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WORLDS AND OPERATIONS

NOTES ON JAKOB MEL@E’'S ARTICLE
‘THE AGENT AND HIS WORLD*

When a philosophical or scientific project comesigé, it finds itself possessed of a tradition, and
consequently of scope for a display of its clasdfd3raxeology is such a project, then Jakob Mslge
articleThe Agent and His World just such a classic.

It's often no very long step from acquiring a ftemh to becoming one. But a project that sufféuis t
transformation stands in risk of losing its chaeaets a project. It then remains only to writehistory
of the tradition: this is how it all went.

As Praxeology is not just a tale to be told, theses will not be taking uphe Agent and His
World as the original and radical statement it so patemdls within the analytic philosophy of action
of the sixties. Nor will they deal with its sigrdince for subsequent praxeological thinking. Theiai
rather to enter into a dialogue with Melge’s agtiel as one praxeologist to another, or as one piece
praxeology to another.

I. THE CONCEPT "WORLD’
1. Analytical and Hermeneutical Definitions

The Agent and His Worloegins with this sentence:
We may define a concepiorld, or our world, on the basis of our operations in the world, such
that to exist in our world is to be connected wotlr operations in the world, and such that the
form of connection givethe form of existence

The heading together with the first sentence prtasewith three concepts that are fundamentallto al

! The Agent and His Worlseen published several times. The page numberitigireferences below refer to
Praxeology. An Anthology Edited by Gunnar Skirb®klo, 1983, where also the present article was fir
published.

> Melge, 1983, p. 13.



praxeological thoughtsigent world (or our world) andoperation But these concepts are not defined
in the good old analytic way. Not one of them appeas the unknowdefiniendunto the left of an
identity sign, with an array of other, and well kwig concepts mustered to the right, asdégniens

We find ourselves, in fact, in the quite tricky pg@s of not being able to define the basic
praxeological terms without sinning against a gbrurde of analytic definitional practice, viz. thae
that the term to be defined, and so explainedherst must not be among the terms that we use to
define it, or to explain ivith. If a praxeological term A is defined through teems B, C, D ..., we
shall find, of necessity, that at least one oftdrens B, C, D, ..., cannot itself be defined withmsort
to A. This predicament is not peculiar to praxeglogye may well ask if it doesn’t hold for most
philosophical work. The fact that so many philodophtreatises open with a row of definitions, with
definiendaanddefinientiain their proper places, is no evidence that ttieiking is of a radically
different sort, or that it has been worked out unddically different conditions. The difference yna
well be just a difference in editing. Be that asidy, the fundamental concepts of praxeology aeh e
one of them, parts picked out from a whole. Itngydoy moving around among the different partst tha
we can come to grasp the whole that they are p§resd it is only by grasping the whole, that ve@ c
come to grasp each part. Analytic definitional ficgecmust give way to hermeneutic definitional
practice. We begin, in style, with the concejotrld.

2. The Concept World in Tradition

Within our philosophical tradition, the differemrecepts world belong to one or the other of twormai
types:

a) Thefirst conceptworld or the worldis a concept of all that exists, or it is a conadghat which
encompasses all that exists, so that everythirtgettists, existsvithin it. Not much is usually said
about this “encompassing”, except, perhaps, thatiot to be taken in a spatial sense. Wittgenstei
tells us in theéTractatusl.1, that the world is the sum total of facts, ofothings. ("Die Welt ist die
Gesamtheit der Tatsachen, nicht der Dinge”.) Behdf/the sum total of facts has a richer structure
than the sum total of things, adding up the faotssdchot produce any more woddler than adding up
the things. That is becauss@nmatioris not creative of order. Or, if you want to dhié sum total of
something an order, it is the least ordering oosd

This conceptvorld is probably the youngest one, and apparently thet trandy one to many
modern philosophers.

b) The concept of aordered totalityis fundamental to theecondconceptworld. A world is simply
that which ‘has’ a world order. It is@smosAccordingly, to exist in a world is to be embedde a
world order, and to be embedded in a world ordés isave glacewithin that ordersthis or that
substanceasthis or that agengsthis or that fact, object, tool or whatever ydeel

Now, not every ordered totality of places (ortefms and proper places for items) is a world. Of
course not. What makes a certain order a worldr@rdéhat constitutes thgorldhoodof the world
order? Answer: A world order is (a) an order toathsuch and such items belong, in so far as they
are, and in so far as they anhatthey are. And (b) it is an order encompassing (aahers)
subjects, like ourselves, which in their very estigte necessarily understand themselves as being
embedded in that very order.

The conditions (a) and (b) are interdependentiristance, every natural number has, or is, a place



in the series of natural numbers. Human beings wezourselves, are not placed in that seriesif So,
natural numbers maybe said to exist, the seriesatfral numbers will fulfil condition (a) and not
condition (b) for being calledaorld order. But do numbers exist? This well-known philosophic
problem concerns (a), but the very discussakes placainder the heading of condition (b): It is a
discussion of how each number, besides being enebldddhe series of numbers, may be said to share
a common order with us. Or it is the discussioha# the series of numbers may itself be said toesha
a common order with us, or to be encompassed loyder that also encompasses us and our practices.
This second conceptorld or worldhoodis rather close to the oldest philosophical, arehepre-
philosophical, concepts. But it is also congeniithwieidegger's reflections dweltandWeltlichkeit®
And | take Melge’s conceptorld to be of the same sort. The point Melge is makirtge very first
sentences of his article, is just that tools, imm@ats, materials, operations and we ourselveg&ass
all exist in a world, sharing a common world ordésr each such item, to exist is to have its proper
place within a proper ordering of such places.

3. The Concept ‘Our World’

Melges concepworld is explicitly identified with a conceur world. And obviously there is no
difference, in so far as any world is an “our wbrlthe term our world is only making explicit
something already implied in the term world. Toledistinct world there exists a distinct we whose
world it is, even if each of us speaks of itlasworld, and not asur world.

On the other hand: each distimet calling something “ours” may be constituted anthposed in a
number of ways. (Consider who “we” are, when “weg gisiting my parents-in-law tonight, “we” beat
the English in football, “we” found today’s lectubering, “we” shall all die, etc.) So even if weise
only found in worlds, it does not follow that weasve constitutively making a certain world an our
world.

4. The Access to a World

And so, to say that the agent exists inhag a world that (as the heading indicates)igs is not to say,
that it is his alone, or that he is alone in iteTgoint about the agehis world is rather that the agent’s
place in a world is a good place to begin the wadrkeconstructing this world as a system of places.

A place is always a place within a system of pdat®wever, the agequaagent, that isn his
place in the system, exists with a necessary utaeling of his place, that is, of his placdlas place
within the system of places.

Hence, the place of the agent becomes of extretpertance to our analysis. We must reach the
system from a place where the system appearsedigifiie. But, the system being a world, this @ac
must be some place within the system. The placésots, materials, operations, implements etc., are
all placeswithin the system, but they are not places from whersyhtem appears as intelligible.
Hammers do not understand. And so, a hammer’s plagesystem, making the hammer
comprehensible, is not itself a place from whereamprehend the system. Accordingly, the place of
the agent becomes our only access to the system.

% Heidegger, 1967, p. 63-113.



5. The Landscape

In the heading, and several other places, Mel#e &out the world as something of which there can
be many. But in the very first sentence in thechtiand in several other places, the world is $bimg
of which there can only be one. At one place, W denses if two they are, are brought togethena
and the same sentence:

These remarks about our world are meant to skeb@dnesework for my investigations of the agent
and his world'

How should this ambiguity be disentangled?

To say that the system of places can only be szhfibm some agent’s place within it, means that
there is nothing like an overview to be had. (Theppr places from where to see places within adous
are themselves places within the house. And se ikaro place from where to see all the placesinvith
the house.)

In mapping out the places of a world, we givetib@ology Every place isiearto this or that, and
far from this or that. | shall speak of a place in@la as having, in this sensenear-far structure To
the agent in his place, whatrisar, is that which he can see, do, understand etaight away. What is
far, is that which he must look past what is nease@ that which he cado only after having done
what he is already in a position to do, that whehcanunderstanconly through finding some way of
anchoring it in what is near, etc. And so, the Bm@agent at the specific place within the systefn
places, each with its near-far structure, will alfg/éind himselflocatedwithin the system. | shall call
the system of places, as found by the agent, findimself located within the systemlamdscape

To the manifold of agents, or of agents’ placksre correspond at least as rich a manifold of
landscapes. But the landscape is the world, vig.thie world as seen, understood and "practiceath f
some specific agent’s place within the world. ithe world in its necessarifyerspectivecharacter.
Accordingly, the world is one — and it is many.

The ambiguity in Melge’s concept world is not ambaguity between two different concepts world,
e.g. between the two concepts sketched above.mha&aity is one that is built into the second af th
two concepts, or brought about by Melge’s apploatf it. It is a consequence of the very fact {laat
a world is necessarily intelligible, but (b) carlyobhe grasped from some place within it, and that (
places in a world have a near-far structure.

6. The Constructed Agent

The agent’s world is our world. And we are the dagémour world. The point about this might well be
worked out as a point abouws viz. as a piece of philosophical anthropology:, We human beings,
are, in some fundamental sense, practical beifgshtliman life is, in some fundamental sense, a
practical life. And our world is primarily to be derstood in terms of our practical doings e.g. our
operations, within the world. Etc.

* Ibid. p.15.



Such a point is quite consistent with, and evergeaial to, Melge’s thoughts. However, it is na th
point to be worked out ifthe Agent and His World/elge’s reflections oour world are mainly
introductory. They serve, as he says, to sketechradwork for investigations into the agent and his
world. The practical subject, that Melge wantsralgse, is th@gent not us.

Melge’s agent appears, however, to be a higldycedhuman being. He isonstructedas the
subject of some specific operation, nothing more r@othing less. He is, in Melge’s own terms, the
tautologous subjectf the operation.

The agent’s world is our world. And we are therdagen our world. This will still hold true. But ¢h
point about it becomes somewhat more restricte@nvithis taken as a point about the constructed
agent. What remains, is, that we, who are to utaedsthe agent, arc allowedittentify ourselves with
the agent. We can do what agents do. We can o¢bepplaces of agents. We can act as subjects of the
specific operations that agents necessarily aneststof. Etc.

7. The Tautologous World
The aim of Melge’s constructivist approach to therd and his worlds then

to identify the smallest possible cut of our wotltht necessarily belongs to a single, practical
operation, or the smallest intelligible orderinghim which such an operation is intelligitle.

What is here called a cut of our world is the agewbrld. In Melge’s terms it is the agent’s
tautologous worldBut how can a cut of a world be a world itselfffdfow can the agent’s world and
our world remain theameworld? How may a cut of a world be the same aswioald itself?
We shall take up one of Melge’s own examples, dh#tte shoemaker who is hammering out his
leather to make it pliable. And we shall conceive than, not as a shoemaker by trade and not even as
the maker of just this pair of shoes, but, striethgl narrowly, as the subject of just this operatib
hammering out the leather. He is to be conceivaaleasther-hammererand just that. The least
possible cut of our world that necessarily entets this operation contains no more than what istmu
contain for us to be able to say that the manmsrharing out the leather. Since it is, virtuallye th
concept of hammering out the leather that drawdthmdary of its smallest cut into the world, the
necessity that Melge speaks of is of a logical king a necessity as strict in the domain of pcat
operations, as is a conceptual truth in the dormbBianguage. Therefore, he speaks of the agenisthat
implied by this operation, or by the concept of#,theautologoussubject of the operation, the
implied tool as itsautologoustool, the implied object of the operation astéstologousobject, eté.
The sum total of implications, or, what is totaltyplied in this way, we may simply call the
tautology In our example the tautology includes the leatt@nmerer himself, that is, just enough of
his soul, flesh and fate for us to be able to bay lhe is the subject of the operatirmmmering out the
leather(which, of course, is rather a small portion eff@ole human being). The tautology also
includes his hammer and his piece of leather. Amtludes his necessary understanding of whas he i
doing, that is, of each item included in the tangyl (Melge speaks about the agengsessary
knowledgewhich does not consist of necessary truths, buthat the agent must know to be able to

®> |bid. p.15.
® |bid. p.14f.



do what in fact he is doing.) As this operationlwot work unless the leather is placed on somie sol
support, the (concept of the) operation also ctdlés necessary support, or what may be called its
tautologoussupport. But, as this support is to be tautologougust this operation, it will not enter into
the situation as a shoemaker’s complete workingHeih will have no more structure or material than
what is necessary for it to make the operatiorlligtiele as an operation of hammering out the leath
(with the point of the operation, making the leatpkable, built into the concept of the operation)

Is this tableau a world? That is the question. Rérael of the concept world, that we sketched
above and ascribed to Melge, can be expressedl@sso

This or that exists in so far as it exigtsa world, and it exists in a world only in so far as it lzas
placein that world.

Let us say there is a knife lying on the leathenimerer’s table, or whatever we may call the
tautologous support of his operation. It lies,antf on top of the leather he is about to hammew,N
clearly, whereas the (concept of the) operationashmering out the leather collects the hammettsas i
tautologous tool, it does not collect the knife.dAgince it does not collect it, it makes no roomitfo
either. Hence the knife does refistin this landscape, nats a knifelts place in this landscape is only
something that gets in the way and has to be rechbefore the hammering can begin. It has no other
place in this landscape than that of any otherlsohakacle, similarly placed and of about the saine
and weight. Since the knife is not collected bydbacept of the operation, its existence withiis it
contingent. But it has got a place there, as alssbatacle, and so it exists there, as that. Hawoce,
touch the kernel of the concepbrld, we must rewrite our formula, thus:

This or that existas this or thabnly in so far as it exisie a world, and it existsas this or thain
a world only in so far as it hagpéacein that world, as this or that.

So, itis clear how a proper cut of a world (hefeour world) can itself be a world (here, the heat
hammerer’s world). The formula that defines whad o be a world, also defines what it is to be a
proper cut of a world.

It also becomes clear, how our world and the Evattammerer’s world can be the same world. The
cut is a cubf our world, only in so far as it is a datour world. So, a border-line is drawn. It goes
within our world in its character of a landscape, thatigsseen, understood and "practiced” from some
specific agent’s place (here, the leather-nammepéace). And it goelsetweernwhat isnecessarily
and what ishot necessarilgeen, understood and "practiced” by the agenbparhg some specific
operation in that place (here, hammering out ththks). The agent’s tautologous world, that is, the
world of the tautologous subject of some specifieration, is our world as divided (or divisiblejan
what is necessarily and what is not-necessaphrativein the performance of that operation.

8. The Hierarchy of Worlds

The many small cuts of our world themselves go greater cuts, both ordering them and being
ordered by them. From the operation of cuttingléfagher to form, we construct the leather-cutter,
from the operation of driving in the nails, to f&sthe sole, we construct the nail-driver, etc.nfhe
from the leather-hammerer’s world, the leatherestgtworld, the nail-driver’'s world, etc., we may



construct the shoemaker’s world. And the shoemakeorld, where the shoemaker is the maker of just
this pair of shoes, goes into, e.g., the shoemsikestld, where the shoemaker is shoemaker by trade,
working, e.g. within an economic order based onmoity-change. And now the tautology of the
world is about to be quite comprehensive, collectirgreat number of agents — and even we, who
contemplate the shoemaker at work, are about tmlected as not-just-contemplators.

If we extend this movement upwards, or outwards,agents will approximate whole human
beings, and the tautology of their doings will appmate our world. That is, we approximate in recon
structing our world from one singular doing in therld. | sayapproximate because | find it hard to
imagine human beings doing something, the condephizh may collect the whole world. This does
not create any difficulties for Melge, as his pobjeeither intends nor requires a Hegelian synghesi

However, genuine problems may arise on a loweslldisthe production of shoes is broken up into
part-tasks, and the several part-tasks are digtdbover different persons, then it is quite
unproblematic to apply such terms as leather-gudather-hammerer, etc., if this is the way the
production has been broken up. And to each sug&h da®peration rather, we may presumably
construct the corresponding world, in the way ldhbeen doing. But what if the leather-cutter, the
leather- hammerer, et@andthe shoemaker, are all one and the same persdh@tloase, he will be a
shoemakebefore logically or praxeologically before, he is a leat-cutter, a leather-hammerer, etc.
And then it is a question whether the leather-cistigorld, the leather-hammerer’s world, etc., can,
each of them, retain the degree of autonomy tHanigs to the shoemaker’s world. The autonomies
may then break down and if they do, then thatgsiat worth making.

When the shoemaker removes the knife that lieg®prof his piece of leather, so that he can begin
hammering it out, this act is intelligible withihg world of the leather-hammerer. To each operation
there correspond derivative operations of remowingtacles to that operation. But the shoemaker does
not brush the object away from the leather witlvaep of his left hand. Heangs the knife up where it
belongs And there is no such operation within the leath@mmerer’s world. There are koivesin it
and certainly noplaces where they belonganging an article up on a peg on a wall, is eegly
cumbersome manoeuvre for getting it out of the way.

We seethe man hanging the knife up on a peg, and if @ea@make this act intelligible, we must
expand the analytical space, that is, we musttiigenan a world, richer in (tautological) structure
than that of the leather-hammerer. But then thereihalf-way house between the knife-on-peg-
hanger’s world and the world of the shoemaker. N¢ge, that hanging the knife up where it belorsgs i
no part of the production of shoes, as hammeringhmuleather is.

Similarly, when the shoemaker cuts the leathéorim, he does not just follow a pattern, in the
sense of a geometrical figure. He follows the pattehich the shoes that he is making require. Hesdo
so knowing what feet are, knowing what sort of shioe is making, knowing, perhaps, what demands
the terrain of the district place upon shoes taded there, etc. And all thataperativein the
performance of the operation. The smallest possii®f our world within which an operation is
intelligible must be rich enough to contain the r@pien as succeeding or failing. The operation of
cutting the leather to form, following a patters succeeding as long as the cutting stays ondimejs
failing when it gets out of line. But to just wheattent must it be off target before it becomes
practically speakingyppropriate (practical considerations being hieeer¢levant considerations) to say
that it gets out of line? 0.5 millimetres? 1 milétme? 5 millimetres? The answer is not to be faaral
world less rich than the world of the shoemakethht sense, it is not possible to construct advorl
simply corresponding to the operation of cutting lather to form. There is no such thing as the
leather-cutter’s tautologous world. Or, the leattwtter’s tautologous world is the shoemaker’s dorl



Il. OPERATIONS AND OCCUPATIONS
1. The Operation Thesis

We have taken Melge’s conceporld to be expressed in the very first sentence oéhisle (see p.
#Hi#):

[...] to exist in our world is to be connected wihbr operations in the world, and such that the
form of connection gives the form of existence. ###13 footnote 5A>

And we have taken the kernel of this concept texjgessed as follows (see p. 6):

This or that existas this or thabnly in so far as it exisig a world, and it existas this or thain
a world only in so far as it has a place in thatldaas this or that.

Both statements may be taken to assert a congéitatinnection between (ayarld, (b) beingor
existing (c) being, or existingn a world, and (d) having placein a world. You may read Melge’s
statement as a specification of our statemerd.the items (a) and (d) that are specified in Mslge
formulation. Ad (a): The world in question is exquliy our world. Ad (d): This or that has a place in
the world in so far as it is connected wigherationsin the world — operations performed by subjects
who are in a position to refer to that world asr‘@wrld”. The topology of the world is mapped oia v
our operations in the world.

Reading Melge’s statement in this way, we araeassigning the priorities, whether logically or
ontologically, between the concepts of our lastieacOf course not. All talk of assigning prioes
between issues suchwerld, being, place, operatioetc., is quite devoid of meaning as long as they,
asconceptsare defined hermeneutically (see p. 1-2) anghamnomenaare constitutive of each other.
We are not reassigning priorities. We are adopinigfferent perspective, or transferring the emghas

In the last section, we were emphasizing the wanid the ordering character of the world. And we
considered operations, agents, tools, etc., agleenmbedded in the world order. In this section, we
shall transfer the emphasis to the operation. Aadgkall consider worlds, agents, tools, etc., asmgbe
someway or other, constituted by operations. Wheltwgbls statement is read in this way, it will be
termedThe Operation Thesis

2. The Modified Operation Thesis

We have seen how the operation, via its constgutisnnections with its agent, tools, materials, etc
goes to make up a world — provided that (1) thelavior question is an agent’s world, and provided
that (2) the agent is construed as the tautologobgect of the operation. If we modify The Openmatio
Thesis according to these provisions, we get theviing thesis:

[...] to exist in the agent’s world is to be conteetwith his operations in his world, and such that
the form of connection gives the form of existence.



The modified Operation thesis takes the agent’ddvarthe agent’s tautologous world, to be
constituted by the agent’s operations in that wdtlgs valid, almost by definition. The original
Operation Thesis takes our world to be constitisedur operations in our world. Is it possible to
prove the original thesis from the modified one?\Har is there between the two theses?

Not very far, in Melge’s opinion! And he sets ¢tmgo the whole hog. He introduces a concept our
practices which he explains as the totality of our formsperations, with their tautologous forms of
objects, tautologous forms of implements, etc. Aodworld, he says, is is constituted through our
practices. Temporarily ignoring the fact that Melge in thistext does not, strictly speaking, allude to
operations, objects, implements, etc., but to leems we may consider the reconstructioroaf
world as a mere question gystematizinghe many "small worlds” that we have already restarcted,
each of them from the operations that constitutenth

Note that the operations arc thought of as caristé of the systematizing as well. This is
important. If the Operation Thesis is to be acagpiee must demand that our world, as reconstructed,
comes out with shoemakers and strike-breakerss toad materials, money and commodities,
computations and insurances, etc., since it ioparations with their respective tautologies, that are
being systematized. The systemata make our world se far as they are operations or implied by
operationsThe system itself must add nothing

3. System and Systemata. A Parenthesis

The strength of that sort of a requirement mayhmeve by an example where the requiremenbis
met. Articles of use exist only in so far as thatee into asystenof articles of use, or into a system of
usages of such articles. However, such a systeromgrexist as that of a society. Articles of use a
exactly what a society keeps house with. They angeglded in the economy of the society. And they
constitute the economy by the way they are embeuntdieédis it, then, possible to reconstruct thenfo
of the economy from the system of articles constiély embedded in the economand from that
alone? Or, closer, is it possible to read off the cdigitia character of a system of articles of userfro
the very usage of the articles)d from that alon@

Whatever is implied by systemata must itself emtter the system. That is the rule of thumb in the
project of reconstruction. And so we start off witletechnology A system of articles of use typically
involves, or, in a wide sense, is, a technologyndgetypical systemata will be raw material, preees
material, tools, machinery, computers, etc. Outtigetypical sphere of production we find means of
transport, medical instruments, educational app&anetc. And in the private sphere, by Marxist
economists eventually called "the sphere of repcadn”, we may find e.g. spray-boxes, washing
machines, televisions, etc. Typically, an artidieige belongs to a technology in virtue ofusewithin
that technology. But in a wider sense it may belantipe technology in so far as itgsoducedby the
technology. (You may use, that is drink, your sgnivater and your Coke in the same way, Anyhow,
the Coke is closer to the technology in our sodie&y is the water: it is a typical product of H¢nce,
also the foods, the drinks, the hall points, thekscand the beds may enter into the system ofestic
of use as technological items.

Now, from the technology itself, we may reconstithe know-how, the technique, necessarily

" Ibid. p.14.
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implied in the use and production of the technoldéyain, this may also be embedded in the very
concept of the technology.) We may also reconsthehecessary maintenance of that know-how.
Next, we may reconstruct the agents necessaripfadimg the know-how implied in the use and
production of the technology, as well as the ageatessarily implied in the maintenance of that
know-how. The reconstruction may probably proceezhdurther. But the articles of use are not only
produced and used. They are also owned, andvhershipin question may bransferableaccording
to certain principles, regulated by certain soaighorities, etc. You may become the owner of @gthi
getting it by exchange. Or you may buy it for mon®y you may inherit it. Or some social authority
may allocate it to you, because you need it, oabge you deserve it. You may use it, without owning
it. And you may own it, without using it. Similarltheuseof the articles islistributedamong the
members of the society according to certain priesipYou may (legally) use a thing, because you
need to use it. Or you may use it, because you pankfor using it. Or you may use it, because you
are paid for using it. Or you may use it, becauselyave arranged it so with certain others. Or you
may use it, because some social authority has ietpgsu to use it, then and there. The structure of
ownership, or of transference of ownership, as aglhe distribution of the use of the articlegton
members of the society, subsumes the whole systamides of use under the specific economic
form, in casu the capitalistic one. Hence, thertietbgy in question becomes a capitalistic technglog
This, however, cannot be read off from the techgpitself. To see a technology as a capitalist
technology, we must see it as embedded withinrdradwork of a capitalist mode of production. And
this frame cannot be read off from what it framBsis holds even if historical materialism is right
that is, even if there is a necessary, or histhyiceecessary, connection between the technology of
society and its mode of production, between whambedded and what embeds it. "The hand-mill
gives you society with the feudal lord; the steaiti-society with industrial capitalist”, says Mafx.
But the necessity by which a certain technolgyes youhe character of a society, is a necessity that
allows us tadeducewith some high degree of certainty, the econarharacter of the society, not to
reconstructt. (The veryusageof this or that sort of a mill remains the sambether the subject in
action is a villain or a wage-earner.)

And now we shall return to the operations and Operation Thesis.

4. The Hierarchy of Operations

It is not difficult to find a systematic structurethe manifold of operations. Just as #ngcles of use
exist only in so far as they enter into a netwdrkses of them, soperationsexist, ortake placeonly
in so far as they enter into a system of operatidnsg the typical structure of this system, althloungt
the only one, ishe hierarchy a number of subordinate operations go into samper®rdinate operation
as the parts go into a whole. The single blowshem&il together go into the operation of drivihg t
nail in. The superordinate operation may itseljether with other operations, go into some opematio
of a still higher order. In driving in a particulaail, | perform an operation that, together withey
operations, effectuates some superordinate prgech as making a bookshelf.

The movement upwards in the hierarchy makes teatagworld more commodious: mopéaces
are generated, as more tools, materials etc. dezimg. The agent in question may even become a
team. (Giving the nail a single blow with the hampoan hardly be done collectively, but making a

8 Marx (1910), p. 119.The Poverty of Philosoph¢h. 11, §1.
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bookshelf can.) The movement upwards tellsvbatthe agent is doing, and the movement downwards
tells ushowhe does it. And one cannot ask how the agentwbashe does without knowing what he

is doing. The hierarchy, therefore, is a princiiplethe segmenting of a whole rather than a priecip

for the synthesizing of a manifold. Or rathersiti principle for synthesizing only in so far asit

already a principle for segmenting.

The several operations are, therefore, constéutiva straightforward sense, of a system of
operations (with their corresponding tautologies)ang as the superordinate activitytself an
operation If it is not, then it is also questionable whether itamstitutedby the several operations that
go into it.

The shoemaker hammers the leaffseras to make it more pliable): this is an openat— it can be
segmented into part operations, such as the ingavidammer blows, and it is itself a segment that,
together with others, goes into the superordinptgation of making a pair of shoes.

The shoemaker is making a pair of shdbss is itself an operation — it can be segmeintéal part
operations, such as hammering the leather, asdtgdlf a segment that, together with others, gues
some superordinate operation. As for example whik?already find ourselves in difficulties. It is,
even at this stage, hard to describe an activayithsuperordinate to the operation of makingiagfa
shoes and is itself asperation® At some stage, and we may already have reached &hall have to
face that order of doings that belongs to the slab@mas shoemaker, that is, that order of doings
whose tautologous subject is ttemaker by trader bycraft. But his trade, or hisccupatiorl®, is
something the shoemaker goes about, takes cdok§ after, engages in or manages. iasjust
performed

5. The Concept of an Occupation

As the subject of aoperationone gets something done, and what is to be dagiges ahead of doing
it, as that which onaims at and it is that which gives the operationfdem. Hence it is possible to
speak oftagesof an operation, and at each point in time it lbarsaid to béhis or that far from being
completedAn occupation or trade, is not completed. But it is always jjadssto askhow things are
goingwith it — and it is the way things are going thelts you what is to be domext

The shoemaker, as the subject of his trade, avdaspation, is not constituted by what he is now
doing, but by doing whatever he is doing in awassra, and perceptive to, the overall state of his
trade. The subject of a trade, in going aboutraidd, exhibits gautologous interesn his trade. The
shoemaker nevenerelymakes a pair of shoes: He makes the pair of ghe¢©ld Nick from Outer
Fringe has asked for; or he makes the twenty-shyaait in that series of fifty which the buyer up i
the town ordered to complete the range on displdys shop; etc. Hence, the identity of the prodsict
first, its place within the history of the tradeid from this identity that the shoemaker, next,ikes
the form of the product, in the sense of that witiishoperations can be aimed at (a pair of leather
shoes, for example, size 44, of design K, etc.i Anly then does the shoemaker arrive at the fdrm o

° Melge himself nowhere defines the operation cond&’e shall later be attempting a more explicitcamt of
his concept of an operation.

19 We chose the term occupation, because of itserede to a place within a system of places. Butetones
we write trade or craft instead of occupation,ust work. (All this for the lack of an English egalent to the
Norwegian "virksomhet”, or the German "Wirksamkejt”
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his operation: this and that must be carried ogt @oduced, brought into existence), that hag/abt
been carried out (produced, brought into existence)

Melge’s praxeology is in no small measure a pecédugendenken” (visual thinking). And it is
true that we do nateethe shoemaker going about his trade unless hgeisting. But it is not the form
of these operations that makes the agent a shoenaakells us that what we see, is a shoemakerggoi
about his trade. Hammering leather is, no doubtpigal shoemaker’s operation, and if we understand
what the agent is doing as hammering leather foeshthe operation can hardly be embedded in other
trades than that of the shoemaker. Given that tipars embedded in some trade, we figare out
that the trade it is embedded in, is that of theesmaker. But we cannot tell, from looking at the
operation, that it belongs to some trade. Praxéoddly speaking, hammering the leather only makes
the agent a leather-hammerer. And making a pahoés, or ten pairs of shoes, only makes him a pair
of-shoes-maker, or a ten-pairs-of-shoes-maker.tAatddoes not make him a shoemaker, in the full
sense of shoemaker by trade. The agent is a sheenmakhe full sense, only if hammering the
leather, he isherebylooking after the shoemaker’s tautologous inteiregite trade of shoemaking.

6. The Completeness of the Shoemaker’'s World

It may well be possible to look at the shoemakdomgs from an angle that makes them appear, at any
given time, as a system of operations. But whdéectd all of his several doings and constitute tlasm
the doings of a shoemaker, is not an operationabwiccupation. It is his being a shoemaker byetrad
It is, therefore, quite difficult, even in princ&lso to reconstruct the shoemaker’s world thatmtes
out as a system of operations, with the operatioaiiselves as constitutive of the system. And ngakin
the shoemaker’s world, so reconstructamplete becomes even more difficult:

If the light overhead is too dim for the shoematkesee what he is about, e.g. hammering the
leather, he tries with a stronger bulb. He does#me, for that matter, if he cannot see propertidy
up after himself. And if he knocks his finger sattit bleeds and makes it awkward to hold the
hammer, he bandages it. If he is worried aboutkbireahe fixes the windows with shutters, gets hold
of a good lock, and stakes sure everything is festend locked before he leaves for the day. And so
on and so forth. These doings, each of which magidssified as an operation, are naturally rooted i
or derived from, the concept of a trade, whereghiare going in this way or that, and from the egac
of the tautologous interest with which the subjétgoing about his doings, looks after those same
doings. On the other hand, there is no operatierit, &ver so superordinate, such that these daiaugs
be derived from it. | shall give two reasons faatth

(1) The tautologous subject of an operation haglgotask to perform the operation. And by
definition he is able to solve that task, nothingre) nothing less. Accordingly, certain operations
derivable from the tautology of the operation dreaaly fulfilled, when he sets out to perform the
operation. The leather-hammerer, for instance alraady got the knowledge and skill necessary for
hammering out the leather, he has already takehdfdhe hammer and of the piece of leather, he is
already at the proper place for hammering it (@ dhe working bench), he has already adopted the
bodily posture adequate for the operation, etsHbort, the tautology is alreaégtablishedlf it is not,
he can do just nothing, and strictly speaking hesdwt exist, not as the tautologous subject of the
operation. His task is to perform the operatior,taestablish the tautology of it.

What makes the worlieh order for the operation, according to the tautology, baristed. The set
of conditions derivable from the tautology ifirsite andclosedset. It goes into torm, viz. the form of
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the operation. Thiotal set of necessary conditions does not. There alienrts to the number of ways
you may be prevented from performing a certain ap@mn. Accordingly, there are no limits to the
number of ways in which the world must ihet-in-disorderfor the same operation to be performable.
And, finally, there are no limits to the numberogierations eventually necessary for establishieg (r
establishing, maintaining, etc.) the tautologyhef bperation in question. If the light has gone ut
the workshop is burning, if the eye-glasses disapperight hand’s thumb bleeds, etc., there Wwél

no hammering out the leather. Consequently, the hgust not go out, or you will have to fix it, the
workshop must not burn, or you will have to put the fire immediately, the eve-glasses must not
disappear, or you will have to find them, the thumilst not bleed, or you will have to bandage &, et
The set of conditions, so defined, is a set of @& practically relevant to the organizationtoé
workshop, qualifying the skill of the shoemakertedmining his everyday life, etc. And, most
important here, it is a set of conditions neces&aryhe operation in question. Hence, it constisua

set of operations eventually necessary for estahlys(re-establishing, maintaining, etc.) the téngy

of the operation. But it is aspenandindefiniteset. And such an indefiniteness cannot go irftora,
neither the form of the operation in question (Bagmmering out the leather), nor the form of arheot
operation. From a certain stage in our analysesatient’s strict finality, his deriving operatidingm
operations, or from tasks, must be replaced bppén awareness of whatever the situation may
demand, and so his skill and imagination to sohablems. That is, the subject of the operation must
be replaced by the subject of the occupation.

This was the problem of the open and indefiniteo§eperations {@, O, ...Qy} establishing or
maintaining necessary conditions for a given opana®, without being derivable from (or from any
other operation pfrom which Q itself is derivable.

(2) Even more evidently, problems will arise watiy operation ©not derivable from, nor
establishing or maintaining necessary conditionsémne particular operation @ready given, but
getting its aim solely frorthe fact thatandthe way in whiclQ; belongs to a trade and owes its place to
that trade. When the shoemaker tidies up, whengerts a stronger light bulb so as to see better fo
tidying up, when he fits a new lock and locks uggmhimself, etc., then these operations are not
derivable from other operations, and certainlyfran the operation of making shoes. They would, of
course, be pointless, if he did not now and thed,@obably rather often, perform the operation of
making a pair of shoes. But their aims are nevpeddent on this or that particular operation. Téaey
required by the goings on in and around the shoensttade, or by the fact that the operation of
making a pair of shoes itself belongs to the shé@mrmtrade, where things are going in this way or
that. If the operation is not understood as beloggp a trade, and the subject of the operatidheas
subject of a trade, then we must face either orteeother of two shortcomings: we either lose the
unity of the manifold of operations, or we are able to make the world in which they take place a
completeworld.

In short, we apply the concept of an operatiocldsethe space of analysis, and we apply the
concept of an occupatida open it up againAnd this opening up now appears to be necessatihé
reconstruction obur world from the (operation-performing) agent’s world.



14

[1l. THE CONCEPT OF AN OPERATION
1. The Task

We shall now try more detailed to explicate Melgmacept of an operation. But there will be no
direct textual exegesis, and there will be no gemargumentation that the explication is the most
adequate one. If the reader finds that it is comsisvith our preceding chapters, and that it setenfis
well with what Melge writes iThe Agent and His Worl@nd in other of his articles, then we shall
consider the task to have been solved. So the réagteon it as well.

What, then, is meant by "X performs the operafpi? We shall approach an answer stepwise,
formulating four requirements where (4) is a speatfon of (3), (3) of (2), and (2) of (1).

2. The First Requirement

(1) X doessomething, as distinct, for a start, from someglhiappeningo X.

If X buys a lottery ticket, he does something, velas if he wins something in the draw, that is
something that happens to him. The borderline isalveays sharp, as the two expressions are normally
understood. If X plays the gramophone at night ihabmething he does. If he wakens his neighbour
by playing it, then that is something which heywassayhappens to doBut that which one happens to
do one can also be said to do, and X may be asnsitje for his neighbour’s being wakened as for a
done deed. The law might here speak of negligeara®this concept helps us through one more layer
on our way towards the kernel of the concept obperation. Foan operation is never committed
through negligenceThe agent (the tautologous subject of the opmraperforms the operation in a
necessary (or tautologous) understanding of relsithat he is doing. The operatias operatiorhas
aform, it fits the form (orgoes intait, oris it), and, hence, idefiniteandfinite. On the other hand, the
operationas an individualtaking places indefinite and infinite — in the sense thagriters into a
network of causal sequences, and in such a wayheandividuality runs along the sequences. (What
did he do? He played the gramophone! What did frettioplayed the gramophone, thus wakening his
neighbour! What did he do? He played the gramophthius wakening his neighbour, so that his
neighbour overslept the next morning and was latevbrk! Etc.)

3. The Second Requirement

(2) X does something that brings aboehange

The factory workers do something that changesviiréd: they produce. But the factory’s night
watchman does not change the world by doing his@obthie contrary. His task is to see to it thnmt t
factory, the domain that he is responsible fom ihe very same state the next day as it was at
knocking-off time. His primary duty, we may sayhis very being at the factory during the night,
instead of being at home and asleep. A world wheaight watchman is on duty at the factory is, of
course, different from a world where he stays abéolf we call bringing about this difference
"bringing about a change”, we must remember thiat¢thange is brought about by the night watchman
going to his work. And he does not do his work bing to it, but by being at it.

The night watchman at work may well, at whatevenmant we choose, be effecting some change,
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or even be doing something that may be describah aperation: he plants one foot in front of the
other, does one of his rounds, turns the key ircémérol watch, or what have you. But there is no
superordinate operation (or directive to operatalii@ctive to change the world), that generateseh
doings. They are generated by his job, by whattib ikeep watch.

And jobs of this sort are not peculiar to the daokirs. We come across them at daylight too —
subtly incorporated into the process of productiust as the night watchman normally does nothing
more than see to it that things still are as theukl be, the operator at the control panel noyrades
nothing more than see to it that the productiorcgss still runs as it should. What is requiredyath
cases, is a measure of know-how: the subject rteddsw what it is for conditions to be normal,ior
order, and what to do if they are not. What thgexttlwoes if they are not in order, is certainletfect
some change in the world (call the police, presditlittons F25 and KW16, etc.). But effecting such
changes is natonstitutiveof the night watchman’s job, or the panel operatdvhat is constitutive of
their job, that is, of what they are doing whertloa job, is rather thelieing prepared fosuch
interventions, and thebreing capable oéxecuting themshouldthe situation require it. Imagine two
working days on the same plant. On the first, eéng runs smoothly and the panel operator sits chi
in hand as the princess in the tale. On the sedwilis loose, and the operator plies his knots an
buttons as if he were playing Chopin-studies. Oth ldays the operator is minding his job. And the jo
is the same on both days, minding the control panehis sense he is alsloingthe same on both
days.

4. The Third Requirement

(3) X does something that brings aboutederminatechange and in such a way that the determination
is settledbeforeX sets out to bring it about (a) as that whichimmed af and (b) as that which gives to
the bringing about itform (see p. 1). That is, X does something, the upshatich will qualify his
doing as somethingucceedingr failing:

Weeding the herbaceous border or angling eighefidy fishing- rod are both of them doings of
this type. On the other hand, weedindhe herbaceous border until dinner or anglingl somset are
not. Right enough, also in these cases the dortegiees the world a more or less different lookd an
the difference was no doubt aimed at. But the up&h thirds of the border being cleared of weeds,
or the whole of it, or 2% square metre, or 55 déade being pulled up; or five fishes being caugint,
none, or enough for next week) is not operativeadtd its being brought about, as that which gives
form to its bringing about. The upshot does notifjuthe doings as something the agent succeeded or
failed to do.

5. The Fourth Requirement

(4) X does something that brings about a determiohange, and such that it is possible, at any
moment during its bringing about, to identifyext steat least one next thing to do) on the road to it
having been brought about.

The agentgquaagent, does not only aim at a determinate redeltalso follows a patfrom the
point of departure (where the agent is in tautolsgoosition to take the first step)the result. Once
the agent is on his way, that is, in action, the@ways a next thing to do (at least one), andmthe
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agent has done it, he is also one step closeetretult. And this is no triviality, as it rulestaane of

the two examples that satisfied requirement (3)emfig an operation. Weeding the herbaceous border
is still in, but catching eight fishes is out. Fudj up the next dandelion, clearing the next squaetre,
etc., are next steps in a sense in which catchiageéxt fish is not. True, when you have caught one
more, you have one less to catch, and you areairsinse one step closer to the end result of havin
got hold of eight. But standing with your fishingekon the beach the ormext thing to das throwing

out the line, whereas the only thing thaings you closeto the result is catching a fish.

6. A Summary and a Possible Fifth Requirement

As mentioned above, each succeeding requirementdshe a specification of the preceding one. You
cannot (2) do something that brings about a changess you (1) do something. You cannot (3) do
something that brings about a determinate chandessiyou (2) do something that brings about a
change. And you cannot (4) proceed stepwise towadterminate result, unless you (3) do
something that brings about a determinate resuald. this structure of our four requirements makes it
easier to show that the concept ofogerationwhich we have worked out, really is Melge’s coricep
Melge is quite explicit on the programmatic struetaf an operation, at several places. At one phece
writes:

| presuppose that my identifications of what thennsadoing fit ... his own instructions to

himself. ... As the instruction is naturally thotigi as a system of instructions, it might also be
called a "programme’. | imagine that such a progreanwithin the framework of a given
technology, generates a system of subordinate ipresaand that the agent, at every point in the
chain of operations, articulates his own operatmmghe basis of the instructions which define
that point!*

There may still be some doings that are opera@gosrding to the concept delimited by the
requirements (1) to (4), but that are not operat@ecording to Melge’s concept. All the examples of
operations that Melge gives,Time Agent and His Worland in other articles, have yet another feature
in common, in addition to the four, and thasisveyability There is always one place, at least, from
which the operation can be observed, in all o$téges and as a whole. Knocking in a nail or ma&ing
pair of shoes, with the adequate tools and maseaigthand, are both of them operations on this
requirement. Building a house and clearing a fasestot, though the requirements (1) to (4) are
satisfied for both examples. The requirement ofeyability, even if hard to define, may prelimirgri
be explained in a simple rule-of-thumb way: an apen is survey able only if you can make a picture
of it, where the picture is either a still, be d@awing or a photo, or a film taken with the caaiera

fixed position. You can make a picture of a mandkirog in nails or of a man making shoes, but hardly
of a man building a house, as distinct from maldrdpor or fitting it into the frame, and hardlyaof

man clearing a forest, as distinct from fellingeet(in a forest).

1 Melge, 1983, p. 24.
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V. THE CONCEPT OF A PRACTICAL OPERATION
1. The Term ‘Practical Operation’

The four or five requirements developed abovelfibMelge’s examples of operationsTihe Agent
and His World However, Melge himself places a restriction up@concept of an operation, or rather
upon his application of it. He writes:

By operzation | mean, in this article, a practicaémtion, whether the agent is a single man or
a tean.

Melge gives no definition of his concept gbractical operation but he does give a number of
examples: (a) chopping firewood, or splitting a,1d® picking berries, (c) lifting a beam, and (d)
making a pair of shoes, or making a left foot skobsize 43> He also formulates what he calls a basic
form of apractical operationviz.:

X operates on y, where "X” marks the place of e, or the subject of the operation, "y” the
object of the operation, or its target, and whheeverb "operate”, or "operate on” is a stand-in
for some suitable verb of actidh.

The essential term is ‘on’. A practical operatieran operation, in which the tautologous subject
operates on the tautologous object. This doesmotat to a definition. First, because there are
operations-on-objects, that hardly should be calladtical. (Example: When x puts his signature on
the testimonial, he operates on the testimonidlhisuoperation is not, or not just, a practicatgn
Secondly, because there are practical operatibashardly should be called operations-on-objects.
(Example: Eating (some) food or drinking (a) drame among Melge’s own paradigms for practical
operations. But the food and the drink are dubmarslidates for the y-position in the basic formala,
least according to an ordinary linguistic instinétiu do not eat on the food, you just eat it; and go
not drink on the drink, you drink it.) What, thetges the term ‘on’ mean in this context? What és th
essence of the practical operation?

To answer such questions we must try to get ateflagions between understanding what someone is
doing and observing it.

2. The Agent’s and the Non-agent’s Understanding
The agent is the subject in action, that is, thre@edoing something,SAnd the non-agent is any

person not doingpSthat is, he is a non-agent with respect tdrSprinciple both the agent and the
non-agent can understang Such an understanding is necessarily attributaitlee agent, because the

12 H

Ibid. p. 17.
3 Some of the examples do not by their very fortiohg appear as operations, according to our inééafion
above. But they may be so reconstructed, and tlemstructed variants may be conceived of as thicéxp
variants, That is, Melge’s formulations come ouslasrthand of the explicit variants.
14 qpa;

Ibid. p. 15.
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very concept of understanding-what-is-being-dorteasically tied to the understanding that the agent
necessarily has, in so far as he is really doingtwie say he is doing.And if the non-agent
understands what the agent is doing, the non-ageimso shares in the agent’s necessary
understanding of it. The agent’s understanding leditvhe himself is doing, is his understanding of
himself as occupying a definite place (the agaatgologous position) in a definite system of ptace
(the agent’s tautologous world). And the non-ageatiderstanding of what the agent is doing, is his
understanding of the agent as occupying the saawe plithin the same system of places. We may also
say that the agent’s understanding of what he Hinssdoing and the non-agent’s understanding of
what the agent is doing, dicated in the same spadéthe shoemaker’s workshop, in some more or
less formalized version of it, accommodates thatesy of places which the shoemaker occupies when
he is making shoes, then that workshop also deflreespace within which the understanding of what
the shoemaker is doing takes place, be it the shkenor some outsider who embodies that
understanding.

There are a number of reasons why it must be lplesfsir the non-agent to share in the agent’s
necessary understanding of what he himself is ddisigall point to two of them.

(1) In our world agents, as the tautologous subjetoperations, exist only as analytical
constructions from whole human beings. The agesnloaalways been that agent, i.e. he has not
always been the subject of. She (person that we now identify as the) leatremmerer has not
always been hammering the leather. The shoemakardtalways been making this pair of shoes —
or shoes at all. Nor has he always been the sutlj@dbat is now his trade (shoemaking, with alltef
derived activities). There must have been a tinfeemthe agent entered upon the action with a
necessary anticipatory understanding of what kieiisg now'® That is, there was a time when he, as
non-agent, understood what he, as agent, had ¢o would be doing.

(2) The possibility fome as non-agent, to understand wy@at, as agent, are doing just now, is
built into the world’s beingur world, and thus, as our worldne world We both move within the
same system of places, and we move within it witlhiaderstanding of its places, and of our
movements therein. You and | may actually be latatedifferent places within the system, but the
places are connected, as places within the samd.wor

There are no two places such that there is nolggttheen them. Similarly, it may be that | do not
actually understand all of your movements withia slystem. But the very syntax of intelligibility, |
always master, since we both move within the systéima necessary understanding of the systematic
character of any movement.

However, we should, for a while attach importatwthe distinction between understanding as a
possibility and understanding as actualized. Hasr that the agent actually understands what he
himself is doing, and it is clear in which sensalbes so. The actuality of his understanding i# bui
into the actuality of his doings. But what doesé&an to say the non-agent actually understands what
the agent is doing just now?

My understanding of what you are doing in our wpi$ itself a matter of fact in that very worldl. |
has tatake placewithin it. In a strictly formal sense we shall béake account of two possibilities:

> See p. 41f. above.

6 Where the action concerned is an operation atiisipatory understanding may even be said tota, ton
account of the operation’s programmatic structure.

7 Or has (just) done? or is meant to? These terhpariations are scarcely beside the point. Buhis
correction we put them on one side.
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Either (1) | ammearyou, when you do what you do, or (2) | apart from you, when you do what you
do. Ad (1):Beingin action you are the subject for the agent’s wstdeding of what the agent is doing.
Being present ahe action | am the subject for the non-agentdeanstanding of what the agent is
doing. The relationship between the agent’s anchtimeagent’s understanding corresponds to the
relationship between toe.. and tdbe-present-at. And the form of the action widely determines th
nature of the near-hood. Ad (2): This case is sdona¢wore complicated, since there are numerous
ways of being absent from the action. Common tesdhat there is somethimg betweerthe agent

and the non-agent, something the non-agent hasath beyondif he is actually to understand the
agent. This faces us with two possibilities: (2apBhing beyond the "something in between” the non-
agentbrings himself neathe agent. And so his understanding of the acones out after all as the
understanding displayed by a subject being prestethe action (supplemented, maybe, with the
account of how the presence came about). Exampborhe "geographical” sense | may be located
inside your workshop. However, | am not preseryoatr action, anymore than your dog is: | am
ignorant of some technical elements. But the ignoeamay be said ®eparateme from the action in a
sense not applicable to the dog. Understandingigslto me as a possibility, the world being our
world. Through information | may actualize that y@ossibility, and so, reaching beyond the
ignorance, | find myself present at the action) @baching beyond the "something in between”, the
non-agentemains apart fronthe agent. His understanding, however, is onlyade if it is
derivatively linked with the understanding displdy®y the subject being present at the action.
Example: Outside your workshop | am definitely pogsent at your action. But | may be told about it,
come by an understanding, and, in that sense, teaa@nd. | remain apart from von. but the report is
only adequate (i.e. the understanding obtaineditiireeport is only adequate), if it exposes what |
shouldhave been present at] ifiad been near ydt.

Both these transformations are of interest andwiarvestigation. But they also by their very
structure furnish a pretty strong argument for 8aeg the initial analysis on two points: (a) the
understanding generally displayed by the non-agesgent at the action, and (b) the relationship
between the understanding of the action displayetthid agent in action and the understanding of the
action displayed by the non-agent present at thierac

3. Doings and Observations. Observations of Doings

Several of our epistemic key terms appeal throbgir etymology to the sense of sight. Germanic
words for "’knowledge”, such as the German "Wissén& Danish "viden”, etc., have a common root
with the Latin "video” ("l see”), while such a wous "insight” wears its source on its sleeve. Taue,
blind person can have both insight and knowledijeoagh a whole world peopled merely by blind
persons is hard to imagine! It is quite importdrattman has got eyes — so important that we find
what is visually comprehended serving as epistgraradigm through centuries of epistemological
discourse. Empiricists as well as rationalists edrethe subject of knowledge as being essentally
spectator be it of things, events, ideas, proofs, evidarths, or whatsoeveEpistemaemains

'8 The distinction between the understanding betuntp a person on the spot as different from the
understanding belonging to a person who isn't,ldispa striking similarity with Bertrand Russeltisstinction
between knowledge by acquaintance and knowledgkeggription. This similarity is only increased iéw
substitute Russell's term knowledge with the hereugic “Verstehen”.
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observing

The project of praxeology turns out to be an epnst paradigm- shift. The observer’s episteme is to
be derived from, or is a special case of, the agepisteme, even when praxeology itself displays a
tendency to "Augendenken” (see p. 11). The conckfite agent’s tautologous understanding or
necessary knowledge is very suitable for suchfaueeation of episteme. If the object of episteme
itself is an agent, an action or a tautologous aomept of an action, the observer’s understanding is
evidently subordinated the agent’s understanding.ifB2ach and every phenomenon only accedes to
our world by getting a place in a system of plagerserated from doings (see p. 3), then the
understanding built into practice will universallg the fundamental one.

To observe something is to perform an act of olzgem. And in this sense observations themselves
will be objects for praxeological analysis. On titeer handwhatis observed may itself be an action.
And the observing of an action is by Melge a ciuaigortant way of being present at the action. So
important, we shall see, that the very conditiarbservabilitypartly determine the nature of the
actions or doings themselves.

The non-agent does not see more of the agentgsdhan what henderstand®f it. The agent as
well as the observer has a necessary understaofiwigat the agent is doing. Observations are doings
themselves, and so the observer himself has gattalbgous understanding. What the agent must
understand to be able to do something, he neclgssaderstands when he in fact is doing it. And twwha
the non-agent must understand to be able to seetsmm, he necessarily understands when he in fact
IS seeing it.

But understanding is not the only tautologous con@mt of observing. Especially important to us is
the observer’s tautologoydace It is the place that the observer necessarilypies when he sees the
agent doing so-and-so (making a pair of shoesjimul the net, etc.). Since the place is indivigda
by what is to be seen from it, on the level of @ttithere may be more than one instance of it en th
floor. What the agent is doing may be seen equedlly standing to his right as standing to his |Bfiit
whatever the agent is doing, the observer musiiére He must beresent The observer’'s
tautologous place is always a place within a laagsdocalizing the agent, his tools, materials Bttd.
this landscape is not simply identical to the agaautologous landscape. It encompasses it. Throug
the localization the agent, the tools, the mateat, become absorbed into the landscape, which in
turn comes out as the observer’s tautologous spactkespace of observatioof the agent. (The
observer is, in principle, only moving his glantéere is derrain for what he sees, but not for his
very seeing it. So much for preferring the termdisp of observation” to the term "landscape of
observation”.)

In the following paragraph we are going to classibme doings according to their observability.
The operative concepts atee observer’s place, the space of observadiond of courséhe doingitself
irrespective of its being observed or not.

4. The structure of observability

(1) If I am to see a man felling a tree in the &byé must go into the forest and place myselfoaably
close to him (not so close that | come in the walpse the overall picture, and not so far off that
cannot keep track of his doings) and my angle efvwinust allow me to see both him and what he
himself sees. If there is an obstacle to my viéwust be removed or otherwise overcome. When the
tautologous place for observation has been sectired that is where | settle. As | have explicated
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Melge’s concept of an operation, with the fifthuegment included (see p. 15-16), there must be at
least one such place, when what is observed iparabon.

(2) If I am to see a mariearing a forestit gets a hit more complicated. There is therone place
where | can settle and follow his movements witheygs. | must follow him in body, from tree to tree
or from the one cluster of trees to the next. @Qhgn can | see him doing that which he does. When |
have seen him bring down every tree, and seena@aebf them as one of the trees in the forest, kthen
have seen him clear the forest. The clearing ofest, then, is something that can be observedthgut
observer’s tautologous place moves, and the obrserust move with it, to carry through his task of
seeing the man clearing the forest. The spaces#rahtion thus encompasses, at each point in time,
the whole sequence of tautologous places (pregasitand future) in addition to the agent, the
tautologous tools of his operations, the tautolegandscape of his operations, etc.

(3) If I am to see a maoiling an eggat the kitchen-range, soft-boiled say, it getspdgmagain —
and more complicated. Once more, there will beastl one place from which the whole course, even
shorter in time than felling a tree, maybe observmveverwhatl observe is not an operation, nor is
it in nature analysable as a sequence of operaforsthat makes a change in the structure of the
observingtoo. Initially | see him putting on the pot, fihal see him taking it off again. In both cases
he is performing an operation, and each is obsdrvéte same way as the felling of a tree. What do
see in between? What do | see, when | see a mlngoan egg, and, for the moment, the pot is (al-
ready) at the fire and not (yet) to be taken off@e the agent as agent in the production of éedéd
egg, i.e. | follow the course with my eyes, asd dhen | observed the agent felling a tree. But to
follow the course does not mean to follow the agembvements. In that case there would, eventually,
be nothing to see. To follow the course means ltovichim following the course. And he is following
the course in so far as he is permangmtépared to stem when called for. His doing only becomes
manifest, i.e. observable, whendually steps in, i.e. when the situatiaatually calls for his
preparedness, i.e. when thingsri go as they should — or when the whole course bagdo an
end.

His preparednesa the situation may entail a change in his readiotihingsoutsidethe situation.
When the telephone calls, he may refrain from ansget, or he may shorten the conversation to a
minimum. Such a behaviour becomes intelligible sgasonable, given the agent and his situation. It
may even be taken as an expression of his prepesedm the situation. But it is not a manifestatdn
his doing. | do not observe a man boiling an eggoi far as | observe him shorten a telephone-call
because he is boiling an egg. (This last consiaerat, of course, totally irrelevant, if the agepbken
of is a "tautologous egg boiler”. A telephone-aidles noexistin his world, and so it cannot make a
problem to him. Not as a telephone-call. It mayhatmost, exist as a disturbing sound. Even that i
doubtful. Tautologous egg- boilers have not gos eBut the absence of such problems makes it even
more problematic to reconstruct our world from d@getautologous worlds. In whose tautologous
world does somebody shorten a telephone-call bedaiss boiling an egg? Not in the egg-boiler’s
tautologous world, nor in the telephone-answerer’s.

(4) We are now prepared for the most complicates® cWe let the mageep cattlei.e. be aattle-
farmer. Three levels will be involved in the analysigioé observability of the agent and his doings: (a)
The agent in question is a cattle-farmer kedps cattle(b) As a cattle-farmer he may, typically, but
far from exclusively, do the job ¢doking after the cattlg.e. he will be a cattle-minder. (c) And in
looking after the cattle he performs operationshsagmilking twenty cows

To keep cattle is tdo something. "He keeps cattle!” can be an answénéagjuestion “What does
he do?’ ("What does he do for a living?”). But kaepcattle is being the subject of a trade, ansua$
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it is something the man does all the time, whekigeis in the cowshed or in the sitting-room, whethe
he is awake or asleepcansee by the things that he does in the courseeadidly, or a yeathat he
keeps cattle. That is, | can see it or | can wbdut from what | see. Butdannot seéim keeping
cattle as | saw the other men felling a tree, clearifgrest, or, possibly, boiling an egg.

The cattle-farmer is displaying his trade in soda he sees to it that things are as they shaulH®
looks after the cattle. (Or he sees to it thatctile is being looked after. The distinction betwe
keeping cattle and looking after cattle is illuntedby the fact that the subject of each may be two
different persons. However, in our example the $wbjects are personified in one and the same man.)
Looking after the cattle implies a great numbedaihgs, each of which may have, in a higher or
slighter degree, the character of an operationiBabserving any one of these doings, we do not
therefore see that they are derived from the olveoalcern of looking after the cattle. A man is aot
ipsolooking after the cattle because he (a) milks tyweows in the cowshed at daybreak, or (h) drives
them out on the field, or (c) stays close to themd) daytime, or (d) brings them home again before
dark. Even the accomplishment of the whole sequenacad not be sufficient. He might do (a)-(b)-(c)-
(d) because he was instructed to do so, i.e. ictgtriuto follow that program, amit because things
appeared to demand it. He might accompligifired sequenceblind to the demands of changing
situations, guided by a program, instead of an geguence, open to, and hence guided by, the
demands of changing situations. The blind sequerag accidentally, be adequate, i.e. it may fit the
demands of the situations. And so, on the levelpafrations there will be no observable difference
between the blind and the open sequence. (Theydyaliscernible when the blind sequence does not
fit the demands of situations.)

What makes a mdnoking after the cattlés doing the things he does in necessary awarerfi¢ise
situation of thecattle-farmingas a whole, thereby displaying the cattle-farmetgologous interest.

His awareness of the situation as a whole, of H@athings are going, is hardly something to be seen
Nor is the cattle-farmer’s tautologous intereshis cattle-farming, or the displaying of that irgstr as
such. As mentioned, | cannot see a rkaeping cattleBut the implication is not, that | cannot see a
man looking after the cattle. It is rather thatusnfirst understand his situation as being t at o
cattle-farmer (or, at least, a subject displayimg ¢attle-farmer’s tautologous interest, be itfdrener
himself or the farm-hand). Given this understandirsgethat he is looking after the cattle when | see
him milk the cows, drive them out on the fields;. et

The cattle-minder, i.e. the subject of lookingeathe cattle, is necessarily aware of and open
towards the situation of the cattle-farming. Bus tsituation is itself an open situation. Hence, th
cattle-minder’s necessary openness is an openmwasds an open situation. And so, the observer’'s
space is constituted as apen spacelf a heifer is taken ill, the cattle-minder mesil the vet, or the
wise woman. He knocks on the other’s door, talkhéoone who knows how, and gets him or her to
come and look. All this doing and telling and mimgligoes on in the cattle-minder’s world, and it mus
all be incorporated in the observer’'s wodg,goings on in the cattle-minder’s world. But howewe
construct the set of such goings on, and of thetjoed presuppositions and consequences of such
goings on, it will turn out as an open set. Theeobar’'s space of observation remains therefore an
open space.

It should be clear by now, that not all that cardibne can be observed, and that not all observable
doings are equally easy to observe, that is, theywatheir very nature not equally easy to unadect
from what can be observed of them. The space afreason will differ in structure with the naturé o
the doings being observed. The simplest structoes gvith the observation operations in particular
if the requirement of surveyability is built intbe concept of an operation.
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5. The Practical Operation. A Definition

With the aid of the two concepthie space of observati@ndthe space of understandinge should
now be able to define the concept gfractical operation| shall do it via a short discussion of two
examples.

(1) We still assume that the shoemaker’s workshroppme formalized version of it, is the
tautologous landscape of what the shoemaker iggdeiien he is making a pair of shoes. And we still
assume that this landscape incorporates the aystem of places occupied by the shoemaker, his
implements, materials etc., and also the placemrwike involved in the making of shoes. As an
example, the quality of the hammer of being sugdbt hammering, localizes it (entirely) to the
workshop, where the hammer is in use. That isypwa assume that the shoemaker’s workshop
defines thespace of understandingf what the shoemaker is doing when he is makimogs.

The understanding, as well as the space of uradelisig, remains the same, whether the subject of
understanding is the agent himself or some nontagen thepositionof the agent and that of an
observer are obviously different. If | am to see shoemaker making shoes, | must place myselfensid
his workshop, or | must look into it. In the fitsise, | place myself in a corner, so that | dooooupy
a place within the agent’s tautologous landscapaudt not get in the way and | must be where | can
see it all. The adequate arrangement allows hidotewhat he is doing, and me to see it. The agent’s
tautologous landscape must, all of it, be incorfaatanto the observer’s landscape, i.e. the sphce o
observation. In the second case, where | am notdrie shoemaker’s workshop, | am also, by
definition, not inside the shoemaker’s tautologlamgiscape. | press my nose against the windowpane,
taking care that | do not rob the shoemaker ofigie that he needs for his work, and that | aleed
to observe him at work. The adequate arrangemkwsahim to see what he is doing, and hence to do
it, and me to see him doing it. Once again, itguastion of surveyability: The agent’s tautologous
landscape must, all of it, be incorporated intodheerver’s landscape, i.e. the space of observatio

In both cases, whether | am inside the workshgpsiriooking into it, the agent’s tautologous
landscape is also ttlspace of understanding- of the agent and his doings. And the observer’s
landscape incorporates the objects, tools, plates,of the agent’s landscape, hereby constituting
space of observation — of the agent and his doidgace we conclude thdte space of
understanding is totally incorporated in the spat®bservationwhen what is to be observed is the
shoemaker making shoes. The space of observatexteaasionally identical to the space of
understandinglus a point (a place) from where the whole space deuwstandingn concreto(i.e. the
tautologous landscape peopled) may be observed.

(2) Otherwise when the observation is, e.g., driuging and selling. It is an operation all right,
and its being a two-person operation is immatanighis connection. It is also clear where | mustib
| am to see the customer buying a bag of potatoes the shopkeeper: | must be inside the shop or
looking into it. The shopkeeper’s landscape mushberporated in the observer’s landscape. In fact,
the space of observing an action must be just @ picher than the space of the action observed.
And so far the two stories run parallel.

They part when we come to thpace of understandinivhen the customer buys the bag of
potatoes from the shopkeeper the shop is the lapdsaf this operation. But this landscape is not
capable of incorporating the entire system of gamsupied or involved by shopkeeper, customer,
money, commodity, etc. in the transaction of buyang selling. E.g. the quality of the money that
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makes it suitable as money, i.e. for exchange, @dom located to the shop where it is in use. Istmu
be referred to a system of money. Analogouslystiap itself is only intelligible as a shop, in so &s
it occupies a place within a money- or commoditgremmy. The customer and the shopkeeper are, of
course, not itinerant hooks on political econonitym@y even be a point of political economy thagyth
are not!) Butin the situation there is a great deal of, unspokengssary understanding between the
two parts, as well as between each of them, or diotihem, andthersoutside the shop. This
understanding must also enter into my understanafitige situation, if | am to seehatthey are doing
asthat which they necessarily understand themsatvbe doing when buying and selling. | see them
do it, and | see them do it in the shop. Bu#t space of observation does not incorporate plaee of
understandingWhen the customer buys a bag of potatoes frorsttbpkeeper, the landscape of this
operation is not itself rich enough to make it lligéble as a transaction of buying and selling.
Operations of type (1) are practical operationser@tions of type (2) are not.
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