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THE VIENNA CIRCLE IN PILSEN
Stefanie Dach & Radek Schuster

Research Centre for Theory and Hisfory of Science, Pilsen
steffidach@centrum.cz
schust@kfizcu.cz

For convenience and plasticity, we like to identify intellectual currents by
way of referring to some geographical node where the members of such a
current worked and met, crucial discussions took place and institutions
joint to the current had their seat. Thus, we speak of the Copenhagen
school of quantum mechanics or Oxford ordinary language philosophy.

Often, this manner of referring is amply justified, and sometimes we
actually deal with a self-ascription as is the case with the “Vienna Circle
of a scientific world-conception”, a group of excellent philosophers and
scientists that advocated a purely scientific understanding of the world
and saw the task of philosophy to be reduced to epistemology and logical
analysis of language. But even in such cases of self-ascription we should
not understand these kinds of geographical labels as expressing confine-
ment. Intellectual achievement thrives in an environment of interchange
across geographical borders and boundaries of opinion. Therefore, the
currents we identify by some outstanding geographical intersection must
actually be seen as nets that extend over people, places and times.

This is also true of the Vienna Circle. Indeed, despite the self-
identification of the circle with a certain place, it is a good example
of the web-like character of intellectual currents. In terms of people, we
surely find a “hard core” of indisputable members of the circle (such as
Moritz Schlick, Rudolf Carnap and Otto Neurath), but there is a large in-
definite stratum of more loosely associated fellow-traveling philosophers
and scientists, friendly circles elsewhere, sources of inspiration (in some
cases sympathetic ones, in other cases not), not to forget those who later
adopted thoughts of the circle members and developed them further.
The spatial net constituting the “Viennese scientific world-conception”
extended at least over the intellectually fertile Central Europe of the late
19" and early 20" century, and later, of course, included the English-
speaking world. Tracing its intricacies helps us to understand the devel-
opment and repercussions of Viennese Logical Empiricism. This is what
motivates our conference.
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One part of this net is the area of today’s Czech Republic and Slo-
vakia. Examples of connections between the region and the Vienna Circle
abound: Several core members of the circle spent at least some part of
their professional lives there, and three important events in the develop-
ment of Logical Empiricism were held at Prague (the 15¢ Conference on
the Epistemology of the Exact Sciences in 1929, the Preliminary Con-
ference of the International Congresses for the Unity of Science and the
88 International Congress of Philosophy in 1934). The lives of Bernard
Bolzano and Ernst Mach, both precursors of the Viennese brand of scien-
tific philosophy — one exemplifying the logical and the other the empirical
dimension of Logical Empiricism — were bound to the region.

Many of these aspects are mirrored in the contributions presented
here. They reflect the phases of life that circle members and their prede-
cessors spent in the Czechoslovak area from a historical and biographical
point of view (e.g., the intellectual networks centering around Philipp
Frank or leading from Ernst Mach to the Vienna Circle), but also en-
gage with the ideas themselves which circle members at least partly
developed during their stays in the region (their reflection of space-time
and fluctuations, Carnap’s earlier syntactical theories).

From a Slovak and Czech perspective, it is worth investigating the
contemporary reactions to Logical Empiricism in the region as well as
the marks and traces it has left there. We are glad to present a large
number of contributions which paint a complex picture of the reception
and influence of the Vienna Circle in the Czech and Slovak region, in-
ter alia on the relation (or non-relation) between the Vienna Circle and
the Prague Linguistic Circle, on the reception of Logical Empiricism in
Czechoslovak positivist as well as phenomenological circles, but also on
criticism of Logical Empiricism from a marxist point of view. A con-
tribution on architecture shows that there might also be less obvious
links between the Vienna Circle and Czechoslovakia and that these links
were multifaceted, including not only science and philosophy in a narrow
sense.

However, an intellectual circle is most fundamentally the people
which make it up. For this reason, we are especially happy to include
memories reflecting personal relationships and connections between Vi-
enna Circle members, their family and the Czechoslovak area. We thank
Ladislav Tondl for providing us with his reminiscences and Nina Holton
for her lively memories on Hania and Philipp Frank.

Many others helped to make this event possible. We thank all invited
and regular speakers and the members of the organizing and program
committees, namely Friedrich Stadler, Christoph Limbeck, Tomas Mar-
van and Ladislav Kvasz. Further thanks have to be addressed to the two
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co-organizing institutions, the Institute Vienna Circle in Vienna and the
Research Centre for the Theory and History of Science, as well as to the
RCTHS management and support staff, particularly Martina Chalupska,
Eliska Babirkova-Kvétova, Lada Hanzelinova, Nicole Fiserova, Kristyna
Vozkova a Radim Kocandrle. Our thanks also go to Gerald Holton, who
could not attend the conference, but supported it from afar.

We want to express special gratefulness to Jifi Fiala, our former
teacher and one of the most enthusiastic communicators of analytical
philosophy in the Czech Republic, who passed away in November 2012
and whose revised Czech translation of the Vienna Circle manifesto you
can find at the end of these pre-proceedings.

One more word has to be said about why this conference is held in
Pilsen, which is, after all, a minor stage of the relations between the
Vienna Circle and the Czechoslovak area. In 2015, Pilsen is one of two
European Capitals of Culture. This institution symbolizes a European
communion not only on the economic or political, but also on the intel-
lectual, artistic and personal level. The current condensed in what we
call “the Vienna Circle” similarly exemplifies an open-minded approach
to intellectual interchange, its fruitfulness and positive repercussions.
We believe that this openness is as indispensable today as it was at the
beginning of the 20t century.

Acknowledgment: Work on this text was supported by the project of Ed-
ucation for Competitiveness Operational Programme (OPVK), Research
Centre for Theory and History of Science (Vyzkumné centrum pro teorii
a déjiny védy), registration No. CZ.1.07/2.3.00/20.0138, co-financed by
the European Social Fund and the state budget of the Czech Republic.






VIENNA — PRAGUE — VIENNA:
A RE-EVALUATION OF THE INTELLECTUAL NETWORKS
FROM MACH 10 THE VIENNA CIRCLE

Friedrich Stadler

Institute Vienna Circle, University of Vienna
friedrich.stadler@univie.ac.at

The intellectual relations and scientific interactions between Prague and
Vienna were certainly strong and continuous since the beginning of mod-
ern times (let us not forget the court of RudolfIL.), even if also compet-
itive and conflict laden due to political and ethnic reasons.

One could go back to J. A. Comenius, Bernard Bolzano, Robert Zim-
mermann and the Brentano school, as can be exemplified by the seminal
role of T.G. Masaryk after his Vienna years. In music and musicology
alone, the Vienna-Prague contacts were of highest relevance as the stud-
ies of Kurt Blaukopf have already revealed. (Blaukopf 1995)

A special case of this bilateral exchange is the networking in the
sciences and their philosophy, which culminated in the 19*" century with
Ernst Mach, who played a central role at the Prague University 1867—
1895 as a professor for experimental physics and as an intellectual, who
fought against every form of nationalism, racism, and anti-Semitism.!
As rector elected twice, he could not prevent the division of the Charles
University into a Czech and German one in 1882. (By the way, since
Prague he entertained a long life friendship with the chemist Wolfgang
Pauli sen. and his son, the later Nobel laureate in physics, who was
instructed privately by Mach in his youth). In this regard he was most
influential on his many students, and the friendship with the physicist
Anton Lampa and the philosopher Wilhelm Jerusalem (both of them
became scholars in Vienna later on) is to be mentioned, in addition. (Also
Friedrich Jodl and Alois Hofler, who edited Bolzano’s Wissenschaftslehre
and founded the “Philosophical Society at the University of Vienna”,
played a major role for the emergence of scientific philosophy after having
left their positions in Prague). From these few remarks alone, it appears
that the philosophical communication between Prague and Vienna was
of significant importance for the specific, so called “Austrian philosophy”
as a soil for the origins of Logical Empiricism.

1On Mach in Prague: (Blackmore 1972 and 2010), who lists 5 Czech professors
out of many former students of Mach; (Haller and Stadler 1988); (Hoffmann 1991).
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This intensive scholarly communication was continued in the 20th
Century with the appointment of Albert Einstein in 1911 and Philipp
Frank at the German University in Prague as his follower, who stayed
from 1912 until his emigration in 1938, and played a leading role between
the circles in Prague and Vienna — with contacts to the “Prague Circle”
of Jewish authors around Max Brod and Hugo Bergmann including Franz
Kafka.? In parallel, “the author without work”, Ernst Polak studied with
Moritz Schlick in Vienna, like his favorite student Herbert Feigl, born in
Liberec/Reichenberg.® And another famous Vienna Circle member was
born in Brno: Kurt Gédel, the most influential and important logician
of our times, and in addition, the mathematician Richard von Mises,
admirer of Mach and Vienna Circle member, who worked at the chair of
mechanics of Georg Hamel at the German Technical University in Brno,
where he wrote his dissertation and completed his Habilitation thesis
(1908).

All these flourishing interactions were reinforced by the appointment
of Rudolf Carnap at the German University in 1931-1936, who con-
tributed immensely to the trilateral development of Logical Empiricism
as a joint enterprise in Prague, Vienna, and Berlin (around Hans Re-
ichenbach, see Stadler 2001/2015; Haller and Stadler 1988). Moreover,
this development became manifest in Prague with the first public ap-
pearance of the Vienna Circle on the occasion of the 13 Conference on
the Epistemology of the Exact Sciences in 1929, where the famous man-
ifesto The Vienna Circle. The Scientific Conception of the World was
presented for the first time and provoked the scientific community of the
co-organized 5" meeting of “German Physicists and Mathematicians”.*
Five years later, the “Preliminary Conference of the International Con-
gresses for the Unity of Science”, held in Prague 1934 in connection with
the 8t International Congress of Philosophy was the starting point of
the internationalization of Logical Empiricism, and at the same time the
beginning of its dissolution and disintegration in the home countries of
this intellectual and philosophical movement for political, scholarly and
racist reasons. (As a side-effect, the visits of American philosophers in
Prague from William James, Charles Morris to W. V. O. Quine also in-

2 A nice historical and intellectual biography in context: (Frank 1953).

3The relations between philosophy and literature are investigated by David Luft,
who claims a genuine intellectual area of Bohemia, Moravia, Vienna, and southern
parts of Germany to be a specific intellectual sphere.

4 Wissenschaftliche Weltauffassung. Der Wiener Kreis. Ed. by the Verein Ernst
Mach (1929). Reprinted and edited in 4 translations into English, French, Italian,
and Spanish by (Stadler and Uebel 2012).
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dicate the importance of this axis for the emergence of pragmatism and
analytic philosophy of science, in parallel).

With the increasing influence of German nationalism and National
Socialism in Prague after 1933, the proponents of Logical Empiricism
shared the same fate: persecution and forced migration, inter alia Rudolf
Carnap, Philipp Frank, but also the famous Hans Kelsen, who was dis-
missed in Cologne in 1933 and moved back to his roots in Prague 1936-
1938 until his fourth emigration to the US, with an active participation
in the Unity of Science movement. In Czechoslovakia the impact of his
pure theory of law (“legal positivism”) is obvious up to the present de-
spite all political breaks (e.g., the Brno school of law around F. Weyr,
see Jabloner and Stadler 2001).

In retrospective, National Socialism and Communism after WW 1I
destroyed this fascinating cosmos of an Austro-Czech community from
Hot War to Cold War, but the memories, traces, and impacts are still
there, hopefully being revived and continued by new generations of sci-
ence and “scientific humanism” (Carnap).

In 1991, on the occasion of its founding, the Institute Vienna Circle
organized its first international conference entitled the “Rise of Scien-
tific Philosophy”, celebrating the centenaries of Rudolf Carnap, Hans
Reichenbach, and Edgar Zilsel.> (By the way, each of them, together
with Otto Neurath, were occasionally striving for a position at the Ger-
man University in Prague.)

This year, in 2015, the first representative exhibition on the Vienna
Circle will take place at the University of Vienna.® In 2016, the centenary
of Mach will be celebrated in both countries of his life and work with
conferences and publications.”

With reference to these two events and related publications, my pa-
per will critically re-evaluate the results of these activities and deal with
the most recent research on this topic with a focus on the Vienna-Prague
interactions (besides the Berlin group and the Warsaw school) — from
today’s scholarly point of view aiming at a more precise and complete re-
construction of this unique international and interdisciplinary “republic
of scholars” in Central Europe. Concluding, the current scholarly rela-

5Cf. (Haller and Stadler 1993); (Stadler 1993). Mach edition: http://xenomoi.de/
philosophie/mach-ernst/216/ernst- mach-studienausgabe.

6The Vienna Circle. Exact Thinking in Demented Times. Exhibition in the Main
Building of the University: http://www.univie.ac.at/AusstellungWienerKreis.

"Ernst Mach Zentenarium/Ernst Mach Centenary Conference, University of Vi-
enna and Austrian Academy of Science, organized by the Institute Vienna Circle,
June 16-18, 2016: www.univie.ac.at/ivc.
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tions between Vienna and Prague and Czechoslovakia will be addressed,
with a tentative preview for a future perspective.®

REFERENCES

Blackmore, John T. 1972. Ernst Mach: his work, life, and influence. Berkeley:
University of California Press.

Blackmore, John T. et al. 2010. Ernst Mach’s Prague 1867-1895: as a human
adventure. Enfield, NH: Sentinel Open Press.

Blaukopf, Kurt. 1995. Pioniere empiristischer Musikforschung. Osterreich
und Bdhmen als Wiege der modernen Kunstsoziologie. Wien: Holder-Pichler-
Tempsky.

Frank, Philipp. 1953. Finstein. His Life and Times. New York: Da Capo.

Haller, Rudolf and Friedrich Stadler (eds.). 1988. Ernst Mach — Werk und
Wirkung. Wien: Holder-Pichler-Tempsky.

Haller, Rudolf and Friedrich Stadler (eds.). 1993. Wien — Prag — Berlin. Der
Aufstieg der wissenschaftlichen Philosophie. Wien: Holder-Pichler-Tempsky.

Hoffmann, Dieter. 1991. Ernst Mach in Prag. In Ernst Mach. Studien zu Leben
und Werk, eds. Dieter Hoffmann and Hubert Leitko, 141-179. Berlin: Deutscher
Verlag der Wissenschaften.

Jabloner, Clemens and Friedrich Stadler (eds.). 2001. Logischer Empirismus
und Reine Rechtslehre. Beziehungen zwischen dem Wiener Kreis und der Hans
Kelsen-Schule. Wien: Springer-Verlag.

Luft, David S. 1980. Robert Musil and the Crisis of Furopean Culture, 1880-
1942. Berkeley: University of California Press.

Stadler, Friedrich (ed.). 1993. Scientific Philosophy: Origins and Development.
Wien: Springer-Verlag.

Stadler, Friedrich. 2001/2015. The Vienna Circle. Studies in the Origins, De-
velopment, and Influence of Logical Empiricism. Wien: Springer-Verlag.

Stadler, Friedrich and Thomas Uebel (eds.). 2012. Wissenschaftliche Weltauf-
fassung. Der Wiener Kreis. Wien: Springer-Verlag.

80n the occasion of the 650" anniversary of the University of Vienna: http://
www.univie.ac.at/650/.



EXTENDED ABSTRACTS — INVITED TALKS






Extended Abstracts — Invited Talks 19

PHILIPP FRANK’S NETWORKING IN PRAGUE WITH PHILOSOPHERS,
PHYSICISTS AND BIOLOGISTS

Veronika Hofer
University of Bielefeld
veronika.hofer@uni-bielefeld.de

Philipp Frank is known to the wider public as a founding member of the
“Vienna Circle”, who met regularly with Hans Hahn and Otto Neurath
in the Coffeehouses before he left Vienna to succeed Einstein for the
chair in theoretical physics in Prague in 1912. To scholars of the his-
tory and philosophy of Logical Empiricism he is known for his tempered
position in terms of Ernst Mach’s legacy for the development of mod-
ern physics and for closely collaborating with the physicist-philosopher
Moritz Schlick, with Rudolf Carnap and other members of the Vienna
Circle to bring about the philosophy of the new physics. He is also known
for participating in the scholarly atmosphere of the debates among physi-
cists and philosophers in his new home in Boston, where he happened
to strand with his wife Hania when Hitler’s occupation of Prague and
the outbreak of the war hindered them to travel home after a lecture
trip through England and America. Knowing this much of his life, his
work and his character, it is felt even stronger that there is not much
knowledge about his real life in Prague, where he lived and worked for
25 years. In this talk I will provide some details about the development
of his academic career at the German Charles University in Prague. I
will show which circumstances in his beginnings in Prague forced him
to work out Mach’s contribution and Mach’s shortcomings for a consis-
tent formulation of the Relativity Theory in Physics and with whom of
his colleagues at the university he could form bonds in order to canal-
ize Mach’s legacy in a direction which would be open and friendly to
the kind of philosophy of science, which the Vienna Circle was about to
establish as a new field and intellectual framework. In order to give an
accurate picture I will talk about the unfolding of his interests in view
of his university lectures and seminars. I will speak about his style in
managing the institute for theoretical physics in cooperation with Rein-
hold Fiirth and Rausch von Traubenberg and how they managed to keep
up with the rapid development in theoretical physics for the training of
physicists during Frank’s time in Prague. With regards to his manifold
activities in Prague and with respect to his engagement concerning the
flourishing of the philosophy of Logical Empiricism his outreach to biol-
ogists in his academic environment in Prague is of special interest here. I
will discuss the intellectual features and the political habitus of some of
Frank’s colleagues in Prague he felt close and he associated with on sev-
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eral occasions in order to provide a full picture of Frank’s life in Prague
from 1912-1939.

PRAGUE AND THE EMIGRATION OF GERMAN SCIENTISTS AFTER
1933

Dieter Hoffmann
Max Planck Institute for the History of Science, Berlin
dh@mpiwg-berlin.mpg.de

The talk will consider the city of Prague as a destination for exiles from
Nazi Germany. After recalling the fates of emigres such as the astronomer
Erwin Finlay-Freundlich, the philosopher Walter Dubislav or the physics
student Martin Strauf}, I will reflect on the fact that Prague had not only
become a key destination for German literati, artists and exiled politi-
cians, but also for German scientists, in particular logical empiricists and
members of the so called Berlin Circle. Prague had served as a first safe
haven for a number of German intellectuals and Kulturtridger after the
Nazis came to power in 1933 and a transit place for their journeys to
other countries, especially the U.S.A., until the German occupation in
March 1939 had put an end to it.

CARNAP’S INFERENTIALISM

Jaroslav Peregrin

Czech Academy of Sciences, Prague / University of Hradec Kra-
lové

jarda@peregrin.cz

During his Vienna Circle years (which he spent mostly in Prague), Car-
nap developed a theory of language according to which the only thing
a logician or a philosopher can get hold of is (logical) syntax. Later he
famously changed his mind: under the influence of Tarski he realized
that there is a way of getting a logical grip directly on semantics (truth
& denotation) and he concluded that the logician and the philosopher
must embrace an extended theory of language encompassing not only
logical syntax, but also formal semantics. This is sometimes portrayed
as a breach of his early obtuseness.

In this contribution I would like to point out that his early views,
presented especially in his Logische Syntax der Sprache, are surprisingly
close to the ideas laying the foundations of the approach to language
that has recently come to be called inferentialism. This, in my eyes,
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compromises the view that his later “semantic awakening” can be seen
straightforwardly as getting rid of an obtuseness. I think from the con-
temporary perspective there is much more to his earlier views than it
would seem from the fact that he himself, as well as many of his com-
mentators, saw them as overcome by his later conception.

In fact, though in the Logische Syntax der Sprache he explicitly says
that there is no way to deal directly with semantics (“interpretation”
as he calls it), the book does contain a distinction tantamount to that
between syntax and semantics: namely that between inference and en-
tailment. This is very important; and it is instructive to see how Carnap
draws the dividing line between the two: he does so in such a way that
while inference is a matter of chaining inferential rules in the strict sense,
entailment emerges when we consider, in addition, also inferential rules
in some more relaxed sense of the word, such as the omega rule.

This indicates that Carnaps theory of logical syntax did in a sense
offer an unabridged theory of language — at least for non-empirical, espe-
cially mathematical languages. It does address also the semantic aspect
of language — though it addresses it exclusively in terms of inferential
rules. In this sense it can be seen as very much ahead of its time, namely
a premature overture to contemporary inferentialism.

How PHILOSOPHERS IN THE CZECH LANDS BROKE GROUND FOR
THE VIENNA CIRCLE (BOLZANO, MACH, MASARYK)

Jan Sebestik
Paris
sebestik@flu.cas.cz

While the scientific revolution culminated in the western countries dur-
ing the 17*" and 18" centuries (I do not forget Kepler’s decisive con-
tribution realized in Prague), the Czech Lands lived in a cultural and
scientific backwater. In philosophy, a combination of Leibnizianism and
Neo-scolasticism was dominating. The first sign of the revival of sci-
ence was the foundation of a “Private society” in Prague in the years
1773-1774 by Ignaz Born, which later became the Royal Society and
eventually the Academy of Science. In 1780-1785 Jan Tesédnek published
Newton’s Principia mathematica philosophiae naturalis with a commen-
tary. — The most important figure in the first half of the 19*" century
was Bernard Bolzano (1781-1848), philosopher, mathematician and the-
ologian. In mathematics, together with Gauss, Cauchy and Abel, he put
the analysis on firm foundations. His Paradoxes of the Infinite (1851)
prepared Cantor’s and Dedekind’s set theory. His monumental Theory
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of Science (1837) is an inquiry into the structure of science whose core
is formal logic, which anticipates the semantics of the 20*" century. Con-
trary to Bolzano’s logical apriorism, Ernst Mach (1838-1916), developed
science on strictly empiricist foundations and his Mechanic in its histor-
ical development (1883) prepared the path towards Einstein’s theory
of relativity. Einstein himself developed the general theory of relativ-
ity in Prague in 1911-1912. — Many of Brentano’s disciples worked in
Prague, among them the philosopher, sociologist and politician Thomas
Garrigue Masaryk (1850-1937), who renovated the Czech philosophy of
history and offered a new vision of the modern world in his struggle
for democracy. His Concrete Logic (1885 in Czech), a study of the clas-
sification of sciences, is conceived in the spirit of Auguste Comte, but
against Comte it makes room for psychology as the source of evidence
and certainty. The most personal passages reflect the discussions with
his younger compatriot Edmund Husserl.

The thinkers in the Czech Lands developed all the ingredients of the
doctrines of the Vienna Circle: Bolzano’s logic combined with Mach’s
empiricism, Mach’s opposition to metaphysics, philosophy of language
of Masaryk and of the Prague Brentanians, attention paid to Marxism
and to the social question by Masaryk. Einstein’s theories became a
paradigm of scientific theory for the Vienna Circle. The Viennese Otto
Neurath always stressed the importance of scholastic roots of Bolzano’s
logic which preserved Austria from the Kantian parenthesis and from
the excesses of the German idealism.

FLUCTUATIONS AND THEIR PHILOSOPHY

Michael Stéltzner

University of South Carolina / Ludwig-Maximilians-University Mu-
nich

sftoeltzn@mailbox.sc.edu

The Vienna Circle went public at the 1929 Prague joint congress of
the German Physical Society and the German Mathematical Society. As
president of the congress, Philipp Frank arranged a surprisingly philo-
sophical opening session, featuring talks by himself, Richard von Mises
and Arnold Sommerfeld on the philosophical implications of modern
physics. Even though Frank and von Mises, on the one side, and Sommer-
feld, on the other, substantially disagreed as regards traditional philo-
sophical questions, among them dualism and teleology, they all sought
to defend modern physics against the criticism that it violated our ba-
sic intuitions about causality and the deterministic character of natural
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laws. Instead they emphasized the mathematical character of the basic
regularities expressed as differential equations or by probability distribu-
tions. Frank and von Mises departed from Sommerfeld and most German
physicists in their consistent empiricism, which had permitted them —
long before the advent of quantum mechanics — to embrace statistical
laws as genuine laws dealing with collective phenomena. As I have argued
elsewhere, this thinking had emerged in the thought collective around
the Viennese physicist Franz Serafin Exner in the first decade of the
20" century. Yet Vienna Indeterminism, as I call this tradition, was not
merely a philosophical thesis. It was embedded in the combination of
specific research programs, among them Brownian motion and radioac-
tivity research, in which fluctuations appeared as a quantity in its own
right. Both the work of Marian von Smoluchowski on Brownian motion
and of Egon von Schweidler on radioactive fluctuations emerged in this
context.

The present paper investigates to what extent the Physical Institute
at the German University at Prague effectively pursued a similar line
of research during the 1920s, at a time when Exner’s Circle had ceased
to exist in its original form. I focus on the three professors in the In-
stitute of Physics. Frank’s work on causality provided a more refined
justification of statistical laws than Exner’s empiricist indeterminism,
not least because he could base his analysis on von Mises’ mathemati-
cal formulation of the relative frequency interpretation. Reinhold Fiirth
published a critical edition of Einstein’s and von Smoluchowski’s works
on Brownian motion and, in 1920, advocated to consider fluctuations
as an interdisciplinary phenomenon ranging from biology and chemistry
to foundational physics. Finally, Heinrich Rausch von Traubenberg was
working in radioactivity research at a time when the field had developed
far from the original table-top experiments of the turn of the century.
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In 1935, the founder of phenomenology Edmund Husserl comes to
Prague, invited by the local philosophical circle (Cercle philosophique
de Prague pour les recherches sur lentendement humain). The circle
was run by two of Husserl’s distinguished pupils, Ludwig Landgrebe and
Jan Patocka, who was the most notable personality of the young gener-
ation of Czech philosophers. Husserl gave several lectures here; at both
Prague universities he talked with great success about “The Crisis of
European Science and Psychology”. The reworked text of the lectures
then became the opening part of Husser!’s last major work, the Crisis
(1954). During his visit in Prague, he gave also other, more informal
speeches, among other occasions for the Prague Linguistic Circle, on the
invitation by Roman Jakobson and by the linguist and aesthetician Jan
Mukafovsky (who was also a member of the abovementioned philosoph-
ical Circle). It is not without interest that few years earlier, a lecture for
the Prague Linguistic Circle was given also by Rudolf Carnap, during his
professorship in Prague. His talk, unlike Husserl’s, met no great interest.

It is interesting in this context that Husserl’s criticisms of the modern
scientism pervading, in his eyes, the then philosophy might have been
directed towards the members of Vienna Circle. The core of Husserl’s
Prague lectures, as captured in Crisis, goes quite against the direction
followed by logical empiricism. Husserl argues that the modern science
lost its capacity to say anything about the world within which we really
live (Lebenswelt), which is the reason why people, in search for a mean-
ingful, “deeper” statement about the world, recur to irrationality and
superstitions (“the rationality of the idle reason”). Modern science lacks
the phenomenological focus. Instead of respecting the primitive character
of the everyday experience (dealing with meaningful “things”), it discov-
ers, as the true nature of things and processes in the world, their geomet-
rical and mathematized characteristics (extension in three-dimensional
space, laws of physics, etc.).

In Husserlian vein, Jan Patocka publishes in the following year his
book The Natural World as a Philosophical Problem (1992), where he
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identifies modern science as the source of estrangement lurking within
our very notion of the world. The world we live in is, originally, a horizon
of sense (of meaningful things we understand) within which we orient
ourselves as free and creative beings, capable of reflecting the world as
a whole. On the other hand, science suggests that the real world has a
different character: it is the object of our cognition (scientific knowledge),
which is not the same as being the object of our perception and everyday
experience. For the true nature of the world — the laws governing it —
is not directly perceived; it is hidden and only science can uncover it.
Also, the nature of the world is deterministic; the laws of nature leave
no open space for human actions as actions performed by free, creative
beings. As a result, we live in two different worlds simultaneously that
are incompatible (as explanatory images) and compete for primacy.
Much of Husserl’s and Patocka’s criticisms can be applied to the re-
ductionist tendencies of logical positivism. Husserl was aware of the ac-
tivities of the Vienna Circle and was critical of the positivistic approach,
but he does not address them directly. The same is true for Patocka
(who, however, knew also Wittgenstein’s Tractatus and was perhaps its
first critical reader in Czechoslovakia). Nevertheless, the scientism of the
Vienna Circle is a part of the broader tradition of Modernity, with its
naturalistic emphasis on primary vs. secondary layers of our experience
(“qualities”), quantitative and empirical methods in epistemology, etc.
So Carnap’s (1932) proposal of the language of protocol sentences as an
ideal tool for true cognition would be a natural target for phenomeno-
logical criticisms. As the units captured by protocol sentences, Carnap
identifies atomic perceptions (sense data) that are essentially describable
by a system of coordinates. Only such sentences can truly be “verified”,
that is to say, confirmed by means of empirical science (repeated obser-
vation open to control, measurements etc.). Certainly, the categories in
which we usually reflect our world and our experience of it and in which
we express this experience do not meet Carnap’s criteria. “I wasn’t born
under a lucky star” is an example of self- and world-reflection which is
understandable for most competent speakers. From Carnap’s point of
view, in order for this utterance to be deemed a meaningful statement
about the world, it would have to be analyzed into its primitive building
blocks — protocol sentences capturing coordinated sense-data — subject
to scientific confirmation. An attempt at such an analysis would prob-
ably fail, which would be a proof that this is no statement about the
world whatsoever. But if it didn’t fail — and that is even more important
—, then what this analysis would provide, would be, in Carnap’s eyes, the
“true”, primary meaning of the sentence, which was only disguised and
distorted by the form “I wasn’t born under a lucky star”. This result is
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hardly acceptable, not only for the phenomenologists, but also for most
of post-positivistic analytical philosophers.

It is ironic that Carnap shares certain points with Husserl here. Both
were foundationalists, each in his own right (Moran 2000); though the
foundations of the world-structure weren’t represented by sense-data for
Husserl, but by, so to speak, various aspects of the “things themselves”.
The sense (the fully meaningful experience) of the world consists of these
various aspects gradually synthesized and contextualized to further hori-
zons of sense. As Mayer (1991) suggests, the proximity of both thinkers
can be explained by Husserl’s strong influence on young Carnap, result-
ing in the latter’s emphasis on “methodological solipsism” or the need to
retain a formal subject to whom the flow of sense-data appears (Carnap
1928). Foundationalism manifests itself even in the problematic solu-
tions to the issue of intersubjectivity which remains, for both thinkers,
something that has to be constituted from simpler, more basic elements
of experience via conjecturing the inner (for this analogy see Rosado
Haddock 2008).

However, unlike Carnap, Husserl did not think that the flow of sense-
data could be the principal, primary sense-bearer, but suggested that
even its sense had to be further constituted out of the stream of ex-
perience (sense-data belonging to the theses we utter about the world
outside). Although the procedure of synthesizing can be followed back-
wards through an analysis, the synthesis is the very origination of sense
according to Husserl. The phenomenological elements of experience, ex-
purgated of all their horizons, tell us very little of their sense; but the
final sense, embedded into the constitutive horizons, is the only true
sense, not a secondary or composed or derived one. The bodily nature
of the world-knowledge is one of these horizons.

A certain option of reconciling Husserl with Carnap is offered by
the early and the “middle” Wittgenstein’s (1964) conceptions of logi-
cal atomism and verification. In reality, Wittgenstein is associated only
loosely with the Vienna Circle and almost not at all (except for biograph-
ical anecdotes) with Czechoslovakia. But his position can illuminate the
nature of the early Carnap vs. late Husserl opposition and suggest some
reconciliation options. The early Wittgenstein’s (1922) atomism avoids
— cautiously, or cowardly — any specification of what an atomic fact or
an elementary proposition looks like. But since he does not postulate the
construction of an ideal language, we can follow the word “logical” in the
“logical atomism” and say that the elements of true cognition/experience
of the world are represented by the simplest meaningful propositions of
the natural, everyday language, understood as speaking about the world
and subject to a decision as to their truth/falsity. The “simplicity” refers
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here to the impossibility to identify propositions that would be under-
stood as both meaningful in their own right and comprising the ana-
lyzed proposition. Verification is then not a scientific confirmation, but
any meaningful, intersubjectively understandable procedure allowing us
to tell whether a proposition is true or not, revealing thereby what it
means.

Thereby Wittgenstein retains both 1) Carnap’s intuition that for
telling whether a proposition is true and what it means, non-trivial anal-
yses, revealing quite unexpected constituents of it, sometimes have to be
performed, and 2) Husserl’s distrust of the need to search for anything
more foundational behind the everyday (language, experience), using the
tools of science.

The atomistic, reductionist approach of logical positivism was later
rejected in favor of various holistic frameworks of semantics; yet Carnap
is not wrong in assuming implicitly that we can hardly learn and get any
notion of the whole of language any other way than through learning to
work with individual propositions. Therefore, holism is not necessarily
“truer” than atomism; our apprehension of the meaning of our language
and of our world takes shape of the hermeneutical circle: the parts and
the whole emerge simultaneously and are conditions for one other. This
epistemological aspect, identified by Heidegger (1977), plays nevertheless
only a small role in Husserl’s and Patocka’s criticisms of positivism.

To conclude: Husserl’s Prague lectures and Patocka’s first book
present indirect, but very pertinent objections to the logical empiricism
and positivism of the members of the Vienna Circle. Much of this cri-
tique is justified as it reveals Carnap’s or the early Wittgenstein’s idle
and self-indulgent working with highly artificial concepts of “world”,
“language”, or “elementary”. However, Husserl overlooked the poten-
tial residing within the pioneering analytical philosophy that had yet
to come with a thorough investigation of the true working of language
and of its part in the constitution of the human world. A comparable
elaboration of this importance of language remained rather neglected by
most phenomenologists of Husserl’s generation.

The late Husserl stops by briefly admitting language to be an impor-
tant bond of human intersubjectivity (humanity as a whole). In the same
time, young Patocka devotes a chapter of his first book to “A sketch for a
philosophy of speech”, reacting critically to the positivistic philosophies
of language (including the early Wittgenstein). Patocka shows language
as an important tool constituting the human world here; as a medium
through which human creativity is realized and through which human
work re-creates the world freely. Language makes theory possible and
opens a space for social norms. At the same time, he takes into account
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a broad range of empirical studies concerning language acquisition and
uses this material to show that thinking cannot be simply separated from
language.

Analytical and continental traditions got closer to one another in
their views on language only after the Second World War. In both tra-
ditions, these richer conceptions of language can be traced back to the
initial criticisms of the early analytical positivism.
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The Wiener Kreis (WK) and the Cercle linguistique de Prague (CLP)
are two phenomena often mentioned together when talking about new
scientific paradigms which emerged in the new Europe born from the
Great War 1914-1918. There are obvious reasons for doing so: they
were contemporaneous, they both reached a world-wide resonance, and
they have both remained quite nice examples of a vigorous and non-
sentimental Mitteleuropa. Moreover, there are even symbolic coinci-
dences: in autumn 1929 two manifestos, one signed by the WK, one
signed by the CLP, appeared in Prague on the occasion of two interna-
tional meetings held there independently; in 1934 two prominent schol-
ars, the “Viennese” (WK) Rudolf Carnap, then professor in Prague, and
the “Praguian” (CLP) Karl Biihler, then professor in Vienna, published
the Logische Syntax der Sprache and the Sprachtheorie, respectively. Yet
after a first glance it turns out that there is hardly any common ground
for comparison: the WK shows no interest at all in what the CLP is doing,
whilst the CLP invites, in 1935, politely Rudolf Carnap, and separately
Oskar Kraus to refer on Carnap, concluding that the Carnapian way
is not only unsuitable for, but utterly impracticable in linguistics; only
secondarily, Biihler’s and Carnap’s students debated in Vienna on the
nature of psychology, which incidentally may have concerned language,
without reaching any consensus. What can we do further under those cir-
cumstances? Well, we can put such an empirical-but-still-impressionistic
historical view on a more solid historical basis, which should certainly
conform both to the WK and the CLP programs, when distinguishing
the WK and the CLP (i) as text corpora, (ii) as institutional fora, (iii)
as instances of intellectual currents.

Ad primum. The historian’s work consists in interpreting texts, and
the results thus achieved depend on the corpus of texts taken into con-
sideration. It is crucial to be explicitly clear which texts we are speaking
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about when speaking about the CLP and the WK. Intellectual currents,
such as functional structuralism or logical empiricism, are first of all
large sets of scholarly works. A very important kind of text set is the
FOCUS (French: foyer, Czech: ohnisko), a sum of texts which have been
produced within and by an intellectual milieu. Not all texts belonging to
one and the same focus are supposed to use the same notional apparatus:
such a claim would be characteristic rather of a SCHOOL, which is a
much smaller set of scholarly texts (there may be, and usually are, sev-
eral schools in one focus). Texts belonging to one and the same focus are
supposed to be aware of one another, to react to one another, to share
certain general goals with one another. In this sense, the CLP as well as
the WK, while often called the Prague and the Vienna Schools, respec-
tively, are foci (foyers), not schools. Taking advantage of his Atlas du
structuralisme européen, the submitting author will present an explicitly
gathered and closely structured corpus of texts representing the Prague
focus of functional structuralism. However, when gathering, in a similar
way, a Vienna focus of logical empiricism, we encounter some difficul-
ties: we have the German manifesto Wissenschaftliche Weltauffassung.
Der Wiener Kreis (1929) as the only collective text, we have Otto Neu-
rath’s French survey Le développement du Cercle de Vienne et lavenir
de Uempirisme logique (1935) as contemporary self-confirmation, and
Rudolf Carnap’s English-written Intellectual Autobiography (1963) as a
retroactive construction, we have the Leipzig journal Erkenntnis (1930—
1938, im Auftrag der Gesellschaft fiir empirische Philosophie Berlin und
des Vereins Ernst Mach in Wien); beyond that, we have nothing but
personal bibliographies of members and fellow-travelers of the WK.

Ad secundum. Vilém Mathesius and Moritz Schlick, founders and
spiritual fathers of the CLP and of the WK respectively, were contem-
poraries (both born in 1882), of the same academic and social status
(both professors at a metropolitan university), renowned as open-minded
personalities and excellent organizers. Yet their respective circles as in-
stitutions were quite different. The CLP was unofficially constituted in
October 1926 as a private circle outside the (Czech Prague) university
and officially registered in December 1930 as a private learned society. Its
relations to the Czech Prague university were rather strained, although it
cooperated quite well with members of the then German Prague univer-
sity, as well as with members of various research institutions and scien-
tific associations. The CLP got represented in the Comité international
permanent de linguistes (1931), took initiative in founding specialized in-
ternational bodies for research coordination (Association internationale
pour les études phonologiques, 1931; Committee for functional-structural
research in Slavic languages, 1929), served as example for creating new
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circles (Lingvistkredsen i Kibenhavn 1931, Cercle belge de linguistique
1936, Nederlandsche kring voor linguistiek 1940, Linguistic Circle of New
York 1943, Circolo Linguistico Fiorentino 1945, Cercle linguistique de
Bratislava 1945), published its works in series (e.g. Travaux du Cercle
linguistique de Prague, since 1929) as well as “hors série”, launched a
quarterly of its own (Slovo a slovesnost, since 1935), besides the four al-
ready existing philological periodicals in Czech, and made preparations
for an international structuralist review (Acta linguistica, since 1939),
which due to the Nazi occupation remained eventually in the hands of
their Danish colleagues only. Under such circumstances it is easy to de-
cide which texts — to which degree, perhaps — are to be gathered into
the corpus called the Prague focus of functional structuralism. Nothing
like that on the side of the Wiener Kreis, which was an extension of
Moritz Schlick’s university seminary and which ceased to work immedi-
ately after Schlick was murdered. Any institutional history of the WK
must therefore start with clarifying whether there was a proto-WK in-
side the Philosophische Gesellschaft an der Universitdt zu Wien, what
was the difference, if any, between the WK and the Verein Ernst Mach,
how the cooperation of the WK with the Gesellschaft fiir empirische
Philosophie in Berlin actually worked. And one must remain cautious so
as not to confuse the history of the CLP or the WK as institutions with
personal projections made in the later lives of some of their exponents,
might they be as authoritative as the Americanized Roman Jakobson or
Rudolf Carnap.

Ad tertium. The CLP as an institutional forum which has produced
a significant amount of scholarly texts constitutes a historical current
of European structuralism. Unlike other structuralist centers (Geneva,
Paris, Copenhagen), Prague was not a Saussurean scene, relying on its
own linguistic as well as philosophical roots. Nonetheless, the Praguians
soon found a common language with the then very isolated Genevans
(common theses presented in 1928 in The Hague), and they subsequently
developed a particular approach to the bifacial linguistic sign, which they
applied to the study of a whole utterance (Vilém Mathesius) or even of a
whole poetic work (Jan Mukafovsky). Philosophical topics were not re-
mote from the CLP interests, which can easily be proven by the texts of
its members as well as by the program of its meetings. Moreover, a Cercle
philosophique de Prague pour les recherches sur ’entendement humain
was founded in 1934 along the lines of the CLP, having a French title and
bringing together both German (prevailing) and Czech members, who
all cooperated with the CLP. The CLP linguistic revolution was a con-
structive one. The question of a specific Czechoslovak linguistics never
arose: it was always the case of world science and world philosophy fos-
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tered under the particular Czechoslovak conditions; whereas in the WK
we find repeated reflections on a specific Austrian philosophy, different
from the German one. The radical WK program of purifying the language
of the sciences is obviously something quite different from a functional-
structural sign approach to the human language as a historical-cultural
institution. However, cooperation between groups is only possible if there
are cooperating individuals. A positive example may be found in the
second-world-war Slovakia where the Vienna-formed philosopher Igor
Hrusovsky, then working on his Theory of science (1941), closely coop-
erated with the Prague-formed philologist Mikulas Bakos.
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While Prague was a venue of an important meeting of logical empiricists
in 1929 and, subsequently, a home of Rudolf Carnap for several years
during the 1930s, it is a well-known fact that the Vienna Circle had
virtually no impact on the Czech philosophers at the time. The Czech
scene was dominated by the old-style 19*"-century positivism and vari-
ous idealist philosophies, with some relatively isolated figures pursuing
transcendental phenomenology. Hence, when it comes to the issue of an
influence of logical empiricism on the work of Czech-speaking philoso-
phers, historians have usually concentrated on its echoes in the work of
some Marxist revisionists during the 1960s.

However, I shall demonstrate that there was a certain intellectual
correspondence between the Czech-speaking culture and the Viennese
logical empiricism during the interwar period after all. It can be found in
a peculiar overlap between the views of a Czech art critic and theorist,
Karel Teige, and those of a leading figure of the Vienna Circle, Otto
Neurath. Both of these authors achieved, though no doubt independently
of each other, a strikingly similar understanding of modern architecture
as a scientific activity to be integrated into the scientific conception of
the world.

Karel Teige was a key figure of the Czech artistic avant-garde of
the interwar period. Although neither a scientist nor philosopher, Teige
developed a radical theory of architecture as a science within the frame-
work of Marxism understood as a scientific, materialistic sociology (cf.
Neurath 1931/1973). During the 1920s and ’30s, Teige was one of the
most systematic early theorists of modern architecture, highly respected
by the likes of Le Corbusier and Siegfried Giedion. However, I think
Teige’s theory of architecture was more thorough-going in its material-
ism and scientism. Although Teige’s view that architecture is not a fine
art, but science, seems reminiscent of Adolf Loos, Teige did not stop at
condemning the traditional Beauz-arts notion of architecture as merely a
bad stylistic choice. Rather, he construed aesthetics in architecture as an
ideological sham, in the Marxist sense. According to Teige, the character
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of modern building should be determined strictly in terms of materialis-
tic criteria, such as hygiene and efficiency, supplied by the materialistic
sociology, i.e. Marxism.

Otto Neurath developed a similar view of architecture as a strictly sci-
entific activity, particularly in his book Personal Life and Class Struggle
(1928/1973). As a matter of fact, a similarity between Teige and Neu-
rath was already noted by the German historian Simone Hain (see Hain
1993). However, she did not go beyond some general observations. More
importantly, she left unclear the precise nature of the Teige-Neurath re-
lationship: Was Teige directly influenced by the Viennese positivists?
Or was it just a matter of overlap? Subsequently, Hain’s claims were
readily dismissed as speculative by a Czech architecture historian, Ros-
tislav Svacha, because he did not find any allusion to the Vienna Circle
doctrines in Teige’s writings (see Svacha 1996).

In my view, it must be granted that there was no direct influence
of Neurath on Teige. However, the two moved in some of the same cir-
cles and shared the same intellectual atmosphere. E.g., Teige taught at
the Bauhaus (see Teige 1930), at an invitation of the director Hannes
Meyer, who also welcomed the Viennese positivists (see Galison 1990).
The one architect whose work Neurath closely followed was Josef Frank,
a brother of the philosopher Philipp Frank, and co-signatory of the 1929
Vienna Circle Manifesto. Teige also studied J. Frank’s work and critiqued
it in his book, The Minimum Dwelling (1932/2002). Further, the textual
evidence, completely overlooked by both Hain and Svacha, reveals the
following points: Firstly, like Teige, Neurath saw the architect as a key
social mover, whose task was not only to build, but also to help establish
the foundations of the future socialist society already within the present
capitalist order. Similarly to Teige, Neurath did not clearly distinguish
between the ethical imperative and the economic necessitation when he
said that the architect “must seek to anticipate the future,” even though
the main tenor of his discussion appears to have been economically de-
terministic. Secondly, Neurath voiced sentiments similar to Teige’s crit-
icism of modern architecture degenerating into a mere style lacking any
relevance for the transformation of society (Vossoughian 2008). Teige ex-
pressed this criticism most sharply in his condemnation of the modernist
villas for the rich (Teige 1932/2002). Neurath’s talk of the “utilitarian
buildings” put up “in the most economical way” is also reminiscent of
Teige’s technological, anti-aesthetic attitude.

However, there are also some points of disagreement: (1) Teige actu-
ally recognized, in a way that seems absent from Neurath’s discussion,
that a strictly utilitarian design may not be the most economical one. For
Teige, the neglect of psychological and social aspects of living is likely to
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have a high cost in terms of the human well-being. (2) It appears that
Neurath did not condemn ornament as much for its cognitive role-as
part of the ruling-class ideology-as for its economic wastefulness. Hence,
Neurath seems to have missed an opportunity to oppose ornamentation
on a more consistently Marxist basis. (3) Neurath appears to have been
more positively inclined towards the state capitalist funding of the com-
munal housing projects and other essentially socialist structures, which
contrasts with Teige’s explicit Marxist condemnation of such efforts as so
many vain attempts to postpone the total collapse of capitalism. Finally,
(4), Teige and Neurath differed in some aspects of their particular design
ideas for the socialist building. Like Teige, Neurath envisioned commu-
nal upbringing of children, communal cultural and educational facilities,
and the eventual complete elimination of private kitchen. For a period of
transition to full-blown communal living, he proposed kitchenettes. But
as for the architectural form of his communal housing, he favored simple
terraced houses with connecting gardens and a communal house in the
middle. This is pretty much one of the forms designed by Josef Frank.
And this design is among many critiqued by Teige as too compromised
by accepting the realities of the capitalist system, but valued by him
over some others nevertheless.
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Igor Hrusovsky, a distinguished Slovak philosopher and a founding fig-
ure of the Slovak academic philosophy in the interwar Czechoslovakia,
was in close contact with the Vienna Circle (VC) for many years. He
was one of the main characters behind the creation of its Slovak sister
organization — The Council for Scientific Synthesis — that met regularly
in Bratislava between 1937 and 1940. His relations to the members of
the VC have been well documented and sufficiently described elsewhere
(Bakos et al 2009, Vicenik 2002). Our interest is more narrowly focused
and diffuses certain preconceived conceptions of Hrusovsky as a positivist
who opportunistically turned to Marxism when the political situation
changed. We also attempt to reject the claim, approved repeatedly in
the literature, that HruSovsky “unintentionally worked with ideas that
belong to various stages of neo-positivist philosophy” (Zigo 1998, 502).
Instead of a confusion on the side of Hrusovsky, we believe that a cer-
tain distance he keeps from the orthodoxy of the VC (if, indeed, there
is any such thing), is mostly due to differing research interests. While
it is unquestionably true that in his formative years, Hrusovsky follows
the (neo-)positivism of Viennese provenance rather closely (as witnessed
masterfully in his 1941), his keen interest in methods and principles of bi-
ology and the social sciences opens him an avenue into other philosophies
as well. Our comments will mostly concern his understanding of the so-
cial sciences, mentioning biology only in passing. The first thing to know
is that HruSovsky repeatedly emphasizes the exemplary achievements of
the natural sciences of the time, yet his judgments of explanations in
social science are never even remotely as harsh as those of some promi-
nent members of the VC. Being aware that directives of VC methodology
will come of little help to explicate the intricacies of the social sciences
(and, for that matter, of biology as well) he turns his attention to Marx-
ism. His key term in this effort is that of development. In biology, that
leads him to a questionable acceptance of the entelechy of Hans Driesch.
In two major works (HruSovsky 1935, 1942), he offers a unique blend
of positivism and non-dogmatic Marxism to explicate the progress and
success of the social sciences. The reason behind his acceptance of these
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theories is, however, not a dogmatism of any kind. Instead, he insists
that the complexity of the issues under investigation and the dynamics
of changes within the very subject matter call for a less static approach
than positivism can offer. In his perspective, psychology plays a very
prominent role, as it is, alongside logic, a major building block of the
scientific philosophy.

In the paper, we will offer some general insights into Hrusovsky’s
appropriation of Marxist dialectical strategies in developing his views
on methods of the social sciences, mentioning also his anti-metaphysical
stance which was less vigorous than most of the VC members advocated.
We will be especially interested in the intermingling of his Marxist inspi-
rations with those of the VC and the resulting synthesis, as demonstrated
on various domains of the social sciences with a special emphasis on
psychology. We also elucidate his relation to Neurath, whose philosophy
bears the closest resemblance to Hrusovsky’s autonomous project. Apart
from the philosophical goal of scrutinizing the tenability of HruSovsky’s
position, our aim is also a partial apology of his political standings after
the Second World War, which we claim is not a result of his momen-
tous opportunism, but a gradual and systematic embrace of the Marxist
tradition.
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Although logical positivism was geographically connected to the Czech
territory in the period of its birth and early development, it did not leave
a noticeable mark on Czech philosophy. This may seem peculiar since
positivism was conceived as a Czech national philosophy (see Fajfr 1928,
51, Popelova 1942, 5, etc). One would thus expect that the later versions
of positivism would become easily and firmly established within Czech
philosophy.

This, however, did not happen, which meant the philosophy of the
Vienna Circle was not assimilated into Czech positivism. For an expla-
nation, we must look back to the main features of Czech positivism and
of its evolution.

The development of Czech positivism is usually divided into three
periods (Cetl 1981). The first period is the period of reception and took
place between the 1870s and 1890s, when Czech Herbartians, mainly
Josef Durdik, tried to establish a “scientific philosophy”. This was a
reaction to Hegelianism; Comte, Mill and Spencer are frequently men-
tioned within this movement. Durdik was convinced that the growing
quantity and specialization of knowledge needed unification and order, a
task which philosophy was determined to carry out. Grounded in the re-
sults of science, philosophy was to build up a firm and unified conception
of the world and of life (Weltanschauung) (Durdik 1876, 8).

This first period is often described as a purely preparatory stage. I
do not wholly agree since some of the main elements and, indeed, part of
the agenda of Czech philosophy, not only positivism, had already been
established. Philosophy was called on to provide a unified conception
of the world. Not only did it contain a method of knowing the world
through a synthesis of knowledge, it also integrated ethics in the form of
a set of norms and values which did not result from metaphysical and
subjective speculations, but from science.

Now, even before we come to the second and third periods of Czech
positivism, we might posit that the main features of Czech positivism
are as follows: The purpose of philosophy is to provide a unified and
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firm conception of the world and of life, both in theory and in practice;
ethics is seen as an inextricable part of positivism (Czech positivists were
well aware that scientific psychology was an essential part of this mix);
the most eminent proponents of Czech positivist philosophy are also
psychologists (Krejéi), sociologists (Kral) and educationalists (Drtina,
Céda), all of whom are students of Masaryk.

Masaryk’s philosophical expectations were similar to those of Durdik.
According to Masaryk, the aim of philosophy is to provide a unified and
firm conception of the world and of life. He expected that philosophy
could help to overcome religious, moral and social crises and remove
spiritual anarchy which lay at the root of social disorder. Although this
idea is Comtean in nature, Masaryk was nevertheless an opponent of his
brand of positivism (see Masaryk 2001, 225, Masaryk 1925, 125, etc.).

The second period of Czech positivism (1900s-1920s) is sometimes
called “the period of Frantisek Krej¢i”, who became one of the most in-
fluential philosophers. His positivism was much closer to that of Spencer
than to that of Comte, although it did not necessarily conform to their
political ideas. Finally, the third period refers to the period of the de-
cline of positivism and of attempts to renew it in order to compete with
the rise of new idealism and new trends such as phenomenology. One
of the most important authors of this period was Josef Tvrdy, whose
philosophy is sometimes called, “positivism revived” (Seracky 1932, 92).

It is occasionally asserted that Czech positivism lagged not one but
two steps behind its European variant, or arrived two generations de-
layed. European positivism evolved in three stages: the first consists
of the old 19th century positivism (Comte, Spencer, Mill); the second
concerns the philosophy of Ernst Mach; the third relates to logical posi-
tivism.

By simple comparison of these two developmental branches, one can
easily show, using the second as a norm, that at the time when European
positivism was nearly in its third stage, Czech positivism was still frozen
in its first incarnation (Cetl, 1981, 75).

But this comparison is not only simple; it is also simplified, if not over-
simplified. It suffers from the evolutionist perspective, as if the history
of philosophy can be explained as a string of beads where the one strung
later is always the more reliable. I am not inclined to see Czech positivism
as a delayed version of its European cousin, nor do I lean towards the
view of the history of philosophy as a race, simply because these two
branches of positivism, Czech and European, do not occupy the same
track. In fact, the main features of Czech positivism make it more than a
national version of classical positivism, i.e., a new and quite autonomous
philosophical position (Popelova 1958, 301).
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Let us take the most important Czech positivist, Frantisek Krejci,
as an example. Of course he was well acquainted with Mach’s and Ave-
narius’s thinking, since he assumed empiriocriticism to be the most im-
portant philosophical position of all. This shows that it is not true that
he did not keep pace with the development of positivism abroad. But it
does not help to answer the questions posed by Czech philosophers. It
was only a noetical training ground for positive philosophy, which had
not yet reached its fullest form (Krejéi 1930, 77).

It is logical to ask: Why did, in its third period, Czech positivists
not absorb the new impulses emanating from the Vienna Circle? In my
opinion, the answer lies in the fact that the most influential exponents
of Czech positivism were not natural scientists and that they expected
that philosophy would and should provide a conception of the world,
including its moral certainty. Moreover, Czech positivists were not so
hostile to metaphysics.

Metaphysical spheres had always existed within positivism (as de-
scribed by Fischer 1929, 41). Czech positivists were well aware of this
and admitted so explicitly. Krejéi, the most positivist positivist, admit-
ted that there was “an unknowable transcendence” (Krejéi 1930, 61) or
“an unknowable necessity” which determines everything (Krej¢i 1922,
69). Drtina assumed metaphysics to be at the core of philosophy (Drtina
1929, 51). Tvrdy did not even think to ask if metaphysics was possible
or acceptable; in fact, he directly asked which kind of metaphysics was
plausible. According to him, it was impossible to eliminate metaphysics
and that is why it was better to prefer scientific over theological meta-
physics, since metaphysics was not possible without science (Tvrdy 1932,
76).

Logical empiricism simply could not find fertile ground as Czech pos-
itivists had no use for it. In addition, they still harbored some sort of
“idealistic nostalgia” (Popelova 1946, 8). Czech philosophers only re-
ported on logical positivism, but they neither followed nor developed it,
in contrast to Polish philosophy, for example. Philosophers who occu-
pied themselves with logic or the philosophy of science assumed the phi-
losophy of the Vienna Circle to be an extreme position. Materna spoke
about the “Scylla of neo-positivistic nominalism”, calling Husserlian phe-
nomenology “the Charybdis” (Materna 1936, 85). Tardy, who reviewed
Carnap’s books shortly after they had been published, called physicalism,
“the most extreme stage of neo-positivism” (Tardy 1934, 167). Tvrdy
assumed logical positivism to be a new version of medieval nominalism
(Tvrdy 1947, 71). According to Dratvova, the notion of structure used
by Carnap was a metaphysical notion, and she argued that science and
metaphysics were inseparable (Dratvova 1946, 299).
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Although logical positivism, or at least its basic features, was known
among Czech philosophers, they assumed it to be one of the modern
trends in philosophy, incapable of satisfying their expectations. Instead
of welcoming the philosophy of the Vienna Circle to Czech positivism,
they shunned it.
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Einstein’s theory of relativity has been a challenge to physicists and
mathematicians, but also to epistemologists. Albert Einstein’s obituary
for Ernst Mach is often quoted: How does it happen that a properly
endowed natural scientist comes to concern himself with epistemology?
Is there no more valuable work in his specialty? I hear many of my
colleagues saying, and I sense it from many more, that they feel this way.
I cannot share this sentiment. (Einstein 1916, 101). Einstein’s insight
told him that the theory of relativity changes the physical picture of
the world so deeply that epistemological considerations about space and
time are as important as the mathematics involved.

The Vienna Circle was a good team for this task. All its members were
well educated in mathematics and Moritz Schlick and Philipp Frank were
active theoretical physicists. The technical paper by Frank and Rothe
(1910) was of some importance in the development of special relativity
— the term Galilean transformation was coined there. Similarly, their
spiritual cousins from Berlin, especially Hans Reichenbach, were well
educated in mathematics and physics.

Moritz Schlick’s Raum und Zeit in der gegenwdrtigen Physik, which
appeared in 1917, was important for the philosophy of the new concept
of space-time. Schlick discussed the manuscripts of the first and second
edition with Einstein, who appreciated the book. There is a very valu-
able discussion about Poincaré’s conventionalism in the context of the
Riemannian geometry of the general theory of relativity. However, let
us quote the text which expresses the relation of the Vienna Circle to
philosophy as to the unifying element of different sciences well: ... der
Physiker braucht sich um die Untersuchungen des Psychologen iber die
Raumanschauung nicht im geringsten zu kiimmern. Sobald es sich aber
um die letzte erkenntnistheoretische Klirung der Naturwissenschaft han-
delt, wird es ndtig, sich von dem Verhdltnis beider volle Rechenschaft zu
geben. Das ist Sache der philosophischen Besinnung, denn der Philoso-
phie fillt anerkanntermafen die Aufgabe zu, die letzten Voraussetzungen
der Einzelwissenschaften blofizulegen und untereinander in Einklang zu
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bringen. The modest attitude of the Vienna Circle to the function of
philosophy has been really appreciated by specialized scientists.

I will return to some works by the logical positivists later but now I
want to show how deep the epistemological changes caused by the special
and general theory of relativity were. Let us start with the peculiar story
of ether.

1. THE GRIN WITHOUT A CAT

During its more than 2000 years old history, ether played different parts.
If we skip its function as an antidote to the horror vacui, it served as
the realization of Newton’s Sensorium Dei — it was supposed that ether
in absolute space was at rest. Ether was also supposed to be the trans-
mitter of light waves — according to James Clerk Maxwell a carrier of
electromagnetic waves. But even Maxwell considered a mechanical model
for electromagnetism — the electromagnetic field represented something
like a tension in ether (the term Mazwell stress tensor is the relic of
this interpretation). In a wonderful book of Alfred Jarry, Ezploits and
Opinions of Dr. Faustroll, Pataphysician (Jarry 1980), we find the “tele-
pathic letter to lord Kelvin” where we read: Luminiferous ether together
with all material particles, ... system of rigid links joined together, and
having rapidly rotating flywheels pivoted on some of the links. Thus it
fulfils exactly the mathematical ideal worked out by Navier, Poisson, and
Cauchy. Furthermore it constitutes an elastic solid capable of determin-
ing the magnetic rotation of the plane of polarization of light discovered
by Faraday. At my posthumous leisure I shall arrange it to have zero
moment of momentum as a whole and to reduce it to the state of a mere
spring balance.

It looks like hogwash, but it is a more or less exact description of
Kelvin’s mechanical model of ether from the end of the 19" century.
Physicists simply believed in the existence of ether and the electromag-
netic field was interpreted as a state of ether. However, the theory of
special relativity did exclude the existence of mechanical ether.

In Alice in Wonderland by Lewis Carrol, Alice met the grinning
Cheshire Cat, which finally disappeared and just its grin remained.
“‘Welll I've often seen a cat without a grin,’” thought Alice; ‘but a grin
without a cat! It’s the most curious thing I ever saw in my life!’”

Similarly, “the most curious thing” happened with the electromag-
netic field, which was supposed to be a sort of “grin” in the mechanical
ether. The ether disappeared, but the electromagnetic “grin” remained.
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I think that the parallel which I made can serve as a nice illustration
of Philipp Frank’s assertion in Das Ende der mechanistischen Physik
(Frank 1935): “The era of mechanistic physics was reaching its end
and the era of logico-empiricist physics was beginning.” (This book was
translated into Czech by Professor Frantisek Zaviska, one of Frank’s clos-
est friends in Prague.) What is a field in physics? According to “Wiki”
“a field is a physical quantity that has a value for each point in space
and time”. It is used in this sense in physics and Frank would probably
agree with this definition. Of course, Marxists used to say that “the field
is a form of the existence of matter” but such an assertion contains no
verifiable information and evokes the image that the field is a sort of
soup filling the space.

2. THE CAUSE WHEREFORE THE LEAGUES ARE SO SHORT IN
FRANCE

In Pantagruel by Francois Rabelais (1991), it is explained why French
miles are so short. A king sent one hundred boys and one hundred girls
from Paris and told them to put a milestone wherever they stopped to
make love. At first they stopped very often but later the boys were tired
and the stops were less frequent and it makes the leagues in Brittany,
Delanes, Germany, and other more remote countries so long.

This is obviously a wrong method of measurement but what is a
correct way of measurement? What is a “true” length, what are the
“ideal” standards which behave according to the rules of the theory of
relativity? What is factual and what is conventional in the propositions
about the geometry of the world and what assertions about the geometry
of the world have no real meaning? Take a simple example. In many
textbooks the principle of the constant speed of light is formulated as
follows: The speed of light in free space has the same value c in all inertial
frames of reference. But in order to determine the velocity of light, we
need synchronized clocks and the recipe for synchronization is to use
the light signal. Obviously the principle must be formulated with much
greater care.

Similar problems are discussed in Schlick’s Raum und Zeit and es-
pecially in Hans Reichenbach’s Philosophie der Raum-Zeit-Lehre (Re-
ichenbach 1928). In this wonderful book which followed Aziomatik der
relativistischen Raum-Zeit-Lehre (Reichenbach 1924), Reichenbach de-
veloped concepts like differential and universal forces, equivalent descrip-
tions etc., which I consider very useful to understand the general theory
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of relativity. I think that Schlick’s and Reichenbach’s books influenced —
at least vicariously — the further development of the theory of relativity.

3. BEAUTY IS TRUTH, TRUTH BEAUTY (JOHN KEATS)

Finally I would like to appreciate the logical positivists from another
point of view. I read Reichenbach’s The Rise of Scientific philosophy as
a student in 1960. It took me just a few days — it was not only interesting
to read, it was also funny. Later I read Frank, Bertrand Russell and other
people from “the school of philosophy of logical analysis” as Russel called
it and I was hardly ever disappointed.

At the same time I was pushed into reading Materialism and Empirio-
criticism and other classics of dialectic materialism. I never managed to
finish those books — they were too boring.

Therefore I also prefer logical positivism according to the Keats cri-
terion.
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In this paper, we would like to look at Kolman’s arguments against
logical atomism which revolve around the notion of the fetishization of
mathematics.

Kolman derives his notion of fetishism from Marx’s conception of
commodity fetishism, or from capital fetishism as expounded in Marx’s
Capital. What Kolman is aiming for is not the nature of the relations
between individuals, their praxis in commodity production. But here he
is aiming at the fact that, besides its real existence, a thing (system,
structure, logical construction) acquires another formal existence. It is
this doubling of its existence and the becoming of an independent driving
force that develops independently of, but at the same time determines the
character of the field of its activity. Fetishes belong to human existence.
No nations, no individual can do without them. They appear in public
life as a part of ideologies in a new form, as a bearable guise of real and
unwanted truth. They should not have any place in science.

According to Marx, commodity fetishism occurs if the value of a
commodity (i.e. its exchange form) appears to have no connection with
the use value of the commodity (i.e. its natural form). The commodity-
form which is detached from the physical nature of the commodity has a
phantasmagoric appearance. Fetishism means this fantastic detachment
of the physical characteristics of real things or phenomena from these
things (KV, 280). The distinctive feature of a mathematical fetishism
is that the detached characteristics are quantitative properties. Kolman
speaks mostly of mathematical fetishism, less often of logical fetishism.
We will return to this distinction in the contexts of Kolman’s critique
of mathematics to logic and logic to mathematics. It is noteworthy that
quantitative properties do not necessarily need to be illusory or erro-
neous. The formal or abstract concepts which we use to express these
properties only acquire a standalone existence. In the second step (on
a higher level) of this development, mathematical or logical categories
are proclaimed to be the only true reality. Mathematical principles are
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proclaimed to be the principles of all being (KV, 251). Mathematical
concepts and principles, therefore, can undergo change independently
of the things from which they have been abstracted. There is no reluc-
tance to the formation of new, more and more complex mathematical
structures which then allegedly disclose the deepest metaphysical truths
about all being.

Mathematical fetishism is, according to Kolman, something typical
of our way of thinking which “has an inert inclination towards turning
this relative side of knowledge into an absolute one.” (KV, 19) However,
the social conditions that lead to fetishism are more important here.

In his main work, The Critical Exposition of the Symbolic Method
of Modern Logic (1948), Kolman knuckles down to a sharp critique of
the tenets of analytic philosophy of that time, i.e. logical empiricism and
neo-positivism. The core of this critique is already present in his cri-
tique of Pythagoreanism: “They are ancient, long time refuted thoughts
that go back to Platonism, Pythagoreanism.” (KV, 7) Kolman finds the
main features of modern positivism to be: (1) neutral monism (reality
is neither material, nor ideal), (2) the task of philosophy is the descrip-
tion of phenomena, not their explanation, (3) diminishing or refuting the
significance of philosophy (KV, 276). If the task of philosophy is only de-
scribing positive facts or showing that anything that goes beyond them
is nonsensical, “then it is natural that the method of the most universal
science — mathematics — becomes the universal method of knowledge”
(KV, 277). According to Kolman, fetishization of mathematics follows
then from a limited role of philosophy. If philosophy were deprived of
every critical and explanatory task, then only the logical analysis of lan-
guage would remain. The principles of such an analysis must (logically,
not temporally) precede every statement itself. Logical laws must be a
priori. The independence of the logical laws of facts means that they can
be applied to all facts, i.e. to the whole world which is the totality of
facts (Wittgenstein, TLP 1.1). Logical laws are thus the principles of all
being.

Kolman, being a mathematician in the first place, speaks mainly
about mathematical fetishism and less often about logical fetishism (KV,
212 & 219). He also criticizes the attempts to reduce mathematics to
logic (logicism) and vice versa. According to Kolman, mathematics and
logic have different tasks. Logic “studies arbitrary forms independently
of their content” (KV, 18). The task of logic is a clarification of the
(logical) structure of sciences, including mathematics (KV, 220), while
mathematics studies only quantitative forms and relations. In order to
clarify the logical structure of science, simple logical systems are enough.
These systems can be modeled mathematically (classical logic can be
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taken as Boolean algebra). Mathematics is, on the one hand, a part of
logic (because it studies quantitative forms only), on the other hand, its
combinational possibilities far exceed the possibilities of classical logic.

Kolman ascribes this attempt to reduce mathematics to logic to Frege
and Russell (KV, 199 & 203) and the opposite attempt to reduce logic
to mathematics to the Vienna Circle (KV, 205), but also to Russell and
Wittgenstein (KV, 253-4). Kolman is inaccurate here and his arguments
are abridged. In the end, it is not decisive whether the most fundamental
abstraction is mathematical or logical. As we have seen above, from one
perspective, mathematics is a part of logic; from another perspective
it is the other way around. It is nevertheless a formal abstraction and
Kolman criticizes an arbitrary detachment of logic and mathematics from
the content and their fetishization. Ultimately: “Formal logic as well as
mathematics ... divides what is actually connected, and connects what
in fact is divided.” (KV, 230)

Do Russell, Wittgenstein and the members of the Vienna Circle com-
mit fetishization of mathematics or logic?

Bertrand Russell was a leading proponent of neutral monism in the
20th century. After years of sympathizing with this doctrine, he fully
subscribed to it in his book The Analysis of Mind: “both mind and
matter are composed of a neutral-stuff which, in isolation, is neither
mental nor material.” (1921, 25) In Russell, we also find Kolman’s second
and third characteristic of logical positivism. The task of philosophy is
the logical analysis of positive facts, not their explanation: “The business
of philosophy ... is essentially that of logical analysis, followed by logical
synthesis” (Russell 2010, 147); or: “The most important part ... consists
in criticizing and clarifying notions” (Russell 2010, 147). The significance
of philosophy is reduced to anticipating the yet unknown. The difference
between philosophy and science is only in that philosophy is concerned
with what we do not know, while science with what we already know
(Russell 2010, 124). In this scientific image, Russell did not hesitate to
accept that there are general principles that cannot be derived from
experience.

In Wittgenstein’s Tractatus there are plenty of assertions that meet
Kolman’s characteristics. Wittgenstein clearly meets the second and
third characteristic of logical positivism: (2) Philosophy is the logical
analysis of (scientific) language (TLP, 6.53) and (3) very little is achieved
by solving (all) philosophical problems (TLP, Preface). For the first char-
acteristic — neutral monism — there is no unambiguous confirmation to
be found in the Tractatus. Objects make up the substance of the world.
But Wittgenstein leaves open whether these objects are dependent on
the thinking subject. Kolman (without any backing argument) inclines
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to the so-called epistemological interpretation, which is close to Russell
and was later revived by Hintikka: Objects are sensory perceptions, i.e.
sensory data (KV, 204). Apart from this interpretation, there are both
realistic and idealistic interpretations of objects. Wittgenstein was reluc-
tant to decide on the character of the basic building blocks of the world.
Therefore, we can also — albeit indirectly — attribute neutral monism to
him. The absolutization and fetishization of logic should therefore result
from these three characteristics. And indeed, such claims are to be found
in the Tractatus. Logical tautologies describe the basic structure of the
world. Wittgenstein speaks directly about the scaffolding of the world
“Geriist der Welt” (TLP, 6.124).

Rudolf Carnap in his book The Logical Structure of the World (Der
Logische Aufbau der Welt) explicitly endorses Mach’s neutral monism.
The basic building blocks of his Aufbau are called “elementary experi-
ences,” which Carnap later called “basic elements” and likened to Mach’s
elements, i.e. concrete sensory data. Carnap’s conception of philosophy
draws on many ideas from Wittgenstein’s Tractatus. Philosophy is the
logical analysis of language. For Carnap, the principles of logical analysis
are expressible in terms of logical syntax. (For Wittgenstein, these princi-
ples are ultimately unnecessary, since they are shown in a logical notation
of an ideal scientific language.) A language for the describing of logical
syntax is a meta-language which refers to the object language. The ba-
sic principles of a meta-language must be based on another meta-meta-
language, or there must be obvious logical axioms. Like Russell, Carnap
is forced to accept that there are general principles that cannot be de-
rived from experience. This is approaching Hilbert’s meta-mathematics.
It also may explain why Kolman attributes to Carnap an attempt “to
create a universal mathematical philosophical theory of all being” (KV,
254).

We can therefore conclude that Kolman’s understanding of logical
atomism is correct, even considering some inaccuracies and false attri-
butions.

The above mentioned philosophers do something that has always
been one of the main tasks of metaphysics: They are all looking for the
essential features of reality by abstracting from accidental features. Why
should Kolman, and hence Marxism, be bothered about this?

Lenin’s work Materialism and Empiricism-Criticism is a fundamen-
tal attack on Mach’s neutral monism from a Marxist standpoint. Lenin
shows that although Mach and his successors were trying to be neutral as
regards the decision between materialism and idealism, nevertheless they
lapsed into Berkeleyan subjective idealism in yet another guise. Kolman
applied Lenin’s arguments to Russell’s neutral monism. This idealism
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has socio-political origins: “the socio-political sense of this fetishization
of mathematics and of entire neopositivism ... is that this ‘reality’ that
is neither material nor spiritual, allows the opportunity to take our ideas
for being just as the ‘real’ essence as things and phenomena of the ma-
terial world are, and thus ultimately justify ‘real’ politics ... based on
the misleading views on the possibility and necessity of reconciliation
with this nasty order of parasitism, violence and lies.” (KV, 277) Math-
ematical fetishism arises from the mycelium of neutral monism, whose
socio-political sense is that it allows for maintaining the status quo of
social relations and conditions.

Kolman’s second main argument is that logical and mathematical
fetishes are epistemologically deprived of any historical and dynamic
dimension. Formal logic examines only the isolated and unchangeable
forms of things, “but they are not sufficient for an adequately truly sci-
entific understanding of the world” (KV, 211). Logic and mathematics
are historical sciences and their truths are historically contingent. Math-
ematical and logical fetishism overlooks this conditionality. The basic
foundation of all epistemology is not logic or mathematics, but praxis.
If we did not admit the criterion of praxis as the sufficient criterion of
knowledge, then we would not recognize the materiality of the world
(Kolman 1947, 167). Or, in Lenin’s words: “The standpoint of life, of
practice, should be first and fundamental in the theory of knowledge.”
(Lenin 1972, 142)

REFERENCES

Carnap, Rudolf. 2003. The Logical Structure of the World. Trans. R. George.
Chicago: Open Court Classics.

Kolman, Arnost. 1947. Logika [Logic]. Praha: Svoboda.

Kolman, Arnost. 1948a. Kriticky vyklad symbolické metody modernt logiky [A
Critical Exposition of the Symbolic Method of Modern Logic]. Praha: Orbis,
KV.

Kolman, Arnost. 1948b. Ukoly soudobé filosofie [Tasks of Contemporary Phi-
losophy]. Tvorba 17, 33: 647-648.

Lenin, Vladimir 1. 1972. Materialism and Empirio-criticism: Critical Com-
ments on a Reactionary Philosophy. Lenin Collected Works. Vol. 14. Trans.
A. Fineberg. Moscow: Progress Publishers.

Marx, Karl. 1977. Capital. A Critique of Political Economy. Moscow: Progress
Publishers.



58 VCIC2015 — Pre-proceedings of the International Conference

Russell, Bertrand. 1921. The Analysis of Mind. London: George Allen & Un-

win.
Russell, Bertrand. 2010. The Philosophy of Logical Atomism. London and New
York: Routledge.

Wittgenstein, Ludwig. 1961. Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus. Trans. D. Pears
and B. McGuinness. London and New York: Routledge, TLP.



TENSIONS AND PARADOXES: THE RELATION
BETWEEN THE PRAGUE LINGUISTIC CIRCLE
AND THE VIENNA CIRCLE

Marek Nagy & Michal Kfiz

Palacky University Olomouc
marek.nagy@upol.cz
michal.kriz@upol.cz

It is curious to note that so far there has not appeared any detailed
treatment of the relation between the Prague Linguistic Circle [PLC]
and the Vienna Circle [VC],! despite it being clear that the topic offers
interesting material for comparative analysis. Our goal is to present one
of the possible points of view — the relation between the PLC and the
VC as a source of tension with regard to their views on the theory of
language function and discussions of the general nature of language and
linguistic methodology.

We believe that both groups can be understood as prominent rep-
resentatives of something which we refer to as the scientific variant of
modernism. Although the notion is primarily structured with regard to
its expressions found in the domains of literary and visual arts or ar-
chitecture, we believe that some of the general features of modernism
are manifested within the discourse of science: the PLC (Toman 2011,
but see Sériot 2002) and the VC are exemplary instances of this phe-
nomenon. Both groups were active in the same period (roughly 1920s
through 1930s), in the same geographic area and broad philosophical
tradition. The PLC and the VC both perceived their own activities as
the birth of a radically new program of scientific knowledge and as a re-
fusal of the existing tendencies in science, or as amplifying the resonance
of selected indications of the contemporary paradigm shift in science
(Carnap, Hahn, and Neurath 1973, Trnka 1948, Jakobson 1934). Both
groups even published their program statements in the same year, and
they both presented themselves as collectives. It is thus hardly surprising
that the two circles actually came into direct contact in the mid-1930s,
during the time of Rudolf Carnap’s stay at the German University of
Prague. The said contact involved (among other things) Carnap’s lec-

ILiterature dedicated to structuralism in Central Europe does however contain a
few mentions, cf. e.g. Toman 2011, Sus 1964, Chvatik 1981.
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ture at the PLC dedicated to the topic of syntax of logic (Uber die
logische Syntax, 20 May 1935; see Cermék, Poeta, and Cermak 2012).

In our presentation we would like to investigate the belief that the
influence of the VC on the PLC is merely minimal, and confrontational
at that (Toman 2011), and to analyze the (implicit) assumption that it
at best involves a uni-directional movement from logical positivism to-
wards structural linguistics. We believe that both of these opinions are
questionable. The unifying conceptual pair of tension and paradox ap-
pears to us as the optimal framing device for an analysis of the relations
in question. A pars pro toto of our statement is the varying and contra-
dictory reaction of the PLC to the content of Carnap’s lecture (and his
work).

The goal of our presentation thus lies in the domain of historiography
of science. From the conceptual standpoint, we shall focus on the con-
ceptual agreements and differences revealed in the confrontation of the
programs of Viennese ‘logicism’ and the PLC. We focus specifically on
the historiographical reconstruction of the manner in which the ‘Viennese
program’ was developed and transformed in contemporary Czechoslovak
structuralism and the tension it produced. We identify these tensions
and paradoxes on the level of relations between the PLC and the VC
with respect to the terminology they shared as well as on the internal
level of the reception of mainly Carnap’s views within the PLC. We shall
give special attention to the ambivalent relation of PLC members to the
program of ‘logicism’ as well as the disputes raised within the PLC by
its members’ reception of Carnap’s views on the nature of language.

The first part of the presentation identifies the points which are,
in our opinion, shared by the general scientific foundations of the two
groups. We shall strive to prove by means of analysis of program-stating
and summarizing texts of the two circles that both approaches represent
the aforementioned current of ‘scientific modernism’. Having established
this background, we shall then proceed to their specific ‘image of the sci-
entific period’. We shall nevertheless at the same time show the points
where their reactions to challenges perceived in this manner differ. The
text analysis will focus on the terms “positivism”, “empiricism”, “psy-
chologism” and “teleology”. This will result in a proof of the selective
nature and certain eclecticism on part of the PLC in the domain of
general science.

The second part of the presentation will focus on the level of transfor-
mation of the ‘Viennese program’ within Czech structuralism; or more
precisely, on an analysis of the tensions within the PLC arising from the
debate concerning Carnap’s views. We shall base our investigation on
the discussions led by members and program sympathizers of the PLC
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regarding the relation between the goal of a message to the device of its
expression (language) within the context of R.Carnap’s book Logische
Syntazx der Sprache (1934). It is possible to identify a connection between
Carnap’s lecture at the PLC and the later discussion of language style
in the journal Slovo a slovesnost (year 7, issue 1, 1941 — year 7, issue 4,
1941). This discussion followed up on the lecture (24 June 1940; On Sub-
stitution of Languages within the Individual Styles) and the subsequent
article by Jiri Kofinek which directly referred to Carnap’s lecture. The
discussion took place between Jan Mukafovsky and Jifi Kofinek and fo-
cused on the character of the relation between message to its goal and to
language as the device of its expression, whereas the two extreme posi-
tions; (1) the goal lies outside the device, (2) the goal lies strictly within
the device; were stated with respect to Mukatovsky’s definition of the
so-called ‘autotelism of language’, i.e. the process of blending of the goal
of message with its device of expression, whereas this is precisely what
represents a specific attribute of the aesthetic (poetic) type of language
style. Kofinek argues against the specificity of language aesthetic which
lies in the ‘blending’ of the goal of a message with language as the device
of its expression, as a manner of acquiring distance from the ‘logicality
of language’. Korinek believes this to be manifested especially clearly in
the working method of certain modern logicians, in particular that of
R. Carnap, according to whom (scientific) logic is nothing else than the
‘syntax of scientific language’, and all of its propositions are considered
to be ‘propositions regarding language and language expressions’. The
heart of the question lies therefore in whether the autotelism of language
represents a specific quality of the language aesthetic as opposed to lan-
guage logicality, or, to be more precise: whether the blending of the goal
of a message with language as the device of its expression is a specific
feature of the aesthetic type of language style, as opposed to the logical
style. This discussion of one of the fundamental concepts of the PLC
is then joined indirectly by Igor HruSovsky whose contributions can be
seen as an idiosyncratic attempt at finding a common ground between
the views of the PLC and the VC. Another topic he tackled prominently
is the analysis of the relation between a poetic and a scientific under-
standing of language.

The method of ‘archaeological’ analysis of the discussion outlined
above will thus serve as a means of reconstruction of its conceptual
framework and at the same time allow us to identify the relevance of
the VC’s influence on this theoretical conception of language functions,
fundamental with respect to the PLC.
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Rudolf Carnap’s contributions to logic prior to his Logical Syntax of
Language (Carnap 1934) contain, among other things, work on the for-
malization of axiomatic theories and their metatheory. His main con-
tributions to this topic are documented in the unpublished manuscript
Untersuchungen zur Allgemeinen Aziomatik (Carnap 2000) written in
Vienna around 1928 as well as in his logic textbook Abriss der Logistik
(Carnap 1929). The early metatheoretic results documented here were
first presented by Carnap to an expert audience of logicians and math-
ematicians (including such eminent figures as von Neumann, Zermelo,
Fraenkel, and Hahn) at the First Conference for the Epistemology of
the Exact Sciences in Prague in 1929. Carnap’s metatheoretic results
outlined in Prague (in particular his so-called Gabelbarkeitssatz) are in-
teresting in several respects: They are highly original given the fact that
his results are formulated prior to Gédel’s incompleteness results and to
Tarski’s subsequent work on formal truth and logical consequence. More-
over, Carnap’s theory of “general axiomatics” shows several interesting
points of contact with other, more well-known contributions to math-
ematical logic and early model theory of the time. This concerns, in
particular, Tarski’s contributions to the “methodology of the deductive
sciences” from the 1930s. Similar to Tarski’s metamathematical work,
Carnap’s main aim in Untersuchungen is to give an explication of sev-
eral metatheoretical concepts under discussion in modern axiomatics and
to specify their logical relation.

The general aim of the present talk is to reassess Carnap’s early con-
tributions to metalogic from a modern vantage point. Work on this will
build on existing scholarship on Carnap’s project of general axiomat-
ics. Roughly speaking, the scholarly reception of the Untersuchungen
manuscript can be segmented into three stages: The first stage consists
in pioneering but rather critical work by (Coffa 1991) and (Hintikka 1991,
Hintikka 1992). Both authors criticize the “monolinguistic approach” un-
derlying Carnap’s project, that is the attempt to express both axiomatic
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theories and their metatheory in a single type-theoretic language.! This
Russellian approach is, in their view, doomed to failure. A second stage
set in with Awodey & Carus’ paper on Carnap’s main technical result
in Untersuchungen, the so-called Gabelbarkeitssatz (Awodey & Carus
2001). It was followed by a number of articles that offer a more balanced
account of the Untersuchungen manuscript that show not only the con-
ceptual limitations of Carnap’s approach but also its innovative aspects
and influences on subsequent metalogical work (see, e.g., (Reck 2007)
and (Schiemer 2013)). The third stage consists in fairly recent schol-
arship on Carnap’s work on general axiomatics where attention is first
drawn to the logical details of Carnap’s early model theory as well as to
its general significance in the historical development of metalogic.

The present talk wants to take stock and reevaluate Carnap’s early
metatheory, its limits, and remaining significance in light of the existing
body of scholarly work. More specifically, the talk will have two princi-
pal objectives. The first one is to further specify the logical details and
conceptual limitations of Carnap’s attempt to formulate the metathe-
ory of axiomatic theories in a type-theoretic framework. How precisely
did Carnap explicate metalogical concepts in Untersuchungen? How was
his account received by other mathematicians and logicians at the time,
in particular by the other participants (such as Fraenkel, Zermelo, and
Hahn) at the conference in Prague in 19297 Finally, in what ways does
his account differ conceptually from modern model theory and proof
theory?

Work on these questions will focus on three characteristic features
of Carnap’s approach that clearly distinguish it from the way metalogic
is practiced today: The first concerns the fact that a clear-cut syntax-
semantic distinction is still missing in Untersuchungen. This is evident,
as we will show, in Carnap’s specification of genuinely model-theoretic
notions such as logical consequence and validity in purely syntactical
terms, i.e. in terms of provability in his background logic. A second as-
pect to be reconsidered here is Carnap’s monolinguistic approach and
the missing distinction between an object language (used for the for-
mulation of axiom systems and theorems) and a metalanguage (used for
the formulation of metatheoretic concepts and metatheorems about such
systems). A third feature characteristic of Carnap’s pre-Syntaz logic con-
cerns his conception of logical languages. Type-theoretic languages are
not yet conceived of by him as formal or disinterpreted in the modern

L As Coffa describes it, “Carnap’s book was thus inspired by the somewhat epicyclic
aim of showing that everything of value in metamathematics can (or should) be
expressed within the monolinguistic framework of Principia Mathematica.” (Coffa
1991, 274).
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sense, but rather as “meaningful formalisms” that come with a fixed
and intended interpretation. Given that Carnap expresses both theories
and their metatheory in such a language, the question arises how the
modern notion of model and domain variation is captured in Carnap’s
approach. Put differently, how is model variation for theories simulated
in his type-theoretic framework?

The talk will address these three conceptual issues underlying Car-
nap’s general axiomatics project and analyze their implications for his
attempt to define metatheoretic concepts. The second objective of the
paper is then more systematic in spirit. This is to give a modern recon-
struction of Carnap’s approach of formulating metatheoretic notions in a
single (higher-order) language. Specifically, the main question addressed
here is: How much model theory can actually be done if one adopts a
monolinguistic approach as Carnap did in Untersuchungen? Can one
define metatheoretic concepts (such as truth, validity, etc.) for theories
in the higher-order fragments of a language in which also the theories
themselves are expressed? This talk is based on joint work with Erich
Reck and Richard Zach.
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ON HANIA FRANK
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Hania Frank called her husband Philippushka. It was an expression of
endearment — Philipp and Hania were devoted to each other. She always
listened to what he said with interest, and he always smiled and enjoyed
what she said — no matter how fantastic or outlandish.

But Philippushka has also another meaning: Babushka in Russian
means little grandmother, and Philippushka can perhaps be taken to
mean little grandfather.

To be sure, Philipp was ten years older than Hania — he was born in
Vienna in 1884, and Hania in Zamostin, Poland, in 1894; but that would
hardly make him a Philippushka in the literal sense. So it has to be taken
as an endearment. But he did look much older than Hania, with his bald
head and short stature. And then of course she had been his student at
the University in Prague, where he was professor of physics.

The report that Hania had studied physics is not what came to mind
when one met her, got to know her, and heard her speak. In all the years
that I knew her, not one word of science or philosophy came from her
lips. Yet, Hania understood much of what Professor Frank wrote and
spoke. I shall give you an example later.

Hania was lovely when she was a young woman, and remained a
lively and cheerful presence throughout most of her life; she was an
unforgettable woman. Hania’s liveliness, her sense of fun and optimism
must have sustained her husband always and particularly when they
were in the United States.

Hania spoke several languages: Polish, her native language, but also
Czech and Russian, and of course her own brand of German, which those
who were privileged to hear it never forgot. This, plus the originality of
her fantasizing — shall we say — could sometimes be quite astonishing.

Let me give you an example: When my husband first brought me to
visit the Franks, Hania became very excited. She threw up her arms,
embraced me, and exclaimed: “Ninotshka, you are the famous dancer,
and you have come!”

“No,” I answered, “you must have somebody else in mind. I am not
a dancer. I took a lot of dancing lessons, but that is all.” “No, no,” she
said, “I would never forget you. You were the tall, famous dancer that
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came from Greece to St. Petersburg. I remember it exactly, it was 1851.
I saw you with my own eyes.”

When I looked over to Professor Frank, he seemed quite unperturbed.
“You see,” he said — this is how she always started — “during the times
of the Tzars they had not only their own wonderful dancers, but many
ballet companies from Europe visited St. Petersburg.”

Several years later, when our first son, Thomas, was born, Hania came
to visit me. She looked at my tiny baby and said sadly, “Ninotshka, I
know you love this Gerry, and I know you love this Tommy, but what are
you doing with your life? You are a dancer, you are a great and famous
dancer.”

At another time, she came to see me when I had a cold and laryngitis
— I could hardly say a word. Hania picked up an Indian drum which was
somewhere in the room and commanded, “Sing, Ninotshka, sing, you are
not hoarse, you are not hoarse, you have no cold, sing with me,” and she
began to sing and dance around me.

My friend, Inge Hoffmann, originally from Vienna, who had wonder-
ful red hair when she was a young woman, told me that Hania, who
didn’t know her, stopped her on the street in Cambridge and said, “You
look very interesting. I would like to know you,” and on the spot invited
her to come to her apartment on a given afternoon for Kipferl and Kafé.

In a letter of May 1962 to Professor Frank, the famous Harvard as-
tronomer Harlow Shapley wrote to Frank: “You have been my ghost
thinker,” and “your precious Frau has been our folk dance instructor”
(meaning for himself and Mrs. Shapley).

The physicist and journalist Jeremy Bernstein, the author of Hitler’s
Nuclear Club, who was a student and great admirer of Philipp Frank, told
us that he telephoned the Frank apartment one day. Hania answered the
phone, and in her what he calls “monumental inimitable accent” said,
“We are here singing English folk songs. Philipp has gone away.”

At another time, she told Bernstein that Philipp “knew a great deal,
for a physicist.”

What might she have meant by “he knew a great deal, for a physi-
cist”? Perhaps in his Prague years, Frank taught courses in philosophy of
science also, which she may have taken. I don’t know. And I am not sure
anyone else knows. It would be good for someone in Prague to search
the records at the University and find out.

There is a very interesting biography of Franz Kafka by Ernst Pawel,
called The Nightmare of Reason — A Life of Franz Kafka. Somewhere
in the book he writes about the brilliant sisters Berta and Ida Freund,
who were among the first women in Prague to fight their way into the
university, but were only allowed to audit certain courses. So, coming
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back to Hania, perhaps she too audited certain courses. But we don’t
know.

I would now like to show you a few slides:

1) Here is Hania in 1912 at the age of 18. She is very attractive, even
beautiful with her high Slavic cheekbones, broad forehead and sensuous
mouth. Her hair is dark. But as the years go by, her hair gets lighter,
blonder, blond — which happens, doesn’t it?

As a sculptor, I must say that she ages well — as you will see. Her
high cheekbones are like strong armatures which hold up the skin and
prevent it from sagging too much as she ages.

2) Here she is in 1920 with her family: her father, A.Gerson; her
sister-in-law, who will die during the war in one of the German concen-
tration camps; her niece, Irena Fraydas; her brother Isaac Avramovitch
Gerson, who somehow ended up in Moscow, I don’t know how.

I recently spoke to one of Hania’s nieces in the United States — May
Fraydas — who told me that Hania came from a very large (many brothers
and sisters), well-to-do and cultivated family.

3) Hania in Prague, 1930, with Professor Frank behind her, with
mustache. In all the photos I have seen of him he is bald. He also had a
slight limp from an injury from a brief encounter with an autobus. For
some reason, Professor Frank rarely bothered to clean his eyeglasses.
Maybe he felt that he saw enough as is. But on the other hand, every
now and then, one does run the risk of walking in the way of a bus.

I don’t know who the other people in the picture are. In front is a
gentleman ready to strum his guitar. Hania looks pensive — that is how
one is supposed to look in a posed photo. But after the photographer
has left, she will no doubt break into a song.

4) Prague, 1930 — Hania, a handsome lady.

5) Prague, 1930 — with Professor Frank.

6) And here is a photo taken by friends just a few years later. A
serious Hania. On the edge of the slide it says, “At home with Professor
and Mrs. Philipp Frank, Vienna Coffee House, Cambridge, Mass. style.”!

Ah, to find a good coffee house, or even a bad coffee house, in Cam-
bridge, Mass!

In Prague in the time of Kafka there were apparently hundreds of
different cafés catering to every conceivable taste. Ernst Pawel writes,
“They served as nerve centers of its culture, politics and crime.” I can’t
imagine criminals meeting in a coffeehouse, but it was probably an in-
expensive place to meet, and it was heated in the winter.

I The photo is not available. (Eds.)
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Pic. 1. Pic. 2.

Pic. 4. Pic. 5.
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But the Café Arco in Prague became one of the great literary centers
of the Continent. At its peak in 1912, Pawel writes, “Its regulars included
most of Prague’s artistic and literary elite: actors, painters, German-
Jewish writers, also Czech and German avant guard writers.”

Karl Kraus, the brilliant but fanatic, destructive and self-hating Jew-
ish journalist, who founded the journal Die Fackel, made a poisonous at-
tack on what he called “the Arconauts,” and immortalized the Café Arco
by writing: “Es werfelt und brodet und kafkat und kischt.” (Egon Erwin
Kisch was a schoolmate of Kafka, and became a well known journalist
and champion of the left.)

Kraus accused all these writers of besmirching the purity of the
German language, of which writes Pawel, “he was the self-appointed
guardian and high priest.” By the way, Kraus also accused Heinrich
Heine, Herzl and Freud of perverting the German language.

So to come back to Cambridge and coffeehouses, in vain did Professor
Frank look around for someone to talk with, or at least somewhere he
could quietly sit and read a newspaper. No, there were no newspapers
provided in the downtrodden cafeterias, the Hayes Bickford or the Al-
biani, which he frequented in Cambridge. But at least they didn’t mind
an elderly man with a limp sitting by the window, sipping a brew they
called coffee, hoping someone would join him for a lively conversation,
like in Vienna or Prague.

So the Vienna Coffeechouse — Cambridge-style, was really at the
Franks’ apartment. We visited them often and there were always other
people. Hania served cool drinks or coffee and wonderful Viennese pas-
try, which was made at the Window Shop in Cambridge, run by elderly
Austrian refugee ladies who made everything from Gugelhupf to Vanilla
Kipferl, Linzertorte, Dobostorte, etc.

Hania was always very lively — she loved company and so did Pro-
fessor Frank. “You see,” he would say — and then he would begin to tell
stories apropos any subject, jokes, reminiscences, and in all the years that
we knew him I had never heard him repeat himself, as most people do.
He was a veritable encyclopedia of reminiscences, stories, associations.
Hania clearly enjoyed his stories.

In the photos I have shown you, Hania looked well dressed, but when
we knew her she dressed more folklorically, with loose swinging skirts
and blouses. Her hair was now streaked with grey, but at other times it
had a blonder tinge.

I mentioned earlier that Hania understood what her husband wrote
and when he lectured in public, she was often his perceptive sounding
board. For example, in 1929 in Prague, at a meeting co-sponsored by the
German Physical Society and by the Ernst Mach Association, which was
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the legal organization of the Vienna Circle, Prof. Frank wanted to give
a talk on the topic “Epistemology of the Exact Sciences,” even though
this was not to the liking of the German Physical Society, as Philipp
Frank wrote in his book Modern Science and Its Philosophy, which he
dedicated to Hania. Some of his friends also cautioned him, because
German scientists knew little of philosophy of science, except, as Frank
writes: “They had some sentimental ties to Kantianism.” (p. 50)

Hania, in her role as sounding board, said to her husband after the
lecture, “It was weird to listen. It seemed to me as if the words fell into
the audience like drops into a well so deep that one cannot hear the
drops striking bottom. Everything seemed to vanish without a trace.”

It feels strange hearing myself quoting this, as it was written in En-
glish. I wonder in what language it was said. I never knew in what
language Hania and Philipp talked to each other when alone.

I spoke earlier about the two sisters Berta and Ida Freund. Berta
married a rich and eccentric man named Fanta, who owned the medieval
Unicorn Pharmacy on Old Town Square in Prague. After her marriage,
Berta Fanta’s salon became the brilliant meeting place of a cosmopolitan
elite which in later years included Einstein and Frank. Franz Kafka also
turned up from time to time when urged by Max Brod. But he really
disliked going there because Berta Fanta’s Tuesdays-at-home evenings
were like post-graduate, in-depth studies of Hegel and Kant, and that
was not exactly in Kafka’s interest.

When Hania was a student in Prague, she apparently got to know
Kafka and had several rendezvous with him, as she told Jeremy Bernstein
whom I quoted before.

I mentioned earlier that we were often invited for Jause at the Franks.
But from time to time we also invited them to visit us. One evening —
it must have been 1950 or 1951 — we had a large party with friends of
our age, and Hania and Philipp came as sort of guests of honor. In the
1950s, everyone in our circle of friends read Kafka, and on that particular
evening Kafka was widely discussed.

Hania pricked up her ears, and her eyes turned large with astonish-
ment. “Kafka?” she shouted to someone sitting on the floor near her.
“How do you know about Kafka?” The young man so addressed seemed
rather embarrassed and replied: “You see, Madame, Franz Kafka is one
of the greatest writers of this century. Everybody knows his work.”

Hania listened with astonishment, then she turned to her husband
and said, “Philippushka, what have we done with Franzl’s letters to me?”
“You see,” Philippushka answered in his usual unperturbed way, “they
were packed in our lift to be sent from Prague in 1938, and the lift never
arrived.”
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Forever after, our friends knew that in our salon they met a wild-eyed
lady who knew Franz Kafka and to whom Kafka wrote letters.

Many years later, in a conversation with Jeremy Bernstein, Hania
told him that she did not think that Kafka was the most brilliant writer
she knew in Prague. I wonder whom she might have had in mind?

As T said earlier, Hania spoke a number of languages — of course,
her native Polish, Czech, Russian, and her inimitable German and En-
glish. From Prof. Bayara Manusevitch, who taught Russian literature
at Harvard, I learned that Hania was a great favorite among the Rus-
sian intellectuals in Cambridge. She was lively and fun to be with. She
spoke an excellent Russian and felt at home among them. They all loved
Philipp, and they even Russified his name to Philipp Ignatievich.

Hania was close to Bayara Manusevitch’s mother, to whom she ex-
pressed her fear that if Philipp were to die, she couldn’t live alone. She
would do anything to live among one of her Russian friends, even be a
domestic, cook, anything!

There was a sense of foreboding in her fears. By the mid-sixties,
Professor Frank, now 82 years old, became quite often confused and for-
getful, but always tried to be cheerful. Hania, however, was in very poor
shape. Bedridden, she suffered from a variety of gerontological problems.
Both could no longer be left alone in their apartment.

In September 1965, through the efforts of some of their close friends
and their physician, they were both placed in a Cambridge nursing home.
Professor Frank died there on July 21, 1966. Hania was taken by her
nephew, Stan Fraydas, to a nursing home in Freeport, NY, close to where
Mr. Fraydas and his family lived.

Hania died December 27, 1967 at age 73.

They are both buried in the beautiful Mount Auburn Cemetery in
Cambridge, at Azalea Path. May they rest in peace.
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MAJOR CONTACTS WITH STIMULATING
INITIATIVES OF ANALYTICAL PHILOSOPHY
AND THE VIENNA CIRCLE

Ladislav Tondl

Czech Academy of Sciences, Prague

1. INTRODUCTORY NOTES

In this country philosophy had been cultivated for a long time as an
explication and very rarely as a process of fructification of the ideas that
had already been expressed or written, as a repeated journey along the
path traveled by other, better educated and undoubtedly wiser men.
Nobody could object to that practice, as long as we try to find the lim-
its, pitfalls and possible improvements of those journeys or other, more
perfect and suitable paths and trends; as long as we also try to find
new goals, procedures, devices and methods. Among the first stimulat-
ing contacts with the subject that can be comprehensively described
as methodological themes figured my working and personal meetings
with the colleagues of a group established at the Faculty of Natural
Sciences of the Charles University in the early 1950s under the name
“Cabinet of General Natural Science” and headed by the then associate
professor O. Zich. There were others who were involved in its activities,
namely A.Dratvova, M. Katétov and some other researchers. I myself
was impressed by the work of M. Katétov on the logical construction of
mathematics in which he singled out the works of R.Carnap and other
members of the Vienna Circle. Shortly after my habilitation at the Fac-
ulty of Philosophy (1953) I was sent to a conference on what were called
Lenin’s philosophical notes, a gathering organized in Warsaw by the Pol-
ish Academy of Sciences. The conference was also addressed by the then
Chairman of the Polish Academy of Sciences, Professor T. Kotarbinski.
His lecture focused on Lenin’s example of what was then billed as a
“wonderful demonstration of dialectic”, notably the sentence “Zhuchka
iest sobaka” (in Czech translation “Alik je pes” which, loosely translated
into English, reads “Bingo is a dog”). Kotarbiriski agreed with Lenin’s
characteristic claiming that the singular is also universal and that, on
the contrary, the universal is the singular too. He followed his affirmative



78 VCIC2015 — Pre-proceedings of the International Conference

and appreciative comment by adding that he would like to supplement
and extend Lenin’s note by referring to the fact that what is also involved
is the connection of the nominal and verbal components, the connection
of a proper noun and a common noun, the concatenation of an element
and a set, a part and a whole, and that, therefore, syntactic connection
or concatenation does and can have a number of different functions. I
went to speak to Professor Kotarbinski during a conference break and
conveyed to him my thanks; I mainly thanked him because I now did
understand the meaning and purpose of his supplementary notes. From
that first meeting on I was regularly invited to seminars and minor con-
ferences also attended by leading lights, adherents and supporters of
analytical philosophy in Europe. These included A.J. Ayer, who later
sent me his book Language, Truth and Logic, R. Aron who gave me, al-
ready in Warsaw, his book L’Opium des intellectuels, a critique of the
fundamentalist ideologies.

When, after my forced departure from the Charles University, I had
found decent employment and work in the Institute for the Theory of
Information, I wrote a letter to Professor R. Carnap, asking him if he
could kindly arrange for me some possible contacts and also make avail-
able his own works. This correspondence continued until the invasion of
Czechoslovakia in 1968. In his letters Carnap formulated his personal
opinions, criticism and sympathy as well as condemnation of some in-
ternational events (for instance the assassination of President Kennedy),
admiration for some phenomena or programmes of the so-called “Prague
Spring”, admiration and respect for T. G. Masaryk etc. During the 1960s
I received from several American publishing centers anthologies or col-
lections devoted to the philosophy and methodology of science, partic-
ularly the works of H. Feigl, A.Pap, H. Reichenbach, C. G. Hempel and
other former members of the Vienna Circle who lived and worked in the
United States.

Still in the 1960s I was invited to become a member of several edi-
torial boards, both book editions ( Theory and Decision Library) as well
as magazines (Erkenntnis). I was also invited to take an active part in
some editions, which resulted in the publication of two books in a se-
ries issued by the Boston University, a number of contributions to book
publications on the philosophy and methodology of science (these were
books dealing with the subjects of information and prediction in science,
scientific thinking, the philosophy of technology) plus encyclopedias ex-
plaining systems and management concepts and principles. Availing our-
selves of the freer and more liberal atmosphere prevailing in the country
in the 1960s, me, my colleague and friend K. Berka and researchers ac-
tive in the field of logic published Czech translations of the works of



Ladislav Tondl, Major Contacts with Stimulating Initiatives 79

some philosophers and thinkers from the orbit of the Vienna Circle and
analytical philosophy, particularly R.Carnap, A.Tarski, B. Russell and
some others. We did this in an effort to acquaint the Czech scientific and
academic community with these works in a more detailed fashion. In ad-
dition to logicians these methodological initiatives were also supported
by the representatives and followers of the Prague traditions of linguistic
structuralism.

Back in 1955, in an atmosphere of sheer intellectual dark times, this
country saw the publication of a Czech translation of A Short Philo-
sophical Dictionary which precisely labeled whom to acknowledge or at
least tolerate, whom and what to reject, and also whom and how to
abuse. Seen in this context, great credit is due to the efforts and endeav-
ors evolved by some medical specialists from the Faculty of Medicine
of the Charles University keen on getting to know more about those
condemned “bourgeois initiatives” that had been introduced by the pi-
oneers of the theory of information, cybernetics, semantics, the theory
of games and the theory of decision-making. This eventually gave rise
to seminars, explications and debates that were originally held in the
evenings in the faculty rooms in Prague’s Katetfinska Street. A totally
private and personal event was the visit to Prague by the founder of
cybernetics Norbert Wiener who came to the Czechoslovak capital as a
tourist. He had shortly stayed in Prague a long time before the war, dur-
ing his brief study stay with local German mathematicians. His father
L. Wiener, a Professor at Harvard University, was a good acquaintance
of T. G. Masaryk.

I came to understand and appreciate the wisdom of some Czech uni-
versally educated and scientifically oriented medical doctors not only
during discussions about new and stimulating trends in science but
also during countless debates and conversations in the critical period of
the so-called Prague Spring. When Professor MUDr. O. Stary, the then
Chancellor of the Charles University, told me early in the summer of 1968
that I had been nominated for the post of regular professor, he stressed
that the university should represent all the major philosophical trends,
and he added that he had in mind not only what was then described
as “neopositivism”, but also phenomenology and reform Marxism and,
therefore, also professorships for J. Patocka and K. Kosik.

As for the excesses and major turnarounds in academic posts and
interventions of the official and monopoly ideology, these included both
different forms of repudiation and condemnation as well as the practice
of lavishing uncritical praise and kowtowing to those who served the
monopoly power and its ideology, particularly its ideological arbiters and
judges. I myself experienced such an act of ostracism in the late 1950s at a
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large university assembly prepared and stage-managed by two employees
of what was known here as the “Vokovice Sorbonne” (at that time a
quite common and ironic nickname for the political university attached
to the Central Committee of the ruling Communist Party and based in
Vokovice, a Prague district). Held at the Faculty of Philosophy, this was a
gathering of Prague philosophers and scientists from related disciplines.
Those who wanted to keep their posts had to express their views in
public, naturally kowtowing to the powers that be. Actual opposition to
the ready-made “judgment of conviction” of the “culprit” was expressed
solely by two people present, Professor O.Zich and one employee of the
Institute of Philosophy of the Academy of Sciences. In retaliation, the
then Department of Logic, whose employees had refused to take part in
this public character assassination, was abolished as a punishment.

My arrival in the Institute for the Theory of Information meant for
me leaving the atmosphere of control by fear and entering a lively and
fruitful climate of searching for new ideas and lively discussions, which
considerably changed my personal situation. The then Director of the
Institute and Scientific Secretary of the Academy of Sciences J. Kozesnik
gave me an amicable welcome, naturally only at our face-to-face meeting:
“Look, John Huss was burnt at the stake and you can quietly work
here.” I could link up to the famous work by R. Carnap on the semantic
theory of information, a study he co-authored with his pupil and assistant
Y. Bar-Hillel. (The latter then invited me in 1964 to give lectures and
attend a conference at the Hebrew University in Jerusalem of which he
was a professor. Later on we met at a philosophical congress in Vienna
in 1968 where he chaired one of the congress panels.) A successful and
stimulating intellectual milieu at the institute was also promoted by the
fact that the subjects of the theory of information, information processes
as well as decision-making procedures are known to possess many general
and hence also philosophical dimensions. This involves not only the fact
that the measure of information may be grasped and also conceived as
negative entropy, that decision-making may be viewed as a search for,
evaluation and selection of possible and acceptable alternatives, that
the well-known statement (unjustifiably attributed to A. Einstein), that
“God doesn’t play dice” does not actually hold, and that it is not always
possible or necessary to seek “hidden parameters”.’

A summarization of some of my results concerning the possibilities of
using semantic information is the study “Some Methods of Information
Evaluations of Scientific Results”, which appeared in the journal Com-
puters and Artificial Intelligence, No. 5, 1986, pp. 185-194. This study
was also reprinted in an extended (American) version of the book Prob-
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lems of Semantics, published by the Boston University, as well as in the
Czech version published by the Charles University in 2006.

Needless to say, the initiatives stimulated and promoted by different
trends and centers of analytical philosophy can hardly be confined only
to the intellectual hubs in such cities as Vienna, Prague and Berlin, or the
two other cities involved: Lvov and Warsaw; they are, indeed, connected
with many other names of the leading thinkers in the Anglo-Saxon world,
among whom we cannot omit such names as B. Russell, A.J. Ayer, the
Austrian L. von Bertalanffy and L. Wittgenstein, the Finnish thinker
G.H. von Wright and many others, traditionally classified rather as
“soloists”. Nevertheless, even science and philosophy is, just like music,
the product of outstanding soloists, especially if they have their pupils
and followers.

2. MAJOR CONTRIBUTIONS AND STiIMULI OF THE MAIN CuRr-
RENTS OF ANALYTICAL PHILOSOPHY

When assessing and analyzing the key results achieved by the leading
trends and currents of analytical philosophy, we can hardly avoid asking
which significant and stimulating findings those currents have brought
to contemporary scientific thinking, and whether or how they have con-
tributed to the advancement of scientific methodologies. Naturally, this
does not concern only that single and particularly specific trend, which
the Vienna Circle undoubtedly was and still is. When mentioning the
sum-total of sources and breeding grounds of major new initiatives and
stimuli, we should also, quite definitely, refer to the centers and groups
of the so-called Lvov (Lemberg)-Warsaw School, the Prague linguistic
structuralism groups, as well as areas of literature and aesthetic. One
could also consider factoring in other initiative currents of all the Cen-
tral European countries whose leading lights were forced to leave their
homes and go to Western Europe and, in most cases, further west across
the Atlantic to America. (An interesting insight into this particular shift
of intellectual initiatives is given in the book written by R.Mattessich
and called Instrumental Reasoning and Systems Methodology, published
in the series Theory and Decisions Library in 1978.)

The conceptual notions and methodological procedures associated
with the currents and trends of analytical philosophy are connected with
a number of major accents on the cognitive and decision-making pro-
cesses applied in the intellectual spheres of human actions in education
and in social, economic and technological development. The following
accents and procedures are involved in particular:
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- accents on analytical approach requiring a more profound insight
into the genesis of knowledge, into components, elements and parts of
larger wholes, into systems or complexes bound up with concatenation
of partial and, frequently, also diverse elements;

- the necessity of accurate linguistic formulation, conceptual devices
and the structure of linguistic performance;

- attention devoted to concepts, to the generation as well as use
of knowledge, including appropriation, confirmation and application of
knowledge, hence those information processes connected with knowledge
and cognition, with verification and application processes;

- specification of requirements for the subjects of action in the spheres
of knowledge acquisition, verification and utilization.

In actual fact, the analytical approach represents both an old tra-
dition and heritage of man’s oldest steps in science. Man has always
been curious to know what was the stuff Mother Nature used to create
its works, he has learnt to distinguish elements or partial components
as well as manners and forms of their concatenation that lead to the
formation of new structures guaranteeing the genesis of not only new
wholes but also new properties and desirable functions. It was Newton
who distinguished corpora and vires impressae, their status (quiescends
vel movendi) and thus also the structure generated by concatenating the
nominal phrase and verbal phrase.

In addition to the analytical approach, of great importance for both
communication and the use of linguistic performance as well as for the
wide-ranging and multifarious field of practical actions is connection,
whether we have in mind connection of real elements, states, processes or
functions. New structures, wholes or complexes created by a specific and
also admissible and practicable type of concatenation of originally sepa-
rate elements, components or future parts can ensure a new meaning or
a new function of a statement. (In these contexts, R. Carnap pointed out
the connection of words and expressions which he described as “meaning
postulates”.)

The analytical approach is important not only for a better way of
learning, understanding and explaining events, processes and changes
occurring around and inside us, in our lives and our actions. Therefore,
it constitutes a key and stimulating factor of human actions, our own
intentions, wishes and target orientations of all forms and types of cog-
nitive and creative pursuits. This naturally also encompasses the spheres
of creating and utilizing the world of our constructs and, therefore, us-
ing the realm of our artifacts. That also explains why all the centers,
groups and schools of analytical philosophy and analytical thinking de-
voted considerable attention to communication processes, to language
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and to linguistic performance. After all, it is precisely in these contexts
that the sentence from Wittgenstein’s famous Tractatus “Woriiber man
nicht sprechen kann, dariiber muss man schweigen” holds.

The subjects of debates, topics of interest and concerns examined
in the discussion centers of analytical philosophy, the philosophy of sci-
ence, the foundations of mathematics and modern mathematical logic
gave rise to a climate conducive to integration and cooperation of dif-
ferent scientific disciplines in an effort to search for bridges and other
common areas of what were formerly strictly divided branches and dis-
ciplines, namely different forms of expansion of mathematics, numerical,
quantum and probabilistic approaches to different spheres which had pre-
viously been the domain of strictly verbal manifestations. I myself felt
this very strongly when I had been banished from the philosophy and
humanities community, disciplines then dominated by the monopoly of
the only permitted and infallible ideology, and when I later found warm
reception and acknowledgement in the exact spheres of mathematics and
technology. Therefore, I welcomed an invitation extended to me by the
editorial board of the then popular Czech periodical Literdrni noviny
to write “something” about the relationship among the exact, natural
scientific and humanities branches. My essay bearing the Latin title Hu-
manum et naturele was published in Literarni noviny in the summer of
1965. A similar spirit of mutual relations and respect prevailed already in
the discussions on cybernetics and the related thematic fields, held at the
Faculty of Medicine, and later, during debates and paper presentations
organized by the Cybernetics Committee, which then transformed itself
into a respected scientific society. The relatively numerous participation
and involvement of medical specialists proved to be quite remarkable and
undoubtedly also highly useful for such discussions and subjects under
scrutiny.

The topics and focus of research in analytical philosophy were very
close to — and had, for all practical purposes, affected — the origin and
development of the field which used to be described as the “science on
science” or research into the relations between science, technology and
society. Standing in the limelight was also the sphere characterized as
“science policy”, a domain which was also connected with the orientation
of goals, directions and preferences of the subjects that were well sup-
ported and grant-funded. This thematic field developed comparatively
quickly in the 1960s as an important international topic, backed up by
international organizations, for instance the UNESCO. But these con-
cerns and tendencies have come out into the open in a more pronounced
fashion after the establishment of the European Union. Support has been
given primarily to the exchange of respected professors, especially for the
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purpose of postgraduate studies and, hence, for the training of Ph.D.
students and budding scientists. These trends have also confirmed the
need of having a universally available international language of science.
It has now become a matter of course in many European countries that
higher levels of studies, always attended by many foreign students and
applicants, are conducted in English. Publishing one’s own results and
primarily publishing them in internationally respected book series and
journals has grown to be an inevitable — and now also the only much-
acclaimed — prerequisite for the acquisition of a specific level of profes-
sional qualification and associated competence, and for the achievement
of worthwhile scientific results in all spheres of science and their inter-
national recognition. (In these contexts, we speak of the so-called peer
reviews. Also membership in editorial boards of such journals or book
series is perceived as a considerably great and internationally highly re-
garded acknowledgement.)

A major trait — as well as a useful advantage — of analytical thinking
and reasoning is what can be termed as opposition to perceiving the
world solely in the light of one’s own resources, one’s own perception
and hearing. In actual fact, virtually all of us are condemned to mov-
ing within such barriers or — to put it more aptly — limitations. What
is still worse: such restrictions are co-generated by the fundamentalist
ideology. Without any doubt whatsoever, one may claim that each of us
has sometimes met and had to work with people suffering the disease
of self-confidence in their own opinions and attitudes, people for whom
the only true facts are those they know themselves. That is also why it
is crucial to stimulate what we usually call curiosity, an urge to see and
know more and better. At the same time, it holds that when submitting
proposals, when reasoning and when evaluating our own steps, namely
steps of intellectual and material nature, we lack any a priori guaran-
tees of anticipated consequences and impacts. To put it in other words,
it is vital to incorporate into our thinking such steps within a broader
scope, and not only in factual aspects, but also in the light of spatial,
time-related and some other value-related criteria.

This mode of evaluating, proposing and decision-making has even-
tually led to the establishment of several new and important thematic
domains in science, management and decision-making. These are primar-
ily considerations about possible ecological, health-related, technological
and other impacts, hence concerns for environmental protection, health
risks, restrictions of civic freedoms and citizens * human rights, or — more
precisely — respect for what H. Reichenbach, one of the founders of an-
alytical philosophy in Berlin (from where he had to flee and emigrate),
called “the direction of time”. (To mark his birth anniversary his Berlin



Ladislav Tondl, Major Contacts with Stimulating Initiatives 85

colleagues organized a gathering, while a book of articles and studies was
published on the occasion of the event. This contained contributions not
only by German scientists but also studies by authors from many other
countries, including my own study on the subject of technological time,
linking up to the works of H. Reichenbach.)

Putting accent on the direction, nature of the rhythm of time, focus
placed on the length of time requirements of some important intervals,
on the boundaries of their reliable establishment proves to be a major
component of both individual and strictly personal decision-making, as
well as the decision-making on some social projects, for instance large-
scale building projects, major investments etc.

3. ANALYTICAL PHILOSOPHY AND LANGUAGE COMMUNICA-
TION

The pioneers of analytical philosophy and hence also of the philosophy
of science have greatly contributed to an analysis of communication pro-
cesses and, therefore, have helped in shedding light on the nature and
function of language and language communication, and also the creation
of that thematic field referred to as the philosophy of language. That
is why it was vital to distinguish the language, as a system of verbal
signs and a set of rules of semantic, syntactic and pragmatic nature, and
what used to be described as the “metalanguage”, i.e. designation and
expression concerning the structure and function of language.

This particular distinction was spelt out by A. Tarski, one of the
founders of the Lvov-Warsaw School. The same author also came up with
the significant specifications of such concepts as “truth”, “logical infer-
ence” and other important results. The significant role played by syntax
was singled out by R.Carnap in his work on the logical syntax of lan-
guage. Similarly important was the accentuation of the great importance
of syntactic connectivity, i.e. mutual relations of words, their types and
forms in word concatenation, an aspect highlighted by K. Ajdukiewicz,
another figure of the Lvov-Warsaw School.

Efforts to promote perspicuity, semantic precision as well as the qual-
ity and reliable interpretative prerequisites of language, used to express
the outcome of learning, acquisition and confirmation of established con-
clusions, have always figured prominently among the good traditions and
target orientations of all the currents and directions espousing the tra-
ditions of the Central European focal points and centers of stimulating
initiatives of analytical philosophy and the philosophy of science.
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In addition to language and language performance, analytical phi-
losophy and the philosophy of science have always cultivated very close
and intertwined relations with logic, and primarily modern or mathe-
matical logic. The very center of these efforts is constituted by relations
and contexts associated with the procedures of logical inference, with
the possibilities and forms of derivation, notably in the contexts of pro-
cessing data of various provenances, with the generation of conclusions
coupled with the evaluation of their acceptability and reliability.

Analytical philosophy has turned the spotlight of attention on cogni-
tive procedures associated with operations involving production of gen-
eralizations and their use in those areas operating both with generaliza-
tions, i.e. the so-called nomological sentences, and also with a set of sin-
gular empirical findings. These are primarily procedures of explanation,
prediction, the structure of medical diagnosis, the process of proposing
a therapy, analyses of problem situations and proposals, plus plans and
projects for their solution. These subjects were introduced especially by
the work of C.G.Hempel, to which the author of this study has also
linked up. (As a matter of interest, C. G. Hempel also visited Prague,
called me and we took a long walk through Prague, partly engaged in dis-
cussions of our common interests. In fact, during the totalitarian regime
in this country, ostensibly tourist visits by foreigners proved to be a fre-
quent form of direct and quite personal contacts, facilitating transfer of
manuscripts and texts that could then be published in the free world.
The greatest credit for the transfer — or rather “smuggling” — of my
texts and their subsequent publication abroad is due to the Dutch editor
D. Reidel and my German colleague Professor F. Rapp.)

Seen in a broader perspective, those were primarily the far-reaching
civilizational changes, the wide-ranging development and growing expan-
sion of the information technologies that facilitated a huge broadening of
the fields and available horizons of language communication and, thus,
their functions and possibilities of mutual intellectual contacts and ex-
change of knowledge. In this respect, an important part was played by
shorter or longer periods of political thaw and relaxation in my country,
particularly in the 1960s. Already in 1964 I was invited by Professor
Y. Bar-Hillel, a pupil and colleague of R. Carnap and co-author of a ma-
jor study on semantic information, to attend a conference at the Hebrew
University in Jerusalem. Meetings outside the conference made it possi-
ble for me to get acquainted with a number of interesting personalities
and representatives of the centers of analytical philosophy, logic and the
methodology of science, notably with A.Tarski. I was also approached
by S.Korner, Professor at the Bristol University in Britain, an émigré
from post-war Czechoslovakia who had taken part in the anti-fascist re-
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sistance movement during World War II. As a matter of interest, his wife
was my classmate at an elementary school and during the first years at
a grammar school in Znojmo. She had saved her life before the war by
promptly emigrating from Czechoslovakia in 1938 at the instigation of
my father.

Of great importance for what became a thematic and methodologi-
cal affinity, mutual relationship and stimuli have always been the links
to the topics and problems concerning cognitive procedures, the field of
data and knowledge processing and use, their verification, confirmation
and application. This has been reflected quite distinctly in the inception
of approaches, methods and results of all the thematic fields of infor-
mation science, information technologies and modes of application of
such technologies. This only confirms that the notions and principles
of cybernetics, whose author is Norbert Wiener, were born at a semi-
nar on the philosophy of science which saw the birth of the well-known
and famous anticipation of cybernetics, namely the work called Behav-
ior, Purpose and Teleology penned by three authors: W. Rosenblueth,
N. Wiener, J. Bigelow, two of whom had proceeded from the knowledge
of physiology and medicine, while N. Wiener was a mathematician. This
fact alone just shows that analytical philosophy of science is capable of
participating in the construction of bridges connecting disciplines that
study different subjects. Indeed, analytical philosophy and its method-
ological constituents take part in using the devices of information tech-
nologies in processing acquired results, in generating important relations
and dependences of empirical findings on the formation of generalizations
and their verification and confirmation.

4. A FEW PERSONAL REMARKS

As things stood in the past, neither analytical philosophy, the method-
ology of science nor related modern logic enjoyed any favor with the
leaders and adherents of the fundamentalist ideology and, hence, the
monopoly ideology of the European totalitarian dictatorships. The lat-
ter are exemplified by the Nazi and racist ideology, practiced by the
Third Reich in Germany, or the fascist ideologies in Italy and Spain, and
the communist ideologies pursued in the countries of the Soviet bloc. It
was immensely fortunate that large numbers of those creative person-
alities from the Central European intellectual centers and hubs, known
as sources of such leading scientific initiatives, had managed to emigrate
before the outbreak of World War II to the Anglo-Saxon world, where
such scientists and university teachers were not only very well received
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but were also able to establish and stimulate large groups of gifted pupils
and followers.

The totalitarian regimes and their ideological arbiters were guilty of
whipping up various witch-hunts and organizing acts of ideological repro-
bation of those who had failed to live up to their ideological principles
and requirements. Ideological criticism and expulsion from a university or
academy was also followed by the seizure of one’s passport and a ban on
publishing. Fortunately, one could fall back on a relatively wide-ranging
solidarity given by foreign colleagues who visited Prague as tourists and
who were in a position to meet their “captive” colleagues. As mentioned
above, this system ensured the transfer — or rather smuggling — of my
works, which were then published by the Boston University, as well as
other works on the philosophy of science and technology. As a member of
editorial boards of some international serial publications I received for-
eign literature published in the given and related thematic fields. These
acts of solidarity also serve as an excellent proof of the links existing be-
tween these particular scientific domains and their authors and pioneers
on the one hand and the best human values on the other.



VYZNAMNE KONTAKTY SE STIMULUJICIMI
INICIATIVAMI ANALYTICKE FILOSOFIE
A VIDENSKEHO KRUHU

Ladislav Tondl

Akademie véd Ceské republiky

1. UVODNi POZNAMKY

U nas byla filosofie dlouhodobé péstovana jako vysvétlovani a jen ziidka
jako fruktifikace vysloveného nebo napsaného, jako opakovana cesta tim
proudem, kterym jiz prosli jini, vzdélanéjsi a nepochybné moudfejsi. Nic
proti tomu, pokud se snazime nalézt meze, tskali i mozna vylepseni
téchto cest nebo jiné, dokonalejsi a vyhodnéjsi cesty i sméry, pokud
se snazime nalézt také nové cile, postupy i prostfedky a metody. Jed-
nim z prvnich stimulujicich kontakt® s tematikou, kterou lze souhrnné
charakterizovat jako metodologickou tématikou, byla moje pracovni
i osobni setkani se spolupracovniky skupiny, kterd byla na pocatku
padesatych let na prirodovédecké fakulté UK zfizena pod nazvem ,, Kabi-
net obecné prirodovédy“ pod vedenim tehdejsitho docenta O. Zicha, do
niz také dochézeli A.Dratvova, M. Katétov a dalsi. Zaujala mé préce
M. Katétova o logické vystavbé matematiky, v niZz se upozoriiuje na
prace R.Carnapa a dalsich z Videnského kruhu. Kratce po mé habili-
taci na filosofické fakulté (1953) jsem byl vysldn na konferenci o tzv.
Leninovych filosofickych sesitech, kterou potfadala ve VarSavé Polska
akademie véd, na niz vystoupil také tehdejsi predseda Polské akademie
véd profesor T. Kotarbinski. Jeho pfednaska se tykala Leninova piikladu
,skvelé demonstrace dialektiky“, a to véty ,Zucka jest sobaka® (Cesky
preklad mé formulaci ,,Alik je pes“). Kotarbinski vyslovil souhlas s Leni-
novou charakteristikou, ze jedinecné je také obecné a ze naopak obecné
je také jedinecné. Ke své souhlasné a ocentujici pozndmce dodal, ze by
rad jesté doplnil a rozsitil Leninovu pozndmku poukazem na to, Ze jde
také o spojeni nomindlni a verbalni slozky, o souvislost vlastniho jména
a obecného jména, o zfetézeni prvku a mnoziny, ¢asti a celku, a ze tudiz
syntaktické spojeni nebo zietézeni ma a mize mit fadu velmi rozmani-
tych funkci. O prestavce jsem k profesoru Kotarbinskému pfisel, vyslovil
jsem své diky a hlavné to, Ze jsem pochopil smysl i tcel jeho dopliu-
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jicich poznamek. Od tohoto prvniho setkani jsem byl pravidelné zvan na
seminare a malé konference, na které byli zvani vyznamni predstavitelé
i podporovatelé analytické filosofie z Evropy. Byl mezi nimi A. J. Ayer,
ktery mi pozdéji zaslal svoji knihu Language, Truth and Logic, R. Aron,
ktery mi jiz ve Varsavé vénoval svoji knihu L’Opium des intellectuels,
coz je kritika fundamentalistickych ideologii.

Kdyz po nuceném odchodu z Karlovy univerzity jsem nalezl od
pocatku Sedesatjch let slusné umisténi v Ustavu teorie informace, na-
psal jsem profesorovi R. Carnapovi dopis s prosbou o mozné kontakty
a také jeho prace. Korespondence pokracovala az do invaze v roce 1968.
V dopisech Carnap vyjadfoval své osobni nazory, kritiku i sympatie,
v nichz nechybéla ani kritika nékterych udalosti (napiiklad atentat na
prezidenta Kennedyho), obdiv nékterym jeviim nebo programim tzv.
“prazského jara”, obdiv a tucta k T. G. Masarykovi aj. Béhem Sedesatych
let jsem dostal z nékolika americkych center publikace sborniku z filosofie
a metodologie védy, zejména prace H. Feigla, A.Papa, H. Reichenbacha,
C. G. Hempela a dalsich byvalych Gcastnikti Videniského kruhu, ktefi pi-
sobili v USA.

Jesté v Sedesatych letech jsem byl prizvan a stal jsem se ¢lenem nékte-
rych edi¢nich rad, a to jak kniznich edic (Theory and Decision Library),
tak také casopisi (Erkenntnis). Byl jsem ptizvan k aktivni Gcasti v né-
kterych edicich, jejichz vysledkem byly dvé knizni prace v edici bostonské
univerzity, fada prispévka do kniznich publikaci z filosofie a metodologie
védy (8lo o knizni publikace k tématice informace a predikce ve védé,
védeckého mysleni, filosofie techniky) a encyklopedické publikace k po-
jmim a principtim systému a Fizeni. Pro blizsi sezndmeni Ceské védecké
a akademické obce jsme s kolegou a pritelem K. Berkou a prateli z oblasti
logiky vydali ve volnéjsim a svobodnéjsim ovzdusi Sedesatych let ceské
preklady praci nékolika filosofd a mysliteld ze sféry Videnského kruhu
a analytické filosofie, zejména R. Carnapa, A. Tarského, B. Russella a dal-
Sich. Vedle logikt se stali podporovateli téchto metodologickych iniciativ
také reprezentanti a pokracovatelé prazskych tradic lingvistického struk-
turalismu.

V atmosféie intelektualniho temna, kterou reprezentoval cesky pre-
klad Kratkého filosofického slovniku z roku 1955, ktery presné rozliSoval,
koho uznévat nebo alespon tolerovat, koho a co odmitat a také komu
a jak spilat. Je tfeba vysoce ocenit snahy a usili n€kterych lékaiskych
specialisti z lékaiské fakulty Karlovy univerzity bliZze se seznamit se za-
tracovanymi ,burzoaznimi iniciativami®, které predstavovali prikopnici
teorie informace, kybernetiky, sémantiky, teorie her a teorie rozhodovani.
Tak vznikly seminéfe, vyklady a diskuse, které se ptivodné konaly ve
vecernich hodinédch ve fakultnich mistnostech na Katefinské ulici. Zcela
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soukromou a osobni zalezitosti byla také prazska navstéva zakladatele
kybernetiky Norberta Wienera, ktery prijel do Prahy jako turista a ktery
zde kratce pobyval jiz ddvno pred valkou, kdyz byl na kratkém studij-
nim pobytu u némeckych matematiki. Jeho otec L. Wiener jako profesor
Harvardské univerzity se dobie znal s T. G. Masarykem.

Moudrost nékterych vsestranné védecky orientovanych 1ékard jsem
pochopil a ocenil nejen na diskusich o novych a stimulujicich proudech
védy, ale také na fadé diskusi a rozhovoru z kritického obdobi tzv.
prazského jara. KdyZz mi na pocatku léta roku 1968 oznamoval tehdej-
§1 rektor Karlovy univerzity prof. MUDr. O.Stary, Ze jsem navrhovan
Ffadnym profesorem, zduraznil, Ze univerzita musi byt reprezentovana
vsemi vyznamnymi filosofickymi proudy, poukazal na to, ze jde nejen
o to, co bylo tehdy oznacCovano jako ,novopozitivismus®, ale jde také
o fenomenologii a reformni marxismus a tudiz také o profesorska jmeno-
vani J. Patocky a K. Kosika.

K premetim a zasadnim zménam v postech a projevech oficidlni
a monopolni ideologie patfily jak formy zatracovani a odsuzovani, tak
také prehnané vychvalovani a poklonkovani tém, ktefi slouzili monopolni
moci a jeji ideologii, zejména tém, ktefi slouzili jako ideologi¢ti ar-
bitfi a rozhod¢i. Zatraceni jsem prozil koncem padesatych let na velkém
shromazdéni na univerzité, které zajistovali dva pracovnici tzv. ,,voko-
vické Sorbony“ (coz bylo tehdy bézné a ironické oznaceni vysoké skoly
ustfedniho vyboru vlddnouci komunistické strany) na velkém shromézdé-
ni prazskych filosofii a pracovnikd blizkych obord na Filosofické fakulté.
Své nazory museli vyjadrit ti, ktefi si chtéli zachovat svd mista. Ne-
souhlas s predlozenym odsudkem vyjadfili pouze dva pritomni, profesor
0O.Zich a jedind pracovnice z Filosofického tustavu Akademie véd. Za
trest zrusili tehdejsi katedru logiky, jejiz pracovnici se odmitli tohoto
vefejného odsouzeni Gcastnit.

Mij prechod do Ustavu teorie informace znamenal opusténi atmosfé-
ry kontroly pomoci strachu a vstup do Zivé a plodné atmosféry hledani,
zivych diskusi a zmeénilo vyznamné mou osobni situaci. Jiz tehdejsi
feditel a védecky sekretai Akademie J. Kozesnik mé uvital sympaticky,
prirozené jen ve vzajemném rozhovoru: ,,Jana Husa upalili a ty zde mizes
klidné pracovat.“ Mohl jsem navazat na slavnou praci R. Carnapa o sé-
mantické teorii informace, kterou napsal se svym zakem a asistentem
Y. Bar-Hillelem. (Ten pak mé v roce 1964 pozval k prednaskam a tcasti
na konferenci na Hebrejské univerzité v Jeruzalémé, kde byl profesorem.
Pozdéji jsme se setkali na filosofickém kongresu ve Vidni v roce 1968, kde
byl piedsedou jedné z kongresovych sekci.) Uspénému a stimulujicimu
prostiedi také prospélo, ze tématika teorie informace, informac¢nich pro-
cestl i rozhodovacich postuptd maji mnoho obecnych a tedy také filoso-
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fickych dimenzi. Jde nejen o to, ze miru informace lze chapat a také kon-
cipovat jako negativni entropii, Ze rozhodovani je mozno chapat jako vy-
hledéani, posouzeni a volbu moznych a ptijatelnych alternativ, ze neplati
znamy vyrok (nepréavem prisuzovany A.Einsteinovi), Zze ,pfece Panbtih
kostky nehézi“ a neni vzdy mozné nebo nezbytné hledat ,skryté para-
metry“.

Shrnutim nékterych mych vysledk o moznostech vyuziti sémantické
informace je studie ,, Some methods of Information Evaluations of Sci-
entific Results®, ktera vysla v c¢asopise Computers and Artificial In-
teligence, ¢. 5, 1986, s. 185—-194. Tato studie byla také pretisténa v roz-
sifené (americké) verzi knihy Problems of Semantics vydané universitou
v Bostonu i v Ceské verzi vydané Karlovou univerzitou v roce 2006.

Iniciativy vyvolané a rozvijené rtiznymi proudy a centry analytické
filosofie nelze pfirozené omezit jen na centra spojené s mésty Viden,
Praha a Berlin, s dvojici Lvov a Varsava, ale jsou spojena s fadou
dalsich jmen vyznamnych mysliteli anglosaského svéta, z nichz rozhodné
nelze pominout jména B.Russell, A.J. Ayer, RakuSany L. von Berta-
lanfty, L. Wittgensteina, Fina G. H. von Wrighta a mnohé dalsi, tradi¢né
povazované spise za ,s6listy*. Nicméné i véda a filosofie jsou podobné
jako hudba také dilem vyznamnych sélistil, zejména maji-li své zaky
a pokracovatele.

2. VYZNAMNE PRINOSY A STIMULACE HLAVNICH SMERU ANA-
LYTICKE FILOSOFIE

P1i posouzeni a rozboru hlavnich vysledkt dilezitych smért a proudt
analytické filosofie se nevyhneme otazce, co vyznamného a podnét-
ného tyto sméry prinesly soudobému védeckému mysleni a ¢im pfi-
spély k rozvoji védeckych metodologii. Nejde pfirozené jen o jediny,
zv1asté specificky smér, kterym je nesporné Viderisky kruh. Do okruhu
zdroji i kolébek vyznamnjch novych iniciativ a podnétd patfi centra
a skupiny tzv. Lvovsko-Varsavské skoly, skupiny prazského strukturalis-
mu v lingvistice, v literarnich oblastech a estetice. Lze také uvazovat
o dalsich iniciativnich smérech vSech zemi stfedni Evropy, jejichz pfed-
stavitelé byli nuceni odejit a uchylit se na zapad Evropy a vétsinou jesté
déle pres Atlantik do Ameriky. (Zajimavy pohled na tento pfesun in-
telektudlnich iniciativ poskytuje kniha R.Mattessiche nazvana Instru-
mental Reasoning and Systems Methodology vydana v edici Theory and
Decisions Library v roce 1978.)

S konceptualnimi a metodologickymi prostfedky spojenymi se sméry
a proudy analytické filosofie je spojena fada dulezitych akcentt na pozné-



Ladislav Tondl, Vyznamné kontakty se stimulujicimi iniciativami 93

vaci a rozhodovaci prostfedky uplatiiované v intelektualnich sférach lid-
skych ¢innosti v oblastech poznani, vzdélani a spolecenského, ekonomic-
kého i technického rozvoje. Jde zejména o tyto akcenty a postupy:

- akcenty na analyticky pristup pozadujici hlubsi pohled na geneze
znalosti, na soucastky, prvky a c¢asti vétsich celktl, systémti nebo kom-
plexi spojenych se zfetézenim dil¢ich a casto i riznorodych prvki,

- potreby presného jazykového wvyjddreni, pojmovych prostiedkia
a struktur jazykového provozu,

- pozornost vénovana koncepcim, tvorbé i vyuZiti znalosti véetné osvo-
jeni, potvrzeni a aplikaci znalosti, tedy informac¢nim procestim spojenych
se znalosti, poznanim, ovéfovacim a aplika¢nim procestim,

- stanoveni narokt na subjekty cinnosti ve sférach ziskani, ovéfeni
i vyuziti znalosti.

Analyticky pfistup je starou tradici i dédictvim nejstarsich kroku
védy. Clovék byl vzdy zvédav, z ¢eho matka P¥iroda tvofi sva dila, naugéil
se rozliSovat prvky nebo dil¢i slozky i zpiisoby i podoby jejich zfetézeni
tak, aby vznikaly nové struktury garantujici genezi nejen novych celkd,
ale také novych vlastnosti a zadoucich funkci. Jiz Newton rozlisil cor-
pora a vires impressae, jejich status (quiescendi vel movendi) a tim také
strukturu vzniklou zfetézenim nominalni fraze a verbélni fraze.

Vedle analytického piistupu je jak pro komunikacni ¢innosti a vyuziti
jazykového provozu, tak také pro Sirokou a rozmanitou oblast praktic-
kych ¢innosti dilezité spojeni, at jiz mame na mysli také spojeni realnych
prvki, stavid, procest nebo funkci. Nové struktury, celky nebo komplexy
vytvorené jistym a také pripustnym a proveditelnym typem zfetézeni
puvodné oddélenych prvki, slozek nebo budoucich soucasti, mtze zajis-
tit novy vyznam nebo novou funkci sdéleni. (R. Carnap v téchto souvis-
lostech poukazoval na spojeni slov a vyrazi, které charakterizoval jako
,vyznamové postulaty“.)

Analyticky pristup je dulezity nejen pro lepsi poznéni, pochopeni
i vysvétleni déni, procest i zmén, které probihaji kolem nés a v nas,
nasem zivoté i v nasi ¢innosti. Je proto kli¢ovym a stimulujicim faktorem
lidské ¢innosti, nasich zamért, ptanii cilové orientace vsech podob a typt
kognitivnich i kreativnich ¢innosti. To pochopitelné také zahrnuje sféry
tvorby i vyuziti svéta nasich dél a tedy vyuziti svéta nasich artefakti. To
také vysvétluje, pro¢ vSechna centra a skupiny i Skoly analytické filosofie
a analytického mysleni vénovaly velikou pozornost komunika¢nim pro-
cestim, jazyku i jazykového provozu. Ostatné pravé v téchto souvislostech
plati zndma véta slavného Wittgensteinova Traktdtu, ,Woriiber man
nicht sprechen kann, dariiber mass man schweigen“.

Tématika diskusi, zdjmi a pozornosti rozvijena na diskusich cen-
ter analytické filosofie, filosofie védy, zakladi matematiky a moderni
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matematické logiky vytvarela pfiznivé prostfedi pro integraci i spolupraci
riznych oblasti védy pro hledani most a dalsich spole¢nych prostori
dfive prisné oddélovanych obort a disciplin, §lo o rizné formy ex-
panze matematiky, numerickych, kvantovych a probabilistickych pristu-
pu do rtéznych obort, které byly dosud doménou ryze verbalnich pro-
jevi. Pocitil jsem to velmi vyrazné, kdyz jsem byl koncem padesatych
let vyobcovan z filosofie a humanitnich obord, v nichz tehdy vladl
monopol jediné povolené a neomylné ideologie, a nalezl jsem dobré pfi-
jeti a uznani v exaktnich oblastech matematiky i techniky. Uvital jsem
proto pozvani ¢lentt redakce Casopisu Literdrni noviny napsat ,néco“
o vztazich exaktnich, pfirodovédnych a humanitnich obori. Esej s latin-
skym nazvem Humanum et naturele vysla v 1été€ roku 1965 v ¢asopisu
Literdrni noviny. Podobny duch vzajemnych vztaht a respektu domino-
val jiz v diskusich o kybernetice a s ni spjatych tematickjch oblastech
na lékarské fakulté a pozdéji v diskusich a referatech organizovanych ky-
bernetickou komisi, kterda se pozdéji preménila v uznavanou védeckou
spole¢nost. Pozoruhodna a nesporné také velice prospésna pro tyto
diskuse i jejich tématiku byla pomérné velka tucast 1lékaiu.

Tématika a orientace vyzkumu analytické filosofie nebo filosofie védy
méla velmi blizko a také prakticky ovlivnila vznik a rozvoj toho okruhu,
ktery byval charakterizovan jako ,véda o védé“ nebo vyzkum vztaht
védy, techniky a spole¢nosti. V centru pozornosti byla také sféra charak-
terizovana jako ,,védni politika®“, s niz byla svazovana také orientace cili,
sméfovani i preference podporovanych a grantové zajisténych témat.
Tato tématika se rozvijela pomérné rychle v Sedesatych letech i jako
dtlezitd mezinarodni problematika s podporou mezinarodnich organi-
zaci, napiiklad organizace UNESCO. Jesté vyraznéji se tyto zajmy i ten-
dence projevily po vzniku Evropské unie. Podporovana byla zejména
vymeéna uznavanych profesori, zvlasté pro ucely postgradualnich studii
a tedy pro pripravu doktorandt a budoucich védeckych pracovnikt. Tyto
proudy také potvrdily potfebu obecné dostupného mezinarodniho jazyka
veédy. V fadé evropskych zemi se jiz stalo samoziejmosti, ze vyssi arovné
studia, na nichz je ovsem vZzdy mnoho zahrani¢nich studenti a uchazect,
probihaji v anglictiné. Pro dosazeni a uznani vysledk ve vSech oblastech
védy a vyzkumu se stala publikace vysledki, a to pfedevsim publikace
v mezinarodné uznavanych edicich kniznich a ¢asopiseckych nezbytnym
a také jediné uznadvanym predpokladem dosazeni jistého stupné kvali-
fikace a s ni spojené kompetence. (V téchto souvislostech jde o publikace
v tzv. peer reviews. Také ¢lenstvi v edi¢nich radach takovych casopisec-
kych nebo kniznich edic je povazovano za vysoké a mezinarodné uzna-
vané ocenéni).
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Dilezitym rysem a také prospéSnou vyhodou analytického mysleni
a usuzovani je to, co by bylo mozno nazvat odporem viaci vidéni svéta
jen ve svétle vlastnich zdroji, vlastniho vidéni a slySeni. K takovym ba-
riérdm nebo 1épe omezenim jsme vlastné odsouzeni vSichni. Jesté horsi
je to, kdyz takova omezeni spoluvytvari fundamentalistickd ideologie.
Nepochybné kazdy ¢lovek zazil kolem sebe osoby, které trpi sebejistotami
vlastnich nazoru a postoju, pro které existuje jen to, co samy védi a znaji.
Proto je dulezité to, co obvykle nazyvame zvédavosti, vidét a védét vice
a lépe. Soucasné vsak plati, Ze pfi navrzich, uvazovani, posouzeni svych
kroki a to krokt intelektualni i materidlni povahy, nemame zadné apri-
orni garancie ocekévanych disledkti a dopadi. Jinak feCeno, je tieba
nahlizet takové kroky v SirSich souvislostech, a to nejen vécnych, ale
také prostorovych, ¢asovych a nékterych dalsich hodnotovych kritérii.

Tento zpisob posuzovani, navrhovani a rozhodovani vedl k vytvoreni
nékterych novych a dilezitych tematickych oblasti védy, fizeni a rozho-
dovani. Jde zejména o ohledy na mozné ekologické, zdravotni, technické
i ekologické dopady, tedy o péci o zivotni prostiedi, zdravotni ohrozZeni,
omezeni svobody a lidskjch prav obcand, respektive také o respektovani
toho, co jeden ze zakladateld analytické filosofie v Berliné (odkud byl
nucen uprchnout a emigrovat) H.Reichenbach nazval ,smérem casu“.
(K vyroci jeho narozeni poradali berlinsti kolegové setkani a vysla kniha
prispévki k tomuto setkani s icasti nejen némeckych, ale také tcastnikt
i autort z fady dalsich zemi i mou osobni tcasti k tématice technického
¢asu navazujici na dilo H. Reichenbacha.)

Vneseni ohledit na smér, na povahu c¢asového rytmu, ohledd na
délku casovych néarokti nékterych dilezitych intervali, na meze jejich
spolehlivého zajisténi jsou dtlezitou slozkou jak individualniho a zcela
osobniho rozhodovani, tak také rozhodovani né€kterych spolecenskych
akci, napriklad velkych staveb, vyznamnych investic apod.

3. ANALYTICKA FILOSOFIE A JAZYKOVA KOMUNIKACE

Priikopnici analytické filosofie a tedy také filosofie védy vyznamneé piispé-
li k analyze sdélovacich procest a tedy také k osvétleni povahy a funkci
jazyka a jazykové komunikace a také k tvorbé tematické oblasti, ktera
muZe byt oznacovana jako filosofie jazyka. Proto bylo dulezité rozlisit
jazyk jako soustavu slovnich znakt a soubori pravidel sémantické, syn-
taktické a pragmatické povahy a to, co bylo oznaceno jako ,metajazyk®,
tj. vyjadfeni o strukturach a funkcich jazyka.

Toto rozliSeni vyslovil A. Tarski, jeden ze zakladatelu lvovsko-varsav-
ské skoly. Tyz autor predlozil také dulezité specifikace pojmi ,pravda®,
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logické vyplyvani a dalsi dilezité vysledky. Na vyznamnou tlohu syntaxe
ukazal R. Carnap ve své praci o logické syntaxi jazyka. Podobné dilezité
bylo upozornéni na velky vyznam syntaktické konektivity, tj. vzajemnou
souvislost slov, jejich typt i podob v zfetézeni slov, na jiz ilohu poukéazal
jiny predstavitel lvovsko-varsavské skoly K. Ajdukiewicz.

Usili o zietelnost, viznamovou piesnost a také o kvalitni a spolehlivé
interpretac¢ni predpoklady jazyka, kterym vyjadiujeme vysledky pozna-
ni, zjisténi a potvrzeni zjisténych zavert, pattilo vzdy k dobrym tradicim
i cilovym orientacim vSech proudti a smérti, které se hlési k tradicim stte-
doevropskych ohnisek a zdroju stimulujicich iniciativ analytické filosofie
nebo filosofie védy.

Vedle jazyka a jazykového provozu mély analyticka filosofie a filosofie
védy vzdy velmi tésny a vzajemné se prostupujici vztah k logice a to
predevsim k moderni nebo matematické logice. Centrum této pozornosti
tvori vztahy a souvislosti spojené s procedurami logického vyplyvani,
s moznostmi i podobami odvozeni, a to zejména v souvislostech zpra-
covani dat razné povahy i provenience, s generovanim zavérd i s posu-
zovanim jejich pfijatelnosti a spolehlivosti.

Analyticka filosofie obrétila pozornost na kognitivni procedury spo-
jené s operacemi tvorby generalizaci a jejich vyuziti v téch oblastech,
které operuji jak generalizacemi, tj. tzv. nomologickymi vétami, tak
také souborem singularnich empirickych zjisténi. Jde zejména o proce-
dury vysvétleni, predikce, o struktury lékaiské diagndzy, navrhovani te-
rapie, o analyzy problémovych situaci a navrhy, plany a projekty jejich
feSeni. Tuto tématiku otevirala zejména prace C. G. Hempela, na kterou
navazal také autor tohoto textu. (Také C.G.Hempel navstivil Prahu,
ozval se a absolvovali jsme rozsdhlou prochazku Prahou, zéasti také
diskusi o nasich spole¢nych zajmech. Turistické navstévy byly ovSem za
dob totality ¢astou formou pfimych a zcela osobnich kontaktt, umozio-
valy transfer rukopist, textl, které pak mohly byt publikovany ve svo-
bodném svété. (Nejvétsi zasluhy o transfer mych textl a jejich publikaci
méli nizozemsky editor D. Reidel a némecky kolega profesor F. Rapp.)

Byly to zejména dalekosahlé civiliza¢ni zmény, Siroky rozvoj a ros-
touci rozsifeni informacnich technologii, které umoznily obrovské rozsi-
feni okruhti i dostupnych horizontt jazykové komunikace a tim i jejich
funkce a moznosti vzdjemnych intelektualnich i znalostnich kontaktu.
Dtilezitou tlohu v téchto souvislostech mély kratsi i delsi obdobi jistého
uvolnéni, zejména v Sedesatych letech. Jiz v roce 1964 jsem byl pozvan
zékem a spolupracovnikem R.Carnapa a spoluautorem jeho vyznam-
né studie o sémantické informaci na konferenci na Hebrejské univerzi-
té v Jeruzalémé profesorem Y.Bar-Hillelem. Mimokonferencéni setkani
umoznilo fadu zajimavych osobnich seznameni s fadou reprezentantt
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center analytické filosofie, logiky a metodologie védy, zejména s A. Tarski.
Hlésil se ke mné také ceskoslovensky emigrant a za druhé svétové valky
ucastnik zahrani¢niho odboje S.Korner, profesor na univerzité v Bris-
tolu ve Velké Britanii. Jeho Zena byla mou spoluzackou ze zakladni skoly
a prvnich t¥id gymnézia ve Znojmé, které se zachranila rychlou emigraci
v roce 1938 na doporuceni mého otce.

Pro tematickou a metodologickou blizkost a vzajemné vztahy a pod-
néty byly vzdy dutlezité vazby k tematice a k problémtm poznavacich
procedur, k sféram zpracovani a vyuzivani dat i znalosti, jejich ovéfeni,
potvrzeni i aplikace. To se projevilo zcela zietelné v tvorbé pfistupi,
metod i vysledkt vSech tematickych oblasti informatiky, informacnich
technologii i zpasobt vyuziti téchto technologii. To potvrzuje skutecnost,
ze myslenky a principy kybernetiky, jejichz autorem byl Norbert Wiener,
se zrodily na seminafi filosofie védy, kde vznikla zndma a slavnd an-
ticipace kybernetiky, tj. prace Behavior, Purpose and Teleology tro-
jice autor® W. Rosenblueth, N. Wiener, J. Bigelow, z nichz dva vychézeli
ze znalosti fyziologie a mediciny a N.Wiener byl matematik. Jiz to
prokazuje, ze analyticka filosofie védy se mize podilet na stavbé mosti
mezi obory zabyvajicimi se riznou tématikou. Analyticka filosofie a jeji
metodologické slozky se podileji na vyuziti prostfedki informacnich tech-
nologii pfi zpracovani zjisténych vysledki, na generovani dilezitych vzta-
hii a zavislosti empirickych zjisténi na tvorbé generalizaci a jejich ovéfeni
a potvrzeni.

4. NEKOLIK OSOBNICH POZNAMEK

Analyticka filosofie, metodologie védy a s ni spjatd moderni logika se
netésily prizni predstavitelt a priznivcet fundamentalistické ideologie
a tedy 1 monopolni ideologie evropskych totalitnich diktatur. Jejich pfi-
kladem je nacistickd a rasistickd ideologie némecké Tteti FiSe nebo fa-
gistické ideologie v Italii a Spanélsku a komunistické ideologie v zemich
sovétského bloku. Bylo obrovskym s$téstim, Ze se velké casti tviircich
osobnosti stfedoevropskych center a mist zdroji téchto vyznamnjch
védeckych iniciativ podafilo jesté pfed vypuknutim druhé svétové valky
emigrovat do anglosaské sféry, kde se témto védciim a vysokoskolskym
ucitelim nejen podafilo nalézt dobré prijeti, ale také vytvofili velké
skupiny nadanych zakd a pokracovatelt.

Totalitni rezimy a jejich ideologi¢ti arbitfi provadéli rizné honicky
a organizovali ideologické zatraceni téch, ktefi nevyhovovali jejich ide-
ologickym principtim. Ideologicka kritika a vyhazov z univerzity nebo
akademie byl také spojovan s odebranim cestovniho pasu a se zdkazem
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publikaci. Existovala v8ak pomérné rozsahla solidarita zahrani¢nich ko-
legi, ktefi jako turisté navstévovali Prahu a mohli vyhledat své kolegy.
Jak jiz bylo uvedeno, takto byl zajistovan transfer mych praci, které vy-
déavala univerzita v Bostonu a dalsi préace z filosofie védy a techniky. Jako
¢len edi¢nich rad nékterych mezinarodnich edici jsem dostéaval zahrani¢ni
literaturu v uvedenych nebo blizkych tematickych oblastech. Tato soli-
darita byla také skvélym dokladem spojeni této tématiky a jejich autori
a prikopniki s nejlepsimi lidskymi hodnotami.



VEDECKE POJETI SVETA — VIDENSKY KROUZEK*

Vydano Spolec¢nosti Ernsta Macha

Veénovdno Moritzi Schlickovi

PREDMLUVA

Na pocatku roku 1929 obdrzel Moritz Schlick velice lakavé povolani
do Bonnu. Po delsim vahani se rozhodl zistat ve Vidni. Jak on tak
i my jsme si pri této prilezitosti poprvé uvédomili, Ze existuje néco jako
Videnisky krouzek védeckého pojeti svéta, ktery tento zpisob mysleni ve
své spolecné praci dale rozviji. Krouzek nema pevnou organizaci; jeho
¢lenové jsou lidé stejného zakladniho védeckého postoje. Kazdy vyzdvi-
huje to, co nas spojuje, a nikdo nechce narusit soudrznost svym speci-
fickym zaméfenim. V mnohém mize jeden zastupovat druhého a druhy
muze pokracovat v praci prvniho.

Vidensky krouzek se snazi navazat spojeni s lidmi stejné smyslejicimi
a pusobit na ty, jejichz postoje jsou vzdalenéjsi. Tato snaha je vyjadiena
spolupraci v ramci Spolecnosti Ernsta Macha; predsedou spolecnosti
je Schlick a v predsednictvu je zastoupeno nékolik ¢lent Schlickova
krouzku.

Spole¢nost Ernsta Macha spolu se Spole¢nosti pro empirickou filosofii
(Berlin) potadaji 15. a 16. zaf{ 1929 Konferenci o epistemologii exakt-
nich véd, jez je spojena s konanim sjezdu Némecké fyzikalni spole¢nosti
a Némecké matematické spolecnosti. Vedle specialnich otazek maji byt
diskutovany i zakladni problémy. Pri pfilezitosti této konference jsme
se rozhodli zvefejnit predkladany spis o Videnském krouzku védeckého
pojeti svéta. Spis bude predan Moritzi Schlickovi v fijnu 1929 pfi jeho
navratu z hostovani na Stanfordské univerzité v Kalifornii jako znameni
vdécnosti a radosti z jeho setrvavani ve Vidni. Druha c¢ast sesitu ob-
sahuje bibliografii, ktera byla vytvorena ve spolupraci se zicastnénymi.

*Némecky origindl manifestu Wissenschaftliche Weltauffassung. Der Wiener
Kreis vysel tiskem poprvé v roce 1929 zasluhou Spole¢nosti Ernsta Macha (Wien:
Artur Wolf Verlag). Naposledy byl vydan v roce 2012 Friedrichem Stadlerem
a Thomasem E. Uebelem (Wien: Springer-Verlag). Jim také patfi podékovani za
laskavé svoleni publikovat zde ¢esky preklad. Tento text je revidovanou verzi prekladu
Jifiho Fialy, ktery byl vydan v rdmci proni éitanky Analytické filosofie v roce 1999
(Plzeni: ZCU, str. 14-37) a v roce 2005 (Plzeni: OPS/ZCU, str. 14-37). Podobné& jako
v puvodnim Fialové prekladu i zde je vynechana souhrnna bibliografie, jez je souc¢asti
némeckého originalu. Naproti tomu jsou zde vypustény Fialovy poznamky a doplnén
preklad pfedmluvy. (Pozn. S. Dach a R. Schuster.)
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Ma3 poskytnout prehled o problémovych oblastech, v nichz pracuji ¢le-
nové nebo priznivei Videnského krouzku.

Ve Vidni, v srpnu 1929.
Za Spole¢nost Ernsta Macha:

Hans Hahn
Otto Neurath
Rudolf Carnap

|. VIDENSKY KROUZEK VEDECKEHO POJETI SVETA

1. PREHISTORIE

Mnoho lidi tvrdi, ze metafyzické a teologizujici mysleni dnes opét sili ne-
jen v zivoté, ale i ve védé. Jedna se pti tom o néjaky vseobecny jev, nebo
pouze o proménu, ktera je omezena jen na urcité kruhy? Tvrzeni samotné
snadno potvrdime pohledem na témata prednasek na univerzitach a na
nézvy filosofickych publikaci. Soucasné vSak mohutni i protikladny duch
osvicenstvi a antimetafyzického zkoumani faktd, pricemz si je védom své
existence a svého tkolu. V nékterych kruzich je zptusob mysleni, zakla-
posilen pravé timto zvedajicim se odporem.

Tento duch védeckého pojeti svéta je zivy ve vyzkumné praci vSech
odvétvi zkuSenostni védy. Systematicky promyslen a zasadné zastavan
je vsak jen malym poctem vudcich mysliteli, ktefi jsou jen zfidka kdy
s to shromézdit kolem sebe krouzek stejné smyslejicich spolupracovniki.
Antimetafyzické snahy nachézime predevSsim v Anglii, kde jesté stéle
zije tradice velkych empiristii; zkouméani Russella a Whiteheada v logice
a v analyze skute¢nosti si ziskaly mezinarodni vyznam. V USA nabyvaji
tyto snahy nejrozmanitéjsich podob; v jistém smyslu do toho lze pocitat
i Jamese. Nové Rusko plné usiluje o védecké pojimani svéta, byt zéasti
opfrené o starsi materialistické proudy. V kontinentalni Evropé muzeme
najit soustfedéni produktivni prace smérem k védeckému pojimani svéta
zv14s5té v Berliné (Reichenbach, Petzold, Grelling, Dubislav a jini) a ve
Vidna.

To, ze Viderni byla zvlasté vhodnou ptidou pro takovy vyvoj, je his-
toricky pochopitelné. V druhé poloviné 19. stoleti byl ve Vidni dlouho
vlddnoucim politickym smérem liberalismus. Jeho myslenkovy svét po-
chézel z osvicenstvi, empirismu, utilitarismu a anglického hnuti vol-
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ného obchodu. Ve videnském liberalnim hnuti stanuli na vudéich po-
zicich ucenci svétového véhlasu. Zde byl péstovan antimetafyzicky duch;
pfipometime Theodora Gomperze, ktery pielozil Millova dila (1869-80),
Suefle, Jodla a dalsi.

Tomuto duchu osviceni je tieba dékovat za to, ze Viden stanula
v Cele védecky zaméfeného lidového vzdéldvani. Ve spolupraci s Victorem
Adlerem a Friedrichem Jodlem byl tehdy zaloZen a rozvijen spolek pro li-
dové vzdélavani. Znamy historik Ludo Hartmann, jehoz antimetafyzicky
postoj a materialistické pojeti déjin se projevili v celém jeho ptisobeni,
ziidil ,lidové univerzitni kurzy“ a ,lidovy domov*. Ze stejného ducha
vzniklo také hnuti ,Volné skoly“, které se stalo predchiidcem dnesni
skolni reformy.

V této liberdlni atmosféie zil Ernst Mach (nar. 1838), ktery byl ve
Vidni jako student a jako soukromy docent (1861-64). Do Vidné se vratil
az ve stari, kdy pro néj byla vytvofena vlastni profesura filosofie induk-
tivnich véd (1895). Obzvlasté usiloval o to, aby empirickd véda, v prvni
fadé fyzika, byla ocisténa od metafyzickych myslenek. P¥ipomenme jeho
kritiku absolutniho prostoru, jiz se stal Einsteinovym predchidcem, dale
jeho boj proti metafyzice véci o sobé€ a proti pojmu substance, stejné
tak jako jeho zkoumani vystavby védeckych pojmt z poslednich prvki,
smyslovych dat. V nékterych bodech mu nedal védecky vyvoj za pravdu,
napi. v jeho postoji proti atomistice a v jeho o¢ekavani toho, Ze fyzika
bude podporena fyziologii smysli. Podstatné body jeho pojeti vsak dalsi
vyvoj zhodnotil kladné. Na Machové katedie pak pisobil Ludwig Boltz-
mann, ktery zastaval vyslovné empirické ideje.

Ptisobeni fyziki Macha a Boltzmanna na filozofické katedie ukazuje,
7e panoval zivy zdjem o epistemologické a logické problémy souvisejici
se zaklady fyziky. Tyto problémy zdkladt vedly i ke snaham o obnovu
logiky. Témto snaham byla ve Vidni pfipravena ptda i ze zcela jiné
strany Franzem Brentanem (1874 az 1880 profesor filosofie na teologické
fakulté, pozdéji docent na filosofické fakults). Brentano mél jako ka-
tolicky duchovni pochopeni pro scholastiku; navéazal bezprostiedné na
scholastickou logiku a na Leibnizovy snahy o reformu logiky, zatimco
Kanta a idealistické systematické filosofy nechaval stranou. Pochopeni,
které méli Brentano a jeho Zaci pro muZe jako byl Bolzano ( Védoslovi
[ Wissenschaftslehre] 1837) a dalsi, ktefi usilovali o pfisné nové zalozeni
logiky, se projevovalo stale zietelnd. Zejména Alois Hofler (1853 az
1922) zdtraznil tuto stranku Brentanovy filosofie pfed shromézdénim,
v némz byli pod Machovym a Boltzmannovym vlivem silné zastoupeni
privrzenci védeckého pojeti svéta. Ve Filosofické spolecnosti na univerzi-
té ve Vidni se konaly pod Hoflerovym vedenim cetné diskuse o otazkach
zékladu fyziky a pfibuznych epistemologickych a logickych problémech.



102 VCIC2015 — Pre-proceedings of the International Conference

Filosoficka spolecnost vydala Predmluvy a tvody ke klasickym dilum
mechaniky [Vorreden und FEinleitungen zu klassischen Werken der Me-
chanik] (1899), jakoz i jednotlivé Bolzanovy spisy (Hoflerem a Hahnem,
1914 a 1921). Ve videtiském Brentanové krouzku zil (1870-1882) mlady
Alexius von Meinong (pozdéji profesor v Grazu), jehoz Teorie predméti
[Gegenstandstheorie] alesponi prokazuje jistou piibuznost s modernimi
teoriemi pojmt a jehoz zék Ernst Mally (Graz) rovnéz pracoval v oblasti
logistiky. Také spisy mladého Hanse Pichlera (1909) pochézeji z téchto
myslenkovych kruht.

Priblizné soucasné s Machem piisobil ve Vidni jeho vrstevnik a pfitel
Josef Popper-Lynkeus. Vedle jeho fyzikdlné technickych vykona je t¥eba
zminit jeho velkorysd, i kdyZ nesystematicka filosofickd zkoumaéni (1899)
a racionalisticky hospodaisky plan (vSeobecnd vyzivovaci povinnost,
1878). Slouzil védomé duchu osvicenstvi, jak dosvédcuje i jeho kniha
o Voltairovi. Odmitani metafyziky sdilel s mnohymi jinymi videnskymi
sociology, napt. s Rudolfem Goldscheidem. Pozoruhodné je, Ze i v oblasti
ndrodniho hospoddrstvi byla ve Vidni péstovana skolou marginalizmu
piisné védeckd metoda (Carl Menger, 1871). Tato metoda byla pouzivana
v Anglii, Francii a Skandinévii, nikoli vS§ak v Némecku. Ve Vidni vsak
byla se zvlastnim dtirazem péstovana a budovana i marxisticka teorie
(Otto Bauer, Rudolf Hilferding, Max Adler a jini).

Tyto vlivy z riznych stran mély ve Vidni pfedevsim na pfelomu
stoleti za nasledek, ze vétsi pocet lidi hojné a horlivé diskutoval o obec-
né&jsich problémech v tésné souvislosti se zkusenostni védou. Slo prede-
vsim o epistemologické a metodologické problémy fyziky, napt. Poinca-
rého konvencionalismus, Duhemovo pojeti cile a struktury fyzikalnich
teorii (jeho prekladatelem byl Videndk Friedrich Adler, Machtiv piivrze-
nec, tehdy soukromy docent fyziky v Curychu); déle i o problémy zakladt
matematiky, problémy axiomatiky, logistiky apod. Uvadime zde jmény
zastance nékterych linil v déjinach védy a filosofie, jejichz dila byla zde
¢tena a projednavana.

1. Pozitivismus a empirismus: Hume, osvicenstvi, Comte, Mill, Ri-
chard Avenarius, Mach.

2. Zdklady, cile a metody empirické védy (hypotézy ve fyzice, geome-
trie atd.): Helmholtz, Riemann, Mach, Poincaré, Enriques, Duhem,

Boltzmann, Einstein.

3. Logistika a jeji pouZiti na skutecnost: Leibniz, Peano, Frege, Schro-
der, Russell, Whitehead, Wittgenstein.

4. Aziomatika: Pasch, Peano, Vailati, Pieri, Hilbert.
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5. Eudaimonismus a pozitivni sociologie: Epikuros, Hume, Bentham,
Mill, Comte, Feuerbach, Marx, Spencer, Miiller-Lyer, Popper-
-Lynkeus, Carl Menger (otec).

2. KROUZEK KOLEM SCHLICKA

V roce 1922 byl z Kielu do Vidné povolan Moritz Schlick. Jeho pu-
sobeni dobre zapadlo do historického vyvoje videnské védecké atmo-
sféry. Sam puavodné fyzik, probudil k novému Zivotu tu tradici, ktera
byla zapocata Machem a Boltzmannem a v urcitém smyslu dale rozvi-
jena antimetafyzicky zaméfenym Adolfem Stohrem. (Ve Vidni néasle-
dovali po sobé: Mach, Boltzmann, Stohr, Schlick; v Praze: Mach, Ein-
stein, Ph. Frank). Béhem let se kolem Schlicka soustiedil krouzek, ktery
spojoval rtzna usili ve sméru védeckého pojiméani svéta. Tato koncen-
trace vedla k plodnému vzajemnému podnécovani. Clenové krouzku,
pokud néco publikovali, jsou uvedeni v bibliografii. Zadny z nich neni
tzv. uvcistym filosofem, nybrz vsichni ptsobili v jednotlivych védnich
oborech. Pochéazeji z ruznych védeckych odvétvi a ptvodné z raznych
filosofickych zamétreni. Béhem let se vSak ukazovala vzrustajici jednota,
kterd byla dusledkem specificky védeckého postoje: ,,Co se vibec da Fici,
d4 se Fici jasné* (Wittgenstein); p¥i rozdilnosti nzort je koneéné shoda
mozna, tudiz i zadouci. Stale zietelnéji se ukazovalo, Ze cilem vSech neni
jen postoj bez metafyziky, nybrz postoj antimetafyzicky.

I v postoji viuci otazkam zivota se ukazuje pozoruhodna shoda, i kdyz
tyto otazky se nenachézeji v popredi témat zkoumanych krouzkem. Tyto
postoje maji totiz s védeckym pojimanim svéta pfibuznost uzsi, nez by se
na prvni pohled mohlo zdat z hlediska ¢isté teoretického. Tak napt. snahy
o nové utvareni hospodarskych a spolecenskych vztahi, o sjednoceni
lidstva, o obnovu skoly a vychovy, ukazuji vnitini souvislost s védeckym
pojetim svéta; ukazuje se, ze ¢lenové krouzku pritakavaji témto snaham,
sleduji je se sympatiemi a nékteri je i rdzné podporuji.

Vidensky krouzek se nespokojuje s tim, ze bude vykonavat kolek-
tivni praci jakozto uzavieny okruh. SnaZi se také sblizovat se s Zivoucimi
hnutimi soucasnosti, pokud se stavéji pratelsky k védeckému pojeti
svéta a odvraceji se od metafyziky a teologie. Spolecnost Ernsta Macha
je dnes tim mistem, z néhoz muize krouzek oslovovat Sirsi vefejnost.
Tato spole¢nost chce, jak hlasa ve svém programu, ,podporovat a Sifit
védecké pojeti svéta. Bude poradat prednésky a vydavat zpravy o ak-
tudlnim stavu védeckého pojeti svéta, aby tim ukazala vyznam exakt-
niho badani pro socidlni a pfirodni védy. Tak by se mély utvaret
myslenkové nastroje moderniho empirismu, jichz je zapotfebi i pro
vefejné a soukromé utvareni zivota.“ Volbou svého ndzvu vyznacuje
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spole¢nost své zakladni zaméreni: véda bez metafyziky. Tim vsak tato
spole¢nost neprohlasuje néjaky programovy souhlas s jednotlivymi Ma-
chovymi naukami. Vidensky krouzek je presvédcen, ze svou spolupraci se
Spolecnosti Ernsta Macha plni aktudlni pozadavek: vytvaret myslenkové
nastroje pro vsSedni den, pro vSedni den ucenci, ale i pro vSedni den
vSech, ktefi né€jak spolupracuji na védomém utvareni zivota. Inten-
zita zivota, patrnd ve snahdch o racionalni pretvareni spolecenského
a védeckého fadu, pronika i hnutim védeckého pojeti svéta. Soucasné
situaci ve Vidni odpovida, Ze p¥i zaloZeni Spole¢nosti Ernsta Macha
v listopadu 1928 byl jejim predsedou zvolen Schlick, kolem néjz se nej-
silnéji soustredila spolecné prace v oblasti védeckého pojiméni svéta.

Schlick a Ph. Frank spolecné vydavaji edici Spisy k védeckému po-
jeti svéta [Schriften zur wissenschaftlichen Weltauffassung], v niz jsou
prevazné zastoupeni ¢lenové Videnského krouzku.

Il. VEDECKE POJETI SVETA

Védecké pojeti svéta neni ani tak charakterizovano vlastnimi tezemi,
jako spiSe zasadnim postojem, hledisky a vyzkumnym smérem. Cilem je
jednotnd veta. Usiluje se o to, aby se vysledky jednotlivych badatelt
v ruznych védnich oblastech dostaly do vzajemnych souvislosti a do
souladu. Z tohoto vytyceného cile vyplyva diraz na kolektivni prdci
a odtud také diraz na to, co je intersubjektivné uchopitelné; odtud
vychézi hledani neutralniho formalniho systému, symboliky osvobozené
od skvary historickych jazykt; odtud dale hledani vSeobsahlého sys-
tému pojmu. Usiluje se o Cistotu a jasnost, temné dalky a nevyzpy-
tatelné hlubiny jsou odmitany. Ve védé nejsou zadné ,hlubiny“, vse je
na povrchu: vSe prozivané tvori slozitou, ne vzdy piehlednou a Casto jen
v jednotlivostech uchopitelnou sit. Vse je ¢lovéku dostupné; a clovék je
mirou v8ech véci. Zde se ukazuje spfiznénost se sofisty, nikoli s platoniky;
s epikurejci, nikoli s pythagorejci; se vSemi, ktefi zastavaji pozemské byti
a pozemskost. Védecky svétovy nazor nezna Zddné neresitelné zdihady.
Vyjasnéni tradi¢nich filosofickych problémia vede k tomu, Ze se zcasti
demaskuji jakozto pseudoproblémy, z¢asti se proméni na problémy em-
pirické a tim spadajici pod soud zkusSenostni védy. V tomto vyjasiiovani
problémt a vyroka spocivé tloha filosofické prace, nikoli v budovéani
vlastnich ,filosofickych* vyroki. Metoda tohoto vyjasnovani je metodou
logické analyzy, o niz Russell fika, ze ,pronikla postupné do filosofie
kritickym zkouméanim matematiky. Domnivam se, Ze predstavuje tyz
druh pokroku, jaky byl do fyziky zaveden Galileim: jednotlivé ovéritelné
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vysledky nastupuji na misto netestovatelnych obecnosti, doporucovanych
pouze jistym odvolavanim se na fantasii.“!

Tato metoda logické analyzy je tim, ¢im se novy empirismus a pozi-
tivismus 1isi podstatné od diivéjsiho empirismu a pozitivismu, jez byly
vice biologicko-psychologicky orientované. Tvrdi-li nékdo, ze ,,Bih ne-
existuje®, ,prazakladem svéta je nevédomi“, ,,v zivych bytostech existuje
entelechie jakozto vidéi princip”, nefekneme mu: ,to, co rikas, je neprav-
divé*, nybrz se ho zeptame: ,co svymi vyroky minis?“ A pak se ukéze,
7e existuje ostrd hranice mezi dvéma druhy vyrokt. K jedném patii ty
vyroky, které ¢ini empirickéd véda; jejich smysl lze zjistit pomoci logické
analyzy, pfesnéji: pomoci pfevedeni na nejjednodussi vyroky o empiricky
daném. Ostatni vyroky, k nimz nélezi vyse citované, se ukazi byt zcela
bez v§znamu, bereme-li je tak, jak je mini metafyzici. Casto lze tyto
vyroky cist tak, Ze se z nich stanou vyroky empirické; pak ovSem ztraceji
ten pocitovy obsah, ktery je pravé pro metafyziky podstatny. Metafyzici
a teologové véri, sami sebe nechapajic, ze svymi vyroky néco vypovidaji,
Ze vyjadiuji néjaky stav véci. Analyza vSak ukazuje, Ze tyto véty nefikaji
nic, nybrz jsou jen vyrazem néjakého zivotniho pocitu. Vyjadfit néco
takového muze jisté byt vyznamnym tkolem v zivoté. Avsak adekvatnim
vyrazovym prostiedkem je zde uméni, napt. lyrika nebo hudba. PouZije-
-li se misto toho jazykovy hav né€jaké teorie, pak tu hrozi nebezpeci, ze se
bude predstirat teoreticky obsah tam, kde Zadny neni. Chce-li metafyzik
nebo teolog zachovat obvyklé jazykové odéni, musi si toho byt jasné vé-
dom a zretelné dat najevo, ze se nejedné o vyklad, nybrz o vyraz, nikoli
o teorii, sdéleni néjakého poznatku, nybrz o basen ¢i mytus. Tvrdi-li né-
jaky mystik, ze mé zazitky nachazejici se nad nebo za vsemi pojmy, pak
se s nim nelze piit. Ale nemiZe o nich mluvit, nebof mluvit znamen4
uchopovat v pojmech, prevadét zpét na védecky zaclenitelné fakty.

Védecké pojeti svéta odmitd metafyzickou filosofii. Jak se ale maji
vysvétlit bludné cesty metafyziky? Tuto otazku lze kldst z mnoha
hledisek: psychologického, sociologického nebo logického. Zkouméni
v psychologickém sméru se nachazeji teprve v pocatecnim stadiu; za-
rodky hlubsiho vysvétleni spocivaji snad ve zkoumanich Freudovy psy-
choanalyzy. Stejné tak je tomu i se zkoumanimi sociologickymi; zminme
teorii ,ideologické nadstavby“. Na tomto otevieném poli se vyplati dalsi
vyzkumy. Vice rozvinuté je vyjasnéni logického puvodu metafyzickyjch
bludnych cest, zvlasté pracemi Russella a Wittgensteina. V metafyzic-
kych teoriich a uz i v kladeni otazek se skryvaji dvé zédkladni logic-
ké chyby: prilis té€snd vazba na formu tradicnich jazyki a nejasnost

IRussell, Bertrand. 1914. Our Knowledge of the External World, str. 4. (Pozn. SD
a RS).
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logickych vykont mysleni. Obycejny jazyk pouziva napf. touz slovni
formu, substantivum, jak pro véci (,,jablko“), tak pro vlastnosti (,,tvr-
dost“), vztahy (,pfatelstvi®), pribéhy (,spanek®); tim svadi k chapani
funkénich pojmi jako pojmi pro véci (hypostazovani, substancializace).
Lze uvadét cetné podobné piiklady toho, jak jazyk svadi na bludnou
cestu, které se staly pro filosofy stejné osudové.

Druha zakladni chyba metafyziky spocivad v pojeti, podle néjz by
mohlo mysleni vést samo od sebe, bez pouziti jakéhokoliv zkuSenost-
niho materidlu, k poznatkim, nebo zZe by alesponn mohlo z danych stavt
véci dospét usuzovanim k novym obsahtim. Logické zkoumani vSak vede
k vysledku, ze veskeré mysleni, veskeré usuzovani nespocivd v nicem
jiném, nez v prechodu od jednéch vét k vétam jinym, které neobsahuji
nic, co by uz nebylo skryto v onéch vétach (tautologické transformace).
Neni tudiz mozné vyvinout metafyziku z ,C¢istého mysleni“.

Timto zptsobem je pomoci logické analyzy piekonana nejen metafy-
zika ve vlastnim, klasickém smyslu slova, zvlasté metafyzika scholasticka
a metafyzika systému némeckého idealismu, nybrz i skrytd metafyzika
kantovského a moderniho apriorismu. Védecké pojeti svéta nezné zadné
nepodminéné platné poznani z ¢istého rozumu, zadné ,syntetické soudy
a priori“, jako jsou ty, které jsou zdkladem kantovské, a tim spiSe ves-
keré pred- a po-kantovské, ontologie a metafyziky. Soudy aritmetiky,
geometrie, jisté principy fyziky, které Kant bral jako pfiklady apriorniho
poznani, budou probrany za okamzik. Pravé v odmitnuti moznosti syn-
tetického poznani a priori spociva zakladni teze moderniho empirismu.
Védecké pojeti svéta zna jen zkuSenostni véty o predmétech vseho druhu
a analytické véty logiky a matematiky.

V odmitani oteviené metafyziky a skryté metafyziky apriorismu jsou
vsichni pfivrzenci védeckého pojeti svéta zajedno. Vidensky krouzek vsak
zastava nadto pojeti, Ze i vyroky (kritického) realismu a idealismu o rea-
lité a nerealité vnéjsiho svéta a psychiky jinych lidi, maji metafyzickou
povahu, nebot podléhaji tymz namitkam jako vyroky staré metafyziky:
jsou beze smyslu, nebot nejsou verifikovatelné, nejsou vécné. Néco je
Lwskutecné“ tim, Ze je zaclenéno do celkové vystavby zkusenosti.

Intuici, metafyziky zvlasté zduraznovanou jakozto zdroj poznani,
védecké pojeti svéta viitbec neodmita. Vyzaduje vsak, aby krok za krokem
bylo provedeno dodateéné racionalni zdivodnéni téchto intuitivnich po-
znatki. Hledajicimu jsou dovoleny vsechny prostfedky. Nalezené vsak
musi podstoupit prezkouseni. Odmitéd se pojeti, které spatiuje v intuici
vysoce hodnotny a do hloubky pronikajici zpisob poznani, ktery muize
sahat za smyslové zkuSenostni obsahy a ktery by nemél byt svazovan
tésnymi pouty pojmového mysleni.
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Védecké pojeti svéta jsme v podstatném charakterizovali dvéma ur-
cenimi. Za prvé je empirick€é a pozitivisticke: existuje jen zkuSenostni
poznani, které spociva na bezprostfedné daném. Tim je vedena hranice
pro obsah legitimni védy. Za druhé se védecké pojeti svéta vyznacuje
pouzivanim urcité metody, totiz metody logické analyzy. Usili védecké
prace sméiuje k dosazeni cile jednotné védy pouzitim této logické analyzy
na empiricky material. Protoze se smysl kazdého védeckého vyroku musi
dat urcit pfevedenim tohoto vyroku na vyrok o daném, musi se i smysl
kazdého jednotlivého pojmu, at uz néalezi jakékoli védni oblasti, dat uréit
postupnym prevedenim pojmu na jiné pojmy, az nakonec na pojmy nej-
nizsiho stupné, které se vztahuji na dané samo. Kdyby se takova analyza
provedla pro vSechny pojmy, byly by tim zaclenény do reduktivniho sys-
tému, do ,konstituéniho systému®. Zkoumani zaméfena na takovy kon-
stituéni systém, ,konstitucni teorie“, tvori rdmec, v némz se pouziva
logickd analyza védeckého pojeti svéta. Provadéni takovych zkouméni
velmi brzy ukazuje, Ze tradi¢ni, aristotelovsko-scholasticka logika je pro
tento ucel zcela nedostacujici. Teprve v moderni symbolické logice (,,lo-
gistice“) se podafilo ziskat pozadovanou ostrost definic pojmu a vyrokl
a formalizovat intuitivni proces usuzovani obyc¢ejného mysleni, tj. dovést
ho do pfisné formy, kterd je automaticky kontroloviana znakovym me-
chanismem. Zkoumaéani konstitucéni teorie ukazuji, Ze k nejnizsim vrstvam
konstitu¢niho systému pat¥i pojmy psychickych prozitkt a kvalit vlastni
mysli; nad nimi jsou ulozeny fyzické predméty; z nich se pak konstituuji
predmeéty jinych mysli a nakonec pfedméty véd socidlnich. Zaclenéni po-
jmu riznych odvétvi védy do konstituéniho systému je v hrubych rysech
uz patrné, zbyva vsak mnoho préace pro presnéjsi provedeni. Ukazanim
moznosti a formy celkového systému pojmu se stava patrnym soucasné
i vztah vSech vyroka k danému, a tim i forma vystavby jednotnée véedy.

Soucasti védeckého popisu se mize stit jen struktura (forma Fadu)
objektt, nikoli jejich ,,podstata“. To, co spojuje lidi v jazyce, jsou struk-
turni formule; v nich se reprezentuje obsah spole¢ného poznani lidi. Sub-
jektivné prozivané kvality — cerver, slast — jsou jako takové pravé jen
prozitky, nikoli poznatky; do fyzikalni optiky patii jen to, co je v zasadé
pochopitelné i pro slepého.

lll. PROBLEMOVE OBLASTI

1. ZAKLADY ARITMETIKY

Prace a diskuse Videriského krouzku se zabyvaji velkym mnozstvim
riznych problémt, jez pochazejici z ruznych védnich odvétvi. Snahou
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je vnést do téchto rtznych problémovych smért systematickou jednotu
a tim vyjasnit problémovou situaci.

Problémy zakladd aritmetiky nabyly zvlastniho déjinného vyznamu
pro vyvoj védeckého pojeti svéta tim, ze to jsou ony, které daly popud
k rozvoji nové logiky. Poté, co v 18. a 19. stoleti prodélala matema-
tika zvlasté plodny vyvoj, pfi némz se kladl vétsi diiraz spiSe na bo-
hatstvi vysledkti nez na jemné ovéfeni pojmového zakladu, se nakonec
ukazalo toto ovéreni jako nezbytné, pokud neméla matematika ztratit
proslavenou jistotu své vystavby. Toto ovéfeni se stalo jesté naléhavéjsim,
kdyz se objevily urcité rozpory, ,paradoxy teorie mnozin“. Brzy se
muselo ukézat, Ze nejde jen o potize v jedné oblasti matematiky, nybrz
o obecné logické rozpory, ,antinomie“, jez ukazovaly na podstatné chyby
v zékladech tradi¢ni logiky. Ukol odstranit tyto rozpory byl zvlasté sil-
nym popudem k dal$imu rozvoji logiky. Tak se zde setkavala tsili o vyjas-
néni pojmu ¢isla s vnitini reformou logiky. Od Leibnize a Lamberta byla
neustale ziva myslenka ovlddnuti skutecnosti pomoci zvysSené ostrosti
pojmu a deduktivni metody a dosazeni této ostrosti pomoci symboliky,
napodobujici symboliku matematickou. Po Boolovi, Vennovi a dalsich
pracovali na tomto tikolu zvlasté Frege (1884), Schrider (1890) a Peano
(1895). Na zékladé téchto pfipravnych praci mohli Whitehead a Rus-
sell (1910) vybudovat souvisly systém logiky v symbolickém tvaru (lo-
gistiku), ktery nejen znemoznil rozpory staré logiky, nybrz ji daleko
prekonal bohatstvim a praktickym vyuzitim. Z tohoto logického sys-
tému odvodili pojmy aritmetiky a analyzy, aby tim poskytli matematice
bezpecny zéklad v logice.

Pfi tomto pokusu o piekonani krize zdkladd aritmetiky (a teorie
mnozin) vSak pretrvaly urcité potize, které dodnes nenalezly Zadného
uspokojivého definitivniho feSeni. V soucasné dobé se v této oblasti
nachézeji tii protikladné sméry: vedle Russellova a Whiteheadova ,logi-
cismu“ stoji Hilbertv ,formalismus®, ktery pojima aritmetiku jako hru
s formulemi podle urcitych pravidel, a Brouweruv ,intuicionismus®, po-
dle néjz spocivaji poznatky aritmetiky na dale neredukovatelné intu-
ici jednoty dvojiho. Rozpory mezi témito tiemi sméry se ve Videriském
krouzku sleduji s velkym zajmem. Kam nakonec povede rozhodnuti je
stale jesté v nedohlednu, v kazdém pfipadé v ném bude spocivat i rozhod-
nuti o vystavbeé logiky; proto je to diilezité pro védecké pojeti svéta. Né-
ktefi se domnivaji, Ze tyto sméry si viibec nejsou tak vzdalené, jak se
zda. Domnivaji se, Zze podstatné rysy téchto tii smért se v dalsim vyvoji
navzajem sblizi, patrné s vyuzitim dalekosahlych myslenek Wittgen-
steina, az se v kone¢ném TeSeni sjednoti.

Pojeti, podle néjz ma matematika tautologickou povahu, tedy po-
jeti spocdivajici na zkoumadanich Russella a Wittgensteina, je zastavano



Védecke pojeti svéta — Viderisky krouzek 109

i Videnskym krouzkem. Je tfeba zdaraznit, Ze toto pojeti neni jen v pro-
tikladu k apriorismu a intuicionismu, nybrz i ke starSimu empirismu
(napiiklad Millovu), ktery chtél v jistém smyslu odvodit matematiku
a logiku experimentalné-induktivné.

V souvislosti s problémy aritmetiky a logiky se nachazeji také zkou-
méni o podstaté aziomatické metody obecné (pojmy uplnosti, nezavis-
losti, monomorfie, nevétveni apod.), jakoZ i tvofeni systému axiomt pro
urc¢ité matematické oblasti.

2. ZAKLADY FYZIKY

Puvodné patril nejvétsi zajem clentt Videnského krouzku problémim
metody védy o skutecnosti. Povzbuzeni myslenkami Macha, Poincarého,
Duhema diskutovali ¢lenové krouzku problémy ovlddnuti skutecnosti
védeckymi systémy, zvlasté pak pomoci systémi hypotéz a axiomi. Sys-
tém axiomu lze zpocatku chapat zcela oddélené od vsech empirickych
aplikaci jakozto systém implicitnich definic, ¢imz se mini toto: po-
jmy vyskytujici se v axiomech jsou témito axiomy urceny nikoli obsa-
hové, nybrz jen svymi vzdjemnymi vztahy; tim jsou jistym zptisobem
definovany. Vyznamu pro skute¢nost nabyva takovy systém teprve do-
plnénim o dalsi definice, totiz o ,pfifazovaci definice“, jimiz se udava,
které predméty skutecnosti se maji brat za ¢leny tohoto systému axiom.
Vyvoj empirické védy, ktera chce reprodukovat skutecnost co nejjednot-
néjsi a nejjednodussi siti pojmi a soudd, se muze, jak se déjinné ukazuje,
ubirat dvéma sméry. Zmény vynucené novymi zkuSenostmi lze promit-
nout budto do axiomi nebo do pfifazovacich definic. Tim se dotykame
problému konvenci, jimz se zabyval zvlasté Poincaré.

Metodologicky problém aplikace axiomatického systému na skutec-
nost pfichéazi v tivahu v zdsadé v kazdém odvétvi védy. Avsak to, ze tato
zkoumaéni byla plodna dosud témér vyhradné ve fyzice, je pochopitelné
ze soucasného stavu déjinného vyvoje védy, nebot fyzika je co do ostrosti
a jemnosti tvofeni pojmu daleko pied ostatnimi védami.

Epistemologickd analyza hlavnich pojmi pfirodovédy osvobozovala
tyto pojmy stale vice od metafyzickych primési, které na nich odpradav-
na ulpivaly. Predevsim diky Helmholtzovi, Machovi, Einsteinovi a jinym
byly ocistény pojmy prostoru, casu, substance, kauzality, pravdépodob-
nosti. Nauka o absolutnim prostoru a c¢asu byla pfekonéana teorii rela-
tivity; prostor a ¢as uz nejsou absolutni schranky, nybrz jen porida-
jici struktury elementarnich procest. Materialni substance se rozplynula
v atomové teorii a v teorii pole. Kauzalita byla zbavena svého antropo-
morfniho charakteru ,pisobeni* nebo ,nezbytného spojeni“ a preve-
dena na vztahy podminek, na funkcionélni pfifazeni. Dale na misto né-
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kterych prirodnich zakoni, povazovanych za pfisné, nastoupily zakony
statistické, dokonce se v souvislosti s kvantovou teorii mnozi pochybnosti
o pouzitelnosti pojmu pfisné kauzalni zédkonitosti jevii v nejmensich ca-
soprostorovych oblastech. Pojem pravdépodobnosti byl pfeveden na em-
piricky uchopitelny pojem relativni ¢etnosti.

Diky pouziti aziomatické metody na zminéné problémy se nam oddé-
luji empirické ¢asti védy od ¢asti pouze konvenciondalnich a obsah vyroki
od definic. Pro synteticky soud a priori uz nezbyva misto. To, ze je
poznéani svéta mozné, nespociva v tom, ze lidsky rozum vtiskuje materia-
lu svou formu, nybrz v tom, Ze je tento material usporadan urcitym zpu-
sobem. O zpusobu a stupni tohoto usporadani nelze predem nic védét.
Svét by mohl byt uspofddan mnohem vice, nez tomu je; mohl by vSak
byt usporadan i mnohem méné, aniz by ztratil svou poznatelnost. Jen
krok za krokem déle pronikajici vyzkum empirické védy nas mize poucit
o tom, do jaké miry je svét zakonity. Metoda indukce, usuzovani ze vcere-
jSka na zitfek, z mista zde na misto tam, je ovSem platnéd jen tehdy,
panuje-li néjakd zdkonitost. Tato metoda vSak nespocivid na néjakém
apriornim predpokladu této zadkonitosti. Mize byt pouzita vSude tam —
bez ohledu na to, zda je zdtivodnéna uspokojivé ¢i neuspokojive, kde vede
k vysledktim; jistotu vSak nezarucuje nikdy. Epistemologicka svédomitost
vSak vyzaduje, aby se induktivnimu usuzovani priklddal vyznam jen po-
tud, pokud miize byt dodatecné empiricky testovano. Védecké pojeti
svéta nechce zavrhnout uspéch néjaké vyzkumné prace jen proto, ze ho
bylo dosazeno pomoci nedostatecnych, logicky neuspokojivé objasnénych
nebo empiricky nedostatecné zdavodnénych prostredkt. Bude vSak vzdy
pozadovat a podporovat ovéfeni pomoci vyjasnénych prostiedki, totiz
pfimé ¢i neptfimé pievedeni na prozivané.

3. ZAKLADY GEOMETRIE

Mezi zakladnimi problémy fyziky nabyl v poslednich desetiletich zv1ast-
niho vyznamu problém fyzikdinitho prostoru. Vyzkumy, které provadéli
Gauf} (1816), Bolyai (1823), Lobacevsky (1835) a dalsi, vedly k ne-
-eukleidovské geometrii, k poznani, ze dosud samostatné vladnouci kla-
sicky geometricky systém Eukleida je jen jednim z nekone¢né mnoha lo-
gicky stejné opravnénych systémi. Tim se vynofila otazka, které z téchto
geometrii je geometrii skute¢ného prostoru. Uz Gaufl chtél rozhodnout
tuto otazku promeéfenim souctu thli velkého trojihelniku. Tim se stala
fyzikdlni geometrie empirickou védou, tj. vétvi fyziky. Tyto problémy
byly dale zkoumény predevsim Riemannem (1868), Helmholtzem (1868)
a Poincarém (1904).
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Poincaré zdiraznoval zvlasté svazanost fyzikalni geometrie se vSemi
ostatnimi vétvemi fyziky: Otazka po povaze skute¢ného prostoru je zod-
povéditelnd pouze ve spojitosti s celkovym systémem fyziky. Einstein
pak nalezl takovy celkovy systém, jimz byla tato otézka zodpovézena,
a to ve smyslu urc¢itého neeukleidovského systému. Zminénym vyvojem
se fyzikalni geometrie stale zietelné&ji oddélovala od Cisté matematic-
ke geometrie. Ta byla dalsim vyvojem logické analyzy postupné stale
vice formalizovana. Nejprve byla aritmetizovana, tj. vylozena jako teorie
urcitého systému cisel. Poté byla axiomatizovana, tj. representovana
systémem axiomtl, které pojimaji geometrické prvky (body atd.) jako
neurcité pfedméty a stanovuji jen jejich vzajemné vztahy. A nakonec
byla geometrie logizovana, totiz vylozena jako teorie urcitych rela¢nich
tické metody a obecné teorie relaci. Dala tak nejsilné€jsi podnét k vyvoji
obou téchto metod, jez byly tak dilezité pro vyvoj logiky samé a tim
i obecné pro védecké pojeti svéta.

Vztahy mezi matematickou a fyzikdlni geometrii vedly pfirozené
k problému pouziti systému axiémut na skutecnost, ktery pak sehral, jak
jiz bylo zminéno, v obecnych vyzkumech o zakladech fyziky dilezitou
roli.

4. PROBLEMY ZAKLADU BIOLOGIE A PSYCHOLOGIE

Biologie byla vzdy metafyziky s oblibou vyuzivana jako zvlastni oblast.
Vyjadfenim toho byla nauka o zvlastni zivotni sile, vitalismus. Moder-
ni zastanci této nauky se ji snazi vyvést z nejasné a zamotané formy
minulosti do formy s jasnéjsimi pojmy. Na misto zivotni sily nastupuji
,dominanty“ (Reinke, 1899) nebo ,entelechie“ (Driesch, 1905). Protoze
tyto pojmy nevyhovuji pozadavku prevoditelnosti na danosti, odmita je
védecké pojeti svéta jako metafyzické. Totéz plati o tzv. ,psychovitalis-
mu“, ktery uci o zasahovani duse, o ,,vedouci roli duchovniho v material-
nim“. Kdyz ale vyloupneme z metafyzického vitalismu empiricky ucho-
pitelné jadro, zbude ndm teze, ze procesy v organické piirodé probihaji
podle urcitych zakont, které nelze redukovat na fyzikalni zdkony. Ptes-
néjsi analyza ukazuje, ze tato teze znamena tolik jako tvrzeni, ze urcité
oblasti skutec¢nosti nepodléhaji jedné jednotné a vseplatné zdkonitosti.
Je pochopitelné, ze védecké pojeti svéta v téch oblastech, které uz
dosahly pojmové ostrosti, mize prokazat své zakladni nazory ztretelnéji,
nez v oblastech jinych: v oblasti fyziky znatelnéji nez v psychologii.
Jazykové formy, jimiz jesté dnes hovofime v oblasti psychického, byly
vytvoreny v minulosti na zakladé urcitych metafyzickych predstav o dusi.
Tvofeni pojmi v psychologii je ztéZovano témito nedostatky jazyka:



112 VCIC2015 — Pre-proceedings of the International Conference

metafyzickd zatéz a logicka rozpornost. K tomu jesté pristupuji tézkosti
vécné. Nasledkem toho je, ze vé€tsina pojmi pouzivanych v psychologii
je zatim nedostatecné definovana; u nékterych dokonce neni jasné, zda
jsou smysluplné, nebo zda se za smysluplné vydavaji na zakladé jejich
pouzivani v Teci. Pro epistemologickou analyzu v této oblasti zbyva jesté
témér vSe udélat; tato analyza je zde zajisté tézsi nez v oblasti fyzické-
ho. Pokus behavioralni psychologie pochopit vSe psychické z télesného
chovani, tedy z hlediska toho, co je dostupné vniméani, je blizké védecké-
mu pojeti svéta.

5. ZAKLADY SOCIALNICH VED

Jak jsme vidéli zvlasté u matematiky a fyziky, dospéje kazdé odvétvi
védy ve svém vyvoji dfive ¢i pozdéji k nutnosti epistemologického
provéreni svych zaklada, k logické analyze svych pojmi. To plati i pro
sociologické oblasti védy, v prvé rfadé pro déjiny a narodni hospodarstvi.
Uz asi sto let je v chodu proces odstranovani metafyzickych primési.
Zde sice nebylo dosazeno téhoZ stupné odisty jako ve fyzice, avSak na
druhou stranu je mozné tato ocista méné naléhava. Zda se, Ze ani
v dobéach rozkvétu metafyziky a teologie nebyla tato oblast nijak zv1ast
silné metafyzicky zasazena. Mozna to spociva v tom, ze pojmy v této
oblasti jako: valka a mir, dovoz a vyvoz, se nachazeji bezprostfednimu
vnimani jesté blize, nez takové pojmy, jako atom a éter. Neni nijak
obtizné odstranit takové pojmy jako ,duch lidu“ a misto nich vzit za
predmét skupiny jednotlived uréitého druhu. Quesnay, Adam Smith, Ri-
cardo, Comte, Marx, Menger, Walras, Miiller-Lyer, abychom zminili ba-
datele nejriznéjsich smeért, pusobili v duchu empirického antimetafyzic-
kého postoje. Pfedmétem déjin a narodniho hospodaistvi jsou lidé, véci
a jejich usporadani.

IV. OHLEDNUTI A VYHLED DO BUDOUCNA

Z praci na uvedenych problémech se vyvinulo moderni védecké po-
jeti svéta. Vidéli jsme, jak se fyzika zprvu s nedostatecnymi nebo
jeSté ne dostatecné vyjasnénymi védeckymi nastroji ve snaze o ziskani
uchopitelnych vysledkt citila byt stale silné€ji nucena k metodologic-
kym zkouménim. Tak doslo k vyvoji metody vytvareni hypotéz a pak
dale k vyvoji axiomatické metody a logické analyzy; tim nabyvalo
tvofeni pojmid na stale vétsi jasnosti a pfesnosti. K tymz metodolo-
gickym problémtim vedl, jak jsme vidéli, i vyvoj zkouméni zakladi
ve fyzikalni geometrii, matematické geometrii a aritmetice. Pfedevsim
z téchto zdroji vzesly problémy, jimiz se nyni prednostné zabyvaji
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predstavitelé védeckého pojeti svéta. Je pochopitelné, ze ve Vidernském
krouzku stale jesté zustava znatelny jejich ptvod v jednotlivych roz-
manitych problémovych oblastech. Tim jsou také dany c¢asto rozdilnosti
zaméfeni zadjmu a hledisek, které vedou k rozdilim v nézorech. Charak-
teristické vSak je, Ze snahou o presnou formulaci, o pouzivani exaktniho
logického jazyka a symboliky, o zfetelné rozliSovani teoretického obsahu
néjaké teze od pouhych doprovodnych predstav, se zmensuje to, co tyto
nazory rozdéluje. Krok za krokem se zvétSuje mnozstvi spolecnych po-
jeti, kterd tvori jadro védeckého pojeti svéta, a ke kterému se pripojuji
vnéjsi vrstvy, kde nachazime vétsi subjektivni divergence.

Pti zpétném pohledu je ndm podstata nového vedeckého pojeti svéta
v protikladu k bézné filosofii zfetelna. Neformuluji se vlastni , filosofické
véty“, nybrz véty se jen vyjasnuji, a to véty empirické védy, jak jsme
to vidéli u riznych diive zminénych problémovych oblasti. Aby se jesté
vice zduraznil protiklad k systémové filosofii, nechtéji mnozi zastanci
védeckého pojeti svéta pro oznaceni své prace vubec slovo ,filosofie®
pouzivat. Af uz se tato zkoumdni nazvou jakkoli, jedno je jisté: ne-
ezistuje Zddnd filosofie, kterd by byla zdkladni ¢i universdlni védou wve-
dle nebo nad riznymi oblastmi jedné zkusenostni védy, neexistuje zadna
cesta k obsahovému poznéani nez zkusSenost; neexistuje zadna rise ideji,
ktera by se nachéazela nad nebo za zkuSenosti. Pfesto zlistdva prace na
Hilosofickych® nebo ,,zékladovych* zkouméanich ve smyslu védeckého po-
jeti svéta dulezita. Logické vyjasniovani védeckych pojmu, vét a metod
osvobozuje od brzdicich predsudkit. Logickd a epistemologickad analyza
neklade védeckému badani zddnd omezeni, naopak: davad mu k dispozici
co nejuplnéjsi oblast formalnich mozZnosti, z nichz se mé vybrat ta, ktera
souhlasi s ur¢itou zkusSenosti (pfiklad: neeukleidovska geometrie a teorie
relativity).

Zastanci védeckého pojeti svéta stoji rozhodné na piadé prosté lidské
zkusSenosti. S davérou konaji praci na odklizeni metafyzickych a teolo-
gickych trosek tisicileti. Nebo, jak si mysli néktefi: vratit se po meta-
fyzickém mezidobi k jednotnému, pozemskému obrazu svéta, ktery byl
v jistém smyslu uz zdkladem protohistorické magické viry nezatizené
teologii. Narust metafyzickych a teologickych sklond, které se dnes pro-
jevuji v mnoha spolcich a sektach, v knihach a casopisech, na pred-
naskéch a v universitnich kursech, se zda spocivat na tpornych social-
nich a hospodafskych zapasech soucasnosti: jedna skupina bojujicich,
drZici se v socialni oblasti minulého, pecuje také o obsahové ddvno pteko-
nané nazory metafyziky a teologie, zatimco druzi, soustiedéni na novou
dobu, zvlasté ve stredni Evropé tento postoj odmitaji a stavi se na ptudu
zkusSenostni védy. Tento vyvoj souvisi s rozvojem moderniho vyrobniho
procesu, ktery nabyva stale vice strojové-technické podoby a ponechava
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stale méné prostoru metafyzickym predstavam. Tento vyvoj souvisi
i se zklamanim sirokych mas o postojich téch, ktefi hlasaji pfekonané
metafyzické a teologické nauky. Tak dochéazi k tomu, Ze masy v mnoha
zemich odmitaji tyto nauky nyni mnohem védoméji nez drive a v sou-
empirickému pojeti. V diivéjsich dobach byl vyrazem tohoto pojeti ma-
terialismus; mezitim se ale moderni empirismus vyvazal z mnoha ne-
dokonalych podob a ve védeckém pojeti svéta nabyl trvalé podoby.

Tak se védecké pojeti svéta nachézi blizko Zivota soucasnosti. Ohro-
zuji jej sice tézké zapasy a utoky. Presto existuje mmnoho téch, ktefi
neztraceji odvahu vzdor sociologické situaci soucasnosti a s nadéji hledi
v ustrety dalsimu vyvoji. Zajisté, ne kazdy privrzenec védeckého pojeti
svéta bude bojovnikem. Néktefi, ktefi maji radi samotu, povedou zivot
v ustrani na ledovych planich logiky; nékteri budou dokonce odsuzovat
né ,trivializaci“. Ale i jejich vykony se zacleni do dé&jinného vyvoje.
Zazivame, jak ve stoupajici mife pronika duch védeckého pojeti svéta
formy osobniho i vefejného zivota, vyucovani, vychovy, architektury, jak
poméhd utvaret hospodarsky a socialni zivot podle racionalnich prin-
cipi. Veédecke pojeti svéta slouZi Zivotu a Zivot je prijme.






THE VIENNA CIRCLE IN CZECHOSLOVAKIA
Pre-proceedings of the International Conference

The conference and this pre-proceedings were supported within the
project of Education for Competitiveness Operational Programme
(OPVK), Research Center for the Theory and History of Science (Vy-
zkumné centrum pro teorii a déjiny védy), registration No. CZ.1.07/2.3.
00/20.0138, co-financed by the European Social Fund and the state bud-
get of the Czech Republic.

Editors: Radek Schuster, Stefanie Dach and Friedrich Stadler
Typesetting: Libor Benda
Cover design: Radek Schuster

Published by the University of West Bohemia, Pilsen, 2015
ISBN 978-80-261-0440-7



N a®
* * o
* * °
european o " **

social fund in the MINISTRY OF EDUCATION,  OP Education

for Competitiveness

[~ 4 czech republic  EUROPEAN UNION  vOUTH A

INVESTMENTS IN EDUCATION DEVELOPMENT




	VCIC_front
	vcic2015
	VCIC_back

