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ABSTRACT

A PROBLEM ABOUT 2-DIMENSIONAL SEMANTICS: AN ANALYSIS OF
CHALMERS' 2-DIMENSIONALISM AND 2-DIMENSIONAL ARGUMENT
AGAINST MATERIALISM

CUYAZ, Mehmet Taylan
M.A., The Department of Philosophy

Supervisor: Prof. Dr. David GRUNBERG

February 2022, 115 pages

This thesis is intended to achieve two main goals. First, it evaluates the historical
development and the philosophical outcomes of the different semantic theories. This
evaluation will comprise selected works that represent different kinds of O-
dimensional, 1-dimensional, and 2-dimensional frameworks. O-dimensional or
classical semantics will be analyzed throughout the works of Gottlob Frege and
Bertrand Russell. The advancement in the modal logic and problems that emanated

from the classical picture caused the emergence of the possible world semantics, as
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known as 1-dimensional semantics. 1-dimensional semantics will be analyzed
according to the contrasting theories formed by Saul Kripke and David Lewis. 2-
dimensional semantics, on the other hand, enables philosophers to grasp the meaning
from two different aspects, with respect to the concept of possible worlds. The
semantic, metasemantic, logical, and philosophical approaches centered around the 2-
dimensional semantics will be surveyed by referencing the works of philosophers
David Kaplan, Robert Stalnaker, Gareth Evans, Martin Davies Lloyd Humberstone,
and Frank Jackson. The second aim of this thesis is to depict the 2- dimensional
framework of David Chalmers, considering the contextual and epistemic versions of
it. As an outcome of the postulated framework, Chalmers can construct his "2-
Dimensional Argument Against Materialism" that considers the possibility of the
zombie-worlds. The thesis claims that this argument is unintuitive and philosophically
unsatisfying to rule out the materialistic thesis. The argument will be investigated to
find points open to criticism and postulate possible solutions against the unintuitive

conclusions.

Keywords: 2-Dimensional Semantics, Modal Metaphysics, Naturalism, Dualism,

Zombie Argument



0z

2-BOYUTLU SEMANTIKLER HAKKINDA BiR PROBLEM: CHALMERS’IN 2-
BOYUTLUCULUGU VE MATERYALIZME KARSI 2-BOYUTLU
ARGUMANININ BIR ANALIZI

CUYAZ, Mehmet Taylan
Yiiksek Lisans, Felsefe Bolumu

Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. David GRUNBERG

Subat 2022, 115 sayfa

Bu tezde iki temel amag bulunmaktadir. Ilk olarak, cesitli semantik teorilerin tarihsel
gelsimi ve felsefi etkileri incelenecektir. Bu inceleme, cesitli tiirde 0-boyutlu, 1-
boyutlu ve 2-boyutlu semantik teorileri temsil eden secilmis ¢alismalari igerecektir. 0-
boyutlu, ya da klasik semantik teoriler Gottlob Frege ve Bertrand Russell’in
calismalar iizerinden incelenecektir. Modal mantik ve klasik tasvirden kaynaklanan
sorunlar, 1-boyutlu semantik olarak bilinen miimkiin diinyalar semantiginin ortaya

cikmasina sebep olmustur. 1-boyutlu semantik teoriler Saul Kripke ve David Lewis
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tarafindan ortaya konulan birbiriyle ¢elisik teoriler iizerinden analiz edilecektir. Diger
yandan 2-boyutlu semantikler, miimkiin diinyalar kavarami {lizerinden filozoflarin
anlami iki farkli agidan kavramalarmma olanak tanimaktadir. 2-boyutlu semantik
cevresinde kiimlenen semantik, metasematik, mantiksal ve felsefi yaklagimlar David
Kaplan, Robert Stalnaker, Gareth Evans, Martin Davies Lloyd Humberstone, ve Frank
Jackson'in ¢alismalarina referansla incelenecektir. Bu tezin ikinci amaci ise David
Chalmers tarafindan ortaya konulan 2-boyutlu cerceveyi, baglamsal ve epistemik
versiyonlarini da igerecek sekilde ele almaktir. Ortaya konulan ¢ergevenin bir ¢iktis
olarak Chalmers, zombi-diinyalarinin imkanliligin1 ele alan “Materyalizme Kars1 2-
Boyutlu Argiiman”in1 6ne siirebilmektedir. Tez bu argiimanin sezgisel olmadigini ve
materyalist tezleri ortadan kaldirmak icin felsefi olarak tatmin edici olmadigin1 6ne
stirmektedir. Chalmers’in argiimani muhtemel elestiriye agik noktalart bulmak ve

sezgisel olmayan sonug¢larina muhtemel ¢éztimler 6nermek icin incelenecektir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: 2-Boyutlu Semantikler, Kipsel Metafizik, Natiiralizm, Diializm,

Zombi Arglimani
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The 2-dimensional semantics is a potent tool for considering meaning from different
aspects. However, besides analyzing the meaning, the framework created by 2-
dimensional semantics is used to make certain metaphysical assumptions for some
philosophers. It seems that some 2-dimensional frames could be grounded on Cartesian
conceivability arguments and property dualism. This thesis is constructed to achieve
two primary goals. First, to show how 2-dimensional frameworks emerged in the
history of philosophy and how they are working. Second, to analyze and evaluate
Chalmers' 2-dimensional framework and his famous "2-Dimensional Argument
Against Materialism". Even though 2-dimensional semantics are valuable in grasping
different aspects of the meaning, Chalmers' usage of 2-dimensional frameworks is
somehow off track. Some key concepts such as naturalistic dualism, conceivability,
and epistemic intensions shall be reevaluated to whether they are well-defined and
whether they achieve their agenda. Thus, the thesis contains six chapters which in their

totality, tries to achieve these two aims.

Chapter 2 contains the historically relevant background of the 2-dimensional
frameworks. Under 2.1, the 0-dimensional theories are analyzed throughout the works
of Gottlob Frege and Bertrand Russell. Under 2.2, the basic structure of 1-dimensional
or possible world semantics is depicted by referencing the works of Saul Kripke and
David Lewis. The sections starting with 2.3 survey the various sorts of 2-dimensional

frames. Theories by David Kaplan, Robert Stalnaker, Gareth Evans, Martin Davies,



Lloyd Humberstone, and Frank Jackson are evaluated to show how 2-dimensional

frames work in their semantic, metasemantic, logical, and philosophical applications.

Chapter 3 is where we started to work on our second goal. Chalmers' 2-dimensionalism
is described within different aspects. The underlying philosophical motives, contextual
and epistemic understanding of 2-dimensionalism, and 2-Dimensional Argument

Against Materialism are analyzed.

Chapter 4 evaluates Chalmers' claims with a critical stance. It seems that Chalmers is
failing to define epistemic intensions in a non-circular way. Moreover, the zombie
argument presupposes a dualistic understanding as a first step, and it is not conclusive
in the sense that Chalmers is taking. Further, there could be problems about the role of
natural laws in Chalmers' understanding. At last, we will consider the modal
conceivability argument as thought experiments and try to achieve a more plausible

analysis of thought experiments compatible with naturalism.



CHAPTER 2

FROM 0-DIMENSION TO 2-DIMENSION

This chapter will focus on the differences among 0-dimensional, 1-dimensional, and
2-dimensional semantics. Historically important figures and discussions shall be
analyzed to create an understanding of the function of these theories. The chapter is

organized into three sections.

In the first section, O-dimensional theories will be discussed. Frege and Russell's
philosophical approaches will be exemplified and analyzed to provide an
understanding of the working mechanism of 0-dimensional semantics. Moreover, the
theories of these two philosophers will help us understand further disputes based on

their work.

The second section will be based on the 1-dimensional semantics or possible world
semantics. As the prominent figures on this topic, works by Saul Kripke and David
Lewis will be analyzed. The section also comprises a discussion about modal realism

and modal fictionalism, which will be crucial in the following chapters.

The third section focuses on the 2-dimensional semantics. The sections will analyze
the works of Robert Stalnaker, David Kaplan, Frank Jackson, Martin Davies and Lloyd
Humberstone. This analysis shall provide some information about the history,

structure, and various applications of 2-dimensional semantics.



2.1 0-Dimensional Semantics

0-dimensional semantics is called classical semantics. In a sense, 0-dimensional
semantics are the simplest or the primary form of semantic inquiry in philosophy. The
simplicity and the primacy here do not come from the easier applicability of the
theories. Rather, this is due to their method of analysis. 0-dimensional semantics
analyzes expressions throughout their meaning and truth values (Ture or False)
according to the world we live in. In a more technical sense, the world we live in is
called the "actual world". The primary working mechanism of the 0-dimensional
semantic frameworks can be defined as assigning "extensions as the semantic values
of particular expressions".! Following the definition, the semantic value of the
"Hesperus" is the class of the things called "Hesperus". According to our world, the

class is a single element set, only containing the "planet Venus".

To explain how a 0-dimensional framework considers the analysis of the sentence S1:

"Quicksilver is hydrargyrum."

(1) 'Quicksilver' is the name of the element mercury.

(2) 'Hydrargyrum' is the name of the element mercury.

(3) We know that 'Quicksilver' and 'Hydrargyrum' have the same extensions since
they indicate element mercury. [From (1) and (2)]

(4) In the sentence 'is' is used in the sense of 'identity', so S1 is an identity sentence
between the expressions 'Quicksilver' and 'Hydrargyrum'.

(5) Therefore, S1 is True. [From (3) and (4)]

We can demonstrate the conclusion by using a table, as in the following:

! Schroeter (2021)



Table 1; Truth Table of S1

Sentence Truth Value

S1: "Quicksilver is hydrargyrum." True

In the analysis, we used basic tools of semantics. To attain the meaning, we used
extensions of the "quicksilver" and "hydrargyrum" and proved that they are
coextensive ((1), (2), (3)). The structure of the sentence proved that it is an identity
statement (4). As an identity statement that contains two coextensive terms, sentence

yield value True (5).

To understand how 0-dimensional theories can affect philosophy, we can briefly
mention Russell's work on the philosophy of language. Russell's theory of descriptions
is best exemplified under his two texts, namely "On Denoting"? and "Knowledge by
Acquaintance and Knowledge by Description"?. In "On Denoting" Russell focuses on
the logical reconsideration of certain types of denoting phrases. For our current
purposes, we shall focus on another cardinal part of his theory that can be regarded as

the epistemological extent of his theory.

Russell differentiates between two types of knowledge, namely, knowledge by
acquaintance and knowledge by description. The acquaintance is gathered throughout
direct cognitive relations or direct awareness*, whereas the description manifests as
the phrases in the forms of "a so-and-so" and "the so-and-so".> From that perspective,

I know the blackness of my mug by acquaintance since I am seeing it directly. On the

2 See Russell (1905)

3 See Russell (1910)

4 Russell (1910), p. 108

5 Russell (1910) p. 112



other hand, I can know the object "the biggest mug" only through its description since
I do not hold such-and-such an acquaintance with the such-and-such object. Here,
Russell takes proper names as descriptions since true descriptions can be substituted
with the proper names.® In this regard, the proper name "Eren" is not only associated
with or corresponds to the description of "Brother of Taylan", but also could be used

instead of it.

Russellian theory of descriptions, at its core, depends on the logical analysis and the
epistemological consideration of the denoting phrases. In a nutshell, this theory is
known as the descriptivism, and links with the important discussions about proper
names. [ believe that it is enough to depict how 0-dimensional semantic frameworks

work. After this point, we shall turn to analyze some key ideas from Frege.

2.1.1 Frege's Sense and Reference

Frege, sometimes considered as the pioneer of analytic philosophy, worked on a range
of topics about philosophy of mathematics, logic, and language. In this section, we
will deal with concepts from his essential paper, "On Sense and Reference" (Ger. Uber

Sinn und Bedeutung).

Textbooks often construct concepts of "sense" and "reference" around two puzzles that
Frege articulates. In "On Sense and Reference"’ Frege begins to unfold his thoughts
by asserting his first puzzle, often referred to as "The Identity Puzzle". There could be
two different types of identity; first, the formal structure of "a=a", where the second is

"a=b". To illustrate:

6 Russell (1910) p. 114

7 See, Frege (1997), pp. 151-171



S2: "Hesperus is Hesperus" [In the form a=a]
S3: "Hesperus is Phosphorus" [In the form a=b]

Both of these sentences, S2 and S3, are identity statements. Nevertheless, how can one
be able to justify these identity claims? It is easy in the case of S2. "Hesperus" is
identical to itself due to the Law of Identity in the Aristotelian sense. A thing must be
identical with itself, and the negation of this is unthinkable. Since it is an output of

logic, we can claim that it is justified a priori.

Compared with the "a=a", things are more complicated for the sentences having the
form "a=b". 4 priori reflection seems not to be helpful in such cases. Rather, to justify
the identity between "Hesperus" and "Phosphorus", we need a different approach. Let

us consider the definitions of these proper names:
(Def) Hesperus: the brightest object in the evening sky.
(Def) Phosphorus: the brightest object in the morning sky.

However, by definition, "the brightest object in the evening sky" is not identical to "the
brightest object in the morning sky". Thus, one needs empirical data or a posteriori
verification. Since these are the names of objects in the sky, they need to be pointing,
denoting or referring to some concrete object. The following is the reference relations

for "Hesperus" and "Phosphorus":
Ref (Hesperus) = the planet Venus
Ref (Phosphorus) = the planet Venus

Thanks to the astronomical observations, we know a posteriori that both "Hesperus"

and "Phosphorus" point to Venus. Now, one can claim that S3 is True.

Frege stressed this particular situation, and he claims that there is a cognitive
difference® between these two types of identity sentences, as we proved so far. To
solve this puzzle, Frege asserts his differentiation of “sense” (Ger. Sinn) and

“reference” (Ger. Bedeutung). Reference for the expressions is what they stand for or

8 Frege (1997), p. 151



what they denote. In our case, it was the planet, Venus. However, the source of the
cognitive difference is the "sense", or their mode of presentation.” The planet Venus
was defined and conceived differently. Even "Hesperus" and "Phosphorus" have the
same reference, they have different senses. Hence, the puzzle was solved by revealing

the difference between the denotation and mode of presentation.

Before starting the second puzzle, we shall touch on some key points of Frege's theory.
Names with no referents, or empty names such as "Zeus" or "Odin", also have senses.
This is possible because even without caring about the reference of those names, we
could postulate senses about them. Further, Frege's distinction between sense and
reference could apply to the sentences. At the sentential level, the sense and reference
are affected by the composition of the expressions. Reference is its truth value, and the

sense is the thought expressed by the sentence. Let us continue with the second puzzle.

The other puzzle is known as the "Propositional Attitude Puzzle", and Frege discusses
such occurrences under the name of indirect speech. Propositional attitudes are the
mental relations of an agent towards a proposition. Desires, beliefs, intension, and
other kinds of mental states associated with a declarative sentence might be counted

under the propositional attitudes. The puzzle could be illuminated as in the following:

(1) Yasar Kemal is the author of Ince Memed.
(2) Yasar Kemal is Kemal Sadik Gokgeli.
(3) Therefore, Kemal Sadik Gokgeli is the author of /nce Memed.

In this example, the conclusion is True since the identity between two names ensures
it by Leibniz's Law (or, indiscernibility of identicals). But, consider the following

example:

(1) Eren believes that Yasar Kemal is the author of /nce Memed.

(2) Yasar Kemal is Kemal Sadik Gokgeli.

(3) Therefore, Eren believes that Kemal Sadik Gokgeli is the author of Ince
Memed.

% Frege (1997), p. 152



In this example, the conclusion yields False since Leibniz's Law seems inapplicable.
There could be a possibility of the agent not knowing that "Yasar Kemal is Kemal

Sadik Gokeeli", and in that case, we cannot secure our conclusion.

To solve this problem, Frege assumes a shift between the sense and the reference. We
know that, in customary settings, the reference of a sentence is its truth value.
Nevertheless, propositional attitude sentences denote the person's thoughts about an
object rather than the object itself. Here, the reference relation of the expression is
established with a belief rather than with a truth value. Thus, in the case of

propositional attitudes, the reference of an expression shifted to its sense.

Under this section, we introduced Frege's concepts of sense and reference. These
concepts will be valuable in our discussions relating to Russell and Kripke. Beyond
that, Chalmers considers Frege's theory of sense as the first step of 2-dimensionalism;

this point will be discussed in Chapter 3.

Until this point, we have only dealt with the 0-dimensional semantics, which will
create a basis for many works by 1-dimension or 2-dimension theorists. Now, we need

to start considering 1-dimensional semantics.

2.2. 1-Dimensional Semantics

I-dimensional semantics, or possible world semantics, is developed as an enriched
critique of the 0-dimensional semantics. The enhancement is mainly caused by
developing and deploying "necessary" and "possible" modal operators into semantic
theories. The change in the semantic theories could be illuminated by the examples of
necessary and possible propositions. A necessary proposition is True under all truth-
conditions that can be asserted. On the contrary, the truth value of a possible
proposition can change due to different truth conditions. Take the statement "2x6=12".
Since the proposition does not contain an internal contradiction, it is true under all

conditions. Thus, it is necessary. Nevertheless, the proposition "Alexander the Great



is the student of Aristotle" is a possible proposition. The proposition is True in our
world. However, its truth value might be altered in different conditions. Things might
have gone differently in history, and the relation between Aristotle and Alexander the
Great might have never been actualized. Then, the sentence will be false according to
conditions presupposed by our new world. In this sense, there is an intuitive difference
between necessary and possible statements that can be discovered by asking the

question, "Whether this could have been otherwise?".

This question is crucial since it is one of the main ideas behind the 1-dimensional
semantics. Every alternative answer to the question means different possible words.
Tu put it more philosophically, in possible world semantics, "the semantic value of an
expression is an intension, a function that assigns an extension to the expression 'at'
every possible world".!® To illustrate, the intension of the "teacher of Alexander the
Great" might mean "Xenocrates" for an arbitrary possible world w'/;. On the other
hand, the name "Alexander the Great" picks out the same individual where the

individual exists.

The basic working mechanism of the 1-dimensional semantics, in a nutshell, is
explained above. Now, we need to consider the different approaches of Kripke and

Lewis.

2.2.1 Kripke: Basic Notions from Naming and Necessity

Besides being among the most prominent philosophers in the 20™ century, Saul Kripke

is a founding figure of 1-dimensional semantics, especially considering his work on

10 Schroeter (2021)

"y is used as a symbol for denoting the possible worlds.
10



the modal logic, and philosophy of language. This section will be centered on his

seminal work Naming and Necessity"’.

Thus far, we have examined Frege and Russell's theories. Despite having different
merits, and being different types of apparatuses, both of their theories have a particular
emphasis on the descriptions. From a Russellian point of view, a proper name, and
definite descriptions associated with it, are in a sense, synonymous. On the other hand,
Fregean analysis of the meaning of proper names is tied with their descriptions
regarding their senses. For the sake of simplicity, we can call their view descriptivism.
In a nutshell, descriptivism often characterized with associating proper names are
abbreviations of associated definite descriptions. Kripke's philosophical approach is
motivated by a radical departure from the descriptivist theory of the names. Assuming
that the views of Frege and Russell are false,'’ Kripke propounds three cardinal
arguments about the nature of the names. For our current purposes, we will analyze

his argument on rigid designators only.

In the argument, Kripke focuses on the modal relations between the proper names and
associated descriptions. Let us take a proper name, such as "Georgy Zhukov" and an
associated definite description "the Commander of Parade of Victors". Moreover, also
consider two sentences S4: "Georgy Zhukov is Georgy Zhukov", and S5: "Georgy
Zhukov is the Commander of Parade of Victors", according to our actual world (wg'?),
and other possible worlds w1, wz, and ws. In w1, Zhukov is not the commander, but
Konev is, and S5 is false; in w», Zhukov does not exist at all; and in w3, Zhukov was
executed instead of Tukhachevsky, and the sentence is false again. Thus, the 1-

dimensional analysis of the sentences will be something like that:

12 See Kripke (1980)

13 Kripke (1980), p. 29

14 Symbol "@" is used for denoting the actual world.
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Table 2: Truth Values of Sentences S4 and S5

wa wi w2 w3
S4 T T F T
S5 T F F F

Rather than picturing the slippery hills of Soviet politics, the tableaux prove that the
analysis of the sentences varies concerning different sets of possible worlds. S4 is True
in all cases, except the w», where the individual is not existing. On the other hand, the
sentence S5 is True in the actual world, since one might postulate alternative
conditions that can alter the truth condition of the sentence. By stressing these points,
Kripke makes a theoretical foundation, namely the concept of rigid designation. A
rigid designator is something that designates the particular object in all possible worlds
where the object exists.!> The names are rigid designators since they point to the exact
individual in all possible worlds. On the contrary, even definite descriptions can fix
the meaning of names in some occasions and cannot persist the relation in all possible
worlds. Thus, the names and their descriptions are not the same when the concept of
rigidity is elaborated in the picture. Kripke offers an alternative theory that depends on
the historical reference; an object is named with an initial baptism, and the relation is

sustained in further usages.'®

Kripke's theoretical achievement is not only limited to rigid designators. Connected
with his theoretical frame, he made a significant contribution to the point where
epistemology and metaphysics intersect. Since Kantian philosophy, for many
philosophers, the concepts of necessity and a prioricity are taken as intertwined
concepts. Metaphysical necessities are open to a priori investigation and justification.

On the contrary, a posteriori knowledge is coupled with contingency. Kripke's

15 Kripke (1980) p. 48

16 Kripke (1980) p. 96
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philosophical findings strongly contrast with the classical thesis as he introduces the

concepts of contingent a priori and necessary a posteriori.

Kripke's argument about the existence of contingent a priori truths is based on the
separation of metaphysical and epistemological domains; the epistemological status is
not directly related to the metaphysical profile of the objects.!” In the original example,
Kripke considers the sentence "Length of the stick S is one meter".!® Following the
same vein, let us take the example of "International Prototype of Kilogram weighs one
kilogram". This sentence is True, since there is a such-and-such iridium cylinder used

to determine the weight of one kilogram in the Metric System.

First, we need to consider whether this sentence is necessary or not. Within a given
time interval, such as #, one can conclude that "International Prototype of Kilogram"
is necessarily "one kilogram". It is true that "one kilogram" does rigidly designate "one
kilogram". Nevertheless, the iridium ball faces different physical powers that affect its
weight throughout time as a physical object. Therefore, it is not a rigid designator.
Since this is an identity statement containing a rigid designator and a non-rigid one,
the identity established between those is not preserved in every possible world. Hence,

the sentence is not necessary, but it is contingent.

We know that "International Prototype of Kilogram weighs one kilogram" is
contingent. Still, one must show whether this is a priori or a posteriori to claim that
the sentence is an example of contingent a priori. Classical epistemology has the
tendency of considering this sentence as a posteriori, since it is contingent. After the
initial fixation of the meaning, the process of consideration about the weight is not a
posteriori, but a priori. One needs only to remember or recall the definition as an
automated process. Therefore, the sentence "International Prototype of Kilogram
weighs one kilogram" is an example of contingent a priori truths. After this point, we

shall focus on the necessary a posteriori truth.

17 Kripke (2001), p. 83

18 Kripke (1980) p. 54
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Discussions on the necessary a posteriori truths are more complex. Kripke considers
three types of necessary a posteriori propositions. The first one is the necessary
identity between the proper names. Our famous sentence "Hesperus is Phosphorus"
contains two rigid designators; the identity will be maintained for every possible world
in which this name exists. Then, the proposition is necessarily true. Further, as
discussed in section 2.1.2, the identity relation between names "Hesperus" and
"Phosphorus" could only be achieved with a posteriori astronomical investigation. In
general, this argument applies to any sentence establishing an identity relation between
different proper names such as "Cicero is Tully" or "Yasar Kemal is Kemal Sadik

Gokgeeli".

The second sort of necessary a posteriori truths is theoretical identities. The discussion
about the theoretical identities primarily focused on the natural kind terms. Kripke

considers examples such as "light is a stream of photons", "water is H20", "lightning
is an electrical discharge", "gold is the element with the atomic number 79"." By
nature, every actual example of a natural kind shares the exact features with the rest of
the class. To illustrate, every sample of element gold has atomic number 79. If one is
talking about a gold sample that has atomic number 78 or 80, possibly making a
linguistic mistake or is confused about chemistry. Thus, these statements are
necessary, and they depend on a posteriori knowledge by their nature. The discussion

about the theoretical identities is crucial since it will be cordially associated with the

third kind of a posteriori necessities.

The third kind of necessary a posteriori propositions are the sentences made with
reference to essential properties. Essential properties are defined as properties that are

an object that cannot exist without them, and except trivial essential properties, as such

1-20

self-identity, these are a posteriori in general.” Kripke's classic examples contain

19 Kripke (1980) p. 116

20 Kripke (2001), pp. 80-81
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propositions about the origins of the objects, material or hereditary.?! He argues that
the essential properties cannot change within time, and the object could not be that
particular object without having the essential properties. To illustrate, let us consider
a particular mug. The mug might undergo various cosmetic changes during a time
interval; it might be broken or washed out of its paint. Nevertheless, the changes will
only affect the accidental properties; the essential properties such as the
physicochemical composition or the origins of its constituent materials shall proceed
over time. All of those essential properties are in the area of a posteriori knowledge
rather than a priori. Thus, from a Kripkean point of view, propositions about essential

properties are both necessary and a posteriori.

I claim that the essential properties have undeniable importance for Kripkean
understanding of metaphysics and epistemology. In the rigidity relations, except the
trivial and a priori claims, most of the possible sentences are formed with appealing
to essential properties. This relation between the rigid designation and essential
properties are stated by Scott Soames as in the following:

If n is a rigid designator of o, and F is a predicate expressing the property P,

then the claim that P is an essential property of o is equivalent to the claim it is
necessary that if n exists, then n is F?

On the other hand, the research into the natural kinds is about the discovery of relevant
scientific findings and serves as discoveries of the essences in a broad sense.
Moreover, proper names and natural kind terms could serve as name tags that sustained
by historical chains for the relevant essences. Thus, from that point of view, Kripkean
analysis of possible worlds, or the 1-dimensionalism of Kripke, turns to be a program

that profoundly enhances essential claims into the semantic analysis.

Thus far, we have discussed Kripke's possible world semantics. Now we shall focus

on an alternative approach that is formed by David Lewis.

21 Kripke (2001), p. 81; Kripke (1980), p. 113

22 Soames (2003), p. 347
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2.2.2 Lewis on Modal Realism

David Lewis has numerous contributions to the theory of 1-dimensional semantics.
His work on the counterfactuals and counterpart theory are just some of these. It will
be almost impossible to encapsulate his philosophical achievements in detail within
the limits of a short section. Rather, we will focus on his understanding of possible
worlds based on his modal realism by considering his famous chapter "A Philosophers'
Paradise" from On the Plurality of Worlds.** Nevertheless, before analyzing the tenets
of his modal realism, we shall underline four particular points about Lewis and his

philosophical agenda.

First of all, Lewis is a realist in the broadest sense of the term. Daniel Nolan claims
that Lewis is both a scientific and modal realist who internalized a materialist
approach.?* Therefore, Lewis holds that all the relations uncovered by science and
metaphysics are real and independent truth bearers; his materialism, on the other hand,
comprises the idea that the physical story of the world is a complete picture.?® Realism
and materialism will be critical concepts for Lewis' model since these are not just de
facto positions gained after his philosophical efforts, but also these serve as a general

pathfinder for his philosophical inventions.

Second, Lewis has a historical background on investing in modal realism. This
background might be traced back to his early work on the counterfactuals claimed by
Weatherson.”® We can assume that the following paragraph is a precursor for the

manifestation of modal realism:

23 See Lewis (1986)

24 Nolan (2005), p. 26

25 Nolan (2005), p. 26

26 Weatherson (2021)
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I believe that there are possible worlds other than the one we happen to inhabit
... I believe, and so do you, that things could have been different in countless
ways. But what does this mean? Ordinary language permits the paraphrase:
there are many ways things could have been besides the way actually are...I

therefore believe in the existence of entities that might be called "ways things

could have been". 1 prefer to call them "possible worlds".?’

At its face value, this paragraph defines what possible worlds are. Those are the
paraphrases of the situations or state of affairs we have encountered in our daily lives.
Every paraphrase directs us to another possible world; every possibility should create
its world that is actualized. These are the primary conclusions from the paragraph.
Under careful investigation, it is easy to see that emphasized parts contain existential
claims, a commitment to the existence of possible worlds that are distinct from our
world. Lewis will be frankly declaring this commitment in his later work, besides

making substantial changes.

Third, modal realism could also be a systematic requirement rather than a
philosophically enriching theoretical foundation. Bricker argues that, by accepting the
existence of the possible worlds, Lewis can systematize his philosophical approach
towards a total theory that is philosophically economical and consistent.?® Following
this particular interpretation, the systematizing value of the theory is somehow prior
to the philosophical achievements. Still, we need to note that Lewis emphasizes the
philosophical gains of his hypothetical standpoint. The fourth point best supports

alternative interpretation.

Fourth, the plausibility of the hypothesis of the plurality of worlds is dependent on
cost-efficiency in a sense. The philosophical paradise could be established by bearing
the burdens of the hypothesis. The hypothesis is serviceable, which serves as an

indicator of its truth.?” Thus, it is pragmatically favorable. The hypothesis grounds the

27 Lewis (2001), p. 84; see also Weatherson (2021); Emphasis added

28 Bricker (2006), p. 247

2 Lewis (1986) p. 3
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modal notions and those impact the diverse areas of the philosophy. For philosophical
advancement, Lewis claims that the ontological price that we should pay due to his

hypothesis is lower than the other competing hypotheses.*

However, what is modal realism, and what is our burden as philosophers to tolerate
reaching safe-havens? Modal realism is the acceptance of the hypothesis that the
plurality of worlds that underlines our world and other possible worlds are not
different.>! Numerous possible worlds differ in the actualized possibilities. For
example, there is a world inhabited by "four-legged blonde Martians", or "talking
donkeys", and so on. Although these worlds have varied in their contents, they all share
the same status or category; even it seems a little bit unintuitive. Moreover, the worlds
exist in the same mood that "our world" exists; there is no difference between their
reality®?. They are not fictitious, or real when compared with one another. The worlds
are not our invention. Stipulations, assertions, descriptions, and other kinds of
applications only have a certain effect on the worlds, but these cannot create a world*>.
To sum up, possible worlds are real, independent from us, varied in their number and

content, but not different from our world in kind.

Besides, Lewis introduces four important tenets about the possible worlds: isolation,
concreteness, plenitude, and actuality. Possible worlds are both spatiotemporally and
causally isolated. They are spatiotemporally isolated since they are not worldmates.
The term "worldmate" is used for individuals who share the same world* and the

concept clearly depends on the physical relations. Moreover, a possible world is a

30 Bricker (2006), p. 248

31 Lewis (1986), p. 2

32 Lewis (1986), pp. 2-3

33 Lewis (1986), p. 3

3 Lewis (1986) p. 69
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unified thing composed of the individuals and relations among those inhabitants.
Unified things are wholes or composites instead of being fractured or fragmented.
Following these, all spatiotemporal relations about the possible worlds must remain
among the worldmates as interrelations. In conclusion, the worlds are isolated. Besides
that, depending on causation and counterfactuals, Lewis also claims that no trans-

world causation exists between the possible worlds.

Another requirement of the possible worlds is to be concrete. This is necessary; if
possible worlds are alike our world in the ontological status, or our world is just one
of numerous possible worlds, this requires that other possible worlds will be also
concrete as well as ours. Yet, Lewis discusses the concreteness to overrule any
ambiguities. Possible worlds contain concrete examples; they are particulars, they are
spatiotemporal, and they are not abstractions.>> Thus, they are concrete. Further,
plenitude is an important problem. To work on logical space, we need plenty of
possible worlds. Lewis illuminates this by citing that "There are no gaps in logical
space; no vacancies where a world might have been, but isn't".>® Lewis uses an
enhanced version of the principle of recombination to solve this problem. According
to Lewis, the number of possible worlds is enough for philosophers to sail into logical

space.

Lastly, actuality must be investigated to understand the possible worlds. Lewis argues
against the absolute actuality that leads to some problems; rather than defying a
position that could be called "indexical analysis" of actuality.’” The indexical analysis
aims to specify the utterance conditions or context in which the term is used. When we
claim that something is actual, our analysis shall consider a subject, a time, and a place.
The philosophical conclusion of the analysis leads us to consider the meaning of the

actual; if something is "actual”, then it must be bound to a specific possible world in a

35 Lewis (1986), pp. 82-86

3 Lewis (1986), p. 86

37 Lewis (1986), p. 92
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time interval. For example, when I utter the sentence S6: "I am the actual author for
this thesis", the scope of the actuality only comprises our ordinary world. Considering

this fact, Lewis takes the meaning of actual as "this-worldly"*

and it applies only
between the worldmates. In this sense, every world is actual for its inhabitants, and
one can only talk about the actuality of the possible world they exist in. More or less,
this could also be derived from some of the ground assumptions of modal realism. If
our world is not ontologically prioritized against any possible worlds, then the actuality
claim could not be accredited only for our world. On the other hand, if worlds are
causally disconnected, and causal relations are only interrelations, then the actuality
claims are only bound to the related worldmates. The "actual" and indexical analysis

will be critical for not only understanding Lewis' 1-dimensionalism, but also it will be

fruitful for our discussion of Kaplan's 2-dimensionalism.

Up to this point, we have summarized what modal realism is for Lewis. Modal realism
is an ontological commitment or an existence claim for the possible worlds. Moreover,
I support the claim that the Lewisian hypothesis is a part of the whole; the systematicity
is the crucial factor behind the many unintuitive-looking theoretical moves and
conclusions. As a metaphysical and scientific realist also holding a materialist account,
Lewis tries to understand the worlds according to his agenda, and this agenda takes
him to the postulation of the plurality hypothesis. Even though I feel a philosophical
sympathy for Lewis' ground motives, I still have some concerns about modal realism.
These concerns will become clearer after the discussion of the framework proposed by
Chalmers. Now, we shall reconsider Kripke's possible worlds to compare them with

the modal realist picture.

3 Lewis (1986), p. 92
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2.2.3 A Reconsideration of Kripkean Possible Worlds

There are different philosophical positions regarding the structure and ontology of the
possible worlds. Lewis coins his position as modal realism. However, this is not the
only feasible interpretation; there are various ways of interpreting. The ersatzist
approaches, haecceitism, modal fictionalism, modal conceptualism, and different
versions could be taken under this approach. These concepts are fruitful to create a
taxonomy for philosophical standpoints. But now, they are just concepts that need to
be explained. Now, for simplicity and coherence, I would like to focus on the Kripkean

approach to the possible worlds and denote some thoughts.

Kripke's motivation for analyzing the possible world semantics depends on creating
an area of application for the modal logic and further clarifications about certain

related concepts.*’

Nevertheless, 1 believe that neither his analysis nor his
philosophical agenda could not be narrowed down to formal concepts. Kripke's thesis,
after all, also contains an enhancement for epistemology and metaphysics. Kripke
achieves this not just by fine-graining some existing concepts, but also by offering
positive theoretical frames for further research. Kripke assumes that possible worlds
are "total 'ways the world might have been', or states or histories of the entire world".*’
I believe that this explanation is too much a /a Wittgensteinian; in a strict sense, it
takes us towards to the concept of state of affairs.*! Thus, a possible world could be

defined as the totality of the state of affairs. Moreover, for Kripke, possible worlds are

tied with the "idealization" and "abstraction" from the literal concept of possibility.*?

39 Kripke, (1980), p. 19

40 Kripke (1980), p. 18

41 See Wittgenstein (2021)

42 Kripke (1980), p. 19
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Kripkean possible worlds are neither spatiotemporal nor open to empirical
investigation. Rather, possible worlds are stipulated. The stipulation is about the
descriptions; we picture possible worlds by "descriptive conditions we associate with
it".* Following these, Kripkean possible worlds are rather literal and abstract in their
nature. They are effective apparatuses based on the daily notion of possibility and
grounded on the formal structure of the modal logic. On this point, essential claims
have become important. What Kripkean analysis offers is entrenched essentialism of
an ontological sort. Beyond being merely stipulations, rigid designators or essential

predicates are the persistent ontological items among the possible worlds.

The Lewisian hypothesis and Kripkean analysis of the possible worlds stand in
contrast. The contrast is evident in their respective literature since each philosopher
directly criticizes the other's fundamental assumptions. Lewis is directly arguing
against the role of the stipulation; moreover, he is again taking a position directly
against the abstraction from the possibilities to form possible worlds. The Lewisian
hypothesis of the plurality of the worlds then becomes utterly incompatible with the
Kripkean consideration of possible worlds. On the other hand, Kripke considers
Lewisian analysis of counterpart relations as bizarre and even false** on many

occasions. Thus, modal realism and Kripke stand as two irreconcilable positions.

Yet, it is hard to put Kripkean analysis directly into a category. On the one hand,
Kripke seems to be a modal fictionalist of a certain sort, especially necessary
propositions are excluded from the picture. On the other hand, he seems like a modal
conceptualist due to stipulations.* Besides trying to fit his analysis into a category, it
1s more feasible to consider Kripke's analysis as a unique and primitive position settled
against the Lewisian hypothesis. It might be tentatively denoted as a sort of anti-

realism considering its relation with modal realism.

43 Kripke (1980), p. 44

4 Kripke (1980) p. 45

45 See Salmon (1996) as an opposing critique
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Thus far, starting from section 2.2, we have focused on 1-dimensional semantics. To
summarize, the general notion of possible worlds semantics, Kripke's fundamental
theses from the Naming and Necessity, Lewis' modal realism, and Kripkean
understanding of possible worlds are analyzed. Now, we shall move on to 2-

dimensional semantics and its different applications.

2.3 2-Dimensional Semantics

2-dimensional semantics, as far as I am concerned, is a result of the previous
developments that happened in the semantic theories. Problems of 0-dimensional
semantics and the developments in the modal logic caused the birth of 1-dimensional
semantics. 2-dimensional semantics, on the other hand, is an enhanced product of 0-
dimensional and 1-dimensional semantics. However, what precisely 2-dimensional

semantics is?

First, we can try to define 2-dimensional semantics on the grounds of its basic
structure. Schroeter defines 2-dimensional framework as a merely formal tool; and
according to her, to ensure that the frames are applicable as semantic theories, they

must fulfill the following criteria:
(1) explain what exactly the two possible world parameters represent,

(i1) explain the rules for assigning 2D semantic values to a person's words
and sentences,

(111)  explain how 2D semantic values help in understanding the meanings of
the person's words and sentences.*°

Following the first criterion, a 2-dimensional semantic theory must explain the
possible worlds. Here, the explanation could be unfolded in two ways. First, the theory

might unfold its interpretations on the concept of the possible worlds. Second, it might

46 Schroeter (2021)
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involve the relevant descriptions of the state of affairs in the possible worlds under
analysis. I claim that the first one is more of an optional theoretical choice; the second
one is a necessary part of a semantic theory. Possible worlds might be taken as
primitive. Nevertheless, for the sake of achieving a semantic analysis, the relevant

contexts, scenarios, or state of affairs about the possible worlds must be defined.

The second criterion is determining and explaining the rules of 2-dimensional semantic
values. In classical semantics, we define semantic values as the truth conditions and
the relevant rules about truth and meaning. 2-dimensional semantic values will differ
from what we encounter in 0-dimensional semantics. This is due to the nature of the
2-dimensional framework; it includes at least two dimensions of meaning, and there
must be some regulating particular semantic values. A-intensions, C-intensions,

character and content will be some of those.

The third criterion is relatively simpler. It is about the purpose and scope of the theory,
in general. 2-dimensional semantic values are asserted to analyze the meaning.
Therefore, they must illuminate new aspects of a certain expression, or they at least
contribute to our understanding about that. Nevertheless, ontological or
epistemological conclusions of 2-dimensional frameworks will be added to the picture
and their contributions to the meaning. Often, a semantic theory is not just about the

meaning, but create many philosophical outcomes.

Also, 2-dimensional semantics can be defined by how theories work. Chalmers
provides a general description of the 2-dimensional approach as recognizing "two
'dimensions' of the meaning or content of linguistic items".*’ Basically, in semantics,
expressions are associated with their intensions and extensions. In classical semantics,
intensions are the properties denoted by an expression, where extensions determine the
scope of application of the expression or their references. To illustrate for the term
"cat", the extension of the term is the set of cats, whereas the term's intension could be
written as "domesticated quadruple feline". In 2-dimensional semantics, most

frequently, the extension and intensions of the expressions are associated with different

47 Chalmers (2009b), p. 1
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possible worlds. For example, while considering a posteriori necessities, Chalmers
introduces two different kinds of intensions, namely primary and secondary intensions.
Primary intensions consider reference fixing in the actual world, and secondary
intension depends on the referent from the counterfactual worlds.*® Therefore, with 2-
dimensional frameworks, semantic analysis is broadened with two elements; different
aspects of meaning are concerned, and possible worlds are added to the picture.
Generally speaking, 2-dimensional frameworks grasp the meaning and the relations of
the expressions via deploying two different dimensions of meaning and consider them

into a matrix or a bilateral context that at least contains possible worlds.

In a nutshell, the concept of 2-dimensional semantics can be summarized as above.
Now, we shall focus on the different versions of the 2-dimensional semantics

developed by Kaplan, Stalnaker, Davies, Humberstone, and Jackson.

2.3.1 Kaplan on Indexicals

On many occasions, Kaplan's theory of indexicals and related concepts are considered
as one of the early instances of the 2-dimensional frameworks. Historically, theoretical
building blocks of the 2-dimensional semantics could be associated with many names;
but I prefer to start our inquiry with Kaplan. In a sense, Kaplan's theory of indexicals

builds upon the ground that was established by Frege, Russell and Kripke.

Maybe it will be more plausible to start with his relation with the philosophers
mentioned above. In the Preface section of "Demonstratives", Kaplan characterized
his semantical theory as a theory of direct reference that also relates with the work of

Kripke and positions his theory against Fregean semantics.*’ Direct reference theory,

48 Chalmers (1996), p. 57

4 Kaplan (1989b), pp. 483-488
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at its face value, considers the relation between the objects and their names as a relation
based on unmediated referencing. We have seen the descriptive relations in Russell's
theory of description and Fregean senses — those are often omitted from the picture by
the direct reference theorists. More specifically, Kaplan aims at the Fregean senses of
the proper names and demonstratives following a similar route with Kripke. The
senses, and descriptions will be eliminated in the analysis of the indexicals and their
meaning. In a sense, Kaplanian semantics will be lined up alongside the Kripkean
theory against the Frege-Russell’° view. We will try to further elaborate more on this

issue of anti-descriptivism.

Kaplan's primary intention was to create a theory for the demonstratives. His semantic
theory will be applicable to the pronouns (e.g., I, my, her, his), adverbs (e.g., here,
tomorrow, yesterday), and adjectives (e.g., actual, present). At first glance, those
words share a common feature; the meaning and truth value of the sentences
containing them is mainly dependent on the environment of the utterance. Kaplan calls
such words indexicals. More technically, an indexical is defined by him as a word that
its "referent is dependent on the context of use" and "the meaning of the word provides
a rule which determines the referent in terms of certain aspects of the context".”! The
quoted definition needs further elaboration. We shall dichotomize the definition and

analyze it accordingly.

At first, we shall focus on the reference relation of the indexicals. Consider the
sentence S7: "I am the Commander of Parade of Victors" is uttered by Semyon
Budyonny and Georgy Zhukov. In the first utterance, the pronoun "I" denotes the
Semyon Budyonny and, in the second, it refers to Georgy Zhukov. It is easy to see this
feature in the "I". Further, this point could be extended to the adverbs and adjectives.
In a sentence, such as S8: "I am happy to be sitting here", "here" might refer to different
places in different cases of utterances. For example, "here" might refer to "dental

chair", or "my chair in the office". Since the referent differs in different contexts of

50 The phrase originally belongs to Kripke, see Kripke (1980), p. 27

51 Kaplan (1989b), p. 490
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uses, the truth value of the sentence is also. Considering S7, the first utterance yields
false, where the second is true; and in the sentence S8, again, the prior is false where
the second is true. Thus, indexicals' reference relation depends on the context, even

from an intuitive analysis of them.

Further, we need to consider the second part. It states that meaning of an indexical
supplies a rule for determining its' referent. Some indexicals require further
clarifications. For example, when one utters a sentence like S9: "Take that", the
sentence is often accompanied by an act of pointing since the object must be
demarcated from the others. Kaplan used to call these indexicals true demonstratives,
and considers that as their paradigm.>”> The meaning of those indexicals is dependent
on both the demonstration and rules of the language. To illustrate, "her" denotes female
subjects, and "it" is used for animals and inanimate objects. On the other hand, there
are pure indexicals that do not need any demonstration.® "I" is the most famous
example of pure indexicals; the person who says "I" does not need to signify herself.
Thus, the linguistic rules are the only determiner of the referent in the case of pure
indexicals. This point is where Kaplan's theory contrasts with Frege's since the sense
relation for the pure indexicals taken out of the picture. The meaning of a pure
indexical is only associated with its reference. Soames emphasizes this point as one of

the cardinal reasons to claim that Kaplan is an anti-descriptivist.>*

Considering their structure, indexicals are different for the proper names or the natural
kind terms; even they are mainly used interchangeably with those words. Thus, they
have a different governing mechanism. Kaplan explains this mechanism by using
content, circumstance, and character. The deployment of those concepts creates two

different kinds of meaning, and this will lead to the 2-dimensionalism of Kaplan.

52 Kaplan (1989b), p. 490

53 Kaplan (1989b) p. 490

54 Soames, (2005), pp. 24
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The first dimension of the meaning for Kaplan is content. Kaplan takes content as the
proposition at the sentential level and objects at the level of meaningful sub-sentential
elements (such as indexicals and predicates).>> On the other hand, a circumstance of
evaluation is the states that we use to evaluate contents. Following that, under an
evaluation, the content of a sentence will give the truth value, whereas a singular term
results in picking the relevant object.’®Therefore, by stabilizing the relation between
content and circumstance, Kaplan considers content as "a function from circumstances

of evaluation to an appropriate extension".>’ Consider two sentences below:
S10: I am sick today.
S11: Taylan was sick yesterday.

If Tutter the S10, and S11 is uttered just one day after the utterance of S10, it is possible
to say that these two sentences have the same content since both of those are yielding
to the proposition "Taylan is sick at #)". On the other hand, these sentences will be True
under a circumstance such as "at #p, Taylan's blood pressure is over 17". The contents
need to be evaluated within the circumstances, but what determines their scope? The
amount of information required from a circumstance depends on the specificity of the

contents and operators included in the language.’® Consider the following sentences:
S12: In 850, the King of France was bald.
S13: The present King of Lesotho is bald.

The contents of the S12 and S13 impose arrangements for relevant circumstances. S12
is False since, at 850, the King of France was not a bald man but only known as Charles

the Bald. S13 is True since the actual ruler of Lesotho, I1I. Letsie is a bald man. Thus

55 Kaplan (1989b) pp. 500-501

56 Kaplan (1989b) pp. 501

57 Kaplan (1989b) p. 502

5% Kaplan (1989b), p. 502
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far, Kaplan only mentioned the extensions, but he still falls short of fully depicting the

meaning of indexicals.

The second dimension of the meaning is the character. Character determines the
content of the expression in every context, and it can be stated as a function from
contexts to contents.”® The character is vital for the indexicals; these are context-
sensitive, whereas non-indexical expressions have fixed characters.®® Consider the

following sentences:
S14: Taylan is 170 cm tall.
S15: Tam 170 cm tall.

In S14, "Taylan" is a proper name and, regardless of the context of the utterance, it
picks the same individual, namely "Taylan Ciiyaz"; so, the character of the expression
is fixed. Consider that I utter S15, and the character of "I" is "Taylan Ciiyaz". In that
case, the content will be the same, as we investigated before. However, their character
is different. "I" does not function as "Taylan Ciiyaz" in every possible context; it will
be varied in different uses. S15 might be uttered by "Eren" or any other individual, and
its character will be different according to the utterer. Thus, considering that even two

expressions have similar contents, they might not share the same character.

By conducting his analysis and distinguishing between the character and content,
Kaplan is able to establish a 2-dimensional semantic theory mainly based on the
indexicals. At the beginning of the section, we state that Kaplan is arguing against the
Fregean-Russellian view and trying to pinpoint its weaknesses. However, we still do
not touch upon the point on which Kaplan's theory relates to Kripke. The following
section will consider the relations between the theory of indexicals and Kripkean

possible worlds semantics.

59 Kaplan (1989b), p. 505

6 Kaplan (1989b), p. 506
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2.3.1.1 Theory of Indexicals Meets with the Possible Worlds

This section analyzes the relation between Kaplan's theory and possible worlds. To
uncover this relation, we need to look at concepts of direct reference and rigid
designator. We have already underlined the fact, on many occasions, that Kaplan
intended to develop a theory of direct reference; in which he considers indexicals as
directly referential. Nevertheless, we are yet to define the concept. Kaplan identifies
being directly referential for an expression as in the following: "...whose referent, once
determined, is taken as fixed for all possible circumstances...".%! Kaplan claims that
all directly referential terms are rigid designators in a unique sense. We have already
stated the classical conception of a rigid designator, originating from Naming and
Necessity. Kaplan claims that Kripke's conception has some bottlenecks that need to

be widened. This will be achieved by his evaluation of the directly referential terms.

Two essential features of the directly referential expressions must be discussed. First,
the reference-fixing that Kaplan mentions is dependent on the semantic rules.
Reference fixing by semantic rules is relatively straightforward in the indexicals.
Recall the sentence, S15: "I am 170 cm long", after considering "I" refers to Taylan
for this proposition, we could infer that, for this context, after the reference-fixing, "I"
will refer to Taylan in all possible circumstances of evaluation. The second point that
we should consider is the italicized concepts. Kaplan warns us not to conflate the
circumstances of evaluation and the context of utterances; "a direct referential term
might designate different objects when used in different contexts. But when evaluation
had been done in a given context, only a single object would be relevant to the

evaluation in all circumstances"®2.

6! Kaplan (1989b), p. 493

62 Kaplan (1989b), p. 494
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These two features picture the following conclusions. Directly referential terms are
rigid designators. As being directly referential terms, indexicals behave as rigid
designators; with reference-fixing in the possible world taken as actual, the indexical
directly refers to the same object in every circumstance of evaluation. The reference-
fixing is not dependent on the circumstance of evaluation. Thus, holding such an
account could relate his theory of indexicals with the Kripkean possible world

semantics.

Still, there is a missing point. To evaluate different possible worlds, one needs to
clarify the concepts, contexts, and circumstances of evaluation even further. Here,
Kaplan's solution uses the index theory to encapsulate the contexts. A quadruple <w,
x, p, t> might be used for writing the context of indexicals: here, w stands for a possible
world, x is a person, p is the place, and ¢ is time®®. This creates particular problems for
the index theory. Kaplan gives a paradigmatic example "I am here now"®. This
sentence is problematic since it means the same as "Taylan is in Ankaraon 1.12.2021".
The first sentence is universally True for any existing subject, but the second is a
posteriori. If one argues for restricting the contexts, that will conflate contexts with
evaluation circumstances. Thus, to overcome these problems, Kaplan endorses a view,
known as double-indexing: beside the contexts, also circumstances of evaluation must
be represented in indices®’. Double indexing contexts and circumstances of evaluation
and double meaning gathered by character and content creates two essentials that

characterize Kaplan's 2-dimensionalism.

After all, Kaplan's 2-dimensionalism is now ready to be fully-functional in possible
world semantics. However, to facilitate our efforts, we might introduce Stalnaker-style

2-dimensional matrices®®. The 2-dimensional matrices are an easy way to depict the

63 Kaplan (1989b), p. 509; also Kaplan (1979), p. 82

64 Kaplan (1989b), p. 509; also Kaplan (1979), p. 82

65 Kaplan (1989b), p. 509

% See Stalnaker (1999)
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conclusions inferred from a 2-dimensional semantic framework, and it is widely used
in many introductory texts to enhance the readers' grasp of the issue.®’” Fundamentally,
a 2-dimensional matrix consists of two axes. Although one can use 2-dimensional
matrices to analyze sentences according to Kaplan's 2-dimensionalism, an
arrangement on the matrices is still needed, at least on a conceptual level. Thus, we
will consider the horizontal axis as the possible circumstances of evaluation, or the
possible worlds that the sentence analyzed under; and consider the vertical axis as the

contexts of utterances representing the expression by an index.

Let us start with sentence S16: "I am here". For any arbitrary person and possible
worlds that person exists, the sentence will be True a priori, and necessary as we have
talked about. However, let us consider that I utter that sentence, and its context
corresponds to the index il as in the following: i1= <wg, Taylan, Ankara, to>. The
circumstances will be evaluated for three possible worlds; the actual world (wg), wi,
and ws. In the wi, at #, Taylan is in Ankara, but in w», he is located in Istanbul.
Remember that, the circumstance of evaluation is not directly dependent on the
circumstances, so I can use "here" to refer to Ankara while I am in Istanbul. Thus, the

following matrix could be established for the sentence that we are investigating:

Table 3: Truth Value of S16

wWa wi w2

i T T F

This means that the sentence is contingent and a posteriori after the reference fixing.

Also, let us investigate the content of "I" throughout our context i1.

67 See Schroeter (2021) and Garcia-Carpintero &Macia (2006), p.4 for prominent examples.
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Table 4: Content of "I'" According to i

Wa w1 w2

i: I Taylan Ciiyaz Taylan Ciiyaz Taylan Ciiyaz

Therefore, we can demonstrate that "I" is a rigid designator after the reference fixing.
This is an a priori necessity in a sense. Kaplan considers a prioricity as the character's
feature, where the content supplies the necessity.®® The sentence's content creates a
necessity on the "I" that is Taylan Ciiyaz, and after the fixation, the character is
determined a priori. However, we know that the character of "I" is context-dependent.
For this purpose, let us assume in two different contexts that the sentence is uttered by
"Eren Ciiyaz" in i> and by "Cafer Ciiyaz" in i3. The matrix that considers the character

of "I" will be like:

Table 5: Character of "I'" According Different Contexts

wa wi w2
i I Taylan Ciiyaz Taylan Ciiyaz Taylan Ciiyaz
iz 1 Eren Ciiyaz Eren Ciiyaz Eren Ciiyaz
i3: I Cafer Ciiyaz Cafer Ciiyaz Cafer Ciiyaz

The difference in the contexts supply contingency in contents, but the character is still

determined a priori. Thus, the character of "I" here is contingent a priori.

% Kaplan, (1979), p. 85
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Thus far, we have investigated examples of contingent a priori, contingent a
posteriori, and necessary a priori. Still, a necessary a posteriori example is missing.
Necessary a posteriori expressions, as seen in the Kripke, often include examples
established between two rigid descriptions. Kaplan's theory of indexicals enables us to
use rigidifying operators to create direct referential terms.%® Therefore, descriptions
like "inventor of the zip" or "teacher of the Alexander of the Great" can be rigidified
by use of the operator "actual". Thus, consider the sentence "The actual teacher of
Alexander the Great is Aristotle". The sentence is now necessary a priori; however,
assume that historians found out that the teacher of Alexander the Great is not
Aristotle, but Xenocrates. In that case, S17: "The actual teacher of the Alexander the
Great is Xenocrates" is both necessary and a posteriori.’® 1t is a posteriori since the
character of "The actual teacher of the Alexander of Great" is found after empirical
investigation, and it is necessary since the content of the sentence is a True identity

claim. The matrix considering S17 under an arbitrary index i is:

Table 6: Truth Value of S17

wa wi w2

The matrix contains T's since the expression is necessary. Thus far, the section focused
on Kaplan's theory associated with the Kripkean possible world semantics. It seems
that Kaplan's theory of indexicals and its ramifications are enriching the 1-dimensional
semantics and acting as an extension of Kripkean analysis. After all, we can conclude
this with a citation from Kaplan: "[on the distinction of necessary and a priori]

Although my distinction lies more purely within logic and semantics, and Kripke's

6 Kaplan (1989a), p. 567-577

70 For a similar argument, see Stalnaker&Baldwin (2001), p. 143
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distinction is of a more general epistemic metaphysical character, both seem to me to

be of the same structure".”!

We shall proceed to other examples that apply 2-dimensional frames for other

purposes.

2.3.2 Stalnaker on Assertion

Stalnaker is another proponent of the 2-dimensional frameworks. As we briefly
touched at the former section, he is known for his 2-dimensional matrices. Further, the
theories postulated by Kaplan and Stalnaker are different sorts of theories, even both
of them are 2-dimensional frameworks. Stalnaker assumes that, as a theory of direct
reference, Kaplan works on a semantic theory, whereas his theory is metasemantic
since he tries to explain under which circumstances utterances gather their semantic

content.’?

In "Assertion", Stalnaker sets his goal to create a theory that can cover the relations
between content and context in a theory of speech using the fundamental concepts of
the proposition, propositional concept, and speaker presupposition.” To analyze these
concepts, Stalnaker uses the concept of possible worlds. Possible worlds are valuable
tools for describing different states, and every different proposition depicts another
state. A proposition is defined as in the following: it is the "content of an assertion or
belief", and "a function from possible worlds into truth-values".”* Following his idea

of 2-dimensional matrices, truth-values of a proposition according to different possible

"' Kaplan (1979), p. 85

72 Stalnaker (2004), p. 310

73 Stalnaker (1999), p. 79

74 Stalnaker (1999), p. 79
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worlds could be represented in a matrix. For the sentence S15: " am 170 cm long" let
us consider two arbitrary possible worlds i and &, where the relevant proposition is
True in the prior and False in the latter. The corresponding matrix will be written as in

the following:

Table 7: Truth Value Matrix for S15

The determination of the truth-values, as usual, made on the basis of facts that are
considered for the world. The proposition expressed in S15 will be False in the possible
worlds that I am longer or shorter than 170 cm. On the other hand, this sentence will
be True in all possible worlds that I am precisely 170 cm long. In this sense, all
propositions with the same content will yield the same truth-values for the same
possible worlds. The sentence that "I am 1.7 m long" has the same content as our
previous proposition; therefore, the represented function will be the same according to
its truth values in the possible worlds. From there, we will clarify our usage of
propositions as functions from possible worlds to truth values. This matrix is still 1-

dimensional since it captures the truth-values from just one side.

Nevertheless, this is not the only way that facts determine the truth-values of the
expressed proposition. Facts could have been otherwise —as we have repeated many
times— and the truth value of the asserted proposition will be dependent on them. This
is not just due to variation of the possibilities, but the variation of the possibilities
according to the context of the utterance. A proposition is uttered within a context, and
the conditions of the utterance are an inseparable dimension of meaning. In a context
of utterance, the beliefs, attitudes, and other kinds of ground data could even influence
the truth-value of the asserted proposition. Consider this with another example; in an

utterance that Taylan, Eren, and Cafer are the participants, I uttered the sentence S18:
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"You are lazy" to Eren; however, Eren thinks the proposition is true and Cafer thinks
that it is false. Moreover, add this picture that the possible worlds i, k, and j respected
our attitudes towards the proposition asserted. The corresponding matrix will be

written as in the following:

Table 8: Corresponding 2-Dimensional Matrix for S18

i k Jj
i T T F
k T T F
Jj F F F

Stalnaker considers that the "vertical axis represents possible worlds in their role as
context" and "horizontal axis represents possible worlds in their roles as the arguments
of the functions which are propositions expressed".” This 2-dimensional matrix is an
example of a propositional concept is defined by Stalnaker as a "function from possible
worlds into propositions, or, equivalently, a function from an ordered pair of possible

worlds into a truth-value".”®

Here, the horizontal axis has special importance since it gives us the particular truth-
values of the propositions according to a pre-determinate possible world; every row
represents different possible worlds. In our example, the horizontal axis of the i and k&
have the same truth-values, so that these possible worlds picture the relevant state the
same. In contrast, the possible world j has an inconsistent picture with those two.

Within the limits of the conversation, we could say that Eren and Taylan have similar

75 Stalnaker (1999), p. 81

76 Stalnaker (1999), p. 81
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attitudes towards the proposition, or they are in agreement. The conversation is a
central theme for Stalnaker since he tries to understand and model its nature. Although
there is some left in the analysis of the matrix, we need to focus on the speaker's

presupposition now. After that, we will turn to matrices again.

Concisely, the conversation is carried by the assumptions of the speakers.
Presuppositions are the "propositions whose truth he takes for granted as part of the
background of the conversation".”” Presuppositions are made if the agent believes that
the relevant proposition is True, or it could be taken as True for the sake of
conversation. The propositions that are supposed by all agents in a conversation are
denoted as "common knowledge" by Stalnaker.”® The totality of the common
knowledge shared among the speakers is considered as a context set. A context set is
the "set of possible worlds recognized by the speaker to be the "live options" relevant
to the conversation. A proposition is presupposed if and only if it is true in all of these
possible worlds".” Under these concepts, let us return to our example conversation.
We have already told Taylan and Eren are in an agreement; this agreement is due to
their presuppositions regarding the laziness of Eren. Both speakers committed the
Truth of the sentence "Eren is lazy". However, they might have different motives to
accept that view. Taylan might think that Eren is lazy since he is not working more
than 2 hours a day, and Eren might accept that due to his emotional mood for upcoming
university entrance exams or just to calm down Taylan. On the other hand, Cafer might
reject the asserted proposition due to his unconditional faith in Eren. Nevertheless,

why does Taylan make such an assertion?

That might happen due to one feasible reason; to sustain a change in the context set.

By asserting something, the speaker tries to add or exclude something from the

77 Stalnaker (1999), p. 84

78 Stalnaker (1999), p. 84

7 Stalnaker (1999), p. 84
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background of the other speakers. The rejection of assertion could prevent this. If it is
not rejected and accepted, the context set will change according to the new Truth.
Stalnaker claims that, the change will happen as the "context set is reduced is that all
of the possible situations incompatible with what is said are eliminated".®® Thus, in our
example, Taylan asserts his claim to exclude Cafer's presuppositions against the
assertion and create a compatible context set. Stalnaker's model effectively grasps the
dynamics of the assertion in this sense. Yet, it has a crucial outcome; it is nonsense to
assert a fact known by the speakers, since it cannot exclude any possibilities from the

context sets. After considering diagonal propositions, we will discuss this problem.

Diagonal propositions are one of the analysis methods used in 2-dimensional matrices.
They are the propositions that are expressed upper left to the bottom right of a 2-
dimensional matrix. Stalnaker defines the diagonal proposition as "the proposition that
is true at i for any i if and only if what is expressed in the utterance at i is true at i".%!
In a sense, diagonal propositions are signalers of the a priori truths. Stalnaker states
that an a priori truth will be necessary if and only if its diagonal proposition is
necessary. This will be most effective in understanding contingent a priori truths.
Examine the scenario; a standard cylinder used to determine one kilogram's weight in

the possible worlds i, k, and j it has different physical properties. Thus, the following

matrix will be used to represent the proposition "The cylinder is one kilogram"

8 Stalnaker (1999), p.86

81 Stalnaker (1999), p. 81
39



Table 9: Corresponding 2-Dimensional Matrix of "The cylinder is one kilogram.”

i k Jj
i T F F
k F T F

F F T
J

The diagonal proposition in the matrix contains only T's. Therefore, the asserted
proposition is necessarily true; even it is contingent. Diagonal propositions are not just
devices to determine a priori truths, but they are also used to "interpret, or reinterpret,
assertion and other speech acts".®? This point is important because many propositions
might not exclude any possibilities from the context set but can be informative. There

is a tension here, and Stalnaker summarizes the problem as:

The tension is most acute with statements that seem to be informative (and so
to exclude possibilities), but also necessarily true (and so to exclude no
possibilities). The clearest cases of this kind are the necessary a posteriori
statements that Saul Kripke brought to our attention in Naming and Necessity.
It seems intuitively clear, for example, that identity statements with proper
names such as "Hesperus is Phosphorus" and statements about the nature of
natural substances such as "water is a compound of hydrogen and oxygen"
convey substantive information about the world, but it also seems that such
statements say something that could not possibly be false.®’

The following example shall demonstrate this tension. Taylan tells Eren, "Table salt is

NaCl", but, instead of this, Eren thoughts that "Table salt is NaCl"; considering that i

82 Stalnaker (1999), p. 92

8 Stalnaker (2004), p. 300
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is the actual world, and & is a possible world there is table salt is NaCl, the following

matrix could be formed:

Table 10: Matrix Considering the "Table salt is NaCl"

i k
i T T
k F F

The diagonal proposition here only proves that what Taylan is trying to convey is that
in the actual world, the table salt is NaCl, but nothing else. It seems that Stalnaker's
proposal says nothing about the necessity of an a posteriori proposition; it seems that
the necessity is violated by adding a possible world that the identity is false. On the
other hand, problems considering the necessary a priori could be formulated within
Stalnaker's 2-dimensional framework. Manuel Garcia-Carpintero and Josep Macia
supply an example that depends on exploiting reference-fixing and the definition of
the diagonal propositions with claiming that "...the proposition that is true at i
considered as actual, as the actual world where the utterance takes place".®* Basically,
if we select a possible world that only has F's as in their horizontal axis to determine
the propositional concepts, or our centered possible world, the diagonal propositions
will be unnecessary, and thus one will never be able to consider the a priori

appropriately in Stalnaker's model.*’

8 Garcia-Carpintero &Macia (2006), p. 7

85 Garcia-Carpintero &Macia (2006), p. 7; a similar kind of matrix is also considered by Soames, to
show that Stalnaker’s model is not able to explain a posteriori necessities, see also Soames (2006), p.
237
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Is Stalnaker's 2-dimensional model an effective model for representing the notion of a
priori and necessary a posteriori? Or, even this model has such and such requirements?
I want to answer these questions in turn. First, on the problems about a priori,
Stalnaker concludes that "...the metasemantic interpretation yields no account or
representation of a priori truth or knowledge, and does not depend on any notion of
the a priori" and he adds that the diagonal propositions, as operators, must be

t.86 Semantic theories that we have

understood as working local and context-dependen
analyzed are very successful at explaining the role of the a priori, considering certain
expression types. However, metasemantic theories have a distinct agenda than the
semantic ones, so that they have different priorities. Metasemantic theories approach
meaning from a general view and consider the question why certain expressions gather
that specific value. Therefore, the role of the a priori might be narrowed into particular
expressions. Moreover, Stalnaker's theory depends on external facts and their effects
on the truth values. In a sense, it is a novel expression of the meaning externalism. In
a 2-dimensional framework, things are challenging for an externalist theory since the
facts of the possible worlds are not open to direct observation. Usually, we do not have
any strict rules to determine facts; and it seems that we are only making some arbitrary
stipulations. Note that the arbitrary stipulations in Kripke are 1-dimensional, and it is
safer to make since typical examples are often the negations of the facts we encounter

in our actual world. Thus, considering these two facts, it becomes clear to understand

why the notion of a priori is not well-fit with the Stalnaker’s picture.

Second, the philosophical investment on the necessary a posteriori depends on how
much one is committed to Kripkean analysis. If one ultimately agrees with the
Kripkean picture — like Soames®” — for any model and Stalnaker's, it is a must to attune
with the existence of informative necessities. Thus, the model fails. However, it is not
a must since other explanations might still be valid. Also, most of the above-mentioned

reasons apply to this topic. Externalism and 2-dimensional analysis create particular

8 Stalnaker (2004) p. 312; Stalnaker (2004) p. 321

87 See Soames (2006)
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problems that we do not encounter in 1-dimensionalism. After all, to assert a necessary
a posteriori truth into a 2-dimensional propositional concept, first, you need a possible
world where that fact is false. Stalnaker's model can grasp necessary a posteriori from
a perspective depending on the conversation. It supplies an appropriate model for the
assertion of unknown facts that are both informative and necessary, even if lacking

from a metaphysical agenda that solidly grounds the necessary a posteriori claims.

I believe that is enough to analyze Stalnaker's 2-dimensionalism. Since we elaborated
on semantic and metasemantic versions of 2-dimensional frames, now we need to look

at its various usages.

2.3.3 Evans, Davies, and Humberstone on Logical Developments

The 2-dimensional frameworks are not limited to semantic and metasemantic
inquiries. Besides, philosophical logic is another area of application for it. Gareth
Evans®, Martin Davies, and Lloyd Humberstone® are probably the most well-known
historical figures. Developments in modal logic and, as a result of possible world
semantics, create new opportunities for developing formal tools specialized in these
concepts. To analyze these developments, we will first introduce Evans' "superficial"
and "deep" modality concepts. Second, the "fixatedly" operator shall be introduced

from the works of Davies and Humberstone.

Evans' philosophical interest was developing a theory that could depict the existence
of contingent a priori truths which is an outcome of Kripkean theory. As we have
demonstrated before, contingency was a matter of metaphysics, whereas a priori is in

the area of epistemology. Although such a distinction seems meaningful after

8 See Evans (1979)

8 See Davies & Humberstone (1980)
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considering the Kripkean view, it is still objectionable. A true a priori sentence must
not be dependent on any external justification; it will be True for every context that is
asserted. In contrast, to call a proposition contingent, at least one falsifying example
must be shown in any context. In their nature, contingency and a priority seem in a
clash. Evans assumes that the dispute can be settled by assuming a contingent

statement either could be superficially contingent or deeply contingent.

Superficial contingency is a matter of how a statement "embeds inside the scope of
modal operators" whereas deeply contingency "depends upon what makes it true”.”
In other words, superficial contingency is a matter of logic, dependent on the operators
included in the expression under consideration. On the other hand, to hold that an
expression is deeply contingent, the world must add an extra factor; there must be a
truth condition that affirms or denies the sentence. For example, the sentence S19:
"Taylan is the youngest research assistant in the department" is deeply contingent; it
needs confirmation or disconfirmation from the external conditions. S19 is False since
at least one younger collaborator of his exists, according to the actual world. Further,
if one states something like, "it is not necessary that not p" (or "~ o0 ~p" or "0p") the
related possibility is imposed upon "p" will be about the scope of the necessary
operator, and thus it is a superficial contingent. Evans tries to ground this

understanding on what he calls descriptive names.

Evans describes the descriptive names as "a name whose reference fixed by
description".”! We know that descriptions are problematic for the Kripkean
understanding since they are not rigid designators as the names. However, to overcome
these problems, Evans assumes that a special category that he called descriptive names.
In the descriptive names, the associated description, and the name must be exhibiting

a semantical connection, where the Fregean sense and the reference of the name must

% Evans (1979), p. 161

1 Evans (1979), p. 162
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denote the definite description contained in the sentence.”” The example he is

considering is "Julius invented the zip".”?

Let us analyze this sentence under the proposed concepts. We know that, in our world,

not Julius but, another person’

invented the zip. Thus, this sentence is False, and it is
contingent. If there were a man called Julius and he was able to invent the zip, the
sentence would be True for at least one possible world. One might stipulate such a
possible world, where Julius invented the zip. More technically, there is at least one
(arbitrary) possible world, w, there the sentence yields value True. Therefore, the
sentence is superficially contingent. Furthermore, the special reference-fixing between
the "Julius" and "the inventor of the zip" validates the claim this a priori. By assuming
this, Evans can show how a sentence both be a priori and superficially contingent, at

least for a limited type of expression. Thus, although Evans' approach does not

establish a 2-dimensional model, it is still a crucial step for later developments.

On the other hand, Davies and Humberstone are interested in further enrichments in
the modal logic, also considering the theoretical frame that was established by Evans.
In their paper entitled "Two Notions of Necessity", Davies and Humberstone make an

analysis dependent on the introduced operators® "o"

("necessary"), "4" ("actual") and
"F" ("fixedly") and "FA" ("fixedly actual").”® The operator "0", or box expresses the
common understanding of the necessity. For any arbitrary sentence S, "0OS" means "it

is necessarily the case that S". In this sense, this is a claim of a universal necessity. On

°2 Evans (1979), p. 162

% Evans (1979), p. 171

% Withcomb L. Judson according to our actual world, most probably

% The fixedly and actually operators previously taken under consideration by Humberstone one of his
collegues Crossley, and 1980 paper written by Davies and Humberstone often cites this work. For the
relevant article, see Crossley and Humberstone (1977)

% Davies & Humberstone (1980) pp. 1-6
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the other hand, the operator "4", for an arbitrary S, "4S" means that S is actually true
according to a possible world. A problem arises here; if S is true for any world
considered as actual, then it will be necessary in the sense that "0". This feature is
symbolized as "4S->0 4S".”7 Following this, if S is True in our actual world, then it is
true in any possible world, and vice versa; this creates an obligation to consider another
operator, namely “fixedly”.?® Fixedly operator behaves as in the following: F'S means
that if S is true respect to a possible world w. The complex operator "FA" then, for a
sentence S, if S is true guarantees that, F'AS is true "just in case, for every world w, s
is true at w considered as actual".”® Moreover, "FA" could be used for a function in
two possible worlds by considering that it is effective on an ordered pair of worlds
such as <wi, wy>, where w; is the actual world and w, world that is used for

interpretation.

Two significant results could be driven from this picture. First, there could be two
distinct notions of necessity. The first form of the necessity is supplied by the "o". It
is the classical universal necessity that we have seen in the case of "A". It is necessary
for every possible world. The second form of the necessity is formed by using the
"FA", since it depends on the truth condition in the world that is considered actual, and
it is not necessary to be true in the sense of "0". By the second notion of necessity,
Davies and Humberstone can capture the necessity given by the "F'4". Claiming that a
sentence S is "FA" necessary, means that the sentence is necessary with respect to the
possible world taken as the actual world. In cases considering contingent a priori —
such as we have seen in the Evans — could be illuminated under the newly proposed
concepts. Contingent a priori truths, including operator 4, have necessary FA

modalizations. Thus they are deeply necessary but superficially contingent.'? On the

7 For relevant axiom see Davies & Humberstone (1980), p. 2

%8 Humberstone & Davies (1980), p. 2

% Davies (2004), p. 86

190 Humberstone & Davies (1980), p. 11
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other hand, necessary a posteriori truths are included in the picture. Considering
sentences like "Grass is actually green"; the element of observation creates the a
posteriori part, and the sentence type responds to the "AS" where we can obtain

necessary notion in the sense of "o".!%!

The second result is very vital for our current purposes. The operators "F" and "A4"
enable us to consider any possible world in two different roles. Davies says:
In any model, the evaluation function for a sentence is a mapping from pairs of
possible worlds to truth values. In each pair, one world plays the role of the
actual world and one plays the role of the "floating" world. The evaluation of
a sentence can thus be represented in a two-dimensional array, in which each

row is labelled with a world playing the role of the actual world and each
column is labelled with a world playing the role of the floating world.!??

The model considered by Davies is not too different from the 2-dimensional models
of Kaplan and Stalnaker. Moreover, Davies considers the V-intensions, H-intensions
and D-intensions; V-intensions the columns that worlds "float"; H-intensions
considers worlds as the actual word and about the "o"-modalizations where they are
not different from the horizontal intensions, or the circumstances of evaluations; and
D-intensions are diagonal propositions that considers the truth values "at worlds
considered as actual" and they are all about the "FA"-modalizations.'®® To illustrate,
assume that S20: "Actually, Taylan is the longest in the family" where the sentence is

true according to wg, and false in wi and w2. The corresponding table will be:

191 Humberstone & Davies (1980), p. 10; see also Schroeter (2021)

192 Davies (2004), p.87

193 Davies (2004) pp. 87-88
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Table 11: Matrix considering S20

wa wi w2
wa T T T
Wi F F F
W2 F F F

The diagonal of the sentence is not necessary, so it is necessary in the sense of "FA".
The sentence was an a posteriori sentence containing "A", and in this sense, it is only

necessary in the sense supplied by the "oO" as horizontal analysis shows.

Thus far, we have shown how Evans' model contributed to 1-dimensional semantics
and how Davies and Humberstone helped establish their 2-dimensional framework.

After this point, we shall focus on Jackson's application of 2-dimensional frames.

2.3.4 Jackson and Conceptual Analysis

Frank Jackson uses his 2-dimensional framework in a unique way. Unlike the
philosophers we analyzed so far, in his book From Metaphysics to Ethics: A Defence
of Conceptual Analysis, Jackson considers a 2-dimensional framework to make
conceptual analysis. Here, Jackson's application of 2-dimensional theory makes it
closely related with the metaphilosophy; in a sense, it illuminates the nature of

conceptual analysis as a way of doing philosophy.

He starts his inquiry by asking the question of "In what sense is conceptual analysis

concerned with the a priori?".!% To answer this question, he will depend on the 2-

194 Jackson (1998) p. 47
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dimensional logic, and he defines what he calls 4-extensions and C-extensions. 4-
extension is extension of a term that applies in the actual world, and 4-intensions are
defined as the function that assigns actual worlds to extensions. On the other hand, C-
extensions are extensions that the term applies in the counterfactual worlds except for
the world regarded as the actual. C-intensions are defined as the function assigning
counterfactual worlds to the relevant extensions. In some cases, the extensions,
whether they are actual or counterfactual, might be the same — as well as their
intensions — but in some cases, they are not. Jackson is interested in the second case.
To understand this, he considers the Kripkean thesis of rigidity of natural kind terms,
focusing on the example, "Water is H2O". The 4-extension of the water is what we call
"water"; it can be the "the drinkable thing that covers the surface of the earth". But to
ensure that the term rigidly designates water in all possible worlds, it must have a
necessary C-extension that refers to its essence, namely H>O. In that case, we use our
a posteriori investigation methods to unveil the essence of the water; and after that,

we will be able to consider C-extensions.

Therefore, Jackson concludes that, in general, philosophical activity regarding the
analysis on the 4-extensions are a priori, whereas C-extensions, in general, needs a
posteriori knowledge of the actual world if we consider the essence-revealing
scientific activities'®. On the other hand, analysis regarding the 4-intensions and C-
intensions are a priori'®. Also, the analysis conducted to illuminate differences
regarding the intensions and extensions of the worlds is constructed a priori. However,
why does Jackson need to make such clarifications? This is mainly due to Jackson's
philosophical interests in the a priori conceptual analysis. Plunkett summarizes this
interest as in the following:

...a chief function of language is to represent the world as one way or another

by expressing thoughts that we have about how the world is, and concepts are

representational components of our thoughts that help us to represent the world
as one way or another. In turn, given the basic possible worlds framework that

105 Jackson (1998), p. 51

196 Jackson (1998), p. 52
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Jackson uses to understand representation, we can say that the content of any
given concept is a function from possible worlds to extensions, and that the
project of conceptual analysis is the project of figuring out what functions from
possible worlds to extensions are determined by different token concepts. '’

How will this analysis work? Let us illuminate this with the following example, based

108

on one of the original examples of Jackson "® about a priori deducibility:

(1) H20 covers the earth.

(2) H2O0 is the watery stuff that we ordinarily know.
Therefore, water covers the earth.

Here, the conclusion seems to depend on the a posteriori knowledge about the nature
of our world. However, Jackson holds that the availability of the (2) ensures that the
conclusion derived from (1) and (2) is a priori. Therefore, a priori conceptual analysis
even works for a posteriori necessities. The a priori deduction of physical conclusions
is an important cause for Jackson. In their paper, entitled "Conceptual Analysis and
Reductive Explanation"!” Chalmers and Jackson argued that macrophysical truths
could be a priori deducible from the microphysical truths by a unique description of
the world called PTQI. In the description, P stands conjunction of microphysical
properties; 7 stands for “that's all” clause that says that world is like in P; Q stands for
the conjunction of all phenomenal truths; 7 stands for the indexical information.'!° By
claiming this, they are able to show that conceptual analysis directed on the
conditionals, conceivability, and extensions of the concepts are in general a priori. By
doing so, they tied the nature of the philosophical conceptual analysis to the a priori
methods. As an outcome of this, a posteriori knowledge is used only to formulate

relevant sentences, or the descriptions that are within the interest area of conceptual

107 Plunkett (2011), pp. 19-20

108 Jackson (1998), p. 82-83

109 See Chalmers & Jackson (2001)

110 Chalmers & Jackson (2001) pp. 316-320
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analysis. In this sense, the reduced role of the a posteriori and wide-range availability
of the a priori entailment is the motive behind Jackson's philosophical analysis that is

dependent on 2-dimensionalism.

Since the philosophical outcomes and the central tenets of their theories share a vast
similarity, rather than focusing on Jackson's work in more detail, we will switch to

analyzing Chalmers' 2-dimensional framework.
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CHAPTER 3

CHALMERS' 2-DIMENSIONALISM

This chapter focuses on the 2-dimensional semantics developed by David Chalmers.
Here, an inevitable question arises: why does David Chalmers, among other 2-
dimensional theorists, need a separate chapter? Compared with the founding figures
of the 2-dimensional approach, such as Stalnaker and Davies, Chalmers wrote
sparingly about the 2-dimensional framework. Some may even find it questionable to
dedicate a whole to his theory. Nevertheless, I believe that there are some valid reasons

to consider Chalmers as a cardinal figure of the 2-dimensional frameworks.

The history of analytical philosophy after the 1970s is somewhat shaped by the
discussions about the phenomenal concepts. These debates caused a multifaceted and
long-lasting battle between various camps trying to ground those concepts. The battle,
after all, has not reached a satisfactory conclusion, new concepts still trigger novel
problems. I believe that Chalmers and Jackson shine through as two cardinal figures

within this dispute.

Why are these two philosophers so important? In a nutshell, both Chalmers and
Jackson have systematic approaches. Both philosophers, after all, are two vigorous
defenders and implementers of the 2-dimensional frameworks in the millennial era.
Chalmers has an extensive agenda covering logic, epistemology, ontology, and mind.
I believe that even his deployment of a 2-dimensional framework is in question; still,

his philosophical approach is far from being shallow. Moreover, his 2-dimensional
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argument directed to materialism is a unique defense of dualism. Thus, even if one
could consider his philosophical conclusions unintuitive, unsatisfying, or

philosophically defective, he is still an important figure to consider.

This chapter will consist of four sections. In the first section, Chalmers' philosophical
agenda will be considered. The second section will consist of basics from his 2-
dimensional framework, considering the contextual version. On the other hand, the
third section shall focus on the other aspect of his 2-dimensional frame, namely
epistemic 2-dimensionalism. The epistemic 2-dimensionalism is a point of origin to
understand the importance of his "2-Dimensional Argument against Materialism".
Lastly, the fourth section will be focused on depicting his argument against

materialism.

3.1 Philosophical Motives: Golden Triangle, Naturalistic Dualism, and Modal

Rationalism

At the beginning of section 2.3, we emphasized that 2-dimensional semantics is a
formal tool to investigate the nature of meaning. Moreover, we have seen that various
sorts of 2-dimensional theories are established by the different philosophers that deal
with the different domains of philosophy. Following that, it is plausible to assume the
specific aims of the philosophers often shape 2-dimensional frameworks. In this
context, the philosophical motives of Chalmers play a cardinal role in understanding
his 2-dimensional framework. Under this section, we will focus on his golden triangle,

naturalistic dualism, and modal rationalism.

Chalmers set the goal for the 2-dimensional semantics to restore the connections
between reason, modality, and meaning.'!! The term that he coined for this picture is
the golden triangle. The golden triangle is established within the works of Frege,

Carnap, and Kant. As we discussed before, Frege was the pioneer of understanding

1T Chalmers (2004) p. 153, Chalmers (2006), p. 55
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meaning in two different aspects with his concepts, namely, sense and reference. In a
nutshell, drawing on the Fregean ideas, Chalmers assume that the cognitive
significance of any concept is associated with its sense — rather than its referent,

alternatively, its extension — and postulate his Fregean Thesis in the following:

Fregean Thesis: Two expressions "A" and "B" have the same sense if and only
if "A=!12B" is cognitively insignificant.!''?

The Thesis becomes clear if one considers examples such as "Hesperus is
Phosphorus"; the sentence is cognitively significant since "Hesperus" and
"Phosphorus" have the same referent, but differ in their senses. Chalmers considers
cognitive insignificance a matter of a priori reflection since it could be "trivially
known by a rational being".!'* It is trivial since a competent speaker could establish a
bridge between two thoughts or definitions that are the same without appealing any a
posteriori knowledge. For example, if "Hydrargyrum" and "Mercury" have the same
intension, such as "the gray metal that liquid phase in the room conditions", one can
derive the "Hydrargyrum=Mercury" without appealing reason only. Thus, Chalmers
considers Frege as the first corner of the golden triangle due to his contributions to
linking meaning with reason.!!® Further, Chalmers attributes more than that to Frege.
In the broadest sense, he assumes that Frege is a 2-dimensional theorist due to his
recognition of the two aspects of meaning.!!® Yet, I thought that it is broadening the
scope of the term more than just a little; the 2-dimensional semantics, after all,
necessitates a developed modal theory. After all, possible world semantics and an

understanding of the modal terms are a must for 2-dimensional frameworks.

112 Symbol "=" is used for denoting material equivalence.

113 Chalmers (2004), p. 115; Chalmers (2006), p. 56

114 Chalmers (2004), p. 115; Chalmers (2006), p. 57

115 Chalmers (2004), p. 115; Chalmers (2006), p. 57

116 Chalmers (2009b), p. 1
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Carnap will establish the relations between modality and meaning. In a nutshell,
Carnap was able to show that, for any term, if and only if in all possible worlds their
extensions are the same, they have the same intensions. To illustrate, "Hydrargyrum"
and "Mercury" have the same intension, or they have the same meaning if and only if
they depict the same extension in all possible worlds. If they have the same extension
in all possible worlds then it is necessary that "Hydrargyrum is Mercury". Thus, the
meaning is tied within the modality. Alternatively, if they are picking the same
extensions, they have necessarily the same intension. Chalmers formulates the
Carnapian Thesis, as in the following:

Carnapian Thesis: "A" and "B" have the same intension if and only if "A=B"

is necessary.!'!’
Still, the triangle has a missing element: the bridge between modality and reason. Kant
will provide this by assuming a direct relation with a priori and necessity. What is
necessary can be known without appealing the knowledge from external sources, and
what could be known without experience is necessary. Kant fused the reason with

modality in the same pot. Thus, the Kantian Thesis formulated by Chalmers is:

Kantian Thesis: A sentence S is necessary if and only if S is a priori.'®

Therefore, we have a complete triangle constituted by the meaning, reason, and
modality. By combing the Kantian Thesis with the Carnapian one, Chalmers derive

another thesis that is closer to the Fregean principles, as in the following:

Neo-Fregean Thesis: Two expressions "A" and "B" have the same intension

if and only if 'A = B' is a priori.'"’

As a ramification from Chalmers' characterization of necessity, cognitive
insignificance, and intensions, from Neo-Fregean Thesis, these concepts are

interchangeable. Cognitive insignificance could be defined in terms of a priority; the

117 Chalmers (2004), p. 156; Chalmers (2006), p. 57

118 Chalmers (2004), p. 157; Chalmers (2006), p. 58

119 Chalmers (2004), p. 157; Chalmers (2006), p. 58
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relation between a priori and intensions could define intensions something closer to
the Fregean senses. The unifying element in this picture is the a priori reflection. It
constitutes the very center of the golden triangle; without assuming a close relation

between the a priori and the other elements, the triangle seems to be doomed to fail.

There is a rupture in the triangle after the Kripkean philosophy. As we know, one of
the cardinal achievements of Kripke is detaching the necessary from the a priori. The
existence of contingent a priori and necessary a posteriori truths led to the failure of
the Kantian Thesis. The failure of the Kantian Thesis is followed by the failure in
Carnapian Thesis and the Fregean Thesis. Therefore, an ideal 2-dimensional theorist's
job is to relieve the Kripkean wounds on the triangle and create a path towards Neo-

Fregean understanding of the meaning at most minuscule for Chalmers.

The golden triangle is a philosophically ambitious project: linking the domains of
meaning, reason, and modality can collect everything representable in the scope of a
rationalist point of view. It is the philosophical soulmate of "The Theory of
Everything" as I stated elsewhere. For a philosophical theory with such a broad scope,
metaphysics is almost inevitable on the scene. Furthermore, this is where Chalmers'
agenda bonds with his two philosophical standpoints, namely, naturalistic dualism and

modal rationalism.

The naturalistic dualism and modal rationalism are not just philosophical motives in
Chalmers' 2-dimensionalism, they serve as effective premises to derive strong
conclusions. In this part, since we are dealing with the motivational part of the concepts
and the strategic deployment of these shall be more visible in the subsequent sections

with the examples.

Naturalistic dualism, as characterized by Chalmers, is arisen from the fact that,
although the consciousness does not supervene on the physical logically, it supervenes
on the physical naturally.!?® On the one hand, we know that contemporary science is

sufficient to answer all physical questions. However, the conscious experience cannot

120 Chalmers (1996), p. 124
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be defined in physical terms. There must be at least one element that is not captured
by the concept of physical. Chalmers argues that this position is not directly embracing
a Cartesian dualism that assumes two different kinds of substances; instead, his
position accepts the lawful dependence of the conscious experience on the physical
while denying the direct entailment of the consciousness from physical.'?! Following
that suggestion, we will arrive at a special kind of property dualism. Chalmers' solution
includes taking experience as primitive alike physical primitives and adding the
psychophysical laws to show how such processes give rise to the experience.'?> The
theory is dualistic since it credits the experience as a distinct primitive from the
physical, but what about its naturalism? Chalmers postulate three criteria to show his

position is naturalistic, and those are:

(1) Compatibility: The position is compatible with all the results of
contemporary science.'??

(i1) Lawfulness: All the conclusions will be gathered from a network based on
laws and basic properties.!'**

(iii))  Naturalness: The theory does not appeal to transcendence or myths to

ground dualism.!?

Following this picture, the dualism embraced by Chalmers acts more like a scientific
theory since it derives everything from primitives via specific laws. Moreover, unlike
many dualist theories, it does not need to appeal to transcendence or other kind non-
natural terms to show how the physical and mental interact. I believe compatibility is

out of any doubt since contemporary philosophical theories need to be science-friendly

121 Chalmers (1996), p. 125

122 Chalmers (1996), p. 126-128; Chalmers (2017), p. 364

123 Chalmers (1996), p. 128; Chalmers (2017), p. 364

124 Chalmers (1996), p. 128; Chalmers (2017), p. 364

125 Chalmers (1996) p, 128
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to avoid direct refusals. Thus, by following this route, Chalmers tries to establish a

dualistic theory that refuses materialism whilst remaining a naturalist.

Now, I intend to discuss the naturalism of Chalmers. What I understand from
naturalism is very Quinean; there must be no room for any prior philosophy, and reality
shall be taken as depicted by the science.!?® From acting on that ground, the direct

rejection is inevitable, but we shall analyze Chalmers' criteria from a charitable way.

First of all, compatibility at least from a certain point of view, is out of our discussion.
I instead take it for granted since contemporary science is an excellent tool for ruling
out a thesis that stands contrary to science. However, I need to underline that this is

the case if such-and-such evidence is at ready in hand.

Nevertheless, lawfulness is a matter of form. The formal criterion can be fulfilled
without being a naturalist or not stating something scientific. For example, my mother
can be very eager to use lawful derivations while making coffee fortune-telling; every
shape could be associated with a certain meaning, and with holding some primitives
and basic beliefs about the very nature of fortune-telling, she could postulate scientific
lookalike conclusions. "It could as well be reckoned as science, however false"'?” as
Quine said. All we shall do is consider that it is a form of scientific speculation, or a

theory trying to achieve a well-entrenched position. Thus, formal structure means a

little without compatibility.

However, we have compatibility on the one hand and lawfulness on the other. Still,
this does not guarantee that the theory is naturalistic. Consider an astrologist making
super-effective predictions about natural events by observing celestial bodies'
movements in accordance with scientific endeavor and conclusions. For example,
considering the Mercury retrograde, its particular angle with Venus, and the help of
the esoteric relations, she can tell that there will be tension between China and America

in the Pacific. Nevertheless, for the sake of argument, it might also be compatible with

126 Quine (1995), p. 251

127 Quine (1995), p. 252
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what most intelligence analysts (in a sense, they could be regarded as social scientists)
and political scientists forecasting about the issue. In that case, the naturalness criterion
appears on the stage; the astrologist appeals to the mystical or — as they said — esoteric
notions. However, in this sense, naturalism seems to need the conjunction of

naturalness, compatibility, and lawfulness.

Nevertheless, it is not enough in a certain sense; consider that our astrologist never
employs such esoteric notions in the explanation but take them as natural primitives
that are the working background of her theory. This case satisfies the conjunction, but
can we denote this position as naturalism? For Chalmers and other philosophers such

as Joseph Levine!?®

it is plausible to reconcile non-physical primitives with naturalism,
especially considering the role of information. Information itself is not a purely
physical thing, but it supervenes on the physical; the physical sort of information

cannot grant those phenomenal outcomes.

I consider the argument from the information highly influential and hard to swallow
for any naturalist committed to materialism. It seems that many naturalisms could be
established by broadening the borders of nature. Here, since it is hard to fight against
the information theory-based dualism, we shall focus on the original version of
Chalmers. Three objections shall be formed under this topic. The first one is dependent
on how one characterizes naturalism; one might assume that naturalism entails
materialism, and following that interpretation, plausibly, all forms of non-materialistic
naturalism turn into non-naturalisms. This is cost-efficient because it is easy, but it is

also dangerous, and could still be defeated by formidable counter-examples.

The second objection is dependent on Chalmers' definitions of compatibility and
lawfulness. Chalmers used to formulate examples that depended on conceivability.
However, the laws that Chalmers wants to operate on, work from a different sort of
methodology. To be consistent with science and nature, do we need to attribute
conceivability to nature or ramify conceivability into scientific discourse? Or, do we

need to consider conceivability as primitive? I believe that the methodology that we

128 See Chalmers (2017) and Levine (2016)
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used is still important to call something naturalistic, the conclusion's coherence means
a little without coherence in the methodology. Thus, the unique role of conceivability

is a problem for naturalism, since we are in the case akin to non-esoteric astrologists.

The third objection is directed to naturalness, and it is not disconnected from the
second one. Indeed, Chalmers does not argue mystical elements to establish his version
of dualism, but he commits to the existence of not naturally but logically possible
zombies. However, | believe that considering the compatibility and naturalness, on the
one hand, it seems a little bit bizarre to postulate such examples. Can one use non-
natural possibilities to support the factual existence of natural properties, consistent
with the science and trying to be using a natural set of language? Or are zombies
primitives too? I believe that this also threatens his position as a naturalist, since the
case resembles explaining shortcomings of a scientific theory by some unnatural, but

logical terms.

Is Chalmers a naturalist at the end of the day? If we are willing to add a new non-
physical primitive with the claim that appealing conceivability is consistent with being
a naturalist, and accepting that non-natural possibilities could affect our ontological
views without damaging naturalism, he is a naturalist. The price will be too high to
accept the conclusion since naturalism's (classical) picture changed substantially.
Moreover, to be a naturalist in Chalmers' sense, as a first step, one needs to accept
dualism and defeat materialism. Following that, naturalism becomes even a
philosophically trivial position or an ornament for decorating Chalmers' dualism. I
believe that the concept of naturalistic dualism, at least the version defended by
Chalmers', is asserted to overcome any attempt to criticize his position as labeling anti-
scientific or anti-naturalistic. With assuming the "naturalistic" part, dualism seems

friendlier for anybody holding an anti-dualist stance, due to scientific considerations.

Thus far, we have investigated the naturalist part of naturalistic dualism. Now we shall
focus on the dualistic part. The dualism that Chalmers embraces could be best
characterized by his emphasis on conceivability arguments. Conceivability arguments
are familiar for any philosophy graduate, especially from Cartesian metaphysics.

Conceivability is a road to possibility; what is conceivable is possible, and what is
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inconceivable is impossible. Refutation of classical conceivability is not new for
philosophy since the bridge between epistemic possibilities and ontological facts is not
well established. However, Chalmers tries to use a 2-dimensional framework to
develop a conceivability argument that is immune to the classical ways of refutation.
His strategy can be encapsulated as follows: starting with an epistemic claim to reach
modal conclusions, and from there, one might reach the ontological conclusions.!'?® As
pointed out by Chalmers, the most problematic aspect here is the gap between the
epistemic claims and modal conclusions'*, and the gap shall be filled with a fine-
grained understanding of @ priori conceivability.!’! Using that specific sort of
conceivability, the wished ontological conclusions will be available for the dualists.
Therefore, Chalmers's interest in 2-dimensional semantics is based on his dualistic

purposes.

The unique deployment of the conceivability arguments is associated with Chalmers'
dualism and linked with his other key concept of modal rationalism. To begin with,
Chalmers distinguishes between primary and secondary conceivability. Primary
conceivability is the coherent possibilities within the worlds considered actual, and
secondary conceivability is the possibilities where the worlds are considered
counterfactual.'**> While primary possibilities are purely a priori, secondary
possibilities are a posteriori.'> The difference could be illuminated by appealing to
the example of "Hesperus is Phosphorus"; one can construct relevant epistemic
scenarios whether this sentence is True or False according to the world taken as actual,

without appealing to any external knowledge. Thus, primary conceivability is

129 Chalmers (2002), p. 145; Chalmers (2009b), p. 1

130 Chalmers (2006), p. 2

131 Chalmers (2002), p. 146

132 Chalmers (2002), p. 157

133 Chalmers (2002), pp. 158-159
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dependent on the a priori reflection. Unlike this scenario, to consider the epistemic
scenario "Hesperus is Phosphorus" in a counterfactual world, to know that whether
this sentence is true or not, need to consult a posteriori knowledge that fixed the

referents of these names in our actual world.

Following a similar route, Chalmers also defines 1-possibilities/necessities (primary)
and 2-possibilities/necessities (secondary); the 1-possibilities are relevant to the world
considered actual, and 2-possibilities about the counterfactual world. 2-possibilities
correspond to metaphysical necessity, whereas the 1-possibilities correspond to the
epistemic notion of a priori.'** Then, if something is primarily conceivable, it
corresponds to a priori possibility for a world considered as actual; a priori is always
characterized as necessary within the borders of Chalmers 2-dimensionalism. So, the
primary conceivability of a sentence S, entails that it is 1-necessary. Modal rationalism
is the concept that ensures this derivation; it holds that modal facts are a priori
accessible, and there is a link between the modal and rational domains.'* Therefore,
considering a coherent a priori epistemic scenario in a possible world considered as

actual ends up with a possible world that actualizes it as a metaphysical scenario.

The role of modal rationalism could be criticized from many sides. Nevertheless, as
far as I identified, the main problem is not so much different from the problems of
modal realism. The possibilities are taken as genuine possible worlds, and a
metaphysical commitment to their existence is inevitable. The problem is elucidated
by Stalnaker, in the simplest form: "...the distinctions between possibilities that could
possibly be made are distinctions that exist from the perspective of any possible world
— distinctions that exist necessarily".!’® Therefore, 1 take the metaphysical or
ontological baggage of modal rationalism and realism as the most problematic face of

their understanding of modality.

134 Chalmers (2002), p. 164

135 Chalmers, (2002), p. 194

136 Stalnaker (2012), p. 129
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Thus far, we have evaluated the concepts of the golden triangle, naturalistic monism,
and modal rationalism. After this point, we shall focus on the structure of the 2-

dimensional framework postulated by Chalmers.

3.2 Contextual 2-Dimensionalism

The picture that we drew served to introduce Chalmers' philosophical agenda. Now
we shall focus on the machinery employed to secure the goals in the agenda. Chalmers
assumes that there could be two different understandings of the 2-dimensional
semantics, namely the contextual and the epistemic. According to him, the main
difference could be summarized as follows: "The contextual understanding uses the
first dimension to capture context-dependence. The epistemic understanding uses the
first dimension to capture epistemic dependence".!*” The contextual understanding
could denote a classical picture of 2-dimensional frameworks; all the philosophers we
evaluated so far either associate their theories with context-dependence or their frames
analyzed under this term. In section 2.3, we briefly summarized what Chalmers
understood from 1-intension and 2-intension, referencing his early work in 7The
Conscious Mind"*%; even his work on the book could be considered an example of
contextual 2-dimensionalism. The job of the contextual theorist is, more or less,
associating the 1-intensions with the context-dependence for the relevant expression.
Three possible strategies for contextualist understanding will be taken under

evaluation by Chalmers.

Nevertheless, the evaluation of contextual understanding is carried out under a
particular characterization of 2-dimensional semantics, which is denoted as core

claims by Chalmers. Those core claims serve as a philosophical manifesto or

137 Chalmers (2004) p. 166; Chalmers (2006), pp. 52-53

138 See Chalmers (1996)
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declaration of intent for Chalmers' 2-dimensional understanding. Five main theses
establish the ground of the core claims:
(T1) Every expression token (of the sort that is a candidate to have an
extension) is associated with a primary intension, a secondary intension, and a
two-dimensional intension. A primary intension is a function from scenarios to
extensions. A secondary intension is a function from possible worlds to

extensions. A two- dimensional intension is a function from ordered pairs of
scenarios and worlds to extensions.

(T2) When the extension of a complex expression token depends
compositionally on the extensions of its parts, the value of each of its intensions
at an index (world, scenario, or ordered pair) depends in the same way on the
values of the corresponding intensions of its parts at that index.

(T3) The extension of an expression token coincides with the value of its
primary intension at the scenario of utterance and with the value of the
secondary intension at the world of utterance.

(T4) A sentence token S is metaphysically necessary if and only if the
secondary intension of S is true at all worlds.

(TS) A sentence token S is a priori (epistemically necessary) if and only if the
primary intension of S is true at all scenarios.!*

T1 is uncontroversial on one side since it depicts the general characterization of 2-
dimensionalsim, but Chalmers considers that 1-intensions must be understood from
deploying the concept of centered worlds. Centered worlds could be taken as the n-
tuples that contain "a world, an agent in that world and a time in the history of that
world".'"*® For example, a sentence such as "the first child of Cafer" picks "Taylan" if
our world is our centered world, but in other scenarios, it can pick another subject such
as "Eren". T2 is acceptable for the theories that are compatible with the
compositionality axiom. T3 states that if the utterance and scenario are taken with
respect to the same world, 1-intensions and 2-intensions are the same and the extension

of the expression.

Theses T4 and TS are two equal sides of a claim; T4 establishes that S is

metaphysically necessary if and only if all rows (or, 2-intension) do contain only True,

139 Chalmers (2009b), p. 9

140 Kment (2017)
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and TS5 states that S is a priori if the 1-intension is True in all cases. T5 has a particular
cardinality in Chalmers understanding of the 2-dimensional framework; he denotes T5
as "The Core Thesis" in another series of papers and, by appealing his golden triangle,

also form a Neo-Fregean Thesis as in the following:

Neo-Fregean Thesis (2D Version): Two expressions "A" and "B" have the

same 1-intension if and only if "A = B" is a priori.'*!

Thus, the Core Thesis must be taken as the ultimate assurance for the golden triangle;

so, considering rationalism, the theory that Chalmers is seeking must conform with

TS.

The first type of contextual strategy is considering the orthographic structures of the
expressions. Orthographic contextual intensions are easy to challenge. Take the
expression "all squares have four sides"; for an arbitrary centered world, the characters
that used to formulate the expression might mean "some living beings are non-
existent", and thus 1-intension would fail to be necessary. Therefore, the core thesis

fails to define 1-intensions based on the orthography of target expressions. '+

The second type seems more familiar to us; linguistic contextual intensions take
specific types of expressions — such as indexicals — to define 1-intensions. In this sense,
this strategy could be best understood by referencing the Kaplanian 2-dimensional
semantics. Chalmers argues against this understanding based on a posteriori
necessities; the identities between names and natural kind terms contrast with the core
thesis.!* Here is why: they are not a priori and have the necessary 1-intensions. In
every world that contains such objects, "Salt is NaCl" or "Yasar Kemal is Kemal Sadik

Gokeeli" 1s have necessarily True 1-intensions.

141 Chalmers (2004), p. 166; Chalmers (2006), p. 64
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The third and last strategy is defining contexts dependent on the semantic values of
the expression tokens. Chalmers summarizes the strategy as "...semantic contextual
intension of an expression token T is defined at centered worlds with a token of T's
linguistic type at the center".'** So, what happens if we hold this strategy? Considering
the extensions as our linguistic types, we could gather necessary 1-intensions for every

expression that shares the same extension. Thus, the core thesis fails in that case, again.

After considering these three problematic cases, Chalmers mentions a particular case
for the sentences as such "Language exists", "I exist," and "I am uttering now".'#’
These sentences are True whenever they are uttered and form necessarily True 1-
intensions. Nevertheless, these are still not a priori. Chalmers advocates fine-graining
on the concepts of a priority and True whenever uttered; where the prior one is
dependent on rational or epistemic elements, the latter gathers its' truth-value purely

dependent on the metalinguistic elements.'*® Thus, contextual applications are not

sufficient to meet the standards of the core thesis.

After considering these examples, Chalmers' suggestion is to leave aside the contextual
understanding for the sake of establishing the golden triangle. The cases that Chalmers
evaluated under the contextual understanding are often discussed with their credibility
of a posteriori necessities coherently. Nevertheless, by assuming the core thesis,
Chalmers is directly acting against it. Thus, the project described by the golden triangle
— so far at least — is shaped as a project aiming to take a posteriori necessities out of
the picture. However, those are only the negative aspects or criticisms of the Chalmers
directed to the contextualist version of 2-dimensionalism, and now we shall focus on

the what Chalmers offers.

144 Chalmers (2004), p. 172; Chalmers (2006), p.68
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3.3 Epistemic 2-Dimensionalism

Chalmers' strategy for satisfying the core thesis uses an epistemic-based interpretation
of the I-intensions. The first key concept to create an epistemic-dependent
understanding of 2-dimensionalism is the epistemic space.'*’ Roughly, epistemic
space could be characterized as the totality of the epistemic possibilities. Epistemic
possibilities are the assertions or claims that cannot to be refuted by a priori. For
example, S21: "Salt is NaCl" and S22: "Salt is NaCN" are two different examples of
epistemic possibilities. S21 is an example of a posteriori necessary truth, and S22 is a
posteriorly false. However, following the characterization supplied by Chalmers, it is
not possible to rule out S22 a priori, then it is an epistemic possibility, as well as S21.
On the other hand, "Some triangles are four-sided" is not an epistemic possibility since

it is a priori refutable.

The other idea that is necessary for the epistemic interpretation is the scenarios.
Scenarios could be considered with reference to the possible worlds; "scenarios stand
to epistemic possibility as possible worlds stand to metaphysical possibility"!*® as
Chalmers said. The difference is that the scenarios are treated as centered possible
worlds. Following the classical understanding of centered possible worlds, scenarios
must contain the relevant information about history, physical truths, experiences and
so on, and they must be considered actual. More clearly, Chalmers defines this as "'D
is the case, | am F, and the current time is G', where D is a complete qualitative
characterization of w, and F and G are qualitative descriptions that pick out the

individual and the time at the center of w".!* This is called canonical specification of

a given centered world. Thus, one can construct a scenario around S22, here people

147 Chalmers (2004), p. 176; Chalmers (2006), p. 75
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add potassium cyanide to their foods, or use of excessive potassium cyanide leads to

high blood pressure.

This position contrasts with the classical Kripkean picture; since salt is necessarily
NaCl due to essential properties, there could be no such metaphysically possible world.
Moreover, there is another problem; contingent a priori and necessary a posteriori
sentences that are in contrast with the core thesis must be eliminated. Thus, Chalmers
restricts the class of application for the sentences that are semantically neutral or
qualitative statements. In a nutshell, the idea is dependent on the intuitive difference
between the terms like "gold", "Phosphorus" and "cause", "not" and so on. Following
that, the prior class of the expressions needs to appeal to the actual world information
to seek their extensions in the counterfactual worlds.'*® Therefore, natural kind terms
and names shall be eliminated in the application since they are non-semantically
neutral. Thus, all the analyses relevant to epistemic intensions are dependent on the a

priori reflection of the ordinary competent speakers. After all, this restriction creates

a problem, at least from a certain point of view, that shall be evaluated in Chapter 4.

Before defining epistemic intensions, one last step is required. Epistemic necessitation
could be defined as, according to the truth-value of the sentences, just as in the
following: for a sentence S, it is True under a scenario such as W, S is true if and only
if W necessitates that S. Moreover, it could be definable under the canonical
descriptions constructed via semantically natural terms. Following that suggestion, for
a scenario W, and a sentence S, where D stands for the canonical description of the W,
D o S is epistemically necessary.!*! Therefore, combining the scenarios, semantically
natural descriptions, and epistemic necessitation, the epistemic intension could be
defined by appealing to the truth-value of the target expressions, such as the epistemic
intension (or 1-intension) of a sentence S, according to a scenario W, S is True if and

only if it is epistemically necessary (or a priori coherent). On the other hand, 2-

150 Chalmers (2004) p. 192; Chalmers (2006), p. 87
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intensions are defined as metaphysical intensions.'>?> Following a similar route, the
metaphysical intension (or 2-intension) of a sentence S, according to a scenario W, S

is True if and only if it is metaphysically necessary.

Thus far, we defined epistemic 1-intensions. To show that epistemic 2-dimensionalism
is compatible with the core thesis, one might consider the problematic sentences taken
into consideration by Chalmers.!>® For example, we know that "Language exists" is a
type of sentence that is true whenever uttered, but not a priori true. There might be
some worlds that sentences refer to anyone; there might be worlds that are completely
including objects that cannot form any language. Thus, this sentence is not a priori
True, because I can hold both S and ~S coherently. Thus, it has a contingent 1-
intension and not a priori. This can pass the test since it is compatible with the core

thesis.

Still, there is more to consider for characterizing Chalmers' epistemic 2-
dimensionalism. To finish the characterization of his framework, we need to get deeper
into the understanding of scenarios and consider the concept of scrutability. The
above-mentioned scenarios could be understood as a reference to the possible worlds.
As we have discussed in Lewisian possible worlds, Chalmers also deployed the notion
of plentitude to uncover the nature of scenarios. He utters the relevant principle as in
the following:
Plenitude Principle: For all S, S is epistemically possible if and only if there
is a scenario that verifies S.'>*
By stating this principle, epistemic 2-dimensionalism guarantees that, for every
epistemically possible sentence, there is a corresponding scenario. If we consider the
relation of the core thesis with this principle, it is plausible to say that it could be used

to derive the thesis. Moreover, there is also a metaphysical side of the story since we

152 Chalmers (2009b), p. 12
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used to try to relate scenarios with the possible worlds. With considering this,
Chalmers asserts another plenitude principle, namely metaphysical plenitude:
Metaphysical Plenitude: For all S, if S is epistemically possible, there
is a centered metaphysically possible world that verifies S.!%
This claim ensures that for every possible epistemic scenario, there must be a
metaphysically possible world that corresponds to that scenario, as the centered
possible world. The interpretation of this principle entails something akin to the direct
refutation of Kripkeanism. It is epistemically possible to create a scenario in which all
tigers are not quadruple felines; instead, they are battery acid. However, since "tiger"
is a natural kind, and a "quadruple feline" is a theoretical identity associated with that
natural kind, it is metaphysically impossible to hold that tigers are battery acid. In
epistemic 2-dimensionalism, for every epistemic possibility, there is also a
metaphysical possibility that corresponds to that. Therefore, the set of metaphysical
possibilities and epistemic possibilities are taken as the same. As far as I am concerned,

this aspect of epistemic 2-dimensionalism may be open to criticism.

Nevertheless, scenarios could be defined under purely epistemic terms. In that case,
we need such language L, which is enough to formulate epistemically complete
hypotheses from infinite conjunctions of sentences. Therefore, the relevant plenitude
thesis is written as in the following:
Epistemic Plenitude: For all S, if S is epistemically possible, then some
epistemically complete sentence of L implies S.!>°
Chalmers assumes that this epistemic characterization is more plausible for
philosophers that would like to refute the metaphysical plenitude. The notion of a
language that is able to support infinitary conjunction of the sentences is not an idea
challenging to visualize; it will be like numbers, in a sense. However, the presupposed
characterization needs to be more clearly defined to be meaningful. Still, considering

that a language has such-and-such qualities does not change the picture, there still

155 Chalmers (2004), p. 185; Chalmers (2006), p. 82
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exists a centered possible world for every epistemically complete sentence. I believe
that this is still not taking us further to the metaphysical plenitude backed up with the
modal rationalist claims. Here, the problem then turns to be an illusionary choice;
whether one selects metaphysical or epistemic versions of the plenitude, still Chalmers'

claims protect its strength.

The last concept that characterizes Chalmers is the scrutability of truth and
reference."’ Scrutability is defined as the ability of a subject to identify their sentences'
truth-value and reference, without appealing any experimental data, when they are
supplied with a satisfactory definition of their surroundings. More clearly, Chalmers
defines it as:
Scrutability of Truth: For most terms T used by a speaker, then for any truth
S involving T, there exists a truth D such that D is independent of T, and such

that knowing that D is the case puts the speaker in a position to know (without

further empirical information, on idealized rational reflection) that S is the

case.!’8

Semantically non-neutral terms, namely natural kind terms, and proper names, could
be excluded from our picture; since they could be encapsulated by other terms. For
example, one does not need to assert that "water is H20", since it can be contained in
D. After all, Chalmers claims that epistemic 2-dimensionalism seeks that "speakers
have a conditional ability to determine the referent of N ... given relevant information
about the character of the actual world and given idealized rational reflection".!>® But,

what qualifies as enough relevant information?

In Chapter 3, we have defined PQTI; for Chalmers, PQTI definitions are enough to
picture the subjects' relevant information. Taking V as the minimal sufficient
vocabulary and defining V-truth as the truth depends on the vocabulary, Chalmers

postulate a strong form of scrutability, as in the following:

157 Chalmers (2009b), p. 12

158 Chalmers (2004), p. 196; Chalmers (2006), p. 90
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Scrutability of Truth II: There is a relatively limited vocabulary V such that
for any truth S, there is a V-truth D such that D implies S.!'*°

Thus, we have almost a complete picture of epistemic 2-dimensionalism. The 1-
intensions are defined on epistemic terms to satisfy the core thesis and cautionary
measures taken against a posteriori opposition. At the end of the day, Chalmers'
project depends on awakening Kantianism, referencing Fregeanism. It is Kantian since
it rebuilds the bridge between the a priori and the necessity, and it is Fregean since 1-
intensions might be used to understand the cognitive difference between the terms or
senses. Nevertheless, the 2-dimensional framework laid out by Chalmers has some

ontological consequences, which shall be considered below.

3.4 The 2-Dimensional Argument Against Materialism

From a certain point of view, the most crucial outcome of Chalmers' 2-dimensional
framework is his well-known zombie argument against materialism. The argument
appears in his book The Conscious Mind'®" and his article "The 2-Dimensional
Argument Against Materialism"'%%. The version in the book is more straightforward
and more familiar due to its famous name, the zombie argument. Thus, let us start with

that.

The zombies Chalmers wants to assume do not resemble the zombies that we are
familiar from the literature and cinema; rather than that, he will argue for the existence
of the phenomenal zombies.'®® The notion of a phenomenal zombie is different from

the brain-eater zombies. They resemble us. They are functionally and physically

160 Chalmers (2004), p. 198; Chalmers (2006), p. 91; see also Chalmers (2009b)

161 See Chalmers (1996)
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identical to us, and they are living in their zombie world; what they are lacking are
solely the phenomenal experiences.!% They might buy their morning coffee from their
Zombiebucks, and even they might be able to hold a conversation about it or seem to
enjoy repeating their morning routine. Nevertheless, they will lack the qualitative side
of our experiences, alternatively, qualia of drinking a coffee. Chalmers argues that
such a scenario is not naturally possible but logically possible.!> The logical
possibility is maintained by considering the scenario as not a priori refutable, even
within the ideal reflection conditions. Therefore, if it is not logically incoherent, the
zombies are conceivable. If zombies are conceivable, then their existence is possible.
Therefore, there is a possibility that mental does not supervene on the material; then

the materialism is false. The argument could be summarized as in the following:

(1) Materialism is the thesis that argues that everything is physical.

(2) Zombies are conceivable

(3) If zombies are conceivable, they are possible. [From (2)]

(4) Thus, zombies are possible.

(5) It is possible that there is a zombie world that is not physically distinguishable
from our actual world. [From (4)]

(6) If (5) 1s possible, then (1) is false.
Therefore, materialism is false. [From (1), (5), (6)]

At least thus far, the argument looks no different from a classical conceivability
argument. However, what makes this argument unique is the 2-dimensional version of
it. To illustrate, let P be a complete microphysical description, and Q be a phenomenal

tl66

experience, then a fine-grained version of the argument *® could be depicted as in the

following:

164 Chalmers (1996), p. 94
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(1) Materialism holds modal commitments or at least it entails a modal thesis'®’

(2) PA~Q is conceivable

(3) If PA~Q is conceivable, then there is a scenario that validates the claim. [From
(2), epistemic 2-dimensionalim]

(4) Thus, PA~Q is 1-possible. [from (2)]

(5) If PA~Q is 1-possible, then its 1-intension is True [From (4), epistemic 2-
dimensionalism]

(6) If PA~Q has a True 1-intension, then a possible world confirms that scenario,
or it has a True 2-intension. [From (5), metaphysical plenitude]

(7) If there exists a possible world that verifies "PA~Q", then materialism is false

[From (1) and (6)]
Therefore, materialism is false. [From (1), (7)]

Let us analyze the argument. The premise (1) could be accepted since some materialist
theories entail a modal thesis, although it is not a must for a materialist theory. By
stating "PA~Q", we mean that the microphysical facts are stabilized according to our
world, and no phenomenal experience exists. This could be taken as a paraphrase of
the zombie-world thesis, according to PQTI. According to this, premise (2) states that
"PA~Q" is a priori coherent, or there is nothing to refute under an ideal reflection base;
therefore, it is conceivable. Premise (3) is based on the epistemic 2-dimensionalism. If
"PA~Q" is a priori coherent, there must be a scenario that makes the sentence True.
Premise (4) establishes the bridge between conceivability and possibility; if some
sentence is 1-conceivble, then it entails that 1-possibility. Following that, if "PA~Q"
is 1-possible, there must be a scenario that verifies that "PA~Q" and it has a True 1-
intension when that scenario is considered as actual, as underlined in the (5). Premise
(6) applies the metaphysical plenitude principle; for an epistemic scenario, a
metaphysically possible world exists corresponding to it. Thus, if "PA~Q" has a True,
1-intension, it also has a 2-intension that yields True. This means that there exists a

zombie-world as a metaphysical possibility. Lastly, (7), based on the definition of

167 Chalmers (2009a), p. 2
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materialism, states that a metaphysically possible world considering zombies is

refuting materialism.

In a sense, the philosophical climax of Chalmers' 2-dimensional project is the
refutation of materialism on the grounds supplied by the framework. Considering this
argument, he seems that he is able to overthrow materialism. However, is that the case
at all? Can Chalmers be able to reject monistic theories by this argument in a
conclusive way? Is there any way for materialists to be sympathetic to 2-dimensional
frameworks if this is the case? These questions and others regarding 2-dimensionalism

will be answered in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER 4

A CRITICAL EVALUATION OF CHALMERS' 2-DIMENSIONALISM

In this chapter, I intend to critically evaluate Chalmers 2-dimensionalism by referring
to the relevant literature whenever it is possible. Even characterization of epistemic 2-
dimensionalism is solid in the sense of philosophical methodology, and I believe it is
not immune to any plausible criticisms. Moreover, even epistemic 2-dimensionalism
and related concepts are in accordance with the conceivability; still, the role of
conceivability and outcomes of the 2-dimensional zombie argument is question
bearing in a sense. However, I do not intend to defend materialism but my position
could be associated with some monistic tendencies. What I shall try to establish is not
a monistic refusal of the Chalmers' theses, but it may be understood as what a naturalist
sees when approaching the topic. Thus, I will show how a naturalist could approach

the 2-dimensional frameworks.

4.1 A General Philosophical Evaluation of Chalmers 2-Dimensionalism

Chalmers' agenda is starting with an aim to vindicate the golden triangle with the help
of the core thesis. The core thesis takes us to a position for considering another

alternative than the classical contextual understanding of 2-dimensional semantics.

76



The alternative is the epistemic 2-dimensionalism Chalmers favors. Nevertheless, let

us reconsider why Chalmers eliminate contextual understanding.

The contextual theories mainly start their philosophical journey to capture the meaning
within two sides. Even though they have specific inabilities, many are sufficient to
fulfill their agendas. Chalmers' main criticisms about those are dependent on their
disinterestedness on the golden triangle, and incompatibility to the core thesis.
However, is that a must for the 2-dimensional frames to be fulfilled? Obliviously, I do
not share a similar attitude with Chalmers. Many of them could be criticized in many
aspects; for example, we can say that Kaplan's contextual 2-dimensionalism is mainly
demonstrative-oriented, and Stalnaker's model has some problems with encapsulating
the notions of a priori and necessary a posteriori. But, it is essential to remember that
those are the semantic and metasemantic theories; they are interested in different

aspects of meaning. Here I have two points to argue against Chalmers.

First, even the contextual theories are interested in the meaning, they have a certain
explanatory power on the issue. What Chalmers' trying to achieve, at least in the first
step, is reviving the golden triangle to reach philosophical heavens, which could
enhance our picture by linking the language, epistemology, and ontology. Considering
such an ambitious project, it is almost natural to think that a theory will exponentially
enlarge its explanatory power, at least since it aims to bring different areas together.
Nevertheless, we know that Chalmers' epistemic 2-dimensionalism is restricted to the
usage of natural kind terms and proper names since they are not semantically natural;
the PTQI definitions will already capture them. However, is not that a problem about
the explanatory power of the framework? For recapturing the notion of necessary a
priori, we are forced to leave a posteriori and contingent a priori. I am not sure
whether this has any benefit in broadening the explanation, or whether it serves to
enhance our philosophical understanding about the world. Thus, it is essential to
reconsider what we are sacrificing to achieve what; it seems that we are leaving the
post-Kripkean epistemology and possible world semantics — as along with the
contextual 2-dimensionalism — to achieve the revival of a hardcore Kantian

epistemology with some Fregean benefits, that serves little beyond than ground
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dualistic purposes. Therefore, Chalmers' actual criticism evolves to interrogate those
contextual 2-dimensional frameworks harshly, for why they are not dualistic enough,

or why they are not as Kantian as Chalmers demanded.

The first criticism might be defeated, on the grounds that dices are loaded from the
start to leave out Kripkean understanding. Nevertheless, I am arguing for the
plausibility of a Kripkean epistemology; rather, I am arguing that Chalmers' account
does not explain as much as it promised. Considering this, there is also another

argument that relates to this.

Second, let us reconsider the golden triangle. It is the motto for encapsulating meaning,
modality, and reason. I am very sure that Chalmers can connect modality and reason,
but where is the meaning? With asserting the scrutability of truth thesis and
considering a restricted vocabulary, we assume that epistemic I-intensions are
working with the a priori truths best, and we are making some a priori entailments
from that vocabulary. However, we do not need to appeal to any notion of meaning in
that case. A priori knowable sentences are already stated in the PTQI base, and
therefore, they are not informative in a sense. To overcome this problem, Chalmers
assumes that 1-intensions might take truth-values as their semantic content, and still,
it will be linked to the meaning in a sense.'*® One should remember that the truth-
condition is already contained in PTQI; in that case, for a competent speaker,
considering the truth-value of a specific sentence is only a matter of checking the
derivation rules. In this sense, it is more like a metasemantic or logical consideration
of syntactic content. After all, it depends on the truth-rule of a material conditional;
since PTQI is taken for granted, we will only look at whether the sentence is True or

not.

Let us reconsider this picture with a necessary a priori sentence with a necessary 1-
intension. Take the expression "squares are four-sided"; in that case, does one need to
appeal to any kind of meaning to analyze this sentence? The sentence is analytic, and

PTQI guarantees its truth. Whatever we shall do is only looking at PTQI to search

168 Chalmers (2009b), pp. 14-15
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whether this is true or not. Is this approach circular, and rule out the meaning from the
picture?'®® It seems so. In this sense, considering 1-intension does not require anything

about the meaning, and 1-intensions is circularly defined.

The problem of circularity is most evident, if we consider the main theses that supplied
by Chalmers, as Raatikainen proved so far. When we look for the core thesis, it states
as "S is a priori iff S has a necessary 1-intension,"; but the necessity of 1-intensions is
defined as the being a priori. In this sense, what Chalmers is arguing is not different
from saying that "only a roundabout way of saying that what is a priori knowable is a
priori knowable".!”® Therefore, we see that everything that characterizes Chalmers' 2-

dimensionalism turns around the concept of a priori.

Philosophically, Chalmers' project seems solid at first glance, however, after a
reconsideration, it seems that it has some flaws in it. Moreover, Chalmers tries to
convince us to hold something to leave out some other. We shall leave the contextual
2-dimensionalism to their explanatory inabilities, but what Chalmers' construct is
leaving out an important part of our contemporary epistemology. However, even
though we take the bitter pill and accept that, an important piece is still left out; namely,
meaning. Without meaning, it is questionable whether the golden triangle is holding
together or not. On the other hand, it is still problematic that something exists as the
golden triangle, since most relevant definitions could be reduced to "a priori is a

priori".

4.2 Zombies!

The existence of phenomenal zombies is taken into consideration by many

philosophers. I want to focus on the direct arguments related to the zombies in this

169 For a similar argument, see Raatikainen (2021)
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section. To begin with, in his book Knowledge, Possibility and Consciousness, John
Perry takes the zombie argument under evaluation and considers that zombies are not
viable to argue for dualistic purposes. However, they presuppose a certain kind of
epiphenomenalism. He concludes that there is no reason to accept the existence of
zombies unless we are epiphenomenalists.!”! Following a similar point, Robert Kirk
argues that the conceivability of zombies is necessitating the conceivability of the
epiphenomenal qualia. In any case of failure of the epiphenomenal qualia, the zombie
world is doomed to fail, and we have enough evidence for rejecting the epiphenomenal
qualia.!” On the other hand, Daniel Stoljar, argues that there might be two possible
understandings of the physical, namely, theory-conception and object-conception.'”?
The object-conception assumes that we are not fully aware of the underlying intrinsic
physical properties of the objects, and this acts as a blocking element for the
conceivability arguments.'” Therefore, since we cannot understand those facts, we

could not conclude whether zombies are unconscious or not.

Chalmers considers the arguments of Perry and Stoljar. Chalmers broadly considers
Stoljar's position as a type of "Russellian Monism"; in his 2009 version of the
argument, he offers a Russellian Monism compatible type of it.!”> Therefore, Stoljar's
argumentation threatens Chalmers' position as expected. Further, Perry's argument is
refuted by Chalmers since there is some non-epiphenomenalistic understanding that

also accepts the zombie conceivability.!’® Thus, claims Kirk gives seem to fail by

171 Perry (2001), p. 80
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Chalmers this consideration; epiphenomenal qualia and zombie-worlds are two

different notions.

I think that the argumentation about the zombies falls short of overcoming Chalmers
2-dimensional argument. In the first version, zombies are used extensively; but we
need to consider the second, epistemic 2-dimensional version of the argument.
"PA~Q" is a paraphrase of the zombie-world, but not the direct citation. It might be
considering the possibilities of the zombies or lack of another fundamental concept
that is included by "Q". Therefore, Chalmers does not even need to illuminate his idea
of the zombies; he clearly states that this problem is applicable in any kind of change
in the experience without changing the physical structure, such as in the experience of
color. Moreover, zombies act similar to empty names; without a direct reference, there

will always be room for making new arrangements in the concepts.

We might try to characterize zombies closer to the fictional names or entities as
philosophical speculation. I am almost sure that this argument is not too sound
philosophically, but I would like to be charitable. We know that Chalmers
distinguishes between phenomenal zombies and fictional — Hollywood-type —
zombies. We also know that the Fregean analysis of a zombie certainly yields a sense,
but lacks a referent. In that case, the truth-value of the sentences containing "zombies"
will either be evaluated from its entailment from PTQI by the material conditional or
on the characterization that Chalmers gives. Following the former, we will say that
those sentences are True if and only if we utter the sentences within a zombie world.
For our actual world, our vocabulary does not include semantically natural zombies;
they are more like a negation of a fact, and it is inconsistent to argue the actual
existence of the zombies. If consciousness is an a posteriori thing that we experience,
then the zombies are the negation of an a posteriori concept, and they cannot be a part
of our restricted vocabulary. On the other hand, if they are just concepts, they will
behave as a kind of a term that established a priori and only assumed in a context that
supports "PTA~Q", and in that sense, it necessitates both conceivability to possibility
thesis, and scrutability thesis together; without assuming the zombie-world, we could

not assume the zombies. Nevertheless, without presupposing the dualistic view of
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Chalmers or accepting that there is a phenomenal gap between consciousness and
matter, it seems complicated to commit the metaphysical existence of a zombie world.
Thus, either zombies do enter our scene a posteriorly, or their conceptual existence
presupposes the dualism ready at hand. There is also a third option; we can choose to

denote zombies as primitives, and we will have PTQIZ.

In the latter option, the truth-value of the zombies yielded a certainly written definition.
Following that, zombies could be regarded as similar to fictional characters. In that
case, their knowability yields on a posteriori basis — like reading a novel to learn about

Ince Memed — rather than ideal a priori reflection.

Therefore, I believe that arguing against the status of zombies has little philosophical
importance to put Chalmers' dualism at stake, since the real deal is not the
characterization of the zombies, but " PA~Q". Although I am not sure if that view is
solid enough, I would like to portray an argument against the a priori status of the

zombies.

4.3 A Priori Derivable Laws

To begin with, I shall introduce the concept of a priori scrutability from Chalmers'
book Constructing the World:
A Priori Scrutability: There is a compact class of truths from which all truths
are a priori scrutable.!”’
The a priori scrutability ensures that, from a conjunction of sentences such as D, a
sentence S is a priori entailed by the material conditional ("D->S"), where PTQI serves

as a base for D.!”®

177 Chalmers (2012), pp. 58-60

178 Schroeter (2021)
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In a review, Shoemaker argues that nomological necessity is a particular case for the
metaphysical necessity —since they are essential. Therefore, there are strong
metaphysical necessities that cannot be overruled by conceivability to possibility
thesis.!” On the contrary, Chalmers argues that there are no good reasons to accept
this view, but the conceivability possibility thesis is strong enough to reject
Shoemaker's claim — as well as Kripkean strong necessities.'*” I believe that this
argument has a flaw for we consider that a priori scrutability as taken for granted. It
is easy to say that, from the "P" of PTQI, we could postulate some a priori laws derived
from the fundamentals. Remember that Chalmers has taken microphysical truths as a
closed system!8!, and by P, we could postulate fundamental laws of physics!?. Thus,
from PTQI, we could entail a scenario like D, and after that, we could postulate an a
priori instance of physical law. Thus, it will be a priori coherent, and 1-possible, and
1-necessary. Following this example, natural law could be denoted as 1-possible rather
than 2-possible. If this argument holds, a posteriori claims could be 1-possible and the
a priori claims. Therefore, they could be as strong as the a priori ones. If this is not
the case, we will need to reject a priori scrutability. I believe that this shows a gap in
Chalmers' characterization since both a prioriness of scrutability and 1-possibility is

essential for his conclusions.

I believe that the stability of P is essential; without having an indeed defined physics,
one could be able to identify the source of the gap between the physical and
phenomenal. In the best case, it will end up with a kind of Russellian Monism, but not
a cheerful version of Chalmers' dualistic position. The instability of P might shift the

balance towards the inability of the physical sciences to understand the experience. In

179 Shoemaker (1999), pp. 440-441

180 Chalmers (2009a), pp. 18-19

181 See Chalmers (1999)

182 See Chalmers & Jackson (2001)
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the worst case, from there, one might assume that it is an open gate for a physical gap

that shall be filled by the science within its progress.

Chalmers concludes that views exemplified by Shoemaker and Kripke are treating the
set of natural possibilities equal to the set of metaphysical possibilities.'®* Indeed, he
is right. Following Chalmers' characterization, the set of natural possibilities is
narrower than the set of metaphysical possibilities; on the other way around, the set of
epistemic possibilities is greater than even the metaphysical possibilities. Epistemic
possibilities are characterized as a priori negative and positive possibilities that are
different from the metaphysical ones. Nevertheless, by calling naturalism, [ understand
something akin to the picture given by Kripke and Shoemaker. Is Kripke a naturalist?
Following what Andrea Bianchi said, he is most probably a "sui generis" naturalist
who "practiced" naturalism.'®* 1 am following a similar route; Kripke could be
considered a naturalist, as far as he takes the importance of a posteriori justification
and scientifically searchable essences into account. Kripke is certainly an essentialist,
and most probably, we could understand his position as a dualism that promotes a kind
of "quasi-Cartesian property dualism"'®, but still he is a naturalist since metaphysical
possibilities, in a sense, corresponds to natural possibilities. Following that route,
Chalmers could be taken as a non-naturalist. Therefore, Chalmers' project of dualistic

naturalism fails again.

183 Chalmers (1999), p. 19

184 Bianchi (2021), pp. 15-16

185 See Jacquette (1987)
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4.4 Where is the Rabbit from?

"The metaphysical rabbit is already out of the semantic hat"!®¢ is the famous phrase
that Nathan Salmon uses to criticize Kripkean essentialism. Paul Winstanley applies
this question on Chalmers' 2-dimensionalism brilliantly and coherently.'®” However,
the usage of this phrase motivates me to ask where the rabbits are coming from.

Alternatively, what is the source of zombies?

Chalmers could answer that question basically by saying that zombies are derived from
our a priori reflection. There are certainly some rabbits here, but, are backed by
Quinean distinction between ideology and ontology.!®® 1 would like to question
whether they are ideological rabbits or ontological rabbits. By denoting an object as
ontological, I understand that a ground claim made by a theory; the existence of the
object, is committed as theory. I use the ideological as the semantic list of items that
could be listed within the theory. The point that I would like to make is simple; if
zombies are ontological rabbits, then the 2-dimensional argument presupposes dualism
and is not a viable option for the monist to consider. If they are ideological or do not
necessitate dualism, but only a priori conceivability, then the argument also poses a

threat for any position; it will be a real problem for any theory.

To illuminate this position, let us refer to Chalmers' thoughts on the discussion of the
existence of an omniscient being; or a necessary god. Yablo argues that a necessary
god can be assumed as existent and non-existent, following conceivability.'®
Following that, it is both 1-possible that a necessary god exists and 1-possible that a

necessary god does not exist; following the modal rationalism, two distinct

18 See Salmon (1982)

187 See Winstanley (2007)

188 See Quine (1951)

189 Yablo (1999), pp.457-459; Yablo (2000), pp. 100-101
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metaphysical possibilities correspond to those two epistemic possibilities. Therefore,
it creates a contradiction. Chalmers answers this by stating that a concept of necessarily
existing god is not conceivable at all; it is not a priorily ruled out, but it is not strong
enough that Chalmers wants because he had some doubts about the existence of a
necessary god.'”® Chalmers also deals with this problem regarding it is a problem of
double modals. Actually, the argument works for not containing the double modality;
the concept of god might be inclusively necessary since the concepts it contains
necessitate existence. However, conceiving that god is both existent and non-existent
surely damages conceivability. The point that I would like to make is that the concept
of god is taken out of the picture, but not due to semantical or ideological notions.
Instead, it is taken out for the sake of ontological commitments. It is also applicable to
the case of zombies; it is committed from a dualistic point of view, and it is fine-tuned
to seem as if we are gathering the conclusion from a semantic necessity. Therefore, the
zombies are only working in dualistic contexts; without being dualists in Chalmers'
way. For this case, the argument from zombie conceivability means only a little. Thus,

the conceivability is then a merely circular way to state that we are already dualists.

4.5 Thought Experiments and Some Thoughts about Naturalist 2-

Dimensionalism

After all, what Chalmers offers by his 2-dimensional argument against materialism, is
a thought experiment. Since he is appealing to the notion of conceivability, it might be
counted as a special case. Under this section, I would like to discuss how one should
understand thought experiments and try to grasp some ideas to characterize an
understanding of 2-dimensionalism, which can be fruitful for bringing closer to it with

naturalism.

190 Chalmers (2009a), p. 20
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First of all, thought experiments could be divided into different types. Following
Tamar Szabd Gendler, we could argue that there are three types of thought
experiments: factive, conceptual, and valuational.'®' Typically, factive thought
experiments consider what the case is, and they are scientific in a sense; conceptual
experiments consider the possible descriptions of what the case is, and valuational
experiments consider how we can evaluate the cases. In this sense, Chalmers' argument

is a conceptual thought experiment.

There could be some restrictive movements about the conceptual thought experiments.
For example, considering Gendler's reservations about inapplicability, we might
conclude that Chalmers' example is inapplicable since it does not illuminate something
about the world.!”?> On the other hand, there might be more strong restrictive moves,
as such exemplified by Nazim Keven, to naturalize thought experiments, to consider
the possibility of factual philosophical thought experiments assuming three conditions.
Experiments should be empirically verifiable, conceivability arguments must be
rejected, and they must be relevant for the philosophical inquiries.!”® The account
given by Keven has some significant merits, but it is too strict that it rules out all of
the rationalist claims that depend on the a priori; even, it could be directly associated
with reductive materialism or logical positivism. Thus, I am not favoring such a robust
application depicted by Keven, at least now. Nevertheless, Gendler has a crucial point:

the thought experiments need to be applicable in the actual realm if it is possible.

Chalmers himself also mentions the role of thought experiments, which are cardinal
for his understanding. After denoting that philosophical analysis is useful for
understanding the mind, he claims these theories are speculative in the sense that there

is no way to postulate intersubjective experimental tests; however, still there are some

191 Gendler (2000), p. 25

192 Gendler (2000), p. 21

193 Keven (2021), p. 8
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criteria to be met for our theories, which Chalmers summarizes as in the following:
"simplicity, internal coherence, coherence with theories in other domains, the ability
to reproduce the properties of experience that are familiar from our own case, and even
an overall fit with the dictates of common sense".!** I agree with Chalmers in general
terms. Philosophical theories must conform with these standards, but the thought
experiments they contain also must obey these. Thought experiments, after all, must
be internally coherent and depend on relevant experiences, but they must also conform
with commonsense and theories from science. I am not arguing that the philosophical
thought experiments must follow the scientific methodology step by step; instead, they

must be getting closer to the scientific ones as much as possible.

After all, there is a modal difference between my laptop and philosophical zombies.
Nevertheless, there is also a commonsensical difference between them; the latter's
existence seems a little bit unintuitive. Rather than denying the existence of the
zombies, let us embrace their existence. We can affirm the existence of the zombies,
and zombie worlds, on a par with the existence of the Harry Potter world. We can
allow that everything exists since they are not ruled out a priori or do not have logical

contradictions. Nevertheless, there must be a difference.

I believe that the vital point could again be derived from the literature of thought
experiments. According to at least Kathleen Wilkes, philosophical thought
experiments must keep their touch with reality, if they could not maintain this relation,
they will turn a piece of fantasy or fiction.!®> She was arguing that the experiments
must be grounded on a factual theory, or a scientific theory of some sort, to derive
conclusions about ethical issues. We cannot conclude the righteousness of animal
killing by examining the epistemic or metaphysical possibility of suicidal cows.
Moreover, we do not consider witchcraft to be the source of all evil, by looking at the
Snow-White stories. Following that, why should we consider the metaphysical

possibility of zombie worlds to conclude that there is an actual gap in consciousness,

194 Chalmers (2017), p. 366

195 Wilkes (1993), pp. 43-49
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which could not be fulfilled with the physical just considering the epistemic profile

with a possible world?

I am not arguing that everything should be grounded on a scientific theory; in that case,
most probably, it will be a direct refutation of all modal metaphysics. I am arguing that
there must be a difference between the assertions grounded on the actual world and
those in the metaphysical. Zombies, XYZs, Harry Potter, Orcs exist like H20, my
computer, bachelors, and so on. But, they are only possibilities grounded on some
modal claims. I call these the speculations and the thought experiments including
these, “ontological-speculations”. We can speculate about zombies' ontological
possibilities as well as the possibility of the love of Heathcliff, but not their natural
possibilities. On the other hand, actually-backed claims are considered by thought
experiments, which might be denoted by “ontological-designs”. There is also a 2-

dimensional difference between them.

Ontological-designs have necessary or possible 2-intensions in the actual world (the
world that we live in), since they are grounded on a natural possibility. Thus, while
making such and such thought experiments about them, we are trying to convince
others about necessity of 1-intension. Consider Galileo's experiment, for example; we
are not trying to convince anybody about the law of falling bodies but rather we are
trying to convince them of the necessity of the event under some fixed conditions. In
this sense, in ontological-designs, we will communicate to show a necessary diagonal,

or FA-necessity.

On the other hand, in ontological-speculations, we will try to convince somebody to
picture a scenario in l-intensions. Consider fiction writing: the novelist's job is to
picture a relevant world and to convince the reader to consider that world to be actual.
Just as the conceivability thesis has done so far, they act based on 1-possibility and
consider the 2-possibility after. Considering zombies as a version of speculation could

remedy the non-naturalistic base of conceivability arguments.

After all, I do not intend to overthrow the idea of property dualism or conclusively

establish a monistic base with this argument. I am trying to conclude that
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conceivability is plausible to consider modal profiles of the sentences and make some
speculation, but it is not a device to illuminate our actual world's natural (or
ontological) properties. In this sense, most arguments for property dualism still count.
If dualists could burden neurophysiological refusals, even the non-modal versions of
the Knowledge Argument counts; arguments about the inverted spectrum, if it could

be grounded on the actual world, counts.

The moral of all the story is in the following; the philosophical experiments might not
share similar methods with the scientific ones; but, they must be open to being
investigated by science. Science deals with our actual world; therefore, our examples
shall be constructed around the actual world; but not some fictitious, modally possible
but not naturally possible and epistemically a priori worlds. This is a must if we would
like to call ourselves naturalists. Chalmers is denoting himself as a naturalist, and
indeed, he believes in the theoretical compatibility of the conclusions of science and
philosophy. Therefore, I do not see any reason to leave conceivability arguments for

being more naturalist by being scientifically compatible.
Considering the problems of 2-dimensionalism, Stalnaker wrote:

It might be nice if we had a neutral language with an internally grounded
semantics, a language that required no factual assumptions for its interpretation
and that could provide a complete description of the world, and of all possible
worlds. It might be nice if there were a pure epistemic space to which we had
a priori access and in terms of which we could locate our disagreements about
what the actual world is like. But I don't think these things are possible. The
only way we can describe the world is to use the materials that the actual world
offers us — the things, properties and relations that we find there. Where we
disagree about the nature of what is to be found in the actual world, we may as
a result disagree about what is possible — about the character of the space of
possibilities in terms of which our language and thought are interpreted. '*°

What I am offering is already uttered by Stalnaker, on different grounds. The
disagreement is about the ontology of our world at all, and we shall turn our faces to
the source of the problem. The 2-dimensional semantics is a powerful tool for grasping

the relations between meaning and modality, and sometimes epistemology.

19 Stalnaker (2004), p. 319; emphasis added
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Nevertheless, the job of a naturalist 2-dimensionalist is to prune off the non-natural

modal conclusions, for the sake of facing with the real problems of the real world.
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CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSION

In this thesis, we have evaluated different types of semantic theories. As it is mentioned
before, the thesis has two goals: first, to picture the different types of semantic theories
to understand the development of 2-dimensional semantics, and second, to evaluate

Chalmers' 2-dimensional framework.

To achieve the first goal, various instances of 0-dimensional, 1-dimensional, and 2-
dimensional semantic theories are considered. Frege and Russell evaluated under the
0-dimensional semantic theories. Analyzing Frege's system is essential due to his
application of the terms sense and reference. By using them, Frege is able to approach
meaning from different sides. On the other hand, Russell must be noted for his
descriptivist approach. Frege and Russell's systems, along with the developments in
the modal logic, caused the birth of 1-dimensional or possible world semantics. While
considering the 1-dimensional semantics, we have evaluated Kripkean and Lewisian
versions, which could be taken as theoretical opposites. Furthermore, 2-dimensional
frameworks were introduced. 2-dimensional frameworks are analyzed throughout their
functions, and the frames' semantic, metasemantic, logical, and philosophical

deployments are considered.

After surveying the relevant literature about the history and development of 2-
dimensional semantics, we focused on our second goal, namely the evaluation of

Chalmers' 2-dimensional semantics. Chalmers’ main philosophical motives are
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analyzed. In a nutshell, we have shown that Chalmers argues for a modal rationalist
and naturalistic dualist base to bridge the gaps between meaning, reason, and modality.
Indeed, Chalmers is a property dualist but there are reasons to consider his naturalism.

The concept of naturalist dualism is deeply investigated.

Moreover, Chalmers' criticism of contextual theories is taken into consideration.
Chalmers refutes contextualist theories since they are not able to ground a priori
notions. Thus, Chalmers proposes another kind of 2-dimensionalism based on the
epistemic notions to define 1-intensions. Chalmers' 2-dimensionalism manifests itself
best in practice; therefore, his 2-dimensional argument against materialism will be

evaluated under the established concepts.

After that point, we started to evaluate Chalmers' theory critically. It seems that
Chalmers' theory misses something while grounding the meaning in his epistemic 2-
dimensionalism, and there is an evident circularity that appears in some of his
definitions. On the other hand, the role of the zombies in his argument was evaluated.
Chalmers quickly rejects the counter arguments about zombies. As a philosophical
point of view, I believe that arguing about the role of zombies is not significant. If we
paraphrase zombies as "PA~Q", it will state an argument considering the non-
existence of any qualitative experience. Still, we try to develop an argument that tries
to capture zombies as fictive names, even though it is not strong enough to overcome

the zombie argument.

Furthermore, we evaluate Chalmers' interpretation of natural laws. It seems that
denying the necessity of the natural laws damages the naturalistic part of Chalmers'
dualism. Following that, we consider whether his argument presupposes dualism or
not. On a closer inspection, Chalmers' 2-dimensional argument against materialism
presupposes an ontological commitment to dualism at the first step; therefore, not too
conclusive for anyone who is not a dualist. At last, we have evaluated the zombie
argument as a thought experiment. In conclusion, the evaluation ends with a
recommendation; 2-dimensionalists should care about the actual world if they still

want to be naturalists or make factual claims about the actual world's ontology.
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APPENDICES

A. TURKISH SUMMARY / TURKCE OZET

Bu tezde iki temel hedef bulunmaktadir. ilk temel hedefimiz, yapilarina referansla 0-
boyutlu, 1-boyutlu ve 2-boyutlu semantik teorilerin tarihsel gelisiminin, gesitli
uygulamalarinin ve felsefi dneminin incelenmesidir. Tezin 2. Boliimiiniin temel
hedefinin, bu arka planin saglanmasi oldugu sdylenebilir. Bu amagla, 0-boyutlu
semantikler Gottlob Frege’nin ¢alismalar1 géz onilinde bulundurularak incelenmistir.
1-boyutlu semantikler ise, birbirleri ile teorik bir zitlik igerisinde bulunan Saul Kripke
ve David Lewis’in ¢alismalarinin incelenmesi ve karsilagtirmasi {izerinden
anlatilmaya calisilmistir. Tezin agirlik merkezini olusturan ana yaklagim olan 2-
boyutlu semantikler ise, birbirinden farkli semantik, metasemantik, mantiksal ve
felsefi amaglarla kurulmus sistemler iizerinden incelenmistir. Bu incelemede David
Kaplan, Robert Stalnaker, Lloyd Humberstone, Martin Davies ve Frank Jackson’in 2-

boyutlu semantik yaklasimlari ele alinmistir.

Tezin ikinci temel hedefi ise, David Chalmers’in 2-boyutlu semantik yaklagimin
incelemek ve felsefi olarak icerdigi eksikli yanlarini ortaya koymaktir. Tezin 3. ve 4.
Boéliimlerinin bu amag¢ dogrultusunda yazildigi sdylenebilir. Chalmers’in 2-boyutlu
semantik yaklagiminin felsefi motivasyonlari, baglamsal 2-boyutlu semantik elestirisi,
epistemik 2-boyutlu semantik yaklagimi ve materyalizme kars1 2-boyutlu semantik
argiimani bagliklar1 altinda 3. Boliimde ele alinmistir. 4. Boliimde ise, Chalmers’in 2-

boyutgulugunun bir elestirisi verilmistir.
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1. 0-Boyuttan 2-Boyuta

0-boyutlu semantikleri klasik semantikler olarak adlandirmak miimkiindiir. Klasik
semantik, felsefede semantigin en temel ve basit formu olarak adlandirilabilir. Fakat
bu adlandirmadaki kullanilan basitlik, uygulama kolayligin1 ifade etmek i¢in degil,
bunun oOtesinde, analiz metodunun olduk¢a temel bir noktada olmasindan
kaynaklanmaktadir. 0-boyutlu semantikler, ifadeleri yasadigimiz diinyay:1 temel alan
bicimde, onlarin anlamlar1 ve dogruluk degerleri lizerinden incelemektedir. Burada
kastedilen dogruluk degeri, genellikle iki degerlidir: Dogru ve Yanlis. Yasadigimiz
diinya ise, daha teknik olarak “gercek diinya” (Ing. “actual world”) terimi ile
karsilanabilir. 0-boyutlu semantiklerin ¢alisma metodu, kaplamlarin semantik degerler

ile iligkilendirilmesi olarak 6zetlenebilir.

0-boyutlu semantikler baslhiginda, Frege’nin “On Sense and Reference” (Tiir. “Duyum
ve Gosterim Uzerine”) isimli ¢alismasi, daha sonra 1 ve 2-boyutlu semantik
tartismalar ile iliskilenmesi de géz Oniine alindiginda merkezi bir 6neme sahiptir.
Frege’nin ad1 gecen makalesi, esitlik ifade eden 6nermelerin birden fazla ¢eside sahip
olabilecegini iddia ederek baslar. Ornegin “Hesperus Hesperus’tur” ve “Hesperus
Phosphorus’tur” seklindeki iki ifadeyi ele alirsak, ilk tiirde ifade “a=a” seklinde bir
yapiya sahipken, ikinci onerme “a=b” seklindedir. 4 priori yollar ile deney ve
gbézlemden bagimsiz olarak ilk ifadede 6ne siiriilen duruma kani olmak miimkiin
goziikkmektedir. Bir seyin kendisi oldugu ve kendisinden baska bir sey olmadig: salt
akil yolu ile bilinebilmektedir. Fakat, bunun aksine, igerdikleri farkli tanimlar g6z
ontine alindiginda “a=b” formatina sahip dnermeler, gerek¢elendirilmeleri hususunda
deney ve gozleme muhta¢ durumdadirlar. “Hesperus Phosphorus’tur” ifadesi
incelendiginde, “Hesperus” isminin taniminin “aksamlar1 gokytiziindeki en parlak
cisim”, “Phosphorus” isminin taniminin ise “giindiizleri gokyiiziindeki en parlak
cisim” seklinde olacaktir. Giiniimiizde astronomik bulgular, bu iki yildizin ayn1 gok
cisminin yani, Veniis’lin, sabah ve aksamlar1 ortaya ¢ikan goriiniimleri oldugunu
gostermektedir. Buradaki problem Frege’nin “Ozdeslik Sorunu” olarak adlandirdig

seydir. Bizler bu iki terimin de Veniis’i isaret ettigini bilmekteyiz; fakat sorunun
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kokiinde yatan sey, bu iki terimin ayni seye referansla kullanilabilirken, farkl tiirde

diisiinceleri ifade etmekte kullanilmasi, yani farkli duyumlara sahip olmasidir.

1-boyutlu semantikler ise, yukarida agikladigimiz 0-boyutlu semantiklerden farkl bir
calisma mekanizmasina sahiptir. Gelisimlerine bakildiginda, 1-boyutlu semantikler, O-
boyutlu semantiklerin gelismis elestirileri olarak ortaya ¢ikmislardir. Bu durum, bir
anlamda, kipsel mantikta yagsanan gelismeler lizerine temellenmistir. “Olanaklilik” ve
“zorunluluk”™ operatorlerinin semantik teoriler izerinde kullanilmasi, bu gelismelerden
en biiyliglidiir. Bu degisimi olanakli ve zorunlu 6nermeler lizerinden anlatabiliriz.
Zorunlu bir énerme, tim kosullarda Dogru degerini saglayan tiirdedir. Ornegin
“2+2=4" bu tipte bir 6Snermedir. Ote yandan olanakli énermelerin dogruluk degerleri
kosullara baghdir. “Taylan 170cm boyundadir” gibi bir 6nerme, sadece “Taylan”
olarak gosterilen sahsin, boyunun tam olarak 170cm oldugu baglamlarda Dogru
degerini alacaktir; bunun disindaki durumlarda, bu 6nerme Yanlis degerini verir.
Zorunlu ve olanakli 6nermelerin arasindaki farki, sezgisel olarak, “bu durumun baska
bir sekilde olmasi miimkiin miidiir” diye sorarak anlayabiliriz. Bu soru, 1-boyutlu
semantikler i¢in hayati dneme sahiptir. Verilen her farkli cevabin olusturdugu yeni
durumlarin, bir tiir (semantik) miimkiin diinya (Ing. “possible world”) olusturdugunu

sOyleyebiliriz.

1-boyutlu semantikler ya da miimkiin diinyalar semantiginin en temel figiirlerinden
birinin Kripke oldugu yadsinamaz. Naming and Necessity (Tur. Adlandirma ve
Zorunluluk) isimli kitabinda Frege ve Russell tarafindan temsil edilen semantik
teorilere kars1 bir savas acar. Kripke’ye gore bu teoriler, adlandirmanin dogasini
anlamakta giicliik ¢ekmektedir ve yanliglardir. Frege’nin teorisinde 6zel adlar,
duyumlariyla, yani bir tiir tammla iliskilendirilmektedir. Ote yandan, Russell’in
teorisinde ise, 0zel adlar belirli tanimlarin kisaltilmis versiyonlaridir. Kripke’ye gore,
betimselcilik (Eng. “descriptivism”) olarak adlandirabilecegimiz bu yaklagimin, kati
gosterici (Eng. “rigid designators™) ele alindiginda reddedilmesi zorunludur. Bir kati
gosterici, s0z konusu objenin var oldugu biitiin miimkiin diinyalar ele alinildiginda,
sadece o objeyi gosteren tiirdeki ifadelere verilen addir. Ornegin “Georgy Zhukov”,

bir 6zel isim olarak kati gostericidir yani Georgy Zhukov’un var oldugu biitiin
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diinyalarda o kisiyi gdstermektedir. Ote yandan, “Zafer Gegidini yoneten kumandan”
sadece bir tiir betimlemedir; bu sadece Georgy Zhukov’un 1945°te gerceklesen Zafer
Gegidini yonettigi diinyalarda dogru degerini alacaktir. Alternatif diinyalar1 diistinmek
miimkiindiir. Ornegin, bir diinyada gecidi Zhukov degil, Ivan Konev’in yonettigi
diistintilebilir; Zhukov’un hi¢ var olmadig1 bir diinya diisiiniilebilir ya da, Zhukov’un
Tukhachevsky yerine idam edildigi bir diinyanin varligin1 da diisiinebiliriz. Bu ¢
diinyanin da ortak Ozelligi, dnermemizi yanliglar diinyalar olmasidir. Fakat, bu
diinyalarin hepsinde Zhukov diye birisi var ise, o kisi “Zhukov”dur. Bu anlamda, 6zel
adlar kat1 gosterici iken, onlarin betimlemeleri ya da tanimlar1 kat1 gostericiler degildir.

Bu yiizden betimselci anlayis yanlistir.

Kripke’nin bir diger 6nemli basarisi ise, epistemoloji ve metafizik arasindaki agiyi
arttirarak, Kant ve oncesinden gelen a priori 6nermelerin zorunlu 6nermeler oldugu
yoniindeki iddiayr bosa cikartmasidir. Klasik bir felsefi yaklasim olarak, zorunlu
Oonermeler a priori ve olumsal 6nermeler a posteriori olarak ele alinmistir. Kripke ise,
bunlarin yaninda, olumsal a priori ve zorunlu a posteriori tirde dogru 6nermelerin
imkanini kanitlamistir. Zorunlu a priori 6rnekleri genel olarak uzunluk ve agirlik
birimleri {izerinden verilmektedir. Ornegin, “to aninda, S g¢ubugunun uzunlugu 1
metredir” gibi bir ornek ele alindig1 zaman, bu 6nermenin olumsal a priori oldugu
kanitlanabilir. Cubuk S’nin 1 metre uzunlugunun belirlenmesinde kullanilan gubuk
oldugunu diisiinelim; bu durumda bir kisinin ¢gubugun 1 metre oldugunu bilmesi ve
bunun {izerinden islem yapmasi a priori bir durumdur. 1 metre bir tiir kati
gostericiyken, gubuk S’nin 1 metre olmasi bir kat1 gosterici degildir; fiziksel kosullar
cubugun uzayip kisalmasina sebep olabilir. Bu durumda bu ikili arasindaki iliski ¢esitli
miimkiin diinyalarda farkli olabilir. Bu yiizden zorunlu degil, olumsaldir. Boylelikle

olumsal a priori 6nermelerin varligina 6rnek gostermis oluyoruz.

Zorunlu a posteriori dnermeler ise, karsimiza ii¢ farkl sekilde ¢itkmaktadir. Ilkin, iki
0zel ad arasinda kurulan esitlik Onermeleri zorunlu a posteriori’dir. “Hesperus
Phosphorus’tur” o6nermesi ele alindiginda, bu iki ad arasindaki iliski gézlem yolu ile
kurulur; ve iki adlandirmanin da var oldugu miimkiin diinyalarda, zorunlu olarak bu

onerme kurulmaktadir. Ikisi de dzel isim olduklar1 igin kat1 gostericidirler.
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Ikinci tipteki zorunlu a posteriori onermeler ise, teorik 6zdesliklerdir. Teorik
0zdeslikler hakkindaki tartismalarin biiyiilk ¢ogunlugu dogal tiir adlar1 {izerinden
yiiriitiilmektedir. Ornegin, “su H.O’dur”, “sofra tuzu NaCl’dir” gibi dzdeslik ifadeleri,
her iki yaniyla kati gostericiler ihtiva etmektedir. Bu ozellikleri sebebiyle, tiim
miimkiin diinyalarda bulunan, belirli bir dogal tiire ait drnekler, tiimiiyle ayn1 temel
yapilar1 paylasmaktadirlar. Ornegin, “altinin atom numarasi 79°dur” &nermesi tiim
diinyalarda gecerlidir. Altinin 78 ya da 80 atom numarasina sahip oldugunu sdylemek
fiziksel ya da dilsel bir yanlighiktan daha da fazlas1 degildir. Bakildiginda, bu dogal
tirlere dair Ozelliklerin kesfi bilimce yapilmaktadir yani deney ve gozleme
dayanmaktadir. Bu agidan, dogal tiirler a posteriori olarak kesfedilmektedirler ve

zorunludurlar.

Ucgiincii ve son tipteki zorunlu a posteriori onermeler ise, dzsel niteliklere génderim
yapan Onermelerdir. Kripke'nin 6zclliigii, bir bakima Aristoteles¢i bir yaklasim
sayilabilir; objelerin maddi ve kalitsal kokenleri, onlarin degismez Ozlerini
olusturmaktadir. Ornegin, bir masanimn yapildig1 madde ya da bir kisinin ebeveynleri
onun dzsel olarak degismez niteliklerini teskil etmektedir. Ozsel nitelikler olmaksizin,
mevzubahis olan obje var olamamaktadir. Bu anlamda 6zsel nitelik ve obje, kati
gostericilik iligkisi ile baglidir. Ornegin, belirli bir masanin yapildig1 spesifik bir tahta,
0 masanin 6ziinii olusturur; masa onsuz var olamayacagi icin iligki zorunludur; Gte
yandan da 6ziin kesfi bir anlamda a posteriori bilgi gerektirmektedir. Bu anlamda, 6ze

referansla kurulan 6nermeler zorunlu a posteriori onermelerdir.

Kripke her ne kadar ¢ok merkezi bir figiir olsa dahi, 1-boyutlu semantiklerin tek bir
yorumu oldugundan s6z etmemiz miimkiin degildir. Kripke’nin yani sira, Lewis’in
miimkiin diinyalar yorumu da felsefeciler i¢in 6nemli bir teori olarak ortadadir.
Lewis’in teorisi onun genel felsefesi ile uyumlu olarak ortaya ¢ikmis gibi durmaktadir.
Genel itibari ile Lewis’in miimkiin diinyalar teorisi ve felsefi yaklagimini karakterize
eden dort nokta oldugunu 6ne siirebiliriz. ilk olarak, Lewis, en genel anlami ile bir
realisttir; bilimsel ve kipsel realizm (eng. “modal realism”) onun miimkiin diinya
yorumunun ilk kdse tasidir. Ikinci olarak, Lewis’in kipsel realizminin tarihsel bir arka

plant vardir: Kipsel realizmin ilk adimlarin1 onun daha erken yazilmis olan
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karsiolgusallik hakkindaki metinlerinde gérmek miimkiindiir. Ugiincii olarak, kipsel
realizm, felsefi olarak c¢esitlilik saglayan bir yaklasimdan daha ¢ok, Lewis’in
felsefesinin sistematiklestirmesi yolunda attig1 bir adim olarak algilanabilir. Dérdiincti
olarak ise, Lewis’in kipsel realizmini sekillendiren diinyalarin cogullugu hipotezi (eng.
“hypothesis of plurality of the worlds™) pragmatik bi¢cimde, bir tiir kar-zarar analizi
tizerinden felsefecilerin  kullaniomina sunulmus olarak ele alinabilir. Bu
karakterizasyon {lizerinden yapilan bir felsefi analizin daha makul sonuglar

dogurabilecegi iddia edilmektedir.

Felsefi olarak sekillenmesinin 6tesinde kipsel realizm, miimkiin diinyalarin ontolojik
olarak bizim ger¢ek diinyamizdan farkli olmaksizin var olduklarinin iddiasidir. Gergek
diinya ve herhangi bir miimkiin diinya arasinda, ger¢eklik temelinde herhangi bir fark
ongoriilmemektedir. Eseklerin ugtugu ya da dort basi turuncu Marshilarin oldugu
miimkiin diinyalar vardir ve bunlarin varlig1 bizim ger¢ek diinyamizla ayni ontolojik
statliye sahiptir. Sezgisel olmayan bir yontem gibi gdziikmesine ragmen, temelde
Lewis’in yaklasimi bu sekilde oOzetlenebilir. Bu diinyalar bizim kurgularimiza,
ongoriilerimize ya da betimlemelerimize dayali degildir. Ozetle, miimkiin diinyalar,
Lewis’e gore, tlirde degil, igerikte farkliliklara sahip, bizlerden bagimsiz, gercek ve

gercek diinyamizdan ayrilamaz niteliktedirler.

Lewis, miimkiin diinyalarin yapisina dair dort 6nemli ilke 6ne siirmektedir. Birinci
ilke, yalitilmighktir. Miimkiin diinyalar, fiziksel ve nedensel olarak birbirlerinden
yalitilmis durumdadirlar. Ikinci ilke, somutluktur. Miimkiin diinyalar somuttur: bir tiir
soyutlama olarak degil, zaman-uzamsal olarak vardirlar. Ugiincii ilke miimkiin
diinyalarin ¢oklugudur. Mantiksal uzaymn gerektirdigi kadar ¢cok miimkiin diinya
vardir: Bu sayede filozoflar, Lewis’in sistemi i¢erisinde mantiksal uzayin gereksindigi
kadar alan sahibi olabileceklerdir. Dordiincii ilke ise, gercekliktir. Gergeklik ilkesi,
aslinda ilk basta Lewis’in karakterizasyonunun bir ¢iktisi olarak goriilebilir. Eger her
miimkiin diinya bizim gerc¢ek diinyamizla ayni ontolojik statiiye sahipse, bu durumda
her biri kendi iginde gergektir. Lewis, dizinsel analizi (Ing. “indextual analysis”)
kullanarak bir diinyanin gergek olarak ele alinmasi i¢in bir 6zne, bir zaman ve bir

mekani analizimize dahil etmemiz gerektigini 6ne stirmektedir.
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Lewis’in sistemine bakildiginda, sistemin sezgisel olmadig1 iddiasinda bulunmak ¢ok
da zor goziikkmemektedir. Fakat sunu goz oniinde bulundurmak 6nemlidir: Lewis bir
realist ve materyalisttir. Kipsel mantik ve semantigin imkanlarini kullanarak miimkiin
diinya tizerinden c¢ikartilan sonuglarin, en azindan Lewis’e gore, manali olmasinin
kosulu, gercek bir seyin iizerine konusmak gibi durmaktadir. Bu durum aslinda,
istenilenlerin yaninda, felsefecilere biiyiik bir ontolojik yiik getirmektedir: Bahsedilen
her sey, ger¢ek ve somut olmalidir. Kanimca, bu kipsel realizmin en biiyilik sorunu, en

sorunlu yoniidiir.

Peki ya Kripke’nin miimkiin diinyalar1 nasildir? Oncelikle Kripkenin Lewis’in
pozisyonunun tam karsisinda konumlandigini sdylemek yanlis olmayacaktir. Kripke,
metinlerinde agik¢a Lewis’in pozisyonun yanlis oldugunu sdylemektedir. Kripke’nin
miimkiin diinyalarinin, Ludwig Wittgenstein’in “olgu baglam1” (ing. “State of
Affairs”) kavramina yakinsadigini sdylemek miimkiindiir. Kripke’nin miimkiin
diinyalar1, bizler tarafindan Ongdriilen, ihtimal kavramima dayanan, diinyanin
olabilecegi hallerinin ve tarihinin bir toplami olarak anlagilabilir. Bu anlamda
Kripke’ye net bir pozisyon atamak zor olsa da Lewis’in miimkiin diinyalar yorumunu
karsilamak i¢in kipsel realizm adlandirmasini kullanmanin Kripke’yi bir tiir kipsel

anti-realist kildig1 asikardir.

1-boyutlu semantiklerin degerlendirilmesi ve gelisimi, 2-boyutlu semantiklerin ortaya
cikisi icin gerekli altyapiyr saglamistir. 2-boyutlu semantikleri iki sekilde
tanimlamamiz miimkiindiir. Ik tanim, 2-boyutlu semantiklerin bir tiir formel arag
oldugunu sodylemek ve onlart yapilar1 geregince tanimlamaktir. Bu tanimi
izledigimizde, Laura Schroeter’in de soyledigi lizere, 2-boyutlu semantikler miimkiin
diinya parametrelerini agiklamak, 2-boyutlu semantik degerleri tanimlamak ve bu
degerlerin anlamla nasil iliskilendigini gostermek zorundadir. Bunun yam sira, 2-
boyutlu semantikler nasil calistiklar1 iizerinden de tanimlanabilir. Chalmers’in
tanimini izleyerek, 2-boyutlu semantiklerin, dilsel ifadelerin iki boyutunu taniyan ve
inceleyen semantik teoriler oldugunu sdylememiz miimkiindiir. Buradan yola ¢ikarak,

en genel diizlemde, 2-boyutlu semantiklerin, anlam ve dogrulugun semantik analizini
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birden ¢ok miimkiin diinyay1 iceren matrisler ya da ikili baglamlarda siirdiiren teoriler

oldugunu sdylememiz yanlis olmaz.

2-boyutlu semantik teorilerin incelenmesinde Kaplan’mn dizinsel (Ing. “indexical”)
terimler iizerinden gergeklestirdigi analizinin iyi bir baslangi¢ noktasi oldugunu
soyleyebiliriz. Kaplan’in teorisi gdsterici (Ing. “demonstrative”) dilsel dgeleri temel
almaktadir. Bu agidan, teorisi kisi zamirlerinin, yer-zaman zarflarinin ve isaret
sifatlarinin {izerinde yogunlagmaktadir. Bu dilsel 6gelerin iki temel 6zelligi oldugu
sdylenebilir. Bu dgelerin referanslari kullanilan baglama (ing. “context™) bagldir ve

6genin anlami, kullanimi i¢in belirli bir kurali kendiliginden tasimaktadir.

Kaplan’m 2-boyutlu semantiginin, ilk boyutu igeriktir (Ing. “content™). Icerik, ciimle
seviyesinde dnermeyken, climle-alt1 anlamli dilsel ifadeler i¢in gosterilen objedir. Bir
diger yandan ise, iceriklerin incelendikleri degerlendirme kosullar1 vardir (ing.
“circumstance of evaluation”). Bir 6rnekle aciklamak gerekirse, “Bugiin hastayim” ve
“Diin Taylan hastaydi” citimleleri “to aninda Taylan’in tansiyonu 17’nin iizerindeydi”

Onermesine gonderim yaptiklari i¢in ayni1 icerigi tasimaktadirlar.

Kaplan’da anlamin ikinci boyutu ise, karakterdir (Ing. “character”). Karakter
ifadelerin igeriginin baglamlarda belirlenmesidir. Ornegin “Ben 170cm boyundayim”
ve “Taylan 1.7 metre boyundadir” ciimleleri ele alindiginda “Taylan™ bir kisiye
gonderim yaparken, “Ben” 6gesi de ayni1 kisiye gdnderim yapmaktadir. Fakat, “Ben”
sOzcliglinlin anlami1 her baglamda “Taylan” degildir; yanlis olmasina karsin, bu ciimle
“Eren” kisisi tarafindan da kurulabilir. Bu anlamda, karakter dizinsel terimin baglamda
gosterdigi seydir. Baktigimiz zaman Kaplan’in teorisi, Kripke’nin miimkiin diinyalar

semantigi ile bir uyum igerisindedir.

2-boyutlu semantiklere yaklagimlar ele alindiginda Kaplan’in teorisi semantik bir
teoridir. Ote yandan Stalnaker’in ortaya koydugu teori ise, metasemantik bir teori

olarak ele alinabilir.

Stalnaker’in teorisi, iletisim igerisindeki konusmacilari temel almaktadir. Bunun
lizerinden baglam ve igerik arasindaki iligkileri ortaya cikartmaya calismaktadir.

Bunlarin agiklanmasinda Stalnaker’in temelde kullandigi kavramlar Onerme,
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onermesel kavram ve konusmaci varsayimlaridir. Onermeler, bir inan¢ durumu ya da
one siirmenin icerikleridir. Onermesel kavramlar ise, siral1 ikili halindeki miimkiin
diinyalardan dogruluk degerlerine bir fonksiyon olarak yazilabilitler. Onermesel
kavramlarin ifadesinde 2-boyutlu matrislerin kullanilmast Stalnaker’in 6nemli bir
felsefi bulusudur. Bir iki boyutlu matris ele alindiginda matrisin satirlari, 6nermelerin
belirli bir miimkiin diinyaya gére yorumunu belirtmektedir. Ote yandan matriste ifade
edilen kosegen ya da diyagonal 6nermeler ise hem konusanin anlatmak istedigi ifadeyi
gostermektedir hem de Onermenin zorunlu oldugu durumlarda, yani diyagonalin
timiiyle Dogru degerini igerdigi hallerde, Onermenin a priori oldugunu
gostermektedir. Diyagonal Onermeler ve matrisin satirlari, iletisimin igerisinde 2-

boyutlu bir anlam olusturmaktadir.

Bunun haricinde ise konusmaci varsayimlari, iletisim igerisindeki konusmacilarin
daha 6ncesinde sahip oldugu bilgilerin biitiiniidiir. iletisim, bu ac¢idan, karsidakilerin
sahip olmadiklar1 varsayimlari onlara katmak ya da varsayim kiimesinde bir degisim
yaratmak amaci ile yapilmaktadir. Bir konusma igerisinde daha dncesinden bilinen ya
da herkesce gegerliligi kabul edilen bir seyin One stiriilmesi anlamsizdir. Bu ylizden,
Stalnaker’in modelinde a priori ve zorunlu a posteriori Onermeleri ileri stirmek
anlamsiz bir noktada gibi goziikmektedir. Teorinin bu agikliklar1 pek ¢ok felsefeci
tarafindan elestirilmistir. Stalnaker’in teorisinin digsalc1 bir metasemantik teori olarak
bu elestirilere cevap vermesi pek de miimkiin goziikmemektedir. Kanimca, zorunlu a
posteriori dnermelerin kapsanip kapsanmamasi, modelin Kripkeci epistemoloji ile ne
kadar uyumlu olup olmadig ile alakali bir sorundur. 4 priori kavraminin biitiinii ile
metasemantik bir teoride kapsanmasi, Stalnaker’in da ileri siirdiigii lizere bir tiir

zorunluluk degildir.

2-boyutlu teoriler, ayn1 zamanda mantik ¢ergevesinde de ele alinmistir. Gareth
Evans’in kullandig1 yiizeysel ve derin zorunluluk (Ing. “superficial and deep
necessity”’) kavramlarin1 kullanarak, Davies ve Humberstone, kipsel mantik {izerinde
farkli zorunluluk operatdrleri tanimlamislardir. Kutu (ing. “Box) operatdrii tarafindan
ifade edilen zorunluluk, gergek operatoriinii de icerecek sekilde klasik metafiziksel

zorunlulugu ifade etmektedir. Sabit gerceklik (Ing. “fixedly actual”) operatdrii ise,
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climlenin kuruldugu miimkiin diinyanin gercek olarak ele alindiginda karsimizda olan
zorunluluktur. Bu acidan bakildiginda, 2-boyutlu bir matriste, diyagonal énermenin
zorunlulugu sabit gerceklik onermelerinin derin zorunlulugunu gosterir. Satirlarda
bulunan Onermelerin zorunlulugu ise kutu ya da gercek operatoriiniin kullanildigi
zorunluluk tipi olmaktadir. Sonug olarak, Davies ve Humberstone iki tipte zorunluluk

tanimlayarak, 2-boyutlu mantiksal bir analiz yapmaktadir.

Ote yandan, 2-boyutlu yapilarin, felsefi ya da metafelsefi olarak kullanimindan da
bahsetmek miimkiindiir. Bu konudaki en iinlii galismalar Jackson ve Chalmers
tarafindan gerceklestirilmistir. Frank Jackson, 2-boyutlu bir argiiman kullanarak,
kavramsal analizin hangi 6l¢iide a priori olarak kullanilabilecegini ve a posteriori
onermelerden dahi nasil a priori ¢ikarimlar yapilabilecegini gostermistir. Basitce,
Jackson, A-kaplam/iglemlerini ve C-kaplam/iclemlerini tanimlayarak analizine
baslamaktadir. A-kaplamlar1 bir terimin gergek diinyada karsilik geldigi kaplamiyken,
A-iclemleri ise, gercek diinyalar1 kaplamlara atayan fonksiyonlar olarak ifade
edilmistir. C-kaplamlart ise, bir terimin karsitolgusal diinyadaki kaplamidir; C-i¢lemi
ise, karsitolgusal diinyalar ilgili kaplamlara atayan fonksiyonlardir. Jackson’a gore,
C-kaplamlar1 iizerine yapilan analizler dis diinyanin bilgisine ihtiya¢ duyan a
posteriori analizler olsa dahi, A-kaplamlari, A-iglem ve C-iglemleri {izerinden

yiiriitiilen analizler a priori analizlerdir.

Chalmers ve Jackson’in birlikte yaptiklar1 ¢calismalarda “PTQI” adi verilen bir tiir 6zel
betimleme kullanilarak, mikrofiziksel ger¢eklerden makrofiziksel olanlarin a priori
olarak ¢ikarsanabilecegini iddia edilmektedir. Burada P mikrofiziksel ger¢ekliklerin
toplami, T tanimin tiim gerekli gercekligi icerdigini ifade eden 6nermeyi, Q, qualia ya
da fiziksel olmayan deneyimin nitel yoniini, I ise, kisi zamirlerini de kapsayan dizinsel
bilgileri icermektedir. Chalmers ve Jackson’in iddias1 bu tipte bir betimleme vasitasi
ile diistiniilebilirlik, sartli 6nermeler ve kavramlarin kaplamlarina dair analizlerin a

priori yapilabilecegidir.
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2. Chalmers’in 2-Boyutculugu

Chalmers’in 2-boyutgulugu, her seyden oOnce olduk¢a iddiali felsefi tezlere
dayanmaktadir. 2-boyut¢ulugunun temelini olusturan {i¢ temel felsefi motivasyondan

s0z edilebilir: altin liggen, natiiralist diializm ve kipsel rasyonalizm.

Altin iiggeni olusturan iic kose anlam, kipsellik ve akildir. Chalmers, Frege’nin
caligmalarinda, duyum kavraminin bilissel farkliliklar temelinde sekillenmesine
dayanarak, Fregeci bir tez ile anlam ve akilin baglanabilecegini one slirmektedir.
Kipsellik ise, Carnap’in ¢alismalari temel alinarak anlam ile baglanabilecektir. Ote
yandan Kant’in felsefesi, a priori ile zorunlulugu birbirine kaynastirarak, kipsellik ve
akli bir araya getirmektedir. Kripkeci felsefe, akil ve zorunluluk arasindaki baglantiy1
yok ettigi i¢in altin tiggende bir kirilmaya yol agmistir. Chalmers’a gore, 2-boyutcu bir
teorisyenin asil amaci, en nihayetinde Kripke nin bu zararli etkisini ortadan kaldirarak,

altin tiggenin ti¢ kosesini ayrilmaksizin bir araya getirmek olmalidir.

Bir agidan altin iiggen, felsefi olarak oldukga hirshi bir tez olarak goriilebilir. Bir
anlamda, bu tip bir kurgu, felsefi bir “her seyin teorisi” olmaya adaydir. Fakat,
buradaki asil sorun, bunun neden bir 2-boyut teorisyeni i¢in bir zorunluluk ya da asli
bir hedef olarak tanimlandigi gibi duruyor. Sonugta, 2-boyutlu sistemler, semantik
olsun ya da olmasin, bdyle bir iddianin 6ne siiriilebilecegi yapilar olsa dahi, yapinin
kendisinin boyle bir gereksinimi oldugu iddiasi, altinin doldurulmasi pek de miimkiin
olmayan bir iddia gibi géziikkmektedir. Bu nokta tam olarak Chalmers’in altin tiggeni

ve natliralist diializminin etkilesime girdigi yerdir.

Chalmers, klasik Kartezyen diializmden farkli olarak, zihnin maddesel olandan natiirel
anlamda tiliredigini, ancak mantiksal olarak tliremedigini iddia etmektedir.
Chalmers’1n natiiralist diializmi, deneyimin fiziksel kuvvetlerin bir kismi1 gibi temel
olarak ele alinabilecegini iddia etmektedir. Primitif deneyimin nasil ortaya ¢ikigi ise,
belli bir tiirde yasasallig1 takip ederek psikofiziksel yasalar ile aciklanacaktir. Burada
kavrami ikiye boliip, iki agidan tartismak uygundur: Chalmers’in natiiralizmi ve

Chalmers’in dializmi.
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Chalmers’in natiiralizmi, kendi yazini i¢erisinden uyumluluk, yasasallik ve dogallik
olarak {ii¢ kriteri saglamaya dayandirilmistir. Kanimca, bilimin sonuglar1 ile olan
uyumluluk tartismanin digindadir. Giinlimiizde bilimle uyumlu olmayan bir felsefi
teorinin reddedilmesi, eger elde yeterli veri var ise, kacinilmazdir. Yasasallik ise
sadece formel bir kriterdir. Bilimsel olmayan yasasal dnermeler ve ¢ikarimlar var
olabilirler. Ote yandan dogallik, yasasallik ve uyumlulugun bir arada ele alinmas: ise,
hala bilimle baglasim kurulabilecek diizeyde bir tiir natiiralist felsefenin ortaya
cikmasi i¢in yeterli bir kosul degildir. Kisaca, bu ticlemenin {izerine, bilimle bagdasan
bir metodolojinin eklenmesi gerekmektedir. Bu acidan, Chalmers’in natiiralizmi,

eksikli bir natiiralizm sayilabilir.

Chalmers’1n diializmi ise, en iyi olarak onun diisiiniilebilirlik arglimanina duydugu ilgi
tizerinden anlatilabilir.  Chalmers, Kartezyen diistiniilebilirlik arglimanina
yakinsayacak bir tiirde argiiman kullanmaktadir. En biiylik fark: ise, kullandig:
arglimanin 2-boyutlu bir yap1 tarafindan desteklenecek sekilde kurgulanmis olmasidir.
Chalmers kullandig1 stratejiyi, epistemolojik bir varsayim ile baslayarak, kipsel
kavramlara dayali bir ara sonug ¢ikartmak ve buradan bir tiir ontolojik sonuca varmak
olarak agiklamaktadir. Buradaki en biiyilik sorun, epistemik ve kipsel arasindaki gecis
olarak goriilmektedir. Boglugun doldurulmasinda ise, en biiyiik rol, kipsel rasyonalizm
kavraminda yatmaktadir. Chalmers’in ortaya koydugu sekliyle, kipsel rasyonalizm,
kipsel ve epistemolojik uzay arasinda bir baglanti oldugunu savunmakta, kipsel
olgulara a priori ulasilabilirligi 6n plana almaktadir. Bunun 6zgii bir sonucu olarak,
kipsel rasyonalizm, bir epistemik senaryodan bir tiir metafizik senaryo ¢ikartabilmeyi
saglamaktadir. Buradaki sorun, kipsel rasyonalizmin, kipsel realizm gibi ontolojik bir

yiik ortaya ¢ikartmasidir.

Chalmers’in felsefi motivasyonlarinin Gtesinde, onun 2-boyutculugu, baglamsal 2-
boyutlu teorilerin bir elestirisine de dayanmaktadir. Daha 6nce inceledigimiz biitiin 2-
boyutlu teorileri baglamsal teoriler olarak gorebiliriz. Chalmers’in iddiasi, bu
teorilerin cekirdek tez (Ing. “Core Thesis”) olarak adlandirdig1 ifadeyi saglamadig
yoniindedir. Cekirdek tez, altin liggenin bir ¢iktist konumundadir ve basitge su sekilde

ifade edilebilir: Bir climle S ancak ve ancak a priori (epistemik olarak zorunlu) ise 1-
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iclemi her senaryo igerisinde dogrudur. Bunun yam sira, Chalmers bu teorilerin
sOylendigi zaman dogru olan, fakat a priori dogru olmayan ciimleleri yeterince
aciklayamamak {izerinden elestirmektedir. Bu agidan yonelmemiz gereken model,

Chalmers’1n ortaya koydugu epistemik 2-boyutlu modeldir.

Epistemik 2-boyutlu model, temelde bir ifadenin I-i¢cleminin epistemolojik
zorunluluga, 2-i¢leminin ise metafizik profiline bagl olarak sekillendigini ifade eder.
Zorunlu 1-i¢leme sahip 6nermeler a prioridir. Bu agidan bakildiginda, “dil vardir”
tarzinda bir climle One siiriildiigiinde epistemik model bu climlenin 1-igleminin hem
kendisinin hem de tersinin dogru olabilecegi tizerinden a priori olmadigini gostermeye
kadirdir. Chalmers’in temel noktasi, bu modelin ayn1 zamanda ontolojik ¢ikarimlar

yapmay1 saglayabilecek sekilde kullanilabilecegidir.

Chalmers’in materyalizme karsi 2-boyutlu argiimani tam olarak bu noktadan
filizlenmektedir. Basitce, “P” biitiin mikrofiziksel durumlar ve “Q” ise bilingli
deneyim olarak ele alindig1 zaman “PA~Q” senaryosunun var oldugu bir metafiziksel
evren epistemik 2-boyutlu teori ve kipsel rasyonalizm kullanilarak tiiretilebilir. Bu
senaryoya kisaca zombi evreni diyebiliriz. Bu evrende fiziksel olarak bizimle ayni
ozelliklere sahip, fakat bilingli deneyim sahibi olmayan zombi ikizlerimizin varligi 6ne

stirilmektedir. Bu yolla, materyalizm, kipsel bir tez olarak yanliglanmig olacaktir.

3. Chalmers’in 2-Boyut¢ulugunun Kritik Bir Analizi

Chalmers’in 2-boyutgulugu, pek cok agidan bizleri felsefi olarak tatmin edici bir
sonuca gotiirmemektedir. Ilk olarak, Chalmers’m epistemik 2-boyuteu teorisi,
baglamsal 2-boyutcu teorilerden ¢ok daha az sayida dilsel 68eyi agiklamaktadir.
Epistemik 2-boyutculuk a priori dnermeleri, a priori bir zeminde, a priori ¢ikarimlar
tizerinden acgiklamak konusunda yetkindir; bunun haricindeki onermeler sistemin
disina itilmis durumdadir. Bu agidan baktigimizda, epistemik 2-boyutguluk bir tiir

dongiiselligin icindeymis gibi durmaktadir.
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Bir diger acidan yaklastigimizda, felsefi zombilerin varlig1 sorunlu bir tez olabilir.
Chalmers literatiirde yoneltilen zombi elestirilerini bosa ¢ikartmak konusunda oldukca
basarilidir. Fakat zombi kavrammin kendisi iki farkl1 sekilde ele alinabilir. ilk olarak,
eger zombiler bos adlar1 6rnekliyorlarsa, buradan iki temel sonug ¢ikabilir. Zombiler
bizim a posteriori bilincimizin olumsuzlanmis halleri olabilir ya da sadece daha
onceden varliklar1 kabul edilerek iddia edilebilirler. Iki ¢6ziim de Chalmers’in tezini
bosa cikartabilecek niteliktedir. Ote yandan, eger zombiler Chalmers’in verdigi yazili
tanima dayali ise, o zaman da zombilerin varlig1, metin bazli olacagi i¢in a posteriori

olma durumuna diisebilir haldedir.

Chalmers’1n bir diger iddiasi ise, zorunlu a posteriori dnermelerin olamayacagi ve bu
yiizden doga yasalarinin kuvvetli zorunluluklar olmadig1 yoniindedir. Bu tarzda bir
yaklasimin PTQI 6nermelerine zarar verdigini diigiinmekteyim. Eger doga yasalar1 “P”
tarafindan a priori metotlarla olsa dahi ¢ikarsanamiyorsa, bu durumda zombi diinyasi
ve benzeri Orneklerde sorun kolayca “~Q” Onermesine ait olmaktansa, “P”
Onermesinin yetersizligine yorulabilecek niteliktedir. Buradan hareketle, “P”
Onermesinin doga yasalarinin zorunluluguna isaret edecek kadar stabil olmasi, zombi

diinyas1 ve benzeri 6rneklerin gecerli olmasi i¢in bir zorunluluktur.

Bir diger elestiri ise, zombi diinyalarinin kdkeni ile ilgili olarak dne siiriilebilir. Zombi
diinyalarinin en 6nemli 6zelligi onlarin a priori tutarlilig ile ilgilidir. 4 priori tutarh
kavramlarin 1-i¢glemleri zorunlu olacak ve buradan 2-i¢glemlerinin zorunluluguna gecis
yapilabilecektir. Fakat Chalmers’in tanr1 kavrami lizerinde yaptig1 yorumlar, a priori
tutarli kavramlar konusunda secici davrandigini gostermektedir. Chalmers’a gore, a
priori tutarli goziikse bile tanr1 kavrami, sisteminde iddia edilemezken, zombi
diinyalar1 kavrami a priori tutarlilik lizerinden sistemde one siiriilmektedir. Buradan
baktigimiz zaman, Chalmers’in metafiziginin se¢ici bicimde konumlandigini ve
diialist iddialarin semantik iddialardansa, ontolojik bagliliklar gerektiren iddialar
oldugunu sdyleyebiliriz. Bu a¢idan Chalmers’in iddialari, 6nceden diializmin
kabuliinii gerektirdigi i¢in, materyalistler ya da diger tiirden monistler i¢in biiyiik bir

sorun olugturmuyor gibi gdzilkmektedir.
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Chalmers’a yoneltilen son elestiri ise, diislince deneyleri literatiiriine dayanmaktadir.
Felsefi diisiince deneylerinin yapisi ele alindiginda, bu diislince deneylerinin bilimsel
olanlardan ayrisabilecegi muhakkaktir. Eger hedefimiz natiiralist bir felsefe yapmak
ise, diisiince deneylerimizin bir sekilde bilimsel olanlarla yakinlagsmasi gerekmektedir.
Bu noktada, kati bir bicimde Chalmers’in deneyini reddetmek ve mantiksal
ampirizmin Onerilerini yinelemek yerine, iki farkli kavramin 6ne siiriilmesinin daha
makul oldugunu iddia etmekteyim. Oncelikle, one siiriilen her seyin var oldugu
noktasindan yola ¢ikmak gerekmektedir. Her sey vardir, ancak sadece var olanlardan
bazilarinin ontolojik karsiliklar1 olabilir. Yasadigimiz diinya temel alinarak ya da
bilimsel bir teorinin ¢iktilart olarak yapilan diisiince deneylerine ontolojik dizaynlar
demeyi uygun gérmekteyim. Bunun 6tesinde, edebiyatta gordiigiimiize benzer olarak,
bir epistemolojik senaryonun 6ne siiriilmesi ve bunun iizerine bir ontolojik senaryonun
kurulmasini temel alan deneylere ise, ontolojik spekiilasyon adin1 vermekteyim. Tezin
pozitif Onerisi, daha natiiralist bir 2-boyutculuk ortaya koymak i¢in, bu ayirimin

derinlestirilmesi ve uygulanmasi yoniindedir.
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