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Meta-SapBvikn teAsoroyia: 4 BaokEC amoPeLc:

1: 0 TEAEOAOYIKOG TPOTIOC OKEYT G TIPETTEL VX
EYKQTaAsLPpOsl

2: tedeoroyla, aAda Pvokn EmAoyn otn 6£on vorjuova
oxedlaotn (Wright)

3: TEAEOAOYIKOG TPOTIOC OKEYTC WG ULt XPHIOLUT ‘oTAOT
stance mov vioBetov e (Dennett)

4: o pLKn amoyn: TEAEoAoyla ATTAPALTNTN



Aettovpyla’ otn floAoyla

-> LOAVOVLOTIXT] OLA.OTO.01 AOYOU TEQL ‘AetTovQyiag’
function 1n order to YL vo.

-QvoAlettovyia

-> €l00g eENYNONG: EENYNOTN TNG VITOENS 1) GLONG EVOS
UEQOVC, LECM TNS AELTOVQYLOC TOV

-> OUOLOTNTO. UE TIPOOOUQUOOTIXEC EENYNOELS
-> AertovQyia evoc Ploloyinol ugpovg, elval 1

LOLALTEQT) CVUPOAT] TOU OTNV QLEUOCTIXROTNTO TOU
0QYOVIOUOV



AELTOVPYLEG KAL TEXVOLPYT AT

-AOY0C mEQL AELTOVQYIOC, TVTUHOC WC TTOOS TEYVOUQYTIUATO

-EYOVV OYEOLOOTEL OLTTO TOV AVOQWITO YLOL VOL EMTEAOVV EVOQL
£0Y0

-1 AeLtovEyia Toug INYACEL oo TIC TOOOECELS TOV
O EOLOLOTT) TOVG

-OpoLOTNTES UETAED AELTOVQYLDV TEYVOVQYNUATWYV KOL
Broloyinmv AettovQyLmv:

-> OLOUOLOT) AELTOVQYLO-OTUYTIUOLTOG

-> €VVOLOL OVOAELTOVQYLOC

-> Aettovpyto eENyel TNV LITOEEN 1) HLOT



H attioAoyikn Bewpla tng Acttoupylog

-1 Aertovyla evOg HEQOUS/YOQONTNQO, ELVOL TO OLTTOTEAECUA TOV
YOQOXTNEO AVTOU AOY® TOV OO0V EMAEYON®E ATTO TN PLOLKT
EMAOYT

-‘selected effect’ theory of function.

-> gEMNYEL OLAKOLOT AELTOVQYIOC-ATUYNUWATOC
-> gENYNTLROC QOAOC ATTOOOOEMV AELTOVQYIOG
-> gENvel Yot 0eV VITAQYEL OTNV TOAYUATILOTITO KOVOVLOTLLOG

YOQUKTNQOG

[TooPANuaTa:
-exaptations (LAAOTTQOOOLQUOYT))
-> QUYRERQLUEVOTTOINOT ALTTOO00T) AELTOVQYLOC

-0€ Qpalveton 11 Amdo00n AELTOVQYIOS VO EXEL TTAVTO. O OLWITTNET) £€0TW
aAva.POQA OTNV EEEMATIRT) LOTOQLOL



H avaAvon tov Wright

‘functional ascription-explanations are in some sense etiological, concern
the causal background of the phenomenon under consideration. And this is
indeed what I wish to argue: functional explanations, although plainly not
causal in the usual, restricted sense, do concern how the thing with the
function got there. Hence they are etiological, which is to say "causal” in an
extended sense.

-Entiyetpnua W vmép attioAoyikng Oewplag yia Asttovpyio: povo avtn
UTOPEL VA SLAKPLVEL HETAEY AELTOVPYLAC-XTUXTLXTOC

‘all of the accident counterexamples can be avoided if we include as part of the
analysis something about how X came to be there (wherever): namely, that it
is there because it does Z-with an etiological “because™.



H avaAvon tov Wright

H teAkn) avaivon touv W:

The function of X is Z means
(a) X is there because it does Z
(b) Z is a consequence (or result) of X's being there.

“The first part, (a), displays the etiological form of functional
ascription-explanations, and the second part, (b), distinguishes
functional etiologies from the rest.



H avaAvon tov Wright

-Tevika yapaktnploTika g avaivong tov W:
-> EVOTIOLEL (PUOLKEG KAl ‘OLVELSNTES AELTOVPYILES

-> SLaK pLvel pHetafV Asttovpylog Kot aTuXNUATWY (TO ATUX AT LTTOPOVV
TEAKA va 06N Y1)00VV OE VEEC AELTOVPYLEG)

-> §elyveL TN onUaoia TNG PUOLKNG EMAOYTC YL TIC (PUOLKEC AELTOVPYLES

‘When we explain the presence or existence of X by appeal to a
consequence Z, the overriding consideration is that Z must be or create
conditions conducive to the survival or maintenance of X. The exact nature
of the conditions is inessential to the possibility of this form of
explanation: it can be looked upon as a matter of mere etiological detalil,
nothing in the essential form of the explanation’.



William Harvey (1578 - 1657)



H Bewpla ‘attiakov poAov’ yia
AELTOLPYL

-1 Aettovyia evog uEQOog etval 1 cVUPOAT (0 ‘artlards QOAOS’) TOV €YEL OTN
OVUTEQLPOQA TOU OAOV OUOTNUATOS

-OLITAVTAEL OTNV EQWTNOT ‘TS OOVAEVEL RATL;
-> ®EVIOLUT] EQMTNOT 0T GUOLOAOYIO, KVTTAQOAOYIO, LOoQLOKrT] BLoloyia

-Swampman

0oL 2 Bewoplec WTOEEL VoL OVYRAIVOUV G TTQOG TO TTOLES ELVAL OL AELTOVQYLES
(AAG OLAPWVOUV S TTEOC TO TL (VAL AVTO TTOV nAVEL AANOES TNV OTTOO00T]
AELTOVQYIOC)

ITooRANua:

-TEMRA TTQOVTTOOETEL L. TNy OYEOLOLOUOV, 1| PUOLKT) ETULAOYT
-> TAOVQAALOUOC, LLOL EVOAARTIRT OTAON



H avaivon tov Cummins

-example: assembly-line production

Production is broken down into a number of distinct tasks. Each point on
the line is responsible for a certain task, and it is the function of the
workers/machines at that point to complete that task. If the line has the
capacity to produce the product, it has it in virtue of the fact that the
workers/machines have the capacities to perform their designated
tasks, and in virtue of the fact that when these tasks are performed in a
certain organized way -according to a certain program- the finished product
results. Here we can explain the line’s capacity to produce the product -
i.e., explain how it is able to produce the product- by appeal to certain
capacities of the workers/machines and their organization into an
assembly line. [The function of an individual] on the line is doing whatever
it is that we appeal to in explaining the capacity of the line as a whole.



H avaivon tov Cummins

-0AAO TTapASELYUA: SLAYPAUUATH NAEKTPOVIKWY CUOKEV WV
-> 11 AELITOVPYLIKT] avaAvoT oTtn BloAoyia elval Tapopola
(WSlaitepa otV YPuyoAoyla, svpeio xprion NS GTPATNYIKNS AUTNHG)

-1 AVAAVOT TWV AELTOVPYLIKWV TIPOTACEWYV aTto Tov Cummins:

(9) x functions as a @ in s (or: the function of x in s is to @) relative to
an analytical account A of s's capacity to Y just in case x is capable
of @-ing in s and A appropriately and adequately accounts for s’s
capacity to ¥ by, in part, appealing to the capacity of xto ¢ in s.

“To ascribe a function to something is to ascribe a capacity to it
which is singled out by its role in an analysis of some capacity of a
containing system.



[Menzies 2012]
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dLAoocoPLKEC BEWPLEC Y TNV £VVOLX TNC AELTOVPYILAC:

1) Aertovpyla ws EMAEYHEVO amoTteAeona (selected effect)
-> etiological theory

(Wright, Millikan, Neander)
-> Godfrey-Smith -> ‘modern history’ theory

2) Aettovpyla we Taon / mpodwaBeon (propensity) -adaptive effect
-> propensity theory

(Bigelow & Pargetter)

3) Asttovpyla w¢ aLTtLaKoC poAog (causal role)
-> functional analysis

(Cummins, Amundson & Lauder, 'Function without purpose’)

4) organisational account -> BloAoykr] opyavwon
-> BloAoykn avtovopta -> Moreno, Mossio, Stuart Kauffman

-> Amundson & Lauder, Godfrey-Smith -> mAovpaAilotiki) amoym



Aettovpyla’ otn floAoyla

-> Godfrey-Smith (1993), ‘Functions, Consensus without Unity’

‘On the view [ am presenting, the functions literature is heading towards a view
in which the analysis of functional discourse is bifurcated, and Wright-
functions and Cummins-functions are both recognized. The recognition of this
disunity is itself progressive. The concept of function bequeathed to post-
Darwinian science, from an earlier conceptual scheme. The original concept of
function probably did have a close connection to the concept of design, and was
(for all I know), a fairly unified concept.

Wright functions vs Cummins functions — ‘two different explanatory modes within

science. There is not some single explanatory project, distinct from others, which
encompasses these two modes. They are_two different kinds of understanding we can

have of a system.

‘there is nothing scientifically special about contributions to capacities, qua
contributions to capacities, in systems which are the product of design - as opposed
to contributions to capacities in systems which are not the product of design’



['o TepaTEPW HEAETN:

-Godfrey-Smith, @idlocopia tn¢ Biodoyiag, kep. 4.3
-Sterelny & Griffiths, Sex & Death, ke@. 10.2

-Hull & Ruse, ke@. 9



