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Discussions about naturalness, artificiality and unnaturalness in this article are motivated
by the field of Human Cognitive Enhancement (HCE) because of its potential for altering
human personality and identity. This article at first proposes a concept of human natural-
ness as interaction between physis and logos. Then it presents an intuitive understanding
of naturalness in terms of the inherent inability of language to fully describe all attributes
of an object that is natural. The analytical core of the article proposes a formal model
of naturalness utilising Vopenka’s phenomenologically grounded Alternative Set Theory
(AST), comprising and formalising the concept of natural infinity. A brief introduction to
AST is presented as well. Naturalness and artificiality are modelled as two structurally
different naturally infinite semisets within AST. This key structural difference is then
analysed and applied back to the domain of HCE.

Key words: naturalness, artificiality, infinity, logos, physis, philosophy of language, hu-
man cognitive enhancement, alternative set theory, semiset, bioethics

1 Introduction

The contribution of this article to the theoretical analysis of the concepts
of natural, artificial and unnatural is motivated by research in the field
of Human Cognitive Enhancement (HCE). This article has been written

The research leading to these results has received funding from the Norwegian Financial Mecha-
nism 2009—2014 and the Ministry of Education, Youth and Sports of the Czech Republic under

Project Contract no. MSMT-28477/2014, Project no. 7F14236.
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in the broader context of a transdisciplinary research project that aims at
a complex assessment of the whole range of HCE-related issues, questi-
ons, and aspects, including an experimental analysis with neuroimaging
and psycho-cognitive testing, health risks and benefits, public acceptan-
ce, and bioethical grounding. Especially the latter are very much influen-
ced by discussions about naturalness — whether extending and enhan-
cing human cognition by various technological interventions is natural
or unnatural, and whether this is related to how good or bad and how
acceptable or unacceptable such interventions are. However, in many of
these discussions, it is very often left completely aside what the concept
of natural actually refers to and what its underlying logical structure is.

HCE is a subarea of Human Enhancement (HE) addressing inter-
ventions in human cognitive capabilities and processes, such as those
conducted as part of medical research (restorative/therapeutic) as well
as those aiming at enhancing or replacing given biological human fa-
culties?, including also the domain of moral enhancement?. Cognitive
enhancement can alter the human personality and identity much more
profoundly than does corporeal enhancement, and therefore it requires
more urgently a proper philosophical and ethical analysis.

HE technologies and systems, when coupled with a human and her
body, strongly elicit the feeling of intrus (‘the intruder’), as discussed
in Nancy’s seminal paper ‘L’Intrus™. The question of their acceptance is
thus indeed of great philosophical importance, far overreaching ideologi-
cal and biopolitical concerns. One of the key aspects of the acceptance of
HE (individual, social, cultural) is naturalness, as can be seen e.g. from
the work of Francis Fukuyamas, Ryuichi Ida®, or generally the whole HE
overview book edited by Nick Bostrom and Julian Savulescu’. The advo-
cates of enhancement either assert that HE systems are natural, or they
that they might be artificial but that it is itself natural (or at least is not
unnatural) to extend/enhance human natural body/cognition by these

Bostrom & Sandberg (2009), BMA (2007).
Savulescu & Maslen (2014).

Nancy (2002).

Fukuyama (2003).

Ida (2009).

Bostrom & Savulescu (2009).
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systems. The bio-conservatives claim basically the opposite®. Therefore,
the pro- and anti-enhancement feud can be at least partially transfor-
med into a discussion about naturalness (in its more general sense), or
even about the ‘nature of naturalness’. In other words: HE acceptance
can be seen through the looking glass of naturalness.

Even though the concept of naturalness does not find its place very
often in the current discussions within mainstream bioethics?, its persis-
ting importance can be illustrated by the recent focused project, study,
and report of the Nuffield Council on Bioethics™ that reviewed the usage
of the terms natural, unnatural and nature in various discursive con-
texts including bioethics, commercial sector and public or parliamentary
debates. However, even that study focuses only on one side of the whole
problem: a textual analysis of how natural and unnatural are used dis-
cursively as placeholders for many different value-laden or value-neutral
concepts and connotations. See, for example:

“Often when people describe something as natural or unna-
tural in the context of a debate about science, technology, or
medicine they are using those terms to make claims about
that thing being good or bad, or right or wrong.”"

The Nuffield Council’s study does not provide an analysis of whether
something like naturalness really exists objectively, perhaps as
a predicate that assigns a certain immutable quality to all phenomena
(objects, processes) that are natural, much in the same way as for example
red assigns a quality of redness to all the objects that are red. Moreover,
rather than explaining what the logical structure of naturalness is, that
study explores various ideological structures of naturalness in various
biopolitical discourses, which is also very important, but for other
purposes than those that I want to pursue here.

8 Moreno (2011), Kass (2004), McKibben (2004).
9 Smajdor (2015).

10 NCB (2015).

11 NCB (2015, p. 14).
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It is therefore the goal of the present article to supplement and extend
studies such as that of the Nuffield Council report, with an analytical
account of the concept of naturalness, which can perhaps help in under-
standing what is so specific about naturalness that makes it always so
difficult to truly use it in a different way than just as a discursive place-
holder. I will also try to make explicit distinction between artificial and
unnatural, even though these two terms are apparently often used inter-
changeably*? because of their similar negative values and connotations
in many discourses.

As the author, I am aware that I am trying to transdisciplinarily blend
such different fields as phenomenologically motivated non-standard
set theory, bioethics, analytic philosophy and even somewhat specula-
tive metaphysics as a source of intuition. And I am also aware that this
mixture can indeed be hazardous and can upset experts from literally all
these fields due to various technical, methodological, and even concep-
tual issues. However, I also honestly feel that many traditional correct
approaches are somewhat stuck in an inability to provide guidance in
acute and pressing questions and problems of rapid technological de-
velopment that can profoundly change the human (one of which is, e.g.
the here discussed HCE). So this article has been prepared with motiva-
tion driven from the mission of Epstein’s Transformative Humanities®,
which can perhaps help constructively soften some of its rough edges.

2 Building an Intuition

Before I attempt to build a formal set-theoretical model of naturalness,
I will explain the intuition behind this proposal of how ‘natural’ relates
to ‘artificial’, how ‘artificial’ is different from ‘unnatural’ and how ‘natu-
ralness’ differs from human naturalness.

2.1 Human Naturalness

I would like to bring to attention two concepts from ancient Greek phi-
losophy: physis and logos. It is true that in their classical philosophical

12 NCB (2015).
13 Epstein (2012).
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usage they usually do not form mutual opposites, but I believe that con-
trasting them can be useful for our purposes.

Physis is a concept referring to all things that grow on their own, in-
trinsically; to things that are in and created by Nature. It was used by
the Greek god Hermes when he pulled out a plant to show Odysseus its
intrinsic way of growth. It is something that all the discursive usages of
the words nature and naturalness (as analysed by the Nuffield Council
Report) have in common: it is their conceptual core. However, we can
intuitively feel that it is very difficult to truly grasp what physis really is.
All the uses of nature and naturalness in all the contexts and pragmatic
domains refer to it, but it is as if the substance of physis always slipped
away. We will see in the next sections why this is so, but for now let us
intuitively understand physis as the core of naturalness, as the intrinsic
way of growth shown by Hermes.

Logos, on the contrary, means the whole complex and metaphorical
concept of speech, meaning, human reason, rationality. Ever since the
philosophy of Heraclitus, it has been used to denote the principle of or-
der and knowledge. Just as physis is the core of all the natural things
that grow by themselves without any human intervention, logos is the
core of the logic behind all rational arguments that inherently pertain to
the set of aspects delimiting the human from the rest of Nature.

The Nuffield Council Report shows how often in public, media and
policymaking discourse the naturalness-related words are value-laden,
and especially with positive values. From there, the public tends to re-
sort to the naturalistic fallacy'. The concepts of physis and logos, on
the other hand, should be value neutral, or better said, they connote such
a diverse set of opposing values that I would call them rather value ambi-
valent. Physis connotes with raw untamed things, growth, procreation,
reactivity, wilderness, warmth, dynamics, spontaneity, vortex, chaos,
vagueness, mud, dust, rot, worms, turmoil, and also excessive growth
(as in cancer). Logos connotes clarity, purity, intentionality, geometry,
logic, cold, static, copying, algorithm, and also excessive loss (as in Alz-
heimer’s disease).

We can intuitively construct a continuous spectrum representing the
scale of the degree to which we judge a given object or process as pertai-

14 Smajdor (2015).
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ning to physis or to logos, having abstract pure physis on one extreme
side of the spectrum and abstract pure logos on the opposite extreme
side. The roots of an herb happily and undisturbedly growing through
the dark of the soil would be very close to the physis end of the spectrum,
while the roots of a polynomial function are just at the opposite end, very
close to logos.

I then assert that we should put human at the middle of this spec-
trum. When we define ‘human’, we automatically delimit this concept
from ‘lesser’ animals by an inherent interconnection with rational and
abstract thinking, hence as a logos-creature, but at the same moment
we stress the human's strong embedding in a ‘natural” biological origin
in order to delimit the human from all the artificial entities and inter-
ventions triggered by technological development (as often appearing in
public discoursed analysed e.g. by Smajdor or Nuffield Council Report?s,
hence as a physis-creature. Metaphorically speaking, human is a being
of the tension between physis and logos, a being producing and pro-
duced by this tension, a being that possesses about the same from both
realms. Therefore, ‘being as natural as human’ means ‘having the same
ability to balance in the equilibrium between physis and logos’. So we
would expect also HCE systems to respect this kind of human natural-
ness: neither dragging human beings too much towards logos nor to-
wards physis.

Every thing, every object, has its share of the artificial and the natu-
ral. There is no purely natural object because the objectness itself is the
first trace of artificialisation. Understanding a fragment of reality as an
object is a matter of the logos and thus it gives the first blow to its pure
naturalness. The tools of logos pull out pieces of inherently non-structu-
red physis and construct shapes and objects from them. When Hermes
showed the herb, drawing it from the ground to demonstrate its nature
(its physis, the physis was already retreating. It was still somehow very
strongly there, much more strongly than if Hermes had shown a plastic
bag or a microchip, but no longer in its pure form because artificiality
had already crept in: the herb ‘being shown’ is not the herb ‘being natu-
ral’ inseparably in its physis.

15 Smajdor (2015), NCB (2015).
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What Hermes did was something very typical for a human, or even
delimiting for a human mind, thought, and intelligence. If an animal
were to interact with an herb instead of a human, it would not show/
objectify/name the herb — it would simply transparently share with the
herb their ‘unspoiled’ and non-conceptualised physis together. On the
other hand, if it were a machine instead of a human, it would operate
only with purely symbolical representations completely detached from
the intrinsic substance of the herb, and the herb itself would be repla-
ced by a single symbol, or a symbolic representation of its geometri-
cal model, or a symbolic representation of its molecular structure, or
something similar. In other words, logos dissolves physis, and the hu-
man is, in its nature, a steersman constantly oscillating around this
unstable equilibrium where objects appear from the mud of physis befo-
re they disappear into the void of logos. We can also see this metaphor as
a keen variation of Wiener’s and Ashby’s* cybernetics.”

Human naturalness is thus something significantly different from
naturalness seen merely as physis. Human naturalness is an indivisible
and intrinsic combination of the natural and the artificial, continuously
re-enacted by the process of life itself. Therefore, should there be any
bioethical account of naturalness in HCE, it must be grounded in the
aforementioned human naturalness, because otherwise if it again re-
sorts only to the purely physis-based understanding of naturalness, we
will not be able to prevent it from drowning in the naturalistic fallacy.

2.2 Natural and Artificial Objects

We can say that a major tool for such a steering between physis and lo-
gosis language. Language in general is a long bridge between physis and
logos, with deixis and protolanguages close to the bank of physis, formal
languages, mathematics, geometry, etc., close to the bank of logos, and
natural language somewhere in between, where human minds operate.
When we use language to further analyse a freshly objectified (shown)
object in more detail, we go step by step over this bridge and we start

16 Ashby (1957).

17 As Prof. Cyril Hoschl, director of Czech National Institute of Mental Health, informally noted
during one of his lectures: “Life is a process of sailing between Scylla of cancer and Charybdis of
dementia.”
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losing more and more of the object’s naturalness. The object in itself
stays the same but we receive more and more detached abstract con-
cepts. Although such concepts are new objects transferable by means
of language, they lose their connections to the inherent givenness of the
original object.

For example, no human being can describe in words how the root of
a herb (or a cloud, a bird’s nest, a coral) exactly is. The moment closest
to the root’s naturalness is when we show it (deixis), and after that the
more we say about it in an attempt to fully describe it, the more arti-
ficial a construct we get. At some point, the length of the description
reaches beyond the limit of any human being and becomes manageable
only by symbol processing machines, having no meaning for a human
while being in this logos domain. For example, a ‘sentence’ with 10 mil-
lion ‘words’ might be quite a good description of how the root is, but
only as long as we interpret it as a 10-megapixel photograph of the root,
forgetting everything about the language and humbly returning back to
showing the root or at least its image, i.e. back to a much more physis-
-related deixis. The logos-based interpretation of those 10 million sym-
bols (i.e. reading and understanding them one by one) has absolutely no
meaning for us.

So what is the natural? The natural is that which defies being captu-
red by language. Naturalness — or physis — is everywhere where we feel
tension between what we wanted to capture by our words and what we
really captured. The more the tension, the more naturalness we just en-
countered. The natural is something that we have to abstract away from
in order to capture it by language.

In contrast, the artificial is imposed by language: the artificial is that
whose essence is fully determined by language. The artificial is a lan-
guage-implemented abstraction drawn from the soil of physis and at-
tracted by the clarity of logos.

Let’s imagine an old rustic wooden table. What is artificial about it?
That which we can grasp with words: the shape and size of its geometri-
cal idealisation, its weight, colour tone, purpose, or perhaps a descripti-
on of the way it was made by a carpenter with an axe, a saw, and a jack
plane. However, we cannot describe how exactly it looks, how it feels
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when being touched, the exact look of its texture and wood structure, its
smell.

Now let’s imagine a three-legged white round plastic garden table.
How to grasp it with words? Just take its designer’s drawings and the
description of the technological aspects of its manufacture, and we have
it right in front of us. We do not need to see and touch and feel this table
to fully know how and what it really is. Hence, it is almost completely
artificial. Yet even such an artificial thing has something natural about
it: various scratches, defects, imperfections, shabbiness, but most im-
portantly its inherent qualia potential that we exploit when we meet the
table right here and now. All these aspects defy being captured by words,
and therefore are natural.

It is important to mention in this place that terms such as ‘natural va-
riation’ and ‘natural sugars’, or sentences such as ‘hedgehogs are a part
of the UK’s natural wildlife’ use natural in a different meaning than what
we have discussed so far: they use natural in the most common and sim-
ple meaning, referring to those things that have not been subject to hu-
man intervention (which is a very exclusive meaning because it excludes
all human activities from being natural) or originate in a source that was
not created by humans. However, we can still get the question whether
fully grown forests manually planted by humans hundreds of years ago
are a part of ‘natural wildlife’. Probably yes, but are they also natural?
And this is the moment when we must get back to our definition of natu-
ral formulated in the paragraphs above.

2.3 The Artificial and the Unnatural

The term artificial should be perceived as relatively value neutral, whe-
reas unnatural clearly carries a heavy load of negative values. Both are,
however, used as the opposite of natural:

“Our work identified an asymmetry between use of the
terms natural and unnatural. It found that, proportionately,
there is a contrast between the regularity with which value
is invoked by use of the term natural and the term unnatu-
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ral [...] Within the sources reviewed, the term natural was
used much more commonly than the term unnatural and
was typically used in a value-neutral way. In contrast, when
the term unnatural was used, it was often used to suggest
something is wrong or bad.”™®

From the textual examples that the Nuffield Council’s report presents
(e.g. “The instinctive desire within many of us not to consume something
that is unnatural — the fear of so-called Frankenfoods.”, or “I was also
unhappy with the idea of having something as unnatural as a silicone
implant in my body.”) it is apparent that almost always when the term
unnatural is used, it means something not only wrong or bad, but also
repulsive or abhorrent.

It seems that in many discourses, especially public and in the media,
the term artificial is used in the same sense, i.e. losing its value-neutrality,
e.g. in “Most of the 600 people working at Thanet Earth appear to believe
passionately in what they do, and angrily reject the charge that they are
somehow perverting nature or creating something artificial.” However,
I will put this usage of artificial aside here because these cases simply
look like common mistakes in word selection resulting from ignorance or
semantic carelessness, because ‘creating something artificial’ is actually
very natural for humans: it is an inherent part of human naturalness.

What I suggest here is to understand unnatural strictly as the oppo-
site of human naturalness, not as the opposite of natural in the sense of
physis. This will fit perfectly most of the discursive usages of unnatural.
Artificial then can be the opposite of natural in the sense of physis.

‘Frankenfood’ is thus unnatural because it repulses human natural-
ness, no matter whether it is artificial or coming from physis. Analogi-
cally, bread or sushi or traditional English Christmas pudding are quite
artificial in the way they are made, yet they are perfectly natural in the
sense of human naturalness. And a human being having two heads (one
of them perhaps necrotic) and three arms is very frightening, repulsive,
and unnatural, even though it could quite possibly happen in an entirely
natural way through the blind powers of physis.

18 NCB (2015, p. 19).
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3 A Formal Model of Naturalness

The presented reflections show that in discussions about HCE, it is not
necessary to give up on the concept of naturalness as being too inclusive
(everything that appears in the natural world, including all the human
artifacts, is natural), or too exclusive (only those things that have not
been subject to human intervention are natural), or just a conversational
placeholder for various value-laden judgements (as analysed by Nuffield
Council Report®). Naturalness is not an empty concept — it is just
a concept with a different internal structure than we are generally used
to, and it is much more difficult to represent this structure and operate
with it. So in this section, I will try to outline a way to formally grasp
and anchor naturalness — both in the sense of physis and in the sense of
human naturalness.

The question now is how the internal structure of naturalness is
different from what we would have naively expected. I will analytically
tackle this problem by using a set-theoretical approach for modelling the
underlying structure of naturalness. However, the standard axiomatic
set theory (Zermelo-Fraenkel set theory in the classical Cantorian uni-
verse of sets) does not offer suitable tools able to properly represent the
phenomenal aspects of naturalness, into which we have intuitively got-
ten insight in the previous section. The necessary (yet standardly miss-
ing) formal tools can be summarised in a simplified way as infinitesimal
(infinitely small, beyond any measurable size) elements or vague ele-
ments — and the standard set theory has none of them.

A well-known nonstandard set theory is Nelson’s internal set theory>°
which builds on the non-standard analysis introduced by Robinson in
the 1960’s?.. The problem with Nelson’s and Robinson’s approaches is
that they, while being very well elaborated and axiomatised and while
introducing infinitesimals, are built without any phenomenal intuition
that would help us link them easily with the phenomenally perceived in-
ternal structure of naturalness (or any other concept used in natural lan-
guage). However, there is another nonstandard set theory, introduced
19 NCB (2015).

20 Nelson (1977).
21 Robinson (1966).
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by Vopenka, usually called Alternative Set Theory (AST) or the Theory
of Semisets. It is very similar to Nelson’s system in terms of its formal
mathematical aspects (including similar mathematical advantages but
also various technical difficulties), but unlike Nelson, Vopenka has built
the whole system of AST on very profound phenomenal intuitions, mak-
ing it much more accessible outside the scope of pure mathematics.

Unfortunately, Vopenka’s AST faces another problem: for vari-
ous historical and political reasons, the bulk of Vopenka’s work has
been published mostly in Czech, without a proper English translation
(Vopenka was persecuted by the communist regime in Czechoslovakia,
banning him from publishing internationally). Only an early version of
AST was published, in 1979, in an English monograph?2, i.e. in the period
of high interest in nonstandard analysis among mathematicians, but all
the subsequent developments were published mostly in Czech, Slovak or
Russian?3, after the mathematical mainstream had taken a different way.
This makes it much harder now to build and publish anything on top
of Vopenka’s AST framework because he has been internationally well
known only in a very specialised group of theoretical mathematicians
(e.g. Holmes*, or Kanamori® elaborating Vopenka’s earlier works on
large cardinals and Vopenka’s principle). Only recently, shortly before
he passed away in the spring of 2015, did Vopenka finish the final draft
of an English monograph comprising a fully rewritten and updated ver-
sion of AST. This had been in its first version available as a preprint*,
and now the final edited version is pending publication®’. So I will try to
very briefly introduce, for the non-mathematician reader of the present
article, some of the most important principles of Vopenka’s AST (even
though this makes the article significantly longer). Then I will use these
principles to model the concept of naturalness.

22 Vopénka (1979).

23 Vopénka (1989, 1996, 2001, 2014, 2015).
24 Holmes (2012).

25 Kanamori (2009).

26 Vopénka (2012).

27 Vopénka (2019).
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3.1 Horizon, Natural Infinity, and Semisets

The key concepts in AST are built around what Vopenka calls natural in-
finity. Unlike actual or potential infinity, natural infinity represents such
an infinite quantity that can be found in the real natural world and can
be phenomenally processed by a human-like observer. Classical Greek
geometry operated with potential infinity where a geometric line is al-
ways finite but can be potentially prolonged anytime by any finite length,
hence being infinite in potentiality. This infinite prolongation was given
to the powers of Greek gods such as Zeus, so it got out of reach by any hu-
man; but not even Zeus was able to oversee the whole line in its actual in-
finity after all the (infinite number of) potential prolongations had been
expanded. Such an omnipotent sight, encompassing all the actualised
infinities at once, has been given to the Christian God, and in the form of
the actual infinity has been firmly installed in the classical Cantorian set
theory, where all the possible crystal-clear finite and infinite sets and all
their powersets?® exist at once. It is clear that most of the abstract enti-
ties existing in Cantor’s set universe do not have any counterparts in the
whole physical universe, let alone in its phenomenally conceivable part.

Natural infinity, on the contrary, was defined by Vopenka with
a strong link to the concept of horizon:

“Every look®® we cast, no matter in what direction, is limited.
Either there is a firm boundary which disrupts (or deflects) it
sharply, or it is limited by a horizon in whose direction clar-
ity decreases and sharpness blunts.”3°

Thus, a naturally infinite abstract structure would be the class of natural
numbers that number the steps needed for an observer (who casts the
look) to take her directly to the horizon. In the ordering of those natural
numbers, there is no such number about which we could say that it is the

28 Powerset is the set of all subsets of the given set.

29 A look here does not refer merely to a look by sight (with physical eyes); we understand it in the
broad sense of regarding something that has been encountered. [The footnote is a part of the
original quotation].

30 Vopénka (2019, p. 62).
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last number reaching the horizon, i.e. if n belongs to the class, then n+1
belongs to it too. In this sense, the class is infinite. However, we know
that there is a finite (perhaps very big) number N about which we know
that if we make that many steps, we will definitely get past the horizon.
This means that naturally infinite classes are subclasses of large classi-
cal finite sets. These subclasses are called semisets and they are a crucial
structure of AST that, apart from being naturally infinite, also model the
phenomenal concept of vagueness.

We can see here that the horizon is a rather general epistemological
concept, but it is also very often helpful, for gaining an initial intuition,
to illustrate it on plain visual examples, such as a long straight railway
track with railway sleepers marking the steps to the horizon and beyond.

The fact that we are constructing a set theory where infinite classes
are subclasses of finite sets might seem very counterintuitive at first. This
situation is, however, quite similar to the hard first step that had to be
done on the way from Euclidean geometry to non-Euclidean geometries:
to concede that two parallel lines can have a point of intersection.

There are many intuitive examples of real-life naturally infinite
semisets (just as there are intuitive examples/models of non-Euclidean
geometry, e.g. meridians on the globe that are all parallel and still have
two intersections at the poles). The whole class of sorites paradoxes is
one of them: a naturally infinite semiset represents the class of sand
grains that have to be removed from a sand heap before it is not a heap
anymore (or it can be the ‘bald man paradox’ if we want to speak about
hair instead of sand). The same actually can hold for the extensions of
most natural language predicates, such as ‘tall’, ‘old’, ‘pretty’, ‘smart’,
‘green’, etc. In the case of colour gradients (e.g. continuous red-to-green
transitions), semisets are the classes of all the adjacent colour tints that
we perceive as a single colour, e.g. ‘green’. We know that if a particular
given tint is green, its immediate neighbour will also be green, but if
we skip over enough tints we will reach something that we quite clearly
identify as red.

Semisets also represent the classes of all those colour tints that are
mutually indistinguishable. However, as I will show later, the internal
structure of these indistinguishability semisets is inherently different
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from the structure of semisets that represent the aforementioned predi-
cates. And it is exactly this structural difference that pertains to natural-
ness as a discursive placeholder analysed by the Nuffield Council Report
(its structure is similar to the structure of predicates like ‘green’ or ‘tall’)
versus naturalness as physis (its structure is similar to the structure of
indistinguishability).

Years ago, Vopenka gave another good example?' (originally meant
as rather humorous and relaxed) of a natural infinity, which now has
a strong link to the topic of HCE: let’s imagine a set of individuals start-
ing with some prehistorical primate (let’s call her ‘the monkey’ for the
sake of simplicity, even though this will quite likely upset many biolo-
gists, and not just them), then going through all the direct descendants
of the monkey up to some human actually living these days (for example,
me). This set is clearly a finite set. A naturally infinite semiset is a sub-
class of this set that corresponds to all the individuals from that direct
hereditary line who are monkeys, because we know that if an individual
is a monkey, her direct offspring is also a monkey; but we also know that
there are some individuals further in the same hereditary line who defi-
nitely are not monkeys anymore.

This very well illustrates the close connection between vagueness
(as inherently present in the natural language predicates) and infini-
tesimals. The aforementioned monkey-human sequence can actually be
also understood in such a way that a direct offspring of each monkey
individual is infinitesimally less monkey than this individual, and vice
versa, a parent of each human individual is infinitesimally less human
than this individual. The infinitesimality here means that the change is
so small that it is beyond any measurable means within a given system.

When we speak about the set-theoretical universe itself, the infini-
tesimal entities are smaller than any real number (where a real number
is the measure), which is exactly the case in the systems of Robinson,
Nelson, and also Vopenka. But outside of the strictly formal set-theoret-
ical apparatus, when applied to the real world, we can see that infinitesi-
mal features can be found even in the objects normally perceivable by

31 This example is from (Vopénka 2001) but even there Vopenka stated that he had originally pre-
sented it ‘long time ago’.
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the bodily senses — just like the sand grain in the case of the heap of sand
is infinitesimal with respect to the heap. Infinitesimality is an epistemo-
logical aspect of the look being cast at a fragment of reality. And this is
where the phenomenological intuition behind Vopenka’s formal system
is very useful. Moreover, it immediately draws our attention to the fact
that even certain HCE interventions may exhibit exactly this kind of in-
finitesimality with respect to human naturalness.

3.2 Two Internal Structures of Semisets

It is unavoidable to use at least some very basic mathematical notation
in this section, but I will limit it to the minimum (comprehensible to
anyone with some basic high-school knowledge of mathematics) and
also the explanation will be illustrative rather than axiomatic. Note on
terminology: the term set in AST is used strictly for a finite structure (the
same as the finite sets in standard set theory), the term semiset is used
for a naturally infinite structure (this is specific to AST; it is not present
in standard set theory), and the term class can be used both for sets and
semisets, i.e. all sets are also classes, but not all classes are sets because
some of them can be semisets. This also means that a semiset is a natu-
rally infinite subclass of a finite set.

We start with a less formal and more intuitive definition of function.
A function F'is a structure that takes an input value x and on the basis of
a fixed mapping returns exactly one y for this given x, formally written
as F(x) = y. Both x and y can generally be any abstract entity modelled
within the set universe, such as numbers (natural or real), sets, sets of
sets, sets of numbers, etc. However, in this article, it will be enough for
us to suppose that our functions take only numbers and return only sets
of numbers. For example, consider the function that, for the input num-
ber 4, returns the set of three numbers 2, 6, 9, i.e. in the formal notation
F(4) = {2, 6, 9}, and for the input number 5 it returns the set {2, 6, 8,
10}, i.e. F(5) = {2, 6, 8, 10}. And by coincidence, when our function takes
the number 6, it returns the same output as for the number 4, i.e. F(6)
= F(4) = {2, 6, 9}. Our function accepts only these three input numbers,
it is not defined for any other input number. An important point is that
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a function itself is a set within the set universe: it is a set containing or-
dered couples (y,x).

The set of all those x for which the function F is defined is called its
domain. The notation for the domain of Fis dom(F). In our case, dom(F)
= {4, 5, 6}. The set of all possible y that the given function can return is
called its range, and its notation is rng(F). In our case, rng(F) = {{2, 6,
9},{2, 6, 8, 10}}. Note that the range of this F'is a set of two sets, one con-
taining three numbers, the other containing four numbers.

Every reader is probably familiar with the operations of set union (de-
noted U) and set intersection (denoted N). So if we have a set A that con-
tains any number of sets as its elements, then the set UA is constructed as
the union of all the sets that A contains. Analogously, NA is constructed
as the intersection of all the sets that A contains. In case of our example
F, we have Urng(F) = {2, 6, 8, 9, 10} and Nrng(F) = {2, 6}. We can see
that the sets constructed by U can be ‘growing’ if we add more sets to
A, whereas the sets constructed by N can be only ‘shrinking’.

The segment of the natural numbers determined by n is the
set of natural numbers {0, 1, 2, ... n-1}, i.e. the set of n consecu-
tive natural numbers starting with 0. On this basis, AST introduces
a new structure called a horizon segment, which is such a segment
H where two conditions must be met: 1) in the natural number or-
dering, H has no last element m, i.e. it is infinite; 2) any function
F defined on H (i.e. dom(F) = H) can be prolonged to a finite set. These
two conditions, their justification and their consequences are discussed
by Vopenka in detail3? but these discussions are far beyond the scope of
this article. For us it is important to know that a horizon segment H is
a basic semiset and a basic set-theoretical model of natural infinity.

Now we are getting close to grasping two important internal structures
of semisets. Let X be a class, either a set or a semiset — it does not have to be
a segment, it can simply be any finite set or any naturally infinite semiset.
And let H be a horizon segment.

Ifitis possible to find a function F defined on H (i.e. dom(F) = H) such
that X = Urng(F), we call X a o-class. And if it is possible to find a func-

32 Vopénka (2001, 2015, 2019).
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tion F defined on H such that X = Nrng(F), we call X a n-class. From the
meaning of the operators used in them, we can say that c-classes have
the ‘growing’ quality in them while n-classes have the ‘shrinking’ quality,
just as, a couple of paragraphs above, we discussed in the example with
the simple finite function, only now the constructing function F (i.e. the
function that ‘constructs’ X) is defined on a naturally infinite semiset,
not on a finite set -- which makes it far more interesting.

Vopenka has constructed a lot of formal propositions and proofs about
o- and m-classes and has built a rich theoretical apparatus around thems3s.
At this moment, we will focus only on two of those propositions, which
assert the following (rather simplified here):

1. A class X is both a ¢- and n-class at the same time if and
only if X is a set. This means that if X is a set (i.e. a fi-
nite structure, just as in standard set theory), we can
find both ways of constructing it from different functions
defined on a horizon segment H: the ‘growing’ way U as
well as the ‘shrinking’ way N. However, if X is a semiset
(i.e. a naturally infinite structure), it can only be either
a o-class, or a n-class, not both at once. It means that
there are two different kinds of semisets: those that we
can construct only in the ‘growing’ way U, and those that
we can construct only in the ‘shrinking’ way N — based on
their internal structure.

2. If X is a o-class and w is a set, then w — X, i.e. the
complement of X with respect to w, is a n-class. And the
other way around, if X is a n-class, then w — X is a 5-class.

As we have already mentioned, predicates within natural language are —
due to their inherent vagueness and lack of absolutely sharp boundaries
— very well modelled by semisets. Many of these predicates have the
structure of a o-class, more specifically, those predicates standing for
phenomena that Vopenka calls primarily evident phenomena:

33 Vopénka (1989, 2001, 2015, 2019).
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“A primarily evident phenomenon is a phenomenon which
we are able to evidence, that is, we are able to see it and know
that we are seeing it as soon as it can be evidenced, that is, as
soon as it has appeared to us.

For example, if we look at this page of this book, we will
probably agree that it is not red. In the sensorily perceptible
world [...], interpreted in the usual way as a community of
objects, we interpret non-redness as a unary attendant phe-
nomenon. [...] The phenomenon we are discussing is before
our eyes on this page. But to be able to evidence it, we must
first know redness from somewhere: in other words, we must
have evidenced redness at an earlier date. Non-redness is
thus not a primarily evident phenomenon. By contrast, red-
ness is a primarily evident phenomenon because even if we
had not come across this phenomenon before, we would no-
tice the red colour as soon as we first saw it.”3+

It is exactly this distinction between primarily evident and
non-primarily evident phenomena that can be captured as a distinction
between c-classes and n-classes, where c-classes are formal models of
primarily evident phenomena and n-classes are formal models of non-
primarily evident phenomena. The predicate ‘red’ is a o-class which can
be formally constructed for example by a function F_, that returns a set
of red objects (or rather their abstract placeholders, e.g. numbers) for
each time point when somebody (e.g. me, or the whole of mankind, it
does not matter in this example) sees some objects, and the class of these
time points is a horizon segment H,. on which F'is defined.

In case of the complementary predicate ‘non-red’, one might think
that we can formally construct it the same way as ‘red’, i.e. analogously
by applying the union operator U over sets of non-red objects given by
the function F . defined on the horizon segment H,,  (and the stan-
dard set theory that does not support semisets would actually lead us
to this conclusion). However, the aforementioned proposition (2) tells

34 Vopénka (2019, p. 89).
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us that this is not possible. The extension of ‘red’ clearly is not a set but
a semiset, so following from (1), ‘red’ is only a o-class, not a n-class at
the same time, hence following from (2), ‘non-red’ as the complement of
‘red’ is only a n-class, not a s-class at the same time, and therefore there
is no way to find a function that would construct ‘non-red’ by the union
operator U in the ‘growing’ way. The only way how to construct ‘non-
red’ is by the ‘shrinking’ intersection operator . And this is indeed sup-
ported by our intuition: from observing only and only ‘non-red’, there is
absolutely no way how to understand (and phenomenally process) what
‘red’ is — we even would not know that we observe ‘non-red’.

This way of constructing the n-class ‘non-red’ places very different
demands (in terms of their semantics) on what entities the constructing
function F_ . can return. While the constructing function F, , for the
o-class ‘red’ is doing fine by returning sets of red objects (their abstract
placeholders) because the final extension of the predicate ‘red’ is then
the union U of all these sets of objects, the constructing function F__ .
for the n-class ‘non-red’ cannot analogously return plain observed non-
red objects because the operator of intersection applied to them would
soon produce the empty set @, as no non-red object would appear in ab-
solutely all (naturally infinite number of) sets of non-red object observa-
tionsgivenby ¥ onH, .Instead,thefunctionF mustreturn, for
example, very big finite sets of attributes (i.e. actually other predicates)
of the observed non-red objects, not the objects themselves, because
after applying N to all these naturally infinite number of sets of attri-
butes, we would get the class of attributes that all the non-red objects

share: the n-class of the ‘essence’ of ‘non-red’.

This is a very important difference between the internal structures
of the primarily evident phenomena such as ‘red’ and non-primarily
evident phenomena such as ‘non-red’. From the difference in demands
placed on the constructing functions of primarily and non-primarily evi-
dent phenomena, we can somewhat eloquently conclude that the under-
lying structure of primarily evident phenomena (and their respective
predicates) is the aggregate of what they are, whereas for non-primarily
phenomena, it is the essence of how they are.
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It is not easy at first to intuitively fully comprehend the somewhat
strange structure of a n-class. So for further illustration, let’s imagine the
situation that I have a piece of paper from which I start to tear off little
pieces one by one so that the remaining piece of paper is smaller and
smaller after each step. I can do this until the remaining piece of paper
falls behind the horizon of distinguishability of my bodily senses (which
determine the horizon of my look at these objects), leaving an infinitesi-
mally small (now invisible for me) ‘trace on the horizon” — an infinitesi-
mally small geometric point. However, this geometric point actually still
consists of a huge number of molecules, as if ‘hidden’ behind this infini-
tesimal geometric point, while the geometric point is their projection on
the horizon (hence the ‘trace’ — as if the molecules disappeared beyond
the horizon of my bodily senses, leaving only this trace in the form of an
infinitesimally small geometric point being able to form the continuum
with nearby similar traces/points). And the class that these remaining
molecules form is a mt-class. The class of the steps of tearing off the pieces
of paper until this situation happens is a c-class.

This brings us to another important part of Vopenka’s AST, which
I will mention here only very briefly: a set-theoretical framework for to-
pology and continuum analysis based on naturally infinite semisets. To
put the matter in a very simplified way, this framework gives us tools,
for example, for the description and analysis of how continuous shapes
of objects are created from the underlying structures of discrete entities,
e.g. how the continuous shape of a piece of paper appears on top of the
huge class of its discrete molecules. It is based on a formal definition of
the relation of indistinguishability, which is a n-class defined as a class
of underlying discrete entities that are mutually indistinguishable, e.g.
the class of the paper’s molecules that behind the horizon merge into
a single geometrical point of the paper’s continuous shape, or a class of
mutually indistinguishable pixels on a high-resolution screen. This class
is a n-class because it is defined as the complement of a relation of dis-
tinguishability, which is a o-class of a primarily evident phenomenon of
distinguishability of two objects. The relation of distinguishability con-
tains, e.g. all pairs of the paper’s molecules that I can mutually distin-
guish by cutting the paper into two pieces so that one molecule stays in
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one piece of the paper and the other molecule stays in the other piece of
the paper.

This is the reason why also all the colour tints that I cannot mutually
distinguish constitute a n-class, whereas all the mutually distinguishable
colour tints create a o-class. And all the colour tints that I perceive as
green create another o-class.

3.3 Naturalness as Semiset

Having the intuition about naturalness together with the formal models
of primarily and non-primarily evident phenomena, we can now link
these two. We will do this here with the dichotomy natural—-artificial,
but the very same steps can also be taken for the dichotomy natural—un-
natural.

From what we have discussed in Section 2.2, we can now see that
artificial is the primarily evident phenomenon represented by a c-class
constructed from all objects (both physical as well as abstract, such as
geometrical shape, quantity, etc.) that we can grasp by language and
thus account for them as products of human logos-driven activity, hence
as artificial. Therefore, the predicate ‘artificial’ says what ‘artificial’ is.
Apparently, this o-class is naturally infinite, i.e. it is a semiset, not a set,
and therefore it is not a n-class.

In contrast, natural as the complement of artificial must be a natu-
rally infinite n-class. It is constructed from all the features that we fail to
grasp by language while constructing an understanding of the objects of
the sensorily perceptible world. The constructing function of this n-class
‘collapses’ a naturally infinite number of these features into a ‘core’ that
is common to all the instances of naturalness — saying how ‘natural’ is.
This structure is also naturally infinite but in a very different way than
the naturally infinite class of the extension of the predicate ‘artificial’.
Just like in the example of ‘red’ and ‘non-red’ in the previous section, by
observing only natural we would not be able see what artificial is, and
we even would not know that it is natural what we are observing.

The quality artificial is, for example, that of a class of all the objects
that somebody can see in her life. The quality natural, in contrast, is that
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of a class of all the molecules of my table that I cannot distinguish one
from another because they are all ‘behind’ one infinitesimal point that
contributes to formation of the perceived topological continuum of my
table.

Naturalness has a structure similar to that of a geometric point in
Vopenka’s sense. It is also similar to the structure of now in
Vopenka’s phenomenologically inspired model of time and the temporal
continuum:35 on the temporal axis underlaid by a huge number of very
dense yet still discrete atomic time events, the past is a o-class of all the
time events that have already happened, the future is a s-class of all the
time events that will happen, and between these two c-classes is a n-class
of time events belonging to now. This now also has a structure similar
to a geometric point, and it can be ‘wrapped’ or ‘embedded’ into a larg-
er o-class of presence. However, due to its o-class nature, the presence
class of the time events that I perceive as presently happening cannot be
disjoint from the past and future classes. We can see that artificial (or
unnatural) is metaphorically (and mathematically) similar to past (or
future), while natural is similar to now.

We can also see that the ‘nature’ of naturalness is far less intuitive-
ly imaginable and visualisable than the ‘nature’ of artificiality. This is
probably the reason why most of the discussions about what natural is
treat it as a discursive placeholder with a c-class structure typical for
the easier-to-comprehend predicates of primarily evident phenomena
(similar to the aforementioned structural difference between now and
presence — with natural as a discursive placeholder being analogous to
presence). This can lead to a textual analysis of the discursive usage of
various o-class predicates commonly labeled by the word ‘natural’s¢, but
it usually does not lead to a deeper understanding of what naturalness
is -- or rather of how naturalness is, because we already know we should
not ask what naturalness is in terms of extension of this predicate. So
when making some decisions (perhaps ethically motivated) about natu-
ralness, we must consistently take into account that we cannot get the
answer to what natural is; instead we must pose the question as how

35 Vopénka (2001), Havel (2016).
36 NCB (2015).
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natural is, and possibly whether we interfere by our actions with this
how or not.

We can also recall again the example with the wooden and plastic
tables from Section 2.2 and model this situation with semisets. This
means that now we are not modelling what naturalness is in general.
Instead, we are trying to model a particular manifestation of artificial
and natural in a given object, i.e. the structure of these predicates as
they appear in the particular phenomenon that we cast our look upon.

Let H,  be a horizon segment of instances when we are able to assert
something about the observed object (e.g. the table). How H, , exactly
looks like is very much inherent to the particular look that is being cast —
but in all cases it must be something compatible with the spatio-temporal
givenness of a human being beca use it is exactly this givenness that we
relate natural and artificial to. We know that if we can assert a propo-
sition, we will be able to assert one more, but we also know that we will
never assert billion propositions.?” Then we can conceive a function F,,_,
defined on H, , by which we are describing the observed object. For each
instance from H, , F, returns a set of propositions being described
about the object. The class Urng(F, ) is apparently the c-class of all
that ‘can be grasped by language’ (namely, the language pertaining to
the look being cast), hence the class modelling the object’s artificiality.

Let w be a theoretically conceivable set of all possible propositions
about the object made in all conceivable languages within all conceivable
looks being cast at the object (not only the looks cast from a human’s
givenness). This is a bit problematic if we do not want to resort to the
concept of an omnipotent God in whose mind these propositions are.
However, we can for example imagine that there is a list of the actual
states, positions, processes and configurations of all the molecules and
other structural entities which the observed object is made of (or we can
go to the atomic level, it is not that relevant for the argument here), in-
cluding their causal connections to some higher level phenomena. Such
a list might potentially be achievable one day as a result of scientific dis-
37 Perhaps the aforementioned Zeus can assert a billion propositions, but this only means that his

view of naturalness will be somewhat different from a human’s, because he casts different looks.

The only speciality would be with the Christian God: He can assert the actually infinite number

of propositions, thus for Him nothing is natural and all is artificial. But after all, this might not
be eventually so surprising.
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covery but it will never be accessible in its wholeness to a human mind.
And we can imagine this list to be one of many subsets of w.

The class w — Urng(F,, ) is apparently a n-class and it is exactly this
class that models the naturalness of the observed object, i.e. all that is
natural of this object. This class is extremely huge, yet still has the qua-
lity of a geometric point, as we have discussed above. All that is in this
class is as if ‘sunk’ beyond the horizon on which it projects its trace, just
as the pixels on a high-resolution screen are ‘sunken’ beyond the horizon
of indistinguishability, projecting a continuous shape on the screen as
their trace. It is not those propositions in w that are natural — we do not
see them anyway. What is natural is their trace w — Urng(F,,_ ). All that
is natural in the given object is created by those entities from the internal
structure of the object that are beyond the horizon of our look cast at the
object — for example the n-class image of the mutual relations of billions
and billions of molecules forming the shape of the wooden table. We
know they are there but it is simply beyond the horizon of any language
to describe how exactly they all are.

4 Conclusion

Getting back to our example with Hermes and his herb’s roots: if we took
a 10-megapixel photograph of it and watched it on a screen, a lot of things
would be artificial - i.e. those things that we could say about it, having the
structure of a 5-class. However, something would still remain natural: the
exact root’s shape that we see on the screen as the trace of the underly-
ing pixels. The pixels themselves are indeed fully artificial (just as all the
propositions in the set w) but we do not see them, we see only their trace
in the form of a n-class. We may know (perhaps from the process of sci-
entific discovery, or from the knowledge of how a computer screen works)
that they are somewhere behind the horizon in the underlying structure of
the shape that we see, but the only way to get to them, see them and dis-
tinguish them is to change the look that we cast at the object — looking at
the screen from such a close distance (or even perhaps with a magnifying
glass) so that we see the individual pixels — but losing the identity of the
root itself, making it obsolete to ask about its naturalness.



Naturalness and Artificiality
Revisited Through Natural Infinity

29 |
What we have just described in the previous sections is actually the
same principle we can observe in emergent phenomena3®. For example,
within the emergentist paradigm of Artificial Intelligence, cognitive pro-
cesses (or ‘mental’ phenomena) emerge on large complexes of locally quite
simple units, such as in neural networks. Cognitive processes are n-class
projections of the processes in neural networks running behind the hori-
zon of our look cast at the systems to which we ascribe cognition. Neural
networks are, metaphorically, like the pixels that we know are down there,
yet we do not see them, only their images or projections on the ‘screen’ of
the horizon pertaining to the look that we cast. And in the same way, the
shape, colour and texture of the table are emergent phenomena over the
molecular structures and processes within the table. If we look closer, the
emergence disappears, but so does the shape; we can see the molecules,
but we do not see neither the table, nor its shape and colour anymore.
What emergence needs (as I also argue elsewheres?) is a naturally infi-
nite semiset c-class, such as the one constructed by F,_, and its comple-
mentary n-class; and the emergent phenomenon that we then observe
is the n-class constructed by what is behind the horizon. However, this
leads us to the conclusion that what we see as the emergent phenomena
has the same structure as what we see as the natural — i.e. naturalness
and emergence have the same structure. In other words, we can say that
what is emergent that is also natural: the emergence is the way how the
naturalness (in the physis sense, not human naturalness) is manifest-
ed in the objects that we observe. Emergence is also naturalness that
‘creeps back’ into artificially created systems. We may create a perfectly
artificial neural network, but it is its emergent cognitive level where the
naturalness gets back. I am not saying that naturalness equals emer-
gence because the presented arguments are too weak to plausibly sup-
port the assertion that whatever is natural that is also emergent. How-
ever, I personally dare to propose so and open it for further discussion.
For HCE systems, technologies and interventions, we can propose the
same conclusion in terms of their naturalness too. An HCE system is
as natural as it is emergent. This is indeed a completely value neutral

38 Havel (2000), Silberstein (2001).
39 Romportl (2016).
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understanding of the natural. It will not help any ideological dispute
between proponents and opponents of the particular system, nor will it
say whether the system is good or bad.

For instance, if a dose of selective serotonin reuptake inhibitors (SSRI,
a type of antidepressants) results in a moral enhancement of a subject
so that she is more fair-minded and willing to cooperate+, then this very
high cognitive and social phenomenon is clearly the emergent phenom-
enon over the vast network of brain causal interactions triggered by the
SSRI, and as such, it is natural (just like remission of severe depression
symptoms is natural in a depressive patient after the SSRI treatment).
Similarly, the general sociocultural acceptance of coffee drinking as
a stimulant is also an emergent phenomenon over the vast network of
social and cultural interactions; and so if the same happens one day to
SSRI usage for increasing fair-mindedness, then the overall society-wide
increased fair-mindedness will also be natural.

It seems that the only naturalness-relevant criterion for bioethical
considerations is the dichotomy unnaturalness versus human natural-
ness — and not artificiality versus naturalness. We can either postulate
that some HCE intervention or system is unnatural (hence unaccept-
able), or we can design a logical argument why it is unnatural (based,
e.g., on religious or ethical argumentation). In both these cases, the un-
naturalness will be created artificially, by language, in front of the hori-
zon. However, the unnaturalness (especially as a collectively perceived
repulsion) can also emerge over an incredibly large structure of many
individual emotional attitudes interacting mutually within a complex
sociocultural discourse, in which case we get the natural unnaturalness.

Therefore, further bioethical debate within HCE should elaborate this
complex non-linear functioning of how the inherent artificiality and
naturalness of HCE systems (as determined by emergence within those
systems) interact and influence the artificiality and naturalness of the
meta-level unnaturalness and human naturalness (as determined by
emergence within the meta-level sociocultural systems absorbing, judg-
ing and interacting with those HCE systems). In all other contexts, the
concepts of artificial and natural should be left completely value neu-
tral, which is, I believe, good for them.

40 Tse & Bond (2002).
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Abstrakt

Prirozenost a umélost uchopena pomoci prirozeného nekoneéna

Diskuze o ptirozenosti, umélosti a nepfirozenosti v tomto ¢lanku jsou motivova-
ny oblasti tzv. Human Cognitive Enhancement (HCE), ¢ili technologickym vy-
lepSovanim kognitivnich schopnosti ¢lovéka. Dtivodem je potencialni schopnost
HCE vyrazné ménit a zasahovat do lidské osobnosti a identity. Clanek nejprve
navrhuje koncept lidské prirozenosti jako interakei mezi fysis a logos. Poté pred-
klada ramec pro intuitivni porozuméni ptirozenosti jako inherentni neschopnost
jazyka plné popsat vSechny vlastnosti objektu, ktery je prirozeny. Analytické ja-
dro ¢lanku pak navrhuje formalni model p¥irozenosti zaloZeny na Vopénkove fe-
nomenologicky zakotvené alternativni teorii mnozin, jez je zde zaroven i stru¢né
predstavena. Pfirozenost a umélost jsou modelovany jako dvé strukturné odlisné
prirozené nekoneéné polomnoziny v ramci alternativni teorie mnozin. Tato klicova
strukturni odli$nost je nasledné analyzovana a aplikovana zpét na problém HCE.

Kli¢ova slova: pFirozenost, umélost, nekone¢no, logos, fysis, filozofie jazyka, vy-
lepsovani kognitivnich schopnosti, alternativni teorie mnozin, polomnozina, bio-
etika

Romportl, J. (2019): ,Naturalness and Artificiality Revisited Through Natural
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Teorie pfimé reference vede k nékolika problematickym dasledkiim tykajicim se
propozi¢nich postojt. Jeden z paradoxnich diisledkd je ukazan na prikladu Lois
Lanové, z jejihoZ presvédceni, Ze Superman je silnéjsi nez Clark Kent, bychom
udajné byli nuceni vyvodit, Ze je téZ pfesvédcéena o existenci nékoho, kdo ma tu
vlastnost, Ze je silnéjsi, nez skute¢né je. Snad zadny racionalné uvazujici clovek
by vSak presvédéeni o existenci nékoho, o kom by tato nemozné vlastnost méla
platit, zfejmé nepftijal. Klicovym pojmem, na némz odmitnuti platnosti tohoto
vyvozeni stoji, je reflexivita. Piispévek se pokousi odhalit, jak je informace o re-
flexivité v ramci sémantického obsahu ziskavana a jak je mozné dany paradox
vytesit. Analyzovana jsou nejprve stavajici feSeni: reflexivita je bud sémantickou
vlastnosti vztahii, nebo anaforickych zajmen. Obé mozZznosti budou vyvraceny
prostfednictvim argumentace, Ze ve vétach popisujicich vztah mezi obsahy dvou
koreferujicich singularnich terminti nemtze byt reflexivita soucasti sémantické
informace, jelikoZ znalost identity reference neni podminkou sémantické kompe-
tence. Nasledné je predstaveno feSeni, podle kterého je reflexivita soucasti pouze
pragmatického obsahu. Reflexivitu by v takovych ptipadech bylo mozné ziskat
jediné koordinaci znalosti mezi mluvéimi.

Klicova slova: propozi¢ni postoje, reflexivita, identita, pfima reference

Uvod

Text se zabyva paradoxy Churche a Richarda ohledné analyzy propozic-
nich postojt. Tyto paradoxy jsou diisledkem neorussellianismu. Zaklad-
nimi vychodisky této teorie je, Ze propozice jsou strukturované a ne€kte-
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ré vyrazy prispivaji do obsahu propozice vyhradné svou referenci (téz
millianismus ¢i teorie primé reference). Cilem je nalézt feseni, které tyto
predpoklady zachovava a nevede pritom k paradoxnim diisledktim.

Millianismus vede k pripadiim, kdy objekty vztahu mohou byt séman-
ticky identické, ale jejich identita nemusi byt aktériim zfejma. Reflexivi-
tou se v kontextu této debaty mysli informace o identité objektt vztahu.
Problematicka by byla naptiklad propozice, Ze Superman je silnéjsi nez
Clark Kent. JelikoZ m4 tato propozice formu aRa, mohlo by se zdat, Ze
reflexivitu obsahuje. PrestozZe je Lois Lanovéa presvédéena o pravdivosti
této propozice, neni presvédcéena o identité Supermana a Clarka Kenta.
Reflexivita tudiz neni soucasti této propozice.

Pokud m4a byt zachovéana teorie primé reference, tak je nutné najit
puvod reflexivity jinde neZ ve zminéné sémantické form¢. Matematicky po-
hled na reflexivitu miize sugerovat, ze se jedna o vlastnost vztahii. Dal-
$im béznym pohledem je, Ze reflexivita je vysledkem uziti anaforického
zajmena. Obé moZnosti jsou analyzovany a vyvraceny. Podle néasledné
predlozeného teSeni je reflexivita u diskutovanych typit veét soucasti
pragmatické ¢asti informaéniho obsahu. Tato koncepce umoziuje také
feSeni Churchova a Richardova paradoxu.

Nejprve je kratce néco feceno o tom, co jsou to propozice, propozi¢ni
postoje a také, co stoji za prijetim teze o primé referenci a strukturova-
nych propozicich. Nasledné je popsan Churchiiv a Richardiv paradox.
Oba tyto paradoxy spocivaji v nerozliSeni mezi tim, jestli propozice ob-
sahuji ¢i neobsahuji reflexivitu. Ve studii je rozebirano nékolik moznosti,
jak je mozné reflexivitu v rAmci propozice ziskat, a je ukazano, proc a v kte-
rém bodé€ je Richardiiv argument neplatny. Stejné tak je ukazana chyba
v Churchové prikladu, kterd spociva v prijeti mylného predpokladu.

Propozice a pfima reference

Vétsinou se zda, Ze predmeétem rady nasich myslenek a postoji jsou véci
vnéjsiho svéta. Pokud by naptiklad nyni nékdo zaklepal na moje dvere,
miizu nabyt presvédcéeni, Ze je to moje sestra, jelikoz fikala, Ze se v tuto
dobu zastavi. Ona je pak souc¢asti mého presvédceni o tom, kdo nyni kle-
pe. Informaci o tom, kdo klepe, miizu sdélit néekomu dal$imu. Ve snaze
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identifikovat posluchaci danou osobu miizu v zavislosti na tom, s kym se
bavim, pouzit riizné vyrazy jako ,sestra®, ,Hanka“, ,teta“ apod. Ve vSech
pripadech by bylo predmétem sdéleni, zZe dané osoba klepe (posluchaé
nemusi nutné védét, ze se jedna o moji sestru).

Presvédceni, které jsem prvné nabyl (Ze dana osoba klepe), je tim, co
jsem nasledné sdélil prohlasenim zvolené véty, a pokud jsem byl pre-
svédcivy, tak je i tim, o ¢em nabyl presvédceni i mij posluchac. Ve filo-
zofickém Zargonu se informacim tohoto typu rika propozice. Propozice
maji plnit tlohu predmétu postojt (presvédéeni, obavy aj.) a sémantic-
kého obsahu vét. Podle uvedeného prikladu to také vypadé, Ze by se mélo
jednat o komplexy, jejichZ konstituenty by byly mj. individua jako Hanka
a vlastnosti jako zvoni.

Mezi zastanci propozic je problematicky zejména tento posledni bod.
Nejznameé;jsi je zfejmeé Freglv paradox, ktery Frega vedl k odmitnuti pii-
mé reference a postulovani teorie smysli.! Od vzniku Fregova ¢lanku
vznikla fada teorii ohledné struktury a konstituentii propozic ¢i obecnéji
ohledné toho, co je predmétem postojii a sémantickym obsahem vét.

Jinym pristupem je snaha zodpovédét mozné namitky a zachovat pri-
tom predpoklad o primé referenci. Pokusy o ,,obohaceni“ obsahu pro-
pozic o zptisoby prezentace véci, kauzalni fetézce, slova aj. ¢asto prinasi
vice problémii, nez kolik jich resi.2 Podle zastancti pfimé reference jsou
to objekty samotné, z ¢eho se propozice skladaji. Problematické piedpo-
klady, z kterych vychazi paradoxy Churche a Richarda, 1ze shrnout do tii
bodii:

(i) Propozice jsou predmétem postoji a sémantickym obsa-
hem vét. Mezi konstituenty propozic patii objekty, vlastnosti
a vztahy.

(i)  Jedinou sémantickou hodnotou singularnich termini je re-
ference.

(iii) Postojova véta ,x p, ze S“ popisuje vztah mezi referenci
x a sémantickym obsahem S, vyjadieny postojovym slove-
sem p. Postojova véta je pravdiva, nachazi-li se referent x

1 Frege (1892, s. 26).
2 Shrnuti napf. v Richard (1997).
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viici sémantickému obsahu vedlejsi véty S v daném postojo-
vém vztahu vyjadieném p.

Presvédceni o existencnich propozicich a reflexivita

Argumenty Churche i Richarda maji spole¢né to, Ze je agentovi pripi-
sovano presvédceni tykajici se dvou objektii, které jsou sice identické,
jejichz identitu si v§ak dany agent neuvédomuje. Oba z toho vyvozuji sice
jiné, ale vzdy paradoxni disledky.

Churchtivd argument se tyka presvédcéeni o existenc¢nich propozicich.
Vychézi z toho, Ze zfejmé zadny racionalné uvazujici ¢loveék neni pre-
svédcen, Ze by néjaky objekt mohl byt odlisny od sebe sama. Nikdo tu-
diZ nema presvédceni, které by meélo formu, Ze existuje néjaké x takové,
Ze x+X. Prirozenym disledkem je rovnéz to, Ze nikdo neni presvédcen,
Ze existuji x a y takové, ze x#y, maji-li byt objekty daného presvédéeni
identické. Churchtiv priklad se odvolava na krale Jifiho IV., jenZz byl ales-
pon v jednom okamziku svého Zivota presvédéen, ze Walter Scott neni autor
romanu Waverley. S pouzitim proménnych bychom postoj krale Jititho
popsali jakoZto presvédceni o existenci x a y takovych, Ze x#y. S ohledem
na to, ze nikdo, a tedy ani krél Jifi, nemiize byt presvédcen, zZe néjaky
objekt je odlisny od sebe sama, tak plati, Ze pokud je presvédcen, Ze x+y,
pak objekty ohodnocujici x a y skutecné museji byt odliSné. Jenomze,
jak zndmo, Walter Scott skutec¢né je autor romanu Waverley, pri¢emz
samotny fakt, Ze si kral Jifi mysli, Ze tomu tak neni, je jesté odliSnymi
osobami necini. To je ovSem v rozporu s diisledky jeho zdanlivé chybéji-
ciho presvédceni, Ze existuje x takové, Ze x+x, respektive Ze existujixay
takové, ze x+y (kdy x a y jsou identické). Bud jsme tedy nuceni piijmout,
Ze lidé maji schopnost ucinit objekty odliSnymi uz na zakladé svého pie-
svédceni ohledné jejich odlisnosti, coz se totiz zd4 byt ptirozenym dui-
sledkem existenc¢nich presvédceni, nebo jsme nuceni odmitnout, ze by
obsahem podobnych presvédéeni mély byt konkrétni objekty vnéjsiho
svéta, coz by v pripadé krale Jititho znamenalo, Ze se jeho presvédéeni
netyka Scotta samotného.

3 Church (1982, s. 61-62).
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Churchtiv argument je problematicky zejména pro teorie identifiku-
jici obsah presvédceni s pravdivostnimi podminkami, jelikoz jakékoli
prresvédéeni by s ohledem na pravdivostni podminky mohlo byt identifi-
kovatelné s konjunkci této propozice a jeji existencni generalizace.* Teorie
uznavajici strukturované propozice se tomuto problému v jistém ohledu
vyhybaji. Jakakoli propozice vyjadfena vétou se singularnimi terminy je
v ramci téchto teorii obsahové odlisna od existencni generalizace této
propozice. To ale jeSté neznamena4, Ze se tyto teorie Churchové namitce
vyhybaji tplné. Nejspise bychom pripustili, Ze je-li nékdo presvédéen,
Ze a je P, pak je ziejmé presvédéen, Ze existuje néjaky objekt, pro néjz
dana vlastnost P plati.> Dejme tomu, ze by nékdo svédomité prohlasil
vétu ,Honza je stastny“ — pak bychom usoudili, Ze je presvédcen o singu-
larni propozici (1).°

(1) Honza je stastny

Soucasné je rozumné se domnivat, zZe prrestoze to mluvéi primo neuvedl,
je presvédcen o existenci nékoho stastného. Takova propozice by mohla
byt znazornéna jako (2).

(2) [3x](xje stastny)

Z hlediska obsahu jsou propozice (1) a (2) odlisné. Predpokladanému
mluvéimu na zakladé€ jeho prohldseni ,Honza je Stastny“ nemiizeme
piimo prisoudit presvédceni o (2), jelikoz (2) neni obsahem prohlaseni
,Honza je Stastny“. Presto bychom zfejmé komukoli, kdo by tuto vétu
svédomité prohlasil, a o némz bychom tak mohli fici, Ze je presvédéen
o propozici (1), mohli pfisoudit rovnéz presvédceni o (2). Je tudiz moz-
no odvodit, Ze existuje urcity psychologicky zakon (P) pro existenc¢ni ge-
neralizaci obsahti presvédcéeni.

4 Propozice, Ze o je P, mé stejné pravdivostni podminky jako konjunkce propozic, Ze o je P a ze

existuje x takové, Ze x je P.

Salmon (1986, s. 39, 47).

6 Predpoklada se, Ze plati, Ze kdyZ nékdo svédomité prohlasuje vétu S, tak je presvédéen o obsahu
véty S v daném kontextu. Podrobnéji Kripke (1979, s. 248—249).

9]
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(P) Kdokoli je presvédcen o singularni propozici ¢a, je presvéd-
¢en o existencni generalizaci této propozice [3x](px)

Pokud je (P) platnym zakonem, aplikovatelnym na Jifiho presvédcent,
Ze Scott neni autor Waverley, pak je Churchova namitka stejné kriticka
i pro teorie identifikujici sémanticky obsah se strukturovanymi propo-
zicemi. Uzname-li tedy, Ze se Jifiho presvédéeni vztahuje k objektim
vnéjsiho svéta (presvédceni de re), tak je z jeho prohlaseni ,,Scott neni
autor Waverley“ vzhledem k (P), Kripkovu principu” a Leibnizovu zako-
nu® mozné odvodit, Ze je presvédcen, Ze [Ix](x#x).°

Argument predstaveny Richardem' poukazuje na dal$i problematic-
ké disledky pro teorie uznavajici singularni propozice. Richard timto
argumentem demonstruje, Ze i kdyby singularni propozice mohla byt
sémantickym obsahem né&kterych vét, postojova véta presto vztah mezi
agentem a singularni propozici vyjadfovat nemtize. Néjaky hrdina z ko-
miksového svéta, snazici se vysvétlit, co si Lois Lanova mysli, by napii-
klad mohl prohlasit ,Lois je presvéd¢ena, Zze Superman je silnéjsi nez
Clark Kent“. Lois je skute¢né presvédcena o vztahu mezi Supermanem
a Clarkem Kentem, kdy prvni z téchto dvou je siln€jsi nez ten druhy.
Propozici, ktera je obsahem jejiho presvédceni, je mozné znazornit jako
(3a).

(3a) Superman je silnéjsi nez Clark Kent

Pokud jsou uznany piedpoklady (i)—(iii), pak je na zakladé Leibnizova
zakona mozné odvodit, Ze Lois je presvédcena o propozici (3b), ktera je
s (3a) identicka.

7 Kdokoli svédomité prohlasuje vétu S, je presvédcen o sémantickém obsahu véty S. Kripke (1979,
s. 248-249).

8 Zaména jednoho ¢lenu celku za jiny ¢len se stejnym vyznamem nevede ke zméné vyznamu celku;
srov. Leibniz (1968, s. 308).

9 a.Jiff: ,Scott neni autor Waverley* premisa
b. Scott je autor Waverley premisa
c. Jiif je presvédcen, Ze Scott neni autor Waverley a, Kripkav princip
d. Jif{ je presvédden, Ze existuje x a y takové, Ze x+y c, (P)
e. Jifi je presvédcen, Ze existuje x takové, Ze x#x de re, b, d, Leibniziv zdkon

10 Richard (1983, s. 30—47).
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(3b) Superman je silnéjsi nez Superman

Kazdy, kdo by byl presvédéen o (3b), by zaroven mél byt schopen odvo-
dit (3c).

(3¢) Superman je silnéjsi nez on sdm

Situaci je mozné dale zkomplikovat tim, Ze je mozné uznat, Ze pro dvou-
mistné reflexivni vztahy existuji jednomistné vlastnosti, které jsou s té-
mito vztahy synonymni. Na tomto zdkladé bychom z (3c¢) mohli rovnéz
odvodit (3d), kde je Supermanovi pripisovana reflexivni vlastnost, zZe je
silnéjsi, nez jak silny skutecné je.

(3d) Superman ma vlastnost byt siln€jsi, nez skutecné je.

Aplikaci (P) na (3d) bychom ziskali dtisledek (3e), ktery reprezentuje Lo-
isino presvédceni o existenci nékoho, o némz plati nemozna vlastnost, ze

Vevs

je silnéjsi, nez jak silny skutecné je.
(3e) [3x](xje siln€jsi, nez jak silny skutecné je)

(3b)—(3e) jsou problematickymi disledky udajného Loisina piresvédceni.
Richarda absurdita tohoto vyvozeni vede k formulovani vlastni séman-
tické teorie, ktera jde proti predpokladu (iii)." Problém tohoto vyvoze-
ni spociva v tom, Ze se z presvédéeni, které nezahrnuje reflexivitu, vyvozuje
presvédéeni, které reflexivitu zahrnuje. Loisino presvédceni sice zahrnuje
dvakrat totéz individuum, na zakladé neznalosti o jejich identité je vsak
vztah mezi nimi podle Lois nereflexivni. Na konci tohoto vyvozeni'? je
vsak Lois prisuzovano presvédceni, které zahrnuje znalost identity refe-
rentd, a tudiz si ma byt védoma, Ze dany vztah je reflexivni.

I kdyz je zfejmé, proc je dané vyvozeni problematické, neni jasné, jak
jej vyresit v teoretickém ramci primé reference. Salmon nezaujima kon-
krétni stanovisko ohledné toho, ktery prechod je neplatny. Argumentuje

11 Richard (1990, s. 133—141).
12 V kterém bodé ptesné je predmétem sporu, ktery je rozebiran déle.
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pouze, ze vyvozeni je neplatné, pricemz je sporné, jestli je (3c) platnym
vyvozenim z (3b).’3 Soames se sice vénuje stejnému problému,+ ale ex-
plicitné se nevyjadfuje k tomu, kde Richardiiv argument selhava. Z jeho
¢lanku o anaforach u propozi¢nich postoji’s je ovsem mozné odvodit, Ze
se kloni k mylnosti prechodu z (3b) na (3c¢).

Nasledujici kapitoly se vénuji nékolika moznostem, jak je mozné re-
flexivitu v rdmci propozice ziskat. Argumentuje se, Ze reflexivita neni
soucasti obsahu vztahti ani anaforickych zajmen. Nasledné je zaujato
stanovisko, podle kterého by byl neplatny teprve prechod z (3c) na (3d).

Reflexivita vztaht

Jedna z moznosti, jak si zachovat predstavu, ze Lois skutec¢né je pre-
svédcena o singularni propozici (3a), a zaroven odmitnout, Ze je pre-
svédcena o jejim zdanlivém disledku (3e), spodiva v ptitazeni reflexivity
k vlastnostem vztahli. MiZeme tak rozliSit vztahy, které jsou sémanticky
reflexivni ¢i nereflexivni. Zdanlivé je mozné povazovat vztahy za reflexiv-
ni, pokud jsou objekty tohoto vztahu identické. Lidé ale mohou byt pre-
svédceni, Ze n€jaky vztah je reflexivni, prestoze objekty tohoto vztahu
jsou odli$né, nebo nereflexivni, i kdyz tyto objekty jsou identické. Jedna
se o dusledek toho, Ze nase mysleni podléha omylim, v disledku ce-
hoz byvame presvédéeni o nemoznych propozicich.® Logicky reflexivni
vztah tedy mize byt sémanticky nereflexivni, mé-li totiz slouzit k popisu
vztahu mezi dvéma zdanlivé neidentickymi objekty. Takovy vztah by byl
taktéz obsahem Loisina presvédceni. Pokud je reflexivita sémantickou
vlastnosti vztahti, pak jakakoli reprezentace propozice (3a)—(3c) miize
byt spravna ¢i chybna v zavislosti na tom, jaky vztah je zde reprezento-
van. Lois je presvédcena o propozici, ktera obsahuje nereflexivni vztah
mezi Clarkem Kentem a Supermanem, pti¢emz (3d) by diisledkem tako-
vé propozice byt nemohlo, jelikoz vlastnost, jez je v ramci ni Supermano-
vi pripisovana, koresponduje vyhradné s reflexivnim vztahem. Mezi (3a)—

13 Salmon (1992, s. 59).

14 Soames (1985, s. 60).

15 Soames (1994, s. 125-134).

16 Klasickym prikladem by byla piesvédcéeni o matematickych omylech ¢i logicky spornych propo-
zicich p a ne-p.
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(3¢) je tak mozné rozlisit dva typy propozic (4) a (5), z nichz (4) obsahuje
nereflexivni vztah R mezi jednim a tymz individuem.

(4) xRxv

Oteviena propozice (4) obsahuje dva vyskyty x, ale neobsahuje infor-
maci o jejich identité. Ma-li naproti tomu propozice obsahovat séman-
ticky reflexivni vztah, pak si ten, kdo tuto propozici zvazuje (tvrdi ji, je
o ni piresvédcen apod.), musi byt védom také toho, ze dané vyskyty x,
jez jsou objektem reflexivniho vztahu, jsou vyskyty identického objektu.
Tuto informaci o identite je kviili rozliseni od (4) mozné v ramci propo-
zice reprezentovat pomoci A-operatoru vazajiciho objekty vztahu R, jak
je znazornéno v (5).

(5) ()(XRX)X

Lois je presvédéena o propozici typu (4), tykajici se totozného individua
a vyjadiujici nereflexivni vztah k tomuto individuu. Propozice tohoto
typu neobsahuji informaci o identité x, a tak se (4) zda byt vhodnou for-
mou k reprezentaci presvédceni Lois. Naproti tomu zvazovani propozice
typu (5) vyzaduje znalost identity vyskyti x, a jednalo by se tak o néco,
o C¢em Lois presvédcena neni.

Na zakladé tohoto pristupu bychom Loisino presvédcéeni o (3d) mohli
odvodit pouze, pokud by jeji presvédceni, Ze Superman je silnéjsi nez
Clark Kent, mélo formu (5), nikoli (4). Pouze kdyby Loisino presvédceni
zahrnovalo kromé dvou stejnych individui také informaci o jejich iden-
tité, byla by schopna ze vztahu silnéjsi nez, jenz by podle ni v takovém
pripadé platil pro totozné individuum, odvodit, zZe pro toto individuum
plati synonymni reflexivni vlastnost silnéjsi nez skutecné je. Lois si ov-
Sem identity Clarka Kenta a Supermana védoma neni, a tak nemuze byt
presvédcena o propozici (3) formou (5), jez informaci o identité zahrnu-
je. Jakykoli vztah, majici platit mezi Supermanem a Clarkem Kentem, je

17 Sémantickym diisledkem piimé reference je, ze v ptipadé Lois by se propozice reprezentovala
jako $R$, kde $ symbolizuje Supermana ¢ili Clarka Kenta. Piestoze tato propozice obsahuje
totéZ individuum, Lois si jejich identitu neuvédomuje, a tak soucasti této propozice nemiize
byt informace o jejich identité. Stejné tak by informace o jejich identité nebyla souc¢asti obsahu
prohlaseni ,,Superman je silnéjsi nez Clark Kent“.
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z jejiho pohledu nereflexivni. Zadna propozice ve formé xR"%x, sloZena
z nereflexivniho vztahu R"¥, neobsahuje informaci o identité danych
vyskytil x, a tak z presvédceni o této propozici neni mozné vyvodit pre-
svédceni o xP¢ zahrnujici reflexivni vlastnost P'¢, kde by xP"¢ bylo syno-
nymni s xR, ¢ili (Ax")(x’R’X’)x.

V Loisiné ptipadé by tak (3d) nebylo platnym vyvozenim ohledné jejiho
piesvédCeni.’® Nyni je nutné zjistit, jestli je mozné, aby véty ve formé (6),
jez popisuji vztah mezi obsahy dvou béznych koreferujicich singularnich
termind, mohly vyjadrovat dvoje propozice typu (4) a (5).

(6) a.aRa
b.aRp

Zodpovi se tim, jestli by bylo mozné najit feseni daného paradoxu jiz
v bodé (3a) ¢i (3b). Pokud by se naptiklad ukazalo, ze véty ve formé (6a)
i (6b) mohou byt obé ohledné reflexivity vicezna¢né, pak by celé vyvo-
zeni (3) mohlo byt platné i neplatné v zavislosti na tom, jestli véta (3a)
obsahuje reflexivitu ¢i nikoli. Pokud by se ovSem ukazalo, Ze pouze véta
ve formé (6b) miiZze byt viceznac¢na, bylo by mozné odmitnout platnost
vyvozeni z (3a) na (3b). Pokud by ani jedna z vét nemohla byt viceznac-
n4, bylo by nutné hledat feseni reflexivity jinde.

Véta ve formé (6a), ktera obsahuje dvakrat totéz jméno, by snad moh-
la vyjadrovat propozici s reflexivnim vztahem v rdmci nasledujiciho pii-
kladu:

Dva lidé se bavi o tom, zda existuje lepsi zpévak nez Karel
Gott. Pii odchodu z jeho vystoupeni se prvni z nich pta ,My-
slis, ze nékdo bude mit nékdy lepsi vystoupeni nez dnes Ka-
rel Gott?“ a druhy na to odvéti ,Jediné Karel Gott miiZze mit
(n€ékdy) lepsi vystoupeni nez (dnes) Karel Gott*.

Zde je ziejmé Karlu Gottovi pripisovan reflexivni vztah, ze jediné on
miiZze nékdy podat lepsi vykon, nez jaky dnes podal on sdm. Reflexiv-

18 Zustava otazka, kam napiiklad zaradit (3¢) — zda tato propozice nutné obsahuje reflexivitu, ¢i
nikoli. Této otdzce je vénovana vlastni kapitola.



Tom4s Smifak 44 |

ni interpretace je mozné docilit také uzitim dvou rtznych koreferujicich
terminti. Reknéme, Ze by se Daniel Landa alias Zito t&sil podobné slavé
jako Karel Gott. Nékdo by mohl v podobné situaci prohlasit ,,Jediné Zito
miiZe mit lep$i vystoupeni nez Daniel Landa“. Re¢nik tak namisto stej-
ného jména miize pouzit dvé riizna jména, aby napriklad zdtraznil, Ze
koncert mohl byt lepsi pod $askovskou z4stitou znacky Zito (ve smyslu,
ze kdyby Landa projevil vice Saskovské manyry, jez jsou s nim spjaty od
doby, kdy se prohlasil za Zita, vystoupeni by mohlo byt jesté lepsi).

Zminéné priklady vét ve formé (6a) a (6b) by vyjadrovaly propozici typu
(5). V obou pripadech je Gottovi, respektive Landovi, pfipisovan reflexivni
vztah, Ze jen on sim mize predvést lepsi vystoupeni. Priklad s Lois uka-
zuje, Ze véta ve formé (6b) miize vyjadrovat také propozici s nereflexivnim
vztahem. Posledni moznosti, jez chybi, je piipad, kdy véta ve formé (6a),
zahrnujici dva stejné koreferujici terminy, vyjadiuje nereflexivni propo-
zici typu (4). Takova situace miiZe nastat, kdyz se nékdo mylné domniva,
Ze vlastni jméno referuje ke dvéma rtiznym lidem. Piikladem miize byt
Kripkeho Pierre," jenz zna muzikanta Paderewského a slysel o politikovi
Paderewském. Ve skutec¢nosti se jedné o jednu osobu, Pierre si v§ak mysli,
Ze jsou to dva riizni lidé. Pierre by tak mohl popisovat urcity vztah tykajici
se Paderewského v domnéni, Ze popisuje vztah mezi dvéma lidmi.

Diisledek tohoto pristupu spociva v tom, Ze vSechny obecné vyrazy,
schopné vyjadrovat jak reflexivni, tak nereflexivni vztah, jsou viceznac-
né. Vyznam vyrazu mit lepsi vystoupeni nez se tak méni v zavislosti na
tom, jaky ma mluvci postoj k identité objektl tohoto vztahu. Kompe-
tentni mluvci pro kazdy vyskyt takového obecného vyrazu musi umeét
rozpoznat, o jaky typ vztahu se konkrétné jedna. Jednoduchou odpoveédi
na otazku, na zakladé ¢eho ohodnocuje mluvéi dany vztah jako reflexiv-
ni, by bylo, ze dany vztah je reflexivni, pokud jsou objekty tohoto vztahu
identické. To vSak neni mozné, jelikoz propozice (4) i (5) vyjadiuji vztah
k identickym individuim. Podobné neni reflexivni vztah ani souéasti Lo-
isina presvédéeni o propozici (3), piestoze se jedna o vztah tykajici se
totozné osoby. Tim, co je pro ohodnoceni daného vztahu jakozto refle-
xivniho nutné, je tudiz presvédceni o identité objekti tohoto vztahu. Po-
kud se mluv¢i domniva, Ze objekty, mezi néz je urcity vztah vkladan, jsou
identické, pak tento vztah ohodnoti jakoZto reflexivni.

19 Kripke (1979, s. 265).
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Tim je ovS§em kladena nemozna podminka pro porozuméni séman-
tickému obsahu vét (6). Mluvéi sice rozumi vété ,,Ema mele maso“, sé-
manticky obsah takové véty v§ak tento mluv¢i zné jen tehdy, pokud vi,
o jakou Emu se konkrétné jedna — tj. zna referenci daného vlastniho
jména. To je ovSem nedostatecna podminka pro véty ve formé (6). Tie-
baze mluvéi zn4 referenci pro a a , nemusi proto jesté védét, zda kon-
krétni vyskyt této véty vyjadiuje propozici typu (4), nebo (5). Mohlo by
se pripadné uznat, Ze je se sémantickym obsahem téchto vét obeznamen,
protoze ma nézor na koreferenci terminti a-a ¢i a-f3. V takovém pripadé
by si vSak jiny mluvéi, rovnéz znajici referenci téchto termint a majici
odli$ny nazor na jejich koreferenc¢nost, nebyl schopen s prvnim mluv-
¢im porozumeét. Pro tyto dva mluvci by dana véta vyjadrovala odliSnou
propozici. M€li bychom tak dva kompetentni mluv¢i, ktefi pouzitym vy-
raziim rozumi, pro néz vSak dana véta vyjadiruje odliSnou sémantickou
propozici.

Dalsi problém tohoto piistupu se tyka piipadt, kdy by mél mluvéi pri-
pisovat nékomu presveédcéeni o obsahu véty ve formé (6). Vratme se k pri-
kladu s Lois: dany mluv¢i si mtize byt védom identity Supermana a Clar-
ka Kenta, na zakladé ¢ehoz by mél vété ,,Superman je silnéjsi nez Clark
Kent“ rozumeét reflexivné. Pokud by vsak uzitim této véty popisoval Loisi-
no presvédcéeni, tak by tim popisoval néco, o ¢em Lois presvédéena neni.
Lois sice je presvédCena, Ze Superman je silngjsi nez Clark Kent, vztah mezi
nimi je vSak podle ni nereflexivni. Oproti tomu mluv¢i, popisujici Loisino
presvéddéeni uzitim véty ,Superman je siln€jsi nez Clark Kent®, si jejich
identity védom je, a tak je vztah v jeho prohlaseni reflexivni. Vznika tudiz
paradox, kdy mluvéi neni schopen popsat Loisino presvédceni jen proto,
Ze ma jiny nazor na identitu Supermana a Clarka Kenta. Jedind moznost,
jak v rdmci dané strategie tento paradox vyiesit, spociva v opusténi nékteré
z vychozich tezi (i)—(iii).2° Pokud se maji tyto teze zachovat, pak je nutné
odmitnout, Ze reflexivita je sémantickou vlastnosti vztahi.

20 Ziejmé by se muselo uznat, ze se do vét jako ,Lois je presvédcena, ze Superman je silnéjsi nez
Clark Kent“ promita znalost mluv¢iho ohledné znalosti druhého (Lois). Pokud by si mluvéi my-
slel, Ze Lois vi, ze Superman a Clark Kent jsou jednou osobou, tak by byl vztah v domnénkové
vété reflexivni, v opaéném pripadé by byl nereflexivni. V takovém ptipadé by byl obsah této véty
zavisly nejen na znalostech jednotlivych mluvéich ohledné identity Supermana a Clarka Kenta,

relativizoval by se také viic¢i presvédéenim téchto mluvéich ohledné Loisina povédomi o této
identité.
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Anafora?’

Existuje jin4 strategie, jak prijmout Loisino presvédceni o (3a) a zaroven
se vyhnout dusledku (3d) a (3e). Reflexivita totiz nemusi byt sémantic-
kou vlastnosti vztahu samotného, mohla by byt produktem anaforického
zajmena. Na zakladé tohoto pristupu by propozice (3a) a (3b) byly obsa-
hoveé identické a tudiz by obé tvorily obsah Loisina presvédceni. Obsa-
hové by se od nich lisila teprve propozice (3¢) zahrnujici anaforu, z niz
by rovnéZ vyplyvaly propozice (3d) a (3e).22 Uéelem tohoto piistupu je
docilit, aby véty jako (77) vyjadiovaly na rozdil od vét (6) propozici zahr-
nujici reflexivitu.

(7) Honza miluje svoji matku

Teorie tohoto typu lze souhrnné oznacit jako teorie reflexivnich anafor
(TRA) a jako takové kontrastuji s teorii prosté anafory (TPA), podle niz
je sémanticky obsah anafory identicky s obsahem jejiho antecedentu,
a jez tudiz reflexivitu neprodukuje.2s Reknéme, ze Jitka je presvédeena
o obsahu véty (7). Na zakladé TPA by Jitka byla presvédcéena o propozici
(8), v ramci niz je Honza hodnotou proménné x.

(8) Honza miluje x(ovu) matku

Jitka by o této propozici byla presvédcena, kdykoli by svédomité prohla-
sila vétu, v které by byl vyraz (jméno ¢i zajmeno) pro x, ktery referuje
k Honzovi. Neni nutné, aby Jitka védéla, zZe dany vyraz pro x referuje
k téZe osobé, jejiz lasku k matce popisuje. Mohla by napiiklad ukazat na
néjakého muze, kterého nepoznava jako Honzu, o jehoz matce chce fict,
Ze k ni Honza chova jinou neZ matefskou lasku, a prohlasit (9).

(9) Honza miluje jeho matku

21 Anafora je vyraz, jehoz obsah je zavisly na uré¢ité sémantické informaci nachézejici se ve vété.
Pfedmétem zde jsou anaforickd zdjmena se singularnim terminem v antecedentu. Jedna se
o z&jmena jako ,on“, ,jeho“ apod., jez se vztahuji k dfive zminénym singularnim termintm.

22 Uvedené plati pouze v piipadé, Ze bychom piijali, Ze pro reflexivni vztahy existuji (alespon v né-
kterych pripadech) vlastnosti, jeZ prispivaji k obsahu véty stejnou hodnotou. Tento predpoklad
je mozné odmitnout a s nim i disledek (3d). Pro dany problém je to nepodstatné, jelikoZ by byl
blokovén uz ptechod z (3b) do (3¢).

23 Salmon (1992, s. 59).
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Zajmeno ,jeho“ v tomto prohlaseni funguje tak, ze vybira referenci v za-
vislosti na tom, na koho se ukazuje. Prohlaseni (9) by tak rovnéz vyjad-
fovalo propozici (8). Obecné se ma za to, ze véty (7) a (9) (vdaném kon-
textu) nemohou tvrdit totéZz. TRA mezi propozicemi téchto vét rozliSuje
a umoznuje tvrdit, Ze kdo je presvédcen o obsahu véty (9), nemusi byt
jesté presvédcéen obsahu véty (7). Podle TRA je zkratka opakovani obsa-
hu antecedentu nedostacujici. Propozice by méla reflektovat, Ze se jedna
o anaforu a propozice tak musi zahrnovat informaci o vztahu anafory ke svému
antecedentu. Tuto informaci je mozné opét reprezentovat A-operatorem,
jenz by obsah anafory svazal s obsahem jejiho antecedentu. Takova pro-
pozice by byla reprezentovana v ramci (10).

(10) (Ax)(x miluje x(ovu) matku) Honza

Kdokoli zvazujici propozici (10) si je védom identity vyskyti x a je si tak
védom, Ze ten, jehoz laska k né¢i matce se popisuje, je tim, o jehoz matku
se jedna. Nema4 tudiz problém odvodit, Ze o Honzovi plati vlastnost, Ze
miluje vlastni matku. Ke stejnému vyvozeni by Jitka, tvrdici propozici
(8) prohlasenim (9), nedospéla, jelikoZ nerozpoznava identitu toho, je-
hoz lasku k néci matce popisuje, s tim, na n€jz ukazuje. Provedena analy-
za je tudiz schopna elegantnim zptisobem rozlisit mezi obsahem demon-
strativné uzitého zajmena, soucasti jehoz obsahu je prosta reference,
a zdjmena anaforického, jehoz obsah je vazan k obsahu antecedentu.
Z téhoz duivodu se analyza pomoci TPA zda byt neadekvatni, protoZe by
v ramci véty (77) identifikovala pouze reflexivné indiferentni vztah k mat-
ce n€koho, jimz je ve skutec¢nosti on sam, coZ ovSem v ramci propozice
neni dostate¢né znazornéno.

Pokud se uznd, 7e obsah anafory funguje na zminéném reflexivnim
principu, tak je obtizné vysvétlit, jak anafora funguje v pripadech, kdy
se antecedent nenachézi ve stejné vété jako anafora. Nasledujici diskurz
(D) je prikladem, kdy se antecedent nachazi v jiné vété nez anafora:

(D) Jirka se vloupal do Honzova bytu (...) Martin si mysli, Ze (on)
se tam dostal oknem.

Otazkou je, jaka propozice je sémantickym obsahem véty (11) diskurzu (D).
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(11) Martin si mysli, Ze on se tam dostal oknem.

Ve vété (11) chybi prvek, k némuz by anafora sviij obsah vazala. Zaklad-
nim predpokladem strukturovanych propozic je, Ze struktura propozice
odrazi strukturu véty, jez tuto propozici vyjadiuje. V ramci této véty se
vSak nachazi pouze jediny vyraz, referujici k Honzovi. Pokud by byl obsah
propozice obohacen o referujici antecedent, jenz by néjakym zptisobem
presahoval do prvni véty (D), v které se antecedent Jirka nachazi, tak
by obsahové neodpovidal vété (11). Presto se zd4, Ze anaforické zijmeno
»-on“ i v tomto pripadé musi obsahovat vice nez jen pouhou referenci
k Jirkovi. Uéelem je tedy docilit toho, aby bylo z obsahu diskurzu patrné,
Ze si je Martin védom identity jedince, jenz se vloupal do Honzova bytu,
s tim, kdo se tam dostal oknem. Ze stejného dtivodu jako v ramci prikla-
du (9) by TPA takové interpretace nedosahla. Je-li icelem docilit refle-
xivni interpretace (D), pak je nutné kromé vazané proménné formulovat
jesté jiné sémantické mechanismy.>+

Nesémanticka reflexivita

Jina moznost, jak docilit reflexivni interpretace, spoc¢iva v analyzovani
téchto zajmen jakozto béznych singularnich terminti, opakujici referenci
svého antecedentu, a reflexivitu vysvétlit pomoci jinych nez sémantic-
kych procesii. Diisledkem takového pristupu by bylo, Ze neexistuje sé-
manticky rozdil v obsahu tvrzeni ,Ona $la do kina“ v zavislosti na tom,
zda je zajmeno ,ona“ pouzito demonstrativné nebo anaforicky. Rozdil
spociva vyhradné v tom, jak je obsah tohoto terminu urcovan. Bud se na
tuto Zenu ukazuje, nebo se k ni referuje prostfednictvim antecedentu,
obsah prohléaseni vSak ziistava stejny.

Vyse bylo ukazano, pro¢ mtize byt problematické hodnotit (3a)—(3c)
jako propozice zahrnujici reflexivitu, at uz by se jednalo o produkt vzta-
hu nebo anaforického zajmena. Soucasné se projevilo, zZe v pripadé vét
ve formé (6) je nutné znat vice nez jen sémanticky obsah danych vyrazi,
abychom dokézali rozhodnout, zda je soucasti vyjadrené informace tak-
téz propozice s reflexivitou (5). Reflexivni interpretaci je mozné ziskat

24 Soames (1994, s. 122—134) popisuje, ze ani odmitnuti predpokladi (ii) a (iii) nevede k lep$im
vysledkiim.
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jinym zptisobem nez pres sémanticky obsah. Obecnou predstavou milli-
and je, ze v ramci domnénkovych vét se tvrdi, Zze nékdo je presvédcen
o sémantickém obsahu véty uzité k popisu aktérova presvédéeni. Milli-
an taktéz uzna, Ze existuji rizné zpusoby, jak nékdo miize byt o dané
propozici presvédcen, a alespon ¢ast informace o agentove zptisobu pie-
svédcéeni miize byt zahrnuta coby pragmaticky obsah promluvy, zavisly
na koordinaci znalosti mezi mluvéimi. Reflexivita by mohla byt prave
takovym typem informace. Tento pristup tak nevede k dtisledku, ze exis-
tuje dvoji vyznam pro kazdy obecny vztahovy nebo anaforicky vyraz. Vy-
staci si s vyznamem jedinym, jenz je vici reflexivité indiferentni. Zda je
dana véta pouzita se zamérem vyjadrit reflexivni informaci, zavisi teprve
na epistemickém pozadi.

Kompetentni mluvéi sémantickému obsahu véty (6) rozumi, pokud
vi, o jaky vztah se jedna, a zna referenci téchto vyrazi. Nemusi mit zna-
lost ohledné identity referenti, tudiz nemusi ani védét, jestli prohlaseni
této véty zahrnuje informaci o reflexivité. Totéz plati pro postojovou vétu
ve formé (12) s pridanou znalosti sémantického obsahu vyrazu c a posto-
jového slovesa p.

(12) cp,ZzeaRp

Na zakladé dalsich znalosti mezi mluvéimi mohou tito mluvéi interpre-
tovat véty ve formé (6) tak, Ze zahrnuji reflexivitu. Tato dalsi znalost by
mohla vypadat nasledovné: mluvci A si je védom koreference o a B a je
si védom, Ze posluchac B vi, Ze A si je védom stejnosti reference o a 8
atd. Ohledné pouziti postojové véty ve formé (12) bylo feéeno, Ze miize
zahrnovat informace tykajici se toho, jak aktér postoje uvazuje o propo-
zici, jez je mu pripisovana. Osoby A a B hovori o presvédéeni C. Pridana
informace, jiz by A a B pro vyvozeni reflexivni informace potrebovali, se
tak vztahuje k presvédéeni C. TudiZ A a B mohou prohlaseni (12) vza-
jemné interpretovat tak, ze C je presvédcen o reflexivnim vztahu mezi
referenty o a B, pokud A vi, ze C si je védom stejnosti reference a a J,
a zaroven vi, ze B vi, Ze A vi, Ze C si je védom stejnosti reference a a ff atd.

Mezi mluvéim A a posluchacem B muze selhat védomostni koordinace
ohledné koreference a a f3. I v takovém pripadé A i B stale rozumi obsahu
véty (6), tfebaze nerozumi plnému rozsahu informaci (tj. jejich prag-
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matickym implikacim), ke kterému pouziti této véty slouzilo. Stejné tak
miiZe selhat koordinace mezi A a B ohledné znalosti C pfi prohlaseni véty
(12). B se miize mylné domnivat, Ze A vi, ze B vi, Ze C si je védom stejnosti
reference o a B. Jedna se ovSem o pouhé nedorozuméni mezi mluvéimi.
I v takovém pripad€ B rozumi, co A tvrdi, tfebaZe pln€ nerozumi, co tim
A mysli.

Jedinou (mylnou) alternativou by bylo prohlasit, zZe tito lidé nejen
Ze nerozumi, co tim ¢i onim ten ¢i onen mysli, nybrz Ze prosté nero-
zumi rovnou vSem témto vétam. Nasledné by bylo nutné specifikovat,
¢emu nerozumi a pro¢. V piipadé Pierra se ziejmé jedna o jméno ,Pade-
rewski“. Pierrtiv problém spoc¢iva v tom, Ze si mysli, Ze existuji dvé spe-
cificki vlastni jména Paderewski referujici ke dvéma rtiznym osobam.
Jednou z moznosti by bylo prohléasit, Ze nerozumi zadnému ze jmen, jez
v ramci svého idiolektu odlisuje. Pierre vSak miize byt Paderewského dob-
rym kamaradem, bézné o jeho vystoupenich diskutovat s jeho rodinou
a neveédét pouze to, Ze je rovnéz politikem. Bylo by odvazné tvrdit, ze
k Paderewskému v téchto situacich neni schopen referovat uzitim jeho
jména. Dalsi moznosti by tak bylo tvrdit, ze jménu ,,Paderewski* rozumi
vyhradné v pfipadé téch vyskyta, kdy si mysli, Ze referuje k osobé, s niz je
obeznamen jako muzikantem a svym kamaradem. Neexistuje ovsem di-
vod, proc¢ tyto vyskyty upfednostnovat pred druhym typem vyskytd, pii
nichz si mysli, Ze se referuje k Paderewskému-politikovi. Nazornéji je to
patrné v pripadé idiolektu Lois.

V ptipadé Lois je opét problematické tvrdit, Ze je nekompetentnim?>
uzivatelem jména ,,Superman nebo ,,Clark Kent“. Nerozumi snad jménu
»Clark Kent“, jehoZz uziva pri referovani k osobé, s niz pracuje v Daily Pla-
net, nebo ,,Superman®, jez odkazuje k hrdinovi, o némz pise? Ani jedna
z variant se nezda prilis pravdépodobna. Obecné vzato neni mozné klast
pozadavek, aby byl mluvéi kompetentnim uzivatelem néjakého jména,

25 Sémanticky nekompetentni mluvéi se myli v sémantickém obsahu vyrazu. V tomto pripadé by
Lois musela referovat k nékomu, kdo neni Supermanem (¢ili Clarkem Kentem), coz by také ved-
lo k mylnému popisu daného individua. Sémanticky kompetentni mluvéi naopak referuje ke
spravné osobé, i kdyZ se mtize mylit v jednotlivych popisech. Inferenéni dovednosti jsou pro ur-
¢eni sémantické kompetence nedostacujici. Nikdo k vyrazu nedokéaze doplnit vSechny inference
a neni mozné urcit, jaky soubor inferenci, at uz zahrnuje znalost identit ¢i nikoli, by byl dosta-
¢ujici k tomu, abychom nékoho mohli oznacit za sémanticky kompetentniho uzivatele daného
vyrazu.
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vyhradné pokud by pii vSech setkanich s danou osobou rozpoznal tuto
osobu jakozto nositele daného jména. Jsem si jisty, Ze jsem mnohé ze svych
piatel alespon jednou v Zivoté nepoznal, kdyz §li naproti mné pies ulici, coz
snad jeSt€ neznamena, ze nejsem schopny referovat k nim uzitim jejich jména
¢i rozpoznat, ke komu tento vyraz referuje, kdyz ho nékdo pouzije ve
svém prohlaseni. Dejme tomu, Ze by Jirka vidél mé a mého kamarada Honzu
stat v takové vzdalenosti od sebe, Ze je rozumné predpokladat, Ze jsme se
vidéli a poznali. Honza ma novy aces a Jirku zajima, co o jeho tcesu sou-
dim. Jirka se miize zeptat ,,Co tikas na Honzu?“, predpokladaje, ze jsem jej
véera poznal. Jelikoz jsem jej ale nepoznal, dotaz si vylozim jinak. Mohu
napriklad predpokladat, ze Jirku zajima jeho rozchod s pritelkyni. Tim,
co v ramci nasi komunikace selhalo, neni rozpoznani vyrazu ¢i referen-
ce, nybrz nase epistemicka koordinace.2?¢ Zamérem mého kamarada bylo
odkazat mé k Honzovi v situaci, kdy jsem jej nepoznal, omyl tedy nena-
stal na trovni porozumeéni obsahu pouzité véty, nybrz na trovni toho, co
ma tento obsah evokovat. Prestoze jsem Honzu v dané situaci nepoznal,
zlistavam i nadale kompetentni referovat k nému pomoci jeho jména.

Rozpoznani identity reference tedy neni podminkou sémantické
kompetence mluvcéich. Lois je schopna mluvit o Clarku Kentovi uzitim
jména ,Clark Kent“ a stejné tak je schopna mluvit o Supermanovi uzitim
jména ,Superman®. Je si védoma, ke komu tato jména referuji a nikdy
jejich uzitim nereferuje k nékomu, komu neprinalezi. Presto si neni vé-
doma toho, Ze referuji ke stejné osobé, takze pii kazdém setkani s touto
osobou nerozpoznava danou osobu jako nositele jednoho z jmen. Pokud tedy
rozpoznani identity reference neni podminkou sémantické kompetence,
pak informace o této identité nemiize byt souéasti sémantického obsahu
vét. Nezahrnuje-li v§ak propozice informaci o identité dvou referujicich
vyrazii, nemutze zahrnovat ani informaci o reflexivité vztahu, jenz ma
mezi danymi vyskyty reference platit. Kone¢né nezahrnuje-li propozi-
ce informaci o reflexivité vztahu, neni z ni mozno vyvodit, Ze o daném
objektu plati reflexivni vlastnost. Z Loisina presvédceni o (3a)—(3c) tak
neni mozné vyvodit jeji presvédceni o (3d).

26 Salmon (2012, s. 432).
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Existencni generalizace

Lois neni mozné ptripsat presvédéeni o (3d), protoze by si to vyzadalo
reflexivni pristup. (3d) by mohl odvodit pouze nékdo, kdo ma vedle in-
formace ohledné Loisina presvédcéeni o (3a) jesté informace o Loisiné
védomi identity Supermana a Clarka Kenta. Pouze pokud by nékdo vé-
dél, Ze Lois vi, Ze Superman a Clark Kent jsou totoznou osobou, mohl by
odvodit jeji presvédcéeni o (3d). Bez této znalosti je vS§ak odvozeni (3d)
z (3a) neopravnéné a s nim i disledek (3e). Presto vSak Loisino pie-
svédceni, Ze Superman je silnéjsi nez Clark Kent, zahrnuje pouze jediné
individuum, a pokud na toto jeji presvédceni vztahneme zakon (P), pak
musime uznat, Ze je presvédcena o (13).

(13) [3x](xje siln€jsi nez x

Jedna se o totozny problém jako ten, o némz pisSe Church. Kral Jiri i Lois
jsou presvédceni o existenci nékoho, o némz plati vztah, jenz nemiize
platit pro jedno a totéz individuum. Ani Jifi, ani Lois nemaji za to, Ze se
jejich presvédceni vztahuje k totozné osobé, pritom jej vSak oba vztahuji
ke konkrétnim osobadm. Lois je presvédcena, zZe nékdo, kdo ma nadpo-
zemské schopnosti, je silnéjsi nez nékdo, koho zna z Daily Planet, pres-
toZe ve skutec¢nosti jakozto dvé rtizné osoby, k nimz se jeji presvédceni
vztahuje, neexistuji. (13) je existen¢ni generalizaci singularni propozice
zahrnujici pouze jedno individuum, a reprezentuje tak obsah Loisina
presveédceni.

Predpoklad, Ze nikdo nemiize byt presvédéen, Ze x je silnéjsi nez
x nebo Ze x je odlisné od x, neni apriorné platnym zakonem. Nutnou
podminkou platnosti této formulace by bylo, Ze agent rozpoznava objekt
X v ramci téchto vztahl jako identické individuum. Zahrnutim informace
o identité do obsahu propozice by skutecné bylo mozné vyvodit, Ze ni-
kdo nemiize byt presvédcen o propozici ve forme (14).
(14) [Fx](AX)(X je silnéjsi nez x")x
Kdyby kral Jifi nebo Lois ziskali nové informace ohledné€ identity, jejich
presvédceni by se jisté zménila.



Reflexivita a propozic¢ni postoje 53 |

Stejné jako je Lois presvédcena, Zze Superman je siln€jsi nez Clark
Kent, je zaroven presvédcena, ze Superman neni Clark Kent. Tim je
vzhledem k (P) presvédéena o existenc¢ni propozici (15).

(15) [Ex](x#x)

Dejme tomu, zZe by nékdo pozoroval Supermana, snaziciho se presvédéit
Lois, Ze neni Supermanem. Kdyby byl ve své snaze Gspésny, pozorovatel
by mohl prohlasit ,,Superman presvédcil Lois, Ze (on) neni Superman®.
Tato véta o Supermanovi by byla pravdiva, ¢imz by zaroven existoval
nékdo, o kom by platila, coz Ize reprezentovat v (16).

(16) [3Ix](x presvedcil Lois, Ze x+Xx)

Pozorovatel by tak zjistil, Ze existuje konkrétni jedinec, o némz je Lois
presvédcena, ze neni tim, kym je.?” V urcitém smyslu by tak Lois skutec-
né byla presvédcena, ze né€jaké x neni x.

Singularni propozice (3a) ani jeji existencni generalizace (13) nepo-
davaji celkovy obrazek ohledné presvédceni Lois. Urcuji pouze vnejsi
konstituenty, jichz se jeji presvédceni tyka, jez stejné tak mohou byt
predmétem postoji druhych lidi a mohou byt druhymi uchopeny za
ucelem porozuméni, k ¢emu se presvédceni Lois vztahuje. Pokud uzna-
me, ze stavy presvédceni disponuji stejnou strukturou jako obsahy
presvédceni,?® pak neni mozno vyjadrit stav presvédcéeni korespondu-
jici s Loisinym piesvéd¢enim o (13) pomoci stejné reprezentace. Lois
disponuje dvéma zpiisoby, jimiz je pro ni Superman reprezentovan
a spojuje si s nimi dva rizné rozsahy informaci. Pro reprezentaci stavu
presvédceni korespondujiciho s presvédcéenim o (13) by bylo zapotiebi
dvou odlisnych proménnych, jez by vazaly jeji odlisné zpiisoby uvazo-
vani o Supermanovi.

27 Soames (2015, . 158—-159).

28 Obsahem presvédceni je propozice, o které je nékdo presvédcen. Stav presvédceni je stav, v kte-
rém se pii presvédceni nékdo nachéazi. Stav presvédceni zahrnuje dodate¢né informace, které
nejsou soucasti singularni propozice (popisy, index). Perry (1977, s. 494).
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Zaver

Clanek se vénoval tomu, jak vyfesit Churchovu a Richardovu namitku ohledné
analyzy propozi¢nich postojli v teoretickém ramci ptimé reference. Churchtiv-
Richardv argument vychazi z presvédéeni, které nezahrnuje reflexivitu,
a vyvozuje z n&j presvédgeni, které reflexivitu zahrnuje. Ukolem tedy bylo
zjistit, jak se v propozici ziskava informace o reflexivité a v kterém bodé
tak paradoxni vyvozeni selhava.

Reflexivita se bézné povazuje za sémanticky typ informace. Prvni ¢st
préce se vénovala vyvraceni této predstavy. Informace o reflexivité podle
prredloZené analyzy neni sémantickou vlastnosti vztahi ani anaforickych
zajmen. Nejprve se argumentovalo, Ze v prohlasenich obsahujicich vzta-
hy a anaforicka zijmena reflexivita neni soucasti sémantické informace.
Nasledné bylo predstaveno reseni, podle kterého je reflexivita u téchto
vét soucasti pouze pragmaticky podminéné informace, ktera vychazi ze
znalosti mluvéich o sobé navzajem.

Kdy?z se toto feSeni vztahlo na Richardiv paradox, tak se ukazalo, Ze
Richardovo vyvozeni je sice neplatné, ale v jiném bodé, nez v kterém si
mysleli jini zastanci pfimé reference. Salmon a Soames argumentova-
li, Ze propozice, Ze Superman je siln€jsi nez Superman, a propozice, Ze
Superman je silnéjsi nez on sam, se lisi v tom, Ze prvni z nich reflexivitu
neobsahuje, zatimco druha ano. Podle predlozené analyzy ale reflexivitu
neobsahuje ani jedna z téchto propozic, a tak je vyvozeni druhé propo-
zice z prvni stéle platné. Neplatné je teprve nasledujici vyvozeni, kdy se
Supermanovi prisuzuje vlastnost, Ze je silnéjsi, nez jak silny skutecné je.

Argument proti primé referenci, ktery vychazi z Churchova paradoxu,
je rovnéz neplatny. Vychodiskem argumentu je fakt, ze nikdo neni pie-
svédcen o existenci objektu, ktery by byl odlisny od sebe sama. Ukéazalo
se, Ze propozice, Ze existuje x takové, ze x+x, neni vhodnou reprezentaci
tohoto vychodiska. Existuji totiz ptipady, kdy aktéfi mohou byt o této
propozici presvédceni, coz jesté neznamena, Ze by uznavali existenci ob-
jektu, ktery by mél vlastnost, ze je odlisny od sebe sama.
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Abstract

Reflexivity and propositional attitudes

The theory of direct reference leads to some problematic consequences about
propositional attitudes. One paradoxical consequence is shown on the example of
Lois Lane. Given her belief that Superman is stronger than Clark Kent, we are ap-
parently forced to deduce that she also believes that there is someone with a pr-
operty that he is stronger than he actually is. No rational being would commit to
the belief that there is someone with this impossible property. The deduction is
based on the notion of reflexivity. This paper explores solutions of how reflexivity
is obtained within semantic content and how the paradox can be resolved. First
two contemporary options are analyzed: Reflexivity is either a semantic proper-
ty of relations or that of anaphorical pronouns. Both options are refuted on the
basis that reflexivity cannot be part of semantic information in sentences descri-
bing relations between the contents of two coreferential singular terms because
knowledge about identity of reference is not a condition of semantic competence.
Afterwards a solution is presented according to which reflexivity is only part of
the pragmatic content. In the given examples, reflexivity can only be obtained
with speakers coordinating their shared knowledge.

Key words: propositional attitudes, reflexivity, identity, direct reference
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What do we mean when we say that some group believes something? Do we sim-
ply mean that all the members of the group believe it, or are we acknowledging
the existence of some kind of group agent? According to Margaret Gilbert, talk
about group mental states refers to the specific kind of agreements she calls joint
commitments — that is, to collectively believe something means to be committed
with others to believe it. In my article, I will first present Gilbert’s approach in
more detail but will ultimately show that this approach is problematic and will re-
fute it. I will briefly consider the most common solution to the problems Gilbert’s
account faces, which lies in replacing collective beliefs with acceptances, but I will
show that this solution will not do either. The solution I will then present will be
based on Daniel Dennett’s intentional strategy, which is a method of interpreting
the things around us and predicting their behaviour by treating them as rational
agents with relevant intentions. I will try to show that all the problematic cases
of collective belief can be explained by applying the intentional strategy to the
groups in question.

Key words: Collective belief, Daniel Dennett, Intentional strategy, Joint Commit-
ment, Margaret Gilbert

What do we mean when we utter sentences such as: “Christians believe
in the afterlife”, “The government wants to raise the minimum wage” or

1 Work on this paper was supported by the joint Lead-Agency research grant between the Austri-
an Science Foundation (FWF) and the Czech Science Foundation (GACR), Inferentialism and
Collective Intentionality, GF17-33808L.
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“Students like to party on Friday nights”? On one hand we could surely
interpret these sentences as saying that every member of the group in
question (or at least an overwhelming majority of its members) has the
property in question — that every Christian believes in the afterlife, every
member of the government wants to raise the minimum wage, and every
student likes to party on Friday nights. This interpretation is often called
a simple summative account — but we would probably feel that there
might be something wrong with this interpretation, because while it se-
ems quite plausible to claim that every Christian believes in the afterlife,
it seems less plausible to say that every student likes to party on Friday
nights — and it seems very implausible to think that all members of any
government would ever agree on anything. Yet, we do often use senten-
ces like these, and we generally do not consider them to be plainly false.
But how then should we interpret them? British philosopher Margaret
Gilbert has proposed the so-called plural subject account of collective
belief, according to which it is possible for social groups to have beliefs,
emotions and mental states in general that are not necessarily shared
by all their members. In the following article I will first present in detail
Gilbert’s approach to collective belief, then I will attempt to point out
some of its problematic implications and offer a different solution to the
phenomenon in question.

The key concept in Gilbert’s plural subject account is joint commit-
ment. What is joint commitment? Gilbert usually explains it by contras-
ting joint commitment with a simple personal commitment: we create
personal commitments every time we make a decision to do something.
For example, when I decide to, say, write a grant proposal tonight, this
decision will in itself not only give me a reason to perform this action (“I
am going to write a grant proposal tonight because I have decided to do
so”), but it will also create an obligation to act on that decision (“I must
write a grant proposal tonight because I have decided to do s0”). There-
fore, should I forget about my decision and go to the pub instead, I could,
when I have remembered that I have made a personal commitment to
write a grant proposal tonight, say something like “Oh no, I should have
been writing” — that is, I could recognize my current action as wrong, sin-
ce this action contradicts my previous personal commitment. Of course,
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the obligations created by personal commitments are always only to my-
self, and I can easily change them just by changing my mind — but this
will not be the case once we get to joint commitments.2

Joint commitments arise when two or more people decide to do so-
mething together. The most important thing about joint commitments
is that they are not the sum of two (or more) separate commitments to
do the respective parts of a collective task — rather, a joint commitment
is one commitment binding a number of people at once. If, for exam-
ple, you and I have a joint commitment to go see a movie together, it is
not just a combination of my commitment to go see a movie and your
commitment to go see a movie. If I manage to deliver on my part and
get to the cinema on time, but you do not, I would not say that I have
succeeded in our task and you have not — no, if you do not show up, then
we both fail. The formula that Gilbert herself uses to define joint com-
mitment is this: persons a, b, c, etc. are jointly committed to do x as a
body? — meaning all the individual members of the group are committed
to successfully carrying out action x as if one metaphorical person was
doing x. Sure, they will most likely divide the work somehow — one per-
son will do this, another that — but they can only all succeed or all fail,
there is only one commitment that they all share together.

This might, at least at first sight, seem like an interesting approach to
the problem of collective action, but Gilbert also uses joint commitment
when she explains collective beliefs and other collective mental states.4
The formula here is very similar to the one we saw above: a group (popu-
lation, collective, etc.) A believes that p if all the members of A are joint-
ly committed to believe that p as a body.5 And this is where the problems
with Gilbert’s account start, because while it makes sense to say that
members of a group agree to commit themselves to carry out an action,
it is not easy to see how they could commit themselves to feel or believe
something. We generally do not think that an individual could do such a
thing, so how come group members can? To get a better idea of how Gil-

Gilbert (20024, p. 31), Gilbert (2004, p. 173).

Gilbert (2002b, p. 138).

For example, Gilbert (2002¢) uses the plural subject account to analyse collective guilt feeling.
Gilbert (2004, p. 173).

G~ W N
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bert thinks this works, we should look at one specific example she often
presents: imagine a poetry club that regularly reads and discusses poet-
ry. At the end of every meeting the members of the club try to formulate
their opinions on the poem they were reading that day and attempt to
formulate some collective assessment of the poem in question. Now, let
us say that after reading a poem one day, one of the members opens the
discussion by claiming that she loves the poem. Another member joins
her, and the next one says she kind of likes it too. The rest of the mem-
bers maybe nod in agreement or at least do not explicitly disagree. Now
we could — according to Gilbert — say that the poetry club likes the poem
in question, that the club believes the poem is good, simply because all
members of the club have agreed on this position. But despite this, it is
quite possible that none of the members actually liked the poem perso-
nally! Maybe the first member who claimed to like it just liked the author
and wanted to support her, even though she did not actually like this
particular poem. Maybe the second supporter of the poem did not really
like it either, she just wanted to impress (for whatever reason unrelated
to poetry) the first member by agreeing with her. And maybe the rest of
the group just did not feel like arguing, and so they simply agreed with
the first opinion suggested. In any case, we now have a collective belief
that the poem is good (i.e. a group of people jointly committed to belief
as a body that the poem is good) without any such personal belief.®
From this it could look like the group members can “decide” to believe
something, because it is not they who in the end believe it, it is a group
agent, a plural subject, that they created together — and since they have
created this subject, they get to decide its beliefs. But this cannot be right
— Gilbert does not think that collectives could create some actual new
subject, a new “group mind” ontologically different from the individual
members. All the talk about emulating a body is more of a metaphor:
the individual members merely act as if they composed an agent.” But
if this is the case, if the belief “The poem is good” from our example is
not a simple belief of some collective subject but a collective belief of
individual members of the poetry club, how is it possible that they can

6 See e.g. Gilbert (1987, pp. 190—-194), Gilbert (2004, pp. 168-169).
7 Gilbert (2014, p. 9).
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collectively believe that the poem is good and individually believe that it
is not good at the same time? Gilbert is willing to accept this problema-
tic conclusion, claiming that this is simply how we use collective beliefs
in our everyday talk — and if traditional epistemological understanding
of belief is different, then so much the worst for epistemology® — but it
probably comes as no surprise that many authors do not agree with this
conclusion.?

The most common objection against this approach is the claim that
the collective belief described by Gilbert is not actually a belief but ra-
ther an acceptance. Several differences between belief and acceptance
have been suggested.’® In my opinion the most important are the fo-
llowing;:

(1) Acceptance is voluntary, belief is not. As was already menti-
oned, groups can, according to Gilbert, decide what they will
take for their “belief”. This is not the case for individuals.
What individuals can do, however, is to decide to accept so-
mething. This happens when we say things like: “Let’s imagi-
ne for now that she did it” or “Ok, I will agree on this but it’s
just so we can move on”; that is, when we accept a propositi-
on e.g. for the sake of a discussion or to compromise. We do
not really believe it, but we merely act as if we believed it for
some pragmatic reason. Which gets us to the second point:

(2) Belief necessarily aims at truth, acceptance does not. As we
saw in the poetry club example, the group can decide to “be-
lieve” something for pragmatic reasons rather than for its
truth value. Gilbert presents more examples like this: take a
campus improvement committee that “believes” that a new
café could improve the campus. But the reason for this “be-
lief” is that the Chancellor wants the new café on campus and

8 Gilbert (2004, p. 178).

9 Forvarious critiques of Gilbert’s account see e.g. Hakli (2007), Mathiesen (2006), Sheehy (2006,
primarily chapter two), Tuomela (2000). See also Tollefsen (2015, primarily chapter one) for a
brief comparison of Gilberts account with some other possible approaches.

10 But see Schmitt (2014) for some interesting objections against these differences.



David Kocourek 62 |

nobody in the committee dares to disagree with the Chan-
cellor.” Again, in the individual case we would not call this
a belief — on the contrary, we can quite easily imagine some
individual member of this committee saying something like
“I don’t think this campus needs a new café, but I can’t say
that in front of the Chancellor”. One can only believe some-
thing if she considers it true (and vice versa, one can only
consider something true if she believes it).’? But this is not
the case for acceptance.

(3) Belief may come in degrees, but acceptance does not. When
talking about belief, we often claim that we consider some-
thing possible, probable, almost certain, etc. That is, we can
believe or doubt something just to a certain degree. This
is usually not the case with acceptance — if we understand
acceptance as voluntary action taken for pragmatic reasons,
there is no need for doubts. We can accept (or refuse) a “be-
lief” — full stop. In the cases of group beliefs described by
Gilbert, it looks like the groups always decide to believe ab-
solutely — the poem is good; the café is needed — there are no
“buts” or “maybes” in these cases.

What would it mean to replace belief with acceptance? Gilbert would
say not that much — we can have semantic discussions about whether
to call the phenomenon in question belief or acceptance all we want,
but the important thing — the fact that there are some collective mental
states — still remains true.’® This would indeed be correct for accounts
that refuse group beliefs but allow group acceptances,' but I think that
once we substitute acceptance (in the sense described here) for belief,
we can also get rid of the “collective” part of the equation. To explain

11 Gilbert (2002b, p. 152).

12 One could point to cases where we say things like: “I can’t believe it’s raining on my wedding
day” or “I know my sister is dead, I just can’t believe it.” I consider these cases metaphorical,
describing a huge disappointment or sadness about the state of affairs in question. If pressed,
I am sure that the speaker of such sentences would admit that she actually does believe that it is
raining or that her sister is dead.

13 Gilbert (2002b, p. 160).

14 This is the case in e.g. Tuomela (2000).
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this, we need to return to the beginning of this article for a moment.
There I said that some apparent group beliefs can be explained as only
referring to individual beliefs of all (or the vast majority of) the mem-
bers — the example was that the sentence “Christians believe in the
afterlife” might literally mean that every single Christian indeed does
believe in the afterlife. We have called this approach a simple summa-
tive account. We have also said that this approach cannot explain all
the cases of collective belief — in Gilbert’s example of the poetry club,
the statement “The club believes that the poem is good” cannot possi-
bly be explained by the simple summative account since, as we saw, no
member of the club actually believed that the poem was good individu-
ally. But does the same hold for acceptance? It seems to me that it does
not, because we can say about every member of the club individually
that she accepted (that is — according to our specification of acceptance
— voluntarily decided for pragmatic reasons to treat as definitely true)
the proposition “The poem is good”. So, let us now consider whether
any case of so-called group “belief” might actually be just a case of in-
dividual acceptance.

In both of Gilbert’s examples presented here, the view that collective
belief is just individual acceptance holds. The case of the campus im-
provement committee is very similar to the case of the poetry club (we
can similarly say that all the members of the committee have individu-
ally, voluntarily accepted, out of fear of the chancellor, that the campus
without a doubt needs a new café). Even the examples we started this
text with might fit this interpretation. Here, the claim about Christians
and the claim about students are interpretable simply by the simple
summative account (they might still, of course, be false; it might turn
out for example that many students actually do not like to party on
Friday nights), and the sentence “The government wants to raise the
minimum wage” could be interpreted the same way as the cases of the
poetry club or the campus improvement committee. Most of the mem-
bers might not actually believe that the minimum wage should be rai-
sed, but they have accepted this position as a part of some negotiation.
But there are other examples that are more complicated than this. We
will now consider some of these:
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First example: take elections or any other kind of large-scale
voting. When the voting is done, commentators might say
things like “The citizens of this particular country believe
that the elected party can solve the ongoing crisis” or — to
give a more specific example — “The Britons wanted to leave
the European Union”. Most of the time in such elections it is
not the case that a big enough majority voted for the winning
party (or for leaving the EU) to explain such cases with the
simple summative account — but neither does there seem to
be any kind of joint commitment to accept (and definitely
not to believe) the outcome of the election — as is shown by
occasional after-election demonstrations and frustrations of
the losing sides.

Second example: suppose that a government is deciding
whether to invest more money into the army. The decisi-
on to do this might be based on the government’s belief on
whether or not the country is under threat of an imminent
attack. Imagine now that the government is divided: some
of its members strongly believe that there is no threat of
such an attack, others are absolutely certain that the attack
is bound to happen. It is possible then that the government
decides to invest some sum of money into its military be-
cause it has a reason to “believe that the attack is somewhat
probable”. In this example, not only do none of the individu-
al members believe or accept that the attack is “somewhat
probable” (they collectively agreed on an amount of money
they will spend on the army but all still hold to their previous
beliefs that the attack is either very or not at all probable),
but also this collective belief of the government comes in de-
grees — somewhat probable — and therefore cannot be a case
of acceptance as defined here.*

15 Cf. Mathiesen (2006, p. 162).

64 |
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Third example: imagine that the chief of the police force gets
(from an outside source) some important information about
a crime going on. Further, imagine that the perpetrators of
this crime at the same time get the information that the chief
of the police has been informed about their activity. They can
now say something like “Oh no, the police know about us”.
This claim, it seems to me, would be quite justified since it
is reasonable to expect that the police will take some action.
And yet the vast majority of the police officers do not know,
nor believe, nor accept that the criminal activity is happe-
ning — the chief is the only one who got the information.*

Not only can these three cases not be explained as referring to the in-
dividual acceptances of all the group members, they also cannot be ex-
plained by Gilbert’s original plural subject account of collective belief
— not even if we substitute collective belief with collective acceptance!
And Gilbert cannot just get rid of them by saying that they are merely
illusory cases of collective belief, because her own argument for treating
collective beliefs as genuine beliefs and not just metaphors relies on the
claim that we should respect what we call belief in natural language. So,
to justify Gilbert’s approach to collective belief, we would either have to
show how to explain the examples above using the plural subject account
or suggest a way to distinguish metaphorical collective beliefs from real
ones (and such a way would have to eliminate our problematic examples
while still allowing Gilbert’s examples and would have to do this without
referencing the plural subject account itself to avoid circularity). But I do
not think we should go through all this trouble. In the rest of this paper,
I will rather try to propose an analysis of the phenomenon that could
explain all the examples we have presented so far without needing to
invoke any form of plural subjects or collective mental states.

In short, the solution I want to propose is to treat any group that
could be said to have mental states independent of the mental states of
its members (that is, the cases that could not be easily interpreted by the
simple summative account — though I will later argue that we certainly

16 Cf. Hakli (2007, p. 255).
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should use the simple summative account more often than Gilbert seems
to suggest) as an intentional system — as an agent whose behaviour can
be predicted or interpreted by the so-called intentional strategy proposed
by Daniel Dennett.”” The view I want to defend is that groups, of course,
cannot have mental states in the same sense that we generally think hu-
mans do — but it is sometimes nevertheless reasonable to treat them as if
they did. In what follows, I will first explain in more detail what Dennett
means by using the intentional strategy (or, in other words, assuming an
intentional stance), and then I will try to show how this approach solves
the problematic examples presented so far.'®

We are, according to Dennett, “assuming a stance” when we aim to
understand the world around us, to interpret it, to predict its future sta-
tes and actions. But the aforementioned intentional stance is not the
only stance that we can assume — there is also what Dennett calls the
physical stance and the design stance. You assume a physical stance
when you are trying to predict the behaviour of an object based on the
physical constitution of the object in question and the natural laws it
obeys. You can assume this stance to easily predict, for example, what
a rock thrown out of the window will do: it will fall down (and possibly
break something at the end of its fall) due to its weight and the law of
gravity. The physical stance can be applied quite universally, but only
as long as you know the physical laws binding the future actions you
are trying to predict. You can often find yourself in a situation when you
want to know how something will act without knowing enough about its
inner composition or about the physical laws that govern its behaviour.
In such cases you will resort to one of the other two stances. You assume
a design stance when you attempt to predict the behaviour of an object
based on your knowledge of the design or function of that object. For
example, if you guess what will happen when you turn the ignition key
in your car, you would probably not think about how the battery, the ig-
nition system or the engine work. You simply do not know enough about
the car’s engineering to predict its behaviour from its physical proper-

17 E.g. Dennett (1971), Dennett (1981).

18 Dennett did not use the intentional strategy to interpret group behaviour himself — as far as I
know, the first one to apply the intentional strategy to groups was Tollefsen (2002), who uses it
to interpret intentionality of organizations.
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ties (unless you are a professional car mechanic or a car enthusiast, who
might do just that in his everyday work). What you most likely do know,
however, is how cars are generally designed to work. You know that un-
less something is broken, a car’s engine will start when the ignition key
is turned — and therefore, assuming a design stance, you would make
exactly that prediction. Last but not least, there is the intentional stance.
You assume this stance every time you try to understand the behaviour
of something based on its intentions — its beliefs, wishes, desires and
other mental states you presume it to have. You of course assume this
stance towards other human beings: You can predict that your friend
will take an umbrella when she leaves her home not because you try to
understand the natural laws binding her every move, nor because you
consider her somehow designed to carry an umbrella with her when she
goes out, but because you assume that she has a belief that it is raining
outside and also a desire not to get wet. But you can, according to Denne-
tt, resort to the intentional strategy in other situations as well. We often
use it when we talk about animals (even though to some people ascribing
verbalized beliefs or other mental states to animals might be philosophi-
cally uncomfortable®). We can even assume an intentional stance to-
wards machines or programs — for example, the best strategy to predict
the moves of a chess-playing program is to treat it as an agent that wants
to win a game (and also believes that you want to win the game, knows
how the chess pieces move, intends to play a certain strategy, etc.). To
say that something has mental states means nothing more than saying
that you assume an intentional stance towards it, that it is interpretable
by an intentional strategy. In this sense, according to Dennett, even ani-
mals or objects can have mental states.

It would seem that the physical stance is the most fundamental, the
most precise description of reality. Is it not, after all, a goal of many
branches of cognitive science to find out how human brains really work
— to be able to describe thoughts, wishes or intentions just as synaptic
transmissions between neurons? Well, that depends on what we are in-
terested in. If we are trying to discover natural laws that human brains

19 See Rowlands (2012, primarily chapter two) for an interesting approach to the problem of as-
cribing intentional states and propositional content to animals.
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abide by, then, sure, we must treat brains as systems interpretable by
assuming a physical stance. But if we are interested in how human soci-
ety works, what human reasoning and decision making actually look like
in society, then ignoring the intentional strategy would mean missing
a crucial part of the process. I want to argue now that we can assume
these three stances not only towards objects, animals or individuals, but
also towards groups, and that — as well as in the case of describing hu-
man thoughts — while every group is in the end reducible to a more basic
level (in this case to the thoughts of its individual members, which could
then, of course, be reduced even further to the processes in their brains),
we really do use the intentional strategy when talking about groups on
a daily basis — and therefore ignoring it would mean ignoring an impor-
tant part of how human society works.

On this account, assuming a physical stance towards a group would
be, as I have already indicated, analogical to the simple summative
account approach — we would be predicting the behaviour of a group
just by predicting the actions or mental states of all the individual
members. When we know all relevant information about all relevant
individuals, we can surely predict or explain their behaviour without
endorsing the group at all. But just as we often do not know all the
laws and mechanisms necessary to assume the physical stance towards
objects around us, we often do not have enough information about all
the individuals we are interested in. And this is when we resort to in-
tentional strategy — this is why we talk about groups as if they had
thoughts and beliefs and desires. Obviously, the government does not
want to raise the minimum wage in the same sense that I want to do
something (unlike me, government does not have mind), but if we do
not know the motivations and intentions of all individual members of
the government, treating the whole group as one agent with its own
motivations and intentions — that is, assuming an intentional stance
towards it — might just be the next best strategy to understand what is
going on. And finally, even though we have not really talked about this
aspect of group behaviour so far, we could surely also assume a design
stance towards some specific kinds of groups: for example, we could
predict that if the police encounter criminal activity, they will try to
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stop it rather than join in, since it is a purpose of the police to stop cri-
me — police forces are designed to do just that.2°

Armed with the intentional strategy, we can now try to resolve all the
problematic cases that led Gilbert and others to believe that postulating
collective mental states is necessary. Let us start with simple situations
of small collectives that do not form any kind of social group or institu-
tion. Gilbert, for example, presents a case of two friends, Roz and Mark,
who believe that defensive war is justified.? If Roz says: “We think that
defensive war is justified”, it can mean (in Gilbert’s analysis) one of two
things: first, it might be a simple summative account statement claiming
that Roz believes that defensive war is justified and Mark just happens
to have the same opinion. Second, it could be a case of collective belief
— that is, it might mean that Roz and Mark have formed a joint commit-
ment to believe as a body that defensive war is justified. Gilbert’s main
argument for the second possible interpretation is that, should Mark
now all of a sudden say that he does not believe that defensive war is
justified (maybe he just said that before because he wanted Roz to like
him), Roz will feel that Mark has offended her somehow (and he will
understand that she has the right to feel that way). According to Gilbert,
the reason for this feeling has its roots exactly in the violation of their
joint commitment, in betraying their collective belief. I disagree — it se-

20 It needs to be said here that my interpretation of Dennett’s intentional strategy is very instru-
mentalist, that is, I am treating the intentional stance mainly as a tool, a useful metaphor. But
that is quite different from how Dennett himself intended to understand the strategy. His own
approach is in fact interpretationist. According to him, there is really nothing more to inten-
tionality than being interpretable by the intentional strategy — and therefore there is no real
difference between the intentionality of individual humans and intentionality of machines or
groups. Tollefsen (following Dennett) characterizes this position as “mild” or “intermediate”
realism: group beliefs (just as any other believes) are real, not just metaphors, but their onto-
logical status is different from objects like chairs or tables — they are more like centers of gravity
(Tollefsen, 200, pp. 405—406). It seems to me though that there are some important distinc-
tions between the intentionality of groups and the intentionality of individuals that should not
be ignored; furthermore, I think that instrumentalist interpretations of the intentional strategy
may be easier to understand for the readers that are less familiar with Dennett’s work — and that
is why I prefer the instrumentalist approach. But in the end, my main point, that is the claim
that the intentional strategy can handle group believes better than Gilbert’s joint commitment
account, remains the same for both instrumentalist and intepretationist uses of the intentional
strategy, and I will therefore leave it to the reader to decide between instrumentalism and inter-
pretationism.

21 Gilbert (2002b, pp. 136—137).
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ems to me that there is a much simpler explanation. Roz feels offended
simply because Mark lied to her.?2 When Roz said “We believe that de-
fensive war is justified”, she did not utter a true sentence about an exis-
ting collective belief that Mark (unbeknownst to her) has violated (which
is what is happening in Gilbert’s analysis of the situation). Rather, she
uttered a false sentence about her and Mark’s mental states — and that
sentence surely must have been false, because it was formed on the basis
of a false premise (Mark’s deceiving claim that he believes that defensive
war is justified). This interpretation, it seems to me, provides satisfying
enough answers without the need to postulate new entities like collective
beliefs or joint commitments. A simple summative account is all we need
here, and therefore, respecting the old and sacred rule of Occam’s razor,
it should be preferred.

Gilbert’s other examples — the poetry club and the campus commi-
ttee — will be more interesting. On the one hand, there might arise a
situation in which the analysis would be similar to the case of Roz and
Mark. For example, if a member of the poetry club, after the session de-
scribed before, says something like: “Fine, we all believe that the poem
is good”, she is quite clearly claiming that every member of the club does
believe so individually — and is wrong in saying that, again, because her
claim is based on the lies of other members about their mental states.
On the other hand, though, in different situations the ascriptions of
mental states might be justified. If the students discussing the new café
on campus say things like “Well, the new café will be built because the
campus improvement committee wants one”, it would be reasonable
to interpret this claim as a case of assuming the intentional stance to-
wards a group that these students cannot interpret otherwise. Notice I
say that assuming the intentional stance is reasonable rather than that
the sentence is true. Talking about the truth or falsity of sentences ge-

22 Or has changed his mind without letting her know. This will in most cases depend on the time
that has passed between Mark’s utterance that he believes that defensive war is justified and his
denial of this claim. Had it happened within one day, Roz would surely feel that Mark has lied to
her. But if a whole year has passed between the two conversations (with no relevant discussion
on the topic in the meantime), Roz might just think that Mark has changed his mind. I suppose
that her anger towards him would be much less intense in this case — exactly in accordance with
the claim that the reason for her anger is Mark’s lying, not violating some sort of binding com-
mitment (which would be as relevant years after as it was the day it was formed).
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nerated via the intentional strategy can generally be quite tricky — not
only in the case of groups, but even in cases the strategy was originally
intended for (are the sentences “The chess program wants to take your
queen” or “The cat thinks she owns the place” true or false?). This is
not a problem of the intentional strategy though, it is a problem of any
sentence in natural language that does not directly describe some state
of affairs in the world. Think about sentences like “It’s raining cats and
dogs” or “Some unicorns have wings”. Literally, these sentences are, of
course, false, but if we understand what role they play in their specific
language games, they can sometimes be considered true (in the first
case if it is raining heavily when the sentence is uttered; in the second
case if it is claimed in the context of some fantasy or mythical story in
which there exists a creature that looks like a horse with a horn and
wings). Similarly, the sentence “The campus improvement committee
wants to build a new café” can be considered true in a discussion in
which all the speakers understand that they are treating the committee
as an intentional agent for the sake of simplicity or for a better under-
standing of its actions. But this context can be easily overthrown and
the sentence made false if, for example, someone were to say: “They
actually don’t even want it, they are just afraid of the chancellor”. By
saying this, the intentional stance assumed in the discussion so far is
replaced by a physical stance (which is, as we already saw, equivalent
to what Gilbert calls a simple summative account and generally descri-
bes reality more precisely than the intentional or design stance). Thus,
the sentence “The committee wanted a new café” (in this new interpre-
tation meaning that every member of the committee wanted it) can no
longer be considered true.

Last, let us take a look at the suggested counterexamples to treating
collective beliefs as acceptances. These are all, quite obviously, cases of
assuming an intentional stance towards specific social groups. The case
of large-scale voting is indeed quite common in our everyday talk, but
it is also the most problematic of these examples, since it can very often
generate misleading or even false predictions and interpretations. We
can again turn to the Brexit example: claiming (immediately after the
Brexit referendum) that Britons wanted to leave the EU would probably
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be acceptable, but it surely would not be a very precise description of
the political situation in the post-Brexit United Kingdom. The second
example — the problem of governmental discussion about financing its
military — presents a much better case of utilization of the intentional
strategy. While in the case of large-scale voting it is usually not difficult
to find the actual percentages of votes for all the different sides (and
therefore the intentional strategy is not really necessary and a more
precise description should be preferred), in the case of the governmen-
tal discussion we can imagine that not many people actually know how
the conclusion was reached. These people are therefore not usually in
the position to say that the final military budget was a compromise be-
tween two sides with extremely different opinions about the probabi-
lity of an attack. Rather, somebody with no information about the dis-
cussion might just say “The government decided to invest more money
in the military because it believed that the attack was quite probable”
— thus providing a good enough explanation of the government’s action
without the need to know the mental states of the individual members
of the government. The final example moves us from explanations to
predictions. The criminals from this (highly hypothetical) situation do
not know how the police typically handle such situations or how the
chief of police will react to the information he got. And even if they
did, it would still be quite complicated to guess and describe what is
actually happening at the police station, what information and orders
the chief gives to his subordinates, and how this will affect the beliefs of
those individual subordinates. But this is not necessary. Assuming an
intentional stance towards the police force and treating it as an agent
who has a goal to fight crime and who just obtained information about
a crime going on will give us a solid prediction of the future actions of
this agent, which is all the criminals need (they would probably come
to a similar conclusion if they assumed a design stance and treated the
police force as a “machine” designed to react to criminal activity in
a specific way — the fact that there may be grey areas between indivi-
dual stances should not surprise us).

To briefly and clearly summarize the argument I have presented in
this paper: in our everyday talk about collective mental states, we do not,
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as Margaret Gilbert claims, refer to some specific sort of collective agre-
ements, which Gilbert calls joint commitments, nor do we mean by co-
llective belief something different than belief as, for example, acceptan-
ce, as some critics of Gilbert have proposed. What we actually do when
we talk about the mental states of groups is similar to what we do when
we talk about the mental states of objects, animals or even humans —
we are using a strategy of interpreting, explaining and predicting the
world around us based on our ability to understand intentions, desires,
feelings and other mental states. This strategy, originally described by
Daniel Dennett, is called the intentional strategy — and while it is not
a perfect tool for describing or understanding the behaviour of groups,
it is good enough in most everyday situations and, at the same time, is
easy and intuitive enough for human beings to use effortlessly, which is
why it is used so widely and why it presents such an interesting subject
for philosophical study.
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Abstrakt
Kolektivni presvédceni a intencionalni strategie

Co ptresné mame na mysli, kdyz fikame, Ze je néjaka skupina o néem presvéd-
¢ena? Myslime tim pouze to, Ze jsou o dané véci presvédceni vSichni ¢lenové této
skupiny, nebo tim snad prizndvame existenci néjakého kolektivniho agenta? Po-
dle Margaret Gilbertové vyroky o mentalnich stavech skupin popisuji specificky
typ dohody, kterou nazyva spole¢ny zavazek (joint commitment) — jinak feceno,
jsme-li 0 né¢em presvédceni spolecn€, znamena to, Ze jsme spole¢né s ostatnimi
zavazani k tomuto presvédceni. Ve svém ¢lanku nejprve podrobnéji predstavim
pristup Gilbertové, nicméné nasledné poukazi na nékteré s nim spojené problé-
my, které povedou k jeho odmitnuti. Nasledné nastinim nejcastéjsi reseni uvede-
nych problémd, které spociva v nahrazeni kolektivniho presvédceni pritakdnim
(acceptance). Budu ovéem argumentovat, e ani toto feSeni neni uspokojivé. Re-
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Seni, které posléze navrhnu, je zalozené na tzv. intencionélni strategii Daniela
Dennetta, coZ je metoda interpretace a predikce chovani véci kolem nés tim zpi-
sobem, Ze tyto véci chapeme jako racionalni agenty s odpovidajicimi zdmeéry. Po-
kusim se ukazat, ze veSkeré problematické ptipady kolektivniho presvédéeni jsou
fesitelné aplikovanim intencionalni strategie na dotéené skupiny.

Klicova slova: Daniel Dennett, intencionalni strategie, kolektivni presvédcent,

Margaret Gilbertové, spole¢ny zavazek

Kocourek, D. (2019): ,Collective Belief and the Intentional Strategy.“ Filosofie
dnes 11 (2): 57—75. Dostupné z www.filosofiednes.ff.uhk.cz
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V roce 2009 bylo pri Katedre filozofie a spolecenskych véd Filozofické
fakulty Univerzity Hradec Kralové zalozeno LMS centrum (Language-
-Mind-Society center).* Letos je to deset let, co LMS existuje a rozviji
své vyzkumné aktivity. Slusi se tedy, abychom k tomuto vyroci vénovali
nékolik avah o jeho minulosti a aktualnim smérovani.

Historie LMS saha do doby nového budovani katedry filozofie, re-
spektive pfebudovani Katedry filozofie a spolecenskych véd z tehdejsiho
Ustavu filozofie a spole¢enskych véd poté, co se od néj odstépila Katedra
sociologie. Stalo se tak kratce po zalozeni Filozofické fakulty UHK v sou-
ladu s plany na jeji rozvoj do plnohodnotné podoby.

Myslenka zaloZeni védeckého centra byla pozitivné piijata vSemi teh-
dejsimi cleny katedry. Vzorem pro samotné centrum se stalo obdobné
pracovisté na nasi partnerské Univerzité v Oslo. Tam, pti katedre filo-
zofie existovalo Centre for the Study of Mind in Nature (CSMN), které
dokonce ziskalo statut norské excelence.

LMS bylo budovéno tak, aby odpovidalo badatelskym zdmérim jed-
notlivych ¢lenti katedry a planované profilaci hradecké filozofie. Proto byl
1 Informace o aktivitich LMS jsou k dispozici na webovych strankach (LMS Center) a na Facebooku

(LMS — Language, Mind, Society Center). Zaznamy nékterych piednasek jsou k dispozici na YouTube
(LMS (Language, Mind, Society Center)).
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zvolen i nazev Language-Mind-Society Center. LMS od samého pocatku
nemeélo pouze dublovat praci samotné katedry. Predpokladali jsme, Ze
centrum bude postupné riist a ziska samostatnou pozici na fakulté i uni-
verzité. Planem bylo, aby centrum ziskalo vlastni finan¢ni nezavislost
a v budoucnu nabizelo badatelska stipendia, ktera by bylo mozno vyuzit
v dobé sabatiklu jednotlivych akademiki z UHK, ale i mimo univerzitu.

Druhym cilem, ktery jsme pti zakladani centra méli na mysli, byla
moznost zvani prednasejicich z jinych, zejména zahrani¢nich univer-
zit, a tim i moznost rozsitit nabidku prednasek pro posluchaée FF
UHK.

Tretim cilem mélo byt badatelské zapojeni studenti, kteri se do prace
centra méli zapojit v rameci specifického vyzkumu vyhlasovaného FF UHK.

Posledni, ¢tvrty cil mél vytesit problém spojeny s ristem KFSV a celé
FF. Védéli jsme, ze v pripadé dynamického rozvoje, znacného mnozstvi
vyuky a rozvoje badatelstvi zdkonité klesa i mnozstvi prilezitosti, kdy
jsou jednotlivi ¢lenové katedry ve vzajemném kontaktu. Proto byly za-
vedeny tzv. interni seminare, které dodnes slouzi k tomu, aby ¢lenové
katedry informovali kolegy o svém vyzkumu a predkladali vysledky své
prace kritickym pohledtim druhych. Interni seminare mély také slouzit
k tomu, abychom se mohli vzajemné informovat o nové publikovanych
knihach a élancich v celé siti svych badatelskych zabért.

Na budovani centra byl ziskan pétilety grant ze Strukturalnich fondt
ve vyS$i 4 miliont K¢ s dalsi pétiletou udrzitelnosti. Vedoucim katedry
byla jmenovana védecka rada LMS centra a prvnim vedoucim centra
se stal dr. Ondiej Svec, v souc¢asné dobé odborny asistent na Univerzité
Karlové.

Bohuzel, nékteré ptivodni zaméry se z riznych diivodii nepodatilo
naplnit. Na svou finan¢ni nezavislost, badatelska stipendia a dalsi roz-
voj centrum dosud ¢eka. Navzdory tomu miizeme v poslednich letech
pozorovat jistou konsolidaci. Po odchodu Ondfeje Svece pievzal vedeni
centra Ladislav Koren a tlohy koordinatora aktivit centra se zhostil Ma-
tej Drobnak. Pod timto vedenim, a za podpory FF UHK, centrum zacalo
novou etapu svého fungovani a buduje si svou novou tvar.

Centrum se zaméfuje prevazné na poradani prednasek pro studen-
ty a ¢leny FF UHK. Z programu pirednasek je jiz dnes patrny priklon
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k internacionalizaci centra. Podstatna c¢ast prednasek je totiz vedena
v anglickém jazyce. Tento trend je vysledkem dvou faktord — na jed-
né stran€ je to snaha pritdhnout zajimavé a svétové znamé recniky na
pidu FF UHK, na druhé strané je to vysledek internacionalizace ka-
tedry jako takové. Jednim z cilti centra do budoucna je predstavit stu-
dentiim feéniky, ktefi hybou soudasnou filozofii ve svété a které méli
studenti doposud moznost poznat jenom zprostiedkované — ze ¢teni
jejich dél na seminarich. V tomto sméru uz stoji centrum na pevnych
zakladech z minulosti.

Na druhou stranu, badatelsky riist katedry vedl k azké spolupraci
s fadou zahrani¢nich vyzkumniki a nékolik z nich naslo na katedre sviij
~druhy domov*®. To, Ze jsou interni seminare vedené v anglickém jazyce,
tak uz davno neni jen vyjimkou, ktera potvrzuje pravidlo. Mezinarodni
aktivity ¢lent katedry lakaji na katedru i nemaly pocet zahrani¢nich ba-
datelii prostfednictvim rtiznych stazi a programi mobilit (zejména Eras-
mus) — a kazdy z prichozich je na LMS srde¢né vitan.

Mimo to se ale nezapomina ani na prednasky v ¢eském jazyce, kte-
ré oceni zejména studenti niz$ich ro¢nikti. Hlavni snahou je ptivést na
ptdu LMS zajimava a aktualni témata nejen z filozofie, ale i z pribuznych
obort jako jsou antropologie, psychologie, nebo kognitivni védy. Rist
katedry s sebou také prinesl i zvySeni poctu studentti doktorského stu-
dia, ktefi zde zacinaji svou budouci akademickou kariéru a ktefi ptipra-
vuji nemalou cast prednasek v ¢estiné. LMS centrum se tak ¢asto stava
prvnim mistem, na kterém studenti doktorského programu predstavuji
sviij projekt a mohou si tak otestovat nejen své rétorické schopnosti, ale
i reakce na dotazy v domaci atmosfére.

LMS tak stale slouzi predev§im jako platforma pro poradani pred-
nések pro studenty a ¢leny univerzity. Vedle toho jsou stabilné vedeny
i interni seminare. Za deset let své existence LMS hostilo vice nez 150
prednasejicich, véetné takovych jmen jako je Robert Brandom, Huw Pri-
ce, nebo Martin Kusch, a stalo se nedilnou soucésti zivota Katedry filo-
zofie a spolecenskych véd. VSichni vérime, Ze to tak ziistane i nadale a do
dals$ich let Zivota mu prejeme jen to nejlepsi.
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Informace o aktivitach LMS centra

Informace o aktivitaich LMS najdete na webovych strankach:

LMS Center. Centrum pro studium jazyka, mysli a spolecnosti
pri Katedre filosofie a spolecenskijch ved Filozofické fakulty
Univerzity Hradec Kralové [online]. Centrum pro studium
jazyka, mysli a spole¢nosti, © 2009. Dostupné z: http://Ims.
ff.uhk.cz/

~LMS — Language, Mind, Society Center” In Facebook [online]. 2015- .
Dostupné z: https://www.facebook.com/Imsffuhk/

Zaznamy nékterych z prednasek poradanych centrem LMS najdete na
Youtube:

,LMS (Language, Mind, Society Center)“ In YouTube [online].
2015- . Dostupné z: https://www.youtube.com/channel/
UCuUqlV4QortVdSAjhinsGig/featured
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