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“When we run over libraries, persuaded of these principles, what
havoc must we make? If we take in our hand any volume; of divinity
or school metaphysics, for instance; let us ask, Does it contain any ab-
stract reasoning concerning quantity or number? No. Does it contain any
experimental reasoning concerning matter of fact and existence? No.
Commit it then to the flames: for it can contain nothing but sophistry

and illusion.”

(Hume 1748: XII. Of the academical or sceptical Philosophy - Part III, p.165)

‘Exo v 1iun va oyoldco to dpbpo tov Odvov

YVOGELG
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€ldoc Tov. Apo Ol HIKPEG HOL OlopmVieg GE
onueio amd ‘S Kot and ‘ket dev o eiyave Kot
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It is an honor to comment on the article by
Athanassios Raftopoulos; his knowledge is
impressive, the arguments sharp and the
conclusions right (in my view) — Raftopou-
los is a master of his trade. Consequently,
my little disagreements here and there
would not be of much interest. Instead of
developing these in detail, I would like to
pose a meta-philosophical question, hoping
that his response will enlighten us on the
larger image within which this article is
situated.
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Awfalovtag avtd ta pdpa, aAAd ko o€
mpoyevéotepn ovvepyoosio pali tov (Miller
2005; Raftopoulos and Miiller 2006a; 2006b)
glyo mavto po avnovyic 6g LETA-EIAOGOPIKO
eninedo: TL €id0oVg SOVAELN KAVEL O GLYYPOPENS
€dd; o t dwid pov mOAD Topadoctokd
avoAvTiky moudeie, Kupiwg ™G QOUTNTH TOL
1983; 2003), ot
QULOGO(POL KAVOLV EVVOLOAOYIKY] OVAAVGTY, EVO

Wolfgang Kiinne (Kiinne

ol GAAES EMOTNHUES KAVOUV EUTEIPIKT OOVAELL
(pe e&aipeon tic Tumikéc—rformal—ne@apyiec).
duowd avty M avtiAnyn aueofntonke ond
ta “Two Dogmas of Empiricism” Tov Quine kot
6Ala €pya tov Putnam (m.y. Putnam 1975),
oumg gppetvope oty amoyn pag 6t vdpyovv
avolutikég aAnbeteg Ko ovvOetikég aindetes.
‘Exovpe cuvnOncel to OTL EUTMEPIKEG YVDGOELS
emnpealovv ToPASOGLUKA QLLOGOPIKA
{nmipata, €0KG GTNV EMGTNUOAOYIO KOl GTN
@uocopio. Tov vovu kou dgv pag gVOYANGCE.
(“How the cognitive sciences inform philoso-
phy” 6mog Aéu o Pagptomovrog.) 'Evag kordg
PO6000¢ TTpémel va yvopilel Ta dedopéva Tov,
O EUTEIPIKA dedopéva, OTaV KAVEL Tn dovAield
Tov o¢ o mepoyn. O Pagptdémovrog Aéel, otnv
TPOTN TPOTAOT] KIOAOG, «Ol EMOTIUES UTOPOHV
va CUVEIGQEPOVY OGNV AVTIHETAOTION
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Bpebei epmerpicn Adon.
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dedopéva yu va otnpi&et Béoelg ol omoieg dev
glval QUAOGOQIKES, OANG EUTEIPIKES OTN QLGN
(ovyva
AEMTOUEPEIEG TOV EUTEPIKOV YvOcewv). H

TouG emdEVHOVTOG TOAMAEG
emyelpnuatoroyio €ivor KAOGIKA QIAOGOQIKY,

Aéyovtag OTL ‘autd mpémetl va givar £€Tol emeldn

Reading the article, but also our earlier
cooperation (Miiller 2005; Raftopoulos and
Miiller 2006a; 2006b), I always have some
qualms on a metaphilosophical level: What
kind of work is the author doing here? Ac-
cording to my own very traditional analytic
training, primarily as a student of Wolfgang
Kiinne (Kiinne 1983; 2003), philosophers do
conceptual analysis, while the other disci-
plines do empirical work (with the excep-
tion of the formal disciplines). Of course,
this understanding was attacked in Quine’s
“Two Dogmas of Empiricism” and related
works by Putnam (e.g. Putnam 1975), but
we remained with the view that there are
some analytic and synthetic truths. We did
get used to the idea that empirical
knowledge influences traditional philo-
sophical concerns, especially in epistemolo-
gy and the philosophy of mind, and we did
not mind - “How the cognitive sciences
inform philosophy”, as Raftopoulos puts it
in his recent book title. A good philosopher
must know their facts, their empirical facts,
when he or she is doing work in a particu-
lar area. Raftopoulos says, in the first sen-
tence of his paper already, “the empirical
sciences can contribute to the analysis of
philosophical issues”. I could not agree
more. In our particular case the problem of
cognitive penetrability of perception is an
empirical problem. It is precisely the kind
of problem about which philosophers have
speculated and speculate until there is an
empirical solution.

In present day philosophy, I see a fash-
ion that uses empirical facts (data) to sup-
port positions that are not philosophical but
empirical in nature (often showing off
many empirical details). The argumentative
structure is classical philosophy, saying that
‘this has to be that way because ...” where
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.., OmOV TO ‘OVTO’ eival gumeEPKd deGOLEVO.
Avt n ouocopio  ewdlel y  EUTEPIKA
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glvar axpPodg avTd OV EKOVE— 1) EIKOTOAOYIKN
@uocoeio Tov ['eppavikov Weariopod, T.y. Tov
Schelling kot Hegel. BeBaing 1 gumepikn Bdon
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aviAVOoT  TPEMEL VO EYOVUE
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umopovv  va  emmpedlovv vV Topodoa
gvvololoykn ewkacio. Kdatt 1o omoio onfuepa
glvan  Eexdbapa omoia

po  aAnbsie M

amodeikvoetal a priori, pmopel va  Ppedel
AovOAGUEVO aOPLlO—OaKOUO KOl oV KOVOUE TN
SoVAELd oG oNpEPT e EEALPETIKT TPOGOYT| KoL
LLE TG QmAPALTNTES TEXVIKES YVAOGELS.

¥’ ovtd 10 omnuelo tibevrar Aowmdv dvo
{nmpata.
ouocopio  givor

[potov, ov 1  €wotoroykn
OVIOG TPOPANUOTIKY KO,
devtepov, ov o Poagtéomovrog Exel  Ovimg
Swampaéel avtd to adiknue. Mov eaivetor 6TL M
kivnion ond EUMEPIKT] YVAOOT OF EUTEPIKA
gcoToLOYIK]  Qlocopio  Ppioketor oV
UETAPOPE OO TO TPMTO HEPOG GTO JEVTEPO TOV
KeWévoy pag. Ag dodue pepkd mapadeiyporo:
me
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«Ymapyer  Bewpntikdg  SOmOTIGUOS

«Av 1 avtiinyn e&aptdtar amd ™ voneon, ovtod

the ‘this’ refers to some empirical state of
affairs. This kind of philosophy speculates
about empirical facts in areas where we do
not yet know the facts — the arguments are a
priori, supported by a posteriori data. This
is precisely what the speculative philoso-
phy of German Idealism was doing, e.g. in
the works of Schelling or Hegel. Of course,
the empirical basis of Schelling was a lot
weaker than that of Fodor or Raftopoulos,
but the arguments are of the same sort.
Schelling was the editor of a journal called
“Spekulative Physik”, but what would we
say today about a journal called “Specula-
tive Cognitive Science”?

The empirical speculative approach
may take its support from the collapse of
the analytic-synthetic distinction, but pre-
cisely that collapse also undermines the
approach. If it is right (and I think it is) that
when we do conceptual analysis we have to
take into account the empirical knowledge,
then it is also right that some future empiri-
cal discoveries may affect present concep-
tual speculation. Something that is clearly a
truth that is proven a priori may turn out to
be false tomorrow — even if we did our
work today with exceptional case and with
the required technical knowledge.

At this point, we face two questions:
First, whether the speculative philosophy is
truly problematic and, second, whether
Raftopoulos is actually guilty of the crime.
As concerns the second, it seems to me that
the move from empirical knowledge to em-
pirical speculative philosophy is located in
the transition from the first section of our
paper to the second. Let us see some exam-
ples: “Is there cognitive penetration of per-
ception?” “Is there semantic vision?”, “If
perception comes from the mind, does this
lead us to perceptual skepticism?”. It seems
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oG odnyel e aVTIANTTIKG OYETIKIGHO;» Mov
eoaivetar 0Tl HOvo 1 TEAEVTAiD amd AVTEG TIS
epOTOoES avtipetomiletor  Ue  QLAOGOPIKN
avdivon. Avtd de onpoaivel 0Tt ot ELAOGOPOL
dev umopodv va GUUPAAAOVV KOl 8 EUTEIPIKES
EPWTNOELS OTOG Ol TPAOTEG 0V0. Mov Qaiveral
opmg Ot M oLUPOA HOG TPEMEL VO EVOl TOV
gldovg «tL 1oyvel Otav etvar aAnOng avty M
(na
‘evvolohoykd’). Avt eivar pa Bondntkn

TpoTOoN;» napadetypo, TU  onuaivetl
dovleld, oALG givar 1 dovAeld pog. Me avtd de
0@ vo o 6Tl awTd TO €i00¢ PrAocoPiag Tov
Vvou givol oTNV TPOYLOTIKOTNTA WuYoloyia Le
Swapopetikn) ovopacio. H ovopacia dev givor 1o
O, Asv €xet onuocic av ol Kooieg
emelovVTAL amd YVXOAOYOLS 1 PLAOGOPOVS 7

avOpdToLS oL givar Kot Ta §V0.

Téhog, Oo MOk va Topodeytd moG
VEapyovv Kt e&apécels. e mOAD TOAD omavieg
MEPIMTMGEL Umopodue va  ddoovps  pia

apYNTIKY omdvinon oe tétole {nmuata pe a
priori oKéyels, ALYOVTOG, Yo TOPASELYUO, «M
oKéY”N 0ev Umopel va ivol VTOAOYIGHOG, EMEN
0 VTOAOYIGHOG efvar Kabapd TVTKOS». AVTd dev
aAAG
ouvnBog dev Teletmvel Ko T cvlnimon, aeov

glvar povo ploe omdvio mepimtmon,
ot avtimaAdot Oo emoavadiopopedcovy t 0éon

euelc  pe
VIOAOYIGHO dev etvor kabopd Tumkd, OAAG

T0V¢  («avTd WOV  EVVOOVGCOLE
..»). Kt og kdnoeg mepurtmwoelg pmopei va
TUYALVEL OTL TO EUTEPIKA dedopLéva gival apKeETH
EexdBapa, dote va Advetat To CRTnua aeod Exet
yivel 1 €vvoloAoyIKn SovAEWd: otV TEAELTOLN
evOTNTA EVOG OLAOGOPIKOV GpBpov. Av dumg M
tehevtaio evotnTa €tvol n TPpATN Ko Eekvdet
AEYOVTOG «TIOTEV® OTL TO TPAYUATO TPEMEL VL
glvan og €&Ng ....», t0TE dev givarl KoAvTePO va
axoAovbodue ) cvpPovir tov Hume kot va o
TMETAE GTIC PAOYEC;

to me that only the last of these questions is
suitable to philosophical analysis. This does
not mean that philosophers cannot contrib-
ute to empirical issues like the first two. It
seems to me, however, that our contribu-
tion must be of the kind “what is the case if
this sentence is true?” (for example, what
does “semantic” mean?). This is a helping
job, but it is our job. I am not trying to say
that this kind of speculative philosophy is
actually psychology under a different
name. The name is not the issue. It is not
important whether the speculation is done
by psychologists, philosophers, or people
who are both.

Finally, I would like to admit that there
are exceptions. In exceedingly rare cases we
can give a negative answer to such issues
through a priori thinking; saying, for exam-
ple, “thought cannot be computation since
computation is purely formal”. This is not
only a very rare occasion, but also typically
not the end of the discussion, since the op-
ponents will differentiate their position
(“what we mean by computation is not
purely formal, but ...”). In some cases we
might also be lucky to have empirical facts
that are sufficiently clear cut such that the
issue is resolve after the conceptual work is
done; in the final section of a philosophical
article. If, however, this final section is the
first and starts by saying that “I believe
things must be as follows...” would we
then not do better to follow Hume’s advice
and commit it to the flames?

[Translation into English by the author.]
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