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Simple inclusivism is presented first. Its position is understood when confronted with exclusivist presuppositions. Exclusivism and inclusivism are then illustrated in the area of philosophy of mind. Exclusivist simplicity fits explanatory purposes, whereas inclusivist simplicity builds upon metaphysical complexity.
A. Simple inclusivism.

Inclusivism is simple in that it just proposes happy statement of preferred theses. It does not engage into additional assumptions and it refuses to comply with them once as they are made. It does not exclude one or the other option. As the forced choices enter the stage, it practices zen attitude. This simple proposal allows for a larger perspective, which remains true to facts, in opposition to exclusivist proposals. 

1. Inclusivism is simple in that it just proposes happy statement of preferred theses.

There are two interpretations of the word “or” as the disjunction connective: the exclusive and the inclusive. Here are their matrices:
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The sign 1 is for true and 0 is for false. The right vertical row in each column is the outcome. Their difference is as follows. If “or” is understood in the exclusive sense, the outcome of both alternatives being true results in falsity. Whereas inclusivist interpretation allows for truth as outcome of both alternatives being true. The exclusivist interpretation has Latin reading aut-aut, while inclusivist reading in Latin goes as vel. Aut-aut: you may have beer or pizza, just one of the two. Vel: you can have beer and pizza as your choice.

In philosophy, the options many times come in disjunctive terms: reliabilism or evidentialism in epistemic theory of justification, particularism or generalism in theory of morals. These alternatives are mostly interpreted in exclusivist terms: adopting reliabilism, say, excludes evidentialism as your option. And adopting particularism in the theory of morals excludes generalism. The attention paid to the dialectics in which these issues are forthcoming though results in adoption of inclusivist views, such as reliabilism-evidentialism (Henderson-Horgan-Potrč forthcoming) and generalist particularism (Potrč forthcoming, Strahovnik forthcoming, Lance-Potrč-Strahovnik 2008). These inclusivist positions are the outcome of intricate dialectics. 

Here though a less dialectically sophisticated thesis is taken under scrutiny, with the name of simple inclusivism. Simple inclusivism is simple in that it does not enter the stage as an outcome of a sophisticated dialectic consideration. It just proposes happy statement of one’s preferred theses. Here is a choice of theses that one may adopt for the area of philosophy of mind (PM), say:

PM a. There is the material world.


PM b. Phenomenology is important.

The bottom line is that one just happily states whatever seems plausible to one in a certain area, without starting the choice by worries about the possibly forthcoming dialectics involved into such a choice.


As one happily states one’s preferred theses in this manner, it many times turns out that some of one’s choices have a pull in opposite directions built into them. Take a look at the following examples from the just mentioned areas:

ETJ a. Conditions for epistemic justification are reliabilist.


ETJ b. Conditions for epistemic justification are evidentialist.

The above theses belong to the epistemic theory of justification (ETJ). As one thinks about what seems to be plausible to one in this area, it may well turn out that one finds reliabilist conditions (ETJ a) plausible, and that one finds evidentialist conditions for justification (ETJ b) plausible. 

Notice that the happy unworried procedure consists in simply asking oneself what seems plausible to accept as a thesis for a certain area. It may then turn out that these choices (ETJ a, ETJ b) are incompatible. But this is not the primary worry at the time as one states what seems plausible to one. If one takes this way to go then one realizes – afterwards – that often choices of the theses that seem appealing to one at first sight may turn out to be incompatible. Here is yet another happy statement of one’s preferred theses:


MT a. Moral judgments are guided by intuitive insight into particular situations.


MT b. Intuitions about moral judgments include moral generalities as their structural constituents.
This is the example of the choice of theses that one may adopt in moral theory (MT). Theses MT a and MT b are in tension if one thinks about their dialectical relations. But simply stating theses that one finds plausible for an area happens before one gets involved into their dialectical weighting. 

The point stressed here is that simple inclusivism just happily states theses that one finds plausible. It may then turn out to be the case, and indeed it is often the case that these theses that one initially and intuitively finds plausible as one just follows one’s intuitions, consecutively as taken in the dialectical mould come out as incompatible. But at the very beginning as they get happily stated, the mentioned theses are intuitively all taken to be plausible about a certain area by the one who does the judging.


Simple inclusivism thus just stays with happy statement of the theses that one finds plausible for a certain area. It is then jus a matter of further and unrelated scrutiny to find dialectical tensions in the blindly adopted theses, and to eventually reconcile these tensions at the higher qualitative level of investigation. The fact is that these are then additional moves that one may but does not need to engage into, from the simple inclusivist perspective. It is a matter of contingent fact thus as observed from this perspective that the theses which one happily and pre-theoretically adopts for a certain area happen to be in to be eventually reconciled tension.
2. Simple inclusivism does not engage into additional assumptions and it refuses to comply with them once as they are made.

Simple inclusivism is not just a passive position though. It is active in the sense that it refuses to engage in further cogitation that may be offered to it.

How should one understand this? We have inclination to see two theses that are put together as opposed, and therefore as being in contradiction, and we require choice to be made between them. MT a and MT b are an example of such theses. Moral particularism seems to be opposed to moral generalism, if one thinks for a while. Moral particularism namely rejects the importance of general principles in moral judgment, whereas moral generalism endorses the importance of general principles in the same kind of undertaking. And this exactly seems to be contradictory if both positions are observed at the same time.

Simple inclusivism treats the contradiction of statements as an additional move about which it does not care. Even more, simple inclusivism, in order to preserve its position, refuses to enter into discussion of such further presuppositions. It just seems to simple inclusivism that MT a is something that one can accept, that one has some reasons to accept. And it seems to simple inclusivism as well that MT b is some thesis that one would like to accept and that one has some additional reasons to do so. But even talk about these additional reasons is something in which simple inclusivism does not want to get engaged. It is a new presupposition, and simple inclusivism wants to stay clear of such presuppositions. It would be an additional assumption, as for that matter, trying to specify the points of view or angles that hold for MT a on the one hand, and that hold for MT b on the other hand, and to decide upon this basis whether the accepted statements are in dispute or whether they may be reconciled. Simple inclusivism does not care about this and it again simply engages into endorsing each of the accepted statements separately. It refuses to comply with the requirement of a choice between the issues, and to take them together in this manner. 

Coming to the pizza parlor, I think to myself: “I will now have a pizza, or a beer, or both. Yes, I will go for both. So waiter, give me pizza and beer please.” There is no necessity for me to decide between beer and pizza in this case. The decision case would come into being if I would realize that I have money sufficient just to buy a beer or to buy a pizza. But this would be another assumption and it would be another situation. Simple inclusivist just loves pizza, and he just loves beer, and he orders both, not thinking, and refusing to think if he would be eventually pressed into this direction, about their possible exclusivist pull.
3. Simple inclusivism does not exclude one or the other option. As the forced choices enter the stage, he practices zen attitude.

You now come to the simple inclusivist and you press on him: “You have to make decision now. What do you like more? Pizza or beer? You cannot have both, so you have to decide.” This is a procedure of forced choices into which one tries to engage the guy. 

What does simple inclusivist retort to this? He just says: “I refuse to take the choice that you try to press down upon me.” So the guy eats pizza, drinks beer and gradually he gets fat.

The real trick lies in simple inclusivist’s refusing to enter into the game where the seemingly pressing choice should be made. This may then be dubbed the zen attitude.

What does the zen master do? You come to him with your most pressing momentary questions such as: “Will I be happy? Will I be healthy? Will I be rich?” And the zen master simply says: “You just stop for a while and you look at that tree’s branches trembling in the wind for next couple of hours, trying to find out what the movements of the branches are writing into the wind. Then you go home and write a poem. That’s all.” Thereby, the zen master tries shift your concern from your immediate questions to the overall direction and quality that you might be engaged in. Zen master shifts your immediate choices into another perspective, allowing you thereby to involve yourself into a different qualitative dimension.

In a similar manner, simple inclusivist, as it seems, does not just refuse to take further assumptions and forced choices. He just stays with his basic inclusive choice, thereby paving the way for the different overall direction and attitude.

Staying with both statements (the ones that exclusivist calls choices) is a simple inclusive attitude. It may be called an open question attitude, the attitude where things proceed from two and not from one. If you go for exclusive choices, then you envision the situation where things proceed from one, because you aim getting to one exclusive solution. In this case your question as well is closed under this prospect of exclusive choice. If you go with inclusive approach, then you stay with the open question, because you allow for both alternatives to be in power, and so your open question proceeds from two; it proceeds from two stated facts. These stated facts are many times alternatives and opposite indeed, if you take a look at them from the exclusivist perspective. But from inclusivist perspective, they are just interestingly relevantly connected statements, each of which you are independently ready to buy, taken a view of the involved subject matter.
4. Simple inclusivist proposal allows for a larger perspective, which remains true to facts, in opposition to exclusivist proposals. 

By refusing to take forced choices and decisions, simple inclusivist stays without further presuppositions, either of exclusive or of some other nature. Thereby, simple realism does not just act against forced choices or against the acceptance of other presupposition. It can stay true to the facts. I take MT a. And I take MT b. You take them both. So I do not need to weight one against the other. Thereby I do not have to distort any data in each of those so that they will either fit or again contradict each other. 

MT a simply affirms then the intuitive weight of particular situations in moral judgment formation. And MT b simply affirms the role of moral principles in the moral judgment formation. Nothing more needs to be done, nothing added, subtracted, or arranged in the direction of fit. And now, such moves usually distract and alter the initial data. Nothing of this kind is done by simple inclusivist. He just takes MT a, and he takes MT b, and he tries to be happy with this. A new larger perspective is certainly forthcoming here as this would be in the case as these were proposed in exclusivist terms. Simple inclusivist just “lets things be”, as I understand Heidegger once proclaimed, commenting upon some poem: “The rose is in bloom and it does not ask why.” No additional assumptions are needed or required.

If one asks for additional reasons, as this happens under exclusivist perspective, then one has to take some power from considerations involving one alternative, and one takes some other to fix the opposed exclusivist perspective. If one does not engage into such exclusive moves, then one lets things be. But this is not the usual way how things go.

B. Exclusivist presuppositions.

The simple inclusivist proposal does not tend to be accepted though, due to presuppositions adopted by exclusivism. These presuppositions involve exclusivity of choices, atomism and representationalism in building judgments. Against those inclusivism proposes inclusivity of choices, holism and morphologically supported proceduralization in building judgments.

1. Simple inclusivist proposal does not tend to be accepted though, due to presuppositions adopted by exclusivism. 

The simple inclusivist takes relevantly related issues, the issues related through the considered subject matter (such as MT a, MT b) and just states them, without wishing to get engaged into further assumptions, and refusing to do so. But this is not the usual way in which things tend to proceed. In most cases, as there are two statements of things related in respect to a certain subject matter, one is inclined to look for their exclusivist potential. Here is a presupposition that one adopts:

(E) If two statements are potentially in opposition, treat them exclusively.

What is happening? There are two statements MT a and MT b that are related to the subject matter area MT. If such is the case, the first automatic response is to look for eventual contradictory tensions of the two statements. This happens because one automatically tends to adopt as high as possible contextual requirements in respect to the statements. Exclusivist treatment certainly is higher on the contextual scale as is the inclusivist treatment. So one goes for the contextually higher presupposition (E), whish is set contextually higher as compared to the contextually undemanding inclusivist treatment of statements, of just letting them be. We are more attuned to the exclusive choices than to inclusive treatment of things. We tend to understand “Pizza or beer?” question in an exclusivist and not in an inclusivist sense. Exclusivism is the primary choice. Whereas inclusivism, just letting several things stay there, seems to be a strange way to go from in the view of people’s primary reactions.
2. Exclusivist presuppositions involve exclusivity of choices, atomism and representationalism in building judgments.

What are exclusivist presuppositions, if we take a closer look at them? Here are three that one can think of: exclusivity of choices, atomism and representationalism in judgment building. We can start with the already stated exclusivity of choices:

(E) If two statements are potentially in opposition, treat them exclusively.

Two statements may be relevantly related, such as statements MT a and MT b. Inclusivist will just consider plausibility of each off them separately, and in respect to the area to which they apply. Against this, exclusivist will adopt presupposition (E), and he will try to pin down his belief that any potential opposition and contradiction should be highlighted.

The second exclusivist presupposition is atomism:

(A) Treat the points of two statements in an atomistic manner.

What does this mean? Take particularism, and then take generalism. Take each of those in a separate manner, without the background relation to each other, without any underlying background connection. Then you will take them as atoms, as independent features. And once this is done, you can eventually opt for a causal connection between them. This exclusivist atomist presupposition goes against recognizing the eventual intertwinedness between two basic points involved into accepted statements.

The third exclusivist presupposition is representationalism in judgment building:


(R) As you build judgments about involved matters you should approach these matters as representations.
If you fall judgments about moral particularism or moral generalism, your judgments should be supported by representations. There will be a deliberative procedure in this way leading to your falling of judgments. Notice that representations and deliberation in judgment falling will be close to exclusivism in that again they go against the recognition of background connection involved into the treated area.
3. Against exclusivist presupposition inclusivism proposes inclusivity of choices, holism and morphologically supported proceduralization in building judgments.

What has inclusivism to say about this? For countering the first presupposition it proposes inclusivity of choices:

(I) Treat two statements under your scrutiny inclusively, without exposing their potential oppositions.

This is just the letting-things-be inclusivist attitude. As already stated, inclusivist will consider plausibility of each of statements separately, and in respect to the area to which they apply.


As to the second point inclusivist proposes holism:

(H) Treat the points of two statements in holistic manner.

Inclusivist will be inclined to treat moral particularism and moral generalism, say, as two intertwined options that appear in a larger whole and that may be tied with the background connections. Inclusivist will thus take each position as a plausible option that he is willing to accept, and he will not exclude thereby its background relatedness to another option, in a holistic setting. Because of this background holistic intertwining that may be recognized no simple causal relation will do the job of bringing them together.


The third inclusivist way to go promotes morphologically supported proceduralization in building of judgments:


(P) Your judgment building involves morphologically supported proceduralization.

If you fall judgments about moral particularism or moral generalism, your judgments are supported by morphological background. We already encountered background in inclusivist holism. Now we ask what kind of background is proper to the inclusivist way to go, as we build judgments. It will not be direct, representationally accessible background. It will not be occurrently presented background either. Rather, it will be directly morphologically efficacious background that is involved in building of inclusivist judgments about the involved matters. Morphology here refers to the shape of the multi-dimensional landscape that is involved into the building of judgments. These judgments are not built upon the representational presuppositions, but upon the inclusivist morphological way to go. This means that inclusivist will typically like to fall his judgments in a skillful manner. And this skillful background reactive supported manner in building judgments just offers the weak relevance bond between the inclusively taken judgments, their just-leaving-them-be.
C. Inclusivism and exclusivism in philosophy of mind.

Exclusivism and simple inclusivism are illustrated for the area of philosophy of mind in a rather short and allusive manner. To the simple statement of one’s preferences in accepting your adopted theses (such as a. There is the material world. b. Phenomenology is important), exclusivism adds the proviso that the theses determine exclusive choices. Instead in a simple holistic manner, it treats ingredients of the mentioned theses atomistically. Instead of automatic morphological proceduralization in building judgments exclusivism proposes representationalism in building judgments. Exclusivism enters the stage as the simple inclusive complexity tends to be tractably represented and explained. Although this may well be accepted for the purpose of explanation, it does not fit to simple complex ways in which things behave. Phenomenology furnishes support for simple inclusivism. 

1. Exclusivism and simple inclusivism are illustrated for the area of philosophy of mind. 

We took a quick look at some theses of exclusivism and we compared them to the corresponding theses of inclusivism. We will now recur to the short illustration of relation between exclusivism and simple inclusivism in the area of philosophy of mind.
2. To the simple statement of one’s preferences in accepting your adopted theses (such as a. There is the material world. b. Phenomenology is important), exclusivism adds the proviso that theses determine exclusive choices.
In the philosophy of mind, these two statements seem acceptable to me:


PM a. There is the material world.


PM b. Phenomenology is important.

As about a. it seems plausible to me to state and accept that there is a material physical world out there, the world that includes one’s brains. As about b., it seems to me plausible to accept that my consciousness experiences and phenomenology are one important aspect of the world.


Just stating a. and b., I do not add any other presupposition besides to accepting them both as plausible theses, and thereby I stay an inclusivist. Thereby I follow (I):


(I) Treat two statements under your scrutiny inclusively, without exposing their potential oppositions.


Under the auspices of (I), I do not look for potential oppositions involved into statements a. and b. I do not even make effort to distinguish physical P and mental M as the first step in recognizing such oppositions.


If I would be an exclusivist though, I would act according to the presupposition (E):


(E) If two statements are potentially in opposition, treat them exclusively.

This means that I would have to treat statements as involving P and M, about which more in a moment. But first of all, (E) is an additional requirement and an additional presupposition, leading me to further action, which is not involved into the letting-it-be attitude of inclusivist (I).
3. Instead in a simple holistic manner, exclusivism treats ingredients of the involved theses atomistically.

Simple inclusivism is committed to holism:

(H) Treat the points of two statements in holistic manner.

Physical material world and consciousness are thereby recognized as being in potential or actual interaction. As one just lets a. and b. points be, a holistic background as their common link may be recognized.


Compare this to exclusivism with its presupposition (A):

(A) Treat the points of two statements in an atomistic manner.

The material physical world P and the conscious mental area M are taken separately. Now one can and needs to tag them separately and atomistically, as P and M. Following these presuppositions it is then natural to ask about causal simple link that may be there between P and M. The way is wide open for exclusivist treatment.
4. Instead of automatic morphological proceduralization in building judgments exclusivism proposes representationalism in building judgments.

What about accounts of judgment building in respect to the involved areas? The simple inclusivist will buy (P):
(P) Your judgment building involves morphologically supported proceduralization.

If you fall judgments about the material physical world and about mental conscious phenomenology, your judgments are supported by morphological background. This background naturally supports inclusivism, if you think about it. It is directly morphologically efficacious background that is involved into building of inclusivist judgments about the involved matters. Morphology naturally offers a skillful approach to things, a skillful gut judgment building reaction. Proceduralization means that inclusive judgments will be indeed formed in this manner. The background intertwinedness and independent plausibility will be enhanced.

This is quite different to the exclusivist presupposition (R) about judgment building:
(R) As you build judgments about involved matters you should approach these matters as representations.

If you fall judgments about material world or about phenomenology, your judgments should be supported by representations according to this exclusivist way to go. This will of course sever the relation to the background morphological connection which kind of naturally supports inclusivism.
5. Exclusivism enters the stage as the simple inclusive complexity tends to be tractably represented and explained.
The starting simple inclusivist point consists in accepting judgments a. an b. Nothing more than that is presupposed by inclusivism. Inclusivist just does not care about possible tensions, but just about what seems to be right to accept. Inclusivist actually accepts simple complexity, without caring about presuppositions. Now try to explain this complexity. You will need to have recourse to atomism, to tractable representation of involved points. This is when exclusivism enters the stage. 

6. Although exclusivist treatment may well be accepted for the purpose of explanation, it does not fit to simple complex ways in which things behave.

Exclusivist treatment may well be accepted for the purpose of explanation. But it does not seem to fit the simple description of the matter. It does not seem to fit the simple complex way in which things behave. This is better accounted for by simple inclusivism. This last one just accepts the existence of the material world, and importance of phenomenology. But it does not need to treat them atomistically and tractably as does explanatory exclusivism. The bad thing is as the explanatory exclusivism portrays itself as metaphysical exclusivism. Then one has to take decision either for materialism, or again for dualism say. Simple inclusivist rejects this move, and he practices zen attitude in respect to it, if pressed.

7. Phenomenology furnishes support for simple inclusivism. 

Phenomenology itself furnishes support for simple inclusivism. We do not experience the basic accepted positions as exclusivist; pre-theoretically we do experience them as inclusivist. We do not experience the material and the mental as atomistically separated but rather as intertwined through some background morphological support. We do not fall judgments in a deliberative representational manner but rather morphologically and skillfully procedurally. This I take is the testimony of our experiences.

8. Exclusivist simplicity fits explanatory purposes, whereas inclusivist simplicity builds upon metaphysical complexity.

It may be that exclusivist simplicity fits explanatory purposes. But it would be wrong to confuse it with the metaphysical nature of things. Inclusivist simplicity is a kind of simple acceptance which actually builds upon metaphysical and morphological complexities. 

What is the recipe for philosophy of mind? Just accept whatever appears as plausible. Do not engage into tricky atomistic and tractable presuppositions having to do with P, M and with their simple relations. Why should you engage into exclusive choices?
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