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Editorial

Dear readers,

It is with great pleasure that we announce the publication of the 35t issue of the
journal @unosoguja/Filozofija. For our editorial team, this issue is special in more than
one way.

First, it brings about a significant change in the status of the journal itself:
Filozofija now becomes an international, peer reviewed journal, with an editorial board
and an advisory board composed of eminent domestic and international scholars in the
field of philosophy. Established by a group of enthusiasts in 2001 and published by the
Philosophical Society of Macedonia in cooperation with the Institute of Philosophy at
the Faculty of Philosophy (Ss. Cyril and Methodius University - Skopje) until 2013, the
journal has become an important forum for philosophical reflection, discussion, and
development of philosophical thought in the Macedonian intellectual milieu. With this
internationalization of the journal, now published by the Institute of Philosophy at the
Faculty of Philosophy in cooperation with the Philosophical Society of Macedonia, our
aim is to further enlarge this forum, to enrich and to deepen the communication with
scholars working in the field of philosophy and related fields throughout the world,
hoping that many of traditional and contemporary philosophical problems will be ad-
dressed in more efficient ways by such joint intellectual efforts. On this occasion, we
would like to express our deepest gratitude to all our colleagues who, with their de-
voted work for more than a decade, succeeded not only to establish this journal but
also to keep it vibrant and developing. Thus, we would like to thank the two former
Editors-in-chief of Filozofija, Lazar Fotev, MA and Ljupcho Mitkovski, as well as all the
previous members of its editorial and advisory boards, for creating such an invaluable
ground for further intensification of our philosophical activity not only in the Macedo-
nian, but also in the international context.

The second point of special significance regarding this issue of Filozofija is the
choice of its topic - Language, Context and Interpretation. In its wide scope and many
interconnected aspects of philosophical relevance, this topic reflects the main guiding
principles that have inspired and will continue to inspire the intellectual profile of the
journal. On the one hand, it is the principle of acknowledging the irreducible multiplic-
ity and diversity of perspectives, cultural and social contexts from which the “human
condition” is constituted; on the other hand - the principle of constant search for ways
of bridging the gaps created by these differences, by developing productive forms of
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communication both on an individual and on a collective level. And human language,
by its dual nature of universality and particularity, its capacity for encoding the invar-
iable elements of human relation to the world, but also the most specific, unique and
idiosyncratic aspects of this relation as constitutive of our personal and social identity,
is @ phenomenon that makes it possible to pursue both goals simultaneously. Thus, it
seemed adequate that the first international issue of the journal Filozofija, which, both
by the breadth of its topics and the plurality of languages of publication practically
affirms the value of “unity-friendly diversity”, be devoted to the problem of language
and its many facets - phenomena that have been extensively treated from the origins
of philosophical thought until nowadays.

The papers published in the section entitled “Topic of the issue” reflect this his-
torical permanence of the problem of language as a philosophical topic, but also the
richness of theoretical and methodological approaches applied in its treatment. The
first two of these papers bring us back to the context of ancient philosophy, by shed-
ding light on some aspects of Plato’s and Neoplatonic understanding of language and
its relation to philosophical activity and reflection. Thus, Viktor Ilievski, in his paper
“Language and Knowledge in Plato’s Cratylus”, starts from an analysis of the confronta-
tion of naturalist and conventionalist thesis regarding the problem of the correctness of
names, extensively treated in Plato’s Cratylus. He further investigates the implications
of Plato’s eidetic epistemology for his general attitude towards language, concluding
that one of the main points of the specific design of Plato’s dialectical method was the
attempt to “avoid and overcome the pitfalls of language”. The paper by Anna Motta,
“Immagini di Belezza. Questioni di metafisica neoplatonica” (“Images of Beauty. Ques-
tions of Neoplatonic Metaphysics”) based on a detailed analysis of some fundamental
Neoplatonic texts, puts the emphasis on the role of aesthetics in the educational field
in the Late Antique context, demonstrating the close interconnectedness of language,
exegesis and philosophy in that cultural and historical milieu. Her paper further inves-
tigates the specific cognitive, aesthetic and educational role played by the “mimetical
speeches” in the Neoplatonic perspective, conceived of as “true language images of the
intelligible”, i.e. different ways in which the Good reveals itself in the sensible world.

The next two papers in the “Topic of the issue” section introduce a specific con-
trast with the metaphysical preoccupations characteristic of the ancient views on lan-
guage and deal with different questions inspired by the philosophy of language of one
of the most prominent contemporary figures in this field - Ludwig Wittgenstein, focus-
ing mainly on the later phase of his philosophical development. Thus, the paper by Hans
Julius Schneider, “Is Wittgenstein's Later Philosophy Therapeutic and Does This Mean
That It Is Anti-Systematic?” elaborates the question of how much “theory” can be found
in the later writings of Wittgenstein, in the light of Wittgenstein's explicit preference of
the “descriptive” over the “theoretical” stance. Establishing a productive dialogue with
some of the most important contemporary interpretations of Wittgenstein’s approach
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- like, for example, Dummett’s and McDowell’s interpretation - this paper explores new
horizons for the application of Wittgenstein's views on language. By following and fur-
ther developing the approach suggested by Eugene Gendlin, the paper emphasizes the
specificity and the potential of the creative use of language, which demonstrates the
relevance of later Wittgenstein's insights for other disciplines, like, for example, the
discipline of psychotherapy.

Wittgenstein's thoughts on language, more specifically, the controversy he initiat-
ed over the question whether an individual could master a language by himself/herself
(the “private language argument”) represent a theoretical basis of Julien Kloeg's paper
“Community Rules: What Does Kripke's Sceptical Paradox Imply For Private Language?”.
Starting from Saul Kripke's interpretation of Wittgenstein's “private language” puzzle,
this paper pleads for a novel conception of the phenomenon of rule-following, which
relies on the more elaborated concept of “human community” and avoids the counter-
intuitive implications of the Kripkean approach to the private language argument.

The last two papers included in the section “Language, context and interpreta-
tion” are focused on the questions of interpretation as one of the most important as-
pects of the functioning of language and our conceptual schemes in different social
and cultural contexts. Thus, the paper by Réka Markovich, entitled “Is It Forbidden To
Kill Someone? Relevance Theory’s Contribution to Deontic Logic” treats the question
of interpretation of legal texts as a specific kind of texts with normative contents, by
applying the conceptual apparatus of the contemporary deontic logic. More specifically,
this paper explores the possibility to use the insights of the Relevance Theory in the
realization of the fundamental tasks of deontic logic, especially in the area of norm se-
mantics that sometimes requires retrieving information on the deontic status of certain
expressions from textual context alone, without explicit presence of deontic operators.

Finally, Maja Muhic’s paper entitled “UHTepnpeTaTMBHM MOAyCH BO KynTypHaTa
aHTpononoruja: Mcyekop KOH HOBM KpeaTuBHM pechnekcuu 3a yosewwTBoTo” (“The In-
terpretive Aspect of Cultural Anthropology: A Step towards New Creative Reflections
on Humanity”) enlarges the range of questions concerning the phenomenon of inter-
pretation by introducing the more general perspective of what is called “interpretive
anthropology”. This is the discipline that, in the second half of the twentieth century,
introduced an important shift in the area of social sciences, directed towards an “inter-
pretive rethinking of human society”. By taking a critical stance towards the positivist
approach to the study of social and cultural phenomena and bringing forth, at the same
time, all the complexities of the interpretive turn in anthropology, the paper shows the
important methodological and philosophical potential of the application of the inter-
pretive, hermeneutic perspective to the study of human society.

Besides the papers included in the section “Language, context and interpre-
tation” this issue also comprises one more paper in the “Varia” section - Leandro De
Brasi's paper entitled “Accidentality and Knowledge after Gettier”. Revisiting the issue



®UNO30DUJA/FILOZOFIIA, 12, N. 35, p. 3-6, December 2013

raised by Edmund Gettier's famous paper, “Is Justified True Belief Knowledge?”, which
gave new impetus to the epistemological research within the last few decades, this
paper proposes a new approach “to the project of adding some accidentality blocker
to true belief” in order to have knowledge. This new approach aims at replacing the
strongly individualist orientation of the traditional epistemology with an orientation
that also takes into consideration the social dimension of human practices and posits
“areflective endorsement of the knowledge-yielding procedures that can be met at the
social level”.

After the above-mentioned papers, in the “Book review” section, this issue in-
cludes Dejan Donev’s review of the book by Zeljko Kaluderovi¢, “The Pre-Socratic Con-
ceptions of Justice” which gives an analysis and a critical appraisal of the content, ideas
and the scientific merit of Kaluderovi¢’s book.

In that way, by displaying a productive convergence of ideas and approaches
related not only to the field of philosophy of language, but also to the fields of logic,
epistemology, aesthetics and philosophy of law, this issue of the journal reflects the
richness and the diversity of contemporary philosophical thought explicitly or implicit-
ly inspired by the phenomena of language and interpretation.

*

At the end of this introduction of the 35th issue of Filozofija, we would like to
give special thanks to the current members of the editorial and advisory boards, for
their active participation in the shaping of the new format of this journal; to all the
authors who submitted their work, for their trust and their preparedness to collabo-
rate with our team; to the reviewers of the papers who generously agreed to give their
professional opinions and recommendations for improving the quality of the content
published in it; to the proofreaders, language and technical editors without whom the
finalization of the work on the issue would have been impossible. Let’s hope that the
fruit of our collective efforts will open a new chapter in the history of the journal, by
creating new forms of philosophical dialogue and reflection.

Ana Dimishkovska, Editor-in-chief
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Language and Knowledge in Plato’s Cratylus

Viktor llievski
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Abstract

The argument of Plato’s Cratylus is conducted along the lines of examination of two con-
flicting theories of correctness of names, namely conventionalism and naturalism; in the
course of the dialogue Socrates demonstrates that none of the theories provides truly ac-
curate account of the names-objects relation. His own standpoint is that language is unre-
liable and that things should be investigated and learned about through themselves, rather
than through their images, the names. This conclusion pushes the phonetic and semantic
investigations aside, and establishes the supremacy of eidetic epistemology over its onomatic
counterpart. The main objectives of this paper will be: a) to follow the interplay of Socrates’
arguments by which he challenges both theories of correctness of names, and b) to brief-
ly investigate the implications and the impact of the eidetic epistemology thesis on Plato’s
general attitude toward language. In order to accomplish the second objective, | shall turn to
the Seventh Letter and point out some affinity between its philosophic digression and the
conclusions of the Cratylus. Thus it will be shown that Plato’s attitude toward language was
not very favorable, and that his method of dialectic was devised in such a way as to ultimately
avoid and overcome the pitfalls of language.

Keywords: Plato, language, The Cratylus, Seventh Letter, naturalism, conventionalism, dialectic

Cratylus is Plato’s only dialogue where language-related subjects are quite extensively
discussed. The issue in the forefront of this work is the question of “correctness of
names”? (orthotes ton onomaton), as it is shown by its opening statement (383a3-4).2But

! By names, Plato in Cratylus implies “a loose linguistic category, understood as including common nouns
and adjectives as well as proper names.” (Sedley, Plato’s Cratylus 4). More precisely, ““onoma’ is used in
the Cratylus to refer to nonsyncategorematic words, words which can be said to be true of something.”
(Ketchum 133)

2 This view is endorsed both by Sedley (2003) and Barney (2001). But it hasn’t always been the case. A.E.
Taylor, for example, used to hold that the ostensive subject of the dialogue was the origin of language,
while its main concern was to consider the function and use of language (see Taylor, Plato 77f).
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the scope of its interest is much broader: throughout this dialogue the reader follows
an inquiry into the nature of language, starting with its most primitive and minimal
units, the phonemes, and extending to nouns and verbs (onomata and rhémata), as the
basic constituents of a meaningful sentence. Thus, what Plato’s Socrates actually dis-
cusses in the Cratylus is the question of the relation between names and their referents:
are the former really capable of properly reflecting the objects they represent? The
argument is conducted along the lines of examination of two conflicting theories of
correctness of names, namely conventionalism and naturalism; in the course of the
dialogue Socrates demonstrates that none of the theories provides truly accurate ac-
count of the names-objects relation, although in the language which he and his con-
temporaries were using, some elements of both of them were preserved. As for the
epistemological implications of the discussion, were the naturalist theory true, things
could have been knowable through their names alone, but since it is not so, Socrates’
own standpoint is that the things should be investigated and learned about through
themselves, rather than through their images, the names (Crat. 439a-b). This conclusion
pushes the phonetic and semantic investigations aside, and establishes the supremacy
of eidetic epistemology (understanding things through their essences, or Forms) over
its onomatic counterpart. The main objectives of this paper will be: a) to follow the in-
terplay of Socrates’ arguments by which he challenges both theories of correctness of
names, and b) to briefly investigate the implications and the impact of the eidetic epis-
temology thesis on Plato’s general attitude toward language as a philosophical tool.

In order to be able to establish his own views on language, theory of knowledge
and ultimately ontology, Socrates is bound to refute the theories of conventionalism?
and naturalism.* His strategy in accomplishing this task is rather peculiar: he straight-
forwardly refutes the extreme version of conventionalism and the quasi-ontological
conception it presupposes,® but seemingly endorses and even strongly advocates the
theory of linguistic naturalism. Furthermore, the entire enterprise of the elaborate et-
ymological analysis is meant to reveal that the name-givers of old espoused the alleg-
edly Heraclitean theory of flux.® The etymology of the elements is explained on the

3 Briefly stated, the claim of the extreme conventionalists is that any name set down by any person for
any object is the correct one, at least for that particular person.

4 The naturalists’ claim is “that there is a correctness of name for each thing, one that belongs to it by
nature” (Crat. 383a3). The extreme consequence of this viewpoint is that names which do not belong
naturally to objects in question (those mistakenly assigned to them) are not names at all.

5 It is deducible from the Protagorean absolute epistemological relativism. His homo mensura thesis
allows only for an extremely relativist ontology, making the being and essence of the things private for
each person (see Crat. 385e4-5). Such ontology produces, in turn, strong relativism in the field of values
as well, and that is certainly not what Plato wants.

¢ The doctrine of constant flux does not allow for any fixed subject of epistemological investigations,
which implies that no knowledge is actually possible. This conviction allegedly made the historical
Cratylus refrain from discussions and move his finger instead of answering the questions posed to him.
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basis of the presumption that the nature of things is unsteady and always moving. The
same holds for the most important ethical (areté, sophrosyné, dikaiosyne, andreia etc.) and
epistemological terms (epistéme, gnome, doxa etc.), and this seemingly aligns Socrates
with the upholders of the flux doctrine. The truth is, of course, exactly the opposite,
and that becomes very clear during his conversation with Cratylus. One very interesting
thing to note is that Socrates also attributes the doctrine of constant change to the
primeval name-givers, and that may have devastating consequences for the naturalist
theory which is so much dependent on the authority of those wise men of old:

And by the dog, it seems to me that | haven't divined badly this thing which right at
this moment appeared in my mind, that those men of very ancient times who used
to give the names were almost exactly like most of the wise men nowadays, who
get dizzy by frequently whirling around while they investigate the nature of the
things that are, and thereupon it appears to them that the things themselves go
round and are moving in every respect. However, they do not allege that their own
internal experience is the cause of this opinion, but claim that the very things are
of such nature, and that none of them is stable nor constant, but flowing and mov-
ing and full of every sort of motion and constant coming into being. (411b3-c4)’

The fact that Socrates does not even attempt to veil the irony so obvious in the
above lines, as well as the fact that this conception so detrimentally collides with his
own opinion,? namely that things possess stable essences (which will be once again
presented by the very end of the dialogue),” seems to show that what he does here is
exercising his eristic powers over Cratylus (who is at this point still only an auditor), with
the aim to reduce Cratylus’ philosophical standpoint to absurd.

It is really not certain that Heraclitus himself was an extreme Heraclitean of Cratylus’ type, or even a
flux theorist at all (as reported by Plato and further promoted by Aristotle). Against this view, among
some other scholars, argues Markovi¢ (1983). The famous “river fragment” (DK B12 = 40 Markovi¢) in
his rendition reads: “Upon those who are stepping in the same rivers different and again different
waters flow”. If correct, this rendition would make the statement that nobody can step into the same
river twice a misreading forced upon Heraclitus by his interpreters. Markovi¢ concludes that the “river
picture” is just another Heraclitus’ device to support the notion of coincidentia oppositorum within the
frame of his general theory of Logos.

7 The translations are mine, except for the sentences and passages from the Seventh Letter, which are
given in Morrow’s rendition. | have consulted the Reeve's and Tomovska-Mitrovska's translations of the
Cratylus.

8 Advanced much earlier, at 386aff.

9 Crat. 439¢, together with the conclusion that the name-givers, if they ascribed names to things in the
belief that everything is always moving, were mistaken and consequently deceived their successors.
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Now let us return to the starting point of the dialogue, where Hermogenes complains
to Socrates that Cratylus confuses him with his sarcastic and unclear exposition of the
doctrine of naturalism, and furthermore offends him by claiming that his name cannot
be Hermogenes. He, in opposition to his interlocutor, advocates the view that the cor-
rectness of names in their application to objects or notions is determined by nothing
more than an agreement among the users of language.’® Hence, the main clash that
we witness in the dialogue is between the two opposing views on the relation of words
(more broadly - language) with reality: Cratylus,*! the propounder of the first one, main-
tains that they are connected physei, while Hermogenes,*> who represents the second
view (in the order of appearance in the dialogue) holds that the connection is nome.
Still not discouraged enough to start seriously questioning his outlook, the latter pro-
vokes Socrates’ exposition on the correctness of names with the following utterance:
ou gar physei hekasto pephykenai onoma ouden oudeni, alla nomo kai ethei ton ethisanton te kai
kalounton - “not a single name belongs to each of the things by nature, but by custom
and habit of those who give it and use it.” (384d6-8).1* Socrates, in reply to his position,
advances the idea that the consequence of Hermogenes’ theory of naming, if the same
principle were applied to things that are, or beings, instead of to names, would result
in a doctrine of extreme ontological relativism. This doctrine was originally held by

10 “l am unable to persuade myself that there is some other correctness of names besides convention and
agreement (syntheke kai homologia).” (384c10-d1).

11 (Stewart 35) and (Demand 107), relying on other scholars (Raeder and Derbolav, and von Fritz
respectively), present the opinion that it was actually Antisthenes who upheld this view, and that Plato
is thus arguing with his fellow student and forerunner of an influential school of thought, disguised in
the robes of Cratylus. If this were true, it would, of course, add weight to the argument that Plato’s
initial endorsement of the theory of naturalism was purposeful, namely with the aim to reduce it to
absurd. After all, Antisthenes was, in some respect, known as an opponent of Plato.

12 Whom Stewart (ibid.) takes to be a mouthpiece of Protagoras.

13 This view bears the extreme consequence of absolute linguistic relativism, namely that any individual
at any time may name any object with any name, and that such naming would be proper and accurate.
It is in fact imposed by Socrates' interjection in the question-and-answer session with Hermogenes:
is each name given, either by an individual or the state (kai ean idiGtés kalé kai ean polis), given well?, to
which the latter agrees (385a). This prompts (Weingartner 6f) to claim that this is the view that Socrates
actually battles, and that calling it conventionalism is “misleading to the extreme.” It is, however, quite
plausible to assume that the extreme relativist view with which Hermogenes gets implicated is just a
further eristic twist introduced by Socrates on purpose, so that his interlocutor’s position may appear
to be really absurd. This move makes his rebuttal of conventionalism proper, whether undertaken
seriously or with some ulterior motive, much easier. That Socrates has the broader conception of
conventionalism on mind is confirmed by his restatement of Hermogenes position close to the end
of the dialogue (433e), where he says that the correctness of names is a matter of agreement among
members of a community (to synthémata einai ta onomata kai déloun tois synthemenois proseidosi de ta
pragmata (433e3-5)).

10
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Protagoras, who famously stated that of all things the measure is man, of the things
that are, that they are, and of things that are not, that they are not. Hermogenes, who
is the advocate of the conventionalist’s theory in the dialogue, reluctantly admits that
there were times when he, due to intense internal turmoil, took refuge in Protago-
ras’ doctrine, although without due consideration. Socrates deals a hard blow both to
Hermogenes' conventionalism and Protagoras’ teachings (refuting in passing yet an-
other sophist’s doctrine, the one of Euthydemus, who apparently believed that all the
contrary properties are simultaneously present in every object, and consequently all
statements whatsoever are true) in a rather interesting and elaborate line of reasoning
(385d-391b). Let us try to reconstruct the structure of this argument, which starts off
with transposition from names to beings, only to finally return back to names and dis-
prove conventionalism, which was after all Socrates’ original intention.

Hermogenes claims: whatever one decides to call a certain thing, that will be
its name, and further supports his claim by the fact that different communities have
different names for the same things, a truth that holds both among Hellenes and for-
eigners. Socrates, on the other hand, turns the argument to ontological grounds, and
asks whether things have essences of their own, or whether they, in the matter of their
being, depend on the opinions of individual men. If they do not have fixed being of their
own, then:

a) We would not be able to distinguish one thing from the other,** and also we would
not have the means to attribute fixed properties to numerically different things
if our opinions of them do not coincide.’®

b) But we do distinguish one individual from another, and we do attribute them
properties of, say, goodness and badness, and to a different degree.

c) Therefore, the things of this world have essences or being of their own.

This is Socrates’ first interim conclusion in the argument. The things’ essences
do not stand in relation to our cognitive faculties, do not picture the transient mental
states of the humans, but have fixed ontological status of their own.

Next, Socrates assumes that the same holds of actions, and therefore it is both
legitimate and important for the later part of the argument to ask whether this as-
sumption of his is well grounded, or presents a case of unjustified extrapolation. The
status of events (and for that matter, actions) is a subject of huge debate among con-
temporary philosophers. Still, there seem to be some peculiarities that are shared by
both things and events, one of them being that they are “equally spatiotemporal in as

1 According to Euthydemus’ version.

15 If man is the measure of all things and Peter’s opinion differs from John's, then it would not be possible
to definitely say that, for example, the water is either warm or cold.

1
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much as both are non-repeatable, dated particulars” (MacDonald 110). And if events are
particulars, that would make them susceptible to having certain other features in com-
mon with the things or objects, as for example Socrates’ ascribing them fixed nature,
or essence, would be. That move can be accomplished when both types of particular
entities (objects and events) are subsumed under a sortal term, or, in the case of the
events, an event or action type, which would have essence and whose instances the
various particular events would be. Davidson, on the other hand, although disclaiming
that events have essences (being particulars identified by the causal nexus), still offers
good reasons why events should be taken seriously as entities (Davidson 164ff).¢ He
also holds that actions can be subsumed under events; of course, not every event is
an action, but that fact does not seem to be relevant to the case explicated here by
Socrates. Therefore, it is probably safe enough to conclude that Socrates is justified to
attribute essentiality to actions, and that they can be described (at least those present-
ed in the Cratylus) as “species” of events that are necessarily causally connected with a
conscious agent. Let us now resume our argument.

d) As for the actions (weaving, cutting), they also possess nature or essence, and are
performed according to it, and not our liking. In order to perform them properly,
we must use the appropriate tools that are naturally attached to them.

e) Speaking or saying something is one sort of action.

f) Therefore, correct speech is the speech performed according to nature, and in-
cludes saying words in the way natural for their usage. Words are the proper tools
employed in the speech act.

This is the second interim conclusion drawn by Socrates. He makes it clear that
any enterprise undertaken has to be accomplished according to strict rules dictated
by the essential nature of the activity itself. Nobody can perform a surgical operation
without separating the tissue of the patient with a sharp metal tool. Similarly, nobody
can speak properly without following the rules of the speech-action and using the ap-
propriate tools, which are the names.

Socrates next proceeds briefly to discuss true and false speech, with an inten-
tion to point out to Hermogenes that there is a possibility of false, incorrect speech.
It is a matter of very basic knowledge of logic that truth-value is to be attributed to
propositions, or more precisely utterances, specific uses of sentences. Plato’s Socrates
acknowledges that, but he, somewhat surprisingly, ascribes truth-value to the constitu-
ents, or parts of the statements as well, on the assumption that whatever is true of the
unit, has to be true of its parts as well. This seems to be an example of flagrant error in

16 Any description of an event implies that there is an entity to be described; the logical form of the
sentences we use in our ordinary talk presupposes that there are things our sentences are about.

12
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reasoning, known as the fallacy of division.”” Why would Plato’s Socrates commit such
a fallacy in the course of what seems to be a valid and stable argument?*® One obvious
answer would be that the very theory he is about to expound presupposes the notion
of names as independent bearers of meaning and truth, linguistic microcosms encap-
sulating within themselves both truth-value and reference. In other words, the theory
of true and false names has to presuppose that names do not only refer or designate,
or even do not only refer and sometimes suggest descriptions, but that they always
necessarily represent descriptions of some kind (Cf. Robinson 334f). The other possible
answer would be that this inconsistency is yet another eristic move of Socrates, who
is determined to establish the theory of naturalism upon a host of absurdities, just in
order to deconstruct it later on.

Be that as it may, since true and false speech is possible, some statements are
true, some false; the same, according to Socrates, holds for the smallest parts of sen-
tences - the names. But using names is part of the action of speaking, therefore, using
names is also a sort of speech-action. Consequently, if using names is a speech-action,
it follows from the interim conclusions Il and | that we cannot name things according to
our liking or even on the basis of agreement among citizens, but rather have to name
them in a natural way, in accordance with their essences and using appropriate tools.
Eschewing this procedure of naming would imply failure in the attempt to name things.
In this way it is proven that the conventionalist theory of naming and the underlying
Protagorean theory of knowledge stand no chance against Socrates’ assault.

After Socrates established that speaking or saying was an activity which should
be performed in accordance with its own nature and that names were natural tools

17 Elsewhere (Soph. 263 d) Plato clearly asserts that truth-value arises from the combination of names and
verbs.

18 Not all scholars agree that this is a case of fallacy. Taylor (Plato 79) flatly denies that, arguing that
the attribution of truth-value to names is confined to limited cases of superimposition of private
nomenclature on common or public usage of language. With Schofield’s transposition (Schofield, “A
displacement”) of the relevant passage on truth and falsity of names (385b2-d1) after 387c, followed
in the standard English translation of Plato’s works edited by Cooper, Taylor's argument is not valid
anymore, since the passage does not follow the discussion on “private” versus “public” names. Sedley
(Plato’s Cratylus 11ff) considers the above mentioned passage to be an unintentionally left residue from
a previous edition of the dialogue which was later on amended to suit the conclusion of the Sophist,
with the passage in question deleted. This assumption, even if pretty bold, is possible, since the flow of
the argument is not interrupted by the omission the disputed passage. On the other hand, the passage
cannot be unequivocally pronounced to be completely redundant, since the attribution of falsity to
some names may be used for fostering the idea of names’ capacity to convey fixed meaning (which is
a supporting pillar of the theory of naturalism), by pointing out their inability to do so if not proper
(false); after all, the discussion that immediately follows the transposed passage focuses on the usage
of proper or natural tools for performing actions. In the light of the above understanding, the proper
names would be true, the improper false. Furthermore, even if Plato did edit 385b2-d1 out, that would
in no way strengthen the case for the existence of name-forms (which is the present issue), but would
mean only one inconsistency less.
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for performing that activity (in the same way as surgical knife is the natural tool for
the activity of cutting, which has separating of tissue as its purpose), a question may
spontaneously present itself to the inquisitive mind: what is the purpose which is to be
accomplished by the usage of names as tools for the activity of saying? Socrates gives
straightforward and precise answer to this question - the main functions of names
are to help us teach (didasko) one another something and separate (diacrino) things. He
gives this answer after Hermogenes admits that he does not know what precisely we
do when we name things. Isn't it, says Socrates, that by naming we instruct each other,
and also separate things according to their nature?, and Hermogenes readily expresses
his consent.!? Now, by the end of the dialogue (439d9), Socrates points out to Cratylus
that a well fashioned speech should say of a thing firstly that it is this and further on
that it is such and such - proton men hoti ekeino estin, epeita hoti toiuton.* And in order for
the later account of function of speech (determining what a thing is (ekeino) and then
enumerating its properties (toiouto)) to be in a similar way reconciled with the earlier
account of function of names (didaské and diacrind), we would have to understand didaské
(teaching or instructing) as pointing out the thing’s essential nature, while diakriné (sep-
arating) as the usual way of defining a thing, or grasping its essence by marking it off
from the other things (not belonging to the same kind), through pointing out its genus
proximum and differentia specifica. As it was mentioned, Sedley holds that both func-
tions of instructing and separating being are primarily of philosophical nature; they
are not meant to simply label things or describe them superficially, but to encapsulate
their essence, although most of the names are at a low level of approximation to their
ultimate aim. At the face of it, this conclusion sounds reasonable enough, but if it were
true, then Plato would be very serious about the naturalist theory of naming. However,
his commitment to such a theory is dubious even at this early point, exactly because
of the above inconsistency surrounding the attribution of truth-value to names, and,
more importantly, because of the assumption underlying the whole truth-value issue

¥ Crat. 388b9-10: ar’ ou didaskomen ti allélous kai ta pragmata diakrinomen € echei; Socrates does not
elaborate much on these functions of names, but | think that, although closely related, they should
be kept separate. ‘Instructing’ and ‘dividing things’ (at 388c1 a name is said to be organon diakritikon tés
ousias - a tool for separating being) here probably mean on the one hand imparting positive information
about a particular object, and on the other marking it off from other objects or, better, beings (Cf.
Thomas 344). According to Sedley (“Plato on Language” 217 f) both functions are eminently in the
service of philosophy; ‘instructing’ means teaching philosophical truth, while ‘separating being’ refers
to a range of meanings: from pointing out what a thing is by distinguishing it from other things to
encapsulating the thing’s essence in definition. This seems to be possible only if we accept as true
the premise that names are bearers of both meaning and reference, or independently capable of
expressing the essence of things. But that is hardly possible; both the truth-value and the capability
of forming definitions belong to propositions or statements. Socrates’ words here are remindful of
Heraclitus' statement (DK B1) that he is teaching by dividing each thing according to its nature.

2 Sedley (“Plato on Language” 215) interprets this statement as follows: “To utter a complete statement
(logos), you must first name your subject, then go on to describe it.”
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- that is that names have the power to encapsulate and convey essences, which is ac-
tually what was to be proven, if possible at all.

As an unassailable master of disputes, Socrates next launches a formidable attack on
the theory he was seemingly trying to prove and defend - naturalism. He does that
by trying to explain to Hermogenes (who is at this point still his interlocutor) how the
names succeed in expressing the nature of a thing.? In order to do that, Socrates draws
the analogy of a painting. We can easily imagine a picture of a man, and notice that
it is composed of many parts, with further components and subcomponents, till we
reach the level of individual colors. Similarly, the names may be analyzed and their
components discovered, starting with derivative names (hystera onomata) - like agathos,
then the primary names (prota onomata) which constitute them - in this case agastos and
thoon (‘admirable’ and ‘fast’), down to the most elementary parts (ta stoikheia), which are
the individual phonemes. Now, names are correct when they express the nature of their
referent, and the derivatives manage to do that by the means of the primaries, which
are composed of elements, not of names. But how do the elements manage to build up
a correct primary name? On the strength of their power to imitate the essence or being
both of things and qualities (423e1-4). So, in the same way as a picture is a pictorial
imitation of reality, so names are vocal imitation which establish a kind of portrait-like
resemblance with the things, down to the lowest level of word-analysis, the level of
elements represented by sounds, which still carry some semantic value: they express
properties, like motion, hardness, softness, largeness, which also have essences. This is,
presented in the briefest possible manner, the mimetic theory of names.?? “If someone
were able to imitate the essence of each thing in letters and syllables, wouldn’t he be
able to reveal what each thing itself is, or not?” (423e6-8). And the one who does that is
the original legislator or name-giver, the nomothetés, who, in the prolonged etymologi-
cal section of the dialogue, was proven to be a flux-theorist.?*

Socrates, unlike Cratylus, who approximately at his juncture joins the conversa-
tions, claims that even names which imperfectly imitate or resemble things, may still

2 Crat. 422d1-2: “But, the correctness of those names we have just examined in detail was meant to be
such as to disclose of what sort is each of the things that are.”

22 This is what (Deretic¢ 41) calls a phonemo-analytic model, the last move in the attempt to check the
foundation of the theory of naturalism, before undertaking the project of its rebuttal.

2 As also confirmed at the already quoted 411b3-c4 passage, and at 439b10-cé. For a commentary on
these two passages see (Ademollo 449ff).
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properly represent them. Even an imperfect image is an image.?* This claim may lead
to the conclusion that not all names are perfect imitation of things, and consequently,
not all nomothetes are on the same level. But Cratylus strongly objects to this idea,
holding that a badly given name is not a name at all, and that a bad name-giver is not
a name-giver at all. His stubborn attitude leads him to number of aporiai, and allows
Socrates to deconstruct the theory of naturalism he was seemingly upholding, and pro-
claim the ineffectiveness of names in the matter of acquiring true knowledge. He does
that by using at least three strong arguments. First, Socrates offers contradictory ety-
mologies which refute the ones previously given, themselves expressing or confirming
the theory of flux (437a-d). The alternative rendition establishes rest as a principle,
instead of motion, Eleatic ontology instead of Heraclitean.?> Next, he calls Cratylus’
attention to the names of numbers, which do not reflect the nature of what they are
applied to (435 b)-a name properly expressing the nature of ‘hundred’ should consist of
hundred units.? Finally, since Cratylus claimed that knowing the name meant knowing
the thing, Socrates challenges him by saying that if the only way to know a thing is to
know its name, then the legislators must have not known the things prior to naming
them: “How can we say that are versed in naming and that they are lawgivers, before
any name was established and before they came to know them, if the things cannot
be known except through names?” (438b5-7). But if they did have some knowledge of
them, a premise which Cratylus has to accept as true, then there must be another way
to know the things except through their names. That way is to know them directly,
through steadfast inquiry in the first principles, which are the Forms. Finally, Socrates
once again addresses the inadequacy of the flux theory, and strongly postulates Plato’s
theory of Forms, arguing that the picture of an-always-changing-universe would cer-
tainly make all attempts to know anything futile. It may properly represent the state of
affairs in the world we inhabit, but Platonic philosophy directs our gaze higher, beyond
the realm of always-changing particulars, where we can identify the Beautiful itself as
always beautiful, the Good itself as always good (439c-d).

24 Even if we take the names to picture reality, they can at most be imperfect and incomplete pictures.
Socrates gives the example of the word sklerotes (hardness), where lambda is contained, which is
supposed to express the opposite quality, namely softness and smoothness (434c-e) That is why, even if
we accept that names picture reality, they can at most be imperfect and incomplete pictures.

2 This is, however, not a detrimental objection. Sedley (“The Etymologies” 142), using examples of
etymologizing both in the Phaedrus and the Cratylus points out that the ancients prided themselves on
discovering the ‘real’ hidden meaning of words and not dwelling on superficialities, as well as that they
believed that multiple etymologies were not considered as inconsistencies, but rather as reinforcing
each other. The goal of the ancient etymologists was not linguistic pedantry, but discovering the hidden
meaning carefully encoded in words (See Barney 47), especially if those were divine names. Finding out
that a name combines two or more meanings was not considered as a fault but as an advantage.

2 This is what (Keller 301) calls “a devastating argument against the naturalistic theory of language.”
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What is it, then, that Socrates accomplishes with his rather complex line of reasoning
and argumentation in the Cratylus? One thing is certain: as shown above, he decidedly
rejects Cratylus’ version of naturalism, according to which humans are powerless to
change the relation between names and objects, which is established by nature. Besides
that, Socrates seems to be giving some concession to the conventionalist theory of lan-
guage: he would prefer the view that names are as much like things as possible, but the
reality of our everyday usage of language is that, in both baptizing and using the names
of things, we are forced to resort to convention (435c). This, however, does not mean
that Socrates embraces thoroughgoing conventionalism and believes in the accurate-
ness of etymologizing (Cf. Thomas 343, fn. 7). He would personally be pleased (emoi men
oun kai autoi areskei) were the names resembling things perfectly; unfortunately, it is
not so, although there are some phonemes which accurately mimic certain properties
(426c-427d), and there are some words that properly resemble their nominata (e.g. the
words psyché and soma (399d-400c)).?” Still, since the natural accurateness of most of the
names remains in the realm of wishful thinking, (Cf. Weingartner 24) Socrates’ observa-
tions on the correctness of names and their power to properly represent the things they
stand for, conclude as follows: “But surely, not a single man endowed with reason will
entrust himself or the cultivation of his soul to names (oude pany noun echontos anthrépou
epitrepsanta onomasin auton kai tén autou psychén therapeuein), trusting them and their giv-
ers so much as to affirm confidently that he knows something” (440c2-5). So what will
a person endowed with nous do instead? The well known answer to this question is that
he will investigate and learn about things through themselves, rather than through
names (poly mallon auta ex auton kai mathéteon kai zététeon é ek ton onomaton (439b5-6)).
These two statements taken together are the main conclusion of the dialogue,
and not only that we should not do philosophy through etymology, as (Keller 285,303)
claims. Etymologizing had undoubtedly been an established practice by the times when
Plato lived (see Barney 50ff); however, aside from the assumption that Cratylus himself,
or the group of intellectuals he represented, was embracing epistemological speculation
as a way of doing philosophy, we do not have much textual evidence that it used to be a
prominent way of philosophizing,? indeed so prominent that Plato dedicated an entire
dialogue to its rebuttal. Besides, the model etymologist in the dialogue is Euthyphro,
who is far from being a model philosopher as well. Finally, the names’ correspondence
to things is not established only through etymological analysis, but also through the
mimetic power of the phonemes. Therefore, | believe that Plato’s purpose in the Craty-

77 For a view that there might have been a slight possibility that Plato held the nature-theory of names,
see (Robinson 325).

% Although it was practiced by some of the Sophists, and used widely in some other areas, as for example
in theology, as a means of analyzing and explaining divine names.
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lus is to emphasize, when it comes to philosophical investigation, the insufficiency and
inadequacy of language in general - and not only of the etymological enterprise? - and,
more importantly, to give a hint of the true way of acquiring knowledge. This true way is
represented by what was previously in this paper called eidetic epistemology, or know-
ing things not through their names, but directly; and knowing a thing directly or through
itself means knowing it as it is, discarding all images derived from sense-experience, i.e.
knowing its Form (eidos) - which is the only object of real knowledge, or episteme.** Plato
makes this clear in the closing section of the dialogue (439c-440d), where he uses the
Beautiful itself (auto to kalon) as an example of a stable object of knowing, and contrasts
it with the things that are in constant flux (panta rhein), and none of which can, due
to their always changing nature, be known by anybody (oud’ an gnastheié he hyp’ oudenos)
(439d-e). Knowing is thus “logically prior to naming,” (Levinson 38) and attaches itself to
the unchanging nature of the real being, while the activity of naming is limited to human
doxa, which cannot reach beyond the realm of sensible particulars (401a).

These conclusions granted, it still remains rather obscure how the lauded unmed-
iated investigation is supposed to be conducted, what is its method, or, simply, what di-
rect learning, i.e. eidetic epistemology, actually amounts to. No straightforward answer
to this question is offered in the Cratylus, but Plato there has to be hinting at his favorite,
indeed exclusive method of inquiry into the highest objects of knowledge, i.e. dialectic.®
Now, dialectic, understood in any sense of the term, does not refer to inquiry which

¥ This is in contrast with Ademollo, who gives much narrower scope to Plato’s claim that learning about
things should be conducted without names: “All [Plato] needs to say here, and all he does say, is that
the investigation of reality is independent of the (etymological) investigation of names - not of their
use” (Ademollo 445).

Plato posited the Forms as the only suitable objects of knowledge (see Rep. 477a-b), since, unlike the
sensible particulars that partake in them, they are ever-existing, stable and pure. In this way he had
established what became famous as the Two-Worlds Theory, according to which the two distinct

sets of objects, namely those of the Forms and the particulars, are accessible through the powers of
knowledge (epistemé) and opinion (doxa). This theory is advanced elaborately in the divided line section
of the Republic VI (509d-513e), and more succinctly at Rep. 477a-b and Tim. 51d-52a. Consequently, |
believe that when Keller states concerning Plato’s method of direct investigation that “to look to a
thing itself is to think about or observe the thing, rather than thinking about or observing the name of
the thing” (Keller 303, fn. 29), his interpretation is not as “plausible and straightforward” as it may seem
at first glance.

31 For two alternatives to this view and some objections to them, see (Thomas 351ff). The author
designates these alternative views as the acquaintance model, upheld by Reeve and Silverman, and the
field-work model, proposed by Irwin. The former stands for some way of acquiring direct knowledge
of the Forms, which, according to Thomas, presupposes either “cognitive contact ... with forms in
a previous life; or ... cognitive contact with the forms earned by the end of a long life of linguistic
instruction” (Thomas 353). According to the latter, inquiry without names is not necessarily directed
at the Forms. It takes as its starting points certain commonly held beliefs concerning an object or
phenomenon, which, upon practical examination of the given object or phenomenon, are being revised
in such a way as to produce new, more accurate beliefs.

3

S
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disposes of language altogether, but still it is supposed to culminate in cognition fully
independent of any knowledge that could be conveyed through names.3? We shall touch
upon the subject of this form of dialectic inquiry in the concluding section of the paper.

The failure to identify the interconnected statements that the world is not fully
cognizable through words, and that the way to know things is to investigate them di-
rectly as the main theses of the dialogue, lands some commentators in difficulties and
robs them of the opportunity to see the positive contribution of the Cratylus to Plato’s
views on language and knowledge. Thus Modrak holds that in the Cratylus (as well as
in the Theaetetus) Plato attempts to explain how we grasp the reality, which is not too
controversial a claim; but then she goes on to assert that “this is best accomplished by
identifying the elemental cognitions that are the foundations of meaning and knowl-
edge” (Modrak 167), which turn out to be the roots, or the elemental constituents of
words. In order to accomplish this goal of his, “Plato rejects any philosophical theory
that has the consequence that meanings become unstable. In the Cratylus, the rejected
theory is a version of conventionalism ...” (ibid.), and consequently aligns himself with
the naturalists. The upshot of this understanding is that Plato’s attempt to explain how
we know things hits impasse and the dialogue ends aporetically. However, | believe that
both in this paper and earlier it has been established that in the Cratylus naturalism was
rejected as well, even possibly shown to be the prime object of Socrates’ criticism. | also
believe that Plato’s aim in the Cratylus in not precisely to explain how we cognize the
world, but how we cognize the world through names, or language. His conclusion is that
we actually do not and cannot, at least when it comes to the higher order realities, but
he nevertheless has a positive alternative to offer. The whole purpose of the dialogue
form which Plato adopted in order to present his thoughts is to give the audience a
chance to reflect upon what has been said and draw independent conclusions, hopefully
in the right direction.® Thus, the aporia in the Cratylus is only apparent; it is Plato’s “lit-

14,

32 Thomas also claims that Plato’s ‘inquiry without names’ “takes the form of a dialectical inquiry into
metaphysical first principles” (Thomas 356), i.e. signifies investigation of the Forms, which she
calls ‘transcendental metaphysics.’ As exemplified in the Cratylus, its method is application
of transcendental arguments (see Thomas 360f), which are structurally quite similar to Kant's
transcendental argument. The main problem with hers, otherwise very subtle and penetrating, analysis
of the Cratylus’ last section is that the transcendental arguments only provide conditions for acquiring
stable knowledge, and not direct apprehension of the Forms, which is epistémé in the real sense of the
word. Furthermore, as Thomas ascribes the practice of transcendental metaphysics to the original
nomothetes, the method proves the be highly fallible, since these, as | believe, mythical wise men of
old were dragged to very wrong conclusion concerning the nature of reality. That is certainly not how
Plato wants his dialectical method to be.

33 For an argument that Plato’s Socrates rather often lets the reader know what position he holds,
although the same is not to be found in the dialogue’s conclusion, see (Penner 131ff). Now, in this
article of his Penner tries to isolate and confirm the philosophical views of the historical Socrates,
which were being stealthily introduced in the above way, but the same strategy of presenting ideas can
uncontroversially be transposed to Plato, who is, after all, the one who devised it.
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erary device for reinterpreting the Socratic elenchus as the preparation for constructive
philosophy. The reader is to accompany the interlocutor in the recognition of a problem.
But the more astute reader will also recognize some hints of a solution” (Kahn 100).3*

\

The preceding paragraphs make it rather clear that Plato in the Cratylus does offer an
answer to the question of correctness of names and, subsequently, utility of language.
What remains to be seen, however, is whether the thesis of the priority of the direct ac-
cess to the realities, over its linguistic counterpart, has any parallel in the rest of Plato’s
writings. At first, one feels compelled, together with many critics, to acknowledge that
“This is not a happy outcome nor is it one that at the end of the day Plato embraces,
as is evident in his lifelong interest in dialectic and definition” (Modrak 169). However,
after a more careful consideration and thorough rethinking of the notion of dialectic,
the seemingly ‘unhappy outcome’ may turn out to be not that un-Platonic or absurd.
In fact, the conclusions of the Cratylus are closely connected and in a kind of
doctrinal affinity with the Seventh Letter’s digression on language and true, i.e. Pla-
tonic, philosophy (Ep. VIl 341b-345c). It is impossible here to enter the vexing debate
on the Letter's authenticity;* deciding on the issue is, however, not necessary at all. It
is enough to somehow confirm that the author, whoever he could be, wrote the philo-
sophical digression with genuinely Platonic attitude, as well as that he in it expressed
genuinely Platonic ideas. And | believe that Taylor (1912), Morrow (1929) and Stenzel
(1953) have already argued quite convincingly in favor of the validity of that supposi-
tion. Now, the philosophical digression in our letter is induced by the need to offer an
evaluation of the book, or handbook (techné) on philosophy that Dionysius wrote, upon
hearing a single introductory lecture by Plato. The author of the Letter deems that
impossible: philosophy is not about presenting view-points and arguing for or against
them; it is a way of life and presupposes strict daily discipline, unwavering dedication
to the cause and purity of mind and conduct. “Those who are really not philosophers
but have only a coating of opinions” (Ep. VIl 340d6) become easily discouraged and
give up the pursuit as soon as they learn how much labor and sacrifice it demands. But
even more importantly, the very enterprise of expressing deep philosophical truths in

3 The most eminent representative of the viewpoint that the same conclusion applies also to the other
dialogue Modrak is discussing, namely the Theaetetus, is Cornford (1935).

35 While not that long ago many distinguished scholars, including G. R. Morrow and A. E. Taylor, were in
favor of the view that our Letter is either Plato’s work, or otherwise genuinely Platonic (having,
however, opponents in Edelstein, Cherniss, etc.), more recently it seems that the opposite
understanding is becoming predominant among the historians of Platonism: Irwin, Schofield, Burnyeat
and many others consider it pseudo-Platonic.
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written or even spoken language, for the purpose of instructing others in the matter
is futile.

So much at least | can affirm with confidence about any who have written or pro-
pose to write on these questions, pretending to a knowledge of the problems with
which | am concerned (peri on spoudazo)®... : it is impossible, in my opinion, that
they have learned anything about the subject. There is no writing of mine about
these matters, nor will there ever be. For this knowledge is not something that
can be put into words like other sciences. (341b-c)

This emphatic statement of the author of the Seventh Letter does not stand in
such a stark contrast with Plato of the dialogues, as many have assumed. It is in perfect
accord with the outcome of the discussions in the Cratylus, which directs the reader’s
attention to the weakness, even impotency of language when it comes to grasping and
depicting true being. It is also not very far from the depreciative outlook on writing
offered in the Phaedrus (277d-279a); the aporiai of the second part of the Parmenides,
which to a significant degree steam from the inadequacy of language; the unsuccess-
ful attempts in the Theaetetus to define knowledge; the Timaeus statements that the
ultimate principles are known only to god and those dear to him (549d) and that the
father and maker of the universe is difficult to find and impossible to speak about to
everyone (28c).”” For all that, neither Plato in the dialogues, nor Plato or the Platonic
author in the Seventh Letter is, by no means, putting forward the agnostic thesis of
impossibility of knowledge. From the very beginning of his attempts to establish au-
thentic methodology of philosophical investigations (first discernible probably in the
Meno),% he holds that knowledge is attainable and that the method to attain it is dia-
lectic. Dialectic, however, is a multi-layered concept which develops together with the
maturing of Plato’s philosophy, and thus eschews easy description. The term basically
refers to philosophical inquiry conducted through conversation: “It consists of the me-
thodic organization of questions and answers, of the proposing of hypotheses and of
their examination, of a sorting out of types of objects by means of concepts, using
what is later called the method of collection and division” (Weingartner 9). However,
there is more to it; the ultimate goal of philosophy is to become as godlike as possible,

3 These are, as (Morrow 330) points out, the first and highest principles of nature.

37 The format of this text allows only for a brief mention of a few places in the Platonic corpus that are
possibly in affinity with Ep. VII. For tracing back to the dialogues of many of the ideas presented in the
Letter's digression, see (Morrow 335ff).

38 Although Cratylus is the first dialogue where the name of the practitioner of the art is mentioned - “the
Cratylus passage might have been designed to introduce the term dialektikos for the first time, since its
appearance is prepared by careful epagdge” (Kahn 306) - together with some hints of the method itself
(see Crat. 436d, and cf. Rep. 511b; Crat. 438e and Rep. 534b-c).
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(see Sedley 1999) or to approach the Good. This goal cannot be attained without the
intellectual grasp (noésis) of fundamental realities, which in turn requires arduous train-
ing. “The training and the method of approach is what Plato calls dialectic” (Kahn 292).
So, the method of dialectic is specifically contrived to ultimately reach the highest
subsection of the divided line, to grasp the archai. That is the verdict of the Republic,
where the method is most fully described. The lower segment of the epistémé section,
the one concerned with mathematicals, uses hypotheses and sense-data, while “the
dialectic method proceeds only thus as to make away with hypotheses and move to the
first principle itself, so as to be secure” (Rep. 533c7-d1).*’ The art of dialectic has a very
complex structure and in the broader sense it includes the method of hypotheses (as
taught and practiced in the Meno and Phaedo), the method of collection and division
(Phaedrus, Sophist etc.) and dialectic proper, as presented in the Republic VIand VII. They
are all linked together by the unifying purpose of discovering the ultimate realities
behind the fleeting phenomena. Discursive reasoning and language are indispensable
in this pursuit, but they are far from being sufficient. In fact, in order to realize any real
being, three intermediaries are necessary: the name (onoma), the definition (logos), the
image (eidolon), while knowledge (epistémé) is the fourth thing. On the fifth place stands
the object itself, which is the knowable and truly real being - ho gnéston te kai aléthos
estin on (Ep.VIl 342a-b). To use an example from the Cratylus, in order to comprehend
what a shuttle is, we will have to know its name (kerkis), its definition (e.g. an instrument
for separating the web and weaving), and its material shape. Next we have to possess
an understanding of all these features in our minds, which is “distinct both from the
thing itself and the three things previously mentioned” (Ep.VII 342c). Finally, there is the
form of the shuttle itself, which should properly be called the real shuttle - auto ho esti
kerkis (Crat. 389b). Now, the author of the Letter continues, due to the innate weakness
of language (dia to ton logon asthenes), the four means for reaching the real thing are as
prone to make clear its appearance, or some quality (to poion ti), as its being (to on). The
soul, however, is endeavoring to know the essence, not the particular quality of a thing
(ou to poion ti, to de ti, zetouseés eidenai tés psycheés), and therefore no sensible man would
venture to express his deepest thoughts in accounts and rely on them exclusively. For,
every image is just an imperfect approximation, the names are arbitrary and by no
means fixed (onoma te ouden oudeni bebaion einai), and the same is true for the definitions

¥ (Benson 478) further explains that dialectic also uses hypotheses, but, unlike the dianoetic method,
seeks for their confirmation. Thus the difference between the two methods amounts to a difference
between the use of sense-experience and the a priori method, and between treating hypotheses
as though they were confirmed and as mere unconfirmed stepping stones in need of justification,
respectively for the dianoetic (applicable to mathematicals) and the dialectic method (applicable to
first principles).

0 As we learn from the Republic 532a, the essence of each thing is to be sought through the exercise of
the method of dialectic, which implies leaving aside everything perceptible (aneu pasan ton aistheton).
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and accounts, because they are comprised of names (Ep.VIl 342e-343c). And this was
exactly the conclusion of the Cratylus: the words by themselves, although indispen-
sible - since we have no other means of communicating our thoughts and insights -
are insufficient, fallible instruments when it comes to grasping reality. Therefore, the
inquisitive soul should busy itself with the ‘fifth thing,’ which is the object as it is, the
real essence. However, unlike Socrates in the Cratylus, the author of our Letter gives a
clearer idea about how this task is to be accomplished. We are once again urged to em-
brace the practice of dialectic, but having in mind that dialectic is much more than an
intellectual exercise: it means submitting oneself to the philosophic way of life, which
involves training in virtue and perfect conduct, and employing the four instruments of
knowledge by listening to and conversing with the teacher in good faith and without
envy (Ep.VIl 344b). After such “long-continued intercourse between teacher and pupil,
in joint pursuit of the subject, suddenly, like light flashing forth when a fire is kindled,
[knowledge] is born in the soul and straightaway nourishes itself (en té psyché genomenon
auto heauto éde trephei).” (Ep.VII 341c-d)

| believe that the points presented in this paper allow us to conclude that Pla-
to’s general attitude toward language, at least starting with the transitional period
between the writing of the so-called early and middle group of dialogues - where the
Cratylus most probably belongs - was generally unfavorable. Regardless of whether he
upheld the naturalist theory of language before the Cratylus or not, starting with this
dialogue, and especially with the development of his Theory of the Forms, he believed
that both words and logoi were possibly deceptive, and had to be dealt with most care-
fully. In his striving for knowledge, however, Plato could not dispense with language
altogether, and that is why he devised the dialectic method as a powerful fence against
the imperfections of language. As far as dialectic itself is concerned, in the light of the
obvious affinity between the teachings of the Cratylus and the Seventh Letter present-
ed here, the following two theses may be postulated: a) for Plato, philosophical inquiry,
or dialectic, culminates in the awakening of the reason’s natural ability to illuminate its
objects (eklampse ... peri hekaston ... nous); b) consequently, the concepts of illumination
(eklampsis) and direct seeing (thedrein) play a crucial role in Plato’s epistemology, and is
therefore nothing a modern student of Plato should shy away from, as being too ‘mys-
tical’ or ‘Neoplatonic’.* It is the only tool appropriate and available to the eidetic epis-

1 This would imply that Plotinus’ understanding of dialectic (see Enn. I.3), and some other aspects
of Platonism, was much closer to the original intent of the master than we nowadays are willing
to acknowledge. After all, we learn from a canonical text that the method of dialectic allows the
philosopher, who has spent long years cultivating his soul, “to grasp the Good itself by intellection
alone:” auto ho esti agathon auté(i) noései labé(i) (Rep. 532b1). It thus has the power “to lead up the best
part of the soul to direct vision of the best among the things that really are:” epanagégén tou beltistou
en psyché(i) pros tén tou aristou en touis ousi thean (Rep. 532c6). The seeing here is unmediated, much as
the vision of the sun is not brought about by any intermediary, but is a matter of interaction between
the efflux of the inner light of the eye and the external light of the sun. Plato reiterates the same
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temology, put forward already as early as the times of the Cratylus. The full explication
and defense of these theses must be postponed for some other occasion.
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Trista quella vita (...) che non vede, non ode,
non sente se non che oggetti semplici, quelli
soli di cui gli occhi, gli orecchi e gli altri
sentimenti ricevono la sensazione.

(G. Leopardi, Zibaldone, 4418)

Abstract

The aim of this paper is to show, through some essential Neoplatonic texts, how Aesthetics
can also touch the educational field in the Late Antique context and how language, exegesis
and philosophy are closely related. The philosophy of art and Plato’s and Aristotle’s aesthetic
sense are based on the concept of mimesis, concept which the Neoplatonists gather in or-
der to explain the necessity of a scholastic curriculum made of mimetical speeches, i.e. true
language images of the intelligible. These speeches, read and studied according to an exact
order, can help to confer the right importance to sensible beauty, only an instrument to reach
intelligible beauty. Each speech is one of the way in which the Good reveals itself in the sen-
sible world and appears as the most beautiful expression of art able to create an aesthetic
and cognitive delight.

Keywords: mimesis, speeches, exegesis, language, sensible, intelligible, beauty.

1. Introduzione: pipnotg, arte e filosofia

Ti €oTL 10 KoAOV € la domanda su cui verte ['lppia Maggiore, dialogo - come chia-
risce il secondo titolo testimoniato da Diogene Laerzio (Il 60, 11) - sul bello, ma anche
fondamentale per 'elaborazione della teoria platonica delle Idee.! Socrate, infatti, in-
terroga Ippia non su che cosa sia bello, ma sul Bello in sé (a0td 16 kaAdv), sulla possibili-

1 Plat. Hipp. Maj. 286d 1. Cfr. Casertano, Paradigmi della verita in Platone 18-19.
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ta di cogliere l'unita della natura del bello.? L'lppia, concludendosi in maniera aporetica
e senza definire che cosa sia il Bello, sottolinea il limite delle spiegazioni empiriche su
10 kahOv. Al fine di acquisire un punto di vista su di esso & pertanto necessario superare
quella superficie fenomenica delle cose che si rivela importante soltanto per riconosce-
re la traccia anamnestica del Bello in sé3. Cosi, partendo dalle espressioni sensibili, la
via platonica verso il Bello prosegue pil chiaramente nel Simposio, che, invece, il sotto-
titolo laerziano (lll 58, 21) indica come dialogo sul bene:

Questo é dunque il procedere o il farsi guidare da un altro correttamente alle cose
d'amore, cioé iniziando dalle cose belle [di questo mondo] risalire sempre in vista
di quella bellezza (¢xeivou &veka tod kaloD), come servendosi di gradini (bomep
énavapaocpois xpwuevov), da uno a due e da due a tutti i corpi belli, e dai corpi
belli alle istituzioni belle, e dalle istituzioni belle alle belle scienze, e dalle scienze
belle pervenire a quella scienza che é scienza di nient’altro se non di quella stessa
bellezza, per riconoscere infine cid che & Bello in sé (Plat. Symp. 211b 7-d 1).

Mentre Platone - come abbiamo letto - sostituisce alla nozione di bello 'entita
assoluta, sottolineando il ruolo dell’eros che conduce 'uomo al livello divino, Aristotele
circoscrive il bello alla dimensione dell’arte. Di un'opera d’arte & importante - e questo
é gia nel Fedro (246c) - la composizione armoniosa, perché, aggiunge lo Stagirita nella
Poetica,

Cio che ¢ bello, sia animale sia ogni cosa composta di alcune parti, non soltanto
deve averle ordinate, ma anche essere di grandezza non casuale; cio che é bello lo
¢ infatti in grandezza e in disposizione (v pey£€0eL kal takel) (Arist. Poet. 1450b
35-37).

Platone e Aristotele rappresentano i vertici dell’estetica classica, vertici con i
quali i filosofi successivi devono confrontarsi.* Partendo da tale considerazione, si cer-
chera di riflettere su alcuni aspetti dell’estetica neoplatonica, e in particolare su come
l'esegesi neoplatonica dei classici mostra che il bello non é limitato all'arte, ma che
l'estetica, strettamente legata alla metafisica, puo toccare la sfera dell’educazione sco-
lastica. La filosofia dell’arte e il senso estetico di Platone e Aristotele sono incentrati
sull'idea di pipunotg,’® idea che esegeti neoplatonici, come Proclo e l'alessandrino anoni-

2 Cfr. Lombardo 46-48 e Leszl 113-197.

3 Le cose belle, ritrovabili a tutti i livelli nell'esperienza umana e, quindi, anche nell'intuizione sensibile,
sono difficili; cfr. il detto in Plat. Hipp. Maj. 304c. Vd. anche Plat. Phaed. 72e-78b, 100b.

4 Cfr. Benediktson 162-170 e Tatarkiewicz 5.

5 Scrive Sheppard, Aesthetics. An introduction to the philosophy of art 8: “The Greek term used by Plato,
mimesis, is something translated as ‘representation’ rather than ‘imitation'... ‘representation’ is more

28



®UNO30DUJA/FILOZOFIIA, 12, N. 35, pp. 27-42, December 2013

mo autore dei Prolegomena a Platone, riprendono e riformulano per spiegare la necessi-
ta di un curriculum costituito da dialoghi mimetici e, nella loro bellezza, rappresentativi
dell'intelligibile. Le parole filosofiche - vere immagini dell'intelligibile, perché ispirate
dal dio® - consentono un processo graduale di risalita che porta dal visibile all'invisibile,
dal sensibile all'intelligibile, dall'immagine al modello e dal molteplice all'Unita.

E noto che, in epoca classica, le opere d'arte e le osservazioni dei filosofi sono
fonti di idee estetiche e che l'influenza reciproca tra arte e filosofia permette di ricor-
rere all'arte per chiarire certi aspetti dell'estetica filosofica e alla filosofia per spiegare
alcune espressioni artistiche. Filosofia e arte condividono nella tarda antichita - come
ha suggerito André Grabar’ - i risultati estetici sottesi a quella teoria della visione e
della conoscenza artistica espressa negli scritti plotiniani e basata sul concetto per cui
la pipnotg & capace di cogliere “come uno specchio” (Plot. Enn. IV 3[27], 11.7) il riflesso
di una forma. Tuttavia le realta inferiori non si limitano a riflettere le realta superiori,
ma cercano di congiungersi e assimilarsi a esse. Osservare un'opera d'arte significa,
quindi, interpretare il valore metafisico delle immagini, trascendere la forma sensibile
che partecipa della oscura non-realta materiale e carpire cosi la sua luce intellettuale:
scrive Plotino che chi contempla la bellezza fisica non deve inseguirla, ma, dopo essersi
reso conto che si tratta di unimmagine, deve dirigersi verso cio di cui, appunto, essa &
solo un riflesso.? Il fondatore del neoplatonismo esamina la bellezza di un'opera d'arte
come manifestazione ed emanazione di bellezze superiori: le arti, creando secondo
un principio interno, non producono semplicemente rappresentazioni mimetiche di
quanto é visibile, ma risalgono ai principi da cui la natura muove.? Seguendo la teoria
metafisica plotiniana, la bellezza prodotta dall’artista umano & pili debole rispetto alla
sua origine, ma nello stesso tempo, proprio perché la realta si genera per emanazione
dai gradi piu alti, un'opera d'arte mimetica puo essere osservata al di [a della sua piu
immediata configurazione. Plotino attenua la presunta ostilita platonica verso l'arte
e cio conferma che la sua importanza “nella storia dell’estetica non deriva tanto dalle
sue riflessioni esplicite sulla rappresentazione artistica, quanto dai modi in cui egli rese

likely to suggest the context of art”. Su questo termine tecnico nel linguaggio di Platone e Aristotele
cfr. Palumbo, Miunotc. Rappresentazione, teatro e mondo nei dialoghi di Platone e nella Poetica di
Aristotele 9-26, 488-543.

¢ Cfr. Plat. lon. 533e 6-9; Phaedr. 245a 1-8. Per questo aspetto in Platone e Aristotele cfr. Palumbo,
Miunotg. Rappresentazione, teatro e mondo nei dialoghi di Platone e nella Poetica di Aristotele 63-67 e
Palumbo, “Mimesis ed enthousiasmos in Platone. Appunti sul Fedro” 157-172. Sull'ipotesi neoplatonica
di un’ispirazione divina che accomuna per contenuti poeti, teurgi e filosofi cfr. Porph. Vita Plot. 15.1-6 e
Cardullo 207-217.

7 Cfr. Grabar 15-34. Lo stesso concetto di Spdtantike é stato elaborato in ambito storico-artistico, prima
che letterario e storico-filosofico: Elsner 271-308.

8 Cfr. Plot. Enn.16[1], 8.6-8.
9 Cfr. ibid. V 8 [31], 8. 8-23.
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disponibile quel modello piu generale di contemplazione metafisica che poi altri pensa-
tori seppero riutilizzare per i loro propri fini teorici” (Halliwell 275).

2. Miunoig e Adyou: Proclo, Olimpiodoro e '’Anonimo dei Prolegomena

Alcuni secoli dopo, Proclo sviluppa aree della teoria estetica plotiniana trattate
solo sommariamente. Per esempio, Plotino parla delle arti visuali, della pittura e della
scultura senza assegnare un posto preciso alla letteratura, che con i neoplatonici tardi
diventa una parte importante della filosofia.’® Proclo, difatti, non separa la pipnoc ar-
tistica dai requisiti filosofici della verita e della produzione letteraria.’ Per Platone “al
di la del Bello - scrive Proclo - ¢’ il Bene e al di & dell’essenza delle Idee ¢’ Dio (In Crat.
LX, p. 26, 17-18)": proprio il Bene e i continui riferimenti a esso rendono l'interessante
testo degli anonimi Prolegomena a Platone - che sembra dipendere da un perduto scrit-
to procliano®? - non una semplice introduzione ai dialoghi, ma il ritratto del maestro e
I'affresco filosofico di un cosmo dialogico che si dispiega di fronte agli studenti in tutta
la sua bellezza. Dell’estetica ‘visuale’®® - che l'anonimo testo alessandrino propone -
sono importanti e strettamente legati, e vanno percio indagati, il fine e gli effetti. L'arte
- in cui agiscono i dialoghi di Platone concepiti come immagini scritte delle discussioni
orali e analogicamente come immagini sensibili dell'intelligibile* - ha l'effetto di pro-
durre, nell’aspirante platonico, un piacere estetico e cognitivo,’ perché il suo fine non &
di spiegare, attraverso la bellezza, quel che l'allievo puo cogliere da solo, ma di aiutarlo
a vedere con lo sguardo intellettivo cio che l'occhio fisico non puo vedere.

10 Cfr. Plot. Enn. 1 6 [1] e V 8 [31]. Cfr. anche Sheppard, Studies on the 5% and 6t essays of Proclus’
Commentary on the Republic 10 e Sheppard, “Vedere un mondo in un granello di sabbia: teoria letteraria
ed estetica in Proclo” 69-90.

11 Cfr. Procl. In Remp. 1 59.13: «l filosofo, infine, da tutte le forme sensibili si prepara alla visione di quelle
intelligibili, di cui le sensibili sono immagini».

12| Prolegomena mostrano la dipendenza del suo anonimo autore da Proclo: cfr. Motta, Prolegomeni alla
filosofia di Platone 26-81. Gli studi critici ritengono che Proclo sia 'autore di un importante manuale
introduttivo a Platone: Westerink LXXV e Mansfeld 28 pensano che Proclo abbia scritto anche una
introduzione ad Aristotele; Hadot 31 crede invece che gli schemi che derivano da Proclo facciano parte
di un unico lavoro sui due grandi filosofi.

13 |"attenzione allo sguardo & una delle caratteristiche piti rilevanti e discusse anche della ritrattistica
tardo-antica. Onians 1-24 sostiene che gli scrittori tardo-antichi siano pill capaci dei loro predecessori di
vedere grazie al ruolo fondamentale giocato dall’educazione retorica. Cfr. anche Neri 66-68 e 150-151.

1 Cfr. An. Prol. 13.17-25.

15 Cfr. Arist. Poet. 1448b 5-9. Nella Retorica (1 1366a 33-36) lo Stagirita afferma che la bellezza & cio che
ha un valore in se stessa e nello stesso tempo da piacere. L'estetica del discorso tiene conto di questi
aspetti, della proporzione, della riproduzione del divino, ma anche dell'utilita e del modo in Platone
usa i racconti mitici: vd. An. Prol. 7.19-42.
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L'elaborazione di una didattica filosofica di questo tipo & il risultato di una rifles-
sione storica, artistica e letteraria molto lunga e complessa, ma soprattutto di un’inten-
sa attivita esegetica sull'intero corpus platonico. Un passo del Fedone, quello nel quale
Socrate riflette sulla ricerca della vera causa delle cose, & interessante per coglierne
alcuni aspetti:

Mi sembrd [...] che dovessi stare attento a non subire cio che subiscono quelli che
contemplano e osservano l'eclissi di sole: alcuni, infatti, rovinano gli occhi, qualo-
ra non ne osservino 'immagine nell’acqua o in qualcosa del genere. Pensai anch'io
nello stesso modo e temetti di diventare completamente cieco nell’anima (tfiv
Puxnv tupAwBeinv), guardando le cose con gli occhi e tentando di coglierle con
ciascuno dei sensi. Mi parve di dovermi rifugiare nei discorsi (ei¢ tou¢ Adyouc) e di
dover indagare in essi la verita degli enti (Plat. Phaed. 99d 4-e 7).

Fondamentale & - nella pagina platonica - la riflessione sui Adyot filosofici, im-
magini dell'invisibile, puryparta delle Idee, cosi vicini agli enti eidetici che Socrate con-
sidera possibile osservare in essi la vera realta di quelli.’* A livello artistico e con la
uipnotg - come afferma Evanghelos Moutsopoulos (Moutsopoulos 41) - alcune realta
intelligibili possono essere espresse nel fenomenico e proprio nel testo dei Prolegomena
i dialoghi appaiono un microcosmo, pipnotg dell’'universo macrocosmo: qui l'arte lette-
raria segue le leggi che governano il mondo, scopre il piano divino del cosmo e foggia
oggetti in accordo con esso, perché il grado piu alto del bello si trova nell'universo. Il
Platone dei Prolegomena, agendo come il demiurgo del Timeo, rappresenta il divino in
un cosmo di opere d'arte, di dialoghi, cioé di entita visibili perché scritte e di conse-
guenza soggette alla nostra percezione, ma in grado di mostrare ad alcuni Uinvisibile.?’
La relazione proposta da Platone tra il demiurgo e l'artigiano ¢ alla base delle conside-
razioni neoplatoniche sulla bellezza dei dialoghi. Il mondo del Timeo & un'opera d'arte,
con una struttura razionale essenziale, che si distingue da qualunque prodotto acciden-
tale. Dunque, dire che il mondo & un’opera d'arte significa dire che ha una struttura in-
telligibile, e mostrare 'immagine di tale opera vuol dire rendere visibile l'intelligibile.’®

Gia il neoplatonico Olimpiodoro, prima dell’Anonimo, accenna all’'analogia co-
smo-letteraria. Egli afferma che lo scritto elaborato in maniera migliore € simile al mi-
glior essere vivente e quest'ultimo & il kdopog,' termine con il quale letteralmente in

16 “| logoi - scrive Centrone 23 n. 145 - sono un riflesso, ma comunque un riflesso meno lontano dal
vero di quanto non lo siano le cose (Epya) che il senso comune ritiene piti reali”. Su questo passo cfr.
Casertano, Paradigmi della verita in Platone 57.

7 Cfr. An. Prol. 15.7-9 e 13.18-25. Fondamentale su questo aspetto & Coulter 120-126.
18 Cfr. Perl 81-92.

19 Cfr. Olymp. In Alc. 56.14-18 e Motta, “The Visible Cosmos of Dialogues. Some Historical and
Philosophical Remarks about Plato in the Late Antique Schools”.
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greco vengono indicati “l'ordine”, “la proporzione”. L'Anonimo paragona il dialogo non
al migliore, bensi al piu bell'essere vivente (tq kaAAiotw t@v {wwv).? Poiché il pil bel
discorso € analogo al piu bell’'essere vivente e il dialogo & analogo al cosmo, allora il dia-
logo & il piu bel discorso. | due superlativi usati - dplotog da Olimpiodoro e kdAAiotog
dall’Anonimo -, nel rimarcare la superiore bellezza dell’essere vivente, contribuiscono
entrambi a esplicitare alcune caratteristiche estetiche e, soprattutto, metafisiche del
“vivente - come lo definisce, tra gli altri, Proclo - perfetto”.:

La bellezza dei Adyol é determinata dallo sguardo dell’artefice dialogico che,
poiché compone diversi, unici e unitari artefatti dialogici mentre contempla l'armonia
del cosmo intelligibile, dona ordine e proporzione alla propria creazione sensibile. L'ar-
tefatto letterario non puo che risultare bello e ben ordinato, visto che il suo demiurgo,
realizzando non un'immagine qualsiasi, ma la pit bella che puo ottenere dal mondo
intelligibile, ha operato prendendo a modello cio che vi & di piu perfetto e di pit bello.?
Anche lo okoma, il criterio esegetico formulato nel secolo IV d.C. da Giamblico per
riconoscere il proposito unico e unificatore di ogni scritto, & presentato dall’Anonimo
attraverso l'analogia cosmica. Esso corrisponde, nella sua teoria letteraria, a cio che
I'Uno-Bene ¢ a livello metafisico:% infatti, estendendo la teoria neoplatonica delle cau-
se? all'esegesi e seguendo la corrispondenza fra elementi costitutivi di un'opera d'arte
letteraria e del mondo, lo okomdg appare la causa finale cui ogni sezione e aspetto del
testo mira e da cui trae significato, come ogni cosa trae essere e valore dall'Uno-Bene.

Riprendendo alcuni punti salienti della speculazione di Plotino, per il quale cio
che ¢ piu bello nel sensibile ¢ la rivelazione di cio che & migliore tra gli intelligibili,
I'Introduzione neoplatonica a Platone insegna a cogliere l'architettura divina dei dialo-
ghi, ma soprattutto il loro essere immagini in grado di rimandare a qualcos’altro. Del
resto, attraverso quella vista dell’anima - di cui si & parlato nel passo del Fedone sopra
riportato - che vede l'invisibile, che distingue tra apparenza e realta, e quindi anche tra
bellezza sensibile e bellezza intelligibile,” lo scritto, o meglio l'intero cosmo dialogico

2 Cfr, An. Prol. 15.18-20.

21 'estetica neoplatonica, sin da Plotino, si fonda sulla vitalita dell'opera d'arte: Plot. Enn. VI 7 [38], 22.
25-35. Su questo aspetto Pigeaud 131-148. L'espressione “vivente perfetto” &, p.e., in Procl. Theol. Plat.
V14,45 23.

22 Cfr. Procl. In Tim. 1 236.13-28. Su questo aspetto vd. O'Meara, Pythagoras revived. Mathematics and
philosophy in late Antiquity 182 e Steel, “Why should we prefer Plato’s Timaeus to Aristotle’s Physics?”
175-187. Cfr. anche Procl. In Parm. | 682.9-13 e In Alc.122.10-11. Plasmare i A6yot come fa il demiurgo
& cio che rende il filosofo diverso dagli altri artefici di discorsi: cfr. Lavecchia 12-16.

2 Cfr. An. Prol. 21.23-36; In Remp. 111.9-12; 7.1-14.
24 Cfr. Procl. In Tim. 1 357.13-15.
2 Cfr. Plot. Enn. IV 8 [6], 6.23-28.

2 Cfr. Plat. Phaedr. 250e 1-251a 5 in cui si legge: “Chi dunque non & iniziato da poco o si & corrotto, non
si porta con acutezza da qui a li, verso la bellezza in s¢, quando ne contempla ['omonima di qui. [...] Ma
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opportunamente introdotto e studiato, pud mostrare una traccia dell'Uno che & - come
si legge nella Epistola Il (312e 1-2) - causa di tutte le cose belle. Cio emerge dalla delinea-
zione di una precisa ta€ic (“un ordine”) di lettura che va dagli scritti pit facili a quelli piu
difficili e in cui la modalita di avvicinamento alle realta superiori avviene anche - come si
cerchera di argomentare - attraverso un'educazione alla bellezza e alla visione di essa.?’

3. Miunoug, vista e cecita: Proclo, Ermia e il ruolo dell’etimologia

Al fine di comprendere meglio questo aspetto dei Prolegomena é utile esaminare
il passaggio degli Scholia in Phaedrum (In Phaedr. 75.1-79.3),2 in cui l'alessandrino Ermia
commenta il paragone platonico tra Socrate e i poeti Omero e Stesicoro? discutendo
di cecita e vista, di T6 aioBntov kAAo¢ e O vontdv kaAAog. La cecita puod essere
interpretata come una malattia divina provocata dall’eccessiva attenzione rivolta alla
bellezza sensibile.*® In una prima interpretazione la cecita di Omero é conseguenza
di una sorta di peccato di empieta commesso quando ha cantato, nei suoi Poemi®., la
storia di Elena come origine dei mali della guerra di llio. Tuttavia, con la seconda ese-
gesi proposta, € la vista a costituire un limite, a impedire la visione del Bello:*? Tamiri,
cantore e musico trace, viene accecato dalle Muse che vogliono liberarlo dagli ostacoli
e dalle illusioni prodotti dalla vista sensibile e tenerlo lontano dall’esaltare la bellezza
materiale. Riletta in questa prospettiva - spiega Ermia - la cecita & un dono divino di
cui sarebbe esempio massimo Omero e non Socrate.®

chi & appena iniziato, chi prima ha avuto molte visioni, ogni volta che vede un volto di aspetto divino o
una qualche figura corporea, che rappresenta bene la bellezza, prima prova un brivido e qualcuno degli
sgomenti di un tempo lo assale, poi fissandolo lo venera come un dio”.

77 || testo degli anonimi Prolegomena ci restituisce 'ordine giamblicheo di lettura dei dialoghi: cfr. Motta,
“La tarda scuola neoplatonica di Alessandria: aspetti dell'Introduzione alla filosofia di Platone” 35-46 e
la bibliografia ivi citata.

% |'importanza ‘estetica’ di questo commentario - come si comprende dal suo okomdg individuato nel

bello di ogni genere - & sottolineata da Moreschini, “Motivi esegetici e filosofici negli Scholia in
Phaedrum di Ermia Alessandrino” 99-117, in part. 110-115.

2 Cfr. Plat. Phaedr. 242e-243c; D’Alfonso 167-175.
30 Sulla cecita come un vedere al di la delle apparenze cfr. Peixoto 159-179.

31 Cfr. Hom. IL. 11176-178; I1. 11l 156-160; Il. VI 344-358; Od. XI 436-439; Od. XIV 68-69. Sull'interpretazione
pagana e cristiana del topos della cecita dei poeti classici cfr. Agosti 33-50.

32 Nella Repubblica (Plat. Resp. V 476b) gli amanti della vera bellezza sono contrapposti a coloro che
desiderano semplicemente vedere e udire.

33 Cfr. Hom. IL. 11 594-600. Omero racconta di un accecamento causato dall’ira delle Muse che Tamiri si
vantava di superare nel canto. Diversa rispetto a quella di Ermia & l'interpretazione di Proclo per il
quale Tamiri compone il pili basso tipo di poesia, ossia il tipo di poesia fantastica: Sheppard,

Studies on the 5" and 6% essays of Proclus’ Commentary on the Republic 92-95.
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Per giustificare questa nuova lettura, riabilitante nei confronti del sommo poeta
greco che, appunto perché cieco (ma di una cecita fisica che non consente distrazioni
sensibili), & in continua contemplazione noetica, Ermia da una originale etimologia del
nome «Elena». Egli connette la parola éAevon con il termine voig e sottolinea che il
nome della moglie di Menelao rimanda alla bellezza intelligibile: I'Elena iliadica, riman-
dando a qualcosa d'altro, & cosi un €idwAov in senso metafisico e non letterale.>* Come
per Proclo, autore di un Commento al Cratilo, pure per Ermia - allievo anch’egli di Siriano
dal cui corso ateniese ha probabilmente trascritto le note sul Fedro® - l'analisi etimolo-
gica éin grado dirivelare 'essenza della cosa nominata purché si superi il livello sensibile
della materia fonica.*¢ Ad Alessandria Ammonio,” figlio di Ermia, e Olimpiodoro® con-
tribuiscono a mostrare, dopo Ermia e con ulteriori esempi, che l'indagine etimologica
fa parte dell’'esegesi filosofica del mito: questi ultimi aggiungono peculiari riflessioni sul
rapporto tra linguaggio, poesia e filosofia.? L'autore degli Scholia in Phaedrum, da parte
sua, trova il modo di opporsi alla piti comune voce dei poeti su Elena, alla fama di un
nome, dice Gorgia, nel famoso Encomio di Elena, divenuto memoria di disgrazia.®

In ambito poetico, le etimologie, usate solitamente - come sottolinea Mario Vi-
tali - in momenti decisivi della rappresentazione tragica, sembrano avere una funzione
rivelativa/risolutiva.** Nell’Agamennone di Eschilo il nome di Elena & promessa e rivela-
zione di sventura; infatti il coro chiede:

Chi mai la chiamé / con un nome cosi profondamente vero? / Forse qualcuno a noi
invisibile, / qualcuno che sapeva / prevedere il destino, / cogliendo con la parola

3|l termine greco si traduce letteralmente con “fantasma”: infatti, in taluni casi, il rapporto che si
stabilisce tra I'e{6wAov e il modello porta a una convergenza totale, quindi, alla creazione di un vero
e proprio doppio. Con questa accezione esso viene usato da Omero, Stesicoro ed Euripide. Su questo
tema cfr. Vernant, “Figurazione dell'invisibile e categoria psicologica del ‘doppio’: il kolossos”; Bettini
25-38; Brivio 144-150.

3 Una ricapitolazione dello status quaestionis & in Moreschini, “Alla scuola di Siriano: Ermia nella storia
del Neoplatonismo” 515-578. Sul debito contratto da Ermia nei confronti di Siriano cfr. Sheppard,
Studies on the 5" and 6% essays of Proclus’ Commentary on the Republic 39-103.

3 Nel Cratilo (423a-424e) per definire la funzione del nome non basta parlare di rappresentazione fonica.

37 Cfr. Amm. In De Int. 16a 21-29. Su questo passo ammoniano vd. Sedley, “Aristotle’s De Interpretatione
and Ancient Semantics” 87-108; Sheppard, “Proclus’ philosophical method of exegesis” 147 ss.; Abbate,
Dall'etimologia alla teologia: Proclo interprete del Cratilo 30-39.

38 Cfr. Gritti 155-204.

¥ Per quanto riguarda il mito di Elena, la lettura ermiana, probabilmente debitrice di quella sirianea,
& diversa da quella procliana (In Remp. 1 175.16-176.5): per il Diadoco ateniese Elena é simbolo della
bellezza sensibile. Cfr. Sheppard, Studies on the 5% and 6% essays of Proclus’ Commentary on the Republic
66-67; Cardullo 143-144; Manolea 149-156.

40 Cfr. Gorg. DK82B11 = Hel. Enc. 2 e Casertano, “Verita, errore, inganno in Gorgia” 95-108.
1 Per quest’aspetto cfr. Vitali XXXI-XXXVI.
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nel segno / [...] Elena, / rovina di navi (€Aévac), rovina di guerrieri (EAavSpoc), /
rovina di citta (EAémtoAwg) (Aesch. Ag. 681-690).

Tuttavia, secondo una tradizione che risalirebbe, in primis, a Esiodo,*? Elena non
sarebbe mai giunta sul suolo troiano. A Paride sarebbe stato dato - in luogo dell'ambito
corpo - un gidwAov, un simulacro fatto d’aria: “Non & vero quel racconto / né tu fuggisti
sulle navi dai bei banchi / né giungesti sulla rocca di Troia”.* Il poeta Stesicoro, proprio
attraverso questi versi della Palinodia, composta per fare ammenda della colpa di aver
cantato la storia di un’Elena adultera, sarebbe tornato a vedere. Ma Ermia, che ripren-
de non solo la storia di Elena bensi quella dell'intera guerra di Troia, va oltre ogni tipo
di interpretazione poetica per proporre una riflessione filosofica che si appoggia sulla
funzione del nome-ayaApa.*

Quando il commentatore alessandrino costruisce etimologie e interpreta pas-
saggi omerici e mitologici, spiega, invero, alcuni nuclei concettuali fondamentali della
filosofia platonica:* compiendo un'esegesi ‘metafisica’ del mito omerico, non pud non
prescindere dalla lettura del Cratilo in cui le parole sono ppApata, immagini che rap-
presentano le essenze, che danno visivita all'invisibile.* Scrive Proclo, seguendo Plato-
ne (Crat. 388b 13-c 1), che il nome & uno strumento didascalico e rivelativo dell’essenza
delle cose (In Crat. XLVIII, p. 16, 12-13) ed Elena, infatti, & - nella lettura di Ermia - f
édelkopévn gic authv Tov volv (“colei che attira a sé lintelletto”), cioé simbolo della
bellezza intelligibile, strumento sensibile in grado di condurre all'intelligibile. Nel Com-
mento alla Repubblica la spiegazione procliana & ancora piti chiara. Il Diadoco ateniese,
a proposito di Omero ed Esiodo, maestri di Platone, dice che

Osservarono che la natura stessa, quando produce immagini di forme immateriali
e noetiche e quando intesse questo mondo con rappresentazioni mimetiche (toic
wprpaow) di quelle cose, rappresenta la realta indivisa (Gupéprota) in maniera divi-
sa (uepLoTt®c), usa strumenti temporali per dare immagine dell’eterno, usa strumen-
ti sensibili per dare immagine all'intelligibile. [...] In tal modo [...] essi formano anche
immagini degli déi attraverso parole che sono opposte ai loro oggetti e da essi molto

42 Cfr. Hes. fr. 358 Merkelbach-West.

4 Cfr. Stes. fr. 192 Davies. La Palinodia € |a ritrattazione in cui Stesicoro afferma che un idw)ov di Elena
segui Paride a Ilio. Questa versione del mito & ripresa nell’Elena di Euripide. Secondo Christina Manolea
la tragedia greca ha influenzato l'interpretazione allegorica di Ermia/Siriano. Per ulteriori indicazioni
sulle fonti ermiane cfr. Manolea 147-156.

4 Cfr. Procl. In Remp. 1166.12-24 e Hirschle, Sprachphilosophie und Namenmagie im Neoplatonismus 1-35.

4 Cfr. Sheppard, Studies on the 5% and 6 essays of Proclus’ Commentary on the Republic 47-48, 92-95.

% Su questo dialogo si vedano, p.e., Sedley, Plato’s Cratylus; Aronadio 329-362; Palumbo, “La spola e
lousia” 65-94; Palumbo, “Il nomos e la trasmissione dei nomi nel Cratilo di Platone (a proposito di Crat.
388D12)" 397-412.
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lontane; nel fare questo, producono rappresentazioni mimetiche (&roptpodvrad)
del potere trascendente dei loro modelli (Procl. In Remp. | 77.13-24).

Alla luce degli Scholia e dei commenti procliani & chiaro che compito dei filosofi
é quello di curare prima di essere privati della vista (tudAwBfvau), di insegnare - sulla
scia di Omero di cui Platone é seguace” - a guardare al vodg con gli occhi dell’anima,
di dimostrare che solo questi ultimi vedono la verita che & presente nella bellezza sen-
sibile. Tale riflessione tardo-neoplatonica & quindi in linea con il pensiero plotiniano.
L'autore delle Enneadi si chiede, infatti, prima di indicare ai suoi ascoltatori il mondo
intelligibile, l'orizzonte delle idee eterne e immutabili, come superiore sorgente di tut-
to cio che é bello: “E allora da dove rifulse la bellezza di Elena che fu oggetto di tante
contese? (V 8[31], 2. 9-10)". L'interpretazione del nome della figlia di Leda & un esempio
interessante dei risultati cui la filosofia neoplatonica, con la sua riflessione sul linguag-
gio, giunge: Elena diventa, con una torsione prospettica che si appoggia sull’etimologia
del suo nome, emblema della forma assoluta, simbolo evocativo di un ideale classico di
perfezione estetica, tensione erotica, orizzonte di una mancanza che alimenta il desi-
derio di émiotpodn.

Non tutte le parole - come si apprende dal Cratilo - hanno diritto all’etimologia,
ma solo quelle che rivelano il mondo, parole-dydAuarta il cui complesso costituisce,
come l'insieme dei dialoghi, la strutturazione del mondo in significati e persino il signi-
ficato stesso del mondo. Cio & confermato dal confronto col Simposio e dall’interpreta-
zione neoplatonica di questo scritto,” in cui la conoscenza filosofica avviene attraverso
aydApata, i Aoyotsilenici di Socrate™ dyaAua € il termine chiave dell'interpretazione
procliana e neoplatonica dei dialoghi, perché & un tipo di eixwv - scrive Stefania Bon-
figlioli - che “sta li a indicarci che la filosofia apre scrigni, anzitutto perché tali scrigni
sono stati fra i primi modelli della sua ricerca di senso, quella che non pud dissociarsi
(distinguersi), come Platone ben sapeva, dal senso del logos (Bonfiglioli 225)".

Dal Timeo si ricava che il mondo sensibile viene plasmato dal demiurgo ad im-
magine di quello intelligibile: esso &, proprio in questo contesto, detto &yolpa degli
déi eterni.® Non solo il nome é &yaApa, ma anche i discorsi di Socrate sono immagini
dell'intelligibile, sono proprio - cosi suggeriscono il Simposio e il Timeo riletti nelle scuo-
le neoplatoniche - ayaApata Bs@v. Il linguaggio, descritto nel Cratilo, & un particolare

47 Cfr. Procl. In Remp.173.16-30; 172.6-9; 158.16-159.6.

8 Non possediamo alcun commento neoplatonico al Simposio, ma la sua importanza, per la speculazione
dei filosofi tardo-antichi, & deducibile da numerosi rimandi in altri testi di commento. Cfr. An. Prol. 26.
41-43; Herm. In Phaedr. 12.15-25.

49 Cfr. Plat. Symp. 221d 7-222a 6 e Motta, “Socrate, i discorsi e gli agalmata theon: l'interno del Simposio
di Platone”.

50 Cfr. Plat. Tim. 37c 6-7.
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tipo di rappresentazione mimetica, pili precisamente una pipnolg immaginativa,™ ma
anche i discorsi, i dialoghi, costituiti - si legge nei Prolegomena - da una veste materiale
e formale® lo sono: questi, se studiati anche attraverso la loro “semanticita”, si rivelano
non solo immagine del cosmo, ma la pili bella immagine del cosmo. Come le lettere e
le sillabe sono per il Platone del Cratilo veicolo di visualizzazione,> cosi i personaggi e i
costituenti dei dialoghi contribuiscono - aspetto che emerge dagli anonimi Prolegome-
na a Platone - a disegnare e rimandare alla forma invisibile, a evocare la bellezza intel-
ligibile: essi non sono che uno strumento di rievocazione, una via che apre alla verita.

4, Osservazioni conclusive

Il cammino curricolare, il quale si sofferma prima sulla struttura del singolo dia-
logo e poi sull'analisi del disegno complessivo dei dialoghi, consente quindi di ritrovare
e di unificare l'identica bellezza dei molti discorsi belli, consente cioé di ricondurre
la molteplicita all'Unita. Tale percorso mostra un microcosmo letterario bello, perché
nulla é disposto a caso, ma tutto ha - quasi come si legge nel passo aristotelico citato in
apertura - una grandezza non casuale, pili propriamente un canone. Il termine kavwv
(“misura”) & usato nelle arti plastiche e trova - come altre parole di evidente influenza
pitagorica (p.e. armonia, simmetria, proporzione) - un produttivo impiego nelle scuole
e nella speculazione dei filosofi della tarda antichita. Per i neoplatonici esiste una misu-
ra dei dialoghi, ossia un numero e un ordine perfetti: & la misura (intesa come accordo
tra le parti e proprieta numerica) che contribuisce a determinare - come in tutta l'opera
di Platone* - la bellezza delle cose, in quanto conferisce loro unita. La perfezione si
realizza nel procedimento di selezione attuato proprio da Giamblico, autore della pita-
gorizzazione del sapere filosofico, e testimoniato nei Prolegomena. Qui l'intero corpus
platonicum viene ridotto a un cosmo di dodici dialoghi e poi ancora da dodici a due.*

Il verbo utilizzato & cuvatpéw, il quale indica propriamente la riduzione che con-
duce all'unita. L'ordine degli scritti sembra inoltre mostrare la circolarita del principio
di causalita:* dal punto di vista ‘discendente’, la gerarchia dei principi procede dal ver-

51 Cfr. Palumbo, Miunotg. Rappresentazione, teatro e mondo nei dialoghi di Platone e nella Poetica di
Aristotele 147-153, 334-364.

52 Cfr. An. Prol. 16.8-17.18. La presa di coscienza della complessita strutturale e contenutistica dei
dialoghi consente linizio dell'ascesa: cfr. Herm. In Phaedr. 11.33. Sul Fedro neoplatonico e sul suo valore
teologico cfr. Motta, “Eros dvaywydg e filosofia nell'esegesi tardo neoplatonica” 71-82.

53 Cfr. Plat. Crat. 424d-425d e Palumbo, “Scenografie verbali di V secolo. Appunti sulla natura visiva del
linguaggio tragico”.

>4 Cfr. p.e. Plat. Pol. 284e; Tim. 87c; Phil. 64e-65a; Prot. 356d-357b.

% Cfr. An. Prol. 26.13-21.

% Cfr. Procl. EL Theol. 33.
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tice verso un progressivo aumento della molteplicita, ma dal punto di vista ‘ascenden-
te’ della tensione assimilativa - quella mostrata dal curriculum -, l'inferiore si volge al
superiore, il causato verso la causa, 'immagine verso il modello, il molteplice verso 'U-
nita. La gerarchia del sistema metafisico & chiaramente articolata in una molteplicita
organizzata in diversi livelli dell'essere in cui ogni piano o ente inferiore contiene in sé e
rappresenta in modo dispiegato (avellypévwg) cio che nel superiore sussiste in modo
concentrato (ouvnpnuévwg).”’ Studiare Platone partendo dall'Alcibiade I, progredire
fino al Filebo, ossia attraverso dialoghi che rappresentano in modo dispiegato la realta
divina, e poi passare al Timeo e al Parmenide, scritti che la rappresentano in maniera
concentrata e riunita,® consente I'émotpodn), il ricongiungimento dell’intera realta,
in tutte le sue specifiche articolazioni, con 'Uno, che & il fondamento della bellezza, la
causa di essa.

Per assimilarsi a Dio* - fine della filosofia - &, dunque, necessario produrre ordine
e armonia nell'anima, poiché solo un’anima bella puo contemplare (e rivolgere i suoi oc-
chi al) la Bellezza.®® A tal fine, il percorso curricolare dell’aspirante filosofo si configura
come un’educazione alla bellezza attraverso un preciso numero e ordine di dialoghi.®!
Questi ultimi, immagini di bellezza, stimolano la vista intellettuale e preparano alla
divina visione, perché il bello intelligibile rimanda necessariamente all'Uno-Bene, vale
a dire al Principio Primo che governa il Tutto, fonte e causa di tutte le cose belle, causa
finale di ogni scritto e dell'intero k6ouog.52 Sembra pertanto evidente che, nelle scuole

7 zuvnpnueévwg & 'avverbio derivato dal participio perfetto medio di cuvaipéw, verbo che si trova gia
in Plat. Phaedr. 249¢ 1-2: “Bisogna infatti che 'uomo comprenda basandosi sulla cosiddetta ‘idea’,

cioé procedendo dalla molteplicita delle sensazioni all’'unita messa insieme (cuvatpotpevov) con il
ragionamento”. Cfr. Procl. In Tim. | 341.4-9.

58 |l Timeo raccoglie tutti gli scritti fisici e il Parmenide sintetizza tutti quelli teologici, 'uno si occupa
della realta sensibile, l'altro della realta intelligibile. Cfr. An. Prol. 26.19-21 e Procl. In Tim. 1 13.4-6.

% Sull'assimilazione a dio nel neoplatonismo cfr. O'Meara, Platonopolis. Platonic Political Philosophy in Late
Antiquity 31-49. Cfr. anche Plat. Theaet. 176b. Cfr. Amm. In Porph. 3.1-2.

80 Cfr, Coulter 77-94. Scrive Plot. Enn. VI 9 [9], 1.1-17: “Tutti gli esseri sono esseri per 'Uno (...) E la salute
c’é quando il corpo é coordinato in unita, e la bellezza c’¢ quando la natura dell'uomo tiene insieme
le parti”. Inoltre con un'interessante analogia Plotino (Enn. | 6 [1], 9.30-34) afferma che “nessun occhio
ha mai visto il sole senza diventare simile al sole, e lo stesso vale per 'anima che non puo vedere la
bellezza se non dopo essersi fatta bella”.

¢ Ogni singolo scritto platonico rivela quel legame col divino che consente di risvegliare le nozioni innate
dell’anima con le quali & possibile conoscere ricordando. Nelle nostre anime particolari l'accesso alle
ragioni innate & stato temporaneamente bloccato ed esse, cadute nell'ignoranza e nella potenzialita,
devono essere stimolate dall’esterno, risvegliate dalla percezione sensoriale. Cfr. Steel, “Breathing
Thought: Proclus on the Innate Knowlewdge of the Soul” 293-309.

¢2 In questo senso il termine ‘estetica’ &, rispetto al neoplatonismo, in un certo qual modo, anacronistico,
perché la riflessione sul Bello sfocia necessariamente in una ‘meta-estetica’, cioé nel superamento
della stessa nozione di Bello. Sull'argomento cfr. Abbate, “Il fondamento del Bello: la meta-estetica
neoplatonica” 47-70. Cfr. anche Plot. Enn. VI [7], 42.17 e VI [7], 33.20 e Procl. Theol. Plat. Il 7, 47.2-3.
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neoplatoniche, i contenuti e la struttura delle lezioni introduttive a Platone e ai suoi
scritti non possono mettere da parte fondamentali temi della filosofia tardo-antica tra
cui la metafisica, 'estetica e il linguaggio: obiettivo dei neoplatonici tardi ¢ di resti-
tuire un'anima all’arte letteraria, di richiamare alla mente immagini e di insegnare al
lettore a vedere non solo cio che si presenta sotto gli occhi, non solo la veste fonica
delle parole, non solo la struttura esterna dei dialoghi. Pertanto, il neoplatonismo non
abolisce l'estetica, ma la assorbe all'interno del proprio sistema metafisico-teologico
che rende l'arte veicolo di rappresentazione del divino e la bellezza strumento educa-
tivo. Leggere Platone &, quindi, nei Prolegomena, ammirare dei veri e divini capolavori,
nei quali - come scrive Winckelmann riguardo le opere d'arte greche, le uniche, a suo
giudizio, degne di imitazione - si trovano non solo “la pil bella natura, ma anche piu
della natura” (Winckelmann 32).
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and Does this Mean that it is Anti-Systematic?
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Abstract

The paper takes the word ‘therapeutic’ that is used by some interpreters of the later writings
of Wittgenstein (like McDowell) to characterize its ‘unsystematic’ side, as a starting point for
a discussion of how much ‘theory’ can be found in these writings despite Wittgenstein's state-
ments that theory has to give way to description.

It takes sides with McDowell (against Michael Dummett) in that it agrees that an axiomatic-de-
ductive type of theory is not feasible for natural languages. But from this it does not follow
(as Dummett had feared) that we learn the sentences of our languages one by one. Instead, so
the paper argues, we do find a systematic body of insights in the later writings of Wittgenstein
that specify kinds of linguistic procedures that are not restricted to single cases. The crucial
point is that the capacity to invent and understand metaphors is a central ingredient of our
natural-language competence and that this ability cannot be captured by axiomatic systems.
While Wittgenstein mainly discussed the pitfalls resulting from these kinds of linguistic moves,
Eugene Gendlin is credited for highlighting the positive side of this competence, including its
use in Psychotherapy proper.

Keywords: theory of meaning, Wittgenstein, Gendlin, creativity, therapy

1. Introduction: Therapy and Philosophy

This paper will explore whether Wittgenstein's later philosophy of language can be
characterized as therapeutic in a sense that would imply and justify the claim that it
(and its subject matter) lacks a systematic character.! It will oppose both parts of this
claim: The change that Wittgenstein wants to provoke in his readers is different in kind
from the change intended in therapeutic encounters. And the picture of language and
of linguistic competence that Wittgenstein argues for is a systematic one, in the follow-

1 This is a revised version of a paper read at the conference ‘Philosophy of Psychotherapy’ at the University
of East Anglia, Norwich, in July 2011. - I would like to thank Timothy Doyle for correcting my English.
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ing sense: For him (as for Gottlob Frege) our advanced linguistic abilities are made pos-
sible by our simpler ones; for example, we understand complex utterances by using our
understanding of their parts and of the ways in which these parts are related to each
other. In the context of a discussion of Frege's work this is known as the ‘principle of
compositionality’. What is new in Wittgenstein's approach is that he no longer likens the
‘deriving’ of the complex content from the simple ones to mathematical calculation,
but instead draws on other linguistic abilities like our ability to comprehend metaphors.
The last part of the paper will briefly introduce some pertinent thoughts of the as yet
little known phenomenologist and therapist Eugene Gendlin, because they offer a more
positive account of the linguistic competence Wittgenstein has in mind.?

In the realm of what used to be called ‘psychotherapy’, an outsider perceives a new
tendency for avoiding this label. And indeed one can ask whether ‘health’ and ‘sickness’
are the proper words for the kinds of problems that are ‘treated’ (in some sense of this
term) in the mental realm. When psychoanalysis was first developed by Sigmund Freud,
dramatic cases directly involving the body seem to have been more common than they
are today: a person, who was unable to stand up and walk, would do just that, after
having gone through nothing but Freud’s so called ‘talking cure’. One might think that
because it was the body that had not been functioning, the problem was perceived to be
a medical one. But with many mental problems like fears, guilt-feelings, or shyness, this
classification seems less natural. So there might be good reasons for the aforementioned
tendency to avoid the term ‘therapy’ and to speak for example of ‘supervision’ or ‘coach-
ing’ instead, or, in certain cases even of some kind of spiritual help being needed.

But if this is so even in the traditional domain of psychotherapy, it is all the more
advisable for philosophers to avoid the impression that their work is concerned with
health and sickness. Nevertheless we can ask: What could it be in philosophy that might
have a ‘family resemblance’ to what happens in the medical realm?? In order to get clos-
er to an answer here, it seems advisable to distinguish two questions. Both concern our
understanding of what philosophers can and should do.

The first question is this: should philosophers be concerned with the ‘practical’
or ‘existential’ understanding that members of a given culture or sub-culture have of
themselves? This domain of ‘existential self-understanding’ is different from that of
psychotherapy. It is smaller insofar it leaves out obvious cases of sickness, but at the
same time it is broader insofar it includes the traditional philosophical question what a
‘good life’ would consist in, whereas psychotherapy, as Freud has famously stated, may
be successful in curing your ills, but only to leave you on the level of “common unhap-
piness” (Freud 305).

2 The term ‘little known' is true for the philosophical context only. In psychotherapy Gendlin is famous as
the inventor of the method of ‘Focusing’. For his philosophy cf. Levin.

3 For a discussion for the positive effects of working with language cf. Purton.
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The second question is the following: In case we give a positive answer to this first
question, is it a part of what a philosopher should do, not only to talk and write about
such ways of self-understanding, but also to practically shape the view someone has of
himself and thereby shape this person’s character? Would we want to call this a phil-
osophical, or rather a psychological task? Applying this to the philosopher himself and
speaking with Wittgenstein: Is it the case that “working in Philosophy ... is really more a
working on oneself”? (Wittgenstein, “Culture and Value” 16e). And how would this kind
of work relate to language? Does it imply what some interpreters of Wittgenstein's later
work, most notably John McDowell, have called a ‘therapeutic’ understanding of what
philosophers do?

We can imagine quite different responses to these questions. Richard Rorty, for
example, certainly had a point when he remarked many years ago that practitioners
of Analytical Philosophy would see themselves as specialists for intellectual puzzles.
For those who take this as a definition of the whole field of philosophy, even the realm
characterized in the first question above would have no place in it: trying to spell out
the existential self-understanding of your time is no intellectual puzzle. But even a
philosopher, who accepts the activity mentioned by the first question as legitimate
in philosophy, might refuse to discuss his own life. The ‘working on himself’, that he
might indeed be engaged in, for example when he tries to get rid of an addiction to a
medication, is — he might say - of no concern for any outsider. It has nothing to do with
philosophy as a discipline and when his colleagues and students hear about it they have
no right to mention it to someone else.

What did Wittgenstein then mean by the phrase ‘working on oneself’, what kind
of work did he think of? A number of authors have contributed highly interesting and
convincing considerations about this question, most extensively perhaps Eugen Fis-
cher (“Therapie”), who investigated, among other things, Wittgenstein's use of Freud's
expression ‘drive’ and the relation of Wittgenstein's thinking to antique conceptions of
philosophy as a ‘form of life’ (as put in focus by authors such as Pierre Hadot). Also one
should mention here the work of Stefan Majetschak (“Psychoanalyse”) about similari-
ties and dissimilarities in the methods of Wittgenstein and Freud.

In the given context, a proposal of a minor modification must suffice. It seems
to be preferable not to use the term ‘drive’ (‘Trieb’) in a philosophical context. Although
Fischer (“Therapie”) carefully explains his use of the expression ‘cognitive drive stick-
ing to this expression still invites misunderstandings. According to the ordinary under-
standing, drives are biological forces; we are born with them, and we know that they will
break their way through to their respective goals, even if this will be in a distorted form.
The process of socialization is unable to eliminate them. This has the consequence that
they will show up in many unexpected places where it is sometimes hard to identify
them. The psychoanalytic treatment is an attempt to detect these hiding places (as far
as they produce suffering), and bring them out into the open.
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So to signal a clear distinction, it seems advisable to use the term ‘inclination’
instead of ‘drive’ (Wittgenstein uses both terms). We have the inclination to misunder-
stand the workings of our language, and this is a cultural, not a biological fact. It will lat-
er be shown that the roots of this inclination can be found in the workings of language
structures and that this inclination has also positive effects. Its occurrence shows that
in choosing our words we have a degree of freedom, which permits good and bad uses.
In order to understand the kind of problems we sometimes get into when using lan-
guage, according to Wittgenstein, it is important to see that its acquisition is not a step
in our biological, but in our cultural development.

It is true that the inclination for misunderstanding is not the result of a decision;
one follows the inclination without thinking. It is possible to express this by saying that
one is not consciously acting in this way. But allowing this does not mean speaking of ‘the
unconscious’, in Freud's sense. Therefore Fischer certainly is correct when he states that
‘philosophical therapy’ (if we want to call it so) is of a special (non-medical) kind. It does
not touch on the very early settings of the agendas for our lives, the revision of which re-
quires access to what governed life at the time when language had not yet been acquired.

Thus, it emerges that we have reasons to keep separate philosophy, on the one
hand and the medical context of illness, on the other. But this does not mean to sug-
gest that in our discussion of Wittgenstein we are allowed to lose sight of what was
above called our practical or existential self-understanding and also the personal ac-
tivity of ‘working on oneself’. | think that, as philosophers, we should cling to both of
these aspirations, and that it is up to the profession of psychotherapy to decide where
it wants to situate itself in this context. A tendency of some of its members seems to
be to stick to the medical realm and the realm of science. Here some people seem to
have great expectations about the future of brain research. The other tendency is to
stay close to philosophy.

When we now turn to some aspects of our linguistic competence as we find them
discussed in the later work of Wittgenstein, the aim is to show that this competence is
systematic in character. In trying to show this, the paper is opposing readings of Witt-
genstein that claim that there are no systematic insights about language to be found
in his later work and which are using the term ‘therapeutic’ to characterize their un-
derstanding of what Wittgenstein is doing and of what it means to work in his spirit.
According to this reading, the philosopher can do nothing but ‘treat’ every upcoming
problem separately from all others. Accordingly, expressions like ‘philosophy as ther-
apy’ are used to express the opinion that systematic thinking should not be seen as a
virtue in the philosophy of language. This is what the current paper opposes; it tries
to show that this view is mistaken (even if restricted to a hermeneutical claim about
Wittgenstein) and it recommends that philosophers should not see themselves as doing
therapy in this sense. It advocates the view that on the contrary it is essential for an un-
derstanding of Wittgenstein's work to see that there are ways in which we ‘make moves’
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in language games. And where we have ways of doing something there necessarily is
more involved than just single cases.* The claim is that to understand these ‘workings
of language’ it can be helpful if we try to engage in the “working on oneself” that Witt-
genstein demands from the philosopher. This view will now be spelled out in five more
specific claims, which will be argued for in the next sections.

1. Our inclination to make use of misleading analogies (analysed in detail by Eu-
gen Fischer in his paper “Philosophical Pictures”) is not a matter of individual mistakes,
stemming from personal deficits. Instead, its basis is a systematic procedure in lan-
guage itself. Its negative sides have been widely discussed in philosophy. But it should
be acknowledged that it is at the same time the source of linguistic creativity, of our
ability to linguistically open up new territory. This second point plays a major role in
Eugene Gendlin’s philosophy.

2. If one were to name a single main insight that distinguishes Wittgenstein's
later from his earlier philosophy, a good choice would be what he has described as
a reversal of the direction of projection in his treatment of the relation between the
‘world’ and language. Metaphorically speaking, it is not that the structure of the world
sends its light-rays to language and thereby determines its structure, but it is the other
way around. We are projecting given structures of language into ever new areas of ex-
perience, and somehow our hearers manage to understand us in many cases, although
strictly speaking (i.e., from the perspective of how language had been used up to this
point) these results of projection are devious.

3. Some philosophers (notably Gottlob Frege and Rudolf Carnap) thought it
would be possible to avoid such devious projections by devising means to express the
‘real logical structure’ of the case at hand. Thus it seemed possible to improve language
in such a way that clinging to ‘logical grammar’ would guarantee remaining in the realm
of meaningful utterances. Wittgenstein has shown that this is an illusion. To under-
stand the systematic character in the workings of natural language means to see that
the idea of such a ‘logically correct’ language makes no sense.

4. But from this impossibility of an improvement of language that would guar-
antee the meaningfulness of our utterances ‘once and for all’, it does not follow that
language has no important systematic aspects. The very principles and procedures that
make possible complex speech and new insights also invite combinations of words that
can turn out to be nonsensical.

5. It is true that the later work of Wittgenstein does not supply us with an axio-
matic-deductive theory of meaning as Michael Dummett (What is a “Theory of Meaning”
l, 1l) had projected it. On the contrary, Wittgenstein supplies good reasons for us to
understand why such a project cannot be realized. Also, we do not find in Wittgenstein

* For a more detailed exposition and justification of these claims see Schneider, Wittgenstein's Later
Theory of Meaning.
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an empirical theory. What we do find, however, are detailed and interconnected ob-
servations about the workings of natural language. Wittgenstein was not opposed to
systematic thinking; his work is more than a collection of aphorisms.

2. Can there be a Theory of Meaning (M. Dummett vs. J. McDowell)?

For substantiating these claims, a good starting point is the following quotation from
Wittgenstein's Philosophical Investigations (quoted in the following text as ‘PI' with the
paragraph number of part one):

The real discovery® is the one that enables me to break off philosophizing when |
want to. - The one that gives philosophy peace, so that it is no longer tormented
by questions which bring itself in question. - Instead, a method is now demon-
strated by examples, and the series of examples can be broken off. - Problems are
solved (difficulties eliminated), not a single problem.

[There is not a single philosophical method, though there are indeed methods,
different therapies, as it were.] (Pl § 133)

Here, the ability to break off philosophizing when one wants appears as a result of
having at one’s disposal a plurality of methods, as they are exemplified in Wittgenstein's
book. These are capable of bringing peace. Inmediately before the quoted sentences,
Wittgenstein has characterized his goal as complete clarity: “...the clarity that we are
aiming at is indeed complete clarity. But this simply means that the philosophical prob-
lems should completely disappear.” (Pl §133) This harmonizes with a sentence from Cul-
ture and Value (43e) in which Wittgenstein says: “Thoughts that are at peace. That's what
someone who philosophizes yearns for.” What is at stake here is a modification of the
attitude the philosophizing person has towards philosophical problems and (one could
expand) to life in general; it is not that only one particular problem is solved or resolved.

What now does it mean when Wittgenstein speaks of methods, of paths one is
not walking only once, paths he can exemplify and communicate to the readers of his
book? How does this kind of generality relate to passages in which Wittgenstein dis-
tances himself from scientific procedures? One such passage is the following:

There must not be anything hypothetical in our considerations. All explanation
must disappear, and description alone must take its place. And this description
gets its light - that is to say, its purpose - from the philosophical problems. These

5 The word ‘discovery* has to be taken here with a grain of salt: Something is ‘discovered’ that has,
Wittgenstein thinks, been visible all the time, but has still not been seen.

48



®UNO30DUJA/FILOZOFIJA, 12, N. 35, pp. 43-59, December 2013

are, of course, not empirical problems; but they are solved through an insight into
the workings of our language, and that in such a way that these workings are rec-
ognized - despite an urge® to misunderstand them. The problems are solved, not by
coming up with new discoveries,” but by assembling what we have long been famil-
iar with. Philosophy is a struggle against the bewitchment of our understanding by
the resources of our language. (Pl §109)

Negatively Wittgenstein here says that his aim is not to explain something by
forming a hypothesis about something happening behind the public phenomena of
speaking. As an example of such an explanatory way he mentions the attempt to form
a hypothesis about a hidden world of ‘thought’ consisting of some kind of ‘meaning
bodies’.? Such an approach might try to explain why certain sentences make sense and
others do not by referring to the characteristics of these hidden entities: some of them
fit together, others do not. This is not Wittgenstein’s way. But what does he propose in
a positive vein?

In the quoted passage he speaks of an insight, i.e., something that can be stated
in a sentence, and he calls it an insight “into the workings of our language.” And now he
stresses an important opposition between an urge to misunderstand the ‘workings of
our language, on the one hand, and the insight into the ways in which language really
works, on the other. If one has seen how language really works, it is exactly this insight
that makes it possible to escape the bewitchment of one’s understanding. So an ade-
quate understanding should free us from an acute case of bewitchment and should help
to stay clear (or get out) of these traps in future cases, even if it cannot guarantee for it.

This opposition between a correct and an incorrect understanding of language’s
workings Wittgenstein also expresses in his well-known picture that language would
sometimes work (as it should), but would at other times ‘go on holiday’, i.e., it would not
work. In the second case, an expression would be like an idle wheel, unconnected to the
other wheels of the mechanism of which it only seems to be a working part. When we
accept what this picture is meant to express, this includes that we are able to distin-
guish the two cases. And this means that when Wittgenstein in other contexts states
that philosophy would leave everything as it is, the scope of this remark has to be re-
stricted to the cases in which language works. When for example in PI §124 we find him
saying, “Philosophy must not interfere in any way with the actual use of language...”,
then what here is called ‘the actual use’ can only be a case in which language works. The
same is true when two paragraphs later he says:

¢ The German word here is ‘Trieb'.
7 See above, fn. 5.

8 Wittgenstein describes the position he criticizes in terms of the following picture: “words fit together in
the sentence, i.e. senseless sequences of words may be written down; but the meaning of each word is an
invisible body, and these meaning-bodies do not fit together”. (‘Remarks on the Philosophy of Psychology”, 10)
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Philosophy just puts everything before us, and neither explains nor deduces any-
thing. - Since everything lies open to view, there is nothing to explain. For what-
ever may be hidden is of no interest to us.

The name ‘philosophy’ might also be given to what is possible before all new dis-
coveries and inventions. (Pl §126)

So we can say that Philosophy is a critical reflection on our own linguistic activ-
ities, the goal of which is to substitute a wrong understanding of the workings of our
language by a correct one. But what is needed here is nothing but mindfulness; it is not
any new discovery (of the kind known in the sciences).

The next questions now have to be: Can an account of the workings of language
be systematic? More sharply put: Will such an account take the form of a ‘theory’? What
kind of ‘theory’ could this possibly be, if we accept Wittgenstein’s point that philosophy
is an activity that is different in kind from science? There has been a long controversy
about these questions, and no consensus has yet been reached. It has a sequel in our
days in some aspects of the controversy between ‘traditional’ and ‘resolute’ readers of
Wittgenstein, as exemplified in the book by Crary and Read. The situation is quite com-
plicated, but the following paragraphs will try to provide a fair sketch of its outlines. In
this context, the current paper will agree with some of the points made by the resolute
readers, but it will be critical of defenders of the ‘therapeutic’ view when they claim we
would have to leave the philosophy of language to the followers of Donald Davidson.

The most prominent advocate of a systematic account of language in the spirit
of Gottlob Frege is Michael Dummett. He thinks that without such an account, no un-
derstanding of our linguistic competence is possible. But Dummett reads Wittgenstein
as denying this possibility, and he thinks that accepting this denial would force upon us
an absurd consequence, namely the claim that we must learn each individual sentence
of our language.

Dummett begins with the simple observation that we can infer the meaning of a
sentence we have not encountered before on the basis of our knowledge of the mean-
ings of its constituent words and of the meanings of the sentence-building devices that
are employed in the new sentence (the ‘principle of compositionality’). At first glance,
it seems convincing to suppose that this inferring process is only possible on the basis
of a system of rules that we might not be able to immediately spell out, when asked,
but that we nevertheless know implicitly. Consequently, it seems to be the job of the
philosopher of language to make this system of rules explicit and thus formulate a
theory of meaning.’

The ‘therapeutic’ opposition to this conception, articulated for example by
Richard Rorty (257 ff.) and John McDowell, denies that our linguistic competence can

? Note that what Dummett is advocating here is not a scientific theory.
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be accounted for in a philosophically illuminating way by making explicit an implicit
knowledge of a system of rules that would form a ‘theory of meaning’. The decisive
question of this controversy now is: What exactly is meant by the terms ‘system of rules’
and ‘theory’ here? Before taking it up, one should mention that Rorty and McDowell,
in attacking Dummett, take sides with Dummett’s main target of attack, with Donald
Davidson. Although it is true that Davidson and Dummett both see the logician Gottlob
Frege as the philosopher who has shown us the way, Dummett demands much more of
a philosophy of language than Davidson, and in this point this paper agrees with Dum-
mett, against Rorty and McDowell.

From a Wittgensteinian point of view we can say that Dummett’s opponents
claim that in our attempts to understand the systematic sides of linguistic meaning,
we must be content to stay on the level of what Wittgenstein calls ‘surface grammar’ (Pl
§ 664). This is the level of the sound of a sentence, the level we know from the grammar
books we used in school. For Dummett (and for Wittgenstein, so it is claimed here) this
is not enough. Dummett indicates what he thinks would be missing by calling David-
son’s account of meaning a ‘translation manual’. More particularly, he demands that a
philosophical account of meaning cannot take the traditional philosophical language
of ‘concepts’ for granted and should not restrict itself to describing how ‘concepts’ are
related to the words of a particular language. Dummett asks what the command of a
concept consists in and sticks to the old idea that the philosophy of language should be
of epistemological relevance.

Dummett’s point is echoed in Wittgenstein, first in his many remarks that crit-
icize accounts of meaning that treat it as something ‘in the mind‘ (translation into a
‘language of concepts'’ is of no philosophical use) and second in his contrast of ‘surface
grammar’ with what he calls ‘depth grammar’, and his special concern with the latter.
His reason for making this distinction is that even logic (and logic in particular) treats
phenomena as equal that are in fact of quite different kinds. So if the goal is to see the
‘real workings of language’, we have to give an account of the possibility of this dispro-
portion between the sameness of form (surface) and the difference in content (depth
grammar). As has been indicated above, the basic ingredient of such an account is to
acknowledge that natural languages work with analogies. Since analogies cannot be
deciphered in a mechanical way, i.e., on the level of the forms of surface grammar, we
have to turn to depth grammar, i.e., to a level that a theory of meaning of the Davidson
type cannot reach. It is no use to repeat the rules of surface grammar in the language
of concepts. Instead, we have to understand that, and how, the same surface structures
are put to use in categorically different ways. It is true, for example, that our language
treats numbers as objects (in sentences like ‘seven is odd’). But a philosophy of language
that has given up all epistemological ambitions can no longer discuss in which contexts
a treatment of ‘something’ as an object is justified and in which it is not. To answer such
a question for Wittgenstein means to give an account of the actual work that (in our
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case) numerals do when we use them, an account that can help us to avoid misleading
follow-up questions, like asking for the location or the colour of a particular number.

To be sure, the anti-systematic (or ‘therapeutic’) side in this dispute has some
comments on this, but it claims that these necessarily are restricted to the particular
case. Speaking with Wittgenstein's well-known picture: for therapeutic readers, every
‘bump’ that “...the understanding has got by running up against the limits of language”
(PI§119), has to be treated separately. There is nothing general the therapist can offer.
If this were true, it would mean that a philosophically interesting theory of meaning
would be impossible.

3. Reversing the Direction of Projection

We are now in a position to propose a new answer to the questions of this controversy
by indicating in what sense one can speak (with respect to the later work of Wittgen-
stein) of systematic insights into the workings of language that are more than descrip-
tions of the ‘physiognomy’ of a particular case.® Three points should be mentioned.
Firstly, Dummett is right in his claim that we should not be content with accounts of
meaning that ignore the level of ‘depth grammar’. Only if we reach beyond surface
grammar can we describe ‘the workings of language’ in such a way as to be helpful for
avoiding philosophical pitfalls.

Secondly, in the writings of the later Wittgenstein, we find more observations
concerning the systematic side of language than both Dummett, and the ‘therapeutic’
readers are ready to acknowledge. Much of what Wittgenstein discusses transcends the
respective particular case and so allows us to learn something for future cases. Only if
this is the case, can philosophy have the result that ‘thoughts are at peace’.

Thirdly, the ‘therapeutic’ readers, however, are right when they point out that
the proper way of taking into account the systematic side of language will not result
in the kind of theory that Dummett originally had hoped for. Therefore, some people
might not even want to call it a ‘theory’.

So the position this paper argues for is a middle position that can be formulated
thus: On the one hand it is correct to say that the meaning of a sentence we have not
encountered before in a certain sense ‘flows from’ the meanings of its parts and the
respective sentence structure. We do indeed use our past linguistic experience when
we understand a new sentence; we do not learn sentences one by one. But the way in
which we arrive at the new meaning, the way it ‘flows from’ our past experience, is not
the way of calculation. Using Robert Brandom'’s (“Between Saying and Doing”, 91, 117)
helpful terminology, we can infer that the ability to speak and to understand a natu-

10 This is a term used by Wittgenstein, for example in Pl §235 and 568.
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ral language is not an ‘algebraic ability’. It is a ‘hermeneutic’ one. Therefore it cannot
be represented in terms of an axiomatic-deductive theory, but it involves recognizing
what Kant had called the ‘faculty of judgment’ (Urteilskraft). In particular, it involves the
ability to recognize analogies and to work with them.

For our context the most decisive of the changes leading to the later philosophy
of Wittgenstein is his rotating by 180 degrees the direction of projection characteristic
for the relation between world and language. This comes into view when we ask: Where
does linguistic structure come from? When we acknowledge that we build sentences
from single words and that sentences differ from random lists of words in that they
exhibit a structure: Where does this structure come from? Frege's answer was that we
find it fixed and ready in the realm of ‘thought’, so he set for his ‘concept script’ the goal
of following this given structure as accurately as possible. In this way, it would capture
the structural side of all possible contents. So Frege thought of language as a mirror of
a pre-existing order, even if in the case of natural languages the mirror is not a perfect
one. Metaphorically speaking, in this conception the rays of projection are going from
the world of thought to language; the structure of language follows the structure of the
world of thoughts. It thus appears natural to see in Frege's concept script the core of a
theory of meaning for any chosen language.

The decisive step taken by the later Wittgenstein was to turn this picture of pro-
jection around, so that now the rays of projection go from language to the world of
thought.™* In the new picture we have highly specific local structures that we ourselves
have developed in the contexts of particular, simple activities, for example the schema
of ‘actor and action’ (like in ‘Peter walks’). And these schemata are then projected into
many new contexts of different kinds. So the projection goes from locally constructed
language structures to ever new realms of our (human) ‘world’, as it is opened up and
developed in the course of history. Accordingly, the generality of these structures, in-
cluding the logical structures, is the result of our own activity; it is not something we
have found in the world. When, for example, we say ‘after midnight the fighting stopped’,
grammatically ‘the fighting’ appears to be an actor (comparable to what the word ‘Peter’
designates in the example above), and the stopping (like Peter’s walking) appears to be
an activity. But both appearances are misleading if judged from a semantic point of view.

This can be expressed by saying that the actor-action-scheme has been projected
into a context to which it, strictly speaking, does not fit. In this sense we can speak of
a metaphorical movement. Since in the given example it was a syntactic structure that
has been projected, we can make use of an expression originally coined by Eric Stenius
(Stenius 212) and speak of ‘syntactical metaphors’ here. What does this now mean for

11 A quite succinct formulation of this claim is: “The subject-predicate form serves as a projection
of countless different logical forms.” (Wittgenstein “Philosophical Grammar” 205) For an extended
discussion of this claim as well as its bearings for logical structures see: Schneider, Wittgenstein's Later
Theory of Meaning, chapter 5.
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Wittgenstein's claim that some philosophical problems (as he had said already in the
foreword of his Tractatus) stem from a ‘misunderstanding of the logic of our language/,
and what does this mean for his already quoted claim that they “...are solved through
an insight into the workings of our language, and that in such a way that these workings
are recognized - despite an urge to misunderstand them”? (Pl §109)

If indeed, as has been argued here, the reversal of the direction of projection
in our picture of language is one of the central steps taken in Wittgenstein's later phi-
losophy, then in it we have an example of a quite general, systematic claim about the
workings of language, generally, not only about one specific problem. So here we have
an important ingredient of a method, which he says he had been demonstrating, that
would give “philosophy peace”, and which he says enables him “to break off philoso-
phizing when | want to.” (P §133)

Applying this to the aforementioned case of the actor/action-scheme would
mean that once we see that its generality is a result of our projections, it is easier for
us to raise the question whether in the context of a particular problem it is the subject
matter or only the form it has received in our language that is problematic. The sen-
tence ‘after midnight the fighting stopped’ is of no philosophical interest. But we are
entering highly contested territory as soon as we raise parallel problems for verbs such
as ‘to mean’ or ‘to intend'. Are they signifying inner (‘psychological’) activities, as their
surface grammar suggests, or are they even standing for brain processes? These are
acute problems, getting much attention these days. For example, does it make sense
to spend a large amount of money on a brain scanner in order to find out what exactly
the ‘activity of intending’ consists of?*2

Similar questions can be raised with regard to names. Does the linguistic fact
that language allows numerals to take the subject-position in sentences indicate that
abstract objects exist? Does the fact that the expression ‘God’ is a proper name, in-
dicate that speakers using it believe that in the most distant areas of the universe a
person could be detected with help of a radio telescope, if only this instrument would
be big enough? Are believers entertaining such ungrounded hypotheses, as Richard
Dawkins thinks, or does religious language require an understanding that is completely
different from understanding the claims of science?

In all these cases, in trying to see the ‘workings of language’ we have to be at-
tentive to projections, which (for example) bring numerals to the subject-position of
sentences and which make us articulate religious experiences in a language of personi-
fications. Both cases point beyond themselves. If we understand reification in the case
of numbers, we will understand it also in the cases of concepts, sets, or possibilities;
and surely religion is not the only area where personifications can be found. Thus, it
is possible to learn a general lesson from a particular case in which we consider the

12 For a detailed discussion of some of these problems cf. Hans J. Schneider, ,Reden tiber Inneres*.
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nature of a problematic way of speaking—to learn something that will be of use for the
treatment of other cases. This, however, does not mean that it is possible to handle all
the mentioned cases in a strictly parallel way in a sense that would allow us to calculate,
and to avoid thinking. This is why Kant’s ‘faculty of judgement’ was earlier mentioned.
Gods and feelings are different from numbers and concepts.

These considerations should explain why the position developed in this paper
has been characterized above as a middle-position in the struggle about the possibility
of a theory of meaning. We indeed use our past linguistic experience when we succeed
in understanding sentences we have never encountered before, but this is not a matter
of calculation. In understanding the new sentences we again and again have to com-
prehend steps of projection and in doing so we have to use our imagination, that is to
say, an ability that is completely different from the ability to calculate. So the process
of making explicit our implicit knowledge of language, about which Dummett and later
Robert Brandom (“Making it Explicit”) have spoken, will not result in the formulation of
a calculus. Instead, it turns out to be necessary to reflect on other human capacities
with a much broader scope. The relevant knowledge here often is a quite particular
kind of a linguistic ‘knowing how’, an ability to find one’s way in kinds of situations in-
volving language games. And it should by now be clear that our linguistic competence
does have important systematic aspects.

4. Eugene Gendlin and the Positive Side of Projection

So far, in the discussion put forward in this paper, what was treated under the title
of ‘projection’” may have appeared to be something negative, because it easily leads
speakers into problems and mistakes. Projection often results in states that ask for
correction, for ‘therapy’. To quote Wittgenstein again, “Philosophy is a struggle against
the bewitchment of our understanding by the resources of our language.” (Pl §109)
This one-sided picture now has to be explicitly corrected by calling attention to the
fact that these same activities of projection also have a positive side. For the speaker,
projection is a vehicle with the help of which he can raise a new issue, can find words
for something outside the normal course of things, indeed for something that has never
before entered the ‘universe of discourse’. This is true for metaphors and models in the
realms of science and technology; such innovative moves are also possible in our use of
language in ordinary life and of course in poetry; and also in the realm of therapy, when
we attempt to articulate a peculiar personal experience. It is one of the philosophical
merits of the therapist and philosopher Eugene Gendlin to have directed our attention
to this function of language, not only by talking about it, but also by making use of it in
his unique way. For readers not yet familiar with his work, here is an illustration. Gendlin
begins one of his papers as follows:

55



Hans Julius Schneider : Is Wittgenstein’s Later Philosophy Therapeutic and Does this Mean that it is Anti-Systematic?

This paper will attempt a way of thinking with, and about, that which exceeds
logical forms and distinctions. Today it is widely held that any form (rule, pattern,
concept, distinction, category .....) always invokes an inseparable so-called excess.
It is furthermore held that that excess is chaotic, a limbo. | will show on the con-
trary that excess is a vital part of thinking, and that it is not chaos but a greater
order. (Gendlin, “The Wider Role”, 192)

In a footnote Gendlin (“The Wider Role”, fn. 1) gives the following comment on
the expression in brackets that had paraphrased his word ‘form’ (by ‘rule’, ‘pattern’, etc.):
“I often use a string of words instead of just one in a given slot.” And about the five dots
he had put at the end of his list he says they would “...leave room for other possible
words. After the string and the sequence of dots once appear, any one of the words can
later say what is meant.” In a comment on a similar example we read:

In whatever way | might actually say it, you would let the word work newly and
freshly when it comes into a spot like that. All the words can in this way acquire a
new meaning, provided of course they're part of the situation, part of a context,
part of an interaction. It is right to say that language is inherent in experience, but
we have to understand by language this way in which words can work newly in a
given spot. (Gendlin, “The Wider Role”, 193)

So it is possible for well-known linguistic means to do a new kind of work, if the
situation requires it. To succeed in this, speakers and hearers must be able to keep a
certain distance to the expressions, to behave freely with respect to them. They do rec-
ognize the given expression as one they know from past contexts and are able to use
themselves. But in the cases Gendlin has in mind here they are required to grasp that
something new is being said, that is only analogous to the past uses they already know.
The new use is mediated by the old ways of using the words in question (most new po-
ems, for example, are made up of quite familiar words), but at the same time the new
use is different from the old one. The hearer must recognize that a projection is tak-
ing place (an analogical, metaphorical use of words or syntactic means), and he must
guess its meaning, i.e. he must grasp the resulting sense with help of his hermeneutic
understanding of the situation. The new meaning cannot be arrived at by calculation,
but still the ‘new content’ in most cases cannot be expressed without using old words.

This tension between the familiar and the unfamiliar is a typical trait of many lin-
guistic jokes. A great part of their charm is due to their creating a distance to language,
a freedom that lets us feel a margin for play, in the literal sense of ‘play’.?® It is this mar-
gin that Wittgenstein, as well as Gendlin, are pointing to. In most cases of philosophical

3 A nice German example is: ‘Je preiser einer gekront wird, desto durcher fallt er.’
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commentary, Wittgenstein’s concern is seen as one in which we are rescued from a
philosophical pitfall. But also for him the loose and humorous aspect of such a distance
to language is something he is acutely aware of, as the following remark exemplifies:

Given the two concepts ‘fat’ and ‘lean’, would you be inclined* to say that Wednes-
day was fat and Tuesday lean, or the other way round? (I am strongly inclined
towards the former.) Now have ‘fat’ and ‘lean’ some different meaning here from
their usual one? - They have a different use. - So ought I really to have used differ-
ent words? Certainly not. - | want to use these words (with their familiar meanings)
here. (Wittgenstein, “Philosophy of Psychology” § 274, 227e, = Philosophische Un-
tersuchungen / “Philosophical Investigations”, 1958, part two, 216e)

In Gendlin’s work this liberty in the use of language is employed for helping the
client to get a fresh view on his own past in the context of what he still calls therapy,
but also for creative work of all kinds. He encourages us to take a positive attitude to-
wards those of our inclinations that offer themselves in such moments of liberty, that
come up as respective new steps. This means that we should consider at least the pos-
sibility that they flow from a ‘greater order’, a process that we often grasp intuitively,
without (or: without yet) being able to articulate it.

So the inclination to utter a certain linguistic expression is not in itself some-
thing that must lead us astray because it is ‘irrational’ by being nothing better than an
inclination. It can also result in new insights, in creative solutions. For this reason the
state in which ‘thoughts ... are at peace’, of which Wittgenstein said it would be ‘what
someone who philosophises yearns for’, seems to a large degree to be made possible
by winning such a liberty, a distance towards language, and this in turn can be greatly
helped when we appreciate what has been discussed here under the title of a ‘pro-
jection’. The insight in this particular one of the ‘workings of our language’ helps that
we are ‘no longer tormented by questions’. But it is clear that this is not a matter of
knowing that, but of a very special kind of knowing how, and, more than that, of actually
acting accordingly. And here the ‘working on oneself’ comes in, not in the sense of ther-
apy, but rather in the sense of gaining ‘peace’ in one’s thinking, or, in more traditional
words, of gaining some degree of wisdom.

5. Conclusions

After it has been argued that the kind of work exemplified by Wittgenstein's later phi-
losophy has its place not on the natural level of drives, health, and sickness but on the

14 The German word here is ‘geneigt’.
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cultural level of language (and hence should not be called therapeutic) the paper ex-
amines the character of this work. Does it (in Wittgenstein’s opinion) involve systematic
relations between partial linguistic abilities (as his expression ‘methods’ suggests) or
does it consist of unconnected remedies, applied as the case may be? The paper shows
that it is the first alternative that Wittgenstein is arguing for.

Especially, it is shown that ‘the workings of our language’ include the use of
analogies and metaphors even on a syntactical level, i.e., procedures by which given
structures are projected into new fields of application. Understanding the resulting
utterances rests on a prior understanding of the involved linguistic means (principle of
compositionality), but an understanding of the resultant sentences cannot be achieved
by an algebraic type of calculation alone; for this reason, a theory of meaning cannot
take the form of an axiomatic-deductive system.

Finally, it is shown that understanding the discussed ‘workings of our language’ can
(and, Wittgenstein thinks, should) result in a relaxed attitude to philosophical problems, it
can overcome the ‘bewitchment’ he is talking about, and it can bring to the reader a state
of mind in which ‘thoughts are at peace’. Achieving this can be seen as a fruit of a kind of
‘working on oneself’, but this work is not therapeutic in the strict sense of this term.
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Abstract
Wittgenstein’s private language argument is often taken to imply that an individual could
not master a language by himself. This conclusion is explicitly drawn in Saul Kripke's inter-
pretation of Wittgenstein on the basis of general considerations on rule-following. But is an
individual really not able to follow rules, as Kripke also contends? In this paper | argue for a
novel conception of rule-following that can incorporate the insights of the private language
argument without accepting its most counterintuitive implication.

Keywords: rule-following, private language argument, meaning, human community,
Wittgenstein, Kripke

Introduction

Saul Kripke's Wittgenstein on Rules and Private Language (1982) contributed to a resurgence
of interest in Wittgenstein's Philosophical Investigations (1958) and simultaneously opened
a new line of investigation in the philosophy of language. The work consists of two parts:
a skeptical paradox and a skeptical solution. Both have been influential and have inspired
a mixture of praise and criticism from the 1980s onward. Kripke thinks of the paradox
as a fundamental problem, which was perhaps the underlying motivation behind Witt-
genstein's “analogous” positions in the philosophy of mathematics and the philosophy of
mind! (Kripke 4). Stating this versatile problem with clarity is a challenge in itself, if only
because Kripke's own statement of the problem has given rise to different interpretations.

Crucial to Kripke's account is his skeptical solution of the paradox, which attacks
part of the skeptic’s reasoning. In particular, it denies the supposed dependence of

1 Kripke continually refers to passages from Wittgenstein in order to show that the argument is loyal to its
source. At the same time, Kripke shies away from the conclusion that his argument is already to be found
on the pages of the ‘Investigations’ (Kripke 5). In this paper | am not interested in exegetical matters.
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meaning on ‘matters of fact’ in favor of an account that sees meaning as rooted in a
community. In this essay, | assume both that the skeptical paradox is a real philosophi-
cal problem and that the ‘communitarian’ solution is correct. In addition, | presuppose
that what is at stake in the argument against the existence of private language is the
possibility of an individual following a rule by himself. Though language is more than
following rules, the latter is necessary for the former: | follow Kripke in that respect.

| depart from Kripke in that | re-think the consequences of his skeptical solution
for Wittgensteinian well-known arguments against the existence of private language.
Using the standard example of Robinson Crusoe,? | apply a second skeptical solution to
the destructive side of Kripke's initial one. According to Kripke, if we consider Crusoe
“by himself and in isolation”, we will see that Crusoe’s utterances are not meaningful
(Kripke 69). At this point, Kripke's own strategy can be turned against him. Crusoe is not
affected by the argument against private language: | argue that because Crusoe is part
of the human community, he can be a rule-follower. We can grant the ‘communitarian’
character of meaning without drawing Kripke's conclusions. Of course, this raises the
question of what the private language argument is good for, if it cannot be used against
individuals considered in isolation. | close by formulating an answer to that question.

In order to make clear why all of this is necessary, | begin by retelling Kripke's sto-
ry in a way that will allow me to refer to it in later sections. Once we a have a clear view
of the problem, | will sketch Kripke's skeptical solution and the implications he thinks it
has for the notion of private language. That will set the stage for my own development
of the problem, which will draw on Stephen Davies’ account of the ‘human community’.

§1 Kripke on Rules and Private Language
1.1 The Skeptical Paradox

Our ability to function in everyday life depends on many factors. Perhaps one of the
most important ones is the correct application of rules.? Kripke's paradox states that it
is up for grabs, because there is no fact in virtue of which some application of rules to
new cases is correct rather than another. | use Kripke's own example - arithmetic - but
the story that follows is my own.

Learning to add numbers is about grasping a concept (Kripke 19), which involves
grasping a rule. In primary school, small children are required to master this rule on the
basis of a finite set of examples.* The children will encounter many addition problems lat-

2 More specifically, ‘a born Crusoe', i.e. a person that has never been part of any social community.

3 While | believe that the central problem is about application, Kripke mentions the word only twice
(Kripke 19, 55) and Simon Blackburn is the one commentator who makes use of it (Blackburn 281).

4 “Given only in terms of finitely many cases (...)" (Kripke 22).
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er in life that were not among the ‘original’ ones they were taught in school. One may say
that this is precisely what it means to grasp a rule: the ability to glean a procedure from
a finite set of initial examples and then to apply the same procedure to new cases. In the
case of addition, the possibilities are literally infinite. Let us imagine a child, called Junya,
who finishes primary school and grows up to be a successful architect. We encounter him
at a certain point in his development. Let us say that he has recently started his own
business at the age of 30 (the details do not matter, so long as we have a definite point
in time in mind). When filling out the first tax forms for his new firm, Junya has to add
two numbers he has never added before: 317 and 237. He writes down 554, but suddenly
starts to doubt himself. Is this really the amount that he owes the IRS in taxes?

That same night, a tax inspector haunts Junya’s dreams. With an accusatory tone
of voice, the inspector asks: “You are aware of the fact that it is illegal to evade tax-
ation, are you not? Let me do the addition for you: 317 + 237 = 1000. So why did you
only declare 554 dollars? The fine is rather substantial, you know.” Junya objects that
he has known how to add since primary school, and is quite certain that the sum of 317
and 237 is not 1000, but 554. The inspector has little patience for him. “A likely story.
You are saying that you have been taught to add, but still manage to come up with the
wrong number? They must have taught you a different rule in primary school, Junya.
The IRS works with actual addition.” Junya wakes up in a pool of sweat.

Most of us will have had similar experiences involving tax inspectors, whether we
meet them in nightmares or in office buildings. While conflicts with the IRS often take
a more complex shape than the one in Junya's dream, it sometimes occurs that their
calculations are different from ours. On some occasions, we feel that we have been
wronged. In order to make that case, we attempt to show that our calculation is cor-
rect. The pressure is on us to provide a valid and decisive argument to that effect. Espe-
cially when large sums are at stake, some of us cannot rest until we have supplied one.

Junya’s dream recurs again and again. Finally, he decides to sit down with a pen
and paper in order to resolve the issue once and for all. His first impulse is to point to
his childhood mastery of addition, but then Junya remembers that the inspector cast
doubt on his very education. Besides, he may have performed admirably in the past,
but since he has never done the 317+237 calculation before, how can he be certain
of his performance in this case? 1+1=2, 2+2=4... Junya distinctly remembers grasping
something about those examples. But is it really the same as “actual addition”, which
the tax inspector claimed for the IRS? It seems impossible to say, because on reflection,
in order to grasp the concept of actual addition, Junya would have needed to grasp
the corresponding rule of actual addition: but the examples from primary school are
compatible with many different rules. Consider what happens if we consider only 1+1=2
and 2+2=4. Both are of the form x+y=z. If we do not know what ‘+' means, then the
outcomes 2 and 4 are not particularly informative. “x+y=z" could be interpreted in any
of the following ways:

63



Julien Kloeg : Community Rules: What Does Kripke's Sceptical Paradox Imply for Private Language?

- 2x=z
—x-(2y=1
- x-y-(2y)=z
—Xly*2x=z

This is only a small sample, but it is already clear that these rules will yield very dif-
ferent answers as x and y take on different values. Who knows which rule Junya grasped
in primary school? His insistence that 554, rather than 1000, is the correct answer sud-
denly seems arbitrary. Junya asks himself the same question as Kripke: “In what sense is
my actual computation procedure (...) more justified by my past instructions than an al-
ternative procedure (...)? Am I not simply following an unjustifiable impulse?” (Kripke 18)

The tax inspector can be right and Junya wrong, but only if Junya is not following
the rules corresponding to actual addition. Junya has then “misinterpreted his own
previous usage” (Kripke 9): he never meant actual addition, but his own strange version
of addition, jaddition. Let us suppose that the two procedures are identical, except for
the fact that actual addition dictates that 317+237=1000 whereas jaddition comes
up with the answer 554. There is nothing about Junya that could tell us which rule he
was following all along. Recall little Junya in primary school: he would have responded
to the examples presented to him with the same answers, earned the same praise of
his teachers, and so on (by hypothesis, he never encountered 317+237 until the day he
filled out the first tax forms for his new firm). Nor is the mental state of little Junya any
different because of his first grasping and then following one rule rather than another.
He has never applied his mind to 317+237 and is not determined in any way to answer
554 while he is learning about 1+1=2.

As Kripke points out, the problem is not about epistemology (Kripke 21, 37). It
is not that we do not know enough about Junya’s mental life. In a sense, it is about
metaphysics: Junya’s dream calls for a certain type of fact that can settle the dispute
between Junya and the tax inspector. If there is no such fact, then it seems that either
of their responses to 317+237 is arbitrary.

Indeed, any response would be arbitrary: we can think of Junya’s accountant,
his financial adviser and the lawyer he turns to all coming up with different answers
because they all follow different rules. And Junya’s troubles need not be confined to
adding numbers. Imagine a different scenario and a different kind of dispute: this time
Junya is accused of not having the concept of a table by an unnamed skeptic. Witness
Junya’s doubts as reported by Kripke:

[ think that | have learned the term ‘table’ in such a way that it will apply to indef-
initely many future items. So | can apply the term to a new situation, say when |
enter the Eiffel Tower for the first time and see a table at the base. Can | answer a
sceptic who supposes that by ‘table’ in the past | meant tabair, where a ‘tabair’ is

64



®UNO30DUJA/FILOZOFIJA, 12, N. 35, pp. 61-76, December 2013

anything that is a table not found at the base of the Eiffel Tower, or a chair found
there? Did | think explicitly of the Eiffel Tower when | first ‘grasped the concept of’
a table, gave myself directions for what | meant by ‘table’? And even if | did think
of the Tower, cannot any directions | gave myself mentioning it be reinterpreted
compatibly with the skeptic’s hypothesis? (Kripke 19)

The problem raised by the skeptic’s reasoning is that no behavior can be justi-
fied by reference to a rule. We have lost track of what the normative relation between
meaning and intention to future action (Kripke 37) entails for any case that can be de-
scribed in those terms. This does not only mean that Junya’s current usage of ‘addition’
is inconsistent with his previous usage, but also that the rightness and wrongness of
any intended application are up for grabs. Junya and the rest of us do not know which
rule we are applying at any given moment: more specifically, there is no fact in virtue of
which we are applying one rule as opposed to another.

Notice that this leaves us in a rather dire situation. The problem itself has be-
come impossible to formulate: the stable meanings on which it depends collapse as
soon as the outcome becomes apparent (which is what makes it a paradox). The whole
structure of language comes crashing down. “There can be no such thing as meaning
anything by any word. Each new application we make is a leap in the dark; any present
intention could be interpreted so as to accord with anything we may choose to do”
(Kripke 55). The problem can also be applied to “predicates of sensations, visual impres-
sions, and the like” (Kripke 20). In a single formula: for all putative instances of some
rule, “finite past instances allow many mutually inconsistent extrapolations of them
into the future, thereby underdetermining the rule” (Shogenji 504).

1.2 Implications for Private Language according to Kripke

A skeptical problem may be resolved in one of two ways. On the one hand, there are
‘straight solutions’, which refuse to grant the skeptic his point: there is, after all, a fact
in virtue of which Junya means either ‘actual addition’ or some other way of manipu-
lating numbers by way of ‘+". On the other hand, there are ‘skeptical solutions’, which
do not try to offer such a fact but still manage to solve the problem posed by the
skeptic. Proponents of a skeptical solution concede that the skeptic is right that there
is no ‘fact of the matter’ as to what kind of addition Junya means, but that his (or the
tax inspector’s) beliefs and assertions about 317+237 are still justified. Recall that the
apparent lack of justification was what made the skeptical paradox seem so urgent.
How, then, do we save meaning? According to Kripke, the solution to Junya’s troubles is
to jettison the notion that “facts or truth conditions are of the essence for meaningful
assertion” (Kripke 77).
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To put these alternative responses to the problem in more general terms: if we
see that the skeptic endangers an ordinary practice or belief that we cannot give up,
we may want to insist that the skeptic’s problem is ill-posed and does not succeed in
discrediting the practice or belief, which therefore remains justified. Kripke states that
such a straight solution to the skeptical paradox is impossible (Kripke 77). The other op-
tion is to question the assumption underlying both the skeptical problem and its straight
solution. To propose a skeptical solution is to say that the skeptic’s target was never a
candidate to justify the practice or belief in the first place. We may praise the skeptic
for pointing out that the practice or belief need not, and in fact should not, be defended
in a certain way (Kripke 67), but there is more to be said on the subject than the skeptic
allows. Some answer to 317+237 is justified, albeit not in virtue of some fact.

What, then, is the skeptical solution favored by Kripke? It is important to no-
tice that the skeptical paradox “holds no terror in our daily lives; no one actually hes-
itates when asked to produce an answer to an addition problem!” (Kripe 87). Kripke
here invokes Wittgenstein's distinction between speaking ‘without justification’ [ohne
Rechtfertigung] and speaking ‘wrongfully’ [zu Unrecht] (ibid). After all, as far as our daily
lives are concerned, we do not frown upon those who respond to problems of addition
without hesitation (in particular, without worrying about skeptics that will question
their use of addition: unless they are filling out tax forms, perhaps). We do not feel that
they are speaking ‘wrongfully’, though their answers may be ‘without justification’ in
the skeptic’s sense.

This is where private language comes in. What the skeptical paradox reveals, ac-
cording to Kripke, is that Junya was wrong to consider himself as if he were “one person
alone”; Junya has so far attempted to respond in terms of “his [own, JK] psychological
states” (Kripke 88). But then “our ordinary practice [licenses] him to apply the rule in the
way that it strikes him” (ibid).

As Kripke goes on to explain, this is not what we mean by following a rule. It is
possible for Junya to think he is following a rule without this actually being the case.
He may also act in accordance with a rule that violates his first intentions (Kripke 89,
Shogeniji 505). From this, Kripke infers the following:

[If one person is considered in isolation, the notion of a rule as guiding the con-
duct of the person who adopts it can have no substantive content. (...) As long as
we regard him as following a rule ‘privately’, so that we pay attention to his justi-
fication conditions alone, all we can say is that he is licensed to follow the rule as
it strikes him (ibid, emphases in the original).’

5 Compare Wittgenstein §202, to which Kripke also refers: “To think one is obeying a rule is not [the same
thing as obeying, JK] a rule. Hence it is not possible to obey a rule ‘privately’; otherwise thinking one
was obeying a rule would be the same thing as obeying it.”
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The skeptical solution is thus to be sought in the wider community. The point is
that agreement and verifiability are required. In the case of addition, we judge some-
one to be competent if his answers to particular problems agree with the answers we
would be inclined to give, or at least stem from a common method. He is then ‘allowed
into the community’ of adders.® There is no point in scrutinizing our past mental his-
tory in order to find out if we have grasped “some supersensible, infinite reality”: such
considerations have already proven to be of no help against the tax inspector (cf. Kripke
106). Instead, Junya should consult his community.

Kripke's skeptical solution, for all its counseled modesty, is quite difficult to grasp.
In the spirit of Wittgenstein, we are asked to look instead of to think. We actually license
people to use addition in cases they have not encountered before, and their confidence
does not seem to be out of place. The skeptical paradox has taught us that this cannot
be because of some matter of fact: so it must be because of the community. In one
fell swoop, Kripke has reconstructed Wittgenstein's notorious ‘private language argu-
ment’:” not as a behaviorist premise, but as the destructive side of a skeptical solution.
The conclusion seems to follow quite easily: since meaning is always a function of a
community, there can be no private language.

But what do these categories (“community”, “private”) mean? In other words,
what is the identity of the private linguist? Kripke helpfully considers an example (with
a long history). Imagine Robinson Crusoe stranded on an island: but not as a result of a
shipwreck. He has been there from birth and has never been exposed to a community.
Should we deny that anything he does and says has meaning and insist that he cannot
be a rule-follower?® Kripke begins by raising the straightforward distinction between
physical isolation and an individual considered in isolation (Kripke 110). Inmediately
thereafter, he says that “if we think of Crusoe as following rules, we are taking him into
our community and applying our criteria of rule-following to him” (ibid.). Whether or
not Crusoe, on his island, is following rules, thus, depends on our criteria. Simon Black-
burn has been a prominent critic of this kind of reasoning.

[According to Kripke] | have to consider whether Crusoe is a rule-follower by using
the normal, community-wide way | make the judgement. But that would be true
of any situation | seek to describe. And then, just as (contra Berkeley) | might con-
clude that an island considered in isolation has a tree on it, might | not conclude
that Crusoe, considered in isolation, was following a rule? (...) We are apt to retort
that Crusoe would have been a rule-follower in this situation whatever | or we or

¢ See Kripke 93 for a more extensive explanation.
7 See Kripke 107f.

8 There is empirical material on the question whether ‘feral children’ (children raised by animals) can
acquire language: the consensus seems to be that they cannot. But this will not decide the question
whether they cannot follow rules. For that reason, | will remain agnostic on the empirical question.
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any other community in the world had thought about it - just like the tree. And
the reason is that all by himself he had a technique or practice (Blackburn 298).

It certainly seems true that it is possible for Crusoe to master a technique. Con-
sider, for example, Michael Dummett’s plot twist: Crusoe finds a washed-ashore Rubik’s
cube.’? If it makes sense to claim that Crusoe has a technique of solving it, then he must
be able to “[order] his expectations about the recurrence of sensations, with an aim at
prediction, explanation, systematization” (Blackburn 299-300). And if Crusoe were to
be engaged in such a project, “the attitude that whatever seems right is right is ridic-
ulous. System soon enforces recognition of fallibility” (Blackburn 300). Crusoe seems
to be more than capable of rule-following behavior. How can we reconcile the intuitive
validity of these objections with Kripke's position, which he says is connected to the
dictum that we should look, not think?

Recall that according to Kripke's own lights, we can only hope for a “descriptive-
ly adequate account of the actual assertion conditions for meaning-attributing sen-
tences” (Boghossian 520). This insistence on ‘actual justificatory practice’ is not only
problematic in the face of an intuitively plausible objection, such as the one raised by
Blackburn. It also seems unclear how a descriptively adequate account could justify the
nature of Kripke's rejection of private language, in particular, “one of the requisite mod-
al force” (ibid). For Kripke has claimed that there could be no private language. While it
is true that our actual assertion conditions advert to the dispositions of a community,
“the most that would license saying is that our language is not solitary” (ibid: emphases
in the original).

These are serious problems for Kripke's solution of the skeptical paradox. Let
us therefore reconsider the connection between Kripke's ‘communitarianism’ about
meaning and the private language argument.

§2 The Human Community and Private Language

2.1 A Repetition of Moves

We have already seen that the nature of a skeptical solution is to recognize part of
the skeptic’s negative point, but without granting that the practice or belief that was
charged by the skeptic should be abandoned. Kripke's own skeptical solution entails
that meaning cannot depend on any matter of fact, but it does not follow that there is
no meaning. We do not have to stop using language. The skeptical solution, however,
also has a destructive side: there can be no private language.

9 Although this scenario is often ascribed to Dummett, he never published it.
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This destructive side comes under fire once we realize that it is not evident that
Crusoe’s rule-following requires some sort of check by the community, as Blackburn
points out. If Crusoe is able to devise a system for solving his Rubik’s cube, there are
right and wrong ways of applying it: he can apply it erroneously, of course, or swap
systems: but the point is that it is meaningful to talk about erroneous application if he
has defied his own rule. There is plenty of opportunity for self-verifying behavior: hence
Crusoe, even when considered in isolation, can follow rules (see also Gauker 208 on
self-checking). This also reinforces Boghossian's point: Kripke's ‘modesty’ does not allow
him to say that there could be no private language.

My proposed way out is to re-apply the skeptical solution. Kripke seems to as-
sume that the initial skeptical solution, and the ‘communitarianism’ it demands, pre-
cludes Crusoe-like figures from rule-following (if they have not passed the tests of our
community). This parallels the original skeptic’s insistence on matters of fact: his attack
on meaning assumed that meaning was grounded in matters of fact. Equally, Kripke's
treatment of Crusoe presupposes that a ‘communitarian’ analysis of meaning precludes
the possibility that Crusoe, ‘considered in isolation’, follows rules. But could we not in-
sist on the importance of community while simultaneously allowing that Crusoe follows
rules? This would undercut Kripke's reasoning in the same way that Kripke undercut
Junya’s tax inspector.

Kripke, as we have seen, suggests that the private language argument affects pu-
tative rule-followers who are not part of a social community. Stephen Davies proposes,
instead, that the relevant kind of community is ‘the human community’, comprised of
all humans, with the inclusion of Crusoe. In light of the fact that not all rule-following is
the product of consensual agreement, it does not seem far-fetched to say that “there
seem to be tendencies common to all (mature) human beings” with respect to both the
classification of a situation as belonging to a particular set and the subsequent appli-
cation of a single technique to all members of the set (Davies 62, 66). This descriptive
element - an actual propensity to agreement - is required, but there is also a normative
component to the human community. Membership in it can be said to establish stand-
ards with respect to some practice. By referring to those standards, Crusoe can be said
to invent and follow rules without contradicting the ‘communitarian’ solution to the
skeptical paradox. Crusoe’s membership is thus real enough (rather than imagined at
best, as Kripke seems to suggest) (Davies 60-61). His is not a social community, but a
human community in the sense of the total human population, where the members of
that population define what counts as a rule. The central thought is as follows:

(...) it may be appropriate to judge the individual's attempts to generate a regular
pattern of behavior against standards set by the similar attempts, judgments and
dispositions of other members of the community of human beings, despite possi-
ble social isolation of members of the community of human beings (ibid).
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When seen in this light, the issues raised by Blackburn are no longer problematic.
Crusoe is human, so no harm done: he can follow rules because he is part of the human
community (no matter how ‘physically isolated he is).

The response to Boghossian is equally simple. We can address his point if we
rephrase the argument against private language as a statement of human impossibility:
this seems like a high enough standard to set. We should note that treating humanity
as the relevant category is not only a skeptical solution to the problems stemming from
Kripke's treatment of Crusoe. It is also a further widening of scope: having already shift-
ed focus from the individual to a particular community, Davies urges us to consider the
community of all humans in full. This allows for more intuitively plausible consequenc-
es, which is mandatory if we follow Kripke in taking actual assertion conditions as the
cornerstone of any justification theory.

For the sake of clarity, the two ‘analogous’ skeptical solutions are as follows:

Skeptical Solution |
(1) The skeptical paradox: if Junya follows a rule, the skeptic says, he does so in virtue

of matters of fact, but there is none: therefore, rule-following is impossible;

(2) But it seems clear that we do follow rules;

(3) Justification conditions (the ‘normativity’ of rules) stem from the community,
so that rule-following is necessarily ‘communitarian’: there can be no private
language in this sense;

(4) Therefore, Crusoe considered in isolation cannot be a rule-follower.

Skeptical Solution Il
(5) Kripke's negative statement: rule-following presupposes a community, Kripke says,

but Crusoe is not involved in any community: therefore, Crusoe cannot follow rules;

(6) But it seems clear that Crusoe can follow rules;

(7) Some justification conditions (the ‘normativity’ of rules) stem from the human
community, so that meaning is necessarily ‘human’: there can be private language
in this sense;

(8) Therefore, Crusoe considered in isolation can be a rule-follower.

In this way, we can have our cake and eat it too. In cases where all of humankind,
including socially isolated humans, agrees on a particular rule, this agreement can be
used to adjudicate rule-following controversies. But this victory seems to come at a
price. If it is a valid response to Wittgenstein and Kripke, then what is left of the private
language argument? It now appears that all that is needed to follow a rule is to be hu-
man: surely there is more to it than that.
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2.2 What is Left of the Private Language Argument?

In §1, we were introduced to what seemed like a devastating problem - and then we
applied what seemed like a satisfying solution. | have tried to argue against Kripke's
skeptical solution on the grounds that it ‘proves too much’ by excluding Crusoe-like
figures from the community of rule-followers: precisely because Crusoe, too, is part of
a community, namely the community of human beings. But this second skeptical solu-
tion threatens to throw us back to the original problem. We should not want to say that
following a rule privately is possible merely in virtue of being human; since not every in-
stance of human behavior corresponds to a rule, the analysis has to be specified. Davies
attempts to derive conditions for the possibility of private language, but is left with the
conclusion that any prospective rule-follower must postulate the existence of an exter-
nal world that is distinct from his experience of it, with the former being foundational
rather than derivative (Davies 56). His argument also proves too much: it entails that
only Crusoes that are metaphysical realists can be rule-followers. We stand in need of a
new account of rule-following. Below | introduce three necessary conditions of my own
design, which are jointly sufficient to explain what rule-following requires. Those condi-
tions will hold the key to understanding what the private language argument, as devel-
oped by Kripke in order to answer the skeptical paradox, entails for private language.

The first condition was already implied by my discussion of Crusoe solving his
Rubik’s cube. If he tackles the cube systematically, Blackburn claimed, Crusoe has to
be capable of “ordering expectations about the recurrence of sensations” with a view
to explanation, prediction et cetera (Blackburn 299). Under what conditions is Crusoe
able to do so? For one thing, we need to postulate the existence of regularities, that
is to say stable patterns, which he can come to recognize. Stability is necessarily pre-
supposed by any rule-follower: without stability, Crusoe would not be able to suppose
an intimate connection between the rule he adopted while trying to solve the Rubik’s
cube and his success in manipulating said cube. In other words, he cannot start out by
assuming that the cube has a will of its own and can take on any color at all, no matter
what Crusoe does with it. Of course, it is possible for an unexpected color to come up,
but then Crusoe will have to adapt his system so that it will be able to accommodate
the unforeseen result. Even to attempt such accommodation presupposes that he can
influence future outcomes by applying his rules.

My second condition is that Crusoe is capable of verifying or falsifying that he
has followed a given rule. Each rule he follows sets a standard, for instance in terms
of prediction. In particular, if Crusoe has mastered a certain rule, the rule itself ex-
cludes certain outcomes. Crusoe knows what the ‘incorrect outcomes’ are on the basis
of earlier applications of the same rule. Let us say that the rules he uses to solve a
Rubik’s cube include ‘solving the top’, known to cube enthusiasts around the world.
Whenever Crusoe follows the rules for ‘solving the top’, the squares at the top of the
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cube are all the same color. If the top features a stray blue square in the midst of eight
red ones, then Crusoe knows that he has not followed the rule for ‘solving the top'. If
he believed that he had been following it, then his belief is now falsified. Verification
works similarly: if the standards set by earlier applications of the rule are met, then it
can justifiably be said that the rule has been followed. This leaves open the possibility
that actual outcomes are compatible with many different rules, which does not seem
to be a problem in all cases. For instance, if Junya calculates that 2+2=4, then it can
justifiably be said that he follows the rule of addition. But even that is a matter of
community membership.

For, thirdly and finally, acceptability by a community is the only standard by
which we may speak of rule-following and meaning. Kripke claims that a substantive
restriction is placed on individuals within a community by the justification conditions
that prevail within it (Kripke 90). Formulating and upholding those conditions is itself
a process that goes on within the community, so that it appears that | can never be
justified in asserting something whenever the community around me thinks differently.
Kripke explicitly states that “doing as others do” cannot be sufficient for meaning any-
thing (Gauker 122, Kripke 112). But at first sight it appears difficult for Kripke to avoid
this uncomfortably conformist result.

Simon Blackburn is once again among Kripke's critics. He objects that a com-
munity of rule-followers is not like an orchestra. In other words, mutual support is
not sufficient as a standard of correctness, as it would be if we think about musical
performance. Imagine, with Blackburn, that for individual instruments, there is no
standard or instruction on how the piece ought to be played, so that “all melodies
are equally acceptable” (Blackburn 293). There might then still be “standards of har-
mony across instruments” (ibid). But Junya is correct in saying that 317+237=554, no
matter what the rest of the world says, we should want to say. How can Kripke resolve
this problem?

Addition plays a certain role in our lives and the rule of ‘addition’ acquires its
meaning as a result. Kripke phrases this relation in terms of “utility” (Kripke 73). Some-
one who uses ‘addition’ in a certain way is able to perform well in various interactions,
for instance, those between the grocer and his costumer (Kripke 93) or between Junya
and the tax inspector. As we continue to perform well, we become reliable rule-follow-
ers in the eyes of our community. Davies would be quick to call a society in which the tax
inspector’s rules of addition were upheld (in particular the dogma that 317+237=1000)
“inhuman”, in the sense that it would be astonishing to discover a Crusoe that “went in
for mathematics at all” without ending up with something that is at least compatible
with our rule of addition (Davies 64). But this dramatic turn of phrase cannot solve
every problematic case. Could we not imagine a conflict within a given society about
which rule is to be applied, with the authority falling predominantly on the side that is
wrong? Think about the deductive rules invoked in proofs for the existence of God, for

72



®UNO30DUJA/FILOZOFIJA, 12, N. 35, pp. 61-76, December 2013

instance. It does not seem very helpful to resort to a charge of inhumanity if we disa-
gree about such cases. Still, it seems that we do need some sort of standard to decide
when (if ever) individuals justifiably disagree with their communities.

Since we are considering the human community, cases that are problematic
in terms of justification would need to encompass all of humanity. Assuming Kripke's
sense of utility, such cases would have to facilitate human interaction across the board
without being justified. It may well be that if we phrase the problem in these terms,
cooperation between all humans is indeed the ideal limit; not necessarily for every hu-
man enterprise, but certainly with regard to rule-following. For instance, if all humans
agree on the rules of addition, so that life on earth becomes supremely coordinated
(at least more so than it would be if we disagreed on addition), then this is itself ample
justification. Note that this does not require that all humans agree on all instances of
rule-following, if only because the human community is not the only kind of communi-
ty. The relationship between communities and their members can be of a layered kind:
Crusoe and Junya are both members of the human community, but Junya is a member
of a particular social community, that of taxpayers in the United States of America,
while Crusoe is not. We can think of such social communities as ‘subcommunities’ of
the human community.

One may object that talk of ‘layered membership’ hides an underlying difference
that separates the human community from any social one. Consider another disagree-
ment between Junya and the tax inspector: this time they are quarrelling whether Jun-
ya's gifts to charity are legally deductible. Such conflicts can be resolved by appealing
to concrete others who have the requisite authority to decide the issue (for instance,
a judge specialized in fiscal matters). There is no such external point of reference for
Crusoe, the objection continues: Crusoe cannot ask any other member of the human
community to check whether he is following any rule.

We can reply by adapting an idea from Simon Blackburn, who writes: “The mem-
bers of a [social, JK] community stand to each other as the momentary time-slices of in-
dividuals do” (Blackburn 294). Crusoe, as we have already seen, is able to predict future
outcomes of applying a given rule on the basis of previous ones (past and future Crusoe
being different ‘time-slices’ of the same individual). Consider the rules for ‘solving the
top'. Crusoe does not have to resort to introspection in order to find out whether he
has followed those rules; nor does he need others to check the outcomes. He simply
asks: are all the squares on the top the same color? More generally, Crusoe knows what
the outcome of applying the rule is and is in a position to check whether or not the
outcome has been realized, even though he is by himself.

But this explanation cannot suffice. After all, there is no matter of fact in virtue
of which Crusoe has followed any rule: he may have unwittingly applied a different rule,
which coincidentally results in the expected outcome. Only at this point does it matter
that Crusoe is a member of the human community.
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Of course, the point of his membership is not that he can count on the support
of concrete others (he cannot), but rather that human beings form a community that
accepts some putative instances of rule-following and rejects others. The questions
whether or not ‘born Crusoes’ follow a rule in particular cases can be answered by refer-
ring to the attempts of others (for instance, the calculations they performed). It does
not matter that those earlier attempts took place across the ocean and without Cru-
soe’'s knowledge: they have set standards that apply to his own attempt here and now.
Again, this is conditional on the existence of propensities to agreement with respect
to the rule, which is an empirical matter. Further examples about which the required
kind of agreement exists include logical rules of inference, such as Modus ponens and
simplification (also known as conjunctive elimination).

The question of justification is answered by appealing to either acceptance by
a social community, as in the case of legal deductibility, or acceptability within the
human community, as in the case of addition.’® We have seen that there are different
layers of membership: membership in the human community is more fundamental than
membership in subcommunities (the latter requires the former). Correspondingly, ac-
ceptability is more fundamental than acceptance. A human being follows a given rule
if and only if the relevant (social or human) community does or would accept that he is
doing so.

There are, as Kripke said, no “supersensible, infinite realities” (Kripke 106) to be
grasped that are somehow independent of any community. But we need not, and in
fact should not, conclude that Crusoe cannot be a rule-follower. We can have our cake
and eat it too: rule-following is determined by community membership and Crusoe can
be a rule-follower. | have provided three necessary and jointly sufficient conditions. To
sum up, rule-following requires stable patterns we can come to recognize, so that it
is possible to verify or falsify that we have followed a given rule. Thinking in terms of
cooperation among all humankind (‘the orchestra of humanity’, to extend Blackburn’s
metaphor) is an important step, because mutual support on such a scale is a plausible
standard of justification. The third and final condition is that acceptability within the
human community is necessary for following a rule.

If I have been treating the issue fairly, the private language argument affects only
putative instances of rule-following that do not jointly satisfy the three conditions out-
lined above. There are many implications outside of the debate about Kripke's skeptical
paradox. To give one example, due to Stephen Law: imagine a solitary prisoner, who se-
cretly records the days on which he sees rats in his cell by writing an exclamation mark
in his diary. Law thinks that the prisoner’s way of responding to rats cannot count as fol-

10 Of course, it is possible that a Crusoe-like figure does not know whether he is following a rule that is
acceptable from the point of view of the human community. But this is an epistemological question.
Crusoe’s ignorance of whether the criterion applies in individual cases does not take away from the
fact that he is either following a rule or not in virtue of that criterion.

74



®UNO30DUJA/FILOZOFIJA, 12, N. 35, pp. 61-76, December 2013

lowing a rule because of the private language argument (Law 165): but that conclusion
seems impossible to justify. Why would the prisoner be unable to perform this simple
technique? And indeed, the prisoner fulfils all three conditions (he can rest assured).

On the other hand, if the same prisoner were to write an ‘A’ into his diary every
time he experienced the Angst of post-industrial man under late capitalism, then he
would not be following a rule. For in that case, the portion of the world that he experi-
ences (which is part of his inner mental life rather than the external world) is impossible
to verify or falsify. Many cases and examples can be added: as in so many other matters,
Wittgenstein’s writings remain a valuable source.

Conclusion

The private language argument presents a challenge to any philosopher of language,
whether he is interested in Wittgenstein's original intentions or not. Kripke has pro-
vided a very interesting version of the argument, but seems to go overboard when he
considers the implications for a private language. | applied a second skeptical solution
(in the spirit of Kripke's initial one) to Kripke's own position, in order to salvage the in-
tuition that individuals considered in isolation can follow rules. The private language
argument, understood as an argument against solitary rule-following, does not apply
to Crusoe-like figures. It only applies to putative instances of rule-following, R, that do
not jointly satisfy the three following conditions:

(1) Rassumes regularities, stable patterns, that we can come to recognize;

(2) Rassumes the possibility of verifying/falsifying whether a given rule has been
followed;

(3) Ris acceptable as an instance of language or a rule within the human community.

If interpreted in this way, the private language argument can be thought of as a
counter to (a) implicit and explicit forms of ‘communitarian solipsism’ and (b) the truly
objective kind of analysis embraced by some authors. Rules refer to the community in
which they are formulated, but not every rule is ‘merely’ a function of social communi-
ties. We have to occupy the middle ground between the ‘solipsist’ and the ‘objectivist’
if we are to make sense of the all-important practice of rule-following.
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Is it Forbidden to Kill Someone?
Relevance Theory’s Contribution to Deontic Logic

Réka Markovich
UDC: 162:165.15

Abstract

In this paper | would like to show how the Relevance Theory in general and the analysis of
imperative mood in it can help us in one of the fundamental tasks of deontic logic. If we
would like to use deontic logic for norm semantics, we—or the software we use—just need to
find the deontic words before the regulated actions to use the proper operator in the deontic
logical formula. But sometimes we cannot find such words in legal texts, thus we have to
retrieve information on deontic status from the textual context: Relevance Theory can be of
assistance in this process.

Keywords: Relevance Theory, deontic logic, norm semantics, interpretation of legal rules,
legal texts

Deontic logic: the problem

Deontic? logic is the logic of norms and normative systems. The main issue it addresses
is well illustrated in what is called Jergensen’s dilemma. Jergen Jorgensen was wonder-
ing in his famous article Imperatives and Logic (1937) how inferences can play a role in
the judicial application of laws: logical inferences can work only on claims which are
descriptions, but a law and a judgement are not descriptions but prescriptions. What
kind of inferences are we talking about? Here is a simple example:

If you undertake p in a contract, do p.
You undertook p.
(Therefore) Do p.

This inference is like a modus ponens: we have two premises and a conclusion.
And actually this is how judicial application works. There is an act (or some other kind
of rule of law), there is a state of affairs, and in virtue of these, the judge returns a ver-

1 Greek deon - ¢ov (gen.: 6éovtog) - it means “that which is binding, that which is ought to be done”.
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dict. The process does not seem problematic, but it is from a logical point of view: our
first “premise” and our “conclusion” are not really descriptions but prescriptions. How
can the inference still work on them?

Deontic logic: the solution

The answer can be given by a system in which the prescriptions are translated into de-
scriptions and the latter are simply handled by classical logic or by some version of it.
This system was fully elaborated for first time by Georg von Wright in 1951 in his famous
article Deontic Logic. He said the existential form of norms is their validity (being a legal
norm means being legally valid), hence we can assign a true deontic claim to every valid
norm, and a false one to every invalid norm also. The notion of (formal) legal validity —
which is the base of von Wright's starting point —is about whether the norm (the act) was
created by the authorized power and whether this power did it in the prescribed way (Sz-
abd 35). The norms’ and prescriptions’ typical linguistic form is imperative mood (at least
this is our first intuition): “Shut the door!”, “Open the window!”, “Keep off the grass!”.
After our “translation” (the operation by which we assign a deontic claim to our norms),
our deontic claims will have special modality: deontic modality. It is not so easy to define
what a linguistic modality is, but there are some features which can help us to describe
and to recognize it: a modality is usually defined by means by which it can be expressed.
Modality can be expressed by a variety of means: auxiliary verbs, adverbs, grammatical
mood. Deontic modality is the peculiar property of superior/subordinate relationships’
utterances (Kiefer 12). There are some typical means that are used in these kind of sen-
tences which exhibit deontic modality - in English we call these words deontic auxiliary
verbs. These are ‘ought to’, ‘must’, ‘have to’ (which express obligation) ‘forbidden’, ‘must
not’ (which express prohibition), ‘may’, ‘can’ (which in these kinds of sentences express
permission). So what we get from our prescriptions above are (true) deontic claims like:
“Shutting the door is obligatory”, “We ought to open the window,” and “Walking on grass
is forbidden” respectively. The deontic auxiliary verbs describe the content of the norms,
the former somehow refer to the latter. The adjectives like ‘obligatory’, ‘forbidden’ and
‘permitted’ show the deontic status of the actions in the described norms. In formal
deontic logic we use these states as operators—O0 as obligatory, F as forbidden and P as
permitted—and this is the basis for generating formulas. For example if A is ‘shutting
the door’ the first deontic claim is OA as a formula. With these kinds of formulas we can
“perform” logically valid implications - so we solved Jergensen’s dilemma.?

2 Of course deontic logic is not so simple and we did not by a long solve all the raising problems, but in
this paper we focus only on one of them.
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Deontic logic in norm semantics

And what about legal norms? We do not really find a legal norm in the imperative mood.
Linguistically speaking, they are already formed as our deontic claims using adjectives
we used above in our translations: “Unfair commercial practices are prohibited”.? Or at
least these norms contain a deontic auxiliary verb which enables us using—or enables
us programming our software to use—the right deontic operator in creating a formu-
la: “Any person who provides a health care service for the purposes of the NHS must
hold a licence under this Chapter”.* It means we don't have to trouble ourselves with
assigning deontic force to a claim: we get it readily. The legal norm describes itself. By
the looks of things it is not quite a job to formalize them: we look up the deontic word
and we know which operator to use: for ‘prohibited’ we use F, for ‘must’ we use O. And
this can be the basis for using a software to analyze legal norms’ texts: if the software
finds a deontic word before the word which refers to an action, it formalizes the rule
using the right operator assigned to a given deontic word.> But sometimes the task at
hand—not only from a deontic logical point of view but in natural language processing
as well (e.g. a well-functioning parser)—is not so simple: what if the software does not
find any deontic word before the action, but we still think—what is more, we are really
convinced—that, obviously, it is a regulated one?

Deontic logic in norm semantics: a problematic case

Let's see section 160 of the Hungarian Criminal Code: “Any person who kills another
human being is guilty of a felony punishable by imprisonment between five to fifteen
years".® This is the official’ translation, but it is not entirely faithful to the original,
which goes as follows: “Aki mast megdl, bintett miatt ot évtél tizenot évig terjedé
szabadsagvesztéssel blintetendd.” A more verbatim translation would go this way: “Any
person who kills another human being should be punished with five to fifteen years of
imprisonment due to having committed a felony.” The difference is important, because

3 Act XLVII of 2008 on Prohibition of Unfair Commercial Practices (of Hungary).

4 Health and Social Care Act 2012 (2012 c. 7) of United Kingdom 81 (1).

5 Of course it is only the first step on a very long route: automated formalizing needs an amount of other
conditions and problems to be solved. Not just the proper norm semantics is required; in most languages
it is absolutely not plausible how a parser could be created which is able to manage tasks like the ones
that will be sketched in this chapter. But in this article | do not want to go into details regarding NLP, |
only want to indicate that the considerations described above are also relevant for programming.

¢ Act C of 2012 on the Criminal Code (of Hungary).

7'Official’ here does not mean it has been published by the State: this translation is made by the publisher
(Wolters Kluwer) who is the legal database supplier of Hungarian courts and public prosecutor’s offices.
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it does matter whether the judge has the option to punish the perpetrator (as the for-
mer version suggests it with “punishable”), or whether he must do that. The original
Hungarian text of the Criminal Code contains an obligation for the judge.® This is all
we can find there; however, there is no explicit textual obligation for any other agents.
What about the murder? There is no prohibition of homicide in the Hungarian Criminal
Code. Is it not forbidden to kill someone in Hungary? The relevant article says only that
the person who kills another commits a felony. But there is no explicit prohibition of
committing a felony. So is it permitted? And the same goes for all felonies as well, since
there is a long list of them in the Code: there is no explicit prohibition. In the Canadian
Criminal Code, for example, there is a list of felonies presented in a very similar way as
in the Hungarian Criminal Code, but there is a title above the list: “Prohibited Acts”.’
Is Hungary unlike Canada in the sense that committing a felony is permitted? This con-
clusion would be most bizarre, but how do we infer the opposite (as we obviously do), if
there is no clear sign of a prohibition on committing a felony?

Relevance Theory’s contribution | — general level

Relevance Theory can help us in two different ways in answering the preceding ques-
tion. In this first way—with Relevance Theory as a general frame of describing commu-
nication and cognition—we can understand how this labelling of committing a felony
can be so obvious in human interpretation; specifically, what is the process of interpre-
tation that allows us to extract deontic statements from legal texts.

Relevance Theory is a theory of communication, philosophy of language and cog-
nitive science, which explains every process of communication in virtue of relevance.
This theory fits the Gricean tradition but exceeds that: the relevance as a notion has
already been a part of the Gricean communication theory. According to Grice there is
a common principle of communication, which tacitly governs every conversation: the
principle of cooperation. Subsumed under the principle are four maxims as the maxim of
quality (be truthful), the maxim of quantity (make your contribution as informative as it
is required), the maxim of relation (be relevant) and the maxim of manner (be clear).X® But
the core of Grice’s third maxim, relevance, plays a central role in the theory of Deirdre
Wilson and Dan Sperber. This theory regards communication as an ostensive-inferential
process which means inferences have a huge role in it; we do not only code and decode

8 Of course there is a real possibility for the judge: she can choose—considering the circumstances—the
length of the imprisonment. But about the fact of the penalty she cannot ponder.

9 Consolidation Criminal Code Chapter C-46 Current to October 6, 2010. Published by the Minister of
Justice at the following address: http://laws-lois.justice.gc.ca.

19 Here | consider the Gricean theory more or less known—for details see “Logic and Conversation” in
Studies in the Way of Words.
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in language use, instead, we make inferences in order to discern what is the speaker’s
meaning behind the literal meaning of the sentences our conversational partner utters.
Finding the speaker’s meaning relevant is our “beacon”. Every utterance conveys a pre-
sumption of its own optimal relevance (this is the communicative principle of relevance);
and relevance attends as a cognitive factor as well. Human cognition tends to be geared
to the maximization of relevance (this is the cognitive principle of relevance) (Sperber
and Wilson 65). That is we hear an utterance, we understand the literal meaning of the
words in it but to grasp the speaker’s full meaning, we make inferences. In these infer-
ences our background information is input as well. And we have quite a lot background
information, which helps us to infer what is intended meaning of the Criminal Code’s
paragraphs, especially due to one of Relevance Theory’s principles above: every utter-
ance has a promise about its relevance and the hearer has an expectation about this.
This expectation, assumption and promise, and the background information enable us
to infer what the speaker means by her utterance. What kind of background information
do we have in the case of a criminal code? We know a lot about the tasks of the State
maintaining public order, protecting citizens’ safety. All of us have a conception of the
values of society including the protection of life. Everybody has some knowledge about
the system of rules, the role of legislation. And most importantly we have background in-
formation about the institution of penalty. What is penalized is not desirable. And if the
State pronounces something undesirable (by the implementation of law in a legal norm)
and contacts a (bad) consequence, a sanction to doing it, this disposition has to be under-
stood as a prohibition. As a matter of fact this is what we call prohibition—when some-
one who has authorization, in our case the State, pronounces an action undesirable and
threats with a bad consequence in case of doing it. And with this act the State actually
says: “do not do that”. To convince the reader of the correctness of this last assignment
(pronouncing something undesirable to prohibition as an imperative act) as a step in our
inference, we find another, specifically linguistic supporting point in Relevance Theory.

Relevance Theory’s contribution Il — on a more specific level

Relevance Theory provides an analysis of imperative mood that can help us in mapping
what kind of linguistic considerations (or at least linguistic intuitions behind considera-
tions) we might use in interpreting this kind of utterances. These considerations are prob-
ably based on the knowledge on how deontic statements are expressed by tools of natu-
ral language, sometimes without using overt deontic words. This explanation can give us
insights we can use in programming: what kind of literal linguistic signs can be given as
ones to be sought by our software to choose the right deontic operator in formalizing.**

11 See footnote 5.
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In the 10th chapter of Meaning and Relevance Sperber and Wilson examine mood
to analyze nondeclarative sentences. They dissect interrogative and imperative mood
as well; for us the latter will be of interest. They present some interpretations of im-
perative mood, notably Searle’s one, which seems to be the most common: we use
imperative mood to make someone do something. But Sperber and Wilson highlight
examples for which the definition does not work: in which on the surface, on the syn-
tactical level we use imperative mood, but our utterances don’t have imperative force.
For example, when someone asks directions, we usually say things like “Go ahead”,
“Turn right”, “Take bus 3", etc., but we do not really mind if the hearer follows our in-
structions. In other words, we do not want to make him do that. Also, if someone asks
permission to go away and in our answer to give the permission we say “Go, then”, we
would not describe our utterance as a command making him do something. Sperber
and Wilson give a new account for imperative mood, which can explain these cases
above as well. In this account the imperative mood concerns two crucial notions: desir-
ability and achievability. The action in question has to be desirable for someone, and
that someone doesn't have to be the speaker. It can be the hearer or someone else as
well. Moreover, the action in question has to be achievable, potential, performable.
For example, the tourist wants to go to Dedk square, so for him going (arriving) there
is a desirable action or state of affairs. When | say to him standing on Andrdssy avenue
“Go ahead,” it doesn't matter whether the result (that he arrives to the square) is de-
sirable for me, it's enough that it is desirable for him. But it does matter whether the
action proposed by me is achievable: | do not say “Fly there” or “Tap your heels three
times” because in the real world—at least due to the present state of science—it does
not really work, so arriving to Dedk square would not be achievable by this action. But
going ahead is achievable, so what | used actually was imperative mood. How does
this help us in interpreting the Criminal Code? Section 160 does not use a syntactical
imperative mood but does use a semantic one. It pronounces an action (the murder)
undesirable and with that it pronounces an achievable action (forbearing homicide)
desirable. Whether desirable for society, or for the State, generally everybody would
agree that forbearance of homicide is desirable; one of the basics of universal human
rights is the inherent right to life. We make an assumption and expectation about the
utterance’s—| mean the Code’s—relevance, we have some background information; we
know that one of the State’s tasks is to regulate human actions and we know the State
does this by legal norms. So if we find an action pronounced desirable or undesirable in
a legal norm, it has to be understood as a regulation of our action due to the relating
norm. We understand that, in case when a textual command or prohibition is missing,
by virtue of the norm’s content: the qualification of the action. We know that if the
State did not want to make us forbear an action, it would not pronounce that action
undesirable with punishing performing it. So—with all of these—we infer and understand
the aim, the meaning of it as a prohibition of homicide.
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Conclusion

If we know the real meaning (the “speaker’s meaning”) of this norm we can form a true
deontic claim: we already know we have to use the F operator relating to homicide
when we put it down to formulas in spite of the fact that we did not find any deon-
tic word implying prohibition. So we can make the Hungarian Criminal Code’s content
manageable by logic and our inferences based on it can be valid, and what is more
important, the judge’s inferences can likewise be valid. In this way Relevance Theory’s
principles and imperative mood'’s explanation help us in the starting point task of deon-
tic logic: supporting in interpretation (from a deontic point of view) textually defective
legal norms with saying to us which deontic operator shall be used to create a correct
formula with which we will have valid inferences.

After having provided this nice conclusion the following question may arise: if
desirability (and achievability) of the regulated action are such typical features of legal
norms, maybe it could be the notion on the basis of which we make our claims of them
in deontic logic in place of legal validity. After all, as we saw above, we had a legally
valid norm but this validity was not enough to enable us to make surely correct deontic
formulas in our deontic logic. In this new account with desirability (and achievabili-
ty) a deontic claim would be true if (and only if) the norm which would be described
by it would be about an achievable and desirable action (or state of affairs). On the
one hand, these properties about actions have already been present in law as tacit
requirements—a legal norm which obligates us to do something impossible would be in
contrast to common sense. On the other hand, desirability is a subjective category, i.e.,
nobody feels an overpowering desire to pay his due, but we know (at least it is somehow
commonly known—or it should be) that from a social point of view tax is a necessary
(so desirable) institution of a society. Of course we can try to formulate the notion of
public welfare, but it will never be unquestionable.

There is another argument against the change of legal validity to desirabili-
ty. Desirability and achievability are not exclusive properties of legal norms. We can
speak of them as requirements in the context of moral norms as well. For example, the
norm “Be honest” is not a legal one despite bearing by the action in it achievability
and desirability. The unique point of legal norms is, on the one hand, the institution of
(declared, legal) sanction (which expresses the qualification of the related action and
by which we could grasp the speaker meaning above),? while on the other hand, the
power behind them which make them absolutely distinguishable from other norms.
This latter parameter can be described much better with the notion of legal validity

12 |ssues of sanction and its role in deontic logic are worth much consideration, but they are not in our
investigation scope now.
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than anything else. Thus desirability and achievability remain at the base of law-inter-
pretation, but there they are really useful notions.
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UHTepnpeTaTMBHM MOAYCH BO KYNTYpHaTa aHTPOMOJOrHja:
UcueKop KOH HOBM KpeaTUBHM pedbNieKCHM 3a YOBELITBOTO
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Abstract

The central aim of this text is to reflect upon the contemporary state of affairs in social
sciences, with a focus on cultural anthropology and the dominant shift towards interpretive
rethinking of human society, which took place by the end of last century. To this end, the
text gives an overview of the premises of interpretive anthropology, which marks its zenith
in the 60ties of the twentieth century. Interpretive anthropology and the interpretive modes
of reflecting humanity in general, have powerfully entered the realm of social sciences at the
end of the twentieth century. As such, they brought about the potency to resist and break
the positivists, formal ways of knowing the world. This text is, hence, an attempt at criticizing
the dominant view according to which human society can best be understood through posi-
tivist and often sterile scientific methods, and that everything else which does not belong to
that realm, comes down to subjective, relativist speculations. Instead, through a dialogical
analysis of several interpretive anthropological works (Geertz, Weiner, Rabinow, Taussig), this
text brings forth both the complexities of the interpretive turn, but at the same time the
motivation to regain faith in both cultural anthropology and the interpretive, hermeneutic
approaches to studying human society.

Keywords: interpretive anthropology, hermeneutics, constructivism, subjectivity, relativism,
hermeneutic ontology

AHTpononolkuTe TpaHcdopMaLmum
W parakbeTo Ha MHTepnpeTaTUBHATa AaHTPOMOJOrkja

AHTpononorujata Bo XX-0T BEK UCKNTyYMTEIHO MHOTY Ce Pa3fIMKyBa Of CUTe Apy-
M QHTPOMONOLIKM MO3ULMM JOMMHAHTHM BO NMPETXOAHOTO cToneTue. Taa Toraw bewe
LUBPCTO MOBP3aHa CO CBOMTE MOMOLIHM AMCLUMMNMHK (apXeonoruja, GUoONoLLKa aHTpomno-
noruja, COUMOKYNTYpHA aHTPOMONOTKja), a CTpeMexoT bele (oKycMpaH KOH MPOHao-
farbe Ha efieH reHepaneH Kyy 3a YOBELWTBOTO MO MaT Ha CnopeayBatbe Ha nogaTouuTe
AobMeHN off UCTpaXKyBaETO Ha Pa3/IMKMTE Kaj NyreTo BO MUHATOTO M BO CErallHOCTa.
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HecoMHeHo, Mefy rnaBHWUTE NPETXOLHMLM HA COBPEMEHaTa aHTPOMONOLWKa MUCNa, Kou
ce obuayBaa [ia ja cnefaT NMHMjaTa BO eBONyLMjaTa HA MHCTUTYLMKUTE, 0BpeanTe U MUC-
NIOBHWTE MoAyCH Off ,MPUMUTUBHU" KOH MofiepHu, cekako bea Tajnop (Tylor), ®pejsep
(Frazer), InpkeM (Durkheim) u MopraH (Morgan).

PafMkanHaTta NpoMeHa LITO M Ce C/TyuMu Ha aHTPOMONor1jaTa Ha NoYeTokoT of XX-0T
BEK Ce CoCToelle BO HOBMOT (POKyC Koj ro flo6uja onwTecTBEHaTa M KyNTypHaTa aHTpomno-
norwja. Toj chokyc belle AMPEKTHO HACOUEH KOH e[iHa 0 HajcneLudUUHUTE aHTPOMNONOLL-
K1 MeToauM — eTHorpadwmjata. Bo XX-oT Bek, eTHorpachujata NnoMorHa Bo NMoBp3yBakeTo
Ha OHa LUTO MHaKY NpeTXoAHo, Bo XIX-0T Bek, bea Hekonky u3aBoeHu npouecu. Co apyru
360poBK, aHTpononorujaTa Bo XIX-oT ek belue cybnmMMaT o HEKONKY M30NMPaHU LENMHM,
Mery Kou 6ea cobupareTo nogaToLy oA NpeanHaYCTPUCKUTE UNK He-3amaHM OnLITeCTBa
“3BeAYBAHO NPETEXHO Of CTPaHa Ha aMaTepu U TEOPETU3MPAHETO 3@ HMB BO aKa[eMCKU-
Te TBPAMHM Ha aHTpononosute. bpoHucnas ManuHoscku (Bronistaw Malinowski) co np-
BOTO MornaBje Ha HerosoTo Aeno Argonauts of the West Pacific ce u3Bou Kako JOMMHAHT-
Ha hurypa Bo eTabnuparbeTo Ha eTHorpadpckaTa MeToaa Kako Bo bpuTaHCKaTa, Taka U BO
aMepuKaHcKaTa aHTpononoruja. BnpoueM, MannHoBcku e Yectonat pedepeHuyjaTa 3a
roneMaTta NpoMeHa BO TeopeTckaTa napagMrMa Bo bpuTaHCcKaTa aHTPOMOMOWKA Tpaau-
uuja 3aegHo co Pepknudp-bpayH (Radcliffe-Brown) koj ucrata 1922 roguta ro objasysa
cBoeto geno The Andaman Islanders. Taa npoMeHa nogpa3sbupalle HamylwTakbe Ha NoT-
paraTa Nno HeKaKBO AafeHO NMOTEK/O Ha HeluTaTa, OAHOCHO MO HEeKAaKBa MHXEePEHTHa Cyn-
CTaHUMja WTo 61 Nocyxuna Bo MCTOPUCKOTO 0bjacHyBatbe Ha HewwTaTa. HaMecTo Toa, ce
MocTaBM efiHa HOBa LieN, Koja noapasbupalue aHanM3aTa Ha eTHorpadckuTe nogaToLm
[ Ce NPaBM HM3 MPU3MaTa Ha HypPHYBAkEe Ha aHTPOMONOroT BO CEKOj AeTalb Of XXMBOTOT
Ha HApPOJOT LUTO FO M3yuyBa, UK CO APYrM 300POBH, aHTpoNosoroT Tpebalue Aa ro bapa
3HaYeHEeTO Ha HeluTaTa Hailipe CaMMOT 06jeKT Ha ucTpaxyBatbe (Barth et al. 22).

MannMHOBCKM CO CBOjOT (hYKLIMOHANMCTUUKM NPUCTAN BOOYM AieKa CUTe [1eNIOBM Ha
e[lHa NIOKaHa KynTypa MMaaT HeKaKBa ynora Bo (hyHKLMOHMPaHeTO Ha CUTe Apyru fe-
NOBM W JeKa, cropeq Toa, CeKoja KynTypa COUYMHYBA €fiHa MHTerpupaHa, KOMrieKcHa
Lie/IMHa BO PaMKMTE Ha KOja YOBEKOT Ce afianTupan Ha (oM3MUKMTE HaBOPELUHM U KONekK-
TMBHM ycnoBu. BeKe Bo 0BOj npucTan ce corneaysa notparaTa no 3Hayeka sHailipe CaMu-
OT Cy6jeKT Ha UCTpaXKyBatbe, OLHOCHO CO3HAHMETO fleKa OHa LUTO Ha MOYETOKOT MOXebu
Ce UMHM apbuTpapHo M He3HauajHo, BCYWHOCT Mrpa rofieMa yiora Kaj nyreto, OAHOCHO,
npeTcTaByBa fieN 0 reHepanHMOT MexaH13aM 3a OMCTaHOK.

CnunyeH 6eLwe v 3achaToT Ha Peaknudi-bpayH, Koj BO KOHLENTOT Ha (hyHKLMOHAM-
3MOT M3HAje HauMH @ ro NPeMHAuYM aHTPOMOMOLIKMOT NPMUCTAN of NoTpara Mo Hekak-
BO MOTEK/IO MM eceHUMja Ha HelTaTa, KOH noTpara no HekakBa CTpYKTypa M Merfyceb-
Ha MOBP3aHOCT Ha eNeMeHTMTe BO LiefIMHaTa. Toj ' HanpaBW CBOMTE UCTPaXKyBatba Ha
AxpaMaHckuTe OcTpoBu faneky nped ManuMHOBCKM fa M UCTpaxyBa TpobpujaHauTe
(MMeHo of, 1906-1908 roamHa). M36opot Ha AHaaMaHckuTe OcTpoBM bellie 3aCHOBAH Bp3
NpeTnocTaBKaTa fieka CTaHyBa 360p 3a HajNPUMMTMBHA M HajeNeMeHTapHa opMa Ha
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XXMBOT Ha cobupauko-noBeyka 3aefHuLa. 3a pa3nuka of ManuHOBCKM, KOj KOHLENTOT
Ha pyHKLMjaTa NoBeKe ro Bp3yBaLle 3a KOHKPEeTHUTE YoBeuku noTpebu, Peaknud-bpayH
noseKe ce (hokycupalle Ha (hyHKLMjaTa WTO MHCTUTYLIMMTE BO e[Ha 3aefHWLa ja UMaaT
BO OJPXKYBaHETO Ha Taa 3aefHuLa BoonwTo. Co Apyru 360poBu, TOj ro Aewmndpupalle
3HauereTo Ha CeKkoj 0b1Yaj H13 NpM3MaTa Ha penaumjaTta Ha Toj KOHKpeTeH 0buuaj co oc-
TaHaTUTe 0b1Yan, OLHOCHO CO reHepanHMOT CUCTEM Ha MAEM M YYBCTBA BO 3aefHMLaTa.
Co T0a, Pepknud-bpayH ounrnegHo passu faneky noancTpakTHO HMBO Ha aHanM3a Ha
3aeJHMLMTE Off OHAa KapaKTepUCTUUYHa 3a MannMHOBCKM.

[naBHaTa TpaHchopMaLyMja Ha aHTpononorujata Bo XX-0T BeK, rnefaHo criopej
0BME CNyUyBakba, CE COCTOELLIEe BCYLIHOCT BO CAMMOT eTHOTPadpCKO-MCTPaXyBauku NpoLiec
onpefeneH co figa KNyyHu enemMeHTa. [pBUOT Ce ofjHECYBa Ha PErUCTpUpatbe Ha KynTyp-
HWUTE pa3NIKK NPETEXHO MOMery He-3anafHuTe Hapoay, a BTOpUOT belle KynTypHa KpUTH-
Ka Ha KyNTypaTa Ha CaMMOT aHTPOMoJIor, 0AHOCHO UcTpaxyBau (Marcus & Fischer 36, 37).
CaMMoT NpeMuH M peopraH13alLja Ha aHTPononorujata o Hayka 3a YoBeKoT, KOH eTHO-
rpacujaTta Kako KiyyeH efleMeHT Ha 0Baa AMCLMMIIMHA, BO MPAKTUYHA CMUCNA 3Havelle
Kpaj 3a reHepanusauumute u ,rpaHg Teopumnte”, Kako wro ke 3abenexat Mapkyc u Ouwep,
XONM3MOT BO @HTPOMONOrujaTa ro MOMeCT CBOETO TEXMLUTE CO TOA LUTO aHTPOMONO3UTE
CBOETO TEXHeeHe KOH HEKaKBU YHUBEP3aiHU TBPAEHA Mo 3aMeHUja CO TEXHEEeHE 3a LWTOo
MOLENOCHO 1 NOMPELM3HO NPUKaXyBatbe Ha ONpeAeneH HauuH Ha XMBOT. KoHeuHo 1 Bo
caMaTa eTHorpadwuja ce cnyumja 6pojHU NPOMEHH, Taka LUITO Of, OHOj FOpeHaBeeH XouC-
TMUKM (HOKYC M roneMa o3a Ha peanusaM Bo 60-Te roaMHM 0 MUHATUOT BEK, TEOPETU3M-
PaHETO Ce MOMECTU KOH MeHTasHaTa KynTypa, 0GHOCHO 0bMA0T Aa ce cchaTu reauLTeTo,
MCKYCTBOTO M OLHOCOT KOH XXMBOTOT Ha OHOj KOO ro u3ydyBaMe. TOKMy BO OBaa MHCTaH-
LMja ce U3poauja 1 NPBMTE HUKYNLM Ha MHTEpRpeTaTUBHATa aHTPOMONOTKja.

lMpecek Ha MHTepNpeTaTMBHATa aHTpoNonoruja

WUHTepnpeTaumjaTa CTeKHa rofieMa penyTauuja U NpecTux Bo hnno3odckute Kpy-
roBM, HO M BO cchepaTa Ha OMIITECTBEHWUTE HayKu BO NOCNeAHUTE fieKaau of XX-0T Bek.
CBpTyBareTO KOH MHTEpMpeTaLujaTa ce COCToelle M BO OTMOPOT KOH IMHeapHUTe, CTe-
PUNHM, NO3UTMBUCTUUKM MOAYCHM Ha CMO3HaBake Ha CBETOT M (DP/M 3paK CBETIIMHA Bp3
MOXHOCTA 3@ MHAKOB HaUMH Ha 0bMKUCNYBakbe Ha YOBELITBOTO. Taa AUCTUHKLMjA noMery
[AOMEHOT M NPeLM3HOCTa Ha [OKaXYBaHEeTO Ha XMMOTE3UTe Ha OHa LUTO o UCTPaXyBaaT
MPUPOLHUTE HAYKM U NMO3UTUBUCTUUKUTE METOLM HACNPOTU HAYKMUTE LUTO Ce 3aHMMaBaaT
CO YOBEKOT M CBETOT Ha €/1HO MOMHAKBO HMBO, KaHT (Kant) MowwHe npeumsHo ja gonosysa
BO Kpulliuka Ha yuctiuoit ym. MoKTa Ha NPUPOAHMTE HaYKM 3@ HEKAKBO IOTMYKO [LOKAXY-
Batbe Ha HelTaTa cnedyBa of (haKTOT WTO TMe Ce 3aCHOBAAT BP3 NIOrMUeH CYDjeKT umm
aKTUBHOCTM MOXAT f1a Ce reHepanM3npaaT 1 ia Ce CMeTaaT 3a He3aBMCHM 03 KOHTEKCTOT.
3a Ccno3HaBakeTo Ha YOBEKOT, Mak, KaHT ja BoouyBa Hy)XHOCTa 0f NMOCTOEHE Ha efHa
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»MPaKTMUHa aHTpornonoruja“ Koja Ke ce doKycupa Ha cybjekT Koj cebecy ce cno3HaBa
npeKy pecdneKTMpatbe 3a CONCTBEHUTE NOCTANKM Kako CyjeKT Koj He e caMo MCKYCTBEH,
TYKY e 1 cybjeKT WTo Bo cebe MMa COlpXXMHA 3a MHTEHLMOHANHO [iejcTByBatbe. Bo Taa
cMucna Pabunos n CanusaH (Rabinow u Sullivan) npeaynpefyBaat aeka nako MHTepnpe-
TaTMBHMOT NPMCTAN BO OMWITECTBEHWUTE HAYKM He e caM Mo cebe KAHTOBCKM, cemak ce
3aCHOBA BP3 NPeTNocTaBKaTa fieka NPaKTUYHOTO CMO3HABabe Ha HelTaTa BO afieH KOH-
TEKCT He MOXXe [1a Ce CBEJle Ha CUCTeM o[ KaTeropuu fiehMHMUpaHM CNopes HUBHATa pe-
naumja eghm co apyru. (Rabinow & Sullivan 4)

MHTepnpeTaTMBHMOT NpUCTaN 3Hauelle U pedoKycupatbe BP3 KOHKPETHUTe 06/u-
LM Ha KYNTYpHO 3Hauyere BO CeTa HUBHA MAapTMKYNAPHOCT M KOMMNEKCHa TeKCTypa, Npu
TOa He 3anarajku BO CTanMUMTE HA UCTOPM3MOT M KYNTYpHUOT penatuBu3aM (Rabinow
& Sullivan 6). PabuHos 1 CanuBaH ke 3abenexat feka MHTEPMPETATUBHUOT MPUCTAnN ja
Herupa onosuuujaTa nomery cybjektuBHocTa 1 0bjektuBHocTa. OBOj NpucTan, UMeHo, ro
ofi6MBa TBpAEHETO [eKa KOMMIeKCHaTa CTBAPHOCT Ha 3Hauetba (CUrHUdMKaLMK) Moxe
[la ce CBefie Ha NpoM3BOA Ha CaMOCBeCTa BO TpaaMLMOHaNHa dunosodcka cMucna. Ha-
MeCTO TOa, MHTeprpeTaLujaTa noara of NOCTYNaToT AeKa MpexaTa o[, 3Haueha ro KoH-
CTUTYMpa YOBEUKOTO MCKYCTBO 10 Taa Mepa LUTO Toa HUKOrall He MoXe fa Ce CBefe Ha
HeKaKBM MPETXOAHM AMAAKTUYKM penaumnn Unn apyrv ogHanpen AeduHUpaHu enemMeH-
M. Bo Taa cMucna, oBMe aBTOpM CMETaaT AieKa MHTeprpeTaTUBHATA ONWITECTBEHA HayKa
BCYLIHOCT MOXe f1a Ce Hapeye BpaKate KOH 00jeKTMBHMOT CBET, Kako KOMMNEKCeH CUC-
TeM 0/ 3HaueHa BO KOj MOCTOjaHO Ce HaoraMe.

WMHTepnpeTaTvBHaTa (cMMbBONMYKATa) aHTPOMONOrMja CBOjOT MOAEM ro benexu Bo
BTOpaTa nonoBMHa of XX-oT Bek unm notouHo of 1960-Ta rognHa. TepMUHOT ce KOPUCTH
3a [1a ro 03HauM CrneuMgUUHMOT NMPUCTaN Kako KOH aHTPOMOJOLLIKaTa NpaKca Taka M KOH
nouMameTo Ha Kyntypata. lpes cé, Aojae 4O oafanedyyBake of MaTepujanucTUUKuTe
TeopUM M (DYHKLIMOHANMCTUUKMTE MHTEPNPETALMM, CNOpe[, KoM KynTypaTa e CpefCTBO 3a
npucnocobyBare Ha YOBEKOT Ha NpupoaaTta. MctoBpeMeHo, HAMEeCTo Aa ce TOMKyBa Kyn-
TypaTa Kako HelTo He3aBMCHO Of MOeAMHELIOT, aKLEHTOT MoYHa [ja Ce CTaBa Ha ynoraTta
Ha noeuHeL,oT Bo 0b61MKyBatbeTo Ha KyntypaTta (Moore 280). Hajekckny3uBHMOT Mapkep
Ha OBaa aHTpoMonoLLKa CTpyja bele hoKycoT Bp3 CUMOONMTE M CUMOONIMUKMOT KapaKTep
Ha KynTypaTa, a CO Toa M BP3 3Hayerellio KaKo Hen3beXeH ConaTHMK Ha cumbonuTe, YiwTe
rnoseKe, JOKOJKY Ce 3eMaT NpeABML, NMOBEKEC/IOjHUTE 3HaUeHa Ha cMMbonuTe, KyNTypaTta
MoXe [la ce pa3bepe caMo HW3 MHTepMpeTaLyja Co YMja MOMOLL aHTPOMONOroT NPoAMpa
ja pacnneTtyBa MpeXaTa Ha 3Hauera KpenpaHa of YNeHOBUTE Ha onpeaeneHaTa 3aefHu1LA.
Bo 0BOj cerMeHT 1 co cBoMTe A/1abOKM MHTEPECH 38 CUMOONIMUKUTE TEMENU Ha KyNTypaTa,
ceKaKo HajaoMuHaHTeH bewwe epu (Geertz). Co ornep Ha Toa WTo cuMbonuTe NoceayBaaT
onpefaeneHa AMHaMMKa M NOBEKEC/OjHMU 3HaUeHba, MHTePrPETaTMBHATA aHTPOMONONMja He
0CTaBa MPOCTOP 3@ reHepanm3aLmumnTe cneumudUyHM 3a NPETXOAHUTE aHTPOMONOLLKM Napa-
AMIMUM CIopef, KoM ce 1aBaaT KBanMuKaLmMm1 Aeka OfipeieHa KynTypa e BakBa MMM OHAKBa
[beHeaukT (Benedict), Mug (Mead), Ha npumep]. HaMecTo Toa, Kako LWTo npewusmpa u Myp,
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,00jacHyBareTo noapasbupa cMecTyBatbe Ha HEKOj HACTaH BO MpexaTa o MocebHu Kyn-
TYPHU MOTMBM, BPEOHOCTM U HaMepU Ha ydecHUUMTe. Taka, yniorata Ha aHTPOMONOroT He
e TONKyBakbe Ha KyNTYPHOTO CNydyBatbe BHaTpe ceondaTHaTa, yHMBep3aiHa paMKa, TyKy
HEroBo TOJIKyBatbe BHaTpe NocebHMOT Kof Ha 3Hauewe” (Moore 281).

Bo 0bnukyBateTo Ha OBaa aHTPOMOJOWKA MapajMrMa 3HauajHa ynora ogurpaa u
(h1no30dhCKMTE U MHTENEKTYaNHUTe TPEHA0BM KaKo LITO ce heHOMEeHoNorujaTa, CTPYKTY-
PanM3MOoT, CEMMOTHKATA, hpaHKypTCKaTa LWKOMa Ha KpUTUUKA TeOpHja M XepMEeHEBTHKa-
Ta (Marcus & Fischer 41). OBaa aHTpononoruja Bo roneMa Mepa ce pa3nuKysalle Of Apy-
TUTE aHTPOMOJOWKM CTPYM BO pasMMCIaTa U NPEUCNIUTYBAHETO HA BaIMAHOCTA HA eTHOr-
pachckaTa MHTeprnpeTaLyja, OHOCHO aHaNM3aTa Ha CaMMOT NPOLLEC Ha UCTpaxkyBatbe. OBa
NyunaHo ro aeduHupaat Mapkyc 1 ®uilep Benejku aeka ,MHTepNpeTaTUBHATA aHTPONMO-
norvja AejcTByBa BO MCTO BPEMe Ha JBe HMBOA: CObMpa MHGOPMaLIMM 3a ApYyruTe CBETOBM
O[IBHATPe W 'M MPOMMCIYBa ENUCTEMOJOLIKMTE TeMENM Ha Te MHopMaumu® (41).

OHa WTO e NpecBpTYBaYKO BO MHTEPNPETAaTUBHOTO 0OMUCIYBaHhe BO PaMKMUTE Ha
OMLITECTBEHMTE HAYKM € YKaXyBatbeTO Ha KpyLMjanHaTa rpelka BO HayuyHUTe KpyroBu
LITO Ce COCTOM BO 06MAOT XMPYPLUKM Aa Ce oTceye UCTPaXKyBatbeTO OfI HEroBMOT UCTO-
PUCKM M MPaAKTUUEH KOHTEKCT, Kako M Bo ybeayBareTo fieka BanuaHOCTa M BUCTMHATA
3@ CBETOT WM/ 3a OMLUTECTBOTO MOXKE [1a Ce M30/MPa Of KOHLIENTUTE Ha MOPANIHOCT M 0f,
MeXaHu3MuTe Ha MoK. [lononHUTeNHa MHCMMPALIMja M MOTKPEna Ha 0Baa KPUTHKA U3BM-
pa 1 op Mapamep (Gadamer) Koj cMeTa fieka YOBEUKOTO MOCTOEHE MOXe Aa ce pasbepe
CaMO KaKO MHXEePEHTHO MUCTOPUCKO M ANnaboko HypHaTo BO Tpaauuujata. Tpaauuujata
He e caMo 36up off IMHeapHO MMHATO Ha obMyaun U cBeTOrNeau, TYKy, HaNpPOTHB, Taa e
bopba 3a 3HaUeHe, MOXHOCT M HYXKHOCT Of} MOCTOjaHa peanponpujaLmja Ha UcTopujaTa
(Rabinow & Sulliwan 23). TokMy Bo Taa CMMC/Ia, ONLUTECTBEHWOT XMBOT € MOCTOjaHa KOH-
Bep3aLiMja 3a CTBAPHOCTA, a CO TOA M NPOLLEC Ha KOHTMHYMpPAHA MHTepRpeTaLMja HAMeCTo
MOBTOPYBake Ha HEKAKBM TPajHM, 3aCeKoraLll aieHN BUCTUHM UNnu Tpaauumu. M TokMy Bo
TOQ NeXM MOKTa Ha MHTEPMNPeTaTMBHMOT NPECBPT BO OMLTECTBEHUTE HAYKM.

,U,MjaHOI.LIKM PaKypc Co HEKOJIKY UHTepnpeTaTMBHU aHTPOMNOJOLIKHU CTYAUU

OHa WTO CnefyBa e AMjanoLlKa Npe3eHTaLuja Ha HEKOMKY aHTPOMOMOLIKM TeKCTO-
BM KoM NpobnecHyBaaT co MHTepMpeTaTUBHA MHTOHaUM]a. Llenta e ga ce ykaxe Ha uc-
KNyuuTeNHaTa Pa3sHOBUAHOCT BO MHTEPNPETaTMBHUTE MPMUCTANM, @ CO TOA M Ha HMBHATA
MOK M CBEXMHA Aa CO3AafaT e4HO NoafleKBaTHO Cro3HaBatbe Ha ceeToT. Knudopa Mepu
(Clifford Geertz) ce BbpojyBa Bo HajeMMHEHTHUTE AaHTPOMOMO3M Ha [EHELIHOTO BpeMe,
0Cc06€eHO Ha M3MUHATUTE TPUECETTMHA FOAMHM M CEKAKO € efieH Of, OCHOBOMOOXHULMTE
Ha MHTepnpeTaTMBHaTa aHTpononoruja. Mefy apyroTo, Toj CMeTalle feKa He HW e MoT-
pebHa HoBa KpunTorpacuja, TyKy HOBa AMjarHOCTMKA, OAHOCHO HayKa LITO Ke MoXe fa
ro 0ApeAM 3HauereTo Ha HeLTaTa, 3a XXMBOTOT LITO Ce TKae OKONy OBMe 3Haueta. Mepl
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ce obupe aa Hajae oAroBop Ha YoBeukaTa MocebHOCT, He 3a06MKONYyBajKM ro (haKToT
[eKa CeKorall 1 CeKkafie NocTojaT M 0apefieHU YHUBEP3aNHOCTH. MMajKku ro Toa npefsup,
TOj ce 0bupae fa ja corneaa AenMKaTHOCTa Ha 6anaHCMpakeTo Ha OBWe ABe Cunu. Toj uc-
TOBPEMEHO € 1 efleH 0ff CTOXXepUTe Ha, Kako wTo Benn OptHep (Ortner), pekoHdurypu-
pakeTo Ha rpaHMLiaTa Mery OMITECTBEHUTE U XYMaHUCTUUKMTE HAayKK. EfeH of KnyuHuTe
KOHLLeNTK 3a KakBo buno pasbupatbe Ha KynTypute 3a lepl e TOKMy xepMeHeslliukaila,
Koja ja rnefia Kako CpefcTBO CO MOMOLL Ha KOe TOj I u3yyyBa cUMOOIUTE M CUMOONIMYKK-
T€ CUCTEMM CO LieN [a ro A0/I0BU HAUMHOT Ha KOj NyreTo ro pa3bupaaTt onwTecTBeHUOT,
PENUTUCKMOT M EKOHOMCKMOT KOHTEKCT M 1ejCTBYBAaT BO Hero. MaejaTa 3a XxepMeHeBTH-
KaTa KaKO e[MHCTBEH BUCTMHCKM HAuMH Ha [O6GNMXKyBatbe M OCO3HABaHe Ha KapaKTe-
PUCTMKMTE Ha €iHa KYNTYpa, OAHOCHO Ha HAUMHWTE HA KOM NyreTo My flaBaaT CMMCNA Ha
cBeToT, lepl, CeKaKo ja Lpnu Of HeroBuTe NpeTXoaHMULM Kako wTo ce Pukept (Rickert),
[untaj (Dilthey), Xajmerep (Heidegger), Pukep (Ricoeur), LWyy (Schutz), ButreHwrajH
(Wittgenstein). BcywHocT, lepLioBMOT NpucTan KOH MHTepMpeTaLyujaTa, BO rofieMa Mepa
ja Upnu cBojaTa MHCMMpaumja TokMy of [untaj u HerosuoT Geisteswissenschaften (my-
XOBHM HayKu) BO OHaa CMMCJla BO KOja M [yXOBHMTE Hayku Ha [unTaj ce CcTpeMaT KoH
pasbuparbe Ha AejcTBMjaTa HACMPOTM UMCTaTa geckpudyuja Unu excinukayuja. Baksuot
npucTan jacHo ro Boau lepl, KOH efHa KpajHO MapTUKYNApUCTMUKa U PenaTMBUCTUUKA
AMMeH3Mja BO aHTpoMosorKjata co Koja Toj ce fo6nMxKyBa 10 KNAaCUYHUTE MUCIIUTENN
kako wTo ce boac (Boas) u beHegukT. AHTpOMNoONOLWKaTa MHTepnpeTauuja, crnopea epu,
TV KOHCTPyMpa TO/KyBakbaTa Ha OHa WTo ce cnydyBa” (Geertz 29). [lokonky ce ofom of
MUrOT, O/} OHa LUTO BO [afleHNOT MOMEHT Fo FOBOpAT M NpaBaTt NyreTo, 3a epl, aHTpono-
norujata Ke ja 3arybu cBojaTa npuMMeHa 1 Ke CTaHe npasHa. Mako HajnosHaT no cBojoT
encku ecej 3a bopbata Ha netnu Ha banu, oBge l'epl, M HErOBUOT MHTEPNPETATUBEH [0-
NUp Ke ro pasrnefaMe HU3 HEroBUTE NMPEKpLLYBatba CO CTPYKTYPANU3MOT M TOA TOKMY Ha
oHoj eTabnupat of Knop Jlesu-Ctpoc (Claude Lévi-Strauss).

Nesun-CTpoc He ce 3aHMMaBa CO OMLITECTBEHATa CTPYKTYpa pa3bpaHa Kako MaTpu-
LJa Ha OHOCHM LUTO Ce BOCMOCTAaBYBaaT Mefy NyreTo MHAMBUAYANHO UM TPYMHO, TYKY ce
3aHMMaBa CO CTPYKTYpaTa Ha YOBEYKMOT YM. Toj ce CTpeMM ia NOKaxe AieKa CTPYKTypaTa
Ha YOBEUKMOT YM € TaKBa, LUTO TOj HECBECHO I'M ypeayBa M NpeypeayBa UAeuTe, TeMUTE,
cumbonute 1 0bjeKTUTEe BO ONpeAeneHu LWeMu, Taka Co3AaBajku ja Kyntypata. Hawwuor
YM, CMeTa Toj, hyHKLIMOHMPa crioped MoAenoT Ha ,OMHapHM OMo3uLMK®, OAHOCHO Npa-
BEHE Ha KOHTPACcTU. TOKMY TyKa e M MpBaTa peakuMja Ha MHTeprpeTaTMBHATA aHTPOMO-
Noruja WTO ce CNPOTMBCTABYBa Ha MAejaTa [ieka 3HayeraTa ce BOCMOCTaByBaaT no nat
Ha KOHTpACT MoMery pa3/IMuHM acrneKT1 Ha KynTypaTa, a He off (hopMuTe Ha cuMbonuTe
KOM [JOMMHMpAaT BO efHa KyNnTypa. McToBpeMeHo, Kako WTo uctakHyBa OpTHep (Ortner
136), popmeka CTPyKTypanucTuTe ce choKyCMpaaT Ha aHanM3a Ha fiejcTBMjaTa M30NMpPa-
HO Off aKTepUTE-yUYECHULM BO THE AejCTBMja, MHTEPNpPeTaTMBHATA aHTPOMOMOrMja CMeTa
[eKa aKTepoT e BO LieHTapoT Ha cekoe aejcteue. CTpyKTypanHaTa aHTpononoruja UcTo
TaKa ro aHanu3upa cMMboNIOT CaMo BO PaMKMUTE Ha HErOBOTO MeCTO BO cucilieMoll, a He
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KaKo MHTEerpaneH nen u npenycnos 3a Aa ce pasbepe cucteMot. OBoj ja3 nomery uaea-
JIMCTMYKMOT MpUCTan Ha MHTeprpeTaTUBHATA aHTPOMONOrMja Of efHa, U MaTepujanus-
MOT KapaKTepMCTUUEH 3a CTPYKTypasHaTa aHTPOMosorKja o4 Apyra CTpaHa, AOMUHUPA
Bo 60-Tute u 70-TuTe roguHu of XX-0T BeK.

lepy 0cobeHo WMHTEH3MBHO Ce CMPOTMBCTABM Ha HeKOW Of BuAyBatbaTa Ha Jle-
Bu-Ctpoc Bo HerosuoT ecej The Cerebral Savage: On the Work of Claude Levi-Strauss 06ja-
BeH Bo 36upkaTa ecen The Interpretation of Cultures Bo koja ANabUHCKM I NpencnuTyBa
ctaBosuTe kou JleBu-CTpoc rv usHece Bo HeroBoTo aeno Tristes Tropiques. YwTe Ha caMMOT
MOYeTOK Ha 0BOj ecej, lepy ja u3HecyBa u3jaBaTa Ha JleBu-CTpoc geka fypu 1 aeH-aeHec
MY Ce HaMeTHyBa NpaLLaHEeTO [aNM KOH aHTPONMO/or1jaTa, COCeMa HeCBECHO ro NpMBNEK/A
CTPYKTypanHaTta 6IMCKOCT MoMery LMBUIM3ALMUTE LITO Ce Hej3UH MPeAMET Ha UCTPaXxy-
Batb€ M HErOBMOT COMCTBEH NPOLIEC Ha MUCNere. ,MojaTa CBECT e HeonuTCKa", Ke M3jaBu
Nesu-Crpoc Bo Tristes Tropiques. HaBuctuHa, Bepysa epL, MYHUOT OQHOC HA aHTPOMO-
NIOTOT KOH NPeAMeTOT Ha NPOoYyYyBatkbe e BepojaTHO NonpobneMaTUUeH of 04HOCOT Ha KOj
Ouno apyr HayYHMK KOH CBOjOT NMpeaMeT Ha M3yuyBatbe. AHTPOMONOroT, MPOYUyBajku M
ApYruTe KynTypu, BEPOjaTHO HMKOrall HEMa Ja Hajie TOUeH OAroBOp Ha NpaLlakbeTo Aanu
ce MOXebu Tve apyru, AaneyHn Hapoau (KOHKPETHO AMBjaly, OTM Mo HMB Tparale Jle-
Bu-Ctpoc Bo Tristes Tropiges) bnaropofHu, CypoBu, orpaHuueHu, cnobofgHu, BTOHaTH BO Ny-
[auK1 MUCTULIM3AM MM CIIMYHM Ha Hac, UTH... Bo oBaa cornepnba, Mepu 3paun co npenopa-
KaTa 3a aBTOPechIEKCMBHOCT LUTO CEKOj aHTPOMOJIOr Mopa Aa ja nocefyBa M LWTO, CaMaTa
no cebe, e oraTka Ha OHa Kako Toj/Taa Ke M MHTepnpeTMpa apyrute Kyntypu. Taka, Toj
BENM [1eKa AOKOJKY 3HaeTe LITO aHTPOMOOroT MUC/M 3a AMBjaLMTe, Ke FO MMaTe KNyyoT
Ha HeroBoTo feno. McToBpeMeHo, JOKOMKY 3HAETe LTO aHTPOMONOroT MUC/IM 3a CaMMUOT
cebecu, reHepasnHo Ke 3HaeTe LUTO Ke Kaxke 3a Koe 1o nneme WTo e NpeAMET Ha HEeroBo-
TO M3yydyBare. OBa ro Boam 'epLy KOH 3aKTy4oKOT AeKa, ,LienaTa eTHorpaduja e AenyMHoO
tunosocbuja, a Lobap Aen off oHa WTo He e hunosoduja e ucnosen” (Geertz 128).

3a JleBn-Ctpoc, Kako wTo Ke 3abenexy lepu, eTHorpadujaTa ce 0buaysa, oTage eM-
MUPUCKaTa Pa3HOBMUAHOCT Ha 3aeHMLMTE, Aa A0jAe TOKMY [0 OHA LITO € HeMpPOMEH/IMBO.
3aT0a 3a Hero eTHorpachujaTa ro OTBOpa NaToOT 3@ CUTE OHME LUTO Ce MOTNMPAAT BP3 MpH-
pofHUTe Hayku. TokMy Bo ¢pakToT WTo Kaj JleBu-CTpoc ABeTe Nuua Ha aHTPOMONOrujaTa,
MMEeHO, KaKo HauMH Ha aKTMBHO MpPUCTanyBakbe KOH CBETOT M Kako MeTO/ 3a OTKpMBakbe Ha
OLlPeAeHN 3aKOHUTOCTH, He Ce CBPTEHM €AHO HACMPOTH APYro, NEXM cunata M Npueey-
HOCTa Ha HeroBoTo aeno, Bepysa lepu. 3a lepu, Tristes Tropiques e BepojaTHO HajybaBaTa
KHMra Koja HeKorawl ja Hanuwan Hekoj aHTponosnor. Bo Hea npoBejyBa enckata AMMeH3Kja
Ha XepojoT, Koj Tpara H13 BoNWebHOTO LAPCTBO MOHO CO M3HEHAAYBaka, UCKYLIEHU]a U
OTKPOBEHMUja, 3a NOTOa ia Ce BPaTh KOH 0OUUYHMOT XXMBOT Ha Pe3UrHUPaH 1 UCLIpMeH naT-
HuK. Ho, 3a xan, JleBn-CTpoc ctaca Kako 3agouHeTt Konymbo 3a aa 3aKknyum aeka ,, TponuTe
He Ce TOMKY er30TMYHM KOJKY LUTO ce cTapoMopaHm“. Cekako, Kako WwTo 3abenexysa epu, BO
1918 roauHa, HaBUCTMHa ABe TpeTWUHM of bpasun ce TpeTupaa Kako HeUCTPaXKeHa TepUTO-
puja, Ho Kora Jleu-Ctpoc 3aMuHyBa TaMy Bo 1935-Ta roguHa Bo noTpara no nyre CBeaeHu
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Ha OCHOBEH M3pa3, He Haora HUTY efileH aoMopopel. Ha HeKomKy KunoMeTpu nocroelle
pesepBaT Co JOMOPOALM BO Hero, Ho Toa JleBu-CTpoc cekako He ro bapatue. Taka, Toj pas-
OYapaHo Ke 3abenexw [1eKa OHa CO LUTO Ce COOYMN Ce ,MOopPaHeLHN AuBjaLmn”, OfHOCHO
OHME Ha KOM UMBMIM3aLMjaTa OflefiHall MM Ce HaMeTHana, a LWTOM npecTaHane aa bugat
OMACHOCT 3a OMLUTECTBOTO, LMBUAM3ALMjaTa NPecTaHana Aa ce UHTEePEecHpa 3a HMB.

lepy cornenysa fieka OHa LWTO My ce cnyuw Ha JleBu-CTpoc Ha KpajoT oA HerosaTa
notpara belwue 3araTka. /leBu-CTpoc cekako CO3HaBa [1eKa aHTPOMOJOroT BEpOjaTHO MOXe
Aa rv pasbepe ApyruTe camo 3aToa LITO HEroBaTa COMCTBEHa KYNTypa Beke M3BpLUM/A
BNIMjaHWe BP3 HMB M M NPEKPUAA CO CBOjOT C/10j, U/, NaK, Tanka Mery BUCTUHCKUTE AMBja-
Li1, KOM Ce MHOTY PeTKU, HO UCTOBPEMEHO M TONKY Pa3fIMUHM LUTO HErOBMOT XKMBOT CTaHY-
Ba MOTMOJ/IHO OfIBOEH 0/ HUBHMOT, a TME MOTMONHO Hepa3bUPNMBYK, HEUHTEPMPETATUBHM
3a Hero. Toj Taka Ke 3aK/yuu, ,jaC CyM XpTBa Ha [BOjHa HEMOK: OHa LITO ro rnegaM Mu
HaHecyBa 60/Ka; OHa WTO He ro rnefaM, cpaM” (Geertz 134). Ho TokMy op TaraTa 1 paso-
yapyBatbeTo Bo Tristes Tropique Ke M3HMKHE 3aA/1aboueHOCTa BO CTPYKTypaiHaTa JIMHT-
BMCTMKA M MHEPeCOT 3a Hea, TeopMjaTa Ha KOMyHMKaLMjaTa U KbepHeTMKaTa BO HeropaTa
La Pensée Sauvage (1962). Tyka JleBu-CTpoc ce cBpTyBa KOH YBEPYBaHETO [ieKa NyreTo efi-
HOCTaBHO M36MpaaT KOMOMHALIMM O] PENEePTOapPOT Ha MAEM LITO UM CE MPBOBUTHO AaeHH
Ha pacnonarate. AHTpononorujaTa e, CNopes Toa, NPOyUyBake Ha MUCIEHETO Aaneky
noBeKe OTKOJIKY LUTO € NpoyyyBatbe Ha 0bMYanTe, BepyBatbaTa U UHCTUTYLMUTE,

[naBHaTa uaeja Ha La Pensée Sauvage, kako wTo Ke 3abenexu lepy, e aeka cBeTot
Ha MOWMMHMW MHCTPYMEHTM e OrpaHMyYeH Kaj AuBjakoT. Taka Toj rpaau Mofen 3a CTBapHOC-
Ta, CBETOT, NPUPOMATa U 3a CaMMOT cebecy, HO He KaKo LITO Toa ro NpaBaT MoJepHUTe
HaY4YHMLM KoM I 0befiuHyBaaT ancTpakTHUTe CTaBOBM BO PaMKMTe Ha hopManHaTa Teo-
puja, TYKy 1 ypeayBaaT 3abenexanute nogpobHOCTU BO HEMOCPELHO MOUMMBMI LENMHM
(Geertz 136).! Cnopep, 0Ba, MUCNIEHETO Ce COCTOM BO UrPatbe CO eleMeHTUTE o[ MOUMHUOT
CBET LUTO Ce NPEeTX0AHO AadeHu. BaksaTa aHanu3a Ha gusaitia mucna lepy, ro BOAM KOH
3aKny4yokoT feka Jlesu-CTpoc KOHCTpyMpan nekonHa MallmHa. Taa, BN TOj, ,ja MOHULLTY-
Ba MCTOpMjaTa, YyBCTBATA I'M CBEAYBA HA CEHKM HA MHTENEKTOT, a MOeAMHEYHUTE YMOBM Ha
noefMHeYHUTE AMBjaLM BO MOEAUHEYHUTE LIYHINM, T 3aMeHyBa cO [IMBMOT yM CBOjCTBEH
3a cuTe Hac" (Geertz 141). Oa belwue, cMeTa lepl, HaumH 3a JleBu-CTpoc aa u3nese o kop-
COKAKOT BO KOj ro ofiHece bpasunckaTa ekcreamumja — msmukaTta 6IMCKOCT U UHTENEKTY-
aNHaTa OAaNeyYeHoCT WTO noapasbupalle HeNnPeMoCTNIMBOCT Mefy CBETOT Ha JOMOPOA-
umte 1 ceeToT Ha Jlesn-Ctpoc. Bo oBaa nHcTaHua lepy, cMeTa fieka cTaHyBa 360p 3a efHa
OCHOBHa CTPYKTypa LTO npoBejyBa Kaj /leBu-CTpoc - yHMBEP3asHMOT paLMoHanm3aM Ha
thpaHLycKoTo NpocBeTMTENCTBO. YwTe noseKe, Mepy e ybeaeH feka BUCTUHCKMOT 2ypy 3a
Nesu-Ctpoc He belue HuKoj apyr TyKy Pyco (Rousseau). 3a Pyco, eguHcTBeHaTa conyuyja

! KoHkpeTHo, leply ykaxyBa Ha Toa fieka 3a J1eBu-CTpoc HayKaTa 3a KOHKPETHOTO M ype/lyBa AMPEKTHO
3arMaseHuTe peanHoCTH — PasNIUKUTE Mery KEHTypOT M OCTpUIUTE, ABMXeHETO Ha CoHLeTo 1 MeceuesaTa
MeHa, Ce30HCKMOT MOpacT M onarake Ha HUBOTO Ha BogaTa. OBa ce CTPYKTypasHU MOAENU KOU To
npeTcTaByBaaT NOPeAoKOT KOj NIeXW BO OCHOBaTa Ha peanHocTa (Geertz 136).
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Ha NapafloKCOT Ha 3aA0LIHETUOT NATHUK-aHTPONONON, KOj CTacyBa NpeAoLHa UM NpepaHo
3a f1a MM Hajae BUCTUHCKMTE AMBjaLK, € Aa pa3Bue cnocobHOCT Aa npoape BO gusuolll ym
KOPUCTEjKM ro OHa LITO Ce HapeKyBa enucTeMonollka eMnatuja (Geertz 143). Mucnata Ha
AVBjAKOT HEMa fia ja pa3bepeMe HUTY CO MHTPOCMeKLUMja, HUTY CO HabrbyayBatbe, TYKy BO
0b1I0T Aa MUCTIMME OHaKa KaKo LTO TMe MMcnaT. MoTpebHa HU1 e, UMEHO, HEONUTCKA UHTe-
nureHumja. [JMBKMOT, HECKPOTEH HAUMH Ha MUCTIEHE € MPUMAPEH 33 YOBEUKMOT MEHTANIUTET.
3a yosekoT, cnopep, Pyco, Toraw 61 6uno nogobpo Aa ce Npuapxysa 4o CpeanHaTa no-
Mefy TPOMOCTa Ha NPUMUTMBHATa COCTOj6a M TparMukaTa akKTMBHOCT Ha Koja Hé HaBeflyBa
HawMoT amour propre. lepL, He e 3aL0BO/IEH CO BaKBaTa MOCTaBEHOCT Ha HeluTaTa U 0CTPO
pearvpa npaLlyBajku ce 3apeM e MOXHO, Mocnie e WTo ce cnyym Bo 1762-Ta roguHa, cé
ywwTe Aa ce MMa Bepba Bo anconyTHaTa NPeBnacT Ha pasyMoT. YHUMKaLMjaTa Ha BUCTUHM-
T U CTPYKTypaTa Ha YMOT M HMBHATa HEMPOMEH/IMBOCT, Koja ja 3arosapatue Jlesu-Ctpoc,
npeTcTaByBa cepuo3seH npobnem 3a lepu, koj co cute cuim ce obuaysalle fa yKaxe Ha
Pa3HOBMAHOCTA Ha KyNTypuUTE M HEMOBTOPNIMBOCTA Ha NyreTo. a Taka, Toj Ke 3aknyum:

[lypv 1 1a HeMa JOBOJHO ,,BUCTMHCKM AMBjaLM®, MMa [IOBOMIHO YNasMB1 HEOBUUHM
YOBEUKM e[IMHKM LUITO CEKOja [IOKTPMHA 3a YOBEKOT KOja Ha Hero rnefa Kako Ha Ho-
CUTEN Ha HeMPOMEH/IMBM BUCTMHW Ha Pa3yMOT — ,,0PMIMHANHa NIOTWKA" WTO Mpoms-
nerysa of ,,CTPYKTypaTa Ha yMOT" - M3rMefla KaKo YMCTa NUKaHTePH]a, aKaLeMCKu
Kypuosurer. (Geertz 146)

3a pasn1ka OfI OBaa MHTepnpeTaT1BHa Neka Ha l'epu, Taycur (Taussig) Hyan egHa
MHaKBa NepCreKTBa HU3 CBOjOT ATAabUHCKM MHTeprpeTaTUBEH 3achaT Ha M3BELITAjOT Ha
KacmeHT (Casement) 3a HacunmeTo WTo KOMNaHWjaTa Ha bpakaTa ApaHa ro npaBena Bp3
MyTtyMajo MHaujaHumMTe of JyxkHa AMepuKa BO MpPOLLECOT Ha HMBHATa paboTa Ha MnaH-
TaXKMTe 3a eKCTpaxMpare Ha ryMa of WyMuTe Ha AMa3oH. MpalMoHanH1oT, gusjakoll e
TOKMY HaUMHOT Ha KOj KONMOHM3aTOPOT 1 nepuunupa MHAKjaHUMTE U TOKMY 0f TakBOTO
BMZYBakbe Ha HeluTaTa M3BMPaAAT CYpPOBOCTA M HEMOUMTTA KOH THe nyfe. HauMHOT Ha Koj
osue MHaujaHum bune TpeTupaHu, cropep M3BeLTajoT Ha KacMeHT, moKaxyBa orpoMHa
[,03a Ha CYPOBOCT M KPBOMPOEBakLE, LITO 1o Tepa Taycur fa rv TYpHe rpaHuumuTe oTaje
PaLMOHaNHUTE UM EKOHOMCKM MOTMBM 3a fia ro 06jacHM HacunmeTto. OU3MUKOTO UCLp-
nyBake, HaCUIKe U U3rNafHyBatbe Ha MHAMjaHLUMTE CeKaKo Ha ejHO paLMOHaNHO HMBO
He MoXe Aa ce objacHu, buaejku BakBUTE NOCTANKM Bogene KoH rybutok Ha paboTHaTta
cuna. lNa Taka, Taycur Bo oBa ja rnefa AecTpyKuMjaTa Ha guejakol Mo Koj TONKY 0YajHO
Tparawe Jlesu-Ctpoc. [I1BjakoT e KOHCTpyMpaHa CMKa 3a MHAMjaHeLoT OHAKOB KaKoB
LUTO rO rNeAaaT KONMOHW]aNUCTUTE U Kako TAaKOB e Heralmja Ha KoNoHWjanHuoT jas. Egun-
CTBEHMOT HAUMH [ia Ce YHULUTH TOj iMBjaK € Aa Ce TPeTUpa CO YLTe NOAMBjaUYKO HacK/Me.
OtTyka, Taycur Bneye MaecTpanHa KOHCTaTalMja 3a Toa fieKa CO MOCTanKuTe Ha efHa
KyNTypa Kaj Koja HaCUNMeTo ce CNpoBeayBa CUCTEMATCKU U e ieN Ha efiHa OMNLITeCTBEHa
CTPYKTYpa, TenoTo Ha MHAKjaHeLoT BO NPOLIECOT BO KOj € OCBOEHO W U3MauyBaHo € 30-
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HaTa BO KOja MAeonorujata, MOKTa M 3HaeHhETO CTaHyBaaT efiHO co TepopoT (Taussig 29).
Co ocTpuHa Ha Meu, Taycur HM3 CBOjaTa MHTEpPrpeTaTMBHA NPM3Ma yKaXKyBa Ha Npob-
NeMaTUYHOCTA Ha PefoT M CUCTEMATMYHOCTA LWTO BO ciyyajoT co lyTyMajo npoayumnpaa
AMCKYPC Ha Tepop M CTPEMEX KOH eIMMUHaLIMja Ha 3aMUCNIEHUOT gusjak.

KoHeuno BajHep (Weiner) Hu3 genukaTtHa aHanu3a Ha HapogoT ®ou op lManya
Hosa 'BMHEja, NpaBK 04/IMYHO UCTaNyBake BO OAHOC Ha CO3/aBakbe Ha HELTO LTO TOj
ro HapeKyBa XajaerepoBcka aHTponosoruja. BajHep ro TaHrMpaat gga Knyuyuu npob-
nema. EQHMOT ce ogHecyBa Ha nperoneMata ecteTusalmja Ha ONWTECTBEHUTE HAYKK, A
APYTMOT Ha 3anafiHuTe eTHorpadCKM MeTOAM BO penpeseHTauujaTa Ha KynTypute. Bo
noTpara no HeKakBa TPAHCKOHTEKCTYaNHa YHMBEP3aNHOCT WTO TNee 3aJ MUTOT, pUTya-
NOT, ONWITECTBEHUTE penaLyn U CeTo OHA LITO e NPeAMET Ha aHTPOMOIOLWKO UCTPAXY-
Batbe, BajHep meTekTMpa efiHa HaMBHOCT BO KOHCTPYKTMBMUCTUUKOTO MHCUMCTMPAtbe Ha
cy6jeKTMBHOCT 1 e Anaboko MHCIMPUpPaH of XajierepoBaTa KpUTHUKA Ha TeXHOMOTHjaTa.
Taka, T0j 3aroBapa XxajaerepoBcka aHTPOMONOruja, koja ke u3Bupa of METOA0MOWKOTO
M NIMYHOTO aHraXmpare CO CBETOT Ha CTBApUTE, NYreTo M HMBHATa OTENOTBOPEHA pa-
umoHanHocT (Weiner 11). Taka, BajHep MHTepBeHMpa BO COBPEMEHMOT aHTPOMOOLIKM
3aHeC Ja ce BpaTu cybjeKTMBHOCTA U ,MMacoT" Ha MCMUTAHULIMTE KOj YeCToMaTH He ro
3eMa npeapua hakToT [ieKa jasuKoT M ApYr1Te HauMHK Ha MPETCTaBYBake ro COKPUBaAaT
MCTO OHOJKY KOJKY LUTO ro pa3oTKpUBaaT CBETOT.

MHTepnpeTauujata M KpU3aTa Ha penpeseHTalujaTa

lopeHaBefeHWUTe BUAyBatba M MHTEPMPETATUBHM AHTPOMOJMOWKM aHraXXMaHu ce
0CobeHOo 6UTHM HAaCMPOTHM peLieHTHaTa KpK3a BO aHTPONo/ork1jaTa, Nono3HaTta Kako Kpu-
3a Ha penpeseHTaumjata. OBaa Kp13a Npousnese o COMHEXOT BO BEPOAOCTOjHOCTA Ha
OHa LUTO Ce OMWLLYBa MO MaT Ha KNy4YHUTe MEeTOAM BO OBUE AUCLMMNIUHK, NPef Ce, eTHO-
rpadwmjata. MonuTnuko-MeTOAONOLWKATA KpM3a Ha floBepba BO MpMMapHaTa MeToAa WTOo
Ce KOPUCTM BO aHTPOMOJOLWKOTO MPOM3BOACTBO Ha 3Haeke, eTHorpadujaTa, HajCUIHO
ce MaHudecTupale Bo 80-Te roanHu of MMHaTHOT Bek. OBaa Kpu3a ja fobu cojata Ma-
HucbecTaumja Bo TpynosuTe Ha Knudhopa u Mapkyc, Writing Culture (Clifford and Marcus
1986), kako u BO cepujaTa cTaTuu Mefy Kou ocobeHo ce u3aBojyBaat, Ethnographies
as Texts (Marcus and Cushman 1982) u On Ethnographic Surrealism (Clifford 1981). 3a
oBaa AebaTta HM3 Koja ce AoBefe BO Mpaluatbe LienecoobpasHocTa Ha eTHorpadujaTa
KaKo eceHlMjaneH MeTof BO aHTPOMONOrujaTa, YecTonaT1 BO OHa WTO CnepdyBalue, ce
roBopeLue Kako 3a NOCTMOZIePHa M COBPeMeHa aHTpornooruja. Mery KnyyHuTe UMUHba
LITO Ha OBOj MIM OHOj HAUMH Ce CMeTaaT OArOBOPHM 3@ MPECBPTOT BO HAUMHOT Ha KOj
Ce NWLYyBaLle aHTPOMONOrKjaTa BO nNocneaHuTe roauHn og XX-ot ek ce Llopy Mapkyc
(George Marcus), Majkn ®uwep (Michael Fischer), Penato Posango (Renato Rosaldo),
LlejMc Knudbopp (James Clifford), BunceHT KpanaHsaHo (Vincent Crapanzano) utH. Mako
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TME CaMuTe HMKOTaLl HABUCTMHA He MpudaTHja fia bUAAT eTUKETUPaAHM Kako NPeTCTaBHM-
LM Ha MOCTMO/epHaTa aHTPOMo/OrKja, TMe cenak ce HeCOMHEHO FMaBHUTE OCHOBAYM Ha
TeopujaTa Ha eTHorpacdhMjaTa WTO reHepasHo ce 3aHWMaBa Co NPobNeMoT Ha duluysare
Ha Kyniuypaita (writing culture). OBue aHTPONONO3M, MHAKY ANAbOKO MHCMMPMPaHK Of
MHTEPAMCLUMNNMHAPHOCTA Koja Toraw belle MHBA3MBHA Ha akafeMcKaTa clieHa Bo AMe-
pMKa, NiacMpaa HeKonKy npobneMu Bo OLHOC Ha [OTOTAlUHWTE AaHTPOMOJOWKM Mapa-
OMIMM M Npeq Cé Ha eTHorpadujaTa kako MeTod. HuBHaTa npeMuca belue eTMuKaTa He-
npudaTNMBOCT Ha Pa3fBOjyBatbeTo Ha TeopujaTa M NpaKcaTa, OAHOCHO, eBUAEeHLM]aTa.
OTTyKa, TMe ce CTpeMea Aa I'M yBeparT uMTaTeNuTe BO eTMUKM NpobneMaTUuHaTa nosuumja
LITO M3BMpPa 0CObEHO O] KOPUCTEHETO Ha ETHOrpachujaTa M TepeHcKaTa paboTta. MMeHo,
CTaHyBa 360pOT 3a (haKTOT ieKa OMULLYBaHETO Ha CBETOT CeKaje M CeKorall noapasbupa
HeKaKBa TeopMja, Kako 1 AieKa NULLYBAHETO 3a APYTUTe e NuLlyBatbe 3a ,[pyruot”.

Bo BoBegHuoT TekcT Introduction: Partial Truths, koj roBopu 3a KonekuujaTa eceu
Bo kHurata Writing Culture, Knuchopa noTeHuMpa aeka HU3 cuTe TMe ecen NpoBejyBa Ao-
MMHaHTHaTa No3uLMja leKa KynTypaTa e CoCTaBeHa Off KOMMNEKCHMU KOLI0BM U penpe3eH-
TaLMK, leKa NoeTMKaTa v NosuTMKaTa ce HepasfBojHM, Kako M AieKa HayKaTa e BHaTpe, a
He HaJBOpP MNKM Hafd ucTopuckute u nuHreucTuukute npouec (Clifford 2). Ywre noseke,
MPOAO/NXYBA TOj, €CeUTE 0 [I0BelyBaaT BO LIEHTApPOT Ha BHMMAHWETO NpeauKaMeHTOT Ha
eTHorpadwmjaTa, Kako 1 hakToT AeKa Taa e CeKorall BrieTKaHa BO MpeXaTa Ha MHBEH-
uMjaTa, a He Ha penpeseHTauujata Ha KynTypute. Cnopen Knucbopa, eTHorpadckute
BMCTWUHM Ce MHXEPEHTHO dapyujasHu, OGHOCHO HEMOTMOMHM.

M nokpaj cute oBMe cepuno3Hu NpobnemMu 1 OCTPU KPUTUKM CO KOM Ce COOYM aH-
Tpononorujata KOH KpajoT Ha MMHATUOT BeK, ropeHaBeieHNUTe MHTEPNPETaTUBHU aHTPO-
MONOLIKK PaKypCK YKaXKyBaaT Ha efleH Ce yluTe CMeH NyNCMpayku NoTeHUMjan Ha oBaa
AMCLUMNIMHA, KOj HE CMee [1a 3racHe BO MOPETO OfI KPUTUKM 3@ HeKoja Hej3uHa BoxeMHa
HEOCHOBAHOCT, MPa3HOTH]ja M UMNPOBM3OPHA NpUpoaa. BakeuTe KpuTHkM 6ea M MHCNMpa-
LMja 3a efleH NOMHAKOB, MHTEPAMCLMMNMHAPEH NPUCTaN Of Koj, Mery ApyroTo M3HMKHaa
M COBPEMEHMTE, CePUO3HO aHTaXXMpPaHU TeMM BO aHTpornonorujaTa. MMeHo, cTaHysa 360p
3a NnaseTa COBPEMEHM TeMM LUTO I'M NPEUCTIUTYBAAT M MHTEPRpPeTMPaaT KyNTypHUTE rpa-
HULM, KYNTYPHUTE AAMjacniopu, MUIpaLMKTe, HACUICTBOTO, (hNYKTYyaLMjaTa Ha KanuTanorT,
MoNMUTUYKaTa chparMeHTaLmja, PEXMMMUTE Ha OMLUTECTBEHA M MOpasiHa KOHTPONA, HeONK-
bepanHuTe pedopMu, HOBUTE MOAYCH Ha thapMaLLeBTCKaTa MHAYCTPH]ja, MHOPMaTUBHA-
Ta TEXHOMOrHja, U pef APYrY TeMU LUTO aHTPOMOMO3MTE KOM Ce 3aHMMaBaaT CO HajHOBUTE
Pa3BOjHM TEKOBM Ha aHTpoMonorujaTa, kako Ha npumep OHr (Ong) u Konuep (Collier), ru
cybnmMMMpaaT Bo TpM LieNIMHM KOra roBOpaT 3a TeXHOMorujaTa, MoNMTUKaTa M eTMKaTa Ka-
KO coBpeMeHu aHTpononoLku npobnemu.? CinuHo M PabuHoB Bo nociefHUTE rOAMHM ro

2 Oaa 3aberellKa ce oHeCyBa Ha 3aefHWUUKOTO u3aaHue Ha Ong u Collier, koe npeTtcTaByBa KoneKuuja
TEKCTOBM Of} BPBHM QHTPOMO/O3M BO KOM Ce TPETUpaaT pa3BojHMUTE TEKOBM Ha aHTPOMONOrMjaTa BO
COBpeMeHUOT cBeT. 3a nodeTaneH yBupa Bo npobneMaTukute 06paboTyBaHm BO OBME TEKCTOBM, BUAM
Global Assemblages: Technology, Politics, and Ethnics as Anthropological Problems (2005).
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Maja Myxui : UHTepnpeTaTMBHM MOAYCH BO KyNypHaTa aHTponosoruja

CBpTE CBOjOT (hOKYC Of KNAaCUUYHMTE NapafurM1 1 CTyamm Ha Mapoko Bp3 MonekynapHara
6uonoruja v reHoM1Ka pUNTPUPaHK HU3 NpK3MaTa Ha brononuTmka (Agamben, Foucault).
BakBaTa npoMeHa 13BMpa o Herosata corneba fieka fieHec, NoBeKe of Kora 1 fia e, aH-
Tpononorujata Tpeba fa e Npakca Ha uU3ydyBatbe Ha hopMaTa LTO 3aeMHO MOBP3aHMUTE
acneKT Ha Mo3HaHue, MUC/IEtbe M TPMKA ja CTEKHYBAAT HU3 KOHTMHYMPAHO NPOMEHNN-
BUTE penaumm Ha Mok. Ma Taka Bo Midst Anthropology’s Problems PabuHoB Bnerysa Bo
Anaboka aHanusa Ha Teopunte Ha Dyko (Foucault), lenes (Deleuze), jym (Dewey) u ce
obuaysa fa v UCTpaXxknm OPMMUTE Ha [eHelWHUOT aHipoloc. MicToBpeMeHo, He M30CTa-
Ba Aa 3abenexu [eKa AeHec ce CoouyBaMe CO HEMOCTORHETO Ha JI020C, PALMOHANHOCT,
OHTO/OMMja, HAUMH Ha CMo3HaBatbe M pasbuparbe Ha AEHELWHUOT aHIPOUOC, KOj € CUIHO
BULOM3MeHET BO (hOPMMTE Ha XKMBEEHE HU3 HOBUTE TexHonoruu. Bo BakeuTe aHanmsm 1
WHTEpNpeTaUmMn Ha aHiipodocoll, aHTPOMONOrKjaTa ja NOKaXXyBa NOBTOPHO CBOjaTa MOK
3a ANabuHCKa aHanu3a M IeTeKTMpatbe Ha COCTOjbUTe BO CBETOT M 3aedHULMTE.,

KoHeuHo, TOKMy Taa ropeHaBefeHa Kp13a Ha penpeseHTalmja, cebeckpyTuHM3a-
Lja v gonra asTopedeKcuja BEPOjaTHO M Hayuu aHTPOMOJO3UTe ieHeC noBeKe 3a yno-
raTa Ha HayKaTa BO KynTypaTa M KynTypaTa BO HayKaTa OTKOJIKY MPETXOAHUTE reHepaLium.
AHTpononorujata BeKe NofoNro BpeMe caMata Bp3 cebe ru TecTupalle KOHLENTUTE Ha
MPaLMOHANHOCT, 06jeKTMBHOCT, HeYTPasHOCT, a CO TOa, M3MWUHA [ONr NaT Ha aBTOTe-
panuja. TokMy nopaau Toa 1 NopaaM YoBeuKaTa MHTOHALIM]ja WTO NPObK BO HEKONKYTe
ropeHaBefleH! WHTeprpeTaTMBHW aHaNM3W Ha KynTypuTe, aHTpononorujata Tpeba aa
NPOOOMKM Aa MM aHaNM3MpPa M MHTEPNPeTMpa PasfNUUHUTE OMWITECTBEHWU (heHOMEHMH,
npoLecu, cocTojbu Bo CBETOT.

3aknyyok

OBOj TeKCT Hampasu Mpernef Bp3 COBPEMEHUTE ClyyyBatba BO OMWTECTBEHUTE
HaYKM, CO aKLEHT BP3 KYNTypHaTa aHTPOMONOrMja U 3HAUUTENHUOT NPEMMH KOH UHTEp-
MNPeTaTUBHO NMPOMUC/YBAtbE HA CBETOT, KYNTYPUTE U YOBEKOT KOj CE CITy4M KOH KpajoT of,
MUHaTMOT BeK. Bo Toj npasel, ce aage npernes Ha NPeMUCHUTE Ha MHTepNpeTaTUBHATA
aHTpononoruja wro ro benexwu cBojoT 3eHUT Bo 60-Te roAMHM 04 MMHATUOT BeK. MHTep-
npeTaTMBHATA aHTPOMOJIOTHja M BOOMLUTO, MHTEPNPETATUBHMOT MOAYC Ha 06MUCYBatbe
Ha HelTaTa LTO CMIHO MPOAPE BO OMLITECTBEHUTE HAYKM KOH KpajoT Ha XX-0T Bek, v
MPUABWXM HellTaTa BO OJHOC Ha OTMOP M KpLUeHhe Ha NMO3UTUBUCTUYKUTE U hOpPMaHM
HaYMHM Ha CNO3HaBakbe Ha CBETOT. [peKy aHanu3a Ha HeKOKY MHCMMPATUBHU MHTeprpe-
TaTUBHM TekcToBM Ha epu, Taycur u BajHep, oBoj TekcT ce obuae aa aane KpUTHKaA Ha
Cé ylTe AOMUHAHTHOTO rMeauLITe 1eKa YOBELITBOTO MOXe HajnpeLusHo fa ce pasdbepe
HW3 MO3UTMBUCTMUKM, POPMAHW M CTEPUHM HAyUHU MeToaM, a [leKa C& ocTaHaTo ce
CBeflyBa Ha Cyb6jeKTMBHO, PeNaTMBMCTUUKO Hararame. McToBpeMeHo, 3aknydouute opat
BO NpaBeL, Ha enbaTa 3a BpaKate Ha oBepbaTa He caMo BO aHTporonorujata Kako
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HayKa Koja npeTpne AeLeHnn aBToTepanuja u cebepednekcuja, TYKy U BO HEj3UHUTE WH-
TepnpeTaTUBHU, XePMEHEBTUUKM MPUCTAMNM KOH M3yuyBarbeTO Ha YOBEKOT, KOW NoMaraaTt
BO NMPOHAOrakeTo CMUC/IA Ha CO0bpaKajoT Of penauuu noMery nyreTo BO CBETOT.
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Accidentality and Knowledge After Gettier
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Abstract

Fifty years on since the publication of Gettier's famous article and there is still no widespread
agreement among philosophers on some set of conditions that block Gettier cases and the
like. In fact, there is much pessimism about some such project. The aim of this paper is to show
that this pessimism is misplaced. | argue that an account that posits a reflective endorsement
of the knowledge-yielding procedures that can be met at the social level can capture, what
| here call, the non-accidentality desideratum. The lesson we can draw is that the project of
adding some accidentality-blocker to true belief to have knowledge is not doomed if we give
up the individualistic approach of much mainstream epistemology.

Keywords: knowledge, epistemic luck, Edmund Gettier, reflective endorsement, global
reliabilism

Epistemology has experienced a bit of a renaissance within the last few decades and
much of this can be traced back to Edmund Gettier’s famous paper, “Is Justified True
Belief Knowledge?”. Suddenly there was a puzzle that became the centre of attention;
namely, the nature of knowledge, and there has been no shortage of proposals at-
tempting to identify what has to be added to true belief in order to get knowledge. Dif-
ferent proposals put forward different “no accident” clauses that eliminate the knowl-
edge-threatening epistemic luck that problematic cases, such as Gettier's own, exploit.

Fifty years on since the publication of Gettier’s article and there is still no wide-
spread agreement on some set of conditions that block these problematic cases. In fact,
there is much pessimism about such project since the proposals have their own counter-
examples with no sign of developing a successful one (e.g., Millar; Williamson). Moreover,
the proposals are anyway likely to be quite complex and gerrymandered (and the more
successful they are at dealing with counter-examples, the more complex and gerryman-
dered they are likely to be), making it hard to understand why we would have a concept
that referred to such a thing (Hyman), let alone care about it (Kvanvig, The Value).

The aim of this paper is to show that this pessimism is misplaced. The project of
adding some accidentality-blocker to true belief to be in a position to have knowledge
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is not doomed if we give up the individualistic approach of much mainstream epis-
temology. The social approach here put forward, | suggest, allows us to successfully
address the non-accidentality desideratum, as | shall call it. Thus, | claim that there is
an important lesson to be drawn from this. We can make progress understanding the
nature of knowledge by not neglecting the realities of social interaction.

The paper proceeds as follows. In §1, | introduce the non-accidentality desidera-
tum. In §2, | present the Gettier cases and the type of knowledge-threatening epistemic
luck that we should rule out. In §3, | put forward an account of knowledge that exploits
social elements. In §4, | show how the proposed account meets the non-accidentality
desideratum by showing how it deals with distinct sorts of cases. In §5, | offer some
brief concluding remarks.

1 Non-Accidentality

Knowledge is ordinarily thought to be non-accidental, i.e., when we know, we don’t have
an accidental grasp of the truth. Crudely put, knowledge is incompatible with luck or
chance, such as being the result of some lucky process.

Most philosophers would accept this as a desideratum. Indeed, some have even
provided analyses of knowledge that exploit this feature, such as: S knows that p iff it
isn't at all accidental that S is right that p (Unger 158). But unfortunately no such ac-
count will do. The problem is that, even if they are accurate, they are neither theoretical-
ly illuminating nor practically useful (Zagzebski, “What is Knowledge?”). So, as Bernard
Williams says, we “offer the “no accident” clause not as part of an analysis but [...] as a
label for a class of conditions, the general requirements on which need to be spelled out
with greater precision” (7). This is exactly what needs to be done—provide an anti-luck
account of knowledge and elucidate the vague and not illuminating “non-accidental.”

Nevertheless, although we commonsensically think that the end-result isn't knowl-
edge if there is a fortuitous connection to the truth, we take some forms of luck to be
benign, as when one is lucky to come across evidence that p (Unger). Still, our account
should be in the business of dealing with Gettier-type cases since they seem to involve
knowledge-threatening luck: in a sense the Gettiered subject gets things right by accident.

2 Veritic Luck

Gettier offers a couple of cases where one can have a justified true belief but intuitively
one doesn't seem to know (122-3). Here is one of Gettier's cases: Smith is justified in

1] shall use ‘accidentality’ and ‘luck’ interchangeably.
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believing that Jones will get the job and that Jones has ten coins in his pocket. Smith
then forms the justified belief that the person who will get the job has ten coins in
his pocket. But Jones doesn't get it, Smith does, who happens to have ten coins in his
pocket. So Smith has a justified true belief but, significantly, he doesn't seem to know.

His cases, Gettier claims, refute the Justified True Belief analysis, since justifica-
tion, belief and truth aren't sufficient for knowledge. Now, Gettier’s cases exhibit two
general features: fallibility and accidentality. The first feature allows a belief to have
positive epistemic status even though not all error-possibilities have been eliminated
and so allows for the possibility that one can reach a false belief by exploiting a legiti-
mate procedure (Gettier 121). The second feature allows a belief to be true by luck.? So,
in Gettier's cases, one seems to achieve knowledge-constituting status about a belief
that only by accident happens to be true.

Gettier cases then share both these features. When | form the belief that a sheep
is in the field, | do so on the basis of, say, a reliable visual procedure that is meant to
confer the relevant epistemic status but, unbeknownst to me, what | am actually look-
ing at is a dog that resembles a sheep. Luckily, however, there is a sheep in the field,
and so my belief is true and possesses the epistemic status to be knowledge but impor-
tantly it seems that it isn’t an item of knowledge (Chisholm). Therefore, we can also see
why some characterize Gettier cases as double-luck cases (Zagzebski, “The Inescapabil-
ity”, Virtues): where some bad luck (this time the non-perfectly reliable procedure didn't
deliver the goods, although it normally does) is cancelled by some good luck (it just
happens to be the case that there is a sheep in the field).

Now it seems that if we want our theory to be Gettier-proof, then we would do
well in eliminating either of those features.’ However, it isn't attractive for most of us
to eliminate fallibilism (cf. Sturgeon). Scepticism is as unwelcomed as accidentality (if
not more). So, by far, the most attractive option to deal with Gettier cases seems to be
to eliminate accidentality. Of course this can be and has been attempted in different
ways. Here | propose an account that can handle accidentality that | have developed
elsewhere. But before | introduce the account, some distinctions with regard to the
different types of luck that might be in play are called for. This is important because not
all kinds are knowledge-undermining (Unger).

Following Duncan Pritchard (Epistemic Luck 133ff.), we can differentiate at least
four benign varieties of epistemic luck: 1) content luck (when “it is lucky that the prop-
osition is true,” i.e., that a certain fact occurs), 2) capacity luck (when “it is lucky that
the agent is capable of knowledge,” i.e., that she exists or has the pertinent abilities),
3) evidential luck (when “it is lucky that the agent acquires the evidence that she has

2 See e.g. Dancy; Pritchard, Epistemic Luck; Unger; Zagzebski, “The Inescapability.”

3 Zagzebski (“The Inescapability”, Virtues; cf. On Epistemology) seems to suggest that only infallibilist
accounts can avoid these counterexamples; but see Howard-Snyder, Howard-Snyder, Feit.
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in favour of her belief,” i.e., that certain evidence becomes available) and 4) doxastic
luck (when “it is lucky that the agent believes the proposition,” i.e., that she forms the
belief). Luck in these cases doesn’'t seem to threaten knowledge. But there is at least
one type of epistemic luck that is knowledge-threatening: namely, veritic luck, which is
“a matter of luck that the agent’s belief is true.”

This is the knowledge-undermining luck that seems at play in Gettier cases (as
the above “double-luck” description of the cases suggests), although, as we shall see
below, there are different sub-types that seem incompatible with knowledge. Anyway,
this is the kind of luck that we would need to eliminate if the account isn’t to be subject
to that sort of Gettier cases. So, given these cases which exploit veritic luck, we need
to consider whether the account here proposed, and to be introduced next, can escape
this kind of knowledge-threatening accidentality: whether knowers, according to our
account, can't be veritically lucky believers.

3 Knowledge and Reflective Endorsement

It is often thought that a satisfactory account of knowledge should combine objective
and subjective standards of appropriateness for a true belief to be knowledge (e.g.,
Fogelin; Russell). Normally this is understood in terms of a combination of de facto reli-
ability and epistemic responsibility (e.g. Greco, Putting Skeptics; Zagzebski, Virtues). This
combination seems desirable because, on the one hand, views that take into account
only the subjective (or perspectival) aspect seem to fail to be appropriately normative.
If Sid responsibly decides to use Tea-Leaf-Reading practices to find out the truth, those
unreliable procedures do not seem to provide the knowledge-relevant normative status
(Goldman, Epistemology; Greco, Achieving). On the other hand, views that take into ac-
count only the objective aspect are vulnerable to cases in which irresponsibility seems
to rule out knowledge regardless of the reliability of one’s belief-forming procedure
(Zagzebski, Virtues). The well-known cases concerning reliable but epistemically naive
subjects, such as Norman (a reliable but naive clairvoyant) and Mr. Truetemp (a relia-
ble but naive temperature-teller), suggest that reliability’s positive epistemic status is
swamped by irresponsibility due to their naivety with regard to the reliability of the
procedures exploited (BonJour; Lehrer).

But this “standard way of looking at things” (Grimm 90) quickly gets us into trou-
ble. Cases the pure reliabilist is quite fond of suggest this. For example, proprioception
is a reliable faculty that many know nothing about it (not even about its existence), but
we are nonetheless willing to attribute knowledge to those subjects when exploiting
it. However, given reliability is necessary but not sufficient for the knowledge-relevant

4 As Pritchard says: luck that “intervenes’ between the agent and the fact” (“Knowledge and Understanding” 36).
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normative status of a true belief to be knowledge and that cases of reliable but epis-
temically naive subjects motivate a responsibilist condition, we still seem to need some
sort of admixture of reliability and responsibility. The problem, however, is to find a
satisfactory combination of reliability and responsibility (M. Williams). But such com-
bination is to be found by capitalizing on the real and ubiquitous human phenomenon
that is the social dispersal of epistemic labour through time (De Brasi, “Reliability”).

We cannot, as BonJour does, understand epistemic responsibility as demanding
the knower herself to reasonably take the procedure exploited to be reliable, at the
expense of over-intellectualizing knowledge.®> After all, most ordinary subjects would
often fail to satisfy this condition (even if allowed to satisfy it tacitly—BonJour 50). It
seems that clear knowledge needn't be a reflective success of the subject: “Knowledge
is a matter of responsiveness to the way the world is” (Roush 122), but not necessarily
to reasons of the subject.® Having said that, we needn’t give up BonJour's idea that we
require some reflective endorsement of the knowledge-yielding procedures.

Although the personal reflective endorsement of procedures is implausibly
demanding, its social analogue isn't. The proposed account then suggests that such
reflective endorsement needn’t be performed by every knower of the epistemic com-
munity. Instead we can all exploit, as we often do, different procedures rooted in the
epistemic community, for which we lack positive reasons, as long as the reflective en-
dorsement is met at the social level. That is, although the knower needn’t possess the
positive grounds for the endorsement of the procedures that she and other members
of the community rely on, some member of the community does. These procedures
are, | shall say, socially endorsed: in the sense that some subject or, more likely, a group
of subjects of the knower’s epistemic community have undertaken through time the
positive epistemic work to reasonably take the community’s established procedures
to be reliable.

The clearest example of subjects who appreciate the rationale behind our be-
lief-forming procedures and who would also promote their revision through time if re-
garded necessary, is that of regulative or ameliorative epistemologists, whose job is to
actively engage in the project to remedy the deficiencies of our epistemic practices
(to increase their truth-conduciveness). In particular, the social endorsement is some-
times the product of some sort of epistemic policing that prompts the correction or
perfection of inadequate procedures. And this social endorsement means that one, as a
member of the community, is permitted to exploit any of its rooted knowledge-yielding
procedures even in the absence of personal positive reasons for their endorsement.

> “Part of one’s epistemic duty is to reflect critically upon one’s beliefs, and such critical reflection
precludes believing things to which one has, to one’s knowledge, no reliable means of epistemic access”
(BonJour 42). In particular, the knower should at least reasonably judge the belief-forming procedures
to be reliable from within her system of beliefs (BonJour 50, 123).

¢ See e.g. Ayer; Goldman, Epistemology; Lewis; Millar.
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This anti-individualist approach to knowledge-relevant responsibility yields the
following account: (as a first approximation and ignoring defeaters and factivity) S
knows that piiff (i) S's belief that p was formed by a reliable procedure, AND EITHER (ii.a)
the procedure is reflectively endorsed by some member(s) of S's community and (ii.b)
reliance on the procedure is a standard or established practice of the community, OR
(i) S herself reflectively endorses the procedure.

This account exploits a division of epistemic labour where some members of the
community responsibly endorse the procedures for others and so corrects some unfor-
tunate individualistic simplifications of much current mainstream epistemology that
are inapt for theorizing about knowers who are members of social communities. Sig-
nificantly, given we are to satisfy some perspectival dimension on knowledge, allowing
the endorsement condition to be met at the social level makes the burden of epistemic
responsibility less hard to endure, and so we end up with a plausible account that can
accommodate the relevant intuitions regarding knowing and non-knowing epistemical-
ly naive subjects, such as those who exploit proprioception and clairvoyance, respec-
tively (De Brasi, “Reliability”). Moreover, the account can be independently motivated
(De Brasi, “Testimony”) and importantly for our purposes it can, as we shall see below,
handle accidentality. The details of the account aren't relevant here, since all we need
to capture the non-accidentality of knowledge is an account that posits belief-forming
procedures that are endorsed to fulfil a certain job.

4 Gettier Cases

So, what can this account say about Gettier cases? In order to answer the question
we need to note that the knowledge-yielding procedures are endorsed to connect us
to the fact that makes the target proposition true. This is because the procedures are
meant to be truth-discriminating—that is, they discriminate truths from falsehoods.’”
This notion of discrimination is central to reliability (Goldman, “Discrimination,” Epis-
temology). As Alvin Goldman says, “To be reliable, a cognitive mechanism must ena-
ble a person to discriminate or differentiate between incompatible states of affairs”
(“Discrimination” 771). So this should be seen as a refinement on our understanding of
knowledge-yielding procedures: a procedure for p can discriminate p from other state
of affairs where p is false.®

7 Indeed, if this capacity were lacking, one would be achieving the truth accidentally and not have
knowledge (McGinn).

& Consequently, a “knowledge attribution imputes to someone the discrimination of a given state of
affairs from possible alternatives” (Goldman, “Discrimination” 772).
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Indeed, as mentioned, knowledge requires responsiveness to the world and dis-
crimination is the natural option that allows us to achieve such responsiveness.’ Knowl-
edge requires a proper connection to the fact that makes the target proposition true,
where a “proper connection” is a connection that allows us to discriminate such prop-
osition from other state of affairs where it is false. So knowledge-yielding procedures
provide us with the capacity to distinguish competing state of affairs and it is with this
constraint in mind that the procedures are endorsed.

But Gettier cases are ex-hypothesi cases, in which no such connection occurs be-
cause they are cases of “double-luck.” In other words, in these cases, the procedure fails
to connect us to the fact (say, the sheep in the field) that makes the target proposition
true. Now, given fallibilism, Gettier cases don't give us a reason for not endorsing the
procedures we happen to exploit in those cases unless these cases represent (given our
worldview) significant error-possibilities. And | take it they don't, so these procedures
needn't be given up.

Having said that, in these cases, the procedures do fail to connect us to the rele-
vant facts and so they don’t work as they should. Just like an artefact can fail, in certain
cases, to work in accordance with the way it was designed, so can the procedures. And
Gettier cases are cases in which this is so. The Gettiered subject doesn’'t know since the
procedure employed fails to work as it was conceived to do by not connecting her to the
fact that makes the target proposition true. That is, in cases of double-luck, the subjects
employ procedures that are endorsed to fulfil a certain function but fail to do so. In
these cases, we can say that the procedures fail to work as conceived when endorsed.

4.1 Goldman-Ginet Cases

But there are other cases, which one might at first think are Gettier-like, that don't seem
in fact to have the same structure as Gettier cases. One such case is the fake-barn case,
where although one believes that it is a barn after seeing the only real barn among many
fake ones, one doesn't seem to know (Goldman, “Discrimination”).X’ So, unlike the above
sheep case where the subject isn't looking at a sheep but the belief she forms ends up
anyway being true, in the fake-barn case the subject does see the real barn about which
she forms her belief. And the problem in the latter case seems to rest with the nature of
the environment in which one comes to believe that it is a barn. Indeed, it is important

9 Sensitivity, which roughly requires that if p were false, S wouldn’t believe that p, is another way of
being responsive to the world. But, Roush argues, safety, which roughly requires that if S believed that
p, then p would be true, fails to be so since “it gets the direction of fit wrong for what knowledge is”
(121). Regardless of this, neither of them seems the natural (or right) option; see below.

10 These aren't cases where the subject lacks knowledge because of some defeater. The subject is
unaware of the situation and we can stipulate that there is no reason why she should be. If this weren't
so, the case would be explained by such defeater.

105



Leandro De Brasi : Accidentality and Knowledge After Gettier

to distinguish at least two different types of problematic cases.!* Firstly, those cases in
which what seems to be exploited is some kind of veritic double-luck—a luck that “inter-
venes' between the agent and the fact.” Gettier's own cases and Chisholm'’s sheep case
are of this kind, so we can continue to call them Gettier cases. Secondly, those cases in
which what seems to be exploited is some kind of environmental veritic luck—a luck that
concerns the environment in which the procedure generates the success. The paradig-
matic example being the fake-barn case, so we can call them Goldman-Ginet cases (given
Carl Ginet’s involvement in Goldman's fake-barn case).

Consequently, what can our account say about Goldman-Ginet cases? Again, in
order to answer the question we need to note that the knowledge-yielding procedures
are responsibly endorsed to promote the truth given our worldview. Now this endorse-
ment of procedures presupposes that certain background conditions are in place (say,
that it isn't habitual for countrymen to build fake-barns) and, given these conditions,
the procedures are reasonably taken to be truth-conducive. Indeed, these are the con-
ditions that one naturally presupposes, given our shared worldview, to obtain when
employing a procedure. And it is these background conditions presupposed by the pro-
cedures, i.e., the conditions for which the procedure was endorsed, that allow us to
handle the denials of knowledge in Goldman-Ginet cases. After all, in these cases it
seems the procedures would be exploited in situations that they weren't endorsed for,
and so we can explain why knowledge isn't to be possessed.

The procedures are endorsed to be exploited in certain environmental conditions
in which they are reasonably taken to be truth-conducive (hence allowing them to be
legitimate®?), but in Goldman-Ginet cases those environmental conditions are different
if the subject is at the time exploiting a procedure that for her community (given their
worldview and environment) is legitimate.*® The subject then doesn't know since there
is a mismatch of environmental conditions—a mismatch between the conditions for
which the procedure was endorsed (say, a fake-barn free environment) and the condi-
tions in which it is used (say, an environment that is replete with fakes). So the proce-
dure to determine from a distance whether something is a barn is endorsed, given our
worldview, with a certain type of environment in mind, which isn't, as the case states,
one where there is an abundance of fake-barns (after all, attempting to individuate
barns in such a fake-barn infected environment wouldn't be reasonably regarded as
truth-conducive), and so we don't know in the fake-barn case.

11 See e.g. Greco, Achieving; Pritchard, Knowledge, “Apt Performance,” “Knowledge and Understanding.”

12.0f course, as mentioned above, in order to be legitimate procedures, they also need to be, as a matter
of fact, truth-conducive.

B3 |f the subject weren't exploiting a legitimate procedure of her community in this sort of case, then we
could easily explain her lack of knowledge in the fake-barn case since merely looking at a barn from a
distance wouldn't put us on a position to know that there is a barn.
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So the account can also capture our intuitions concerning the Goldman-Ginet
cases. But one might think that ours is a pseudo-solution since it still can't deal with
the real problem—that even if we aren’t in an epistemically inhospitable environment,
we could have been in some such unfortunate environment (Pritchard, “Knowledge and
Understanding”). It is just a matter of luck that we aren’t, and this luck is meant to
eliminate knowledge. Now, if this were so, our account would be in trouble. After all, if
the procedure is being applied in the environment for which it was endorsed, and even
if it is just a matter of luck that we happen to be in such an environment (and barring
defeaters), then such application of the procedure won't eliminate knowledge. Fortu-
nately, our intuitions don’t seem to clearly follow that pattern.

Let us adapt the fake-barn case so that the subject is in Real-Barn County, where
there are no fake-barns, and sees a real barn but she would, unbeknownst to her, in-
stead be in Fake-Barn County if she had turned left at the junction 10 miles ago (as she
could have easily done, since she is just driving around). My intuition is that she knows.
And, although | don't expect everyone to share it, | do expect many to do so, since this
just seems to be a case of benign luck: particularly, a case of capacity luck, when it is
lucky that the agent is capable of knowledge by having the pertinent abilities.* Our
strong intuitions about the subject in the original fake-barn case lacking knowledge are
the result of actually exploiting the ability or procedure in the wrong environment. And
this then is a case of “environmental luck” because, although the environment in which
the procedure is being applied isn't the one for which it was endorsed, the procedure
stills delivers in this instance the truth. Such environmental luck is knowledge-preclud-
ing and our account can do justice to this.

4.2 Harman Cases

However, Goldman-Ginet cases aren't alike another kind of cases, which we might call,
Harman cases, such as the political assassination case, Donald’s letters case, and Tom

14 Cf. Sosa, A Virtue. In his account of (animal) knowledge as apt true belief, a belief is apt if it is
accurate because it is competent or “adroit.” What matters is the ability of the epistemic agent and
that this cognitive ability is responsible for the cognitive success. A belief isn’t apt if it isn't successful
“sufficiently” because of the subject’s adroitness (Sosa, A Virtue 79). It seems this account won't fully
capture our intuitions about Goldman-Ginet cases, since environmental luck doesn't seem to interfere
with the aptness of a performance (Pritchard, “Apt Performance”). In those cases, “the act fails to
be safely successful, since it might too easily have failed, through lack of the required competence or
conditions. It might still be apt, nevertheless, indeed attributably, creditably apt” (Sosa, A Virtue 81).
So, Sosa’s account give us the right results when considering the adapted fake-barn cases because it
ignores safety, but the wrong ones when considering the original case because its aptness condition
is satisfied (cf. Greco, Achieving). After all, in the original case, the subject isn't using the right “tool” for
those conditions, although she happens to get the truth. Nevertheless, the fact that she could have
very easily used some other tool, without being epistemically irresponsible, when she actually used the
right one doesn’'t undermine the actual success.
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Grabit case (Harman 142-4), which are sometimes (misleadingly) thought to exploit the
“social aspect” of knowledge (Meeker). In these cases, it seems, according to Gilbert
Harman, that the subject doesn’'t have knowledge and this seems to be the result of
there being evidence that can easily be accessed by the subject, which isn't anyway
acting irresponsibly (i.e. being negligent with regard to the evidence) and which, if so
accessed, it would count as a psychological defeater. For example, in the assassination
case, one has gained a true belief about the death of the dictator by testimony (say,
some newspaper), but when one is isolated from media reports in one’s hotel room,
false denials of the dictator’s death are being aired. But | am not sure most people
would share Harman'’s intuitions (I, for one, don't) and indeed some claim that many
don't (Lycan 121).

Moreover, according to our account, the subject does know in these cases. This
is because the knowledge-yielding procedures are silent about this possibility of luckily,
but not irresponsibly, lacking some misleading evidence that is easily accessible and
that would undermine knowledge, so no condition is being violated in these cases. And
this seems to be as it should, given the resemblance of this case to cases of benign
evidential luck—when it is lucky that the agent acquires the evidence that she has in
favour of her belief. Although in these cases the luck doesn’t concern the evidence that
becomes available but the evidence that doesn't, still we are lucky, but not irrespon-
sible, with regard to the total evidence acquired. And this kind of luck doesn't seem
knowledge-precluding.

In any case, given the controversial nature of the intuitions behind Harman cases,
they seem to lack the counter-exemplary force that Gettier cases and Goldman-Ginet cas-
es enjoy (Lycan 125). Because of this, Harman cases are unlikely to trump theories. Nev-
ertheless, if we are right about these cases instantiating a sort of benign evidential luck,
we can understand why many would be wary of the denial of knowledge in these cases.

4.3 Local and Global Reliabilism

Finally, note that the account proposed, as a form of global reliabilism, can eliminate
cases of what we might call procedural veritic luck. This is the kind of knowledge-un-
dermining luck that sensitivity and safety theories suffer from, because of their shared
local reliabilism, where the method employed need only be reliable with regard to the
targeted proposition (Goldman, Epistemology; McGinn). Let me explain.

A local reliabilist theory of knowledge, as Colin McGinn says, “localizes the con-
ditions for knowledge into a relation between the knower and a unique proposition
[whereas a global reliabilist theory] speaks of the person’s propensity to believe the
truth with respect to a range of distinct ‘relevant’ propositions” (116-7). So, the main
difference between a local and a global reliability theory concerns the range of propo-
sitions taken into account or, as Goldman says, “uses for which the process is reliable”
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(Epistemology 44-5). Indeed, “Global reliability is reliability for all (or many) uses of the
process, not just its use in forming the belief in question” (Epistemology 45). Roughly
put, the difference between these theories lies in the emphasis on the reliability of
either type processes (global reliabilism) or particular propositions (local reliabilism).
More precisely, we need to distinguish between the reliability of a process in general
and the reliability of a process with respect to a given proposition.

The relevance of this distinction is that a local account, such as the sensitivity or
safety theories, is then susceptible to counterexamples that exploit their locality. But
before making this clear, let me briefly introduce these local theories. A sensitivity the-
ory states that knowledge is sensitive true belief, where this sensitivity is understood
as the satisfaction of the following subjunctive: not-p—not-B(p); which in a crude but
intuitive reading states that “if p were false, S wouldn't believe that p” and in evaluat-
ing this condition we consider only close possible worlds (Nozick).*> A safety theory, on
the other hand, states that following subjunctive: B(p)—p; which again in a crude, but
intuitive reading, states that “if S believed that p, then p would be true” and, again, only
close possible worlds are relevant to its evaluation (Sosa, “How to Defeat”).

Now, needless to say, both principles have been criticized for a variety of rea-
sons.* But regardless of the success of these criticisms, safety theories can’t rule out
cases involving procedural luck. That is, even if these theories might naturally be seen
as arising out of the need to be able to eliminate cases of malign luck (Pritchard,
Epistemic Luck, “Knowledge, Luck”), because of their local nature, they can't rule out
the sort of luck that global theories can. After all, globally unreliable procedures that
safely or sensitively deliver the truth, say by some quirk of nature, for the targeted
propositions seem possible. Intuitively, it seems that the subject doesn’t know in these
cases, precisely because the procedure employed isn't globally reliable — it is in a
sense lucky that the belief is true and safe, since the procedure isn't globally reliable.
The local reliability of a procedure shouldn’t be happenstance and the above sort of
scenario hasn’t gone unnoticed. For example, Pritchard (Knowledge, “Knowledge and
Understanding”) introduces a case where one can safely acquire the truth because
some person makes sure that one does so with regard to the targeted proposition (by
arranging the world accordingly) in most nearby (and in all very close nearby) possi-
ble worlds (hence locally reliable), but the procedure employed isn't truth-conducive
across a range of relevant propositions.”

15 Strictly speaking Nozick holds a stronger theory which requires a fourth (“adherence”) condition:
p—BI(p). So his “tracking” theory requires subjunctive sensitivity to both truth and falsehood; while
“sensitivity theories” require only subjunctive sensitivity to falsehood.

16 See e.g. Comesana; Greco “Worries;” Hiller and Neta; Pritchard, Epistemic Luck; Sosa, “How to Defeat,”
“Skepticism.”

17 But, couldn’t we use this helper-scenario to create counter-examples to global accounts, including the
one here proposed? Notice that, although a range of our beliefs would in this case be true (the helper
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So in response to this deficiency of local reliabilism one might attempt to com-
bine local and global reliabilism, as anti-luck virtue epistemologists do (Pritchard,
“Knowledge and Understanding”). In this case, one would give up the pure safety or
sensitivity account for a hybrid account that exploits both local and global features—
say, safety and virtue-reliabilist conditions, respectively. There is indeed no problem
in mixing these two approaches since they aren't mutually exclusive (Goldman, Episte-
mology 47).%® And in fact this sort of hybrid approach is already attempted by Goldman
(Epistemology), who endorses both local and global reliability (cf. McGinn). But if what
| say above is correct, no such hybrid is required. Our version of global reliabilism can
preclude the sort of veritic double-luck involved in Gettier cases and the environmental
luck involved in Goldman-Ginet cases, as well as the above procedural luck. No supple-
mentation from local principles, such as safety and sensitivity, is required. Having said
that, the pure local alternative to understanding reliability is unsatisfactory, if it is not
supplemented by a global condition. That is, pure safety and sensitivity theories, where
the subject’s belief is “subjunctively connected to the fact” (Nozick 178), will not do,
since they fail to rule out cases of procedural luck.

To sum up, there are different kinds of epistemic luck and not all are knowl-
edge-undermining. But veritic double-luck, environmental-luck and procedural-luck
are epistemically deleterious. Now pure local reliabilist accounts can’t do justice to
procedural luck, since a procedure can be locally reliable by accident, hence suggest-
ing the adoption of hybrid theories that combine local and global reliabilism. But this
isn't required since the global reliabilist account here proposed can do justice to the
different sorts of knowledge-threatening veritic luck; hence satisfying, | suggest, the
non-accidentality desideratum.

Of course | anyway anticipate costs to this account. Even if our account can
handle Gettier cases and the like, and so capture the non-accidentality desideratum, it
might fail to capture some other desideratum, in which case we would have to weight
the costs and benefits of the competing theories to adjudicate between them. But
regardless of that, this account seems to possess the means to capture a desideratum
that others don't.

5 Conclusion

Fifty years on since Gettier’s article, there is | think one lesson to be learned: one can
make progress in epistemology if one does not ignore the social dimensions of our prac-

makes sure they are), the procedure itself doesn't connect us to the facts that make the targeted
propositions true (that is indeed what the helper is doing for us); hence depriving us of knowledge.

18 Although one might worry the move is ad hoc. Pritchard (“Knowledge and Understanding” 59-62)
attempts to address this.
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tices. Indeed, as Jonathan Kvanvig says, “we should never begin to think that the deep-
est epistemological questions concern the isolated intellect” (The Intellectual Virtues
177). The account here proposed, by positing a reflective endorsement of the knowl-
edge-yielding procedures that can be met at the social level, grants a fuller engagement
with the sort of social issues to which traditional epistemology is often blind given its
strongly individualist orientation. This social approach corrects the unfortunate indi-
vidualistic simplifications of much current mainstream epistemology which are inapt
for theorizing about knowers who are members of social communities and which won't
allow us to capture the perspectival dimension on knowledge. This correction, | have
argued, allows us to capture the non-accidentality desideratum, showing that the pes-
simism displayed by some against the project of adding some accidentality-blocker to
true belief to have knowledge is misplaced.
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In the last few decades, philosophical literature features a renewed interest in
the concept of justice. Authors reflect upon different understandings of justice, both
from a methodological and from a substantial point of view. While some are trying
to conceive a distributive theory of justice that will be universally acceptable for all
societies, others believe that it is not possible to construct a theory of justice outside
the historical and cultural context, i.e. beyond the meaning and significance of social
goods to which the principles of justice apply. There is a fraction of thinkers who speak
of a universal normative formula for justice, which would be useful for the evaluation of
all societies; and a fraction of those who argue that a valid theory of justice is just one
elaborate form of an already existing understanding of justice, which is based on social
conventions, and therefore varies from one case to another.

In the context of layered and dispersive considerations of justice, most of the
philosophers search for the foothold for their points of view in the work of the great
thinkers from the recent or the distant past. The introductory parts of many books, as
well as the corresponding vocabularies, superficially base the sketching ideas about
justice on some of the most important forerunners who dealt with these issues; or
they linger on one or many predecessors, chosen by the writer’s will. The situation be-
comes more glaring as it goes deeper into the past, retiring not only temporally but
also spiritually from the modern era, and approaching the arche of science itself. Such
an approach cannot fully meet the basic intentions of a stringing research, because
for a fundamental and profound understanding of the idea of justice in its varied man-
ifestations through its 2600 years long history, a systematic approach to the earliest
manifestations of this idea is required; only then it can be adequately received in its
multiple dimensions.

The book Pre-Socratic Understanding of Justice by Zeljko Kaluderovi¢ is a valuable
contribution to the introduction of the ideas of justice developed by ancient Greeks
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in Serbia and in the region. The book comes as a result of many years of research of
justice, and was initiated in the work on Kaluderovic's doctoral dissertation. It would be
difficult to list all the changes, especially those of content and stylistic nature, which
the author put in the edited version of the book which is in front of the readers. Chang-
es were made because of occasional digressions and necessary refinement prompted
by his subsequent insights; because of the further corrected translation solutions of
the essential philosophical terms and concepts available; as well as due to the need for
a more synoptic and fluent presentation. Although, in a temporal sense, it comes after
the book Hellenic Conception of Justice (Zoran Stojanovi¢ Publishing Bookstore, Sremski
Karlovci/Novi Sad 2010), this work called Pre-Socratic Understanding of Justice logically
precedes it. Specifically, the contents of the two books complement each other and
overlap in their intention. With the appropriate selection of thinkers and the appro-
priate synthesis of relevant material, taking into account its unique background, they
represent a coherent whole in terms of presentation, understanding and perception of
justice from Homer to Aristotle.

In his book Pre-Socratic Understanding of Justice Zeljko Kaluderovi¢ opted for an
integrated interpretation of the process of establishing the ancient Hellenic notions of
justice and for the clarification of the historical flow of thought, in which these notions
transformed into a philosophical understanding of justice. Such an integrity of research
interest dictated the need, in presenting the complex Hellenic perception of justice,
to take into account the nonphilosophical and pre-philosophical Hellenic opinions, as
well as the reflected philosophical experience of opinions. While depicting the process
of representation of justice, Kaluderovi¢ establishes a relationship between the con-
sideration of the rudimentary meanings of justice and the determinaton of its existen-
tial characteristics, equivalences and correlations. These features included rationing
merit and rights that members of the tribal aristocracy were considered to have in the
community, with a constant reminder that the ,dike" commonly referred to the two
parties that were in dispute. The author found that the early Greek concept of justice,
by the range of its distribution, without specific doctrinal difficulties, extends beyond
the boundaries of what is now called the practical-political sphere. Justice, besides be-
ing a legitimate basis for the entire human praxis, was also an overall cosmic principle
of metaphysical proportions. In addition, the mention of justice in ancient times had
a religious connotation - a context that the first ,physicists” inherited from their own
mythopoetic past.

By developing the main thesis of his book, Kaluderovi¢ showed that in the initial
modalities of the concept of justice there was a dimension of justice that would allow
its use in the relations between polises. Then, the book follows the shaping of the idea
of justice in ,a poem about justice”, a contribution to its establishing by the Athenian
legislators and one of the seven sages, Solon, through the regularity and rhythm of the
evolution of justice in the works of the famous tragedians, with a special emphasis on
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Ashley’s Oresteia, from cosmic to legal justice, and until the indication of individual
rightness. Then, the first philosophical text in which the notion of justice is used, along
with its understanding as isakis isos and antipeponthos, is analyzed. After seeing justice
as an established order of things, the chapter Dike-Ananke classifies justice as a univer-
sal cosmic force, and justice in terms of adherence to the ethos and nomos, according
to the author, has the center of its reflective abstraction strongly shifted towards the
practical sphere. Kaluderovi¢ conducts the key interpretive and researching move in a
systematic survey of understanding of the justice in Callicles and Protagoras. Sophistic
consciousness, represented primarily in Protagoras, seeked a measure of justice in it-
self, and no longer only in the world's experience. Callicles, praising the intemperance,
licentiousness and freedom as virtue and happiness, destroyed the understanding of
arithmetic and geometric equality, as well as the foundation on which the presentation
and understanding of justice rested - the relation of equivalence. With such attitudes of
Callicles, the author concludes, the sophistic view brought about radical consequences,
and the understanding of individual justice was taken to the extreme.

Finally, in his book Pre-Socratic Understanding of Justice, Zeljko Kaluderovi,
through an enviable research and reflective meticulousness, was able to conduct a
comprehensive interpretation of the representation and understanding of justice, and
to show at the same time why, with the later conception of justice, it became the very
basis of the practical experience of Western civilization with all its subsequent institu-
tional and consciously reflected forms.
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