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- Jexany u mpeacenasajyhem M36opror Beha, npod. ap Harujeny Cunanujy;
- Unanosuma M36opror Beha dunosodekor dakynrera.

VY cxnany caan. 135, ¢r. 3 mun. 136, cr. | Cratyra ¢puno3odckor Gpakynrera NOXHOCHM

OHPUTOBOP
Ha pedepaTt KoMUCK]e 0 KANAMAATHMA NpMjaB/HEeHUM Ha KOHKYPC 32 n300p y 3Bame
aACHCTEHTA

Jlara 04.02.2022. na uHTepHeT ctpanuuy Punosodpcekor Gaxyrera nojaBuo ce pedepar KOMUCH]e
y cactaBy npod. np Xupan Jlaszosuh (npencenamajyhm), npod. np Hparo Bypuh, npod. np
Bragumup H. I{serkoBuh, o xanauaaTiMa NpyjaB/beHMM Ha KOHKYPC 32 H300p Y 3BAHC aCUCTEHTA
(yxa Haywyna obnact: Omwra ¢uiozoduja, TEKUINTE HCTPAKHBAKA: aHTHUYKA (Quio3odHja,
CPEIKBOBEKOBHA (UII0300Hja, HOBOBEKOBHA dunozoduja, HeMauka dunozoduja 18. u 19. Beka,
caBpeMeHa ¢unozoduja 19, 20. n 21. Beka) y kojeM ce Iletap Hypxuh npennaxe 3a nu3bop y 3pame
acucTteHTa. CMaTpam J1a je KOMHCMja NPHIMKOM H3pale pedepara NOCTynana TEHNEHLMO3HO,
HECABECHO M TPHCTPAcHO, pelaThBu3yjyhd 3Ha"gaj NpOmMCaHuX W3GOpHHUX KpUTEpHjyMa H
3aHemapyjyhu (CBECHO UMK HECBECHO) YMEHCHUIIE KOj€ 030UIBHO IOBOAE Y UTALE YTEMEJBEHOCT U
ompasnaHocT npemiora na ce [lerap Hypxuh uzabepe y acucreHTCKo 3Bame, a Melly KojuMa ce
MIPCBACXOAHO MCTHYE YMibeHUIAa Na ce mporuB Iletpa Hypkuha Boje wax dsa mocTymka mpen
Etuuxom komucujoM dunozodckor dakynrera 300r onTyxou 3a nrazuparse.

IIpema un. 121, c1. 5 Craryra ®unosodcekor ¢akynrera, npu U300pY Y 3BakE aCUCTEHTA Y3HMa]y
ce y o63up cnenehu xpurtepujymu: (1) npocedna oueHa U JYXMHA CTYIHPaBka HA OPETXOIHHUM
HUBOKWMA CTYIM]a, (2) yKyIHA aKTHBHOCT KaHIWAATa Y HACTaBHOM paxy, (3) ofjaBibeHH PaJiOBH M
YKyTIHA aKTUBHOCT KaHAMAATa y WCTPAXMBAYKOM pamy. Ipebano 6u pga je onmire no3Hara
YHFEHUIIA JIa YJIAaHOBH KOJNErUjaTHuX CTpy4YHuX oprana Paxynrera (kakaB je KOHKYPCHA KOMMCH])a
3a H300p y 3Barke aCHCTEHTA) NPIUIMKOM yyewrha y pagy KOMUCH|EC HeMajy cirofeny M npaBo aa
nocrynajy no ceoM Haxohemwy, Beh Cy IyXKHH Na NOWITY]y MPOLEAYPATHE B MaTEPHJUTHOTIPABHE
onpenbe onaromapajyhux akata. Camum TuM, ad hoc $haBopu3oBame JeJHOT Hall NPeocTana JRa
kpuTepujyma u3 win. 121, cr. 5 Craryra xakBoM je npuberao nucau pedepara (,,Mehy HaBeIeHUM
eNeMEeHTUMA 32 OlleHy Kanaunara, KoMucHja je rajehu 3Hayaj npuaasa HayYHO] aKTHBHOCTH H
NOCTUTHYTHM DPE3YyNTaTHMa Hay4YHO-MCTPDKUBAYKOr paga‘’) Mopa €€ CMaTpaTH HEeJOTyCTUBHM
YTOJIMKO LITO KOMHMCH]2 HEMA TUCKPELMOHO MPABO Jia BPIIK NPOM3BOJbHO PAHTHPAE NPOITHCAHNX
KpUTEpHjyMa 3a U300p Y 3Bame YKOMUKO TH KPUTEPUjyMM HUCY Beh paHTHpaHHM MO TEXHHH U
3HAYa]y y peleBaHTHUM HOPMATHBHHMM aKTHMa KOJUMa je PEryJIMCaH MOCTyTak M36opa y 3Bame.
Craryr ®unozopckor daxynrera y wi. 121, c¢r. 5 He NpaBW HMKaKBY pasyidky H3Mehy Tpu
IponKcana KpHTepUjyMa KOJH C€ BPEIHY]Y NPUIUKOM M360pa y 3Bare aCHCTEHTa Te CaMHUM TUM
HU KOMHCHja HHje CMena 1a IPaBHM TakBy Pa3nuky. UMEBEHUUA Ja KOMUCH]2 JecTe HaIpaBuia
OBAKBY PA3IUKY TIPEACTaBIba 3NOYTIOTPEDY.

ITopen Tora, Huje jacHo 360r yera 61 ce Ha KOHKYpPCY 3a U36Bop y capanHU4KO (HACTABHO) a HE Y
HaY9HOHCTPAXUBATKO 3Bake (haBOPH30BA0 KPUTEPU]YM KOJH Ce OOHOCY Ha HAYYHM a HE HIIp. Ha.
HAacTaBHY Tj. NeJarollKH paj KaHaupara. To roBOpH O MPUCTPacHOCTH KoMucHje — maTu Behu
3Ha4aj jeIMHOM KPUTEPHJYMy NpeMa KojeM HcTpaxusay-capansuk Ierap Hypxuh nagoono nma
MPEOHOCT 3HAYH 3aHEMAPHTH IPEOCTane KpUTepUjyMe Kao Mame 3Hauajue. Mehytum, kao toto he
OuTH mokasano y okeupy Tadxe 3 y HacraBky, Hypkuh mv no oBoM xputepujyMy 3anpaBo HHje
Haj60JBH KAHAMAAT MAKO je€ KOMHCH]a HEOCHOBAHO TO Taxo Npukazana. Kana je ped o npeocraium
kputepujymuma u3z wi. 121, cr. 5 Craryta, ounrnegsno je na Cama [Tonosuh uma mpegHocT y
onyocy Ha [lerpa Hypxuha.



1. Ipoceuna omena W AVKHHA CTVANDAHA HA TIPETXOAHKM HHBOWUMA CTYAMja:
a. Cawa Ilonoruh (pof). 1992. ronune):
1. OcnoHe crynuje: 2011-2015, npoceyna ouena 9,94/10, oueHa Ha 3aBPOIHOM pagy
10; cryment renepausje Opeberba 3a GUI030PHMjy M CTYIAEHT ca HajBUIIOM
NPOCEYHOM ONEHOM y reHepaunju Ha dunoszodpekom pakynrery.
1. Macrep crymmje: 2015 (ipBu Ha nuctu xauauaara)—2016, npoceuna oueHna 10, ouena
Ha MacTtep paxy 10;
i. Jokropcke crymmje: 2017 (MpBH Ha NMCTH KaHIWAATa), TPEHYTHO MeTa roJUHA
CTyIHja, npoceyna ouena 10;
b. Ilerap Hypkuh (pol. 1991. ronune):
1. OcHoBHe crymuje: 2013-2017, npoceuna ouena 8,56/10, oueHa Ha 3aBpOrHOM pany 9;
it. Mactep cryamje: 2017 (necetvt Ba mucTd Kanaunata)-2018, nmpoceuna oueHa 9,5/10,
OIlCH2 Ha 3aBPIIHOM paxy 9;
iit.  JloxTopcke cryamje: 2019 (netw Ha NUCTH KanAuIara), TPEHYTHO Tpeha roauHa
CTyJM]ja, NpocedHa olieHa 9,5/10.

VBUIOM Yy KOHKYPCHY JOKYMEHTALIM]Y MOXe ce YTBpauTH na Hypxuh Huje 610 NOOUTHHK Hu jeoHe
cmunenduje wnu Hazpade 3a paznuky ox [lonosuha xoju je OM0 HocUNAl pa3NUYNTHX CTHNEHIM]a
(nomahwx ¥ MHOCTpaHMX) M Harpaja (3a W3BaHpenaH ycnex Ha cryaujama 2015. m marpana ,,Jlp
3opan Bunhuh* 32 najbossn punnomckn pag 2016.). M3 HaBeneHnx nonaraka ce jacHO BHAM JAa
HypxuheBo nocrurnyhe Ha cTtynmjama—a3a pa3miky on [TonosuheBor—mnuje Hi1 no gemy H3y3eTHO
u e uctyde ce. Koncrarauuja nucua pepepara ga ,je Hypxub Tpenyrao Ha Tpehoj roaunu a C.
Ionoguh Ha neToj rOAMHEN NOKTOPCKUX CTyAMja“ je TeHICHIIMO3Ha jep cyrepuine na Hypkuh uma
npegrocT Haj JlomoBuheM kagma je ped O OyXXHMHU CTYAMparba, a 3anpaBo cy oba kaHmuaara
TIPETXOIHE HUBOE CTYAMja 3aBPIIMIH Y POKY NOK IY>XXHHA CTYJMPakha Ha JCKTOPCKUM CTYyIWjaMa
YOIITE He MOXE N2 ce nopemy Oynyhu na KaHIUAaTH HUCY MCTOBPEMEHO YIHCAIH JOKTOpPCKe
CTyAYje M HH JeJaH HYU JPYTH HX JOII HHCY 3aBPIIUJIH.

2. YKYnH2 aKTHBHOCT KAaHJINRATA Y HACTABHOM pajy:
a. Cama Ilonosuh:

1. On 2017. capamHux y HacTaem, on 2018. acmcteHT Ha 00aBe3HUM NpeaMeETHMa
Hemopuja gunozogpuje la, Hemopuja grnosogpuje 2a, Hemopuja gunosoguje 26,
Hemopuja  gpunosoguje 46 u n300pHoM npeIMeTy Quiuosoguja  npocmopa;
3BaHHYHUM TUIAHOM peakpeouTanujeé CcTyaMjckux nporpaMa Ha Opebewy 32
dunozopujy uz 2020. rommne pacnopehen je na 8 npeavera (OAC u MAC
bunozoduje): Hcmopuja unosoguje 1, Hemopuja @unozoguje 3, Hemopuja
purozouje 4, @unozoguja mamemamuxe, Ipasyu caspemene gpunoszoguje, Anmuxa
u panu cpedrwu gex, Punosogcka cmarosuima, Cagpemene memagusuike meme.

1. CTyneHTCcke eBanmyanuje: npoceyHa onexa 4,87/5;

1. OuemeH HajBUIIMM OLlEHAMAa ¥ ON CTpaHe 4/5 npeaMeTHuX HacTaBHHKa (07
HacTaBHUKA ca kojuma je [ToroBuh capahuBao jeauHo @naH koMucHje, npod. Bypuh
Huje noxHeo u3BewTaj o [Tonosuhesom pany);
iv. Pan y xomucujama: waas 13 koMHcM)a 3a oleHYy M 010paHy 3aBpLIHHX panoBa H3
obnacty ucropuje Gunozoduje;
b. llerap Hypxuh: : RV

i. Onm 2019. capaguuk y HacTaBM Ha H300OpHMM IpenMeTuma Memoouka Hacmage
punozoguje ca ocnosama punozopuje obpasoeara (Tpylla METOTUIKUX MPEAMETA Y
OKBHpY 00pa30Barba HACTABHUKA MPEAMETHE RacTaBe) u OcHose Memodorozuje HayKa
(32 CTYNEHTE ETHOJIOTH]E M aBTPOTIONOTHjE).

Teuwo 61 ce morno pehu ga je Hypkuheso JABOrOMMUIBE UCKYCTBO Ha M36OPHUM NPEIMETIMA
(METOIUUKO-METONONOMKUM) NOCEOHO PENEBAHTHO 32 KOHKYPC 33 PajHO MECTO aCHCTEHTAa Ha
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ncropuju dunozoduje. llopen Tora, nucau pedepara je y oae/bKy O HACTaBHHUM aKTMBHOCTHMa2
M3HEO M MPEJICBaHTHO a Y3 TO W HeTayHo TBpheme na je ,Hypxuh 2020/2021. 610 unan TuMa 3a
aKpenuTauujy CTYITHjCKHX nporpama Oneibetba 3a runozodujy”. 3sanuanom onnykoM Onemera
3a punozodujy on 06.02.2020. nzabpana je oxembeHcka KoMucuja 3a akpeIUTalH]y y CacTaBy:
npod. np Manran boraanoscxu (xoopamuatop), npod. ap Mdparo bypuh, npot. ap Crnodonan
[eposuh n mou. np Anexcanmap Ho6pujeuh. Hakie, Ilerap Hyprxuh HuKanma Huje 3BaHUYHO
VIMEHORAH 32 4jlaHa aKpenuTalmone xomucrje Onesbera 3a (GYno30pHujy, a Yak W 12 jecTe, TO
TIOHOBO HE U OMJI0 HM Ha KOJY Ha4MH PEJICBAHTHO 32 pajl y HacTaBU M3 HcropHje punozoduje (kao
yocTtanoM Hu Hypkuhes aHT2XMaH y pasHOLIEHY JIMCTOBa 32 CTYAECHTCKY eBayalyjy neaarouxkor
palia HacTaBHUKa U capanruka dunosodcekor hakynrera, Koju KOMHUCH)a Takohe noMume). OBakBo
NIOCTyNamke KOMHCH)e TPEACTaBIba 3110YTIOTPedy U kplueme un. 34, ct. 1 Koxekca npobecnonanse
eTHKE y KOJeM Ce€ HABOJH Iia je ,,4J1aH YHUBEP3UTETCKE 3ajCIHULE Ty)KaH /ia IPOUEHE O YCIOBMMA
32 TIPOQECHOHATHO HAINPENOBamke JPYrHX 4IaHOBa 3aCHWBA UCK/bYYHBO HA KPHMTepHjyMHMa
KOjR Cy pelieBaHTHM 32 Bpllewme npodecvonannux obdape3a®, Te ga ,,MPOLEHA YCIEHIHOCTH
OCTBapyuBarsa Mpopecuonannux obaresa ¥ MpodecHoHanHe KOMNETEHIH]E WiaHa YHUBEP3IUTETCKE
3ajegHule Mopa Ja Oyne 00jeKTHBHA, HEIPHCTPACHA M yTeMelbeHa Ha yHanpen yrephenum n
TPAHCNAPEeHTHUM KPHTEPUjyMuMa®.

3. O6jamenu panoBu (npema CratyTy, OUEHY]Y Ce objasmenu DPanoBH, a HE PagOBU Yy
HpHIIPEMH 32 00JaBIBMBaLE WIH Y LITAMITH ' ; TIOPE]l TOTa, aIICTPaKTH HuCY PANOBH):
a. Cama [lonoeuh:

1. Iler panosa (uetnpu o6jaribena M jenaH ca ponessedum DOI 6pojem), ox vera nsa
pana y MeljyHapoaHuM yaconucuma kateropuje M232 (jeman KoayTOpckH), jenan pax
kareropuje M24 n npa pana xareropuje M53 (14 6oaoBa);

b. Herap Hypkuh:

1. Yerupnu o0jaimeda paja O] 9era JBa paja xareropuje M24 (jeman KoayTopckw),
jenaH KoayTOpCKM pan y 300pHHKY (kareropuja M44) w jeman pay xareropaje MS3
(11 Gonora);

IHocTrarma ce nUTaKk-e 300r Yera KoMucHja y pedepaTy HUje HABEIA KOMNAPATHBHHE NPHKa3
PanoBa ca jacHO KCTAKHYTOM KATEeropulauujoM u 6pojem ocreapeHux 6oxora. Ypkoc Tome
INTO Ce OLIeRY]y 00jaB/beHH PANOBH KaHIMAaTa, KOMUCH]a je Tobpojana K pajioBe 3a koje je Hypxuh
mpegao norepre na he 6utu objaBibenu (3 on nodbpojaHmx 11 panosa), KpaTke ancrpaxre
caomuTewma ca kondeperunja (4 ox 11 pamosa) ¥ jeman pax Koju je camo npuxsahieH 3a
npe3eHTalujy Ha koudepeHuuju (paper accepted for oral presentation He 3Ha4M ,,pal npuxsahcn
3a 00jaBJbHBam-e WIHM IITAMITY™; Jakjle, ped je O CaomUTeRy, a He O 00)JaBJbEHOM pany).
3aHUMIBUMBO, KoMHcHja 3a u36op IMerpa Hypxuha y 3Bame ucTpaxuBaua-capagauka y jyry 2021.
giju je mpod. Jlazopwh 6uo unaH (a caja je npeacenaBajyhu komucHje koja npemraxe llerpa
Hypxuha 32 n36op y acucreHnTcko 3Bame) HRje Tperupana Hyprnhese ancTpakre xao pagoBe d
OCBpHYJIA CE CaMO Ha FeTOB Y TOM TPEHYTKY jeaunn objasmenu pan. ITucan pedepara je no csoj
OpUIMIK caja npuberao yopajaky anctpaxara Mchy o0jaBibeHe pajioBe Kako OM ce IPOU3BEO
(nmorpeman) ytucax na j¢ Hypxuh usyzerno mnonan ayrop. Melytum, npema jacHo neduHUCAHUM

'Bunernt n un. 118, cr. 4 CraryTa: ,,yKOIMKO pal HHje objasiben y waconucy npuxeatulie ce u pan Kome je
nonesen DOI 6poj (Tonosuhes rexet u3 2021, Huje camo npixsahen 3a ofjarbUBamE KAKO CE TO KDKE
pedepaty xomucuje el My je reh noxemen n DOI 6poj, 1wTo je yocTanoM ypeaso naseneHo y Ilonopuhieroj
6ubnuorpadmjy U3 KOHKYPCHE NOKYMEHTALH)E).

2 IIpema Baxehem [TpaBrnmuKy o KATEropH3alMjy ¥ paHrupamy HaywyHHX.dacomuca us 2021, mehyHaponnu
yacomuc je 9acormic pedepucan y JCR, WOS wm SIR (w1. 2, cr. 2 v 3), ,,c TUM Aa kateropwju M23 npumnanajy u
yaconucyu osnauenn kao Q! y SJR u uaconmcu wa nucrama ERIH+* (un. 14, cr. 2). Honosuhesu TekcToBM
objasimenu ¢y y European Journal of Analytic Philosophy (na ERIH+ nuctu) u y Filozofskim istraZivanjima
(uHgexcupan y WOS, SJR w ERIH).



[pasunuuimMa® ancTpakTu (kateropuje M34 u M64) ce He y3umajy v 063Ap HU TIPHITHKOM H360pa
y HAaCTaBHMYKa M CapalHWyKa, HUTH Yy UCTPOKHBAYKA W HayuyHa 3Bama. [lopen tora, cTBap je
ycTalbeHe TPaKce Jia ce MPHIMKOM u300pa y 3Bambe ancTpakTH He TPEeTHpajy Kao paJoBu — TO
potephyje Beh 1 neTumuuan npernes pedepard ca wHTepneT crpanuue dunosodekor hakynrera.

OBakBUM MaylaIHAM U TCHICHUMO3HUM NpeNcTaRbakheM HypxuheBux pesynraTa, KOMHCH]A je
TOIIUIA JIO 3aKJby9Ka Na ce y ToTiexny ,,0poja, KBAJIUTETA U PENeBaHTHOCTH pajoBa 33 KOHKYPCOM
MpeABHHCHO TEXUWTE HCTpaKMBakba H3aBaja [lerap Hypxuh, ucrnuyhu npuToM ,.JIpECTUKHOCT
nyGnukauuja“ y kojuMa ¢y HypxuheBu panoBu o6jassbeHu, ,KBATUTET caipkaja y NOriemy
WHTEpIIpeTalM)e, NprUKa3a U aHanu3e Guino3opckux npobneMa H rieJuiuTa KojuMa ce 0aBe™, Te
,-KOH3UCTEHTHOCT ¥ cucrematHuHocT Hypxuhese dunosodcke aprymentammje. Huje jacHo Ha
yeMy KOMUCH]a TeMeJbl oBe oneHe 6ynyhn na He camo wto y pedepary HHUje KaTeropusosana, Beh
HMj¢ HM NIpUKa3alna HUTH aRaIM3Npala HU jellad O pajioBa NpHjaBJbeHUX KaHaunaTa. Hezarucno
OJ1 TOra, YTEMEhEHOCT OBAKBUX OLieHa JOBOAM Y nuTawbe Beh cama ummbeHuna ga Hypxkuh 3a
paziiky on ITornorha Hema nu jedarn pan y MelyHapoAHUM QaCOIHUCHMA.

Kapna cy y mutamy apyre Hay4HOMCTPOXMBAYKE aKTHBHOCTH KaH AU 1aTa, KOMUCH]2 HUjE HaBena na
Jje Ilonoruh wnaw geTupM BayuHa JpyluTBa (0] Yera apa MehyHapojaHa), Te Jia je OpraHu3oBao TpH
MmehyHaporne xoHgepenuuje Belgrade Graduate Conference in Philosophy® (2018. xo-
opranu3zarop, 2019. u 2020. npexcenanajyhu) u aa he 6utu jenan ox opraHusaropa mehyHnapoaue
koHbepenuwje 33rd Novembertagung on the History and Philosophy of Mathematics (2022.).
IMopen Tora, kana je ped o yyewhy Ha HAYYHMM CKYNOBHM2, HEONXOMAHO j€ HANOMEHYTH X4 je
Hypxuh npeBacxonso y4ecTBOBAO Ha JIOKATHHAM WM PETHOHATHUM (CTYNEHTCKHM ) CKYTIOBUMA ca
KPaTKUM CaoNIITemUMa Ha cpnckoM jesuky (bama Jlyka, Cpemcku Kapnosum, Beorpan, Conmr).
C npyre crpane, [lonosuh je y4yeCTBOBaO Ha caMoO JeIHOM HauuvoHamHoM ckymy (y Cpricko)
aKaZiEMUJU HAyKa M YMETHOCTH), 2 CBa OCTANIa CAONINTEmha U NpeaaBama (YKYyIHO 8) oapxao je Ha
peueHzupaHiM Mel)yHapOIHHUM KOHIPECHMa H CIenM] UTHCTUIKHM KOH(EpeHIjaMa U KypceBuMa
(Copbona, UnctutyT 32 drutosodujy Yemike akamemuje Hayka, Institut supérieur de philosophie
UCLouvain, course lecturer meljysaponnor MarepyHusep3urerckor ueHtpa y JlyOopoBHUKY, UTA.).

Kaya je v mUTany McTHIALE M BPEeJHOBAKE KBAHRTUTETA M AMBep3uTeTa HypxuheBux pajioBa og
crpaHe mycla pedepara. Takse (Ip)oieHe ¢y 030UIBHO AORENEHE YV IHTAME YHI-CHULIOM Ja Ce
npotuB Ilerpa Hypxmuha tpewyTHO BOAe uyarx 0sa TOCTYIKA Ipesl ETHYKOM KOMUCH|OM
dunozodekor daxyarera W To 360r HajTexe nospele Konekca npodecHOHAIHE eTUKE
YHupepsuteray beorpaly —Nni1arMpan a.

Ilpo, y 3axTeBy 32 yTEphUBaibe HEAKaJAEMCKOT IIOHAlamka IIOOHETOM ETHYKO] KOMHCHjU
11.02.2022. Hypkuhy ce ctaBiba Ha Teper xa je y pany u3 2021. . XjyM u KasTt 0 enucreMuukoj
BopmatuBHOCTU (Theoria 64(3), ctp. 91-112, xar. M24) Koju je MOTHEO Y KOHKYPCHO]
JNOKYMEHTAIMJH H KOjU KOMHCHja NIoMUIbE Y pebepary moumHuo miarujar (Rraerd [Ipunor 1).

3 Buaetu [IpaBUIHHK 0 MUHMMATHUM YCIOBHMA 32 CTHLARE 3BAMkE HACTABHUKA, [[PABWIHHK 0 6IVDKMM yCIOBHMA
3a w360p HacTaBHUKA U capamHuka OO, ITpaBunnyk 0 HauMHy U IOCTYTKY CTHIAIbA 3BaFha H 3aCHUBAFGA PAJHOT
oxuoca HactaBHuka VB, u IlpaBwinMk O MOCTYIKY, HAuMHY BPCAHOBAbA M KBAHTUTATMBHOM HCKA3UBAILY
HAYYHOMCTPAXHBAYKIX PE3YIITATa UCTPASKHBAYA.

4V nepuony y xojeM je Tlonoruh ygecTBoBao y oprammawuju Belgrade Graduate Conference in Philosophy,
dunozohexu GaxynTeT Cy NOCETHNH 3HAYajHM capemeru dunosods (Tuomas Tahko, Hans-Johann Glock,
Genoveva Marti, Carl Hoefer, Jonathan Schaffer; Timothy Williamson u Katalin Farkas je Tpe6ano na oapie
IUieHapHa Nipefasama Ha Sth BGCPhil xoja je OTkasaHa ycuen ManAeMu)e) i MIRan UCTpaxuBaun ca Bogehux
cBerckuX yuumepauTera U uHcTHTyTa (Edinburgh, St Andrews, Bristol, Leipzig, Berlin, Frankfurt, Vienna,
Helsinki, Manchester, Leeds, Birmingham, Stockholm, Gothenburg, Barcelona, Girona, Warsaw, CEU, Alberta,
Utrecht, Leuven, Pavia, Milan, Institut Jean Nicod, London School of Economics, Pujexa, Mapu6op, ura.)
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YBumOM y lokaszHu MaTepujan y Ilpmaery 1, ctude ce yTHcak fa je pey 0 T3B. MO0 32 M 4 K O M
NJAar@jaTy 33aCHOBAHOM HA YaK NET PA3THYUTHX U3BOpA.

Hpyro, y 3axreBy 3a YTBphUBamE HEAKaAESMCKOT IOHAMIaka NONHETOM ETHYKO] KOMUCHJU
14.01.2022. Hypxuhy ce craBiba Ha TEpeT Aa je Y KoayTopckom pany u3 2021. , EnucreMHyku
ayTOPUTET W PETOPHUKE CTpATETHje Y KPUIHUM OKOJNHOCTHMA" 00jaBIbeHOM Yy 300pHUKY Emuka u
ucmuna y 0oba xpuse (ypen. Henan Liexuh, nanapay dunozodeku daxynrer, crp. 153-180, kar.
M44) taxohe noaunwuo mwiarujar (euaetu Mpuaor 2). [Tocrasmsa ce muTame 360r gera je KOMHCH)a
no6pojana u noMenyna ek 6poj Hypxmherux jonr Heo0jaB/beHNX paloBa U ancTpaKara, any je
NPOMYCTHIIA JI2 IOMEHE pajl 00jaBIbeH y MCTAKHYTOM 360PHUKY 0] HALMOHAIHOT 3Hadaja’, KOjH je
cam Hypkuh ypenHo HaBeo y ¢B0joj 6u6mMorpaduju U3 KOHKYpcHe fokyMmeHTaunje. byxyhu na je
KOMHCH]2 y BpeMme ITHcama pedepara 3Hama na ce nporuB Hypkuha somu oBaj mocrymak,
ILTay3MOMITHO Je IPETIIOCTABUTH 1a KOMUCH]a HYje HaBela 0Baj pajl yIpaso 360r Tora mTo NoCTojU
OCHOBAHA CyMHba 12 JE U Y FeeMY DOYUIEH NI AT H ja T .

C 0031poM Ha HaBeJicHe MaE-KaBOCTH pedepaTa, Ka0 U Ha 030MIBHOCT M TCHKUHY rOPEHABEICHHX
npuMenbn, y ckiamy ca oapexbama win. 11, un. 17, cr. 5, Te unanora 21 u 22 Kopekca
npodbecuoHaTHE eTuke YHHBep3UTeTa y beorpany amenyjem Ha npeicenaBajyher u Ha 4naHOBe
M3bopuor Beha dunosodcexor dakynrera na y CBETIOCTH OBOr IPUIOBOPa ¥ MaTepujana Koje
JIOCTaBJbaM y NIPUJIOTY He YCBOje mnmpexnor komucuje gna ce Ilerap Hypruh
n3abepe y 3BalkE aCUCTEHTA KaKo O ce N30ErI0 HaHOIIERKE NOTEHIIM]ATHO TPaJHE U HETTONPABIHUBE
wrere yruexy w upterpurery ®dunosodcexor daxynrera. KoHKypcHa KomucHja je CBOJUM
npemptoroM noBena M36opHo Behe u ynTaB dakynreT y NMOTEHUMJATHY ONMacHOCT l1a NOCTaHe
Cay4eCHHK y HeaKkaJeMCKOM MOoHAARkY U kpmery Konekca npohecnonanne eTuke Y HIBEp3UTETa

y beorpany. ./

o)

\ / y AN -c-'/’ P
\ A/ "/
/ I

V¥ Beorpany, 17.02.2022. Cania lNomosuh, HexazaUILU aCUCTEHT U
CTYIeHT reHepanuje Oneibema 3a punozodujy

Tipnaosn:

1. 3axrer 3a yrBphuBame HeaKkageMcKoT nosamama [lerpa Hypxuha ox 11.02.2022;
2. 3axres 3a yrBphUBame Heakaaemckor noHamarka ITerpa Hypxitha on 14.01.2022.

5 Kao mro je XoMHUCHja KOHCTaToBana y pedepary, Hypxuh je Toxom 2021. yiubyueH Ha Tipojekar dunozodexor
Paxynrera ,Uosex u JpywTBO y BpeMe kpuse”. Mehyrum, KkOMuCHja Huje NOMEHYNa fla je U3 TOr OpojexTa
TIPOUCTEKAO 300pHIK Emura u ucmuna 'y doba xpuze'y xojeM je Hypkuh 06jaByo CIIOPHY KOayTOPCKH pan.
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Na osnovu ¢Jana 3, stav | Pravilnika o posmuplu utvrdivanja neakademskog ponasanja u izradi pisanih
radova podnosim

ZAHTEV ZA UVTRDIVANJE NEAKADEMSKOG PONASANJA

istrazivaCa-saradoika Petra Nurkiéa sa Instituta za filozofiju Univerzitera u Beogradu — Filozofskog
fakulteta (u daljem tekstu: Instiut za filozofiju) koji obavlja duZnost tehnidkog uredmka &asopisa
Belgrude Philosophical Annual a koji objavljuje Institut za filozofiju, i koji je nedavno predloZen za zbor
u zvanje asistenta na Odeljenju za filozofjju Univerziteta u Beogradu — Filozofskog fakulteta (u daljem
teksta: Odeljenje za filozofiju). Prema mojim saznanjima Nurki¢ obavlja i kurirske poslove na
Univerzitetu u Beogradu — Filozofskom fakultetu kao i administrativne poslove na Institutu za filozofiju.

Postoji osnovapa sumnja da je gore imenovani poinio plagijat i znafajno odstupao od
akademskih pravila citiranja u tekstu ,,Hjumovo i Kantovo shvatanje epistemicke normativnosti, Theoria
64 (3), 2021, str. 91112 (L . ks ). Samim tim, smaatram da je Petar
Nurkic prekssio clanove 21 1 22 Kodeksa profesronalnc etike Univerziteta u Beogradu. Tekstovi iz kojth
su preuzimane osnovne ideje 1 doslovno preuzimane (prevodene, ponegde uz neznatne izmene) redenice i
¢itavi pasusi bez jasnog obeleZavanja preuzetib delova i bez navodenja odgovarajuéih referenci i
kon§cenja navodnika tamo gde su oni poteebni su:

s  Peter Railton, "Normative force and normative freedom: Hume and Kant, but not Hume versus Kant”,
Ratio (New Senes) XII, 1999, ste. 320-353,DOIL: IR .. [Railton
1999]

* Rath Marcela Espinosa, "General rules and the normative dimension of belief i Hume's
epistemology”, Filosofia Unisinos - Unisinos Jownal of Philosophy 17 (3), 2016, str. 283-250, DOI:
-. [Espinasa 2016]

« Ryan Hickerson, "What the wise ought believe: a voluntarist interpretation of Hume's general rules”,
British  Journal for the History of Philosophy 21 (6), 2013, so. 11331153, DOL:
B .. [Hickerson 2013]

e James Hutton, "Epistemic normativity in Kant's ‘Second Analogy™, European Journal of Philosophy
27, 20)9, str. 593609, DOI: _

e Alix Cohen. "Kant oo science and norruatmty Studies in History and Philosophy of Science 71,
2018, st -7, DOL

Tekst [Railton 1999] Nurki nije naveo u spisku koriséene literature a doslovno je iz njega preuzeo
dva pasusa bez navodenja odgovarajuce reference u uvodu svog rada (odeljak ,,Umesto uvoda: o
lenjirnma i blokovima™). Nurki¢ je u istom odeljku uz manje izmene parafrazirao jo§ jedan pasus 1z
[Railton 1999], takode bez navodenja odgovarajude reference:

Nurkié 2021, str. 92 Railton 1999, str. 320-321
Normativnost, na nasu srecu 1h Zalosy, | “Normativity’ is, for better or worse, the chief
predstavlja jedan od centralnih pojmova koje | term we philosophers seern to have settled upon
fitozofi koriste dok razmatraju neke od | for discussing some central but deeply puzzliog




najzagonetnijth  pojava  ljudskog  Zivota.
Normativiost gesto koristuno kada
uspostavljamo distinkcije 1zmedu ispravnog i
pogrednog, istinitog 1 neistinitog, aktualnog i
moguceg. Euka, estetika 1 epistemologija
predstavljaju saroo neke od oblasti u okviru kojth
nas filozofska istrazivamja uvlade u raspravu o
normativnosti.

Norme, pravila 1 standardi poseduyju dugu
etimologku  istoriju.  Latingka je
oznadavala gradivm blok. dok je regulis, takode
latinski izraz, oznac¢avao pravu ivicu ili lenjir. Za
nas regrlus znaéi pravilo. Svakome, ko se ikada
nagao u okotnostima u kojima je morao da
presece dasku ih ciglu, je jasno da bi taj rez bio
vrlo nespretan bez ivice po kajoj seéemo Zeljeni
oblik. Odstupanja, izmedu naSeg reza i Sablona
po kojem je trebalo da sccemo. ukazuju na ono
§to reba da . popravimo™.

normada

phenomena of human life. We use it to mark a
distinction [...] between the good and the bad (or
between the right and the wrong, the correct and
the incorrect), [...] and the actual, possibie [...]).
Ethics, aesthetics, cpistemology, rationality,
semantics ~ all these areas of philosophical
inquiry draw us into a discussion of normativity.

[...] [NJorms — rules or standards. The etymology
of the English term norm traces w back 1o the
Labw norma, a builder’s square. The term rwie
also seems Lo comue (o us from the building trade —
it descends from the Latin regulus, a smaight-cdge
or ruler. Now anyone who has sawn a board or
chiseled a stone recognizes what il is to 1ake a
square or a ruler as a guide in cutting, and thus 1o

treat gaps between the acmal cut and the square or
nuler to show there is something to be “corrected”

Nurki¢é 2027, str. 92

Railton 1999, str. 321

Na slican paéw, kroz svakodnevno iskustvo,
koristimo razliéita pravila i norme koje bi trebalo
da ustnere naSe pomasanje, bilo da se radi o
postupcima i rasudivanju. Tako je ova analogra
ilustrativna, treba da imamo u vidu da su #orma
regulus oliglednt u kontekstu gradilidta, ali da to
nije uvek sluéay kad je re¢ o rasudivanju i
postupcima., Kada pokusamo da predsiavimo
filozofsko shvatanje normauvnosti, pitanja koja
se pnrodno namecu su ,zasto?" 1 kada?'.
Okolnost u kojima se primenjuje filozafsko
shvatanje normativnost su daleko osetljivije od
svakodnevnih okolnostj kuéaih poslova.

Ovde je re¢ o parafrazi slededeg pasusa iz
[Railton 1999]:

Because the norma (or regulus) is a tool whose
application is so transparent to us, it can prove 4
useful example. But there is a danger as well as an
aptness in using such a model when we attempt Lo
construct a philosophical account of normativity.
A builder can consult his zorma 10 guide himself
jm making cuts and to judge whetber his work
“measures up”, but does this tool, or any tool, tell
him1 why or when his cuts should measure up to
the norma?

Kao 3o se mozZe videti. Nurkiéeve recenice odstupaju od Railtonovik prvenstveno tarmo gde on
pogreSno prevadi pajedine reci sa engleskog jezika — na primer, kada ,,builder's square” prevodi sa
gradivni blok" umesto, kao $to bi trebalo, sa ,lesacski kvadrat™, dok ,straight-edge or ruler* prevodi kao
~prava ivica ili lenjir umesto ,.vinkla i lenjir* - il tamo gdc donekle skracuje Railtonov tekst. Kada je re¢
o0 parafraziranom pasusu, vidi se¢ da Nurkié izraZava istu ideju koju je vzneo P. Railton afi ipak nc navodi
referencu na [Railton 1999).

Delovi teksia koje je Nurkié najéesée samo doslovno preuzeo (preveo, ponegde uz neznatne izmene)
iz Elanka [Espinesa 2016] bez navodenja refercnci i navodnika temo gde su oni potrebni:

[

1

Nurkié 2021, str. 93

Espinosa 2016, str. 283

U ovom poglavlju pokusaéu da predstavim
normativimu  dimenziju Hjemovog shvatanja
verovanja. Kako bih to uéinio izloZicu Hjumova
opsta pravila iz Rasprave o ljudskoj prirodi.
Pokufadu da, uprkos naturalistickom okviru
Hjumove epistemologije, identifikujemn

The main concem of this paper is whether
Hume's account of belief has a normative
dumension, especially concemning his account of
general rules of reasoning in his Treatise of
fuman Nature, and consequently, whether it is
possible to offer an account of the normarive force

2




normativie  elemente
verovanjd i rasudivanja.

njegovog  shvatanja

of those rules in spite of his naturalist framework.

Nurki¢ 2021, str. 93

Espinosa 2016, str. 284

Z3 Hjumova opsta pravila mozemo, s pravom, da
kazemo da zauzimaju znagajno mesio u Raspravi.
Tako, Hjum, pojam pravila* koristi pridajuéi mu
bar tri razliéita znacenja (Hearn, 1970: 404-406),
op$ta pravila su prisutna u svakoj od i knjige

Rasprave.  Medutim, kako b1 posiufila
ostvarivanju cilja ovog rada, razmatrau samao
problem normativaosti pnsutan u  op$tim

pravilima. Normativno znacenje, koje Zelim da
razmotrim, nalazi se u treem delu prve knjige
Rusprave. Qude, ujedno, moZemo da pronademo
prvo  obimnije  pojasnienie  opftih  pravila 1
njihovog uticaja na nala rasudivania i verovania
_(Hjum, 1983: 161~163).

That Hume’s thought is concermned with the
problem of rules in its central parts has been well
known since Hearn’s two papers on general rules
from the 1970’s, in which he shows that general
rules play a systematic role in the Treatise, being
present in each of its three books (Heam, 1970, p.
404-406). In this paper, however, I will be dealing
only with the problem of the normativity of
generzl rules in Hume’s epistemology, mostly in
part 3 of book | of the Treatise. There we find for
the first time an extensive exposition of general
rules and their influence on our judgment and
belief.

Nurkié 2021, str. 93

Espinosa 2016, str. 284

Opsta pravila se pojavijuju u okviru Hjumovog
razimatranja  verovatnote j  predstavljaju
generalizacije, odnosno sklonost nase imaginacije
da uopstava, na osnovu prethodnih iskustava i
navike.

General rules are, as described by Hume in T
[.34, generalizations [...] This kind of general
statement apears within  the analysis of
probabilities {...] they are conveyed by the
imagination’s tendency to generalize, based on
past experience and custom.

Nurkié 2021, str. 93-94

Espinosa 2016, str, 284

Nafim na koji opSta pravila wmiéu pa naje
rasudivanje je, takode, predstavljen u odeljcima
XI-XV  Rasprave.  Hjumovo  razmarranje
verovatnoce nastalo je kao posledica analize
verovanja § procesa kojima formiramo verovanja.
Prema Hjumu, verovanje je snaZna i stabiina ideja
koja je usmerena ka istini (Hjum, 1983: 114).

The way in which pgeneral rules affect our
judgment is also addressed by Hume in his
weatment of probability in the Treatise since jt
also belongs to the topic of belief and belicf-
formation mechanisms. According to Hume, a
belief is a “strong and steady conception of an
idea” that inctudes a claim to truth [...].

Nurkié 2021, str. 94

Espinosa 2016, str. 284

Hjum identifikuje neke od mehanizamna koji imaju
veCe izglede da ispune nada epistemicka
ofekivanja i spre¢e da pade ideje postanu sama
+puki izdanci imaginacije" (Loeb, 2002: 132%), U
odeljku o verovatnodi uzroka. Hjum sugerise da
se nase rasudivanje temelji na navici 1 opstim
pravilima, a da nas navika moZe dovesti do
waznog uporedivanja ideja” (Hjum, 1983; 125-
135). Ova pojava se deSava kada, zbog teinje
imaginacije da geperalizuje, formiramo opéta
pravila poput, ¢uvenog Hjurmaovog primera, Jruc
ne moze imati duhovitost a Francuz ne moZe imati
temeljitost (Hjum, 1983: 138). Ova vrsta
rasudivanja pripada  nefilozofskoj vrstl
verovatnoce i zasnovana je na opStm pravilima

Hume naturally endorses some of those
mcchanisms which are in a better position to
fulfill that expectation (see Loeb, 2002, p. 13) and
prevent our ideas from being the mere “offspring
of the imagination” (see T 1.3.9.4; SBN 108).
Besides, considering the probability of causes,
Hume holds that our judgments take place by
virtue of custom and general 1ules (see T
§.3.12.24; SBN 141), and that ‘‘customn can lead
us into false comparison of ideas” (T 1.3.9.17;
SBN 116. See also T 1.3.13.2; SBN 143-144),
especially when we, as a result of the
imagination’s propensity to generatize, form
general rules of the following type: “An Irishman
cannot have wit, and a Frenchman cannot have

! Indtkativno je da je ova referenca na Hemov Elanak koju Nurkié navodi potpuno ista kao ona keju Espinoza navodi
u delu teksta koji je Nurkié preuzeo bez navodenja reference.

! Indikativno je da je jedina referenca na Lebov &lanak koju Nurkié navodi potpuno ista kao ona koju Espinoza
pavodi u delu teksta koji j&¢ Nurki¢ preuzeo bez navodenja reference.




koja su ishitreno izvedena i koja predstavljaju
izvor predrasuda.

solidity”. This kind of judgment is called an
‘“unphilosophical species of probability” and “is
that deriv’d from general rules, which we rashly
form to ourselves, and which are the source of
what we properly call prejudice” (T 1.3.13.7;
SBN 146; for another example see T 2.2.5.12-13;
SBN 362).

Nurkié 2021, str. 94

Espinosa 2016, str. 284

Za prvu vrstu apitih pravila je karakteristi¢no
proSirivanje opsega rasudivanja, nastalog U
jednom

spleeu okolnosti, na drugi splet okolnosti koji
pali¢i, ali nije identi€an prethodnimo okolnostima
(Hearn, 1970: 405%).

This first kind of general rule is caused by the
“propensity of the imagination to extend the scope
of judgments formed in one set of circumstances
to other resembling but  non-identical
¢ircumstances”

(Hearp, 1970, p. 405).

Nurkié 2021, str. 94

Espinosa 2016, str. 285

lako  svako rasudivanje, zasnovano na
verovatnoéi, Dpastaje na  osnovu  navike,
prethodnog iskustva 1 jmaginacije, razum nije
primoran da prat ono §to Hjum pnaziva ,prirodnim
teZznjama“. Moguée je spreciti  formiranje
neistinitih verovamja zasnovanih na pravilima
predrasuda, odrosno sprediti pridavanje izvesnosti
proizvodima imaginacije, sli¢nosti i kontigvitetu
(Hjum: 1983, 105). Naéin da to ucinimo je
promi§ljanje, refleksija. ili  .drugi nivo
rasudivanja”. Posredstvom refleksije, imaginacija
i sklonost generafizaciji, mogu da proizvedu
,filozofske verovatnode*.

Although every judgment on probability is a
function of custom, i.e. past experience and the
projection of the imagination, the mind is not
condemned to follow its faulry natural tendencies.
It is possible to prevent the mind from forming
false beliefs founded on mles of prejudices and
from “the reposing any assurance in those
momentary glimpses of light, which arise in the
imagination from a feign’d resemblance and
continuity” (T 1.3.9.6; SBN [10), by means of the
reflective mediation of second fevel judgments.
Thus, the same propensity of the imagination to
generalize can result  in  “philosophical
probability” when it js mediated by reflection.

Nurkié 2021, str. 94-95

Espinosa 2016, str. 285

Posredovanje refleksije nam omoguéava da
uspostavimo korektivna opsta pravila, kojima
moZemo da utiéemo na rasudivanje, uprkos
trenuinim opazajima i iskustvu. U centralnom
delu rasprave o korcktivnim pravilima Hjum
navodi sledece:

Razmouridemo docnije neka opstu pravila
po kojima treba da podefavamo naSe
sudenje o uzrocima i posfedicama: a 1a su
pravila obrazovana na prirodi naseg
razuma I n¢ nasem iskusrvu njegovih
delovanja u sudovima koje obrazujemo o
predmetima. Ona nas uce da razlikujemo
sluéajne okolnosti od dejstvenih uzroka
[...] Opste pravilo pripisuje se nusem
sudenju, kao opseinijem i stalnijem
(Hjum, 1983:140).*

That is why Hume suggests that mediation in
judgment Jeads to the so-called corrective general
rules, which are allowed “to influence their
judgments <of men> even contrary to present
observation and experience” (T 1.3.13.8; SBN
|47, clarification added). In a very central passage
for this investigation Hume claims that

We shatl afterwards take noiice of some
general rules, by which we ought to
regulate our judgmenl concerning causes
and effects: and these rules are form'd on
the nature of our understanding, and on
our experience of ils operations in (he
judgments we form concerning objects.
By them we learn to distinguish ihe
accidental  circumstances  from  the
efficacious causes [...] The general rule is
altributed to our judgment, as being more
exiensive and constant (T 1.3.13.11; SBN

1 ova refererica na Hernov &lanak koju Nurkié navodi potpuno je ista kao ona koju Espinoza navodi u delu teksta
koji je Nurki¢ preuzeo bez navodenja reference. Treba primetia da Espinoza, za cazliku od Nurkiéa, na ovora mestu

koritsti navodnike zato 3to citira Herna.
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Hjum, u narednom paragrafu, nastavlja
reCenicom: Karkada preoviaduje jedan a katkada
drugi. prema nastrojenosti i maravi Coveka.
Proste ljude obicno vode prvi. a mudre drugi
(Hjum. 1983: 141).

749. emphasis added).
Hume continues: “Sometimes the one, sometimes
the other prevails, according to the disposition and
character of the person. The vulgar are commonly
guided by the first, and wise men by the second
<kind of rules>"" (T 1.3.13,12; SBN 150).

Nurkié 2021, str. 95

Espinosa 2016, str. 285

Mugdri, uz pomoé korckiivnih op3uh pravila,
poseduju zdrava doksasticka stanja i formiraju
veravanja Ciji sadrZaj ne zavisi od hirova i linih
preferencija.

Ova recenica je nastala parafrazom delova sledecée
tri Espinozine re¢enice:

A wise person is someone whose beliefs are
reliably formed {...]Thts is because, according to
the cormrective general rules accouni, a rational
befief not only expresses a hAealthy mental attitude
of a believer, burt it is also somehow related to the
content of the beliefs [...] [“]less influenced by
whim and privaie fancy” (Essays 1. XIV, p. 112;
G&G, p. 175)

Nurki¢ 2021, str. 94-95

Espinosa 2016, str. 286

Opéta pravila su, prema Hjumu, neizosiavna za
objaSpjenje veze izmedu predmeta naSeg saznanja
i metoda koji bi trebalo da sledimo kako bismao
dosli do istog tog saznanja.

[T]here is an underlying connection berween what
can properly be an object of our knowledge and
the method that can lead a reasoner 1o that
knowledge: a connection thar we can make sense
of only by apealing to Hume’s account of general
rules.

Nurkié 2021, str. 95

Espinosa 2016, str. 286

Na osnovu prve dve vrste, mozemo da napravimo
prostor za uspostavljanje trece vrste pravila,
korektivnih pravita. Op$ta pravila predsiavijaju
Slogiku* rasudivanja o verovatnoéi i neophodna
su za formjranje pouzdanih verovanja, na kojima
se sve nauke zasgivaju (Hjum, 1983: 144). Stoga,
korektivna op3ta pravifa vrie trostruku funkciju:
(3ii*) Predstavljaju modcl za pouzdano formiranye,
i korekciju, verovanja; (iii**) Koriguju
rasudivanje zasnovano nz prvo] vrsu  opétih
pravila (Hjum, 1983: 144); (iii***) Omogucavaju
nam da kroz refleksiju, odnosno analzu
oereflektivacg rasudivanja, identifikujemo
kognitivni izvor iz kojeg su potekla neistinita
verovamja (Hjum, 1983: 99).

These first two kinds of rules make space for the
third, the one we have been calling “corrective”.
These general rules are “the logic™ of probable
reasoning and is required to achieve justified and
reliable belicf, on which all valuable sciences are
based. Cormrective general rules have therefore at
Jeast a threefold function: (1) they display a model
of reliable beltef formation and correction; (2)
they can also correct judgment produced by the
first kind of general rules (T 1.3.13.12; SBN 149-
50); and (3) they make it possible to return
ureflective judgment or belief to ils cognitive
sources and foundations and, thus, to identify
false belief as such (see T 1.3.8.14; SBN 104-5).

Nurkié 2021, str. 95

Espinosa 2016, str. 286

Nakon razmatranja filozofskih  verovamoda 1
njihove zavisnosti od relacije uzrodnosti. Hjum je
uspostavio Pravila po kojima suditi o uzrocima i
posiedicama (Hjum, 1983: 160-163). Postoji osam
kritenjuma koji nam omoguéavaju da razlikujemo
relaciju stalnc zdruZenosti i prividne uzroéne
relacije. Owvt kriterijumi nam dozvoljavaju da

After developing his theory of philosophical
probabilities and its dependency on causal
inference, Hume outlined his famous set of Rules
by which 1o judge causes and effecrs (T 1.3.15;
SBN 173). They are § criteria that allow us to
distinguish between a relatior of coastant
conjunction that describes a causal nexus and an

* Tndikativno je to 5to Nurkié navodi samo one citate Hjuma koje navode autori od kojih je preuzimao (bez
odgovarajuéih referenci) delove teksia u kajima oni navode upravo te iste citate; pre svega )e re¢ o prezimanju od
Espinoze i Hikersona (videti nastavak tabelamog prikaza dole).



proverimo ispravnost rasudivanja 1 verovanja
zasnovanih na relaciji uzrocuosti. Dalje, Hjum
napominje da su ovih osam kriterijuma [...]sva
logika koju smatram umesnom da upotrebim u
svafim umovanfima (Hjurm: 1983, 162).

apparent causal refation. They should permit us 1o
discern the correctness of inferences and beliefs
based on causal reasoning. Furthermore, Humc
affirms that the 8 rutes are “all the logic I chink
proper to employ in my reasoring” (T 1.3.15.11:
SBN 175).

Nurkié 2021, str. 95-96

Espinosa 2016, str. 286

Opéta pravila za uzroéno rasudivanje su prirodan
zakljudak koji Hjum izvedi iz razmatranja
verovatnoce u Raspravi. Ne samo zbog toga §to je
svako rasudivanje, kaje se odnosi na injenice,
zasnovano na uzrofnoj relaciji, nego i zbog toga
§to nam ovakvo rasudivanje donosi mnogo vise
koristi nego rasudivanje zasnovano na pukoj
sliénosti i kontigvitetu (Hjum, 1983: 105).

Postoje brojna druga pravila (u okviru opédtib
pravila) koja takode utilu na naSa verovapja,
shicpom Zivo§¢u i snagom, ali su takva pravila
zasnovana na slitnosti izmedu ideja i Ginjenica,
opravdanja za takva verovanja ne moZemo da
pronademo u iskustvu. Ovde Hjum govori o
lakovernosti, olakom verovanju u svedodanstva
drugih, kao 1 o obrazovanju. Lakovernost i
obrazovanic zasnovaoi su opa vrlo shiénim
osnovama kao navike 1 pojave koje se Cesto
popavljaju v nasem iskustvu (Hjum, 1983: 109).

The general rules for causal reasoning are the
nataral conclusion of Hume’s trealtment of
probabilities and probable belief in the 7reatise
(and not the skeptical conclusion of T 1.4). This is
rnot only because of the plain fact that, according
to Hume, every reasoning concerning matters of
fact relies on causal inference, but also aud
mostly, because despite this reliance “the relation
of cause and effect has all the oposite advantages™
compared 1o recasoning based oo “feign’d
resemblance and continuiry” since “the objects it
presents are-fixt and unaiterable” (T 1.3.9.7; SBN
110).

There are many other principles that enlivened our
jdeas simmilarly bringing us to believe “and
command our assent beyond what experience will
justify; which can proceed from nothing beside
the resemblance between jdeas and facis” (T
1.3.9.12; SBN 113), for example, credulity (“casy
faith in the testimony of other”) and education,
which rest “almost on the same foundation of
cuslom apd repetition as our experience ot
reasoning from causes and effects” (T 1.3.9.19;
SBN 117).

Nurki¢ 2021, str, 96

Espinosa 2016, str. 287

Uprave ovde moZemo pronaé¢i i poreklo
normativniosti  apdtih  pravila. Opita pravila
poseduju drugaéiji status od verovanja, Lyops
(2001: 273) ih paziva drugim redom mentalnih
stanjaS. Funkcija opstih pravila je da koriguju i
sabilizuju  sentiment verovanja* (Hearn, )976:
65), koji nastaje na osnovu prirodnih, uzrofnih
faktora. Na osnovu paragrafa Hjumove Rasprave,
odnosno  njihovog  karaklera  epistemiékih
preporuka, smatram da su korektivna opsta pravila
normativna, a ne deskyiptivha. Ova pravila
predstavljaju uputstva za formiranje i korigovanje
verovania.

Precisely on this point rests the origin of their
normativity. [ agrec with Heam's claim that
“these rules come for Hume to occupy a different
status [...] the function of the causal rules is to
correct and stabilize the sentiment of belief which
is generated by cenain natuwral, causal factors”
(1976, p. 65). lt scems to be the case that
corrective general rules are normative rather than
descriptive, that 1s, they are prescriptions about
how we ought to form and correct states of belief.

Nurkié 2021, str. 96

Espinosa 2016, str. 287

U  narednom  potpoglavlju  ispitaéu  odnos

Napomena: odnos verovamja i _istine ispituje 1

5 Ovu redenicu Nurkié¢ preuzima iz [Espinosa 2016, str. 287, fusnota 15), pogre¥no je prevadeéi: ,,Lyons rejects the
claim that the general rules for cansal reasoning are second order mental states, evident by their reflective character
(T 1.3.13.13; SBN 149). Instead he holds that they are about objects (Lyons, 2001, p. 273, n. 13).” Indikativno je i lo
Sto je referenca na Lajonsa potpuno ista kao ona kaju navodi Espinoza u delu teksta koji je Nurkié preuzeo bez
navodenja reference. '



verovanja i istine u Hjumovoj Raspravi.

Espinoza i to upravo u narednom odeljku svog
teksta iz kojeg Nuwrki¢ u nastavku pastavlja da
preuzima delove bez navodenja referenci. Prva
reCenica tog odeljka Espinozinog teksta glasi:
»IThe - question conceming the normauve
dimension of belief runs into the intricate
relationship between belief and truth.*

Nurkié 2021, str. 96

Espinosa 2016, str. 287, fusnota 16

Kao §to sam ranije obrazloZio, epistemicke norme
predstavijaju standard za ispravno verovanje.
Ispitacu da i su epistemitke norme usmerene ka
njihovom, uobi&ajenom, cilju — istini.

Epistemic norms are in a sense standards of
carrectness of belief. Norms governing beliefs are
nonetheless still related to their characteristic aim:
truth.

Nurkié 2021, str. 96

Espinoxa 2016, str. 287

Isto vaZi 1 u slucaju opétih pravila: akosu A, Bi C
principi prema kojima formiramo istinita
verovanja, to znaét da su verovanja koja su u
skladu sa tim principima, pouzdanija i verovatnije
istinita, nego verovanja koja nisu u skladu sa
njima.

The sarme would aply for the casc of rules: if A, B
and C are priociples for forming true beliefs, it
follows that in reasoning we have to consider
beliefs that arc consistent with those nules 10 be
more reliable than ones that are not.

Nurkié 2021, str. 96, fusnota §

Espinosa 2016, str. 287

[Vl]ise o Hjumovom evidencijalizn, pogledati
(Lyous, 2001; Owens, 2003; Engel, 2007; {...]

For the topic of normativiry and epistemic norms,
as well as norms of tmuth, see Lyons (2001),
Owens (2003, p. 285-289) and Engel (2007, p.
182 f1).

Nurkié 2021, str. 97

Espinosa 2016, str. 287

Cak i da su verovanja uspterepa ka istini,
naturabisticki prigovor ne mozemo tako lako da
odbaciimo. Naturalisti smatraju da ne postoji nista
normativiio L verovanju, kao i da ne postoje
nputsrva za formiranje istinitih verovanja (Engel,
2007: 179%). Medutim, epistemicka normativnost
nije stvar nuznosti, nego opsega. Drugim recirmna,
epistemnicka normativnost se odnosi na ono §to
nije nuZoo, ne odnosi se na disanje, svakodnevno
smenjivanje dana i nodi, ilt bilo koju logicku il
fiziCku nuznost. Opseg normativnosti, koji sam
pomenuo, tife se svakadnevnog iskustva.

For even if belief aims at vutb, the following
naturalist objection cannot be easily avoided:
“[...] For there (s nothing normative about
believing: nctther we believe with an eye fixed on
the horizon of an ideal of truth nor we obey any
prescription to believe the truth” (Engel. 2007, p.
179). [...1 T would like to draw attention to the
problem concerning the scope of normativity [...].
Normativity, at Jeast in a philosophical sense, is
not mere necessity (logical or physical). Rather, it
concerns what is nol absolutely pecessary and,
accordingly. it would be pointless 10 attach in anry
way normativity 1o a plain fact as breathing or
sunshine. The proper scope of normativity, in the
sense | am interested in, is that of practice.

Nurki¢ 2021, stv. 97

Espinosa 2016, str. 287

Verovanje | disanje predstavijaju dva razlicita
stanja, verovanje se odnosi na kategorije koje
smatramo normativnim, odnosi se na rasudivanje,
slobodu izbora i racionalnost.

If believing and breathing are not two different
kinds of phenomenon I would agree that there is
no point in ascribing normativity to the realm of
belief. But [ think that there js certainly a
difference between them, in so far as belief is the
result a typical kind of agency, namely, epistemic
agency, which involves otfier typical components
of the realm of normative facts, such as judgment,
will, epistemic frecdom and. in shor, rauonality.

Nurkié 2021, str. 97

Espinosa 2016, str. 288

¢ Indikativno je da je referenca na Engelov ¢lanak kaju Nurkj¢ navodi potpuno ista Kao ona koju Espinoza navodi u

delu teksta koji je Nurkic preuzeo bez navodenja reference.




(.

Ako su sloboda i racionalnast sastavni deo nasih
doksastickih zZivota onda postoji prostor za
normativnost. Smatram da se Hjum udaljava od
prvog, deskrptivnog dela  Rasprave ka
razmatanju  mehanizama  refleksije  kojima
moZemo da korigujemo svoja verovanja i
zakijuéimo da formiranje verovanja pije puld
mehanicki proces. Korektivna opsta pravila su
usmerena ka rasudivanju, samim tim moZemo da
ih smatramo standardima racionalnost.

Hence, in so far as freedom and rationality are
involved in how we structure our doxastic lives,
there are prima facie good reasons to assume that
there is also a normalive dimension involved.
Hume’s theory penerates this dimension by
moving from a descriptive account of natural
causes of belief formation to a deeper level, where
reflective mechanisms of belief correction and
formation reveal thar belief 18 not a mere
mechanical response, bur also a matter of rational
deliberation. Corrective  general rules are
mechanisms of reflective thinking, directed 1o
judgment and, therefore, standards of rational

thinking.

Nurkié 2021, str. 97-98

Espinosa 2016, str. 288

Prema Hjuom, uzro¢na relacija je neizbeZna i
nuwmo je usmerena ka realnosti. U skladu sa tim,
moZemo da zaklju¢imo da je Hjum smatrao da svi
rasuduju u skiadu sa opitim pravilima.

Since causal reasoning (or causal inference or
generalization) is inevitable, and since it nawrally |
invalves the intention of wuth, it follows that
everyone must reason in accordance with general
rules.

Nurkié 2021, sty. 98

Espinosa 2016, str. 288-289

[...] potrebno nam je da rasudujemo ispravno zato
Sto 7Zelimo stvari, a da bjsmo dobili ono §to zelimo
moramo da identifikujemo efikasno sredstvo
kojim moZemo da ostvarimo svoje ciljeve.
Ispravno uzrono rasudivanje je¢ nuZan uslov
ostvarivanja ciljeva koje Zelimo. Stoga, kao
odgovomi epistemicki  subjekti, moramo da
uskladimo svoje rasudivanje sa epistemickim
normama kako bismo

zadovoljili svoje Zelje (Hjum, 1983: 247, 270,
389).

[...1 we need to reason correctly, because as
apents we desire things, and in order 1o reach
what we want, we need to identify the efficient
means for obuwining them. Correct causal
reasoning is 2 necessary condition for achieving
thc ends we desire; thus, being responsible
epistetnic agenis by reasoning according 1o basic
episternic norms is something we must do in order
to satisfy our desire.

Dakle, kao §to se moZe videti iz ovog tabelamog prikaza, iz teksta [Espinosa 2016] su doslovno
preuzimane ¢itave reCenice i pasusi bez odgovarajuceg i jasnog obcleZavanja preuzetih delova i bez
navodenja referenci, Nurki¢evo izlaganjc na sur. 93—98 njegovog teksla je gotovo u celosti i po redu
preuzeto iz [Espinosa 2016, str. 283-289]). Od Espinoze su preuzete i reference na drugu sekundardnu
literaturu (Herna, Leba, Lajonsa, Ovensa i Engela), kao i na Hjuma (ukijucujuéi i citate iz Hjumovih

dela).

Delovi teksta koje je Nurkié¢ najéeSée samo doslovno preuzeo (preveo, ponegde Uz neznatne izmene)
iz {lanka [Hickerson 2013] bez navodenja referenci j navodnika tamo gde su oni potrebni:

Nurki¢ 2021, str. 93

Hickerson 2013, s¢r. 1133

2. U 5ta bi mudri trebalo da veruju?

What the Wise ought Believe (Hikersonova

originalna kovanica)

Smatram da ne postoji kontradikeija 1zmedu
naturalisti¢kib i normativnibh aspekata Hjumove
epistemolagije.

Ovo je Hickersonova osnovna teza u [Hickerson
2013] 1 Hickerson je artikulide 1 brani u &itavom
teksm. Videti npr.: ,[Tlo reconcile epistemic
normativity with pawralism about the mental™
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(str. 1133), “What | will cal) the ‘Problem of
Believing Wisely' is the problem of reconciling
this episternic normativity with Hume's naturahist
theory of belief” (str. 1139), itd.

Nurkié 2021, str. 97

Hickerson 2013, str. 1133

[...] $to nas dovodi do centralnog problema ovog
poglavlja, uskladivanja Hjumovog naturalizma i
epistemicke normativnosti.

Ovo je centralni problem u [Hickerson 2013], vec¢
u apstraktu: ,,a significant problem 1n altemping \o
reconcile his [sc. Hume's] epistemic normativity
[...] with paturalism about the mental.™

Nurki¢ 2021, str. 98

Hickerson 2013, str. 11331 1134

U prethodnom potpoglaviju predstavio sam
Hyumova opsta pravila kao prirodoe principe u
skladu sa kojima bi (rebalo da formiramo
verovanja.

This paper advances an interpretation of what
Hume calied ‘the general rules’: natural principles
of belief-formatian (str. 1133).

[ will argue that the General Rules were treated by
Hume as patural principles of belief-formation
(str. 1134).

Nurkié 2021, str. 98

Hickerson 2013, str. 1133

Prema Hjumu, refleksija predstavlja ono &to
razlikuje mudre od wvuigarmih. Pitanje na koje
7elim da ponudim odgovor v ovom potpoglavlju
tie se Hjumovog doksasti¢kog involuntarizma.

According to Hume, reflection is, in pan, what
separates the wise from the vulgar. [...] In this
paper, | am principally concerned with Hume’s
doxastic involuntarism.

Nurkié 2021, str. 98

Hickerson 2013, str. 1134 1133

Da bi refieksija mogla da posluZi kao osnov za
uspostavljanje korektivnih opStih pravila, ona
mora da bude voluntarna. Hjum se Eesto, zbag
naturalistickog pristupa sazmanju, tuma&i kao
doksasticki involuntarista. Ukoliko uspem da
pronadem macin da Hjuma okarakterilem kao
doksastickog voluntaristu, moéi ¢u da ostvarim
cilj ovog poglavlja, odnosno. da pokaZem zasto
Hjumov epistermcks nawralizam ne stoji u
supromosti sa epistemi¢kom normativnoscu.

Ovo je takode osaovna teza i poenta u [Hickerson
2013]:

»in this paper my coocern wilf be with {...] how
Hume can make good on his naturalism. T argue
below that Hume can only make good on (v) [sc.
belief arises in us naturally] by treating it as a
process capable of being influenced by reflection,
when that reflection is construed as voluntary.
This is a bit swrprising. given Hume’s frequent
emphasis of thc involuniar nanure of belief, but
that will be my thesis.™ (str. 1134)

»Reflection on the General Rules, and an
interpretation of that reflection as voluntary, helps
explain not only Hume's theory of belief, but also
how he hoped 10 reconcile epistemic normativicy
with nahiralism about the mental.” (str. 1133)

Nurkié 2021, str. 98

Hickerson 2013, str. 1134i 1136

wDa li je Hjum doksasti¢ki involontarista?®.
Odgovor na to pitanje je ,,Da”. U Raspravi postoji
dovoljno tekstualne evidencije koja ukazuje na
Hjumov involuntarizam u pogledu verovanja.

2. WAS HUME A DOXASTIC VOLUNTARIST?
He was. [...] (str. 1134). There is a good deal of
textual evidence for interpreting Hume as a modal
doxastic involuntarist. {str, 1136)

Nurkié¢ 2021, str. 98

Hickerson 2013, str. 11341 1135

Takode, veliki broj hjumovaca smatra da mu
ettketa involuntariste pristaje. Medutim, u ovom
potpoglavlju zelim da pokazem da Hjum, ako
njegov projekat okarakteridemo kao
involuptarnisticki, nije USPEo u svojim namerama.

I avde je re¢ o Hickersonovoj osnovaoj tezi iz
[Hickerson 2013].

2 WAS HUME A DOXASTIC VOLUNTARIST?
He was. Or at least he mcant to be. The degree to




Kao 1 da pokazem zadto se Hjumu ne moze
pripisati mvoluntarizam bez problema koji bi
pratili takvo umacenje.

which he was unable to be is what I hope to
demonstrate in this paper (str. 1134).

Nevertheless, | argue here (in this scction and the
next) that the view of him [sc. Hume] as an
involuntarist is appropriately, if problematically,
ascribed. (str. 1135)

Nurkié 2021, str. 99

Hickerson 2013, str. 1135

Globalni doksasticki inveluntarisia smatra da je
verovanje, u odnosu na volju, odvojena
kognitivna aktivnost. Drugim ve€ima, kakvi god
da su mchanizmi kojima formiramo verovanja,
mehanizmi  koje, prema Hjumovom misljenju,
delimo sa Zivotinjama i koje je moguce ispitati
kroz nautne eksperimente (Hjum: 1983, 342-
3487, involuntarista smatra da oni funkcioniu
nezavisno od volje.

According 1o (global) modal  doxaslic
involuntarism {...] [blelieving is treated as a
separate cognitive activity. Whatever natural
rechanisms produce beliefs, mechanisms surely
shared with other animals and discoverable
through scientific investigation, the involuntarist
understands them to be operating independently
of our willing.

Nurkié 2021, str. 99

Hickerson 2013, str. 1135

onda je psiholoski nemoguce formirati
verovanja slobodnim izborom. Takode, globalna
verzija se odnosi na sva na$a verovanja. Medutim,
potrebno  je razmotriti  verziju modalnog
doksastickog involuntarizma koji se ne odnosi na
sva, nego samo na deo nasth verovanja.

. it is psychologically impossible to believe
willfully. Second, doxastic involuntarism is
normally taken to be a global thesis, i.e. a thesis
about all beliefs. This should be distinguished
from more specific claims about the involuntary
origination of a particular belief or set of beliefs.

Nurkié¢ 2021, sty, 99

Hickerson 2013, str. 1135-1136

..., pretpostavka da su neka od nasih verovanja,
manje ili vide, pod nalom voluntarnom
kontrolom, deluje prihvatljivo. lmam slobodu da
izaberem da 11 ¢éu da verujem u svedocanstvo svog
prijatelja i}t neke druge osobe, ali kada je re¢ o
neposrednim culnim iskustvima, verovanju da je
automobtl ispred meae crvese boje, onda je
pitanje da li tmam slobodu da poverujem u svoje
| neposredne Euine opaZaje, deplasirano.

... plausibility of the view that some ot our beliefs
are more or less wilhin voluntary control than
olhers, [...]. [1]t is more within my voluntary control
to believe what T will abouc an abstruse subject (or
which T rely on dubious human testimony, for
example. It might be less within my control t©
believe what T will abour a subject of immediate
sensory awareness. {or example.

Nurkié 2021, str. 99

Hickerson 2013, str. 1136

Ova distinkcija nam dozvoljava da razmotrimo
nad kakvim verovanjima imamo doksasticku
kontrolu...

The distinction between global  doxaslic
involuntarism and local doxastic involuptarism
makes 1t possible to suggest that some behiefs or
sets of beliefs cannot be or are not the product of
willing while others can be or are.

Nurkié 2021, ser. 99

Hickerson 2013, str. 1136

[M]oZemo da pronademo nekoliko paragrafa na
osnovu kojih mozemo Hjumu da pripiSemo
zastupanje, kako globalne tako i lokalne verzije,
modalnog doksastickog involuntarizma.

Drugo, um ima viast nad svim svojim
predstavama | moZe da ih razdvajo, sfedinjuje,
meSa i menja koko god mu se svidi; tako da, kad
bi se verovanje sastojalo samo u novoj predstavi
prisajedinjenoj poimanju, bilo bi u covekovoj

There 1s a pood deal of texwal evidence for
interpreting Hume as a modal doxastic
involuniarist, whether local or global. The
evidence cag be found in passages like the
following:

Secondly, The mind has the command over all its
ideas, and can separate, unite, mix, and vary them,
as it pleases; so that if belief consisted merely in a
new idea, annex’d to the conception, jt wou'd be

7 Ova referenca na Hjumovu Rasprave deluje nasumino buduéi da u odeljka na koji Nurki¢ referira Hjum
raspravijz o slobodi i nuznostt a ne o mehanizmima formiranja verovanja.
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viasti da veruje $ta

hoce. Stoga moZemo zakljuliti da se verovanje
sasiofi prosto u 1zvesnom osecanju ili Fuvsivu, u
necemu $to ne zavisi od volje. ve¢ mora da
nastane od izvesnih odredenih uzroka | pyincipa
kojima mi ne gospodarimo (Hjum, 1983: 524).

in 3 man’s power 1o believe what he pleas’d. We
may, therefore. conclude, that belief conststs
merely in a certain feeling or sentiment; in
somcthing, that depends not on the will; but must
arise -from cerlain  determinate causes and
principles, of which we are not masters.

(T Appendix 2: SBN 623)

Nuarki¢ 2021, str. 99-100

Hickerson 2013, sir. 11361137

Dakle, jasno jc da Hjum sugeride da ne moZemo
da veryemo u §ta god poZelimo. Sliénu tezu
moZemo da prepoznamo u Cetvriom delu, prve
knjige, Rasprave.

Priroda nas je, apsolutno | nesagledivom
nuZnoicu, opredelila da rasudujemo kao god | da
disemo i osecamo; i mi ne moZemo izheci da
sagledamo izvesne predmete u jucoj i porpunijoj
svetlusti, 2 razloga njihove  uobicajene
povezanosti sa nekim datim utiskom, isio onako
kao 3to ne maoZemo spreciti sebe da mislimo dok
smo budni, ili da vidimo okolna tela kad ka njima
okrenemo oci pri punoj suncanoj svetlosii (Hjum,
1983: 168-169).

When Hume wrote: “if belief consisted merely jn
a new idea, annex’d (o the conception, it wou'd be
in a man’s power to believe what he pleas’d’, 1
take him to be expressing (quite generally, at teast
about sotme type of belief) that we cannot simply
believe what we please. [...]Similar passages can
be found throughout Hume’s work. Another
particularly pointed statement is the following:
Nature, by un absolute and uncontroulable
necessity has determin’d us to judge as well as lo
breathe and feel; nor can we any more forbear
viewing cerlain objects in a stronger and fuller
light, upon account of their customary connexion
with a present impression, than we can hinder
ourselves from thinking as long as we are awake,
or sceing the surrounding bodies, when we turn
our cyes lowards them in broad sun-shire. (T
1.4.1.7; SBN 183)

Nurkié 2021, str. 100

Hickersoun 2013, str, 1137

U ovom paragrafu, Hjwn govori o snazi i Zivosli
neposrednib ¢ulnih utisaka.

in this passage, Hume is clearly drawing out his
famed analogy between the force and vivacity of
belief and the force and vivacity of present
{mpressions.

Nurkié¢ 2021, str, 100

Hickerson 2013, str. 1137

Ono §to je dovoljno za ostvarivanje cilja ovog
potpoglavlja, odunosno ono S$to je dovoljno da
okarakicriemo Hjuma kao modalnog
doksastitkog involuntaristu je pozivanje na
sintagmu u okviru prethodnog navoda, ,,apsolutna
i nesaglediva nuznost“. Ovakva vrsta nwmosti,
prema Hjuwmu, ista je kao i nuznost disagja.
nuznost nadrazaja topline kada stojimo pored
vatre, prirodna i neodoljiva.

This is just what I mean when I call bim a modal
doxastic involuniarist. According 1o Hume, when
faced with betievable circumstances we confronl
an ‘absolute and uncontoulable necessity’ of the
same sort that compels us to breathe, or that
coupels us to fee} wanmth when standing next to
a fire.

Nurki¢ 2021, sér. 100

Hickerson 2013, str. 1137

Kako bih pokazao da Hjum nije bio dosledan u
shvaranju verovanja kao doksasticke kategorije
van domena nasth izbora. predstaviéu Prajsovo
[H.H. Pricc] tumacenje Hjumovog
involuntanzma. (Price, 1969: 239-240)*

Hume was not entirely consistent in s claims
that belief cannot be willed. The identification of
an “inconsistency’ in this regard dates back al
least to H.H. Price and the Gifford lectures of
1960,

Nurkié 2021, str. 100

Hickerson 2013, str. 1137

(i) Verovanja Xoja poseduju snazou induktivny
zasnovanost, formirana na osnovu dugog iskustva

On the one hand, there are the beliefs which have
strong inductive support, based on a long

3 Indikativno je da je jedina referenca na Prajsa (H. H. Price, Belief. 1969) koju Nurki¢ navodi potpuno ista kao ona
koju Hikerson pavodi u delu teksta koji je Nurkié prevuzeo bez navodenja reference [Hickerson 2013, str. 1138).
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stalne zdruZenosti; i
(i) Verovanja koja poseduju slabw, ili nikakvu,
induktivnu zasnovanost.

experience of constant conjunctions; on the other,
there are beliefs which have very little inductive
support or non¢ at all.

Nurkié 2021, str. 100

Hickerson 2013, str. 1137

Hjum, kada nije u svom uobiéajenom skeptickom
maniru, razlikuje zdrava verovanja i, sa druge
strane, besmislena { sujeverma verovapja. Hjum
takode smatra da je bolje posedovati zdrava
verovanja. sa snaznom induktivnom zasnovanodéu

na prethodnim iskustvima, nego sujeverna
verovanja bez induktivne potpore.
Ne samo §to Hjumm nmje bio dosledan

doksastickom involuntarizmu, nego je i smatrao
da se verovanja mogu suspendovati (vrlo znacajno
za Hjumov skepticizam) naSim slobodnim
izborom (Price, 1969: 240).

{TIn this less skeptical mood) Hume clearly does
think that there is a distinction betwecn sensiblc
or sober or sane beliefs on the one side, and silly
or superstitious beliefs on the other. [...] [H]e (sc.
Hume) clearly thinks that it is betier to hold
sensible beliefs, those which have smong
inductive support from past experience {...], than
to hold superstitious or silly ones which have very
weak inductive support or none at all. (Price,
Belief, 239—40)

According to Price, Hume was not ooly
committed to doxastic involuntarism, but also to
treating belicfs as capable of being willingly
suspended. Price thought dhis the case because he
thought suspension of belicf was a prerequisite for
Hume'’s scepticism.

Nurkié 2021, str. 100

Hickerson 2013, str. 1137

wzdrzavanje od rasudivanja, u okolmostima u
kojima to nije prirodno

‘refrainfing] from assenting” to what would
otherwise nawrally be beljeved.

Nurkié 2021, str. 101

Hickerson 2013, str. 1133—1134 itd.

Problem verovanja mudrih

1 ovo j¢ Hikersonova kovanica: 1 present what [
call ‘The Problem of Believing Wisely’.

Nurkié 2021, str. 101

Hickerson 2013, str. 11331134 itd.

Uspostavljanje opsStih  pravila ¢ razmatranje
doksastickog involuntarizma je neophodno kako
bismo mogli da nademo reSenje problema
verovanja rmudrih.

I will call the problem of reconciling Hume’s
epistemic  normativity  with  his  doxastic
involuntarism ‘The Problem of Belicving Wisely’.
Ultimately, whether a Humean can resolve this
problem depends upon the viability of what Hume
called ‘the general nules’.

Nurkié 2021, sér. 101

Hickerson 2013, str. 11331134

Objasnio sam zadto Hjum, i u kojoj meri, smatra
da nermmamo slobodv upravljanja verovaunjima.
Ovo  predstavtja  poteskou za  Hjumov
evidenctjalizam, tezu prema kojoj bi trebalo da
veryjemo §ama u  razmeri $a  pouzdanom,
induktivnom, evidencijom. Evidencija stoji u
suproinosti  sa  sujcverjem i predrasudama.
Centralni probiem ovog potpogiavija predstavija
dodatno usaglasavanje elemenata epistemicke
normativnost u  Hjumovoj epistemologiji  sa
njegovim doksastickim involuntarizmom. Taj
problem moZemo da nazovemo ,.Probiem
verovanja mudrih.

In this paper, | am prncipally concerned with
Hume’s doxostic involintarism, i.e. his suggestion
that belief cannot be willed. That claim creates
particular difficulties for Hume’s evidentiafisn:
the docimine that we ought @ believe only 1n
proportion o rehable inductive evidence, rather
than on the basis of superstitions or prejudice. [
will call rhe problem of reconciling Hume’s
epistemic  normativity with  his  doxastic
involuntarism ‘The Problem of Believing Wisely’.

Narkié 2021, str. 101

Hickerson 2013, str. 1134

Prema Hjumu, srebalo bi da veriyjemo na nadin na
koji mudri formiraju verovanja.

[Alccording to Hume we ought to believe as ‘the
wise’ do.

Nurkié 2021, str. 101

Hickerson 2013, str. 1138

Ne samo Sto Hjum razlikuje zdrava i sujeverna

And Price read Hume not only as describing such
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verovanja, nego nam savewje da verujemo na
nadin na koji owdn ljudi vernju. Ovom
normativnom preporukom, Hjum saveruje da bi
webalo da verujemo u ono §to ima snaZnu
induktivnu zasnovanost, 1 obramna,

a difference, but as counseling us to believe as the
wise person would, i.e. suggesting we ought 10
believe what has stronger inductive support and
ought not believe what has weaker inductive
SUppOIt.

Nurkié¢ 2021, str. 101

Hickerson 2013, str. 1139

Hjumovo konrscenje normativnog jezika je
prisutmo i u zakljuéku IstraZivanja o ljudskom
razumu. kada Hjum krtikuje sujeverje i podstice
nas na spaljivanje dela kKoja pe sadrZe apstrakino
rasudivanje o kvantitetu, niti cksperimentaino
rasudivanje o &injenicama, 10 su, prema Hjumu,
dela u koja ne bi trebalo da verujemo (Hjum,
1988: 155).

Especially in places where Hume champions
philosophy and criticizes superstition, but at many
key moments, he indeed counsels us (0 be wise.
The Treatise and Enquiries are replete with
normative epistemic language. Perhaps, the most
famous of these is the passage at the finale of the
first Enguiry, long celebrated (if not self-
consciously) by positivists, wherein Hume
admonishes us to commit ‘to the flames’ works
that concermn neither abstract reasoning about
quantities nor experimental reasoning about (acts,
works that ought not be believed.

Nurkié¢ 2021, str. 101

Hickersoun 2013, str. 1140

U tradicionalnom smisiu, odmeravanje verovanja
spam evidencije je takode predstavijalo odlike
mudrosti,. Ovo podrazumeva uzdrfavanje od
rasudivanja do trenutka kada ée nam biu dostupne
relevantne  informacije, koje Cemo  zatim
razmotriti 1 usvojit (ili odbaciti) kao istinite.
Rasudivanje, u tradicionalnom smislu, predstavlja
moguénosl slobodne kontrole mehamizama za
formiranje verovanja. Da bismo mogli mudro da
rasudufemo, potrebni su nam dobri prirodni
mstinkti, kao 1 racionalna kontrola nad sopstvenim
verovanjima (Stroud, 1977: 10%). Ovo znaéi da je
mogude da se i1zdignemo 1znad ,,Zivotinjskog
instinkta“.

[Plassage about the wise person ‘proportion[ing]
belief to the evidence™ would pot be a puzzle had
it instead been written by someone who holds
what Stroud (rather prosaically) calls ‘the
waditional conception of the nature of man’
(Stroud, Hume, 11). On the ‘wraditional
conception” a  distinctive feature of human
wisdom is our sensitivity 10 evidence, not jnsofar
as we naturally believe, but insofar as wc
consciously assess cvidence qua cvidence and
come to decisions via deliberation, i.ec.
provisionally withhold assent until all relevant
data have becn collected, evaluated, and then
reflectively endorsed (or dissented from, or judged
insufficient, etc.). To judge, in this traditional
sense, presumes the ability to voluntarily control
one’s beliefforming mechanisms. [...J The ability
to form a wise judgement was supposed by many
to require oot only good instincts, but rational
control over one’s self; [...]This process was
traditionally construed as ‘rising above’ the
mercly ammal ipstincts.

Nurkié 2021, str, 101

Hickerson 2013, str. 1140-114]

Medutim, kao §to sam papomenuo, Straud [Barry
Smoud] ovo tumalenje naziva tradicionalnim.
Ovo nije Hjumovo tumaenje. buduci da je Hjum
smatrao da se op3ta pravila mogu primeniti, kako
na rmudre, tako i na Zivotinje, decu i obiéne ljude.
Hjum se udaljio od tradicionalpog uspostavljanja

[...] what Stroud (rather prosaically) calls ‘the
traditional conception of the nature of man’. [...]
But it should go without saying that this was not
Hume’s view. One of the advertised features of
Hume’s newer theory of belief was its narturalistic
account of belicf-formation, not only applicabfe to

® Ova referenca na Straudovu knjigu (Hume, 1977) nema nikakve veze sa pretbodnim tekstom. Straud na str. 10 ne
govori o mudrosti | mudrom rasudivanju ve¢ o Hjumovoj filozofiji kao o ,sistemaiskoj generalizaciji
Hadesonovovih gledista o estetici 1 moralu®. Ispravna referenca bila bi na st 11 koju navodi i Hikerson u tekstu koji
je Nurkié preuzeo bez navodenja odgovarajuce reference (na str. 11 Straud govon o ,tradicionainoj koncepciji
ljudske prirode™).
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v.

veze izmedu onog u #a verujemo i slobodnog
izbora. Smatrao je da su tradicionalne teorije
nedovoljno opste i usmerene na mali deo
“izvesnih” pojedinaca, §10 ne odraZava Cinjenicu
da svi Jjudi poseduju verovanjaf.]

Obiéni nedostatak tih sistema, koji su filozofi
upotrebljavali da objasne radnje uma, jeste taj §to
oni prefpostavijaju rakvu tananest uma da (o
prevazilazi ne samo sposobnost prosiih Zivotinja
vec § sposobnost dece i obicnog sveta nase viastite
vrste, koji su, uprkos tome, podloini istim
emocifama i efelaima kao i osobe najsavrienijeg
duha i inteligencije. Takva tananost jasan je
) dokaz laznosti jednog sistema, kao §to je suproina
| prostota dokaz njegove istinitoséi (Hjum, 1983:
163-164).

the “subtility and refinements’ of the wise, but to
the beliefs of *mere animals’, *children’, and ‘the
comsnon people’. Hume’s theory was set against
the rraditional account precisely insofar as it broke
the craditional linkage between the believed and
the voluntary, [...] Hume criticized the oider
theories as insufficiently general, suggesting they
had mistakenly focused on the activity of only 2
select few, i.e. ‘the wise’, and were not truthfully
characteristic of the way we all believe.

The common defect of those systems, which
philosophers have employ’d to account of the
actions of the mind, is, that they suppose such a
subtility and refinement of thought, as not only
exceed the capacity of mere animals, but even of
children and the common people in our own
species; who are notwithstanding susceptible of
the same emotions and affections as persons of
the most accomplish’d genius and understanding.
Such a subtility is a clear proof of the falsehood,
as the contrary stmplicity of the truth, of any
system. (T 1.3.16.3; SBN i76)

Dakle, kao 5to se moZe videti iz ovog tabelarnog prikaza, iz teksta [Hickersom 2013] su doslovno
preuzimane &itave refenice i pasusi bez odgovarajuéeg i jasnog obeleZavanja preuzetib delova i bez
navodenja referenci. Nurkicevo izlaganje na str. 98-102 njegovog teksta je gotovo u celosti i po redu
preuzeto iz [Hickerson 2013, str. J133~J141]. Od Hikersona su preuzete i rcference na drugu
sekundardnou literaturu (Prajsa i Strauda), kao i na Hjuma (ukljucujuéi i citate iz Hjumovih defa).

Delovi teksta koje je Nurkié¢ najée$ée samo daslovno preuzeo (preveo, ponegde uz neznatne izmene)
iz ¢lanka [Hutton 2019] bez navodenja referenci i navodnika tamo gde su oni potrebni:

Nurki¢ 2021, str. 103

Hutton 2019, str. 593 (Abstract)

U ,,Drugoj analogiji®, Kritike cistog uma, Kant
zastupa tezu da nije moguée formirati objektivni
vremenski sled, ako naSi mentalni sadrZaji ne
sadrze pojam uzroCnosti. Prema Kantu, pojam
uwzroénosti omoguéava da odredeno uredivanje

predstava, w0 vremeni, smatramo nuZnim.
Sivatram da ova nuZnost, i objektivnost
odredenog  vremenskog  sleda  predstava,
predstavlja  izvor normativnosti u  Kantovoj

epistermologijt. Pokazaéu zasto Kaat smatra da bi
iracionalno rasudivanje u pogledu uredivanja
predstava u vrememu predstavijalo ,bolno*
izbegavanje normativnih obaveza. 1 zasto smo,

usled ncodrzivosti  iracionalnog rasudivanja,
primorani da postavimo svoje predstave u
odredent sled.

In the “Second Analogy™, Kant argues that, unless
mental contents involve the concepl of causation,
they cannol represent an objective temporal
sequence. According to Kant, deploying the
concepl of causation renders a certain temporal
ordering of representations necessary [...] ] argue
that this necessitation is a matter of epistemic
normativity: with ceriain causaf presuppositions in
place, the individual is obliged to make a
judgment with certain temporal coatents, on pain
of irrationality. To make this normatively
obligatory judgmeaut, the subjcct must place her
perceptual representations in a certain order.

Napomena: kao S§to se moze videti, Nurkié
glavnu tezu Odeljka 3. svog teksta (,Sapere
aude!") preuzima direkino 1z apstrakta Halonovog
rada a da ni ne pominje [Hutton 2019], pa ovu
tezu predstavlja kao vlastiti orginalni doprinos.
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Nurkié 2021, str. 103

Hutton 2019, str. 593-594

Nameravam da pokaZem koie mentalne operacije

su potrebne da bt nase predstave posedovale
objektivni_vremenski sadrzaj. Takode, pokusacu
da obrazlozim zasto je ba§ epistemicka
normatiynost vrsta modalnosti koja odredeni
subjektivni red predstava ¢ind nuZnim.

Napomena: kao Sto se moze videti, i ovde Nurkic
samo  preuzima Hatonovu  interpretativiu
strategiju i osvovne teze (predstavljajuci ih kao
sopstvene) a da ne pominje tekst [Hutton 2019].

This article has two aims; one narrow, ore broad.
The narrow aim is to resolve an interpretative
dispuie about Kant's “Second Analogy.” The
“Second Analogy” gives an account of how we
can perceive lemporal sequences. However,
dNagreement remains over the clelajls of the
S i hav
objective temporal content. In pamcula:, it
remains controversial how, according to Kaut,
deploying the concept of causation renders a
cerain__ subjective  “order of perceptions”
“necessary” (A193/B238) and with what Kind of
ity this subijective order of tions
becomes mecessary. [...] [_argne that this
infcrential necessity applies to the subdoxastic

level of perceptions as well as to judgments_and
that the modality in guestion is that of gpi

nommativity..

Nurkié 2021, str. 103

Hutcon 2019, str. 594

[N]jormativnost predstavlja uobicajenu
perspektive  tumadenja  Kantove teorijske i

prakticone (lozofije (Alison, 2004; McDowel,
1994; O’Neill, 1989'%). Odnos hetcronomije i

autonomiie Dredslavhd centralni problern Kantove

This narrow exegetical conclusion connects with a
broader debate about the role of norrmative notions
in Kant's philosophy of mind. Recent decades
have seen numerous attempts to interpret the
project of the Critigue of Pure Reason as
fundamentally normative 1n cbaracier, Allison
(2004) argues that it “involves a radical
reconfiguration of epistemic norms” and “serves
as thc cpistemological counterpart of the shift
from heleronomy to autonomy, which is [...] the

etike, dok pitanja o sadrZaju naSihk predstava, kao |
odnosy izmedu _sveta | Coveka, predstavljaju

osnovna pitanja Kantove epistemologije.

essence of Kaot's ‘revolution’ in ethics™ (p. xvi).
O'Neill (1989) holds that. for Kant, a “critique of
purc reason” is a “(quasi-)uridical or pofitical
task” (p. 9). McDowell (1994) reads Kant as
atributing a normative status to all comtentful
mental  representations, thereby  giving a2
prorusing account of the relarion between mind
and world.

Nurkié 2021, str. 103

Hutton 2019, str. 593594

[Plourebno je ispitati o kakvoj nommativoosti je
rec. 1 koliki domen Kantove filozofije
aormativnes Sno opokriva. Smatram da je
ovde re€ o epistemickoj normativagsti. Pre svega,
ispitacu clemente gpisiemicke normativmost y
Drugoi analogjji, nakon dega ¢u pokufati da
redukujem sve upotrebe normativnosti u Kantovoj
filozofij1 na episternicku normativnost.

Ovde Nurki¢ preuzima nekoliko ideja/recenica iz
Hatonovog teksta:

The problem with relying on such “big picture”
consideration 1s that they leave indeterminate the
scope of normativity in Kanl's project. (str. 594)

| argue that this [...] is a maticr of cpistemic

Borm . (str. 593, Abstract)
HJEpistemic  pormativity in  Kant's “Sccond
Analogy™  je naslov Hatonovog teksta a

10 Jndikativmo )e §to Nurkié i ovde samo preuzima reference kaje navodi i Haton u delu teksta koji Nurki¢ sa#ima i

parafrazira bez navodenja reference na {Hutten 20193,
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ispitivanje epistemicke normativnosti u ,Drugoj
analogiji* je ono §to Haton radi u &itavom tekstu.

Nurkl€ 2021, str. 163104

Huiton 2019, str. 595

U Drugoj analogiji, Kant ispitye preduslove
uspe$nog predstavijanja ohjektivnog vremenskog
sleda. Iskoristicu primer kojim je Haton [James
Hutton] ilustrovac Kabntovo shvatanje relacije
uzrotnosti. Zamislimo D2ona koji posmatra
Snedka Belica kako se topi (Hulton, 2018: 3'"). Da
b1 DZonovo posmatranje bilo mogude, on mora da
poseduie tri osobine predstavljanja'®:

(1) Mora da poseduje predstavu pocetnog stanja,
Sneska koji sloji uspravno;

(it) Mora da poseduje predstavu stanja kao
posiedice, otopljenog Sneska; |

(ii1) Mora da poseduje predstavu poetnog stanja
koje prethodi stanju posiedice.

Kant smawea da pitanje, kako moZemo da
objasnimo mentalna stanja koja predstavljaju (i)
kao objektivnu relaciju izmedu (i) i (ii), nimalo
nije jednostavno.

The  “Second  Amalogy”  examines the
preconditions for representing objective temporal
sequence. Let's ilustrate the probjem with an
example: Jones watches bis beloved snowman
melt. For this to bappen. fones must have a mental

representation _with three_feapures: (a) it roust
tepresent the initial state, that s, the smowman

standing tall; (b) it must represent the subsequent
state, that is. the melted snowman; and (¢) it must
represent the initial stale as preceding the
subsequent state. The problem is to explain how a
mental state could represent (c), that is, the
objective temporal relation between the two
states.

Nurki¢ 2021, str. 104

Hutton 2019, str. 595

Kant najpre iznosi negativino tumacenje: predstava
objektivnog vremenskog sleda ne moZe da bude
ostvarena na osoovu Cinjenice da se predstave (1) 1
(1) deSavaju sukcesivno (Kant, 1970: 189). lako
DZon, najpre, opaZa uspravoog Somedka, a zatim,
istopljenog  Sneska, ova sukcesivnost  nije
dovofjna da bismo je smatrali objektivnim
vrewenskim sledom. Prema Kantu, aprehenzija
raznovrsnosti pojave jeste uvek sukcesivna (Kant,
1970: 191). Ovo je slucaj { kada posmatramo
kuéu, odnosno razliéite delove kuée — predstave
razlid¢itih delova kude su sukcesivne, iako se radi o
jednom objcktu. Dakle, sukcesija jc arbitrama za
na$ zadatak, ne mozemo pa osnovu sukcesije da
reSimo problem objektivnog vremenskog sleda
predsiava.

Kaot's discussion begins with a negative point:
representation of objective temporal relations
cannotl be achieved sumply by the fact that the
representations of the o stales occur
successively (m the mind. Although Jones
perceives the snowman standing tall at tp and
perceives the melted snowman at (), this mere
successiveness 1S msufficient  for  the
representation  of objective temporal scquence
[...): “[t]he apprehcnsion of the manifold of
appearance is always successive” (A189/B234).
Perceptual contents occur sequentially i the mind
even when they represent coexistent, enduring
features, as when ope successively seces the
different parts of a large house (A190/B235,
A192£./B2371. [...] Kant emphasizes that it s the
“arbitrariness” of the subjective sequence that
renders it insufficient to carty  objective
representational purport.

Nurki¢ 2021, str. 104

Hutton 2019, str. 595-596

Takode navodi:
Medutim, spajanje nikako nije neka tvorevina

Connection [e.g. of ‘“two perceplions in time”] is

Y Ovo je jedino mesto u Nurki¢evom teksru gde on pokusava da navede referencu na Hatona ali pogreino —
Hatonov &lanak jc iz 2019. a n¢ iz 2018. godine, a deo na koj on referira nalaz se na str. 595 a ne na str. 3
Hatonovog ¢lanka.

12 Kao i v prethodnim sluajevima, jedno od retkih znadajnih odstupanja od originaluog teksta koji Nurkié preuzima
{bez navodenja odgovarajuéih referenct) nastupa onda kada nesto pogreéno prevede: tako on ovde ,Jones musi have
a menial representation with three features™ prevodi sa ,,on [sc. DZons] mora da poseduje tri osobine predstavljanja™
umesto sa ,Dzons mora da poseduje mentalnu predstavu koja ima tri osobine/svojstva‘.
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samoga cula i opaZanja, vec je ovde proizvod
Jedne sinteticne moci uobrazilje koja odreduje
unuira$nje culo u pogledu vremenskog odnosa.
Uobrazilja pak moZe doticna dva stanja da spoji
na dva nacina, tako da ili jedno ili drugo stanje
dolazi prvo u vremenu, jer vreme po sebi ne moze
se opazili niri se u odnosu prema njemu moZe tako
reci empiricki odredili §ta prethodi, a Sta sleduje
na objekiu (Kant, 1970: 190)."3

Arbitramost,  koju  sam  pomenuo, je
prouzrokovana time Sto su vremenski odnosi
izmedu sadrzaja nadih  predstava uvedeni
imaginacijon. Da bi DZon imao predstavu Sneska
koji se topi, on prethodno mora da ima predstavu
uspravnog Snedka. Upravo imaginacija proizvodi
predstavu prethodnog stanja. uspravnog SncSka.

Medutim, 1umagnacija moZe slobodno da
kombinuj¢  ¢uloe  opazaje, kao predstavu
uspravnog  SncSka  koja  prethodi  predstavi

istopljenog SneSka, i obratmo. Drugim reima,
Kantu je potrebno nesto 3to moze da ukloni ovu
arbitrarnost  subjektiveog  sleda.  Kantovo
pozitivno tumacenje podinje, cuvenim, primerom
lade koja plovi nizvodno. [...]Kada je subjektivni
sled predstava nuZan, onda moZemo da
zakljucuno da se radi o objektivnown vremenskom
sledu. Pod odredemim uslovima, subjekuiviu sled,
postaje  nepovratan, odnosno nuzan, a ne
arbitraran.

not the work of mere sense and intuition, but is
here rather the product of a synthetic faculty of
the Imagination, which determines Inner sense
with regard 1o temporal relutions. This [i.e. the
imagination] [...] can combine the two siates in
question in two different ways, so that either one
or the other precedes in time. (B233, ¢f.
A201/B246)

[...)This arbitrariness results from the fact that,
according to Kant, temposal relations among
perceplual contents are introduced by the faculty
of imagination [...]. A necessary condition of
Jones's representing tbe event of the snowman
melting is that, while secing the melted snowman,
he is also conscious that previously the snowman
was standing tall. This would, according to Kant,
require Jones's imagination o reproduce the
perceptual content A, placing it before perception
B in Jones's inper sens¢. Yet the imagination has
the power to freely combine sensory material. At
ti, when 1t 1s in possession of all the relevant
sensory mmatenal, the pmagination can thus
produce cither subjective ordering—A then B, or
B then A—with equal ease. Unless something
removes this arbitrariness of subjective order, the
subjective order cannot have the semantic
significance of denoting the objective order in
which states succeed each otber.

Kant's positive account is that when the subjective
order of perceptions is a necessary order, it can
have the sigrficance of denoting an objective
temporal relation. Under certain conditions, the
subjective order is imreversible—not arbitrary but
necessary. [...] Kant illustrates this with the
example of “a ship driven downstream”
(A192/B237).

Nurkié 2021, str. 104-108

Huttonr 2019, str. $97-598

Alison (2004, 252} rekonstruiie Kantav uzroéni
priocip na sledeéi nain:
(i) Da bismo imali predstava uekog dogadaja,

subjektivni  sled predstava mora da bude
nepovratan;
(u) Da bi subjektivni sled predstava bio

nepovratan, moramo da ga podvedema pod Semu
WLZroé nosti;
(iij) Stoga, primena Seme uzrocnosti predstavija

Recent versions of the conceptual reading
(Allison, 2004, p. 252) bave converged on a
coherent reconstruction of Kant's argument for the
Causal Principle:

I. To represent an event, the subjective order of
perceptions must be irreversible.

2. For the subjective order of perceptions (o be
irreversible, they must be subsumed under the
schems of causality.

'3 Kao 1 u slugaju Hjumovsb citala gore (nap. 7), Indikativiio je 1o Zto Nurkié navodi samo one Kantove cilate koje
navode autort od kojih je preuzimao (bez referenci) delove teksta u kojima om navode upravo te iste citate, u ovomn
sluéaju od Hatona.

4 Indikativno je da je jedina referenca na Alisonov Elanak koju Nurkié navodi potpuno ista kao ona koju Haton
navodi u delu teksta koji je Nurki¢ preuzeo bez navodenia odgovarajuée reference.
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V.

nuZan uslov postojanja pekog dogadaja u naem
iskustvu;

(iv) Stoga, ograni¢iv§i domen mna pojave
(predmete  moguceg iskustva), moZeroo da
zakljuéimo da svaki dogadaj ima svoj uzrok.

3. Therefore, applicalion of the schema of
causality is a necessary condition for the
experience of an cvcent,
4. Therefore, restocting the domain to
appecarances (i.e., abjects of possible experience),
every event has a cause.

Dakle, kao 3to se moze videti iz ovog tabelarnog prikaza, 1z teksta [ Hutton 2019] su doslovno
preuzimane €itave redenice § pasusi bez odgovarajuéeg i jasnog obeleZavanja preuzetih delova 1 bez
navodenja referenci. Nurkicevo i1zlaganje na str. 103—105 njegovog tcksta je gotovo u celosti i po redu
prevzelo iz [Hutton 2019, str. 593-598]. Od Hatona su preuzete i reference na drugu sekundardnu
literaturu (Alisona. Mekdauela 1 Onil), kao 1 pa Kanta (ukljucujuéi i citate iz Kantovih dela).

Delovi teksla koge je Nucki¢ najéesée samo doslovno preuzeo (preveo, panegde uz neznatne izmene)
iz ¢lanka [Cohen 2018] bez navodenja referenci i navodnika tamo gde su oni potrebni:

Naorki€ 2021, str. 105

Cahen 2018, sir. 3

Kao §ro bi formula autoaomije webalo da ureduje
nafe slobodne izbore u pogledu prakiiénih
aspekata vaseg #vola, tako bi epistemicka verzja
ove formule rebalo da vreduje nasa verovanja i
doksasticki Zivot.

[...] epistemi&ka pravila ili normativna upuiseva o
koiima ¢u nadalje govoriti, nazvacu epistemickim
maksimama.

Dakle, iz prethodnog pasusa postaje jasoo da se
epistemicka odgovornost ne  zasniva Dpa
verovanjima nego na maksimama koje bt trebalo
da ih regulisu.

Thus on my reading. just as the formulas of the
Categorical I[mperative should guide maxim-
formation, the principles of thinking should guide
first-order maxims of belief formation, which I
would like to call “epistemic maxims” (o parallel
the more familiar “moral maxims”.

In this sense, epistemic respoasibility 1s a matter
of whether and how we formulate our epistemic
maxims, and the source of false or unjustified
beliefs turns out to be the wrong ‘way of thinking’
about these maxims.

Nurkié 2021, str. 105

Cohen 2018, str. 6, fusnota 56

Epistemicke maksime obrazuju naSe epistemicke
strategije. Epistenicke strategije bi trebalo da
koriguju nadin na koji saznajemo, kao i da nam
pomognu da 3§t0 bolje iskoristimo svoje
kognitivoe kapacitete.

In brief, epistemic maxims are second order
principles that constitute an agent’s epistemic
strategy: how should he think about the world?
How can he make (he best use of his cognitive
abilities?

Nurkié 2021, str. 105-106

Cohen 2018, str. 3, fusnota 26

(...] maksime, irmedu ostalog, mogu da
predstavljaju evidencyalisti¢ka pravila prema
kojima bi trebalo da sameravamo svoja verovanja
spram evidencije koju posedujemo. Mozemao da
navedemo neke od maksima (Cohen, 2018: 45):
(i) Ne bi trebalo da ignorifem evidenciju u
slufajevima kada je moje verovanje u suprotnosti
sa njory;

|...] but in the meantime, note that the epistemic
maxims | have in mind are of the sort “I will not
ignore cvidence in cases when it falsifies a belief [
desire 10 be true” or “the degree of cettatnty of my
belief ought to be proportioned to the evidence |
possess™.

Nurkié 2021, str. 106

Cohen 2018, s(r. 6

Da bismo verovali odgovomo, moramo da
budemo sigurni da su episterni¢ke maksime, na

[-..] on my reading, believing respousibly consists
in ensuring that the epistemic maxims that guide

= §li¢no kao i u sluéaju reference na Hatonov tekst, Nurkic¢ i ovde pokusava da referira ns {Cohean 2018] ali o &ini
pogreSno — ispravina referenca bila bi na fusnotu 26 na str. 3 u [Cohen 2018).
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osnovu kojih formiramo verovanja, u skladu sa
normativiim ograniéenjima.

belief~acquisition are universalisable {. .. ]

Nurki¢ 2021, str. 106

Cohen 2018, 5tr. 5i 6

Da bih formulisao epistemi¢ku verziju formule
autonomije. razmotricu Kantovu formulaciju iz
Zasnivanja metafizike morala's:

Postupaj tako kao da bi trebalo da maksima tvoga
delanja postane rvojom voljom opsti prirodni
zakon (Kant, 2008: 61).

Ovde moZemo da pometioo da se normativnost,
u prakticnom smjslu, zasniva na subjektima koji
postavljaju zakone. Nadi kognitivni kapaciteti bi
irebalo da budu izvor maksima koje nas
obavezuju, ¢ime se uspostavlja autonomija i
univerzalnost.

[}

Na slican nacin, kao u prethodnoj verziji formule,
episterniéku normativnost mozemo da zasnujemo
na racjonalnom subjektu koji svoje kognitivoe
kapacitete smatra izvorom epistemickih maksima
koje ga obavezuju.

Ove recenice nastale su parafrazom sledeéib
recenica iz [Cohen 2018]): To make sense of the
claim that our theorcetical and practical enterprises
arc regulated by the same norm, let’s go back
once again (o the moral case. Famously for Kant,
maxirs of action are only morally permissible if
they pass a universaljsability test. lts function is to
rule out any maxim that cannot become a
universal law: ‘T ought never to act except in such
a way that I could also will that my maxim should
become a universal law’. [...] (str. 5)

[...]

[AJutonomy is the priociple that grounds
epistemic normativity as well as moral
normativity. [...] Qur capacity (or self-legislation
also underlies our cognitive activity. (str. 6)

Nurkié¢ 2021, str. 106

Cohen 2018, str. 6

Ako veryjemo u skladu sa univerzalnim | [...}] we believe autonomously if we believe
epistemni¢kim  maksimama, koje sami sebi | according to cpistcmic principles we  give
propisujerpo, onda verujemo aultonomno. ourselves.

Nurkié 2021, str. 106 Cohen 2018, sir. 6
[ako se predrasude, uobiajeno, smatraju | Whilst prejudice is comumonly thought of as an

neopravdanim verovaujima, za Hjuma i Kanta,
one predstavljaju nelegitimai princip koji smo
usvojili kao epistemicku maksimu ¢ili pravilo). Za
njih, predrasude predstavljaju maksimwpravilo
objektivnog  rasudivanja  zasnovanog na
subjektivoim osnovara.

upjustified belief, for Kant a prejudice is an
illegitimate principle the subject has adopted as
his epistemic maxim: ‘Prejudice is a maxim of
judging objectively from subjective grounds’.

Nurkié¢ 2021, str. 107

Cohen 2018, str. 6

Tako navedene maksime predrasuda, kako kod
Hjyuma tako i kod Kanta, deluju razligito, mozemo
da ih smatramo ncdopustivim iz jstog razloga:
preporu¢uju  upotrebu  subjektivoih  osnova
rasudivanja kao objektivhu. Ukoliko usvojimo
ove maksirne, verovatemo heteronomno.

Ove refenice nastale su parafrazom delova
sledecih recenica iz (Coben 2018]:

(AUl prejudiced epistemic maxims are ruled out
as impermjssible. [...]

We let it be determined heteronomously through
the adoption of prejudiced maxims that use
subjective grounds as though they were abjective.

Narkié 2021, str, 107

Cohen 2018, str. 6

U prethodnom delu rada pokusao sam da pokazem
da, za Hjuma i Kanta, verovanja podle7u slede¢im
normativaim ograniéenjjma:

(i) Epistemmicki subjekti ne bi trebalo da formiraju
verovanja zasnovana na subjekitivnim osnovama; |
(i) Proces formiranja verovanja bi trebalo
uskladiti sa epistemickim pravilima/ maksimama
koja su univerzalna (vaze za sve).

To sum up, 1 have argued that for Kant, belief is
subject to the following normative constraints.
First and negarively, epistemic agents should not
form beliefs based on mere subjective grouunds.
Second and posiuvely, the process of beljef-
formatiou should be guided by episiemic maxims
that are universalisable. T would like 1o end this
section by suggesting that these constrain(s in fact

16 Kao $to se mode videli, ideja o poredenju etitke i epistemicke normativnosti kod Kanta, pa i o epistemi&kim
maksimama formulisanim po uzoru na kategoricki imperativ (,,formula autonomije™) potice iz [Cohen 2018] a
Nurki¢ to ovde ni ne pominje (j. ae navodi odgovarajuéu referencu.
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Premna Kan, izvor epistemi¢ke normativnosti,
kao §to sam ranije pokazao, leZi u zahtevu uma za
autonomijom.

express one and the same demand, namely the
dermand to believe autonomously.

Nurkié 2021, tr. 107-108

Cohen 2018, str. 6, fusnota 16

Naslov treceg poglavija ovog rada glasi Sapere
aude!, $to zmali hrabrost koriéemja sopstvenag
razama. QOvaj moto adekvatno predstavlja
Kantovo shvatanje epistemicke normauvnost,
odnosno zahtev uma za autonomijom.
Prosvecenost je covekov izlazak iz maloletnosti za
koju je sam kriv. Maloletnost je nesposobnost
shiZenja viastitim razumom bez necijeg vodsrva.
Covek je sam kriv za ovu maloletnost, uko njen
uzrok nije pomanjkanje razuma, nego resenosti §
hrabrosti da se njime sluzi bez necijeg vodstva.
Sapere aude! Imaj hrabrosti da se sluzis viastitim
razumom! Ova je. dakle, mola prosvecéenosti.
(Kant, 1972: 41)

Kant's famous enlightenment motto formulates
the demand for autonomy in the most striking
way: ‘Enlightenment is the human being’s
emergence from his  self-incurred minority.
Minority is inability to make usec of onc’s own
understanding without direction from another.
This minority is self-incurred when its cause lies
not in lack of understanding but in lack of
resolution and courage 1o use it without direction
from another. Sapere aude! Bave courage to make
use of your own undcrstanding! is thus the motto
of enlightenioent” (“What is Enlightement?” 17
(8:35]).

Nurkié 2021, str. 165

Cohen 2018, str. 7

Na osprovu toga. mozemo da zakljuéimo da se
zahtev za autonomijom odnosi, kako na moral,
tako i na kogniciju.

[...] epistemic nomns, both episiemic and moral
nommativity are grounded on reason’s demand for
autonomy

Dakle, kao Sto se moZe videti 1z ovog tabelarnog prikaza, iz tcksta [Coben 2018] su doslovio
preuzimane ili parafrazirane ¢éitave redenice bez odgovarajudeg 1 jasnog obeleZavanja preuzetih delova 1
bez navodenja referenci. Nurkievo izlaganje na sir. 105-107 (Pododeljak 3.2 , Episternicke maksime*)
njegovog teksta je u znacajnoj meri napisano po uzoru na [Cohen 2018, str. 3-7] i koristi se¢ njenim
idejama a da 1o eksplicitno ne navodi. Od Koen su preuzete i reference na Kanta (ukljuéujudi i citate iz

Kantovih dela).

Tlustracija i napomena:

Nuorki€ 202], ser. 107

U ovom. i prethodnom potpoglavlju, predstavio
sam Kantovo shvatanje relacije wzrocnosti,
epistemiCke maksime 1 episterniéku normativnost
kao ,zahtev uma 2za autonomijom*. Takode sam
ukazao na shénosti izmedu Hjuma i Kanta u
pogledu  shvatanja  uzrodnosti,  uporedsvsi
Raspravu i Drugu analogiju.

Napomena: kao 5to je jasno na osnovu prethodnih
labelarnih prikaza, u pasusirna poput ovog Nurkié
sebi pripisufe | predstavljanje i ,ukazivanje" o
kojima pic ali se zapravo radi o torge da ti delovj
njegovog teksia ni u cemu nisu originaini utoliko
§to se u celosti zasmivaju mna (uglavnom)
doslovnom preuzimanju (prevodenju, ponegde uz
neznatne izmene) il parafraziranju redenica i
¢itavih pasusa iz (Espinosa 2016) i [Hickerson
2013] kada je u pitanju deo rada o Hjumu, i
[Huttor 2019] i [Cohen 2008] kada je u pitanju
deo rada o Kantu. Kao Sto je prethodno pokazang,
Nurki¢ aije navodio odgovarajude reference na
ove tekstove i nije koristio navodnike tamo gde je
bilo potrebno da to uéini (npr. kada je¢ redom
doslovno prevodio Citave recemice). [lustrativan
primeri ove vrste su u Nuwkicevom tekstu
podvuleni crvenom bojom.
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Za razliku od teksta [Railton 1999]. tekstove [Espinosa 2016], [Hickerson 2013], [Hutton
2019] i [Cohen 2008] Nurkié jeste naveo u spisku koriséene literature i povremeno je na njih i referirao n
samom tekstu. Medutim, kao $to se jasno widi iz prethodno navedenog tabelamog prikaza, Nurki¢ je
preuzimao Gitave redenice i pasuse od ovib autora (najée$ée doslovno) a nije navadio odgovarajuce
reference na njihove tekstove (primera radi, na [Hutton 2019] je referirao samo jednom (i to pogresno) a
tekst na str. 103—105 Nurki¢evog teksta (Odeljak 3. i Pododeljak 3.1) je gotovo u celosti preuzet/preveden
od Hatoua; sliéno vaZi i za Hikersonov tekst ~ na [Hickerson 2013] refertrao je samo tri puta a gotovo
cclokupan tekst na str. 98-102 WNurkiéevog teksta (Pododeljci 2.2 i 2.3) se sastojy od
preuzimanja/prevodenja reéenica i pasusa od Hikersona).

Medutim, Zak i one reCenice nakon kojih je naveo reference na ove tekstove prevashodno su
doslovno prevedene (j. navedene su u gotovo istom obliku u kom su ih naveli i autori radova na koje
Nurki¢ referira. Samim tim, to znaci da je pre re¢ o citatima nego o parafrazi, zbog cega je bilo potrebno
navesti navodnike. Medutim, Nurkié to mugde nije uradio. Mesta gde Nurkié¢ zapravo navodi reference na
ickstove [Espinosa 2016), [Hickerson 2013], [Hutton 2019} i [Cohen 2008) oduose se na konkretne,
pojedinacne tvrdnje/re€enice i nikako se ne mogu smatrati dovoljnim kao vid navodenja 1zvora za Citave

refenice 1 pasuse koji su preuzeti/prevedeni iz tih tekstova. Navodim samo nekoliko primera:

Nurkié 2021, str. 95

- Espinosa 2016, str. 286 |

Potrebno jc izdvoyin tri kategortje u okviru opstih
pravila (Espinosa. 2016: 286):

(1) Ekstenzavna opsta pravila, ili predrasude;

(i1) Opsti principi, koji odraZavaju posebne,
materijalne, karakteristike ockog fe-
nomena (taj fenomen mozZc pripadati
izici, politici, ekonomuji, etjci...);

[[]t is necessary to distinguish not two (as has
been often done), but three different categories
within the concept of “general rule”. Firstly, there
are extensive general rniles of prejudice. Secondly,
there are general principles which are. so to
speak, materially delermined, for they express
specific  properges or  characteristics  of
phecnomena (in physics, politics, ccomom ics,
moral, for example) {...]

Nurkié 2021, str. 96

Espinosa 2016, str. 287

Ova pravila ne predstavljaju samo preporuke,
nego | struktoru ispravoog funkcionisanja
rasudivanja, drugim refima,  predstavljaju
epistemi¢ki standard (Espinosa, 2016: 287).

Those rules arc not mere recormumnendations |...]
They represent instead the structure of a corrected
natural faculty of reason; in other words: a
standard.

[...] racionalni epistericki subjekt bi trebalo da
veruje u p ako, i samo ako, postoji dovoljna
evidencija na osnovu koje smatra da je p istinilo
Espinosa, 2016: 287).

[...] a rational agent should believe p if and only
if, there is enough evidence for the truth of p.

Nurkié 2021, str. 97

Espinosa 2016, str. 288

Verovanja su, marye ili viSe, adekvatna u
2avisnosti od stepena evidencije i iskustva. Ono
§to odreduje adekvatmost vcrovamja su uprava
opita pravila (Espinosa: 2016: 288).

(Blelief, accordingly, can be more or less
adequate, depending on the degree of evidence
and experience available. Furthermore, general
rules help to determine the level of adequacy.

Nurkié 2021, str. 98

Hickerson 2013, str. 1133

Prema  definiciji  modainog  doksastickog
involuntarizma, verovanja ne mogu da budu
formirana na ospovu slobodnog izbora.

Sa druge strane, prstalica doksasti¢kog
voluntarizma smatra da posedujemo moguénost
da veryjewo, il da ne verujemo, na osnovu

Hume’s doxastic involuntarism, i e, his suggestion
that belief cannot be willed.

Hickerson 2013, str. 1135

[T]he modal doxastic voluntarist belicves humans
have a ‘power’, i.e. the ability to believe (or not
believe) on the basis of willing. The modal
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sopstvenag izbora, odnosno, na osnovu volje.

doxastic voluntarist. on the other hand, is
someone who would deny humans have such a
power.

Nurki¢ 2021, str. 99

Hickerson 2013, str. 1135

Prema globalnoj verziji doksasti¢kog
involuntarizma, ono §to je predmet volje, odnasno
ono §to slobodno Zelimo, nije od znaéaja za
sadrzaj naSth verovanja (Hickerson, 2015:
1135'7).

According 10  (global) modal  doxastic
involuntarism, what is willed is entirely irrclevant
for what is believed.

Lokalni doksasticki involuntanzam predstavlja
manje radikalnu verziju, prema kojoj odredeno
verovanje Z, ili odredeni skup verovanja f, ne
mogu da budu formirani na osnovu slobodnog
izbora (Hickerson, 20135: 1135).

Local doxastic involuntarism would merely be the
thesis that for some particular belief f, or some set
of beliefs type F, the particular belief or set of
beliefs cannot be (or are nat) held as the result of
witling.

Nurkic 2021, str. 103

Hutton 2019, str. 595

Zamislimo DZona koji posmaira Sneika Beliéa
| kako se topi (Hutton, 2018: 3). Da bi DZonovo
i posmatranje bilo mogude, on mora da poseduje tri
osobine predstavijanja:

(i) Mora da poseduje predstavu poletnog stanja,
Sreska kofi stoji uspravno;

(1) Mora da poseduje predslavu staoja kao
posledice, otopljenog Sncika; i

(i) Mora da poseduje predstavu pogetnog stanja
koje prethodi stanju posledice.

Let’s illustrate the problem with an example:
Jones watches his beloved snowman melt. For this
10 happen, Jones must have a mental
representation with three features; (a) it must
represent the initial state, that is, the snowman
standing tall; (b) it must represent the subsequent
state, that is, the melted snowman; and (c) it must
represent the initial state as preceding  the
subsequent state.

Nurki¢ 2021, str. 106

Cohen 2018, str. 56

Prema navedenom, epistemi¢ku verziju formule
autonomije mozemo da formulifemo na slededi
nacin:

Def: Venyj tako da tvoji kognitivni kapaciteti
mogu da predstavljaju izvor univerzalnog zakona
za sve tvoje maksime (Cohen, 2018; 5'%),

If we apply this model 1o the epistemic realm, the
formula of universal law would be formulated as
follows: ‘1 ought never to believe except in such a
way that [ could also will that my maxim should
become a universal law.’

Kada je re¢ o Nurki¢evom spisku literature i referencama u teksmw, indikativno je to to su jedine
reference pa tekstove [Allison 2004), [Engel 2007], [Hearn 1970. 1976], (Loeb 2002], [Lyons 2001),
[O’Neill 1989], ([Owens 2003), [Price 1969}, (Stroud 1977), [McDowell 1994] potpuco iste kao one
koje se navode u sekundarno) literatun koja je plagirana. Dakle, Nurki¢ referira samo 1 isklju¢ivo na ona
mesta koja su navedena u tekstovima drugih autora od kojth je doslovno preuzimao reenice i pasuse (bez
referiranja i kori§éenja navodnika tamo gde su onu potrebni) v kojima oni referiraju na ta mesta; jedina
referenca koja odstupa jeste referenca na [Stroud 1977] na str. {01 ali ona je pogresna utoliko §to uopste
nema nikakve veze sa tekstom za koji je vezana; verovaino je reé o tome da je Nurkic pogredno prepisao
broj stranice od Hikersona, str. 10 umcsto sir. 11). Dakle, tekst [Nurki¢ 2021} ne predstavlja nikakvo
svedoCanstvo da je autor ikada video ili protiao detove literature koju navodi. Preuzimanjem recenica
drugih autora bez navodenja referenci, Nurki¢ je od njih paprosto preuzeo i reference koje su oni navodili.

Kada je re¢ o referencama na Hjumowvu Raspravu o ljudskoj prirodi, indikattvno je to $to su
jediae reference koje upuéuju na tacna mesta u knjizi one koje Nurkié stavlja nakon duZih citata (koje je,
17 Nurki¢ u ¢itavom tekstu pogreino referira na Hikersonov Elanak ~ ¢lanak je objavljen 2013, a ne 2015. godine.

18 Qva referenca deluje praizvoljno — u tekstu [Cohen 2018] se ne javlja ovakva formulacija niti definicija.
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kao 310 jc pokazano u tabelarnom prikazu gore, takode samo preuzeo iz Ickstova [Espinosa 2016] i
[Hickerson 2013]). Kada je re o preostalim referencama na Raspravu, one su sve pogredne. Primera
radi. (Hjum 1983: 114) bi trebalo da bude (Hjum 1983: 95), (Hjum 1983: 125-135) bi trebalo da bude
(Hjum 1983: 113), (Hjum 1983: 247, 270, 389) b trebalo da bude (Hjum 1983: 355-6, 381, 389), itd.

Kvantitativno posmatrano, procenal plagiranog teksta je veci od 50%. Gore izneseni dokazi
pokazuju da su osnovne ideje, teze i poente, kao i struktura 1 redosled izlaganja u Nurkicevor tekstu
prevzeti iz sekundame literature a da pritom u najveéem broju slucajeva nije eksplicitno navedeno §ta j¢
od toga preuzeto od drugih autora. Xao §to je jasno na osnovu prethodnih wabelarnih prikaza. Nurkié cesto
sebi pripisuje ,predstavijanje’, ,ukazivanje“ i ,dolaZenje do zakljudaka™ u onim delovima njegovog
teksta koji #i u cemu nisu originalni utoliko 3lo se u celosti zasnivaju na (uglavnom) doslovnom
preuzimanju (prevodenju, ponegde uz nezratue izroene) ili parafraziranju recenica i ¢itavih pasusa iz
prethodno navedenih izvora. Kao §to sam pomernuo, {lustrativai primeri ove vrste su u Nurkiéevom tekstu
podvuéeni crvenom bojom. Na taj nacin se stide utisak da je skoro sve o emu Nurkié¢ piSe u radu njegov
originalni rezultat, a na isti zaklju€ak (pogre§no) navodi i Nurkicevo veoma auloritativiio pisanje u prvom
licu. Medutim, uvidom u gore navedeni tabclarni prikaz jasno se moZe utvrditi da u vedini takvih
sluéajeva Nurkié zapravo prisvaja rude rezultate.

U prilogu ovog Zahteva dostavljam:

1. Tekst Petra Norkica ,,Hjum i Kant o epistemitkoj normativnosti* (Theoria 64 (3), 2021, str. 91-112)
u kojemn su, redom, obelezem delovi sa plagiranim recenicama i 1o na slededi nacin:

a. Zutom bojom — delovi preuzimani iz [Railton 1999];

b. Zelenom bojom — delovi preuwzimani iz [Espinosa 2016];

c. Roze bojom — delovi preuzimaoi iz [Hickerson 2013);

d. Plavom bojom — delovi preuzimani iz [ Hutton 20197,

e. NarandZastom bojom — delovi preuzimani iz [Coben 2018];

2. Tekstove [Railton 1999], [Espinosa 2016], [Hickerson 2013], [Hutton 2019] i [Cohen 2008] u
kojima su odgovarajuéim bojama obelezeni delovi 1eksta koje je Nwrkié plagirao.

U prilogu dostavljam i Izve§taj komisije od 03.02.2022. sa predlogom za izbor Peira Nurkiéa u
zvanje asislenta na Odeljenju za filozofiju. U izvediaju sc istife da sc Petar Nurki¢ izdvaja po broju i
kvalitetu svojih radova, a za Nurkiéeve radove se kaie da su ,sadrzinski kvalitemiji kada je reé o
interpretaciji, prikazu j analizi {ilozofskih problema i gledista kojima se bave, a filozofska argumentacija
koja je u njima izloZena konzistentnija je i sistematinija (u odnosu na radove drugih kandidata). Jedan
od radova o kajima govon komisija je upravo rad ,Hjum i Kant o epistemickoj normativnosti koji je
predmet ovog Zahteva. Moze se reéi da bi Pctar Nurkié uz pomoé tog rada mogao da ostvan dodatni
tntcres (u vidu izbora u asisientsko zvanje { zaposlenja na Odeljenju za filozofiju).

Padnosilac zahteva: dr Filip Cukijevié

Zvaonje: nauépi saradnik
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Petar Nurkié

HIUMOVYQ 1 KANTOVO SHVATANJE EPISTEMICKE NORMATIVNOSTI

APSTRAKT: Pitanje (d) kako formiranio verovanja?, podrazumeva deskriptivne
odgovore. Sa druge sirane, pitanje (n) kako bi irebalo da formiramo verovanja?.
podrazimeva normalivae odgovore. Da li moZemo da pruzimo odgovore na (n) pitanja
bez odgovora nu (d) pitanja? Ova (0)-(d) relacijo moZe da se okarakrerise kao episte-
micka normarivnost. Hjum i Kani pruzaju odgovore na oba pitranja. Hjuni je skloniji
psihologizacifi ovih odgovora kroz empirijski pristup pitanjima koja se odnose na
verovanja, Dok je Kant skloniji razmarranju a priori uslova naseg rasudivanja, Kro:
opsta pravila i epistemicke maksime. Hjwm i Kant priczaju normativia upnisrva u
skladu sa kojima bi rebalo da formiranio verovanjo. Medutin. da bismo uopste mogli
da govorimo o normaltivnosti, morano da odgovorimo na pitanja koja se odnose na
doksasticki voluntarizam. Kod Kanta je pitanje slobode, donekle, ocigledan predisiov
njegovih kritika (narociio praktickog umaj. Dok je kod Hjuma, upravo zhog njegovog
empirijskog pristupa verovanjima i *eljama, stvar nejasnija. i delije kao da Hjum
zasiupda doksasticki involuntarizam. U ovom radu pokisaéi da predstavim sliénosti
izmedu Hjuma i Kanta u pogledu epistemicke normativaosti. Tamo gde izgleda kao
da su njihova slanovisia nespojiva, pokusacu da ispitam zasto je to sluéaj. Usredsre-
dicu se na Hiwmovn Rasprovi o ljudskoj privodi i Kantovi Drugu analogiju. Na kraju
cu da porudim par misaonil eksperimena kroz koje ¢u pokusati do . testivum ™ Hjuma
i Kama. Ukoliko uspem da poivrdin poéeme hipoteze onda ce ovaj rad prestavijati
nspesan epistemicki poduhvar. Meduiim, ako ne uspem da pronadem océekivane slic-
nosti, izmedu Hjiumovog i Kantovog sinvatanju epistemicke normativnosti, onda se
ovaj rad moze okarakierisari kao istorijski prisnup novmativiom okviri . dogmaiskog
dremeza’,

KLJUCNE RECI: Hjum, Kanl, epistemicka normativnost. doksasti¢ki voluntarizam,
opSia pravila, epistemicke maksine
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1. Umesto uvoda: o lenjirima i blokovima'

Normativnost, na nasu srecu il Zalost, predstavlja jedan od cenwralnih pojmov:
koje filozofi koriste dok razmatraju neke od najzagonetnijih pojava ljudskog Ztvota.
Normativnost &esto koristimo kada uspostavljaimo disunkeije izimedu ispravnog 1 po-
greSnog. istinitog [ neistinitog, aklualnog i moguceg. Etika, estetika 1 epistemologija
predstavljajn samo neke od oblasti u okviru kojih nas filozofska istrazivanja uvlace u
raspravu o noumativnosti.

Nouvme, pravila i1 standardi poseduju dugu etimolosku istoriju. Latinska rorma je
oznalavala gradivni blok, dok je regu/us. takode latinsk izraz, oznacavao pravu ivicu
ili lenjir. Za nas regulus znadi pravilo. Svakome. ko se ikada nasao u okolnostima u
kojima je morao da presece dasku ili ciglu. je jasno da bi taj rez bio vrlo nespretan bez
ivice po kojoj seCemo zcljeni oblik. Odstupanja, izmedu naseg reza 1 §ablona po kojem
€ trebalo da se¢emo. ukazuju na ono Sto treba da . popravimo™.

Na sli¢an nacin, kroz svakodnevno iskustvo, koristimo razli¢ita pravila i norme
koje bi trebalo da usmere nase ponasanje. bilo da se radi o postupcima il rasudivanju.
lako je ova analogija ilustrativna, treba da imamo u vidu da sa norma i reguius oci-
gledni u kontekstu gradilisia. ali da o nije uvek slucaj kad je re¢ o rasudivanju 1 po-
stupcima. Kada pokusamo da predstavimo filozofsko shvatanje normativnosti, pitanja
koja s¢ prirodno namecu su ,.zaSto?* 1 .kada?". Okolnosti u kojima se primenjuje fi-
lozofsko shvatanje normauvnosti su daleko osetljivije od svakodnevnih okolnosti
kuénih poslova.

Vrsta normativnosti kojom ¢u se baviti u daljem nastavku rada je epistemicka
normativnost. Smatram da je, za razliku od pojma normativnosti u etici. epistemicka
normativnost nedovoljno ispitana. Kako bih odgovorio na sto veci broj pitanja u vezi
sa epistemi¢kom normativnoséu usredsredicu se na Hjumovo 1 Kantovo rumacenje.
Hjum se smatra epistemnickim naturalistom. Stavie. paradigmatiénim primerom 1 pr-
vim jasnim predstavnikom. kao 1 jednim od radikalnijih kritiara wadicionalne filozo-
fije, u kojoj se obradunavao sa brojnim sholasti¢kim 1 merafizickim nametanjima ra-
zli¢itth pooni 1 pravila. U tom smisiu. Hjum se ne smarra simpatizerom normativnosti.
naprotiv. Sa druge strane. Kantovo éuveno pitanje sra ireba da ¢inim?, predstavlja
osnov za brojne rasprave o normativnosti. Medutim, iako se Kantovo shvatanje nor-
mativnosti ¢esto ispitivalo u okvirima ettke i estetike. smatram da je epistemoloska
perspektiva neopravdano zanemarena. [z navedewh razloga, pokusacu da uporedim
Hjumovo it Kantovo shvatanje epistemicke normativnosti. Pokusacu da pronadem
zajednitke elemente njihovog shvatanja relacije uzroénosu. kontrole koju imamo nad

| Zeleo bih da zahvalim svom mentoru. Masanu Bogdanovskon. na iscrpnim komentarima
( strpljenju da sashusa { usmeri moje ideje o mesanju baba i Zaba, bez ¢ega bi ovaj rad imao
duplo manje fusnota.
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doksastickim stanjima, izvora epistemicke normativnost kao i. ukoliko postoje, pravila
na osnovu kojh bi trebalo da formiramo svoja verovanja.

Cak i u slu¢aju da ne pronadem sli¢nosti. koje oéekujem da ¢u da pronaden, re-
zultat ove komparativne analize u pogledu epistemicke nogmativnosti bi¢e instruktivan
za dalja istraZivanja u oblasti istori)e filozofije.

2. U §ta bi mudri trebalo da veruju?
U ovom poglavlju pokusacu da predstavim normativnu dimenziju Hjumovog shva-

tanja verovanja. Kako bih to uc¢inio izlozi¢u Hjumova opsta pravila iz Rasprave o
ljudskoj prirodi. Pokusacu da. uprkos naturalistickom okviru Hjumove epistemologije.

identifikujem normativne elemente njegovog shvatanja verovanija i rasudivanja. Sma-
tram da ne postoji kontradikcija izmedu naturalisti¢kih 1 normativnih aspekata Hju-
move epistemologije. Odnosno, da mozemo da pronademo srednji put kroz naturali-

zaciju normativnosti.

2.1 Opia pravila

Za Hjumova opéta pravila mozemo, s pravom, da kazemo da zauzimaju znacajno
mesto u Raspravi. lako. Hjum. pojam _pravila™ koristi pridaju¢i mu bar tri razlicita
znacenja (Hearn. 1970: 404-406). opsta pravila su prisutna u svakoj od tri knjige Ra-
sprave. Medutim. kako bi posluzila ostvarivanju cilja ovog rada. razmatracu samo
problem normativnosti prisutan u opstim pravilima. Normativno znacenje. koje zelim
da razmotrim, nalazi se u tre¢em delu prve knjige Rasprave. Ovde. ujedno. mozemeo
da pronademo prvo obimnije poja$njenje opstih pravila i njihovog uticaja na nasa
rasudivanja i verovanja (Hjum, 1983: 161-163).

Opéta pravila se pojavijuju u okviru Hjumovog razmatranja verovatnocée 1 pred-
stavljaju generalizacije. odnosno sklonost nase imaginacije® da uopStava, na osnovu
prethodnih iskustava i navike. lako se o Hjumovim op§tim pravilima moze govoriti
Kao o pukoj desknipeiji funkcionisanja naseg kognitivirog sistema. pokuacu da ista-
knem njihovu normativinu dimenziju. Takode. ne poseduju sve generalizacije ist starus.
postoje opsta pravila izvedena iz predrasuda (ekstenzivna opsdia pravila) 1 opsta pravila
izvedena iz relacije uzroénosti (korektivna opsta pravila) (Espinosa. 2016: 284). Nagcin
na koji op3ta pravila uti¢u na nase rasudivanje je. takode. predstavljen u odeljcima
XI-XV Rasprave. Hjumovo razmatranje verovatnoce nastalo je kao posledica analize
verovanja i procesa kojima formiramo verovanja. Prema Hjumu, verovanje je snazna

3 Umesto termina (imaginacija®. mozemo da koristimo termin .uobrazilja”. U prevodima
Hjumovily1 Kantovih dela se korst ..uobrazilja~, medutim. bududi da s¢ ovde radi o si-
nonimima, upotreba jednog ili drugog termina predstavlja stlsko opredeljenje.
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i stabilna ideja koja je usmerena ka istini (Hjum, 1983: 114). Hjum identifikuje neke
od mehanizama koji imaju vecée izglede da ispune nasa epistemicka ocekivanja i sprece
da nase ideje postanu samo ,.puki izdanci imaginacije” (Locb. 2002: 13). U odeljku o
verovatnodi uzroka, Hjum sugeriSe da se nase rasudivanje temelji na navici 1 opStim
pravilima, a da nas navika moze dovesti do ..Jaznog uporedivanja ideja™ (Hjum. 1983z
125-135). Ova pojava se desava kada. zbog teznje imaginacije da generalizuje. for-
miramo opsta pravila poput. cuvenog Hjumovog primera, lrac ne moze imati duhovi-
tost a Francuz ne moZze imati temeljitost (Hjum, 1983: 138). Ova vrsta rasudivanja
pripada nefilozofskoj vrsti verovamoce 1 zasnovana je na opstim pravilima koja su
ishitreno izvedena i koja predstavljaju izvor predrasuda: Kao $to sam napomenuo.
postoje dve vrste opstih pravila a predrasude predstavljaju prvu vrstu. Za prvu vistu
opstih pravila je karakteristi¢no prosirivanje opsega rasudivanja, nastalog u jednom
spletu okolnosti, na drugi splet okolnosti koji nali¢i. ali nije identi¢an prethodnim
okolnostima (Hearn. 1970: 403).

Iako svako rasudivanje, zasnovano na verovatnoci, nastaje na osnovu navike,
prethodnog iskustva 1 imaginacije. razuin nije primoran da prati ono §to Hjum naziva
»privodnim teznjama:. Moguce je spreciti formiranje neistinitih verovanja zasnovanih
na pravilima predrasuda. odnosno spreciti pridavanje izvesnosti proizvodima imagi-
nacije. sli¢nosti i kontigvitetu® (Hjum: 1983, 105). Nacin da to uc¢inimo je promisijanje.
refleksija. ili ..drugi nivo rasudivanja™. Posredstvom refleksije, imaginacija i sklonost
generalizaciji. mogu da proizvedu . filozofske verovatnoée™. Hjum izdvaja dve zna-
¢ajne funkcije refleksije u pogledu nasih mentalnih aktivnost (Hjum: 1983: 133:
Espinosa: 2016, 283):

(1) Usmeravanje sklonosti generalizacije ka obraseima ispravnog rasudivanja, kroz

korektivna opsta pravila;

(1) Identifikovanje, kroz korekeiju, shucajeva u kojima rasudujemo spram pravila.

navedenih u (i).

Posredovanije refleksije nam omoguéava da uspostavimo korektivna opsta pravila,
kojima mozemo da uti¢emo na rasudivanje. uprkos trenutnim opazajima i iskustvu. U
centralnom delu rasprave o Korektivnim pravilima Hjum navodi sledece:

Razmotricemo docnije neka opsta pravila po kojima treba da podesavamo nase
sudenje o uzvocima i posledicama; a ta su pravila obrazovana na prirodi naseg razuma
i na nasem iskustvu njegovih delovanja u sudovima koje obrazujemo o predmetima.

Sliéno kao v prvoj fusnoti, koriséenje termina ,.kontigviter” predstavlja davanje stilske
prednosti U odnosu na termin Stalna zdruZenosi™.

Lo

4 Citanjem Hjumove Rasprave. mozemo uvideti da refleksija nije nikakva misticna sposob-
nosL niti vrsta ezoteri¢nog unutrasnjeg cula. Refieksija predstavlja pazljivo promisljanje i
razmauranje principa u skladu sa kojima formiramo verovanja. Ako retleksiju prommacimo
na ovaj nacin. to ¢e biti sasvim dovolino za potrebe ovog rada.
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Ona nas uce da razlikujemo slucajne okolnosti od dejstvenih uzroka [... ] Opste pravilo
pripisuje se nasem sudenju. kao opseznijent i stalnijem (Hjum. 1983:140).

Hjum, u narednom paragrafu. nastavlja re€enicom: Katkada preoviaduje jedan a
katkada drugi, prema nastrojenosti i naravi éoveka. Proste ljude obiéno vode prvi, a
mudre drugi (Hyum. 1983: 141). U skladu sa vrstom pravila, kojima se vodimo, Hjum
postavlja kriterijume koje episternicki subjekt mora da zadovolji da bismo ga smatrali
racionalnim. Na racionalnog epistemickog subjekia uticn epistemicke norme 1 na
osnovu tith normi mogude je zauzeti . kriticku ilozofsku perspektivu (Espinosa. 2016:
285). Mudri, uz pomo¢ korektivnih opstih pravila, poseduju zdrava doksasticka stanja
i formiraju verovanja Ciji sadrzaj ne zavisi od hirova i-li¢nih preferencija.

Opéta pravila su, prema Hjumu. neizostavna za objasnjenje veze izmedu predmeta
naseg saznanja 1 metoda koji bi trebalo da sledimo kako bismo dosli do istog tog sazna-
nja. Potrebno je izdvojiti tri kategorije u okviru opstih pravila (Espinosa, 2016: 286}

(1) Ekstenzivna opsta pravila, ili predrasude:

(i1) Opsti principi. koji odrazavaju posebne. materijalne, karakteristike nekog fe-

nomena (taj fenomen moze pripadati fizici. politici, ekonomiji. etici...): |

(i) Pravila koja. prethodno formirana na osnovu verovamaocde. postaju praviia na

osnovu relacije uzronosti.

Na osnovu prve dve vrste. mozemo da napravimo prostor za uspostavijanje trece
vrste pravila, korektivnih pravila. Opsta pravila predstavljaju ,,logiku™ rasudivanja o
verovatnoci i neophodna su za formiranje pouzdanih verovanja. na kojima se sve nauke
zasnivaju (Hjum. 1983: 144). Stoga. korektivna opsta pravila vrie trostruku funkeiju:

(i1t*) Predstavljaju model za pouzdano formiranje. 1 korekciju, verovanja;

(111%*) Koriguju rasudivanje zasnovano na prvoj vrsti opstih pravila (Hjum, 1983;
144y,

(111%*%) Omogucavaju nam da kroz refleksiju. odnosno analizu nereflektivnog
rasudivanja. identifikujemo kognitivni izvor iz kojeg su potekla neistinita verovanja
(Hjum, 1983: 99).

Opsta pravila i Hjumovo shvatanje relacije uzrocnost

Nakon razmatranja filozofskih verovatnoca i njihove zavisnosti od relacije uzroc-
nosti. Hjum je uspostavio Pravila po kojima suditi o uzrocima i posledicama (Hjum.
1983: 160-163). Postoji osam Kriterijuma koji nam omogucavaju da razlikujemo re-
laciju stalne zdruzenosti i prividne uzrocne relacije. Ovi kriterijumi nam dozvoljavaju
da proverimo ispravnost rasudivanja i1 verovanja zasnovanih na relaciji uzrocnosti.
Dalje. Hjum napominje da su ovih osam kriterijuma [... Jsva logika koju smatram
umesnom da upotrebin u svojim umovanjima (Hjum: 1983, 162). Opsta pravila za
uzro¢no rasudivanje su prirodan zakljucak koji Hjum izvodi iz razmatranja verovat-
noce u Raspravi. Ne samo zbog toga §to je svako rasudivanje. koje se odnosi na ¢inje-
nice, zasnovano na uzro€noj relaciji. nego i zbog toga $to nam ovakvo rasudivanje
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donosi mnogo vise koristi nego rasudivanje zasnovano na pukoj slicnosti 1 kontigvitetu
(Hjum, 1983: 105).

Postoje brojna druga pravila (u okviru opstih pravila) koja takode uti¢u na nasa
verovanja, slicnom zivoscu i snagom. ali su takva pravila zasnovana na slicnosti izmedu
ideja i Cinjenica. opravdanja za takva verovanja ne mozemo da pronademo u iskustvu.
Ovde Hjum govori o lakovernosti. olakom verovanju u svedo¢anstva drugih, kao 1 o
obrazovanju. Lakovernost i obrazovanje zasnovani su na vrlo sliénim osnovama kao
navike 1 pojave koje se ¢esto ponavljaju u naSem iskustvu (Hjum. 1983: 109). Shénost
sa iskustvom rasudivanja. zasnovanom na uzrocima i posledicama, dovodi do episte-
mickog neopreza i zaklju€ivanja koje ne moze da bude opravdano pozivanjem na isku-
stvo. Ova pravila ne predstavljaju samo preporuke, nego i strukturu ispravnog funkci-
onisanja rasudivanja, drugim refima. predstavljaju epistemiéki standard (Espinosa,
2016: 287). Upravo ovde mozemo pronadi i poreklo normativnosti opstih pravila, Opsta
pravila poseduju drugadciji status od verovanja, Lyons (2001: 273) ih naziva drugim
redom mentalnih stanja. Funkeija opsStih pravila je da koriguju i stabilizuju ,.sentiment
verovanja™ (Hearn, 1976: 65), koji nastaje na osnovu prirodnih. uzro¢nih faktora.

Na osnovu paragrata Hjumove Rasprave. odnosno njihovog karaktera epistemié-
kih preporuka. smatram da su korcktivna opsta pravila normativna. a ne deskriptivna.
Ova pravila predstavljaju uputstva za formiranje 1 korigovanje verovanja. U narednom
potpoglavlju ispitacu odnos verovanja i istine u Hjumovoj Raspravi.

Opésta pravila istinita verovanja

Postavljanjem pitanja o odnosu izmedu verovanja i istine. ujedno postavijamo
pitanje o epistemi¢kim ciljevima. Jednostavnije receno. ako posioji epistemicka nor-
mativnost. u smislu korekeije onog Sto . jeste i preporuka za ono §to ireba™. onda se
ta} prelaz. sa deskripniviog na normativno. zasniva na odredenom epistemic¢kom cilju.
Ovaj epistenncki cil). koji ¢uispitati u ovom potpoglaviju, predstavlja osnov za pra-
éenje normativinih preporuka.

Kao Sto sam ranije obrazlozio. epistemicke norme predstavljaju standard za isprav-
no verovanje. Ispitacu da li su epistemicke norme usmerene ka njihovom. uobicaje-
nom, cilju — istint. Prema Hjumovorm evidencijalistickom stanovistu. racionalni epi-
stemicki subjekt bi trebalo da veruje u p ako, i samo ako. postoji dovoljna evidencija
na osnovu koje smatra da je p istinito (Espinosa, 2016: 287). Isto vazi i u slucaju opstih
pravila: ako su A. B i C principi prema kojima formiramo istinita verovanja. to znaci
da su verovanja koja su u skladu sa tim principima. pouzdanija i verovatnije istinita,
nego verovanja koja nisu u skladu sa njima’. Meduum. ne treba da ispustimo iz vida

5 Postoji veliki broj tekstova iz kojih mozemo da saznamo. posredno i neposredno. vise o
Hjumovom evidencijalizmu, pogledati (Lyons. 2001: Owens. 2003: Engel. 2007: Bogda-
novski, 1996, 2006. 2012).
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da je Hjum bio naturalista, 3to nas dovodi do centralnog problema ovog poglavlja.
uskladivanja Hjumovog naturalizma i epistemicke normativnosti.

Cak i da su verovanja usmerena ka istini®, naturalisticki prigovor ne mozemo tako
lako da odbacimo. Naturalisti smatraju da ne postoji ni§ta normativio u verovanju. kao
1 da ne postoje uputstva za formiranje istinitih verovanja (Engel. 2007: 179). Medutim.
epistemicka normativnost nije stvar nuznosti. nego opsega. Drugim re¢ima. epistemicka
normativnost se odnosi na ono sto nije nuzno, ne odnosi se na disanje. svakodnevno
smenjivanje dana 1 no¢i. ili bilo koju logi¢ku ili fizicku nuznost. Opseg normativnosti,
koji sam pomenuo, tice se svakodnevnog iskustva. Kao $to ne treba da ispustimo iz vida
Hjumov naturalizam, tako ne weba ni da zatvorimo oci pred ¢injenicom da je Hyum bio
filozof zdravog razuma, zainteresovan za svakodnevino iskustvo. Verovanje 1 disanje
predstavljaju dva razlicita stanja. verovanje se odnosi na kategorije koje smatramo
normativnim, odnosi se na rasudivanje. slobodu izbora i racionalnost.

Pre nego $to u sledeéem poglavlju pokuam da odgovorim na pitanje da li su nasa
verovanja pod nasom doksasti¢kom kontrolom, na $ta naturalisti imaju negativan od-
govor. pokusaéu da izlozim jod nekoliko Hjumovih stavova iz Rasprave. i na ta) naéin
postavim temelj za razmartranje involuntarizma. Ako su sloboda i racionalnost sastavni-
deo nasih doksasti¢kih Zivota onda postoji prostor za normativnost. Smatram da se
Hjum udaljava od prvog. deskriptivnog dela Rasprave ka razmatranju mehanizama
refleksije kojima mozemo da korigujemo svoja verovanja i zaklju¢imo da formiranje
verovanja nije puki mehanicki proces. Korektivna opsta pravila su usmerena ka rasu-
divanju. samim tim mozemo da ih smatramo standardima racionalnosti. Verovanja su.
manje 1h vise, adekvama u zavisnosti od stepena evidencije 1 iskustva. Ono 3to odreduje
adekvatnost verovanja su upravo opsta pravila (Espinosa: 2016: 288). Posredstvom
refleksije. epistemicki subjekt. dolazi do zakljucka da su uputsiva za formiranje vero-
vanja. odnosno norme, prirodne kao i pomenuto disanje. Ako ham uputstva obezbeduju.
uvecq) il manjoj meri, formiranje istinitih verovanja, onda je njihovo usvajanje sasvim
prirodno. Istina korisno doprinosi nasem svakodnevnom iskustvu, bilo da se radi o
bazi¢nim bioloskim potrebama. ili o sofisticiranim aspektima drusivenog zivota. U
krajnjoj liniji. ignonsanje uputstava moze pukim slucajem da nas odvede ka istinium
verovanjima. ali je vecéa verovatnoca da nas epistemicka neopreznost moze dovesti u
bolne okolnosu. bilo da se radi o vreloj ringli ili nepoloZenom ispitu.

Prema Hjumu. uzrocna relacija je neizbezna i nuzno je usmerena ka realnosti. U
skladu sa tim. mozemo da zaklju¢imo da je Hjum smatrao da svi rasuduju u skladu sa

6 Hjum u Raspravi ne koristi termin .Jstina™. umesto toga koristi termin . realnost™. Uko-
liko istinu predstavimo kao korespodenciju i pokudamo da rekonstrudemo mesto istine
u Hjumovoj epistemologiji. ne bismo ostvarihi korisne uvide. Medutim. ako o istini, kao
mesta u Hjumovoj epistemologiji, govorimo kao o epistemickom cilju onda mozemo da
1zjednacimo realnost i istinu. jer za Hjuma realnost predstavlja epistemicéki cilj.
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opstim pravilima. Medutim, time §to svi rasuduju u skladu sa pravilima to zna¢i da
svi, takode, prave greske u koje ih vodi neispravno koriséenje pravila. Na kraju, po-
zvacu se na delove Hjumove Rasprave: potrebno nam je da rasudujemo ispravno zato
Sto Zelimo stvari, a da bismo dobili ono Sto zelimo moramo da identifikujemo efikasno
sredstvo kojim mozemo da ostvarimo svoje ciljeve. Ispravno uzrocno rasudivanje je
nuzan uslov ostvarivanja ciljeva koje Zelimo. Stoga, kao odgovorni epistemicki su-
bjekti, moramo da uskladimo svoje rasudivanje sa epistemickim normama kako bismo
zadovoljili svoje Zelje (Hjum, 1983: 247, 270, 389).

2.2 Dali je Hjum doksasti¢ki involuntarista?

U prethodnom potpoglavlju predstavio sam Hjumova opsta pravila kao prirodne

principe u skladu sa kojima bi trebalo da formiramo verovanja, Izneo sam razloge
zbog Kojih smatram da je, bez obzira na Hjumov naturalisti¢ki pristup epistemoloskim
Ditanjima. posredstvo refleksije moguég. Prema Hjumu, refleksija predstavija ono §to
razlikuje mudre od vulgarnih. Pitanje na koje Zelim da ponudim odgovor u ovom
potpoglavlju ti¢e se Hjumovog doksastickog involuntarizma. Da bi reflicksija mogla
da posluzi kao osnov za uspostavljanje korektivnih opstih pravila. ona mora da bude
voluntarna. Hjum se Cesto, zbog naturalisti¢kog pristupa saznanju. tumaci kao doksa-
sticki involuntarista. Ukoliko uspem da pronadem nacin da Hjuma okarakteri$em kao
doksasti¢kog voluntaristu, mo¢i ¢u da ostvarim cilj ovog poglavlja. odnosno, da po-

kazem zaSto Hjumov epistemicki naturalizam ne stoji u suprotnosti sa epistemi¢kom
normativio$cu.

Pitanje u naslovu ovog potpoglavlja glasi ..Da li je Hjum doksastiéki involuntari-
sta?. Odgovor na to pitanje je ..Da”. U Raspravi postoji dovoljno tekstualne evidencije
koja ukazuje na Hjumov involuntarizam u pogledu verovanja. Takode, veliki broj
hjumovaca smatra da mu etiketa involuntariste pristaje. Medutim. u ovom potpoglavlju
Zelim da pokazem da Hjum. ako njegov projekat okarakteriSsemo kao involuntaristicki.
nije uspeo u svojim namerama. Kao i da pokazem zasto se Hjumu ne moze pripisati
involuntarizam bez problema koji bi pratili takvo tumacenje.

[skoristi¢u definiciju modalnog doksasti¢kog mvoluntarizma, koju je ponudio
Rajan Hikerson [Ryan Hickerson] (2015 1135). Prema definiciji modalnog doksastic-
kog involuntarizma. verovanja ne mogu da budu formirana na osnovu slobodnog iz-
bora. Sa druge strane. pristalica doksastickog voluntarizina smatra da posedujemo
mogucnost da verujemo. ili da ne verujemo. na osnova sopstvenog izbora. odnosno.
na osnovu volje. Na osnovu tre¢eg dela. druge knjige. Hjumove Rasprave (naroéito u
prva tri poglavlja) i Hikersonove definicije, mozemo izdvojiti globalnu i lokalnu ver-
z1ju modalnog doksastickog involuntarizma.
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Globalni doksastiéki involuntarizam’

Prema globalnoj verziji doksastickog involuntarizma, ono $to je predmet volje, od-
nosno ono $to slobodno Zelimo, nije od znacaja za sadrzaj nasih verovanja (Hickerson:
2015: 1135). Globalni doksasti¢ki involuntarista smatra da je verovanje. u odnosu na
volju. odvojena kognitivna aktivnost. Drugim recima. kakvi god da su mehanizmi kojima
formiramo verovanja, mehanizmi koje. prema Hjumovom misljenju, delimo sa zivoti-
njama i koje je mogudée ispitati kroz nauéne eksperimente (Hjum: 1983, 342-348), in-
voluntarista smatra da oni funkcioniSu nezavisno od volje. Dakle. ako se globalna verzija
poklapa sa pravim stanjem paseg doksastickog Zivola, onda je psiholo3ki nemoguce
formirati verovanja slobodnim izborom. Takode, globalna verzija se odnosi na sva nasa
verovanja. Medutim, potrebno je razmotriti verziju modalnog doksastickog involunta-
rizma koji se ne odnosi na sva. nego samo na deo nasih verovanja.

Lokalni doksasti¢ki involuntarizam

Lokalni doksastucki involuntarizam predstavlja manje radikaluu verziju, prema
kojoj odredeno verovanje Z, ili odredeni skup verovanja f: ne mogu da budu formirani
na osnovu slobodnog izbora (Hickerson, 2013: 1135). Ako razmotrimo svakodnevne
okolnosti u kojima se nalazimo. pretpostavka da su neka od nasih verovanja. manje
ili viSe. pod naSom voluntarnom kontrolom, deluje prihvatljivo. Imam slobodu da
izaberem da li ¢u da verujem u svedodanstvo svog prijatelja ili neke druge osobe, ali
kada je re¢ o neposrednim €ulnim iskustvima, verovanju da je automobil ispred mene
crvene boje. onda je pitanje da li imam slobodu da poverujem u svoje neposredne ¢ulne
opazaje. deplasirano. Ova distinkcija nam dozvoljava da razmotrimo nad kakvim
verovanjima imamo doksasticku kontrolu. kao i da postavimo pitanje o epistemickoj
odgovornosti. ukoliko postoje verovanja kaja sam formirao slobodnim izborom.

U Raspravi mozemo da pronademo nekoliko paragrafa na osnovu kojih mozemo
Hjumu da pripiSemo zastupanje. kako globalne tako i lokalne verzije. modalnog dok-
sastickog mvoluntarizma.

Drugo, um ima viast nad svim svojim predstavama i moZe da ih razdvaja. sjedi-
njuje, mesa i menja kako god mu se svidi: 1ako da. kad bi se verovanje sastojalo samo
u novoj predsiavi prisajedinjenoj poimanju, bilo bi u covekovoj viasti da veruje sta
hoce. Stoga mozZemo zakljuciti da se verovanje sastoji prosto u izvesnom osecanju il
Euvstvu, u necen $to ne zavisi od volje, veé mora da nastane od izvesnih odredenih
uzroka i principa kojima mi ne gospodarimo (Hjum, 1983: 524).

Dakle, jasno je da Hjum sugeriSe da ne moZemo da verujemo u §ta god pozelimo.
Sli¢nu tezu mozemo da prepoznamo u ¢etvrtom delu. prve knjige, Rasprave.

7 Naravno. Hjum bi bio vrlo zbunjen ovakvom upotrebom termina ,modalno™. Hjum je bio
kompatibilista. meduum, ovde ¢u sebi dati malo vise slobodnog prostora, u svehu moguée
epistemicke kortsti kao posledice ovako dopustene diskusije.
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Priroda nas je, apsolumo i nesagledivom nuznoscu, opredelila da rasudujemo kao
god i da disemo i ose¢amo; i mi ne mozemo izbeéi da sagledamo izvesne predmete u
Jjacoj i potpunijoj svetlosti, iz razloga njihove uobicajene povezanosti sa nekim datim
utiskom, isto onako kao $to ne moZemo spreciti sebe da mistimo dok smo budni, ili da
vidimo okolna tela kad ka njima okrenemo o¢i pri punoj suncanoj svetlosti (Hjum,
1983: 168-169).

U ovom paragrafu, Hjum govori o snazi i Zivosti neposrednih Culnih utisaka. In-
voluntaristicki ton Hjumovih pojmova, poput . snage™ i ,.zivosti™, sugerisc da ne mo-
Zzemo da spredimo da formiramo verovanje kada se nademo u okolnostima koje su
prirodne za formiranje verovanja (Hickerson: 2015: 1137). Verovanje upravo i jesle
samo pasebno ziva ideja. Ono §to je dovoljno za ostvarivanje cilja ovog potpoglavlja.
odnosno ono $to je dovoljno da okarakieriS§emo Hjuma kao modalnog doksastickog
involuntaristu (u skladu sa definicyom koju sam predstavio) je pozivanje na sintagmu
u okviru prethodnog navoda, ..apsolutna i nesaglediva nuznost™. Ovakva vrsta nuzno-
sti. prema Hjumu. ista je kao i nuznost disanja, nuznost nadrazaja topline kada stojimo
pored vatre. prirodna i ncodoljiva.

Kako bih pokazao da Hjum nije bio dosledan u shvatanju verovanja kao doksa-
sticke kategorije van domena nasih izbora. predstavi¢u Prajsovo [H.H. Price] tuma-
¢enje Hjumovog involuntarizma. Prema Prajsu, Hjum. deli nasa verovanja u dve klase
(Price. 1969: 239-240):

(i) Verovanja koja poseduju snaznu induktivinu zasnovanost, formirana na osnovu

dugog i1skustva stalne zdruzenosti; i

(i1) Verovanja koja poseduju slabu. ili nikakvu. induktivnu zasnovanost.

Prajs primecuje da Hjum. kada nije u svom uobicajenom skeptickom maniru,
razlikuje zdrava verovanja i. sa druge strane. besmislena i sujeverna verovanja. Hjum
takode smatra da je bolje posedovati zdrava verovanja, sa snaznom induktivhom za-
snovanoséu na prethodnim iskustvima, nego sujeverna verovanja bez induktivne pot-
pore. Ne samo $to Hjum nije bio dosledan doksastickom involuntarizmu. nego je i
smatrao da se verovanja mogu suspendovati (vrlo znacajno za Hjumov skepticizam)
nasim slobodnim 1zborom® (Price. 1969: 240). Iz Prajsovog tumacenja mozemo za-
kljuciti da je Hjumovo uzdrzavanje od rasudivanja. u okolnostima u kojima to nije
prirodno. u suprotnosti sa involuntaristi¢kim tumacenjem.

Kao $to sam ranije naveo, srednji put. koji dozvoljava postojanje epistemicke nor-
mativnosti uprkos Hjumovom namralizmu, je umacenje Hjuma kao lokalnog modalnog
doksasti¢ckog involuntariste. Ovakvo tumacenje nam dozvoljava slobodu da pratimo

8 lako Li hjumovcei ovde doskoéili primedbomn da se sloboda. kod Hjuma. moze okarakteri-
sat kao spontanitet, budué¢i da Hjum ne govor o slobodi u libertanjanskom smislu. u svrhu
prethodno navedenil ograda nastaviéu sa razmatranjenm Jokalnog modalnog doksastickog
involuntarizima.
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nonmativna upustva i korigujemo nasa verovanja, ali i ostavlja natralisti¢cka ogranicenja
u pogledu verovanja koja nisu pod nadoim doksasuickom kontrolom. Da i cemo Hjuma
nazvau kompaubihistom, drugorazrednim doksastickim voluntaristom 1l modalnim
doksasti¢kini involuntaristom, predstavija stilsko opredeljenje. Navodenjem odredenih

_paragrafa Rasprave, kao 1 Prajsovim tumacenjem. predstavio sam normativne elemente

Hjumovog naturalizma, bar u dovoljnoj meri za ostvarivanje cilja ovog poglavlja.

—

2.3 Problem verovanja mudrih

Da 1i je Hyum mudar? Ako jeste, onda Hjum korisu funkeiju refleksije. Ukoliko
koristi funkeiju refleksije. onda nije primoran da to ¢ini. veé je koristi svojim slobod-
nin izborom. U prethodnom potpoglavlju pokazao sam zasto Hjuma mozemo smatrati
lokalnim modalnim doksasuckim involuntaristom. Uspostavljanje op§tih pravila i
razmatranje doksastickog involuntarizima je neophodno kako bismo mogli da nademo
resenje problema verovanja mudrih.

Objasnio sam zaSto Hjum. i u kojoj meri, smatra da nemamo slobodu upravljanja

verovanjima. Ovo predstavlja poteskocu za Hjumov evidencijalizam, tezu prema kojoj
bi trebalo da verujemo samo u razmeri sa pouzdanom, induktivnom, evidencijom. Evi-
dencija stoji u suprotnosti sa sujeverjem i predrasudama. Centralni problem ovog pot-
poglavlja predstavlja dodatno usaglagavanje elemenata epistemicke normativnost u
Hjumovoj epistemologiji sa njegovim doksasti¢kim involuntarizmom. Taj problem
mozemo da nazovemo ..Problem verovanja mudrih™. Prema Hjumu. trebalo bi da ve-
rujemo na nacin nakoji mudri formiraju verovanja. Odgovorom na problem verovanja
mudrih otkriéemo na Sta Hjum ta¢po misli. U potpoglavlju 2.2.1. predstavio sam Praj-
sovo tumadenje. odnosno distinkerju koju Hjum pravi izmedu razli¢itih verovanja. Ne
samo §to Hjum razlikuje zdrava i sujeverna verovanja. nego nam savetuje da verujemo
na na¢in na koji mudri ljudi veruju. Ovom normativnom preporukom. Hjum savetuje
da bt trebalo da verujemo u ono sto ima snaznu induktivnu zasnovariost, i1 obratno.
Hjumovo koriséenje nornativnog jezika je prisutno i u zakljucku Istrazivanja o
ljudskom razumu. kada Hjum kritkuje sujeverje 1 podsti¢e nas na spaljivanje dela koja
ne sadrze apstraktno rasudivanje o kvantitetu. niti eksperimentalnoe rasudivanje o ¢inje-
nicama. to su. prema Hjumu, dela u koja ne bi trebalo da verujemo (Hjum, 1988: 155).
U tradicionalnom smislu, odmeravanje verovanja spam evidencije je takode pred-
stavljalo odlike mudrosti. Ovo podrazumeva uzdrZavanje od rasudivanja do trenutka
kada ¢e nam bit dostupne relevantne informacije, koje éemo zatim razmotriti i usvojiti
(1li odbaciti) kao istinite. Rasudivanje. u tradicionalnom smislu. predstavlja moguénost
slobodne kontrole mehanizama za formiranje verovanja. Da bismo mogli mudro da
rasudujemo, potrebni su nam dobri prirodni instinkti, kao i racionalna kontrola nad
sopstvenim verovanjima (Stroud. 1977: 10). Ovo znaéi da Je mogude da se izdignemo
iznad ..Zivotinjskog instinkta”. Medutim. kao $to sam napomenuo. Straud [Barry
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Stroud] ovo tumacenje naziva tradicionalnim. Ovo nije Hjumovo tumacenje, bududi
da je Hjum smatrao da se opsta pravila mogu primeniti, kako na mudre, tako i na 7i-
votinje. decu i obicne ljude. Hjum se udaljio od tradicionalnog uspostavljanja veze
1izmedu onog u $ta verujemo 1 slobodnog izbora. Smatrao je da su tradicionalne teorije
nedovoljno opste i usmerene na mali deo ..izvrsnih™ pojedinaca, §to ne odrazava ¢i-
njenicu da svi ljudi poseduju verovanja. 1 da samim tim, prateci normativna uputstva,
poseduju moguénost da koriguju svoja verovanja.

Obiéni nedostatak tih sistema. koji su filozofi upotrebljavali da objasne radnje
uma, jeste taj §to oni pretpostavijaju takvu tananost uma da to prevazilazi ne samo
sposobnost prostih Zivotinja vec i sposobnost dece i obicnog sveta nase vlastite vrsie,
koji su, uprkos tome. podlozni istim emocijama i efektima kao i osobe najsavrsenijeg
duha i inteligencije. Takva tananost jasan je dokaz laznosti jednog sistema, kao sto je
suprotna prostota dokaz njegove istinitosti (Hjum, 1983: 163-164).

Bez obzira §lo se Hjumova opsta pravila odnose na sve, ukoliko ih se pridr-
7avamo onda mozemo da postanemo mudri, njegovi epistemicki standardi su vrlo
rigorozni. Svako ima pristup opstini pravilima. ona su sastavni deo nasih doksastickih
stanja. Medutim. vrlo tesko ih je slediti 1 potrebno je da budemo epistemi&ki discipli-
novani da bi nam opsta pravila donela korist. Stavide, Hjum navodi da nas opéta pravila
vrlo ¢esto mogu odvesti u greske, kao $to je slu¢aj sa lakovernoscu.

Kao §to sam pokazao. doksasti¢ki voluntarizam drugog reda (lokalni modalni_
doksasticki involuntarizam) predstavlja nuzan uslov za Hjumovu epistemicku norma-
tivnost. Moguée je da nemamo doksasti¢ku kontrolu nad verovanjima koja su formi-
rana na osnovu nepasrednih Culnih unisaka, ali ono $to je bitnije je kontrola nad prin-
cipima u skladu sa kojima mozemo da korigujemo neistinita verovanja. U okolnostima
koje su prirodne za formiranje verovanja, nemogudée [e odupreti se Hjumovom dok-
sastickom determinizmu. Medutim. onda kada tormirano verovanje. moguée je. na
osnovu korektivaih opstih pravila. vzdrzati se od rasudivanja. sakupiti dodatnu evi-
denciju i nakon toga prihvaanti il odbaciti verovanje. Upravo ovaj proces mozemo da
okarakteriSemo kao lokalnu verziju modalnog doksastickog involuntarizma. Zahva-
ljujuéi slobodnom izboru da korigujermo verovanja, moguce je razimatranje epistenicke
vormativnosti u Hjumovo) Raspravi. Zajedno sa nonmativnoséu mozemo da razma-
tramo epistemicke ciijeve, izvore epistemicke narmativnosti kao i verovanja mudrih
ljudi. Zahvaljujuéi slobodi rasudivanja, mozemo da pratimo normativna uputstva i da
ih delimo sa drugim pripadnicima svoje epistemicke zajednice. Da bismo verovali kao
mudr1 ljudi. potrebno je da ne dozvolimo lakovemost, sujeverje 1 predrasnde. Ono §to
Jje preporucljivo. prema Hjumu. je rasudivanje u skladu sa relacijom uzroénosti. a ne
na osnovu navike, konugviteta ) drugih elemenata imaginacije’.

9  Hyum je skeptik po pitanju toga u Sta treba da verujemo. Ali nije skeptik jer smatra da je
nauka u Jjudskoj prirodi moguca. a ona nam objadnjava za$to moramo da verujemo u neke
stvari. Medutim. to nije savremena kognitivna nauka (na razocaranje Dzerija Fodora).



Perar Nurkié 103

3. Sapere aude!

mirati objektivni vremenski sled, ako nasi mentalni sadrZaji ne sadrZe pojam uzroc-
nosti. Prema Kantu, pojam uzroénosti omogucava da odredeno uredivanje predstava.
u vremenu. smatramo nuznim. Smatram da ova nuznost. 1 objektivnost odredenog

vrenienskog sleda predstava. predstavlja izvor normativnosti u Kantovoj epistemolo-

aiji. Pokazacu zasto Kant smatra da bi iracionalno rasudivanje u pogledu uredivanja

predstava u vremenu predstavljalo ..bolno* izbegavanje normativnih obaveza. I zasto
smo. usled neodrzivosti iracionalnog rasudivanja, primorani da postavimo svoje pred-
stave u odredeni sled. Nameravam da pokazem koje mentalne operacije su potrebne
da bi naSe predstave posedovale objektivni vremenski sadrzaj. Takode. pokusacu da

obrazlozim zasto je ba3 epistemicka normativnost vrsta modalnosti koja odredeni

subjektivni red predstava Cini nuznim.

3.1 Kantovo shvatanje uzrocnosti u Drugoj analogiji

Zarazliku od Hjuma. nermativnost predstavlja uobicajenu perspektivu tumacenja
Kantove teorijske i praktiéne filozofije (Alison, 2004; McDowel. 1994: O Neill. 1989).
Odnos heteronomije i autonomije predstavlja centraini problem Kantove etike. dok
pitanja o sadrzaju nasih predstava. kao i odnosu izmedu sveta 1 coveka. predstavljaju
osnovna pitanja Kantove epistemologije. Normativnost predstavlja izlaz iz oba nave-
dena skripca. Meduum. pourebno je ispitati o kakvoj normativnosti je red. i koliki
domen Kantove filozofije normativnost uspesno pokriva. Smatram da je ovde re€ o
epistemickoj normativnosti. Pre svega. ispitacu elemente epistemicke normativiosti
u Drugoj analogiji. nakon ¢ega ¢u pokusati da redukujem sve upotrebe normativnosti

u Kantovoj filozofiji na epistemic¢ku normativiost.

U Drugoj analogiji. Kant ispituje preduslove uspesnog predstavljanja objektiviog
vremenskog sleda. Iskoristicu primer kojim je Haton [James Hutton] ilustrovao Kan-
tovo shvatanje relacije uzrocnost. Zamislimo DZona koji posmatra Snedka Belica
kako se topi (Hutton. 2018: 3). Da bi Dzonovo posmatranje bilo moguée. on mora da
poseduje tri osobine predstavljanja:

(1) Mora da poseduje predstavu pocetnog stanja. Sneska koji stoji uspravno:

(11) Mora da poseduje predstavu stanja kao posledice. otopljenog Sneska: 1

To je folk psihologija iz fotelje 1 prvog lica. §10 je potrebno imati v vidu kao razlog za
ukljuéivanje Kanta v diskusiju o epistemi¢koj normativnosti. Na osnovu resenja problema
uzrocnosti, u Drugoj analogiji. pokuiacu da ispitam da lj je Kantovo shvatanje norma-
tivnosti u Kritici ¢istog uma drugaéije od Hjumovog. 1 ako jeste. na koji naéin, Odgovor
na ovo pitanje j¢ vrlo znadajan. buduci da nade znanje o ¢injenicama zavisi od znanja o
uzrocno posledicmm vezama. Bar prema Hjumu.
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(ii1) Mora da poseduje predstavu pocetnog stanja koje prethod: stanju posledice.

Kant smatra da pitanje. kako mozemo da objasnimo mentalna stanja koja pred-
stavljaju (i11) kao objektivnu relaciju izmedu (i) 1 (11), nimalo nije jednostavno.

Kant najpre iznosi negativno tumacenje: predstava objektivnog vremenskog sleda
ne moze da bude ostvarena na osnovu ¢injenice da se predstave (1) 1 (11) deSavaju
sukcesivno (Kant. 1970: 189). lako DZon. najpre. opaza uspravnog Sneska. a zatim.
istopljenog Sneska. ova sukcesivnost nije dovolina da bismo je smatrali objektivnim
vremenskim sledom. Prema Kantu. aprelienzija raznovrsnosti pojave jeste uvek sitk-
cesivna (Kant, 1970: 191). Ovo je slucaj i kada posmatramo kuéu. odnosno razlic¢ite
delove kuce — predstave razlicitih delova kuce su sukcesivne, 1ako se radi o jednom
objektu. Dakle. sukcesija je arbitrarna za nas zadatak. ne mozemo na osnovu sukcesije
da resimo problem objektivnog vremenskog sleda predstava. Takode navodi:

Medutim, spajanje nikako nije neka rvorevina samoga éula i opazanja, vec je ovde
proizvod jedne sinteticne moci vobrazilje koja odreduje unutrasnje ¢ulo u pogledu
vremenskog odnosa. Uobrazilja pak moZe doticna dva stanja da spoji na dva nacina,
tako da ili jedno ili drugo stanje dolazi prvo u vremenu; jer vreme po sebi ne moze se
opuaziti niti se u odnosiu prema njenni moze tako reci empiricki odrediti $ta prethodi, a
Sta sleduje na objektu (Kant. 1970: 190).

Arbitrarnost, koju sam pomenuo. je prouzrokovana time Sto su vremenski odnosi
izmedu sadrzaja nasih predstava uvedeni imaginacijom. Da bi Dzon imao predstavu
Sneska koji se topi. on prethodno mora da ima predstavu uspravnog Sneska. Upravo
imaginacija proizvodi predstavu prethodnog stanja. uspravnog Sneska. Medutim. ima-
ginacija moze slobodno da kombinuje ¢ulne opazaje. kao predstavu uspravnog Sneska
koja prethodi predstavi istopljenog Sneska. i obratno. Drugim re¢ima. Kantu je po-
trebno nesto Sto moze da ukloni ovu arbitrarnost subjektivnog sleda.

Kantovo pozitivno tumadenje pocinje, cuvenim, primerom lade koja plovi nizvodno:

Ja. na primer; vidim neku ladu da ide niz reku. Moj opazaj njenoga mesra na do-
njem toku reke dolazi posle opazaja njenoga mesia na gornjem loku. i nemoguce je
da se 1 aprehenziji ove pojave lada opazi prvo na donjem, pa rek onda na gornjem
toku reke. Ovde je, dukle, red u sledovanju opazaja u aprehenziji odreden i aprehenzija

Jje zanjega vezana (Kant: 1970: 192).

Kada je subjektivni sled predstava nuzan. onda mozemo da zakljué¢imo da se radi
o objektivnom vremenskom sledu. Pod odredenim uslovima, subjektivni sled. postaje
nepovratan. odnosno nuzan. a ne arbitraran. Ove, odredene uslove. odreduje upravo
relacija uzrocnost).

Alison (2004, 252). rekonstruiSe Kantov uzro¢ni princip na slededi nacin:

(1) Da bismo imali predstavu nekog dogadaja. subjektivni sled predstava mora da

bude nepovratan:

(i1) Da bi subjektivni sled predstava bio nepovratan, moramo da ga podvedemo

pod Semu uzrocnosti;
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(iii) Stoga, primena Seme uzroénosti predstavija nuzan uslov postojanja nekog
dogadaja u naSem iskustvu:
(1v) Stoga, ograniCivsi domen na pojave (predmete moguceg iskustva), mozemo
da zaklju¢imo da svaki dogadaj ima svoj uzrok.
Razmatranje uzroénog principa u Kantovoj Drugoj analogiji. predstavlja prvi
y 2p p ] g0J gl p .
korak u ostvarivanju cilja ovog poglavlja. Nakon uklanjanja arbitrarnosti u uredivanju
nasih predstava, preéi ¢u na dalje ispitivanje pravila na osnovu kajih mozemo da us-
postavimo kontrolu nad naSim verovanjima. Uspostavljanje ovih pravila predstavija
drugi korak ispitivanja epistemicke normativnosti u Kantovoj filozofiji.

3.2 episiemticke maksime

Kao §to sam nagovestio, u ovom potpoglavlju nastaviéu da razmatram Kantovo
shvatanje epistemicke normativnosti. Najpre cu predstavit Koenovu [Alix Cohen]
tezu da epistemi¢ka autonomija predsiavlja centraini deo Kantove epistemicke nor-
mativnosti a zatjm ¢u preci na razmatranje epistemickih pravila na osnovu kojih bi
trebalo da uredujemo svoj doksasticki zivot.

Kao §to bi formula autonomije trebalo da ureduje nase slobodne izbore u pogledu
praktienih aspekata naseg zivota, tako bi epistenucka verzija ove formule trebalo da
ureduje nasa verovanja i doksasti¢ki Zivot. lako su verovanje 1 volja razli¢ita stanja,
Koen (2018: 3) smatra da oba podlezu 1stim normatvnim zahtevima. Na osnovu toga.
mozZemo da zakljuc¢imo da se zahtev za autonomijom odnosi. kako na moral, tako 1 na
kogniciju.

Pre toga. zelim da napomenem da se, prilikom razinatranja epistemicke norma-
tvnostl kod Kanta. suocavamo sa sliénim problemima koje sam pokusao da reSim
pnhkor raziatranja epistemicke nonnativnosti u Hjumovoj filozofijr. Ovi problenu
se odnose na doksasti¢ki voluntarizam. Da hismo uopste mogli da govorimo o norma-
tivnosti. odnosno onome §to bi . trebalo™, moramo da razmotrimo pitanja koja se ticu
nase slobode da pratimo normativoe preporuke. Sli¢no kao kod Hjuma. ovde nam je
dovoljno da su neka verovanja pod nasom kontrolom. Odnosno. dovoljan nam je drugi
stepen voluntarizma (ili Jokalna verzija modalnog doksasti¢kog involuntarizma). Do-
volino je da posedujemo kontrolu nad pravilima na osnovu kojth formiramo verovanja.
U dubu Kantove filozofije, epistemicka pravila ili normativna uputstva o kojima ¢u
nadalje govoriti. nazvacu epistemi¢kim maksimama,

Dakle. iz prethodnog pasusa postaje jasno da se epistemicka odgovornost ne za-
sniva na verovanjimanego na maksimama koje bi trebalo da ih regulisu. Prema Kantu.
kada usvojim neki princip, on postaje moja maksima (Kant. 2008: 5). Epistemicke
maksime obrazuju nase epistemicke strategije. Epistemicke strategije bi trebalo da
koriguju nacin na koji saznajemo. kao i da nam pomognu da 310 bolje iskoristimo svoje
kognitivne kapacitete. Shi¢no Hyumovim opstim pravihima. maksime, izmedu ostalog,



106 Hjumovo i Kanovo shvatanje epistemicke normativnosit

mogu da predstavljaju evidencijalisticka pravila prema kojima bi (rebalo da samera-
vamo svoja verovanja spram evidencije koju posedujemo. Mozemo da navedemo neke
od maksima (Cohen, 2018: 4):

(1) Ne bi trebalo da ignoriSem evidenciju u sluéajevima kada je moje verovanje u

suprotnosti sa njoms:

(11) Ne bi trebalo da formiram verovanja na osnovu toga §to Cine da se osecam

dobro.

Dakle. verovanje ne predstavlja nonnmativno neutralnu upotrebu mojih kognitivinih
kapaciteta, ved je podlozno brojnim nonmativnim ograni¢enjima. Da bismo verovali
odgovorno. moramo da budemo siguimi da su epistenticke maksime. na osnovu kojih
formiramo verovanja, u skladu sa normauvnim ograni¢enjima.

Epistemicke norme predstavljaju epistemicke principe drugog reda. Sliéno kao
kod Hjuma. opSta pravila su prirodna posledica naSeg rasudivanja. ali nam je potrebna
tunkcija refleksije (princip drugog reda) da bismo ustanovili da 1 su pravila u skladu
sa normama. Kod Kanta, norme. kao principi drugog reda. regulisu maksime, kao
principe prvog reda (Cohen. 2018: 4).

Da bih formulisao epistemiku verziju formule autonomije. razmotri¢u Kantovu
formulaciju iz Zasmnivanja metafizike moralea:

Postupaj tako kao da bi trebalo da maksima rvoga delanja postane tvojon voljom
op$ti prirodni zakon (Kant, 2008: 61).

Ovde mozemo da primetimo da se normativnost, u prakticnom smislu, zasniva na
subjektima koji postavljaju zakone. Nasi kognitivni kapaciteti bi trebalo da budu izvor
maksima koje nas obavezuju. ¢éime se uspostavlja autonomija 1 univerzalnost. Prema
navedenom, epistemiéku verziju formule autonomije mozemo da formuliSemo na
sledeci nacin:

Def: Veru| 1ako da tvoj1 kognitivinr kapaciteti mogu da predstavljaju izvor univer-
zalnog zakona za sve tvoje maksime (Cohen, 2018: 3).

Na sli¢an naéin, kao u prethodnoj verziji formule, epistemiéku normativnost mo-
zemo da zasnujemo na racionalnom subjektu koji svoje kognitivne kapacitete smaua
izvorom epistemi¢kih maksima koje ga obavezuju. Ove maksime, kao i Hjumova
pravila. mogu svi da usvoje. AKko verujemo u skladu sa univerzalnim epistemickim
maksimama, koje sami sebi propisujemo. onda verujemo autonommo.

U Kritici moci sudenja. Kant predrasude opisuje kao teznju ka heteronomiji rasu-
divanja (Kant. 1973: 294). Ovde moZemo da primetinio jos jednu sli¢nost sa Hyumon.
lako se predrasude, uobiéajeno. smatraju ncopravdanim verovanjima, za Hjuma i
Kanta. one predstavljaju nelegitimni princip koji smo usvojili kao epistemiéku mak-
simu (ili pravilo). Za njih. predrasude predstavljaju maksimu/pravilo objektivnog
rasudivanja zasnovanog na subjektivnim osnovama. Hjum. kao ¢lemente subjektivine
osnove rasudivanja navodi naviku, sli¢nost 1 kontigvitet. dok Kant (Colien. 2018: 3)
razhikuje mkhnacije (verujem u ono za $ta zelim daje istinito). navike (verajem u ono
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u §ta sam oduvek verovao) i imitacije (verujern u ono u §ta moji roditelji veruju). lako
navedene maksime predrasuda. kako kod Hjuma tako i kod Kanta, deluju razti€ito,
mozZemo da ih smatramo nedopustivim iz istog razloga: preporucuju upotrebu subjek-
tivnih osnova rasudivanja kao objektivau, Ukoliko usvojimo ove maksime. verova-
¢emo heteronomno. Nasuprot tome, odgovonm epistemicki subjeku bi trebalo da for-
miraju verovanja zasnovana na elementima objektivnih osnova rasudivanja: evidenciji,
dokazima. pouzdanom svedocanstvil.

U ovom. 1 prethodnom potpoglavlju. predstavio sam Kantovo shvatani¢'relacije
uzro¢nosti. epistemic¢ke maksime i epistenucku normativnost kao ..zahtev uma za auto-
nomijom". Takode sam ukazao na sli¢nosti izmedu Hjuma i Kanta u pogledu shvatanja__
uzrocnosti. uporedivii Raspravu i Drusu analogiju. Postoje velike 8liénosti u pogledu
shvatanja objektivnih osnova u skladu sa kojima bi trebalo da formiramo op3ta pravila/
epistemicke maksime. Hjum 1 Kant na sli¢an naéin shvataju greske koje neodgovorni
epistemicki subjekei prave u svom rasudivanju, ali obojica pruzaju normativne preporuke
koje mogu da koriguju nasa verovanja i usklade nasu doksasti¢ku stvamost. U narednom
poglavlju pokuSacu da sumiram Hjumovo i Kantovo shvatanje epistemicke normativ-
nosti kroz prizmu razdoblja Kojem su obojica pripadali, dobu prosvetiteljstva.

4. Umesto zakljucka: vile i neuro-naulnici

U prethodnom delu rada pokusao sam da pokazem da. za Hjuma i Kanta. verovanja
podlezu sledeéim normativaim ogranic¢enjima:

(1) Epistenuicki subjektine bi trebalo da formiraju verovanja zasnovana na subjek-

tivnim osnovama: i

(11) Proces formiranja verovanja bi trebalo uskladiti sa epistemic¢kim pravilima/

maksimama koja su univerzalna (vaze za sve).

Prema Kantw. izvor epistemicke normmativnosti, kao §to sam ranjje pokazao, lezi
u zahtevu uma za autononiijom. Sa druge strane. 1z Hjumovog shvatanja verovanja. i
njima srodnih doksastickih stanja, mozemo da zaklju¢imo da Hjum smatra da izvor
epistemicke normativnosti leZi u prostoj ¢injentei da svi ljudj poseduju Zelje. Sammm
tim §to poseduju zelje. Jjudi nastoje da ostvare te Zelje. a to ¢ine kroz opsta pravila na
osnovu kojih formiraju verovanja. Istinitost ovih verovanja je vrlo korisna za ljude 3
vodi ih ostvarenju njihovih ciljeva i Zelja. Smatram da se u osnovi Hjumovog t Kan-
tovog shvatanja nalaze iste pretpostavke 1 isti zakljucei,

Naslov treceg poglavlja ovog rada glasi Sapere ande!. $to znati hrabrost koriséenja
sopstvenog razuma. Ovaj moto adekvaino predstavlja Kantovo shvatanje epistemiéke
notmativnosti. odnosno zahtev uma za autonomijon.

Prosvetenost je covekov izlazak iz maloletnosti za koju je sam kriv. Maloletnost
Je nesposobnost sluzenja viastitim razumom bez necijeg vodsiva. Covek je sam kriv za
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ovu maloletnos!. ako njen uzrok nije ponianjkanje razuma, nego resenosti i hrabrosti
da se njime shizi bez necijeg vodstva. Sapere aude! linaj hrabrosti da se shzis viastitim
razumont! Ovo je, dakle, moto prosveéenosti. (Kant, 1972: 41)%

Pokusacu da obrazlozim zasto ova ,lozinka prosveliteljstva™ moze i1sto tako da
vazt 1 za Hjuma. Kako bih to ucinio iskoristi¢u misaoni eksperinient koji se ¢esto
koristi prilikom razmairanja epistemickog konsckvencijalizma (Elstein i Jenkins,
2017). Zamistimo Vilu Istinovié koja moze da nam ponudi vrlo povoljnu epistemic¢ku
situaciju; mnogo istinitih verovanja i tek par neistinitih. Medutim. Vilin uslov je da
moramo da poverujemo u neko p. Samo u tom slucaju ¢e Vila da pristane da nam,
svaki put kada se nademo u okolnostima prirodnim za formiranje verovanja, ponudi
verovanje koje e, sa velikom verovatnocom. istinito. Pre nego Sto predem na razma-
tranje epistemicke situacije u kojoj bi se Fjum i Kant nadh pred Vilom Istinovié.
predstavicu jo§ jedan. drasti¢nij, misaoni eksperiment''. Zamislimo neuro-nauénika
koji nam pudi jos povoljnyu epistemic¢ku situaciju nego Vila. Bez traZenja icega za-
uzvrat, neuro-naucnik nudi da. u nasu svest. usadi epistemic¢ku maksimu/pravilo koje
glast Sapere aude!. Ovakva epistemjéka situacija bj bila znatno povoljnija nego u
sluCaju Vile. buduci da bismo svaki put. prilikom formiranja verovanja. verovali au-
tonomno. Medutim, da i je 10 zaista tako?

Zasto Kant. 1li bilo ko drugi, ne bi prihvatio Vilinu ponudu? [z perspektive episte-
miékog konsekvenctjalizma. ova ponuda detuje vrlo povoljno. Medutim. Kant nije
epistemicks konsekvencijalista. Ako bih prihvatio Vilinu ponudu posedovao bih veliki
broj istinitth verovanja. medutim. samim um bih se odrekao sposobnosti da formiram
verovanja. Ovo odricanje od sposobnosti formiranja verovanja se ne odnosi samo na
p. zakoje Vila trazi da ga usvojim. nego 1 na sva buduca istinita verovanja koja bih
usvojio. Pretvorio bih se u mehanizam za proizvodenje istinitih verovanja. Prema
Kantu. znanje ne predstavlija puko posedovanje istnitih verovanja. nego njihovo for-
miranje u skladu sa kori§éenjemn nadih kognitivinih kapaciteta. Stoga. smatram da Kant
ne bi pristao na Vilinu ponudu. ¢ak 1 da se radi o ponudi beskonaénog broja istinitih
verovanja.

Bilo bi o¢ekivano da Hjum. kao epistemiéki naturalista. prihvati Vilinu ponudu.
Ukoliko posmatramo ponudu iz pragmaticke perspekiive. nije bitno kako smo formirali
verovanja, niti na kakvim osnovama. sve dok su ta verovanja istinita. Medutim. pred-
staviéu Hyumovu kritiku vaspitanja. na osnovu koje ce postari jasno zasto bi Hjum
postupio sliéno kao Kant.

10 U prevodu Danila Baste. umesto ..maloletnosti koristi se termin ..samoskrivljena nezre-
lost™. Nazalost. ova) prevod nisam uspeo da pronadem. Umesto toga koristio sam prevod
Julijane Beh-Gene.

' Ovaj misaoni ekspertment predstavlja mojy pokudaj radikalhizacije primera sa Vilom. 11-
ustracija u kojoj figurira neuro-nauénik predstavija pokusaj da nastavim dugu 1radiciju
fetidizacije neuro-nauénika u epistemiékoj literaturi.
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Ako ovaj argument iz vaspitanja razmolrimo u pravoj svetlosti, pokazace da je on
virlo uverljiv. tim vise §to se on osniva na jednoj od najobicnijih pojava na koju covek
nailazi [... ] Kao §to lasci éestim ponavijanjem svojih [aZi, najzad dodv dotle da im one
izgledaju koo seéanja, tako i rasudivanje ili bolje reéi nobrazilja. na slican nacin,
moZe imati predsiave tako snazno utisnute i poimati ih u tako potpunoj svetlosti da
one mogu delovati na wmn na isti nacin kao §to Cine one koje nam pruzaju cula, pam-
cenje ili razum. Ali posto je vaspilanje vestacki, a ne privodan 1zrok i posto su njegove
maksine esto suprotne razimu, pa cak i sebi sannim u razlié¢itim vremenima i mestina,

Silozofi ga otuda nikada ne prizngju, premdu je u stvarnosti ono sazdano bezmalo na
iston temelju navike i ponavljanja kao i nasa mnovanja iz uzroka i iz posledica (Hjum,
[983: 113-114)

DakJe, Hjun ne bi prihvauo ponudu Vile Istinovi¢, buduéi da bi. u suprotnom, sva
njegova istinita verovanja bila zasnovana na vedtackim, a ne na prirodnim vzrocima.

Razlika 1zmedu Vile 1 ncuro-nauénika lezi u tome §to nam Vila pruza istina vero-
vanja kroz zaobilazenje nasih doksasti¢kih sposobnosti, dok nas neuro-nauénik, kroz
usadivanje ispravne epistemicke maksime/pravila u nasu svest. pretvara u heteronomne
epistemicke subjekte. Princip kojim regulifemo naSa verovanja. a kojt nam je neuro-
nau¢nik usadio u svest. ne predstavlja maksimu/pravilo koje smo sami sebi propisali.
Dakle, Kant by razoc¢arao neuro-nauénika na isti nacin na koj je razocarao Vila. Pri-
hvatanjem ponude neuro-naucnika. izgubili bisnio autonomnost. bez koje nema epi-
stemi¢ke normativnosti.

Kao §to sam u prethodnom delu rada naveo. za Hjuma opsta pravila predstavljaju
prirodnu posledicu nasih kognitivinih kapacitera. U slu¢aju Viline portude, pomenuti
koguitivni kapaciteti ne bi postojali, mi ih ne bismo koristili. Posedovali bismo istinita
verovanja pukim slué¢ajem a ne na osnovu toga $to smo th formirali u skladu sa opsom
pravilima. Medutim. neuro-nauénik ne zaobilazi nase doksasticke sposobnosti. napro-
Uv. on nam pruza opsta pravila koja bi, svejedno, postojala u naSoj svesti kao prirodna
posledica. Zasto Hjuim ne bi prihvatio ovakvu ponudu? Bas zbog toga $to nam neuro-
nauénik nije uskratio kognitivne kapacitete kao deo pogodbe. U sluéaju prihvacene
ponude 1 dalje bismo 1mah na raspolaganju funkciju refleksije. Ovde ¢u navesu Hju-
movo shvalanje osecaja nuzne odredenosti 1na:

[-..] Ali im se ne zausiavija ovde. Jer. uvidajuci da se ovim sistemom opazaja ima
Jjedan drugi povezan navikom. ili. ako hoéete. odnosom uzroka ili posledice, on na-
stavlja da razmaira njilhove predsiave, pa kako oseca daje na neki nacin nizno odre-
den da sagledu ove pojedinacne predstave, a da navika ili odnos. kojim je odreden,
ne dopusia ni najmanju pronienyu, on ih obrazuje u jedan novi sistem koji isto tako
udosiojava nazivom stvarnosti (Hjum, 1983: 106).

Dakle. ono $1o nam omogucava da razlikujemo prirodne i vestacke uzroke pred-
stavlja oseca) mZne odredenosti uina da prede sa jedne ideje na drugu. Ovu nuZinost
proizvodi relacija uzrocnost. Kada se nademo u okolnostima u kojima formiramo
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verovanja na osnovu sliénosti ili navike. ovaj oseéaj nuZnosti ne postoji. buduéi dau
ovom slucaju ne formiramo verovanja na osnovu relacije uzroénosti. Neuro-naucnik
nam je. za razliku od Vile, ostavio na raspolaganju nae kognitivane sposobnosti. Upra-
vo zbog toga. Hjum bi bio svestan da pravilo na osnovu kojeg formira istinita verova-
nja, a koje mu je u svest usadio neuro-nauénik, ne proizvodi osedaj nuznosti kao $to
bi 1o hio sluéaj sa pravilima izvedenin iz relacije uzroénosti. Stoga, Vila 1 neuro-na-
uénik ne bi bili zadovoljni susretom sa Hjumom 1 Kantom.

Na kraju, zeleo bih da napomenem da su 1 Hjum i Kant bili sensus commnmis filo-
zofi. Hjum i Kant su smatrali da principi 1 maksime, na osnovu kojih bi trebalo da
formiramo verovanja. moraju biti takvi da svi mogu da ih usvoje. Ukoliko opéta pravila
1 epistemicke maksime nisu takvi da nase opazanje i rasudivanje, zasnovano na njima,
ne mozemo da podelimo sa svima. onda nisu univerzalni. A ako pravila 1 maksime
nisu univerzalnt. onda ne mozemo da govorimo o zasaivanju bilo kakve nauke. Upravo
zbog sensus communis pristupa filozofiji. Hjum 1 Kant predstavljaju vrlo znacajne
filozate, toliko znacajne da, s pravom, mozemo da kazemo da bez njihovih uvida ne
bi doslo do razvoja savremene nauke.
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Hume’'s and Kant’s Understanding of Epistemic Normativity
(Sunumnarv)

Question (d) how do we form beliefs?, implies descriptive answers. On the other
hand. the question (n} how shoutd we form beliefs?. implies normative answers, Can
we provide answers to (n) questions without answering (d) questions? This (n) - (d)
relation can be characterized as ¢pistemic notmativity. Hume and Kant provide answers
to both questions. Hume 1s more inchned to psychologize these answers through an
empirical approach to questions related to beliefs. While Kant is more inclined to
consider @ priori conditions of our reasoning. Through general rules and epistemic
maxims. Hume and Kant provide pormative guidelines in accordance which we should
form beliefs. However. in ovder to be able 1o talk about normativity. at all, we need to
answer questions related to doxastic voluntarism. For Kant, the question of freedom
5. Lo some extent. an obvious precondition for his critiques (especially of the practical
mind). While with Hume. precisely because of his empirical approach to beliefs and
desires. the matter is more obscure, and it seems as if Hume advocates doxastc invo-
luntarism. In this paper. [ will try to present the similarities between Hume and Kant
N terms of epistemic normativity. Where it seems as if their views are incompatible.
[ will (rv to examine why this is the case. I will focus on Hume's Treatise of Human
Narure and Kant's Second Analogy. In the end. 1 will present a couple of thought
experiments and try to “test” Hume and Kant. 1f [ manage to confirm the injual
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hypotheses, then this paper will be a successful epistemic endeavor. However. if | fail
to find the expected similarities between Hume’s and Kant’s understanding of episte-
mic normativity, then this work can be characterized as a histoyical approach to the
normative framework of “dogmatic slumber™,

KEYWORDS: Hume, Kant, epistemic normativity, doxastic voluntarism, general
rules. epistemic maxims
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NORMATIVE FORCE AND NORMATIVE FREEDOM:
HUME AND KANT, BUT NOT HUME VERSUS KANT

Peter Railton

Abstract

Our notion of normatvity appears to combine, in a way difficult
to understand but seemingly familiar from experience, elements
of force and freedom. On the one band, a normative claim 1s
thought to have a kind of compelling authority; on the other
hand, if our respecting it is to b¢ an appropriate species of respect,
1t must not be coerced, automatic, or trivially guaranteed by defi-
nidon. Both Hume and Kant, I argue, looked 10 aesthetic experi-
ence as a convincing example exhibiting this marriage of force
and freedom, as well as showing how our judgment can come to
be properly attuned to the features that constitute value. This
image of attunement carries over into their respective accounts of
moral judgment. The seemingly radical difference between their
moral theories may be traceable not to a different conception of
normativity, but to a difference in their empirical psychological
theories — a difference we can readily spot in their accounts of
aesthetics.

Introduction

‘Normativity’ is, for better or worse, the chief term we philoso-
phers seem to have settled upon for discussing some central but
deeply puzzling phenomena of human life. We use it to mark a
distinction, not between the good and the bad (or between the
right and the wrong, the correct and the incorrect), but rather
between the good-or-bad (or right-or-wrong, . . .), on the one
hand, and the actual, possible, or usual, on the other. Ethics, aes-
thetics, epistemology, rationality, semantics — all these areas of
philosophical inquiry draw us into a discussion of normativity.
And they do so not because we philosophers import this notion
into our inquiries, but because — sometimes rather belatedly — we
discover it there whether we went Jooking for it or not.

I said ‘for better or worse’ because, while it is useful to bring
these various normative phenomena together, the term ‘normatv-
ity’ itself bears the stamp of but one aspect of such phenomena:

©® Blackwell Publjshers Ltd. 1999
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norms — rules or standards. The etymology of the English term
norm traces it back to the Latin norma, a builder’s square. The
term rule also seems to come to us from the building trade — it
descends from the Latin regulus, a straight-edge or ruler. Now
anyone who has sawn a board or chiseled a stone recognizes what
1t Is to take a square or a ruler as a guide in cutting, and thus to
treat gaps between the actual cut and the square or ruler to show
there is something to be “corrected” in the cut rather than the
tool. So we have here a seemingly concrete example of “action-
guidingness” and an associated “standard of correctness”, differ-
ent from the merely actual, at work.”

Because the norma (or regulus) is a tool whose application is so
transparent to us, it can prove a useful example. But there is a
danger as well as an aptness in using such a model when we
attempt to construct 2 philosophical account of normativity. A
builder can consult his norma to guide himself in making cuts and
to judge whether his work “measures up”, but does this tool, or
any tool, tell him why or when his cuts should measure up to the
norma? In most cases it is of course evident why they should, and
there certainly is no mystery why the builder’s square is ubiqui-
tious in the building trade. But what if an arch is needed, or a
compound curve — is it sull the case that cuts are always to be made
following the norma?

Understanding how a norma or a norm could possess legiti-
mate regulative standing thus also requires us to ask: What is it
in general for a rule or standard to apply? There is no special dif-
ficulty about saying what it is for a rule to apply in (what we might
call) a “formal” sense. A norma can be applied to a cut and we can
find the cut to fit or not. But in this sense the norma applies even
when we needed to cut a curve. So when do we say a rule applies
or is in force in the sense that it is to be followed? Clearly, we have
simply re-encountered the question of action-guidingness, now in
the form of a distinction between “formal” and (and what we
might call) “normative” applicability. If at this point we ask for

! Moreover, we have an equally concrete way of illustrating part of what Kant had i
mind in insisting that the normadve is a prion. A norma (or regulus) has its form “before
the fact”, giving the builder a “standard of correctness” for the cut, but not staking a claim
as 10 how the cut will in fact be made. His subsequent cutting performance is “guided” but
not “predicted” by it, so actual failure on his part 10 conform to the norma does not
impugn or discredit the norma a posteriori. For further discussion of these examples, and
their relation to the a priori status of norms and rules, see P. Railton, “A Priori Rules:
Wittgenstein on the Normativity of Logic”, forthcoming.
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another rule, a “rule of applcation”, the threat of regress
emerges at once — for how to distinguish those cases in which the
rule of application itself normatively applies among those in
which it merely formally applies?

We could block the regress if there were a super-rule (rational-
ity?) that always normatively applies and that directs us regarding
the applicability of all other rules. Unfortunately, however, the
useful transparency of anything like the norma — or of such famil-
iar examples as rules of a game — is Jost once we speak of super-
rules. For we can intelligibly ask when to use the norma— or when
to play a game — and why. But somehow, a super-rule is supposed
to prevent such questions about itself from ansing. Even as strong
a proponent of rules and rationality as Kant seemed able to see
the sense of asking what might be “the purpose of nature in
attaching reason to our will as its governor” (G 305).? This is a
queston about the normative applicability of “rules of reason”, that
1, 2 question about the source of reason’s normatve authority.

Normative authority

Authority is an impressive thing. At least, it is when it works. We
speak of rules binding us, or being in force, even when we would
rather not comply. This suggests a certain image of what it would
be to explain or ground normative authority. But though sheer
force is sometimes called upon to enforce norms, but it is not
much of a model of the “coercive power” of norms as such.
Rousseau noted that “If force compels obedience, there is no
need to invoke a duty to obey”.* A sufficiently great actual force

* Herein ] will use the following abbreviations in citing work of Immanuel Kant: C]J
= Critigue of Judgment, wans. by Werner S, Pluhar (Indianapolts: Hackeuw, 1987); Cjm =
Critique of Judgment, trans. James Creed Meredith (Oxford: Clarendon, 1952); CPrR =
Critique of Practical Reason, trans. by Lewis White Beck (Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill, 1956);
CPrRm = Critigue of Practical Reason, wrans. by Mary Gregor (Cambridge: Cambridge
Unviersity Press, 1996); G = Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals, trans. by H. ]. Paton,
3rd ed. (New York: Harper & Row, 1956); LoE = Lectures on Ethics, ed. by P. Heath and J.
B. Schneewind. trans. by P. Heath (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997); MM =
Metaphysics of Morals, ed. and trans. by Mary Gregor (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1996); OBS = Observations on the Feeling of the Beautiful and Sublime, trans. by John T.
Goldthwait (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1960); SRL = “On a Supposed Right
to Lie from Phitanthropy”, in Immanuel Kant: Practical Philosophy, trans. Mary ]. Gregor
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996). All page numbers are to the Academy
edition; Academy volume numbers are given only for the Lectures on Elhics.

* Jean-Jacques Rousseau, The Social Contract, trans. Maurice Cranston (Baltimore:
Penguin, 1968), Bk. ], ch. 3, p. 53.
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simply s irresistible. Familiar rules and oughts, even stringent
ones, are not like that — we can and do resist them, as Kant noted:

The moral law is holy (inviolable). Man is certainly unholy
enough, but humanity in his person must be holy to him.
[CPrR 87]

Clearly the must here 1s not the must of something irresistible —
the moral law is normatively, not actually, “inviolable”. Since an
ought 1s to apply to us even when we fall short, its force (and
recognition thereof) must leave that option open. If “guidance by
norms” 1s to play a nontnivial role in the explaining the an indi-
vidual's or group’s behavior, then the normative domain must be
a domain of freedom as well as “bindingness”.

This need for a “possibility of incorrectness” is often remarked
upon in philosophical discussions of normanvity, usually in con-
nection with physical or causal possibility. But it is no less impor-
tant to make room for the logical or conceptual possibility of error.
It 1s sometimes said, for example, that a free agent is by definition
guided by rationality or a good will. There is no objection to this
kind of definition as such, but it does not capture the sense of
‘freedom’ we need here.

Consider 2 more mundane example. Suppose that I have writ-
ten you a letter and have spelled ‘correspondence’ correctly,
rather than as the often-seen ‘correspondance’. You, the reader,
aware that my spelling is at best uncertain, remark upon my
unexpected success to a colleague and wonder aloud whether it
was accident or competence. You are, in effect, assessing two
explanations, according to one of which I spelled it with an ‘e’ by
chance, while according to the other I did it on purpose (though
perhaps without explicit deliberation) — as a manifestation of my
internalization of, and deference to, this particular norm of
English spelling. Suppose your friend replies, “No, there simply
1s no question of why Railton spelled ‘correspondence’” with an
‘e’. Spelling is a normative concept — acts of spelling constitutive-
ly involve satisfying the norms of spelling. So he couldn’t have
spelled the word with an ‘@’ — to have written ‘correspondance’
wouldn’t have counted as a spelling of ‘correspondence’ at all.”

Now there certainly is a “normative sense” of spelling, accord-
ing to which ‘correspondance’ cannot count as a spelling of ‘cor-
respondence’. In this sense, it is analytic thar spelling 1s correct,
and even losers in spelling bees never spell incorrectly. That'’s
why, though it may sound odd to say so, when we ask why or how
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someone spelled correcty we typically are not using the term in
this “normative sense”. As you intended your question to your
colleague, my spelling ‘correspondence’ with an ‘e’ was either a
happy accident or a pleasant surprise, not an analytic truth.

If a normative must is to have a distinctive place in the world,
then, it cannot be the must either of natural law or of conceptual
necessity. Natural law and conceptual necessities are “always at
work”, even when we’re tired, weak-willed, lazy, disobedient, evil,
or ignorant. No worry about anyone violating them. But norma-
tive guidance requires some contribution on our part, in a
domain where freedom in the “non-normative” sense makes
some vigilance or effort necessary.

However, having escaped the danger of missing the phenome-
non of normauve guidance altogether by assimilaung it to a kind
of unfreedom, we had better be careful not to think of it as sim-
ply a matter of free willing. First, many of the attifudes (and asso-
ciated motives and emotions) basic to normative conduct — atti-
tudes of belief, desire, admiration, regret, approval, anger, and so
on — appear not to be wholly within the scope of direct willing.*
Kant, for example, distinguishes attitudes of love and reverence
(reverentia) , which are not directly subject to the will and cannot
stnnictly be objects of duty (MM 401-403), from attitudes that
accord to others a respectful observance (observantia) of their
rights or goals, which can be required of us as a duty (MM 449,
467-468; compare G 399).* Kant does not conclude that attitudes
of the first sort are therefore irrelevant to the domain of norma-
tive governance — on the contrary, according to the interpreta-
ton to be discussed below, they are to be found at the very bot-
tom of his view, as a source or “basis” of duties {(cf. MM 402—403).

Second, even if we restrict attention to those areas of norma-
uve governance in which the will seemingly can be effective — in
selecting among acts, in regulating the more voluntary attitudes
(such as acceptance or acknowledgement), and in shaping indi-
rectly over ume the less voluntary attitudes and motives (such as

* Perhaps judgments concerning these attitudes are more directly within the scope of
will, but it is one thing to form a belief or feel an emotion, and another to form a judg-
ment of . Although our judgment is supposed to guide our belief, our beliefs might in
fact prove recalcirant. Thus we say: judgment is normative for attitudes like belief or feel-
ings like appreciation. For a seminal discussion of evaluation as normative for attitudes,
see Elizabeth Anderson, Vakue in Ethics and Ecomomics (Cambridge: Harvard University
Press, 1993), ch. 2.

* T am grateful to Peter Vranas for bringing to my attention this discussion in Kant
of reveventia vs. observantia.
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esteem, reverence, or liking) - it seems we cannot capture all of
normative guidance with the notion of freely willing. For though
the will may guide us, what guides the will? If we say, simply, “We
do — we exercise our normative freedom and choose”, this
appears to get at only half the truth. For what makes an exercise
of will a choice, rather than a mere fiat? And what would make a
choice a moral one - or a rational, aesthetic, prudential, or epis-
temic one? Could the bare fact that a will is my will make it (say)
a good will?

Reason and normativity

Kant tells us that reason’s “highest practical function” is to enable
us to discover and “establish” the good will (G 396), but speaking
of reason and rationality can be ambiguous, at least in ordinary
discourse. Let us distinguish, roughly, two senses of ‘rational
choice’.

In the first sense, a rational choice is a well-reasoned choice, one
that is (or, perhaps, could in principle be) supported by a chain
of deliberation in accord with norms of good reasoning. In the
second sense, a rational choice is a choice appropriately responsive
to reasons, whether or not it is (or, perhaps, even could in princi-
ple be) supported by such deliberation.

A simple example might help here. Consider a circumstance
in which it would be best to pick an option from among those
saliently available, rather than to deliberate — perhaps time is
short, or perhaps the question is of little significance. To be
“appropriately responsive to reasons” would involve prompt and
decisive selection of one option and moving on. If we were even
to stop and deliberate about whether to deliberate, we might miss
our chance, or waste valuable time. In such cases, the two senses
of ‘rational choice’ come apart in practice.

Yet we might hold that this represents no deep ambiguity in
our basic thinking about practical rationality. For it seems we
could, in principle, in a restrospective “context of justification”,
give a well-reasoned argument in favor of selecting without delib-
eration in certain circumstances. Indeed, it is not uncommon to
find philosophers supposing that the two senses of ‘rational
choice’ always come to the same thing, at least once we under-
stand “well-reasoned” in terms of an in-principle constructable
argument in the context of justification rather than a piece of
actual cogrtation in heat of the moment. And in this coming
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together of “well-reasoned” and “responsive to reasons” we might
hope to find the secret to explaining how the free and forceful
elements of normativity can be combined. Perhaps we can under-
stand normative force on the model of appreciating the force of
argument.

The force of argument has many features that make it an
appealing general model] for normative guidance. Unlike an irre-
sistible coercive or natural force, the force of argument is one we
can fail to follow. We have all departed from laws of logic by rea-
soning fallaciously, and we have all had the experience of finding
our actual belief tendencies somewhat recalcitrant in the face of
an argument whose validity and premises we cannot fault. The
connection between the force of argument and belief is a nor-
mative one, rather than a matter of nomic or conceptual necessi-

At the same time, our response to the force of argument seems
appropriately free without being arbimrarily willful. When we feel
“trapped” by an argument or “caught” in a contradiction, we
want out, but we are not inclined to think that we can, with suffi-
cient power of will or strength of desire, bend the logical rela-
tions and escape. Moreover, even though logical relations thus
stand independent of our will and wishes, recognition of them
does not seem to be at odds with our capacity for autonomy in
thought and belief. Since we take our beliefs to aim at truth and
to be responsive to logic and evidence — one might even say this
sort of commitment is constitutive of belief as an attitude® — we do
not need to be subject to some further coercion or external sanc-
don in order for self-acknowledged logical implications to be felt
as putting normative pressure on us. We think we can see respon-
siveness to argument as a form of epestemic attunement of just the
sort belief presents itself as having — attunement to content, to
relations of implication and evidence, and so on.

“The force of argument” is indeed a central example of the
peculiar mixture of force and freedom that we take normative
guidance to involve. If it were possible to understand all norma-
tive guidance on this model, then we might hope that the two
senses of ‘rattonal choice’ would never lead to genuinely divided

¢ For discussion, see David Velleman, “The Guise of the Good,” Nous 26 (1992): 3-
26, and “On the Possibility of Practical Reason”. Ethies 106 (1996): 694-726; also, P.
Railion, “On the Hypothetical and Non-Hypothetical in Reasoning about Belief and
Acton”, in G. Cullity and B. Gaut (eds.), Ethics and Practical Reason (Oxford: Clarendon,
1997).
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loyalty and that we had gotten to the bottom of things normative.
No doubt the lasting appeal of rationalism in philosophy is part-
ly explained by this. |

But I will spend most of the balance of this paper discussing —
in a very preliminary way — some ways in which the force of argu-
ment seems unable to afford a general model of normative guid-
ance, or to take us to the bottom of all things normative. I will
look first at what might seem the most hospitable territory for the
force of argument: epistemology, or reasons for belief. Second, I
will look at another domain of judgment, which might at first
strike us as peripheral but instead emerges as central: aesthetics.
Third, I will consider the classic turf for normativity: morality.

Normative authority for belief

We face a problem at the very outset attempting to understand
normative authority in the domains of theoretical or practical
reason in terms of the force of argument. For arguments and the
logical relations they involve operate on, and conclude in, propo-
sitions. But according to a long tradition that seems worth main-
taining, the conclusion of a piece of practical reasoning is an
action and the conclusion of a piece of theoretical reasoning is a
belief, and neither a belief nor an action is a proposition. If we
are somehow to connect the propositional conclusion of an argu-
ment to a phenomenon like belief or action, it seems as if some
non-argumentative but nonetheless jusizfying or “rationalizing”
relationship must be found. Can we do this without already intro-
ducing a species of normative authorization not encompassed by
the power of argument?

This 1s a contested matter. For example, we are inclined to
speak of sensory experience as paradigmatically justifying per-
ceptual belief, yet it is far from obvious that the content of expe-
rience itself is propositional, or that the justificatory relationship
of this content to perceptual belief can fully be captured in
deductive or inductive relations among propositions. To explore
these questons would take us into deep waters. But perhaps we
can give a less controversial example of justified belief to illus-
trate how difficult it would be to reconstruct all epistemic justifi-
caton propositionally.

So as not to prejudice matters against “propositionalism”, let
us make some favorable assumptions. Suppose that we were able
to give an uncontroversial account of “the force of argument” in
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the inductive case, that is, of what it i1s for a hypothesis to be
inductively supported to a certain degree by a given body of evi-
dence. And suppose as well that we can state the “rationalizing”
relatonship linking justified belief to inductive argument by a
simple formula: a belief that h of strength ris justified in episternic
context Cif A is inductively supported in Cto degree r.

Focus now on beliefs that ascribe self-identity. Some such
beliefs, I trust, are in fact epistemically justified. Can we give an
account of this justification in propositional terms, even under
our favorable assumptions? Perhaps, one might suppose, they are
justified on the basis of an inductive inference from certain
coherences and continuities among one’s experiences. Consider
an argument of the form:

(SI) I have experience el at t-3
I have experience e2 at t-2.
I have experience e3 at t-1.
I have experience e4 at t.
Experiences el—e4 exhibit coherence and continuity.
I therefore conclude (with strength 7) that I am self-
identically me throughout the time interval (t-3) to t.

Yet it is clear that this argument simply presupposes self-idenuty,
since it is formulated in terms of (a presumably unequivocating)
first-personal ‘I'. Now propositions are essentially third-personal,
so we would have to reformulate the argument replacing ‘I' and
‘me’ with ‘Peter Railton’. Suppose this done, and suppose there is
no doubt about the truth of the premises or the argument’s induc-
tve legitimacy. We now have a conclusion about Peter Railton, but
it tells me nothing yet about my identity. That is, it does not yet sus-
tain a conclusion licensing a de se selfadentity ascription on my
part.” It does not tell me that ‘Peter Railton’ refers to me.

If expenential induction, propositionally construed, will not
suffice, where does my sense of self-identity and my entitlement
(if any) to the first-personal ‘I’ come from? Presumably I arrive
at a sense of being me (and here, and now) in part from some-
thing like what has been called proprioceptive aspects of my expe-
rience (both conscious and nonconscious) — a kind of feeling or
expectation that pervades my mental life and which, so far as I
can see, cannot in principle be rendered as a third-personal

7 See David Lewis, “Attitudes De Dicto and De S¢°, in his Philosophical Papers, vol. 1
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1983).
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propositional content.® Now, if we dismiss this as no more than
my “sense” of self-identity, and insist that we would need evidence
reconstructable in argumentative form in order to warrant such a
conclusion, we will find ourselves cut off from any possible
avenue of justification. This could leave us stranded as theoreti-
cal reasoners, since without any entitlement to the ‘I’, how am 1
ever to be responsive in my belief to the evidence / have? — A lot
of people have a Jot of evidence, much of it conflicting, but
whose should weigh with me? To justify my beliefs I need to iden-
tify myself in the space of epistemic reasons.

Hume himself seems to have become sensible of such a defect
in any purely continuity-and-coherence-based approach to per-
sonal identity, such as the one he experimented with in the
Treatise. He reflected in an Appendix:

If perceptions are distinct existences, they form a whole only
by being connected together. But no connexions among
distinct existences are ever discoverable by human under-
standing. We only feel a connexion or determination of the
thought . . . the ideas are felt to be connected together, and
naturally introduce each other. [T 635]°

He is at a loss to describe this feeling, or to explain it as based
upon prnciples. “[T]his difficulty,” he concedes, “is too hard for
my understanding” [T 636].

Just what a fix we could end up in is seen at the end of Part I
of the Treatise, where Hume gives a perhaps inadvertent intima-
tion of the problem his later reflection brought clearly into focus.

* There is some experimental evidence in the literature on autism that autstic indi-
viduals may experience deficits in developing a feeling for the self, much as individuals
can experience color deficits in ordinary perception. Autstic individuals, for example,
experience difficulty with frst- vs. third-person asymmetries in so-called “false belief
tasks”, and are known to lose track of first- and second-personal pronouns in conversa-
tions, as in the phenomenon of “echo-locution”. After reviewing a description of a cogni-
tively very high-functioning autistic individual, Temple Grandin, who herself professes
finding ordinary social language and exchange baffling, but technical or scientific lan-
guage much clearer, Simon Baron-Cohen writes:

And her own explanation . . . ? “She surmises that her mind is Jacking in some of the
‘subjectivity,” the inwardness, that others seem to have.

From Mindblindness (Cambridge: MIT Press, 1995), pp. 142-143.

* Here are the abbreviations used in the text for Hume’s writings: Inq = Inguiry
Concerning the Principles of Morals, ed. by C. W. Hendel (Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill, 1957);
T = Treatise of Human Nature, ed. by L. A. Selby-Bigge (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1888); ST = “Of the Standard of Taste”, in Of the Standard of Taste and Other Essays by David
Hume, ed. by John W. Lenz (Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merill, 1965).
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Hume is describing the depths of the mental distress he reaches
as a result of an “intense” commitment to following the rationalis-
tic maxim to restrict belief to those matters where we can give a
reasoned justification. He finds that, as a result, he loses any ent-
tlement to confidence in induction, memory, external body, or
even deduction. Eventually he “can look upon no opinion even
as more probable or likely than another”, and calls out in des-
peration, “Where I am I, or what?” (T 269). Rigorous adherence
to the selfimposed rationalist maxim prevents him from attibut-
ing any epistemic authority to his “natural introduction” to the
self via an unreasoned “feeling” of it — and he thus loses his grip
on self-location and self<identity.

Having seen what it would be to reach this point, Hume can-
not convince himself that epistemology would be well-served by
unqualified obedience to the rationalistic maxim. Why is it, he
wonders, that

... I'must torture my brain . . . at the very time | cannot satisfy
myself concerning the reasonableness of so painful an applh-
cation, nor have any tolerable prospect of arriving by its means
at truth or certainty? Under what obligation do1lie ... ? [T
270]

Hume remains concerned with reasonableness, truth, and
probability. He 1s, however, “sceptical” that trusting only the
force of argument will enable us to be fully responsive to these
concerns.

. . understanding, when it acts alone, and according 1o its
most general principles, entirely subverts itself, and leaves not
the lowest degree of evidence in any proposition, either in
philosophy or in common life. .. . I am ready to reject all belief
and reasoning . . . . Whose favor shall I court, and whose anger
must I dread? What beings surround me? and on whom have ]
any influence, or who have any influence on me? 1 am
confounded . . . and begin to fancy myself . . . utterly depriv’d
of the use of every member and faculty. [T 268-269]

Far from consolidating belief around a core of rational certainty
like the Cartesian cogito, Hume finds himself in a complete col-
lapse of normative epistemic guidance — there remamns no dis-
cernment concerning evidence or probability, no sense of any-
one’s authority, even one’s own. His “distribution of credence”
has become entirely undiscriminating, even with respect to logi-
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cal relations and “the force of argument”. How, for example, are
we to 7eason in the “context of justification” about the relation-
ship between our beliefs and their grounds if we accord immedi-
ate experience no prima facieauthority to support belief even con-
cerning the content of our own thoughts?

If belief and reasoning are to be resurrected, we will need to
authorize ourselves to draw directly upon a wider base of epis-
temic resources, without asking for reconstructability as argu-
ment, even in the context of justification. But what to add? Belief,
we’ve noticed, is not a bare proposition, but an attitude toward
propositions. Hume puts it starkly: “belief s nothing but a peculiar
Jeeling, different from the simple conception [of its object]” (T 624). If
we consider de sebelief, Hume’s suggestion would seem to be that
this attitude is a feeling that is to be regulated (at least in part) by
“self-introducing” (we might say “self-intimating”) feelings. A
feeling regulating a feeling? Hume writes that “belief ts more prop-
erly an act of the sensitive, than of the cogitative part of our natures” [T
181]. Hume appears to apply this idea well beyond self-identify-
ing belief, stressing the role of feelings in shaping belief con-
cerning external objects, and observing:

Nature has . . . doubtless esteem’d it an affair of too great
importance to be trusted to our uncertain reasonings and
speculations. [T 187]

But what is such regulation of feeling by feeling like, and, if it
cannot be reconstructed as a argument, how can it constitute
Justification? It seems we will need to supplement the normative
“force of argument” in epistemology with something like a nor-
mative “force of feeling”, if we are 1o resuscitate epistemic dis-
crimination or even self-discernment. How can feeling be
appropriately discerning to possess epistemic authority? To
have some idea of how this might go, we will turn to another
work of Hume’s — on discerning, knowing, appreciative feel-
ings.

Normative authority and appreciation

We encounter a structurally similar problem — of how to find the
resources necessary to support a domain of appropriate discrim-
ination in judgment — in Hume’s late essay, “Of the Standard of
Taste”, which apparently 1s a survival of a systematic project he
had undertaken on the nature of “criticism”, to include morality
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as well." After observing that we cannot ground aesthetic distinc-
tions on “reasonings a prior” (ST 231), he begins to consider the
possible contribution of sentiment. Yet he quickly finds that mere
acquiescence in sentiment would equally leave aesthetic distinc-
tions groundless:

There is a species of philosophy, which cuts off all hopes of
success in such an attempt, and represents the impossibility of
ever attaining any standard of taste. The difference, it is said,
1s very wide between judgment and sentiment. All sentiment is
right; because sentiment has a reference to nothing beyond

itself ....... [E]very individual [therefore] ought to acquiesce
in his own sentiment, without pretending to regulate those of
others. . . . [And thus it is] fruitless to dispute concerning

tastes. [ST 230]

This species of philosophy has the wholly “sceptical” result that
we cannot even say that Milton is better than Ogilby, and any
such philosophy effectively undermines the discrimination upon
which taste must be based. Agreeable as this “levelling” sort of
skepticism may be to some strands of common sense, common
sense on the whole, Hume notes, does not really take it to heart:

Whoever would assert an equality of genius and elegance
between OGILBY and MILTON, or BUNYAN and ADDISON,
would be thought to defend no less an extravagance, than if we
had maintained a mole-hill to be as high as TENERIFE, or a
pond as extensive as the ocean. Though there may be found
persons, who give preference to the former authors; no one
pays attention to such a taste; and we pronounce without scru-
ple the sentiment of these pretended critics to be absurd and
ridiculous. [ST 230-231]

Hume isn’t personally threatened by a “species of phllosophy

that would forced us to give up aesthetic distinctions. “The prin-
ciple of natural equality of tastes”, he believes, can hold sway only
in disputatious or esoteric settings where we are not actively rely-
ing upon taste to guide us. In ordinary life, it is “totally forgot”
(ST 231). Unlike the younger Hume, who wrestled nearly to the
point of exhaustion with reason’s normative force, worrying

'* See David Fate Norton, “Introduction 1o Hume’s Thought”, in his edited collec-
tion, The Cambridge Companion to Hume (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993), p.
27.
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aloud “For my part, I know not what ought to be done” (T 268),
the older Hume who wrote “Of the Standard of Taste” seems con-
fident that he knows reason’s place and unfraid of the world of
normatve discrimination tumbling into ruin around him. Any
aesthetician — rationalist or sentimentalist — who cannot find a
basis for distinguishing a Milton from an Ogilby will simply find
himself without authority in Hume’s eyes, or ours.

To whose taste, then, do we actually pay some attention, 1.e.,
attribute some normatve force, and why would this count as
authority about beauty? Hume identifies two sources of authority,
convergence of “expert opinion” among those with relevant
knowledge and sensory discriminative capacities, and conver-
gence of general, experienced opinion in the “test of time”. In
both cases, we are seen to accord some authority to these sources,
beyond our own simple likings. After all, we know that our own
simple likings, convincing though they may be as feelings of
attraction, may nonetheless be attributable to our own partiality,
1ignorance, fashion, novelty, lack of sensory discrimination, or dis-
taste for (or perverse fascination with) the odd or déclassé. Why
should this matter — isn’t it up to us what we like? Yes, but when
we judge beauty, we attribute something to an object or event,
not merely to ourselves; and we accord ourselves authority con-
cerning it. Paruality, fashion, lack of sensory discrimination, etc.,
are all ways in which the pleasure one takes in the experience of
a landscape or of a work of art might simply be unrelated to the
“beauties” (in Hume’s terminology) it possesses — since we do not
think self-interest, fashion, and the like are, or “make for”, gen-
uine beauty.

Well then, what sorts of features do we uncontroversially take
to have a constitutive role in beauty-making, in both natural and
man-made objects? Where do we expect to find the “beauties™
Surely, if there is anything at all to our notion of beauty, then
among these features are: form, proportion, color, texture, com-
position, melody, harmony, rhythm, progression, and the like.
When these features of an object are of a kind that our sensory
and cognitive engagement with them seems reliably to yield expe-
riences we find intrinsically enjoyable, we seem to have (to that
extent) a candidate for beaury. That such features do figure in
our assessments of beauty is reflected in ways we typically
attribute lesser or greater aesthetic authority to our own likings
or the likings of others. For example, I do not take my likings
concerning Middle Eastern music to have much authority - I am
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inexperienced with it, unable to discern its shades of tonality,
structures, progressions, or variety (the different pieces sound
too much alike to me), I don’t claim to be exercising taste or dis-
cernment in when I express sporadic likes and dislikes of what [
happen to hear. And I certainly claim no authority over others.
By contrast, there are those whose likings in Middle Eastern
music I find much more authoritative than mine, and whom I
would consult for guidance. Now someone I take to be expert
could lose some standing in my eyes if I came to learn that he
plays favourites, judges music by its ideological content, lacks sen-
sory discernment, or cannot find other individuals seriously
engaged in making or judging such music who take his judgment
seriously. Our practices — including our patterns of normative
deference — reveal that we do have some idea of what it would be
for a feeling (an appreciative delight) to be more or less attuned
to objective, beauty-making features of objects, even though this
attunement is effected in part via careful cultivation of, and atten-
tion to, subjective feelings or sensatons.

A degree of deference to experts who possess demonstrable
skills of discernment, greater knowledge of genre or context,
wider experience, and so on, enables me to extend my “critical”
power in detecting beauty-making features — they help me form
a better idea of what I'd find delightful were 1 to gain greater
experience. As a result, they help attune me to the “beauties” of
objects, features which can be rich and lasting sources of sensori-
ly-based, cognitively-engaging delight. Hume puts it thus:

Those finer emotions of the mind are of a very tender and deli-
cate nature, and require the concurrence of many favourable
circumstances to make them play with facility and exactness,
according to their general and established principles. The
least exterior hindrance to such small springs, or the least
internal disorder . . . and we shall be unable to judge of the
catholic and universal beauty. The relation, which nature has
placed between the form and the sentiment, will at least be
more obscure; and it will require greater accuracy to trace and
discern it. [ST 232-233]

A simijlar sort of authority, also related to an authority we
already accord ourselves, attaches to the “test of time”. Hume
writes, concerning the reladon “nature has put between form
and sentiment” which underlies beauty:
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We shall be able to ascertain its influence not so much from
the operation of each particular beauty, as from the durable
admiration, which attends those works, that have survived all
the caprices of mode and fashion, all the mistakes of ignorance
and envy.

The same HOMER, who pleased at ATHENS and ROME
two thousand years ago, is still admired at PARIS and at
LONDON. All the changes of climate, government, religion,
and language, have not been able to obscure his glory. [ST
233]

Long exposure, developed sensibilities, the authority of countless
experiences on the part of different individuals — how far we are
from my inexperienced self overhearing a snatch of Middle
Eastern music at lunch and saying “Hmm, don’t care much for
that”. It is natural to see this as a difference in attunement to
musical value.

Over the course of a life, we participate in a complex critical
and appreciative practce, attributing some authority to our own
growing experience (“In the end, the proof of the puddmg ”),
making recommendations and seeking confirmation in the opin-
ions of others (“Iry it, you'll see for yourself”), and also showing
some deference to various external sources of authority (“After
what I've heard about it, I'm eager to try this place®). Situated
within such a practice, which extends across societies and nmes
and is held together both by our fundamental human sensory
and cognitive similarities and by our reciprocal deferences, my
judgments of beauty have at least a chance to be “normed by” the
sources of aesthetic value, and words like ‘beautiful’ in my mouth
have a chance of expressing genuinely aesthetic evaluations, even
when I get things wrong.!! We manage, that is, to have a domain
of real distinctions concerning beauty, a domain of genuine taste,
even though “subjective feelings” play an essential role in its
shape.

Kant was also concerned to underwrite the possibility of objec-
tivity in the domain of taste. Like Hume, he worried about vari-
ous ways in which appreciation might be attuned or disattuned to
genuine value. Kant writes:

" A common standard of time and shared conventions about when to arrive for (say)
a noon engagement make it possible for me 10 be on iime, but also iate. In the case of good
—and bad - (aste, something more than this conventional infrastructure is required, e.g.,
Hume's account of beauties to be attuned to.
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. . everyone says: Hunger is the best sauce; [but] to people
with a healthy appetite anything is tasty provided it is edible.
Hence if people have a liking of this sort, that does not prove
that they are selecting by taste. Only when their need has been
satisfied can we tell who in 2 multitude of people has taste and
who does not. [C] 210]

Hunger makes our likings unreliable. But when, for Kant, could
a subjective condition such as liking be a reliable guide to a pur-
portedly objective matter, such as aesthetic value?

Kant could not pursue Hume’s solution, of looking to the
refinement and qualification of empirical faculties and senti-
ments. Hume’s psychology attributes to “the internal frame and
constitution of the mind” appetites and passions that are drectly
aimed at features of the world independent of the self, and are
“antecedent” to self-interest or happiness (Inq 113-119). But in
Kant’s empirical psychology, by contrast, appetites and passions
are always guided at base by one’s own pleasure:

All the inclinations together (which can be brought into a tol-
erable system and the satisfaction of which 1s then called one’s

happiness) constitute regard for oneself (solzpszsmus). [CPrRm
731"

Within such a psychology, to become ever more delicately
attuned to nuance in one’s empirical feelings would simply be to
become ever more attentive to promoting personal pleasure,
regardless of how the pleasure is produced, whether any appre-
ciative or cognitive faculties are engaged, and whatever the
nature of the cause of the pleasure. Pleasure and affect are in
this sense “blind” for Kant (CJ 272), since “if our sole aim were
enjoyment, 1t would be foolish to be scrupulous about the means
of getting it” (C] 208). An Oriental massage in which the joints
and muscles are agreeably “squeezed and bent” would be lumped
together with a stirring Greek tragedy (CJ 274).

In aesthetics, we must focus not on which phenomena pro-
duce the greatest or most intense pleasure, but rather on the

' We can see an analogy with the case of theoretical reason. If we thought that all
inclination to believe was essendally self-regarding (solipsismus), and attuned to gratification
rather than objective conditons, outh, or evidence, then we would find genuine “epis-
temic worth™ only in a dutiful capacity to resist epistemic inclination and regulate belief
by epistenic principle alone. This would not make “cpistemic dutifulness™ into the “high-
estend” of episternic activity — that would remain the marriage of justified belief with truth
that constitutes knowledge — , but into an indispensable condition of it
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“presentation” of objects to the senses: we must be able to see the
object “as poets do”, and “must base our judgment regarding it
merely on how we see it” (CJ 270), that is, on the genuinely beau-
ty-making characteristics. Self-oriented and pleasure-seeking, our
empirical sentiments are careless as to modality. Kant thus fore-
told the fate that awaited aesthetics in the hands of that
redoubtably thorough-going proponent of egoistic hedonism,
Bentham: the only ground of discrimination would be quantity,
the “mass of agreeable sensadon” (CJ 266) — and pushpin (or
Oriental massage) would indeed be deemed as good as poetry.

Moreover, Kant joined Hume in insisting that aesthetic judg-
ments purport to be “non-personal” and communicable to others
—In the sense not only of informing others concerning what we
like, but of recommending, where each of us purports to have
potential authority for others. “But,” Kant argues,

if we suppose that our liking for the object consists merely in
the object’s gratifying us through charm or emotion, then we
also must not require anyone else to assent to an aesthetic judg-
ment we make; for that sort of liking each person rightly con-
sults only his private sense. [C] 278]

For similar reasons, Kant insists that in order to ensure that our
account is “concerned solely with aesthetic judgments”, “we must
not take for our examples such beautiful or sublime objects of
nature as presuppose the concept of a purpose” (CJ 269-270). To
the extent that the force of an example can be attributed to pur-
pose (e.g., self-interest), the judgment will not be aesthetically
attuned - we might substitute for the object of appreciation any-

thing that would bring about the sought-after result equally well.

.. . the purposiveness would be either teleological, and hence
not aesthetic, or else be based on mere sensations of an object
(gratification or pain) and hence not merely formal. [C] 270]

Therefore:

It seems, then, that we must not regard a judgment of taste as
egoistic. . . we must acknowledge it to be a judgment thatis enti-
tled to a claim that everyone else ought also to agree with it.
But if that is so, then it must be based on some a priori princi-
ple (whether objective or subjective) . . . {JJudgments of taste
presuppose such a command, because they insist that our lik-
ing be connected directly with a presentation. [C] 278]
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If our judgment is to be attuned to the sources of aesthetic value
by a “liking” that is “connected directly with a presentation”, but
empirical likings cannot do this, where then is taste’s infrastruc-
ture, where to turn for regulation of our feeling of appreciation
— for Kant insists that appreciation, even of the beautiful and the
good, is a liking, a feeling (CJ] 210)?

Kant looks to reason. The seeming peculiarity of Kant’s aes-
thetic, that it sees aesthetic judgments as “demands of reason”,
can be understood in this hght. But we must be careful, for such
demands of reason are nof demands based upon argument, rule,
or conceptual demonstration:

. . . the beautiful must not be estimated according to concepts,
but by the final mode in which the imagination is attuned so as
to accord with the faculty of concepts generally; and so rule
and precept are incapable as serving as the requisite subjective
standard for that aesthetic and unconditioned finality in fine
art which has to make a warranted claim to being bound to
please. Rather must such a standard be sought in the element
of mere nature of the Subject, which cannot be comprehend-
ed under rules or concepts, thatis to say, the supersensible sub-
strate of all the Subject’s faculties (unattainable by any concept
of understanding) . . .. [CJm 344]

Here, then, we have Kant’s version of the subjective attunement
that affords reliable guidance concerning the beauty-making fea-

tures of the world: the pleasure afforded by activity on the part of
the self’s supersensible substrate, when directly engaging the sen-

sory “presentation” of the object. This substrate, shared as it is by

all rational humanity, helps supply the needed infrastructure for

a domain of objective taste. Now an invocation of a supersensible

substrate may sound like hocus-pocus, but Kant deserves credit

for refusing to be false to the “non-personal” compellingness of
the experience of aesthetic appreciation, in order to satisfy an

allegedly scientific egoistic, hedonist psychology. Not hiding its

“unfathomableness”, Kant gives the best explanation he can: only

the rational self has the requisite formal, disinterested, “nonper-

sonal”, and universal character to be the source of such a plea-

sure.

But Kant’s rational self is not simply a reasoning self. Beauty is a
“way of presenting” that requires concepts, yet Kant recognizes
that aesthetic appreciation is not simply a matter of being
“brought to concepts” (C] 266). If we were nothing but “pure
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intelligences”, “we would not present in this way” and could not
see beauty (C] 270). Nor is the rational self the whole infrastruc-
ture. According to Kant, beauty “holds” - presumably, is capable
of “norming” judgment through feelings of appreciation and the
practice of taste — only for “beings who are animal and yet ratio-
nal, though it is not enough that they be rational” (CJ] 210).”

Despite the indispensable role of reason, then, in attuning us
to the beautiful, the normatve force of judgments of beauty, even
for a rauonalist aesthetic such as Kant’s, is not the force of argu-
ment. We therefore cannot expect that we could reconstruct aes-
thetic justfication in propositional terms. As in the case of de se
attitudes, an atutude (in this case, aesthetic appreciation) may
stand in a justified relationship to its proper object even though
this relationship is not mirrored in an argumentative relationship
among propositions.

In appreciation we find the right mix of force and freedom for
normative guidance. On the one hand, “the liking involved in
our taste for the beautiful is disinterested and free” (C] 210). On
the other hand, we all know the compelling character of aesthetic
appreciation and good criticisma: we find in our first-personal
experience of the object, as informed by the contributions of the
critic, something both likeable and convincing. “Ah, now1I see it,”
we think, thereby feeling the force of aesthetic authority: a force
of credible influence from the critic (“He helped me see it”), of
convincing experience from our own case (“Now I get it”), of a
compelling work (“There was a lot more in it than I thought”),
and of a discovery of value that we can share with others (“You
must try this” or “You must read his essay, it’'ll change how you
look at Miré”).

Wittgenstein, in his “Lectures on Aesthetics”, gives as his
model of aesthetic appreciation an example of this process,
drawn from his own case:"

Take the question: “How should poetry be read? What is the
correct way of reading it?” . . . I had an experience with the
18th-century poet Klopstock. I found that the way to read him

® According to Kant, an appreciation of the sublime also depends upon a “way of pre-
senting”, and so is not available to a pure intelligence (C] 270). However, he also believes
that our capacity to appreciate the sublime does not depend upon our animal nature.
More on the sublime, below.

' Ludwig Wittgenstein, “Lectures on Aesthetics”, in Cyrill Barrect (ed.), L.
Witigenstein: Lectures and Conversations (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1966).
Hereinafter, LA.

© Blackwell Publishers Ltd. 1999



340 PETER RAILTON

was to stress his metre abnormally. Klopstock put - — - (etc.) in
front of his poems. When I read his poems in this new way, I
said, “Ah-ha, now I know why he did this.” What had hap-
pened? I had read this kind of stuff before and had been mod-
erately bored, but when I read it in this parucular way, intense-
ly, I smiled, said “This is grand”, etc. But I might not have said
anything. The important fact is that [ read it again and again
. .. that I read the poems entirely differently, more intensely,
and said to others: “Look! This is how they should be read.”
[LA, 4-5]

Kant and Hume agree that, underlying aesthetic evaluation,
there must be some form of “liking” or “enjoyment”. Moreover,
the liking in question must be sensorily-based, cognitively-engag-
ing, discerning, disinterested, and communicable. If Hume 1is
right, our essentially similar “internal fabric” — our empirical psy-
chology and sentiments — can afford much of the ground for
such a liking, since many of our appetites and passions take exter-
nal conditions or sensory “forms or qualities” as their immediate
objects and are disinterested in character, even though satisfying
them will also yield pleasure. Thanks to additional qualification
of feeling by the influence of reason, understanding, and the
commerce of opinion, we can develop on this psychological
“‘common ground” a domain of discernment and knowledge,
where we can recognize and possess authority, and ‘beauty’ can
have its true meaning - apart from fashionableness, novelty,
endearing schlock, ponderous “importance”, snobbish over-
refinement, and so on. In Hume’s account, as in Kant’s, what pos-
sesses ultumate aesthetic authority is a qualified appreciative attitude
and not a mere liking. In Hume’s account, as in Kant's, much of
the qualification of attitude is supplied by reason. And in Hume's
account, as in Kant’s, it seems we could not reconstruct aesthetic
Justification in terms of the force of argument.”

The normative authority of moral rules

Perhaps no one 1s really tempted by the idea that the normative
force of aesthetic appreciation rests upon argument. But things
might be different in the moral case, where the supremacy of

¥ For further discussion of Hume’s aestheuc theory, see P. Railion, “Aesthetic Value,
Moral Value, and the Ambitions of Naturalism”, in Jerrold Levinson (ed.), Aesthelics and
Ethies (Carbridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997).
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reasoning and rules is often invoked. Perhaps in morality at least
we will find it possible to account for normative force in terms of
the force of argument. |

Let us set aside for now a very general worry about this line of
thought, briefly touched on in the introduction: any appeal to
rules as a foundation for justification runs the risk of regress or
circularity unless we can appeal to a superrule of a mysterious
kind. For now let us cheerfully assume that we don’t mind mys-
tery, as long as its name is rationality.

Kant’s moral philosophy is often taken to be the locus classicus for
the idea that normativity resides in rationality itself, and the moral
law it prescribes. Perhaps this is indeed how we should understand
his view: there 1s a superrule, and it commands our obedience as a
rational obligation. But is it obvious that this is how ke understands
his own most basic approach to normatvity? We are told 1o have
respect (reverentia) for the moral law, but Kant observes:

Respect (reverentia) is, again, something subjective, a feeling of
a special kind, not a judgment about an object that it would be
a duty to bring about or promote. For, such a duty, regarded as
a duty, could be represented to us only through the respect we
have for it. A duty to have respect would thus amount to being
put under obligation to duties . . . . [MM 402-403]

So 1t seems we must Jook for “a feeling of a special kind”, not
obligation, at the bottom of moral duty. What is this feeling like?
Here is an example of the sort of reverential appreciative feeling
Kant appears to have in mind:

.. . to a humble, plain man, in whom I perceive righteousness
in a higher degree than I am conscious of in myself, my mind
bows whether 1 choose or not, however high I carry my head
that he may not forget my superior position. . . . Respect is a
tribute we cannot refuse to pay to merit whether we will or not;
we can indeed outwardly withhold it, but we cannot help feel-
ing it inwardly. [CPrR 76-77; compare G 454]

What we perceive in this individual is not simply more severe dut-
fulness than our own. We are all familiar with individuals who turn
sensible everyday rules into severe duties that rise above all incli-
nation, but our mind does not bow to that.’* What we perceive,

'* For a description of dutifulness of this kind, see David Schapiro, Aulonomy and
Rigid Character (New York: Basic Books, 1981), pp. 83-86.
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according to Kant, is greater rghteousness, dutifulness that
“includes” a good will (G 397).

In our appreciative encounter with it, we once again
encounter the mixture of force and freedom characteristic of
normative force. On the one hand, the respect is “freely paid” -
for Kant, nothing in our experience suggests that any self-inter-
ested incentive or external coercion lies behind our apprecia—
tion. On the other hand, the respect is in a way compelled, it is
something “we cannot he]p feeling”, even when it comes in the
face of interest. Kant writes:

Duty! Thou sublime and mighty name that dost embrace noth-
ing charming or insinuating but requirest submission and yet
seekest not to move the will by threatening aught that would
arouse natural aversion or terror which of itself finds entrance
into the mind and yet gains reluctant reverence . . .. {CPrR 86]

Now this impressive paean might suggest an infrinsic evaluation of
duty. But, as Paul Guyer reminds us,”” Kant continues, still
addressing “Duty™

. . what onigin is there worthy of thee, and where is to be
found the root of thy noble descent which proudly rejects all
kinship with the inclinations and from which to be descended
is the indispensable condition of the only worth which men
can give themselvesr

It cannot be Jess than something which elevates man above
himself as a part of the world of sense, something which con-
nects him with an order of things which only the understand-
ing can think and which has under it the whole system of all
ends which alone is suitable to such uncondiuonal pracacal
laws as the moral. [CPrR 86-87]

Notice that the practical laws of morality, and even duty itself, are
not self-subsistent sources of unconditional worth — their worth
arises from their “descent”, which does secure the noble standing
of morality."

At the bottom of morality’s normative authority, then, Kant

" See Paul Guyer, “Kant’s Morality of Law and Morality of Freedom”, in R. M. Dancy
(ed.). Kant and Cntique (Dordrecht: Kluwer, 1993), p. 70.

'® Guyer emphasizes the consistency with which Kant, over the course of his philo-
sophical career, recognized thar all evaluation presupposes some values-in-their-own-
right. The value Guyer identifies is the special freedom Kant attributes to human agents.
See his “Kant’s Morality of Law and Morality of Freedom”.
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speaks not of an analytic demand of consistency nor a willful
exercise of our capacity to govern ourselves by rules, but of an
experienced synthetic demand and a free acknowledgement, the
subjective expression of which is a feeling of a more aesthetic
character, akin to the demand upon us that the appreciation for
the sublime in nature involves:

It is in fact difficult to think of a feeling for the sublime in
nature without connecting it with a mental attunement similar
to that for moral feeling. [C] 128]

For Kant, as we saw in the aesthetic case, human inclination
and appetite cannot attune us to this sort of demand, because
they are by nature self-interested (“solipsismus”, CPrR 73) rather
than non-personal and distinterested, and thus “human nature
does not of itself harmonize with the good” (CJ 271). Kant there-
fore must find a faculty internal to us, capable of evincing or
guiding a special sort of liking, a “moral feeling”, that is attuned
to the moral-value-making features of the world, the sources of
moral worth. We can, he writes, be attuned to the good “only
through the dominance that reason exerts over sensibility” (C]J
271). So, as In aesthetics, to underwrite a rational demand as
grounded in the right sort of attunement, we must have recourse
to a “supersensible substrate”, a noumenal self. Moral judgments
are akin to aesthetic judgments of sublimity — judgments of beau-
ty draw in part upon our “animal” nature; for the moral and the
sublime, reason alone, the “supersensible substrate”, suffices.

Now for Hume, the “substrate” for moral and aesthetic judg-
ment can be our empirical psychology, since it contains sent-
ments of a suitably “impersonal” and non-self-interested nature.
For example,

We are certain, that sympathy is a very powerful principle in
human nature. We are also certain, that it has a great influence
on the sense of beauty, when we regard external objects, as well
as when we judge of morals. We find, that it has force sufficient
to give us the strongest sentiments of approbaton . . .. [T

618]"

Thanks to sympathy, among other sentiments, our sentiment of

e

A more contemporary psychological account would notice that Hume's sympathy
involves two elements: empathy (a direct interval simuladon of the circumstances and
mental states of others) and sympathy (a direct positve concern for their well-being).
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direct approval can be attuned to the ends of others as such, and
to the general interest, even when we have no personal interest
at stake: reading ancient history, we wince at a tyrant’s cruelty,
and root for the hero to save the populace from him. And much
aesthetic judgment, likewise, depends upon a capacity to feel the
feelings of others. If well-developed, well-informed, and atten-
tively listened to, such “impersonal” senttments can attune us to
— “harmonize” us with — the good and the beautiful.

We may observe, that all the circumstances requisite for [sym-
pathy’s] operation are found in most of the virtues; which
have, for the most part, a tendency to the good of society, or to
that of the person possess’d of them. [T 618)

Sympathy can of course be misled, and may lead us astray. It may
fail to be engaged in unfamiliar or misunderstood surroundings.
Or it may immediately attune us to the evident pain of animal
undergoing an emergency veterinary procedure, making us wish
fervently that the procedure would stop, even though this opera-
tion is necessary for the animal’s survival. Sympathy - like aes-
thetic admiration — therefore must be assisted and qualified by
knowledge, understanding of cause and effect, and reason, and
by participation in a community in which our judgments may be
challenged and improved if (as we tend to do) we launch our
opinions into the public world and also to defer to some degree
to the judgments of others and to social practices hammered into
shape over the generatons. Thus — once again, as in the aesthet-
ic case ~ our feelings can develop greater freedom from preju-
dice, finer discrimination, and closer attunement to genuine
moral distinctions.

By contrast Kant, as an egoistic hedonist in psychology but a
universal humanist in morality, could no more entrust moral
attunement to “solipsistic” empirical sentiment (cf. CPrR 73) than
he could aesthetic attunement.* And thus we arrive at Kant’s
answer to the question why nature attached reason to will (which

* Contemporary empirical psychology on emotion, motivation, and moral develop-
ment tends o favor a more Humean view. See for example, J. H. Barkow, L. Cosmides,
and J. Tooby (eds.), The Adapied Mind (New York: Oxford University Press, 1992); Baron-
Cohen, Mindblindness; Antonio Damasio, Descartes” Ervor (New York: Putnam, 1994); N.
Eisenberg and J. Strayer (eds.), Empathy and its Development (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1987); N. Eisenberg and P. Mussen (eds.), The Roots of Prosocial Behavior
in Children (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1989); Joseph LeDoux, The Emotional
Brain (New York: Simon & Schuster, 1996); L. May, M. Friedman, and A. Clark (eds.),
Mind and Morals (Cambridge: MIT Press, 1996); and David G. Myers, The Pursuit of

© Blackwell Publishers Ltd. 1999



NORMATIVE FORCE AND NORMATIVE FREEDOM 345

is, for Kant, also a &king;, CJ 209): without the “substrate” of rea-
son to ground impersonal feelings, we would arrive only at a per-
sonalistic willfulness, not a good (i.e., general) will. Hume gave
us a story as to how the empirical, psychological “substrate” we
share as humans generates likings that can be attuned to beauty
and the general good. What mechanism does Kant give to
explain how a “supersensible substrate” can function similarly?
Here Kant is, as befits his penetration as a philosopher, entirely
frank: he has no positive idea — the matter involves an “unfath-
omable depth of [a] supersensible power” (CJ 270; G ).

Note, however, that Kant is also clear that reason cannot oper-
ate here by argument alone:

.. when in intuiting nature we expand our empirical power
of presentation (mathematcally or dynamically [a “might over
the mind”]), then reason, the ability to [think] an indepen-
dent and absolute totality, never fails to step in and arouse the
mind to an effort, although a futileone . ... ... [W]e are com-
pelled to subjectively think nature itself in its totality as the
exhibition of something supersensible, without our being able
to bring this exhibiton about obdjectively.

... We cannot determine this idea of the supersensible any
further, and hence cannot cognize but can only think nature as
an exhibition of it. . . . This judging strains the imagination
because it is based on a feeling that the mind bas a vocation
that wholly transcends the domain of nature (namely, moral
feeling), and it is with regard to this feeling that we judge the
presentation of the object subjectively purposive. [C] 268]

Our mind, in 1ts “supersensible vocation”, is here functioning in
a way Hume would have recognized despite the heavily Kantian
language: feeling and imagination are regulating judgment,
beyond the scope of cognition and argument alone. Within this
scheme, as within Hume’s, we may wuse arguments to help us
attain or correct a moral feeling or sentiment. For Kant, the
“contradiction in conception” and “contradiction in will” tests of
our practical maxims can place a purportedly good will face-to-
face with its potential own limitations, deflating or affirming its

Happiness (New York: William Morrow, 1992). Empathy has been credited in some histor-
ical cases with greater efficacy than principles in inhibiting compliance with cruely com-
manded by authority. See Roy F. Baumeister, Evil: Inside Human Violence and Cruelty (New
York: W_H. Freeman, 1997).
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self-representation as perfectly general. For Hume, understand-
ing and general rules help to extend or correct untutored sym-
parthy. |

If reason’s functioning as a supersensible substrate for feeling
remains for Kant something of which he cannot give a positve
account, he nonetheless believes we can convince ourselves of 1ts
possibility: we know from first-hand experience the “striking
down” of our pretenses and humiliating acknowledgement of our
own limitations, and we also know that reason alone among our
faculties possesses the qualities necessary for such experience — it
alone can furnish guidance that is impersonal. There is no mys-
tery about this when we confront the sublime in nature or moral-
ity. The peculiar awe we experience when we come upon “a
mountain whose snow-covered peak rises above the clouds” (OBS
47) or when we observe an act of genuine duty performed in
spite of conditions of extreme “subjective limitation”, has extra-
ordinary power to move us, yet cannot be attributed to empirical
sentdment. We find our own self-conceit “humiliated” or “struck
down” (CPrR 73) in the presence of the sublime. Fortunately, we
are not merely flattened. Instead, we are awakened to a value
“beyond price”, carried beyond ourselves for the moment to
sense a “direct liking”, a liking even of that which strikes at the
very heart of our own prideful self-interest. Thus it recruits our
fundamental allegiance, despite any personal interest to the con-
trary.

To behold virtue in her proper shape s nothing other than to
show morality stripped of all admixture with the sensuous and
of all the spurious adornments of reward or self-love. How
much she then casts into the shade all else that appears attrac-
ttve to the Inclinations can be readily perceived by every man
if he will exert his reason in the slightest . . .. [G 61-62n]

No wonder such a “presentation” moves us, and yields not the
“cold and Iifeless approval, without any moving force or emotion”
(C] 273, 274) that we would otherwise expect from any merely
un-self-interested presentation. Confronted with the sublime, we
are not tempted to think, “Yeah, but what’s 1t to me?” No wonder
such a “presentation” is regulative for our wills when we are ratio-
nal, i.e., attuned via our “supersensible substrate”.

This has an important implication for our normative life
together: since it owes nothing to personal interest, our sense of
the sublime in nature and in conduct should be “subjectively”

® Blackwell Publishers Lid. 1999



NORMATIVE FORCE AND NORMATIVE FREEDOM 347

confirmable by other rational beings in their own experience.
Others, too, Kant is confident, will stand in awe before the Alps
during a storm or find thart their mind bows when observing a
humble person doing his duty in the face of great temptation.
Our moral] understanding, like our aesthetic understanding, will
be communicable to others in the form of a recommendauon,
and 1t will afford a compelling ground for life together that con-
flicting individual interests do not. The compulsion here is not at
bottom that of will, or law, or rule, or consistency. Instead, it is a
kind of liking that is free but not simply chosen, and that is reg-
ulative for action. It is, then, our attitude when we are “mentally
attuned” by reason, and no mere submission — even though we
precisely recognize that it is not simply up to us what we make of
it. This is the experience of normative authority.

The rule-breaking considerations

Duty belongs to a family of rule- or consistency-based notions.
And indeed we typically assume that morally good conduct will
follow rules and exhibit consistency. But if Kant is right, then
behind these rules — exceptionless, in his system — lies something
quite different: a kind of direct liking akin to the experience of
the sublime. We do not have rules “all the way down”, but must
instead encounter a substantive appreciation of value and associ-
ated feelings.

Hume was acutely aware of the potental this affords for con-
flict. If following “the rules of reason” led always to conclusions
that substantive evaluation and feeling also embraced, we'd have
no difficulty. But at least in epistemology, Hume finds that fol-
lowing the strictest epistemic duties, to accord epistemic respect
(“rational credence”, we might say) only to conclusions justifiable
by reason alone, leads him to an epistemic condition that he can-
not find stably credible or genuinely compelling in the guidance
of his overall epistemic life. Might the same be true in the moral
case’

Consider Kant’s discussion of obedience to a tyrannical
ruler.
.. . a people has a duty to put up with even what is held to be
an unbearable abuse of supreme authority [since] its resis-
tance to the highest legislation can never be regarded as other
than contrary to law . . . . For a people to be authorized to

© Blackwell Publishers Led. 1999



348 PETER RAILTON

resist, there would have to be a public law permitting 1t to
resist, that is, the highest legislatton would have to contain a
provision that is not the highest and that makes the people, as
subject, by one and the same judgment sovereign over him to
whom it is subject. This is self-contradictory . ... [MM 320]*

Here Kant appeals to a consideration of consistency to ground a
claim of duty. And he has an excellent point, emphasized earlier
and in a characterisucally different way by Hobbes: a sovereign
can benefit us by solving the problem of potentially unending
social conflict only if our agreement to obey does not contain a
clause reserving to each the right to decide on his own authority
when to obey.

Hume, likewise, is aware that “the advantage we reap from gov-
ernment” will be imperilled if each allows himself to regulate his
own obedience in accord with his own ideas of what is just or
beneficial. The result could only be “endless confusion, and ren-
der all government, in a great measure, ineffectual” (T 555). “We
must, therefore, proceed by general rules and regulate ourselves
by general interests” (T 555). But how is it possible for advantage-
based duty to take on a life of its own?

. .. there 1s a principle of human nature, which we have fre-
quently taken notice of, that men are mightily addicted to gen-
eral rules, and that we often carry our maxims beyond those
reasons, which first adduc’d us to estabhsh them. . . . It may,
therefore, be thought, that in the case of allegiance our moral
obhigaton of duty will not cease, even tho’ the natural obliga-
tion of interest, which is its cause, has ceas’d . ... {T 551]

Hume, political conservative that he was, has here a golden
opportunity to embrace a Kantlike principle of passive obedi-
ence, and even continues “It may be thought that . . . men may
be bound by conscience to submit to a tyrannical government” (T
551). But he shrinks from this conclusion:

Those who took up arms against Dionysus or Nero, or Philip the
second, have the favour of every reader in the perusal of their
history; and nothing but the most violent perversion of com-
mon sense can ever lead us to condemn them. ‘Tis certain,
therefore, that in all our notions of morals we never entertain
such an absurdity as that of passive obedience, but make

# 1 am grateful to Tamar Schapiro for bringing this passage to my attenton.
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allowances for resistance in the more flagrant instances of
tyranny and oppression. [T 552]

How, then, does Hume block the unwanted conclusion of passive
obedience? What general rule or practical maxim does he for-
mulate for the citizen to follow to replace the rule of passive obe-
dience? He offers none, only a general suggestion that “the
obligation to obedience must cease” when it sufficiently loses its
point, that is, “whenever the [common] interest ceases, in any
great degree, and in a considerable number of instances” (T
553).

How, then, is this to work? “The common rule requires sub-
mission”, but “grievous tyranny and oppression” allows individu-
als to make “exceptions” (T 554). Here we have a discontinuous
change, a departure from own conscientious dispositions to obey
which “bind us down”, as we rise up in active resistance to gov-
ernment. It looks as if the chief mechanism that awakens us from
our “addiction” to general rules is a sympathetic sense of the vio-
lation of the general interest. Indeed, sympathy is strong enough
that, however much we dislike mayhem and disorder, our
approval 1s excited by rebellions against tyranny of which we hear
only In histories or fiction. A morality that would put a people at
the mercy of its rulers will not win our wholehearted admiration
or esteem. Here we follow no maxim or rule, but a developed
sentiment.

[t1s important to see, however, that the sentiment is developed.
Self-love and sympathy alone do not yield any comprehension of
when a complex political system is abusive or when such abuses
have become too considerable. Justly and unjustly inflicted pun-
ishment alike Jook and feel] painful; just and unjust war alike are
costly and terrifying. An attunement to the general interest calls
for complex awareness of cause and effect, and of long- vs. short-
term, as well as sympathy for victims. Nonetheless, Hume’s
account is, in the Kantian sense, heteronomous, since it gives sep-
timents an essential role, and moreover it yields no strict maxim
that individual’s could legislate for themselves.”

2 The difficulty of formulating a decision rule to be used by individuals here may be
a difficulty in principle Whether it makes sense for you to disobey a tyrant, for example,
depends upon whether others will disobey, and their reasoning has a similar dependence
upon yours. Problerns such as this may admit of general criteria for evaluation (such as 2
standard of the general interest), but no decision rule or maxim that individuals can self-
legislate that would satsfy those criteria. For discussion, see Donald Regan, Unlitarianism
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But, stepping back from a model of autonomy as maxim-based
self-legislaton, if we reflect upon Hume’s position on passive obe-
dience vs. Kant’s, which of the two, in fact, seems to provide
greater practical or political autonomy? Which affords us, as citi-
zens or as moral agents, greater scope to deploy and act on the
full range of our human critical facultues?

Suppose Kant were to abandon his egoistic hedonism about
human psychology and accept instead the Humean view that sen-
timents can help attune us to be attuned to legitimate grounds
for moral, aesthetic, or epistemic evaluation. Would he still insist
that our only hope for genuinely moral, aesthetic, or epistemic
conduct — or autonomy — lies in imposing over sentiment a
regime of exceptionless rules?

Of course, 1 cannot answer on Kant's behalf, but I can
attempt this: apply Kant’s own test of fundamental normative
authority, and see where it might Jead. How is this possible?
Kant’s test, recall, involves a special sort of first-personal con-
firmation: when (for example) we confront the humble man
who insists on being honest despite personal costs that we real-
ize would likely overwhelm us, “the mind bows”; when we
attend perceptually to sublime scenes in nature, we cannot
help but be awed.

Return now to the tyrannical ruler and the obedient citizenry,
who accept without resistance all forms of abuse and humiliation.
Does “ordinary reason” (G 394) find passive obedience to tyran-
ny sublime — does the mind indeed bow?

I'm willing to bet with Hume that in this case it does not.
Impressive as the spectacle may be of passive obedience in the
face of great abuse, and powerful as the will must be to restrain
an individual feeling the tugs of inclination to strike back at
the tyrant, does our mind really bow before this sight? Suppose
that the peculiar abuse by government is an order to inform on
our friends, to reveal their location to an authority whose plan
is to eliminate or torture dissidents or religious minorities. It
seems, perhaps, that we know Kant’s answer: obey authority;
never lie, even to conceal a friend (cf. SRL). And this is the sort

and Cooperation (Oxford: Clarendon, 1980). More generally, significant limitatons of
decidability and computability arise for any attempt 1o give individuals non-self-defeating
maxims to guide their conduct in collectve settings requiring coordinaton “autonomous-
ly” (in the litera) sense ~ each following his or her own rule).
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of example that has often enough been used by critics of Kant as
a reductio of his conception of the ground of morality.

But Kant deserves better treatment. Those of us who find in
Kant's writings a deep insight into the authority of moral experi-
ence should not betray this insight by allowing critics to focus
instead on his attempts to apply a mult-Jayered theory in prac-
tice, mediated by a defective empirical psychology. His applica-
tion may go wrong in cases like “passive obedience”, but the fun-
damentals may yet be sound.

At the fundamental level, I suspect, our mind simply does not
bow at the spectacle of the citizen who, despite strong ties of fam-
ily and friendship, reveals their location to a tyrannical authority.
Such an act of will may be monumental, but it is not majestic, and
even seems to us peculiarly self-contained or blind. Can we
attribute this response on our part to selfinterest? No, the
response seems to be the same even when we consider a case
from history or fiction. Is it then merely an unconsidered reflex?
No, Hume is right that our inital reaction to disobedience is usu-
ally discomfort. But we reflect further. The deep normative dis-
tress we feel when Germany’s greatest moral philosopher defends
the unalterable necessity of obedience to the state, and the
exceptionless duty never to lie to conceal the location of a friend,
1s an impersonal and historical shudder. It arises from the full
range of Humean faculdes, developed through experience: rea-
son, lmagination, sense, sympathy, memory, and a feeling for
one’s place in history.

How different our reaction when we learn that Kant failed on
one notable occasion to keep to his habit of regular afternoon
walks — the afternoon he received Rousseau’s Emile, and would
not put it down. We might be less impressed by the iron will of
Kant upon hearing this story, but we are more impressed by the
man and his mind.

Let us conclude with a thought expenment using Kant’s own
division of the “three different relations that presentations have
to the feeling of pleasure”, namely, the agrecable, the beautiful, and
the good, to understand our reactions and their normative force
(C] 210).

Suppose we had learned that Kant missed his afternoon walk
only once, but not to read Emile — rather, to avoid a pesky visitor
to town whom he knew to be lurking in wait for him with an
embarrassing question he preferred not to answer. As a result we
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might like Kant better — he would be more amiable for showing
this human tendency to indulge a desire to avoid an uncomfort-
able truth. But our self-conceit would not be struck down by this
realization -~ instead, we would find it gratifying to our sense of
ourselves that even Kant could be self-indulgent when it comes to
allowing oneself to side-step an awkward oruth. This we would
find agreeable, but not in an altogether admiring way. Especially,
the critic who finds Kantian moral rigorism excessive would smile
inwardly, with perhaps a touch of condescension.

Suppose instead we had learned that he missed his afternoon
walk on that one occasion in order to avoid spoiling the end of
lovely afternoon tea with a visitor whom Kant rarely saw but per-
sonally admired. Then we would like the act, and also Kant, yet
better. Moreover, we would like him and his act impersonally as
well as personally — for someone to break from routine or per-
sonal resolution for such a reason shows a kind of gracefulness
or beauty of gesture. Even those Kantian critics who find it grat-
ifying to view him as a cold, “clockwork” Prussian would be
taken a bit aback, and find a bit of appreciation of Kant creep-
ing in.

But when we learn that in fact Kant missed his afternoon walk
but once, in order to continue reading Rousseau’s Emile —
Rousseau! whose unruly mind, scandalous conduct, and color-
fully inconsistent prose contrast so sharply with Kant’s, but
whose insights we know nonetheless reached to the core of
Kant’s thinking — we like this because it possesses something of
the sublime. And we like Kant better, impersonally as well as
personally, for showing in a concrete but dramatically appro-
priate way just how attuned he was to the insights that awaited
him in Rousseau, how capable he was of being displaced from
the ruts the mind is wont to settle into. We here find in both
Kant and his mind something good, something estimable in its
own right. That afternoon’s display of “mental attunement” is
much more impressive than would be the strength of will, con-
sistency, or resistance to inclination that Kant would have exhib-
ited had he instead overcome the desire to continue reading
Emile and maintained above all a resolve to take an afternoon
walk each day, exactly at the same time. Thus does Kant’s omis-
sion strike a bit at the self-conceit of critics who might attempt
to look upon him with intellectual condescension as hermetic,
narrowly moralistic, trapped within his own technical language
and scheme of categories. For when we appreciate this story, we
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cannot help but feel, freely, a kind of admiration for Kant as an
intellect. And thus does the experience of normativity combine
force and freedom.? '
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RESUMO
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In recent decades, Hume’s apparent concern for norma-
Tive issues in his philosophical writings has been of increas-
ing incerest among scholars (see Hearn, 1970, 1976; Martin.
1993, Falkenstern, 1997: Lyons, 2001; Searjeantson, 2005;
Morris, 2006; Schhiesser, 2007). One of the man guestions
seems to be whether his account of general rules in his Trea-
tse and subsequent writings is an expression of normative
claims concerning episternic and moral judgment. or. on the
contrary, whether appealing 1o rules 1< nothing more than a
careless use of normative language within a naturalist frame-
work, which cannot provide a foundation for the normative
force of epistemic rules (see Lyons, 2001, p. 270, 273, n. 14;
Falkenstein, 1997, p. 30).

Even from the verybeginning of the discussion one could
call the matter a “pseudo problem” based on an anachronism.
In fact, the concern with rules was common throughour ear-
ly modern philosophy. at lzast since Descartess Regulac ad
dircctionem ingenee, and espectally in early modem logic® (see
Easton, 1997; Serjeantson, 2005, p. 188), while normacivity is
itself 2 20*-century concern of philosophers.

In this paper, I will be dealing with some difficulties
concerning how to articulate a normative view of Hume’s
account of general rules. In order to do this, 1 will try to sup-
port the following three claims: (i) Hume uses the concept
of rules in at least three different ways, one of which is nor-
mative In a strong sens¢. 10 support this statemenc it will
be necessary to recall what a general rule is and to exarmine
its relation to belief and normativity; (it) If there 1s a source
of the normative force of general rules in Hume's thought,
then this means that the theory is in itself normative, even
though neither the general rules nor their normativity are
explicit subjects of analysis in the Treause, but instead serve
as operative concepts; and (iii) Humes novel view of philos-
ophy and reason explain to some extent the generation of
normative structares in his philosophy.

Rules in Hume's philosophy

That Hume’s thought is concerned with the prob-
tem of rules in its central parts has been well known since
Hearns two papers on general rules from the 19705 in
which he shows that general rules play a systematic role
in the Treatise, being present in each of its three books
(Hearn, 1970, p. 404-406"). In this paper, however, 1 will
be dealing only with the problem of the normativity of
general rules in Hume’s epistemology, mostly in part 3 of
book 1 of the Treatise. There we find for the first time an
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extensive exposition of general rules and their influence on
our judgment and belief.

General rules are, as described by Hume in T 1.3°, gen-
eralizations concerning the behavior of 2 kind of phenome-
non of our experience that can be expressed by proposition
in the form “every X 1s/has the property/ is predicable-of Y
This kind of general statement appears within the analysis of
probabilities, for they lack the universality of mathematical
and logical propositions and they cannot be demonstrated (as
Hume understands che term, probabilities are both our be-
liets of matters of fact, as well as che scatements themselves
that articulate such beliefs). Instead, they are conveyed by
the imagination’ tendency to generalize, based on past ex-
perience and custom. Nonetheless, not every generalization
has the same status, and this fact reinforces the distinction
commonly draven in the secondary literature between gen-
eral rules of prejudices (also referred to as “extensive general
rules”) and the sa- called corrective general nudes.

The way in which general rules affect our judgment is
also addressed by Hume in his treatment of grobability in the
Treatise since it also belongs to the topic of belief and belief-for-
mation mechanisms. According to Hume, a belief is a “strong
and steady conception of an idea” that includes 2 claim to truth
and with a number of different causes, such as memory, imag-
ination, and causal inference: “we join belief 1o the conception,
and are perswaded of the truth of what we concerve™ (T 1.3.7;
SBN 96-7 tootnote). Hume naturally endorses some of those
mechanisms which are in a better position to fulfill that ex-
pectation (see Loeb, 2002, p. 13} and prevent our ideas from
being the mere “offspring of the imagination” (see T 1.394;
SBN 108). Besides, considering the probability of causes, Hume
holds that our judgments take place by virtue of custom and
general rules (see T 1.3.12.24; SBN 141), and that “customn can
lead us into false comparison of ideas” (T 1.3.9.17; SBN 116,
Seealso T 1.3.13.2: SBN 143-144), espectaily when we, as a re-
sult of the imagination® propensity to generalize, form general
rules of the tollowing type: “An Irishman cannot have wit, and
a Frenchman cannot have solidity” This kind of judgment is
called an “unphilesophical species of probability” and “is that
derivd from general rules, which we rashly form to ourselves,
and which are the source of what we properly call prejudice” (T
1.3.13.7; SBN 146; for another example see T 2.2.5.12-13; SBN
362). This first kind of general rule leads to false reasoning
so far as the rule is caused by the "propensity of the imagination
to extend the scope of judgments formed in one set of circum-
stances to other resembling but non-identical aircumstances”

(Hearn, 1970, p. 405).

7 See for example Rutcheson, Logicae Compendium (1756), Wartts, Logic (1724) or Arnauld et al., Ls Logique ou I'art de penser {2011

[1662]. The latter works were probably very well known by Hume.

¥ Hearn barely mentions the issue of the value of general esthetic judgment, which Railton addresses (2000, p. 10-16)

* | cite Hume's A Treatise of Human Nature (T) according to the critical edition of Oxford Philosophical Texts by D Norton and M. Nor-
ton. using the abbraviation T anc four numbaers (book, part, section, paragraph) and according to the traditional edition of Selloy-Bi-
gge/Nidditch using the abbreviation S8N followed by the number of the page. in all quotations of Hume's work, | respect the original

orthography
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General rules and the normative dimension of oeliefl In Hume's epistemology

Although every judgment on probability is a function
of custom, Le. past experience and the projection of the
imagination, the mund 1s not condemned to follow its faulty
natural tendencies. It is possible to prevent the mind from
forming false beliefs founded on rules of prejudices and from
“the reposing any assurance in those momentary glimpses of
light, which arise in the imagination from a feignd resem-
blance and contiguity " (T 1.3.9.6; SBN 110}, by mcans of the
reflective mediation of second level judgments.5 Thus, the
same propensity of the imagination to generalize can result
in “philesophical probability” when it is medjated by reflec-
tion. Reflection is a pivotal element in Hume’s account of
mental activity, it explains some agpects of our cognition by
playing a twofold roll: iransforming some instances of the
generalization tendency of the imagination into patterns of
adequarte judgmencs, i.e. proper ‘general rules”; but it also
distinguishes by means of correction, between those cases
that are in accordance with those rules. That is why Hume
suggests that mediation in judgment leads to the so-called
corrective general rules, which are allowed “to influence
their judgments <of men> even contrary to present obser-
vation and expcricnce’ (T 1.3.13.8; SBN 147, clarificatien
added). In a very central passage for this investigation Hume
claims that

We shall afterwards take notice of some
general rules, by which we ought to reg-
ulate our judgment concerning causes and
effects; and these rules are form'd on the
nature of our understanding, and on our ex-
perience of its operations in the judgments
we form concerning objects. By them we
fearn to distinguish the accidental circum-
stances from the efficacious causes [...] The

general rule is attributed to our judgment;

as being more extensive and constant® (T
1.3.13.11; SBN 149, emphasis added).

Hume continues: “Sometimes the one, sometimes the
other prevails, according to the disposition and character
of the person. The vulgar are commonly guided by the first,
and wise men by the second <kind of rules>” (T 1.3.13.12;
SBN 150). It seems that the character of the beliefs a per-
son forms, that is, the way someone structures his or her
doxastic life, refleces the extent to which he or she is ac-
tually influenced by epistemic norms, the extent ro which
his or her beliefs express rationality or irrationality.” Thus
for Hume, the rational epistemic agent is the one who is
able to assume a critical philosophical perspecuve. A wise
person is someone whose beliefs are reliably formed due to
a reliable disposition to judge reflectively, and justified for
the samc reason (setting aside the problem of the cniteria
forjustification of belief ). This is because, according to the
corrective general rules account, a rational belief not only
expresses a healthy mental attitude of a believer, but it is
also somehow related to the content of the beliefs’ Thus,
according to Hume, more extensive and constant experi-
ence is ‘of a grosser and more stubborn nature, less subject
to accidents, and less influenced by whim and private fan-
ey” (Essaye® 1. XTIV, p. 112; G&G, p. 175)."° An extended
and constant experience of the same phenomenon or kind
of phenomenon in the light of certain evidence (copy prin-
aiple) is of a nature that can be expressed by general rules:
“Bur however intricate they may seem, it is certain that
general principles, if just and sound, must always prevail in
the general course of things, though they may fail in par-
ticular cases; and it 15 the chief business of philosophers

* The first use of reflection in the Treatise concerns impressions. Thus Hume distinguishes between first order perceptions - aiso called
impressions or ideas of sensation, which are directly reiated to sense perception - and second order perceptions, that is, impressions
and ideas of reflection that result from the affecnon produced by the mind on itself. This kind of perception implicitly recalls some kind
of self-consciousness ar sell-experience as a source of representations. This distinction seems similar 1o the one that Hume 1s accused
of making in his appeal to reflection at the level of jJudgments. Those general statements that the mind proceeds to {orm without any
mediation of reflection. and which can be false (the case of prejudices) or, and may also be subject 10 3 second order judgment which
can only afise a3 3 result of reflection. Wilsan (2C08, p. 415} grasps the chief role of reflection in Hume's thought, writing that for Hume
"the mind arrives at standards of rationality through a process of reflecuon upon the world as it is experienced snd, equaliy imporantly,
upon itself as itis experienced”.

¢ Constancy and extansivaness ace criteria for justifications and rationality of belief But these terms belong more propery to a cluster of
terms; frequency, stability, and stubbornness are also 1o be mentioned. (For the discussion of these criteria see Lyons, 2001; Loeb, 2001;
Guerrero del Ame, 2005, {or three different positions). These concepts are the fruit of raflection, in so far as they anse from the analysis
and abstraciion of properties of our experience. Funthermore, reflection is a 1opic of great relevancy in current discussions about belief
and normatwvity (Owens, 2000}

7 This is what Owens calls the problem of “doxastic control” (2003, p. 284). For a discussion of epistemic norms in Hume, see Lyons
{2001). He distinguishes between “criteria for epistemic norm correctness” and the “defense of the criteria”. This is an imporiant dis-
tinction that is assurned in this paper.

%It appears that Hume's theory of justification of befie! includes an interesting confluence of different elements of reliabilism, coherent-
ism and fundationalism.

I quote both Eugen Miller edition (1985) and T.H. Green and T.H. Grosse (G&G) edition {1889): Essay part 1, XiV. Of the Rise and Prog-
ress of the Ants and Sciences. Essay part 2, i Of Commerce.

U1 agree that there is a dectrinal continuity between Hume's Treatise and the subsequent Essays. Immerwaht (1991) shows the harmonic
continuity and coherance of both works, and moreover, the complementing nature of both approachies to human nature and business.
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to regard the general course of things” (Essays 2. 1, p. 284;
G&G, p. 287)".

As we can see above, there is an underlying connection
between what can properly be an object of our laowledge
and the method that can leads & reasoner to that knowledge;
a connection that we can make sense of only by appealing to
Hume'’s account of general rules. Along this path, 1 argue that
in order to fully understand the aforementioned connectian,
it is necessary to distinguish not two {as has been often done),
but three different categories within the concept of ‘gener-
al rule’ Firstly, there are extensive general rules of prejudice.
Secondly, there are geneval principles, which are, so to speak,
materially determined, for they express specific properties or
characteristics of phenomena (in physics, politics, econom-
ics, moral, for example) and correspond to the distinction
between “what is owing to chance, and what proceeds from
catses” (Essays 1. XTIV, p. 111 G&G, p. 174; also T 1.3.11.12;
SBN 128-9) or, according tc Hume, “between particular de-
liberation and general reasoning” (Essays 2. 1 p. 254). The
conditions for the achievemnent of this kind of knowledge”
~ which corvesponds to Hume’ philosophcal probability — are
“the greater refinements and improvements of human rea-
son” (Essays 1. XIV, p. 118; G&G, p. 180). This 2lso suppores
Humes clajm that politics, metaphysics and morals “form the
most constderable branches of science, Mathematics and nat-
ural philesaphy. which only remain, are not half so valuahle”
(Essays 1. XTIV, p. 126; G&G, p. 186). These first two kinds of
rules make space for the third, the one we have been calling
“corrective’ These general rules are “the logic” of probable rea-
soning and is required to achieve justified and reliable belief,

on which all valuable sciences are based. Corrective general

rules have therefore at least a threefold function: (1) they dis-
play a model of reliable belief formation and correction; (2)
they can also correct judgment produced by the first kind of
general rules (T 1.3.13.12; SBN 149-50); and (3) they make it
possible to return irreflective judgment or belief to its cogni-
tive sources and foundations and, thus, to identify false belief
as such (see T 1.3.8.14; SBN 104-5),

General rules for
causal reasoning

After developing his theory of philosophical probabili-
ties and its dependency on causal inference, Hume outlined
his famous set of Rules by which ta judge causes and effects (T
1.3.15; SBN 173). They are 8 criteria that allow us to distin-
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guish berween a relation of constant conjunction that de-
scribes a causal nexus and an apparent causal relation. They
should permit us te discern the correctness of inferences and
beliefs based on causal reasoning. Furthermore, Hume affirms
that the 8 rules are “all the logic I think proper to employ in
my reasoning” (T 1.3.15.11; SBN 175). They should rule our
causal reasoning so that they resemble as much as possible the
Proof*’ horizon. The general rules for causal reasoning are the
natural conclusion of Hume's treatment of probabilities and
probable belief in the Treatise (and not the skeptical conelu-
sion of T 14). This is not only because of the plain fact that,
according to Hume, every reasoning concerning matters of
fact relies on causal inference, but also and mostly, because
despite this reliance “the relation of cause and effect has all the
opposite advantages” compared to reasoning based on “feignd
resemblance and contiguity” since “the objects it presents are
fixt and unalterable” (T 1.3.9.7; SBN 110). There are many
other principles that enlivened our ideas similarly bringing us
to believe "and command our assent beyond what experience
will justify; which can proceed from nothing beside the re-
semblance between ideas and facts” (T' 1.3.9.12; SBN 113),
for example, credulity (“easy faith in the testimony of other”)
and education, which rest “almost on the same foundation of
custom and repetition as our experience or reasoning from
causes and effects” (T 1.3.9.19; SBN 117). As a result, accura-
¢y in the determination of causes is needed to avoid the “in-
accuracy’; which is “contrary to uue philosephy” (T 1.3.9.19
feotnote; SBN 117). The eorrective principles for causal rea-
soning, which are “a true species of reasorung and the stron-
gest” (T 1.3.7 footnote), are all the legic necessary in order to
“rectify non philosophical probabilities into causal probabili-
ties” thus achieving a true philosophy, upon which, according
to Hume’ project, depends the real possibilicy of reaching “a
system of proofs™™* or in other words: science.

As can be seen, thic set of rules has a unique character.
Since cause and etfect is, properly speaking. the only relation
of matters of face that results in reasoning (T 1.3.2; SBN 73)
— thar is, drawing a conclusion from given premises, or the
generation ol new beliefs from given ones — the rules for judg-
ing cause and effect relanons have to mediate this process of
forming beliefs in order for that judgment to be an expression
of an adequacy between the natural tendency of the mind
and the “stubborn nature” of the object of its judgment, both
of which are necessary for developing science. They rectify
judgments in 5o far as they evaluate if they are “subject to ac-
cidents ov influenced by whim and private fancy” (Essays 1.
XTIV, p. 112, G&G, p. 175).

" See also the following guotation from the Trearise “in order to establish a genaral rule, and extent 1t beyond its proper bounds, there
is requir'd a certan uniformity in our experience, and a great superiority of those instances, which are conformable to the rule, above

the contrary” (T 2.2.5.12-13; SBN 362).

| am using the word in its general sense and nor specifically in reference to the demonstrative scope of reasoning
" For the meaning of this concept in Hume's thought see 7 1.3.11.2; SBN 124,

' Saltel (1999, p. 44, the English translation is my cwn} *redresser les probabilités non philosophiques en probabilrtés causales, ou en

systéeme de preuvves”.
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General rules and the normative dimension of befiel in Hume's epistemology

That is why I ultimately think Humes account of cor-
rective general rules, though termvinologically akin vo the use
of modern logic, is different in nature in so far as it is the resule
of an inquiry into the deep nature of believing and judging.
Those rules are not mere recommendations or simply an -
strument for reaching certainty. They represent instead the
structure of a corrected natural faculey of veason; in other
words: a standard. Precisely on this point rests the origin of
their normativity”’. Tagree with Hearn'’s claim that "these rules
come for Hume to occupy a different status [...] the function
of the causal rules 1s 1o correct and stabilize the sentiment
of belief which is generated by certain natural, causal factors”
(1976, p. 65). It seems to be the case that corrective general
rules are normative rather than descriptive, that is, they are
prescriptions about how we ought to form and correct states
of beliefl Now. this 1« still msufficient to prove that general
rules have normative force, indeed, someone ¢ould insist that
Hume is just describing the way we form more stubborn and
reliable beliefs, as he did with falce beliefs. Hence the import-
ang issue here is to determine the extent to which the account
of general rules belongs to this level of discourse, that is to
say, whether the rules are meant to account for the doctrine
of narural causes of belief or if there is something else to say
about them.

General rules and the normative
dimension of belief

The question concerning the normative dimension of
belief runs into the intricate relationship between belief and
truth. This relationship can be deseribed as follows to belteve
that p is to believe that p s true. Thus, prime facie, a correct
beliaf, that is, ane that fulfills that pretension, is ultimately a
true belief™. It foliows, therefore, that a rational agent should
believe p if and only «f, there is enough evidence for the truth
of p. The same would apply for the case of rulestif A, B and
C are principles for forming true belists, it follows that in rea-

soning: (coming to a correct conclusion) we have to consider
beliets that are consistent with those rules to be more reliable
than ones that are not.”

Yet by tself, this relationship does not seemn adequate
to account for the source of normativity of belief In fact, the
assumption outlined in the above paragraph is exactly what
needs to be proved here. For even if belief aims at truth, the
following naturalist objection cannot be easily avoided: “To
elevate this trivial fact to the status of a ‘norm’ s to transform
an innocent platitude into a pompous falsehood. For there is
nothing normative about believing: neither we believe with
an eye fixed on the horizon of an ideal of truth nor we obey
any prescription to believe the truth” (Engel, 2007, p. 179)".
In cther words, the relation that our beliefs have to truth can
be seen as a plain fact; it expresses the fact wherein ane be-
lieves p, rather than a ¢compulsory prescription about what
to believe.

I would like to draw attention to the problem concern-
ing the scope of normativity as a first step to present my re-
sponse to the naturalist objection. Normativity, at least in a
philosophical sense, is not mere necessity (logical or physi-
cal). Rather, it concerns what is not absolutely necessary and,
accordingly, it would be pointless te attach in any way nor-
mativity to a plain fact as breathing or sunshine. The proper
scope of normativity, in the sense I am interested in, is that
of practice (see, for example, Stemmer, 2008, p. 32; Railron
in Dancy, 2000, p. 4). If believing and breathing are not two
different kinds of phenomenon I would agree that there is
ne peint in ascribing normativity to the realm of belief. But
1 think that there is certainly a difference between them, in
so far as belief is the result a typical kind of agency, namely,
epistemic agency, which involves other typical components
of the realin of normative facts, such as judgment, will, epis-
temic freedom and, in short, rationality) Now, the claim that
believing 1s a subject of the willis - for good reason - contro-
versial (see Owens, 2000), and though 1 cannot address this
controversy here, I will instead, assume a poarion very close

te MeDewell's (1998, p. 4341) and O’'Hagan's (2005, p. 45f),

'* Lyons rejects the claim that the general rules for causal reasoning are second order mental states, evident by their reflective character
{T:1:3:13.11; SBN 149} Instead he holds that they are about objects {Lyons, 2001, p. 273, n. 13 | beliave Lyons’s claim is wrong since
according to Hume causation cannot be objectively predicated on objects, but only as a projecuve function of the intellectual power of
men, General rules are explicitly rules "1o judge”, thus. they refer to acts of the mind rather than to objects. Nevertheless, | agree with
Lyons that they are reflective in the sense that they involve the idea of causation, which 15 an 1dea of reflection.

" In a deeper analysis this claim has to be qualified, Epistemic norms are in-a sense'standards of correctriess of belief. Norms governing
beliefs are nonetheless still related to their characteristic aim; truthy Nevertheless from the perspecuve of real epistemic agency, believ-
ing is not necessarily a matter of “all or nothing”, bul of degrees of rationality, certainty, correctness, evidence, assurance, confidence.
This is also something that Hume has permanently in mind while dealing with probability {see for example T 1.3.7.2; SBN 130-31,
1.3.13.2; SNB 143). For Hume, differem degrees of evidence constitute important epistemic distinctions, as is the case, for example,
between probability and proot. For Hume there are some states of belief which are justified, and that justification is a function of therr
sources (If they are reliable or not), their stability and the dispositions of the epistemic agent to believe

" For funther developments on this Issue see, in particular, Stemmer (2008, p. 77-79, 99). For the topic of normativity. and epistemic
norms; as well as-norms of truth, see Lyon (2001}, Owens (2003, p. 285-28%) and Engel (2007, p. 182 ff}.

" The ebjection is formulated by Engel, although he dees not conmtend it For a contrary position see O'Hagan (2005, p. 44) and Stem-
mer (2008). Basically, these authors will sustain a “constitutive argurment” in the sense that, as Stemmer for example put it, "it appears
that the will-to-be-rational is an intrinsic goal of reasoning” (“Es kommu hinzu, dass das Rational-sein-wollen ein intrinsisches Telos Ges
Uberlegens ist”, Stemmer, 2008, p. 40, the English translation is of my own)
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in the sense chat even if belief i< nat typicaily the reswdt of our
deciding what to believe. 1t: accurrence is inseparable from,
even constitutive of, the exercise of judgment, which cannot
take place outside of the space of reasons

Hengce, in so far as freedom and rationality are involved
in how we structure our doxastic lives, there are grima faciz
good reasons to assume that there is also a normative dimen-
sion involved. Hume’s theory penetrates this dimension by
moving from a descriptive account of natural causes of belief
formation to a deeper level, where reflective mechanisms of
belief correction and formation reveal that beliefis not a mere
mechanical respons-em, but also a matter of rational deliber
ation. Corrective general rules are mechanizms of reflective
thinking, directed to judgment and, therefore, standards of
rational thinking., Now, standards belong naturally to the
practice of reasonung itself, bt they only hecome explicit if we
assume a eritcal perdpective and pay attention te what un-
derlies the mere possibuity of the practice. Reflection shows
that it is inherent to epistemic agency to be normative, and
this fact does not contradict in any measure the fact that real
epistemic agencs are mast of the time insensible to their being
“responsive” to reasons.

Correcuve general rules are called upon o determine the
standards of correction of causal judgment, and with it the
standards of correction of beliet. A behef accordingly, can be
more or less adequate, depending on the degree of evidence
and experience available. Furthermore, general rules help to
determine the level of adequacy; since those experiences that
can be captured (let themselves be explained) by general rules
are what concemns science. It is important to keep this point
in mind. Given a statement, chere are certain conditions un-
der which it should or should not be believed, thar is, taken as
true. Nonetheless, these conditions, according to my reading of
Hume’ epistemology, are deeply related to a demarcauon cri-
terton, much more than a truth theory. A belief can report dif-
ferent levels of certainty, depending on its nearness to the poof
horizon. Proots are basically beliefs for which there has been
no exception in experience, which is what general rules ary to
secure. We also know that Hume believes that those rules are
“very easyin their invention, but extremely difficult in their ap-
plicanon” (T 1.3.15.11; SBN 175). In my opinion, the account
of general rules is far from being about how to ensure that one’s
belief is true, as is the case with Descartes, for example; rather, it
concems the conditions under which a doxasti¢ item can counr
a¢ knowledge in Hume’s “liberalized” non-rationalistic sense,
which somewhat “djvorces questions of justification from ques-
tons of truth” (Lyons, 2001, p. 270)™

All this however, does noat soive the problem of the nor-
mative force of epistemic rules. ac ginde of processes of behef
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formation and justification, 1., why should we follow these
rules, and where does their normative constraint lie.

Normative force

General rules are corrective, 1n so far as they state the
standard of certain knowledge of causes. Furthermore, since
generalization s 4 natural tendency of the mund, it follows that
general rules are the consummation, the tdos, of such a natu-
ral tendency. In other words, nobody expects or intends to fail
at reasoning (in the broad, Humean sense of the word), even
when the roots of that reasoning are not actually precent to the
mind. Everyone assumes that he o1 she reasons correctly - at
least aspires to reason correctly — and thereby, thar the beliefs
he or she forms are correct, m the same sense thatr believing
p necessarily involves believing its truth. Believing, as well as
reasoning, aim at qruth as their incrinsic condition. Since causal
reasoning (or causal inference or generalization) is inevitable,
and since it naturally involves the intention of truth, it follows
that everyone must reason in accordance with general rules
In other words, “the authority of reasons is found within the
practice of reasontng irself We reasoners are bound by rational
standards because to engage in reasoning just is to be account-
able to rational standards™ (O'Hagan, 2005, p. 43). Specifical-
ly, since all matter of fact reasoning is a causal reasoning, one
ought to pay heed to the § causal rules by which one may judge
cause and effect in order to avoid false beliefs™,

1 claim that believing and belief formation by probable
reasoning would constitute in themselves what Peter $tem-
mer has called a "normaunve situation” (Stemmer, 2008, §4),
that is, a situation in which a normarive ought-ness is implied,
even if that situacion is hot epistemically presenr vo the agent.
The situation can be described as 2 hypothetical statement:
“1f we wish te achteve comrect beliefs, we should reason ac-
cording to some G rules” If we wish the end, we are "norma-
tively” required to act - toveason - in a certamn way. The aim
ac uuth of bebef configures, so to épeak, the normanve sicun-
tion. Now, for general rules to have normattve force, 1t must
be a condinion that we do wish ta have correct heliefs. so thar
they express not merely descripuve value, but also normative
authority. This leads ro the following question: why should
we warnt w have true beliefs? Why should we be motivated to
reason according Lo general rules?

1 think Hume alto has an answer to this guestion, a ques-
tion that is deeply connected with his naturalist conceprion
of hunian reasoning: we need to reason correctly; because ds
agents we desire things, and in order to reach what we want, we
need to identify the efficient means for obtaining them. Correct
causal reasoning is a necessary condition for achieving the ends

** Hume is often taken as the paradigmatic case of an author who neglects the existence of intellectual freedom. See, for example, the

introductior of Owens' work (2000).

% But only somewhat, as Mantin has noted (1993, p. 254). Both authors use the same texts as suppor, see 7 1.4.7.14; SBN 272.

M Indeed, the 8 rules are not the only epistemic narms of Hume's epistemology. Besides logical principles, the so-caled copy principle

deserves particular antention. See, far exarnple, Schliesser (2007).
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we desire; thus, being responsible epistemic agents by reasoning
according to basic epistemic norms is something we must do in
order to satisfy our desire. This is also, according to Hume, the
primary reason for why we engage in reasoning. Science and
truth are secondary targets of reasoning, but certamnly not of
less importance; the first targat, however, is instrumental. This
conclusion shows, moreover, how deeply Hume’s epistemology
is oriented to his Moral theory, and that an understanding of
Hume’ account of reasoning and general rules sheds light on
those passages in book 2 and 3 which ar first sight seem to con-
flict with the “skeptical conclusion” of baok 1 (see for example.
T 23.3.6/7; SBN 416, T 2.3.10.1; BN 449, T 3.1.1; SBN 458-9.
In the secondary lerature see especially Winters, 1979).

But since much of our causal reasoning is not conscious,
most people do not manage to know that they have to follow
general rules in order te reason correcdy, for this activity is
already normative oriented. Even if they recognize that they
have to reason carefully and according to general rules, they
may choose not o do it, because they are influenced by other
passions. But this is another matter, which has to do with ra-
tional deliberations and rational decisions

Lyons (2001, p. 270) has argued that “cthe normativigy 1n
Hume’s epistemology” lies in that “the philosophical method
dertves its greater value from being a better means of satis-
tying curiosity (and keeping it satisfied) as well as meering
other, daily. pragunatic ends” 1 consider this to be correct, but
instead of under-valuating ic as a case of just “instrumental-
ly-inspired” normarivity, 1 believe, with Stemmer (2008, p.
33-44), that the source of normative ought-ness is - 1n most
cases, at least — a relation of “necessary condrtion” to which
1s attached a wish/desire/want that actualizes the norma-
tive force of the condition™ in as much as nat followeing it
necessarily means not achieving what s desired. Here rests
one of the most imporrant of Humess legacies: we are not able
1o deeply understand (even) our most abstrative cognitive
processes without reference to the affective scope of human
nature. In other words, there 15 an active exchange between
the “sensitive” and the “cogitative” part of owr nature. This ex-
change also takes place in the constitution of the mormative, as
described by Fred Wilson: “Reflecting upon (..} experience
we adopt goals that are attainable and means that are cffi-
cient. Self-reflection leads to standards of practice that define
the (cognitive) virtue of rationality; it leads to standards that
are attalnable and efficient. In other words, self-reflection
leads to 2 reasonable standard of rasonality. Or at least, it
does soif one is wise” (2008, p 416).

Conclusion

The rudimencary tools with which Hume’s philosophy
and epistemology is equipped make it, at first sighe, look very

unfit to be a contribution to the actual debate concerning
epistemic normativity. However, his account of corrective
general rules provides a more or less persuasive account of the
sources of the normative dimension in belief formation and
correction, and it also provides a solution to the problem con-
¢erning motn-anon. Hume's 1deas seem to be supporave of
certain ways of addressing the 1ssue of normativity and epis-
temic agency, namely, constiturive strategies. Reflection thus
uncovers the normative structure of belief wself, and belief’s
aiming at truth implies a normative relation between epis-
temic norms and doxastic iwems, Thar is the way 1 think we
have to understand Humes claim that there are some ‘general
rules, by which we oughr to regulare our judgment concern-
ing causes and effects; and these rules are formd on the nature
of ous understanding, and on our experience of its opevations in
the judgments we jorm concernisg objects” But also the origin of
their normative force is uncovered as lying ultmately in the
inner psychology of human narure, deeply embedded in the
facticity of fife For Hurne, believing rightly, char is, believing
what is "move probably” true, is determined significantdy by
atilicy, and by passions like the love of truth and curissiey. Now,
a¢ he stresses, “the question is after what manner this utility and
importance operate upon us? (T 2.3.10.4; SBN 450). This issue
is no longer a question for episternology, but instead for the
science of man as a whole. Natural disposttions, psychological
mechanisms of the mind, and social and cultural construc-
tions are called upon to answer it

All these nuances seen to configure the noymative di-
mension of Hume’s epistemology, which from the very nat-
ural ground of our “aiming at truth; is oriented toward the
improvement of the understanding and human character.
Its stgnificance i< not diminished because of the distance of
Humes theory from the question of an abjective truch, for as
Owens (2003, p. 287) states: “Racional belief is rarely based
on conclusive evidence” Nonetheless, and from a certain tech-
nical perspective, Humes epistemological approach 15 weak,
because relevant questions, such as how much evidence, be-
yond his very general demarcation eritena, 15 necessary 1o
call 1 beliet "true’ are never sewtled. This lack of tidiness also
shows that Humes first concern was netther epistemological
nor logical, but rather moral m the broad sense of the word.
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ARTICLE

WHAT THE WISE OUGHT BELIEVE: A VOLUNTARIST
INTERPRETATION OF HUME’S GENERAL RULES

Ryan Hickerson

This paper advances an interpretation of what Hume called ‘the general
rules’: natural principles of belief-formation that nevertheless can be
augmented via reflection. According to Hume, reflection is, in part,
what separates the wise from the vulgar. In this paper, I argue that for
Hume being wise must therefore be, to some degree, voluntary.
Hume faced a significant problem in attempting to reconcile his
epistemic normativity, i.¢. his claims about what we ought to believe,
with his largely involuntarist theory of the mind. Refiection on the
General Rules, and an interpretation of that reflection as voluntary,
helps explain not only Hume’s theory of belief, but also how he
hoped to reconcile epistemic normativity with naturalism about the
mental.

Keyworps: Hume; general rules; belief; doxastic involuntarism;
epistemic normativity

A general rule js only a propensity; at the same time it is the great scourge of
propensities,
—John Passmore
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1. INTRODUCTION

The task of this paper 1s an interpretation and statement of a deep problem in
Hume's theory of belief. So I will begin with a summary of what I take to be
that theory's central doctrines. In this paper, I am principally concerned with
Hume’s doxastic involuntarism, i.e. his suggestion that belief cannot be
willed. That claim creates particular difficulties for Hume’s evidentialism:
the doctrine that we ought to believe only in proportion to reliable inductive
evidence, rather than on the basis of superstitions or prejudice. I will call the

© 2013 BSHP



Downloaded by [UNAM Ciudad Universitaria] at 02:02 05 January 2015

1134 RYAN HICKERSON

problem of reconciling Hume’s epistemic normativity with his doxastic
involuntarism ‘The Problem of Believing Wisely’ (because according to
Hume we ought to believe as ‘the wise’ do.) Ultimately, whether a
Humean can resolve this problem depends upon the viability of what
Hume called ‘the general rules’.

Hume’s theory of belief can be summarized in about a half-dozen claims:
(1) belief is a manner of conception, characterized by (ii) forcefu) and viva-
cious feeling. It 1s (i1i) analogous to the feeling of impressions, but also the
memories, and is (iv) capable of being transferred to other ‘weaker’ 1deas via
association. It (v) arises in us naturally, as (vi) an observation of causation
produced by custom. It is belief in (vii) an existence. While it is (vi) that
has been most forcefully inscribed on our own memories and imaginations,
not to mention the extant literature on Hure, in this paper my concern will
be with (v), and how Hume can make good on his naturalism. I argue below
that Hume can only make good on (v) by treating it as a process capable of
being influenced by reflection, when that reflection is construed as voluntary.
This is a bit surprising, given Hume’s frequent emphasis of the involuntary
nature of belief, but that will be my thesis.

In the first section, I begin with a presentation of the prima facie evidence
for reading Hume as a doxastic involuntarist, and with it a pair of distinctions
necessary for understanding what that doctrine amounts to. In the section fol-
lowing, I present what I call “The Problem of Believing Wisely’, a problem
that any thoroughgoing involuntarist (Humean or otherwise) must face. That
problem 1s, roughly, making on¢’s epistemic normativity consistent with
one’s naturalism. In conclusion, I advance a novel interpretation of
Hume'’s so-called general rules, and couch it as Hume’s best chance at resol-
ving the Problem of Believing Wisely. I will argue that the General Rules
were treated by Hume as natural principles of belief-formation that neverthe-
less can be refined and corrected by thoughtful consideration. Successful or
not, Hume hoped to explain our beliefs naturalistically, but also hold us
accountable for them. It is an important philosophical task, if not one
easily accomplished.

2. WAS HUME A DOXASTIC INVOLUNTARIST?

He was. Or at least he meant to be. The degree to which he was unable to be
is what I hope to demonstrate in this paper. My immediate task in this regard
is simply defining doxastic involuntarism and presenting some evidence that
Hume committed himself to the doctrine. Before beginning that task,
however, it is important to point out that ‘involuntarist’ was not a label
Hume self-applied, and 1t is likely (in my estimation) that he would have
rejected such a branding. The main reason for suspecting so is Hume's
famous compatibilism with respect to questions concerning the freedom of
the will. One of the first philosophers to articulate compatibilism forcefully,
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Hume may be most responsible for the popularity of that approach today. It
seems likely, were we to confront Hume with the charge that he treated
beliefs as incapable of being voluntarily held, he would seek to similarly
explode our voluntarist/involuntarist dichotomy.! Nevertheless, I argue
here (in this section and the next) that the view of him as an involuntanst
is appropriately, if problematically, ascribed.

Let us begin by defining modal doxasiic involuntarism as the view that
beliefs cannot be acquired as a result of determination by the will. In some-
what more Humean language we might say the modal doxastic voluntarist
believes humans have a ‘power’, i.e. the ability to believe (or not believe)
on the basis of willing. The modal doxastic involuntarist, on the other
hand, is someone who would deny humans have such a power. According
to (global) modal doxastic involuntarism, what is willed is entirely irrelevant
for what is believed. Believing is treated as a separate cognitive activity.
Whatever natural mechanisms produce beliefs, mechanisms surely shared
with other animals and discoverable through scientific investigation, the
involuntarist understands them to be operating independently of our willing.

Before we proceed further, I should make a pair of comments about the
proposed definition. First, it is stronger thap the mere claim that beliefs
are in fact not held as the result of willing. The claim that [ am associating
with the label ‘modal doxastic involuntarism’, for purposes of this paper,
is that it is psychologically impossible to believe willfully. Second, doxastic
involuntarism is normally taken to be a global thesis, i.e. a thesis about all
beliefs. This should be distinguished from more specific claims about the
involuntary origination of a particular belief or set of beliefs. Global doxastic
involuntarism s the thesis that there are no beliefs that can be (or are)
acquired as the result of willing. Local doxastic involuntarism would
merely be the thesis that for some particular belief ¢, or some set of
beliefs type @, the particular belief or set of beliefs cannot be (or are not)
held as the result of willing.

The two distinctions are important because of the plausibility of the view
that some of our beliefs are more or less within voluntary control than others,
or than they may have been otherwise. We may eventually discover that it is

'Hume's discussions of liberty and necessity consider whether an ‘object’ or ‘event’ can be
construed as ‘necessitated’> by constant conjunctions witnessed jn nature. including human
nature, or whether that object or event is the result of ‘liberty,” insofar as it is the product
of the will. Famously., Hume argued both. But Humne was in those places addressing a more
general question than the one presently conceming us regarding the origination of belief.
Can believing, also, be subsumed under Humean compatibilism? Is believing an act? Can
it, also. be construed as an “object’ or ‘event’ subject to determination by the will? Here, it
is tmponant to avoid being overbasty in attributing Hume a position. It would be perfectly
possible for a philosopher to be compatibilist with respect to first-order acts, yet remain uncon-
vinced that beliefs are appropriately construed as acts, and hence think belief inapt for simjlar
analysis. The mere fact that Hume was a first-order compatibilist does not, by itself, establish
that he was a doxastic compatibilist.
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more within my voluntary control to believe what I will about an abstruse
subject for which I rely on dubious human testimony, for example. It
might be less within my control to believe what I will about a subject of
immediate sensory awareness, for example. The distinction between
global doxastic involuntarism and local doxastic involuntarism makes it
possible to suggest that some beliefs or sets of beliefs cannot be or are not
the product of willing while others can be or are. The distinction between
modally robust and contingent doxastic involuntarism makes it possible to
suggest that some or all of my beliefs are involuntarily held, but need not
have been.

The two distinctions are important for my interpretive conclusion below.
But only one is strictly necessary for atmributing a baseline view about dox-
astic involuntarism to Hume. There is a good deal of textual evidence for
interpreting Hume as a modal doxastic involuntarist, whether local or
global. The evidence can be found in passages like the following:

Secondly, The mind has the command over all its ideas, and can separate,
unite, mix, and vary them, as it pleases; so that if belief consisted merely in
a new idea, annex’d to the conception, it wou'd be in a man’s power to
believe what he pleas’d. We may, therefore, conclude, that belief consists
merely in a certain feeling or sentiment; in something, that depends not on
the will, but must arise from certain determinate causes and principles, of
which we are not masters.

(T Appendix 2; SBN 623)°

When Hume wrote: ‘if belief consisted merely in a new idea, annex’d to the
conception, it wou’d be in a man’s power to believe what he pleas’d’, I take
him to be expressing (quite generally, at least about some type of belief) that
we cannot simply believe what we please. Note particularly his phrase:
‘depends not on the will, but must arise from certain determinate causes
and principle, of which we are not masters’. And that is not the only bjt of
textual evidence. Similar passages can be found throughout Hume’s
work.” Another particularly pointed statement is the following:

Nature, by an absolute and uncontroulable necessity has determin'd us to
judge as well as to breathe and feel; nor can we any more forbear viewing
certain objects in a stronger and fuller light, upon account of their customary
connexion with a present impression, than we can hinder ourselves from

*The source here is Hume, A Treatise of Human Nawre [1739-40]. Hereafter abbreviated ‘T’
and cited by book, par, sectron, and paragraph numbers. 1 also include the page number from
the traditional Selby-Bigge edition. revised by Njidditch. abbreviated *SBN’. A nearly identi-
cal version of this argument is T Abstract Abs. 20, SBN 653. Cf. T 1.1.4.4, SBN 12.

*See T 1.3.7.3, 1.3.7.7, 1.3.9.2-1.3.9.3, 1.3.9.17. 1.3.10.4, 1.3.10.8, 1.3.12.23. 1.3.13.8,
1.4.1.8. 1.4.2.12, 1.4.2.51, 1.4.2.57, 1.4.79-1.47.10. 2.3.1.13-2.3.1.14, App. 2, Abstract
Abs. 20-2) (SBN 95, 628-9, 107-8, 116, 120. 122--3, 140-01, 147, 183-4, 192, 214, 218.
269-70, 404, 6234, 6534, respectively).
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thinking as long as we are awake, or seeing the surrounding bodies, when we
turn our eyes towards them in broad sun-shine.
(T 1.4.1.7; SBN 183)

In this passage, Hume is clearly drawing out his famed analogy between the
force and vivacirty of belief and the force and vivacity of present impressions.
But in passages like this one the involuntarist overtones, even in Hume’s
choice of terminology ‘force’ and ‘impression’, are also evident. What is
important for my argument below is simply to draw your attention to
Hume’s claim that we cannot forbear believing when we find ourselves in
the circumstances natural for belief.” This is just what I mean when I call
him a modal doxastic involuntarist. According to Hume, when faced with
believable circumstances we confront an ‘absolute and uncontroulable
necessity’ of the same sort that compels us to breathe, or that compels us
to feel warmth when standing next to a fire. Our compulsion to believe in
such circumstances is, according to Hume, quite natural and irresistible.

3. THE PROBLEM OF BELIEVING WISELY

[t has already been said, by scholars considerably more erudite than myself,
that Hume was not entirely consistent in his claims that belief cannot be
willed. The identification of an ‘inconsistency’ in this regard dates back at
least to H.H. Price and the Gifford lectures of 1960.

...i1 18 worth while to point out that though Hume does say that belief is
wholly involuntary — ‘depends not on the will’, arises from principles ‘of
which we are not masters” — yet he js not wholly consistent about it

First, what we may call his own philosophical practice seems to contradict his
anti-Cartesian theory. If anyone ever went in for Cartesian doubt on the grand
scale, surely Hume did... In that mood, he certainly does refrain from assent-
ing to the propositions which he says elsewhere that we cannot help
believing. ..

Secondly, in his less skeptical moods Hume is willing to divide our beliefs
about matters of fact tnto two classes. On the one hand, there are the beliefs
which have strong inductive support, based on a long experience of constant

*Since the ¢lassic work by Kemp Smith it is often claimed that Hume treated at least two
beliefs as having special epistemnic status. Following Kemp Smith, these are now commonly
referred 10 as the natiral beliefs {(see Smith, The Philosophy of David Hume, 455). However, |
myself cannot find this doctrine in Hume, despite a relatively diligent search, so I do nor
follow Kemp Smith in identifying ‘natural belief” as a unique kind of belief, several in
number and with privileged episternic status. As I use the phrase, all Humean beliefs are
‘patural beliefs’: my calling a belief ‘natural’ simply emphasizes Hume’s naturalistic
account of its origination, e.g. in cusiom. Readers should beware my break with comrmon
usage 1o this regard.
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conjunctions; on the other, there are beliefs which have very little inductive
support or none at all.

... Nevertheless (in this less skeptical mood) Hume clearly does think that
there is a distinction between sensible or sober or sane beliefs on the one
side, and silly or superstitious beliefs on the other.

Not only that: he clearly thinks that it is better to hold sensible beliefs, those
which have strong inductive support from past experience (of constant con-
junctions), than to hold superstitious or silly ones which have very weak
inductive support or none at all.

(Price, Belief, 239—40)

According to Price, Hume was not only committed to doxastic involuntar-
ism, but also to treating beliefs as capable of being willingly suspended.
Price thought this the case because he thought suspension of belief was a pre-
requisite for Hume’s scepticism. The function of the sceptical arguments was
not just depriving beliefs of warrant. On Price’s reading, scepticism involved
‘refrain[ing] from assenting’ to what would otherwise naturally be believed.
In addition to this Hume was committed, according to Price, to differentiat-
ing beliefs with ‘strong inductive support’ from those with ‘weak inductive
support’.” And Price read Hume not only as describing such a difference, but
as counseling us to believe as the wise person would, i.e. suggesting we
ought to believe what has stronger inductive support and ought not
believe what has weaker inductive support. According to Price, such rec-
ommendations presuppose the ability to voluntarily believe or not, insofar
as counselling presupposes that persons counselled have the power to
believe or not, according to the determinations of their wills. So the core
of the inconsistency Price identified in Hume was Hurne’s supposed commit-
ment, despite his involuntarist remarks, to withholding assent.

Price has not been the only reader to find such a problem in Home.® We are
in very much the same territory when reading Passmore:

A thorough-going mechanical theory will have to argue, rather that what we
call ‘giving the preference to one argument over another’ simply consists in
a more vivid idea somehow driving out a less vivid idea. If Hume does not
say this, it 1s not merely. 1 think, because he has momentarily fallen into
the language of the vulgar; he has a picture in the back of his mind, a

*Whether or not we consider this ‘support’ to be full blown justification (as Price did). or
merely a feature of the psychological mechanism, it clearly falls under Hume’s rubrc of
cusiom.

®Though 1 frame it somewhat uniquely. discussion of what I cal) the ‘Problem of Believing
Wisely’, may also be found in McCormick, ‘Why Shou}d We Be Wise?” 3-19, Owen,
Hume's Reason, 213-23. Falkenstein, ‘Naturalism, Normativity, and Scepticism’, 59-62,
Passmose, Hume’s Inientions, 160-76, Flew, Hume's Philosophy of Belief. 96-9. Laird,
Hume's Philosophy of Human Nature, 108, Broad, ‘Hume's Theory of the Credibility of Mira-
cles’, 914, and perhaps many others besides.
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picture which he cannot enurely expunge, of a human being’s hesitating
between two alternative views, unceriain which to accept, and finally deciding
between them. .
(Passmore, ‘Hume and the Ethics of Belief. 83)’

Price and Passmore (and others) have hit upon a general problem facing dox-~
astic involuntarists, like Hume, who would also appeal to normative episte-
mic distinctions, or otherwise deploy normative language in advising us how
we ought 1o believe. Our contemporary literature in epistemology treats this
problem under the topic ‘epistemic deontology’. But as a simiple example of
what I mean, in the context of Hume's philosophy, we may follow some of
the recent work on Hume and consider his appeal to ‘wisdom’.® Wisdom was
supposed by Hume to be good. So ‘wisdom’ not only has an epistemic
valence, but also a normative one. Because wisdom 1s good (i.e. for
Hume, ‘useful’ to oneself and others) it makes sense for him to counsel us
to be wise, or to tell us we ought not be superstitious, or ought to prefer
one claim over another (insofar as believing it would make us wiser).
What I will call the ‘Problem of Believing Wisely’ is the problem of recon-
ciling this epistemic normativity with Hume’s naturalist theory of belief.
Especially in places where Hume champions philosophy and criticizes
superstition, but at many key moments, he indeed counsels us to be wise.
The Treatise and Enquiries are replete with normative epistemic language.’
Perhaps, the most famous of these is the passage at the finale of the first
Enquiry, long celebrated (if not self-consciously) by positivists, wherein
Hume admonishes us to commit ‘to the flames’ works that concern neither
abstract reasoning about quantities nor experimental reasoning about facts,
works that ought not be believed. Another celebrated passage from the
first Enguiry comes in the context of Hume’s famous discussion of miracles:

A wise man, therefore, proportions his belief to the evidence. In such con-
clusions as are founded on an infallible experience, he expects the event
with the last degree of assurance, and regards his past expenence as a full
proof of the future existence of that event.

(EHU 10.4; SBN 110)"°

'A revised versiop is Passmore, Hume's Intentions. 165. My discussion here is directly
indebted to Passmore.

SHere 1 have in mind particularly McCormick, ‘Why Should We Be Wise?' 3-19. See her
survey of the ‘Problem of Control’, 6-9.

The beginnings of a good list are provided by Falkenstein. ‘Naturalism, Normativity, and
Scepticism’, 62-3.

'®The source is Hume, An Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding. Here and following
abbreviated ‘EHU’; citation is to section and paragraph numbers. 1 also include page
numbers from the traditional Selby-Bigge edition, revised by Nidditch, abbreviated ‘SBN’.
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Hume here suggests the evidenrialist principle that we ought to believe only
to the degree that we have evidence, t.e. ought not to believe to the degree
that we do not. As usual, Hume’s general counsel was incredulity, i.e. we
ought not to believe testimony on behalf of miracles, insofar as the miracu-
lous is defined in opposition to heretofore exception-less regularity. How
could that conclusion be formulated, if not as a normative epistemic claim?""

This passage about the wise person ‘proportion[ing] belief to the evidence’
would not be a puzzle had it instead been written by someone who holds
what Stroud (rather prosaically) calls ‘the traditional conception of the
nature of man’ (Stroud, Hume, 11). On the ‘traditional conception’ a distinc-
tive feature of human wisdom is our sensitivity to evidence, not insofar as we
naturally believe, but insofar as we consciously assess evidence gua evi-
dence and come to decisions via deliberation, i.e. provisionally withhold
assent until all relevant data have been collected, evaluated, and then reflec-
tively endorsed (or dissented from, or judged insufficient, etc.). To judge, in
this traditional sense, presumes the ability to voluntarily control one’s belief-
forming mechanisms, at least to the degree required to postpone belief for
purposes of won-prejudicial assessment in a period of deliberation. The
history of the deep conceptual connection between the deliberative and the
voluntary is reflected in etymologies of verbs like ‘to deliberate’ and adjec-
tives like ‘deliberate.” And the ability to form a wise judgement was sup-
posed by many to require not only good instincts, but rational control over
one’s self; the period of deliberarion was supposed to end (in cases where
it did not degenerate into dithering) in self-conscious decision.'? This
process was traditionally construed as ‘rising above’ the merely animal
instincts, including, and perhaps especially, the epistemic ones. Judging
wisely meant coming to a ‘cool-headed’ decision guided by reason, itself tra-
ditionally construed as distinguishing Aomo sapiens from our merely sentient
brethren. Those who lacked the rational capacity or proclivity, i.e. who were
not deliberate in their judgements, were classically admonished as impetu-
ous, rash, or even ‘animalistic’.

But it should go without saying that this was not Hume's view. One of the
advertised features of Hume’s newer theory of belief was its narwvralistic
account of belief-formation, not only applicable to the ‘subtility and refine-
ments’ of the wise, but to the beliefs of ‘mere animals’, ‘children’, and ‘the
common people’. Hume’s theory was set against the traditional account pre-
cisely insofar as it broke the traditional linkage between the believed and the
voluntary.'? Seeking to provide explanation of the beliefs of non-human

"'For a good reconstruction of the miracles argument, albeit one that still does not detangle the
nommative language from the descriptive, see Garrett, Cognition and Commiiment, 137-62.
A measure of the ‘traditional’ nature of this theory, including the close conceptual connec-
tion between the deliberative and the voluntary, is Aristotle’s in the Nicomachean Ethics, 30—
40.

"*In this point. I am merely following Stroud, Hume, 76-7 and Norton, Hume: Common-Sense
Moralist, 20.
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animals and all members of our species, regardless of our capacity or pro-
clivity for rational deliberation, Hume criticized the older theories as insuffi-
ciently general, suggesting they had mistakenly focused on the activity of
only a select few, i.e. ‘the wise’, and were not truthfully characteristic of
the way we all believe.

The common defect of those systems, which philosophers have employ’d to
account of the actions of the mind, is, that they suppose such a subtility and
refinement of thought, as not only exceed the capacity of mere animals, but
even of children and the common people in our own species; who are notwith-
standing susceptible of the same emotions and affections as persons of the
most accomplish’d genius and understanding, Such a subtility is a clear
proof of the falshood, as the contrary simplicity of the truth, of any system.

(T 1.3.16.3; SBN 176)

In Hume’s supposedly less ‘subtile’ theory there would be no such thing as
traditional deliberation. Hume’s naturalistic account was meant to be dis-
tinctive because it would not include the voluntarism entangled in the tra-
ditional theories of judgement.

Nevertheless, Hume's less traditional theory may have added as many
complications as it cleared. If, as Hume thought, credulity is what happens
to us when we ‘relax our thought’, if beliefs are as he calls them, ‘indolent
beliefs’, then there arises a new, second-order question about whether we
may voluntarily attend to philosophical arguments or practical affairs, and
hence retain some measure of control over whether we come to believe or
disbelieve on at least the indirect basis of controlling our own attention.
Can we not, through a process of foresight and will, at least situate ourse)ves
in relation to the world around us such that we will (otherwise naturally)
come to believe such-and-so?'*

For example, uwry as I might to believe there is a tiger in the room with me,
if I have no present perceptual evidence for that belief, it is doomed. I just do
not feel it stalking me while my back is turned. And that is what is (or is
effectively equivalent to) believing, according to Hume. Contrariwise,
were there a tiger in the room, as you read these words (pever mind in
that circumstance why you would still be reading). then try as you might
you would not be able to sustain your belief that it did not exist. In that cir~
cumstance your belief would be impressed upon you immediately and ‘natu-
rally’, 1e. entirely outside the influence of your rational faculties,
traditionally construed as volitional. Hume’s involuntartsm here seems par-
ticularly good, 1.e. when applied to cases of belief based on immediate
sensory awareness. Nevertheless, you have at least some measure of
control over your belief that there ts a tiger present. If not by being able to

'“Not everyone thought that this is an important question. Cf. Smith, The Philosophv of David
Hume, 126.
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directly will 1t, then at least insofar as you are able to voluntanly take your-
self downtown to a zoological garden and cntcr the exhibit marked ‘Great
Cats of the Amur Region’.

So here ts a new question. Hume may have been a staunch doxastic invo-
luntarist, but did he leave room for at least this kind of, Jet us now call it
second-order doxastic voluntarism?" In which case, each of us would be
able to voluntarily decide for ourselves whether we would believe that the
objects of the external world exist, or are causally ordered, etc., albeit
indirectly, 1.e. by determining whether we will carefully attended to the scep-
tical arguments, or instead play a lively game of backgammon and make
merry with our friends (see T 1.4.7.9; SBN 269).

A philosopher who insists on reading Hume’s naturalism as thorough-
going mechanism may object to such a suggestion. He or she may say that
the supposedly voluntary ‘selection’ of when and where we attend 1o philo-
sophical reasoning, as opposed to believing instinctually, is itself determined
by nature. It is determined by our so-called hard-wiring. Or it is determined
by the particular experiences in a particular past of a particular individual,
i.e. those constant conjunctions she witnessed and habits of mind she
picked up as a result. In much the way that Hume argues that our actions
are predictable and customary, the thoroughgoing mechanist might argue
that our habits of thought are too, including the attention we pay to philos-
ophy or science or sceptical argument. Like trips to the zoo, habits of mind
might similarly be described, perhaps with even greater explanatory power,
as involuntary.

Here, again, we should tread carefully. For the remainder of this discus-
sion I will call an interpretation that does not go so far as to deny Hume’s
second-order doxastic voluntarism, but nevertheless insists on a mechanistic
account, even of those actions that produce beliefs indirectly. thoroughgoing
mechanism. This position should not be confused with someone who reads
Hume as a thoroughgoing involuntarist, 1.e. someone who interprets him as
denying not merely that beliefs can be directly willed by us, but also as
denying there can be any voluntary contro] in the regulation of beliefs at
the second-order. e.g. even insofar as one could indirectly control one’s
belief that there 1s a tiger by travelling to see one at a z0o. Thoroughgoing
involuntarists deny both the first-order and second-order doxastic voluntar-
1sm; thoroughgoing mechanists need not, they need only provide a mechan-
istic account of each.

[ will not attempt to settle the question between those two Interpretations
of Hume. Instead 1 would like to see where we are left with the ‘Problem of
Believing Wisely’. The most serious version of that problem arises when we

‘*Many suggest that he did leave room for it. See, for examples: McCormick. ‘Why Should
We be Wise?” 7. Owen, Hume's Reason, 213-6; Falkenstein, ‘Naturalism, Normativity,
and Scepticism’, 33; Nonon, David Hume: Conrunonsense Moralist, 236-8; Pencihum,
‘Hume’s Skepticism and the Dialogues’, 268.
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combine Hume’s epistemic counsel with thoroughgoing involuntarism, i.e.
when we interpret him without the liberty of at Jeast second-order doxastic
voluntarism. If it is not possible for us to believe or not, willingly,
because we are not even free to act in such a way that some particular
belief would otherwise naturally result in us, or not, then someone telling
us that we ‘ought’ to believe such and so. on grounds that it would be
wise or prudent or useful, or on any grounds whatsoever, is at best a kind
of clever causal manipulation. In that case we would simply believe or
not, per our fully mechanized custom. Hume’s normative claims about
belief, if not strictly inconsistent with thoroughgoing doxastic involuntarism.
cannot in that case be construed as appeals to reason. They would not be
‘counsels’. because any distinction between practical reasoning and psycho-
logical manipulation would be collapsed. In that case reason would not
merely be slave to the passions, it would be no more.'®

However, even reading Hume as a thoroughgoing mechanist we would
still face a significant challenge. To see that this is so, imagine that we
were 10 take an cven more radical step and treat his project as the mere
description of human nature. completely ignoring all its epistemic normatv-
ity. The Problem of Believing Wisely would not thereby be dissolved. Even
in that case there would remain the problem of explaining how, were belief
nothing but the automatic result of witnessing mtore or less constant conjunc-
tions. there could be such a thing as ‘wise’ beliefs as opposed to ‘unwise’
ones. There would have to be in that case at least some difference in the
mechanisms producing those two different types of belief. We might
presume for the sake of argument something totally ludicrous, that Hume
could have used the term ‘wise’ purely descriptively, without even the slight-
est whiff of benediction. Or we might presume for the sake of argument
something much more plausible, that Hume intended to use that term
descriptively rather than normatively. (I think this might actually have
been the case.) But in either case, what would distinguish the mechanism
producing the ‘wise’ beliefs, from the mechanism producing the ‘unwise’
ones?

What ] have called the ‘Problem of Believing Wisely’ is sometimes
framed as a problem of warrant, i.e. a problem of explaining how Hume
could have thought that some of our beliefs are jusrified. But what I have
shown here is that the Problem of Believing Wisely is quite independent
of any consideration of warrant.!” It raises not only the specter of incomsis-
tency for those who would read Hume as a thoroughgoing involuntarist, it
also challenges any thoroughgoingly mechanistic interpretation of his
theory of belief, even one that would (implausibly) treat his project as
purely descriptive in nature. For if belief is nothing more than a state (for

"SHere is an opportunity to point out another bit of famous Humean normative language, not
merely that reason is slave, but thar it ‘ought only to be’ (T 2.3.3.4; SBN 414).
“In this respect, I also follow Owen.
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Hume it is a sentiment, but let us generalize for a moment) produced in us
automatically by the operations of our psychology, when jogged into
effect by the combined input of our immedjate perceptual environment
and our cognitive history or endowment, then what mechanism is it that
accounts for the difference between those who believe ‘wisely’ and those
who do not? Even leaving all normativity out of consideration, the mere dis-
tinction of the ‘wise’ from the ‘unwise’ presents a challenge for serious
interpretation. That challenge can be construed as a purely explanatory
one: accounting for the natural mechanism or mechanisms by which
beliefs are formed ‘wisely” or ‘unwisely’.

4. THE GENERAL RULES

Hume’s own answer to this challenge lies in hjs so-called General Rules.!® It
may be the case that Hume hoped to account for the production of belief as a
purely mechanical process. It was not, however, supposed by him to be a
stmple one. It is because ‘causal circumstances’ can be complex that it is
no trivial business to track the regulanties of nature. The foundation of
Hume’s theory in this regard was, of course, custom (see T 1.3.13.9; SBN
147). It 1s because novel causes resemble previously witnessed causes
that, through custom, we expect novel effects resembling previously wit-
nessed, more or less constantly conjoined, effects. But Hume here faced a
classic problem of causal discrimination. Which parts of the previously wit-
nessed circumstances were essential for the cause and which parts essential
for the effect? Which parts were only accidentally correlated? It is quite
possible to identify a part or parts of previously witnessed circumstances
that were merely ‘conjoin’d by accident’, and then come by custom (by no
other principle than custom itself!) to expect an cffect in their presence,
even absent an actual cause. Muratis mutandis, we might not expect an
effect in the presence of its cause merely because we have, by no other prin-
ciple than custom itself, identified some superfluous parts of the previously
witnessed circumstances.

Hume clearly believed, in cases where ideas conflict, that it is the more
forceful and vivacious ideas that swamp the weaker ones. But Hume also
clearly recognized the need to explain why the result of such conflicts can
be ‘unwise’ beliefs rather than the most accurate and judicious depictions
and predictions. If the only question in such cases were which type of experi-
ence a person had had more of, then Hume could simply have said the greater
force and vivacity always takes the day. But Hume’s (mostly) mechanistic
account of custom has it that customarily expected ideas can come into con-
flict with other customarily expected ideas. So Hume needed an account of a

'8Some have denied Hume had an answer (o this challenge. Cf. Pears, ‘The Naturalism of
Book I' 114.
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mechanism, other than custom itself, by which one customary connection
could come to dominate its rivals and become believed. The problem of
accounting for that mechanism is only exacerbated when we add to 1t the
demand of differentiating ‘wise’ from ‘unwise’ beliefs.

Whether the falsity of all unwise beliefs can be exhaustively explained by
our inability to discriminate genuine causes, and whether that requires some
additional influence of the passions or failing in the imagination, is beyond
my present argument. Hume has a nch and sophisticated theory in this
regard, and I have only scratched its surface. The only points necessary
for motivating Hume's invocation of the General Rules are that conflicts
between customarily reinforced 1deas form an essential part of causal dis-
crimination, and Hume thought both wise and unwise, yet fully natural,
beliefs result. To advance an explanation of this phenomenon he invoked
what he called “The General Rules’.

We shall afterwards take notice of some general rules, by which we ought to
regulate our judgment concerning causes and effects; and these rules are
form’d on the nature of our understanding. and on our experience of its oper-
ations in the judgments we form concerning objects. By them we leam to dis-
tinguish the accidental circumstances from the efficacious causes; and when
we find that an effect can be produc’d without the concurrence of any particu-
lar circumstapnce, we conclude that that circumstance makes not a part of the
efficacions cause, however frequently conjoin’d with it.

(T 1.3.13.11; SBN 149)

The General Rules were clearly meant to be regulatory. Following Lyons,
we can understand them as ‘belief-like states with the content of statistical
or universal generalizations’ (Lyons, ‘General Rules and the Justification’,
254). Despite the fact that their content can be ‘supply’d by the natural prin-
ciples of our understanding’ (T 1.3.15.11; SBN 175) their full employment is
by no means guaranteed by nature. We should note, in particular, Hurne's
use of the word ‘ought’ in this very context. Even were we to treat that
‘ought’ as a lapse or aberration (or grant such a reading for the sake of argu-
ment), Home clearly viewed the function of the General Rules as the aug-
mentation of custom in circumstances of complex causal discrimination.
He says here: ‘By them we learn (o distinguish the accidental circumstances
from the efficacious causes.” So while the General Rules might themselves
be expressions of basic principles of causation, it is not merely our use of
them, but also our learning by them that is significant. That learning is
what helps us discriminate the causes from the non-causes, and hence
changes the outcome (for the better) in conflicts amongst our ideas, i.e. con-
flicts that would otherwise be settled solely by the passions or our more paro-
chial custorn.

So whether we ought to use the General Rules, or not, Hume clearly
thought that the wise have learned by them. However, it would be a
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mistake to think that the entire difference between the wise and the vulgar js
merely that the wise use the General Rules while the ‘vulgar’ (i.e. the
unwise) make no use of them. '

When an object appears, that resembles any cause in very considerable cir-
cumstances, the imagination naturally carmes us to a lively conception of
the usual effect, tho’ the object be different in the most material and most effi-
cacious circumstances from that cause. Here is the first influence of general
rules. But when we take a review of this act of the mind, and compare it
with the more general and authentic operations of the understanding, we
find it to be of an irregular nature and destructive of all the most establish’d
principles of reasoning; which is the cause of our rejecting it. This is a
second influence of general rules, and implies the condemnation of the
former. Sometimes the one, sometimes the other prevails, according to the dis-
position and character of the person. The vulgar are commonly guided by the
first, and wise men by the second.

(T 1.3.13.12; SBN 149)

Ideas can conflict. And not all of them come to be believed. But as this
passage also makes plain, beliefs formed as a result of General Rules,
according to Hume, are also capable of conflict with other beliefs formed
as a result of the ‘second influence’ of General Rules. Following Hearn,
Falkenstein, and a variety of others, I read Hume’s suggestion here, that
the wise ‘take a review of this act of the mind, and compare it with the
more general and authentic operations of the understanding’, as an act of
voluntary reflection.'® This has consequences, I will now argue, for our
reading of Hume. It entails, for example, that Hearn and Falkenstein
(and 1) treat him as a second-order doxastic voluntarist.2°

Unhke Hearn and Falkenstein, I do not think that we need to understand
such conflicts as shaping up between two distinct rules or sets of rules
with opposing contents, t.e. ‘a “second” general rule... that condemns a
oumber of “first” ones’ (Falkenstein, ‘Naturalism, Normativity, and Scepti-
cism’, 48) ! Instead the difference that Hume had in mind between the “first’

'9See Hearn, ‘“General Rules” in Hume's Treatise’. 410. Cf. the foomote 10 EHU 9.5 (SBN 107),
where Hume says the discrimination of causes requires ‘great attention’. Cf, also T 1.3.10.12 (SBN
630-3). The interpretation of the ‘second influence’ as the result of reflecrion is not uncommon in the
literature. Cf. Moms, ‘Belief, Probability. Nomativity’, 85-9; and Serjeantson, ‘Hume’s General
Rules’, 195. Owen endorses it in Hume's Reason, 149, 213ff. I is also argued for by Noron,
Hume: Common-Sense Moralist, 208-2]. Gagett. Cognition and Commirment, 205 and Traiger,
‘Reason Unhinged’, 100-11. Whether all would agree with my interpretation of such reflection
as voluniary js considerably less likely, or clear.

*®Falkenstein is especially clear on this commitment. Cf. *Naturalism, Normativiry, and Scep-
ticism’, 32-3.

21 Als0 see Heamn, ““General Rules” in Hume's Treatise’, 407—11. Capaldi may also commit himself
to this reading. See Capaldi, David Hume: Newtonian Philosopher, 126, However, Capaldi also
suggests the reading 1 prefer (on the same page) when he wntes: ‘the real issue is not whether
people use general rules but whether they have been careful and diligent in the use of general rules’.
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and ‘second’ influence of the General Rules 1s precisely the voluntary act of
reflection itself, i.e. reflection that may be upon the very same rule or set of
rules otherwise only instinctually employed. On the reading that T am offer-
ing here it is because the first influence is unreflective, i.e. involuntary, that it
is also insufficient. Nevertheless, the application of such rules comes natu-
rally to every sentient creature, at least to some degree. (And of course in
more or less degree to different creatures.) The ‘second influence’, on the
other hand, are those very same rules, but now insofar as they are reflectively
willed, 1.e. voluntarily endorsed and applied to one’s memories, or volunta-
rily endorsed and applied to a richly imagined range of alternative possible
cases.

As T noted above, the reading of the ‘second influence’, as associated
with reflection 1s not uncommon. What I mean to contribute here is
greater clarity about the way that voluntarism sneaks back into Hume’s
account, via that reflectton. Whatever Hume might have meant by ‘learn-
ing” in this context, learning by a General Rule cannot be a matter of
simple habituation. In that case ‘learning by the rule’ would be nothing
more than 1ts repeated application. Consider the important question of
when we ought to make an inductive generalization. However natural
that leap. however frequently we do it, after witnessing however many
more or less constant conjunctions, the habit of mind itself is something
that can be endorsed or rejected by us, depending upon its circumstances.
To reflect on those circumstances means to think about generalizing, and
our natural tendency to generalize, and either will it in those circumstances,
or will ourselves otherwise. We might catch ourselves generalizing (as we
naturally do) in unguarded moments, and search our memories to ask
whether similar effects really have always followed similar causes. And
1t would be wise for us to scrutinize ourselves in that manner. We ought
1o do so. But there could be no normative question here, at least not of
the particular sort that Hume invoked, without the willing. Learning
when and how we ought to generalize (first by noticing the circumstances
in which generatization comes naturally, but then by noticing that not all
such circumstances are those in which we ought to generalize) cannot
have been thought by Hume a matter of mere repetition. The task of bring-
ing experience and the rules we naturally use for ordering that experience to
full consciousness, i.e. understanding such rules as consistent with other
‘establish’d principles of reasoning,” is particularly the purview of
sagacity.:2

An advantage of this account is that it makes sense of Hume’s association
of the ‘first influence’ of the General Rules with prejudice. Consider one
example of prejudice identified by Hume in the Treatise: ‘An Irishman
cannot have wit, and a Frenchman cannot have solidity.” Hume clearly

2Cf. Segeantson, ‘Hume's General Rules. 206-7. The account that T advocate here is also
close to the one aruculated by Owen at the end of Hume's Reason.
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claimed that this ‘fourth unphilosophical species of probability’ 1s ‘deriv’'d
from general rules’ (T 1.3.13.7; SBN 146). This has puzzled readers of
Hume, who would have thought General Rules were supposed to be
good, but that prejudices are obviously bad. Because prejudices are
unwise generalizations those readers have been tempted to mistakenly
posit an entirely different ‘second type’ of General Rules, distinct from
those Hume endorsed as the rules ‘by which we ought to regulate our judg-
ment concerning causes and effects” (T 1.3.13.11; SBN 149). But on my
account those are the very same rules. Prejudices are simply poor (i.e.
hasty) causal generalizations, the result of instinctually empioyed, but
not reflectively endorsable, and hence insufficiently learned, General
Rules. Prejudices remain innocent, even when pernicious and inaccurate,
until they are actively willed.

This reading of the General Rules should be contrasted with the account
provided by Marie A. Martin. I follow Martin in reading the ‘second influ-
ence’ of General Rules as involving a ‘new direction of the very same prin-
ciple’ (T 1.3.13.12; SBN 149), rather than as a conflict between rules or sets
of rules with distinct contents. However, Martin does not treart this as a
matter of voluntary reflection, so much as a mechanical procedure of ‘self-
correcting’ (Martin, ‘The Rational Warrant’, 249).% According to Martin,
just as the ‘first influence’ of the General Rules involves ‘higher-order
custom’ (Martin, ‘The Rational Warrant’, 250), by which we come to
form causal beliefs on the basis of their conformity with principles (even
if those principles are unknown by those who are instinctually employing
them), the ‘second influence’ of general rules is yet ‘another, even higher-
order, set of rules to guide our application of the first general rules’
(Martin, ‘The Rational Warrant’, 250). These ‘higher-order’ rules are suppo-
sedly developed after we naturally come to believe that the beliefs formed
using only the General Rules in their ‘first influence’ are frequently false,
1.e. prejudicial. As I read Martin this sort of regulation is supposed to be a
mechanical feedback mechanism, rather than the result of voluntary
reflection.

My reading of the General Rules should also be contrasied with the
account of them recently provided by Jack C. Lyons. I follow Lyops in
reading Hume’s General rules as extensive, i.c. based on a large number of
experiences, and constant, i.e. for which experience has provided few or
no apparent exceptions (see Lyons, ‘General Rules and Justification’,
259). But Lyons argues that these two conditions are themselves sufficient
for distinguishing the ‘good general rules’ from the ‘bad general rules’
(Lyons, ‘General Rules and Justification’, 258). I instead claim that this is
no difference tn the rules themselves, i.e. no difference in their conzents,
but only a difference in the degree to which they have been applied to a
rich range of remembered and imagined cases. On my reading a prejudice

**For another interpretation in this family see Baier. A Progress of Sentiments, 93~100.
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is simply a general rule, naturally applied. but one that has not yet been
raised to the level of consciousness. My claim is that this process requires
willing to the degree that remembering and 1magining require willing. No
more, and no less. 1 generally agree with Lyons that the difference
between the ‘first influence’ and the ‘second influence’ is a matter of the
rules’ relative extensiveness and constancy, as Lyons defines those. Each
is a slightly more precise way of accounting for how a General Rule can
have an application that is more general.”* But what accounts for the
enhanced generality of what Lyons calls ‘the good rules’; as opposed to
the prejudices?

In fairness I should point out that Lyons’ project is somewhat broader than
mine has been here. He sought to explain how the General Rules are related
to epistemic norms and can be justified in Hume’s epistemology. Reading
the same passages I have,™ wherein Hume clearly associates reflection
with the ‘second influence’, Lyons is more hesitant than I am about
drawing the conclusion that Hume’s official view was that General Rules
exercise their regulatory function via that reflection. Claiming that Hume
was ‘not entirely clear” on this point, Lyons also quotes the following
passage to suggest that Hume, in other places, scemed less than enthusiastic
about consciously considered rules for the direction of judgement:

Here is all the LOGIC I think proper to employ in my reasoning; and perhaps
even this was not very necessary, but might have been supply’d by the natural
principles of our understanding. Our scholastic head-pieces and logicians
show no such superionity above the mere vulgar in their reason and ability,
as 1o give us any tnclination to imitate them in delivering a long system of
rules and precepts to direct our judgment, in phtlosophy.

(T 1.3.15.11; SBN 175)

Because this passage also nicely encapsulates one of Hume’s characteristic
philosophical attitudes it provides me with an opportunity to explain, in con-
clusion, why I do not read it as inconsistent with Hume’s frequent references
to ‘reflection’ on the General Rules. Nothing Hume wrote (or that I have
attributed to him) regarding that reflection would require ‘a long system of
rules and precepts’ in order to direct one's judgement. One of the most
important features of Hume’s naturalism is that General Rules are
‘supply’d by the natural principles of our understanding’ rather than by
‘scholastic headpieces and logicians’. And one of the most important fea-
tures of his account as | have interpreted it above is that such rules do not
have different content in their ‘second influence’, but are only more
thoroughly applied (in Lyons’ terminology they are more extensive and con-
stant) to a broader range of remembered and imagined cases. Lyons is able

#Cf. Owen, Hume's Reason, 148-9.
BLyons cites T 1.3.10.12; SBN 632 and T 3.3.1.)5; SBN 582.
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(in his own words) to ‘remain neutral’ on the question of whether the General
Rules are consciously reflected upon or tacitly believed (Lyons, ‘General
Rules and Justification’, 257). But I am not: I have argued that Hume
thought finer causal dischmination is precisely the benefit of voluntary
reflection.

5. CONCLUSION

While a number of people have recognized a problem in Hume'’s theory of
belief, a fewer number have exonerated him. We should, at the end of the
day, acquit Hume of the inconsistency aftributed to him by philosophers
like Price.”® I am not unique in providing a defense in this regard; I take
myself only to have provided an interpretation of the evidence that makes
it uniquely exculpatory. A defense could have been accomplished merely
by distinguishing first-order from second-order doxastic voluntarism, i.e.
the distinction necessary to preserve Hume’s first-order involuntarism and
make room for his normative commitments with respect to how we ought
to believe. But such a distinction is reinforced by Hume’s own account of
the General Rules, which despite being ‘natural principles of our understand-
ing’, oughr to be reflected upon in order to aid in the discrimination of
genuine causes. Even were there no such language in Hume, or were we
to otherwise take seriously his attempt at thoroughgoing mechanism, we
would have made progress in explaining his account of belief-formation.
So whether one reads the General Rules as Hearn and Falkenstein do, or
as Martin does, or as Lyons does (or as I do) one will have made some
headway with the Problem of Believing Wisely.

The advantage of my reading over those others is that T have also
explained why we ought to reflect upon the General Rules and give them
their ‘second influence’, rather than merely leave them to their first. It is
because that further step away from prejudice and towards causal discrimi-
nation, if not wisdom itself, is not guaranteed by nature. It requires volun-
teers. Wisdom does not simply happen to us, but is instead something we
must value and do. There are limits, of course, to such an explanation.
While perhaps compatible with some form of mechanism, this voluntarist
reading is not itself mechanistic. But even philosopbers like Falkenstein
and Owen must eventually leave off providing a thoroughly mechanistic
account of Hume, e.g. of explaining why he thought some of us naturally
possess more curiosity than others, or why some of us choose 10 appreciate
the sceptical arguments while others do not. It is true that some people appear
to be naturally, and not merely voluntarily, more reflective. But explanations
of such facts were not provided by Hume himself.

#50n this point, I simply follow a trail blazed by others. See, for example, Owen, Hune's
Reason, 213-6.
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In conclusion, it might be worthwhile to reflect on the kind of doxastic
compatibilism to which the General Rules commit Hume. Famously, he
thought a first-order act may be both ‘free’ and ‘necessitated’, insofar as it
can be simultaneously determined by the will, and fit into a reliable
pattern of more or less constant conjunctions. Beliefs, on the other hand,
are willed by us insofar as they are both the product of a natural mechanism,
i.e. the ‘first influence’ of the General Rules, but also reflectively endorsed,
1.e. willed as the ‘second influence’ of those very same General Rules. | have
argued that Hume thereby denies global doxastic involuntarism, but [ have
not meant to draw the further conclusion about whether Hume was or was
not a local doxastic involuntarist. Is there a particular idea or set of ideas
for which no amount of reflection on the natural processes by which it has
(or they have) come to be believed can possibly augment or diminish 1ts
(or their) believability? A candidate for such a set, over which we have
little direct control, are those most closely associated with the present
impressions. The involuntarist passages cited above (in Section 2) are sug-
gestive in this regard. But this is not the conclusion that I have sought to
establish in this paper.

Despite the textual evidence cited above (in Section 2), David Hume was
not a global doxastic involuntarist. This is the conclusion that ought to be
drawn from close attention to his General Rules. Unlike others’, my
reading comes at the price of Hume’s involuntarism. But [ take myself to
have done a bit more than merely emphasize the hidden willing at the
heart of Hume’s beliefs. I take myself to have also shed light on why it
might prove ineluctable. It was not only required by Hume’s epistemic nor-
mativity, but is also necessary for explaining the mechanisrn Hume himself
posited for distinguishing wise from unwise beliefs. Without voluntary
reflection there could be no ‘second influence’ of the General Rules, hence
only instinct, prejudice, and parochial custom. Hume'’s naturalism, and the
linkage of the deliberative with the voluntary in traditional theories of judge-
ment, motivated him to provide a largely involuntarist theory of belief. But
Hume was unable to provide a thoroughly involuntarist theory of belief.
What I have argued in this paper is that voluntarism sneaks back into his
account, through the General Rules.

Hume was a second-order doxastic voluntarist, i.e. he thought that we are
free to believe what we will, at least to the degree that we are ‘free’ to control
the environment in which we place ourselves, and consequently the
impressions and expectations we naturally form as a result. But it js also
important, for anyone who would take Hume seriously, to notice that the
statement of that position, alone, does not yet fully capture his view. His
view, I can say now, was even more voluntarist than that. His view was
that individual experiences are insufficient to make us wise. What is
additionally required is a degree of reflection on the process of experience
itself (which is not to rule out such reflection as a consequence of the
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process!), including a powerful memory and a rich imagination of possible
. N 2
alternatives, and the true generality of causal knowledge that results.”’

Submitted 10 December 2012, revised 20 June, accepted 29 June
Western Oregon University
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Abstract

In the “Second Analogy,” Kant argues that, unless mental
contents involve the concept of causation, they cannot
represent an objective temporal sequence. According to
Kant, debloying the concept of causation renders a certain
temporal ordering of representations necessary, thus
enabling objective representational purport. One exegetical

guestion that remains controversial is this: how, and in
what sense, does deploying the concept of cause render
a certain ordering of representations necessary? | argue
that this necessitation is a matter of epistemic normativity:
with certain causal presuppositions in place, the individual
is obliged to make a judgment with certain temporal
contents, on pain of irrationality. To make this normatively
obligatory judgment, the subject must place her perceptual
representations in a certain order. This interpretation fits
Kant's text, his argumentative aims, and his broader views
about causal inference, better than rival interpretations
can. This result has important consequences for the
ongoing debate over the role of normativity in Kant's

philosophy of mind.

1 | INTRODUCTION

This article has two aims: one narrow, one broad. The narrow aim is to resolve an interpretative dispute about Kant's
“Second Analogy.” The “Second Analogy” gives an account of how we can perceive temporal sequences. However,
disagreement remains over the details of the mental operations required for perception to have objective temporal
content. In particular, it remains controversial how, according to Kant, deploying the concept of causation renders
a certain subjective “order of perceptions” “necessary” (A193/B238) and with what kind of modality this subjective

This is an open access article under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License, which permits use, distribution and
reproduction in any medium, provided the original work is properdy cited.
© 2018 The Authors. European Journal of Philosophy Published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd
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order of perceptions becomes necessary. Building on existing schotarship, | argue that Kant’s account turns on the
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inferential role of the concept of causation. Moving beyond existing scholarship, | argue that this inferential necessity
applies to the subdoxastic level of perceptions as well as to judgments and that the modality in question is that of
epistemic normativity. '

This narrow exegetical conclusion connects with a broader debate about the role of normative notions in Kant's
philosophy of mind. Recent decades have seen numerous attempts to interpret the project of the Critigue of Pure Reason
as fundamentally normative in character. Allison (2004) argues that it “involves a radical reconfiguration of epistemic
norms” and “serves as the epistemological counterpart of the shift from heteronomy to autonomy, which is [...] the
essence of Kant's ‘revolution’ in ethics” (p. xvi). O'Neill (1989) holds that, for Kant, a “critique of pure reason” is a
“(quasi-)juridical or political task” (p. 9). McDowell (1994) reads Kant as attributing a normative status to all contentful
mental representations, thereby giving a promising account of the relation between mind and world. More recently,
Pollok (2017) has argued that the central claim of Kant's theoretical philosophy is that “synthetic judgments a priori must
be acknowledged as the fundamental norms for our mathematical and empirical cognitions” (p. 2). These normative
interpretations of Kant's project have primarily been advanced on the basis of general considerations about KrV. Allison
and O'Neill highlight broad structural similarities between Kant's project in KrV and his practical philosophy. O'Neill also
cites Kant's general methodological statements in the motto and prefaces to KrV and in its "“Doctrine of Method” as well
as his obscure doctrine that practical reason bas “primacy” over theoretical reason (KpV 5:119). O'Neill, McDowell, and
others also point to Kant's extensive use of juridical metaphors both in characterizing his own project and in
distinguishing it from the non-normative systems of Locke and Leibniz; and McDowell makes much of an alleged
comparison between the “spontaneity” of the understanding and the freedom of practical reason. Pollok's (2017)
interpretation is also based on a normative reading of spontaneity (p. 67) and on interpreting Kant's remarks about
the “transcendental unity of apperception” as a claim about the normative “imputability” of judgments (p. &4).

The problem with relying on such “big picture” consideration is that they leave indeterminate the scope of
normativity in Kant's project. lllustrating this dramatically, these normative interpretations differ widely over the
breadth of normative import they find in KrV. O'Neill (1989) holds that only Kant's regulative principles and “maxims
of judgment” are normative in character (p. 19), a position also endorsed by Mudd (2016, p. 12). Allison and Pollok hold
that all of Kant's principles—the regulative principles of reason, the principles of the understanding, and even the
principles of mathematics and science—are normative. Meanwhile, McDowell reads Kant as assigning a normative
status to every intentionatl state, including intuitions. (Pollok [2017] appears also to hold that the “determination of sen-
sibility” is subject to normative constraint [pp. 19, 224), but that this activity is inseparable from judgment [pp. 19, 224].)
To move forward, such approaches must be augmented with detail-oriented, bottom up investigations, which examine
the viability of normative readings of particular aspects of Kant's philosophy.

Adding to the urgency of adopting a detail-oriented approach, Tolley (2006) has shown that there are tight
limitations on the kinds of normative reading that are tenable. Focusing on Kant's lagic, Tolley argues that the mind
must be capable of deviating from a set of laws, if those laws are to serve as normative imperatives for the mind's
operations, The devilis likely to lie in the detail of any normative reading, so proponents of normative interpretations
must carefuily specify the type of normativity in question and the relation between the normative standards and the
actual operations of the mind. Existing work that exemplifies a detail-oriented approach includes O'Neill's (1989)
discussion of the “maxims of common human understanding” (pp. 25f.), Ginsborg's (1997) reading of Kant on
empirical concept formation, Mudd's (2016) account of the normativity of the regulative principles, and Tolley's
(2006), Lu-Adler's (2017). and Leech's (2017) discussions of normativity in Kant's logic. The latter four are especially
clear in detailing the relation between normative rules and mental activities. The present article advances the debate
over normativity in Kant's philosophy of mind in the same way: by offering a bottom-up account of the role of
normativity in the mental activities discussed in the “Second Analogy.” My exegetical conclusion has important
consequences for identifying the range of mental operations that, according to Kant, are subject to normative
constraint. It shows that the mental operations responsible for “empirical cognition™ must be subject to normative
standards and that this includes certain activities of the ‘power of the imagination,” by means of which a temporal
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structure is imposed on sensible material (thus providing some support for views like McDowell’s and Pollok’s,
according to which the "determination of sensibility” is subject to normative standards).

My argument runs as follows. Section 2 sketches the argument of the “Second Analogy” and locates the factor
requiring further elucidation: the necessitation of a subjective ordering of perceptions. Section 3 presents the two
major routes ta explaining this notion—causaf and conceptual accounts—and presents grounds for pursuing the latter.
Section 4 provides compelling textual evidence for the existing view that it is the inferential role of the concept of cause
that equips it for enabling objective temporal representation and moves beyond existing scholarship to explain how this
could impose necessity on a subjective ordering at the pre-judgmental level of perceptions. | argue that, on Kant's
acoount, a subject who makes the presuppositions that Xs cause ABs? and that X obtains is thereby “inferentially
necessitated” to draw the conclusion that event AB occurs and that making the empirical judgment that AB occurs
requires an act of synthesis in which the subject places her perceptions in a certain order. Section 5 clarifies the notion
of “inferential necessitation.” The text of the “Second Analogy” and Kant's characterizations of logical laws strongly
suggest that causal presuppositions make it normatively necessary for the subject to judge that AB occurs and hence
to place her perceptions in a certain order. In contemporary parlance, the necessity of the “order of perceptions® is a
matier of epistemic normativity. Section 6 deals with an objection to the ‘claim that inference could be subject to
normative standards. Section 7 concludes by tracing the consequences of the article’s findings.

2 | THE ARGUMENT OF THE “SECOND ANALOGY"

The “Second Analogy” examines the preconditions for representing objective temporal sequence. Let's illustrate the
problem with an example: Jones watches his beloved snowman melt. For this to happen, Jones must have a mental
representation with three features: (a) it must represent the initial state, that is, the snowman standing tall; (b) it must

represent the subsequent state, that is, the melted snowman; and (c) it must represent the initial state as preceding

the subsequent state. The problem is to explain how a mental state could represent (c), that is, the objective temporal
relation between the two states.

Kant's discussion begins with a negative point: representation of objective temporal relations cannot be achieved
simply by the fact that the representations of the two states occur successively in the mind. Although Jones
perceives the snowman standing tall at ty and perceives the melted snowman at t;, this mere successiveness is

insufficient for the representation of objective temporal sequence, because successiveness is ubiquitous: “[tlhe
apprehension of the manifold of appearance is always successive” (A189/B234).? Perceptual contents occur
sequentially in the mind even when they represent coexistent, enduring features, as when one successively sees
the different parts of a large house (A190/B235, A192f./B237f.). Since perceptions are always successive, even when
the states perceived in fact coexist, successiveness of perceptions cannot have the semantic significance of denoting
objective succession, as opposed to coexistence.> Kant emphasizes that it is the “arbitrariness” of the subjective
sequence that renders it insufficient to carry objective representational purport: “The subjective segquence [...) alone
proves nothing about the connection of the manifold in the object, because it is entirely arbitrary.” (A193/B238} This
arbitrariness results from the fact that, according to Kant, temporal relations among perceptual contents are
introduced by the faculty of imagination, which is capable of placing them in any order:

Connection [e.g. of “two perceptions in time”] is not the work of mere sense and intuition, but is here rather
the product of a synthetic faculty of the imagination, which determines inner sense with regard to
temporal relations. This [i.e. the imagination] [..] can combine the two states in question in two
different ways, so that either one or the other precedes in time. (B233, cf. A201/8246)

To illustrate, let's return to Jones. At Y, Jones has a perception of the snowman standing tall (A) and at ty of the
melted snowmnan (B). A necessary condition of Jones's representing the event of the snowman melting is that, while

seeing the melted snowman, he is also conscious that previously the snowman was standing tall. This would, according
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to Kant, require Jones's imagination to reproduce the perceptual content A, placing it before perception B in Jones's
inner sense. Yet the imagination has the power to freely combine sensory material. At t5, when it is in possession of all
the relevant sensory material, the imagination can thus produce either subjective ordering—A then B, or B then A
—with equal ease. Unless something removes this arbitrariness of subjective order, the subjective order cannot have
the semantic significance of denoting the objective order in which states succeed each other.

Kant's positive account is that when the subjective order of perceptions is a necessary order, it can have the
significance of denoting an objective temporal relation. Under certain conditions, the subjective order is
irreversible—not arbitrary but necessary. This enables the perceptual representation of objective sequence. Cases
in which we represent events as happening are distinguished by the fact that there is only one order in which the
perceptual contents can be arranged:

If in the case of an appearance that contains a happening [i.e. an event] | call the preceding state of
perception A and the following one B. then B can only follow A in apprehension, but the perception A
cannot follow but only precede B. {A192/B237)

Kant illustrates this with the example of “a ship driven downstream” (A192/B237). In such cases, the subjective order
is "determined,” “bound down,” or rendered “necessary,” so that we are “necessitate [d] [...] to observe this order of
the perceptions rather than another” (A194/B242; cf. A193/B238, A198/8243). This makes possible the representa-
tion of objective sequence. To enable objective temporal representation, something must render the subjective order
of perceptions necessary.

This brings us to our central exegetical questions. What does it take for a subjective order of perceptions 1o be
rendered necessary? What kind of mental operations are required, and how do they impose necessity on the
subjective order? Furtbermore. what kind of necessity is thereby imposed? My aim is to provide detailed answers
to each of these questions.

Before proceeding, | will lay down a desideratum for the adequacy of any interpretation. Kant's discussion of
objective temporal representation forms part of his argument for a synthetic a priori principle, namely, the Causal
Principle (i.e., that. within the domain of appearances, every event has a cause). Therefore, we should strongly prefer
interpretations which fit Kant's account of the necessitation of the subjective order into an intemally coherent
argument for the Causal Principle.

3 | CAUSAL VERSUS CONCEPTUAL INTERPRETATIONS OF THE
NECESSITATION OF A SUBJECTIVE ORDER

| now present the two families of interpretation that have dominated the literature, vis-3-vis the necessitation of the
subjective order. Note that much of the work on the “Second Analogy” avoids taking a stand on the nature of this
necessitation, focusing instead on the refationship between perceiving particular events and discovering specific
causal laws (e.g.. Buchdahl, 1969; Friedman, 1992) or whether Kant's conclusion has ontological or merely epistemo-
logical import (e.g., Guyer, 1987, ch. 10; Watkins, 2005, ch. 3) without detailing the theory of mental operations
underlying Kant's discussion. The work that does give an account of the necessitation of a subjective order falls
neatly into two camps. Causal readings hold that it is the causal relations between the perceived states and the
subject's perceptions that fix a certain subjective order of perceptions as necessary. Conceptual readings hold that
it is the conceptual role of the concept of causation that imposes necessity on an order of perceptions. My aim in
this section is to justify pursuing a conceptual reading by exhibiting grounds for scepticism about causal readings.
Readers already convinced that the necessity of the subjective order arises due to the conceptual role of the concept
of cause may skip to Section 4.

The most famous ameong caousal readings is Strawson's (1966, pp. 133-140). Strawson argues that the causal
dependence of perception upon worldly states, along with some modest assumptions about the causal chains
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involved, entalls that, whenever we perceive an event, the subjective order of perceptions is causally necessary.”
However, he holds that the only way to get from this result to the Causal Principle is via a “non-seguitur of numbing
grossness.” According to Strawson, Kant simply conflates the causal necessitation of the subject’s perception of the
event with the causal necessitation of the event itself. The same ¢harge of non sequitur is found in the causal
readings of Lovejoy (1906), Pritchard (1909, pp. 288-91), Broad (1978, p. 168), and Walker (1978, p. 100). In
accordance with the aforementioned desideratum, we should strongly prefer alternative readings if they are able
to provide an interpretation with greater internal coherence.

Beck's (1978) causal reading seeks to avoid saddling Kant with a non sequitur. Beck argues that we must
postulata causal connections between observed events, not just between those events and our perceptions, in order
to recognize their objective order. His reconstruction runs as follows:

1. Our subjective order (A then B] fails to differentiate between two objective orders—AB and BA. To recognize®
objective order AB, we need some way of ruling out the possibility that B precedes A

2. Supposing that A causes B is necessary and sufficient for ruling out the possibility that B precedes A (p. 133),
because “the schema of the concept [of causation] ts [AB]-irreversibly” (p. 151).

3. Therefore, we can rule out the possibility that B precedes A if and only if we suppose that A causes B.

4, Therefore, we can recognize the objective order AB if and only if we hold that A causes B.

This is a definite advance on Strawson: from (4) it follows that all recognizable temporal sequences are causal sequences
—a promising step towards proving the Causal Principle. However, Beck's reconstruction is inadequate in other
respects. One glaring probiem is that (2) is indefensible. That events of type A cause events of type B does not entail
that B cannot precede A. Consider an oscillating system (e.g., a pendulum), in which one half of the cycle (a swing
to the left) gives rise to an event qualitatively identical to the one that caused it (a swing 1o the right).° Perhaps
Beck's reading can be rescued by reading A and B as referring to event-tokens rather than -types. It seems doubt-
ful that this could be Kant's meaning given his frequent insistence that what is required is a causal “rule” (e.g.,
A193/B238). Moreover, there are further interpretative problems that this would not fix. Beck's reconstruction
certtres on a model in which we determine the order of two events by identifying a causal relation between them,
whereas the dominant focus of Kant's treatment is the case in which we identify an objective change, that is, a
single event, due to its being caused by some other state or event (cf. Guyer, 1987, p. 240). Therefore, we should
not be satisfied with Beck’s reconstruction.

Van Cleve (1999, pp. 128-132) attempts to repair Beck's reconstruction by adopting the model of a cause
triggering a change from A to B, rather than a causal relation between A and B, and by revising the notion of
*irreversibility” at issue. However, in his revised reconstruction, it is the conceptual role of causal presuppositions,
rather than de facto causal relationships, which imposes the required structure of necessity on the subjective order.
Therefore, Van Cleve in effect abandons the causal reading in favour of a conceptual approach.’

No attempt to explain the necessitation of a subjective order as arising from causal relations between the
perceived events and the subject's perceptions has succeeded in finding an intemally coherent argument for the
causal principle, despite repeated attempts.® This is in sharp contrast to conceptual readings, which have found much
to endorse in Kant's argument. According to conceptual readings (e.g., Allison, 2004; Longuenesse, 2005; Melnick,
1973), when Kant speaks of the order of perceptions as being irreversible, this is not a matter of causal necessitation
of the acts of perceiving. Instead, it is an upshot of the conceptual role of the concept of cause. On this view, the
mental operation of applying the concept of cause imposes necessity on the temporal order of one's perceptions.

Recent versions of the conceptual reading (Allison. 2004, p. 252; Longuenesse, 2005, p. 241) have converged on
a coherent reconstruction of Kant's argument for the Causal Principle:

1. To represent an event, the subjective order of perceptions must be irreversible.

2. For the subjective order of perceptions to be irreversible, they must be subsumed under the schema of causality.
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3. Therefore, application of the schema of causality is a necessary condition for the experience of an event.

4. Therefore, restricting the domain to appearances (i.e., objects of possible experience), every event has a cause.

This reconstruction is well supported textually. Longuenesse {2005, ﬁp. 253-258) identifies five expositions of this
form of argument in the “Second Analogy" chapter, on the basis of close reading.

It is a considerable strength that conceptual readings allow for a highly coherent reconstruction, well supported
by the text. However, thus far they have been less successful in spelling out the nature of the necessitation of the
subjective order. Allison (2004) provides little explanation, simply stating that necessity is introduced when we
“subsume (perceptions] under |...] the schema of causality” (p. 252). Longuenesse gives more explanation, but recent
scholarship has deemed her account to be “less than pellucid” (Osborme, 2006, p. 420). Therefore, in what follows, |
will pursue a conceptual reading, with the aim of explaining fully how the concept of cause generates this
necessitation and what form of necessity arises.

4 | SUBJECTIVE NECESSITATION AS INFERENTIAL NECESSITATION

Our aim is to understand how deploying the concept of cause imposes necessity on the subjective order of
perceptions. | begin by looking for textual clues.

4.1 | Textual evidence

The “Second Analogy” chapter contains five expositions of Kant's argument for the Causal Principle. These share a
common argumentative structure, but Kant adds various pieces of additional information with each attempt. in
particular, the second and third expositions of the argument’ provide more detail about how the mind operates in
cases where it succeeds in representing an event or objective sequence.

If. therefore, we experience that something happens, then we always presuppose [voraussetzen] that
something efse precedes it, which it follows in accordance with a rule. [..] [Olnly under this
presupposition [Moraussetzung] alone is the experience of something that happens even possible.
(A195/8240)

As soon as | perceive or presuppose [voraus annehmen] that there is in this sequence a relation to the
preceding state, from which the representation follows in accordance with a rule, | represent something
as an occurrence. (A198/8243)

in both passages, Kant states that cases of successful event-representation are distinguished by the subject making a
certaln sort of “presupposition.” This presupposition (a) concerns the existence of some “preceding state,” and (b)
there is “a rule” such that, given the preceding state, the event must follow. When we compare (b) with Kant's analysis
of the concept of causation. we see that it is simply the presupposition that the preceding state causes the event. Kant
describes the “schema of cause” as “the real upon which. whenever it is posited, something else always follows. It
therefore consists in the succession of the manifold insofar as it is subject to a rule” (A144/B183). (Kant eguates
the term “succession” with “change” (B233), which the “First Analogy” has shown to be equivalent to “event”’) So what
Kant is saying is that in order for a subject to represent the event AB, she must presuppose (a) that some state X
obtains and presuppose the causal rute (b) that Xs cause ABs.*® For example, in order for Jones to represent the snow-

man melting. Jones must presuppose that some state obtains with respect to the snowman and that this kind of state

causes such objects to melt. L might be that Jones already believes a causal rule, such as that sunshine causes objects

made of snow to melt and judges that the sun is shining on the snowman on the basis of perception. (This exptains
Kant's phrasing, “perceive or presuppose,” in the third exposition (A198/B243).) But Kant also allows the possibility
that the subject does not know what state causes the event (A199/B244), in which case the content of Jones's
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presuppositions would be that some unknown state obtains with respect to this snowman and the causal rule that

that type of state causes snowmen to melt.'?

How do subjects select specific causal presuppositions, and what is their justification in doing so? Kant's answer
comes not in the “Second Analogy" but in his account of the “regulative principles” in the “Appendix to the Transcen-
denta! Dialectic” and the “Introduction” to KU. Kant gives a normative account rather than a description of our actual
hypothesis-forming process (KU 5:182), He provides a transcendental argument for our entitlement to select more
“unified” theories, for examgle, by preferring theories that describe a world governed by a smaller number of more
general causal laws (A650/B4678; KU 5:182).12 Kant insists (A651/B&79) that we do not antecedently perceive events
to which we try to fit our hypotheses. Instead, the very process of converting sensory material into representations
of events must take place against a2 background of framing causal hypotheses, which always remain subject to later
revision. Both in selecting and in revising our bodies of causal hypotheses and judgments about events, we tend to
prefer simpler, more unified theories and are entitled to do so. A full understanding of Kant's account of hypothesis-
formation would require arbitrating the debate over the move from causal rules to universal laws: do subjects begin
with mere causal rules that are only later replaced by universal laws, or does the “Second Analogy” already entail a
subject forming hypotheses about universal laws? | lack space to resolve this here {cf. endnote 10).

We now have a partial account of the mental activities that enable the representation of objective temporal
sequence: to represent an event AB, the subject must presuppose X and Xs cause ABs. However, further clarification
is still needed. How and in what sense do these causal presuppositions render a certain ordering of perceptions
necessary?

4.2 | Causation and hypothetical inference

Some commentators have suggested that the inferential role of cause is what equips it to enable temporal represen-
tation. Melnick (1973) emphasizes that “a causal law is precisely a rule that allows us, on the basis of features of
appearances, to conclude to a certain temporal ordering of appearances” (p. 91). Longueneasse {2005) espouses a
similar view, though some critics have found her proposal hard to decipher (Osborne, 2006, p. 420Q). This subsection
defends the view that the inferential role of cause is crucial, while Section 4.3 goes beyond existing proposals to
explain how this relates to the pre-judgmental level of the ordering of perceptions.

There is considerable textual evidence that it is the logical structure that the concept of cause embodies
and the form of inference it supports that is decisive. Kant draws a close connection between the concept of
causation and the lagical structure of the hypothetical conditional. in his derivation of the “Table of the Catego-
ries” (ABO/B105) from the “Table of Judgments” (A70/B95), the pure concept of cause and effect corresponds to
the logical structure of the “hypothetical” proposition (A70/B%95, A73/898). Kant's hypothetical conditional
expréesses a non-truth-functional “connection [Verkniipfung]” between its antecedent and conseguent, which Kant
calls "consequence [Consequenz)”. When the antecedent holds, the consequent also holds. and the former is the
“ground [Grund]” of the latter {Log 9:105-106; ¢f. Longuenesse, 2005, pp. 236-238). According to Kant, causal
judgments are a species of hypothetical judgments. Therefore, 10 make the causal judgment that X causes Y is
a fortiori to make the hypothetical judgment that if X, then Y (where this involves a non-truth-functional
grounding connection).

In its schematized form, the concept of causation adds further spatio-temporal content to this logical structure.
Specifically, the antecedent is restricted to “the real” (A144/B183), that is, states of objects “in time" (A143/8182);
the consequent is restricted to temporal “successions” (A144/B183), which Kant equates with “"changes” or "events”
(see above); and the grounding connection between them {i.e., “consequence”) is restricted to a certain direction in
time, such that the event “follows” the triggering state (A144/B183).2° As with all categories, this process of schema-
tization leaves the “logical meaning” of the concept of cause intact—it in no way lessens the connection between
causal judgments and hypothetical judgments. Schematization merely adds extra content, which "restricts” the sphere
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of possibifia falling under the concept. while enabling the application of these pure concepts to objects of experience
(A146F./B1851).
Given that causal judgments embody hypothetical conditionals, it follows that they support a kind of inferance,
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namely, the hypothetical syllogism. In the Jdsche Logic, Kant describes how hypothetical conditionals support two
valid forms of inference: modus ponens and modus tollens (9:106). As one would expect given the intimate relation
between causation and the hypothetical conditional, Kant frequently associates causal judgments with just these
kinds of inference. He writes that the “concept of cause” is the concept of “something that allows an inference to
the existence of something else” {A243/B301). that it is “required” for us to be able to “infer a consequence from
the existence of given determinations of things" (KpV 5:51, amended, emphasis in original), and that “what the con-
cept of cause says” is “that one thing [is) such that, if it is posited, a second thing must thereby necessarily be posited”
(Prol 4:257; cf. G 4:446). He equates the applicability of the “concept of causality” with the viability of inferences of
the forrm “because one thing A is posited, another thing B must also necessarily be posited” (KpV 5:53),14
Commenting on the Prolegomena passage, Longuenesse (2005) notes that Kant's phrasing “reproduces, almost word
for word. Christian Wolff's description of the inference in modus ponens in a hypothetical syllogism”, namely, “If, in a
hypothetical syllogism, the antecedent is posited. the consequent must alsd be posited” (p. 235).

Kant's view is that the judgment that Xs cause ABs involves the same logical content that is involved in the
hypothetical conditional if X, then AB. A fortiori, this causal judgment is subject to the same inference-rules as the
hypothetical conditional. In particular, it supports an inference in modus ponens: if 3 subject believes that Xs cause
ABs and now posits that X obtains, then she “must necessarily posit” that AB occurs.

What are the consequences of this for our understanding of the “Second Analogy™ We can now clearly see the
relation between the causal presuppositions identified above and the representation that AB occurs, The presuppo-
sitions that Xs cause ABs and that X obtains serve as the premises of a hypothetical syllogism, of which the judgment
that AB occurs is the conclusion. This reading is supported by Kant's use of the language of a hypothetical syllogism
in modus ponens in the fourth exposition!> of the argument of the “Second Analogy”: “something [i.e. some state] ...
precedes, and when this is posited, the other {i.e. the event] must necessarily follow” (A201/B2446). Any subject who
assents to those presuppositions must draw the conclusion that AB occurs. To capture Kant's language of what the
subject “must necessarily posit.” we can say that it is “inferentially necessary” for a subject who makes these
presuppositions to draw the conclusion that AB occurs. Returning to our example, now that Jones believes (a) that
the sun is shining on this snowman and (b) that sunshine causes snowmen to melt, it is inferentially necessary for

him to draw the conclusion (c) that this snowman melts.

We now have a well-motivated account of how the conceptual role of cause imposes a kind of necessity on the
subject's mental activities. When she deploys the concept in certain causal presuppositions, it becomes inferentially
necessary for her to judge that a certain event has occurred. We are well on our way to a fully explicit account of how
the concept of cause can render the subjective order of perceptions necessary. but some questions still remain. First,
how does the inferential necessitation of making a judgment relate to the ordering of perceptions (Section 4.3)?
Second, what kind of modality is at stake in this notion of inferential necessity (Section 5)?

4.3 | Inferential necessitation of a subjective order of perceptions

In the previous subsection, | argued that the causal presuppositions X obtains and Xs cause ABs make the judgment

that AB occurs inferentially necessary. Does this suffice for rendering the subjective order of perceptions necessary?
What we have said so far has dealt only with the doxastic level of “judgments {Urteile]”, while Kant's argument seems
to turn on the subdoxastic level of “perceptions [Wahrnelnungen]”. Kant holds that inferences always operate at the
fevel of judgments (Log 9:114), so it s not obvious how the inferential role of these causal presuppositions could
relate to the (evel of “perceptions.” My task in this subsection is to explain how the inferential necessitation of a
judgment translates into the necessitation of a subjective order of perceptions.



HUTTON

Lusopeati Jorrnad of Philosophy

One possibility is to revise our interpretation of the argument, taking Kant's subject matter to be the necessita-
tion of judgments, rather than the necessitation of an ordering of perceptions. On this reading, having explained the
inferential necessity of judging that AB occurs, our interpretative task would be complete.*® There is some support
for this approach: Kant's stated aim in the "Analogies of Experience” is to establish claims about “empirical cognition”
(B218-9; Prof 4:310), which is usually taken to imply that he is operating at the level of judgments. Nevertheless, the
text of the “Second Analogy” makes it clear that the necessitation of the pre-judgmental activity of "apprehension” is
central to Kant's concerns. Kant's discussion turns on the order of “perceptions” being irreversible, not just on certain
judgments being necessary (A192/B237); on the "subjective order of apprehension” and with the subjection of
apprehension to a rule (A193/B238; A195/B240: A200/B245). Moreover, Kant holds that the result of the “Second
Analogy” is "the formal condition of all perception” (A199/B244). To deny that Kant is concerned with the
necessitation of a subjective order of perceptions, we would have to interpret him as continually misstating his
point.” Furthermore, a key conclusion of the “Transcendental Deduction” was that “all synthesis, through which
even perception itself becomes possible, stands under the categories” (B161). Accordingly, it is natural to expect
implications for the synthesis of apprehension within the “System of Principles.”*® Unless it proves completely
impossible to find one, we should seek an explanation of how the inferential necessitation of a judgment brings with
it the necessitation of a subjective order of perceptions.

The key to understanding this connection is Kant's view that empirical judgments involve the synthesizing of
perceptions: “[e]xperience is an empirical cognition,i.e., a cognition that determines an object through perceptions.
It is therefore a synthesis of perceptions [...] [and] contains the synthetic unity of the manifold of perception in
one consciousness” (B218, ¢f. A764/8792). Kant holds that judgments about specific worldly states, objects, and
events, such as the judgment that AB occurs, must be “empirical cognitions,” which, as this passage explains, means
that they must involve the synthesizing of sensible material. This is an upshot of Kant's view that the representations
of the understanding cannot have “relation to an object” unless they stand in the right kind of relation to sensibility:
“we cannot cognize any object [...) except through intuitions that correspond to those concepts” (8165; cf. ASO/B74),
Without taking a stance on what kind of content intuitions have or what is required for an intuition to “correspond”
to a judgment. we can say that for the “empirical cognition” that AB occurs to be possible, the subject must produce a
perception which corresponds to it, by synthesizing sensory material.

What kind of “synthesis of perceptions” might be required to produce a perception corresponding to the
judgment that AB_occurs? Presumably, it would consist of a perception of A and a perception of B. These
perceptions would have to be put together into a temporally structured whole, with the temporal dimension
provided by the form of inner sense. In other words, to produce a perception corresponding to the judgment that
AB occurs, the subject would have to “place” a perception of A before a perception of B. This act of arranging
perceptions into a certain form would be part of the “synthesis of apprehension”, carried out by the “power of
imagination.” In our example, Jones's “power of imagination” would “place” a perception of the snowman standing

tall prior to a perception of the melted snowman, on the canvas provided by the formal intuition of time. This

picture fits well both with Kant's descriptions of the imagination's synthesizing activities prior to the formation
of judgments (A98-103. B151-6, B140f);, and with Kant's repeated descriptions in the “Second Anzlogy” of a
“synthesis of apprehension” in which the “power of the imagination” *
in a certain “order” (B223: A193/B238)."°

Given that this activity of placing the perception of A befare the perception of B is required for the activity of

places” or “connects perceptions” (B223)

Jjudging that event AB occurs, it is intuitively plausible that any forms of necessity applying to the latter would also
apply to the former. If a subject must judge that AB occurs, she must a fortiori perform the mental activities constitu-
tive of making that judgment. Now, as argued in the previous subsection, when the subject makes presuppositions of
the form X and Xs cause ABs, this makes it inferentially necessary for the subject to judge that event AB occurs. There-
fore, it follows that making those presuppositions also makes it inferentially necessary for the subject to place the
perception of A before the perception of §.2° When this act of synthesis is a constituent part of forming a judgment
and the judgment in question is one that is inferentially necessary, the synthesis is not an arbitrary act siemming from
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idiosyncrasies of the subject. Rather, it is necessary in just the same sense that the judgment itself is necessary. The
presuppositions that render the judgment inferentially necessary also render the subjective order of perceptions
inferentially necessary: The activity of placing the perceptions in that order becomes something that the subject must
do, given her assent to the premises of the causal inference.

We now have a full account of the mental activities that, according to Kant, render the representation of
objective temporal order possible: The subject makes certain causal presuppositions; these presuppositions render
it inferentially necessary for the subject to draw the conclusion that a certain event occurs and thereby render
inferentially necessary the particular subjective order of perceptions that is required for drawing that conclusion.
In the next section, we look more closely at the central term in this account. namely. inferential necessitation.

5 | INFERENTIAL NECESSITATION IS NORMATIVE NECESSITATION

In what sense, for Kant, must a subject assent to the conclusion of a causal inference for which she believes the
premises? In what sense must she place her perceptions in the subjective order that is “inferentially necessary”? This
section argues that the “must” is normative. The necessitation of judging that AB occurs and of performing the acts of
synthesis constitutive of making that judgment is a matter of episternic normativity.

“Normativity” is not a term used by Kant (though he does use the term “norm” in the sense of “model or guideline
for assessment”2?); so let me first pre-empt the worry that it is anachronistic to ¢laim that normativity plays a centraf

L3

role in the “Second Analogy.” Normative facts or statements are those that deal in “oughts,” “shoulds,” reasons,
duties, and so on. In several contexts throughout his critical philosophy, Kant draws distinctions between what, in
modern parlance, we can call the normative and the non-normative. Consider the contrast between “natural philos-
ophy" and “moral philosophy” presented in the Groundwork: “the first [determines certain laws) as laws in accordance
with which everything happens, the second [determines certain {aws] as laws in accordance with which everything
ought to happen” (4:387f.). Another such contrast occurs when Kant introduces the “maxims of the power of judg-
ment”: “they do not say what happens.i.e.. in accordance with which rule our powers of cognition actually perform
their role and how things are judged, but rather how they ought to be judged” (5:182). Other cases in which Kant
draws this distinction include his remarks about the nature of logic (see below), the kind of necessity to which aes-
thetic judgments are subject (KU 5:239), and perhaps (though this is controversial) the famous distinction between
"questions about what is lawful (quid juris)” and “[questions] which concem the facts (quid facti)” (A84/B116,
amended), that is, the distinction between the way we use certain concepts and the way that we would be “justified”
10 use them (A84/B116). The modern term “normativity” gives us a useful way to designate one side of Kant's con-
trast. picking out claims concerning what we “ought’ to do or would be "justified” to do, rather than what merely is.

I now explain the proposal that causal presuppositions normatively necessitate a judgment and a fortiori an
ordering of perceptions, What difference do the causal presuppositions make, vis-a-vis the judgment that AB occurs?
One important factor is that a subject who believes that X and that Xs cause ABs has conclusive reason to believe
that AB occurs: those presuppositions justify that conclusion. The proposal is that for the judgment to be inferentially
necessitated is for it to be justified in this way.

Is there any basis for ascribing this kind of view to Kant? The first piece of evidence is that Kant explicitly talks in
terms of “justification” within the “Second Analogy™

[A] rule is always to be found in the perception of that which happens, and it makes the order of
perceptions that follow one another (in the apprehension of this appearance) necessary. [..] This
connection must therefore consist in the order of the manifold of oppearance in accordance with which
the apprehension of one thing (that which happens) follows that of the other (which precedes) in
accordance with a rule. Only thereby can | be justified in saying of the appearance itself, ond not
merely of my apprehension, that a sequence is to be encountered in it, which is to say as much as that
I cannot arrange the apprehension otherwise than in exactly this sequence. (A193/8238, emphasis added)
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Here, Kant begins by repeating the claim that the representation of events is only possible when the “order of per-
ceptions” is rendered “necessary.” Next, he asserts that this necessity can only be created by positing a causal con-
nection between a state "which precedes” and the event itself. Finally, Kant explains that the difference made by
positing this causal relation is that the subject is “thereby justified” ir'\_making the claim that an event has occurred.
Explicitly, it is the epistemic or justificatory role of the causal presuppositions that is crucial in rendering the “order
of perceptions” “necessary.”

This language of “justifying” is repeated in his second exposition of the argument:

if, therefore, we experience that something happens, then we always presuppose that something else
precedes it, which it follows in accordance with a rule. For without this | would not say of the object that it
follows, since the mere sequence in my apprehension, if it is not, by means of a rule, determined in relation
to something preceding, does not justify any sequence in the object. (A195/8240, emphasis added)

Without making the causal presuppositions, Kant writes, the subject would not be justified in making a claim that
there is a “sequence in the object”, that is, an objective order of states. The difference that the presuppositions make
is a2 matter of what they “justify.” These passages strongly support the conclusion that the causal presuppaositions'
“necessitation” of a particular ordering of perceptions is a matter of epistemic normativity.

The same conclusion is also supported by Kant's apparently normative conception of the laws of logic. As argued
in Section 5, the necessitation of a judgment by causal presuppositions turns on the inference-rules goveming the
hypothetical conditional. In the Jésche Logik, we find the following characterization of the rules of logic:

Logic is [...] a science of the correct use of the understanding and of reason in general, not subjectively,
however,i.e., not according to empirical (psychological) principles of how the understanding does think, but
objectively.i.e., according to principles a priort for how it ought to think. (9:16, amended, emphasis added)

In logic {...] the question is not about [...] how we do think, but how we ought to think ... In logic we do not
want to know how the understanding is and dees think and how it has previousiy proceeded in thought,
but rather how it ought to proceed in thought. (9:14. emphasis added)

In both passages, Kant draws the normative/non-normative distinction and firmly locates the laws of logic on the
normative side. Tolley (2006) has raised doubts over whether these remarks about the nature of logic represent
“Kant's ‘considered’ or ‘mature’ (‘Critical’} position” (p. 398). (Tolley also raises substantive concemns, which are
discussed below in Section 6.) However, the hypothesis that these remarks are remnants of a pre-Critical view is
belied by the existence of similar remarks in lecture-transcripts from the Critical period:

We can divide the laws of our understanding in the following way(:]

1. Rules for how we think.

2. Rules for how we ought to think.

Sometimes we think completely wrong-headedly. This use can never agree with the rules.

This is the misuse of the understanding and is excluded here. Logic teaches the latter (i.e. rules for how we
ought to think|, nomely, how to use the objective rules of our understanding. (V-Lo/Wiener 24:791,
amended)??

Logical rules are not ones according to which we think, but according to which we ought to think.
(V-Lo/Dohna 24:694)

Kant holds that we often fail to think in accordance with the logical laws laid out in the course of the lectures. But the
principles of logic are not descriptions of how we happen to think. Rather. they constitute standards for how we
ought to think. Kant links this normative conception of logic with his notion of “critique”:
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[Logic] is useful and indispensable as a critique of cognition, however, or for passing judgment on common
as well as on speculative reason, not in order to teach it, but only to make it correct and in agreement with
itself. (Log 9:20, Kant's emphasis; cf. Log 9:15, Log 9:16, V-Lo/Wiener 24:792, V-Lo/Dohna 24:6%4f.)

Far from being a remnant of Kant's pre-Critical thought, his normative conception of logic is intimately connected with
his mature conception of philosophy as providing 2 critique of our mental faculties. The procedure appears to be this:
first, we reflect on the nature of the understanding and identify principles that are universally valid, rather than being
plausible only due to some bias that we happen to have.?® Next, we use this body of principles as a “doctrine” for
“critiquing” the actual patterns of thought of ourselves and others. This step may be supplemented by empirical dis-
coveries about what errors we are most prone to make. Kant terms this empirically informed project “applied logic”
(AS53/B77, Lag 9:18). We would therefore be unjustified in taking Kant's remarks on the normativity of logic to be a
remnant of his pre-Critical views. Rather, we should try to accommodate Kant's mature characterization of logic as
another facet of his critical project. in which reflecting on the nature of our faculties provides us with certain epistemic
standards, which can then be used to root out error. Kant holds that the principles of logic. and a fortiori the rules of
hypothetical inference, are normative in character, providing standards of “how we ought to think” {Log 9:14).

To sum up the argument of this section, we have found significant textual evidence that inferential necessitation
is a form of epistemic normativity. This evidence was found both in the “Second Analogy” and in Kant's general
statements about the nature of logical laws. The sense in which Jones must draw the conclusion of a hypothetical
syllogism when he believes its premises is that he ought to draw that conclusion and will be open to epistemic
criticism if he does not. Making causal presuppositions imposes a normative structure on the subject's mental oper-
ations. it is this normative necessity that removes the arbitrariness of these operations, thereby enabling objective

purport. Once Jones presupposes that the sun is shining on the snowman and that sunshine causes snowmen to melt,

his judgment that the snowman melts is not made arbitrarily but on the basis of a conclusive reason. Similarly the

synthesis of perceptions required to make that judgment—placing a perception of the snowman standing tall before

a perception of the melted snowman—is not an arbitrary activity stemming from the subjective constitution of

Jones's mind, but an activity that is normatively necessary. This normatively necessary subjective order is the feature
of Jones's perception in virtue of which it represents an objective temporal sequence.

6 | OBJECTION: NORMATIVITY AND THE POSSIBILITY OF DEVIATION

We found ample textual evidence that inferential necessity is normative. However, Tolley (2006) argues that we cannot
coherently attribute to Kant the claim that logical rules are nosmative. This section deals with Toltey's objection.
Tolley argues that Kant is committed to the following claims:

1. For a rule to be normative for a subject. it must be possible for the subject to deviate from that rute.

2. ltis not possible for thinkers to deviate from the rules of logic.

From these commitments, it follows that it would be incoherent for Kant to hold that the rules of logic are normative for
thinkers. | will not question Kant's commitment to {1),2% but will argue that Talley is wrong to attribute (2) to him.
What would it mean for a thinker to deviate from the laws of logic? Focusing on the laws relevant to our topic,
logic sets out which forms of inference are valid. To deviate from these laws would simply be to make an invalid
inference. if Kant holds that it is possible for thinkers to make invalid inferences, then he is not committed to (2).
Is there evidence that Kant thinks that it is possible to make an invalid inference? Kant's discussion of “logical
illusion” in KrV clearty shows his commitment to the idea that we sometimes make invalid inferences. which offend
against certain logical rules: “Logical illusion. which consists in the mere imitation of the form of reason (the illusion of
fallacious inferences) arises solely from a failure of attentiveness to the logical rule” (A296/B353). Consequently, one
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of the tasks of formal logic is to "discover false illusion in the form of syllogisms” (A333/B390Q). Similarly, at least some
of the errors Kant identifies in the “Dialectic” arise from faltacious inference—the “Paralogisms” are the result of
making a "fallacious inference [Fehlschluss]” due to an ambiguous term in the premises (A341/B8399); and similarly
the “cosmological syllogism” that produces the “Antinomies” is a "mistake” arising from an ambiguous term. The
Hechsel Logic also shows Kant describing formally invalid inferences not as impossible but as “erroneous or false”;

In regard to truth, the syllogismus is divided into true, and erroneous or false. An inference can be false. in
such a way that the error fies either in materia or in forma. The inference suffers from an error {...] in
forma if the conseguentia is drawn falsely from true premises. (V-Lo/Hechsel, LY 2:455)

The propositions in an inference can be true, but the inference can nonetheless be false as to form,i.e, a
fallacy. (V-Lo/Hechsel, LV 2:449)

Kant consistently endorses the possibility of deviating from the laws of valid inference, and hence deaies (2} vis-A-vis
these rules. Indeed, the notion that humans are naturally driven to certain violations of the rules of correct inference
is central to his conception of reason. It follows that there is no reason to think that Kant denies that the rules for
valid hypothetical syllogisms can be violated by thinkers.2> We can reject Tolley's argument against the normativity
of this logical rule and uphold the suggestion that the causal presuppositions X and Xs cause ABs make it normatively
necessary for the subject to judge that AB occurs.

Tolley (2006) backs up his claim that it is impossible for thinkers to deviate from the rules of logic by contrasting the activ-
ity of thinking with the activities govemed by snoral laws (p. 374). In the moral case, humans have a capacity to choose freely
whether or not to obey the laws, while in thought we seem to have no such “Willkir-correlate.” How can we reconcile this
point with the thesis that rules of causal inference are normative? For our purposes it makes sense to discuss this vis-a-vis
causal inference, rather than reasening in general. Is there a “Willkir-correlate” in play in the domain of causal inference?

To answer this qguestion, we need to understand what kind of “Willkar-correlate” is required for normative con-
straint. Kant elucidates the term “choice [Willkiir]” as “[t]he faculty of desire (...] [iInsofar as it is joined with one's con-
sciousness of the ability to bring about its object by one's actions” (M5 6:213). This capacity is called free if it “can be
determined by pure reason”, that is, if it is capable of selecting maxims on the basis of their adherence to the moral
faw. But in humans, “choice (Willkiir]” is also influenced by “sensible” factors, namely “inclination, or sensible impulse”.
As Tolley (2006) acknowledges, it is the fact that the faculty of desire is subject to these “possibly obstructive forees”
(p. 373) that makes deviation from the moral law possible and thereby renders the moral law imperatively normative.
We might be tempted to think that it is the element of “choice” that renders the moral law normative. However, Kant's
position is that the combination of determination by a (self-imposed)?¢ law and influence by “possibly obstructive
forces” is the key ingredient for normativity. This is made manifest by Kant's explicit application of normative standards
to other activities that are not within the purview of the “faculty of desire”, notably aesthetic judgments (KU 5:239) and
the systematizing activities of reason and reflective judgment (KU 5;182; Mudd, 2016). For Kant, normative constraint
does not depend on the presence of a capacity for choice, but rather on the presence of “possibly obstructive forces.”

Are “possibly obstructive forces” in play in the domain of causal inference? Yes. As discussed, making causal judg-
ments about particular objects is not possible without a contribution from sensibility. It is for this reason that, in order
to move from the premises X and Xs cause ABs to the conclusion AB occurs, a subject must carry out a certain syn-
thesis of perceptions. Kant states in the introduction to the “Transcendental Dialectic” that once sensibility is in the
frame, a force is in play that can cause the mind to deviate from the “laws of the understanding” (A350f./B294f.; cf.
Log 9:53f). Indeed, Tolley (2006) accepts that his argument has no force for domains in which the understanding
weorks in tandem with other faculties such as sensibility (pp. 374, 399) and freely admits that logical rules may be nor-
mative when “appfied” to those domains. Tolley fails to consider the possibility that the self-same formal laws that are
discovered in pure logic might be normative for human subjects applying those laws in empirical judgment, but | see
no reason for ruling this out. In the context of causal inference, sensibility constitutes the “possibly obstructive force”
that makes deviation from logical rules possible and thereby quafifies them as normative.
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7 | CONCLUSION

The necessitation of an ordering of perceptions is a form of inferential necessitation, resulting from the subject’s
causal presuppositions. This inferential necessitation is a form of epistemic normativity. The interpretation for which
{ have argued makes good sense of Kant's text, fits well with his argumentative aims and coheres closely with his
broader position on the nature of causal inference. If correct, this interpretation shows that normative notions are
in play right in the heart of Kant's “Transcendental Analytic® and that his conception of cognition turns at a crucial
point on the idea that the mind's operations are normatively structured: It is this very normative structure, imposed
by causal presuppositions and rules of logical inference, that enables the representation of objective temporal
sequence. What's more, | have argued that to understand Kant's text, we have to see this normative structure as
extending beyond the level of judgment and encompassing the "synthesis of apprehension” carried out by the
imagination, in which sensible material is placed in a temporal order. | have therefore found support for Pollok's
(2017) view that, for Kant, the “determination of sensibility” is subject to normative standards.

To further clarify this conclusion and to pre-empt misunderstandings, let me emphasize what this conclusionisnot. |
have not argued that the Causal Principle is itself a normative principle. On the interpretation | have given. it is alethically
necessary that, for all events AB and alt subjects S, AB is only perceptible to S if S judges AB to be caused. A subject who
places a perception of A before a perception of B without presupposing that something causes event AB does not

thereby produce a perception of AB that is defective in some respect. but fails to produce a perception with objective
temporal content. Therefore, the Causal Principle is a non-normative, alethic modal principle about perceptible events.
Thus, my interpretation of the “Second Analogy” should not be taken as supporting Allison's (2004, p. xvi) and Pollok’s
(2017, p. 2) view that "synthetic judgments a priori” such as the Causal Principle serve as “norms” for cognition. On my
view, it is adherence to the Causai Principle, not being assessable with regard to it, that conditions the possibility of objec-
tive temporal contents, and hence of objectively valid judgments about events. In this | agree with Pollok's (2017) claim
that adherence to such principles is constitutive of “objective validity” in theoreticat cognition (p. 10, 140f.). However, |
see no reason to follow Pollok (2017) in claiming that the Causal Principle serves as a norm for judgments more broadly,
for example, the judgment that God spontaneously created the world (p. 10, 140f). As § see it, neither the
“Transcendental Dialectic” nor Kant's positive account of rational faith bears out the claim that judgments can be shown
1o be defective simply by pointing out their deviation from “principles of pure understanding” (which are in any case
restricted to the domain of appearances).?”

Nevertheless, the interpretation for which | have argued provides some support for an extremely wide-ranging
interpretation of the role played by normativity in Kant's philosophy of mind. We have explored one area in which
Kant insists that necessitation of the mind's operations is required for objective representation and found that the
necessitation in question is provided by normathve structures. Therefore, at least in the case of objective temporal
contents, we have found Kant espousing the view that the contentfulness of mental states—of perceptions as well
as judgments—depends on their having a particular normative status.

This specific thesis linking objective content to normative necessitation suggests that we should explore a more
general thesis, like the view atiributed to Kant by McDowell {1994). according to which normative necessitation is
required for all kinds of objective content. The “Second Analogy” tumns on the premise that the subjective order of
perceptions cannot have objective purport if it is arbitrary, but there is textual evidence that Kant is committed to
the general thesis that objective purport requires 2 necessitation of the mind's activities. In the “Second Analogy,”
it 1s normative necessitation that removes the arbitrariness; so perhaps when Kant writes that "our thought of the
relation of all cognition to its object carries something of necessity with it [...] which is opposed to our cognitions
being determined at pleasure or arbitrarily [aufs Geratewohl oder beliebig)” (A104), he means that all relation to
objects requires normative necessitation (cf. A108, B218f.. A191/8234).2%2 On the other hand, it may be that onjy
syntheses of “connection [Verknipfung, nexus]” and not of “composition [Zusammensetzung, compositiol” require
normative constraint in order to produce representations with objective purport—a possibility suggested by Kant's
characterization of the former as “not arbitrary [nicht willkirlich)”. If so, it would only be the representation of
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necessary connections (rather than contingent existences) that requires normative constraint.?® Such questions
require further investigation. Starting points for expanding this investigation might include exploring whether
normative notions are at work in the other “Analogies of Experience” and the rest of the "System of Principles”
and providing a clearer account of how normmative guidance of the “synthesis of apprehension” is possible.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

| am indebted to Stefan Hagemann, Simon 5chiz, Luz Christopher Seiberth, and an audience at the Moral Sciences
Club, Cambridge, for comments on an initiat version. Many thanks to Rachel Robertson; Tobias Rosefeldt: an audi-
ence at the Klassische Deutsche Philosophie group, Humboldt-Universitit, Berlin; the editorial committee of the
Journal of the History of Philosophy: and two anonymous reviewers for the European Journal of Philosophy for
searching and insightful comments on full drafts. Thanks to Nina de Puy Kamp for help with proof reading. | gratefully
acknowledge financial support from the Leverhulme Trust and the Arts and Humanities Research Council.

ENDNOTES
! | follow Burge (2010) in using underlining to denote mental contents.
2 Cf. B233, A190/B235, A198/B243 and A201/B246.

2 | hereby adopt a semantic rather than epistemic reading of Kant's point, pace Beck (1978) and Guyer (1987), Watkins
(2005) argues thal epistemic readings of the "Second Analogy" will inevitably result In circularity, a contention borme
out by Van Cleve's (1999, pp. 128-132) attempt to repair Beck's epistemic reading.

IS

Strawson (1966) describes the subjective order as being a matter of “logical” rather than “causal” necessity (p. 136) but
since it is contingent on facts about the causal processes which produce perception, it is more accurately classified as
causal necessity. Cf. Van Cleve (1973, p. 82).

I use the term “recognize” in order o gloss over the fact that Beck gives the argument an epistemic rather than semantic
reading. Cf. n. 3.

6 Cf. Van Cleve (1999).
In any case, Van Cleve argues that the argument as he reconstructs it is not cogent.

v

Further grounds for pessimism about ‘causal necessitation’ readings are provided by Van Cleve's (1973, pp. 84-87)
criticism of Dryer.

® Second exposition = A194f/B239f.: third exposition = A198-201/B243-6. | follow Longuenesse's {2005) numbering
(pp. 253~258).

| set aside the fraught question of how Kant gets from causal rules to universal causal laws. in my view, Kant holds that
the concept of causation analytically entails causation according to universal laws (B5. A91/B124, G 4:444, KU 5:195,
RGV 6:35).

Must the subject’s causal assumptions match the physical laws which Kant (in MAN) argues are transcendentally necessary?
n my view, Kant holds that all subjects' experience necessarily conforms to these laws and that the transcendental
philosopher can discover this fact and these laws by reflecting on the preconditions of experience (as Kant does in MAN).
Nevertheless, this is compatible with many subjects failing to believe those laws, or even believing divergent laws, for
example, Aristotelian physics. Therefore, Kant does not hold that subjects always make causal assumptions that are in line
with the physical laws derived in MAN (though any assumptions contrary to them will in fact be false).

10

1

o

12 These sections deal most explicitly with reason's attempts to unify the judgments and concepts delivered by the

understanding, but Kant also writes that the “regulative use” of the “transcendental ideas” “direct(s) the understanding
to a certain goal respecting which the lines of direction of all its rules converge at one point” (A644/B672) and that
“without (“the law of reason to seek unity”] we would have [..] no coherent use of the understanding” (A651/B&79).
In other words, the drive towards unity is operative at the initial stage of forming causal hypotheses (examples of which
are given at A646/B674 and Ab662f./B690f), not just the subsequent stage of revising these in pursuit of systematicity.

13 Kant holds that most effects start as soon as their causes are present, but that since events have a temporal duration,

they nevertheless “follow” their causes in an important sense (A202f./8247-9).

1 Kannisto (2017. pp. 510-2) argues that causal inferences are not possible until the move from causal rules to universal

causal laws has been made. The passages cited. which demonstrate that for Kant the mere applicability of the concept
of cause supports hypothetical inferences, suggest either that Kannisto is wrong to ascribe this view to Kant or that
the concept of cause entails lawful causation (cf. n. 10).

5 Fourth exposition = A201f./B246f.. Cf. note 9.
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& For independent reasons, Allison (2004) takes this route (p. 230).

1? Commenting on Kant's use of the phrase “rule of apprehension” ({A191/8236), Allison {2004) accuses Kant of being
“‘misleading” (p. 234). However, he seems to underestimate the frequency of passages that jar with his reading.

18 Thanks to an anonymous reviewer for this point.

1% Does this view of the imagination's activities commit me to a “conceptualist” interpretation of Kant? No. The

account does not deny that the content of imuitions includes features which cannot be represented by concepts
(cf. Allais, 2009; Tofley, 2013). Nor does it claim that individual intuitions would be impossible without acts of syn-
thesis (cf. McLear, 2014; Tolley, 2013). Nor does the account deny that temporally extended sequences of intuition
could be produced without a contribution from the understanding—intuitions could be placed in 2 temporal
sequence by merely associative processes (cf. Hanna, 2005). However, | do read Kant as insisting that those asso-
ciative processes would not produce perceptions with objective temporal contents, an interpretation which seems
obligatory for understanding the ‘Second Analogy. The account is therefore not entirely neutral about the relation
between sensibility and understanding: | maintain that perceptions produced in the context of activities that
also implicate the understanding can have a certain kind of content which perceptions produced independently of
the understanding would lack. However, this thesis is quite compatible with all bat the most extreme of non-
conceptualist positions,

If inferential necessitation behaves like an alethic necessity operator, then this is a consequence of the Distribution
Axiom: o) ("Judging A8 is inferentially necessary."}, o{J — P) (“In order to judge AB, one must place A before B.").
o) = P) — {oJ — oP) (an instance of the Distribution Axiom) - oP (“Placing A before B is inferentiafly necessary").
Altermatively, if inferential necessitation behaves like a deontic obligation operator (as | will argue), then the same
follows by an analogue of the Hypothetical imperative. One ought to judge AB. Placing A before B is a necessary means
to judging AB. If one ought to @, then one ought also Yo carry out the means necessary for -ing. Therefore, one ought
to place A before B.

21 KU 5:239; Log 9:15. See also Poliok (2017, p. 2).

22 Instead of “Logic teaches the latter,” Young has *Logic teaches this last” for “die Logik lehrt das Letzte,” thereby obscuring

Kant's meaning.

23 |t is this that explains Kant's inststence that pure logic is independent of the discovenes of empirical psychology. We will

return to the question of whether it is possible for the mind to deviate from these rules in Section 4.

24 Ly-Adler {2017. p. 207} proposes distinguishing between imperatival and evaluative normativity. While it is clear that

Kant endorses (1) for imperatival normativity—facts about what subjects should do—it is doubtful whether he does so
for evaluative normativity—facts about the goodness of things. Leech (2017, pp. 366f.) defends the normativity of logic
in Kant by decoupling normativity and possible deviation in this way. However, since | interpret inferential necessitation
as imperatival, | accept (1) for the purposes of discussion.

25 See Lu-Adler (2017, pp. 211-213) and Leech {2017, pp. 356-363) for additional argument that Kant endorses the
possibility of illogjcal thought.

2¢ )t is beyond our scope to discuss whether the laws of the understanding are self-imposed in a simitar fashion to the moral

law. Note that Kant writes that theoretical reason “must regard itself as the author of its principles” (G 4:448): and that

“freedom in thinking signifies the subjection of reason to no laws except those which it gives itself” (WDO 8:145), Cf.

Forster (2011, p. 124).

27 Thanks to an anonymous reviewer for pressing me to clarify this.

28 Cf. Ginsborg (2008, p. 73).

%% My thanks to an anonymous reviewer for suggesting this possibility.
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1. Introduction

The aim of this paper is to explore Kant's account of norma-
tivity through the prism of the distinction between the npatural
and the human sciences. Although the pragmatic orientation of
the human sciences is often defined in contrast with the theo-
retical orientation of the natural sciences. | show thac they are in
fact regulated by one and the same nomn, namely reason’s de-
mand for autonomy. To support this claim, | begin by spelling out
the pragmatic narure of the human sciences. Insafar as they are
directed towards human cultivation, divilisation and moral-
isation, they are committed to investigating human phenomena
for a practical purpose, namely the realisation of human beings’
aims. What is not sufficiently acknowledged, however, is that the
human sciences also pertain to the enterprise of human cogni-
tion itself: they help human beings realise rheir cognidve voca-
tion by promoting the conditions of good cognitiorn. The secand
section examines these conditions and shows in what sense they
constitute normative constraints upon belief. On the reading |
propose, they take the form of epistemnic principles that should
guide our reflective attitude upon our cognitive activity, | then
turn to the question of whether given their thearetical orienta-
tion, the norms that govern the natural sciences and cognition in
general differ from those that govern the human sciences. For
one may be tempted to think that even if cognition is norma-
tively guided, its norms are epistemic whereas in the case of the

E-md! address: Alix.cohzn@ed.ac.uk.

hupsi)jdoLorg/101016)) shpsa.2018.03.002
0039-3681/Crown Copyright @ 2018 Pubhshed by Ekevier Ltd, All nghes recerved.,

human sciences, by contrast, insofar as they are pragmatically
oriented, their norms are practical. Yet the third section argues
that this is not the case. On the interpretation of Kant | defend.
our actions and our thoughts are subject to the same rational
norm, for rationality expresses itself nofmatively through the
dernand for autonomy in thought as well as in action. However,
crucially for my account, the prime locus of responsibility is not
aver beliefs and actions themselves but rather over the principles
that should regulate them. Once we turn our attention to the role
of these principles in regulating our activity. we can make sense
of the Kantlan picture according to which the only source of
normatvity is our capacity for autonomy.

2. The human scences as enterprises with a pragmatic
purpose

Kant begins his Anthropelogy with an expliat reference to its
‘pragmatic point of view'': anthropology is ‘the investigation of
what [the human being) as a free-acting being makes of himself, or

' Insofar as the following works by Kanl are cited [requently, | have idendfied
thern by these abbreviations: A: Anthrepslogy from a Pragmatc Point of View
{Kant, 2007): CJ: Critique of the Power of Judgement (Kant, 2000); CPR: Crilsque of
Pure Reason (Kant, 1999b); G: Groundwork for the Metaphysics of Morals (Kang,
1999a]: LA: Leciures on Anthropology (Kanl 2012): LL: Lecrures on Logic (Kant,
1892); MM: Metaphysics of Morals (Kany, 1993a); WOT: What is Onentadon in
Thinking? (Kant, 2007) For the sake of darily in the references to Kant's writings. 1
have chosen ¢o use dues rather than the author/date system | have also included a
cicadon to lhe Cambridge rranslation in parentheses, foliowed by a citadion to the
German text of the Prussian Academy edidon (volume and page reference) in
brackets.
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can and should make of himself2 The ‘makes' points to the
descriptdve part of Kant's project — i.e., what human beings actually
make, or have made, of themselves. The ‘can make’ refers (o the
realm of possibility — i.e., the scope and limits of hurnan beings'
influence on themselves, whilst the ‘should make™ indicates the
prescriptive part of Kant's project, which encompasses the realm of
human action in general — i.e., its technical, prudential and moral
dimensions. On this basis, Kant's anthropology essentially aims at
accomplishing three rasks. First, it deseribes human beings
behaviour relative to their pucposes. Second, it deduces from their
predispositions the scope of what they can make of themselves.
Third, it draws conclusions regarding what they should do in order
to accomplish the best possible fulfilment of their purposes.
whether technical. prudental or moral. For the realm of the prag-
matic encompasses all the dimensions of human actions: the
development of skills, the means of achieving happiness, and the
helps and hindrances to morality.

The sum total of pragmatic anthropology, in respect to the
vocation of the human being and the characreristic of bis for-
mation, is the following. The human being is destined by his
reason to live in a society with human beings, and in it to
cultivate himself, to civilize himself, and to morafize himself by
means of the arts and sciences.’

To accomplish this task, Kant focuses on knowledge "of practical
relevance’, that is to say knowledge that is useful to one’s conduct
in life* This knowledge has an extremely broad scope: it discloses
“the sources of all the [practical} sciences, the science of morality, of
skill, of human intercourse, of the way to educate and govemn hu-
man beings, and thus of everything that pertains to the practical’.’
The uniquéness of the human sciences’ approach lies in their
commitment to investigating human phenomena for a practical
purpose.®

Yet the fact that the human sciences are practically oriented
does not entail that chey do nat have a theoretical dimension. On
my reading, the pragmatic intent of anthropology calls for a
desctiptive and explanatory dimension since human beings need to

2 A4 231 [7:119]. As 15 now well-known, Kant calls his anthropology ‘pragmatic’
racher than ‘practical’. But in the conlext of the introduction to the Anthropology.
Llbe meanings of these cerms coincide insofar as they both have to do with the realm
of action: ‘anthropology 1s cancermed wath subjeciive, practical rules' (Lecrures on
Ethics 42 [27:244)). Contrast this with the narrow meaning of "practical’ as having to
do with free action (G 85 |4:448])) As is regularly noted by commencators, Kant
somedmes alls the prudential dimension of human action 'pragmanc’ (¢.g. Louden
{2000). pp. 69—70). For instance, he writes: ‘The first imperative could also be
called cechnical (belonging o art), the second pragmatic (belonging o welfare). the
third moral {belonging to free conduer as such, that is. to morals) (G 69 [4:416—17):
see also MM 565-6 |6:444—8]). However. far from entailing an snconsistency. this
merely implies that the word "pragmatic’ can be undersiaad in two distind senses:
(N a naTow sensé as 'prudendal’. having to do with welfare and happiness. and in 3
broad sense as ‘practical'. having ta do with the field of action in general, My claim
is that when Kant uses the term ‘pragmatic’ (o descnbe his Anthropalogy, he uses
the term in the latter sather than the former sense.

3 A 420(7:324).

Y A233 171221

3 Correspondence 141 [10:145). The notion of "knowledge’ s of course problemaric
n this concext singe Kant does not mean to suggest that the knowledge at stake in
anthropology is of the same kind as the knowledge in natural science. However, it
goes well beyond the remit of this paper to tackle this issue. Suffice o say that for
Kant, anthropological knowledge s based on empirical generalisalion. induction
and wierpretaton. For disaussions of rhis guestion, see Coben (2009}, Stunin (2008}
and Wilsan (2006).

® As Louden has noted, ‘Kantiap social saence ... is nok value-free but morally
guided. We seek Weltkennmis in order to further the goal of moralisacion. Knowing
the world stands vnder the mora$ imperative of making the world berter’ (Lauder
720005 p. 230).

understand, theic nature in order to be able to determine what they
are capable of and how they can achieve their purposes.” This
theoretical part of the project includes the investigation of narure’s
purposes for the human species as well as of human beings’ psy-
chological and biological make-up.F As summed up in the Lectures
on Anthropology. ‘Anthropslogy is thus a pragmatic knowledge of
what results from our nature’? The knowledge of human beings’
natural constitution is necessary for them to use nature, and in
particular their nature, to realise their purposes. As a result far
from being independent of each other. or even excluding each
other, as is often presupposed, 1n anthropology the realm of the
practical necessitates that of the theoretical.'" It is on the basis of
theoretical observations abouc the human world that anthropology
can play the ¢rucial tole of providing 2 map for human beings to
orient themselves in it and tealise their aims."!

Depending on our purpose when we adopt its recommenda-
tions. anthropology can be used either towards the realisation of
morality, or towards the realisation of our own happiness.'? As a
doctrine of prudence, it contributes to the latter insofar as not only
does it help us choose ends that are consistent with the greatest
possible happiness. it also teaches us how to realise these ends.'* In
its moral dimension, it examines the empirical helps and hin-
drances to moral agency — nat any empirical helps and hindrances
but specifically the subjective conditions in human nature’.* By
identifying and recommending the means that help the realisadon
of our duty and counseling against the hindrances to it, it makes us
mare morally efficacious.”” It is in this sense that Kant's anthro-
pological project is a pragmatic praoject directed towards hurman
cultivation, civilisation and moralisadon.

The practical orientarion of the human sciences is often incer-
preted in contrast with the thearerical orientation of the nactural
sciences. In che Preface of his Anthrapoiogy. Kant himself distin-
guishes between the investigarions of "a mere observer’, which he
calls ‘theoretical speculation’. and the knowledge of “how to put
them to use for his purposes’ — ‘anthropology with a pregmatic
purpose’.'® Thus there seems o be a prima facie contrast between
theoretcal and pragmatc sciences, a contrast that can further be
situated within the broader contrast berween the practical and the

7 | have defended this claim in Cuhen {2009}, pp. 71-84.

5 Unfortunately, 1 cannar ger inte the details of the theorencal dimension of the
buman sciences for Kane For a discussion of Kant's biological account of the human
species and nature’s purposes for il see Colien ;2008 For a discussion of his
psychological account of luman beings, see Frierson {2¢14Y, pp. 1-50

8 LA 48 (25:471).

% For a version of the reverse claim thar the theorencal standpoint necessitates
the practical standpoint, see ONeill (1989): ¢h, 3,

" For an account of anthropology as a map-muaking venture, Colien {2009}

12 [plrudence 1s the capacity 10 choose the best means to our happiness. Happi-
ness consists in the sansfaction of all of our indinanons’ (LA [25:413]). Reason
dearly indicates our moral destimarion, namély the realisation of the moral law:
‘rcason by itsell and independently of al) appearances commands what aught to
happen’ (C 62 [4:408]). For a defense of the daim that Kant's pragmau¢ anthro~
pology encompasses boch prudennal and moral dimensions. especially by conaast
with Brandt {2003; 92), see Colien 12099), pp. 70—=71.

* See Reflection {6:45n]. For 2 very clear account of prudence and prudential ends
in Kant's anthropatogy. see Kan {2003},

Y MM 372 (6:217) Moral anthropology "would deal with the development,
spreading. and strengthening al mora) pnngples (in educadon in schools and in
popular insinsction), and wich other similar teachings and precepts based on
expenence. Ic cannot be dispensed with, bul i¢ must not precede a meraphysics of
morals or be mized wath ' (MM 372 (6:217]).

% The nacure and extent of moral anthropology ts the subject of numerous de-
bates in che literature, However. it falls beyond the remit of this paper to engage
with them, For helpful discussions, sec Cohen (2009 89-104, Frierson 12003 and
Louden {20801 in particylar,

18 A 231 (2119].
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theoretical standpoints spelt out in the Groundwork.” Hawever,
although i¢ is not sufficiently acknowledged, pragmaric anthro-
pology cuts across these categories insofar as it encompasses rec-
ommendanons that pertain to the enterprise of theoretical science
and cognidion in general — what Kant calls somewhat misleadingly
‘applied logic'.'s
‘WHhat | [Kanr] call applied logic [...| is thus a representation of
the understanding and the rules of its necessary use in concrefo,
namely under the contingent conditions of the subject, which
can hinder or promote this use, and which can all be given only
<:1'n|:,in'cally.‘"J

On my reading. the aim of applied logic and Kanc's anthropology
of cognition more generally is to promote good cognition. To help
us realise our cognitive vocation, they rely on the knowledge of
how we use our cognitive facuities when we form beliefs in order to
guide us on how to make the best use of them — Kant repeacedly
talks of ‘the use of understanding and reason’, the “correct use of the
understanding' or the ‘purposive use of | the faculty of cognition}.?
Error can be avoided if we formulate and adhere to ‘the rules of the
use of the understanding under the subjective empirical conditions
that psychology teaches us'.?’ Crucially, note che paratlel berween
the role of the ‘various subjective obstacles and restrictions’ and the
‘contingent conditions of the subject” as they pertain to good
cognition in applied logic and the “subjective condidons in human

"7 As Kant notes, The concept of a world of understanding ks thus only a stand-
point that reason sees itsell constrained ro take owurside appearances in order (o
think of isself s pracicol” (G 104 4:458]) For discussions of the rwo standpoints, sec
for Srstance O'Neill (1989; pp. 5t—77 and Korsgaard (1996, p. 171(L.

'8 A< Kant himself notes in the Lecrures on Logic, 'Applied Jogic really ought not to
be called logic' {LL 533 |9:18]). In this semse, applied logic rightly understood is the
pragmadc dimension of Kant's acoount of cognitdon. The first part of Kant's An-
thropology, *On the Cognidve Faculty’. which deals with cognidon, its talents, its
weaknesses and diseases. s in effect an extension of whar Kant calls "applied logic’
m the Critigue of Pure Reason and the Lectures on Wogic. ! would like to thank a
referee of this journal for helping me clarify my account on this point.

'S (PR 195 |AS4-5/B78-9).

20 Based on A 386~8 |7:288—91), LA 386 |25:1261], 106 |25:545]. 520 [25:1481),
LL 533 (9:18], 577 (9:74]. €] 175 [5:295]. For an overall accaunt of Kant's anthro-
pology of cognition, see Cohen {2014},

2! CPR 154 |AS3/B77). While Kant mennons psychology in this passage, note that
what he s alking about (alls under the discipline of anthropology understood as
the investigation of the way human beings think and act. By contrast, pure general
fogic is the "pure dectrine of reason’, which is “properly scentific, although brief and
dry. as the scholastically correat presentanon of a doctrine of the elemene of the
understanding requires’ (CPR 195 |AS3-54/B78]). For a detailed account of the
distinction berween pure and applied (ogic, see Lu-Adler (2017). For 3 discussion of
Kant's psycholagy in relarion o his anrhropology. see Whlsen {2066} and Friecson
(2014L

22 11533 |9:18), CPR 195 |A54-5/B78-3). MM 372 |6:217].

23 CPR 134 |A53/B77]. 195 [AS4-5/B78-9]. Kant's central claim to this effect is that
we can avoid error by withholding unwarranced judgments until we have reached
objecdve certainty: ‘It is certainly really prudent, therefore. to know how 1o
withhald ane’s approval in most cases, unnl one has enough grounds for the thing
(LL 126 |24:160]). When éwnidence 1s wanang or we lack a sufficient degree of
cenainty, we should suspend judgment untl further evidence is available. There is
of course a distincbon berween cases in which ‘approval does not anse immediately
thvough the narure of the human understanding and of buman reason’, and cases in
which it daes (LL 125 |24:158)). In the former cases, Judgment is withheld and the
will is called bpon o oreat the inquiry. Bur (n the latier ¢ases, not only is the will
not called upon, judgment is immediate angd 1t is always very hard, if not ucterly
impossible, 1o wilthhold one’s approval’ (LL 124 (24:158}). In this sense, while Kanc
does argue (hat judgment can be suspended, this claim should not be miscaken for
the claim thac it is free to do so at will. As he notes, ‘Ia suspensio judicl there lies
somre (reedom’ (LL 47) [24:736); second emphasis mine). Conuary 16 what the
expression ‘freedom of Judgment may suggest, judgment is por free &5 such;n and
of irselll it has na power of choice over its operadons Rather. Kant's claim is that it
can be withheld if the episiemic environment necessary for cernainty (s absent. For
a defense of tms cliim, see Coher {2013\

narure' as they pertain ro good willing in moral anthropology.#? Just
as these subjective conditions are the key to the success or failure of
the realisation of our moral aims, they are key to the success or
failure of the realisation of our cognitive aims. It is thus by idend-
fying them and spelling out how to deal with them that Kant's
anthropology of cognition can contribute to the success of our
cognitive endeavours. Tor once we understand how error occurs,
we can prevent it

Wihile it falls beyond the remit of this paper to examine Kant's
account of errar, what is crudal for my present purpose is that there
are rules for the correct use of our cognitive faculties, and that being
epistemnically responsible consists in abiding by these rules. The
aim of the following section is 1o examine them in order to deter-
mine the kinds of normative constraints that apply to cognition.

3. Epistemic normativity

From his early Lectures on Logic to his Anthrapology from a
Pragmatic Point of View, Kant identifies three 'principles of thinking’
that spell our the cognitive articudes conducive 1o cruth: first, 1o
think for oneself; second, to think in the place of another; and third,
to always think consistently with oneself.2* These principles of
sensus communis, as Kant calls thern, should guide the epistemic
agent in the pursuic of knowledge: “the issue here is not the faculty
of cognition, but the way of thinking {Denkungsart} necded to make
a purpostve use of it”. As [u]niversal rules and conditions for
avoiding error', they are the principles according to which we ought
t6 think.?® As second-order principles, they guide the reflective
atticude we as responsible epistemic agents should take towards
our cognitive activity. Thus on my reading, just as the formulas of
the Categorical Imperative should guide maxim-formation, the
principles of thinking should guide first-order maxims of belief-
formation, which T would like to call “epistemic maxims” to par-
allel the more familiar “moral maxims”.2® In this sense, episternic
responsibility is a matter of whether and how we formulate our
epistemic maxims, and the source of false or unjustified beliefs
furns out to be the wrong ‘way of thinking' about these maxims.

To make sense of this claim, it can be helpful to explore further
the epistemic case in light of the moral case, According to Kant,
wrangdoing occurs when we order our principtes the wrong way
round. We subordinate the moral law to self-love by valuing the
incentives ol our inclinations over those of morality. Thereby we
make the satisfaction of our own desires the ultimate value, an
unconditional principle. What is at stake is thus our hierarchy of
value.’” How are our principles ordered? Do we place morality
before setf-love or self-love before morality? When our principles
are ordered the right way round, our commitment o morality ex-
presses itsell through the decision to only act 'in such a way that
(we] could also will that (our] maxim should become a universal
Jaw'2% By conmast. wrongdoing occurs when our principles are
ordered the wrong way round and we prioritise subjective values

24 1L 563—4 |9:57]. See also LA 520 [35;1480|. J 174—5 (5:284—5) and A 333 |7:
228). | cannot discuss the content of these maxyms here due o lack of space. bot for
helpful distussions see McRay Merritt 12009, pp, 98891, Waod (20023, p. 103 and
O'Neill {19893 chs. 1-2,

% Q175 15:295].

2 For a helpful discussion of the role of the Categorical Imperative tn Kanr's ac-
count of maxim (ormadon, see Q'Neill {1389 ch. 5.1 will return o the paraliel
berween moral and epistemic maxims in secoon 3 but in the feantime, note that
the epistemic maxims I have in mind are of the sort *1 will not ignore evidence in
cases when it falsifies a belicf | desire 10 be truc™ or “the degree of cerinty of my
belief ought 10 be proportioned to the evidence 1 possess™.

27 For a detziled discussion of the different ways of ardenng value in a Kantian
context, see Bader {2015

® G 94 |4:402).
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over objective ones, thereby acting on principles that cannot be
universalised.*® Kant expresses the wrong ordering of our princi-
ples in terms of moral egoism.

|TJhe moral egoist imits alt ends to himself, sees no use in
anything except that which is usefut co himself, and as a
eudaemonist puts the supreme determining ground of his will
simply in utility and bis own happiness, not in the thought of
duty.’®

The moral egoist makes his own happiness the ultimate value
and turns it into a principle that overrides all others.

What | would Jike to suggest is that there is an epistemic
countespart of self-love, which Kant calls logical egoism’: The
logical egoist considers it unnecessary also to test his judgment by
the understanding of others; as if he had no need at all for this
touchstone ( criterium veritatis externum)’ 2 Just as the moral egoist
values the incentives of inclinations over those of morality. thereby
subordinating the mora) law to his own sarisfaction, the logical
egoist values his own judgment over and above everyoné else's,
thereby subordinating the interest of truth to his subjective paint of
view.*” Of course, the logical egoist doesn't think that what he
believes isn't true, and in this sense he does value truth, However,
the key point is that he values his subjective point of view over thal
of others, and he does so at the expense of truth.*® By contrast with
the logical egoist. the broad-minded thinker has what Kant calls an
‘extended mode of thought': 'he sets himself apart from the subjec-
tive private conditions of the judgment ... and reflects on his own

3 “Hence the difference. whether the human being is good or evil, must not lie i
the difference becween the incentives thag he incorporares nto his maxim (not in
the material of the maxim) but in their subardination (in the form of the maxim):
which of the twg he makes the condition of lhe other' (Religion within the
Boundanies of Mere Reason 83 |6:36)). While ) cannot getinto the details of Kant's
account here, note thar the doctrine of radical evil 1 meant to explajin how we
might freely decide 1o subordinate the moral law (o self-love: the radically evil
person ‘muakes the incentives of seli-love and their indinations the condition of
compliance wath the moral law’ (ibid). For a helpful discussian of this claim, see
Muclimk {2009

A 241 [7:130)

3V A 240 |7:128-29). Logical egoism can take one of two forms: either indifference
to athers’ judgment or arrogance about ane's own judgment. ‘Logical egoism is
either indifference toward the yudgments of others, 1 that | hoid the judgments of
others to be wnnecessary for passing judgment on my own judgment, or It is concell
and arrogance, where one allots it o himsell alone o make a correct judgment
about a thing for all others' (LL 323 [24:874|).

2 -Egeism can conwin three kinds of presumption; the presumption of under-
swanding. of taste. and of practical wnterest; that )s. it can be logical, sesthets¢, or
practical' (A 240 [7:128]})

2 | would like o thank Yoon Chai fer pushing me on this point
34 Q) 175 15:295). Thus. a universal community of knowers i« already presupposed
in the agent’s resting of his maxims. Knowledge is in principle not a solitary en-
letprise: we "desire to test jour judgment] on the understanding of other men and
10 invesugate. Here one makes, a¢ it were, an expeciment and ¢checks whether what
we think is universal, whether others accepl iL or whether il is not in agreerment
with reason’ (LL 14} |24:178]).

35 As Stevenson has noted, “it has recently been comman for philosophers writing
in English to usc the word "believe’ (or "assent’) In this wade sense, meaning any sort
of holding a prapagition to be true. however confident ar hesitang, ragonal or ir-
rarional, justified or unjustified. It would thus bz tempting o ranslate Kant's verb
Sflirwahrhalren as "believe’. in thar usage, knowledge implies behel; and ‘mere’ belief,
without any sufficienr justification, will then be the land of belief wihuch does not
amount to knowledge' (Stevensoh (20113 97), See also Chigneli (20071 ). p. 34t 'In
conremporary discuss)ons. the fundamental atdcude is assumed o be belief. For
Kant (as for Locke. Leibniz, and some others in the early modern tradidon), che
artitude is Firwohrhalten — ‘assent’ or. lileralty. ‘holding-for-true”. Assenr for these
writers is the genus of which mast other positive propasitional ardgludes {opining,
having faith in, kmowing, and the like) arc speges. Kant doesn’t have an exact
equivalent of our contemporary concept of behef. but (f he did That concept would
also fit under the genus of assent”

judgment from a universal standpoine.3* To make sense of what this
universal standpoint consists in, we need to turn to Kant's account
of assent.

Assent for Kant is the *holding to be true’ (fiirwehrhalten) of a
propasition — 3 broader term encompassing what we now call
“beliel™. " It has different epistermic mades, depending on whether
its grounds are objective or subjective, sufficient or insufficient.
While there is no space to get into the details of Kant's account
here, it is sufficient to note for prasent purposes thac only objective
grounds provide reliable informartion about ‘the constitetion of the
object’ or rhe state of affairs in guestion.>® They are grounded either
on experience or on reason, and typically consist of perceptions,
memories, introspections. as well as other beliefs we hold*” By
contrast with objective grounds, which are ‘independent of the
nature and interest of the subject’. subjective grounds consist of
psychological processes by which a person comes to hold a belief —
‘the merely private validity of the judgment’.3?

The former are objective criteria, which contain the ground for
why something is really true or false. The others, however, |are]
subjectve criteria |,] which contain certain circumstances, by
means of which one is in a pasition to make a suppaosition about
the truch or the falsehood in a thing.?®

The nature of the grounds of a belief determines its episternic
mode: knowledge (Wissen) js both subjectively and objectively
sufficient; opinion (Meinen) is subjectively as well as objectively
insufficient; and faith (Glauben) is only subjectively sufficient and
objectively insufficient.” Thus for a belief to count as knowledge, it
requires sufficient subjective as well as objective grounds. Other-
wise it is not knowledge but mere opinion or faich. It is permissible
to hold opinions, but only explicitly gua opinion, *with the con-
sciousness that it is' mere opinion.®! As long as we acknowledge che
sufficiency of their grounds or lack thereof, all these modes of
believing are epistemically legitimate in their own right If we fail to
acknowledge their grounds however, we are merely persuaded.
where persuasion is ‘a holding-to-be-true on insufficient grounds,
of which one does nat know whether they are merely subjective or
also ob_|ecnve' 42 1f we fail to reflect on the grounds of our beliefs,
error occues.®

As a result, epistemic responsibilicy consists in reflecting on the
grounds of our judgment: are they what we think they are or are we
mistaking subjective grounds for objective ones? Are they the
correct grounds for the kind aof judgment we are making or are we
mistaking opinion for knowledge? On my account, this capacity to
reflect on our grounds is precisely the lacus of epistemic re-
sponsibility. Although it falls beyond the remit of this paper to
defend this claim, [ believe that the notion of cammon sense

36 CPR 685 |AB21/B849).

37 574-5 (9:70-1).

¥ CPR GBS [AB21/B849|. See also LL 9:66. CPR A820/849. To formuface this
distincdon slightly differently, one coutd say that subjective grouads show why
someone halds 2 prapositon o be aue whereas objecdve grounds show why a
belef is non-accidentally ue. Since there ig na space o develop Kanr's accaunt of
the grounds of cognitian here, see Onignell (2007a) for useful discussions of this
issue.

1L 67 (24:88).

* CPR 6386 |AB22/BRS50).

‘I CPR 686 | AS22/B8SO).

Q1) 516 (9:73).

 “(E)or is the holding-ro-be~true of falsehood. ... Na error is unavoidable 1n
itself, because one simply need not judge about things of which one understands
nothing, ... WILh error .. we are oursclves always culpable, 1in chat we are not
cautious enough in venturing a judginent, for which we do ner have enough
cogniaon’ (LL 288 |24:832]).
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(Gemeinsinn) that Kant discusses in the Crifigue of judgment is
central here™

By 'sensus communis,’ however, must be understood the idea of a
communal sense, 1.2 a faculty for judging that in its reflection
takes account {(a priori) of everyone else's way of representing in
thought, in order as ir were to hold its judgment up to human
reason as a whole and thereby avoid the iltusion which, from
subjective private conditions that could easily be held to be
objective, would bave a detrimental influence on the judgment
(G} 173—4 (5:293—4])

Exercising common sense consists in reflecting on the grounds
of our judgments. In the aesthetic case (comman sense aestheticus).
which is most familiar to readers of Kant. common sense consists in
reflecting on the grounds of our judgment of beauty to derermine
whether they are feelings of aesthetic pleasure.”” In the cognitive
case (comman sense logicus), it consists in reflecting on the grounds
of our cognitive judgment to determine whether they are objective
or subjective. Thus in both cases, common sense consists in
determining the nature of the grounds of my judgment and
whether they are appropriate to the kind of judgment | make. Jtis in
this sense that this process is normatively guided.

On this basis, we can now make sense of Kant’s claim that we
should think 4rom a universal standpaint’*8 The epistemic prin-
aple according to which we should reflect on our beliefs from the
standpoint of others is intended to ensure that we don't hold them
0 be true on the mere basis of aur own subjective private
condicion.

The touchstone of whether taking something to be true is
convicticn (Dberzeugung) or mere persuasion {Oberredung) is
therefore, externally, the possibility of communicating it and
finding it o be valid for the reason of every human being to
assent to it; for in that case there is at least a presumption that
the ground of the agreement of all judgments, regardless of the
difference among subjects, rests on a common ground, namely
the object. with which they therefore all agre¢ and through
which the truth of the judgment is proved.*’

Recatl chat as | have just shown, the objective grounds of belief
‘are independent of the nature and interest of the subject’. whereas
subjective grounds are not.*® This suggesis that the ‘subjective
private conditions of judgment are not shareable and that only
objective grounds can be shared.*® As Kanr notes. 'a cognition is not
correct when it agrees wirth my private understanding but when it

“4-0ne could designate Laste as sensus communis aestheticus. common human
understanding as sensus communis logiass.” (€] 175 {5:284=5]).

4 TIbe common sense, of Whose Judgment | here offer my judgment of caste as
an example and on account of which | ascribe exemplory validity 1o it, is 2 merely
ideal norm, under the presupposition of which one could rightlully make a judg-
ment thac agrees with ir and the satisfaction in an cbject that 1s expresged m (L 1nto
2 rule for everyone,” (CJ 123 [5:239)) For instance. when common sense reflects on
the grounds of aur judgment of beauty, they could tum out to be agrecable feehngs
instead acd we may be mustaken about that. | have discussed this in Cohen (2013B1.

% ) 175 15:295).

“ CPR 685 (A820—21/B848—-49].

48 11 524 |9:70],

19 ¢ 175 15:295).

30 1L 148 |9:187). In this case. | have conviction (Oberzeugung) “If it is vahd for
everyone merely as long as he has reason. then its ground is sbjectively sufficient,
and In that case taking sormethung (o be true is called canvicpon'. Persuasion
(Oberredung). an the other hand. is subjectively sufficient bur not objectively suf-
fickent: it is “mece semblance (Schein). since the ground of the judgment. which lics
solely in the subject, is held 1o be objective’ (CPR 635 |A820/B848])

agrees with the universal laws of the understanding of all men'>"

Accordmgly. first, we should only be epistemnically certain on the
basis of grounds that can be adopted by all, at least in principle,
since they are the only grounds that are universally valid. Second,
insofar as the only grounds that are shareable are objective
grounds. cthe only belief that is valid from a universal standpoint is
the assent 10 propositions whose grounds are objectively suffi-
dent>' As a result, knowing responsibly consists in ensuring the
vniversalisability of the grounds of our assent.

Given the nature of the norms that apply to our beliefs, one may
De tempred to think that insofar as they are oriented towards truth,
they are strictlly speaking epistemnic and thus radically different
from whar we usvally think of as practical norms, as discussed in
section 1 in the case of pragmatic anthropology. if o, it would turn
out thar although both theorerical and practical enterprises are
normatvely bounded. their norms differ from each other both in
ground and in content.>= However, the aim of the following section
is to argue that the central role of the adoption of a universal
srandpoint in the foundation of the epistemic principles that
regulate our beliefs points to the opposite claim. Namely, our
theoreticat and practical pursuits are ultimately regulated by the
sarne rational norm, reason’s demand for auconomy.

4. The norm of radonality: autonomy

To make sense of the claim that our theoretical and practical
enterprises are regulated by the same norm, let's go back once
again to the maral case. Famously for Kant, maxims of action are
only morally permissible if they pass a universalisability test. Its
function is to rule out any maxim that cannot become a universal
law: ‘] ought never to act except in such a way that 1 could also will
that my maxim should become a universal law'.>’ Testing the
universalisability of a maxim establishes whether it is pecmissible
by determining whether it can become a universal Jaw without
generating contradictions. Thereby., the umversalisability test
stipulates what is morally wrong, obligatory, and permissible.>
the following passage, | believe that Kant suggests that epistemic
maxims shouid also pass a universalisability test.

To make use of one's own reason means no more than to ask
oneself, whenever ane s supposed (o assume something,
whetherone could find it feasible to make the ground or the rule
on which one assumes it into a universal principle for the use af
reason. This test is one that everyone can apply to himself >*

If we apply this model to the epistemic realm, the formula of
universal law would be formulated as follows: 'l ought never to

5! The case of faith {Glaube) nndoubtedly complicares this picture, although there
is oo space o discuss it here, As Kant notes, in this case, “the convicion is nor
loglcal but moral certainty, and, since it depends on subjecnive grounds (of moral
disposition} | must not even say ‘It is morally cectan that there is a God." etc. but
rather ‘1 am morally cerwain.’ etc,’ (CPR 689 [A829/B857]). On my reading, the
grounds of faith are subjective and thus not shareable, which finds coafirmacion in
the fact that Kant makes a paint of noting that in the case af faith by contrast with
knowlcage, It ts Lhe individual subject alone that is certain (see LL 574 (9:70)). Far
an interesong account of che episteric grounds of farh, se¢ Chignell {2007b), pp.
354—7. Whal 15 ¢lear, however, is that in the case of imowledge (Wissen), share-
abllity is limited to ies objective grounds.

52 For instance, as Louden has noted, ‘moral norms and values may well be
indigenous co the praciice of scence isell (1.ouden 2014}, p. 212).

53 G 57 |4:402).

%4 There is ¢concoversy surrounding the interpretation of Kanc's untversahiaabiliry
test. Seg, for wstance, Wood {19991 40-2. O'Nejll (1989), p. 83 1. and Sullivan
{1980). pp. 47—53. However, these debates are irrelevant to my argument at
least as it is scared here.

35 WOT 1R |8;146fn].
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believe except in such a way that { could aiso will that my maxim
shauld become a universal law.' | have defended this view else-
where and unfortunately, there is no space 1o do so here. % How-
ever, what is important for my argument is that on my reading,
believing responsibly consists in ensuring that the epistemic
maxims that guide belief-acquisition are universalisable; that is to
say, epistemic responsibility consists in ensuring chat our epistemic
maxims pass a universalisability test. The function of this test is to
identify and rule out maxims that produce unjustified or false he-
tiefs — maxims that Kant refers to as prejudices.

Whilst prejudice is commonly thought of as an unjustified
belief, for Kant a prejudice is an illegitimate principle the subject
has adopted as his epistemic maxim: ‘Prejudice is a maxim of
judzing objectively from subjective grounds’.*” On Kant's account,
there are rhree different ways our episternic maxims can be prej-
udiced.”® First, a maxim can ground beliefs on inclinations. Yet
since desires have no relationship ro trath, they should not be used
as objective grounds. Second, a maxim can ground beliefs on habits.
Yet the fact that things have been a certain way until now does not
justify the belief chat they will remain the same in the futare. Third,
a maxim can ground beliefs on imitaton. Yet parroting another
person's beliefs fails to provide any insight into their justification.>
These prejudiced epistemic maxims seem rather difterent, but on
my reading they have one thing in common: they are all incapable
of being universalised. and it is on this basis that they are imper-
missible. Whether we are talking of inclination, habit or imitation.
they are entirely dependent upon the nature and interest of the
subject. which limits their validity to the private sphere. [nsofar as
they are “subjective conditions’, as spelt out in the preceding sec-
tion, they are not shareable and thus canpot be used as objective
grounds aof belief. Therefore all prejudiced episternic maxims are
ruled out as impermissible.

To sum up, [ have argued that for Kant, belief is subject to the
following normative constraints. First and negatively, epistemic
agents shauld not form beliefs based on mere subjective grounds.
Second and positively, the process of belief-formation should be
guided by epistemic maximns that are universalisable. | would like to
end this section by suggesting that these constraints in fact express
one and the same demand, namely the demand to believe auton-
omously.’” The first requirement, that we judge freely, indepen-
dently of our private condition, is in effect a freedom-from, a
negacive freedom: the epistemic counterpart of practical freedom
in the moral case ®' It is che capadry to ground our beliefs objec-
tively, independently of our subjective condition. The second
requirement. thar we set our own epistemic principles, is a
freedom-10, a positive freedom: the epistemic counterpart of moral

56 See Cohen 12004b, fof 3 defence of this view as well as ap account of the
reladonship becween maxims and beliefs. In brief, epistemic maxims are second
order prindples that ronsailule an agent's epistemic strategy: how should he think
about the world? How can he make the best use of his cognitive abilities? Once the
right epistemic maxims have been adapred, acrual awarenets of them and
conscious reflection upon them is not necessary for every single case of behel
acquisition: "For common cognition it is not necessary that we be conscious of these
rules and refleer an them’ (LL 15 |24:27)).

5 LL 473 |24:737}. See also LL 315—16 (24:864-5]: ‘The principal sources of
prejudices are subjecrive causes, accordingly. which are falsely heid 1o be abjective
grounds. They serve, as it were, in place of principles, because prejudices musr be
principles”

38 The prinapal sources of prejudices are above all imiration, custom. and incli-
nagon’ (LL 216 {25:865]). See also LL 579 [9:76). For a useful discussion of prejudice,
see faerson (2014, pp. 1907,

% Note that a differemt kind of imitation can be lcgitimate n an educational
context. See, for instance, A 329 (7:225].

% 1 would Like to thank Esic Watkins for pressing me to address thie point

81 Kant defines praciical freedom as the capadity o determine the will ‘inde-
pendently of alien causes’ (& 94 |4:446—-7)).

self-determination.” Sipce the only legitimate epistemic maxims
are those that can be universalised, directing our cognitive powers
according to principles spelt out by reason is the only way of
realising our epistemic autonomy. By contrast, if we fail to direct
our cognitive practices on che basis of self-legislated maxims, our
mind stops being its own guide. We let it be determined heteron-
omously through the adoption of prejudiced maxims that use
subjective grounds as though they were objective. This is true of
prejudice in the epistemic case (i.e., inclination, habit and imita-
tion) as well as self-love in the moral case (i.e.. pleasure, happiness
and private satisfaction). For what the analogy between moral and
logical egoism suggests is that the source of false belief is the same
as the source of wrongdoing, namely the adoption of maxims that
are not sharable, which Kant calls the wrong ‘way of thinking’
(Denkungsort).

The opposite of egoism can only be pluralism, that is, the way of
thinking in which one is not concermed with oneself as the
whole world, but rather regards and conducts oneself as a mere
citizen of the world.**

Acting and believing as citizens of the world consists in seeing
ourselves as part of a community of agents who share a world
and are equally committed to reason’s demand for autonomy and
thus for universalisability: the human being ‘is subject only to
Jaws given by himself but srill universal and that he is bound anly
to act in conformity with his own will, which, however, in
aceordance with nature’s end is a will giving universal law*.** On
this basis, autonomy is the principle that grounds epistemic
normativity as well as moral normativity. Contrary to what is
often assumed, it is not just the remit of morality. Our capacity
for self-legislation also underlies our cognitive activity: ‘the po-
wer to judge autonomously — thatc is, freely (according to prin-
ciples of thought jn general) — is called reason'® Just as we act
autonomously if we act accarding t6 monral principles we give
ourselves, we believe autonomously if we believe according to
epistemic principles we give ourselves.

[Fireedom in thinking signifies the subjection of reason to no
laws except those which it gives itself; ... if reason will not
subject itself to the laws it gives itself, it has to bow under the
yoke of laws given by another.®

[nsofar as reason's only command is that we act and think
according to principles that can be shared by everyone, it

52 Although | am unable to defend this claim here, note that an my reading.
although there is a sense 1n which for Kant we legslate the laws of nature and
logicat taws (16, what Kanr calls 'pure general {ogic’), this legasiadon is net akin o
epistemic sell-legisladon as [ have defined it here, For the self-legislation [ have 1n
mind is kmired o the domain of epistemic maxams. In this sense, 1would argue that
the laws of the understanding, lor instance, are not normanve in the sense thac |
believe our epistemic maxims are. For a defence of a simiar claim with regards Lo
the starus of the laws of logic, see Tolley [2008).

8 A 241-2 |7:130]

& G 82 |4:432), See 2lso “the proposition, the will is in ali its actions a law ta irself,
indicates only the principle, to act on no other maxim than that which can also have
as object 1eseli’ as a universal law' (G 94 [4:447]).

& The Conflict of the Faculries 255 |7:27].

& WOT 16 [8:145). Kant's lamous enlightenment motto formulates the demand
for autonomy in the most striking way: ‘Enlightenment is the human being’s emer-
genee from his self-incurred minority. Minoncy is inability to make use of one’s own
undersranding without direction from another. This minoricy is self-incurred when
its cause lies not in lack of understanding but in lack of resolution and courage to
use it without direction from another. Sapere aude! Have courage to make use of
your own onderstanding! is thus the morto of enlightenment’ ('What Is Enlighre-
ment? 17 [8:35]).

| Please cite this article in press as: Cul_!en A Kant on science and narmahvnly Studu:s in History and Phulmo;ﬁly of Science (2018). hctps i
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commands all, in the same way, and in all cases: Thinking ac-
cording to a commonly ruling maxim ... is only using your own
reason as the supreme touchstone of truth'®’ Although the
application of reason’s authority to a particular domain, whether
we are deliberating about what to believe or what (o do, gives
rise to moral or epistemi¢c norms, both epistemic and moral
normativity are gsounded on reason’s demand for autonomy.*

5. Conclusion

This paper set out to show that for Kant, the human sciences
and the natural sciences are regulated by the same racional norm,
namely reason’s demand for autonomy. However, the argument
defended here points to a much broader claim. namely that on
the Kantian picture, all human enterprises, whether thearetical
or practical, should be guided by the same norms, since ratio-
nality expresses itself normatively through the demand for au-
tonomy. There is thus a fundamental analogy becween our
position as agents and our position as ¢ognizers, Our actions and
our beliefs function analogically in so far as they are subject to
the same rational norm, Of course a lot more neads to be said to
flesh out this claim. In particular, is the analogy berween belief
and action sufficiently sound to support the claim that we are
responsible for our beliefs just as we are responsible for aur
actions? “ While it falls beyond the scope of this paper to
address this issue. | would Iike to ¢onclude by drawing aniention
to the fact that on my reading of Kant, his most valuable insight is
that the prime locus of responsibility is not over beliefs and ac-
gons themselves but rather over the pnnciples that should
regulate them, It is in this respect that acquiring a belief is fike
acting: they both ought to be guided by universalisable princi-
ples. Once we turn our attention to the role of these principles in
regulating our activity, whether it is theorerical or practical, we
can make sense of the Kantian picture according 10 which the
only source of normativity is our capacity for autonomy: we
ought to act and think "only in accordance with that maxim
through which you can at the same rime will that it become a
universal law". 0
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(2605).
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Nurkica sadrzi iste tvrdnje bez ikakvog navodenja odgovarajuceg izvora (teksta Riaza, Bjukenana y
Rubotom), ponegde sa manjim izmevama. Te izmene se &esto ticu uskiadivanja tvrdnji s obzirom na
razliCite sluéajeve na koje bi one trebalo da s¢ odnose — Riaz, Bjukenan i Rubotom bave se svetskom
ekonomskom krizom 2007 — 2009, dok se Radenovié¢ i Nurki¢ bave krizama izazvanim pandemijama
“svinjskog" gripa i korona-virusa u Republici Srbiji. Takode, Radenovié 1 Nurki¢ Cesto upotrebljavaju
drugaéiju terminologiju od one koju Riaz, Bjukenan i Rubotom koriste, kako bi 1zneli sustinski 1ste
vednje. Ova tri autora koriste pojmave poput “elite actors”, “actors”, “field”, “field position” i
“organizationa! field”, dok Radenovié i Nurki¢ umesto prethodnih koriste pojmaove poput “eksperii”,
“epistemiCki eksperti”, “epistemick: subjekti” 1 “epistemicke mreze”.

Bitno je istaci da oba teksta imaju po dve tabele ) jednu sliku. Tabele su 1dentiéne po formi 1
svrsi, s tun da 3¢ sadrZaj prilagoden razli€itim slucajevima kriza kojima se autornn bave. Slike su
identiCne po formi, svrsi, sadrzaju, pa ¢ak i vizueino, i u njima su prikazane centralne ideje pomocu
kojih autori analiziraju date sluajeve kriza. Naime, u oba teksta tvrdi se da se za ulvri§civanje
epistemickog autoriteta Koriste dve intermo 1 dve eksterno usmerene retoriCke strategije. Interno
usmerene strategije sluze za opravdanje sopstvenog epistemiCkog autoriteta. To su: a) racionalizacija
pruZenih garancija (uveravanje drugih u sopstvenu struénost); b) izraZavanje sopstvenih normativnih
odgovornosti (sticanje poverenja pokazivanjem brige za druge). Ekstermo usmerene strategije sluze za
dovodenje u pitanje epistemickog autoriteta drugih. To su: a) osporavanje epistemickog autoriteta
drugih (dovodenje u pitanje struénosti drugih ukazivaniem na njthove nesupehe); b) 1znosenje sumnji o
motivima drugih (dovodenje u pitanje poverenja koje bi trebalo imati u njih ukazivanjem na njihov
nedostatak brige za ostale).

Autori oba teksta ova) pojmovni aparat predstavljaju kao svoj originalni doprinos datoj tematici,
i njegova neposredna primena na slu¢ajeve kriza moZe se naci na vi§e mesta u oba tcksta. Nemoguée je
da su dva originalna doprinosa ovoj tematici na ovakav naCin identi¢na. Ako se izuzme navodna
“originalnost” teksta Radenovié i1 Nurki¢a, onda se njibov doprinos sastoji samo u primeni vel
postojeceg pojmovnog aparata na nove sluajeve krize. To samo po sebi ne bi bio problem da su
Radenovic 1 Nurkié¢ to jasno rekli, uz navodenje 1zvora iz kojeg su preuzeli dati pojmovni aparat.
Qvako, Radenovi¢ i Nurki¢ su kao svoj originalni doprinos predstaviti neslo 3to to o€igledno nije.
Jedino je razumno pretpostaviti da i oni sami to znaju.

Pored navedenog, podudaraju se mnogi delovi tekstova koji s¢ tidu opSte strukture rada,

metodologije, koridéenja 1 preuzimanja tvrdnji iz druge literawre, kao 1 prikupljenih podataka u vidu



izjava raznih uCesnika analiziranth kriza. Takode, indikativno je to da oko 75% nauéne literature koju
Radenovi¢ i Nurkié navode u bibliografiji, ne racunaju¢i medijske 1zvore, navode 1 Riaz, Bjukenao i
Rubotom. Sve ovo dodatno potkrepljuje sumnju da je re o plagijatu. Ovi delovi teksta podvucent su
isprekidanom linijom, za razliku od ostalih koji su podvuéeni punom linigom,

Na kraju, prema mojim saznanjima, svi autori tekstova objavljenih u zborniku Evika i istina u
doba krize, koji je priredio upravnik i redovni profesor Odeljenja za filozofiju dr Nenad Cekié, dobili
su honorare od strane Filozofskog fakulteta. Time je, potencijalno, upotrebom plagiranog teksta stecen

dodatnt interes.

Prlozr:
(1) Radenovié, Lj, 1 Nurkié, P. (2021). "Epistemicki autoritet i retoritke strategije u krizoim
okolnosuma", u N. Ceki¢ (pnr.), Etika [ istina u doba krize (Beograd: Univerzitet u Beogradu —
Filozofski fakultet): 153-180;
(2) Riaz, S., Buchanan, S. i Ruebotiom, T. (2016). "Rhetoric of epistemic authority: Defending
field positions during the financjal crisis”, Human Relations 69 (7): 1533-1561.

Podnosilac zahteva: dr Filip Cukljevié

Zvanje: naucni saradnik

Radno mesto: Institut za filozofiju
Univerzitet u Beogradu
Filozofski fakultet

E-po$ta: fifipcukilevici@gmaii.com

P v

Potpis: [ 4| ' L ‘{L; e

Beograd, 14.01.2022.



Dunoszodexu paxyniiein, Ynusepsulieinl y Seoipagy | 2021

1838



TMKa ¥ MCTUHA
y mo6a xpuse

360pHux pagosa
Henag Lexuh (ypegrux)



Epmuntja Yosex 1 gpyrusnso y apeste kpuse

Linuxa w uciauna y go6a xpuse
36opHux pagosu

Herag Lexuh (ypeanux)
Deorpag 2021.

Magagay

Yuugepsuret y Beorpagy - Dunosodexn daxynrer
Yuxa Jbybuna 18-20, Beorpap 11000, Cpluja
www.fbg.ac.rs

3a usgasana

[pod. 1p Muomup HecroToBif,
nexan Guncsobekor pakyntera

Peyenzenian
Tlpod. ap He6ojua KyjyHuuh,
University of Prince Edward Island, Kanana

Ip Bopuec Munocanmesuh,
Bankauonowku uncruryt CAHY, bearpap

[lpod. ap Bojucnas Boauukosuh,
Punosopexy hakynteT YHUsCcpaute1a y beorpaay

Jeximiop
Hepena Mpherasirh

Husajn xopuua

Mpanra 3opanosuh

Npulipema 3a wniiamiy
Jocuje ctyruo, Beorpan

Winaria

JTT Cryxbeny rnacnux, Beorpas

Tupax:
200

ISBN 978-86-6427-184-4

OBaj 360pHIK j& HACTA0 Y OKBMPY HAYUHOHLTPAXKUBAUKOT MPOjEKTA
Yosex u gpyruiiiee y gpese xpuse, KOjU PUHaHCIHpa
@unosodeku daxynTeT Yuisepsurera y beorpaay.



CAJIPYKAJ

7 | Henag Iexuh
YBoxHa pey

1. ETuxa y BpeMe xpuse

11 | Josan Babuh
Joruxa kaTacTpode — nyOMHCKa 10THKA CTBAPHOCTHU
(Hexonuko omacku 0 cafamisoj NaHgeMUju)

31 | Henag Lexuh
BaxiiHauuja u apryMeHTauuja

43 | Msan Mnragenosuh
HopMaTuBHOCT fjaBama caBeTa

59 | Anexcangap Hobpujesuh
Ja 1 je ,,e30TepUIKU MOpan” oxcuMopon?

2. PexoncTpyxiuuja Kkpuse

69 | HeGojwa IpyGop
Xajpereposa eTuka

83 | Munanxo losegapuya
[ecumusam 1 onmTMMU3aM y KPUSHUM CTaBUMa

97 | Mupocaasa Tpajroscku
Yobek Xojut je geduHUCA0 UCTUHY U TaBOBCKa KpU3a

11t | Augpef Jangpuh
MonTew u xyra

3. Uctuna y BpeMe Kpuse

127 | Kusaw Jlazosuh
EnucTeMuuKa OXrOBOPHOCT ¥ KOHTEKCTY IPYILITBEHE Kpu3e

139 | Apaio Bypuh
[loBeperse, ayTOpuTapHU PeXUM Y KpU3a



153

181

193

219

235

255

271

OgpazoBalbe y BpeMe KOBUN Kpiide — Tme cmo u xypga parme

Jbumann Pagenosuh, Ilediap Hypxuh
EmucreMmuuKy ayTOPUTET U PeTOPUUKE CTpaTerije
Y KPUSRUM OKOIHOCTMMA

Mawan Boiganoscku
CkenTuumnaaM U Kpusa KpuTepujyMa

Usana Janxosuh, Muman Bacuh
Enucremumtxy natepranusam y 1o6a kpuse

4. Hayka y BpeMe kpu3ae

Hyuixo [Tpenesuh
MopanHoCT U enUAeMUOTOLIKI MOTENN

Mumaria Munojesuh
I pylwTBeHO NpolIMpeHa KOTHUNIMja U KOBUI-19 nangeMuja

Anexcangpa 3opuh
VicTuHa y foba Kpuse - CTpaHITyTULe CeYAOHaYKe

Monuxa JosaHosuh
Kpuse, Mucaonu excriepuMeHT U Purumja:
MOpanHe UHTyuuuje usmehy Teopirje i npakce



CIP - Karanorusauuja y ny6nukauuju —
Hapopna 6uénuorexa Cpbuje, Beorpan

316.42419/20“(082)
17.01“19/20“(082)
165.6/.8(082)

ETUKA u uctuna y goba xpuse : 36opHux paposa / Henan
Hekuh (ypennuk). - Beorpan : Yausepauret, Ounozodeku dakyarer,
2021 (Beorpapn : Cnyxx6enu rnacumk). — 282 ¢Tp. : UAyCTp. ; 24 cm. -
(Exstumja YoBek u ApyeTBO y BpeMe KpU3ae)
» OBaj 360PHUK je BacTao Y OKBUPY HAyIHOUCTPAKUBAYKOT IPOjEKTA
Uosek 1 ApywITBO ¥ BpeMe kpuse'..“--> xonodpod. - Tupax 200. -
Hanomene u 6ubnuorpadcre pedepenue ys tekcr. — bubnuorpaduja y3
cBaku paj. — Abstracts.
ISBN 978-86-6427-184-4

a) [IpywTaena kpy3aa -- Mopax -- 208-215 -- 360pHuun 6) Jpyuiteere
npoMene - - ETuka -- 208-218 -- 360pHui B) Enucremonoruja --
36opuuunm

COBISS.SR-ID 52703497




JbuwbaHa PageHoBuh*

INerap Hypxuh**

EIIMCTEMMYKM AVYTOPUTET
I PETOPUYKE CTPATETUJE
Y KPUSHUM OKOJIHOCTMMA

Anocrpakr: Y_0BoM pajy ucrimraheMo Kako ce eKCrepru oxpeheHux enucremny-
KUY MpeXda MOH2ILZ]y Y OKONTHOCTUMA KPU3E. f{opucrehu KpU3HE CUTYaLM]e 143a3-
paHe mMangemujoM Bupyca A hlnl u SARS-CoV-2 nokasahemo kako ekcrmepTy
KOPUCTE peTopUyKe CTpaTeryje 3a yuspmhyparbe CONCTBEHOT eNUCTEMUYKOr ay-
TOpUTeTa Kpo3 yetnpu pasnuuurte, anu Mehyco6HO TOBe3aHe peTOPUYKE CTpa-
Teruje enucreMuydku cy6jeKTM Koju TIpercTaBibajy excrepre vy oppeheHum Hayy-
HUM IMCIIMIDIMHAMA U UHCTUTYIIMjaMa yaspiuifiyjy cBo] enuCTeMUYKI ayTOPUTET,
onpehyjy Hauume Ha Koje he 1UXOBY eKClepTH3y ONAKATH APYTU eMUCTEMMYKH

cy6jeKTH U yTUYY Ha CTeNeH IOBEPEea KOjM IPYTU e0MCTeMUYKU CYOJeKTU UMajy
y ®ux. EXCnepTy KOPHCTe IBE UHTEPHO yCMepeHe CTpaTeruje, (1) npysxajyhu pas-
JIoTe 391NTO CY rapaHimje Koje Hyfie pauMoHaHe u (2) narnawanajyhu concrBene
HOPMAaTUBHE OATOBOPHOCTHU. Takohe, xopucTe BE eKCTEPHO YEMEPEHE PETOPYUYKE
¢rpareruje, y3 noMoh kojux }quapmhyjy CONCTBEHU EMUCTEMUYKU AYTOPUTET IIpe-
KO {3) ocriopaBama CTPYYHOCTYU JPYTHUX eKcrepara u (4) M3HOUICHEM CYMEbU O
MOTMBHMMA MOCTYTIA1ba IPYTUX EMUCTEMHIKHMX eKcITepaTa. §

Kmygne pevn: EUucTeMuuKe Mpexe, eUCTEMUYKU EKCHEPTH, CHUCTEMUTKHU
2YTOPUTET, PETOPUYKE CTPATEri)e.

1. YBon

Y oBoM pagy ycpencpenuheMo ce Ha ynory Kojy enucTeMUUKM
CybjeKTH U eKCIIepTU UMajy Y OKBUPY ofpel)eHUX enUcTeMUIKUX Mpe-
%a. KoHTexcT xpuse y okBUpy Kkojer hemo mocMarpaTy IOHaniakbe

* Penosuu npodecop, 1972, Opemere 3a Ppunoszodujy, Punosodcku Paxkynret, Yeu-
Bep3uTeT y Beorpany, Iradenovic72@gmail.com

* Uctpaxusau-npunpasuux, 1991, MHctutyT 32 dunozodujy, dunosodeku daxyn-
TeT, Yrubepauter y Beorpany, petarnurkicdl@gmail.com
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enUCTeMUYKUX CyOjeKaTa YMHU OBO UCTPaXKMBamEe 3HayajHUM, KakKo
3a YCIIOCTaB/bamhe HOPMM KOMYHUKauuje usmeby excrepara y oKBUPY
Mpexe, Tako U 32 MHGOPMUCarbe Mpe, HeeKCIIEPTCKe jaBHOCTH O aflek-
BaTHYM HauMHUMa TyMayerba u3jaBa eMMCTEMUYKUX eKcllepaTa. Kpusa
IIpefcTaB/ba KOHTEKCT U3a3BaH gorabajuma xoju pemere nocrojehy op-
TaHU3aLMjy U KOHBEHIM]je YHYTap, Heke eucTemuyke mpexe (Hoffman,
1999). Y Kpy3HUM cuTyanujaMa [TOCTaB/kajy ce NuTama o0 nocTojehum
MHCTUTYLIMOH2TU30BAHUM TPABMIMMA, HOPMaMa U TIPETIOCTABKaMA. A
Jorabhaju koju u3asusajy Kpuse Hactajy yoIel pasNIUYUTUX ApYIUTBe-
HUX BaKTOpa, PErYIaTOPHMX NMPOMEHA M MHIUMJEHATA S(Meby KOje Mo-
JKeMO CBPCTaTU U NpUpORHe KaracTpode MOMyT JONNaBa, 3eM/bOTpeca
M naHJeMuja). TOKOM KPU3HUX CUTYalMja LeHTPATHU aKTepU, OfHOCHO
eMUCTEMUMYKU EeKCTIEepTH, TIOKYIIABajy Ja KPOo3 pasHOBPCHE aKTMBHOC-
TH ombpaHe MM TIOBpaTe JIETUTUMUTET MHCTUTYIMOHATHUX IIPAKCHU
KOje CYy ce HalUle y CPegUIITY CHOpHMX porabaja xoju cy usassanu
JaTy KpME{YS(]EpEer_SOE, 1991}, JegaH of K/bYyYHUX acrekarTa KPU3e YHY-
Tap Heke EMUCTEMUYKE MpeKe MpeAcTaBba CIMKa KOjYy O IMOMEHYTO]
eNUCTEMUYIKO] MPEXKH UMajy enmUCTeMUIKH CYyOjeKTH KOju joj npuna-
majy (opranmusaiuje, peryraTopu, MHBECTUTOPU, KOPUCHUUM). prusa
HacTaje Kala Cy MCXOIU Hekor gorahaja y cynpoTHOCTH ca oueKubamu-
Ma eNUCTeMMUKUX cybjexaTa U KaJa eNMUCTeMMYKU €KCIIepTH HUCY Y
CTalby N3 UPefy3MY aKLM]Y KOjOM 6U U30ernu nerarusae UCxoe 1aTor
goral‘)ajafgs_coﬂ, 2001). 43

Y pmameM pagy, U0 TEPMUHOM ,,eNUCTEMUUKU eKCTIEpTH” TIORpasy-
MeBaheMo [EeHTpaTHE aKTepe KPUIHUX OKOJHOCTU, OUJIO Ja Cy OHM Ha-
YUHUUM YUJU Ce eNMUCTEMUIKHM aYTOPUTET TeMe/bU Ha e UpUUHUM eKc-
MePTCKUM CTI0COGHOCTUMA UMY APYIITBEHO-TIONUTHYKY pPeTynaTopu ca
NPUCTYNOM JIOHOLIEHY OJTyKa KOje HEMOCPENHO YTUHY Ha YIOTe OCTaIUX
cy6jexara. [Ton TepMUHOM ,,eDUCTEMUYKY cy6jexTu” nofpasyMerahemo
IIPY jaBHOCT NOToheHy KpUsHUM OKOTHOCTUMA YUjy yrory oapehyjy on-
JIyKe Koje goHoce ekcnepru'.

Uctpaxusama Cy nokasana ja TOKOM KpM3e enucTeMUdKu cybjextu
OpecTajy ja cMaTpajy NeIMTUMHUM ToCTojeha npaBuia, HOpMe M IPETIO-
craBie (Sine u David, 2003: 186), Bynyhu fia status quo_ne TpecraB/ba
@}gsa_rzb_uslogum')g Jiaa Hyje Moryhe KOHTDO/LACATY UCXONE porabaja
KOjU CY TIPOY3POKOBANI KPU3HY CUTYALINU]Y, EMUCTEMUYKY eKCIIEPTU TIPY -

feramajy peTOpMYKUM ompaspawuma. 360r Tora hemo ucTpaxkuparbe

14

1 »EnucTeMuuKy cy6jexT” NpeacTaBba KpOBHU JT0jaM KOjU Ce OLHOCU M Ha enucTe-
muuKoT excriepra. [lojMoOBHUM pasaBajatbem eKcrepaTa Y OFHOCY Ha cybjexTe npeH-
TuduronaheMo LeHTpaTHe aKTepe YHYTAp EMUCTEMUYKE MpPEXe.
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YCPencpemuT Ha OUCKYP3UBHE OKOJHOCTU Yy KOjUMaA Ce eNMCTeMMUYKU
eKCIIepTU UM IBUXO0Ba CTPYYHOCT Hanase. Bumke pedeHo, ycpeacpeauhe-
MO C& Ha YHOIY KOJY Je3MK MMa V OOTUKOBawy Iepuenuuié porahaja y
IPYUITBY K40 U IOKYIIAjUMa EMUCTEMUYKIUX EKCIIepaTa Jia CauyBajy MIu
noBpate hbBepeme OCTAIUX ENACTEMUIKUX Cy6jeKaTa Y aTOM KOHTeEK-
cTy. ENMUCTeMIKY eKCIIepTH Y3 ITOMOh peTOPUYKMX CTpaTeryja yTUUY Ha
WHCTUTYLUOHA/IHY CTPYKTYPY eNUCTEMUUKUX MPEXa Kao U Ha yuspmhu-
Balbe COMNCTBEHOr EIUCTEMIIKOr aVTODMTCT? Ji_rluglmnggn ayTopuTeT
ITPENCTaBjba IIOBEPETLE KOJ€ EMUCTEMUIKY CYO)eKTU YHYTAp MPeXe UMajy
Y eKCrepTe, Kag u BepoBarma Koja cy6jeKTH GopMupajy o cnocoGHOCTHMA
eXcnepTa. EIMCTEMITKY ayTOPUTET YTHYE HA CTETICH TIOY3AaHOCTH UH-
dopmany)a’ xoje excrepTu Mpyxajy, OFHOCHO Mepy y kojoj he cybjexTn
gaTe_uudopMaliije cMaTpaTy TIOY3NAHUM U TTOCTYTIaTU CITpaM Iperopy-
Ka excniepara (Kruglanski, et al.,, 2009). 77

OBuM UCTpaxuBakeM MNokyliahemo 1a ucnuramo [Ba UEHTpANHA
nuTara., Ela moderxy hemo ce M3 mepcrnekTuBe aHanu3e EMMUCTEMUYKUX
MpeXa OdBMTU TUME KaKO, Y KPM3HUM CUTYallMjaMa, elUCTEMUYKY eKC-
aepTu onbpaHy Mpexe peajiM3yjy Kpo3 [OKYILIdje O4yBarbd BIACTUTE
[lo3MUMje eKClIepaTa, a He Kpo3 NOKyLIaje ouyBaiba nocrojehux npak-
CU_YHYTap Mpexe %—I,a OCHOBY OBaKBIX TEOPUjCKMX pa3MaTpama heMo,
Y OKBMPY IPBOr LEHTPAaJHOr INUTAarba, MCIIUTATH JIa M EKCIIEPTU KOPH-
CTeé peTOPUYKE CTpaTeruje aa OM YUBPCTMIIM elMCTEMUYKU ayTOPUTET
M [a/be NONpPUWHENM OYYBaby eKCIEpTCKe YIIOTe, YaK UM Kajja nocrojehe

IpaKce BUILEe HUCY HpMXBaT}bMBC.Z Hobujeru pesynratu omoryhuhe nam
Ia 3aK/bYYUMO J1a JIU OICTAHAK H’er ENUCTEMUIKE MpeXKe 3aBUCHU Off
QYyBatha NIOCTOjelIUX NMpakcU U HOPMU WK OJf 04YBatha YIOre Kojy exc-
IIEPTU 3ay3UMajy YHYTap jgare mpexe, [lajbe, NIpeTNocTaBKke O YCAOBIbe-
HOCTU eNnUCTEeMUYKOr ayTOPUTETA PETOPUIKUM CTpaTerujaMa JOolpUHOCe
jacHU]eM carnefaBaby GaKTOpa Of KOjMX 33aBUCU EMUCTEMUYKU ayTOPU-
TET HEKOr eKcrepTa.,, Crora heMo y OKBUPY ApYTor neHTpajHOr NKTarba
UCTUTUBATU HAUUH Ha KOJU eKCTIepTH KOPUCTE peTOPHYKe CTpaTeruje na
Ou MaHMnynacaau oxrosopHouihy. bamke peueno, ucnutusaheMo kaxo
ENUCTEMUYKM EKCNEepPTH, ITyTeM peTOPUYKHUX CTpaTeruja, ycMepasajy
OITOBOPHOCT U UAEHTUGUKY]Y UMHUOLE KOJU €Y OJTOBOPHMU 32 rpemxe.i%
Ha xpajy hemo nmpokoMeHTapucaTi Kako VIOCa eNUCTEMUYKUX eKCrepa-
Ta oppehyje ucxope xpusnux curyauuja, hbupxe peveno, ocepiyhemo ce
Ha VIIOIY KOjY CAaMONPUIIMCUBAKE eNTUCTEMUYUKOT Ay TOPUTETA MMA V JIUC-
OYHKLUMOHAIHOCTHU eMMCTEMUYKUX MpeXka Koje ce CyoyaBajy ca Kp13HOM

CUTYaLIM] OM. 1
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Hajnpe heMo npepcTaBuMTH TeODU|jCKY NMO3afUHY UCTPLKUBAMA
(Ha OCHOBY KOje CMO M3ABOJMIM LEHTpalHa MCTPAKUBAYKA OUTAMA): '
EMMUCTEMUYKE MPEXe M yore xoje enUCTeMMYKU CyOjekTU 3ay3umajy
YHYTap BUX, OOHOC PETOPUYKMX CTPaTeruja U yHyTpallibe OpraHu-
3anuje JlaTe emycTeMUYKe Mpexke M eIMCTeMMYKM ayTopuTeT, HakoH
Tora heMo MpegCTaBUTU eMOUPU|CKY TIO3AIUHY MCTD&)KHBaH:ag,'ZM@TOJI
M asanusy no,llaTaKaZE}-[a xpajy heMo nmpencraButTu v 06pPa3OXKUTUA pe-
3ynTaTe UCTpaXXMBatha U NpYyXUTU Moryhie cMepHUIle 3a ja/ba UCTpa-
XKUBakba. 4

2. Teopujcka nnosaguHa 35

2.1. EnucreMuuke Mpexe M eNMCTEMUYKY eKCIIepTH

Enucremuyke Mpexke (MMM eTUCTEMUYIKU OKBUPM) NPYXKajy cpel-
CTBa 3a pasyMeBame ofiHoca usMeby enucremuukux cy6jexara (Zollman,
2007). EmvcTeMMYKM CY6jeKTH YMHE eIeMEHTE jejHe eIUCTeMUYKe
Mpexxe. Ogroc uamehy enuctemnykux cybjexara ofipehe je BUXOBUM
BelITUHaMa, BEpOBabMMa 1 BPEJHOCTHMA aJld M EMUCTEMUYKUM Hpa-
BIMIIMMA KOHTEKCTA ¥ KOjeM ce Hanase. EnucreMuyxe Mpedxe ce 3acHU-
Bajy Ha KOMyHMKauuju usmey emucteMndxux cybjexara, 6110 ga je OHa
Bep6anHa, HeBep6anHa UM Ha APYrauMj HauMH yCIOCTaB/beHA CHIpaM
oppeheHUx enmcTeMMuUKMX npaBuia cneuM@PUUHUX 3a JATU KOHTEKCT
(Zolman, 2010). EnucreMuyke mpexe mpyxajy yYBUA y ofHoce usMehy
eIIUCTEMUUKUX eKcriepaTa U OCTANIMX eNUCTeMUYKUX cybjexata. Ha oc-
HOBY TOT yBMJa MOXeMo 06pasoBaTyt Mofiesie KOjU HaM ITOMaXy y Ipex-
BUthary ucxofa paror KOHTeKCcTa (y HallleM CITy'ajy Kpuse U3a3BaHe MaH-
AeMujoM) 1 ynora koje hie enucreMuuxy cy6jekTu HaKOH TOTA 3aIp)KaTH
uny npoMenutu (Shaffer u Graesser, 2010; Shaffer et al., 2009). Crreru-
PUYHU UHIVKATOPU eNUCTEMUYKMX MpeXxa (MONyT 4ecTo ynoTpedmbaBa-
HUX TOjMOBa UMM, y HallleM CIydajy, PeTOPUYKMUX CTpaTeruja) ykasyjy
Ha ofipefjeHe HauuHe koMyHMKanyje uaMeby cy6jexara. MnrgukaTope Mo-
YKeMO Ja TPYNMLIEMO Y eIUCTEMIUKE YBOPOBE KOj¢ HAKOH TOTa MOXEMO
lla rpynuiIeMo y KoMyHUKauyose obpacue (Bala u Goyal, 1998). Yuec-
TaZOCT USHOLICHA PETOPUUKMX TBPABY Y ClIeUUMIUIHUM OKONHOCTUMA
NpefcTaB/ba jefal Takas obpasall,

3a noTpebe MOEENOBamA HEKE EIIMCTEMUYKE MpEXe HEOTIXOTHO je
ofpenutu jeguHuny aHanuse (Krippendorff, 2004). Kako 6ucmo oppe-
VU jefUHULY aHanu3e NoTpebHO je y3eTu 6UJIo KOjU Ie0 KOMYyHUKA-
HMje usMeby enucreMudKux cybjekaTa M pasJIOXUTU Ta Ha CMUCIIEHE
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Aenose (MHCTaHIe). 3a MoTpebe HAIler UCTPAXUBaKha Kao jefUHUIY
aHanuae usnBojuhemo peiliopudxe ciipailieiyje Koje enMCTEMUYKY eKC-
TepTH KOPUCTE NIPYIMKOM KOMYHUKalMje ca OCTaIuM eMUCTEeMUYKUM
cybjexTuMa yHyTap Mpexe. OBakaB npucTyn HaM omoryhaea ma o6-
pasyjeMo Mojie/ie pa3nuYuTHX BPCTa OJHOCA YHYTap MpeXe N Y WupeM
CMUCITy MCTIMTaMoO Jla JU ce ompebeHy HaumHM pasymeBama UHOP-
Maluuja — y OKBUPY OBTOBOPa KOje eKCrepTM Kajy Ha MuTama OCTaluX
emUCTEMUYKUX Ccyljexata M eKcriepaTa - TIOAYAapajy ca U3BOpUMa
undopMauija U BesaMma usMely BepoBama Koja cybjextu dpopmu-
pajy. llltaBumie, oHO ITO je of 3HAawaja 3a Halle UCTPaXKUBaHE jecTe
Ja TaKBa aHa/IM3a MOXe TPYXXUTU YBUJI Y YCIEIIHOCT CTpaTeruja Koje
eKCIIePTH KOPUCTE Ha 6 YUBPCTUIM CBOj NUCTEMUYKU aYTOPUTET —
Ha TpUMep, TBPIIbe 0 TOY3NAaHOCTH M3BOpa UHPOpMauyja Mory 6UTH
IIPMAMYHO TPUBMjalHe (MOMYT ,M3INeRa AO6pO”) MAU coPUCTUUNPA-
Huje (NonyT ,KOPUCTHIU CY HAYYHU MeTOX ). PasymMeBarbe enucTeMny-
KUX 4BOpPOBA OJHOCHO CTpAaTeTUjd KOje eKCNepTU KOPUCTe ITPUITUKOM
KOMyHMKaI1je py>a YBUA Y 3HadajHe acreKTe eMUCTEMUYKIX Mpexa
Koje OMCMO TTPONTYCTUIIM Kafla BUCMO ce YCpelCpefuIM UCKBYIUBO Ha
NOYy31aHOCT U3Bopa uHpopManuja. Kaga nocMaTpaMo KOMYHUKALK)y
uameby enucreMuukux cybjexkara yHyTap Mpexe GUTHO je Ia IOKY-
maMo Ay6/be Ma pasymMeMo KOHTEKCT KOjY YCIOB/BABa INOMENY yJora
uaMehy cybjexara. Ha oBaj HayuH pobujaMo YBUA ¥ TO3aZMHCKY MO-
TUBalLMjy KOMyHMKaluje uaMely excrepaTa 1 OCTaNUX eMCTeMUIKUX
cybjexara. I{u/m oBakBe aHamu3e je fa pasyMeMO MIMPU KOHTEKCT KOjU
onpebyje ynore excnepara koju npeacTasmbajy u3sop MHPopManuja Ha
OCHOBY Kojux cybjekTu HopMUpajy CBOja eIIUCTEMUYKA OTIpefe/berha.
Oxnnyke xoje cybjekTu JoHOCE y ORHOCY Ha usmope uHopMalMja, U
Ha4MH HBa KOj KOHUEIITYaNu3yjy CIOXKEHOCT Tux undopmanyja, npe-
CyLOHe Cy 3a TpedBUUBOCT ucxoma ogpebene xpusne cutyaumje. Cro-
ra, UaKo je nNoy3gaHocT UHdopMalLUja Koje ekcnepTu mnacupajy 6UTHa,
NIPEKOMEPHO OCHatbathe Ha TaKO TPMBUjaNIHY EMTUCTEMUYKY AUHAMUKY
MOXe TIpeycMepUTH POKYC Ha Marbe 3HauajHe acTeKTe eMMCTeMUYKUX
Mpexa (Goldman, 1999).

3a moTpebe Hawer UCTpaXKMBarsa ynoTpebuhemo ckyn oprosopa
KOje eKCIIePTH Jajy Ha IMTaka OCTANUX eNMUCTEMUYKIUX Cy6jeKkaTa U eKe-
Mepata M Ha FEra NMPUMEHUTU KBANUTATUBHY aHANU3Y cafpxaja (koja
je medunucana y nornasmy Metop). Ha Taj Haunn gobuhemo oproeope
Ha MCTPaXXMBAYKa NMTakba MOCTAB/BEHA ¥ YBONHOM pasMaTpamy paja U
Dpogy6uTH padymeBarbe eMUCTEMUYKOT ayTOpPUTETa eKCIlepara y Mpe-
KM M yTMIIaja KOjU yJIOFa eKCHepTa UMa Ha MCXOAE KPUIHUX CUTYaLUja.
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2.2. Petopuuke cTpartervje u yHyTpaliihba opraiusauyja
eNMCTEMUIKUX Mpexxa

Paanuxka wusMeby oxpebenor porabaja koju y3pokyje TIpPOMEHY
nocrojehyx mpakcu, HOPMM M HPETHOCTaBKU, U KpU3e YHYTap Heke
eNUCTEMUIKE MPEXKE Ce OIJiefia Y TOMe LITO KpM3a MpeJICTaB/ba Jaze-
KO KOMIUIEKCHUjU U3a30B 360T pasmepe cybjexkaTa YK/bYYEeHHMX V BY 34
(Golsorkhi et al., 2009: 782) glaﬂzogo YycTaHOBIbeHe MpaKce YHyTap
TMCTEMITION Mpexa NOTODERUX KpHIOM MOTY JOKMBETH HeyclleXe
TaKBUX Pa3Mepa fga ekcnepTuMa Hehe OMTM emmcTeMUyKy UCMNaTH-

BO /12 UX ¥ Jla/be OpKasajy yujaar&?ré\iebyzm PexoHpUIypanyja

moctojehe opranusaumje yuyTap Mpexe MpeacTanmba NpETHmY M0 Oy-
Bambe ynore emucremyuxor excrepra (Hoffman, 1999: 353). Y oxon-
- . 2
JOCTUMA KPU3E TIPEA_EUMUCTEMUHKE EXCNEPTE €y TMOCTABBEHU JATIEKO
CTPOXM CTaHMAPM HEro Mpef OcTaze emucTeMudxe cyGjexte, Yeren
TaKBOYr gpumcxg}ccgp'rlnp@ere&ajy&;@}g}monu\g(_y@[ajfe%-
TEMUYKOT AYTOPUTETA KAKO OM KOHTPOTUCANIM UCXOAE KPU3HE CUTY-
allyje M HAKOH TOTa, 3axBamyjyhu ynosy Kojy cy ycrenu fga o4yBajy,
MOT/IM fia OBNUKYJy HOBe U TPUKNAKHU]E HOpPME, TPABUNIA U CTPYKTYPY

‘Mgp\e_;_(g (Graffin et alr_ngéj)éz’L[—eHT}m—nuaachE eMUCTEMUYKIX eKc-

" IlepaTa YHYTap MpeXe NpefcTaB/ba K/bYUHU CTPYKTYPHU hakTop Koju
ekcneptuma omoryhasa pa saapke moctojehe mpakce, Pasnmuunra uc-
TpaxWBama H0Kalyjy Aa 0Yybaibe MOCTOjEMX emHCTEUNSKI npakey_
JHYTAR-MPEOKE IUPEKTHO SABUCH OFf JDYIUTBEROT U MHCTNTYINOHIHOT
MonoxXaja emUCTEMUYKIX ekcriepata (Maguire u Hardy, 2009; Micelotta
u Washington, 2013) Vkomsko rocMarpamo excrepre yk/bydeHe y 1o-
MeHyTa obpambeHa HacTojara Aa sajpie mocTojehe mpaxce, Moxemo
MPUMETHTU TUECTANIO HIHOWErE TBPILU O KOMMUMHY SHAtha I CTIOCO6-
HocTUMA Koje mocenyjy. OBakBO CaMONpUIUCUBAGE CTPYYHOCTU UMa
32 UMb 1 OCT2/IU eMUCTEMMIKN CY6jeKTM PUXBATE TyMauere Kpusie
cutyauuje koje excriepru Hyne (Lesfrud u Meyer, 20 Q)f_gy OBOM UCTpa-
>KUBay heMo pasMOTPUTM yIpaBO OHe CUTYallMje y KOjUMa CY eIIMC-
TeMUYKM CyOjeKTH NpeucIuTUBaIM ONpaBAaHoCT ofipeheHux mpakcu u
IIOCTYNaKa eNUCTEMUYKUX eKCrepara, a eKCIepTH ce HaZlasUMU y No3u-
1nuju ofépaHe CBOT ayTOPUTETa KaO OArOBOpa Ha OBA NPEUCTTUTUBADA.
Y TakBUM OKOJIHOCTMMA ENMCTEMUYKM EKCIEPTH M3HOCE peTOpPUYKE
TBpAwe (Koje NpefcTaB/bajy Hally jeNMHUIY aHANIM3e) KaKo OM yduBp-
CTUJIM COTICTBEHM CTTUCTEMUIKU Ay TOPUTET.L-/

PeTopuky Moxemo fledmuuncaTit Kao BelTiHy yoehnsarma y3 nomoh
apryMeHTaluje Koja MMa 3a LM/b OCTBapyBarbe UHTEPeca akTepa Koju je
KOpUCTE (Zano%qfu Janssens, 2004: 59). PeToputke cTpareruje npefcTas-

Lallon” 12l 1
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Jbajy KOPUCTaH MHCTPYMEHT 3a oppehusame HauuHa Ha koju he mojenn-
HM ApPYIUTBeHM bakTopy, ngeje, ypebera M nopMe 6UTH OMasKaHM O

CTpaHe enUCTeMUUKIX cybjexara, gWarmdg 2000% Kpos xopumheme pe-
TOPUYKMX CTpaTervja eKClepTu il EPCHCTaBEaJy onpchene mocrynke xao
MOPATHO_MPUXBAT/EUBE, HEOMXOLHE, Y32]aMHO KOPUCHE U pal[MOHaTHe
3a LM/bHY rpyNy OfHOCHO cybjekTe y enucTeMudkoj Mpexu, Vicro Tako,
OOCTYNNU APYTIUX MOry SUTU IpUKasany Kao UITEHTHMU, HEPA3YMHU U
MopanHo HenpuxBamsuBY (Vaara et al., 2006: 794). Ha oBaj Hauyy y3 110-
Moh peropuke excrepTy ,KOHCTpyuury ucTuHy KPos mocTusambe KOH-
CeH3yca y TIOT/IgRy [OCTynakKa Koje nR_narlip'ajy Kao (He)IpMXBAT/BUBE
(Warnick u Kline, 1992). PCTOpM'—IKC cTpaTeruje omoryhaBa]y dbrekcu-
OWIHOCT U TIpU on,pebmaa Yy TOFa IITa je ,UCTUHA Yy OAHOCY Ha Clle-
uudUYHEe OKOMHOCTU Y KOJUMA Ce eUCTEMUYKHU cybjekTu Hanase. OBa
bneKcUOUITHOCT Ce TeMerbY Ha NOBE3UBAalby UCKYCTABA Y IIOT/IeAY TIpeT-
XOTHOT CNUMYHOT Jloraljaja ¥ TO3UBaILY Ha ,,LIMpe CaTeflaRare’ KpU3He
cUTvaluje. HOC-)MB&H:C Ha IIMpe carfiefaBakbe CUTyaluje YKbYYyje cTpa-
Teruje Hony /T peTopuyKe AMcolMjaliMje KOoja MMa 32 UMb TIPUKYIJbalhe
IIoxpirke &C”%Mdﬂqﬁ_ﬂ)’@ﬂ&‘iﬁoﬂeﬂﬂa Koje eMMCTEMMYKM eKC-
nepT Hyau (Golant et al., 2015), locajaumrsa UCTpaskMBara Cy N10Ka3ara
fa Cy PeTopuyKe CTpaTernje KOpUCTaH MeXaHu3aM y O6IKOBaKkY MCXO-
Ha CynpoTCTAB/bEHUX TyMauderba ysMmehy exkcrmepaTa v ocTajux emucre-
MUUYKUX cybHjexaTa anu Taxohe cgpaM excriepata MmehycobHo (Creed et
al., 2002; Hardy et al., 2000). 53

2.3. Enucremuakn ayropurer 3 b

Kako 6mcMo OOroBOpUZIN Ha MNUTama NMOCTaB/bEHA Y INPETXOIHOM
ITOTNABBY U 605be Pa3yMENU pETOPUYKE CTDaTeI‘I/Iie KOie EIIUCTEMUYKU

eTMCTeMUIKOT ayTopuT@yé’ 06NAaCcTU COLM|aNHe TICUXOIOrUie HocToju
DOCTa UCTPAKMBaAIba HA TE 'y enucremuykor ayropurera, (Kruglanski,
1989, 2009), Mebyrtum, 3a notpebe opor ucrpaxusama y é encpenuhe-
MO Ce_Ha cﬁgu@uqﬁ_y_yncﬂ KOJy emMCTeMUUKI AyTOPUTET 3ay3UMa Y
OKONMHOCTMMa KpU3€ yHyTap €NUCTEMWMKMX Mpéxa, Emrcremuuku ay-
TOPUTET C€ TeME/BY Ha HaUMHY OMAXKAFA CTPYYHOCTU U NOBEpemy Koje
ernMCTeMUYKM CYOjeKTU MMajy y eKCIepTa Koju npyxa MHpopmaluje u

TYMaYy JaTe OKONHOCTHU,, Enuc*remuqxu AYTOPUTET j¢ YCAOBILEH HPOjHUM .

IpywTBeHUM daktopuMau oxpehyje Mepy y xojoj he uudopMmauuje koje
eKCIepT Ilpyxa 6uTU CMaTpane noy_gaHMM u nggo6ﬂoc1‘ eKCIIepTa N3 Y

Ct al 2005) {‘}'i
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IlocToje WIMpY U YXXY OKBUPU YHYTAP KOUX MOXXE€MO aHAaJU3Upa-
TV €NMCTEMUYKM ayTOPUTET, AYyTOpUTeT DPONMUTEDA MMM CBEWITEHWKA
(YKOJIUKO CMO Penuruos3Hu) ‘00yxsaTa pasHOBPCHE KUBOTHE OKOJIHOC-
TU M CMaTpPaMo Ia Ioy3TaHUM U3BOPOM MHpOpMaliMja xaja Cy HaM JIO-
Tpe6HU caBeTH 3a CyouaBaihe Ca MalbUM 3 BEhUM NpenpexaMa Ha Koje
HAaUNa3UMO Y CBaKOJHEBHOM XMBOTY, Ca Apyre cTpaHe, eOUCTEMUIKU

ayTOpPUTET CTPyYrbaka Kao ITO CY MOTI03M, BUPYCOMO3M U emufe-
MUONO3U HYje TIPUMEHUB HA WIMPOK NOMEH CBAKOJHEBHUX XUBOTHUX
QKOJTHOCTHM Bell Ha ecKIleprcke JOMeEHe TIYIMONOTMje, BUPYCONOTHjE U
CHMJIICMMOHOFMje.,I?.'UTaBMHIe, eTTUCTEMMYKY Ay TOPUTET Pa3NIMIUTUX eKC-

TiepaTa Mo)Ke BapUpaTH M NPOM3BECTU eNIUCTEMUYKY aTMOCEPY Y KOjO]
HEeKM eKCIepTH Iocenyjy Behu ayTopurer Hero npyru, OBaxsa xujepap-
XUja eNUCTEMUUKOLr ayTOPUTETA TIOCTAje 3HaYajHa Y (ﬁgbnﬂocruMa KpU-
se. Excrreptyt xoiy nmocenyjy sehu enucremmykyu aytopurer 6uhe y npu-
MK 2 IpBU MpyxKe TpaxeHe uHGOpMaLMje U Ja HA Ta] HAYUH UMAJY
IPUOPUTET Tpu 061MKOBalby HaduUHa Ha Koju he ocranm enucTeMUyKy
Cy6jeKTU OMaXkaTU OKONHOCTH Y KOjMMa ce Hanaseg Ocum Tora, ekcmep-

. . U .
T YTUYY Ha HAYUH Ha XOjU OCTanu cy6jeKTu $opMUpajy BepoBama, Ha.
CTengH NoBeperba Koje he cy6jexTy MMaTy y CTPYKY, Kao ¥ Ha BepoBat-
Hohy ocTBapera Xe/beHOr UCXOMla KPU3He CUTYallyje CIIpaM Mpernopy-
YCHOT rioHalama (Bar, 1999). 74

PeTopuuke cTpaTernje gpegcTasibajy caMo jefaH Ofl Ha4MHA HA KOJU
excrepTy OcTBapy)y emucTemuyky ayropuret (Edmundson, 1984; Nelson
ﬂaJLliSQ MebyTum, 3a noTpebe OBOr MCTpaKUBaba OHE CY aleKBaTHA
jemmuHMuLA ax%um:«;e nyTeM Koje heMo MCTIMTUBATU KaKO €KCHEPTU 3ay3U-
Majy IPUBMJIETOBaHY NMO3UUMK]Y KOja MM oMoryhaBa HameTarbe CONICTBEHOT
TyMauera KOMILTEKCHUX OKONHOCTU KpU3e YHYTAp erucTeMUtdKe Mpexe. ] ]
Ananusa xojy hemo nonyautu pasorkpusa 6pojHe HauMHe HA KOje €KC-
TIEPTU 3afp>KaBajy UMK ITOKYIIaBajy fa IOBpaTe elMUCTEMUYKU ay TOPUTET,
6UITO Jla Ce pajM O HAMETAKY eIUCTEMUYKUX 06aBe3a OCTATUM CYBieXTH-
Md YHYTap Mpexe, IPUITUCUBAILY OICOBOPHOCTY UM yOehuBamy npyrux
Y COICTBEHU eMUCTEMUYKU KPeTUOHUIIUTET U Ba)IMJHOCT TyMayema Koja
MIMOCE 34

3. Metog 19

3a ananu3y NPUKYIJBEHUX HojlaTaka KOPUCTUIIYK CMO KBaJUTATUB-
HY MPHMCTYN_aHanuse cajpiaja. PUin cMo Hapouuto ycpexcpebenu
Wa peTOpUXe CTpaTeryje caxpidiie y jaBUMM USjaBaMa eMUCTEMIY-
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KUX eKchepaTa, paTeM cIuuYHe aHanuse nocTojehux UCTpakuBara
(Brown et al,, 2012; Frkama u Vaara, 2010, Green et al,, 2009). Kpusne
curyanmje omoryhapajy jequHcTBeHy NPWIMKY 3a NpoydaBarsé ynore
¢OUCTEMUYKUX eKCNepaTa y PeKOHGUTYpauniy eNUCTEMUUKMX Mpexa
yc/iell HOBOHAaCTaJIUX OKO/THOCTHU, g(axo 6ucMO_nocMaTpany ynore exc-
nepara y TOKY Kpu3a U3a3BaHMUX nfﬂneMmaMa Bupyca A hlnl u SARS-
CoV-2 ycpencpenuny cMo ce Ha 14 LIEHTpaJHUX aKTepa Iuje Cy OfTy-
xe HeNOCPEeNHO yTULaNne Ha 0OIMKOBame jaBHOT MUIU/berha U UCXOHE
KPU3HUX OKOMHOCTU y Tepuoay of 2009. no 2010. rogune (kpusa 1)
kao u y mepuoy of 2019. rogume no kpaja 2020. rogune (kpusa 2).79
Ila 6mcMo ce ycpemcpenunM caMo Ha aHalM3y PeTOPUMYKHUX CTpaTeruja
KO)e eKCNepTU KOPUCTe Y UMby O4dyBara BJIACTUTOr ayTOPUTETA 4aK
U kaga mocrojehe wpakce BUINe HUCY MPUXBAT/b}Be, 32 aHATU3Y CMO
ogabpanu oHe gorabaje y kojuMa cy emUCTEMUYKY CYHjeKTH JIPEUCIIU-
TUBanM NMOCTojehe mpakce U ONNyKe eBUCTEMUYKMX eKcIlepaTa (Tako
nokasaBHIK Ja NMpakce y OuUTawy npectajy Aa Oymy npuxsarnbuse) U
NOCMAaTpa/ PETOPUYKE CTPATETU]E KOje y TOM CTydajy eKCIIepTH KO-
pucre. Kako 6uMcMo Kouu no MpUIofgHOTr y30pKa M3jaBa Koje ¢y JaBa-
M eTIUCTEMUYKM EKCIIEPTH TOKOM KpM3e, YCPEeRCPEAMIn. ¢Mo ce Ha 10

KJBYYHUX ,uorab_J_a Yy OKBUPY AiBe CIIOMEHYTe KpU3He CUTyauuje.. Ta6e-
na_ 1. campxy Opernen MMeHa eNMUCTEMUYKUX eKCrepaTa Ha Koje heMo
c;e_d)_ycmgaTM, VHCTUTYIM]Ee KOjUMa Cy TIpUIafiaTu TOKOM KPUSHMX
okomHocTH, norahaje (6mwxe Hapemene y_mornaspuma Ipymreenn
KOHTEeKCT 1 u JIpymTBeHU KOHTEKCT 2) Y KOjUMA CY YYECTBOBANU Ka0
M_TpeHyTHe ymore koje 3aysmmajy., AkTepe (emucremmuke cybjexre)
HasefeHe y Tabenu 1. cMaTpaMmo g@%panHMM akTepuMa (emUCTEMUY-
KUM eKcriepTHMa) 360r yora Koje cy 3ay3uMayd YHyTap UHCTUTYIIUjA
(emMmCTEMUYKMX MPpEXka) KOjuMa Cy MpuUITafaiy TOKOM KPU3HMUX OKON-
@gr_u‘ﬁ‘lOMeHyTe ynore cy omoryhune excriepruma fla HelOCpeHO
yTHYY HA UCXOAE KPUSHUX OKOTHOCTU Kao U HA MOCTyNKe U (POPMM-
pare BepoBarha OCTaiuX enyucTeMUIKUX cybjexara.
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Tabena 1.
. oL Hoiahaju y oy
Educiniemuyxu Hnciniuiiyyuja xojoj . _ -
o _ o Kpusey xoje cy Tpenyina ynoia:
excaepu: upunagajy: Gunu yxmyuet:
Pag}xa e 60P 27 Jlorqf)a! - CanureTcxu
. npotus enugemuje/ Kpuanu Jlorahaj 2, ;
Ilpegpai Kon . ; NOTIYKOBHMK. Bojcke
mTab 3a cy3bujame sapasne [lorahaj 4, Cobuie
6onectv kopun-19 Horahaj 6 Rkl _
Panna rpyna 3a 6op6y
Bpanucnas MNpoTUB enunen.dme/ Kpuznu Horaba! IR ITeHaMOncaH
Tuogoposuh wTad 3a cy3bujarse 3apasne  [lorahaj 6;
60onecTs koBug-19
Toruya MunncrapcTso B Horabaj 1, TTensuonucan
Musnocasmesuh ERCIIRCIRO RAPARES Horabaj 3
Caeitinana P330
Byxajnosuh (Perry6nuyiy 3aBop 3a Horabaj 3 Huje nosnaro
SAPABCTBEHO OCUTYpatbe)
Caumwxa s o
Muneycruh Jyroxemuja Jorabaj 3 Bnacmgx ”STNEK),S
Auuh MEDICAL DOO
Tenepanumn gupekrop /
?mxg Haup ! [yroxemnja Horabaj 3 komnanuje ,Celtis l I.
pasapa Pharm® / % 3
Jbybomup e 5 Spetamiord : }/
Maauheah Heran Horabaj 3 OTOPUHOIapUHTONOTHje
y »Alfa Medica®
. JIlupekTopxa
ﬁﬁg;i B | ATUMC Tlorahaj 3 DapMalleyTcKe KoMope
' Cpbuje
Anckcangap l [Tpepcepruinrao PerryGnuxe Eﬁ;g:} ;’ Mpencemnux Pemrybmaxe
Byuh Cpb6uje Tor a.ba; 83 Cpbuje
%};ilf;fw i MuHaKCTAPCTBO 3MPaBBA Ilorahaj 6 MunucTap 3upaBiba
% : : ITpemujepxa y Bnagu
Arna Bpuabuh | Bnapa Peny6muxe Cpbuje  Norahaj 9 P e C ot
Cnenujanucra
. nyaMonoruje u
Bpavumup KpusHu wtab 3a cysbujaree . ) .
Hecimoposuh 3apasHe SonecTy KoBUR- 19 Horafaj 4 aneprononiey . -
YuuBepsurterckoj neyjoj
KNIMHUUM , Typuiopa”
Hapuja Kucufi | Kpusuu wtab 3a cyabujame ﬁgigg?. g :fﬁ::;a:s :_}izaépaﬁqm
Teitagueguh 3apasne 6071eCTy KJIOBUJL-19 0 gLt 2250
Jorabaj 10 U CoLlMjaTHA MUTatba
Sopan Iojiouh [Toxpajuncku cexperapujat  [Torafia) 5, IToxkpajuncku cexpetap
J 32 34paBCTBO Horahaj 6 33 3[APaBCTBO

#
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3.1. Kieyunu gorabaju xpusa u geduHuCame pefieBaHTHOT
OKBMpa 32 Y30PKOBakbe IofaTaka |

Kako 61 ce meduHUCA0O CKYN pelneBaHTHUX M3jaBa 3a aHANU3Y cafp-
’aja, HajOpe Cy UNeHTUOUKOBAHM OHM pHorabaju Koju mpencTaBibajy
CIIOpHE TPEHYTKE Y KOjUMa eTIACTEMMY KU CYOJEKTU IIPEUCTIUTY]Y enmcTe-
MUYKe eKCITepTe, YiMe je HadHaueHo fa noctojehe npakce emUCTEMUIKUX
eKcliepaTa M BUXOBUX VHCTUTYILMja BULIE HUCY NpUXBAT/bUBE. 3aTUM CY
nocMaTpaHe U3jaBe Koje elMCTeMUYKU eXCrlepTH fa)y Kao OfroBop Ha
OBaKBa NIPEUCIUTUBADbA.

Kao xmyunu porabaj kpuse usassane supycom A hlnl usjsajamo
Cropito Craratee yroBopa o AAGABH BaKKA ca TURAEPEKON Hap-
MaLeyTCKOM KoMIlaHujoM ,HoBapTuc” WTO je.KacHuje IIPOY3POKOBANIO
OCTajle KOHTPOBER3e M elMMNOr CacTyUIaBalba Y Xanulerma LUeHTPasHUX
axTepa y CrelujarioM TY>XUAlITBY 3a OpraHusosanu kpumiHa. Kou-
dbepennyujy 3a mrammy, ogpxaty y IlpexrcennuuTsy Peranmce Cp6me
24. 4)_6pyapa 2020. ropuHe, cMaTpaMo Kby4HUM gorabajeM Kpu3se uaas-
Bane supycom SARS-CoV- 19 %1}_} Horahaj yapoxoaaoﬁﬁl—sa@w
HYTOCT, OCYTy U rybuTaK mMoBéperba Off CTpaHe OCTalMX eNMUCTEMUYKUX

eKcrepara u 1 cybjexars %gr_[gari oBux sorahaja, u3abparu cMo Nepuon y

Tpajamy of 22 Mecetla, 84 11. HoBeM6pa 2009. go 11. aBrycra 2011. L. ropu-
He, 33 MPUKYIUbarbe MOlaTaKa y BE3U Ca KPU3OM U323BAHOM ,,CBUFLCKUM

TPUIIOM U [IEPUOK Y Tpajabby Of | n 10 Mecel, of 24. d)__6pyag;>a 2020 zo
2iHo§EM6LucIe_Te TONUHE, 3a IpUKYTI/bathe MOfaTaxa y Be3u ca Kpu-
30M M3a3BaHOM KOPOHA BUPYCO HapejHa 1Ba IOTAaB/ba ONUCAHU CY
OPYUWTBEHU KOHTEKCTU OBa J[Ba Aé%é;eBaHTHa BpeMEHCKa OKBUpa, Kao U
cnenuduynyu gorabaju y xojuma cy UeHTpanHM eNMUCTEMUYKU eKCIIepTH

(13 Taberne 1.) yyecTBOBANN.

3.1.1. JIpywinigeriu xouifiexcili 1: xpusa uzassaxa supycom A hlnl

[Tanpemuja rpuna o3HayeHor kao A hlnl, MosHaTUjer Kao CBUHBCKMU
unm Mexcuyku rpum, y Cpouju je 2009/2010. roxure 6una osrayeHa
Kao IEeHTpanHU 3[paBcTBeHU npobneM. [IpBuM cMpTHU cnyvaj u3a3BaH
CBUCKKM TPUIIOM je 3aberexxer 21. oxTobpa, a 10 Kpaja NaHAeMUje 11o-
TBpHeHo je 137 cMpTHUX cnydajeBa. [lo6UOo je HA3UB ,,CBUCKUA” jep je ¥
UUpKynauujy Meby byne nomao Hakon peKoMOMHaIYje ca CBUBCKUM BU-
PYcoM, IOK je Ha3MB ,,MeKCUYKHU~ JOOGUO 110 APXKaBU Y K0joj je NoTBphen
YIDBM CJIy4Yaj 3apase.

Horahaj 1: Mecen gana waxon wto je [TapmamenTtapna ckynmTuHa
CapeTa EBpore ycBojunia pesonyuujy y kojoj je HazHaueHo Xa ¢y Cger-
cKa 3ppaBcTBeHa opravusauyja (C30) M gpyre eBpoIcKe 30paBCTBEHE
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UHCTUTYUMje NOA yTULajeM ¢apMaLeyTCKUX KOMIaHMja TpeyBenudalne
pacripocTpameHocT Bupyca (Wodarg, 2009), enmpemuonor Ilpeppar Kon
noseao je rpalane ja ce pakuurMy mpotus rpuma A hinl. Osaj nocry-
nak He 6u 6o copaH fa u caM KoH HMje Ipu3Hao Aa je ,0B0 b6una usy-
seTHo 6nara nanpemuja” (PTC, 7. 6. 2010.). HberoBoj oueHu MPUADPYUIN
Cy ce U MUHMCTap 31pasiba TomuLa Munocapmbesuh u unay Pagne rpyme
3a 60p6y npoTuB mavgeMmuje, bpauucras Tuogoposuh.

Jorabaj 2: TTocne nenyHux Mecen gaHa sakuunauuje, Beh 12. jaHyapa
2010. rogune, Bnaga Perrybnuxe Cpbuje noHOCH OITYKY fia 06yCTaBY YRO3
HOBMX BaKIIMHa, a YTOBOp ¢a WBajLUAapcKoM (apMalleyTCKOM KOMITaEYjoM
»HoBapruc” pacxunyr je y debpyapy ucre rogune. Ilpencemnux Papne
rpyre 3a nangemujy, gp [peapar Kon, mogneo je ocTaBKy Ha Ty QYHKIIN]Y
HA TIOCTIEAIHEM CAcTaHKy rpyTie OAP)KaHOM KpajeM jaHyapa, afly OHa HHje
npuxsahera. EnupeMuonor je noHyAMo OCTaBKY jep ce IO TOT TPEHYTKa
Bakuuuucano camo 148.000 ocoba, yMecTo MUITHOH KOTMKO je OUEKUBAo.

Horahaj 3: Toxom neta 2011. ToguHe y MeJUjUM2 CY Ce TIOjaBUIe UR-
dbopMauuje ma Cy TToYeNa cacyllarka 360T CyMiBU Ha 370ynoTpebe npu-
nukoM HabaBKY BaKIUHA, Ha 61 y cenTeMOpy CrrelujamHO TYXUIAIUTBO
3a OpraHY30BaHU KPUMMHAM MIOAHENO U KPUBUYHE NPUjaBe MPOTUB OCAM
ocoba. Ha raj HauuH ,Jyroxemuja bapmanuja” u ,.JJetan’, kao nocpegHu-
UV y HabaBuy BaKLMHa, TPUOABUIK CY UMOBMHCKY KOpucT off 855.600
eBpa, ofiHocHo 420.000 eBpa u 15 MunuoHa guHapa, NoK je 6yneT Cpbuje
omrehen 3a mpnbnmxno 1.270.000 eBpa. Y centeMbpy Te roguue yxar-
LIeHM Cy Tajallukba NUPeKTOpka Perry6nuuxor 3aBofa 3a 3LpaBCTBEHO
ocurypame (P330) Csermana Byxajnosub, nupexropka ,Jyroxemnje”
KOja ce 6aBMIa YBO3OM M IMCTpubyuujom BakiuHa, CMubka Muneycuuh
Auyuh, pupekrop koMnaHuje ,Jyroxemuja bapmaunja” Bragumup Ipasa-
pa, Ka0 U AUPEKTOp mocpegHuuke dupme ,Jetan” Jbybomup [lasuhe-
Bith. Behuna mux y mpuTBOpy je sappxkana o Maja 2012. TogMHe, Kafa Cy
Y3 HONOXEHY KayLujy MymTeHu Aa ce 6paHe ca cnoboge. OBaj cnyyaj je
Hajipe ca CuenmjarHor upemao y Bume Tyxwramrso v beorpany, na 6u
HAMOCTETKY TY>XXM/IAL OLYCTao O CBUX HABOKA ONTYXXHULIE.

C30 je y aprycty 2011. rogyHe npornacuna Kpaj nangeMuje rpuna
A hlnl y3 koncTaraumjy ga cy ce mocneguile BUpyca roxasane 6gaxum
HEro WTOo ce cTpaxoBano. Bpurancxu nocnasux [Tox ®aun (Paul Flynn),
koju je 3a Caser Epporne cacTap/bao M3BeLITaj O MAHAEMUjI, PEKAO je 32
BBC gma je C30 ,nHanmpaBuna cTpailHy Tpewky” u3asuBajyhu NMaHuUKY,
IITO je JOBeNO JO OTPOMHOTI U HEMOTpeOHOT Tpollleba HOBLA 32 JIEKOBe If
BaKIMHE, aJli U BEMUKUX 3apafla y dapMaueyTckoj unpycrpuju. Us C30
cy oxbauuny onrtyxbe Aa Cy oanyke QOHOCHAM TOA yTUUajeM MOhHuX
dapmalleyTCKMX KOMI1aHUja.
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3.1.2. Hpywiseru KoHMeKCL 2: KPU3a u3a3sana upycom
SARS-CoV-2 '

[Tanpemuja xoBUAa- 19 je manmeMuja 60MECTU KOjy KapaKTepuLIy MH-
dexiuja gucajHUX ITyTeBa KOpoHa BUpYcoM U ymana ruryha. EnugeMuja
je TIpoI/allleHa IovyeTKoM fenembpa 2019. y rpapy ByxaH y LeHTpasnHoj
Kunu. O6omeme u3azmpa BUpyC IIOPOAMILE BUPYCa KOPOHA ITOJ, HA31{BOM
SARS-CoV-2, mTo mpepcraBba ApYyro WMpeme MHPeKTUBHE Goectu
U3 OBe TpyIle BUpyca, HawoH enupeMmuje SARS-a 2002. u 2003. rogune.
ITpeHoc SARS-CoV-2 Bupyca ca yosexa Ha yosexa norspamuna je Cser-
CKa 3fipaBCTBeHa opraHusanuja 23. jayyapa 2020. ropuHe, a MaHgeMujy
je nporpacuna 11. Mapra. [TanneMuja je 3axBatuna 185 op 193 (95,8%)
Ip>kaBa ywiaHMua Yienumenux Haumja (YH) u obe apxase nmocMatpaue
Tenepanne cxymmtune YH (JHU, 2020).

[Tanpemuja koBuga-19 npournpuna ce u na Cpbujy 6. mapra 2020.
[Ipeu cny4aj, y Baykxoj Tononu, noTeppuo je MUHUCTap 3hpaBiba, 3na-
tub6op Jlonuap (Reuters, 2020). IleTHaecTror Mapra 2020. nporaalleHo
je BaHpeHo CTalbe Ha TEPUTOPUjU Liene Ap>kase. 3aTBOpeHe Cy IIKONE U
YHUBEp3UTeTH, 3a6pameHa MaCOBHa OKYIL/balba, a TPU JaHa KacHUje yBe-
IeH je IMOJIMUUJCKU Yac, UpBU NMyT Ha Teputopuju Cpbuje nocne Jpyror
cseTcxor para. Munucrap 3ratubop Jlowuap je 20. Mapra 2020. nporna-
cro emupemujy ox Beher emupeMuonomkor sHavaja. Vcror naHa je 3abe-
JnexeH TIpBY cMpTHU cny4a) (PTC, 2020). 3a notpebe 36pumaBarwa na-
LiMjeHaTa cy ¢opmupane 6pojHe mpuspemeHe GonHuue, yibydyjyhu u
oHe y o6jexTuMa Kao mro cy beorpagcku u HoBocancku cajam, beorpan-
cka apena u Cnoprcky HeHTap Yaup. lllector maja HapopHa ckynurtuHa
Peny6nuxe Cpbuje ykunyna je BaHpegHO cTame. Y CKITIOMNy Mporjallera
enufeMuje Off MocebHOT enueMHOIOWIKOT 3Havaja, Koja HUje YKUHYTa,
ocTane cy BaHPE[He Mepe Koje Cy JloHeTe Y LMIbY CripevaBarba ermujeMuje
y Peny6muy Cp6uju, a Heke Mepe he 6utu ybnaxewe y 3aBUCHOCTY Of
ENMUIEMUONOIIKE CUTYaLH]e.

Horahaj 4: 26. peOpyapa 2020. roguHe ofp>aHa je KoHPepeHUHUja 3a
wramny y ITpepcepnmurey Penybnuxe Cpbuje TOKOM Koje €y IYIMONOT
Bpanumup Hectopopuh, npeacenrux Cpbuje Anexcanpgap Byuuh, emu-
gemuornor [Ipenpar Kow u gupextop uH@eKTUBHEe KIMHMKE MujoMup
IleneMuin, jaBanu criopHe M HempoBepene uHdopmanuje (3a Koje ce Kac-
HUje UCOCTABUTIO JIa Cy HeTauHe) y Be3au ca BupycoMm SARS-CoV-19.

Horahaj 5: 16. mapra 2020. roguHe, NOKPajMHCKYA CEKpeTap 3a 3 PaB-
ctBO, 3opaH [ojkoBuh, TokOM KOHepeHIKje 3a WTaMITy U3HOCH {KaKo ce
KaCHUje UCTTOCTABUIO) HeTauHe URPpopMalje o 6pojy BOCTYITHUX TeCTo-
Ba 3a OTKpMBame UHPekija BupycoMm SARS-CoV-19.
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HMorahaj 6: 31. Mapra ucre roguHe, Kpusuu mrab sa cysbujame 3a-
pasHe bomecTy KoBUa-19, ma/be KopUcHMIIMMa ofipeheHx MOOMIHUX ofTe-
paTepa Nopyky casipxaja: ,Curyauuja je npamatirdsa. [Ipubmoxabamo ce
cuenapujy u3s Uramuje u nanuje. Monmumo Bac ga ocraHere xog, kyhe.

Joralyaj 7: 10. jyra 2020. roguHe opranusoBaHa je pynbdancka yrax-
muna usMmelyy ITapruaana u Lipeene 3Be3ge ko0joj je NPUCYCTBOBANO OKO
20.000 mynu.

Horabaj 8: 21. jyna ucte ropuue mpepcennuk Peny6nuke Cpbuje,
Arexcangap Byuuh, monocu omryky o pacmucupamy NapraMeHTapHUX
nsbopa.

Horabaj 9: 13. okro6pa 2020. ronune, HoBuHapu bVIPH-a oTkpuBajy
Ja Cy enMueMuoNomKUba 1 ynanuna Kpusnor mraba, Japuja Kucuh Te-
nasuesuh, u mpemujepka PenyGruxe Cpbuje, Ana Bpuabuh, usHocune
(KaKo ce KacHMje UCTIOCTaBUIIO) HeTauHe MoflaTke O 6pojy MpeMUHYIUX U
3apaXkeHMX TOKOM TlaHZeMuje koBUA-19. indopmManuje koje cy upencras-
JbeHe jaBHOCTHU HUCY O1ile MIeHTHYHe ca mofaluMa y TabemaMa MHPOp-
MaLMOHOT CHCTEMA KOBUA-19.

Horabaj 10: 2. HoBeMm6pa ucre ropuue, wraruua Kpusxor mrraba
(xoja je y MehyBpemeny nocTaza MMHMCTapKa 32 paj, 3amollbaBame, 60-
paYKa U COLMja/THa MUTakba) YIECTBYje Y jaABHOM OTBapamy TPXKHOT LeH-
Tpa »[anepuja”. Mcror Mecella [03BObEHO je OpraHu3oBatbe MaHUpeCcTa-
uuje ,,LIpHu nerax”, y TpxHUM LeHTpuMa mmpoM Cpbuje, HaKOH Yera je
3abene>xed BEIUKU TIOPaAcT 6poja 3apaXKeHUX KOPOHa BUPYCOM.

3.2. Ilpouenypa ysopkoBamba rojaTaxa

MyjaMa JTPUKYIBATY CMO U3 uaggpa_@ge@ggvﬁu__xh M_eEv;ji Y3opkosanu
CMO U3jaBe KOje CY KaBajly eTMMCTeMUYKY eKCNEPTU Y TOKY 22 Meceua Ip-
BOT KPUSHOT KOHTEKCT2 M TOKOM 10 Mecelu JPyror KPUSHOT KOHTEKCTA.
[MocMmarpanu cMo u3jaBe CBUX eKCIlepaTa HaBemeHUX y Tabemu 1. y Besy ca
norahajuma y xoje cy 6uM YR/BYIeHU a KOjU €y Takole HaBeleHH y UCTO)
Tabenu. TlofaTke U3 U3BOpa €NEKTPOHCKUX MefMja CMO TIPUKYTUb2IU KO-
pucrehu anmikauuje Istinomer Proveri Me! u FAKE NEWS tragal, 6pay-
3ep news.google koju NpuUnaza UCTOUMEHO] KOMTIAHUU M UHTEPHET CTpa-
uuy FactCheck.org. .Hexu o _momahux meauja xoje cmo xopuctuiu_sa
norpebe ananuse cy:",PTC), By, Jlonuruka’, ,Press’, ,N17, ,Hanac’,
5927 Tenerpady’, , Anol’ ,Kypup’, ,Bpeme’, ,.DW (cpncin)’, ,BBC (cpn-
cku)”. Hexu ofi MHOCTpaHUX MeMja yije CMO BECTH Y Be3U €A KPUIHUM
okomocTuma y Cpbuju U3a3BaHUM nzm_nenmio&_aawaulan}i cy_,,T_he
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Guardian”, ,,Bild”, ,BZ Berner Zeitung’, ,Der Spigel” Cpeykynno, Ipuky-
i cmo_103 peneBaHTHa MeIMjCKa YNnaHka Y3 KOJUX CMO YSOPKOBaIU
169 69 IUpeXTHIX MSJaBa Koje Cy UBHOCUIIU eTTUCTEMUYKY eKCIEPTH HaBege-

HU Ll}@gn_u_ b 3jaBe CMO KacHYje PENyKOBaTU Ha 73 peneBaHTHe, 360T
TIOHOBTbeRUX CHApxaja U repudepHUX us uﬂga_op__aq_l;:? j/lsBopu _Koje CMO
KOPUCTUNY Y TIPUKYTI/batby TOflaTaka 6umy Cy ROBOBHU Kako 6u Hama
aHanusa yMana norpeégz_mupuﬂ u_gLuiy7£§ aKne, aHaNu3a Cafpxaja
je BplleHa Ha GUHATHOM CKYMy of 73 usjase eMUCTEMUUKUX eKCrepaTa.

4. Pesynraty ucrpaxusama 9>

Y Tabenu 2. u3pBOjeHe Cy peTOpUHKE CTpaTeruje excrepara Xao M
10 [[Be peripe3enTaTMBHE TBP[ibe 3a CBAKY Of, CTPATeryuja, jemHa U3 NpBe
xpusHe cutyauuje (A hlnl) a gpyra us apyre peneBaHTHe KpU3HE CHTY-
anuje (SARS-CoV-19).

Tabena 2.

Peiniopuure

L PeiipeseniuaiiusHu Has0gu U3 4ogaiaxa:
cizpaineiuje:

Kpusa 1: ,Ja cam nutao one xoju To 6o/me 3Hajy on Bac u of MeHe. [Iurao
caM CTpy'mbaKe, EMUIIEMUONIOTe U UHPEKTONOTE Y MO]jOj 3eMIbI, OHJIa CaM
TMIUTAO CTPYHIbaKe Ha CBETCKOM HUBOY, U Cafl, Mé BU... tita XoheTe Jia KaxeTe,
fi2 CMO MM JIOHE/M TIOTPELLRY OTYKY Aa ce Bakumuumemo?”. Tomuiia
Munocasmeruh, MUHUCTapCTBO 3ApaBba.

(»Transkript prve epizode’, 2011)

Kpusa 2: ,Mu cMo MMaIy jefiaH HauuH patMoOHATHOL PasMUIIIbakha

y TIepUOAY KaJia HUCMO MMaJii JI0BOJBHO TecToBa. Tpeba ja ce cxsatu,
CTBapHOCT je TakBa KaKBa jecTe. Y TPEHYTKY Ka[a rpey3uMare HEITo UMaTe
onpehenu 6poj, umMate ofipeher HMBO 3AUTUTHE onpeme. Bu caja moxeTe
1a usabere u 1a KykaTe Tpejt HapofoM: ‘HeMaM Hu TecToBa, HeMaM HU
Wniliepro ycmepena aamTuTHe onpeme. Unu here na usabere u ga xaxere: "MmaMo {oBossHO
cipasietuja 1: A2 OfPAMAMO jeNlaH MOCA0 KOjU he cracuTy XUBOTE, TO CMO MU YpagHIIL.
Payuonanusauuja U Haxipatgunu cMO cucTeM Koju je 06e36ehurao y ToM nepuopy, cBe Bpeme
upymenux iapadyuja | ya urnama yekajyhu u sawrTuTHy onpeMy, uekajyhu u tecrose. Taj cucrem
Tajla je OTKPUBAO caMo OHE KOjU Cy UMaiK Tellke GpopMe Bonecrn, umManu
CMO Mipeko 38 TemniepaTypa, ia j¢ MyTOBAG, Jla UMa KOITAKT, lia MOXE TO
eTTUIEMMONONIKHM [ia CE YTBPAM U CaMO cMO Te TecTupani. Tapa je 6uo
 Hamaji, MUCIUM Hanajl, npuTucax je 61o, By cy XTen aa ce TecTupajy,
Mebyru\d, Huje 6uno TécTosa. Ca Jipyre cTpaHe cTe uMatK Kome Tpeba

 Jd Ce Ja 3aLITHTHA ONpPEMa, Jakye OHHMa KOjU Cy HajBUllle U3JI0KEHU 1

‘ Koju he 6UTH TUPEKTHO YKIbYYeHH, Tako a CMO PALMOHATIHO NOCTYNAJN.
 [TojaBa sawTuTIE OMpeme U Mojapa TECTOBA, 3a HAC KOjU CMO Y OBOME je

: 6o caceme. JeHocTasHo je To uctypa” 3opan lojkobuh, Moxpajuncku f
| CeKpeTapujaT 3a 3[PARCTBO. {
(»Testova za virus korona ima sasvim dovoljno’, 2020) I
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Peiniopiruxe
ciipaiticiuje:

Peilpesenifiaiuiusniu 1asogu u3 H0gamaxKa:

Unimepro ycmepena
cidpaiiiciuja 2:
Hairawasaree
HOPMALIUBHUX
0g1080pHOCIHIU

Kpusa I: ,Tauro je. jenna op Tauaka IHeBHOT pefia 61ia je U Moja OCTaBKa.
To, MebyTum, Hucy npuxBaTI WianoBy PajHe rpyne U ja ocTajeM Ha
OyRKUUjY NpencenHuka. Mako je BUPYC TPeHYTHO HOTITYHO MUpPaH y
Cpbuju, My U fasbe KMAMO CTIOPAIUMIHE CyYajeBe 0O0/BEBaba U, HAXANOCT,
CMpTHe ucxone. Tako na y TAKBOj CUTYALUju YOBEK He MOXKE Na Ce TIOBYYE
MAKO MOXCIA TO >Xery, jep 60p6a MpoTHR BUPYCa KOjM K ijbe LMPKYTTHLIE
npefictaBba 60ply 3a xxusoTe Jbyau. Ilpeppar KoH, Panxa rpyma 3a 6opby
NpOTUB MaHJeMMje

(wVakcinacija propala, a Kon ostaje”, 2010)

Kpuaa 2: ,Ja hy na cocusm ogrosopBocT. Ja MUCTUM [Ja TPOTUB MeHe
nocroju jemo 150 kpusuinux npujasa. CopemaH caM IO CBaKoj ia CHOCUM
omrosoproct. CripemMaH caM a CHOCUM OATOBOPHOCT YIONUTUYKY 1 CBaKy
IpyTy 360T oBora. JeHO je BaXXHO Ka HMKAJA HE CHOCE OJFOBOPHOCT
NaKOBY KOJU UBMULL/bA]Y 6POj MPTBUX, IXKOBU KOjU TOBOPE Ja HEKO KM
Mepe M MONULUMJCKM CaT 3aT0 LITO BONYM Aa MPOBOXM AUKTATYPY U ja HemaMm
npobnem Hu ca TiM. Moje cpenbe UMe ce 30Be 0AroBOPHOCT. U off Tora Be
Gexcum. Ila goHOCUM HajTexe OIUTyKe, amy Jia UCTOBpeMeHo OyJeM KpUB Kalia
3a HetuTo jecam kpuB.” AntekcaHzap Bywwuh, [1pepcennuuteo Peny6mxe
Cp6uje

(»Policijski ¢as od petka’, 2020)

ExcitiepHo yemepena
cthpaihieiuja {:
Ociiopasarse
CHUPYHHOCTRU gpyTuX
eNUCTHEMUYKUX
excuepaia

Kpusa 1: ,To cy Heky, caj Kajl BU KaXeTe TIPBO Jia je TO BaKI[UHA Y K0jOj

ce HaJIa3u CKBaJleH KOju M3a3UBa ayTOUMYHY HOTECT ja TO He OUX MorTa,
3Ha4H ja 61X MOrTa caj TY A2 BAC U3IA30BEM J]a KaXKEM JOKAKMTE MU TO, jep
4KO €€ HEINTO ITPOYUTa Ha MHTEPHETY WIM aKO II0CTOje PasTHULTE BPCTE
HaYYHMKA KOjU MMajy HEKY CBOjY MPAKCY NITa MUCTIE U CBOJ& MUNUBEHHE
UCKa3Yjy MyTeM jaBHOT MHeHa TO He 3HaUM JIa U OHa CTpyuHa ipakca

MCTO TaKo MUCTM. 3HauM, CKBANIEH KOJM ce HaNasu y OBOj BAKIMHU j& Kpo3
KoKymeHTanumjy notspheno ja je Geabenan u na moxke xa Gyne mpumerseH.”
Tatjama Huneruh, ATMMC

(- Transkript prve epizode”, 2011)

Kpuaa 2: ,,On0 mTo Tpeba pa ce sna je na y Peny6muum Cpbuju uma 33.000
nexapa. Konere koje cy gane notmuc na ofpebeny usjapy, npetnocrabbanm
Jia ce pasymejy ¥ UMajy KOMITETEHL{Uje Kajfia Cy Y MMTarby 3apasHe 6onecT,
mapga mehyy b1MMa HemMa HU UMYHOJIOTa, HU eNMIeMIoIora i udexronora.
Ipetniocrasmam fa MMajy KOMIIeTEHLMje Kafa cy ZAIM 3a MPABO 1a U3HECY
kputuxe’; Tapuja Kucuh Temauesuh, Kpusty mra6 sa cys6ujarse 3apaste
6onecty KoBuJ-19

{»Kisi¢ Tepavéevi¢ dovela u pitanje kompetentnost 350 lekara’; 2020)

Excitiepro ycmepena
cipatnetuja 2:
Manowerse cysrou
y moiuae gpytux
eUUCTIeMUYKUX
exctiepaina

Kpuaa I: ,Ja nu je cee oBO NpeHanyBaHo, Aa MU je HeKo Ha ToMe 3apabjusao
- cBe je Moryhe, cBaka enuaemMuja je CUTyauuja y kojoj ce MsMella MHOTO
Tora... To je ¥ MemuuHa, MONUTUKA, GU3HHC, EKOHOMUJA, KYTYDPONTOUIKH,
COUUOTOLIKM TIpo6AeM U Y CBAKOj enuaeMiuji keko sapahyje, Ha sakuHama,
nexoBumMa. Mebyruam, ja Mopam pehiu, Mu cMo Mopanu fia 6yEEMO CITpeMHU.
Bpanucnas Tuogoposub, Papha rpyna npotus nanpemm)e

(,Pandemija i Srbija’, 2010)
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Peiniopurixe

cimpaitieinje: Peupeseninainusyy nasogu us iogamaxa:

Kpuaa 2: 132 ugjase [[parana Hunaca sepoBaTHo CTOjU HaMepa fia
ExciliepHo ycmepena LLUMPU NaHIUKY, NOPY4Yjem My Aa He 6U Tpe6ano 1a roBOpM O STPaBCTBY,

cilipaieiuja 2: jep o ToMe He 3Ha Huwra. Jlotnpepcennuua Crpanke cnobone u npapge
Msupuerve cymrou Mapuuuia Tenuh nonasu ucnpen noge 6omuue y Barajuuuu, xoja je

y motliuee gpyiux peMeK-Reno M3TPaJIibe Y MM jeTHOr JieNIa TAJKYHA Ja bUuMa OpaBy npodvT,
ETUCTHEM UM KX KaKo 6u 3apaguIu JRYIU Koju HaBUjajy 3a Kopowy. 3natubop Jlowyap,
excliepaizia MUHUCTAPCTBO 3gpaBrba

(»Dilas ne bi trebalo da govori o zdravstvu’, 2021)

4.1. PanyoHanusanmja npy>keHux rapadimja - 95

Y 0BOj MHTEPHO YCMepeHO] PeTOPUYKOj CTPaTerujyu, enuUCTeéMUYKU
eXCITepTU IPY)Ka]y paljMOHa/Iu3aLmje rapaHuuja Koje U3HOCe KaKo 6u yu-
BPCTU/IU COTICTBEHU ETTMCTEMUYKM ayTopuTeT%Bnume pedero, Opyxajy
QIpaBfiakba CBOjE YJIOTE YHYTAp eUCTEMUYKE MpeXKe, Kao U OMpaBatba
yrore Kojy BUXOBA WHCTUTYIIMja 3ay3MMa. 3) YyKHe Kpo3 MOBe3MBaHe
CpefiCTaBa M 1M/beBa CBOjUX IOCTYNAKa y KOPUCT HAINaluaBaka COm-
CTBEHOT 3Haha U CIOCOOHOCTU, Y OBOj CTPATEIU{U YeCTo MO CYOUYeHH ca
U3HOIIeeM ,,eBulleniyje” u ,,%%}bEHHIJ,a” KOJjé OIIpaBHaBajy NpeTXOAHO
neYHUCAHY OTHOC UdMehy cpeicTaBa U LMbeBa TIOCTYIIakha eIUCTEMUY-
KX eKcrnepata. CTpaTerujy pauMoHaIu3aliuje npy>KkeHux rapaHiuja cMo
NIOCMaTpasu Katd KOJl eKCTepaTa Yuje cy MHCTUTYUMje IpeXXUBeae Kpu-
3y TaKO M KOJ OHMX YMj€ CY UHCTUTYUM|e CHOCHUIIC HETATUBHE OCEAULIe
DpoyspoxoBane kpusom. Ha mpumep, 2009. ronure, TokoM cybema 360r
cnopHe HabaBke BQGJ,MLZIE,, CpernaHa Bykajmoub, 6uBlIa JMpexTOpKa
P330, kpo3 usjape 3a MeRUje MTOKyiasa je fla pauMOHanu3yje TPeTXOA-
HO NpYy>XeHe rapanuuje, mosusajyhu ce Ha sakon o HabaBkama U MpaBuI-

HO CIIPOBE/IeHO] TeHIepckoj npoueaypu. Ha Taj Hauns, warnamasajyhu
ITIOWTOBALE TIPETXONHO YCIIOCTAB/LEHUX TIPABUNIA YHYTAP ENMUCTEMUYKE
Mpexe, eNUCTeMUYKI eKCnepT yuppiuhyje CBOj eNUCTEMUYIKY ay TOPUTET. 7D/

Kana je 2009. Hauty aemmy noroguna euenuja rpuna, opranysosana
caM jaBily Ha0aBKy BaKLiMHA [IPEKO KOMMUCHU]€ KOJa je IpunpeMania u o100pa-
Baja TEHAEPCKY MOKyMeHTalujy, kommanuja ,Glakso Smit Klajn” onycrana
je on ysemha y Tennepy u saxrepana je Tajie nperosope ¢ Brazon. Taxas
yrosop HUKaga He 6ux nmornucana jep je 610 WTeTaH 00 APXKaBY. ,Jyroxe-
E[jale (éﬂna flijéoﬂ nouyhay. Hucam uMaja HUKaKaB JOTOBOP C YETHU- '
numa ose upme. Kama cam Bupnena fa heMo nabaBuTU Buille BaKI[UHA HETO
T je oTpebHo, jaBUMA caM MUHUCTPY 3npaBma. (,Afera vakcina’, 2015). 157

Ha cmryan Havuy, nymmonor Bparmmup Hecropoguh, Hakow criop-
HUX M3jaBa M3HeTUX Ha KOHMepeHNUjU 3a IUTaMITy, JIOKYINaBa fia pa-
LMOHANM3Yje U3HelIeHe TBpAe 0 BUPYcY SARS-CoV-19 (Hajemewnuju
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BUPYC Y UCTOPUJH, BUPYC KOJM Ce HE MPEHOCH HA KeHe T CTOra MOTy A2
OTHYTY]y y omuar y Utanujy), Tako LITO ONpaBflaBa Be3y usMehy ucko-
puihenux cpejicTaa u UMsba KGJH je Xeneo Kia OCTBapU. fp¢

Mu _cmo Taga 6unu y BpiLo Hearounoj cutyaunju. Mu Taga HUCMO mor-
It A2 yBeReMO BaHpeRHO CTarbe. OBO WO Ce caa Koraha y pahaMa My He
6UCMO MOTIIY Jia UBAPKUMO Tafl. My HUCMO 6MIIH Tajl IpUTIPeMbeHH 34 TO.
WMamu cMo Tpy HEfeme Jia ce punpemumo. Tpebano je cupednTy UauuKy
[0 CBaKy leHy. JecTe 6Mna 1ana, anu je 6una wana saMuMiubeHa 6aw na
penakcupa mbype. My cMo yorenu a gobujemo Ha BpeMeHy M Jia He [1eflaMo
QBe cUTYalje KOje CMO IIeKany — Aa ce bujy oko ToaneT nanmpa by, ¥
QKO 61N0 Yera npyror, (,Salom protiv sukoba oko toalet-papira’, 2020). 16

OHo wto HM Tpebano fa NOCTYTIKe TYIMOMIOT?, 2 KacHuje U wiana Kpus-
HOT wuraba 3a 60pby LpoTUB 3apasHe GonecTyt KOBUE-19, yuunu pauuo-
HaJHUM U O4yBa HEroB eMMCTEMU4IKU ayTOPUTET jecTe TIApOMMja Ha padyH
KPHM3HMX OKOJIHOCTYU KOja jé MOCTY>KIMIA Kao CPEICTBO 32 OCTBAPUBAIbE LUbA,
OfIHOCHO Cy36ujatba raHuKe Melyy 0cTanum enucTeMirdiinm cybjexTuMa. 05

4.2. VispaxaBare HOpMaTUBHUX ogroBopHocTu /04

Y 0BO] MHTEPHO YCMepeHO] CTPATErM|M eMMCTEMUYKN €KCIEepPTH Ha-
rJIalllaBajy CONCTBEeHe HOPMATUBHE OITOBOPHOCTU KaKo 6M CTEKIH TIoBe-
peibe APYIMX eNMCTEMMYKMX cybjekara yHyTap MpeKe, Bxe peueHo,
OHU U3PaXkaBajy OpPUTY 32 JpyTe TaKO IITO YKa3yjy Kakg EB-UXOBU TIOC-

TYNUM ONTOBApajy MoctojehuM HOpMama M OArOBOPHOCTMMA Koje ce

TUYY HajUIMper CNeKTPa eNMCTeMUYKUX cybjeKara y Mpemuh’Ha pyMep,
enuAeMUONor 1 ynaH PajHe rpyne 3a 6op6y nporus naﬂneMZ?Aj_e_,_ ITpen-

par Ko, y usjaBama 3a Menuje TokoM 2010. ropuue y Be3u ca CHOPHOM
Ha0aBKOM' BaKI(MHa U_HeROBO/BHUM_6pojeM BaKUMHUCAHUX, M3pakaBa
COTICTBEHE HOPMATHBHE OATOBOPHOCTHM TIpeMa OCTAMUM ENUCTEMUIKUM
cybjextma y mpexy, IllTapuine, kafia TOBOpU O OAFOROPHOCTUMA TIpeMa
ocTanum cybjexTvmMa Off HaBOJY CBOJY IOPOAMILY U YIpMjaTe/be IMME Ha-
TJIallaBa TMYHM, EMOIMONANHH, CTETIEH ONTOBOPHOCTHU KOju Ta o6aBesyje
Ha HCIPABHO TIOCTYMalbE. 70 S

Ilpex cBojoM NOPORULIOM U NPEOCTANUM NPUjaTEBUMA CTOJUM U Jarbe
HETIOKONe6LUBO M CTabUITHO Ca yBepermeM Ba j¢ ypabeH jeaan cjajan nocaoy
KOMe CY 30paBCTBEHU pajHUNU OUIM UCTUHCKK XePOjU, @ YMTaBO JPYLITBO
s Cp6uja 3a cBera Jlecerak flaHa fie Mol Ka Kaxe fia je cy36una emuuemujy
M Jla_caveKa caMo Ja UCTeKHe BpeMe on 28 gaHa 6e3 6oieCTU M MpOorTTacu
nobeny. (.Kon porudio ’nazoviprijateljima” 2020). "

Kapa cy toxom anpuna 2020. roguHe TIOjeRUMHM MEAWU)Y KPUTUKO-
Banu opnyky Brape Cpbuje o ysohewy BampeJHOr cTatba M HEYCTABHO
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yBoheme MONULMJCKOr Yaca, Heku off wiaHoBa KpusHor wraba ¢y TBp-
TVTM fa TaKBO M3BELITaBalbe Yrpoxaba 3fpabbe rpahana. YmurTad ma
IIpOKOMEHTapullle_MTOMeHyTe HaBoje, wiaH KpusHor mraba Bpanucnas
Tuonoposuh ynoTpe6uo je peTopudKy CTPaTerujy KojoM Harnallasa com-
ClB_eHE HOp_@&TEBHC__QJIL‘_O_BOpiOCE‘M_. Jﬁz

]a He_3RaM jla TakaB 3aK/by4ak IOCTOjM, Majo cam usnenahen. Arme-
flyje Ha cee pemakuyje fa cxsate 2 cmo noceeheny anparmy rpabana, Taj
nocao Tpaje 24 caTa ¥ Ja CBU MeéKapu najajy Ha HOC fla 64 To MOTIM Aa ypa-
ne wro_6ome. (,Tiodorovi¢ o optuzbama’, 2020). 773

Bmwxke peyeno, emupemuornior TuopopoBuh je Harjacuo HOpMaTUBHE
OATOBOPHOCTH eTMCTEMUYKUX eKCIlepara KOjU MPUTIAKajy HeroBo] UH-
GIUTYLUJU, OJIHOCHO enucTeMuyko) mpexxu. Ha Ta) Haauu je uspasuo u
COTICTBEHY OATOBOPHOCT JIpeMa 3aIUTUTHU 3fparsba rpahana u 3abpuny-
TOCT 32 OCTaJie emucTeMuyke cybjekre M caMuM TUM YYBPCTUO COICTBe-
H enMCTEMMYKY Ay TOPUTET. 7 74-

4.3. OcniopaBame CTPYYHOCTU APYTUX
ETMUCTEMUYKUX EKCIIEPATA 414

3a pa3nuKy of MpeTXOHHe Be HABEHeHe CTPATEruje, Koje ¢y NUPEeKT-
HO YCMepede Ha yuBplIRMBarbe ayTOPUTETA NYTEM USHOINEHA UsjaBa O

COTICTBEHMM CHOCOGHOCTUMA M 3aCTY>XEHOM TOBEepenY, emMCTeMUYKU
eKCTIePTH KOPUCTE M eKCTEPHO YCMepeHe CTpaTernje Kako Ou YYBpCTUIIU
CONICTBEHU ay TOPUTET KPO3 OCIOpaBatha eMUCTEMUYKOT ayTOPUTETA APY-
rnx.%’c,}npnoj O]l IB& TaKBe PeTOPUYKE CTpaTeIvje enMCTEMUYKI eKCIIepTH

ce ycpencpebyjy Ha Heycnexe Apyrux excrepara Tako IITO 00eCMUIIIba-

Bajy IbMXOBE NOCTYIKe M cTpy4HOCT. Ha Taj HauMH ocnopaBajy Konmum-
HY 3Hama [pYIUX eNMCTeMMUYKUX eKcllepaTa M YTUYY Ha TIOBEpethe Koje
he ocramm enucremudku cy6jexTyt UMaTU y HUX. CBeNOYetbE TafAIIMmEr
MUHUCTpa 3fipaBka, Tomuue Mwunocasmbebuba, q‘&(_O_M 2010. ronuHe y
BeaM 4, CIIOPHOM TCHACPCKOM MPOUEAYPOM U CKIATIAMEM YTORODA. Ca
wBajuapckoM ¢apmaueytckom kyhoM ,Hosaptuc” mpepncraBma jefan
UK Xopulthersa 0Be CTpaTeryje. 4/¢

Hucam uMao Hukakpe Bese ca cnpoBol)ereM TeRAepcke npouenype y
P330, on_rpenyrka opnyke Bnane 2. HogeM6pa, nra go yasewmtaja P330 o
cmpoBeReHoM MOCTyrky. U ja kao MuHucTap sfipasmpa u Braga Cpbuje u-
HUIM CMO CBe WTO je y Hawuoj Mohu ma saurrutimo rpahare Cpbuje, no ca-.
neTma CBETCKE 3NIPAaBCTBEHE OprauMaallje v CTpyymaka u3 Papire rpyne,
Eaﬂﬁémi@ IEFY[E_E_CM p}fe— " _Y_-Th&iiﬁa_ﬂﬁﬁije_y}g@ﬁe _ﬁ\?@p_] @
JBYRU, OF TOTA IeCeT TPYAHUX XKeHa, a XUIbaJie bYIU NTEUCHO Y MHTEH3MBHUM
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Lp_BOj_i&MM ou [ 12 6)@! U TOTMUIMjA, U TY>XKUJANTRO, u_cy,u_yg'_e - YKbY-
gyjyhu M akTyemHOr MUHUCTpa sApaRba. MehyTum, Xohy na BEEyjeM fna je
3aucTa 2011, a He mesefleceT U Hexa. Bepy)em )I_g_hg: MPaBOCYJHU Opranu
YTRPAUTY UCTHHY. CRAKO Hexa pafiy cBOj 10cao. (Zivanovié, 2011). 79

Ucrnayhu xaxo cpaxo_tpeba ma pagu cBoj nocao, Munocassmenuh
OCTIOpaBa eNMCTEMUYKU aYTOPUTET EKCITEPTUMA KOjI Ta | KMTm(_yjy.zOg
TIOpaBatbe EMUCTEMUYIKOT ayTOPUTETA JPYrOr €KCIepTa, TPEHYTHOI MU-
HUCTpa 3ApaB/ba, IPUCYTHO je y MunocapmesuheBom TBpherby na 6u
»CBM..., 11a M aKTYeIIHY MUHUCTAp 3[paB/ba’ >Kkelenu fa OyAly M Nonuiyuja,
U TY>XMIALITBO U gy;pﬂe. %/IMH)IMLIMPajth M2 eTUCTEMUIKK EKCITEPT
KOjU 3aysuMa yJIOTy KOjy j€ OH HEeKafa 3aysuMao He pajy CBOj IT0Cao HEro
Ha ce 6aBy IpobeMiMa 3a Koje Hifje JOBOJBHO CTpy4aH, Munocapmbesuh
yTU4E Ha MoBepeme Koje APYTH eMUCTeMUUKM CyHjeKTU uMajy y HOBOT
MUHUCTPA 31PABba.

CvyHo TOMe, MUHUCTAp 37paBba, 3natubop /loryap, ogrosopuo je
Ha MUTakhe HOBMHAPA O HepasjalllibeHUM OKONHOCTUMA CMPTHOT MCXOL2
Jennor o nauujenara apummbenor y Kosup 6onauuy, kopucrehu ynpaso
OBY PETOPUUKY CTPATErH]Y. 1),

CymTuHa je 1a je 1oBeK 610 Ha HEMHBASUBHOM PECTUPATODY, UMD je
catypaumjy 96 u To je Tpajano 4 paua, Guno Gi KPUBUYHO AENO f3 ce MH-

CIIUPATOPY aKo umare 34 cnobonHa y TOM TPeHYTKY?! 3a cBaxM Cyvaj Kaq
C€ I0jaBl CyMHba, TIOCTOjU HAA3OP, YBEK MOCTOjU HEUITO UITO KOHTPONMUILE

&yMCTE ,IlOKYMCHTC, aJiu HUCTE &3 MCJ],I«IL[.MHCKC_C_TPLKCE__T_(_) EESYMCI:‘I_,_&HH
Mopaymm 6ucte fia aaspurute Meauuuny. (,Niko nije umro zato 3to je cekao

na respirator’, 2020). 7, 3

WncucTipajyhu fa rakBo mutame He MOTy Ja MYy TOCTaBe emucre-
MUYKI CYOjeKTU KOjU He TIOCENY]Y NOBOLHY KOMUYMHY 3HAH3, OJHQCHO
QHY KOJM HUCY 3aBpIUMIYM Memyuuny, JIonyap ocnopasa emucTeMunyKy
ayTOPUTET APYTUX U KOMUYUHY MOBEPEHa Kojy 3aclyxyjy. Kopuuthersem
OBE CTpaTeryje eMmMCTeMUYKM ekcllepTy yuBplihyjy cBOjy ynoTy Y TakBoj
Mepu [1a UM JaTU ayTOPUTET O3BO/bABA Jla HEe OATrOBOPE Ha fINTA¥a NO-
CTaB/beHa Ofl CTpaHe eMUCTEMUMIKUX cyOjekaTa KOju He ToCexyjy Cauyat
[MBO CTPYIHOCTH. 4) 4

4.4, VIsHoUIehe CYMBU O MOTUBUMA APYTUX
eNMUCTEMUYKUX eKcliepaTa 77§

Y npyroj eKCTepHO YCMEPEHO] PETOPUYKO] CTPaTerMjU eIIYCTEMMUYKI

EKCIIepTU OCIIOPABajy eNMMCTEMUUKM ayTOPUTET APYrUX eKcllepaTa TakKo
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7

INTO HOBOJIE YV CYMEbY BbUXOBe MOTMBE. Ha Taj HauUH elIMCTEMUYKY eKC-
NepT KOjM OcnopaBa MOTMBE APYTUX V NIOGBPaTHOM CMUCIY y4uBpLihyije
TIOBepere KOje OCTaNM eMUCTEMUYKU CYOjeKTU UMa[y Y H:el"aﬁg!fO)KeMO

——

Y3eTU 3a NpuUMep oAroBop npemujepke Perry6muxe Cpbuje, Ane bpHabuh,
KOJu je Hajla Ha MUTaKa HOBMHApa O HAaBOAMMA y NOjegMHUM CTPaHUM
MefujuMa O 6pojy IpeMUHYNUX y KoBua Gonruuama y Cpbuju ycren He-
JLOCTATKa PECIUPaTOpa. 474,

OBO WTO ce NnacMpa gaHac, M UyTeM CTPaBUX areHuuja, jecte 6e3oyna
NMaX U HUWTa Kpyro ceM naxu. Hehemo mospomuru na ce o Cpbuju nisyje
u nake u ga ce Cpbuja ynmxanpa camo U3 HeKUX NomuTuykux pasnora. {,Ne
postoji osoba u Srbiji koja je preminula jer nije bilo respiratora’, 2020). 719

Ha oBaj HauuH mpeMujepka ocriopaBa MOTUBE IPYriX, Y OBOM CITy-
4ajy CTpaHMX Mepyja, ¥ _He [pyXa JUMPEKTaH OATOBOP Ha nuTarbe Beh
YMeCTO TOYa KOPUCTY PETOPUYKY CTpaTerujy Koja uma sa b Ha 1o-
BPaTHO YYBPCTH TIOBEPErbe Koje eMUCTEMUNKY CyBjeKTH uMajy y iy U 3
04YB2 YJOTy ENUCTEMUIKOL ayTOPUTETa, Ha ciirdan nadvy mpepcexHumi
Penybmaxe Cpouje, Anexcanpap Byaulldictonpemeno npusaje ogro-
BOPHOCT 32 HelolITOBAHE TTPEMOPYyIeHUX ENUTEMUONOIIKIX Mepa TOKOM
koH{epenIMje 32 INTaMITY U 0CIIOPaBa MOTUBE ETMCTEMIYKMX CyGjeKaTa

IlormyHo cre y npaBy u noxyuiahy 1a npuxsaTum, npe ¢Bera 360r npu-
Mepa, He 360r TOTa WITO CTBAPHO Ha 6U/IO KOjif HAUMH HeKOIa YTPOXKaBaM,
lep HMKOra He YTPOXaBaM, BUJMTE Ja TIOCTOjM METap W N0 pasMaka. AJy,
K80 WITO CTe BUAEM, OBAC CAM JOUIA0 CA MACKOM M UM Gyziem 3aBpwmo 06-
Raharbe crasyhy je. Ja pasymem Baurty norpe6y na y cBakom TPeHYTKY MeHe
32 HeWTO OKPUBUTE, HUCAM TPUMETHO Jla CTe Ce TAKO PeBHOCHO Gopmmu 3a
3[\paBsbe HYAU Kajl €y ynafanu y CKymuTusy, TyKnu nonuunjy, rahamu ux
W Kafia je 6uno jacxio pa he To 6uTH NpaBa 6Ko0MKO-MenUIMHCKa Gomba.
A 1106po je f1a # TO TpahaHit BUe. ANM DPUXBATAM BALUY KPUTKY, MAKO je
OHa popmaHa a He CYITUHCKA. Ja cam Heko ko 6u Tpebano ja naje npumep
myauma y_Cpbuju, u sato hy ce mocrapari fa wro je Moryhe sutue u Ty
Bamly 106poHaMepHy xeby y nornynocu nowryjem. (Gligorijevi¢, 2020). 132

Kopucrehn osy peropuuxy ctpaterujy Byumh ocmopasa MmoTuse
JPYTUX, UPOHKYHO WX HasuBajyhu ,Jo6poHaMepHOM xemboM ., OHO 1WTo
JiB€ rope HaBe[eHE PETOPWUYKE CTPaTeruje YMHU Kapaxregﬁcmqﬂuﬂ_
jecTe HeloCTATaK HeTUpama OJrOBOPHOCTU. MebyTum, y3 MHAMPEKTHO
npuxsaheHy OIrOBOPHOCT, eNMCTEMUYKM eKCIEPTHM YeCcTO Harziallapajy
OJITOBOPHOCT APYTMX eKCNepaTa 3a OCTBApeHe HeyCrexe U KPUTUYKY
ce ocBphy Ha MoTHUBe ocTanMxX ekcnepara jga 6y yYBPCTUAU CONMCTBEHU
ENMCTEMUYKU Ay TOPUTET U OUYBANIU TOBepelbe 0cTanux cybiekaTa Koje je
noTpefHo fa 61 ycUeulHo yTuaiyu Ha MCXoe KpUSHUX CUTYAIH{a. 4 3
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3ak/py4yHa pa3MaTpama 135

Y oBOM pagy mOKyUIanM CMO Ia UCITUTAMO KaKO eMUCTeMUYIKU eKC-
TIEPTU_KOPUCTE PEeTOPUYKE cTpaTeruje 3a yuBpuwhuBare emucTeMuyuKkor
ayTOpUTeTa TOKOM KPUSHIUX OKONHOCTH, Hawe ucTpaxnBame yKazyje
Ha TO Jla eKCIIEPTU KOPUCTE j€3UK Y CBP 6y6ebm3afba OCTaJIUX Eenucre-
MUYKUX cy6jekaTa Y CTPYUHOCT eKCIepara U y IoBepebe Koje Ha OCHOBY
cTpy4aHoCcTH 3aBpehyjy. go_pycr_eh_;g__ MCTpaKMBarba U3 obmacTy couujai-
He' TICUXONOTUje KOja UCTIUTY)y emMcTeMMYKe NUMEH3Uje [OBEpera U
crpyunoctu (Kruglanski et al,, 2009), kao u Heka HOBMja UCTpaKMBaba
ycpencpehena Ha cnuuHe )IMMeH?.MjeI( amnjanovié, et al., 2020), ycnenu
CMO jia U3ABojuMo crieuduyHe peTopuuke cTpaTeruje Koje ermcTeMmy-
KU eKCniepTH KOPUCTe 3a YYBpIhUBatbe enucTeEMUYKOr Ay TOPUTETA. I/%c;"ré
OBe cTpareruje 6ujie Cy Uspaxene u y HalueM y30pKy u3jasa ermscreliny-
KUX eKCIiepara,

Cnuka 1. gpencrapba AUjarpaM Kojyu, OCUM J10 Cafia UCTIKTAHUX KaTe-
ropuja peTopMYKMX CTpaTerija U IMMeH3Mja emMCTEMIIKOr aYTOPUTETA,
npUKasyje cafpyKal M CTUI KO[U eMYCTEMUUKY eKCIEPTU KOPUCTE KaKo 61
YUBPCTUNU EMMUCTEMUUKU AYTOPUTET V EMUCTEMUUKO|] MPEXU Ofpehenoj
KOHCTUTYTUBHUM €IIMCTEMUYKAM DaKTOPUMA. ‘f%’b |

Crnuxka 1.

|anpﬁnnau>e eMUCTEMIUYROr AN TOPATETA |
HuTepuo ycsepene crpaveraje EKctepuo ycyepene <rpaternje
(conCTBENT eMTICTeMI IR AYTOPUTET) (MYTOPUTET JPATLN)
D P U
Dustenimje
Crpyamocr | | Mozepeme | | Coovanoe | | Toscpeme | <: cruereMuIROr
ayTopuTeTA
Caapsa): Caapaaj: Bpura 3a Caapaaf: Caapxaj:
VBEepaBame JOVIUX 2pyre Heycrecy apyrax HeaotTayak dpure
Cr: AHAIRTEYKE Cyna: Hopmavusen T AHARUTRTER K02 ApVINX
DaxXTOpH: daKTOpH: Dakropy: C1a3: HopyraTHRAN
Mecrannaje. DucruTyouje, Tancyespvwa <barTopr:
eOnCTeMEYKH CUACTEMBIERT) MDEKA, Enncresiginhg sypex)
CVhjerTA cybjextu, CUHCTEMHUKR enuCTEAUNKRY
COBCTEMIMKA Mp ek ovbjerTn cxYojexT
Pangouaiuzannja Hapakonawe Ocnopsease H3Howmetbe CyMmU o Perepunke
Up.\r,'{\'eﬂllx fﬂP‘JHl.ll.IJa CONTIBERIIX CNHCTEMI IKOL SIOTOBMMD JP_\THX c’rpa]’erﬂjg

HOPWATOBYKX
OATOBOPROCTH

ayTopOTeTa
apyrux
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Ha ocHOBY Teopujcxe no3afiuHe UCTPaKUBatba MOXKEMO 3aK/bYYUTH

Ha Cy enMCTEMUYKHM eKCIIEepTH, TOKOM KPU3HUX OKOJHOCTH, ycpencpehe-
HY Ha OYyBalbe CBOJUMX YJIOTa M ayTOPUTETA 2 He HA 0YyBatbe ocTojehux
mpaxcu. TToueTHe XuIOTe3e Halller UCTpaXKMBamba OUIE CY MOCTaB/beHe
Y BUAY aBa uenTpanHa nurama. Kopucrehu aHanusy cagpkaja u y3op-
KOBalbe PeneBAHTHMUX ITOflaTaKa M3 MeJMja, IONUTM CMO O 3aK/bYYKa Jia
ENUCTEMUYKU EKCITEPTU TOKOM KpM3a U3a3BaHUX MaHAeMMijaMa MOKYIIA-
Bajy Jia cayyBajy y/Iore ¥ ayTOpUTeT YHYTap Mpexe. Odygaibe JI0 Tajga yc-
TaHOB/bEHUX MPAKCU MPUCYTHO [& caMo npmnm«}Mf 8pI-IHIh€Iba MHTEPHO
CMepeHMUX PeTOPUUKIX cTpaTerija. JTosuBare Ha ouyBawe mocrojehux

IMPAaKCU, YHYTap enucreMUdke Mpedxke, KOPUCTU ceé Kao palMoHa M3a-

UMja 33 [TPETXONHO IIPY>XeHe rapaHuuje U Harjaallapamke HOPMATUBHUX
OIrOBOPHOCTM KOj€ eMUCTEMUYKM EKCHEPT MMa TIpeMa OCTAIUM emUCTe-
MUYKKM cybjekTMa. MehyTuM, Ha 0Baj HauMH ,,04YBalbE NIpaKCcH IIPej-
CTaB/ba KOHCTPYKUMU|Y PETOPUHUKE CTPATEIM|E KOja €NMCTEMMUYKOM EKC-
TIePTY OCUTYPaBa YIIOTY KOjy 3ay3uMa YHyTap Mpexe. IlTapumie, moHeKaq
e 1T03MBalbe HA OYYBaIbe MPETXOZHO YCIOCTABbEHUX IPAKCH, HOPMU
¥_IIpaByJIa He KOPUCTY HM KO CPENCTBO 32 KOHCTPYMCAathe PeTOPUUKE
CcTpaTeryuje jep |& enyMcTeEMMYKM HeuCIIaTUBo. TakaB cayd4a] MMaMo KoJ
eKCTEPHO YCMEPERUX CTpaTeruja rue je GoKyc CTaB/bEH Ha PYre €mmucTe-

MUYKE eXCTIEPTE, ONHOCHO HUXOBY CTPYYHOCT. 454

Haite ucTpaxkupatbe nokasyje fa jejlaH Of KJbYyYHUX pasyiora 3a He-
HJOCTaTaK [POMEHe YHYTap eNMCTeMHUYKe MpeXke ITpefcTaB/ba JOMUHAHT-
HO HACTOjame eKCIIepaTa 1a OYyBajy CONCTREHU ayTOPUTET U vﬂory'?dOgE-
KaBame TO3UIIMje eNUCTEMUIKOT ayTOPUTeTa eKCIIepTHMa JOMYIUITA fa
0TBOpeHuje U yemrhe U3HOCE MULIBEFHE O KPUHUM OKOJTHOCTUMA, KaJia
OO0 HUX nobez_lgfos MCTpaxyBalbe OMIM CMO ycpeacpelenu na kpuse
NPOY3pOKOBaHe TlaHieMMjaMa, ali Cé HAIUM 3aK/bYHLM ONHOCE Ha CBAKYU
IPYT4 KOHTEKCT y KojeM je MHCTMTYLMOHAJIHA NIPOMeHa oTeXKaHa YCleN
JLOMMHAHTHUX yNOTra Koje eKCIepTH 3ay3UMajy YHYTap Ibe. }%o ce CTPYK-
TYPa OBaKO YCIOCTAB/bEHUX EIMUCTEMUYKMX MPeXa, M yIOoTra VHYTap e,
He pexoxdurypuiue, 6110 KakBa MHCTUTYI[MOHANHA NTpoMeHa Ouhe 3na-
MajHO OTexaHa jep he eKcrepTu HacTOjaTU Jja OuyBajy CBOje yJIOTe M ayTO-
pPUTET U Y IeprUoiuMa Kajla He MoCToje KpU3He OKOMHOCTHU. 74

Bynyhu ma cMo caMonpUnNMCHUBathe eNUCTEMUYKOT ayTOPUTETA U3-
HNBOJUIU K30 K/bYYHU pasnor AucHYHKIMOHANHOCTU _enucTeMUYKUX
MpeXa y yoyaBatby ca KpMSHUM OKOJNHOCTUMA, TIPABAL] Ja/ber MCTPaXU-
Baiba Tpebarno 6u ja 6yne yemepeH xa emcTemHTxuM npolefypama Koje
erucTeMUUKM CyOjeKTH MOTY KOPUCTUTM TOKOM Kpuse. OBe emmcreMuy-
Ke TpoIlefype 3acHUBaNe 61 ce Ha aHaNu3y cafipXXaja M3jaBa Koje €muc-
TEMUYKY eKCIIEPTU U3HOCE Tpej enMcTeMuuke cybjexte. Y3 afieKBaTHY
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UReHTUDUKAIHU)Y CagpiKaja U CTUIOB2 KOje EKCIIePTY KOPUCTE IIPHIUKOM
KOMYHUKauuje ca cybjexTuma, moryhe je mpenosHaT peTopuyke cTpare-
TMje 332 CaMONPUNMCUBAE ENUCTEeMUUYKOr ayTOPUTETA, U3[BOJUTU pene-
BaHTHE u3Bope MHPOpPMaLUja U OIMEPUTU NIOCTYIIKE CIIPaM BUX.

Ca ppyre cTpare, flajba UCTpaXuBama 6U MOrla fa UCOUTajy Koja
Of, HaBEeHUX PETOPUYKMX cTpaTeruja {(6MJIO ha ce pagy O UHTEPHO M
eKCTEpHO YCMEePEeHMM cCTpaTerujaMa VMMM HeKOj KOHKPETHO] CTpaTeruju
YHYTap HUX) NPENCTaBsba ,HajyCrelllnujy . YCIeInHOCT peTOpIYKe CTpa-
Teruje Kao CpefcTBa 3a yYBpIINMBaE eNIUCTEMUYKOT ayTOPUTETA TIpef-
CTaB/ba 3HaYajaH PeCcypc eKcriepTuMa Koju 3a LU/b UMajy YCHOCTaB/bakbe
OpTaHM3aUMje YHYTap enucreMuyke mpexe rorobhene xpusoM. CTulame
NoBeperba eITUCTEMUYKUX CyHjeKaTa je 3HaYajHO 3a eKCIepTe, jep UM Je,
3axBaJbyjyhu noeepetby, oMoryfieHo I3 yTUYy Ha MCXOJe KPUIHUX OKON-
HocTU. Ja NI je KOHTpOJIMCAaHA OpraHu3alMja Mpexe TOKOM KPM3HUX
OKOTHOCTH JIOBOJBbHA HEOITKOXHOCT fa 6YICMO LUJbeRe EMMCTeMUYKUX eKC-
IepaTa cMaTpanu JIeruTUMHUM? ONTOBOp Ha TO [TUTAEE MOXEMO DOOUTH
xpo3 6ynyha ucTpaxuBama peaiu3osaHa Y OKBUPMMa €THKe U PUIIO30-
buje nonuTuKe.
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Introduction

In opposition to early neo-institutional research that assumed institutions were self-
reproducing (Jepperson, 1991; Lawrence et al., 2002; §c_ott,_2QOl_),1}ccenﬂy scholars
have argued that even the most poowerful institutions require ongoing maintenance work
in order to be reproduced (Lawrence and Suddaby, 2006). As a result, research has begun
to focus explicitly on the role of actors in the maintenance of institutions (Dacin ef al.,
2010; Lok and De Rond, 2013; Micelotta and Washington, 2013; Zilber, 2009). While
studies have examined the ongoing work involved in the maintenance of institutions in
periods of relative stability (Dacin et al., 2010; Zilber, 2009), an emerging body of
research is focusing on how actors maintain existing institutions following a ‘disruption’
(Maguire and Hardy, 2009). Disruptions are events that disturb existing arrangements in
organizational fields and call into_guestion existing institutionalized rules, norms and
assumptions (Hoffman, 19_99).%Smdies have examined how actors defend institutions
following disruptions arising from social movement activism (Hoffman, 1999; Maguire
and Hardy, 2009; Zietsma and Lawrence, 2010), regulatory changes (Micelotta and
Washington, 2013; Vermeulen et al., 2007) or accidents (Desai, 2011)alhis body of work
suggests that in times of disruption, actors will engage in a variety 0? activities that aim
to defend or repair the legitimacy of the contested practices. @

In certain cases, disruptions can lead to field-wide crises (Sine and David, 2003).
Field-wide crises consist of ‘perceptions by field actors (e.g. organizations, regulators,
investors, customers, €tc.) %hat fundamental outcomes are in contrast to expectations, and
precipitate action intended o avoid dramatic negative outcomes ’gmg and David, 2003:

75 186). In field-wide crises, existing practices, rules, norms and assumptions are no longer
viewed as lggiiim:_a_ts and status quo 18 no longer an option. Hence, mnstitutional mainte-

nance work that focuses on defending the legitimacy of cxigfing practices is not likely to
be a viable option following such a crisis, and rhetorical justifications may focus instead
on social categories of actors and their competence (Lefsrud and Meyer, 2012), However,
there 1s little research on how incumbent actors respond to field-wide crises*and how a
focus on actors instead of practices may differ from existing conceptions of defensive
institutional work.

We address this gap in the literature by conducting a study of the rhetorical strategies
of CEOs of large US banks in the immediate aftermath of the global financial crisis. The
financial crisis of 2007-2009 was the largest recession in 80 years, with global effects
that are still being felt today. The large-scale bankrupicies and restructurings of major
banks brought widespread attention to the financial leaders at the heart of the crisis and
evoked responses from them in the public sphere. We draw from research on rhetoric that
highlights the role of language in persuading others and shaping perceptions of social

1? reality (Moufahim et al., 2015; Scott, 1967; Sillince and Brown, 2009; Zanoni and
Janssens, 2004), and build on recent work that shows how rhetorical strategies can
impact the institutional arrangements 1n a field {g.g. Brown et al., 2012; Creed et al.,
2010; Green et al., 2009; Suddaby and Greenwodd, 2005). Qur findings show that elite
actors performed defensive institutional work following a field-wide crisis by rheton-
cally strengthening their own epistemic authority, Epistemic authority refers 1o the per-
ceived expertise and trustworthiness of an actor. _l% socially constructed and determines
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the_extent_to which information provided by the actor will be considered elizble and
acted upon by others (Kruglanski, 1989; Kruglanski et al., 2009). We found that four
rhetorical strategies were used by elite actors to strengthen their pistemic authority in
the field. Specifically, actors used two internally-directed strategies, providing rational
guarantees and expressing normative responsibilities, and two externally-directed strate-
gies, critiquing judgments and questioning motives, which sought to strengthen their
epistemic authority by lowering the epistemic authority of others. 444

We offer three central contributions Eirst, our findings show that in times of field-
wide crises, defensive institutional work™is primarily focused on preserving one’s posi-
tion in an organizational field as oppesed to fighting for the legitimacy of existing
practices. Specifically, we show how elite actors rhetorically strengthened their epis-
temic authority, which helps to preserve the central position of these actors in organiza-
tional fields even when existing institutionalized practices may no longer be viewed as
legitimate. This insighi opens up a new line of inquiry into research on institutional
maintenan% by suggesting that institutions are not necessarily maintained by the preser-
vation of practices and norms, but by the persistence of dominant positions of actors in
terms of authority, status or power.. Second, our focus on the rhetorical construction of
epistemic authority helps add nichness to this body of research by teasing out the factors
that contribute to field position and how they are constructed through rhétoricz The elite
actors did not directly address blame towards themselves or the practices that rééulted in
the crisis. Instead they used rhetorical strategies that praised their own expertise and
trustworthiness, while explicitly placing blame on others to critique others’ expertise and
trustworthiness €P(i)jur findings highlight the recursive relationship between the positions
of power that gf t actors the right to rhetorically define situations and the rhetoric that
constructs the epistemic authority necessary to maintain dominant field posttions.
Finally, our study reveals the role of elites in structuring outcomes in contemporary soci-
cta] systems éReed, 2012; Zald and Lounsbury, 2010). Specifically, we suggest that the
self—ascribing%f high epistemic authority is a fundamental reason for the problematic
self-seeking culture of this industry, its strained relationship with society, and its contri-
bution to dysfunctional socio-economic systems (e.g. Admati and Hellwig, 2013; Ho,
2009; Levitin, 2014; Riaz et al., 2011). 3

The rest of our article proceeds as follows, We first provide the theoretical background
from the key literatures that we draw upon; %rl,stitutional maintenance and the importance
of field positions in institutional work, rhé%oric and organizing, and epistemic authority. 37.
Following this, we describe our empirical context and outline our research design and
analysis. We then present our findings and discuss our contributions. 74

Theoretical background 3%

Institutional maintenance

As neo-institutional theory has increasingly turned its attention to the role of actors in pro-~
cesses of institutional creation, maintenance and disruption (Lawrence and Suddaby, 2006;
Lawrence et al., 2009, 2013), an emerging body of research has begun to focus on how
actors maintain institutions (Dacin et al., 2010; Desai, 2011; Heaphy, 2013; Hirsch and
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Bermiss, 2009; Lok and De Rond, 2013; Maguire and Hardy, 2009; Zilber, 2009). In par-
ticular, studies are increasingly examining institutional maintenance following a ‘disrup-
tion” (Maguire and Hardy, 2009). Whether referred to as disruptive events (Desai, 2011;
Hoffman, 1999), jolts (Meyer, 1982), shocks (Fligstein, 2001) or discontinuities (Lorange
et al., 1986), these disruptions create challenges to institutionalized practices and may trig-
ger changes in field-level institutions (Hoffman, 1999; Meyer, 1982).

Studies in this area have focused on how elite or incumbent actors in a field defend
existing institutions in a field following a disruption — what Maguire and Hardy (2009)
refer to as ‘defensive institutional work’. For example, Trank and Washington (2009)
focus on the practices that a legitimating organization (Association to Advance Collegiate
Schools of Business) used to pre-empt alternative legitimating organizations in a field
(umversity-based business education) under threat of change. Zietsma and Lawrence
(2010) found that actors in the coastal forestry industry worked to maintajn existing
institutions by defending practices and bolstering boundaries during the institutional life-
cycle of innovation, conflict, stability and re-stabilization. A few studies have explored
therole of language in maintaining practices. It has been found that incumbents responded
to threats by drawing on scientific discourse (Maguire and Hardy, 2009), appealing to
logos to mghlight strctural incompatibility and a breach with the past, or ethos to mor-
ally problematize change (Suddaby and Greenwood, 2005). In times of field-wide crises,
incumbent actors may restore the status quo though discursive repair work (Micelotta
and Washington, 2013). Desai (201]) also found that orgamizations similar to the
‘stricken’ firms are likely to engage in more defensive discourse to maintain nstitution-
alized practices. Taken together, these studies suggest that following a disruption, incum-
bent actors engage in institutional maintenance primarily through defending or repairing
the legitimacy of institutionalized practices.

Field positions

While disruptions may challenge existing practices, norms and assumptions, field-wide
crises are more severe in both the intensity of challenge and the scope of actors affected. 34
In fields undergoing such crises, practices may undergo substantive failure to the extent
that it may not be prudent to_ defend them. In addition, such crises may involve ‘recon:

1999: 353) and thereby place incumbent actors direclly under threat in ferms of losing
-their own dominant positions in_the field. %ecem research shows that elite actors are

more likely to be targeted with greater scruti y than oge_rsjaﬁ_djugggd more stringently
by various audiences, (Graffin et al., 2013), Such actors may therefore feel pressure to_
preserve their o_gnig tions o@ixﬂlceﬂm@_co-uglatem leveraged towards shap-
ing future field-level rules, norms and understandings £owever, existing research has
given limited attention to this aspect. This is surprising because the importance of domi-
nant positions has been acknowledged in extant research on both institutional mainte-
nance and change (Battilana, 2006).

Scholars have argued that fields are ‘arenas of power relations” (Brint and Karabel,
1991: 355) where struggles for domimance among actors take place as they relate to each
other and struggle over authority, status and power (Emirbayer and Johnson, 2008). Field
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dominance is established through the possession of the forms of capital important to the
field, and that therefore serve as the basis for power relations in that field (Bourdieu,
1986). In particular, symbolic capital, which is the ‘power granted to those who have
obtained sufficient recognition to be in a position to impose recognition’, underlies other
forms of capital and its acquisition is therefore particularly crucial for field dominance
(Bourdieu, 1989: 23). Because these positions of dominance based on the possession of
capital are ‘outcomes of historical, conscious and unconscious struggles’ that ensure
there are ‘dominant’ and ‘dominated’ actors in a field (Golsorkhi et al., 2009: 782), the
preservation of these dominant positions may be an important means of performing
defensive institutional work during a criss. For example, several studies have found that
the social position of incumbents was a critical enabley in performing defensive work that
aimed to maintain practices (e.g. Maguue and Hardy, 2009; Micelotta and Washington,
2013). The network centrality of elites in the field of accounting was considered crucial
in Greenwood and Suddaby’s (2006) study of institutiona) change in the big five account-
ing firms, In a similar vein, Rao et al. (2003) argued that institutional change was related
to the socio-political legitimacy of the activists involved. Maguire et al. (2004) described
how enfrepreneurs sought occupations that had legitimacy and provided them with a
bridge to stakeholders in order to advocate for HIV/AIDs treatment in Canada.

Despite the acknowledged importance of dominant positions as mentioned above,
very few studies have explored the institutional work involved in preserving dominant
positions in a field in response to threats. Currie et al. (2012) found that part of the
response of incumbent elites to an external threat of policy change in healthcare (English
Nalional Health Service) involved creative acts of interpretation to enhance their own
elite status. Focusing on the discourse of elite actors in more detajl, Lefsrud and Meyer
(2012) suggest that defensive institutional work by such actors in contested fields
included making claims about their own knowledge to ensure that their version of the
truth gained acceptance. %/c extend this literature by considering that in situations where
versions of truth are highly contested (Hoffman, 1999), such as in fields undergoing
crises (Desai, 2011), rhetorical claims made by elites may focus on strengthening their
own dominant positions.

Rhetoric and organizing

Rhetoric is defined as the ‘art of persuasion through argumentation’ ]r(\ﬁa_[n_icﬁ, 2000;50
Zanoni and Janssens, 2004: 59), Rhetoric, particularly i the context of its impact on
institutions, can be seen as distiﬁ t from discourse due to the ‘deliberate use of persua-
sive language’ that does not leave the ‘actors and their interests in the shadows’ (Suddaby,
2010: 17). Rhetoric has been found to be a critical tool for constructing social reality,
privileging particular ideas, perspectives and social arrangements (Moufahim et al.,
4 8 w Through rhetoric, ‘[plarticular things come to be portraved as positive, beneficial,
ethical, understandable, necessary or otherwise acceptable to the specific community in
¢question. In contrast, other things are ¢onstyucted as negative, harmful, intolerable, or,

———

for example, morally reprehensible’ (Vaara et al., 2006: 793-794), In this way, rheforic
constructs ‘truth’ (Golant et al., 2015; Scott, 1967; Zachry, 2009) b¥buiiding consensus
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around what is deemed acceptable and right (Pereiman and Olbrechts-Tyteca, 1969;
Warnick and Kline, 1992). 53 .

Rhetorical strategies are the linguistic means used to persuade others (Moufahim
et al., 2015). There is flexibility in defining what 1s ‘true’ that allows for a ‘rhetorical
inventiveness’ in the way 1deas are connected to previous or broader understandings
(Golant et al., 2015: 624). Aciors may use strategies such as rhetorical dissociation to
build support for new intérpretations of a situation (Golant et al., 2015; Perelman and
Olbrechts-Tyteca 1969) or undermine competing views (Symon, 2005). ,&ltematively,
thetorical strategies that connect issues to specific identities can legitimize particular
actors and their perspectives in a debate (Creed et al., 2002; Hardy et al., 2000; \i.?ara and
Montn, 2010). Many of these rhetorical strategies are underpinned by a partiéu ar style
of argumentation, such as Jogos, ethos or pathos in order 1o increase the persuasive
capacity (Aristotle, 1984; Sillince and Brown, 2009). Existing research thus emphasizes
the power of rhetoric as a mechanism for driving processes of contestation that shape the
outcomes of debates. However, we still know very little about how such rhetoric is used
by elite actors in respscghse to cnses and what 1t entails in tenns of defensive institutional
work. This gap in owr understanding motivates our research question: How do incumbent
elite actors use rhetoric 1o perform defensive institutional work during a field-wide cri-
5is? To answer this question, we draw on the concept of epistemic authonty in the social
psychology literature to interpret the nature of the rhetoric used by elite actdrs during a
field-wide cnsis.

Epistemic authority 5

The concept of epistemic authority has a well-developed literature in social psychology 8
and related areas, but despite its potential for understanding dominance in organizational
fields, jts application_has not yet been extended to organizational research. Epistemic
authority is based on the perceived expertise and trusiworthiness of the actof’ providing
information on a particular matter (Kruglanski et al., 2009), This authority is socially
constructed and determines the extent to which the info_rma@p provided by the source
actor will be considered reliable and therefore whether that actor should be turned to for
obtaining information (Kruglanski, 1989; Kruglanski et al., 2003, 2009). Such authority
may be of a general r{;ﬁ_g_)r_e encompassing various domains of life or of "4 specific nature
limited to certain matters, For example, the epistemic authority of priests or parents
would transcend various Efé events and these sources may be tumed to as a means of
resolving multipfe types of minor or mmajor issues that one faces (Kruglanski et al., 2009). g¢
In contrast, the epistemic authority” of specialist professionals such as cardiologists or
statisticians would not apply to multiple general issues in life and would be bound to the
professional domains of cardiology or statistics, respectively (Kruglanski et al., 2009). {1
Further, epistemic authority of different actors on a matter can vary such that some
can have more authority than others. This variance is reflected in the existence of an
epistemic authonty hierarchy (Kruglanski et al., 2005). Actors can also self-ascribe a
iaosition for themselves in the hierarchy vis-a-vis otheéaextemal sources (Kruglanski
et al., 2005). Those with higher epistemic authority enjoy several crucial benefits. They
are tumed to earlier as a source of information, given priority in terms of how extensively
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the information is processed, C}maire___oveia_l] higher confidence, and are more hkely to
generate action in accordance with their information. Individuals are willing to pay more
for information from sources with higher epistemic authority, strongly prefer seeking
information from and choose products recommended‘by those with higher _pistemic

@se _Wlth_hl gher _epistemic _allthgr_lty_ g_ar_l999~Kr£g]gxlsk£t al., 2902) y implica-
tion, those actors with higher epistemic authority would have higher status and greater
influence in organizational fields.

1984;_Gusfield, 1976; McClosk_X, 1985 Nelson et 2 al 1987) In the face of 1egmmacy
challenges, leaders are ideally positioned to construct and 1mpo%e their interpretations of
complex events (Brown, 2004), constructing shared cognition and commitment to par-
ticular interpretations and outcomes (Brown, 2004; Carton et al,, 2014; Golant et al.,
2015; Jarzabkowski and Sillince, 2007). Accounts of evients can be used to assign blame

(Brown and Jones, 2000), persuade others of personal credibility and validity (Watson,
1995), or construct certain actors as experts (Lefsrud and Meyer, 2012). These ideas are
relevant to the preservation of dominant positions in a field-wide crisis and we accord-
ingly interpret and explain the nature of the rhetorical claims made by elite actors with
jespect to epistemic authority in our empirical context. We retumn to this in our findings
and discussion section. 14

Method 15
Empirical context

The global financial crisis that marked the first decade of the 21st century raised ques-
tions about the institutional structures underlying most modern capitalist economies
and is widely recognized as a field-wide crisis (Crotty, 2009; Davis, 2009; Kotz, 2009;
Lounsbury and Hirsch, 2010; Riaz, 2009). It brought attention to certain actors that
were seen as closely intertwined with the existing system. In particular, the crisis has
been attributed to causes deeply connected to the banking industry, such as sub-pritme
loans, credit default swaps, collateralized debt obligations and other banking practices.
The start of large-scale mortgage defaults in 2007 in the USA provided the trigger for
dramatic events in the banking industry and in the wider financial system. These events
included the bankruptcy of Lehman Brothers; the buyouts of Bear Stearns and Merrill
Lynch by JPMorgan Chase & Co. and Bank of America, respectively; the bankruptcy
of Washington Mutual and its buyout by Bank of America; the change in structure of
investment banks Goldman Sachs and Morgan Stanley to deposit holding banks in
order to allow their bailout by government funds; and the bailout of Citigroup by gov-
ernment funds.

Banks were seen as closely infertwined with the financial system and elite bankers
became the center of scrutiny in the public realm (Hargie et al., 2010; Tourish and Hargie,
2012; Whittle and Mueller, 2012). In the USA, the Financial Crisis Inquiry Commission
(FCIC) was set up by the Congress to examine the causes of the financial crisis and
CEOs of major US banks implicated in the crisis were publicly cross-examined. While
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the media accounts imvolving bankers in the US context were rich in journalistic detail
(Sorkin, 2009; Taibbi, 2009), there has been somewhat limited attention by institutiona)
theorists towards systematically analyzing these developments (Munir, 2011). The finan-
cial crisis thus provides a context where the interests of actors in dominant positions are
likely to be challenged and there 1s an opportunity to observe how these actors respond
to the field-wide crisis.

Data

Crises offer unique opportunities to study the roles of elites in the alteration and recon-
figuration of regimes (Kerr and Robinson, 2012)aTo observe the role of elite actors
impacted by the financial crisis, we focused on 11 CEOs of UsS banks whose tenure
included the key dec151ons made by their bank durmg the fnan(:la] ] crisis in _the years
2007 2009  arrive at our sample of these CEOs, we followed detallcd medla accounts
of key even&volvmg US banks durip _g_he cns1s and focused on the 1( 10 major US banks

—_— e e e

(Goldman Sachs, Morgan Stanle?ﬁ%emll Lynch, Lehman Brothers, Bear Stearns) and
five universal/commercial banks (the ‘big four’ Citigroup, Bank of America, JPMorgan
Chase & Co., Wells Fargo, and the largest savings bank Washington Mutual, which was
the largest bank failure in US history). These 10 banks had 11 CEOs due to a change in
CEO at Bear Stearns. Table 1 lists the CEQs of these banks along with a brief descrip-
tion itheﬂls&rclaled gxﬂntﬂf their bankg, We considered these bank CEOs as “elite
bankers’ due to their dominant status and_gov%\gg} within Iarge 1nﬂuenual bankm0 organ-
izatjons {Kerr and Robinson, 2012) and because they comprise “the “small number of
cxempla individuals who combine all the properties and all the titles that confer mem-
bership rights’ (Bourdieu, 1998: 316).

We considered the start of public hearings by the Financial Crisis Inquiry Commission
(FCIC) as the key event in terms of collection of public statements made by CEO ‘; The
FCIC defines itself as ‘a bipartisan commission that has been given a critica %on-
partisan mission — fo examine the causes of the financial crisis that has gripped the
country and to report our findings to the Congress, the President, and the American
people’ (FCIC, 2011). The FCIC started its public hearings on 13 January 2010 as this
was the crucial time when the issues surrounding the crisis escalated into a major public

Cbéconuem Accordingly, we chose an_18-month period, 13 January 2009-13 July 2010,
for our data. collection. This allowed us to collect the public statements bulldm& up to
the FCIC hearings along with those that immediately followed the hearings in the next
six months. %6

We collected public statements from two sources: (1) the transcnpts of testimontes
given ! by CEOs during the FCIC heanngs and (2) quotes in the media from CEOs over
the 18-month period. ?le e detailed testimonies to the FCIC ranged from three to 16 pages
and were obtained a@ ranscribed text documents from the FCIC website. Six of the 11
CEQCs in our Table 1 provided these testimonies and we included these in our data. For
the media data, we conducted searches using the Factiva database on the 11 CEOs in

Table 1 using thelr first and last_name as keywords, looking for media articles that

ipcluded quotes by the CEOs This Iggdla data included majo _p_ubhcatlons such as The

‘wb T
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Table I. Elice bankers during the financial crisis.

Bank CEOs and tenures Bank Key crisis event(s) Current position

Richard Fuld Lehrnan Bankruptcy ()5 Sepe. 2008) No known public
(199415 May 2009) Brothers role

James Dimon |PMorgan Acquired Bear Stearns CEO of JP Morgan
(31 Dec. Chase & (17 Mar. 2008) Chase & Co.
2005-Present) Co.

James Cayne
(1993-7 Jan. 2008)

Alan Schwartz
(8 Jan. 2008-Mar.
2008)

Kenneth Lewis
(200131 Dec. 2009)

John Thain
(14 Nov. 2007-22
Jan. 2009)

Uloyd Blankfein
(31 May
2006~-Present)

John Mack
(30 June 2005~1 fan.
2010)

Vikram Pandit
(1l Dec. 2007-16
Oct. 2012)

Kerry Killinger
{1990-8 Sept. 2008)

john Stumpf
(27 June
2007—Present)

Bear Stearns

Bank of
America

Merrill Lynch

Goldman
Sachs

Morgan
Sanley

Citigroup

Washington
Mucual

Wells Fargo

Acquired by JPMorgan
Chase & Co. (17 Mar.
2008)

Acquired Merrill Lynch
(15 Sept. 2008)

Acquired by Bank of
America (15 Sept
2008)

Converted to deposit
holding bank to accept
government bailout (21
Sept. 2008)

Converted to deposit
holding bank to accept
government bailout (21
Sept. 2008)

Bailed out by government
funds (24 Nov. 2008)

Declared Bankruptcy and
acquired by JPMorgan
Chase & Co. (25-26
Sept. 2008)

Acquired YVachovia
{11-12 Oct. 2008)

No known public
role

Executive Chairma
of Guggenheim
partners

Retired

CEO of CIT Group

CEO of Goldman

Sachs

Senior Advisory at
Morgan Swanley

CEO of TGG group

Principal of
Crescent
Capital
Assoclates

CEO of Wells
Fargo

Sources: Financial Crisis inquiry Commission and media reports.

Wall Street . Joumal Fmanczal Times, The Economzst and Foriune Overall we found

by the CEOs ?"\éfhlch were 1aler reduced to 18 196 th:ough omlttmg _pctmons or irrelevant

()») g_uotes Our

Analytic process

0 sources of data taken together thus provided us with the necessary
breadth . and dep(h for our analy51s 5)

We analyzed our data through a qualitative multi-step iterative gl;oc__e_ssﬂ.rbk_&a specifically

focused on the thetoric contained in the public statements, following the work by earlier
scholars (e.g. Brown et al., 2012; Erkama and Vaara, 2010; Green et al., 2009; Suddaby
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and Greenwood, 2003). ‘Examining rhetoric is of particular use in institutional analysis
because rhetoric hi ghlights the ‘explicitly political or interest laden discourse’ utilized
by actors (Suddaby and Greenwood, 2005: 40). In addition, rhetoric highlights the ‘social
positions’ of actors as they channel their appeals through texts (Lawrence and Suddaby,
2006: 240) and is useful for examining institutional work (Desai, 2011; Maguire and
Hardy, 2009).

In our first step, we identified the rhetorical content and style of the statements by
focusing on the most frequent themes in the data (Krippendorf, 2004). similar to rhetorical
analyses in related work (e.g. Brown et al., 2012: Suddaby and Greenwood, 2005). For the
rhetorical content, we followed a bottom-up process to categorize the data using an open

coding approach (Gioia et al., 2013; Strauss and Corbin, 1998) rather than imposing top-
down catc&ones We first rcad th:ough each FCIC testimony and media quote, referring
o 11 the media article to understand the information in the

quote where needed. We marked the statements using keywords that identified patterns in
the rhetoric. We then collated these staterments into more abstract and logically connected
categories by identifying thematic distinctions (Krippendorff, 2004: 107). As these the-
matic categories emerged, we validated them by comparing the categories to each other
and considenng their categorical fidelity employing the approach of axial coding (Gioia
et al., 2013; Strauss and Corbin, 1998). Through this process, we ended up with four
themes for rhetorical content that we interpreted as: assurance, care, failings and lack of
care. ‘Assurance’ included statements in which the bank CEOs highlighted the positives
of an actor either by referring to past/present attributes or future potential of that actor.
‘Care” included guotes where bank CEOs claimed to be concerned about the interests of

some actor and claimed to be serving them. ‘Failings’ consisted of statements in which the
bank CEOs assigned blame towards some actor for what went wrong. And ‘Lack of care’
included quotes that questioned the motives of other actors dunng the crisis. 71

To determine the rhetorical style, we followed prior studies in looking for rhetorical
appeals of persuasion (pisteis) along the lines of the three classical appeals: logos
(appeals to logic), ethos (appeals to character and broader societal norms) and pathos
(appeals to emotion) (Brown et al.. 2012: Suddaby and Greenwood, 2005). Through this
analysis, we ended up with two dominant styles used in conjunction with each of the four

categories of content thai we interpreted as ‘analytical’ and ‘normative’ styles. Further,
we coded each statement based on ithe refereni of the rhetoric — that is, the actor that

bankers refer to in the statement. We used a bottom-up approach that started with a long

list of referents that we then aggregated to: the bankers themselves, bank, clients (of the
bank), society, the market and the state. By bringing together the thematic categories in
the rhetorical content and rhetorical style of persuasion with the referents, we were able
to observe the rhetorical strategies employed by the elite bankers. 441

Our second step took on a much more interpretive approach, in line with prior work
in linguistic analysis (Moufahim et al., 2015; Phillips and Hardy, 2002). This involved

extensive discussions among the authors as we iterated multiple tisnes with theory, often
going to several literatures in search of meaning and insights for our findings. At this
stage, we paid attention to the context of the global financial crisis to search for deeper
implications of the rhetorical strategies and this pushed us towards understanding

the strategies in terms of their critical implications related to power, dominance and
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authority in the context of the crisis. We were then able to interpret the rhetorical strate-
gies to address the question ‘what’s going on here?’ theoretically (Gioia et al., 2013: 20)
and transition from the inductive to abductive theoretical realm (Alvesson and Karreman,
2007). Specifically, we observed that the rhetorical strategies were employed to either
claim expertise or trustworthiness for elite bankers or to question expertise or trustwor-
thiness of other referents. We accordingly interpreted these strategies in terms of their
implications for strengthening the epistemic authority of elite bankers as presented in the
/r_lext section. 7_/_! 1

Findings 5%

We find that elite bankers employ four rhetorical strategies in response to the unfolding
crisis. Due to the public nature of the statements, the strategies are targeted at audiences
in the public domain; however, they differ in other respects. Two of the strategies we
describe — providing rational guarantees and expressing normative responsibilities — are
mtemally-directed strategies aimed at strengthening their own epistemic authonty, while
the other two rhetonical strategies — critiquing judoments and gquestioning motives — are
externally-directed strategies that attempt to achieve the same by questioning the epis-
temic authority of other referents. Both the mternal and external strategies make claims
about expertise and trustworthiness, but use different referents and express opposing
content. The strategies are distinct but interwoven and are often used in conjunction with
each other to amplify the differen%e.ll_j_l Figure 1, we outline the rhetorical strategies in
terms of their content, style and '?éferentg, and show how these sirategies work to
strengthen epistemic authority, In Table 2, we provide definitions and examples from the
data for each of the strategies. We now discuss each strategy in detail.

Providing rational guarantees 95

In this internally-directed rhetorical strategy, bankers provide rational guarantees to
claim expertise for themselves, Specifically, they provided assurances about themselves
and their b sing analytical a%pcals that connect means and ends in order to highlight
their own kndwiedge and skillfulness gll;;ese appeals showed evidence and drew on
‘facts’ to argue for a means—ends relationship between the actions of the bankers and the
solid position of the bank  This strategy was consistently observed from CEQOs represent-
ing banks that had survi\/%‘a the crisis as well as those representing banks that had faced
bankruptcy. Fgr example, Richard Fuld ~ who headed Lehman Brothers for over 15 years
before its 13? nous bankruptey — admitted making mistakes, only to provide assurance
about the bank’s position due to the actions taken by the team, thus claiming experfise: i

In retrospect, there is no_question we made some poorly timed business decisions and
investments, but we addressed those mistakes and got ourselves back 19 a strong equity position
with a Tier I capital ratio of 11%. We also bad financeable collateral and solidly performing
businesses. There is nothing about this profile that would indicate a bankrupt company. (FCIC
testimony) n 1
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Strengthen epistemic authority of self-group

Internally-directed strategies
{claim for self)

)

Externally-directed strategies
(question others}

I Expertise J | Trustworthiness | Expertise I ‘ Trustworthiness —| Dlrlnens'l'ons of
epistemic
authority
I Contermt: Assuronce Content: Core for others Content: faifings Content: Lock of care
| Style: Analytical Style: Normative Style: Analytical Style: Normative
f Referent(s}: Bank, Referent(s): Bank, Referent(s): Market, Referent(s): Morket,
| Bonkers Clients, Society | State State |
Providing rational  Expressing normative Critiguing Questioning '::::“".‘35'
I . ) egie
guorontees responsibilities judgments motives &

. . . . . . T
Figure |. Framework of rhetorical strategies for strengthening epistemic authority. {7/

J

U_ ﬁnanceable collatcral and solldl_g_pcrfonmgg_busmesscs In a - snmilar fashion,

4 — = — =

Alan Schwartz, who ran Bear Steams for only three months before it was acquired by JP
Morgan Chase & Co., h_ghllohted his and colleagues’ expertise: 10 A

assocnated wnh apd J will ; alwgy_s be pre Eroud to have been part of that organization, Throughout
l_l:l_C period \@nl beld these positions, Bcir__Stczgn_s management in my view attempted to

manage the firm prudently to meet the difficult financial conditions as if foresaw them. (FCIC

}gitim_onyl 2 D4

Schwartz assured the andience that the management team ‘foresaw’ the difficult condi-
tions and ‘prudently’ managed the firm. During crisis years (2009), James Dimon of
JPMorgan Chase & Co. described his bank, of which he had been CEO for about three
years going into the crisis, rather evocatively in military terms to provide assurances that
those in charge did a good job, and thus had the required expertise:

A key reason behind JPMorgan's reputation for solidity can be attribuied to Dimon's obsession
with capital and a ‘fortress balance sheet,’ a phrase he’s been using for almost a decade. *If you
bave the 82nd Airborne, you’re able to go to war and handle battle,” be says, referring to the
U.S. Amy’s most combat-ready military unit. (Media data)

He directly attributed their skilled actions to the positive outcomes for the bank:

Throughout the financial erisis, JPMorgan Chase never posted a quarterly loss . . . As a result
of our steadfast focus on risk management and prudent lending, and our disciplined approach
1o capital and liquidity management, we were able to avoid the worst outcomes experienced by
others in the industry. (FCIC testimony)
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Table 2. Representative data for the rhetorical strategies to strengthen episternic authority of

bankers.

Dimensions and
themes

Description

Representative quotes from the data

Internally-direcced strategies

Providing

rational

guarantees
Expertise

Expressing

normative

responsibilities
Trustworthiness

Content: Provide
assurance o
highlight expertise
Style: Analytical
Referent Bank
and bankers

Content: Project
care for others
Style: Normative
Referent: Bank,
clients and society

Externally-directed strategies

Critiquing
judgments

Expertise

Content:

Place blame by
highlighting failings
Style: Analytical
Referent Market,
state

‘Our capital ratios and liquidity pool remained
high by historical standards . . . Subsequent
events show that Bear Stearns' collapse was
not the result of any actions or decisions

unique to Bear Stearns .. . The efforts we made
to strengthen the firm were reasonable and
prudent.” Cayne, Bear Stearns [FCIC data]

‘| feel really good about che progress we've
made, about our financial strength, and about all
the people at Citi who have worked extremely
hard.” Pangit, Citigroup [Media data]

‘our entire team — including the firm's credit
officers, risk officers, and legal, finance, audit

and compliance teams — worked diligently to
address these issues and minimize the cost to our
company and our customers . .. {JPMorgan Chase
& Co.] served as a safe haven for depositers,
worked closely with the federal government, and
remained an active lender to consumers, small
and large businesses, government entities and
not-for-profic organizations.” Dimon, JPMorgan
Chase [FCIC data]

He [Blankfein] wants Goldman to ‘be the leader
in things like ethics, in putting clients first.” Mr.
Blankfein added ‘'we don’t want people to be
OK with Goldman Sachs. We want people to
be bragging that chey have their accounts with
Goldman Sachs.’ Blankfein, Goldman Sachs
[Media data]

‘Lehman’s demise was caused by uncontrollable
market forces and the incorrect perception and
accompanying rumors . . . All of chis resulted

in a loss of confidence, which then undermined
the firm’s strength and soundness. Those same
forces threatened the stability of other banks.
— not just Lehman . . . unfounded rumors about
Lehman continued to besiege the firm and erode
confidence . . . This loss of confidence, although
unjustified and irrational, became a self-fulfilling
prophecy and culminated in a classic run on the
bank.’ Fuld, Lehman Brothers [FCIC data]

(Continued)

N
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Table 2. (Continued)

Dimensions and Description Representacive quotes from the data
themes :

‘as a result of these rumors, during the week of
March §0, 2008, brokerage customers withdrew
assets and counterparties refused to rofl over
repo facilities. These events resulted in a dramatic
loss of liquidity. The market's foss of confidence,
even though it was unjustified and irrational,
became a self-fulfilling prophecy.” Cayne, Bear
Stearns [Media dara: fonger excerpt in FCIC data]

Questioning Content Highlight ‘The company was excluded from hundreds
motives lack of care of meetings and telephone calls becween
Trustworthiness Style: Normative Wall Street executives and policy leaders that
Referent: Market, ultimately determined the winners and losers in
seace this financial crisis . . . | believe thac Washington

Mutual’s seizure was unnecessary and the
company should have been given a chance
to work its way through the crisis.’ Killinger,
Washington Mutual [Media data]

“In my heart | believe there was some stuff going
on,” he said. "Can | prove it? It's very hard to
distinguish when a bunch of people are running
out of a crowded theater, which one yelled,
‘Fire™.’ Schwartz, Bear Stearns [Media data]

Dimon argues that it was ‘[a]s aresult of” their ‘steadfast focus’ and “disciplined approach’
that the bank could ‘avoid the worst outcomes’. In each of these examples, the CEOs
offered means-end logic, connecting actions of the management to the resulting positive
position of the bank, ensuring that they possessed the necessary expertise to hold their
elite positions in the field. 105

Expressing normative responsibilities 706

In this internally-directed rhetorical strategy, elite bankers express normative responsi-
bilities to claim trustworthiness for Ihemsel\aesdg ecifically, they express care for others
by showing that their actions conformed to wi 5‘ norms of responsibility to a broad set
of stakeholders. These included the shareholders of their own bank, their clients mclud-
mg average housghold customers going through the lived experiences of using the bank’s
products and services, .other firms with whom the bank had transactional relationships,
and people across society who were being impacted by the financial crisis. Through this
strategy, the bankers sought to establish their own credibility and reliability in serving
these referents, thus claiming to be trustworthy. For example, James Dimon’s assurance
about the bank discussed above is complemented by describing how he and his team of

)
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bankers served clients, to suggest that they could be relied upon to do the night things and
were therefore frustwerthy: ¢4

Throughout the financial crisis, we continued to support our clients’ financipg and liquidity
needs. For exaraple, we belped provide state and local governments financing 1o _cover cash
flow shortfalls . . . we helped our clients to optimize their working capital, manage thewr
collateral and help mitigate their risk. JPMorgan Chase is also _at the forefront in doing
everything we can 1o help families meet their mortgage abligations . . . we enrolled 600,000
borrowers in payment plans — flexible plans that help borrowers who are experiencing economic
challenges. (FCIC testimony) 111

Dimon emphasized that those at the bank worked ‘to support our clients’ and those
‘experiencing economic challenges’, also acknowledging that the stakeholders are not
just clients, but ‘families’, Similarly, John Mack explained how Morgan Stanley has
helped its clients:

Morgan Stanley has helped its clients raise over $940 billion in debt and equity to invest in their
businesses since the beginning of the fourth quarter of 2008. In addition, Morgan Stanley —
through its residential loan servicing subsidiary Saxon Morigage Services, Inc. — has been an
active participant in the Admjnistration’s Home A ffordable Mortgage Program (‘HAMP) . . .
Saxon leads all participating servicers in active trial modifications for eligible borrowers who
e;f_erovezéo d&dcmuem : Sa)'_c___oTlhas partnered with HOPE NOW — a nationally known
borrower counseling g@p - inirl_elﬁ'alo comﬂ_icatwith_ borrowers mhelp?‘ddre—ss their
individual needs. (FCIC testimony) 44y T

meet their financial obligations, in order to show care for clients. Vikram Pandit expanded
on this to explain Citigroup’s responsibility to the financial vx?é’_ eing of society more
broadly in order to underscore his claims for trustworthiness: 197 S 14

Mr Pandit still acknowledges ‘a significant responsibility’ on Citi’s part to help be *an integral
_part of the American recovery.’ He cited Citi’s efforts (o help American homeowners and credit-
card holders who are having trouble making their payments. (Media data) ) 5

This rhetorical strategy that projects care was often used in conjunction with providing
rational guarantees, as is seen in John Thain’s assurance about Merrill Lynch, which he
headed for less than two years before negotiating an acquisition by Bank of America to
survive the financial crisjs:

‘1 have received thousands of e-mails saying, “Thank you for saving our company”.” And yet
[Thain} admitted that the decision to sell Mermll Lynch — a 94-year-old institution that was
always ‘bullish on America’ — had been painful. ‘This was a great job. This was a great
franchise. Emotionally, it was a huge respousibihity.” (Media data)

Thain’s statement implied that he did well in his job of running and later ‘saving’ the
‘great franchise’, thereby constituting a claim of expertise; simultaneously he projected
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care towards the bank’s stakeholders, describing his role as a ‘huge responsibility® and
acknowledging the number of people who were grateful, thereby emphasizing his
trustworthiness.

The pattern of projecting care towards clients and society 1s strongly highlighted in
statements by Lloyd Blankfein of Goldman Sachs, which he led for two years going into
the crisis. Though the bank survived the crisis through an overmight conversion to a
deposit holding bank that could receive a government bailout, it faced a lot of public
scrutiny. In a specific example of projecting care, Blankfein explained Goldman Sachs’
‘social purpose’;

We're very important. We help companies to grow by helping them to raise capital. Companies
that grow create wealth. This, in turn, allows people to have jobs that create more growth and
more wealth. It’s a virtuous cycle . . . We have a social purpose. (Media data)

Blankfein argued that ‘we help companies’, which creates ‘wealth’ that in turn leads to
‘jobs’, in order to suggest that bankers could be relied upon to fulfill their social purpose
and are therefore frustworthy. Overall, the claims of expertise and trustworthiness in
these two internally-directed rhetorical strategies attempt to strengthen the perception
that elite bankers have the knowledge and sktlls on the unfolding 1ssues related to the

financial crisis and that they can be trusted and relied upon by others on these issues. f}é

Critiquing judgments4 15

In contrast to the first two strategies described above, which aim to directly strengthen
epistemic authority by making personal claims pertaining to expertise and trustworthiness,
¢lite bankers also employed externally-directed strategies to strengthen their own epis-
temic authority by critiquing the expertise and trustworthiness of others. In this first exter-
nal strategy, eljte bankers place blame on the failings of others using ﬁ]);écal appeals that
connect means and ends to question the knowledge and skill of key market players and
forces, along with regulators. Through the statements made as part of this rhetorical strat-
egy, the bankers sought to place the market or state in a position where the referent’s exper-
tise became suspect. '{%c questioning of these referents by the bankers suggests it 1s elite
bankers alone who haVé the required knowledge and skills on the key issues related to the
financial crisis, thus implicitly strengthening their own claims to expertise.

This strategy is often placed in juxtaposition to the internal strategies, in long state-
ments where the claims for elite bankers are interspersed with their critiquing of others. J34
There were many references that place blame on the ‘market’ by questioning its ability to
manage the situatior, in contrast to the elite bankers’ efforts at serving the bank along with
caring for their clients and society. The testimony by John Mack of Morgan Stanley
showed this interspersion of strategies. Mack headed the bank for over four years and
made it the second bank to convert to 47 posit holding company overnight in order to
access government bailout funds during the crisis. In this statement, he claimed expertise
through Morgan Stanley’s superior position, while cntiquing the expertise of the mar_kgt;,m




Riaz et al. |7

Morgan Stanley was in a better position than many of our peers to weather the financial storm

.. the global financial markets plunged nto an acute and severe_Crisis sis of conﬁdence i o
Morgan Stanley and similar institutions expenenced a classic ‘Tun on the bank," as inv mvestors
lost confidence in financial institutions and the entire investment bankmgjwtness model came
under siege . . . This period was marked by rampant — often untrue - rumors and speculation.

(FCIC tcsnmony) 749

Similarly, he projected care towards the clients in order to claim trustworthiness, while
simultaneously critiquing the judgment of the market: 10

[‘[‘]he cotire Morgan Stanley leadership 1eamm worked nonstop over the course of the following
week to provide information 10 clients, the markets, and our employecs in order to disp _]ilthe
false rumors that were spreading through the financial markets and to provide )nvcstors with an
informed basis to m_ak(, investment decisions. (FCIC testimony) 719

QOverall, Mack critiqued the market’s irrational and uncontrollable bases for decision
making, characterizing it as a ‘financial storm” that involves ‘rumors and speculation’
and operates on ‘false rumors’, he | mclaphor or of ‘storm’ that draws cc comparisons to nafu-

ral disasters, and more oencraﬁy the critique of market forces as the ‘collective other’,
attempts to highlight the imposed constraints within which bankers tried to do their best.

A similar_joterspersion of strategies is evident in James Cayne’s statements regarding
Bear Steamns, which only survived the financial crisis through an acquisition by JPMorgan
Chase & Co. Cayne, who headed Bear Stearns for over 15 years before its bankruptey, 171
provided assurances about the bank to claim expertise; simultaneously and serving as a

point of contrast thc markct is blamcd for its incorrect judgments thcreby ‘questioning its
expertise: 114

[Tihese developments gave rise to market uncerfainty about the firm. We believed that this
concern was Unjus(1f13£l__an£i__t_]la£}_]‘1_é firm had ample ¢ cap)ta] and llqmdlty Nevertheless, we
workcd d aggressively to address the market’s concerns . . . These coucerns were unfounded . .

Only a few months after Bear Stearns collapscd the same market forces caused (he collapsc
and near collapse of much larger institotions . . . The efforts we made to strengthen the firm

were reasonable and prudent. (FEICﬁtiany) 723

The bankers handled the situation, ‘workeci_gg;essivell_o address concerng’ with efforts
that ‘were reasonable and prudent’. Yet the market’s ‘concerns were llDJUStlﬁCd and

unfounde%:,ayne s successor, Alan Schwartz, who headed Bear Stearns for just three
months leading up to its its bankru kruptcy and ;akeover, did ot depart from this line of
thetoric: 479

[Ulnfounded rumors and attendant speculation began circulating that Bear Steams was in the
ﬁTZ[st of a liquidity crisis. Due to lhe ‘stressed condmon of the credit market as a whole and the
unprecedented speed at which rumors and < specu]anon travel a and echo ll'u‘ounh the modem
ﬂnancnal l media environment, the rumors and speculation contmucd throughout the week. The The
Tumors thus became a self-fulfilling prophecy: there was, simply put, a ruon on the b bank. (_CIC

testimony) 473
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Again, he described market decisions as ‘speculation’, based on _‘rumors’ from the ‘mod-
em financial media environment’, which are presented as the cause of a ‘self;fulfilling
prophecy”. 134

Beyond denouncing the failings of the market, elite bankers denounced the failings of
the state, questioning its expertise and assuming the role of an expert who knows betier
and needs to tell the state what has to be done 2I:ior example, John Mack of Morgan
Stanley pI‘O_]CCth biame on the state to question 1 s'expertise:

‘From a policy perspective, it [financial crisis] made clear that rcgﬁg{o@pwn’t have the
tools or th the authonty_protcct the ctalgﬂy of the ﬁnancna_rystem as a whole .. we need a
never ac-dm_)_gardﬂcs the enure financial sﬂm We canno( _and should pot take nsk out of of
the the system — that’s what drives the engine of our capitalist economy. But no firm should_be
considered ‘too big to fail.” If a firm mismanages its risks, regulators need the authority to
unwind it n a way that mipimizes_jnstability to the system. It is also clear that the complexity
of financjal markets — and financial products — has exploded in recent years, but regulation and
aversight have not kept pace. (FCIC testimony) 1%

The regulators Jack of ‘tools’, “authority” and ‘oversight” were mentioned as the ¢ause of
the financial crisis. At no pojnt does Mack attempt to directly defend the practices used
Ry the banks that led to the crisis; however, neither does he acknowledge their failings.
Instead, he diffuses blame by questioning the expertise of those in the role of oversight.
Snmlair_ly James Dimon of JPMorgan Chase & Co., whose bank acquired the bankrupt
Bear Stcams blamed the state while lmphCltly taking on the rolé_(;f sBﬁleoné ‘who knows
cxactly what was wrong, He acknowledged the ‘failure of |arge, global ﬁnancmi compa-
nies’ without defending the practices that Jed to their_collapse, and mstead firmly criti-

cnzes the fallmg__of the e r__gu]atory system: 14

The current regulatory system is poorly organized with overlapping responsibilitics, and many
reoulators did not have the statutory resolution authority needed to address the fa)lme of large,

global financial companies . . . Extraordinary growth and high leverage of Fannie Mae and

Freddie Mac were allowed where the fundmnentgpxemjse of their credit was implicil support
by the U S. government. The abundancc of pro-cyclical pOllCleS has proven | harmful in times of

geonomic gistress. (FCIC lesumony) 3

By arguing that the regulatory system is ‘poorly organized’, with ‘pro-cyclical policies’
that have proven ha harmful’, wxrhout the necessary ‘authority ) needed to address the fail-

cxpemse and care with the _f@ilm_gLs of other qu_actors in thc crisis. 1 ‘Jr
- - - — i

Questioning motives 71

In the second extemally-directed strategy, elite bankers denounce the motives of others
using appeals to normative responsibilities to question the trustworthiness of market
players, regulators and policy makers,, he questioning of these referents by the bankers
implicitly strengthens their own claime fo trustworthiness. é thus forms another exter-
nally-directed strategy that questions the motives of othe s%l to suggest that it is elite
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bankers alone who can be trusted and relied upon. For example, Richard Fuld, CEO of
L.ebman Brothers, refers to the report of the state bankruptcy court in this manner: 2’6

The examiner’s report distorted the relevant facts, and the press, m turn, distorted the examner’s
report. The result is that Lehman and its people have been unfairly vilified. (Media data) Jn")

He clearly accuses the state e)g._mugg because it ‘distorted’ facts that led to his bank
being ‘unfairly vilified’; in another place he also suggests that proper feedback was with-
hﬂi from him by r_eg}llators who performed stress tests preceding the bank’s collapse:

‘not once di did I hear anﬂeedback that led me to believe that we were deﬁcien_’f(mcdia

dlsplayed a lack of care and 1 fell short of t th_eg nognahye_ re _p__on51b111tles thus raising
questions about thcn- trustworthiness. 91

Slmllarly, Kerry K)ngcr CEO of Washu}g_gn Mutual, clearly denounced the
motives of what he called the ‘inner circle’ in saving itself, _l_r_nplym_g qclf_ of

For those that were part of the inner circle and were ‘too clubby_to fail’, the benefits were
obvious. Eor those outside of the club, the penalty was severe. (Media_data) 1%

And:

I also believe it was unfair that Washingion Mutual was not given the benefits extended to and
actions taken on behalf of other financial services companjes within_days of Washington

— e —_— e e s LTV

Mutual’s s seizuce. (Media data) 751

TUMOTS Lmedia data). Hl_predecessor Jimmy Cayne, also blamed market rumors short
sellers and hedge funds that “ganged up’ for precipitating the bank’s demise in 2008, say-

i_ithat his company was like a ‘big fat goose’ waiting to be ‘eaten up alive’ by its ene-
mies’ (media data). Dimon, of JPMorgan Chase & Co. similarly denounced the motives

of investors, _w_hﬂe_als<_)_1£1pll_c_au_g__th@_falllmg_sl of the system: 733

Investors caused enormous flows out of the banking and credit system as_they collectively
acted in thejr own self-interest. In many instances, stronger regulation may have been able to
prevent some of the problems . . . it is important to examine how the systern could have
functioned better. (FCIC testimony) 77

In summary, while these prominent banks went through somewhat different events dur-
ing the crisis — either facing bankruptcy and surviving through acquisition, acquiring
another bank as part of restructuring often aided by state support, or changing to deposit
holding banks to accept government bailouts — their CEOs displayed remarkable
consistency in using the four thetorical strategies. As shown in Figure 1, the iwo




20 Human Relations

intermally-directed strategies, providing rational guarantees and expressing normative
responsibilities, directly claim expertise and trustworthiness for the bankers themselves;
and the two externally-directed strategies, critiquing judaments and questioning motives,
problematize these same qualities in other referents (the market and state) who may have
Qésed a threat to them during the wider instability and public scrutiny accompanving the

crisis, thus indirectly strengthening their claims to expertise and trustworthiness. 13-

5

Discussion“

In this article we sought to understand how elite actors use rhetoric to perform defensive
institutional work following a field-wide crisis. Qur findings suggest that elite actors use

nersuasive Janguage to rhetorically strengthenﬂf eir own authority In an organizational

field by making claims about expertise and trustworthiness. Interpreting these attempts in
light of the theoretical literature, we argue that _thcsg_s_tratgg’ﬁ: ‘amount to an overall strat-
egy of strengthening the ‘episternic authority’ of elite baonkers, which has been described
in the socjal psychology literature as closely related to expertise and trustworthiness
(_Kiug_lg.nsk__i_ct_gle()()_g)f Qur study reveals the specific rhetorical strategies used to build
this epistemic authonty aég form of defensive work following a field-wide crisis. 739

In our study, elite actors rhetorically constructed opposing depictions of self and oth-
ers in order to maintain their dominant positions using a specific type of the rhetorical
strategy, ‘paired oppositions’ (Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca, 1969; Sillince and Brown,
2009). Research has similarly drawn attention to the rhetorical strategies used in the
opposing creation of heroes and villains to explain crises and failures (Hartz and Steger,
2010; Ruebottom, 2013; Whittle et al., 2009; Zilber, 2007), Here, elite bankers rhetori-
cally constructed themselves as umportant actors in the’' i€ld due to their expertise in
managing their organizations in a complex system and their trustworthiness in terms of
caring for multiple stakeholders, while rendering the now illegitimate practices they
engaged in to the background of the conversation.}‘h‘ese actors critiqued the failings and
questioned the motives of the state and market,fc&nslructing these others as ‘villams’.
This juxtaposition of rhetoric about self and others emphasized the opposing attributions

of praise and blame. The actors didn’t try to directly absolve themselves of blame (i.e.
this wasn’t our fault). Instead, they indirectly aimed to create such an impression, claim-
ing the fault was that of others. The opposition of expertise/trustworthiness and lack of
¢xpertise/untrustworthiness increased the difference between actor categories in the con-
test for power and authority that took place following the field-wide crisis; thus the elite
actors aimed to rhetorically reproduce the existing configuration ép wer and authonty
in the field (Brown et al., 2012; Foucault, 1979; Zanoni and Janssens, 2004), even while
key practices were deemed illegitimate and indefensible. 747

The importance of this defensive work can be understood through reflection on the
nature of the crisis. [n the contestation over versions of truth in such a crisis, the judg-
ments of major social actors become contested as there is a struggle over authority
(Lefsrud and Meyer, 2012; Watson, 1995). In particular, such a crisis involves increased
public scrutiny (Desai, 2011) and raises questions on what role the state or the market
should have vis-a-vis the industry (e.g. Admati and Hellwig, 2013; Crotty, 2009; Davis,
2009; Kotz, 2009; Marti and Scherer, 2013). However, due to the high complexity of
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issues related to the financial crisis, most stakeholders must rely on those who are seen
as having the expertise and trustworthiness to elucidate the issues (Rosenhek, 2013).
Thus, making claims to having such expertise and trustworthiness to strengthen their
high level of epistemic authority would confer several advantages to elite actors. They
would command priority in terms of being a more trusted source of information, having
their information processed more extensively, and being more likely to generate action
by others based on their information (Kruglanski, 1989; Kruglanski et al., 2005, 2009).
Specifically, preserving their dominant position of higher epistemic authority would
enable elite bankers to defend the status quo and their own interests from both market
forces and state control. The bankers’ higher epistemic authority would allow them to
negate the market wheun it turns against their interests and subvert its potential to punish
excessive risks and inefficient decisions. Similarly, it would allow them to reduce the
power of the state to regulate their industry by questioning the state from their position
as expert bankers and also taking on expert positions in'state regulatory bodies by draw-
ing on their established authority — a problem currently known as the ‘revolving door’
between financial industry and state regulatory bodies (e.g. Levitin, 2014). [n sum, the
claims made by elite bankers through the rhetorical strategies would help them preserve
their dominant positions in the field and defend the existing institutional framework from
threats emanating from the crisis. 443

Our study contributes to research on institutiona) maintenance by addressing how
elite actors perform defensive institutional work following a field-wide crisis., In con-
trast to existing research that emphasizes the importance of defending or repéTﬁng the
legitimacy of existing practices following a disruption (Maguire and Hardy, 2009;
Micelotta and Washington, 2013; Zietsma and Lawrence, 2010), the field-wide crisis
led incumbent actors to protect and reinforce their own position in an organizational
field. This insight redirects research on defensive institutional work from the preserva-
tion of institutionalized practices to the preservation of field positions.g%eciﬁcally, our
study suggests that preserving dominant positions in a field may be & #seful way for
incumbents to preserve the underlying power relations in an organizational field and
shape its ultimate future direction (Maguire et al., 2004). Indeed, in the aftermath of the
financial crisis, elite bankers were effectively able to preserve their position in the field
and have continued to play a role in shaping the post-crisis institutional environment
(Levitin, 2014).

A number of studies have suggested that the position of an actor in a field influ-
ences their ability to shape institutions in the field (Maguire et al., 2004) and deviate
from the status quo (Battilana, 2006). Yet, existing conceptions of field position
tend to be simplistic - only creating a broad distinction between ‘central’ and
‘pevipheral’ actors (Greenwood and Suddaby, 2006; Leblebici et al., 1991;
Maguire and Hardy, 2009). Outside of studies that argue that legitimacy is a central
contributor to field position (Maguire et al,, 2004), other factors that may contribute
to field position are largely unknown. Our study contributes to this line of inquiry by
showing the importance of epistemic authority for the field position of actors. In the
field that we studied, epistemic authority-serves as the capita) that underljes an actor’s
position in the field. Epistemic authority is related to knowledge, judgment and cred-
ibility of decisions; it is thus more tacit than other forms of authority and
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contestations over it are likely more ‘sacred’ as it can underlie the distribution of other
overt forms of authority. The efforts to strengthen epistemic authority therefore echo
Bourdieu’s arguments on the importance of symbolic capital v a field (Bourdieu,
1989; Emirbayer and Johnson, 2008) and point to epistemic authority as the ultimate
‘token of status’ in this field (Schinkel and Noordegraaf, 2011: 78). As stated by
Bourdieu, ‘the power to impose upon other minds a vision, old or new, of social divi-
sions depends on the soclal authority acquired in previous struggles’ (Bourdijeu, 1989:
23). In a Bourdieusian sense, the struggle for epistemic authority is therefore a funda-
mental struggle for determining long-term outcomes at the macro socio-economic
level. For elite actors, it is therefore essential to safeguard their epistemic authority
during the current struggles in order to make future use of this authority. Qur study
thus highlights that, following a field-wide crisis where the legitimacy of practices
may be beyond repair, the defensive institutional work by elite actors may be directed
towards preserving dominant positions (of authority, status or power) in the field, as
opposed to preserving the legjtimacy of practices. 144

By articulating how the rhetorical strategies were used to build epistemic authority,
we highlight the important role of rhetoric in processes of field domination, address-
ing calls for research that takes into account ‘the complex interplay of change, conti-
nuity, social context, politics and history as well as the broader ethical implications’
(Moufahim et al., 2015: 105). As such, a second contribution of our study is the iden-
tification of the rhetorical strategies used to build the epistemic authority that protects
field positions. It has been argued that the rhetoric of elite actors seeks to ‘manipulate
public opinion’ (Sillince and Brown, 2009: 1846) and hegemonically impose a par-
ticular version of the truth (Zanoni and Janssens, 2004) in order to bolster themselves
and the institutional arrangements that provide their status and power. For elite bank-
ers in the aftermath of the financial crisis, there is a recursive process of field domina-
tion at play. [t was the elite status and authority underpinning the symbolic capital
possessed by these bankers that ensured they were granted voice (Bourdieu, 1989;
Hardy et al., 2000) to create and share their rhetorical reconstruction of the events in
the cnsis. And it was through their rhetorical reconstructions that they escaped cen-
sure and avoided structural changes to the industry that could reduce their power,
thereby ensuring that the elite bankers maintained their symbolic capital within the
field.

The rhetoric employed also shows an interesting interplay between what we call
intemally-directed and extemally-directed strategies. Though the rhetoric of both of
these strategies was directed at persuading others. the ultimate outcome of strengthen-
ing the self-group’s epistemic authority was sought through a juxtaposition of sym-

metrical, yet opposing arguments of expertise and trustworthiness for self and others:
specifically, highlighting the extent of expertise/trustworthiness of the bankers (inter-

nally-directed) and the simultaneous lack of expertise/trustworthiness of others (exter-
nally-directed). While most institutional research has focused on the rhetorical
legitimation of practices as opposed to actors, a small body of research has also
acknowledged the importance of rhetorically portraying institutional actors as credible
‘and expert (Brown et al.,, 2012; Lefsrud and Meyer, 2012). We extend this research by
uncovering the rival conceptions of self and others within the rhetoric of an ¢lite group,
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similar to the paired opposition of effectiveness-ineffectiveness found in the rhetoric of
police websites (Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca, 1969; Sillince and Brown, 2009). In
the contestation following the financial cnsis, the elite bankers did not just portray their
own expertise, but also their trustworthiness, and this was constructed 1n conirast to the
pon-expertise and non-trustworthiness of others. Defending positions therefore involved
the use of rhetoric that simultaneously constructed field-relevant qualities in self while
negating these same qualities in others, thereby constructing the epistemic authonity of
the focal actors. 434

Further, our findings suggest that certain styles of argumentation may be less
viable in some situations. In our study, rhetoric relied heavily on the ‘analytical’
(logos) and ‘normative’ (ethos) rhetorical styles. However, we rarely observed
pathos-style emotional appeals. While recent work has found that pathos is an impor-
tant part of rhetoric (Brown et al., 2012; Erkama and Vaara, 2010; Sillince and
Brown, 2009), there is a conspicuous lack of pathos in the rhetoric of elite bankers.
This is likely because the very actors who caused the suffering of a large number of
people could not directly address the emotional impact of the crisis without facing
an unforgiving negative reaction from the audience, which would be too great a
‘social risk’ (Harmon et al., 2015: 78). Justead, creating a perception of logic and
responsibility was a more viable and less risky option for these ¢lite actors, setting
the boundaries on their strategies for building epistemic authority. Our research
therefore indicates that certain rhetornical strategies may not be available for all
actors in a field to use at all times.

Finally, our study has important implications for the role of elites in contemporary
socio-economic systems. Our exploration of elite efforts towards preserving their domi-
nant positions reveals both how contemporary ‘command posts” are constructed and to
what end they are employed (Reed, 2012; Zald and Lounsbury, 2010). Prior studies have
argued that occupational and professional elites attempt to construct macro-level ‘rule
systems’ that ultimately benefit them by ‘consolidating their power and legitimacy as the
exclusive interpreters of the new rules’ (Suddaby and Viale, 2011: 432). Our study pro-
vides an example of how elites strengthened their position in these command posts as a
way to continue having influence over the mstitutional system, providing the more criti-
cal reading of institutional processes that has been called for by several institutional theo-
rists (Cooper et a)., 2008; Khan et al., 2007; Willmott, 2011). The construction of these
command posts through strengthening the self’s epistemic authority is likely related to
deeper problems in the financial industry and its strained relationship with society. The
self-ascnbing of epistemic authority by elites as a form of defensive institutional work
would reduce their motivation for seeking information from other stakeholders and lead
to a closure of their own knowledge-formation process (Kruglanski et al., 2005, 2009).
Under such closure, elite perspectives turn blind to the acteal needs of societal stakehold-
ers and result in a self-seeking and entitlement culture that is inherently hard to change
(e.g. Admati and Hellwig, 2013; Ho, 2009; Levitin, 2014; Riaz, 2015). The societal dom-
mmance of such self-seeking elites through unchallenged authority leads to the accumula-
tion of excessive rents by redistributing rewards from the economy i their own favor,
* furthering the persistence of dysfunctional socio-economic systems (Piketty, 2014;
Stiglitz, 2012).
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Conclusion

Qur study shows that one of the major reasons for'the lack of change in the financial
industry could be the continuing dominance of elite bankers in the field through their
strengthened epistemic authority. Maintaining their position epables them to have more
say than others on issues related ?gﬁle financial industry and its role in the economy and
society, Though our study focused on the financial industry, the general argument goes
beyond this to other contexts where institutional change may be difficult due to dominant
positions established by elite actors, Jntil the nature of these positions and the efforts by
elites towards preserving them are'reécognized, achieving major jnstitutional change will
continue to be difficult, as borne out during the years after the financial crisis, Qur study
uncovered details of how elites rhetorically strengthened their dominant pg tions of
higher episteinic authonty in the field as a form of defensive institutional work during

the financial crisis \é’e thereby unravel a conceptual puzzle regarding the continued
domipance of eliteﬁand highlight a direction for overcoming such dominance that may
be crucial for changing contemporary dysfunctional socio-economic systems. 149
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