes to the same, what can be thought) and what can not be expressed by
proplosition]s, but only shown (gezeigt); which, I believe, is the cardinal problem of
philosophy. I also sent my M.S. to Frege. He wrote to me a week ago and I gather that
he doesn’t understand a word of it all. So my only hope is to see you soon and explain
all to you, for it is very hard not to be understood by a single soul!” (Wittgenstein
1997a, 124). Wittgensteinovy dopisy Fregovi se nedochovaly. Mdme pouze Fregovy do-
pisy Wittgensteinovi, z nichz je zfejmé, ze Frege ulpival na technickych otazkich vic nez
Russell a knihu ¢etl disledné jako akademicky spis. Pfitom dokdzal (mimochodem po-
moci stejného citdtu z Lessinga, jaky o nékolik let pozdéji pouzil Heidegger ve vénovani
své prvni knihy svému uditeli Husserlovi) pregnantné vystihnout povahu Wittgensteino-
vy knihy, kdyz vysvétloval, co mu na ni vadi: ,To, co mi pisete o cili své knihy, je mi
vzdalené. Dojit k nému muize jen ten, kdo myslenky v ni vyjadfené uZ sim promyslel.
Radost z cetby Vasi knihy nebude tedy pochazet z obsahu, ktery je ui znidmy, nybrz
z formy, v niZ se snad vyjevi néco z jedine¢nosti jejiho autora. Plisobnost knihy bude tu-
diz spise umélecka nez védeckd; co se v ni fika, je druhotné oproti tomu, jak se to fikd.
Ve svych pozniamkdch jsem vychdzel z predpokladu, Ze hodlite sdélovat novy obsah.
A pak by nejvétsi zfetelnost rozhodné byla nejvétsi krisou.“ Fregv dopis Wittgenstei-
novi z 16. zdfi 1919, viz Frege (2011, 40).
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odpovidat, ale nakonec to stejné¢ déld, takze vidime, jak bere Russellovy
otazky vazné a ocividné pfitom bere vainé také jednotlivé prvky toho, co se
standardné interpretuje jako nauky obsazené v Traktdtu (vysvétluje mu roz-
dil mezi faktem a stavem véci, povahu toho, ¢emu fikd ,myslenka“ a jeji vztah
k tomu, ¢emu fika ,fakt®, resp. odpovidd na otizky ohledné povahy jejich
slozek — zda jsou to slova, nebo zda je myslenka néco dusevniho apod.). Ve
vySe citované pasazi to vSe sice oznacuje jen za krok k naplnéni hlavniho ci-
le, ale zdroven nijak nenaznacuje, Ze by onen hlavni cil tento mezikrok zpét-
n¢ diskvalifikoval. Zd4 se, ze parcidlni traktdatovské nauky bere Wittgenstein
vazné jako pravdivé teorie, které ovsem slouzi jesté né¢emu dalsimu, co je
obsahem citované pasaze.

Na této pasizi je pak nejndpadnéjsi, Ze i tuto hlavni pointu knihy Witt-
genstein oznacuje za teorii. Jde podle néj o systematické rozliseni toho, co
Ize vétami fici a co jimi lze ukazat. A pfitom ztotoinuje prvni ast rozliseni,
tedy to, co lze vétami Fici, s tim, co lze myslet. To, co nelze fici, nybrz pou-
ze ukdzat, tedy podle Wittgensteina zfejmé nelze myslet.

Neméné zajimavé je podivat se na Wittgensteinovy odpoveédi na nékeeré
jednotlivé Russellovy otazky. Aspon jedna z nich podle Wittgensteinovych
slov ,se tyka kardindlni otazky toho, co lze vétou vyjadrit a co nelze vyjadrit,
nybrz pouze ukazat.“ Wittgenstein zde tento rozdil Russellovi vysvétluje na

ptikladu:

Jen pomyslete, Ze to, co chcete fici zddnlivou vétou ,existuji dvé véci', je
ukdzdno tim, Ze existuji dvé jména, jeZ maji riizné vyznamy (nebo tim, ze
existuje jedno jméno se dvéma vyznamy). Véta, treba ¢(a, b) nebo
(39, %, y).9(x, y) nefika, ze existuji dvé véci, fikd néco zcela jiného; ale
at je nebo neni pravdivd, ukazuje, co jste chtél vyjddrit, kdyz jste fekl
,existuji dvé véci'.” (Wittgenstein 1997a, 126)

A o néco nize reaguje na Russellovu vyhradu, Ze je nutné, aby byla dana vé-
ta, Ze jsou dany vSechny elementarni véty:

2 “Tust think that, what you want to say by the apparent proplosition] ‘there are 2

things’ is shown by there being two names which have different meanings (or by there
being one name which may have two meanings). A prop[osition] e.g. ¢(a, b) or
(39, x, y).9(x, y) doesn’t say that there are two things, it says something quite different;
but whether it’s true or false, it shows what you want to express by saying: ‘there are 2

>

things’.” Wittgenstein Russellovi 19. srpna 1919, viz Wittgenstein (1997a, 126).
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To neni nutné, protoze je to dokonce nemozné. Zidna takovd véta neni!
To, ze jsou dany vsechny elementirni véty, se ukazuje tim, Ze neexistuje
v ;. v v ’ ’ / ’ 3 o
zadnd, jez by méla elementdrni smysl, ktery by nebyl dan.” (Wittgen-
stein 1997a, 126)

Pry jde o stejny pfipad, jako ve vyse citované odpovédi. Dobfe utvofené
formalizace tady nejsou oznaceny za zdanlivé véty, a dokonce je zfejmé, Ze
néco fikaji a maji pravdivostni hodnotu. Naproti tomu véta bézného jazyka,
kterou zachycuji, je oznacena za zdanlivou. Zaroven je tim, co ony formali-
zace ukazuji. Presnéji, ony formalizace ukazuji to, co se snazime fici pouzi-
tim oné pry zdinlivé véty béiného jazyka. Po formalizaci vidime, ze jejim
vysledkem je jind véta, resp. véta, kterou bychom do bézné reci prelozili ji-
nak. Pojmové pismo tady slouzi ujasnéni myslenek, protoze znemoziiuje
formulovat nesmysl.

Pointou knihy by podle dopisu mélo byt systematické rozliSeni mezi fi-
kanim a ukazovanim. Tim by se také mél fesit onen kardindlni problém fi-
losofie. Rozliseni by mélo byt také klicové pro to, co Wittgenstein v pred-
mluvé oznaluje za druhy cil knihy: ukdzat, jak mailo se vyfesenim filosofic-
kych probléml dosihne.

Dopis Russellovi tedy potvrzuje rozdéleni cilt knihy na feseni néjakého
souboru problémid a poukaz na jistou neuspokojivost takového feseni.
Wittgenstein Russellovi fika, Ze problematika, které se tykaji jeho otazky, je
pouze prostiedkem k dosazeni dalsiho cile. A ten je specifikovan jako rozli-
seni fikini a ukazovini s tim, Ze pravé on se tykd toho, co je pro filosofii
podstatné. Wittgenstein sice neztotoinuje vyslovné dvojici z pfedmluvy
s dvojici z dopisu, ale pokud predpoklidime, ze Russellovi nechce cosi pod-
statného ohledné cile knihy zamlcet, je namisté pouzit dopis také jako vy-
kladovou pomticku k pfedmluvé. A pak mizeme brat otazky kolem ,logic-
kych vét“ vztdhnout k prvnimu bodu a rozliseni fikat/ukazovat k druhému
bodu, totiz k tomu, ze kniha néco ,ukazuje“. Teoretické rozliSeni fikat/
ukazovat tedy nemusi byt vyslovné totozné s druhym zdrojem hodnoty kni-
hy, ale zfejmé se k nému podstatné vaze. Rozliseni fikani a ukazovani by
pfinejmensim mélo ¢tendfi slouzit k tomu, aby nahlédl, Ze kniha néco nejen
fika, ale také ukazuje (totiz jak mélo se dosahne naplnénim prvniho bodu).

“This is not necessary, because it is even impossible. There is no such

proplosition]! That all elementary prop|osition]s are given is shown by there being
none having an elementary sense which is not given. This is again the same story as in
No 5.” Wittgenstein Russellovi 19. srpna 1919, viz Wittgenstein (1997a, 126).
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Ostatné, jistym potvrzenim, ze Wittgenstein pocitd s Russellem jako se
Ctendrem, je také jeho predchozi dopis, kde si déld starosti s vydanim knihy.

Vic nez hotim, abych to uz konec¢né vidél vytisténo. Je horké, muset se
s knihou vlicet zajetim a divat se, jak venku hraje svou hru nesmysl!
A pravé tak horké je myslet na to, ze to nikdo nepochopi, i kdyz to vy-
jde tiskem!* (Wittgenstein 1997a, 116)

Wittgenstein v dopisech Russselovi dava opakové priichod nejen zoufalstvi
z toho, ze ho asi nechdpou ani jeho vzory a ucitelé Russell a Frege, resp.
hlavni zamysleni ¢tendri, a Ze ho tedy asi nepochopi ani ostatni. Podle vseho
také pfedpoklada, ze Russell pochopi jeho vykiik o nesmyslu hrajicim svou
hru.

Mimochodem, mdme zde ndzorny piiklad Wittgensteinova pouziti
pojmu nesmyslu. Wittgenstein totiz toto slovo obvykle nepouzivd v jedno-
znaéné pozitivnim smyslu. Nenajdeme u néj vyslovené ocenéni vzneseného
nesmyslu jako takového. Vyraz pro néj vidy znamena pejorativum. Nejasna
vyjadfeni, kterd nelze projasnit analyzou nejsou sama o sobé ni¢im vznese-
nym. To, co je dulezité, byva spise zamér takové napodobeniny vét formu-
lovat.

2. Dopis Fickerovi

Zde je namisté zminit ctvrty klasicky pramen, dopis vydavateli Ludwigu
Fickerovi, kde Wittgenstein pise:

A snad Vim pomuze, kdyz Vam ke své knize napisi nékolik slov: z jeji
Cetby totiz, jak jsem pevné presvédéen, nebudete moc mit. Nebudete ji
totiz rozumét: jeji litka Vam bude zcela cizi. Ve skutecnosti Vam cizi
neni, nebot’ smysl knihy je eticky. Pivodné jsem do pfedmluvy cheél dac
vétu, kterd v ni ted vlastné neni, ale napisi ji Vam, protoze Vim snad
poslouzi jako kli¢: Chtél jsem totiz napsat, Ze mé dilo sestivd ze dvou
¢asti: jednak z té, kterou zde predklidim, jednak z té, kterou jsem ne-

4 »Mehr als je brenne ich jetzt darauf es gedruckt zu sehen. Es ist bitter, das vollende-

te Werk in der Gefangenschaft herumschleppen zu miissen und zu sehen, wie der Un-
sinn drauflen sein Spiel treibt! Und ebenso bitter ist es zu denken dafy niemand es vers-
tehen wird, auch wenn es gedruckt sein wird!“ Wittgenstein Russellovi 19. ¢ervna 1919,
Wittgenstein (1997a, 116).
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napsal. A pravé tato druhd cast je tim dalezitym. Etické se totiz mou
knihu jakoby vymezi zevnitf; a podle mé se pfisné vzato dd vymezit jen
takto. Myslim si zkrdtka, Ze to, co dnes mnozi bldboli, jsem ve své knize
ostre zachytil tak, Ze jsem k tomu mlcel. A proto ta kniha, nemylim-li
se prilis, fikd ledacos, co byste chtél fict i Vy, byt treba neuvidite, Ze se
to v ni fikd. Doporucil bych Vim, abyste si zatim precetl pfedmluvu
a z4vér, protoze tam je ten smysl vyjadfen nejpfiméji. (dopis Fickerovi
z 20. fijna 1919 in Wittgenstein 1980, 96)

Dopis Fickerovi se cituje ¢asto. Kromé znamého rozliSeni napsané a ne-
napsané ¢asti knihy s diirazem na tu druhou, etickou, a vysvétleni, ze to di-
lezité, tedy eti¢no, se da vymezit jen takto, je zde urcité zajimavé také ote-
viené sdéleni, Ze adresit dopisu neni zamyslenym Ctenafem knihy. Wittgen-
stein vlastné sim fikd, ze knihu nepsal pro lidi jako Ficker. Ficker pfitom
patfil k okruhu Karla Krause, vedl intelektualni nakladatelstvi a Casopis.
Wittgensteina zarovent po vydani knihy zajimal Kraustiv ndzor, ocekaval, Ze
by knihu nebo aspon Kraustiv ndzor na ni mohl znit Adolf Loos. Vyzvidal
takto pres dalsiho ¢lena kruhu, architekta Paula Engelmanna, s nimz také
knihu podle vieho probiral jesté v rukopise (ostatné, nechal mu kopii).’

Snad nepokladal Fickera za ménécenného ve srovnini s ostatnimi jme-
novanymi. Nejspi$ i jim méla byt podle Wittgensteina blizkd spi$ pointa
Traktdtu nez jeho obsah. Kdyz v pfedmluvé psal, Ze knize bude nejspis ro-
zumét jen ten, kdo se né¢im podobnym uz sim zabyval, neminil tim tedy
podle véeho nékoho, pro koho jsou v néjakém ohledu dilezité etické otdz-
ky. Adresitem knihy neni $irsi intelektualni vefejnost. Traktdr je podle
Wittgensteinova vlastniho minéni odbornd kniha, ze které laik jako Ficker
nejspis mnoho nepochyti. Ostatné, prvni lidé, za kterymi s hotovym ruko-
pisem bézel, byli Frege a Russell. Oni jsou tedy nejspis vzorovymi ptiklady
téch, které mél Trakedt potésit, protoze mu budou rozumét. Oba ho zkla-
mali. Nicméné, kdyz se v pfedmluvé zmiruji filosofické problémy, mini se
tim podle vSeho to, ¢emu Wittgenstein ve starsi korespondenci s Russellem
Fiké ,nase problémy“: teorie souzeni, otazky logiky a epistemologie.®

Predevsim vsak mame v dopise Fickerovi dalsi formulaci pointy Traktd-
tu. Wittgenstein@v dopis skutecné pasobi vérohodné, kdyz se podivime na
pfedmluvu a zavér knihy. Nezdd se, Ze by se zkritka vemlouval nakladateli.

Viz dopis Paulu Engelmannovi z 25. fijna 1918 v Engelmann (1967, 14).

Viz Wittgensteinovy dopisy Russellovi v souboru Wittgenstein (1997, 19, 20, 110,
11).
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V dopise se vraci téma vymezeni zevnit¥ jako jediné moznosti jak provést
vymezeni, jez je cilem spisu. To vnéjsi je zde vSak oproti predmluvé kon-
kretizovano jako eti¢no. Oproti pfedmluvé se tomuto vnéjsku pfizniva di-
stojnost, zatimco v pfedmluvé bylo vSe mimo vymezeny prostor ,zkritka
nesmysl“. Také v dopise se ovsem vnéjsi oblast kryje s tim, co ,mnozi bla-
boli“. Nicméné dopis také jasné fika, Ze vnéjsi oblast je to, co je dulezité —
a s tim souvisi obraz dvou ¢asti knihy: napsané a nenapsané. Mimo hranice
myslitelného tedy pro Wittgensteina skute¢né lezi nesmysl, avsak doslova
(jak pozdéji ekl sarkasticky Frank Ramsey) dilezity nesmysl (srov. Ramsey
1931, 263). Podivime-li se na slavny velkolepy zavér Traktdtu, ktery Witt-
genstein Fickerovi v dopise doporucuje kromé predmluvy, vidime, ze jeho
dopis nelze. Dopis nakladateli Fickerovi tak vhodné dopliiuje predmluvu, ve
které se ,to dulezité“ z dopisu oznacuje jako pouhy nesmysl, ale na druhé
strané se zde prekvapivé skromné pise o tom, ze hodnota knihy spociva
z valné Cisti v tom, Ze ukdzala, jak mdlo dosahneme vyresenim filosofickych
problémi, totiz problémi, které Wittgenstein sdilel s Russellem. Porad
totiz zbude to, co teprve je tim dilezitym — oblast etiky. A nas dopis tvrdi,
ze pravé o etickou oblast nakonec v knize jde. Dokonce v ni ma byt jedno-
znacné zachycena, paradoxné mlcenim.

3. Shrnuti

Vsechny ¢tyfi pokusy priblizit pointu knihy se doplnuji. Dopis Fickerovi
zdiraznuje eticky smysl knihy, ktery lezi mimo napsanou knihu, a naopak
marginalizuje obsah knihy, ktery laikovi neni pfistupny. Dopis Russellovi
zdtraziuje rozliSeni fikdni a ukazovini jako cil, od néhoz se odlisuje feseni
logické problematiky jako prostiedek pro jeho dosazeni. Predmluva naproti
tomu stavi nejvice do popredi specifikaci mozného obsahu mysleni a expli-
citni teze, jimiz se fesi néjakd ne zcela jasné specifikovana problematika.
Predmluva ovsem dodavé druhy cil knihy, totiz ukdzat neuspokojivost expli-
citniho feseni. OdliSeni fikani a ukazovani zde tedy najdeme také a s timto
rozlidenim jsou ztotoznény oba cile knihy (kniha jednak obsahuje pravdivé,
byt’ neuméle formulované myslenky jako definitivni feseni problémd, jednak
néco ukazuje). Motto knihy pak jednozna¢né vyzdvihuje to, co lze fici, jako
védéné, oproti zbytku, ktery je degradovan na ,zaslechnuty ruch a Sum®.

Kazdy vyse uvedeny zdroj nastiriuje urcitou dichotomii. Motto mluvi
o dvojici prehlednd formulace zalozena na primé znalosti vs. odkaz na mé-
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nécennou znalost z druhé ruky. Pfedmluva pracuje s dvojici (neumélé) sdé-
leni pravdivych myslenek vs. ukdzini neuspokojivosti téchto myslenek cha-
panych jako feseni problémt. Dopis Russellovi rozliSuje problematiku lo-
gickych vyroka jako ndstroj pro systematické rozliseni fikdni/ukazovani, jez
je cilem knihy. A dopis Fickerovi odlisuje explicitni obsah knihy, ktery je
laikovi cizi, od pointy, kterd je etickd a zlstivd zamérné nenapsand, byt je
zaroven souéasti knihy.

V jakém vztahu jsou tyto dichotomie? Vzhledem k cili knihy deklarova-
nému v pfedmluvé, totiz systematickému rozliseni mozného vyrazu mysle-
nek od nesmyslu, se nabizi ztotoznit prvni dil dichotomie z predmluvy (sdé-
leni pravdivych myslenek) s tim, co je v dopisu Fickerovi oznaceno za expli-
citni obsah knihy, a s problematikou logickych vyroka z dopisu Russellovi,
resp. s prvnim dilem dichotomie motta (s prehlednou formulaci skute¢ného
védéni). Pak bychom stejné ztotoznili druhé dily dichotomii. Implicitni
eticka c¢ast knihy z dopisu Fickerovi by potom byla totoznd se systematic-
kym rozlisenim fikat/ukazovat z dopisu Russellovi a s tim, co kniha podle
predmluvy ukazuje, potazmo se sekundarni znalosti z motta. To by ovSem
neddvalo dobry smysl. V mottu je druha pile dichotomie pejorativni, coz se
sice shoduje s predstavou predmluvy, Ze to, co se nedd fict jasné, je obycej-
ny nesmysl, ale v dopise Fickerovi je do druhé casti dichotomie postavena
pointa knihy, kterd je zde chdpdna pozitivné stejné jako je v dopise Russel-
lovi distinkce fikat/ukazovat chapana jako uspéch knihy.

Zkusme s nastinénymi dichotomiemi pracovat strukturovanéji. Vyjdéme
z dopisu Fickerovi, ktery déli knihu na jeji napsanou a nenapsanou Cist.
Toto rozdéleni odpovida traktdtovskému rozliseni faktu a hodnoty. Expli-
citni obsah knihy odpovida faktim, resp. sdélenym pravdivym myslenkim,
jak je o nich fe¢ v pfedmluvé, a prehledné formulaci skute¢ného védéni,
o niZz se zminuje motto. Obsah knihy je napsany a podle Wittgensteina
pravdivy a pfehledny. Proti nému stoji pointa knihy, jez neni soucasti jejiho
vyslovného obsahu stejné jako podle Traktdru smysl a hodnota lezi mimo
skute¢nost a fakty. Tato pointa je tim, co se (fe¢eno s pfedmluvou) ukazu-
je. To, co by podle pfedmluvy méla knihy ukazovat, je ovSem jista neuspo-
kojivost, kterou se ale nemini to, Ze by obsah knihy bylo tfeba revidovat
(sdéleni knihy je podle predmluvy pravdivé s definitivni platnosti). Ukdza-
nou neuspokojivosti by méla byt falesnost naroku, ktery by zamysleny Cte-
naf spojoval s fesenimi, jez jsou explicitnim obsahem knihy. Tento ndrok
mlzeme ztotoznit s tim, co dopis Fickerovi charakterizuje jako blaboleni
mnohych o etice, resp. s vlidou nesmyslu, o némz byla feC ve starsim dopise
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Russellovi, resp. s ,ruchem a Sumem® z motta, tj. s polovzdélaneckym dis-
kursem, ktery deleguje odpovédnost na experty a pfi své mnohomluvnosti
nepredstavuje zadné skutecné védéni. Jednoduse, kniha by méla ukazovat
(v traktdtovském smyslu tohoto terminu), ze teoreticky diskurs o etice je
nesmyslny.

Kdyz jsme takto ztotoznili dichotomii z dopisu Fickerovi s dichotomii
motta a dvéma udajnymi zdroji hodnoty knihy, jak o nich mluvi pfedmluva,
podivejme se blize na prvni dil fickerovské dichotomie. Fickerovi zapovéze-
ny obsah knihy muZeme ztotoznit s prvnim zdrojem jeji hodnoty, jak se
o ném mluvi v pfedmluvé, resp. s prehlednou formulaci, které se dovolava
motto. Dopis Russellovi pak tento obsah jen rozdéluje na technickou pro-
blematiku, které se tykaly Russellovy (a Fregovy) otazky z korespondence,
a na systematické rozliSeni fikat/ukazovat, které je klicem k pochopeni
pointy knihy — k pochopeni toho, co kniha ukazuje. Motto, predmluva
a dopis Fickerovi tedy nastinuji cil knihy ve dvojici, co a) kniha fika, b)
kniha ukazuje. Dopis Russellovi se tykd jen toho, co kniha fikd, a snaZi se
ho upozornit na to, co v knize prehlédl: totiz ze zde Wittgenstein navrhuje
systematické rozliseni sémantickych kategorii fikini a ukazovini, coi je
zrejmé tieba ztotoznit se zamérem specifikovat kritéria smysluplného vyrazu
myslenek, ktery deklaruje pfedmluva.

Dopis Fickerovi vsak fika o pointé knihy néco silnéjsiho nez predmluva:

Chtél jsem totiz napsat, Ze mé dilo sestivd ze dvou Cdsti: jednak z té,
kterou zde pfedkladam, jednak z té, kterou jsem nenapsal. A pravé tato
druha éast je tim dulezitym. Etické se totiz mou knihu jakoby vymezi
zevnitf; a podle mé se pfisné vzato da vymezit jen takto. Myslim si
zkritka, Ze to, co dnes mnozi bliboli, jsem ve své knize ostfe zachytil
tak, ze jsem k tomu mléel. A proto ta kniha, nemylim-li se pfilis, fika
ledacos, co byste chtél fict i Vy, byt tfeba neuvidite, Ze se to v ni fika.
Doporucil bych Vam, abyste si zatim pfecetl pfedmluvu a zivér, protoze
tam je ten smysl vyjidren nejpfiméji. (dopis Fickerovi z 20. fijna 1919 in
Wittgenstein 1980, 96)

Wittgenstein nepise, ze druhd ¢ist knihy je to, co kniha nefikd, nybrz uka-
zuje. Kdyz Wittgenstein v predmluvé knihy pise, Ze jeji hodnota spociva mj.
v tom, ze néco ukazuje — totiz jak mélo se dosdhne vyfesenim urcitych pro-
blémta — pak ono ukdzané lze tézko nazvat nenapsanym, protoze je to stile
taz napsana kniha, kterd néco jednak fikd, jednak ukazuje. Nenapsanou ¢asti
je to, k cemu autor pomlcel. Na toto mleni samo bychom pak snad opét
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mohli také vztahnout kategorie fikani a ukazovini, resp. pfinejmensim uka-
zovani.

Wittgenstein se ale v dopise Fickerovi nedrii traktdrovské terminologie
(nakolik néco takového viibec existuje). Jak se v dopise zachazi se slovem ,fi-
kat“: ,Myslim si zkratka, ze to, co dnes mnozi blaboli, jsem ve své knize ostie
zachytil tak, ze jsem k tomu mléel. A proto ta kniha, nemylim-li se prilis, fi-
ka ledacos, co byste chtél fict i Vy, byt tfeba neuvidite, Ze se to v ni fika.“

Kniha fika ledacos, co v ni Ctendf nenajde? V tom pfipadé knize nero-
zumi — bud’ doslova (jako nerozumime knize v cizi fe¢i nebo laik nerozumi
odborné knize), nebo v tom ohledu, ze tfeba rozumi véemu, co v knize stoji
psino, ale unikd mu prili§ z toho, co v knize neni napsino, ale dd se to
z jejiho textu tak ¢i onak odvodit. Oboji se nemusi navzijem vylucovat.
Wittgenstein Fickerovi vyslovné pise, ze knize nebude rozumét a to v sil-
ném slova smyslu: jako laik nebude rozumét knize o logice. Tim spi$ samo-
zfejmé nemize knize rozumét v druhém ohledu — stéZi mize rozhybat liny
mechanismus textu a pfijit s néjakou sofistikovanou interpretaci knihy, kte-
ré prvoplanové nerozumi. Neni ovsem jisté, zda by odborna kniha mohla fi-
kat ledacos, co by chtel fict také laik, ktery ji nerozumi do té miry, Ze nepo-
zna, jak kniha jeho pfani naplnuje — zvlasté v pripadé¢, kdy ma byt Ctenari
svym zptsobem cizi uz téma knihy. Proto by také bylo nemistné, kdyby
Wittgenstein vysvétloval Fickerovi, u kterého neocekava porozuméni knize,
jeji pointu pomoci technického rozliSeni fikat/ukazovat (je-li toto rozliseni
v knize skute¢né technické). Zde by naopak rozliSeni napsané a nenapsané
¢asti knihy mohlo pomoci, budeme-li je chapat jako obrazné.

Existuje tedy nenapsana Cast Traktdtu, v niz Wittgenstein vyznamné
mléi? Nebo je vyraz ,nenapsana ¢ast knihy“ a ,pomléet k nééemu® jen po-
kusem priblizit laikovi koncept ukazovani? To by znamenalo, ze kniha fika
jen to, co v ni stoji psino, ale tomu, kdo jeji litefe rozumi, je diky cetbé
jasné také néco vic. A tenhle vysledek interpretace knihy by byl aspon
z néjaké zfejmé podstatné Casti onim etickym smyslem knihy, o jehoz exis-
tenci Wittgenstein pfesvédcuje Fickera. Vérime-li Wittgensteinovi, Ze onu
klicovou vétu z pfedmluvy skute¢né jen nakonec vynechal, mzeme to brit
jako doklad snahy vyhnout se pravé riziku interpretace, podle niz by po
predlozeni litery knihy nasledoval jesté akt vyznamného mlceni, jez by pri-
nejmensim ukazovalo, ne-li dokonce fikalo oproti knize néco navic.” V tom

Nijak se tim ovSem nepopird existence fenoménu vyznamného mléeni, ktery z béiné
komunikace dobfe zndme.
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pripadé by druhou, nenapsanou, nicméné hlavni ¢asti Traktdtu bylo to, co
text Traktdtu ukazuje. Tahle moinost odpovida rozdéleni obsahu knihy
z predmluvy, kde je fe¢ jednak o pravdivych myslenkach, jednak o tom, co
kniha ukazuje. Odpovidala by také dopisu Russellovi, kde Wittgenstein
upozorfiuje na teorii ukazovani a spojuje ji s ,kardinalnim problémem filo-
sofie“. Koneéné podle motta také staci k vyjadfeni védéni ,tfi slova“ — ne-
musi po nich nasledovat vyznamnd pomlka mystického mistra.

Nabizi se ovsem vysvétleni, ze v Traktdtu se ml¢i o tom, o ¢em se podle
koncepce vyznamu v ném predstavené nedd smysluplné mluvit. Ohranicuje-
li Traktdt to, co lze smysluplné fici, pak toto ohraniceni diskvalifikuje néja-
ké oblasti feci, jez treba fakticky existuji. Ve skutecnosti vsak kniha aspon
o nékterych téchto oblastech fe¢i mluvi. V Traktdtu je prece fe¢ o sémanti-
ce, 0 mysticnu, o subjektu, o hodnotach, o smyslu — je v ni fe¢ o tématech,
jez se podle jeji koncepce vyznamu nanejvys ukazuji. Pak by nenapsand ¢ast
knihy nebyla nenapsand. Nenapsanou ¢asti knihy by byly pfedevsim ty par-
tie, které Wittgenstein Fickerovi doporucuje ke ¢éteni, protoze z nich po-
chopi jeji smysl — totiz pfedmluva a zavér. Mlzeme ovSem Fici, ze Wittgen-
stein o vécech, o nichz se nedd mluvit, mluvi tak, aby Ctenife dovedl
k pochopeni, pro¢ a jak o nich nemluvit. Jak fikd interprety tolik diskuto-
vana véta 6.54: Ten, kdo Wittgensteinovi rozumi, nahlédne z toho, co fika,
Ze to, co fika, se Fici vlastné nedd, protoze je to cosi, co se da pfimérené jen
ukdzat pouzitim smysluplnych vét.

Druhi moznost, jak rozliSeni napsané a nenapsané ¢asti knihy chapat, by
bylo odkazat do nenapsané ¢asti knihy konkrétni realizace téch typl teori,
jez se Traktdr snazi diskvalifikovat. Nenapsand by tak zlstivala konkrétni
Wittgensteinova etika, teologie, estetika, teorie subjektivity, pfipadné teorie
vyznamu, ontologie ¢i epistemologie. Zistavaly by nenapsané, protoie je
podle napsané Cisti knihy nelze formulovat.

Jde o tradi¢ni dilema CtendfG Traktdru. Prvni moinost usti v paradox
(Gdajné nenapsand Cist knihy byla napsina), coz nds nuti zvolit druhou
moznost. Nenapsanou ¢asti knihy by tedy byly Wittgensteinovy filosofické
nauky. Pak by nenapsand cast knihy byla opravdu tim, co je na knize dilezi-
té — a rozhodné by to nebyly pro Wittgensteina nesmysly, resp. hlouposti
(coz je v jistém napéti s pfedmluvou knihy). Abychom vsak mohli néjaké
Wittgensteinovy nenapsané nauky chapat jako ¢ast Traktdtu, byt ¢ast ne-
napsanou, musel by se Wittgenstein snazit, aby je napsana ¢ast knihy jedno-
znacné identifikovala, resp. Ctenafe pfivedla k tomu, aby je rozpoznal. Jak je
ale dobfe znimo, Traktdt nic takového nedéld, nebo déli-li to, pak v tom
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naprosto pozoruhodné trapné selhavd. Asi nejzfejméjsi je to na debatich
o traktatovské ontologii. Wittgensteinovi interpreti vénovali této discipliné
peclivou pozornost a prisli snad se vSemi moznymi interpretacemi, jez ob-
vykle byvaji velmi dobfe odivodnény. A nejenze se v Traktdtu hledaji riizné
ontologie od fyzikalismu, pfes fenomenologii k fenomenalismu, ¢i dokonce
solipsismu, a také rlizné podoby empirismu i kantidnstvi, ale setkame se ta-
ké s riznymi ndzory na to, jestli Traktdt vibec obsahuje konkrétni ontolo-
gii a co rika k jeji moznosti. V etice, jez by méla byt pro Traktdr zisadni, je
situace lepsi. Na rtizné moralni otazky dokazeme leckdy dit asi celkem au-
tenticky wittgensteinovské odpovedi, le¢ obvykle se ndm to nedafi diky cet-
bé Traktdtu, rozhodné s jeho textem nevystacime. Pokud rozumime Witt-
gensteinové mordlce, pak hlavné diky znalosti jeho Zivota, ktery si navic do-
kazeme zasadit do kulturniho kontextu. Maji-li nenapsanou st Traktdtu
tvofit konkrétni nauky z jednotlivych filosofickych disciplin, musime tuto
¢ast knihy pokladat za ztracenou stejné jako druhou Cist Aristotelovy Poeti-
ky.

Jak vidime, ¢tenarské dilema nemd feseni. CoZ je dobry divod pokladat
je za dilema falesné. Problému se lze nejsnaze zbavit, kdyz se vyhneme pre-
interpretovavani dopisu Fickerovi. Pfedevsim jej nesmime cist otrocky do-
slova. Vratme se k vykladu, Ze se Wittgenstein v dopise snazi laickému in-
telektualovi pfiblizit rozliSeni fikat/ukazovat pomoci pfirovnani k napsané
a nenapsané Casti textu. To, co se z textu ukazuje, v ném nemusi byt zcela
zamlceno. Je dokonce celkem rozumné, aby autor ¢tendfi pomohl explicit-
nim vykladem rozliseni fikat/ukazovat. Dopis Fickerovi tedy v tomto ohle-
du nefika nic silnéjsiho nez pfedmluva knihy. Jen se snazi udélat k ni dalsi
pfedmluvu pro urdity typ ¢tenare (totiz pro ¢tenare nekompetentniho).

Nehledejme tedy v Traktdtu vyznamné mlceni k zdvainym tématim, jez
nis dovede k hlubokym vhledim, jez odpovi na etické a jiné filosofické
otazky. Trakedt se zkritka prostfednictvim feseni logickych otazek dopraco-
vava k rozliseni fikat/ukazovat a chce po nds, abychom je uplatnili také na
text knihy samotné. Wittgenstein tedy fikd Fickerovi totéz, co fikd Russel-
lovi (a co koneckonci stoji také v pfedmluvé): neulpivejte na jednotlivych
technickych otdzkich, jez se v knize fesi, maji poslouzit systematickému
rozliseni fikat/ukazovat, jehoz prizmatem mate Cist celou knihu — ta tak ne-
vyslovuje jenom uréité myslenky, jez fesi tyto technické problémy, ale také
ukazuje omezenost legitimniho ndroku téchto feseni.

Privé v tomto ohledu je smysl knihy skutecné eticky, totiz prakticky.
Filosofie jako teorie tady nemd co fict, na misté je ¢in. Oblast eti¢na je sku-
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te¢né vyznamnd, ale jako prostor jednani, nikoli jako namét k feci, pfinej-
mensim ne k teoretizovani. A tento zdvér, jak pfipomind zndmy citit Witt-
gensteinova pritele Ramseyho, plati podle Wittgensteina pro celou filosofii:

Filosofie musi k néemu byt a musime ji brit vizné — musi ujasniovat
nase myslenky a Ciny. Jinak je sklonem, pfed nimz bychom se méli mit
na pozoru a Usilim vidét, Ze tomu tak je — hlavnim vyrokem filosofie te-
dy je to, ze filosofie je nesmysl. A opét plati, Ze musime vzit vainé, ze
jde o nesmysl a nesmime se — jako Wittgenstein — tvdfit, Ze jde
o dtlezity nesmysl!® (Ramsey 1931, 263)

Ramsey znal autora Traktdtu tak dobfe, ze jeho slova mizZeme chapat
jako adekvitni shrnuti. Filosofie také u néj vystupuje ve dvoji roli. Jednak je
snahou ujasnit si, co si myslime a co délame. Zavérem Traktdiu v tomto
ohledu je poukaz na to, ze nakolik se nas jazyk hodi k popisu svéta, nehodi
se k vyndseni vSeobecné a nutné pravdivych soudd, jez by rozsifovaly nase
poznani. Popis svéta je totiz podstatné popisem nahodilosti, ze které¢ho se
nanejvy$ ukazuje forma naseho chdpani svéta, kterou lze pripadné formulo-
vat v tautologiich. Ale filosofické teorie — at’ uz by se mély tykat vyznamu,
poznani, jsouciho nebo etiky — se v takto chapaném jazyce formulovat neda-
ji. Sklon formulovat je onou druhou podobou filosofie a né¢im, pred ¢im
bychom se podle Ramseyho méli mit na pozoru. Ramsey ovSem zdroven
oznacuje tradi¢ni filosofii za Gsili vidét vlastni nesmyslnost. Disledné pro-
vozovand tradi¢ni filosofie by méla ustit v nahled marnosti filosofovani. Jak
vime, podobné pozoruhodné presvédceni pfipisoval Wittgenstein nejen
Kierkegaardovi nebo Heideggerovi, ale také Augustinovi, ktefi se vSichni
snazili fict vic, nez fe¢ zmize, a to podle Wittgensteina zfejmé mimo jiné ve
snaze na tuto mez poukdzat.” Ramsey se podle vieho shoduje s Wittgen-
steinem v rozdéleni a pojeti obou typt filosofovani, ale rozchdzi se s nim
v hodnoceni tradi¢ni filosofie jako védomého nabihdni proti mezim moz-
nosti jazyka. Podle Ramseyho by nas rozpoznani nesmyslnosti takového po-
¢inani mélo pfivést k tomu, abychom filosofii zacali provozovat nanejvys jen

8 . . . .
“Philosophy must be of some use and we must take it seriously; it must clear our

thoughts and so our actions. Or else it is a disposition we have to check, and an inquiry
to see that this is so; i.e. the chief proposition of philosophy is that philosophy is non-
sense. And again we must then take seriously that it is nonsense, and not pretend, as
Wittgenstein does, that it is important nonsense!” (Ramsey 1931, 263).

’ Viz napf. McGuiness (1979, 68) (30. Prosince 1929).
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ve vyse zminéném uzite¢ném smyslu: jako ujasnovani vlastnich myslenek
a ¢inl. Wittgensteinovi naopak pfipisuje pfesvédceni, ze tradi¢ni nesmyslna
filosofie neni vitbec bezvyznamna.

Odkud bere ve Wittgensteinovych oéich tradi¢ni filosoficky nesmysl
svou dilezitost? Stru¢né mizeme Fici, Ze z frustrace védénim. Nejen v pfed-
nasce o etice, ale také dlouho pred ni ve vale¢nych zapisnicich Wittgenstein
uvazuje nad motivaci tihnuti k mysticnu (srov. Wittgenstein 1997¢, 51).
V obou pripadech vidi jeho plvod stejné. Nékteré nase starosti nedokdze
utisit pfisun poznatki. Nejenze takové poznatky nemdme k dispozici, ale
dokonce se nam leckdy zdd, ze je nikdy neziskime — a to nikoli pro svou
neschopnost, ale protoze takové poznatky nejsou mozné. Kupodivu nis do-
kaze pfinejmensim docasné utlumit néco, co ma vnéjsi podobu poznatku —
odpovédi na filosofickou otdzku.

A v tomto ohledu je tradi¢ni filosofovani skutecné cenné i pfi postoji,
jaky zaujimd Wittgenstein nebo Ramsey. I tradi¢ni filosofovani tisi neklid
toho, kdo neni na svété doma tim, Ze mu poskytuje zpisob, jak se na svété
zabydlet. Tradiéni filosofovani také poskytuje vyraz onomu neklidu
z odcizeni nasemu svétu. Tim, zZe tento neklid objektivizuje do otazek,'® na
které nasledné hledd odpovedi, sice ukazuje nepochopeni jazykové logiky,
ale zaroven tak predstavuje prvni krok a dilezitou podminku pro zjednani
napravy. Je jako symptom nemoci, kter}'f na nemoc upozoriiuje, takze ji ne-
muzeme prehlizet. Nuti nds zastavit se, nepokracovat v dezorientovaném
bloudéni a najit cestu. Stejné jako pro Marxe ndbozenstvi, jsou také pro
mladého Wittgensteina odpovédi tradi¢ni filosofie jen opiem lidstva,
nicméné zoufalstvi, jez se timto sedativem tisi, skute¢né vyzaduje péci. A to,
ze se objevilo, neni projevem ménécennosti toho, kdo je zakousi (jako by
tomu disledné vzato bylo u Ramseyho), ale dokladem jeho neunosné situa-
ce ve svété. Kdyz tedy Wittgenstein vidél prici nékterych filosoft jako vé-
domé nabihdni proti mezim jazyka, pak jejich snahu prezentuje jako vzpou-
zeni se otupujicimu sedativu tradice odpovidani na otazky, jez dasledné vza-
to nemaji odpovéd, protoze nejsou vlastné viibec otazkami.

0 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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PETER P. ICKE

History Department. University of Chichester
Chichester. United Kingdom
peter@ickep.fsnet.co.uk

I am grateful to Eugen Zelendk for belatedly focusing attention on
and thus perhaps renewing wider interest in my book, Frank Ankersmit’s
Lost Historical Cause (see Icke 2012) through his eight page review of it
recently published in this journal (see Zelendk 2014). Nevertheless, I re-
main somewhat bothered by and more than a little perplexed by his style
of argumentation which alights everywhere on the book’s relatively minor
points while skipping over, or omitting entirely, the vital points about
which its central argument turns. That is to say, to be more specific
about Zelenak’s omissions, that in his review he characterises my primary
argument(s) — those marshalled against Ankersmit’s proposal(s) for a di-
rect, unmediated form of engagement with the past through (sublime)
historical experience — as ‘shallow and not illuminating at all’ (p. 261),
‘just too shallow to explain anything’ (p. 264) and again, lest the charge
of shallowness be somehow missed, he finds that my writings constitute
‘a very shallow type of explanation’ (p. 267). Yet nowhere in his review
does he even begin to address those primary arguments. In fact, I wonder
if he has grasped them at all. Indeed, had he done so, his review might
have included some kind of useful and instructive challenge to, or perhaps
even agreement with, those crucial elements of my comprehensively ar-
gued “contra-Ankersmit” position.

To illustrate and underline the point that I am making here I shall now
turn briefly to just two of those ‘crucial elements’. First, then, it surely
cannot be overlooked that I have reasoned variously throughout my text

© 2014 The Author. Journal compilation © 2014 Institute of Philosophy SAS
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that experience is always mediated, thus questioning Ankersmit’s insistence
that it is actually possible to have the sort of direct, unmediated experiential
relationship with the past that he claims is possible and on which his theo-
ries of ‘Historical Experience (HE)' and ‘Sublime Historical Experience
(SHE) depend and, consequently, without which they fail. One might ar-
gue for an unmediated sensation but it seems to me, as I have explored in
some considerable detail in the book, that experience is always contextua-
lised within a language bound framework of understanding or “realisation”
and that it therefore cannot be pure as required by Ankersmit’s theory.
I wonder what Zelendk makes of that? And, second, there’s the problem of
decontextualisation which, according to Ankersmit, is required of both the
subject and the object of experience as enabling conditions for the actual
transmission and reception of experience. But how is the subject of expe-
rience to decontextualize? That is, shed his/her identity, enculturation,
etc., and thus be reduced to a vacant state of being or a blank slate, so to
speak. And, having decontextualized, if such an astonishing human feat is
to be deemed possible, how is that decontextualized, hollowed-out “sub-
ject” going to be able to grasp an experience or, for that matter, anything at
all? What's at issue here is that these and the many other potentially da-
maging arguments which I have laid out in my book and which together
help constitute the core and primary substance of my challenge to Ankers-
mit’s theories of HE and SHE are not mentioned at all in Zelenak’s review.

I have to add to this that where Zelendk himself engages in argumenta-
tion he doesn’t appear to fully grasp the implications of what he is saying.
For instance, to give just one such example, he argues sensibly (p. 265) that
no author is ‘original’, yet on the following page he contradicts himself
when he states that ‘Ankersmit (with his notion of the narrative substance,
his distinction between narration and individual statement or representa-
tion and description, etc.) is an original Philosopher’. Now, let’s be clear,
while Ankersmit’s early and for me engaging, often complex mode of expo-
sition/argumentation and his particular appropriation of signifying terms
might be taken as original, there is nothing in its substantive subject mat-
ter that hasn’t already been variously expressed by theorists such as Jean-
Frangois Lyotard, Roland Barthes, Hayden White and many others before
them. Or, in short, one could say that the distinction struck by Ankersmit
between narrative statement and narrative form (between fact and value or
quantity and quality) is innovatively presented but not in its substance orig-
inal.
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So, to sum-up, it’s Zelenik’s narrow focus on and his preoccupation
with secondary matters that disappoints me and, perhaps more to the
point, arguably diminishes his critique of my book. Nevertheless, this is
a review of sorts and, who knows, it might in the end have the effect of
again drawing attention to and emphasizing the hopelessness of Ankers-
mit’s extraordinary “experiential” proposals.
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Takashi Yagisawa: Worlds & Individuals: Possible and Otherwise
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In his book Worlds & Individuals: Possible and Otherwise, Takashi Yagisawa
presents yet another version of the so-called modal realism, a thesis according
to which possible worlds are real entities. The substantive outline of the theory
presented in chapters 1-8 (Modal Realism; Time, Space, World; Existence; Actu-
ality; Modal Realism and Modal tense; Transworld Individuals and their Identity;
Extensionalism; Impossibility, respectively) and subsequent testing of the theory
in Chapters 9-10 (Proposition and Belief; Fictional Worlds) present a project of
a significant philosophical value. And although Yagisawa’s book is not a de-
fence of modal realism in its core form, Lewis’s views clearly influenced Yagi-
sawa in formulating the proposal. So let put at least three differences on the
table.

First of all, possible worlds in Yagisawa’s sense are not worlds as understood
by Lewis. Rather, worlds are defined as modal indices that are (but not exist)1
along its temporal and spatial counterparts. Also, modal indices are not con-
crete mereological sums of individuals. What Lewis describes as the actual
world, or the universe, Yagisawa calls the actual-world-stage of the universe.
Therefore, the universe & la Lewis is not a modal index. Instead, it is the com-
prehensive subject of possibility and necessity (p. 44). The Lewisian actual
world is one way at one possible index while another way at another possible
index, since it extends in temporal, spatial and modal dimension. Possible
worlds are neither concrete, nor abstract, and whether they are objects at all is
an open business:

[I] take moments of time to be real but I am non-committal about whether
they are non-concrete objects of some kind. If they are, I will be happy to
accept that worlds in my sense are also non-concrete objects of some kind.
(179, fn. 7)

One way or the other, there is a plurality of worlds, a plurality of different
world-stages of the same universe. Modal space contains many concrete objects
all of which are modal parts of one and the same universe. Some of them may

For Yagisawa, reality is fundamental and monadic and existence is domain-relative.
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be unified by spatiotemporal relatedness, some may be unified by some other
relation, and some others may not be unified by any relation other than being
part of the universe and whatever that requires (p. 45).

The second crucial distortion from Lewis’s theory is the analogy between
trans-temporal and trans-world identification. Lewis sympathized with the
former, (so that we perdure through time by having distinct temporal stages at
different times) but formulated several objections against the latter (see Lewis
1986, 218-219). Yagisawa, on the other side, accepts such an analogy and poses
the so-called ‘Closest-Continuer’ relation holding between modal parts of
a single individual. The relation is defined along the following lines:

A modal stage x at a possible world w; and a modal stage y at a different
possible world w; are parts of the same modally extended object of a kind K
if and only if there is a chain of possible worlds from w; to w, ordered by
the overall similarity relation such that x and some modal stage, x+1, at the
next world in the chain are sufficiently similar to each other in relevant re-
spects and are each other’s closest continuer at their respective worlds, x+1
and some modal stage, x+2, at the next world in the chain are sufficiently
similar to each other in relevant respects and are each other’s closest con-
tinuer at their respective worlds, ..., and x+n and some modal stage,
x+n+1=y, at the next world, wy, in the chain are sufficiently similar to each
other in relevant respects and are each other’s closest continuer at their re-
spective worlds, where the sufficient similarity, relevant respects, and close-
ness are relative to the kind K. (Yagisawa 2009, 109)

That’s the Closest-Continuer relation operating on the modal stages in a nut-
shell.

The third move away from the traditional modal realism is the acceptance
of impossible worlds. Again, such worlds are neither concrete nor abstract, but
as real as possible worlds. Besides, there are impossible individuals. They do
not exist in the domain of possible objects. They exist in the domain of meta-
physically impossible objects, yet given the ‘Closest-Continuer’ relation be-
tween world-stages, they also exist at some possible worlds (by having stages
that exist at those worlds). But let discuss this point in more details as it has
raised quite serious accusations from inconsistency.

Recall that for Yagisawa, times, places and worlds are metaphysical indices
and are all equally real. Following these assumptions together with metaphysi-
cal parity between possible and impossible worlds, impossible worlds are real
too. Consider now an extended object, me. I have properties-at-world-w in vir-
tue of having a w-stage with those properties. That means that I have a world-
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stage such that I am a philosopher-at-w. Besides that, I have plenty of other
word-stages. For instance I have a-football-player-at-w; stage, a-pianist-at-w;
stage, a-talking-donkey-at-wog stage, since I could be a football player, I could
be a pianist and (under a very charitable reading) I could be a talking donkey,
respectively.

So far so good. But a lot of things are impossible. It is not possible for me
to be a philosopher and not a philosopher at the same time, a football player
and not a football player at the same time or a talking donkey and not a talking
donkey. If that is so, modal stages strategy requires there to be stages such that

Martin-is-a-fotball-player-and-non-a-football-player-at-i;
Martin—is—a—pianist—and—not—a—pianist—at—i2
Martin-is-a-talking-donkey-and-not-a-talking-donkey-at-igg

But if impossible worlds are real, there really are the abovementioned inconsis-
tent stages. And that’s a plain actual contradiction because inconsistent stages
turn out to be actually true. End of the ‘exportation’ objection.

I think, however, that the situation is not as desperate as it might seem. The
reason is that although modal realistic in spirit, Yagisawa’s theory appears to
represent modal phenomena in a way modal realists don’t. For, speaking about
reduction of modal facts to non-modal facts, Yagisawa’s motivation is more mod-
est. Instead of full modal reductionism, he prefers soft reductionism (p. 152) ac-
cording to which a) temporal, spatial and modal indices are taken to be meta-
physically simple and b) the at-a-world relation is primitive. These features of
the theory place it somewhere between modal realism and actualism and, more
importantly, between two ways of representation: genuine and ersatz. And while
the former causes exportation troubles the latter does not necessarily so.

In Lewis (1986, ch. 3), Lewis identifies one kind of ersatz representation in
a dialogical form:

Say I: [Lewis]: you make a second mystery, because you don’t tell me what
it is for the concrete world to ‘select’ an element.

Says he: [magical ersatzer]: that’s primitive. All theories have their primi-
tives, and ‘selects’ and ‘elements’ are mine.

Say I [Lewis]: you cannot explain modality, because you took that as primi-
tive also.

Says he: [magical ersatzer]: I did. I don’t pretend to explain modality, but
there are plenty of other purposes for the theory to serve. (Fair enough.)
The choice is between primitive modality and crazy ontology like yours,
and I choose the former. (Lewis 1986, 176)
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Apparently, one of the Lewis’s objections takes the meaninglessness of the re-
lation between the concrete cosmos and an element to be crucial. Whatever we
take the relation of ‘selection’ to be, either way lies trouble. Given the primitive
at-a-worldness, combined with the simplicity of indices, Yagisawa does not
seem to avoid the accusation of magical representation. It is rather by magic
how the concrete cosmos ‘selects’ one index rather than another. But the ques-
tion might stand otherwise. Namely: are the criteria so strong that any theory
that fulfils them should be replaced by a theory that does not? Or: is the ‘selec-
tion’ relation a sufficient reason to deny a theory that makes use of it?

Suppose that the use of the selection relation is enough to dismiss a theory
and consider any kind of set theory. Given a set of things it seems obvious that
what makes it the case that those very things are its members is a membership
relation. Since we do not grasp of intrinsic natures of sets themselves (unless
we refer to their members), set-membership relation is a good example of the
‘selection” (cf. Van Inwagen 1986, 207-210). But does the presence of such
a relation provide reason to deny set theory? It obviously seems too strong to
answer the question positively even if we do not have an ultimate story as how
it works. I therefore have for it that one way of avoiding the exportation prob-
lem is to (bite the bullet and) admit that the representation goes by magic ra-
ther than genuine instantiation. Doing so, it would not be the case that real
impossible stages make the actual world inconsistent, for the way they represent
does not bring any inconsistencies in home language. They represent impossi-
ble phenomena in a harmless (although magical) way.

Overall, Yagisawa’s book provides a systematic treatment of various philo-
sophical issues and gives the reader a unified package. It is thus no doubt that
Worlds & Individuals: Possible and Otherwise is a unique endeavour in contem-
porary metaphysics and deserves the attention of a broad philosophical com-
munity.

Martin Vacek

martinvacekphilosophy@gmail.com
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Vladimir Havlik, Tomas Hribek, Juraj Hvorecky, Jifi Nosek,
Zuzana Parusnikova:
Z evolucniho hlediska: pojem evoluce v soucasné filosofii
Praha: Filosofia 2011, 338 stran

Stcasné teoretizovanie o vzniku Zivého sveta, o povahe prirodnych, spolo-
Censkych javov a osobitne Tudskej mysle implicitne zahtria evolu¢ni perspekti-
vu. Pojem evolucie vo vSeobecnosti zastresuje myslienku o vjvojovej povahe ob-
jektov, procesov okolitého sveta vratane ¢loveka a jeho psychickych schopnosti.
V predlozenej praci kolektiv autorov — filozofov analyzuje pristupy vysvetlovania
vnutornych procesov evolucie, ktoré sa stali predmetom Sirokej diskusie a po-
lemik. Spolo¢né teoretické vychodisko, o ktoré sa autori jednotlivych kapitol
textu opieraju, je naturalizmus. Napriek réznorodému chdpaniu vyznamu pojmu
naturalizmus, naturalisticky pristup predpokladd vzdjomnu previazanost’ evolud-
nych procesov s prirodzenou povahou javov a udalosti okolitého sveta. Ako vsak
doklada text prace, tito zdanlivo neproblematickd domnienka je opradena via-
cerymi nedorozumeniami a protichodnymi interpreticiami. Autori poukazuji
na nejednoznaénost a ambiguitu pri pouzivani zdkladnych pojmov ako darvi-
nizmus, determinizmus, naturalizmus, materializmus, evoldcia, evolu¢nd psy-
cholégia, evoluénd epistemologia, kauzalita.

V nasledujiicom texte sa pozastavim pri troch problémovych okruhoch od-
razajucich zdkladné ¢lenenie textu price, a to: 1) darvinizmus verzus kreacio-
nizmus, 2) naturalizmus a mysel, 3) poznanie a filozofia.

Ad 1) Ako konstatuje autor prvej kapitoly Darwinismus a formy kreacioniz-
mu T'. Hfibek, darvinizmus predstavuje ,dominantnu teériu evolicie sucasnos-
ti“. Vo vztahu k vybranym kontroverznym bodom Darwinovej teérie evolicie sa
autor venuje predovsetkym kritike zvonka, z radov zdstancov kreacionizmu. Kri-
tici zdkladnych postulitov darvinizmu — vyvojovej povahy druhov, mechanizmov
prirodného vyberu, bud’ odmietaju vedeckd povahu tedrie evolucie alebo prok-
lamujt vedeckost’ kreacionistického pristupu (medzi oboma krajnymi postojmi
existuje viacero subtilnejsich variantov, napriklad koncepcia evolucnébo kreacio-
nizmu slovenského filozofa Jina Letza). Pre privrzencov prvej argumentaénej li-
nie darvinizmus predstavuje ,materialisticku filozofiu®, ktord je skor metafyzic-
kou (ideologickou) $pekulaciou nez vedeckou teériou. Na druhej strane, zdstan-
covia tzv. vedeckého kreacionizmu sa $tylizuju do roly siputnikov teérie evola-
cie podliehajucej kritériu testovatelnosti a vedeckej kritike. Prikladom druhej
argumentacnej stratégie je napriklad teéria ,inteligentného planu“ (intelligent
design) P. Johnsona odvoldvajica sa na teleologicky dokaz BozZej existencie.
V texte autor priblizuje vybrané alternativne postoje a diskusiu k interpretacii
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Biblie v kontexte kreacionizmu samého. Povazujem za zrejmé, zZe prirodzené ja-
vy a ich poznanie zaloZené na vedeckych principoch (objektivnost) a kritéridch
(testovatelnost) na jednej strane a nadprirodzené javy a poznanie vychddzajace
z viery (zjavenia), si nesumeratelné. Napriek tomu niektori filozofi vynakladaju
nemalé usilie na spdjanie prirodzenej povahy vzniku a vyvinu (napriklad) mysle
s (jej) principidlnou neredukovatelnost'ou ¢i neobjektivizovatelnost'ou. Jeden
z dévodov tychto postojov vidim v implicitne pritomnej tazbe po harmonii
yviery a rozumu a tiez v konstruovani pomyselnych priepasti medzi vedeckym
poznavanim a duchovnymi hodnotami. S Hfibekovym ndzorom o logickej pro-
tireCivosti kreacionistickych argumentov a slabej explanacnej sile ,vedeckého
kreacionizmu“ v konfrontdcii s poznatkami evoluénej biolégie moizno len sthla-
sit. Rovnako to plati aj pri zd6raznovani vzdjomnej prepojenosti metafyziky
a vedeckej tedrie. Menej jasnd je téza o metafyzickej kontroverznosti naturaliz-
mu v tom zmysle, Ze neponechéva priestor pre spiritualizmus a nadprirodzené.
Tvrdenie o tom , ze ,nemdme d@vod véfit v existenci supernaturalistickych
entit“ (s. 72), bude zdstanca supernaturalizmu sotva pokladat’ za devastujuice.
Podla Hfibeka je so vSeobecnym metafyzickym naturalizmom konzistentny
zaver, podla ktorého rozne typy entit si neredukovatelné na fyzické entity.
Tu opiit’ nardZame na terminologicky, ale aj metodologicky problém vyznamu
pojmu redukcia a podstaty reduktivneho pristupu. Otazka ontologického zd-
vizku naturalistického pristupu, a darvinizmu zvldst, preto predstavuje vyzvu
pre filozofov spolu s nedoriesenymi a citlivymi otdzkami vzfahu ndbozenstva,
filozofie a vedy.

Ad 2) V tretej kapitole prace J. Hvorecky analyzuje otvorené problémy stvi-
siace so zdanlivo nenaturalizovatelnymi intenciondlnymi obsahmi. V texte sa
zamysla nad lohou evolu¢ného vysvetlovania pri rieSeni problému povahy in-
tencionalnych stavov a intenciondlnych pojmov. Podobne ako T'. Hfibek, autor
poukazuje na existenciu roznych typov naturalizmu a s tym stvisiacou mnoho-
tvirnou argumenticiou. Hvorecky podrobuje detailnej analyze koncepcie in-
tencionalneho realizmu, ktoré sa hlisia k ukotvenosti intencionality vo fyzi-
kilnom svete, a to sémantiku konceptudlnych roli (Block), teériu asymetric-
kej zavislosti (Fodor) a teleosémantiku (Millikanovd). Spoloénym cielom
uvedenych pristupov sa stalo skimanie a vysvetfovanie sémantickych pojmov
nesémantickymi kategériami (s. 131). Zdstancovia intenciondlneho realizmu
sa podl'a Hvoreckého zhoduja v charakteristike mysle ako struktarovanej enti-
ty, pricom sa ma na mysli Struktira mysle zodpovedajica fudovej psychologii,
t. j. skusenosti a jazyku kazdodennej skusenosti. Otazka statusu [udovej psycho-
légie ajej ,objektov® v zmysle pevného zdkladu vedeckej psycholégie zostiva
nadalej otvorend.
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J. Hvorecky pokladd postoj naturalizmu za zlucitelny s empirickym plura-
lizmom vedeckych disciplin, ktoré postuluju existenciu réznych entit, stavov
alebo vztahov. Co vak moZno rozumiet pod ,empirickym pluralizmom“? Ak
ide o otvorenost naturalizmu vo vzfahu k réznym filozofickym predstavim
a koncepcidm sveta, potom by ni¢ nebrinilo postulovat’ mentalne stavy ako
svojbytné ,entity — konkrétne objekty, teoretické konstrukty atd. S tym suvisi
aj Hvoreckého nie celkom jasné vymedzenie pojmov ako ,mentdlnich jednotli-
vin, s nimiz v mysleni manipulujeme” (Hvorecky 2011, 130). Domnievam sa, ze
podobne ako v pripade pojmu naturalizmu aj vyznam pojmov fyzikalizmus, fy-
zikilny a fyzicky svet vyzaduje hlbsi rozbor. Ak, ako pise Hvorecky, fyzicky
svet pripista len také interakcie, ktoré sa odohravaji v redlnom case medzi
redlnymi entitami, potom by explanacna sila principov evolucie bola znatne
okliestend. Ukotvenie biologického sveta (entit, udalosti) do Sirsie poniatého
fyzického sveta ponechiava dostatoény priestor pre zakomponovanie rozmani-
tych typov entit a udalosti. Ved napokon, ako podotyka aj Hvorecky, fyzika
pracuje s realitou teoretickych konstruktov, silovych poli alebo kvantovych
velicin. Navyse, skiimanie a vysvetlovanie procesov biologického sveta impli-
citne zahtria histériu, predpokladanti budicnost’, ¢im presahuje predstavu line-
arneho chdpania vyvoja. Nejasnosti spité s explaniciou biologickych systémov
a procesov vystizne oznalil uz priekopnik tézy evolucie A. Huxley ako ,retro-
spektivne proroctvo®.

V texte, ako sa zdd, J. Hvorecky sympatizuje s ndzorom D. Dennetta proti
pokusom naturalizovat epistemoldgiu, obsahy mysle, intencionalitu a pod.
Podl'a Dennetta projekt naturalizdcie stroskotava preto, lebo sa poktsa naturali-
zovat' to, ¢o uZ prirodzenym javom je. Prijatie evolucnej perspektivy pri skimani
akéhokolvek filozofického problému predpokladd uplatnenie principidlneho na-
turalizmu od podiatku skamania! Na zaliatku skimania sice mozeme, rortyov-
sky povedané, vychddzat’ z pojmu mysle ako machule, ale v priebehu skimania
sa tento pojem mdze vyCistit natolko, Ze sa ndm podari opisat’ a vysvetlit’ jav,
ktory pomenuva. Prostrednictvom intenciondlnej stratégie Dennett poukazuje
na to, ako sa vyhnut nadbyto¢nému problému ,naturalizicie” tajomného a skor
nabida k skimaniu a vysvetlovaniu povahy javov beznej skisenosti. Hvorecky
oprévnene zd6raziiuje potrebu radikalne zvazit' désledky zakomponovania tedrie
evolucie do naturalizmu. Z hladiska svojho naturalisticky ladeného postoja po-
ukazuje na rastdci vyznam integricie najnovsich poznatkov biologickych vied do
filozofického skiimania. Hlasit' sa k naturalizmu, vyjadrovat sympatie k evolué-
nej teorii zdaleka nepostaCuje. Ukazuje sa, Ze jedna z najtazsich vyziev spociva
v premysleni désledkov, ku ktorym tedria evolicie vedie bez ohladu na kontra-
intuitivnost ziskanych poznatkov. (AzZ) potom mozno filozofi budd vnimat od-
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klon od svojich ontologickych intuicii pozitivne ako krok vpred v skimani po-
vahy vlastnych mysli.

Ad 3) V texte venovanom vzt'ahu evoluénej tedrie poznania a transcenden-
tilneho argumentu J. Nosek nadvizuje na problematiku poznania z predoslych
kapitol no v otdzke naturalizicie epistemologie sa distancuje od pristupov Hvo-
reckého a Hribeka. Svoj postoj zdbvodiuje na ziklade porovnania tradicne;
epistemoldgie, do ktorej zaraduje koncepcie Platona, Descarta a Kanta, a natu-
ralizovanej epistemoldogie W. O. Quina. Tradi¢ni epistemoldgovia vychddzaji
podla Noseka z tedrie poznania, ktorej problémy mozno zodpovedat’ pred a ne-
zavisle od vedeckého skiimania. V protiklade k tomu quinovskd epistemoldgia
obracia vzt'ah filozofie vedy smerom k zddrazneniu zdvislosti filozofie od vedy
a jej poznatkov. Tym podla Noseka dochidza k ,naruseniu® nutnej izolcie filo-
zofie od vedy. J. Nosek nesuhlasi s pristupom Hfibeka a Hvoreckého v tom, Ze
by sa kultdrna a evolu¢nd histéria poznania ako aj poznanie samé mali skimat
metdédami evoluénej biologie. Svoje teoretické vychodisko formuluje takto: ,te-
orie pozndni si mize udrzet své misto vedle pfirodnich véd jako souddst racio-
nality v sir§im slova smyslu® (s. 213). Nosek sa priklania k transcendentalnej ar-
gumentacii spocivajucej, ako piSe, v objastiovani a ospravedliovani poznania.
Evoluénej tedrii poznania, s ktorou polemizuje, pripisuje predovsetkym funkciu
vysvetlovania a predikcie. Vo svojom prispevku sa d’alej koncentruje na analyzu
spolo¢nych ¢rt a rozdielov medzi naturalizovanou epistemoldgiou a evoluénou
epistemoldgiou predovsetkym G. Vollmera, M. Ruseho a N. Reschera. Trans-
cendentdlny argument podla Noseka odkazuje na zmysluplnost’ poznania. Za-
tial' o interpreta¢né a ospravedlriujice funkcie davaju hypotézam zmysel, des-
kriptivne, explana¢né a predikéné funkcie argumentov zaistuji pravdivost’ alebo
nepravdivost’ hypotéz (s. 244). Pripustme hypoteticky, Ze pravda nie je vzah (ko-
re$pondencie, koherencie), ale jednoduchd abstraktna entita, ktord je stile td istd
a mozno ju pripdjat’ k l'ubovolnym zmysluplnym vypovediam. Pokial vsak pravdi-
vost “miiZe byt objevena jen v spojeni se smysluplnosti“ (s. 245), vzdpiti sa nati-
ska otdzka na zaklade ¢oho priradime vypovediam privlastok ,zmysluplny“? Ak ma
byt transcendentdlny argument signifikantny, potom sa zdd, ze zddvodriujice
a interpreta¢né funkcie, o ktoré sa prednostne opiera, by mali nejakym spdsobom
tito zmysluplnost’ zaistovat. Neviem si predstavit, ako mozno tento ciel dosiah-
nut’ bez zohladnenia obsabu explandcie a predikcie. To vSak podla Noseka nepri-
chddza do Gvahy, ked’ze zmysluplnost a pravdivost nekra¢ajt ruka v ruke.

Na ziver sa domnievam, Ze naturalisticky orientovany pristup Hribeka
a Hvoreckého sa vo vzt'ahu k autonémnosti a teoretickej relevantnosti filozofic-
kého skamania zdsadne nelisi od postoja J. Noseka. Autori svorne prizvukuja
nielen kontinuitu filozofie a vedy, ale aj previazanost' s tradi¢nou filozofiou.
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Vyznamnejsie odliSnosti mozno ocakdvat’ pri vybere toho, ¢o budu jednotlivi
autori z bohatého odkazu histérie filozofie pokladat za reprezentativne.
Posledna kapitola prace z pera Z. Parusnikovej sa venuje Popperovej darvi-
nistickej epistemoldgii. Autorka sa podujala kritickymi o¢ami premysliet’ para-
lelu medzi Popperovou teériou rastu poznania a darvinistickym vykladom bio-
logickej evolucie. V rdmci interpreticie Popperovho filozofického odkazu Pa-
rusnikova zvazuje otazku, ¢i K. Popper sim dostato¢ne docenil empirickd pova-
hu darvinizmu.' Zaujimavy a pre mfia dost’ prekvapivy moment predstavuje
konstatovanie vnutorného rozporu v Popperovej evolucnej epistemologii.
Z. Parusnikova vidi tento rozpor v nasledovnom: Na jednej strane Popper pri-
pusta existenciu dogmatizmu v zmysle vrodenych ocakdvani pravidelnosti v zi-
vote ¢loveka a na druhej strane vo svojej koncepcii zdéraziiuje zdsadny vyznam
boja proti dogmatizmu uplattiovanim kritického postoja, argumentovanim atd.
Kazdy organizmus disponuje vrodenymi reakciami alebo odpovedami, ktoré
podla Poppera mozno chipal ako nevedomé, neuvedomované ,ocakdvania®
(por. Popper 1963, 47). Ak Popper aj pripusta ,vrodené poznanie®, netvrdi, Ze
dané poznanie je platné a priori, nakol’ko sa méze ukdzat jeho mylnost. Rodi-
me sa s o¢akdvaniami, s ,poznanim®, ktoré nie je platné a priori, ale je psycholo-
gicky alebo geneticky apridrne — predchadza pozorovatelnej skusenosti. Nachd-
dzanie pravidelnosti Popper radi k najvjznamnejsim ocakdvaniam cloveka, vro-
dend alebo ,instinktivna“ dispozicia, t. j. psychologické a priori, je podla Poppera
zaroveti logickjm a priori, pretoze predchadza vsetkej pozorovatelnej skusenosti.
Logické a priori v tomto zmysle vSak neznamend, ako zdéraziiuje Popper, to, ze
olakdvanie je platné a priori. Né$ sklon hladat’ pravidelnosti a vkladat' zdkony
do prirody vedd k psychologickému javu dogmatického myslenia a spréavania
(Popper 1963, 49). Vzhladom na tito tendenciu je istd miera dogmatizmu nut-
nd. Tyka sa okolnosti, s ktorymi sme schopni sa vyrovnat, a to formulovanim
domnienok, ktorych prostrednictvom pésobime na svet. NavySe, spominany
dogmatizmus umozriuje, aby sme sa priblizovali k dobrej teérii postupne. Je
zrejmé, ako pise Popper, ze takyto dogmaticky postoj je znakom silného presved-
Cenia a teda je v protiklade ku kritickému postoju, ktory pripista pochybnosti
a vyZaduje testy. Priptstam, Ze pouzivanie pojmu dogmatickosti u Poppera na
oznalenie ,instinktivnych“ ocakdvani nie je prave ,$t’astné", a to najmi vo vzta-
hu k rozsiahlej analyze a kritike dogmatickosti v celom jeho diele. Napriek to-
mu si na rozdiel od Z. Parusnikovej nemyslim, Ze by pouzitie pojmu dogmatiz-
mu viedlo k dvojitej vnutornej nekonzistentnosti Popperovej evoluc¢nej episte-
molégie a koncepcie racionality. Nielen v désledku rozliSovania naznacenych

K teoretickym problémom spitym s postavenim tedrie evollcie pozri blizsie Galik

(2009).
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vyznamov pojmu dogmaticky, ale aj vzhladom na Popperovo zdéraznovanie
potreby posiliiovat vedomie o povahe ludskych kognitivnych schopnosti
s ciefom prekondvat pohodlnost prameniacu z predvedeckého poznania. Co
sa tyka racionality, Popper nepoklada ¢loveka za raciondlneho, ale naopak tvr-
di, ze kona iraciondlne a podobne ako v pripade pravdy, v pripade racionality
ide skor o vytdieny idedl ¢loveka. Napokon, nemyslim si, ze by Popperova
koncepcia evolunej epistemoldgie evokovala oslabovanie dogmatizmu (s.
282). K. Popper sa vo vidsine svojich pric vehementne bréni prehnanému op-
timizmu, opakovane odmieta akékol'vek zaruky viazuce sa k pokroku pri hlada-
ni lepsieho sveta.

Vo svojej skratkovitej Gvahe som opomenula viaceré témy z textu predloze-
nej publikicie, akou je problematika univerzilneho evolu¢ného principu (V.
Havlik), otdzky stvisiace s evolu¢nym pévodom mordlky ¢i projektom evoluénej
deskriptivnej etiky (T. Hribek). Citatelovi napokon odpora¢am pridrziavat sa
stratégie prezentovanej v celom texte price, a tou je filozofickd analyza vycha-
dzajica z vedeckych poznatkov a implementacie popperovského kréda: ,Ja se
mohu mylit a ty mZes mit pravdu; v kazdém pripadé o tom pojdme kriticky
diskutovat a spole¢nym usilim se mizeme pravdé pfiblizit.“

Silvia Galikovd

silvia@libris.sk
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Vydanim knihy Vladimira Svobodu koneéne uzrela svetlo sveta prvd cesko-
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kurz. Vyskum v deontickej logike je pritom celosvetovo vel'mi zivy: Syzifovské
usilie o vytvorenie vhodného systému deontickej logiky trvd uz takmer storocie.
V pestrej literatire mozno pozorovat’ dve zikladné pozicie. Pre prva z nich je
charakeeristickd inklindcia k skimaniu viet, ktorymi predpisujeme, teda jazyko-
vych formulacii prikazov, zikazov a dovoleni. V tejto linii vznikaja logiky pred-
pisov (¢i uzsie imperativov). Druhd pozicia sa vyznacuje preferenciou vyrokov,
ktorymi konstatujeme, ie je nieco prikizané, zakdzané ¢i dovolené. Tu sa buduju
logiky deontickych vyrokov. Nézov recenzovanej knihy naznacuje, Ze tieto pozi-
cie nemusia vycleiovat’ dva disjunkené tabory bidatelov. Logika pre Panov je
totiz prave logikou predpisov, a teda reprezentuje prvy tabor. Logika pre Kibi-
cov mié zase blizko ku zdujmom druhého tdbora. Nemozno si vSak nevSimnat
autorovu preferenciu predpisov, ide teda v prvom rade o ,panska® logiku. Prob-
1ém budovania logiky deontickych vyrokov ustupuje ¢iastoéne do uzadia.

Knizka pozostdva z 6smich rozsahovo vyvaZenych kapitol. Ako naznacuje jej
nézov, pojde o sprievodcu svetom deontickej logiky; a ako si moze ¢itatel lahko
overit, ide o skutocne filozofického sprievodcu, pretoze autor svoje tézy precizne
filozoficky zdévodnuje a, navyse, uz hlavny ciel knihy je filozoficky: vyjasnenie
filozofickych predpokladov, ktoré opodstatriuji budovanie systémov deonticke;
logiky, ¢i konkrétnejsie, logiky imperativov. V nasledujucom texte stru¢ne zhr-
niem obsah jednotlivych kapitol a poukdzem na urcité miesta v knihe, ktoré
povazujem za problematické.

Prvé dve kapitoly poskytuju Citatelovi lakavy a podnetny tvod do deontickej
logiky. Exkurzia za¢ina kritickym predstavenim logickych systémov, ktoré stali
pri zrode projektu deontickej logiky, a upozornenim na niekolko problémov, na
ktoré naraza tento projekt ako taky. Vyber systémov zodpoveda realnemu histo-
rickému vyvoju a systémy su vysvetlené velmi zrozumitelne a prehladne. Jedna
drobnd pripomienka. Svobodovo tvrdenie zo s. 41, podla ktorého formuly
OA - OA, resp. OA = PA, st ,oéividne platné, povazujem za prili§ silné.
Platnost’ tychto formul predsa zdvisi od toho, s akymi pojmami nevyhnutnosti
a moznosti, resp. prikazu a dovolenia budeme pracovat’. Uvedend aletickd for-
mula by nebola platna, keby sme predpokladali taky mozny svet, z ktorého uz
ziaden dalsi svet nie je dosiahnutelny. V fiom by potom vzhladom na bezny po-
jem nevyhnutnosti platili vsetky formuly trividlne nevyhnutne, no ziadna z nich
by nebola moznd. Takdto logickd situicia by mohla celkom prijatelne nastat
napriklad pri temporélne interpretovanej aletickej logike, v ktorej by sa predpo-
kladala existencia posledného casového okamihu. Deontickd verzia aletickej
formuly by v nejakom svete podobne neplatila vtedy, keby prer uz neexistoval
ziadny dalsi — deonticky dosiahnutelny svet. Takato logickd situicia by mohla
nastat, ak by boli prikazované vyroky navzdjom nekonzistentné (¢o sa v praxi
mimochodom dasto stdva). Keby sme totiz predpokladali, ze existuje svet s,
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v ktorom plati OA aj O—A, aZe existuje nejaky svet ¢, ktory je zo sveta s do-
siahnutelny, podla standardného chipania operdtora O a relicie deontickej do-
siahnutelnosti by mali vo svete ¢ platit vSetky formuly, ktoré st vo svete
s prikdzané, ¢o znamend, Ze by vo svete ¢ muselo platit A aj =A. Svet ¢ by bol
teda logicky nemozny. Ak vSak nechceme pracovat’ aj s nemoznymi svetmi,
musime predpokladat’, Ze ak mdme vo svete s prikdzané navzdjom nekonzistent-
né formuly, neexistuje Ziadny svet, ktory by bol z neho dosiahnutelny. Ak vsak
zo sveta s neexistuje ziadny dosiahnutelny svet, buda v fiom platit’ vSetky for-
muly viazané operatorom O. Ziadna z nich viak nebude dovolend, teda nebude
platit’ ani formula OA — PA. T4to formula by mala byt neplatnd aj vtedy, keby
sme cheeli skimat, ¢o bolo prikdzané, zakdzané ¢i dovolené explicitne.l Ak sa
nieco explicitne prikazalo, nevyplyva z toho, Ze sa to aj explicitne dovolilo.

V druhej kapitole Svoboda vysvetluje Jorgensenovu dilemu a najznamejsie
paradoxy deontickej logiky. Tu sa prvykrat vyraznejsie prejavuje jeho inklindcia
k problémom ,,panskej“ logiky. Takmer vsetky uvddzané paradoxy deontickej
logiky sa totiz prezentuji ako usudky s rozkazmi, hoci ich pévodné formulicie
obsahovali deontické vyroky, nie rozkazy. K tejto kapitole mam dve drobné pri-
pomienky. Téza, ze filozoficku kritiku v kontexte Jorgensenovej dilemy mozno
vztiahnut aj na moznost’ budovania deontickej logiky vo vSeobecnosti (s. 68),
by potrebovala presved¢ivé zdévodnenie. Ak budeme za predmet deontickej lo-
giky povazovat deontické vyroky, vieme ich pravdivost’ odvodzovat' z faktu, Ze
su uvedené v urcitom normativnom systéme. Pre takato deontickd logiku je
celd Jorgensenova dilema irelevantnd. Celkom nesuhlasim ani s tym, Ze by mal
byt Rossov paradox osudnejsi pre logiku prepisov ako pre logiku normativaych
vyrokov. Thto tézu Svoboda obhajuje na s. 85. To, ¢i ide naozaj o problematic-
ky tsudok, pritom v oboch pripadoch v rovnakej miere zdvisi od interpreticie
logickych spojok, ktoré sa v usudku vyskytuju, najmi disjunkcie. Slavny Rossov
paradox (pre logiku normativnych vyrokov) spociva v odvodeni zdveru typu Je
prikdzané poslat’ alebo spdlit’ list z premisy Je prikdzané poslat’ list. Neprijatelnost
tohto odvodenia sa zvykne znizovat tym, Ze spojka alebo v zévere je predsa len
oby¢ajnou klasickou disjunkciou a nemézeme v nej vidiet’ ni¢ viac. Konkrétnej-
sie: Nemdzeme v nej vidiet’ tzv. operdtor slobodnej volby (free-choice opemtor).2
Z premisy sice vyplyva, ze je prikdzané poslat’ alebo spdlit’ list, no tento zdver

V deontickych logikich sa pracuje s viacerymi technickymi pojmami explicitnosti.

Nepredpokladim tu Ziadny z nich, skér predpokladam beiny predteoreticky pojem expli-
citnosti.

Nech P je operitor reprezentujuci je dovolené, aby a nech A a B reprezentuji lubo-
volné vyroky. Pre operitor slobodnej volby plati P(AV B) | PAAPB, ¢o pre klasicka
disjunkciu neplati. Pre klasickt disjunkciu plati slabsi argument P(AV B) = PAV PB.
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neposkytuje adresdtovi prikazu moznost’ volby. Ak by bola spojka v zdvere ope-
ritorom slobodnej volby, usudok by nebol platny. Neprijate[nost’ odvodenia,
ktoré predstavuje Rossov paradox (vo formuldcii pre logiku predpisov), zrejme
viac bije do odi. Argumenticia, ktord by sa pokusala ukdzat, ze ide iba
o zdanlivi neprijatelnost’, by vsak bola uplne analogickd tej, ktord som naznadi-
la vyssie. Ci takuto argumentdciu uzndme alebo neuzndme za uspokojiv, bu-
deme tak musiet’ urobit’ jednotne pre jej prvi aj druha verziu.

Tretia kapitola ¢itatelovi predstavuje Lewisovu tedriu preskriptivnych jazy-
kovych hier, ktora tvori jadro Svobodovej vlastnej koncepcie. Preskriptivna ja-
zykova hra je hrou troch hra¢ov — Pana, Otroka a Kibica. Struéne povedané,
Pan nariaduje, ¢o ma Otrok robit, Otrok plni nariadenia Péna a Kibic opisuje
normativaou situdciu. Svoboda sa im venuje v trochu nevyvaZenom pomere:
V centre zdujmu je Pan, potom nasleduji problémy stvisiace so vztahom medzi
Panom a Kibicom, ndsledne Kibic. Logike pre Otrokov, problematike vzfahu
medzi Kibicom a Otrokom a medzi Otrokom a Pinom sa Svoboda nevenuje.
Nézov by pritom mohol naznacovat, ze sa dockime aj logiky pre Otrokov. Ot-
rok ma predsa tiez svoj jazyk. Tento jazyk pozostiva z viet ako napriklad: Mu-
stm  upiect’ kold¢ a wvarit’ veeru. Smiem pit’ kdvu? Okrem konsStatovania
a zistovania, o (ne)musi a (ne)mdze by mohol tiez presvied¢at’ ¢i prosikat’ Pa-
na, aby zrusil nejaky prikaz ¢i zaviedol nejaké dovolenie. Netreba sa potom vsak
nejako vyrovnat aspon s analyzou otdzok? Svoboda nepochybne ukazuje, ze svet
deontickej logiky je ovela bohatsi, ako sa bezne predpokladd: Nie je vSak este
bohatsi? Zda sa, ze je. Dovolim si dalej jednu drobnu poznamku k drobnej po-
znamke 84 na s. 95, ktord poukazuje na nevhodnost' volby komplikovaného
formalneho jazyka pre deontickt logiku: Zdanliva komplikovanost’, neprehlad-
nost a necitatelnost’ formélneho jazyka méze byt iba désledok toho, ze sa dany
jazyk este nestal populdrnou a zndmou stcastou logického folkléru. Za to vsak
nemusia niest’ vinu iba nedostatky danej logiky, ale aj rézne nepriaznivé empi-
rické faktory. Pre¢o by sme nemohli namiesto jednoduchosti, prehladnosti, ¢i-
tatelnosti a popularity preferovat’ napriklad expresivnu silu jazyka? Za proble-
matické povazujem aj dovolenia na s. 96 uvedené ako vety s vykri¢nikmi. Péso-
bia znacne neprirodzene a pravdepodobne Citatela povedu k otizke, ¢i takéto
vety mozno naozaj oprévnene zaradit' do jazyka Pina. Ak moZno, potom je
otézne, preco do jazyka Péna nezaradit’ aj definicie a rdzne vyjastiujice tézy. Ved
napokon, ako Svoboda ukaze v nasledujicej kapitole, jednou z loh dovoleni je
vyjasfiovanie. Pritom sa zdd, ze Svoboda by definovanie a vyjastiovanie prenechal
skor v kompetencii Kibica (pozri s. 271, pozn. 298), ¢o je vak opit’ trochu
problematické. Kibic by potom predsa mohol dezinterpretovat’ Pdnove predpi-
sy. Autor v tejto kapitole zavadza aj dolezité rozliSenie medzi statickou a dyna-
mickou preskriptivnou jazykovou hrou. Myslim, ze by sa v deontickej logike
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predislo mnohym zmitkom, keby sa rozdiel medzi nimi vidy respektoval. Na
zaklade rozliSeni medzi jazykom Pana a Kibica i medzi statickou a dynamickou
preskriptivnou hrou Svoboda rozlisuje Sest’ druhov systémov deontickej logiky.
V prvom rade ide o skamanie statickej logiky Pdna, statickej logiky Kibica, dy-
namickej logiky Pana a dynamickej logiky Kibica. Autor dalej rozlisuje skiima-
nie vplyvu statickej a dynamickej logiky Péna na logiku Kibica. Tieto rozliSenia
su velmi uzitoéné, no mdm podozrenie, Ze je z nich neodovodnene vyhosteny
jazyk Otrokov.

Nasledujuca, Stvrtd kapitola rozoberd (v deontickej logike Casto zanedbdva-
ny) pojem dovolenia, a to najmi z pohladu preskriptivnych jazykovych hier
predstavenych v predoslej kapitole. Svoboda sa pokusa spochybnit’ bezne akcep-
tovanu tézu, ze vyroky o dovoleniach mozno vo véeobecnosti bezpecne prefor-
mulovat’ na vyroky o prikazoch, resp. zdkazoch. Argumenticia je presvedciva
(Svoboda ukazal, Ze existuju pripady, v ktorych je stotoznenie dovolenia s neza-
kdzanim nevhodné) a zd4 sa, Ze najvhodnejsie by bolo pracovat asponi s dvoma
pojmami dovolenia (silnym a slabym, pozri s. 137). VicSina kapitoly skiima do-
volenia ako Pdnove Cahy v preskriptivnej jazykovej hre. Citatel sa tu dozvie
o rolich, ktoré dovolenia v preskriptivnom diskurze zohravaji. Na s. 151
v pozn. 140 Svoboda prizndva, ze formulicia pravidla futbalu v preskriptivnom
jazyku znie neobvykle. Toto zdanie neprirodzenosti moze mat’ pévod v tom, Ze
pravidla Sportov ¢i normativae systémy vo véeobecnosti fakticky nie st vobec
pisané v jazyku Pana, ale v jazyku Kibica.

Pokial ide o piatu kapitolu, ide zrejme obsahovo o najviac ,filozoficka“ ka-
pitolu knihy — je totiz zamerand na vyjasnenie ontologického a pojmového rim-
ca pre skimanie preskriptivneho diskurzu. Takyto ciel je sim osebe velmi nd-
ro¢ny a autor si uvedomuje, Ze to bude mozné iba za cenu istych zjednoduseni.
Jadro kapitoly tvori autorova koncepcia noriem, ktor navrhuje ako alternativa
voci von Wrightovej koncepcii noriem z prace Norm and Action. Navrhovani
tedria zdroven ponuka Svobodovo riesenie zdvazného problému, ktory predsta-
vuje Jorgensenova dilema: Zjednodusene povedané, pravidldi chdpané ako sé-
mantické objekty m6zu byt platné ¢ neplatné podobne, ako mozu byt vety
(resp. propozicie) pravdivé ¢i nepravdivé. Ak je takéto pravidlo platné, existuje
zodpovedajice pravidlo chdpané ako socidlna skuto¢nost’. NajddleZitejsie vy-
sledky kapitoly su zachytené v prehladnych schémach na konci kapitoly.

Siesta kapitola sa zaoberd sémantikou deontickej logiky. Kapitolka zacina
sémantikou pre Standardnii deontickil logiku, pokracuje Hintikkovym sémantic-
kym systémom a konci vyjasnenim délezitych sémantickych predpokladov de-
ontickej logiky. Dve drobné poznimky: Na s. 209 v pozn. 226 autor tvrdi, ze je
velmi problematické hovorit o splneni ¢i nesplneni deontickych vyrokov. To
samozrejme je pravda, no mozno bez problémov hovorit o tom, ze ich dodrZia-
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vame, pripadne o tom, Ze sa spravame v silade s nimi. Tvrdenie na s. 228, pod-
I'a ktorého ak platnost predpisujicich premis odvodime iba z prejavov autority,
tak sotva mozno z platnych predpisov odvodit’ nejaky vyrok, ktorého pravdivost
bude premisami garantovand, povaiujem za problematické. Zrejme by sme
mohli bez problémov odvodit’ vyroky o platnosti danych predpisov.

Siedma kapitola je venovana statickej deontickej logike. V centre zdujmu su
modernejsie systémy deontickej logiky, konkrétne von Wrightova dyadickd lo-
gika (tzv. Novj systém) a logiky predpisov Nicholasa Reschera a Petra Vranasa.
Na rozdiel od prvej kapitoly je vyber logickych systémov ucelovy, pretoze, ako
sa neskor v knihe dozvieme, Svobodova vlastna tedria je dyadickou logikou a ide
o logiku prikazov, zdkazov a dovoleni. K tejto kapitole mam jednu drobnu pri-
pomienku. Na s. 254 sa uvadza Gsudok UF7.4, v ktorom je z predpokladov X,
urob A vZdy, ked nastane R! a X, urob B vidy, ked nastane S! odvodeny zaver X,
urob A a B vZdy, ked nastane R alebo S! Uvedeny tsudok je prezentovany ako
platny v logike Nicholasa Reschera a navyse ako ,vcelku neproblematicky. Res-
cher pritom uplne analogicky Gsudok uvadza ako priklad neplatne; inferencie.’
Ide preto zrejme o preklep: Namiesto ,a“ malo byt v zdvere uvedené ,alebo®.

Kniha vrcholi v zdvere¢nej, 6smej kapitole, v ktorej sa autor venuje dyna-
mickej deontickej logike. V tejto kapitole sa opit’ vyrazne prejavuje Svobodova
orientdcia na logiku Pana — pojem uspesnej preskriptivnej hry mozno podla ne-
ho ,najprirodzencijsie” interpretovat’ z hladiska Péna (s. 270). Celkom nerozu-
miem, preco by to malo byt’ tak. Keby sme pri hodnoteni Gspesnosti preskrip-
tivnej hry napr. namiesto stanoviska zakonodarcu zaujali stanovisko obcanov,
bolo by to rovnako prirodzené (a vd'aka kvantitativnej prevahe ob¢anov dokonca
beznejsie). Na s. 275 za¢ina Svoboda vymedzovat jazyk svojho logického systé-
mu. V jazyku rozliSuje medzi tym, Co je a ¢o nie je potenciilne pod kontrolou
adresdta. Rozdiel medzi nimi je vSak empiricky, o spdsobuje zna¢ny (prakticky)
problém s demarkaciou. Keby chcel nejaky logik pouzit takyto systém, musel
by pri kazdej veticke Spekulovat, & ide o skutocnosti, ktoré su potencidlne pod
kontrolou adresita, alebo nejde. Ako sa vSak ukazuje, autor si je tychto praktic-
kych problémov s analyzou vedomy (pozri s. 240, 277). Bolo by vhodné v bu-
dtcnosti navrhovany jazyk rozvinit’ a poskytnit¢ mu vidsiu expresivnu silu na-
priklad tym, Ze by sa vychddzalo aspon z predikatovej logiky, nie z logiky vyro-
kovej. Ziaduca by bola aj temporalizicia, ked’ze je dobre znimym faktom, Ze za-
nedbédvanie gramatickych Casov pri analyze uz v deontickej logike spésobilo ne-
malé problémy a zmitky. Temporalizicia by pomohla aj v kontexte skimania

dynamickych preskriptivnych jazykovych hier ako takych (dynamické preskrip-

Jediny rozdiel spociva v tom, Ze Rescher pouZiva namiesto ,X“ druha osobu singuld-

ra, pozri Rescher (1966, 85).
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tivne jazykové hry by bolo moiné analyzovat’ ako Casové sledy statickych pre-
skriptivnych jazykovych hier). A napokon, temporalizicia by bola uzitolnd aj
v suvislosti s navrhovanou demarkdciou medzi skutoénostami, ktoré si poten-
cidlne pod adresitovou kontrolou, a tymi, ktoré nie si. To vsak nie su vyhrady,
iba ndvrhy na dalsie rozvinutie. Poslednd kapitola velkolepo zavisila dielo,
amusim konstatovat, Ze ju povazujem za najzaujimavejSiu a najorigindlnejsiu
kapitolu knihy.

Recenzovand publikicia je vysledkom dlhodobého usilia, ktoré V. Svoboda
venoval skiimaniu sveta deontickej logiky. Vdaka tomu v knihe citit' autorov
obdivuhodny prehl'ad v deontickej literatdre i ostrazitost vo¢i vSemoZnym zd-
kernym nastrahdm, ktoré na deontickych logikov ¢ihaju pri budovani ich tedrii.
Ide preto o uZitotné a inSpirativne ¢itanie pre vSetkych, ktori sa touto proble-
matikou zaoberaju. Text je navySe pisany zrozumitelnym a pritazlivym stylom,
vdaka ¢omu moze zaujat' aj Citatelov, ktorym je tdto oblast Uplne nezndma.
Monografia je v neposlednom rade cennd tym, Ze podobnd publikicia doposial
na Ceskoslovenskom kniznom trhu chybala. Nakolko ide o akési Prolegomena
ku kaZdej budiicej deontickej logike, ktord sa bude moct’ nazjvat’ adekvitnou, ostava
uz len dufat, Ze v budtcnosti vyrastd z takto precizne pripravenej pody nejaké

adekvatne systémy deontickej logiky.

Daniela Glavanicovd
dada.baudelaire@gmail.com
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V novembri minulého roku sa na péde Ustavu pro éeskou literaturu AV CR
v Prahe konala vedeckd konferencia s nazvom O popisu, ktorej zavisenim bolo
neskorsie vydanie rovhomenného zbornika obsahujuceho konferencné prispevky
ucastnikov tohto podujatia. Hned na uvod treba povedat, Ze organizatori sa
rozhodli pre nesmierne zaujimavy interdisciplinirny format a podarilo sa im pod
hlavickou ,opis“ spojit’ relativne pestr paletu prispevkov z niekolkych teore-
tickych disciplin. Pravda, ak by sme chceli povedat, Ze tematickym svornikom
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prispevkov uverejnenych v zborniku O popisu st opisy alebo Ze sa autori v tych-
to prispevkoch venuju predovsetkym opisom ako predmetu ich odborného zd-
ujmu, bolo by to do urcitej miery zavadzajice. Takyto spésob vyjadrovania nim
totiz sugeruje, akoby existoval urcity typ jazykovych prostriedkov nazyvanych
,»opisy®, o ktorych st jednotlivé prispevky — zatial ¢o v skutonosti tu tento
predpokladany spolo¢ny menovatel zrejme absentuje. Alebo inak a jednoduch-
Sie: Je potrebné si uvedomit’, Ze nie su opisy ako opisy.

Uz som spomenul interdisciplindrny charakter diskutovanej knihy. Rad by
som vsak okrem toho vyzdvihol editorska pracu zostavovatelky A. Jedlickove;
(pripadne edi¢ného timu okolo A. Jedlickovej ako hlavnej editorky), a to pre-
dovsetkym citlivé a vel'mi umné zoradenie jednotlivych prispevkov, vdaka comu
posobi publikicia pomerne kompaktne.

ijodn}’l text s ndzvom NepFitomny popis: kompenzace jebo evokacni a identifi-
kacni funkce (s. 9-16) pochddza z pera lingvistky J. Hoffmannovej, ktord sa za-
mysla nad $pecifikami spontinnych recovych prejavov. Jednym z centralnych
pojmov jej uvazovania je implicitnost’ ako explanacné tazisko pri skimani fe-
noménu beznej hovorenej redi. J. Hoffmannova upozorfiuje na fakt, Ze to, ¢o by
sme mohli pokladat za informacne defektné sprostredkovanie informdcii, je
takmer neoddelitelnou stc¢astou spontinnych prehovorov — a preto tu vlastne
ani nemozno hovorit’ o defektoch. Upozortiovanie na tito skuto¢nost’ je dole-
zité predovéetkym v kontexte nezanedbatelného mnoistva lingvistickych vy-
skumov, ako aj preskriptivnolingvistickych nariadeni, kde sa mnohokrét zabtda
na $pecifika spontannej hovorenej re¢i a kde sa za prava jazykova substanciu
pokladd (hoci neuvedomene) pisany text. Autorka si celkom oprivnene v§ima
komunikdciu ako jazykovu interakciu s cielom porozumiet’ si, k ¢omu dochadza
mnohokrit vel'mi nestandardnymi (presnejsie: ,nestandardnymi“) sposobmi. Na
zaklade analyzy korpusovych udajov demonstruje skutoént povahu hovorenej
komunikdcie a pokdsa sa tymto sposobom vniest do diskusie o jazyku nové
otézky podnecujiice nové odpovede. Treba viak povedat, Ze J. Hoffmannové vo
svojom prispevku nepoddva ziadne kritérium na urcenie toho, ¢o mame pokla-
dat’ za ,absolutni porozuméni“ (s. 12). Tym nechcem povedat, Ze explicitnd de-
finicia takéhoto kritéria je nevyhnutnou podmienkou dalsieho skimania, ved
mozno tu naozaj nemozno konstatovat’ ni¢ urcitejsie neZ quinovskd ,plynulost’
dialogu“. Z metodologického hladiska je vSak zrejme délezité vyrovnat sa s fak-
tom, Ze plynulost’ dialégu je v mnohych spontinnych prejavoch zabezpedend
jednoducho tym, ze nim vlastne az tak nezdlezi na presnosti toho-ktorého opisu.

V nasledujucom ¢linku Sémantika urcitjch deskripcit a identifikdcia (s. 17-28)
hl'add analyticky filozof Maridn Zouhar odpoved na otazku, ¢i maja uréité des-
kripcie ako opisy prave jedného individua referen¢nt funkciu. Autor nadvizuje
na stary spor medzi sémantikmi a pragmatikmi, ktory odstartovala Strawsonova
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(1950) ostrd kritika tedrie urlitych deskripcii B. Russella. Vzhladom na to, ze
ide o pomerne zndmy problém (prinajmensom pre pravidelnych ¢itatelov Orga-
nonu F), obmedzim sa na nasledovné skratkovité vysvetlenie (pouzijem pritom
vlastné priklady): Otdzka znie, ¢i mdme sémantické fungovanie vyrazov typu
,sucasny papez” analyzovat tak, ako analyzujeme sémantické fungovanie vyrazov
typu ,nejaky papez”, alebo skor tak, ako analyzujeme vyrazy typu ,tento papez.
Zatial' ¢o kvantifikaény vyraz ,nejaky papez” brizdi svetom a vybera tie indivi-
dud, ktoré zastavaji funkciu pdpeza, vyraz ,tento papez” je kontextovo usmer-
neny, a md teda schopnost’ referovat’ na konkrétne individuum, o ktorom
chceme nieco povedat’ (napr. , Tento pdpezZ je Argentincan.“). Takto naértnuty
problém je, pravdaze, zrozumitelny iba pre tych, ktori pripstajd, Ze naznaceny
rozdiel v sémantickom fungovani danych vyrazov skuto¢ne existuje. V kazdom
pripade v spore o ur¢ité deskripcie zaujima M. Zouhar nasledovné stanovisko:
Urcité deskripcie funguju ako kvantifikaéné vyrazy a hoci mézu byt pouzité na
identifikdciu rozliénych objektov, nemozno na zéklade toho argumentovat, Ze
na dané objekty referuju.

V zéujme objasnenia obhajovanej tedrie v kontexte redlnych komunika¢nych
situdcii M. Zouhar v zavere svojho clanku upozorfiuje na tedriu variabilnych
univerz. Podla tejto tedrie poutzitie kvantifikacnych vyrazov vidy sprevadza vyty-
¢enie mnoziny individui, ktoré su z hladiska komunikdcie relevantné. To zna-
mend, zZe ak napriklad v zdvodnej jedalni prehldsime ,VSetky obrusy su $pinavé®,
tak je nase tvrdenie pravdivé, alebo nepravdivé zrejme iba vzhladom na tie ob-
rusy, ktoré sa nachddzaju na stoloch v danej jedilni — a nie vzhlfadom na vsetky
obrusy na svete. K tomu si dovolim uviest’ dve pozndmky:

1. Podla mdjho ndzoru a) ,mat’ na mysli konkrétne univerzum individui
(pozri s. 26) a b) uplatriovat’ urdité deskripcie v komunikdcii su dva aspekty to-
ho istého komunika¢ného aktu a nemozno ich jednoducho oddelit’. V tom pri-
pade je vsak prinajmensom otdzne, ¢ dokdzeme vysvetli mienenie toho-kto-
rého univerza individui bez explicitného ¢ implicitného referovania na toto
univerzum.

2. V prispevku sa M. Zouhar zaoberd tym, ako funguju urité deskripcie
v jazyku. Z mojho pohladu by sme tu vSak mali rozlisit’ a) fungovanie urditych
deskripcii v Russellovej tedrii a b) fungovanie urditych deskripcii v komunikicii.
Domnievam sa, ze ak opustime Gzemie vytyéené bodom a), tak nim vyraz ,fun-
govanie urditych deskripcii“ mdze spdsobit’ konceptudlne t'azkosti.

Autorom tretieho prispevku je filozof Petr Kot'dtko, ktory v ¢linku s ni-
zvom Identifikacni funkce popisu ve fikénim textu (s. 29-40) zostdva na pdde ana-
lytickej filozofie, hoci v centre teoretického zdujmu su v tomto pripade literdrne
texty, a to predovsetkym otizka povahy opisov a vlastnych mien uplatnenych
v tomto type textov. Kot'dtkova polemicka stat’ je kritickou reakciou na niekto-
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ré nézory G. Curricho a M.-L. Ryanovej, ale dd sa povedat’, Ze autor sa v ¢lanku
vymedzuje v podstate voci celému a dnes uz pomerne mohutnému pradu teore-
tikov fikénych svetov. P. Kot'dtko je presvedleny, ze ak chceme vysvetlit' fungo-
vanie literdrnych textov, tak sa nemusime uchylovat’ ani k pojmu fikény svet,
ani k Ziadnej zlozitej tedrii literdrneho jazyka — pretoze tak vlastné mend, ako aj
opisy funguji v literatare rovnako, ako funguju v prirodzenom jazyku. PravdaZe,
Citatel nesmie zabudat), Ze ak sa tu hovori o literdrnom opise, tak vylu¢ne so
zretelom na jeho sémanticka funkciu, pricom sa abstrahuje od estetického
rozmeru literatdry. Vzhladom na takto vytyceny metodologicky rimec sa Ko-
tatko pusta do polemiky s tedriou nedourcenosti literarnych opisov a okrem
in¢ho konstatuje, Ze literdrne texty si nedourcené v tom istom zmysle ako
vietky ostatné opisy (teda aj tie, ktoré pouzivame na identifikiciu skuto¢nych
vect). Podl'a Kot'dtka je predstava, Ze napisanim literarneho diela stvorime ne-
dourdeny fikény svet, zvidzajica — literatira totiz neopusta redlny svet, ide skor
o to, Ze sme ochotni na zdklade literdrnych opisov predpokladat’ (v mode ako
by) taky stav redlneho sveta, ktory danym opisom zodpoveda (pozri s. 39).

Hoci je Kot'dtkova kritika tedrie o nedouréenosti fikénych svetov presveddi-
vd, treba povedat, Ze nicktori autori (napr. L. Dolezel, ktory svoj postoj vyjadril
priamo na novembrovej konferencii) hovoria o nedourcenosti fikénych svetov
so zretelom na estetické funkcie toho-ktorého literairneho diela. Ako som
spominal, Kot'dtko od tohto aspektu abstrahuje, ale kedZe tak nerobi explicit-
ne, jeho koncepcia méze byt v nicktorych pripadoch zdrojom nedorozumeni
a pseudosporov.

V suwislosti s koncepciou P. Kot'dtka je véak este podstatnejsie to, ¢i na jej
zaklade dokdze Citatel odpovedat na nasledovnil metateoretickd otazku: Co
znamend predpokladat’ existenciu entit (v mode ako by) v redlnom svete? Na pr-
vy pohlad sa zdd, Ze sa tu tvrdi nieco podobné, ako ked povieme, Ze tie a tie li-
terdrne opisy opisuju fiktivne entity. Predpokladat, Ze nieco existuje v redlnom
svete, je jedna vec, avsak predpokladat’ to ,v mode ako by znamend — ak sa ne-
mylim — vediet, Ze v skutonosti neopisujeme ni¢ redlne. Ak je to tak a ak zo-
hladnime spominané tvrdenie, podla ktorého literatira neoptsta redlny svet,
potom je tu zrejme potrebné dodatoéné vysvetlenie. Vyvstdva totiz moznost’ za-
blidenia v pojmovych uli¢kach, ktoré s vydlazdené vratkymi kockami jazyka
tedrie, a to konkrétne slovami ,ako by“ a ,redlny“. To v podstate znamend, ze
Kot4tkovo priamociare vysvetlenie fungovania fikénych textov v skutocnosti
nemusi byt az také priamodiare.

V nasledujicich dvoch prispevkoch zbornika O popisu sa do centra pozor-
nosti dostiva Specificky typ opisu nazyvany ekfrdza. Zjednodusene povedané,
ekfriza je verbalny (a zvic¢sa umelecky) opis umeleckého obrazu, a predstavuje
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teda fenomén, ktorého skimanim sa teoretici v kone¢nom désledku dotykaji
otézok intermediality.

V spominanych prispevkoch sa ¢itatel' dodita, preco je veta, ktorou som sa
pokusil ekfrizu vystihnit, problematickd, resp. preco je prili§ zjednodusujuca.
Prvy prispevok s ndzvom Trajektorie starovéké ekfraze (s. 41-72), ktorého autor-
kami su Heidrun Fiihrerova a Bernadette Banaszkiewiczovd, sleduje problema-
tiku ekfrazy predovsetkym z historickej perspektivy orientovanej na antické po-
kusy teoreticky sa vyrovnat s danym fenoménom. Ide o ¢ldnok, ktory sa z me-
todologického hladiska zasadnym sposobom odlisuje od predchidzajucich pri-
spevkov, pretoze sa tu namiesto analytického preosievania argumentov uplatiiu-
je historizujuca syntéza definicii, postrehov ¢i charakteristik, ktoré vsak niekedy
Citatela zbytocne zahlcuju. Inymi slovami, tento text sa v dosledku informaénej
nasytenosti stiva pomerne neprehladnym, k ¢omu prispieva aj rozsiahly po-
znamkovy aparat. V kazdom pripade v pristupe autoriek sa odraza antickymi te-
oretikmi inspirované chdpanie ekfrizy ako ,umenia vyvolat predstavu“ (s. 48).
Z textu nie je jasné, ¢i tuto charakteristiku moZno pokladat’ za vychodiskovy,
alebo je spolu s inymi predmetom samotného skiimania — jednoznaéne sa vak
dé povedat, Ze teoretické zdujmy autoriek sa primérne orientuju na — ak to tak
mézem nazvat’ — ,kognitivne efekty” ekfrdzy ako ndstroja podnecovania predstév
a presviedcania. Z tohto pohladu je, samozrejme, otdzne, ¢i sa skimanim antic-
kych prameniov moZeme Co i len priblizit' k objasneniu spominanych ,kognitiv-
nych efektov®. Odpoved na tito otizku ¢itatel v texte nendjde — autorky ho
vsak vedd inym smerom, upozorfiuju na zvizok pojmov, ako je enargeia, fanta-
sia, saféneia, mimésis a podobne a aj prostrednictvom nich sa pokdsaji odpove-
dat’ na otdzku, akd je povaha ekfrizy. V tomto pripade je kl'idovym pojmom
tzv. rétoricka vizia. Podla autoriek ,rétorickd vize zrcadli zptsob, jakym feénik
utvifi predstavivost obecenstva na vsech kognitivnich urovnich® (s. 47). Kedze
autorky ekfrdzu ustvzt'aziiuji (ba na jednom mieste ju priam stotoZriuji) s ré-
torickou viziou, zdroven tym naznacujd, ze v kontexte skiimania ekfrizy nie je
dolezité lingvistické skumanie (chdpanie ekfrazy ako opisu), ale relevantné je
predovsetkym ,,postulované emodni zapojeni vnimatele® (s. 67) (chdpanie ekfra-
zy ako rétorickej vizie). Domnievam sa v$ak, Ze programové zotieranie hranic
medzi ,kognitivnym stimulom® a ,kognitivnym efektom®, ktoré autorky uplat-
fuja v savislosti s pojmom rétorickej vizie, nam nijakym spésobom nepomoéze
odhalit’ ,skutolnt povahu ekfrdzy“, ba prive naopak, takto kategoridlna des-
trukcia nam priam brani v pozndvani.

V druhom ¢lanku na podobnt tému, ktorého autorkou je Emma Tornbor-
gova a ktory md ndzov To podstatné je cas: tempordlni transformace v ekfrdzi (s.
73-93), sa ¢itatel dozvie, akym spdsobom mozino teoretickd analyzu fenoménu
ekfrizy uplatnit’ pri interpreticii — ako som to prv nazval — verbilnych (a zvicsa
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umeleckych) opisov umeleckych obrazov. V tomto pripade ide o analyticky la-
deny text, v ktorom sa autorka pokusa vymedzit nickolko ekfrastickych subka-
tegérii vymedzenych predovsetkym s ohladom na dvojicu pojmov cas/bezcasie
(statickost).

E. Tornborgovi v prispevku nielen vypraciva vlastné literirno-teoretické
kategorie, ale zdroverl ich priamo uplatiiuje pri interpreticii konkrétnych ek-
frastickych ukdzok. Okrem toho sa pokusa takpovediac upratat’ diskusiu teore-
tikov, a to predovsetkym prostrednictvom subtilnejSicho posudenia jednotli-
vych rovin, ktoré mozno ,temporédlne uréovat™. Ak to opit’ zjednodusim, ek-
frastické opisy mézeme charakterizovat’ ako statické, ¢i ako dynamické, a po-
dobne mdzeme urcovat aj obrazy. Autorka upozorriuje na to, Ze diskusia sa
sprehladni, ked budeme explicitne rozliSovat to, ¢i predikat ,staticky uplatriu-
jeme na samotnu ekfrazu/na samotny obraz, alebo tento predikat uplattiujeme
podla toho, ¢o dana ekfriza/dany obraz reprezentuje, alebo napokon podfa to-
ho, aky interpretacny efekt dand ekfraza/dany obraz spésobuje. Nebudem za-
chidzat’ do dalsich detailov a k uvedenému uz len poznamendm, Ze pri subtil-
nejSom posudeni predkladanej analyzy mozno predsa len vzniest jednu ndmiet-
ku: T4 spodiva v spochybneni kategoridlnej rovnocennosti (,sameratelnosti®)
tych pripadov opisov, ktoré su sice klasifikované ako statické, avsak v jednom
pripade je opis staticky v dosledku toho, ako je koncipovany (minimum tzv.
dynamickych slovies a pod.), no v inom pripade je opis pokladany za staticky na
zaklade toho, o ¢om dany text vypoveda (pozri s. 89-90; baseri Znehybnéni).
Domnievam sa, ze rozliSovat tieto pripady je vzhladom na ciele analyzy rovnako
dolezité, ako je ddlezité rozlisovat’ obraz, ktory padd na zem, od obrazu niecoho,
¢o pada na zem.

Vo zvy$nych Styroch prispevkoch zbornika O popisu sa dostaivame oboma
nohami na podu literatary alebo, este presnejsie, vstupujeme do oblasti skiima-
nia opisov uplatnenych v umeleckych textoch. Dva z tychto prispevkov su nie-
len tematicky, ale aj ideovo natolko pribuzné, ze ich moino (kvéli strucnosti)
predstavit’ spolo¢ne. Ide o ¢linok Stanislavy Fedrovej s ndzvom Popis a jebo sub-
jekt: ofima pozorovatele (s. 94-109) a text Experiencialita: rozdéluje, nebo spojuje
popis a vyprdvéni? (s. 146-167) od Alice Jedlickovej, ktory publikiciu O popisu
uzatvara. Centrom teoretického zaostrenia uvedenych autoriek je literatara ako
médium, ktoré dokdZe Citatelom sprostredkovat’ sice fiktivny, ale predsa ,zivy"
zazitok. VSeobecne sa predpoklada, ze literirne texty, ktoré dokazu citatela, ako
sa hovori, vtiahnut do deja, su zalozené na brilantnom rozprévani — avsak au-
torky, ktoré vo svojich uvahdch v istom zmysle respektuju literdrnoteoreticky
protiklad nardcia/opis, skamaju fungovanie literarnych opisov prive ako pro-
striedkov posilfiovania tzv. experienciality textu. To znamend, Ze opis by sme
podla autoriek nemali predpojato chdpat ako spomalovaciu prekdzku na ceste
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fikénym udolim, ale mali by sme si v§imat’ moznosti uplatnenia tohto literdr-
neho prostriedku préave v prospech posilnenia (itatelského zdzitku. Autorky
svoje presvedCenie ilustruju na konkrétnych ukazkach a upozortiuji na rozliéné
techniky opisovania:

" v opise sa prelinajice pismo rozpravaca s pismom postav;

» technika opisovania zacielend na zachytenie priestoru v pohybe, resp. na za-
chytenie tzv. ,simultaneity stavi (s. 98);

= striedanie perspektiv opisovania, t. j. prelinanie opisov vsevidiaceho rozpra-
vaca s opismi limitovanymi zornym uhlom postav;

* anapokon technika, ktord mozno nazvat ,z¢asovani procesu atribuce® (s.
153) a ktord re$pektuje nielen zorny uhol postavy, ale aj sukcesivnost’ per-
cepcie.

Ide nepochybne o zaujimavé postrehy, a to predovetkym z pohladu tych, kto-
rych zaujimaju subtilnejsie interpretacné rozliSenia v ramci analyzovanych diel,
ako je napr. Capkova proza Prochdzka, Jiraskova kronika F. L. Vék a podobne.
Pravdaze, v tomto pripade stile ostiva otvorené, ¢i sa analyza tyka skuto¢nych
technik posiliiovania experienciality textu, alebo tu ide skér o vypracovava-
nie literarnoteoretickych konceptov, ktoré spolu s pojmom experienciality
umozniuju autorkdm — rortyovsky povedané (porov. Rorty, 1992) — uviest
k jednotlivym umeleckym textom zaujimavé interpretaéné postrehy. Okrem to-
ho autorky pisu o rozliénych technikich ,zanofeni®, akoby mal samotny text —
a v ramci tohto textu pouzité opisy — schopnost’ voviest’ Citatela do prislusného
fik¢ného sveta, hoci tymto sposobom orientovany vyklad méoze mnohym pripa-
dat’ nedplny. Do samotnej explandcie by zrejme malo byt zahrnuté napriklad aj
to, ¢o slovensky teoretik umeleckych textov F. Miko (1970) nazyval ,skuse-
nostny komplex*, t. j. sibor konkrétnych zizitkov, skasenosti, ktoré Citatel pri
¢itani premieta do fikéného sveta toho-ktorého diela. Explanacni sila tejto hy-
potézy spociva v zachyteni jedného z moznych dévodov, preco jeden a ten isty
text niekoho ,,pohlti®, zatial ¢o iného vébec nezaujme.

Dal§im vysostne literdarnym prispevkom zbornika O popisu je ¢lanok Zdenka
Hrbatu Thespidova kdra (s. 110-126), v ktorom autor predkladi detailnt lite-
rirnu interpreticiu romdnu Kapitdn Fracasse od T. Gautiera. Teoretickym zd-
zemim interpretdcie su, dd sa povedat, standardné (predovietkym gettierovskeé)
literdrnoteoretické kategorie, ktoré autor vyuziva hlavne s cielom preniknut do
sémantickej roviny analyzovaného diela. Vzhladom na tematickd orienticiu
zbornika je Gautierovo dielo zaujimavé $pecifickym vyuZitim opisov, ktoré na
niektorych miestach vyustuje priam do deskriptivnej minuciéznosti. Ako upo-
zorfiuje Z. Hrbata, v pripade Kapitdna Francassa ide okrem iného o literarnu
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reakciu na Ziner hrdinskych ¢i komediantskych romdnov, poetologicky tu teda
dominuje intertextudlnost, td vsak nie je realizovand iba implicitne, ,potichu® —
ale sama sa v metaliterarnych pasazach romanu dostiva do (itatel'skej pozornos-
ti. Uvedend metaliterdrnost’ ako autorskd stratégia vyjadrit sa pomocou literdr-
nych prostriedkov k samotnej literatire, pripadne transformovat’ literdrnoteore-
tické a interpretaéné postrehy do podoby umeleckych/estetickych textov pred-
stavuje jeden z najdolezitejsich poetologickych rysov analyzovaného diela. Z.
Hrbata sa tejto problematike podrobne venuje, hoci predklada predovsetkym
sémantickil interpreticiu — o v tomto pripade znamend, Ze sa pokusa predovset-
kym dopovedat, o ¢om je dany romdn. Kedze s vSak vd'aka autoreferenénym
a metaliterdrnym autorskym stratégiam uplatnenym v Gautierovom diele mno-
hé idey dopovedané priamo v samotnom umeleckom texte, z hladiska literdrne;
interpreticie sa podla méjho ndzoru ziada skor semiotickd interpretdcia, ktord
prave tieto skutocnosti zohladni a vyabstrahuje z nich urcité poetologické Spe-
cifik, pripadne vyvodi dosledky (v tomto a vyluéne v tomto pripade pracujem
s protikladom sémanticky/semioticky Citatel (interpret), t. j. s protikladom, keory
svojho Casu zaviedol U. Eco. Pozri napr. Eco 1994, 3. kap.).

Podobne ako prispevok Z. Hrbatu, aj ¢linok Ivany Taranenkovej s nizvom
V bladani adekvdtneho sveta a vjrazu. Opis v proze slovenského literdrnebo realiz-
mu (s. 127-145) je predovSetkym literarnointerpretaénou stadiou — pricom I.
Taranenkova sa vo svojom texte zaoberd prozaickou tvorbou S. H. Vajanského
a M. Kukuéina ako dvoch vyznamnych slovenskych autorov obdobia realizmu
(prinajmensom z pohladu starSich periodizicii dejin slovenskej literatary). Au-
torka si v§ima, akym spdsobom funguju v dielach uvedenych spisovatelov naoko
neutralne opisy a dospieva k zdveru, zZe ani v jednom pripade nemozno hovorit
o ynevinnom® realizme, o literirnom fotografovani redlneho sveta, pretoze
v obidvoch pripadoch je snaha o zachytenie skutoéného determinovand subjek-
tivnymi postojmi ¢i tizbami. V pripade Vajanského je najzretelnejsia snaha za-
priahnut’ literatiru v zdujmoch nacionalistickej ideolégie, ,realisticky opis“ sa
tu nevzt'ahuje na dobové reilie, ale je skor akousi literarnou vystuhou vyabstra-
hovaného a nikdy neexistujiceho idedlu, pri¢om, ako upozorriuje autorka, ,ten-
to deficit sa tu nahradzoval naliehavostou melodramatického vyrazu® (s. 138).
A hoci sa prave Kukucinova préza poklada mnohokrat aj v porovnani s Vajan-
ského textami za akysi kdnon slovenského realizmu, podla I. Taranenkovej je aj
v tomto pripade literarny svet autorsky koordinovany, detailny realisticky opis
tu totiz nie je ani tak vysledkom désledného napfﬁania urditého estetického
idedlu, ale je skor odrazom ,manickej tizby nostalgika“ (s. 140), ktory do svo-
jich pribehov premieta staré dobré casy. V nadviznosti na postrehy I. Taranen-
kovej sa véak moze Citatel pytat, Co si md vlastne pocat’ s predikitom ,byt’ rea-
listickym opisom“ (obmedzenym na literdrne texty). Autorka svoje uvahy uzat-
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vira pomerne vSeobecnym konstatovanim, podla ktorého su tak Vajanského,
ako aj Kukucinove literdrne opisy indikdtormi ,Specifickej realizicie realistické-
ho umeleckého modelu v kontexte slovenskej literatary” (s. 143). Ako indika-
tory su vsak zrejme ,Citatelné“ az vtedy, ked poznime okrem kontextu sloven-
skej literatary aj kontext tvorby jednotlivych diel, to znamend, ked mame ok-
rem diel dostato¢ne dobre precitanych aj samotnych autorov. A to je zrejme len
dal$im dokazom toho, Ze pri pouzivani frizy ,fungovanie opisov* musime byt
ako teoretici nanajvy$ obozretni.

KedZe sa mi naprick Usiliu o struénost’ prispevok akosi natiahol, nebudem
uz trusit’ dalsie pozndmky a zdrzim sa aj zévereného hodnotenia diskutovaného
interdisciplinirneho projektu. Domnievam sa, Ze o zmysluplnosti podobnych
teoretickych konfronticii sa nemozno vyjadrovat’ na zaklade vydanej knihy, ale
az na zaklade toho, ¢ podnieti, alebo nepodnieti dal$iu odbornt debatu. Svoje
poznamky k jednotlivym prispevkom zbornika O popisu som pisal prave s cie-
fom takudto debatu podnietit.

Marek Mikusiak

marek.mikusiak@gmail.com
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In memory of Pavel Tichy

On October 26" it will be 20 years since Pavel Tichy suddenly and tragical-
ly passed away in a bush reserve near his home in Dunedin, New Zealand. The
obituary in the journal From the Logical Point of View, penned by his lifelong
friend Pavel Materna soon after the news had reached Prague, reverberated
with what can only be called shock.

This short note is devoted to the memory of this outstanding, original and
gifted logician, one of the greatest ever born not only in then-Czechoslovakia
but also in the world. Tichy was the founder of a theory that he called Trans-
parent Intensional Logic, known today as TIL. Thanks to Tichy, there are a
number of TILians (as we call ourselves, tongue-in-cheek) who actively con-
tinue Tichy’s work by further developing his theory as well as discovering new
applications of it, and TIL is becoming a widely known and respected theory
in the world of analytic philosophy and philosophical logic. Here we are not
goin% to provide a detailed study of Tichy’s work, nor details from his biogra-
phy.” Rather, we want to point out the most important features of his brain-
child TIL as of 2014. Indexing the development of TIL to a particular year is
essential now that there are more people than ever working on the theory.

The foundations of TIL were laid out in the 1960s when Tichy published
two remarkable papers, the first one in Czech (‘Smysl a procedura’; see Tichy
1968) and the second one in English (Intensions in terms of Turing ma-
chines’; see Tichy 1969). In these papers he came up with the revolutionary
idea of procedural semantics. The meaning of an expression is not a set-
theoretic object, e.g. a function/mapping. Its meaning is instead an algorithmi-
cally structured procedure that produces another entity, e.g. a set-theoretic ob-
ject, or in well-defined cases fails to produce an object.” In our opinion, this is
the greatest and most revolutionary feature of TIL. Actually, as it often hap-
pens to brilliant people of genius, Tichy was ahead of his time. Maybe this was

A summary of Tichy’s logic, his biography and a complete list of his publications
can be found in Tichy (2004, 9-34). For an introduction to Tichy’s philosophy and lo-
gic see also Raclavsky (2008).

More precisely, Tichy’s semantic schema was simple; an expression denotes the pro-
cedure as its meaning. Once you have the denoted procedure, you can examine what, if
anything, is produced by it, entailed by it, etc.

© 2014 The Authors. Journal compilation © 2014 Institute of Philosophy SAS
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one of the reasons why TIL was not recognized during his life as much as it
would have deserved. At a time when set-theoretical semantics prevailed in the
form of model theory, and the theory of algorithms and procedures was still at
the dawn of its development, philosophers and logicians were barely in a posi-
tion to acknowledge the value and power of this approach. Indeed, only almost
thirty years later did a similar idea appear, namely in Moschovakis’ work (see
Moschovakis 1994).

Yet the need for structured, hyperintensional meanings had been recognized
at least since the time of Carnap’s Meaning and Necessity. In fact, the topic of
hyperintensionality was born out of negativity, as it were. Carnap in (1947) no-
ticed that there are attitudes the complement of which is neither extensional
nor intensional, because the substitution of logically equivalent expressions fails
there. Cresswell was later to define any individuation as hyperintensional that is
finer than logically necessary equivalence. But Tichy came with a positive defi-
nition of hyperintensional, or fine-grained, individuation. Though he did not
use the term ‘hyperintension’ as it is known today, but ‘intension’ as it was
used before possible-world semantics usurped the term for functions with do-
main in possible worlds, he actually rigorously defined hyperintensions as TIL
constructions.

Here we struggle a bit with terminology. The term ‘construction’ is per-
haps not the most fortuitous due to its current connotations, in particular with
the sense bestowed upon it by intuitionistic logic which may be considered the
logical basis of constructive mathematics. Philosophically, intuitionism differs
from logicism by treating logic as a part of mathematics rather than as the
foundation of mathematics; from finitism by allowing (constructive) reasoning
about infinite collections; and from Platonism by viewing mathematical objects
as mental constructs with no independent ideal existence (see Moschovakis,
forthcoming). Though TIL has much in common with constructive reasoning
and intuitionism, its main paradigms are different. TIL constructions are ab-
stract procedures detailing which operations are to be applied to which objects in
order to produce a product, if any, of a particular type. Thus constructions are
not mental objects and TIL adheres to Platonism. Moreover, for Tichy logic is
not a part of mathematics. Rather, logic can lay down the foundations of ma-
thematics. Yet TIL does not deal only with mathematics; rather, it is an over-
arching framework in which the logical principles governing reasoning about
empirical objects are the same as those governing reasoning about mathemati-
cal objects.

Tichy’s constructions represent our interpretation of Frege’s notion of Sinn
(with the exception that constructions are not truth-bearers; instead some
present either truth-values or truth-conditions) and are kindred to Church’s
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notion of concept.3 While the Frege-Church connection makes it obvious that
constructions are not formulae, it is crucial to emphasize that constructions are
not set-theoretical functions/mappings, either. Rather, technically speaking,
some constructions are modes of presentation of functions, including 0-place
functions such as individuals and truth-values, and the rest are modes of pres-
entation of other constructions. Thus, with constructions of constructions,
constructions of functions, functions, and functional values in TIL’s stratified
ontology, we need to keep track of the traftic between multiple logical strata.
Hence all the entities of TIL ontology receive a type, and the type hierarchy is
ramified. Importantly, constructions may themselves figure as functional argu-
ments or values.

The syntax of TIL is Church’s (higher-order) typed A-calculus, but with
the all-important difference that the syntax has been assigned a procedural (as
opposed to denotational) semantics, according to which a linguistic sense is an
abstract procedure detailing how to arrive at an object of a particular logical
type. The TIL construction known as Closure is the very procedure of present-
ing or forming or obtaining or constructing a function; the TIL construction
known as Composition is the very procedure of constructing the value (if any) of
a function at an argument. Compositions and Closures are both multiple-step
procedures, or constructions, that operate on input provided by two one-step
constructions, which figure as sub- procedures of Compositions and Closures,
namely variables and so-called Trivializations.* Characters such as ‘x, ‘y ‘2 are
words denoting variables, Wthh construct the respective values that a valuation
function has assigned to them.” Trivialization is a special construction that was
added to TIL only in 1988. In pre-1988 TIL objects were supposed to con-
struct themselves. Yet Tichy rightly realized that an object that is not a con-
struction cannot be a constituent of a procedure; it cannot be executed. Simi-
larly as the constituents of a computer program must be subprograms, the con-
stituents of a construction must be sub-constructions that occur executed. The
object produced by a construction cannot be part of any construction that con-
structs it; it is beyond the construction. The linguistic counterpart of a Trivia-
lization is a constant term always picking out the same object. An analogy from
programming languages might be helpful. The Trivialization of an object X

> The TIL theory of concepts has been developed by Pavel Materna, see Materna

(1998).

Jespersen (forthcoming) offers a philosophical description of each of the construc-

tions, including Single and Double Execution, which we have left out above.

> See Tichy (1988, §14) on this objectual notion of variables.
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(whatever X may be) and its use are comparable to a fixed pointer to X and the
dereference of the pointer. In order to operate on X, X needs to be grabbed, or
‘called’, first. Trivialization is such a grabbing mechanism. Another important
role of Trivialisation is that it makes it possible to display constructions as ar-
guments of other functions. This is needed in hyperintensional contexts, espe-
cially mathematical and attitude contexts. To this end we need to type con-
structions themselves, and the ramified hierarchy of types does just that.

Tichy’s TIL was developed simultaneously with Montague’s Intensional
Logic (IL).® But TIL differs from IL in at least two important aspects. One is
that we A-bind separate variables w;...w, ranging over possible worlds and #...z,
ranging over times. This dual binding is tantamount to explicit intensionaliza-
tion and tempomlization.7 The other difterence is that functional application is
the logic both of extensionalization of intensions (functions from possible
worlds) and of predication. These features make it possible to handle possible-
world intensions in the same way as mathematical objects. Moreover, contra
Frege, Church and Montague, TIL does not embrace reference shift; Tichy
denied both that reference shift is a fact of natural language and that a logic or
formal semantics of natural language should be contextual due to reference
shift. Empirical expressions denote possible-world intensions in all kinds of
context, and instead of a reference shift we distinguish occurrence in supposi-
tion de dicto and de re. If the former, the whole intension is the object of predi-
cation; if the latter, the value of the denoted intension is the object of predica-
tion. Hence the intension in question must be extensionalized, that is, applied
to a possible world w and a time ¢ of evaluation in order to obtain its value (if
any) at this dual index.

A main feature of the A-calculus is its ability to systematically distinguish
between functions and functional values. An additional feature of TIL is its
ability to systematically distinguish between functions and modes of presenta-
tion of functions and modes of presentation of functional values. What makes
TIL suitable for being an overarching theory for the semantics of any language
is the fact that the theory construes the semantic properties of the sense and
denotation relations as remaining invariant across different sorts of linguistic

For a critique of Montague’s intensional logic, see Duzi et al. (2010, §2.4.3).

Van Eijck — Francez (1995) and Loukanova (2009) both lack explicit intensionaliza-
tion and temporalization, even though the latter builds on Moschovakis™ extension of
Montague’s IL, whereby TY, (in which s is a regular type) becomes available. Moreover,
due to the lack of variables ranging over possible worlds, IL does not validate the
Church-Rosser ‘diamond’ property. Though it is a well-known fact that an ordinary
typed A-calculus will have this property, Montague’s IL is deviant in this respect.
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contexts. The logic of TIL is obtained in a top-down manner by devising
a semantics for hyperintensional contexts, and applying the same logical prin-
ciples to the increasingly less-hard cases of various intensional (modal) and ex-
tensional contexts. Thus in TIL we systematically distinguish between three
different levels of abstraction. It is (i) the highest level of constructions present-
ing functions, (ii) the intermediate level of the products of constructions, that
is, functions (including possible-world intensions), and finally (iii) the lowest
level of functional values.

Tichy issues in (1986, 256; 2004, 654) a warning against inter-defining the
notions of extensional (etc.) context and the validity of the rules of substitution
of co-referring terms and existential generalization on pain of circularity:

Q: When is a context extensional?

A: A context is extensional when it validates (i) the rule of substitution of
co-referential terms (i.e. is transparent) and (ii) the rule of existential
generalization.

Q: And when are (i), (ii) valid?

A: Those two rules are valid when applied to extensional contexts.

We steer clear of the circle by defining the above three levels of abstraction,
and these three levels are squared off with three kinds of context. Here is
a summary of these three kinds of context:

= yperintensional context: one or more hyperintensions/constructions oc-
cur displayed (though one or more constructions at least one order
higher need to be executed in order to produce the displayed construc-
tions)

» intensional context: one or more constructions are executed in order to
produce one or more functions (moreover, the executed constructions
do not occur within another hyperintensional context)

= extensional context: one or more constructions are executed in order to
produce one or more particular values of one or more functions at one
or more given arguments (moreover, the executed constructions do not
occur within another intensional or hyperintensional context).

Tichy’s entirely anti-contextual and compositional semantics is, to the best
of our knowledge, the only one that deals with all kinds of context, whether
extensional, intensional or hyperintensional, in a uniform way. The same ex-
tensional logical laws are valid invariably in all kinds of context. In particular,
there is no reason why Leibniz’s law of substitution of identicals, and the rule
of existential generalisation should fail to be valid. What differs according to
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the context is not the rules themselves but the types of the objects to which
these rules are applicable. In an extensional context they are the values of the
functions denoted by the respective expression; in an intensional context they
are the denoted functions themselves; in a hyperintensional context they are
the displayed procedural meanings themselves. Due to its stratified ontology of
entities organised in a ramified hierarchy of types, TIL is a logical framework
within which such an extensional logic of hyperintensions has been intro-
duced.®

Another important feature of TIL is partiality. Unlike almost all the other
logical systems, TIL does not avoid working with properly partial functions
and improper modes of presentation that fail to produce a product. Partiality is
notorious for bringing about technical complications. But Tichy was convinced
that the task of a logician was not to circumvent problems stemming from
technical complications, but to solve them. Indeed, we need to be able to work
with partial functions, unless we rest content with an unmanageable explosion
of domains. It is neither possible to restrict the logical space in an ad hoc way
so as to avoid working with non-referring terms like ‘the King of France’, nor
philosophically plausible, though technically possible, to introduce so-called
impossible worlds counting ‘individuals’ like the non-existing King of France in
their domain.

Moreover, functions typically have more than one argument. Conventional
wisdom has it that n-ary functions can be represented by unary composite func-
tions. True, Schonfinkel, in (1924), observed that there is a one-to-one iso-
morphic correspondence between n-ary functions and certain unary composite
functions. For instance, a two-argument function mapping couples of numbers
to numbers can be represented by a unary function mapping numbers to func-
tions from numbers to numbers. However, this isomorphism breaks down
when partial functions are included, as Tichy showed in (1982, 467-468). One
and the same partial n-ary function may correspond to more than one unary
function.

There are many other remarkable features of Tichy’s logic and philosophy
of language, to name at least individual anti-essentialism, anti-actualism, a con-
stant domain, and independent treatment of modal and temporal parameters.
Individual anti-essentialism is the thesis that no individual bears any purely non-
constant property by any sort of necessity. This is not to say, though, that TIL

For an extensional logic of hyperintensions see, for instance, Duzi (2012a; 2012b;
2013). The rules for existential quantification into hyperintensional contexts are intro-
duced in Duzi — Jespersen (ms.), Duzi — Jespersen (2012). Finally, Duzi — Jespersen
(2013) introduces the substitution method operating on hyperintensional contexts.
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rejects essentialism across the board; far from it. Tichy in (1979) introduces re-
quisites as necessary relations between intensions. Roughly, G is a requisite of #
provided, as a matter of analytic necessity, if x is a/the F then x is also a/the G,
because being a/the G is in the essence of being a/the F. The essence of an in-
tension is then the collection of all its requisites. The result is intensional essen-
tialism.

Anti-actualism is the thesis that the actual possible world has no special sta-
tus among all the other possible worlds. TIL’s possible-world semantics is cus-
tom-built for us humans lacking empirical omniscience. We cannot know
which of all the possible worlds is the actual one, and we are far from knowing
all the actual satisfiers of the various empirical conditions. Yet, nothing of an
epistemic nature bars us from being able to apply conditions (modelled as poss-
ible-world intensions) and having our discourse revolve around them. Hence
empirical expressions denote such conditions/intensions rather than their satis-
fiers. What Tichy’s explicit intensionalization does is to make the satistiers va-
nish from the logical-semantic realm altogether and to focus instead on the
conditions.

In TIL individuals do not spring into being in some possible worlds and
vanish in others; rather, they exist trivially and independently of possible
worlds. Hence TIL eschews possibilia (possible worlds arguably being the only
exception), and the theory operates with a constant domain for all worlds and
times. What varies are the values that (non-constant) intensions have in differ-
ent worlds and at different times, and not the domains that different worlds
and times have. Non-trivial existence is not a property of individuals but of in-
tensions, to wit, the property of being occupied/instantiated at a particular
world-time pair.

Much, much more could be said here concerning TIL and Tichy’s logic.
Fortunately, there are numerous sources of information, in Tichy’s papers, the
(1988) and (2004) books, in the work of his followers, and summarizing all his
work would be pointless. Instead, the one of us who was fortunate enough to
meet Pavel in the flesh would like to finish this short overview with a personal
memory. Pavel was sharp-witted, and many considered him difficult to be
around. Yet he was a good friend with a very good sense of humor and he loved
rational, fair discussions. He always went directly and rigorously to the funda-
mental questions at the very heart of things. But being deeply involved in his
quest for a solution, he would occasionally forego diplomacy. And he had little
time for irrational demagogy devoid of argument. Maybe these were the rea-
sons why people sometimes found him difficult. On the other hand, though a
sharp debater, he was ready to accept the other’s opinion and even admit his
own fault, if only it was supported by a fair and valid argument. True, such
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cases were rare, but not because he would not be willing to accept the opposing
opinion, but because he was almost always right. I would often feel convinced
that I had discovered a mistake in Pavel’s arguments, only to realize, upon tho-
rough examination and hard thinking, that Pavel was right, again. Thus
I learnt to always read his papers very carefully, and to take into account his
brilliant ideas and conclusions. In short, he was a genius.

Marie Duzi

marie.duzi@gmail.com

Bjorn Jespersen

bjorn.jespersen@gmail.com
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