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Meta-SapBvikny teAsoroyio: 3 BACIKEG XTTOYPELC:

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



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
-> BloAoylkn avtovoula -> Moreno

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



H avaAvon tov Wright
-> Wright (1973) ‘Functions’

-> kpLTIkn Wright og Asttovpyia ws xpnopuotTnTa

[Tapdderyua: ‘(In vertebrates) a function of the liver is to secrete bile’ onuaivel ‘the liver
secretes bile, and that bile is secreted in vertebrates is useful to them’

-> SUOKOALX VUL EQAPUOCTEL GTNV TIEPITITWON TWV CLVELSTTWV AELTOVPYLWV (TTaXpAdelyua
SEVTEPOAETTOSELKTT -> OV €lval XP1OLUOG YA TO POAOT, dAAQ Yio EUGC)

-> XPNOLUOTNTA OXL AVAYKQLX 0 TIAPASELY Lot pOAOYLOV

-> TPOTIOTO(N O™ TAPASELYUATOG: 1) XPNOLUOTNTA VTIAPXEL GUVTOWC -aAAG: AYPNOTES UNYAVEC
—> Apa: £XEL ONUACIAX TL OXESLAGTNKE VA KAVEL Eva unyavnua (akOpa Kot av €V To KAVEL)

-> AAAQ TO KPLTNPLO TNG XPNOLUOTNTAG SeV elval 0UTE EMAPKES: TAPASEYUATA OTIOV £XOVE
XPNOLUOTNTA XWPIG AetTovpyia

-> CUUTIEPAO LN 1] AVAAVOT VTN §ev AapBavel vTtoYn TS TNV SLAKPLoN HETAEY
Asrtovpylac kat atvynuatog (accident)

-TIPOBAN U KL WG TIPOG TIG PUOLKEG Aettovpyieg (natural functions): ‘it is absurd to say with
Pangloss that the function of the human nose is to support eyeglasses.

-> SLAKPLON ATUYNUATOG-AEITOVPYIAC aKPLBWE OTIWE KAL GTNV MEPIMTWOT TWV GCUVELONTWYV
AELTOLPYLWV






H avaAvon tov Wright

AV0 KUpLOL 6KOTTOL TNG avaAvon tov Wright:

-> va eENYNoeL TNV SLakplon PETAE) AELTOVPYLAC KAL ATUXT|ULATOGC
[function vs accident] (‘atuynuoata’ elval TPAYUATH TTOV KAVEL EVA
TPAYUA, KAAX TTOV O€V ATTOTEAOVV AELTOVPYLEC TOV)

-> VoL AVATITUEEL LAl EVOTIOUUEVT] Dewpla CUVELSNTWV AELTOVPYLWV
(SAS TV AELTOVPYLWV TWV TEYVOVPYNUATWV) KL QUOLKWV AELTOVPYLWV

‘it seems to me consistent, appropriate, and even common for an atheist
to say that the function of the kidney is elimination of metabolic wastes’.




H avaAvon tov Wright

-Kevtpikn mapatrnpnon tov Wright:
-> 0L ATTOSO0ELS AELTOVPYLAGC EVAL EYYEVWC EENYTNTIKEC:

‘Merely saying of something, X, that it has a certain
function, is to offer an important kind of explanation
of X. The failure to consider this, or at least take it
seriously, is, I think, responsible for the systematic failure
of these analyses to provide an accurate account of
functions.



H avaAvon tov Wright

-> yloTi EENyNTIKEG;

-> AELTOVPYIKO Kol TEAEOAOYLKO (A8 og_e&inynoeic péow okomwv) ‘v va’ (in
order to) -€xovv tov (610 poAo (apa e€nyolv)

-> LlOOOLVVAULO TWV EPWTICEWV:
1. What is the function of X?
2. Why do C's have X's?
3. Why do X's do Y?

Why-form function requests: Why do porcupines have sharp quills?
Why do (some) watches have a sweep-second hand?
Why do ducks have webbed feet?

-> 0L EPWTNOELS AUTEG eV pwTave amAd ‘What's it good for?’, aAAQ ylati viapyel
KATL



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

Saying that the function of X is Z is saying at least that

(I) X is there because it does Z.

or

Doing Z is the reason X is there.

or

That X does Z is why X is there.

where "because,’ "reason,” and "why" have an etiological force.

clarifications:

-explanatory ‘because’ as in "It exploded because it got too hot” [not evidential "It is
hot because it is red.”

-all that is required is that X be able to do Z (perhaps X never does Z)

-> in the case of natural functions:
‘We can say that the natural function of something -say, an organ in an organism- is the
reason the organ is there by invoking natural selection’.



H avaAvon tov Wright

-AAAG 1 ouvOnKn (1) ev elvat eTapknC Yo va eivat K&TL Asttovpyia.

To mapadetypoa tov W:

oxygen combines readily with hemoglobin, and that is the (etiological) reason
it is found in human bloodstreams. But there is something colossally fatuous in
maintaining that the function of that oxygen is to combine with hemoglobin,
even though it is there because it does that.

-> W:

the “because” in “It is there because it produces energy” is importantly
different from the “because” in “It is there because it combines with
hemoglobin”.

-> W: HOVO KATTOLEG aLTLOAOYLEG ETITPETOVTHL (Ol AELTOVPYIKES ALTLOAOYIEG)
-Z must be a consequence of X's being there!



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 avaivon tov Cummins

)

-> Cummins (1975) ‘Functional analysis
-] AELTOVPYLKT €E7YN 0T WC Eva EEXWPLOTO 180G £ENynong

-AELTOVPYLEC KL TPOSLAOETELC:

‘Something may be capable of pumping even though it
does not function as a pump (ever) and even though
pumping is not its function. On the other hand, if
something functions as a pump in a system s or if the
function of something in a system s is to pump, then it must
be capable of pumping in s’.

-> function-ascribing statements imply disposition
statements



H avaivon tov Cummins

-dispositions require explanation: how manifestations are
brought about (given certain conditions)
-> 2 OTPATNYLIKEG Yo va €EnynBel avTo:

-> the subsumption strategy
vtaywyn ¢ ‘dispositional regularity’ oe yeviko vopo (mov v
aPopa 6AS HOVO TO CUYKEKPLUEVO ELOOG AVTIKELUEVOD)

-> the analytical strategy

the analytical strategy proceeds by analyzing a disposition d of a
into a number of other dispositions d; ... d,, had by a or
components of a such that programmed manifestation of the d;
results in or amounts to a manifestation of d.



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.



[Menzies 2012]
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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.



H avaivon tov Cummins

-> UL (POLVOUEVIKA TETPLUHUEVT EQAPUOYT] TNG AVAAVUTIKNG OTPATNYLKNG: TO
TopdSetypa Tov BopLov TOL KUKAOPOPLKOU GUOTHUATOC TWV ONAACTIKWY

“YLX VO EQAPUOCTEL 1) AVAAVTLKT) OTPATNYLK):

(i) analyzing capacities [must be] less sophisticated than the analyzed
capacities

(ii) analyzing capacities [must be] different in type from the analyzed
capacities

(iii) relative complexity of the organization of component parts/processes
that is attributed to the system.

As the role of organization becomes less and less significant, the
analytical strategy becomes less and less appropriate, and talk of functions
makes less and less sense. This may be philosophically disappointing, but
there is no help for it’



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



