Příloha č. 3: Vzorek textu
Text 1
And yet despite the fact that, in modernity, we entertain a specific relation to the world, the importance of words, thoughts, even of ideals lies in the very foundation of Western civilization. Hegel who has been criticized for his motto “what is actual is rational” (Hegel 2008, p. 14), claims in the Encyclopedia that it is, in fact, anything but reactionary, as suggested by critics. Quite on the contrary it is in line with the most venerable tradition – with the biblical creation story. According to this narrative, God creates the world through language, through the word (cf. Hegel 2008, § 6, p. 33). And in fact, modern man finds himself in a not dissimilar situation. In theological terms, the real is real because it has been the object of thought prior to being real. Accordingly, what is real in modernity, is real, because it has been thought by someone. 
	Niklas Luhmann too captured his version of our constitutive relation to what reality is for us in a succinct formula: “Whatever we know about our society, or indeed about the world in which we live, we know through the mass media.” (Luhmann 2000, p. 1). In this regard, it is significant that Luhmann invented a most intricate system of ordering knowledge in his famous “Zettelkasten”, an intricate and ever-expanding system, eventually comprising of some ninety thousand entries. Thanks to this invention, he became one of the most prolific writers of his time, eventually crediting this invention for the authorship of his books: rather than writing books himself, the Zettelkasten “generated” them (cf. Schmidt 2012). Based on this system, Luhmann is often considered the inventor of google before google. In light of this, he might not object to the claim that “whatever is real is ‘googleable’”.
	From this insight of a “googleable” reality we draw an admittedly banal conclusion: reality arises form interpretation, from someone’s observation. Does this mean that it is a mere construct of those who create online content? This would be a premature conclusion. To speak with Luhmann again: “Knowledge can know only itself, although it can – as if out of the corner of its eye – determine that this is possible only if there is more than only cognition. Cognition deals with an external world that remains unknown and must, as a result, come to see that it cannot see what it cannot see” (Luhmann 1990, p. 65). 
Text 2	 
Moreover, in contrast to the logical analysis of the “is” in ordinary language by comparison to Gottlob Frege’s formal logic, the copula expresses only in fully sortal domains either identity or being an element or subset of a set defined by a predicate. To understand the formal form of predication in general, we have to be aware that the formal logic of sortal sets serves only as an analogy. That means that we frequently have to use free and good judgment in order to properly interpret the intended ‘relation’ between the ‘subject’ S and the ‘predicate’ P in sentences or statements of the form “S is P.” In other words, the “is” of normal language can be disambiguated by comparing it to the mathematical or set-theoretic model, but has, in fact, even more readings – such that Bertrand Russell’s criticism that for Hegel allegedly the “is” only expresses identities misses the point. Hegel’s logic of concept shows, for example, that in an ‘analytic’ use of the word “is”, we do not talk about the ‘object’ S but about the sense of its representation – in distinction to what he calls “synthetic cognition,” in which we talk about the objects.
	In order to avoid a collapse into subjective idealism, we have, however, to distinguish between the object for us, constituted in our ways of talking and thinking, and the object for itself. The latter is, in a sense, an ‘abstraction of itself,’ as Hegel’s idiom has it. This notion of being for itself should be understood as a kind of ‘epoche’ in the Greek sense of abstracting from all special relations to us. That is, we (try to) restrict our focus (essentially) on the properties of a thing or set of things themselves and put into brackets how the thing looks or is for us. However, when we talk and think about ourselves, we also put the way how we relate to ourselves into focus. This is crucial for understanding logically any (talk about) self-relations or self-determinations – as in self-knowledge, self-consciousness, auto-nomy or auto-poiesis. They all contain a substructure of ‘being for itself,’ which I take as a system of relations xRy between presentations or representations ‘of something’ such that x = y holds with respect to the relevant ‘object’ or ‘subject.’ The very concept of self-consciousness presupposes, for example, a kind of inner split between a consciousness of other things and of myself, just as auto-nomy refers to laws for oneself also. 


