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ZAHTEV ZA UVTRDIVANJE NEAKADEMSKOG PONASANJA

istraZivada-saradnika Petra Nurkiia sa Instituta za filozofiju Univerziteta u Beogradu - Filozofskog
fakulteta (u daljem tekstu: Institut za filozoftju) koji obavlja duZnost tehnidkog urednika dasopisa

BelS4rade Philosophical Ailnual a koji objavljuje Institut za filozofiju, i koji je nedavno predloien za izbor
u zvanje asistenta na Odeljenju za fiozo{rju Univerziteta u Beogradu - Filozofskog fakulteta (u daljem
tekstu: Odeljenje za {t.lozofiju). Prema mojim saznanjima Nurkii obavlja i kurirske poslove na

Univerzitetu u Beogradu - Filozofskom fakultetu kao i administrativne poslove na Institutu za filozofiju.

Postoji osnovana sumnja da je gore imenovani poiinio plagijat i znadajno odstupao od
akademskih pravila citiranja u tekstu,,Hjumovo i Kantovo shvatanje epistemiike notmativnosti". Theoria
64 (3), 2021, str. 9l*ll2 ( ). Sanim tim, smatram da je Petar

Nurkii prekriio dlanove 21 | 22 Kodeksa profesionalne etike Univerziteta u Beogradu. Tekstovi iz kojih
su preuzimane osnovne ideje i doslovno preuzimane (prevodene, ponegde :uZfieznatne izmene) redenice i
citavi pasusi bez jasnog obeleZavanja preuzetih delova i bez nar.oalenja odgovarajucih referenci i
koriS6enja navodnika tamo gde su oni potrebni su:

o Peter Railton, "Normative force and normative fieedom; Hume and Kant, but not Hume vet"sus Kant",
Rclio (New Series) XIl. 1999, str. 32G-353, DOI: [Railton
reeel

o Ruth Marcela Espinosa, "General rules and the normative dirnension of belief in Hume's
epistenrology", FilosofiaUnisinos - [Jnisinos Journal o/'Philosophl, l7 (3),2016. str.283-290, DOI:

. [Espinosa 2016]

. Ryan Hickerson, "What the wise ought believe: a voluntarist interpretation of Hume's general rules",
British .Iournul lb, the Histot7,, o/' Philosophl, 21 (6), 2013. str. 1133-1153. DOI:

. fHickerson 2013]

r James Hntton. "Epistemic normativity in Kant's 'Second Anaiogy"', European Journsl a./'Philosophy
27,2019, str. 593-609, DOI:

o Alix Cohen. "Kant on science and nornativity" . Stuclies in Histort, and Philosoph), of Scie nce 7 l,
2018, str. l-7, DOI:

Tekst [Railton 1999] Nurkii nije naveo w spishu koriiiene literature a doslovno je iz njega preuzeo

dva pasusa bez navodenja odgovalajuie reference u uvodu svog rada (odetjak ,,Umesto uvoda: o

lenjirima i blokovima"). Nurkii je u istom odeljku uz manje izmene parafrazirao joi jedan pasus iz

fRailton 19991, takode bez navodenja odgovarajuie reference:

Nurkid 2021,str.92 Railton 1999, str. 320-321
Normativnost, na naSu srecu ili Zalost,
ptedstar.lja jedan od centralnih pojrlora koje
fllozotl koriste dok r azmatra ju neke od

'Normativity' is, tbr better or w-orse, the chicf
term we phiiosclphers seem to have settled upon
for discussing some central but deeply pluzzling

t.



naizagonetnijih pojava ljudskog iivota.
l{ormativnost desto koiistirno l<ada

uspostavliamo distinkcije izmedu ispravnog i

pogresnog, istinitog i neistinitog, aktualnog i
noguieg. Etika. estetika i episternologiir
predstar.ljaju samo neke od oblasti u okviru kojih
nas filozofika istraiivanja ur'lade u raspra\1I o
normatir,nosti.
Norme, praviia i standarcli poseduju dugu
etirrroloiku istori,iu. Latinska ]torniu JC

oznadavala gradivni blok. dok je regulus, takode
latrnski izrez, oznaiavao pravu ivicu ili lenjir. Za

nas regrilrr.r' zuadi pravilo. Svakotnc. ko se ikar:la

naiao u okolnostirna u kojinra ie morao da

presedc dasku iii cigiu. jc jasno da bi taj rcz bio
vrlo lespretan bez ivice po kajoj seiemo ieljeni
oblik. Odstupanja, iziredu na5eg reza i iablona
po ko,icrn jc trebalo da scicn-to" ukazuju na on{r

Sto ircha da ,.noprur imo".

phenomena of human life. We use it to mark a

distinction [...] betrveen the good and the bacl (or
between the right and the wrong, the correct and

the incorrect), t. ] and the actual, possible [...].
Ethics.. aesthetics, epistemology, rationality.
semantics - all thesc areas of philosophical
inquiry drau, us into a discussion of normativity.

[...] fN]orms - rules or standards. The etymology
of the English tefin norm traces it back to the

Latin nrvma. a builder's square. The term rttle
also seents to come to us from the building trade -
it descends fiom the Latin regulus, a straight-edge
or ruler. Now anyone who has sawn a board or
chiseled a stone recognizes what it is to take a
square or a rulcr as a guide in cutting, and thus to
treat gaps betrveen the actual cut and the square or
ruier to shorv there is sornething to be "corrected"

Nurkid 2021.str.92 Railton 1999. str.321
Na slidan nadin. kroz svakodnevno iskuswo,
koristirlc razliiita plaviia i norure koie bi trebaio
da rismere naie pontrianje. bilo da se radi o

postupcima iii rasridivaryu. Iako -ie ova anaiogi1r
iluslratii:na- treba da imamo ri viclu da si-r rorrn,i i

rep;ulu,s oiigledni u kontekstu gradiliSta, ali da to

nije u., ck sluiaj kad 1e lci' o rasudivaniu r

postr4rcima. Kada pokuSamo da predstavimo
fllozotiko shvatanje normativnosti, pitanja ktlja
sc prirodno narnedu su .,zaSto'/" i ..kada'1".

Okolnosti tr kojima se prirnenjuje filozotiko

Ovde je rec o parafrazi sledeceg pasusa iz

[Railton 1999]:

Because the norma (or regulus) is a tool whose
application is so transparent to us, it can proye a

usefui example. But there is a danger as rvcll as an

aptness in using such a model when \ -e attempt to
consttuct a philosophical account of normativity.
A builder can consult his norntn to guide himseif
in making cuts and to judge u'hether his work
'heasures up", but does this tool. or any tool, tell
lrim rti_), or w,hen his cuts should measure up to
the normal

shr,atanje normativnosti su claleko osetljivije od
svakoc{nevniir okoInosti kuimh poslorra.

Kao Sto se moZe I'idcti. Nurkiieve reienice odstupaju od Railtonovih pruenstveno tamo gde on

pogre5no prevodi pojedine redi sa engleskog jezika - na primer. kada ,,builder's square" prevodi sa

.,gradivni blok" umesto, kao Sto bi trebalo. sa ..tesarski kvadrat", dok ,.straight-edge or ruler" prevodi kao

.,prava ivica ili lenjir" umesto ,,vinkla i lenjir" - ili tamo gde donekle skra6uje Railtonov tekst. Kada je red

o paratiaziranom pasusu, vidi se da Nurkic tzraLava islu ideju koju je izneo P. Railton ali ipak ne navodi

referencu na [Railton 1 999].

ll. Delovi teksta koje-je Nurkii najdeSie samo doslovno preuzeo (preveo, ponegde vznezfialne izmene)

iz dlanka [Espinosa 2016]bez. navodenja referenci i navodnika tamo gde su oni potrebni:

Nurkid 2021, str.93 Esninosa 2016. str.283
U ovom poglavlju poku5aiu da predstavim
norrnativnu dimenziju Hjumovog shvatanja
verovanja. Kako bih to udinio izloZiiu Hjumova
op5ta pravila iz Rasprave o ljudskoj prirodi.
Poku5aiu da, uprkos naturalistidkom okviru
Hiumove epistcmologiie, identifikujcrn

Thc main concerrl of this paper is whether
Hume's ascount of belief has a notmative
dimension, especially concerning his account of
general rules of reasoning in his Treatise oJ'

Human l{ature, and consequently, whether it is

oossible to otTer an account of the normative tbrcc
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norrnativne elemente njegovog shvatanja
verovania i rasudivania.

of those rules in spite of his nafuralist framework.

Nurkid 2021, str. 93 Espinosa 2016, str.284
Za Hjurnova op5ta pravila moZemo, s pravom, da
kaZemo d,a zauzinaju znadajno mesto u Raspravi.
Iako, Hjum, pojam ,pravila" koristi pridajuii mu
bar tri razliiita znatenja (Heam, 1970: 404-4061'1,
opita pravila su prisutna u svakoj od tri knjige
Rasprave. Medutim, kako bi posluZila
ostvarivanju cilja ovog rada, razmatra6u samo
problem normativnosti prisutan u opitim
pravilima. Normativno znadenje, koje Zelim da
razmotrim, nalazi se u tredem delu prve knjigc
Rosprave. Ovde. ujedno. moZemo da pronaderno
prvo obimnije pojaSnjenje ooStih pravila i

niihovos uticaia na rraSa rasudivania i verovania

That Hurne's thought is concerned with the
problem of rules in its central pafis has been well
known since Hearn's t\ /o papers on general mles
from the 1970's, in which he shows that genereil
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, I will be dealing
only with the problem of the normativity of
gcneral rules in Hume's epistemology, mostly in
part 3 of book 1 of the Treatise. There we find for
the first time an extensive exposition of general
rules and their influence on our judgment and
belief.

(Hium. 1983: l6l-1631.
Nurkid 2021, str.93 Espinosa 2016, str. 284

Opita pravila se pojavljuju u okviru Hjumovog
razmatranja verovatnoie i predstavljaju
generalizacije, odnosno sklonost na5e imaginacije
da uopStava, na osnovl.I prethodnih iskustava i
navike.

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

Nurkid 2021. str. 93-94 Espinosa 2016. str.284
Naiin rra koli op5ta pravila utidu na na5e
rasudivanje je, takode, predstavljen u odeljcima
XI-XV Rasprave. Hjumovo razmaftanje
verovatnoie nastalo je kao posledica analize
verovanja i procesa kojima formiramo vcrovanja.
Prema Hjumu. verovanje je snaZna i stabilna ideja
loja je usmerena ka istini (Hium, 1983: 114).

The way in which general rules affect our
judgment is also addressed by Hume in his
treatment of probability in the Treatise since it
also belongs to the topic of belief and belief-
formation mechanisms. According to Hume. a
belief is a "strong and steady conception of an
idea" that includes a ciaim to truth [....l.

Nurkid 2021,str.94 Espinosa 2016,str.284
Hjum identifikuje neke od mehanizama koji imaju
ve6e izglede da ispune naSa cpistemiika
odekivanja i spreie da naSe ideje postanu samo

,,puki izdanci imaginacije" (Loeb, 2002: 13'z). U
odeljku o verovatnoii uzroka. Hjum sugeriie da
se naSe rasudivanje temelji na navici i op5tim
pravilima, a da nas navika moie dovesti do
,.iainog uporedivanja ideja" (Hjum. 1983: 125-
135). Ova pojava se deiava kada, zbog teZ,nje
irna-einacije da generalizuje, formiramo opSta
pravila poput, duvenog Hjumovog primera, Irac
ne mo:e imati duhovitost a Francuz ne moie imati
temellilost (Hjum, 1983: 138). Ova wsta
rasudivanja pripada nefilozofi;koj vrsri
verovatnoije i zasnovana je na op3tim pravilima

Hume narurally endorses some of those
mcchanisms rvhich are in a bettcr 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 probabili\, of caltses,
Hume holds that our judgments take place by
virtue of custom and general niles (see T
1.3.12.24; SBN l4l), and that "custom can lead
us into false comparison of ideas" (T 1.3.9.11:
SBN 116. See also T 1.3.13.2: SBN 143-144).
especially when we, as a result of the
imagination's propensity to generalize, form
general rules of the following tlpe: "An Irishman
cannot have wit, and a Frenchman cannot have

1 Indikativno je da je ova referenca na Hemov dlanak ko.1u Nurkii navodi potpuno ista kao ona koju Espinoza navodi
u delu teksta koji 1e Nurkii preuzeo bez navodenja reference.

2 lndikativno je da je jedina referenca na Lebov dlanak koju Nurkii navodi potpuno ista kao ona koju Espinoza
navodi u delu teksta koji je Nurkii 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
fonn to oursclves, and which are the sourcc 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).

Nurkid 2021, str.94 Esoinosa 2016. str. 284

Za prw vrstu op5tih pravila je karakteristidno
proiirivanje opsega rasudivanja, nastalog u
jednom
spleru okolnosti, na drugi splet okolnosti koji
naliii, ali nije identiian prethodnim okolnostima
(Hearn. 1970:4053).

This hrst 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
circumstances"
(Hearn. 1970, p.405).

Nurkif 2021, str.94 Espinosa 2016, str.285
Iako svako rasudivanje, zasnovano na
verovatnoii, nastaje tta osnovu navike,
prethodnog iskustva i imaginacile. razum nije
prirnoran da prati ono 5to Hjum naziva ,,prirodnim
teZnjama". Mogu6e je spreciti formiranje
neistinitih verovanja zasnovanih na pravilima
predrasuda, odnosno sprediti pddavanj e izvesnos ti
proizvodima imaginacije, slidnosti i kontigvitetu
(Hjum: 1983, 105). Nadin da to udinjmo je
promi5ljanje. refleksija, ili ,,drugi nivo
rasudivanja". Posredsfvom refleksije, imaginacij a

i sklonost generalizaciji, mogu da proizvedu

,,fi lozofske verovatnoie".

Although every judgment on probability is a

function of custom, i.e. past experience and the
projection of the imagination, the mind is not
condernned to follou'its faulty nafural tendencies.
It is possible to prevent the mind from forming
false beliefs founded on rules of prejudices and
frorn "the reposing any assurance in those

momentary glimpses of light, which arise in the
imagination from a feign'd resemblance and

continuitf ' (T 1.3.9.6; SBN 1 10), by means of the
reflective mediation of second leve1 judgments.

Thus, the same propensity of the imagination to
generalize can result in "philosophical
probabilitf'u'hen it is mediated by reflection.

Nurkid 2021,str.94-95 Espinosa 2016, str. 285

Posredovanje refleksije nam omoguiava da
uspostavimo korektivna opSta pravila, kojima
moiemo da utidemo na rasudivanje, uprkos
trenutnim opaZajima i iskustvu. U cenlralnom
delu rasprave o korektivnim pravilima Hjum
navodi sledede:

Razmotricemo docnije nelca opita pravila
po koiima treba da pode,iavamo naie
.suilenie o uzrocinru i posledicamo; a ta su
pravila obrazovana na prirodi naieg
razuma i na naiem iskustvtt njegovih
delovanja u sudovima koje obrazujemo o
predmetima. Onct nas uie da razlikujemo
sluiajne okolnosti od dejsnenih uzroka

[.../ OpSte pravilo pripi.suje.se naiem
sudenju, kao opseinijem i stalnijem
(Hjum, 1983:140).4

That is why Hume suggests that mediation in
judgment leads to the so-called corrective generai

rules, which are allowed 'to influence their
judgments <of tnen> even contrary to present

observation and experience" (T 1.3.13.8; SBN
147, c.larification added). Tn a very central passage

for this investigation Hume claims that

We shall aftent'ards take notice of some
general rules, by which we ought to
regulate our judgment concerning causes
and elfects, ancl these rules areJbrm'd on

the nahtre oJ'our tmderstanding, and on

ow' experience of its operations in the

.iudgments we .form concerning objects.
By them we learn to distinguish the

accidental circumstances Jiom the
elficacious causes [...J The general rule is
attributed to our judgment; as being more
ertensive and constant (T 1.3.13.11; SBN

3 T ova referenca na Hemov dlanak koju Nurkii navodi potpuno je ista kao ona koju Espinoza navodi u delu teksta

koji je Nurkii preuzeo bez navodenja reference. Treba primetiti da Espinoza, za razllku od Nurki6a, na ovom mestu
koritsti navodnike zato Sto citira Hema.



Hjum, u narednom paragrafu, nastar,lja
redenicom: Katkadct preot,laduje jedan a katkada
drugi, prema nastrojertosti i noravi ioveka.
Proste ljude obiino vode prvi, a mudre drugi
(Hjum. 1983: 141).

149, emphasis added).
Hrime continues: "Sometimes the one, sometimes
the other prevails, according to the disposition and
character of the person. The r,uigar arc commonly
guided by the first, and wise men by the second
<kind of ruleP" (T 1 .3.13.12; SBN I 50).

Nurkid 2021. str.95 Espinosa 2016. str. 285

Mudri. uz pomo6 korelctivnih opitih pravila,
poseduju zdrava doksastidka stanja i formiraju
verovanja diji sadrZaj ne zavisi od hirova i lidnih
pret-erencija.

Ova redenicaje nastala parafrazom delova sledece
tri Espinozine reienice:
A wise person is someone whose beliefs are

reliably formed [...]This is because. according to
the corrective general rules account, a rational
belief not only express es a healthy mental attitude
of a believer, but it is also somehow related to the
content of the beliefs 1...1 ["]less influenced by
whim and private fancy'' (Essays 1, XIV, p. 112:'
G&G. o. 175)

Nurkid 2A21, str.94-95 Espinosa 2016. str. 286
Op5ta pravila su, prelna Hjumu. neizostavna za
objaSnjen-ie veze izmedu predmeta na5eg saznanja
i metoda koji bi trebalo da sledimo kako bismo
doSli do istog tog saznanja.

[T]here is an underlying connection between what
can properly be an object of our knowledge and
the method that can lead a reasoner to that
knowledge, a connection that we can make sense

of only by apealing to Hume's account of general
rules.

Nurkid 2021. str.95 Espinosa 2016. str.286
Na osnovu prve dve vrste, moZemo da napravimo
prostor za uspostavljanje treie vrste pravila,
korektivnih pravila. Op5ta pravila predstavljaju

,,logiku" rasudivanja o verovatnoii i neophodna
su za formiranje pouzdanih verovanja, na kojima
se sve nauke zasnivaju (Hjurn, 1983: 144). Stoga,
korektivna op5ta pravila vrSe trostruku funkcrju:
(iii*) Predstavljaju model za pouzdano fonniranje.
i korekciju, verovanja: (iii*'t) Koriguju
rasudivanje zasnovano na prvoj vrsti op5tih
pravila (Hjum, 1983: i44); (iii**x) Omoguiavaju
nam da kroz refleksiju, odnosno analiza
nereflektivnog rasudivanja, identifikujemo
kognitivni izvor iz kojeg su potekla neistinita
verovania (Hium. 1983: 99).

These first rwo kinds of rules make space for the
third, the one we have been calling "corrective"'.
These general rules are "the logic" of probablc
reasoning and is required to achieve justifled and
reliable belief, on which all valuable scicnces are

based. Corrective general rules have therefore at
least a threefold function: (1) they display a model
of reliablc belief fomation and correction; (2)
they can also correct judgrnent produced by the
first kind of general rules (T 1.3.13.121' SBN 149-
50); and (3) they make it possible to return
irref-lective judgment or belief to its cognitive
sources and foundations and, thus, to identify
false belief as such (see T 1.3.8.14; SBN 104-5).

Nurkid 2021. str.95 Espinosa 2016. str. 286
Nakon razmatranja filozofskih verovatnoia i
njihove zavisnosti od relacije uzrocnosti. Hjum je
uspostavio Pravila po kojima strdili o uzrocirua i
posledicama (Hjum, 1983: 160-163). Postoji osam
kriterijuma koji nam omogudavaju da razlikujemo
relaciju stalne zdruZenosti i prividne uzrodne
relaciie. Ovi kriteriiumi nam dozvoliavaiu da

After developing his theory of philosophical
probabiiities and its dependency on causal
inference, Hume outlined his famous set of Rules
b), which to judge causes and elJbcts (T 1.3.15;
SBN 173). They are 8 criteria that allow us to
distinguish between a relation of constant
conjunction that describes a causal nexus and an

a Indikativno je to ito Nurkii navodi samo one citate Hjuma koje navode autori od kojih je preuzirnao (bez

odgovarajuiih referenci) delove teksta u kojima oni navode upravo te iste citate; pre svega je ted o prezimanju od
Espinoze i Hikersona (videti nastavak tabelarnog prikaza dole).



proverimo ispravnost rasudivanja i verovanja
zasnovanih na relaciji uzrodnosti. Dalje, Hjum
napominje da su ovih osam kriterijuma [...]s..,o
logika koju smatram umesnom da upotrebim u

.suojim umovanjirua (Hjum: I 983, 162).

apparent causal relation. They should permit us to
discerrr the correctness of inferences and beliefs
based on causal reasoning. Furthermore, Hume
atfirms that the 8 rules are "all the logic I think
proper to employ in my reasomng" (T 1.3.15.11;

sBN r7s).
Nurki6 2021. str. 95-96 Espinosa 2016, str. 286

Op5ta pravila za uzrodno rasudivanje su prirodan
zakljudak koji Hjum izvodi iz razmaffanja
l,erovatno6e u Ra,spravi. Ne samo zbog toga 5to je
svako rasudivanje, koje se odnosi na dinjenice,
zasnovano na uzrodnoj relaciji, nego i zbog toga
Sto nam ovakvo rasudivanje donosi mnogo viSe

koristi nego rasudivanje zasnovano na pukoj
slidnosti i kontigvitetu (Hjum, 1983: 105).

Postoje brojna druga pravila (u okviru opitih
pravita) koja takode uticu na na5a verovanja.
sliinom ZivoS6u i snagom, ali su takva pravila
zasnovana na slidnosti izmetlu idcja i dinjenica,
opravdanja za takva verovanja ne moiemo da
pronattemo u iskustr,'r,r. Ovde Hjum govori o

lakovemosti, olakom verovanju u svedodanstva
drugih, kao i o obrazovanju. Lakovemost i

obrazovanje zasnovani su na vrlo slidnim
osnovama kao navike i pojave koje se iesto
ponavljaju u na5em iskushu (Hjurn, 1983: 109).

The general rules for causal reasoning are the

natural conclusion of Hume's treatmen[ of
probabilities and probable belief in the Treatise

{and not the skeptical conclusion of T 1 .4). This is
not only because of the plain fact that, according
to Hume. every reasoning conceming matters of
fact relies on causal inference, but also and
mostly, because despite this reliance "the relation
of cause and efTect has all the oposite adr,antages"
compared to reasonin-E based on "feign'd
resemblance and continuity" since "the objects it
presents are fixt and unalterable" (T 1.3.9.7; SBN
1 10).

There are many other principles that enlivened our
ideas similarly bringing us to believe "and

command our assent beyond what experience rvill
justify; which can proceed from nothing beside
the resemblance between ideas and facts" (T
1.3.9.12; SBN 113), for exanrple, credulity ("easy
faith in the testimony of other") and education,
which rest "almost on the same foundation of
custom and rcpetition as our experience or
reasoning liom causes and effects" (T 1.3-9.19;
sBN 117).

Nurkid 2021,str.96 Espinosa 201 6. str. 287
{Jpravo ovde moZemo pronaii i poreklo
nor-rnativnosti op(tih p'r-avila. OpSta pravila
poseduju drugadiji status od verovanja, Lyons
(2001: 273) ih naziva drugim redom mentalnih
stanjas. Funkcija op5tih pravila je da koriguju i

stabilizuju ..sentiment verovanja" (Hearn, 1976:
65), koji nastaje na osno\u prirodnih, uzrodnih
faktora. Na osnour paragrafa Hjumove Rasprave,
odnosno njihovog karaktera epistemidkih
preporuka, smatram da su korektivna opSta pravila
normativna, a ne deskriptivna. Ova pravila
predstavljaju uputsrva za formiranje i kongovanje
vcrovania.

Precisely on this point rests the ongin of their
normativity. T agree with Hearn'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 bv certain nafural, causal factors"
(19'76. p. 65). It seems to be the case that
corrective general rules are nonnative rather than
descriptive, that is, they are prescriptions about
how we ought to form and correct states of belief.

Nurkid 2021, str.96 Esninosa 2016. str. 287
U narednom potpoglavliu ispitaiu odnos Napomena: odnos verovania i istine ispituie i

s OnrredenicuNurkii preuzima iz [Espinosa 2016, str.287, fusnota l5], pogreino je prevodedi: ,,Lyons rejects the

clainr that the general rules for causal reasoning are second order mental states, evident hy their reflective character
(T 1.3.13.1i; SBN 149). Instead heholds that they are aboutobjects (Lyons,2001, p.213,n. l3)." Indikativno je ito
Sto je referenca na Lajonsa potpuflo ista kao ona koju navodi Espinoza u delu teksta koji je Nurkii preuzeo bez
navodenja relerence.



veroyanja i istine u Hjumovoj Raspravi.

Espinoza i to upravo u narednom odeljku svog
teksta iz kojeg Nurkii u nastavku nastavlja da

preuzima delove bez navodenja referenci. Pn'a
redenica tog odeljka Espinozinog teksta glasi:

,,The question concerning the normative
dimension of belief runs into the intricate
relationship between belief and truth."

Nurkid 2021. str.96 Espinosa 2016, str.287, fusnota 16

Kao Sto sam ranije obrazloLio, epistemidkc noTrne

predstavljaju standard za ispravno verovanje.
Ispita6u da li su epistemidke norrne usmerene ka
niihovom. uobiiaienom. ciliu - istini.

Epistemic norrns are in a sense standards of
correctness of belief. Nor:rns governing beliefs are

nonetheless still related to their characteristic aim:
truth.

Nurkid 2021, str.96 Espinosa 2016, str. 287
Isto vaZi i u sludaju opStih pravila: ako su A, B i C
principi prema kojima formiramo istinita
verovanja, to znadi da su verovanja koja su u
skladu sa tim principima, pouzdanija i verovatnijc
islirrita, nego verovanja koja nisu u skladu sa

niima.

The same would aply for the case of rules: if A, B
and C are principles tbr tbrmrng true beliefs. it
follows that in reasoning rve have to consider
beliefs that are consistent with those ru1cs to be
more reliable than oncs that are not.

Nurkid 2021, str. 96, fusnota 5 Espinosa 2016. str. 287

[V]iie o Hjumovom evidencijalizrnu. pogledati
(Lyons, 2001; Owens, 2003; Engel, 2007; [...]

For the topic of normativity and epistemic norms,
as well as norrns of truth, see Lyons (2001),
Owens (2003, p. 285-289) and Engel (2007, p.

182 frl.
Nurkid 2021,str.97 Esninosa 2016.str.281

iak i da su verovania usmerena ka istini,
naruralistiiki prigovor ne moZemo tako lako da
odbacimo. Naturalisti smatraju da ne postoji ni5ta
normatirrro u verovanju, kao i da ne postoje
uputstva za formiranje istinitih verovanja (Engel,
2007 : 1796). Medutim. epistemidka normativnost
nije stvar nuZnosti, nego opsega. Drugim redima,
epistemidka normativnost se odnosi na ono Sto

nije nuZno, ne odnosi se na disanje. svakodnevno
smenjivanje dana i no6i, ili bilo koiu logidku ili
fizidku nuZnost. Opseg normativnostr, koji sam
pomenuo. tide se svakodnevnog iskuslva.

For even if belief aims at truth, the following
naturalist objection cannot be easily avoided:
"t ] 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). f ...1 I would like to drau' attention to the
nrnhlem rnnr-ernins lhe (cone of normafivitv I I

Normativity, at least in a philosophical sense, is
not mere necessity (logical or physical). Rather, rt

concems what is not absolutely necessary and,
accordingly, it would be pointless to attach in any
way normativity to a plain fact as breathing or
sunshine. The proper scope of normativity, in the

sense I am interested in. is that ofpractice.
Nurkid 2021,str.97 Espinosa 2016, str. 287

Verovanje i disanje predstavljaju dva razliiita
stanja, verovanje se odnosi na kategorije koje
smatramo normativnim, odnosi se na rasuclivan3e.

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 I think that there is certainly a

difference between them, in so far as belief is the

result a tynical kind of agency, namely, epistemic
agency, rvhich involves other qzpical components
of the realm of normative facts, such as judgment,
u,ill, epistemic freedom and, in short, rationality.

Nurkii 2021, str.97 Espinosa 2016, str. 288
6 lndikativnoje daje referenca na Engelov ilanak koju Nurkii navodi potpuno ista kao ona koju Espinoza navodi u
delu teksta kojije Nurkii preuzeo bez navodenja reference.



Ako su sloboda i racionalnost sastavni deo naSih
doksastidkih Zivota onda postoji prostor za
normaxivnost. Smatram da se Hjum udaljava od
prv'og, deskriptivnog dela Rosprat,e ka
razmatranju meharizama refleksije kojima
moTcmo da korigujemo svo.ia verovanja i

zakljudimo da formiranje verovanja nije puki
mehanidki proces. Korektivna opita pravila su

usmerena ka rasudivanju, samim tirn moZemo da
ih snratramo standardima racionalnosti.

Hence, in so far as freedom and rationality are

involved in how we structure our doxastic lives,
lhere are prima facie good reasons to assume that
there is also a nonnative dimension involvcd.
Hume's theory penetrates this dimension by
rnoving from a descriptive account of natural
causes of belief tbrmation to a deeper level, where
ref'lective mechanisms of belief correction and
formation reveal that belief is not a mere
mechanical response, but also a rnatter of rational
deliberation. Corrective general rules are

mechanisms of reflcctive thinking, directed to
judgment and, therefore. standards of rational
thinkine.

Nurkid 2021. str.97-98 Esoinosa 2016. str.288
Prerna Hjumu, uzrodna relacija je neizbeina i
nuZno je usmersna ka realnosti. U skladu sa tiln,
moZemo da zakljudimo da je Hjum smatrao da svi
rasudujn u skladu sa op5tim pravilirna.

Since causal reasoning (or causal inferense or
gencralization) is inevitablc, and since it naturally
involves tlre intention of truth, it follows that
everyone must reason in accordance with general
rules.

Nurkid 2021. str.98 Espinosa 2016, str. 288-289

[...] potrebno nam je da rasudujemo ispravno zato
Sto Zelimo stvari, a da bismo dobili ono 5to Zelimo
moramo da identifikujemo efikasno sredstvo
kojim moZemo da ostvarimo svoje ciljeve.
Ispravno uzroino rasudivanje je nuZan uslov
ostvarivanja ciljeva koje Zelimo. Stoga, kao
odgovorni epistemidki subjekti, lnoramo da
uskladimo svoje rasutlivanje sa epistemidkim
norrnama kako bismo
zadovoljili svoje Zelje (Hjum, 1983. 247, 270,
389).

[...] *e need to reason correctly, because as

agcnts wc dcsirc things, and in ordcr to reach
what we want. we need to identify the efficient
means fbr obtaining thenr. Correct causal
reasoning is a necessary condition for achicving
the ends we desirc; thus, being responsible
epistemic agents by reasoning according to basic
epistemic norrns is something we must do in order
to satisfy our desire.

ilt.

Dakle, kao ito se moZe videti iz ovog tabelamog prikaza, iz teksta fEspinosa 2016] su doslovno
preuzimane ditave redenice i pasusi bez odgovaraju6eg i jasnog obeleiavanja preuzetih delova i bez
navodenja referenci. Nurkiievo izlagan3e na str. 93-98 njegovog teksta je gotovo u celosti i po redu
preuzeto iz [Espinosa 2016, str. 283-289). Od Espinoze su preuzete i reference na drugu sekundardnu
literahrru (Herna, Leba, Lajonsa, Ovensa i Engela). kao i na Hjuma (ukljuiujuii i citate iz Hjumovih
dela).

Delovi teksta koje je Nurkii najde5ie samo doslovno preuzeo (preveo. ponegde vz rreznatfle izmene)

iz ilanka [Hickerson 20l3lbez navodenja referenci i navodnrka tarno gde su oni potrebni:

Nurkid 2021. str.93 Hickerson 2013. str. 1 133

2. U Sta bi mudri trebalo da veruju? \I'hat the Wise ought Believe (Hikersonova
originaina kovanica)

Smatram da ne postoji kontradikcija izmedu
nafuralistiikih i normativnih aspekata Hjumove
epistemologije.

Or,o je Hickersonova osnovna teza u [Hickerson
20131 i Hickerson je artikuli5e i brani u ditavom
tekstu. Videti npr.: ,,lT]o reconcile epistemic
iroilxr-Lti\ ity rvith naturalisirr about tlie raental"



(str. 1133), "What I will call the 'Problem of
Believing Wisely' is the problem of reconciling
this epistemic normativity with Hume's naturalist
theory ofbelief'(str. 1139). itd.

Nurkid 2A21. str.97 Hickerson 2013. str. 1133

[...] Sto nas dovodi do centralnog problema ovog
poglav lj a, usk I adi vanj a Hj umovog natur ali zma i
episterniike nonnativnosti.

Ovo je centralni problem u fHickerson 2013], vei
u apstraktu: ,,a significant problem in attemping to
reconcile his [sc. Hume's] epistemic normativity
[...1 r,vith natulalism about the nrcntal."

Nurki6 2021, str. 98 Eickerson 2013, str. 1133 i 1134

U prethodnom potpoglavlju predstavio sam
Hjurnova opita pravila kao prirodne principe u
skladu sa kojima bi trebalo da formirarno
verovanja.

This paper advances an interpretation of what
Hume called 'the general mles': nafural principles
of belief-formation (str. 1f33).

I rn'ill argue that the General Rules were treated by
Hume as natural principles of belief-formation
(str. 1 134).

Nurkid 2021. str.98 Hickerson 2013. str. 1133
Prema Hjumu, refleksija predstavlja ono 5to
razlikuje mudre od vulgarnih. Pitanje na kojc
Zelim da ponudim odgovor u ovom potpoglavlju
tide se Hjumovog doksastidkog involuntarizma.

According to Hume. reflection is, in part, what
separates the rn'ise from thc r.ulgar. [...] In this
paper, I am principally concerned with Hume's
doxastic involuntarism.

Nurkit 2021. str.98 Hickerson 2013, str. 1134 i 1f33

Da bi refleksija mogla da posluZi kao osnov za
uspostavljanje korektivnih opStih pravila, ona
mora da budc voluntama. Hjun-r sc destr,r. zbog
naruralistidkog pristupa saznanju. tumaii kao
doksastidki involuntarista. Llkoliko uspem da
pronadem nacin da Hjuma okarakteriSetn kao
doksastiikog voluntaristu, rnoii iu da ostvarim
cilj ovog poglavlja, odnosrro, da pokaZcm zasto
Hjumov epistemidki naturalizam ne stoji u
suprotnosti sa epistemidkom normativnoScu.

Ovo je takode osnovna teza i poenta u [Hickerson
20131:

,,in tirrs paper my concern will be n-ith 1...] hou,
lJume caii make gootl on iris naturalisnr. I argue
below that Hume can only r-nake good on (v) [.ir.
belief arises in us natnrally] b-v treating it as a
procc-ss ca;lable of bcing inflnelrccd b-v ref'!ectiorr,
rvlrcn that ref'lcction is corrstrucd as yoluntar)'.
l-iris is a bit siirprisine. given Huiite's ti'equeni
crnpirasis of thc riilolunl.1/'l nafure of belief. brit
that ri ill be nrv ihcsis." (str. 1 134)

..Refle ction on the General Rules, and an
interpretation of that rcflection as voluntary, helps
explain not only Hume's theorv of belief, but also
how he hoped to reconcile epistemic normativitv
with naruralism about the mental." (str. 1133)

Nurki6 2021, str.98 Hickerson 2013, str. 1134 i 1136
.,Da li je Hjum doksastidki involunrarisra?".
Odgovor na to pitanje je ,,Da". lJ Ra,rpravi postoji
dovoljno tekstualnc evidencije koja ukazuje na
Hjurnov involuntarizam u pogledu verovania.

2. WAS HUME A DOXASTIC VOLT}{TARIST?
He was. [...] (str. 1134). There is a good deal of
textual evidence tbr interpreting Hurue as a rnodal
doxastic involuntarist. (str. I 136)

Nurkid 2021, str.98 Hickerson 2013, str. 1134 i 1135
Takode, veliki broj hjumovaca smatra da mu
etiketa involuntariste pristaje. Medutim, u ovom
potpoglavlju Zelim da pokaiem da Hjum, ako
njegov projekat okarakteri5emo kao
involuntaristidki, niie uspeo u svojim namerama.

I ovdc je rei o Hickcrsonovoj osnovnoj tezi iz
fHickerson 2013].

2. WAS HUME A DOXASTIC VOLLTI{TARIST?
He was. Or at least he rneant to be. Thc degree to



Kao i da poka7em za5to se Hjumu nc moZe
pripisati involuntarizam bez problema koji bi
prati li takvo rumacenje.

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

Nevertheless, I argue here (in this section and the

next) that the view of him [.sc. Hume] as an

involuntarist is appropriately, if problematically.
ascribed. (str. 1135)

Nurki( 2021, str.99 Hickerson 2013, str. 1135

Globalni doksastidki involuntarista smatra da je
verovanje. u odnosu na volju, odvojena
kognitivna aktivnost. Drugim redima, kakvi god
da su mchanizmi kojima formiramo verovanja,
mehanizmi koje, prema Hjumovon-r miSljenju,
delimo sa Zivotinjama i koje je moguce ispitati
kroz naudne eksperimente (Hjum: 1983, 342-
348i), involuntarista smatra da oni funkcioni5u
nezavisno od volje.

According to (global) modal doxastic
involuntarism [...] [b]eiieving is treated as a

separate cognitive activity. W.ratever natural
mechanisms produce beliefs, mechanisms surely
shared with other animals and discoverable
through scientific investigation, the involuntarist
understands them to be operating indcpendently
of our willing.

Nurkid 2021. str.99 Hickerson 2013, str. 1135

..., onda je psiholo5ki nemoguie formirati
verovanja slobodnim izborom. Takode, globalna
verztja se odnosi na sva naia r,'erovanja. Medutim,
potrebno je razmotriti verziju modalnog
doksastickog involuntarizma koji se ne odnosi na
sva, nego samo na deo naiih verovania.

... it is psychologically impossible to beliere
willfully. Second, doxastic involuntarism is
normally taken to be a global thesis, i.e. a thcsis
about al1 beliett. This should be distinguishcd
from more specific claims about the involuntary
origination of a pafiicular belief or set of belicl's.

Nurkid 2021. str.99 Hickerson 2013, str. 1135-1136
..., pretpostavka da su neka od naiih verovanja.
rnanje ili viSe, pod naiom voluntarnom
l.ontrnlnm ,-lelrric nrihrzqfliirrn Imcm clohorfir da

... plausibility of the vieu that. .some oi our beliets
are more or less withiir voluntaty contt'ol thau
others, I I ll]t is rnore rvithin my voiuntar-r,control
to beiio-c u.hat I will about an abstr-usc subiect tbr
u,hich I rely on dubious human testimonv. lbr
example. It might be less within my control tri
believe what I rvill abcut a sulrject of irrur.rediate

sensory awareness. 1br exanrplc.

izaberem da li iu da verujem u svedodanstvo svog
prrjatelja ili neke druge osobe, ali kada je red o

neposrednirn iulnim iskustvima, verovanju da je
automobii ispred mene crvene bo.1e, onda je
pitanie da li imam slobodu da poverujem u svoje
neposredne dulne opaZaie. deplasirano.

Nurkid 2021, str.99 Hickerson 2013, str. I 136

Ova distinkcija narn dozvoljava da razmotrimo
nad kakvim verovanjima imamo doksastidku
kontrolu...

The distinction befw-een global doxastic
involuntarisrn and local doxastic involuntarism
makes it possible to suggest that some beliefs or
scts of- belieft cannot be or are not the product of
willing while others can be or are"

Nurkid 2021,str.99 Hickerson 2013, str. 1136

[M]oZemo da pronademo nekoliko paragrafa na
osnovu kojih rnoZemo Hjumu da pripiSemo
zastupanje, kako globalne tako i lokalne verzije.
rnodalnog doksastidkog involuntarizma.
Drugo, um ima vlast nad ,\tint svtjin
predstavama i moie da ih razdt,aja, sjedinjuje,
meia i menja kako god mu se svidi; tako da, kad
bi se verovanje ,sctslojalo somo u notoj predstavi
prisaiedinienoi poimaniu, bilo bi u iovekovoi

There is a good deal of textual evidence tbr
interpreting Hume as a motlal dorastic
involtuttarist, whether local or global. The
evidence can be found in passages like the
following:
Secondll,, The mind has the command over all its
ideas, and can separate, unite, mix, and vary them,
as it pleases; so that if belief oonsisted merely in a

new idea, annex'd to the conception, it wou'd be

7 Ova referenca na Hjumo-.rrl Raspravu deluje nasumidno buduci da u odeljku na koji Nurki6 referira Hjnm
raspravlja o slobodi i nuZnosti a ne o mehanizmirna formiranja verovanja.
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vlasli da veruje ita
hoce. Stoga moiemo zttkljttiiti da se verovanje
sastaji pt"o.\to u izvesnotr osetan"ju ili iutstvtt, tt

neiemu ito ne zqvisi od volje, vet mora da
nastane od inesnih odredenih uzroka i principa
kojinta mi ne gospoclarinto (Hjum, 1983: 524).

in a man's power to believe what he pleas'd. We
fr&y, therefore, conclude, that belief consists

merely in a cerlain feeling or sentiment; in
something, that depends not on the will, but must
arise from certain determinate causes and
principles, of which w'e are not masters.

(T Aopendix 2: SBN 623)
Nurkid 2021, str. 99-100 Hickerson 2013. str. 1136-1137

Dakle, jasno je da Hjum sugeri5e da ne moZemo
da verujemo u Sta god poZelimo. Slidnu tezu
moZemo da prepoznamo u det'u'tlom delu, prve
knjige, Rasprave.
Priroda nas .je, apsolutno i nesagledivom
ttttittoictt, opredelila da rasudujenro kao god i da
diiemo i osecatno: i mi ne moiemo izheci da
sagledamo izvesne predmete u jacoj i poryunijo.j
svetlosti, iz razloga njilrcte uobiiajette
povezanosti sa nekim datim utiskom, isto onako
kao ito ne mniemo spreiiti sebe da mislimo dok
smo budni, ili da vidimo okolna tela kad ka njima
okrenemo oii pri punoj sunianoj wetlosti (Hjum,
1983:168-169).

When Hume wrote : 'if belief consisted merely in
a neu, 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 beliefl that we cannot simply
believe what we please. [...]Similar passages can
be found throughout Humc's work. Another
particularly pointed statement is the fbllowing:
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
rvith a present impression. than we can hinder
ourselves from thinking as long as we are awake,
or seeing the surrounding bodies, when we turn
our eyes towards them in broad sun-shine. (T
t.4.t.7. sBN 183)

Nurkid 2021. str. 100 Hickerson 2013, str. 1137

U ovom paragrafu, Hjum govori o snazi i Zivosti
neposrednih dulnih utisaka.

In this passage, Hume is clearly drawing out his
famcd analogy between the.fbrce and vivaciN of
belief and the force and vivetcity of present
impressions.

Nurkid 2021. str. 100 Hickerson 2013, str. I 137

Ono Sto je dovoljno za ostvarivanje cilja ovog
potpoglavlja, odnosno ono Sto je dovoljno da

okaraklcri5emo Hjuma kao modalnog
doksastidkog involuntarislu Je pozivanje na
sintagmu u okviru prethodnog navoda. ..apsolutna
i nesaglediva nuZnost". Ovakva vrsta nuinosti,
prema Hjumu. ista je kao i nuZnost disanja.
nuinost nadraiaja topline kada stojimo pored
vatre. prirodna i ncodoliiva.

Tlris is just what i mean when I call him a modal
doxastic im;aluntarist. According to Hume, when
faced with believable circumstances we confront
an 'absolute and uncontroulable necessity' of the

same sofi that compels us to breathe, or that
compels us to feel warmth when standing next to
a fire.

Nurkid 2021, str. 100 Hickerson 2013, str. I137
Kako bih pokazao da H-ium nrje bio dosledan u

shvatanju verovania kao doksastidkc katcgorrl,--

van domena naSih izbora. predstaviiu Pra-jsol'o

[H.]f . Biccl turnaierrje t{jumovog
itivoluntarizua. (Price, 1969: 239-240)8

Hume was not entirely consistent in his claims
that belief cannot be willed. The identifisation of
an 'inconsistency' in this regard dates back at
least to H.H. Price and the Gifford lecfures of
I 960.

Nurkid 2021. str. 100 Hickerson 2013, str. 1137

(i) Verovanja koja poseduju snaZnu induktivnu
zasnovanost. formirana na osnol,u dusos iskustva

On the one hand, there are the beliefs u,hich have

strong inductive suppofi. based on a long

8 lndikativno je da je jedina referenca na Prajsa (H- H. Price, Belief', 1969) koju Nurkii navodi potpuno ista kao ona
koju Hikerson navodi u delu teksta kojije Nurki6 preuzeo bez navodenja ret-erence fHickerson 2013, str. ll38].
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stalne zdruZenosti; i
(ii) Verovanja koja poseduju siabu, ili nikakvu,
induktivnu zasnovanost.

experience of constani conjunctions; on the other,
there are beliefs which have very little inductive
suDDofi or none at all.

Nurkid 2021, str. 100 Hickerson 2013, str. 1137
Hjum, kada nije u svom uobidajenom skeptidkom
maniru. razlikuje zdra'-a verovanja i, sa druge
strane. besmislena i sujeverna verovanja. Hjum
takorJe smatra da je bolje posedovati zdrava
verovanj a, sa snaZnom induktivnom zasnovano5iu
na prethodnim iskustvima. nego sujeverna
verovanja bez induktivne potpore.

Ne sanro Sto Hjurn nrje bio dosledan
doksastidkom involuntarizrnu. nego je i srnatrao
da se verovanja mogu suspendovati (vrlo madajno
za Hjumov skepticizam) na5im slobodnim
izborom (Price, 1969: 240).

[I]n this lcss skeptical mood) Hume clearly does
think that there is a distrnction between sensible
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 better to hold
sensible beliefs, those which have strong
inductive support liom past experience [...], than
to hold superstitious or silly ones which have very
weak inductive supporl or none at all. (Price,
Belief,23940)

According to Price, Hume 'fr'as not only
cornmitted to doxastic involuntarisrn, but also to
treating beliefs as capable of being willingly
suspended. Price thought this the case because he
thought suspension of belief was a prerequisite for
Hume's scepticism.

Nurkid 2021. str. 100 Ilickerson 2013. str. 1137

uzdrLavanje od rasudivanja, u okolnostima u
koiima to niie orirodno

'refrain[ing] from assenting' to what would
otherwise naturallv be believed.

Nurkid 2021. str. 101 Hickerson 2013. str. I 133-1 134 itd.

Problem verovanja mudrih
I ovo jc Hikersonova kovanica: I present what I
call'The Problem of Believins Wisely'.

Nurkid 2021, str. 101 Hickerson 2013, str. 1133-1134 itd.
Uspostavljanje op5tih pravila i razrnatranje
doksastickog involuntarizma je neophodno kako
bismo mogli da nademo re5enje problema
verovanja mudrih.

I will call the problem of reconciling Hume's
epistemic normativiry with his doxastic
involuntar.ism 'The Problem of Believing Wisely'.
Ultimately, whether a Humean can resolve this
problem depends upon the viability of what Hume
calied 'the seneral rules'.

Nurkid 2021. str. 101 Hickerson 2013. str. 1133-1134
Objasnio sam zaSto Hjum, i u kojoj meri, smatra
da nemamo slobodu upravljanja verovanjima.
Ovo predstavlja poteikoiu za Hjumov
evidencijalizam, teztt prema kojoj bi trebalo da

verujemo samo u raznreri sa pouzdanonr,
induktivnom, evidencijom. Evidencija stoji u

suprotnosti sa sujeve{ern i predrasudama.

Centralni problem ovog potpoglavlja predstavlja
dodatno usagla5avanje elemenata epistemidke
normativnost u Hjumovoj epistemologiji sa

n-jegovim doksastidkim involuntarizmom. Tuj
problern rnoZerno da nazovelro ,,Problern
verovania mudrih".

ln this paper, I am principallv concerned r'vith
Hurne 's drtrustit iutolunlorisrn. i.e. his suggestion
that belief canl']ol be rvilled. That claim creates
particular diitlculties for Hume's evidentiulism.:
thc docn'ine that $'e ought to believE onlv in
proportion to reliable inductive evidence. rather
than on the basis of superstitions or prejudice. i
ivill call the problem of reconciling Hume's
epistemic normativity with his doxastic
invoiuntarism 'The Problem of Believing Wisely'.

Nurki6 2021, str. 101 Hickerson 2013, str. 1134
Prema Hjumu, trebalo bi da verujemo na nadin na
koii mudri formiraiu verovania.

[A]ccording to Hurne u,e ought to beiieve as 'the
wise'do.

Nurkid 2021. str. 101 Hickerson 2013, str. 1138

Ne samo Sto Hium razlikuie zdrava i suieverna And Price read Hume not only as describing such
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verovanja, nego nam savetuje da verujemo na
naiin na koji mudri ljudi veruju. Ovom
normativnom preporukom, Hjum savetuje da bi
trebalo da verujemo u ono Sto ima snaZnu

induktivnu zasnovanost. i obratno.

a difference, b:ut as counselingus to believe as the
wise person would, i.e. suggesting we ought to

bclieve what has stronger inductive support and

ought not believe what has wcaker inductive
suonort.

Nurkid 2021. str. 101 Hickerson 2013, str. 1139

Hjumovo kori5ienje normativnog jezlka je
prisutno i u zakljudku Istraiivanja o ljudskom
razumu, kada Hjum kritikuje sujeverje i podstide
nas na spaljivanje dela koja ne sadrZe apstraktno
rasudivanje o kvantitetu, niti eksperimentalno
rasudivanje o dinjenicama, to 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 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 Enquir-v, 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 experirrcntal reasoning about facts,
rvorks that ought not be believed.

Nurkid 2021, str. 101 Hickerson 2013, str. 1140

U tradicionalnom smislu, odmeravanje verovanja
spam evidencrje je tako<le predstavljalo odlike
mudrosti. Ovo podrazumeva uzdrZavanje od
rasudivanja do trenutka kada 6e nam biti dostupne
relevantne rnformacije, koje iemo zatim
razmotriti i usvojiti (ili odbaciti) kao istinite.
Rasudivanj e, u tradi ci onalnom smi slu, predstavlj a
moguinost 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:l}e). Ovo znadi da je
moguie da se izdignemo imad ,,Zivotinjskog
instinkta",

[P]assage about the u.ise person 'proportion[ing]
belief to the evidence'would not be apuzzlehad
it instead been written by someone who holds
rvhat Stroud (rather prosaically) calls 'the
traditional conception of the nature of man'
(Stroud, Hume, 11). On the 'traditional
conception' a distinctive feature of human
wisdorn is our sensitivity to evidence, not insofar
as we naturally believe, but insofar as we
consciously assess evidencc qua cvidence and
come to decisions via deliberation, i.e.

provisionally rvithhold assent until all relevant
data have been collected, evaluated. and then
reJlectively endorsed (or dissented flom, orjudged
insufficient, etc.). To judge, in this traditional
sense, presumes the ability to voluntarily conkol
one's beliefforming mechanisms. [...] The ability
to form a wise judgement was supposed by many
to require not only good instincts, but rational
controi over one's self; [...]This process was
traditionally construed as 'rising above' the
merelv animal instincts.

Nurkid 2021, str.101 Hickerson 2013, str. 1140-1141
Medutim, kao Sto sam napomenuo. Straud [Barry
Stroud] ovo fumadenje naziva tradicionalnim.
Ovo nije Hjumovo fumaienje, buduci da je Hjum
smatrao da se op5ta pravila mogu primeniti, kako
na mudre, tako i na Zivotinje, decu i obidne ljude.
Hium se udaliio od tradicionalnog uspostavliania

[...] u.,hat Stroud (rather prosaically) calls 'the
traditional conception of the nature of man'. [...]
But it should go without saying that this was not
Hume's vieu,. One of the advertised fearures of
Hume's nern'er theory of belief was its naturalistit:
account of belief-formation, not only applicablc to

e Ova referenca na Straudow kt'r1igu (Hwne,1977) nema nikakve veze sa prethodnim tekstom. Straud na str. l0 ne

govori o mudrosti i mudrom rasudivanju ve6 o Hjumovoj filozofiji kao o ,,sistematskoj generalizaciji
Iladesonovovih gledi5ta o estetici i moralu". Ispravna referenca bila bi na str. 1 1 koju navodi i Hikerson u teksru koji
je Nurkii preuzeo bez navodenja odgovarajuie reference {na str. 1 I Straud govori o ,,tradicionalnoj koncepciji
ljudske prirode").
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veze izmedu onog u Sta r.erujerno i slobodnog
izbora. Smatrao je da su tradicionalne teorije
nedovoljno opite i usmerene na mali deo
"izvrsnih" pojedinaca, Sto ne odraiava cinjenicu
da svi ljudi posedulu verovanja[.]
Obiini nedostatak tih sisterna, koji su filozofi
upotrebljavali da objttsne radnje uma, jeste taj ito
oni pretpostavljaju taK,au tananost uma da to
pret'azilazi ne sanxo sposobnost prostih iivotinja
vec i sposobnost dece i obiinog sveta nuie vlastite
w'ste, koji ,elt, uprkos tome, podloini islim
emocijama i efelaima kao i osobe najsavrienijeg
duha i inteligencije. Talan lananost jasan je
dokaz lctinosti jednog sistema, kao ito je suprotna
prostota dokaz njegove istinitosti (Hjum, 1983:
1 63- I 64).

the 'subtility and refinements' of the wise, but to
the beliefs of 'mere animals', 'children', and 'the
common people'. Hume's theory was set against
the traditional account precisely insofar as it broke
the traditional linkage belween the believed and
the voluntary. t. ] Hume criticized the older
theories as insulJiciently 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 rnind, is, that they suppose such a
subtility and refinement of thought, as not only
cxceed the capacity of mere animals, but even of
children and the common people in our own
species; who are notu,ithstanding susceptible of
the same emotions and affections as persons of
the most accornplish'd genius and understanding.
Such a subtility is a clear proof of the falsehood,
as the contrary simplicity of the truth, of any

1.3.16.3: SBN 176

Dakle, kao Sto se moZe videti iz ovog tabelamog prikaza, iz teksta [Hickerson 2013] su doslovno
preuzimane ditave redenice i pasusi bez odgovarajuieg i jasnog obeleZavanja preuzetih delova i bez

navodenja referenci. Nurkiievo tzlaganje na sff. 98-102 njegovog teksta je gotovo u celosti i po redu

preuzeto iz [Hickerson 2013, str. 1133-1141]. Od Hikersona su preuzete i reference na drugu
sekundardnu literaturu (Prajsa i Strauda), kao i na Hjuma (ukljudujuii i citate iz Hjumovih dela).

lV. Delovi teksta koje je Nurkid najde56e samo doslovno preuzeo (preveo, ponegde vz nezoatr.e izmene)

iztlanka [Hutton 2019]bez navodenja referenci i navodnika tarno gde su oni potrebni:

Nurkid 2021. str. 103 Hutton 2019, str. 593 (Abstract)
U ,,Drugoj analogiji", Kritike iistog uma, Kant
zastupa tezu da nije moguie formirati objektivni
vremenski sled, ako na5i mentalni sadrZaji ne
sadrZe pojam uzroinosti. Prema Kantu, pojam
uzroinosti omogu6ava da odredeno uredivanje
predstava, u vremenu. soratramo nuZnirn.
Smatram da ova nuZnost, i ob.jektivnost
odreilenog vremenskog sleda predstava,
predstavlja im'or normativnosti u Kantovoj
epistemologiji. Pokazaiu za5to Kant smatra da bi
iracionalno rasudivanje u pogledu ureilivanja
predstava u vremenu predstavljalo ,,bolno"
izbegavanje normativnih obaveza. I zaito smo,
usled neodrZivosti iracionalnog rasudivanja.
primorani da postavimo svoje predstave u
odredeni sled.

In the "Second Analogy", Kant argues that, unless
mental contents involve thc concept of causation,
they cannot represent an objective temporal
sequence. According to Kant, deploying the
concept of causation renders a certain temporal
ordering ofrepresentations necessary [...] I 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 nonnatively
obligatory judgment, the subject must place her
percepfual representations in a certain order.

Napomena: kao Sto se moZe videti, Nurki6
glavnu tezu Odeljka 3. svog Leksta (,,Sapere

audel") preuzima direktno iz apstraka Hatonovog
rada a da ni ne pominje [Hutton 2019], pa ovrl
tezu predstavlia kao vlastiti orginalni doprinos.
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Nurkid 2021, str. 103 Hutton 2019, str. 593-594
Nameravam da pokaZem koje mentalne operacije
su Dotrebne da bi naic prcdstavc posedovale

This artrcle has two aims: one narrow, one broad.
The narrorv aim is to resolve an intetprctatilc
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 ooerations requfued for oerceotion to have

objektivni vremenski sadrZaj. Takode, poku5adu

da obrazlolim za5to je baS epistemiika
normativnost vrsta modalnosti koia odredeni
subjektivni red predstava dini nuinim.

Napomena: kao Sto se moZe videti, i ovde Nurkii
samo preuzima Hatonovu interpretativnu
stratcgiju i osnovne teze (predstavljajuii ih kao
sonstvene) a da ne oominie tekst lHutton 2019.l.

objective temporal content. In particular, it
remains controversial how, according to Kant,
deploying the concept of causation renders a

certain subiective "order of Dereeplplts,'
"necessarv" (4193,/8238) and with what kind of
modality this subjective order oI perceptions
becomes necessary t ] I areue that this
inferential necessitv annlies to the subdoxastic
level of nercenfions as well as to 'iudsments and

that the modalir,v in question is that of epistemic
nornrativitv..

Nurkid 2021, str. 103 Hutton 2019, str.594

fN]ormativnost predstavlja uobidajenu
perspekti'r,u tumadenja Kantove teorijske i
praktidne f,rlozofije (Alison, 2004; McDowel,
1994; O'Neill, 1989t0). Odnos hetcronomijc i
autonomii e oredstavli a ccntralni problem Kantove

This narrow exegetical conchlsion 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 Critique oJ- Pure Reason as

fundamentally normative in character. Allison
(2004) argues that it "involves a radical
reconfiguration of epistemic norrns" and "seryes

as thc epistcmological counterpart of the shift
from hetcronomv to aufonomv which is I I the

etike, dok pitanja o sadrZaju naiih predstava. kao i
odnosu izmedu sveta i doveka, predstavljaju
osnovna pitanja Kantove eprstemologije.

essence of Kant's 'revolution' in ethics" (p. xvi).
O'Neill (1989) holds that. for Kant, a "critique of
pure reason" is a "(quasiljuridical or political
task" (p. 9). N{cDowell (1994) reads Kant as

anributins a norrnative status to all contentful
mental representations, thereby givrng a

promising account of tlre relation belween mind

Nurkid 2021, str. 103 fluffon 2019, str. 593-594

[P]otrebno je ispitati o kakvoj normativnosti je
red. i koliki domen Kantove frlozofiie

Ovde Nurkri preuzin'ra nekoliko ideja/redenica iz
Hatonovog teksta;

The problem with relying on such "big picture"
consideration is that they leave indeteminate the

scooe of nomativitv in Kant's proiect. (str. 594)

I arzue that this t...I is a matter of epistemic

nomativnost uspeino pokriva. Smatram da je
ovde red o epistemidkoj normativnosti. Pre svega,
ispitaiu elemente epistemicke normativnosti u

DrugrZi analogiji, nakon iega iu pok-u5ati da
reduk-ujem sve upotrebe normativnosti u Kantovoj
fi lozofiji na episternicku normativnost.

normatiYity. (str. 593, Abstract)

,,Epistemic normativity in Kant's 'Second
Analogy"' ie naslov Hatonovog teksta a

10 Indikativno je Sto Nurkii i ovde samo preuzima ref-erence koje navodi i Haton u delu teksta koji Nurkii saZima i
paratrazira bez navodenja reference na lHutton 2019].
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ispitivanje epistemidke normativnosti u .,Drugoj
analogiji" je ono Sto Haton radi u ditavom tekstu.

Nurkid 2021, str. 103-1 04 Hutton 2019, str. 595

U Drugoj analogiji, Kant ispituje preduslove
uspe5nog predstavljanja objektivnog vremenskog
sleda. Iskoristiiu primer kojim je Haton fJames
Hutton] ilustrovao Kantovo shvatanje relacije
uzrodnosti. Zamislimo DZona koji posmatra
Snedka Beliia kako se topi (Hutton, 20i8: 3 "). Da
bi DZonovo posmatranje bilo mogu6e, on nrora da

poseduje tri osobine predstavljanial:
(i) Mora da poseduje predstaur podetnog stanja,
SneBka koji stoji uspravno;
(ii) Mora da poseduje predstavu stanja kao
posledice, otopljenog Sne5ka; i
(iii) Mora da poseduje predstar.u podetnog stanja
ko-je prethodi stanju poslcdioe.
Kant smatra da pitanje, kako moierno da
objasnimo mentalna stanja koja predstavljaju (iii)
kao objektivnu relaciju izmedu (i) i (ii), nimalo
niie iednostar,no.

The . "Second Analogy" examines thc
preconditions for representing objective temporal
sequence. Let's illustrate the problem with an

example: Jones watches his beloved snowman
melt. For this to harrpen, Jones must have a mental
representation with three features: (a) it must
rcpresent the initial state, that is, the snowrxan
standing tall; (b) it must represent the subsequent

state. that is, the melted snowmant and (c) it must
represent the initial state as preceding the

subsequent state. The problem is to cxplain how a

rnental state could represent (c), that is, the
objective temporal relation between the tu,o
states.

Nurki6 2021. str. 104 Hutton 2019, str. 595

Kant najpre iznosi negatir,no tumadenje: predstava
objektivnog vremenskog sleda ne moZe da bude
ostvarena na osnovu dinjcnice da se predstave (i) i
(ii) deiavaju sukcesivno (Kant, 1970: 189). Iako
DZon, najpre, opaia uspravnog Sne3ka, a zatifi,
istopljenog Sne5ka, ova sukcesiwost nije
dovoljna da bismo je smatrali objektivnim
vremenskim sledom. Prema Kantu, aprehen:ija
raznovrsnosti pojave jeste trvek sukcesivna (Kant,
1910: 191). Ovo je sludaj i kada posmatramo
kudu. odnosno razlidite delove kuie - predstave

razliiitih delova kuie su sukcesivne. iako se radi o
jednom objektu. Dakle, sukcesija je arbitrama za

nai zadatak, ne moZemo na osno\u sukcesije da

reiimo problem objektivnog vremenskog sleda
predstava.

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 to and
perceives the melted snowman at tr, this mcrc
successiveness is insufficient for the
representation of objective tenrporal scquence

[...]: "[t]he apprehension of the manifold of
appearance is always successive" (A18918234).

Perceptual contents occur sequentialll, in the mind
even ll-hcn the,v represent coexistcnt, enduring
features. as rru'hen one successively sees the

different parts of a large house (,4190/B235,
A192t'B237t [...] Kant emphasizes that it is the
"arbitrariness" of the subjective sequence that
rendcrs it insuificient to carry obiective
rcoresentational ouroort.

Nurkid 2021. str. 104 Hutton 2019, str. 595-596
Takode navodi:
Medutim, spajanie nikako nije neka tvorevino C'onnection fe.s. of "tvvo perceDtions in tirue"l is

11 Ovo je jedino mesto u Nurkiievom tekstu gde on pokuSava da navede referencu na Hatona a1i pogre5no -
Hatonov ilanak je rz 2019. a ne iz 2018. godine, a deo na koji on referira nalazi se na str. 595 a ne na str. -l
Hatonovog dlanka.

12 Kao i u prethodnim sludajevima, jedno od retkih znadajnih odstupanja od originalnog teksta koji Nurkii preuzima
(bez navodenja odgovarajuiih referenci) nastupa onda kada neito pogre5no prevede: tako on ovde ,.Jones must have

a mental representation with three features" prevodi sa ,,on [sr. DZons] mora da poseduje tri osobine predstavljanja"
umesto sa ,,Dions mora da poseduje mentalnu predstaur koja ima tri osobinelsvojstva".
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samoga iula i opaianja, vec je ovde proizvod
jedne sintetic\ne moci ttobrazilje koja odrettuje
unutrainje iulo u pogledu t:remenskog odnosa.
Llobrazilja pak moie dotiina dva stanja da spoli
na dva naiina, tqka da ili jedno ili drugo ;tatye
dolazi prvo u vremenu; -ier vreme po sebi ne moie
se opaziti niti se u odnosu prema njemu moie tako
reti empiriiki odrediti ita prethodi, a ita ,sleduje
na oblektu (Kant, 1970: 190).r3

Arbitrarnost, koju sam pomenuo, je
prouzrokovana time Sto su vremenski odnosi
izmedu sadriaja na5ih predstava uvedeni
irnasinnciionr Da hi Dion inrao nredqtarnr Sne(kn

not the work of mere sense and intuition, but is
here rather the product oJ-a synthetic.facultlt o./

the imagination, y,hich determines inner sense

with regard to temporal relations. This [i.e. the
imaginotionJ [...] can combine the two ,ttates in
cluestion in two different vlavs, so that either one
or the other precedes in time. (8233, tJ.

A201/8246)

[...]This arbitrariness results frorn the fact that,
according to Kant, temporal relations among
perceptual contents are introduced by the faculty
of imagination [...]. 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 to Kant,
require Jones's imagination to reproduce the
perceptual content A, placing it before perception
B in Jones's inner sense. Yet the inugination has

the power to freely combine sensory material. At
tr, 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
relnoves this arbitrariness of subjective order, the
subjective order cannot have the semantic
significance of denoting the objective order in
rvhich states succeed each other,
Kant's positive account is that when the subjective
order of perceptions is a neccssary order, it can

have the signiflcance of denoting an objective
temporal relation. Under certain conditions, the
subjective order is irreversible-not arbitrary but
necessary. [...] Kant illustrates this with the
example of ship driven downstream"
(A1921B237).

koji se topi, on prethodno mora da ima predstaw
uspravnog Sne5ka. Upravo imaginacija proizvodi
predstar,u prethodnog stanja, uspravnog Sne3ka.
Medutim, imaginacija moie slobodno da
kombinuje 6ulne opaiaje , kao predstavu
uspravnog Sne5ka koja prethodi predstavi
istopljenog Sne5ka, i obratno. Drugim redima,
Kantu je potrebno neSto Sto moie da ukloni or,rr

arbitrarnost subjektrr,nog sleda. Kantovo
pozitivno tumadenje podinje, duvenim, primerom
lade koja plovi nizvodno. [...]Kada je subjektivni
sled predstava nuZan, onda moiemo da
zakljudimo da se radi o objektivnom vremenskom
sledu. Pod odredenim uslovima, subjektivni sled,
postaje nepovratan, odnosno nuian, a ne
arbitraran.

Nurkid 2021. str. 104-105 Hutton 2019. str. 597-598
Alison (2004. 252)ra, rekonstruiSe Kantov uzroini
princip na slede6i nadin:
(i) Da bismo imali predstavu nekog dogadaja,
subjektivni sled predstava mora da bude
nepovratan;
(ii) Da bi subjektivni sled predstava bio
nepovratan, moramo da ga podvedemo pod iemu
uzrodnosti;
(iii) Stoea, primena Seme uzrodnosti predstavlia

Recent versions of the conceptttal reading
(Allison. 2004. p. 252) have converged on a

coherent reconstruction of Kant's argument fbr 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 causalitv.

13 Kao i u sludaju Hjumovih citata gore (nap. 7), Indikativno je to Sto Nurkii navodi samo one Kantove citate ko.1e

navode autori od kojihje preuzimao (bez referenci) delove teksta u kojima oni navode upravo te iste citate, u ovom
sluiaju od Hatona.

1a Indikativno je da je jedina referenca na Alisonov dianak koju Nurki6 navodi potpuno ista kao ona koju Haton
navodi u delu teksta koji je Nurkii preuzeo bez navodenja odgovaraju6e reference.
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nuZan uslov postojanja nekog dogadaja u na5em
iskustvu;
(i") Stoga, ograniiivii domcn na pojave
(predmete moguceg iskuswa), moZemo da
zakljudimo da svaki dogadaj ima svoj uzrok.

3. Therefore, application of the schema
causality is a necessary condition for
experience ofan evcnt.
4. Therefore. restricting the domain
appearances (i.e., objects of possible experience),

event has a cause.

of
the

to

Dakle, kao Sto se moZe videti iz ovog tabelarnog prikaza. iz teksta [Hutton 2019] su doslovno
preuzimane ditave redenice i pasusi bez odgovarajuieg i jasnog obeleZavanja preuzetih delova i bez

navotlenja refbrenci. Nurkicevo izlaganje na str. 1 03-l 05 njegovog teksta je gotovo u celosti i po redu
prerlzeto iz [Hutton 2019, str. 593-598]. Od Hatona su preuzete i reference na drugu sekurdardnu
literafuru (Alisona. Mekdauela i Onil). kao i na Kanta (ukljudujuii i citate iz Kantovih dcla).

V. Delovi teksta koje je Nurkic najdeSie samo doslovno preuzeo (preveo, ponegde uz neznatne izmene)

iz dlanka [Cohen 2018)bez navodenja referenci i navodnika tamo gde su oni potrebni:

Nurkii 2021. str. 105 Cohen 2018. str. 3
Kao Sto bi formula autonomije trebalo da ureduje
naie slobodne izbore u pogledu praktiinih
aspekata na5eg Zivota, tako bi epistemrdka verz)ja
ove formule trebalo da ureduje na5a verovanja i
doksasticki Zivot.

[...] epistemidka pravila ili normativna uputstva o
kojima 6u nadalje govoriti, nazvatu epistemidkim
maksimama.

Dakle, iz prethodnog pasusa postaje jasno da se

epistemidka odgovornost ne zasniva ra
verovanjima nego na maksimama koje bi trebalo
da ih reguliSu.

Thus on my reading. just as the fonr-rulas of the
Categorical Imperative should guide maxirn-
formation, the principles of thinking should guide
first-order maxirns of belief formation, which I
would like to call "epistemic maxims" to parallel
the more familiar "moral maxims".

ln this sense, epistemic responsibility is a rnatter
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.

Nurkii 2021, str. 105 Cohen 2018, str. 6, fusnota 56

Epistemidke maksime obrazuju na5e episternidke
strategije. Epistemiike strategije bi trebalo da

koriguju nadin na koji saznajemo, kao i da nam
pomognlr da Sto bolje iskoristimo svoje
kosnitivne kanacitete.

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

Nurki6 2021. str. f05-106 Cohen 2018, str.3, fusnota 26

t .] maksime. izmedu ostalog- mogu da
predstavljaju evidencijalistidka pravila prema
kojima bi trebalo da sameravamo svoja verovanja
spram evidencije koju posedujemo. MoZemo da
navedemo neke od maksima (Cohen, 20i 8: 41s.1:

(i) Ne bi trebalo da ignoriSem evidenciju u
sluiajevima kada je moje verovanje u suprotnosti
sa niom,

[...] but in the meantime. note that the epistemic
maxims I have in mind are of the sofi "1 r,l'ill not
ignore evidence in cases when it falsifies a belief I
desire to be true" or "the degree of certainty of my
belief ought to be proportioned to the evidence I
possess".

Nurkid 2021, str. 106 Cohen 2018, str.6
Da bismo verovali odgovorno, moramo da

budemo sisumi da su epistcmidkc maksime. na
[...] on my reading, believing responsibly consists
in ensurins that the epistemic maxims that zuide

15 Sliino kao i u sludaju reference na Hatonov tekst, Nurkii i ovde poku5ava da referira na fCohen 2018] ali to iini
pogreino - ispravna referenca bila bi na fusnotu 26 na str. 3 u [Cohen 2018].
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osno\.u kojih fonniramo verovanja, u skladu sa

normativni m ograniceni ima.
belief-acquisition are unir.ersalisable [. . .]

Nurki{ 2021, str. 106 Cohen 2018, str. 5 i 6
Da bih formulisao epistemidku verzlju formule
autonomije, razmotriiu Kantovu formulaciju iz
Zas niv anj a m e t aJi zike mor al al 6'.

Postupaj tako kao da bi trebalo da maksima tvoga
delanja postane tvojom voljom opiti prirodni
:akon lKant. 2008: 6 l).
Ovde moZemo da primetimo da se normativnost.
u praktiinom smislu, zasniva na subjektima koji
postavljaju zakone. NaSi kognitivni kapaciteti bi
trebalo da budu rzvor nraksima koje nas

iime qe rsnostavlia arrtonomii

Ove redenice nastale su parafrazorn sledeiih
redenica iz fCohen 2018]: To make sense of the
claim that our theoretical and practical entetprises
are regulated by the same norln, let's go back
once again to the moral case. Famously for Kant.
maxims of action are only morally permissible if
they pass a universalisability test. lts function is to
rule out any maxim that cannot become a
universal law: 'I ought never to act except in such
a way that I couid also will that my maxim should
become a universal law'. [...] (str. 5)

I. .l
[A]utonorny is the principle that grounds
epistemic nonnativity as well as moral
normativitv I I Orrr canar:itv frrr sr:lf-lerrislation

univerzalnost.

t. l
Na slican nadin, kao u prethodnoj verziji formule,
enisfemidkrr normat'ivnost moTemo rla zasnuiemo
na racionalnom subjektu koji svoje kognitivne
kapacitete smatra izvorom epistemidkih maksima
koie sa obavezuiu.

also undedies our cognitive activity. (str. 6)

Nurkid 2021. str. 106 Cohen 2018, str. 6

Ako verujemo u skladu sa univerzalnim
epistemidkim maksimama, koje sami sebi
propisuiemo, onda veruiemo autonormo.

1...] we believe autonomously if we believe
according to cpistcmic pnnciples we give
ourselves.

Nurki6 2021, str. 106 Cohen 2018, str. 6
Iako se predrasude, uobidajeno, smatraju
neopravdanim verovanjima, za Hjuma i Kanta,
one predstavljaju nelegitimni princip koji smo
usvojili kao epistemidku maksimu (ili pravilo). Za
njih, predrasude predstavljaju 6aftsi6/praviio
objeklivnog rasudivanja zasnovanos na
subiektivnim osnovama.

Whiist 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
judging objectively from subjective grounds'.

Nurkid 2021, str. 107 Cohen 2018. str.6
Iako navedene maksime predrasuda, kako kod
Hjuma tako i kod Kanta, deiujri raziidito. moZemo
da ih smatramo nedopustir,im iz istog razloga:
preporuduju upotrebu subjektivnih osnova
rasudivanja kao objektivnu. Ukoliko usvojimo
ove maksime, verovademo heteronomno.

Ove rcdenicc nastalc su parufrazom delova
sledeiih redenica iz [Cohen 2018]:

[A]11 prejudiced epistemic rraxims are ruled out
as impermissible. [...]
We let it be determined heteronomously through
the adoption of prejudiced maxims that use

subiective grounds as thoush thev were obiective.
Nurkid 2021. str. 107 Cohen 2018. str. 6

U prethodnom delu rada pokuSao sam da pokaZem
da, za Hjuma i Kanta, verovanja podieZu sledeiim
nornrativnim ogran iienj i ma :

(i) Epistemidki subjckti nc bi trebalo da formiraju
verovanja zasnovana na subjektivnim osnovama; i
(ii) Proces formiranja verovanja bi trebalo
uskladiti sa epistemidkim pravilima/ maksimama
koia su univerzalna (vaZe za sve).

To sum up, I have argued that for Kant, belief is
subject to the lollor,r ing norrnati\ e constraints.
First and negatively, epistemic agents should not
form beliefs based on mere subjective grounds.
Second and positively, the process of belief-
formation should be guided by epistemic maxims
that are universalisable. I would like to end this
section by suggesting that these constraints in fact

16 Kao Sto se moZe videti, ideja o poredenju etidke i epistemiike nomrativnosti kod Kanta. pa i o epistemidkim
maksimama formulisanim po uzoru na kategoridki imperativ (,.formula autonomije") potide iz lCohen 2018] a

Nurkii to ovde ni ne pominje tj. ne navodi odgovarajuiu referencu.
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Prema Kantu, in'or epistemidke normativnosti.
kao Sto sam ranije pokazao, leZi u zahtel,u uma za

autonomiiom.

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

Nurkid 2021. str. 107-108 Cohen 2018. str. 6, fusnota 16

Naslov treieg poglavlja ovog rada glasi Sapere
aude!, Sto znati hrabrost kori5ienja sopstvenog
razuma. Ovaj moto adekvatno predstavlja
Kantovo shvatanje epistemidke normativnosti.
odnosno zahtev umaza autonomijom.
Prosyetenost.ie iovekov izlazak iz maloletnosti :a
koju je sqm kriy. Maloletnost je nesposobnost
sluienia vlastitim razumom bez neiijeg vodstva.
Covek je sam kriv za ovu maloletnost, ako njen
uzrok nije pomanjkanje t'azuma. ttego rcSettosri i
hrabrosti da se njime sluii bez neiijeg vodsh.,a.

Sapere audel Imaj hrabrosti da se sluiii vlastitint
razumom! Ovo je, dakle, moto prosveceno,sti.
(Kant, 1972: 41)

Kant's famous enlightenment motto formulates
the demand for autonomv in the most striking
way; 'Enlightenment is the human being's
emergence Jrom his selJ'-incurred minority.
Minority- is inability to make use of one's own
understanding without direction from another.
This minority is self-incurred when its cause lies
not in lack of understanding bur in lack of
resolution and courage to use it rvithout direction
from another. Sapere aude! Have courage to make
use of your own understanding! is thus the motto
of enlightenment' ('What is Enlightement?' 17

[8:3s]).

Nurkid 2021, str. 105 Cohen 2018, str. 7
Na osnow toga. moZemo da zakljudimo da se

zahtev za autonomijom odnosi. kako na moral.
tako i na kosniciiu.

[...] epistemic nonns, both epistemic and moral
normativify are grounded on reason's demand for
autonomy

Dakle, kao Sto se moZe videtr iz ovog tabelarnogpnkaza. iz teksta [Cohen 2018] su doslovno
preuzimane 1li parafrazirane ditave redenice bez odgovarajuieg i jasnog obeleZavanja preuzetih delova i
bez navodenja referenci. Nurkiievo izlagaqe na str. 105-107 (Pododeljak 3.2,,Epistemidke maksime")
njegovog teksta je u znadajnoj meri napisano po uzoru na [Cohen 2018, str. 3-7] i koristi se njenim
idejama a da to eksplicitno ne navodi. Od Koen su preuzete i reference na Kanta (ukljuduju6i i citate iz
Kantovih dela).

Ilustracija i napomena:

l{urki6 2021. str.107
U ovom, i prethodnorn potpoglavlju. predstavio
sam Kantovo shvatanje relacije uzroinosti.
epistemidke maksime i epistemicku normativnost
kao ,,zahtev uma za autonomijorn". Takode sam

ukazao na slicnosti izmedu Hjuma i Kanta u
pogledu shvatanja uzroinosti, uporediv5i
Raspravu i Drugu attulogiju.

Napomena: kao Sto je jasno na osno\,,Il prethodnih
tabelarnih prikaza, u pasusima poput ovog Nurkii
sebi pripisuje ,,predstavljanje" i ,,ukazivanje" o

kojima piSe ali sc zapravo radi o tome da ti delovi
njegovog teksta ni u iemu nisu originalnl utoliko
Sto se u celosti zasnivaju na (uglavnom)
doslovnom preuzimanju (prevodenju, ponegde uz
neznatfie izmene) lli parafraziranju redenica i
ditavih pasusa iz fEspinosa 2016] i fHickerson
20131 kada je u pitanju deo rada o Hjumu, i

fHutton 2019] i [Cohen 2008] kada je u pitanju
deo rada o Kantu. Kao Sto je prethodno pokazano,
Nurkii nije navodio odgovarajude reference na
ove tekstove i nrje konstio navodnike tamo gde je
bilo potrebno da to udini (npr. kada je redom
doslovno prevodio ditave redenice). Ilustrativni
primeri ove vrste su u Nurkiievom tekstu
podvuieni cryenom boiom.
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Za razllku od teksta [Railton 1999]. tekstove [Espinosa 2016], [Hickerson 20f3], [Hutton
20191 i [Cohen 2008] Nurkii jeste naveo u spisku koriS6ene literature i povremeno je na njih i referirao u

samom tekstu. Medutim, kao ito se jasno vidi iz prethodno navedenog tabelarnog prikaza, Nurkic je

preuzimao ditave redenice i pasuse od ovih autora (najccsie doslovno) a nije navodio odgovarajuie

reference na njihove rekstove (primera radi, na [Hutton 2019] je referirao samo jednom (i to pogreino) a

tekst na str. 103-105 Nurkiievog teksta (Odeljak 3. i Pododeljak 3.1) je gotovo u celosti preuzet/preveden

od Hatona, slidno vaZi i za Hikersonov tekst - na [Hickerson 2013] referirao je samo tri puta a gotovo

celokupan tekst na str. 98-102 Nurkiievog teksta (Pododeljci 2.2 i 2.3) se sastoji od

preuzimanja/prevotlenja redenica i pasusa od Hikersona).

Medutim, dak i one reienice nakon kojih je naveo reference na ove tekstove prevashodno su

tloslovno prevedene tj. navedene su u gotovo istom obliku u kom su ih naveli i autori radova na koje

Nurkiti referira. Samim tim, to znaii daje pre rcd o citatima nego o parufrazi. zbog degaie bilo potrebno

navcsti navodnike. Meclutim, Nurki6 to nigde nije uradio. Mesta gde Nurkii zaprayo navodi reference na

tekstove fEspinosa 2016), [Hickerson 2013], fHutton 2019] ifCohen 2008] odnose se na konkretne,

pojedinadne tvrdnje/redenice i nikako se ne mogu smatrati dovoljnim kao vid navodenja izxora za titave
redenice i pasuse koji su preuzetiiprevedeni iz tih tekstova. Navodim samo nekoliko primera;

Nurkid 2021. str.95 . Esninosa 2016. str. 286

Potrebno jc izdvojiti tri kategorijc u okviru opitih
pravila (Espirosa. 201 6: 286):

(i) Ekstenzivna op(ta pravila, ili predrasude;
(ii) Opiti principi. koji t'rdrnZavaju posebne,

matcrijaine. karakteristikc nckog fe-
nomena (taj f'enonrcn mo2e pripadati
fi zici. politici. ekonorniji, etrci...J;

[i]t is necessary to distinguish not two (as has

been often done), but three difl'erent categories
within thc concept of "general ruIe". Firstly. there

are extensive general rules of prejudice. Secondly,
there are general principles which are, so to
spcak, materially detcrmined, for they express
specific properties or characteristics of
phcnornena (in physics. politics, econom ics.

moral. tbr exarr-rple) 1...i

Nurkid 2021, str.96 Esoinosa 2016.str.287
Ova pravila ne predstavljaju samo preporuke,
nego i strukturu ispravnog funkcionisanja
rasudivanja, drugim redima. predstavljaju
epistemidki standard (Esrrinosa. 2016: 287).

Those rules are not mere recommendations [...]
They represent instead the structure of a corrected
natural faculty of reason; in other words: a
standard.

[...] racionalni epistemicki subjekt bi trebalo da

veruje u p ako, i samo ako. postoji dovoljna
cvidencija na osnovu koje smatra da je p istinito
(Esoinosa. 2016 287).

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

Nurkid 2021, str.97 Espinosa 2016. str. 288

Verovanja SU, manje ili viie. adekr.atna u
zavisnosli od stepena evidencije i iskustva. Ono
Sto odrerluje adekvatnost vcrovanja su upravo
opSta pravila (Espinosa: 20 1 6: 288).

lB]elief, accordingly, can be more or lcss

adequate. depending on the degree of er,idence
and experience available. Furthetmore, general

ru1es help to determine the level of adequacy.

Nurkid 2021, str.98 Hickerson 2013. str. 1133

Prema definiciji modalnog doksastiikog
involuntarizma, verovanja ne mogu da budu
formirana na osnovu slobodnog izbora.

Sa druge strane, pristalica doksastidkog
voluntarizma smatra da posedujemo moguinost
da verujemo, ili da ne verujemo. na osno\u

Hume's doxastic involuntarisnr, i.e. his suggestion

tlrat belief cannot be vvilled.

Ilickerson 2013. str. 1135

[T]he modal doxastic voluntarist believes humans

havc a 'porner', i.e. thc ability to believe (or not
believe) on the basis of willine. The modal
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sopstvenog izbora. odnosno. na osnoru volje. doxastic involuntarist, on the other hand, is

someone who would deny humans have such a

pow-er.

Nurkid 2021,str.99 Hickerson 2013. str. 1135

Prema globalnoj verziji doksastiikog
involuntarizma. ono Sto je predmet volje, odnosno
ono Sto slobodno Zelimo, nije od znaiaja za

sadrZaj naSih verovanja (Hickerson, 2015:
t135r7).

According to (global) modal doxastic
involuntarism, what is rn'illed is entirely irrelevant
for rvhat is beiieved.

Lokalni doksa^sticki involuntarizam predstavlja
manje radikalnu verziju, prema kojoj odredeno
verovanjc i iti odredeni skup verovanja ./, ne
mogu da budu formirani na osnovu siobodnog
izbora (Hickerson, 2015: 1 135).

Local doxastic involr-rntarism rn ould merely be the

thesis that for some parlicular beliefl ot-some set

of beliefs tlpe F, the particular belief or set of
beliefs cannot be (or are not) held as the result of
willing.

Nurkid 2021, str. 103 Hutton 2019. str.595
Zamislimo Di-ota koji posmatra Sneika Beliia
kako se topi (Hutton, 2018: 3). Da bi DZonovo
posmalranje bilo nroguie, on mora da poseduje tri
osobine predstavljanj a:

(i) Mora da poseduje predstalu podetnog stanja,
SneSka koji stoji uspravno,
(ii) Mora da poseduje predstar,u stanja kao
posledice, otopljenog Sne5ka; i
(iii) Mora da poseduje predstar.u podetnog stanja
koie orethodi staniu posledice.

Let's illustrate the problem with an example:
Jones rvatchcs his beloved snowman melt. For this
to happen, Jones must have a mental
representation u,ith tluee feahires: (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 prcceding the

subsequent state.

Nurkid 2021. str. 106 Cohen 2018. str. 5-6
Prema navedenom, episternidk-u verziju formule
auionomije moiemo da formuli5emo na sledeii
nadin:
DeJ: Yerrj tako da rvoji kognitivni kapaciteti
mogu da predstavljaju izr,'or univerzalnog zakona
za sve lvoje maksime (Cohen. 2018: 5rs).

If we apply this model to the epistemic realm, the
formula of universal lar.v would be formulated as

follows: 'I ought never to believe except in such a
way that I could also will that my maxim should
become a univcrsal lau'.'

Kada je red o Nurkrier,om spisku literafure i referencama u tekstu, indikativno je to Sto su jedine

reference na tekstove fAllison 2004]. [Engel 20077, fHearn 1970, 19767, [Loeb 2002], [Lyons 2001].

[O'Neill 1989], [Owens 2003], [Price 19691.lStroud 1977), [McDowell 1994] potpuno iste kao one

koje se navode u sekundarnoj literaruri koja je plagirana. Dakle, Nurkii referira samo i iskljudivo na ona

mesta koja su navedena u tekstovima drugih autora od kojih je doslovno preuzimao redenice i pasuse (bez

referiranja i kori5ienja navodnika tamo gde su onu potrebni) u kojima oni referiraju na ta mesta; jedina

referenca koja odstupajeste referenca na fStroud 1977) na str. 101 ali onaje pogre5na utoliko Sto uopSte

nema nikakve veze sa tekstom za koji je vezana; \.erovatno je red o tome da je Nurkic pogre5no prepisao

broj stranice od Hikersona, str. l0 umesto str. 11). Dakle, tekst [Nurkif 20211ne predstavlja nikakvo
svedodansw*o da je autor ikada video ili proditao delove literature koju navodi. Preuzimanjem redenica

drugih autora bez navodenja referenci, Nurkii je od njih naprosto preuzeo i reference koje su oni navodili.

Kada je red o referencama na Hjurnovu Ra.tpravu o ljudskoj prirodi, indikativno je to ito su

jedine reference koje upuiuju na tadna mesta u knjizi one koje Nurkii stavlja nakon duiih citata (koje je,
17 Nurki6 u ditavom tekstu pogre5no referira na Hikersonov dlanak - dlanak je objavljen 20 I 3, a ne 201 5. godine.

18 Ova referenca deluje proizvoljno - u tekstu [Cohen 2018] se ne javlja ovakva formulacija niti definicija.
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kao sto je pokazano u tabelarnom pnkazu gore. takode samo preuzeo iz tekstova [Espinosa 2016] i

[Hickerson 20f 3]). Kada je red o preostalim referencama na Raspravu, one su svc pogreine. Primera

radi. (Hjum 1983: I 14) bi trcbalo da bude (Hjum 1983: 95), (Hjum 1983: 125-135) bi trebalo da bude

(Hjum 1983: ll3).(Hjum 1983 241,270,389) bitrebalodabude(H-iuml983: 355-6,381,389),itd.

Kvantitativno posmatrano. procenat plagiranog teksta je veci od 50%. Core izneseni dokazi
pokazuju da su osnovne ideje, teze i poente, kao i struktura i redosled izlaganja u Nurki6evom tekstu
preuzeti iz sekundame literafure a da pritom u najvecem broju slucajeva nrje eksplicitno navedeno 5ta je
od toga preuzeto od drugih autora. Kao Sto je jasno na osno\u prethodnih tabelarnih prikaza, Nurkid desto

sebi pripisttje ,,predstavljanje", ,,ukazivanje" i ,.dolaZenje do zakljudaka" u onim delovima njegovog

tcksta koji ni u iemu nisu originalni utoliko ito se u celosti zasnivaju na (uglavnom) doslovnom
preuzimanju (prevodenju, poncgdc uz ncznatnc izmene) ilt parafraziranju redenica i ditavih pasusa iz
prethodno navedenih izvora. Kao ito sam pomcnuo, ilustrativni primeri ove vrste su u Nurki6cvom tekstu
podrudeni cryenom bojom. Na taj nadin se stide utrsak da je skoro sve o iemu Nurkid pi5e u radu njegov
originalni rez.ultar, a na isti zakljudak (pogreSno) navodi i Nurki6evo veoma autoritativno pisanje u prvom
licu. Medutim, uvidom u gore navedeni tabelarni prtkaz jasno se moZe utwditi da u vciini takvih
sludajeva Nurkii zaprayo prisvaja tude rezultate.

U prilogu ovog Zahtevu 6or1a1,ljam:

1-. Tekst Petra Nurkiia,,Hjurn i Kant o epistemiikoj normativnostl" lTheoria 64 (3).2021, str. 91-ll2)
u kojem su, redom, obeleZeni delovi sa plagiranim redenicama i to na slede6i nadin:

a. Zutom bojom - delovi preuzimani iz [Railton 1999]:

b. Zelenom bojom - delovi preuzimani iz fEspinosa 2016):

c. Roze bojom - delovi preuzimani iz [Hickerson 2013];

d. Plavom bojom - dclovi preuzimani iz [Hutton 2019}.

e. NarandZastom bojom - delovi preuzirnani iz [Cohen 201 8];

2. Tekstove [Railton 1999], lEspinosa 2016l, [Hickerson 2013]. [Hutton 2019] i fCohen 2008] u
kojima su odgovaraju6im bojama obeleZeni delovi teksta koje je Nurki6 plagirao.

U prilogu 6or131,ljam i IzveStaj komisije od 03.02.2022. sa predlogom za izbor Petra Nurki6a u
n,anJe asistenta na Odeljenju za filozofiju. U izve5taju se istide da se Petar Nurkii izdvaja po broju i
kr.alitetu svojih radova, a za Nurkiieve radove se kaZe da su ,,sadrZrnski kvalitetniji kada je red o
interpretaciji, prikazu i analizi filozofskih problema i gledi3ta kojima se bave, a filozofska argumentacija
koja je u njima izloiena konzistentnija je isistcmatidnija" (u odnosu na radove drugih kandidata). Jedan

od radova o kojima govori komrsija je upravo rad ,,Hjum i Kant o epistemiikoj normativnosti" koji je
predmet ovog Zahteva. MoZe se reii da bi Petar Nurkid uz pomoc tog rada mogao da ostvari dodatni
interes (u vidu rzbora u asistentsko zvanje i zaposlenja na Odeljenju za filozofiju).

Podnosilac zahteva: dr Filip iukljevi6

Zv anje: naudni saradnik

Radno mesto: Institut za filozofiju

Univerzitet u Beogradu

Filozofski fakultet
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l.f.tr-t,,11i7-: Ilitartje (dl ktiko -fitrntit'ttnto vero'r'artjcr/. padra:unr€vo tleskriptit,ne
rtd{atr-tre . Su drrtge slrant. pitattje {n) kako hi trebclrs da.fot'mirotno verotrrttj*?.
ysodrtt:tuuc\'{-t t}ortttaliwrc ocigot:ore. Da li nut:ento c/tr Ttrttzinto otlga,*rt'e na (rt) Ssilttrtja
he z odqurt)r(i i1{t {'cl) pitaniu? Ot,a fu)-@l rtlncija tno:e da se okrn'akteriie kcta cpiste-
titit:kt; nru'ntcrtivno.rl. lTjmtt i Kutt pruiuju odgrn,tlre nil obo pirania. Hjum.je sk!oniii
p.tiholoti:aci.iiot'!h od,qavara kro: enrytirijski prisluys Stilanjinta kaju se otlnase nu
rtrrn'ttrtju. Dok ie Kanl ,sklonif i ru:ntarranju tr pt'iot'i uslot,a nit.ieg ru,;uc'livutia. Kro:
opittt 1st'uriltt iepislentii'lie ntaksine. Hjwn iKuttt 7tt'tr:aju rtorntutit,rta ttputs{t'(t u

vkloiltt,ru koiitrtc hi tt'e{salo rta.ftnntirtinto rerot'{tnja. lletlzttim. tla l;i.sitto trspite ntogli
ciu got'rtrirno {} tloi'rnutivnosti, tlror'{tnto tltt rxlgarot'into n* pitonja krlja .te oLino e ntl
dt;ksostiikivr;lurtlrsri:am. Kod Ktwto.je pitunle sk:btsCc, donekle. oiigledon Sx"cdtrslot
rtiegrnih kritikt {nut't;t:ito trt"ckriiko.q unru). l}ol,.je kod {{jwna. t4)t'Ltto:&og ruii.'gulog
cntpiri.iskog pristuTtu vet'rlt,cntjinttr i :elianta, sllru'nejtrstti.jts. i deluje kLto {to }7iunt
:Lt.rlttlttt tlokso.stiiki ittt'olunlriri:i*tt. L.i {tt,{;nt t'L}Lltt pokuici'tr tlu Sn"etl.tttnini.s'/ir:rlr;sti
i:ntetltt ll.juntir i Krrnf* u itogledu eg:iste miike norntutit'nosti. Tarto gde i:gletla krtct

t{u.str 4iilnr* ,vturrtt'i,il* tte.sltojit'a, Ltakuictctr tfit i.sTtitant :ciro.je tr> sluial. Lst'erlst'e-

tliiu se rttt t'ljunrot:tt RLt.rpt'L'n'tro ljutlskoj Sx'it'citi i Kattro:'ttDntgu anulogiiu. llo kt'ujtt
itt du ponuditn yttn'ntisuonih eksltct'itnettu kt'o: l;oje cu Sttsku,iati du ,,!cstiruw" Hjwtttt
i Kuttttt. Likoliko ilsptt]t tlc ysott,rdirn poCe lne hipote:e ontla ce tn,r$ rtul prestut,llori
uspe iatt epistentitki Stoduln'ot. ],kdulint. ako n€ rt,s'1.)ct)t da pronttdetst oie kiy*ne slii-
itosti, i:tnedu f{juntotog i Kantovog s/n'otan-iu epistentii'ke nrtrntatit't1osti. onrla se

ot'airatl.nto:e okorakteri,suti kaa islorij,ski prisltrp non'ualitltorn ak,iru .,dogmalslio*
tlre tneiu " 

.

xtrtctit aptt: H.itun. Kanl, epislemitika not'tnttlit,tttLst, tioksasliikirolrrnlari:tun.
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92 H.j umovo i Kiutlot,o shvalanje epistem iike norntnlivnosti

l. Umesta uvoda: o len.iirinra i blokeivimal

Nourativnost. na naiu sreiu ili ialost. 1;rcdstavlla-iedan or1 centralnih poitntn,ri
ko.je filozofi koriste dok raznratraju ncke od na.iz-agonetni-iih po.jar,a ljLrclskog 2ir,ota.
lnJonnativnost aesto koristinro kada r"rspostavliamo distinkcije izmcdu ispravnog ipo-
sreln,lg" istinitog i neistinitog. aktlralnog i rnogucee. Etika. estetika i episternoiogiia
predstavlja.irr sarncl rreke od oblasti n okviru kojih nas filozofhka istra2ivanja uvlaie n
l'aspravu o nonnati r'r-rosti.

Nornrc. pravila i standarcli poseduiu dugu etimoloiku istoriiLr. Latinska norma je
rrztradavalii gradivni biok. dok.ie regulus. takode latinski tzra'2. oznadavao pravu ivicu
ili ien-iir" Za nas rcgulu.s znadi pravilo. Svakonre. ko se rkade naSao u okolr:ostinra u
kof inta-ie nrorao da preseie dasku iii ciglLr. je-iasrro da hi taj rez bio vrlo nespretan bcz
ivice po li<r.io.i seienrci 2elleni olrlik. Odstuparr-la" iznrc'du naSeg tez,a L Sablona po koierl
.ie trehaio <Ia sederno" ukazuijr"r ltzl ono Sio treba da ..popravinlo''.

Na sliian naiin- kroz svakodne\,uo iskustvo- koristirno razlidita prra'o,ila inornte
koic bi trelralo da usmere naie pona5an je. Lrilo da se radi o postupcinra ili rasudivanirr,
iako.ie ova auaicsija ilustratir.,na. treha dii ilnamo u vidu da su nonno i reglrla.r oii-
gledr:i u ktititekstu gradili3ta. ali da 1o niie uvek sluda.i kad ie red o rasudivaniu ipo-
stultcitla. I(ada pokuianro da predstavirno filozotkko shvatanie nornratir,lrilsti. iritali.ia
|q6ia se prirodrto nanteiu sri ..znito'?.' i ..kada'}". Okohrosti u ko-lirna se primenjuje i'i-
icz,,rliko sln'atau.ie rtorrlativnosti su dalekci osetliiviie od sr,akodne'u,niir okohrosii
kLrinih poslor,a.

Vrsta ilrlnrati\rnosti krijorir iu se bar,iti u dalienr naslar,ku lada je episternictka
ttonnzttit,ttosl. Snliltram da-ie" za raziikLr cripo.inra normativnosti Lr etici" epistcmiikii
t"lcrnttativurlsilredo\olino ispitana. Kako bih odsor orio na ito veci bro.] piiair.la u vezi
sa epistertricliorl not'nlativrloicu usre clsrcdiin se na H.!r-utrovr'r i Kantor:o tr-nnaicu-!e"

IIjum se snratr* cpisteilickirn naturaiistr.in'r" itaviSe. pararligrnatidrrinr irr"inreronr i irr-
vint.iasuim i:rerlstavnikont. kao i-icdnim oriradikahiiiih kritiiara tradicicrralne hlozo-
li.ie- u kojo.f se iil^'riiiunariao sa broininr sholastii:kim i n etallziikim nauretaniinta ra-
ziiiitih nomri i pravila. LJ tonr srnisln- Flium se ne smrltla sinrpatizerorr nonn;rtivnosti.
t:*protir'. Sa druge strane- Katitttvo iur,cr:o pitanfe ito trebc do t\inint:). predstavl-ia
ostlr)\: za bro.lne raspra\/c o nonrati\,nosli. \4et]utini- iako se Kantovri shvatanic nor-
inati\'nosti iesto isiritir,alo u okr,i:i'irna etike i estetike. sillatraln da.ie epistenroltlikii
perspektiva neopravdatio zanenrarena. Iz nar,edenih razlosa. pokuiacu da upoledirn
II.iumovo i Kantovo shvatanje epistemidke nonnativnosti. Pokuiacu da pronadern
za.iednidke elemetrte niiiror,og shvatania relaciie uzroorosti. kontloie koju imzutro nad

Zeleo hih da z-irhvaiim s\'om nlentoru. tr,faianri 13ogdanr:r,skr-ir.n. na iscr:pnim komcntarima
i sripl-ig11i11da sasluie i usmeri nro.je idcje o meSanju baira i i,aba.br.z dega l.''i ovaj rad in:atr
dirplo man-i e lirsno[a.
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doksastiikirn stanjir"na.iz.varaepisternidke'nolxlativnosti kao i. ukoliko postoje. pravila
na osno\ru kojih bi trebaio cla lbrrnirarno svo.ia \/erovall-ia.

fak i r-r sluda.iu da nc pronarleur slidnosti. ko-f e odeku.jenr da iLr cla pronaclem, re-
r,ultatove komparativnc analizc u pogledu episternidke nomralivnosti bice instruktivan
za dal-ja istraZivanja r"r ol'rlasti istorije filozofije.

2. U Sta bi mudri trebalo da veruju?

U ol'on'r po.qlar,liu poku$aiu da predstavirn qonnativnu din'renziiu I{iumovos shva-
tania verovartia. Kako bih to udinio izloiicu Hiunrova opsta nravila iz Rasorove o
/iudsrtoi prri'orlz. PokuSacu da. uprkos natur:alistidkom okviru Hiunove episternoloeiie.i
identifikuiern nonnativne elernqnte niegovog shvatania vergvania i rasudivania. Sma-
t.arn dqne postqii kcrrt qtq Iliq:
mq\,g rplllgmolegiie. Odnosno. da rnoZenro cla pronaclemo srednji put kroz naturali-
zacij u llorniiitivrlosti.

2.1 OpSta irravila

Za Hjumova opSta i:ravila nroiemo. s pravorn, da kaZenro da zauzirnaju znadajno
lnesto u Raspravi. Iako. H-ium, pojam ..pravila"'koristi pridajuii mu bar tri razlidita
zrraienla (llearn. $1A:.+04-,106). opSta pravila su prisutna u svako.i od tri kniige Ra-
spt'{tv-€. Medutirn, kako bi posluZila ostvarivanju cilia ovog rada. razrnatracu safilo
problen nonnativnostiprisr"rtan u opStim pravilirla. Normativno znadenje. koie Zelirn
da raznrcrtrii"n. naiazi se u treienr delu prve knjige Rosprat,e. C)r,de. ujedno. moZemo
da pronademo prvo ohimnije pojainjenje opitih ltravila i njilrovog uticaja na nzria
rasudivanja i verovanja (Hjum. 1983: t6l-l6i).

OpSta prar,ila se po.jai'liuju u okviru Fljunovo-a razlratrania rreror;atnoce i pred-
stavliaiu generalizaciie. odnosno skionost naSe ima-einacijer da r-rrlp5tava. na osno\ru
pretlrodnih iskustava i navike. Iako se o Iljumovint opltini pravilinra moZe govoriti
kao o pukoj desliripciji hmkcitrnisania na5eg kognitir,nog sisterna" pclkuia6u da ista-
knetn n-jiltovu ttontatit,i.tu dimenziju.'Iakode- ne posedu.irj s\ie generalizacije isti starus.
postoje opitapraviia izvedena iz predrasuda (ekstenzivna opita plavila) i opita prar-ila
izr,'ederta iz relacile uzroinosti (korelitivna opita pravila) (Espinosa. 2016: 28-+). Nacin
na koji opSta pravila utidu na na5e rasudivanje je. takode, predstar,ljen u odel.icima
XI-XV Rasprat,e.. iJjumovo razmatranie verovatnoie nastalo je kao posledica a:ralize
verovanja i plocesa kojima fbrmiramo verovanja. Prema Hjumu. verovanje je sna2na

) tltnesto tr-m1ina..inraginaciia"" moiemo da kolistimo iL"finir-l ..uol.,razilja". ll prel'odirra
Hir-unovih i l{antovih dela se koristi ..r-robrazilja''. meilutim. buduii da se or,de radi o si-
nc-uimirna. upotreL-ra jednog ili dlugoe te rmina predstal lja stilsko opred,,.ljenje.

9-l



9-+ ll.j t r r tt ov o i Kon i o r-o s ht a I ct tt.j e ep i s t e m i i ke t t rtr nt at iv tt o s I i

i stabilna ideia ko.ia.ie usnrerena ka istini {}ljum. 1983: 114)" Hjunr iderrtifiku.ie neke
od rnehanizatnako.ji iinaju vece izglede da isprune naia epistemidka ocekivanla i sprece
da na5e ide.le postarlu sanlo,.puki izdanci inraginacije" (Loeb. 2002 13). U odeliku o
verovatlroci r-rzroka. F{.ium sugeriSe da se naSe rasuclivanje temelji na navici i op5tinr
pravilirna. a da nas navika moie dovesti do..laZnog uporedir,'anja ideja'' (ll.ium. 1983:
115- 135). Ova po.iava se cleiava kada^ zbog telnie irnaginacije da generalizuie. 1br-
iniranro opSta pravilapoput. duvenog Hiunrovoe primera. lrac ne ruo:e inruti duhot i-
tost Lt Francu: ne nrc:e imoti lenrcljilosl (Hiuni. 1983: 138). Ova vrsl-a rasudivanja
pripada nelilozol'skoi vrsti vero\,'urtrloce i zasnovaila.,e na op5tinr pravilima koja su

ishitreno izvedena i koja predstar.lia.iu izvor predrasuda. Kao Bto sam llaponrenuo.

;tostoje dve vrste opitih pravila a prcdrasude predstavl.ia.iu prvLr \rrstu. Za prvu vrstu
opitih pravila je karakterislidno proiirivanje opsesa rasudivanja. nastalog u jednorn
spletu okolnosti. na drugi splet okolnosti koji nalidi. ali niie identidan prethodninr
okolnostima (I1ear:n. I 970: rt05 ).

lako svako rasudivanje. zasnovano na verovatnoci. nastaje r"la osnovu navike"
pretilodnog iskustva i imaginaciie " razurn niie prinroran da prati o11o ito I-liunr naziva
..prirodnim teZrtjama". hiloguce' je spreiiti ftrrmiranje neistinitih r,erovanja zasnovaniir
na pravilirna predrasuda. odnosno spreiiti pridavanje izvesnosti proizvodima inragi-
nacije. sliinosti i kontisr,itetui lHjunr: 1983. l{)5). Naiirr da to r,rdininro je prorniillan-ie.
refleksiia. ili ..druei nivo rasudivanja"a. Posredstvonr relleksije. inraginaciia i sklonost
getteralizaciji. mogr-r da proizvedu ..fil<lzof-ske verovatno6e". I'Ijum izdva.ia dve zna-
iajne lunkcijc'refleksijc r:1-rogleciu naiih rnentalrrih aktivnosti 1F{junr: 198-1: l3i:
llspinosa: :01 6. 285 ):

( i ) [ ]snrerar-an je sk-lonasti generalizaciie l"a olrrascinra ispravnos rasuclivar:ja. kroz
korcktir,na opita prar,i ia:

iii) ldcntifikoi,an-ic. liloz korekci.iu. sluia.ieva u ko-iinra rasr-rclu.ietlo spralll prar,ila
nal edenih u (i).

Posredovanje retleksiie nar:r onroquiava da uspostavinro korektivna opSta 1-rravila.
koiirna mciZentc da utidemo na rasudivan je. uprkos trenutnim opaZa.jima i isliustvu. U
centralnotl delu rasprave o korektivnirn pravilirna Hjurn nar,odi sledeie:

Raztnotricento docnije neka opsrtr prctt,ilu ]so ko.jinta lt'eba cla podeiavama ntt,ie

sudenie o u:racinru i posle dicctnto; a la ,;u pratila oltrtt:ot,ana na pt'irodi trclieg razunttt
i rru rtaient iskustt,u njegot,ilt delovcut-ia u sudovitrta lio.je obra:ujento o predntetimu.

Sliino kao r: pncrj llsnoti. koriiien-je teurina..kontigritet" pl'edstal,l]a clar,an-je stilslie
prednosti u odrrosu na te lrnin .-stahia zdluienost''.

Citanierrr I ljunrove llusS':tutv. nroi*rio ur,ideti da rcllcksiia nije nikall,a nristicna sposob-
1.xlst. lliti vrsia ez{rtcriinog r-rnutrainjeg iLr1a. Reffcksiia lledstai,lia paZ}iir,o promiillan je i

razratran-jc priricipa u skladu sa kcjinra lirnnirerno verovau.irr. Ako retleksiju protnnradimo
na or.,rlj nai:iu. to ce L:riti sasviut dovollno za pi)trL-be oliig rada.

J

4



Pe.tar hm.kic

Otut rros urYe da ra:likujento slui:ojne okolnosti od dejsfterih uzroko [...J Opile pravilo
pripisr.$ese naiem sudenju, kao opseirtijem i.stolniiem (I{.ium. 1983:140).

i-liunr. u narednoln paragrafu- uastar,lia redenicom Kttlkoda ltretn,lad4ie.jedort a
karkada drugi, prenta rutstrajettosti inarav-i toveka. Praste ljude obiinorode prt,i, a
mudredrugi(Hjum, i98-l: 141.l.LIskiadLrsa\,rstonrpravila"kojinrasevodimo. II.lunt
postar,lja kriteriiume ko.ic cpistenriiki suhjekt n"rora cla zador,olii da hisnro ga srnatrali
racioualnit*. Na racionalnciu cpisternickog sLrb.lekta r-rtiiu cpistemidlie nr)nne i ua
osrrovu tih nomri moguie.le zauz.eti..kritiiku filozolskLr perspektivu'' (Espinosa. lfl l6:
285). Mudri. uz potnoi korektivnih opitih pravila" posedu-iu zdrava doksastidka stanja
i tbnliraju verovau.ia diji sadrZai ne zavisi od hirova i lidnih prefbrencija.

Opita pravila su, prelna l-iiumu. neizostavna za obja5rlienje veze izrnedu preclnrera
naieg saznania i rnetoda koji bi trebalo da sledirno kako bisnro do5li do istog tog sazra-
rrja. Potrehnoie izdvojiti tr:i kategorije u ol*,iru opStih prar,ila (Espinosa" 2A1{>:286):

(i) L.kstenzirina cipita lrravila, ili predrasude:

iii) Op$ti principi. lioji oclraZava.iu posebne. nraterijalne. karakter istikc nekos ti-
noinena (ta.i le nonren moZe pripadati frzici. poiitici. el<onomiii. etici...;:

liii.lPravila koja. prethodno fbrnrirana na osr.r{lvu \,-ero\''atrioie" posta.f Lr pravila na
osno\rLl relacii e uzr odnttsti.

Na osnor,u prve dve vrste. nro2erno da napravilTro prostor za uspostar,ljanje trece
vrste pravila. korektivnili pravila. Opita pravila predstaviia-iu ..logiku'' rasudivania cl

t'erovatnoci i neophodna sll za fbrnriranie pouzdanih verovauia. na kojima se sve nauke
zasttivalu (Hium. i983: 14'l). Stoga. korektilnaopitapravilavrSe trostruku funkciiu:

liii{'; Predsl2lrija.ln urodel za pouzdano firrmiranie. i korekciiu" r,erovauja:
(iii**) Koriguju rasurJivanje zasilovauo na pn'oj vrsti opitih irravila (Iliunr. 1!)83:

144),
(iii***) Omoeucar,aju nam da kr"oz reflelisiju. cidnrisno analizu nereflektir,nog

rasudivanja. identifikuierno koqnitir,ni izvor iz ko.ieg su potekla neistinita verovauia
(Hiurn. 1983: 99).

Opita pravila i I{junrovit shr.:rtatr.ie re lacije uzroinosti
Nakotr raztnatriinia lilozoiskilt verovatrroia i njihove zavisnosti od relaciie uzrcli-

rlosti. [{-iurrt je usposlavio Prat,ilo po kojirrtcr suditi o tt:t'ocirtta i posledicantru (Hjutri.
1983: 160-i63i. Postoii osani Lriteriiurna koiinanl oinogucava-iu cla razlikujenlo re-
laciiu staltte zdt'uZencrsti i prividne uzroite relaciie. Ovi kriterijumi narn dozvoljavaiu
da proverimo ispravnost rasudir,anja i verovanja zasnovaniir na relaci-ii uzrodnosti.
Dalje. Hjunr napominie da su ovih osam kriterijuma [...Jst,a logika kojtt smatrant
uilrcsnom do tqtotrehim u sv'ojint tuttovcutjir:ra (Hjunt: 1983. 162). Opita Frar,ila za
uzrodno rasudivanje sr-r pt'irodan zakliuiak koji {ium izvodi iz razmatranja verovat-
ttode u Rosprari. Ne satno zbog toga Sto je sr,ako rasudivanje. ko-je se odnosi na iinje-
trice. zasnovano na uzrodtroi relaciii" nego i zbog roga 5to nanr o\,akvo rasurlivanje

9-5
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donosi mnogo vi5e koristi nego rasudil'an"je zasllovano na pul<oj slidnosti i kontigvitetu
(Fijurn. 1983: I05).

Postoje brojna druga pravila 1u okviru opitih praviia) ko.ia takode utidu na nala
verovania. slicnom 2irro5cu i snagorn. ali su takva pravila zasnovallil na slidnosti iznredu
ieleja i dinjenica, opravdan-ja za takvaverovania ne rnoiemo tla plonaclemo u isL-usru*u.

Ovde I{.iuni govori o lakovernosti. olakoflr vero\ an ju u svedoianstva rlrugih, kao i o
obrazovaniu. Lakovemost i obrazovanie zasnoviini su na vrlo sliininl osnovama kao
navike i pojave koie se desto ponarrliaiu u naienr iskustvu (Hjum. 1983: 109). Slidnost
sa iskuswom rasudivalja. zasnovanonl na uzrocima i posledicama. dovodi do e1:iste-

rlirikog neoprezii i zakljudivanjer koic- rre rnoie cla bude oprar,dano pozivanjern uii isku-
stvo. Ova prar,iia ne predstavllaju sanro preporuke. nesr) i strukturu istrrr;rvnog funkci-
onisanja rasuiiivania. dlugirn leiima. predstai,liaju epistemidki standard (Espinosa.
201 6: 287). Uprai,o ot,de rno2emo pronaci i por el<lo nonnativnosti opitih prar,ila. Opita
pravila poseduju dr:tigadiji status od verovanjzi, L1.'ons (20ii I : 27'3) ih naziva drugirn
redom rnentalnih stanja. Funkcija opltih pravila.je da koriguju i stabilizuju ,.sentiment
verovanja" (Heam. 1976:65.1, koji nastaje na osnovu prirodirih. uzrodnih f'al<tora.

Na osnovu paragrafa i.ijurlove Rasprct,e . odnosno niihor,og karalitera epistemid-
kih preporuka, srnatrarn da su korektivna opitzi praviia nomatirina. a ne cleskiptiviia.
Ova pravila predstavljaju uputstva za firniiiran-ie i korisovan!e verovanja. U narednom
potpoglavl.ju ispitaiu odnos verovat-r-ia i istine u Fljunrova_i Ra.sprm,i.

Opita pravila i istinita veroviur-ia
p6,slsi,ljanjem pitanja o odnosu iznreclu verovania i istine. u-ierino;rostavllanr,--r

pitanje o epistemiikim ciljevirna. .lednostavniie re0eno. alio postoji epistemiika nor-
matil'nost. u srnislu korekcije onoq $to .,jeste'" i preporuka za ono ito ..treha''. onda se

taj prelaz. s;r deskriptivntl$ na nor"nrativno. zasniva nii orlreclcrli]rli episten'iicikonr ciliu.
Lli,a.i epistentie'ki cilj. kc'ii cr,r ispit;iti Lr c)\'oul potpogla\iljr-r. predstavlia osno\/ za pra-
ienj e nonnatir,nih preporuka.

Kao Sto sam ranije obrazloZio. episternidke nonne predstavlja-ju stardard za isprar,-
t1o verovanle. ispitacu da li su epistenricke norlre usrrererre ka njihovorn. uobiiaje-
lom. ciiiu - istini. Prema Hjurnovorn evidcncijalistiikonr stanoviitu. lacionalni epi-
stenricki srilriekt hi trebalo da r,eruje up ako. i santo ako. postoji dovoljna er,idencrja
naosnovukojesrlatrada-iepistinito(Esp-rinosa,2016: 281).Istova2iiuslucajuopitilr
pravila: ako su A. B i C principi prel]ril ko.iima lomriramo istinita verovania. to znadi
da su verovanja koia su u skladu sa tim principima, pouzdanija i verovatnije istinita.
nego verovartia koja nisu u skladu sa njirnai. h,{edi"rtim, ne treba da isirustimo iz vida

Posto.ii veliki broj tekstova iz kojili rnoZerno ,.1a saznarlo. posredno
Hjumovom evidencijaliznu. pogledati 1i-.vons. 1001I Orvens, 2003:
novski. I 996. 2t)t16. 1012).

i nepcislc-dnil, r'iSe o
Engel.2007: Bogda-
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da je Hjum bio naturaiista. 5to nas dovodi do centlalnog problerna ovog poglavija.
uskl adiv an i a Hi urno vclg natural izma i epi steniiike norrnativnosti.

eak i da su verovanja Llslnerena ka istinio, naturalistidki prigclvor ne nroiemo tako
lako da odbacimo. Naturalisti smatra-ju da ne postojiniSta nonnativno u verovar{u. kao
i da ne postoje uputstva za formirarrle istinitih verovanja (Engel. 2llt)7: 179). Medutim.
episternidka nonnativnost nije str;ar nuinosli. nego opsega. Drugint redima. epistelnidka
nonnativnost se odnosi nil orlo Sto niie nuino, ne odnosi se na disanje- svakcldnevno
snienjivanje dana i noci, ili bilo koiu logidku ili fizidku nuZnost. Opseg nornratir nosti.
koii sam pomefluo. ti6e se svakodnevnog iskustva" Kao ito nc treba da ispustimo iz vida
Hjunrov naturalizanr" tako ne tr:eba ni da zan,orirno odi pr:ed dinjenicom da.ie I Iiurn Lrio

filozo1-zdravog razurna. zaintereso\/an za svakodnevnr) iskustvo. Verovanje i clisanje
predstavliaju dva raz,lrtita stanja, r,erovanje se odnosi na kateg.orije ko.ie sniatramo
nonrativnim. odnosi se na rasudivanie. siobodu izbora i racionalnost.

Pre nego Sto u sledeiertr poglavlju pokuiam da od-qor,orirn na pitanje da 1i su naia
t,erovanja pod naicmr doksastiikom kontrolonr. na Sta rraturalisti inra.iu nesatir,an od-
sovor. pnkuiaiu da izloiitn joi nekolil<o Ilinrnoviir stavova iz Ra,sprate. i na ta.f naiin
postavinl tenielj zaraz'n:ratmnje involuntarizura. Ako su sloboda iracionalnost sastavni
deo na5iir doksastickih Zivota onda postoji prostor za nornratilnost. Srnatrani da se

Hjum udaljar,a od pn,o-u. deslo'iptivnog clela Rasltrave ka razuratraniu mehanizama
refleksiie kojirna tnoZetno da korigujerlo svoja verovania i zakliuiimo da lolmiranie
t,erovanja niie puki mehaniiki proc'es. Korektivna opita pravila su Llsmerena ka rasu-
divar{u. samim titn moZenio da ih snlatramo standardirna racionainosti. \tror:-inia su.

maqie ili viSe. adel*.'alna u zal isnosti od stepcna cvirlenciie i iskustva. Ono ito odredr-ric
adekvatnost vcrovanja su upravo o;:rita pravila (Espincsa: 2(t16. lSSi. Posretlstvont
refleksiie. epister:riiki suhlekt. clolazi do zakljudka cla su Lrllltstva za lilnnirrur-je r ero-
van-ia. odtiosno tiormc. prirodne kao iponienuto disanie . Ako nltltl uplltstvii ol-'iezl:*duj u.

u vt--cilj ili manicrj t:reLi, lbnniranje istinit.ih vc,ror,iurj:1. cndaje niihovo usvajanje sasvirn
prirodno. lstina kolisitit doprinosi naiern svakodrievnon: isliustr,u. bilo da se radi o

haziinini bioloikini potrebarla. ili o soiisticirar:im aspektin'ra druin'er]og Tivora. U
krajnjo.f lini-ii. ienorisanje uputstava mo2e ptikim sluc\ajenr da nas trdvcde ka istinitinr
t'etovattiitna" ali,je r-eca \,'eroviltnoeta da ras ellistemiika neoitrezltrlst rnoZe dor,esti r,t

bolne okolnosti. bilo da se radi o vlelo.i ringli ili nepoioienom ispini.
Prema Hjurnu. uzrodna relacija je neizt'reina i nuZno je usrnerena ka realnosti. U

skladu sa tim. moZetno da zakliuiimo da je }Jjuni smatrao da svi rasudr-riu u skladu sa

Hjurl tt ,Ra,t7l'rn'i ne lioristi termin ..istina". ulresto tor:a lioristi tennin ".realnost''. Llko-
liko istinu prcilslitvinto kao liorespodcnci.iLr iprrkuianro da rekonstruSerro rnestt istine
u Hiumor',--l.j epistenrologi!i. ne bismo ostr,arili korisn.'ur,ide. iUedutinr. ako o isrini. keo
ntestu u Il-iumovrti episternologiii. -ror,r'r'iulo kao o r-pistcmiikt'ul ciljLr onda uroZemo da
iz-]ednacinio realtrrist i istinu. -jcl zir iJium* r'ealnost ltrcdsrar'lja e pistemir*ki ci1j.
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op5tinl pravilima. Medutim. time 5to svi rasudu.ju u slrladu sa pravilima to znaii da

svi, takode, prave gre5ke u koje ih vodi neisplavno kori5ienje pravila. Na kraju. po-
zt,aiu se na <1e1ove H.iurnove Rasprove: potrebno nam.ie da rasudLriemo ispravno zato

Sto ielimo sfv"ari, a da bisrro dobili ono Sto Zelinto moramo da identifikr{emo efikasno
sreclstvo kojim moZemo da ostvarimo svoie ciljeve. Ispravno uzrodno rasudir.,anje je
uuZau usiov ostvarivanja cilieva koje ielimo. Stoga. kao odgovorni episternidki su-

bjekti, lnoralno da uskladimo svoje rasudivanje sa epistemidkirn rlonnalra kako bismo
zadovoljili svclie Zelje (I{ium, 1983: 247 " ?70.389).

2.2Da li je Hiurn doksastid,ki involuntarista?

I prethoclnoln potpoglavliu predstavio sam Hlurnor,'a op5ta pravila kao prir:odne

principe u skladu sa koiima bi trebalo da forrniramo \tetotatda- Izneo sam razlose

;!pg I<ojili.,!r!.it1ai11 daje. tre/:.ilh7.ifq l,a fljr1rlinl.qatr-1'a!i5t!iki pristLrp episteniolo!l<i41-
pi,t:11j.i4ta, pqsreclllr o lcfleksrje moguc.g*,Plelna Fliumu. refleksija predstavlia ono ito
lazliku.ic rnudre od r,ulgat'nih. I']itanje ua koie Zelinr da ponudinr r-idgovor u ovor1l

potpo*sla\'1ju tide se Hjuntovog doksasticko-s involuntarizma. Da hi refleksiia nrosla
tlaposluii kilo t"tsnov zauspostar,lianie korektivnih opStih pravila. ona l.lrora da bude
r oluntarna. H-iunr se cesto" zhoe. naturalistickog pristupa sazni,u.r.lu. tuntadi kao rloksa-
stidki involuntarista.Iikcliko uspenr tla pronaclern naiin da I-{junra okarakteriSem kaLr

doksastiikog voluntaristu. rrcrci cLr dii ostr arinr cili or og pogli*'lja. odnosno. ela po-
kaZern zasto Hir-rmol' episteniiiki natr:raliz,alr nc sto.ii u suprolrlclsti sa epistemickonr
r-rolrrativnoiiu.

Pitanje u llaslot'u ovrig potpoglavl.ia elasi ..lla 1i.ie H.iunr dr-iksastiiki invtrluntari-
sta'.)". L)dgovor na to pritanje-ie ".Da''. I i RarTl'rn'i perstoii riovol"ino tekstualne evidenciie
koia ukazuje na Iliurnrir,invoiuntarizani r-r ltcglcdu \.cr'()\,an.irI.-lakodc. r'cliki lrro.i

Itir:t:tovaca srlratra da mu etiketa inr oluntariste pristr.ie. ivfcdutim. Ll ovorlr porpoglavl.iLr

ielint da pokaZenr da Hjurn. ako niegtiv plc.iekat oliaraliteriSen:o l<ao inr.olr:ntaristiil<i-
niie uspeo s1 51,p-iim nanlerarl]a. I(ao i da p<rkaZenr zaSiii sc I{lurnu nc mo2e pripisati
inr oluntarizam bez probiema koii hi pratili takvo rurlaienie.

Islioristicu de{rniciju rtrodalnog dolisastidliog inr oluntiiriznra- krr.ir.r.f c ponudio
Rajan I likcrson fRi'an ] lickerson] (201j: I 13,5). Prenra de {inicif i niodalnog doksastii-
kog iuvoiuntariztla. r'erovatt-ia ne lnogu da budu tbnriraria na ilsnovu sliihodnog iz-
bora. Sa druge stratre. pristalica doksar:tickog r:oluntarizrna snratra da poseclujeniir
lTlogucllost da veru.jerlo. ili da ne veru.ierno. r-ri1 osriovu sopstvenog izbora. c'drrosno.

na osttovu r,olje. Na osnovLt treceq clela- drugc kr:.iie*. H.iirnlove ilusStrure (narue:ito r-r

pn,a tri poglar'l!a) i I{ikersonovc de{rnici.ic. iirri2en.',', 12611,tr-iiti glohalnu i lokalnu ver-
ziI r-r modalnog doksastialiog inr,oIunrariznra.
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Gloiralni doksastidki involuntarizaml
Prema globalnoj ver:ziji doksastidkog involuntariznla. ono ito je prednret volie. od-

nosrlo ono Sto slobodno Zelimo, nije od znadaja za sadrZai naBih verovania lliickerson:
20i5: 1135). Globaini doksastilki involuntarista smatra da je verovatrje. u odnosu tra

volju, odvojena kognitivna aktivnost. Drugirn redirna. kakyi god da su mehanizmi ko.iirna

lbnniramo verovanja, mehanizmi koje. prema Hjurnovonr rniiljenju. delinro sa iivoti-
njaina i koje je rnoguce ispitati kroz naudne eksperimente (i{.jtirn: 1983. 342--148). in-

r,oluntarista smatra da oni tunkcioni5u nezavisno od volie. Dalde" ako se globalna verzija
poklapa sa pravim stanjeur naieg doksastilkog Zivota, onda je psiholo5ki uemoguie
lbnrrirati verovanja slobodnirn izborom. Takode. globalna verz-ija se odnosi na sva naia
i,erovada. Merlutim. potrebno je razrnotritiverziiu modalnog doksastiikog involunta-
rizrrra ko.ii se ne odnosi na sva. nego samo na decl naSih vero\iai1ja.

Lokalni doksastidki involuntarizam
Lokalni doksastiiki involuntaizam predstavlia manje radikainLr verziiu. prel11a

kojoj odredeno verov anje 2, ili odredeni skup verovan"ia-1. ne mogu da budu tbrrnirani
na osno\.,u siobodnog izbora (Hickerson. 20i 5: 1 l3-5). Ako razmiitrimo svakodtrevne

okerinosti u krr-iima se nalazirno. pretpostavka da su neka od na5ih verovania. mattie
ili vi5e. pod naSorn voluntarnom kontrolorn, deluje prilivatliirio. Inram slobodu da

izaberem da li 6u da verujern u svedodanstl,o svog prijatelja ili nel<e r-1ruge osobe. ali
kadaje rec o neposrednim culnim isl<ustvinra. veror.,an-in ria je autonrobil isprred mene

orvene boje. onda je pitanje da li imam skrbodu cla povenrienr u svoie neposredtre iulrre
opaia.ie" deplasirano. Ova distinkciia nam dozvoliava da razrnotrimo nad kakvim
r,erovanjima inramo doksastidl<u kr:ntrolu- kao i da prstavimo i:itanie o episten:iikoj
odgovomosti. ukoliko postilje verovanja koja sanr tbnlirao slobodnim izl-rolotn.

U Rc.ry.:r'r-rvi nroierno da pronailt:mo nekoliko parasrafa na ost.rrlvr"l ktliili ttro2eriio

F{jumu da pripi5erno zastupanje. kako globaine tako i lakalne r,erzije. modalnog dok-
sasti dkog inrroluntarizm a.

Drttgo, utn inravlast natl svittt svof irn trtreclstctvama i moie da ih ra:ds'trjo, sjetli-
njuje, meio i merja kako god rnu se svidi; tttko tla. kad bi sc verov-unje sasla.jalo sanlo

u rrot,oj predstctt,i y:t'isajedinjettoj poinranju, bilo lsi u t\ot,ekavaj vlasli daveruje ,{tit

hoce. Sroga nrciento:akljuiiti da se verot,arie sastoji trtrosto tt i:tesnont ose cat$u ili
iLn,sh,tt, u ne ietnu ilo ne zavisi od t'olje. t'ec n?ot'1l da nastane od i:t,esttih odrederih
u.n'oka i principa ka.jitna mi ne gospodarirro (H-ium, 1983: 52-1).

Dakle. jasno je da Hium sugeriSe da ne nroZerno da vertrienro u Sta god poielimo.
SIidnu tezu rnoZemo da prepoznalno u detvrtorrr delu. prve knf ige. Rosprat'e.

Narar,no. I{jum bi bio r,rit-r zl-runietl r-rr,ak\,r,rm upcltrclrom temiirra .^modalnti". H-ium ie bic
konrpatil-rilista. nreiJutinr, ovde cu sebi dati nrllo viie slcihodrios 1lr'ostol"a. u svrhu llilrSLlCC

episterniike koristr kao posledice ovilk.i do1'rustene diskusijc.
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Priroda nos je, apsolulno i nesagledivont ttltinaicu, opredelila da ra.stuhtjento kaa
god i da disemo i osetarua: i mi ne trtolenta i:be ti da sagledamo izvesne predurete u
jaioj i potprmijaj sv-etlosli, iz razloga njihove uobiia-iene povezonosti sa nekint dntinr
utiskom, i,slo onako kao ito ne rnoiento spreiiti sehe da nislimo dok smo budni, ili da

t,idimo okolna tela kad ka njinru okrenemo oii pri Tsunoj suttdc*toj svetlosti(Hjum.
1983:168-169).

LI ot,ortt paragratu. I{junr govori o snazi i Ziriosti neposrednih dulnih utisakii. [n*
voluntaristicki ton lljurnol'ih pojrlova, poput..snage" i ,.Zivosti". sugeriSe da ne mo-
Zenlc'r da spredimo da forrniramo verovanje kada se naclemo u okolnostima koje su

prirodne za formiranje verovanja (Hickerson: 2015: 1137). V'elovan-ie Lrpravo iieste
sailro posebno Ziva ideja. Ono Sto je dovoljno za osh'arir.,anje ciljn o\iog potpoglavlja.
odnosto ono Sto je dovolino da okaraliteri5emo Hjuma kao modalnos doksastidkort
irtvoluntaristu (u skladu sa tleflnicijom koju sarn predstayig) je poziyanje tta sintagtnu
u okviru prethodnog navoda, ..apsolutna i nesaglediva nu2ncst". Ovakva vrsta nuino-
sti. prema Hjuinu. istaje kao i nuZnost disanja, nuinost nadraZaja topline kada stcljirno
pored vatre. prirodna i neodoijiva.

Kako bih pokazao da Hium nije bio dosledan u shvatanju verovanja kao doksa-
stidke kategorije van domena ria5ih izbora. predstavicu Pra.isovo [H.H. Pricel turna-
denie Hjutnovoe involurtartzma. Preura Prajsr-r. Hiunr. deli uaia verovania u dve klase
(Price. 1969 239-2;10 1:

(i) \krovanja ko.ja poseduju snainu induktivnu zasnovanost. ibnnirana na osnovu
dugo-r iskustva stalne zdrr"rZeirosti: i

(ii) Verclvanja koja poseduju slabu. ili nikakvu, induktivnri zasnovanost.
Prajs prinreiuje da Hjum, kada nije u s\.om uobi,iajenom skeptickonr rnaniru-

razliku-je zdrarra r,erovania i. sa druge strane. besnrislena i sujeverna verovania. I{"iurn

takorle snlatra da je bolle posedovati zdrava verovanf a. sa snaZnoni indr:ktir/nom za-

snovanoScu lia prethoduim iskusnirna. nego suieverna verovan-ia bez incluktivne pert-

pore. Ne samo ito Hiurn niie bio dosledan doksastiikom involuntarizmu. nego je, i

smatrao da se verovatlia ntogu Susprsnd6ll;ati (vrlo znaca.jno za H-iumori skepticizam)
na5im slobodnim izborom8 (Price. 1969: 240). Iz llra.isor,og turnadenja moZen:o za-

kljuciti da je Hiunrovo uzdriavanie od rasudir,anja. u okolnostirna u kojima to nije
prirodno. u suprotnosti sa involuntaristidkim tumaden"iern.

Kao Sto satl ratrije naveo. srednji put. koji dozvoljar,a posto-ianje epistenrii:ke nor-
mativnosti uprkos H-iurnovom naturaliznru. je tunracxenje Fijunra kao lokalnog nrodalnog
doksastiikog involuntaristc'. Orrakvo turnaienjc nanr tJozvolf ava sloboclu da pratimo

Iako bi h.jumovci or,de doskoiiliprlln.-66otn da se slobo,la. kod lliLlniir. ltioie okarakte ri-
sati kao spontanitet. Lruduci da Hjunr o€ eovlx o slobodi u libertarijauskorn snrislu. u sr,rllr
prethodno nar,cdenilt o-9rada uastavicr-r sa rsznrar'en-iem Iokahrog rnodalnrrg dtrksastiikoi:
iuvcluntarizura.
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nonnativna utrlutst\/a i l<origniemo naia verovanla, ali i ostavlja naturalistiika ogranidenia
u pogledu \rerovan"ia Iioja nisu pod na5orn doksastidkom kontrolorn. Da 1i cemo FJjunra

nazvati kornpatibilistorn" clrugorazrednirn dolisastiikinr vLrlrintaristonr ili rnoclalniin
doksasti0kinr involuntaristorn. predstar,lja stilsko opredel-ien-je. N:ivoricniem odredenili
paragrafa Rasprar.'e, kao i Pra.isovim tlrmaigqie-r!.plecbtar.'io sqnlgolry4lvne glgmente

-Hiunrovog naturalizrna. har u dovolinoi nreri za ostrrarivanie cilia ovog poelavlia.

2.3 Problern verovanja rnudrih

Da li ie l{junr murJar? Ako jeste, onda I{j Linr koristi fi.urkciju retleksije. I.Jkoliko
koristi tunkciju refleksije. onda niie prirnoran da to dini. r,ei.ie koristi svo.iim slob<ld-

uim izborom. t}prrethodnor:r potpclglai,ljr-r pokazao sam zaito Hjr-rnra nroienro snlatrati
lokalnini modalniin doksastidkirn involuntaristonr. Uspostavljanje opStih pravila i
r azmatranje doksastidkog involuntalizrna je neophodno kako bisnro mogli da uaclento
re5errje problema verovanja mudrih.

Ohiasnio sam za rArllianie
verovanijlllLOvo predstavljapoteikoiu za Hjunrov evidencijalizam.tezu prenia kojoj
bi trebalo da verujenlo samo u razmeli sa pouzdanom. ir-rcluktivnom, er,idenciiom. Ill'i-
denciia sto-ii u suprotnosti sa sujeveriem i predr:isudanra. Centrainiproblern o\ og !(it-
po-elavlia predstavlja dodatno usaqiaiavanie elernenata eltisternidke normati\,nost rl

Hjunior,oj epistemologiii sa njegovirn doksastiikirn involuntariznrom. iaj prolrlern
rnoZetlo da nazovemo ..Prohleffl vero\ianja rnudrilr". Prenra Fliurnu. trebalo bi da ve-
rujemcr na na{in na koji mudri fomrira.iu verovanja. Odgeivorom n:i probiem vcrovar{a
lnudrih otkriiemo na itzr l]iLim taino misli. U potpoglar,liu ?.1.1. predstavio sanr Praj-
sovo tllmadcnie. odnosno distinkcif u koiu Flium plal,i izmeriu razliiitih verovania. I'ie
samo Sto Hjr.ril razlikuie zdrava i sujeverna verovanja. neso narn savetuje r1a veruiemo
rta nadin na ko-ji nrudri ljudi ver:uju. Or,om nonnatirrnoni preporukorn. Fif unr savetr-rje

da bi trehalo da ven{en1o u ono Sto ima snainu induktivnr-r zasno\.-anost. i ohratno.
Hjumovo koriScenje uorlnati\'r1og iezika je prisutno i u zakljudku 1s/ra,'nrat$tt a

ljud,skam ro:uttlu. kada Hjum kritikuje sujeverje i podstiie nas lta sltaljivanle dela koja
ne sadrZe apstraktno lasudivanje cl kvantitetu- niti ekspei:irnentalno rasurlir.irrrie o e ir{e-
nicatna. to su. prerra llirimLr. deltr u koja ne bi trebalo da venrjemo (f{jtrm. l9B8: 155).

U tradicion:rlnom snrislu. odmeravanie verovanja spam ei,idenciio.ie takocle pred-
stavljalo odlike mudrosti. Or,'o podrazumeva uzdriavan-ie od raslulivania do trenutka
kada ce nain biti dostupne relevantne inforrnac,iie. koje derno zatimrazmotriti i usvojiti
(ili odbaciti) kao istiriite. Rasudivanie. u tradicicinalnorn srnislu. predstavfia tnogui,nost
siotrodne kontrole mehanizama za formiranje verovanja. Da bisrno mclgli mudro da
rasudujemo. potrehni su uarn dobri prirodni iustiukti. kao i racionalua kcritrola nad
sopstvenim verovaniima (Stroud. 1,971:10). Or,o znaci da je moguce da se izdignemo
rznad."iivotinjskog instinkta". \4edutim. kao Sto saln naponlenuo. Straurl []arry.,
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Stroud] ovo tumaienie uaziva tradicionalnim. Ovo nije Fijurnovo tumacenje. buduii
da je Hjurn srnatrao da se opSta praviia mogu prinreniti. kako na rnudre, tako i na i,i-
vcltinie. decu i obidne liude. Hjum se udaljio od tradicionalnog uspostavlianja veze
izrnedu ollo-q u 5ta r,erdemo i slobodnog izbora. Smatrao je da su tradicioiralne teorije
nedovol-ino opSte i usmerene na rnali deo ,.izvrsnih" poiedinaca" 5to ne odraZava d.i-

njenicu da svi ijudi poseduju verovanja. i da samim tim. prateii ncrmatirrna uputstt a.

poseduju nrogudnost da koriguju svoja verovania.
Obiirti nedostalak tih sistetna. kctji su.filo:ofi upotrebljct,-ali da ob.jasne radnje

tortcr, -iesle taj ilo oni prelpostattljaju tar*\'rt tananosl tuna tla to prevazilazi ne samo
sposobnost proslilt Ii,-olirtjct vec i sposobno,st clece i oltiinog syeta na,ie vlastite vrsle,
koii str, uprkos lon?e. trtadlolni islim emocijann i efektinta kao i osobe no.j,sovrienijeg
tluho i inleligencije. Thkt'a tonanost"iasan je dokaz la:rtosti jednog sistema. koo ita.je
suprotna prostota dokaz nj e go,-e istinirast i (I {j um. I 983 : 1 6i- I 64).

Bez obzira Sto se Hilrmciva oplta praviia odnose na sve. ukoliko ih se pridr-
iavanro onda moienro da postanenro mudri. njegovi episternidki standardi su vrlo
rigrirozni. Svako irnapristup op5tinr praviliina. oua su sastavni deo na5ih doksastidkiir
stanja. lv{edutirn. vrlo teiko ih.je slediti i potrelrno je da budemo epistemidki discipli-
t'lor,:ir-ri da i:i nan, op5ta pravila douela korist. Stan'iSe, Ilf um navocli da nas op-{ta praviia
vrlo desto lllogll odr-esti u grelke. kao Sto je slLrdaj sa lakover:no3cu.

Kao Sto satn pokazao. doksasticki voluntarizarr drugos reda llokalrri modaln
qksqlticki involuntarizarn ) preclstar,l ja nuian uslov za Hiumcrvr: e pisteniiiku nonna-

!\'qqil i\'loguie.ie da iternamo doksasiiiku ktrntrolu nad l,eror,anjinra ko.ia su Ibnni-
rana rla osnovr-r nelrosrednih iulnih utisaka. ali ono ito.je bitrtrjc--ie kontrola rrad prin*
cipinra u rkiadLr sa koiinra nro2enro dil korigr-iiemo neistinita l'er<x'rliia. U okr'rlnosrirna
koie su priroclne za tirrnriranje veri:r,ania. 119111i,gi-rir'.ie oduprr:cti sc H.lururtronr dok-
sastiikorn detenninizrrrLr. \4eclutinr- onda kada lirrnrirano verol,anje. rnosuc(r.ie. la
osnr)\'Ll korektivnih opitih pr:ar,ila. uziiriati se od rasr-irlivilnia. sakupiti clodatnLr eli-
denci.lu irtakon tota prihratiti iliodbaciti vero\,anie . lipravo ovaj ltroces rno2cnro cla

okarakt.eriientc, liao klkalnu verziiu nrodillirog doksestickoq in', olur.rtiu'iznra. Zairr.a*
IjLriuii slobodnotn iztrorLr da korieuierro ve1'o\ ania. ntoguie.ie r:rznratrtnie cpi:itenriCI<e
rtilnlrativllosti u Hiunror oj ilosprari. Za.icdno sa nt.innativnoicu rtroienro dii raznt:r-
trarno episteniike cilicve. izvore epistenriike ilornrati\;nosti i..rro i verrrr anja nrutiriir
l]udi. Zahvaijuiuci slohodi lasudir,ania. niolen:o da pratinto ncrnratir,,na Lt1;utstva i da
ili dclin:o sa drugint pripadnicinra slo.le epistcrnidke za.iednice. Da bismo vcrovali liair
mudri liudi- potrebno-ie da ne dozvtriimo lakovernost, sujer,crie i predrasude . (Jno ito
je preporucl.jivo. prerna IIiurnu.-ie rasr-rdivanie u skladu sa relaci-joni uzrodnosti. a ne
na osno\rll nalike. kontigvitera i drusih eleurclata irtraginaci.je".

Hir-ul ie skeptik po pitanjr-r toqa u ita tre ba da r.elr:jenlo. Ali ni.]e skcptik.ier snriirra da.ie
trauka Lr lludsko-l prirodi lrloguca. r (lnrr narn olr.iairljar,a zaiio mor"arrro da vcruiemo u nekc
stvari. \'{edutim. to niie savrernrrla kognitirna nauka {na razor\aran-je D2eriia Fotlora).
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3. Sopere uude!

U ..Drugo.i analogiii". Kritike iislog unto. Kant zastupa tezu da niie moguce tbr-
nrirati o[:iektivni vrenrertski sled. ako na5i nrentalni saclriaji ne sadrZe po.f am uzrod-
nosti. Prenra Kantu. po.jam uzroinosti orxogucava da odredeno uredir/alr-ie predstava.
u vrenrerlu- snlatramo nuZnim.L::fgtrgn iApl,a nuZnost, i obiek
t rentenskoe sleda predstava. predstavlia izvar nornlativnosti u Kantovoi epistenroio-

eiii i'_o!e4qU :ert.r5a!!__!tt1elra lqhlitqg1qryltq_l3SgiEgig uIgglgdqulsdiva,riq
predstava-u_r,_rqrllgqll prediLar,.lj4lo -Llolno" izbcgar arliq normativnih obaveza. I za3to

smo. usled neodrZivosti iracionalnog rasudivanja. prirnorani da postavinio svoje pred-
sta\,e u odredeni sled. Na,nera. anr da pokaic]41 pll4qligju_pqggbne
del, n4S. p,'eds!a\,q 14!44IZa,L&!q&._pqb]trl4_c.,fje--
obraztoZim zaSto ivlost "rsta 

,notlalryi kdAgqqdqL
^subi€kllvui red Dredstar,a iini nuZnim.

3.1 l{antovo shvatanf e uzrodltosttu Drugo.j analogiji

Za r itzhku od Hj unr a. rlorlnati vn o st pred stavlj a uob i da i en u perspekti v u turn adenj a

Kantove teorijske i praktidne filozofije (Alison. 1004: l\,tcl)ouel.1994: t)'Fleill. 1989).
Odnos heteronomiie i autonomije predstavlia centraini problent Kalltove etike. dok
pitarrja o sadrZaju naiili predstava. kao i odnosu izmedu sveta i doveka. predstar,ljaju
osno\ina pitan!a Kantove epistenrokrgije. l,Jonrlati\.'nost predstavlia iz1az. rz oba nave*
dena ikripca. I{erl"rtiin. potrebno.je ispitati o kakvof normativnost.ije rei" i lioliki
donren Kantove filozoirje nonnativr.rost uspeino pokriva. S:lAtfar:f_da je:rlidq._rsi_a-

episternidkqlnonnativnosti q_trgtrllgli-r,rtgllt
u D,:r+l_lryg&gZr_::qlgil gggq qu_p iy!$!L
uEqrtovoj fllozoniin qlrnqlrvno$._

LI Drugoj analog$i" Kant ispiruje preduslorie uspe5no-a predstar.ljaqia objektivnog
vremenskog sleda. Iskoristicu primer koiirl.ie Haton [James I{utton] ilustror-ao Kan-
tovti sitt,atanje relacile uzrodnosti. Zarnislimo l)Zona koji posniatra Srreika Belica
kako se topi (i{utton" l0l 8: 3). Da tri Dionovo posn-}atranie hilo nloguce . on mora da
poseduje tri osohir:e predstar,l.janja:

(i) l\{or:a da poseduje predstavu podetnog stanja. Sne3ka koji stoji us}lravno:

iii) Mora da posedr-rie predstar,u stanja kao posledice. otopljenog Sneika: i

fo je lblk yrsiirologija iz tbtelje i ;in'os iica. sttr ie potl'ebno imati u r iclu kao razlog za
ukljucivanje Kanta u diskusilu o epistenriikoj :rorrnativnosti. Na osnovu reSenia problema
uzrt-rinosti. t Drugoj unulogi.ii. pol<uS;rcu da ispitaur da iiie l."antor,o sin'atanie r]onrla-
tivnosti u Krilit'i c:ir/og rinrrr rirugaiije od Hjumo\'{}g. i ako.ie ste. na koii naiin. Odgix,or
na o\-o pitan-je-je vllo znadajan.lruduci da naie znan-j.'o iinjenicarna zavisi od zriar!a o
uzloir-ro poslediinim vezarlla. Bar prenra Hjr-rn:u.
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(iii) Mora da poseduie predstavu podetlroq stanja lio-je prethodi stanju posiedice.

Kant smatra da pitanje, kako mo2erno da olrjasnirno mentalna stanf a koja pred-
stavlja.ju (iii) kao obiektivnu relacif u izmedu (i) i (ii), nimalo nije.iednostavno.

Kant najpre iznosi negativno turrradenje: predstar;a otrjektivnog vrenlenskog sleda

ne moZe da bude ostvarena na osnovu dinjenice da se predstave (i) i (ii) de5avaju
sukcesivno (Karit. 1970: 189). iako Dion. na-jpre. opalauslrravnog Sneika. azatitn.
istopljenog Sneika. ova sukcesivnost niie dovolina da bisnro je srnatrali obiektivnim
vrenrenskim sleclom. Prema Kantu" aprehen:ija ra:t"tot)t'snosti pojave -ieste u "'ek suk-
cesiv-na (Kant. 1970: i9l). Ovo je sluiaj i kadaposrnatramo kuitr. odnosno razlidite
deiove kuce - predstave razliditih delova l<ude su sukcesivne. iako se radi o jednom

otrjektu. Dakle. sukcesijaje arbitrarna za nai zadatak. ne moZenro r1a osnovu sukcesije
da reiirno prohlerl objektivno-q vrernenskog sleda predstava. 'Iakode navodi:

lv:ferlutim, spajanje nikaho rtije nekct tvoreyina somoge iulo i oprtianja, vec je ovtle
proi*od-iedrte sinteliine ntoci uobt'a:ilje koja odredt$e unurrainje culo u pogledu
vrentenskog rsdnosa. Uobra:ilia pak mo:,e doliina ch'a stanja da spoji na dt,a naiina,
tako da ili.jedna ili drugo stanje dola:i pt',-a uw'eruenu;.jer tretne po sebi ne rnoie se

opaziti niti se u odno.ttttr)t'etna ttjenttr moie lako reci eny;iriiki odrediti if.a prethodi, a
ita sleduje na ob.jektr.r (Kant. 1970: I90).

Arbitrarnost. koju sanl trlonlenuo. je lrrouzrokovana time Sto su rrremerrski oclnosi
izmedu sadrZa-ia na5ih predstava uvedeni irnaginacilom. Da bi DZon imiio predstavu
SneSka koji se topi. on prethodno lnora da irna predstavu uspravnog SneSka. LJpravo

imaginaciia prcrizvodi predstavu prethodnog stanja" uspravnos Sneika. N.,1edr-rtim" inra-
ginacija moZe slobodno 4u lonrbinr"rie dulne opai-aie. kao predsta\:u uspravnog Slre5ka
koia pretirodi predstavi istoplienog Sneika. i obratno. Drugirn reiima. I{arrtu.ie po-
trebno neSto Sto moie da ukloni or.u arbitranlost subjektir.,nog sleda.

Kantovo pozitivno turnaienje poiinje, dur,enirn. primerorn iade koja plovi nizvodno:
Ja, ntt printer, ,*idim neku lsdu da ide niz reku. l..laj opaiaj nienoga westtl nct da-

n jem toku reke dola:i posle opa:aja tt jenogo iltes{{t na gornjent tohr, i nentoguie je
da se tr a,ot'ehert:iii ove po.jate lado ap*:i prva na donjent, pa ie k and* na gorn.jent
tokureke. A,de je. dakle, red u sledovtn$u opa:qia u aprelten:iji odreden i aprelten:ija
je :a njega ye:ann (Kal1t: i970: 191).

Kada je subjektirui sled predstava nuZan. onda rnoiemo da zakijuiirno da se radi
o objektivnonl vremenskom siedu. Pod odredenim uslovinra. subiektivni sled. postaje'

nepo\:ratan. odnosno nuian, a ne arbitraran" Ove. odredene uslove. odreduje upra\/o
relaciia uzrodnosti.

Alison (2004. 252). rekonstrui3e Kantov uzrocini princip na sledeii nadin:
(i) Da bisrno imali predstavu nekog dogadaja. subjektir,ni sled pledstat a rnorzr da

bude nepovratan:
(ii) Da Lri subjektivni sled predstava hio nepovratan. nloranlo da ga podveclenro

pod Semu uzrodnosti:
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(iii) Stoga, primena Serle uzrodnosti predstavlja nuZan uslol, postojania nekog
dogadaja u naienr iskustrru:

(iv) Stoga, ogranidivSi dornen na pojave (predrnete moguceg iskustva). moZemo

da zakl.iudinro da svaki dogatlaj irna svoj uzrok.
Razmatranje uzrodnog prircipa u Kantovoj Drugoj analogiji, predstavlia pn i

l<or'ak u ostr.'arivan"ju cilja ovog poglar,lja. Nakon uklanjanja arbitrarnosti u ureclivanju
rraiih predstava. preii iu na clalje ispitivanje pravila na osnovu kojih moZemo da us-
postavinro kontrolu nacl na5im r,erovanjima. t-Tspostarrlju,{" ovih pravila predstavlia
drugi korak ispitivanja epistemiike nomrativnosti u Kantovql filozoflji.

3.2 Epistemidke r-naksime

I(ao Sto sam nago\.'estio. u ovorn potpoglavlju nastavicu da rantatram Kantovo
shvatan-ie episternidke nonnativnosti. Najpre cu preclstaviti ltoenovu [Alix Cohen]
tezu da episternidka autonomiia predstar,lia centralni deo Kantove epistemicke nor-
nratirinosti azatim iu preci narazmatranje epistemidkih pravila na osnovu hojih bi
trebalo da uredujemo svoj doksastidki Zivot.

Kao Sto bi formr"ria autonornije trei:alo da ureduje na5e slobodue izbore u pogledu
praktidnih aspekata naSeg Zivota. tako bi epistemidka verzija ove formule trebalo da

r-rreduje naSa verovanja i doksastilki Zivot. lako su r,erovanle i volja razlidita stanja.
Koen (2018: 3) smatra da oba podleZu istirn nomrativnim zahtevima. Na osnorru to-aa.

moZemo da zakljudimo da se zahtev za autonoinijorn odnosi. kako r-ra moral. tako i na
ko-enicilu.

Pre toga. ielim da napomenem da se. priiikom raanatrania epistemicke llorma-
tivnosti kod Kanta" suoiavarro sa sliinim problernir-na koje sam pokr-r5ao da reiim
prililiom razinatranja epistemidl,e nonlativnosti u Hjuurovoj filozofiji. Ovi problemi
se odncse na dt-rksastidki vohintarizant. Da bismo uopite rnogli da govorinro o 11or"1ra-

tirinosti. odnosno onorrle Sto bi ."trebalo". moramo da razmotrimo pitanja koia se tidu
naie slobode da pratimo nomratir,ne preporuke. Slidno kao kod Hjuma. ovde nam je
dovoijno da su neka verovanja pod na5om kontrolorn. Odnosno, dovoljan nam je drr-rgi

stepen voluntarizma (i1i Iokairra verzija rnodalnog doksasti6kog irrvoluntarizma). Do-
r,oljno je da posedujerno kontroiu r:ad pravilima na osno\,'u ko.iih fon-niramo verovanja.
LI <luhr-i Kantor;e filozofije. epistenidka pravilzr ili normativna uputstva o ko-iir"ira du

nadalie govoriti. nazvaiu epistemilkim rnaksimama.
Dakle. iz prethodflos pasusa postaje jasno da se epistemiika odgovomost ne za-

sniva na verovarrjirna rleqo na maksimama ko-je bi trebalo da ih reguliSu. Prenia Kantu.
kada usvojim neki princip. on postaje moja n:aksima (Kant. 2008: 5). Episterniike
maksime obrazu-iu naie epistemidke strategije. Episternilke strategiie bi trebalo da
koriguju nadin na koji saznaj emo. kao i da nam pomognu da 5to bolje iskoristimo svoie
kognitivne kapacitete. Slidno Hiurnovim opitin pravilinta, mal<sime. izntedu ostalog,
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ll1ogu da predstayijaju evidencijalistidka pravila prema kojirna bi trebalo da samera-
vanlo svoja verovania spram evidencrje koiu posedujemo. MoZemo da navederno neke
od maksima (Cohen, 2018: 4):

(i) Ne bi trebalo da ignori5em evidencrju u siudajevima kada je rnoje verovanje u
suprotnosti sa niom;

(iitNe bi trebalo da formiranl verovanja na osnovu toga 5to dirre da se oseianr
dobro.

Dakle, verovanie ue predstavlja norxrativno neutralnu upotrebu mojih kognitivnih
kapaciteta, vei je podloZno brojnirn nonnativnim ograniieniinia. Da bismo verovali
odgovomo. morafiro da budemo sigurni da su episternidke maksime. na osiiovu kojih
formiramo verovanja, u skladu sa nornrativnim ogranidenjima.

Episternid.ke norme predstavljaju epistemidke principe drugog reda. Slidno kao
kod I{juma. opitapravila su prirodna posledica naleg rasuclivania. ali narn je potrebna
t-unkciia relleksije (prircip drugog reda) da bismo ustanr:vili da li su pravila u skladu
sa norlnaina. Kod Kanta. nornle. kao principi drugog reda" r:eguliSu maksime, kao
principe prliog reda (Cohen. 2018: 4).

Da bih tbnlul-i_saolgisgrlikrlyggiirLlonllqlj:_autonom[q,Ie4ixgtriiu Kantovu
fttrytltbgfujzZgl n i ygn i q ry e t ofi . i k e n t o t

Postupa.j tcko kao da hi fi'el:ctlo cla rnaksinn tt-og{t de lanju lsoslcne fi;ajom raljonr
opiti prirodni :akon (Kant, 2008: 61).

Ovde m*2emo da primetirno da se normati\rnost. u praktiincm smislu, zasiriva la
sr-rb-!ektima koji postaviiajLr zakone. Naii kognitivni kapaciteti bi trebalo da budr-r izvor
maksirna ki;.ie nas obavezu-iu. ciice se uspostavlja autonomija i univerzahlc,st. Prelna
navedetrotn, epistemidku verzrju thnnule autonomiie moZemo rla formuiiSemo na
sledeii nadin:

Del' Verui takc da tvoji kognitivni kapaciteti mogu da predstavi-ia-iu iz\,or univer-
zainog zakona za sve tvcie maksime (Cohen- 2018: 5 ).

Na slidan nadir.t, kao u prethodnoj r,erzrji forrnuie, e;risteinidku norn:atir,flost mo-
iemo da zasnu.iemo r1a racicnalnon: subjektu koji svoje kognitivne kapacitete smatra
izvorom epistemidkih maksima koje ga obavezuju. Ove ilraksirne. kao i Hjumor,a
pravila, mogu svi da usvoje. Ako veruierno u skladu sa univerzalnim epistemidkirn
maksiarama. koje sami sebi propisujemo. onda veru.iemo autonomno.

Ll Kritici ntoci sudenja.KantpreclrasLide opisuje kao teinjr-r ka lieterononrili rasu-
divanja(Kant. 1975:294).OvdemoZertodaprirnetimojoijednusliinostsaHjumom.
Iako se predrasude. uobidajeno. smatrajr.r neoprar.,danim verrivan-iinta, za Hjuma i
Kanta. one predstal,ljaju nelegitimni princip koji smo u*r,ojili kao episternickr-r nrak-
simu (ili pravilo). Za njih. predrasude predstavljaju maksirnuipravilo objektivnog
rasurlivanja zastlovanog na subjektivnim osnovaura. Hjurn. kao elemente subiektivne
osnove rasudivanja navodi navikr"r. slidnost i kontigvitet. dok Kant {Cohen. ?01 8: 5)
razlikuie iirklinacije (veru.jem u Lrno za Sta ielim da.ie istinito), navike (r,eru.iern u ono
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u ita satn oduvek verovao) i irnitacije (verujem u ono u ita ntoji roditel ji veruju). Iako
traveciene tnaksitne predrasuda. kako kod Iljurna tako i kod Kanta. deluju razlidito.
tnti2euto da ih smatramo nedopustivimi'z istoe razloga: preporuir-riu upcltrebu suh.jek-
tirarih osnova rasudivanja kao olr-iektivnu. Ukoliko usvojirno clve niaksime. verova-
iemo lreterononrno. Nasuprot tonre. odgol'orni episternidki sub"iekti bi trebaki da ltrr-
rnirajLr verovatrja zasnovana na elenrentima objektivnih osnorra rasudivanja: evidenciji.
dokazint a. pouzdanclm svedoianstr,,u.

IJ ovout. i trrethodnoln potposlavliu- uredstar,io sam Kantovo shvatani,Erelaciie
tuzrodtrosti. episte miikc rttaksiure i enistenriiku uorinatilnost kao ".zahte\; urllilza auto-
nonriiorn'". 'lakode sary ul<Qzao na slli_postiizmedu Hiurna i K_qrrla u rrosledu shvatania .'
uzrrtertgsti. Ltpoi'cdiv5i Rru,rpi'aya iDrlgli analogiilr. Postoje velike slidnosti u pogledu
shvataniri ob.iektivnih osnol,a u skladu sa koiirna bi trebalo da lbnniramo opStapravila,,
episternidlie maksime. ffium i Kant na slidan nadin sirvataju greske koje neodgov<x'ni
epistemidki subjekti prave Ll svorll rasudivanju" ali obolicaprr-rZa.iu nonnativne preporuke
koje nrogu da korigrrlrt naia verovanja i usklade nair"r doksastidku str,'amost. li nar edncrn
poglaviiu pokr-rSaiu da sumirarl H.iumovo i Kantovo shrratanje epistemiike nonnativ-
rtosti kroz prizmu razdolrlja kojem su obojica pripadali, dobu prosvetiteljsn,a.

4. {Jmesto zakljuika: vile i nerro-ilaudnici

t-i prethodnont delu larla pokuSao saln cia pokaZen t tla. zalljuma i Kania. r erovauia
podleiu s ledei i m llorix ativllim ograni i eni im a:

(i) Epistemidki subjektine bi trebalo da fonniralu veror,anja zasno\i,lna na sLlbiek-
tir,nirn osnot alna: i

{ii) Floces tbnniranja l'erovi}nja t-ii trebair: uskladiti sa episterniikinr prar.ilintar'
rnaksir.nama ke-ja su univerzalna (va2e ze s\/e).

Pretna Kantu. izt,or epistenridke nonnativnosti. kao ito saur ranije pokazao. leZi
It zalttel'it urta za autonolnijour. Sa druge strane. iz l{.lumovog shvatatrla veroria:tia. i
njima srodnih doksastidkih stan-ja- moZemo da zakliudimc da Fljuni smatra da izvor
episteniiike nonlatirinosti leli u pr:ostoj dinienici da svi ljudi poseduju Zelie. Sarnin
tinr Sto poseduju ielf e. ljudi nasto.ie tla ostvare te Zelje. a to dine k-roz op5ta prar,ila na
osnovu koJih lbrrniralu verovanja. Istinitost uvilt veror ania-le vrlo korisna za liude i
r..odi ih ost\.'arenju niihovih ciljeva i Zelia. Smatrarn da se r: osriovi Hjumovos i Kan-
tovog shvatania nalaze iste pretpostavke i isri zakliudci.

Naslov tredeg poglavlja ovog rada glasi S'a7ic re autle.t - Sto znadi hrabrost koriScenja
sopsn/enog razLlrna. Ovaj rnoto adekvatno predstar'1ia Kanto\'o shvatanle episteraidke
normatir;nosti. odnosno zahtev urna za autonomiiom.

Prosvecenost-ie iovekov i:la:ak i: mololetttosti :o ko-iu_ie s*tn kriy. l,falolelnost
.je nespasobnosl sltienja vlastitint t'a:utlrout be: neiije g t,at/slva.. Cavek.je scm krit, :o
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ot,tr ntalo/elnr.;,;1. ttko rtjen u:rok nije pontttnjfuuje ro:ttnto, negrs reienasti i ht'uhrosti
rla.re ttjinte ,glu:i ht: nec:ijegvodstvtt. Sapere aude.tlma.j lruhtosti do se .slu:iir:lastifinr
t'tr:ttnrtmt! Ovt.je, dukl.e , moto prasrecenosti. (Kant. I971: -11 )r"

Pokuiaiu cla olx"azlo2inr zaito ovii ."lozir-ika prosvetitelistva" moZe isto tako da
va2i i za l{iurna. Iiako bih to ucinio iskoristiiu nrisaoni ekspcrinient koji se desto

koristi prilikoni laznratr;rnizr epistentiikos konsekvenciializnra (Elstein i Jenkins.
1017). Zamislinro \t'iiu istinovic koja moZe cla nam ponudi vrlo povoljnu episteuridkLr

sitLraciir-r: lnnrlgo istinitih vero\iania itel< parneistinitiil. Medutirn" Vilin Llslo\'.lc da

llroranlo da povem.ierno u nekop. Sarno u tonr slr-tiaju cte Vila da pristane da narr,
sr,aki jrlrt kada se naderno u okolnostima prircldnirn za lbnriirarrie verovania. ponudi
t,crovan-ie ko.ie.le. sa velikorn \1ero\/atrlocom. istinito. Pre nego ito predern na razlna-
tlan.lc ctrristerrridke situacije u kojoi hi se IIiunr iKiint rraili pred Vilom Istilovic.
predstavicu joS.jedan. rlrastidniji. nrisaoni eksperinrentil. Zamislin.io neuro-naucnika
ko.ji narn nucliioi provol.iniiu episteniidku sitriaci.lu llego \,'ila. Bez traZenia idegii za-
uzr,rat. rleuro-naudnik nudi da. u naSu svest. r-rsadi episternidku inaksinrui'pravilo koje
glasi Srrye re ctrcle!. Ovakva elristenriika sitLracija bi bila znatrro povolini.ia nego u
slucaju \:ile. br,rcluii cla hisn.ro sr-aki put. prilikonr lonniranja verovania. r,erovali au-
tononrno. Medr:tinr" da li-ie to zaista tako?

Zaito I{iurt- ili bilo ko drLrei. ne iriprilivatio Vilinu ponudul) Iz perspcktive episte-
rliikog kr:nsekvenci.ializma. c)\ a ponuda deluje vrlo pcx olino. tr4eclutirn" Kant nije
epistenriiki konsckvcncijalista. Ako bih priln'atio \dlinu ponitdu posedovao Liih veliki
bro.i istinitih t,err)t'artia. nredutim. :r;.urrir.rr tini bih se cldrekao sirosobnosti da lbrniiranr
veror,attia. LJt,o odricanje ocl slrosolrnosti ibrrnirauja vero.,,ania se ne odnosi sarno rra

p- za lio.ie Vila traZi da ga usr,,oiirn" nego i rla sla hudur-ra islinita rerrlvan-ia ko.ia bih
i:svojio. Prcn'orio irilr se Lr rnehanizrinr za proizr,,odenie istinitih ver"cvanja. Prenui
Kantu. znari.ie ne preclstavlia lruko posedor,anie istinitih verovarija. negi) njihor o for-
rniranic Lr skladLr sa koriicerrlenr naiih liognirivnih kapaciteta. St*ga. snlatrarn da Kan[
ne bi pristao 11a \rilinu po*udu" iak i da se radi o ponudi beskonainos broia istinitih
vcrovanj a.

Bilo bi ocekivano da l-liunr. kat'r episternidki naturalista. prilrvati Vilinu ponudu.
Llkoliko pt-rsmatrarno ponudu iz pragnratiike perspektive- nije bitno kako smo fbrrnilali
r,erovan-ia. niti na kaLvirrr osnovalra. sr.e dak su ta verovania istinita. Il.'{edutim- prccl-

staviiu l-Iiuurovu kritiku raspitar{a. na osl}o\,r-r koje ce postatijasno zaito bi I{.iunr
postupio sliintl kao Kant.

LI pt'evodu Danila Baste. Lrmeslo ..rnaloletnosti" liolisli se lermin ..sauroskrivl.iei:a nezre-
lost". Naialost. ova.i prer,od nisam uspeo da prouacien:. L.lmc'sto trrga koristio sa1.n prer,ocl
Jul i.j ane Bel i-{-renc.

Ovaj misaoni eksperiment predstar'l]a mo.i poku5a.i radikalizaci.ie ltrimera sa \rilor:"r. Il-
ustraci.ja u kojoi iigurira ne uro-uaulnik predstar,lja pokuSaj da nastar.,i:-n ducr-r tradici.ju
lbtiSizacij e ne uro-na udnik a u epi stenrickrij i i telat uri.
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Peror Nw'kii

.4ko ot,uj GrgLilnetlt iz t,ospilartjtt raznrcstrimct tt Sl'tn'o.i x,ellts.tli, poka:ate tlu.je on
v'rlo trverliiv. rim yiie .ilo sc ot7 osniya nu.je&tqj od nctjobicnijih 1to.jat,a nu kojtr ioyek
nai!tt:i 1.../ Kao itrt luit'i icstint Stonavl.jurtjun ,t,o.jilt la:i, naj:atldoclu clotle c.lu int orrc
i:gleduju kao sacottlct, fcko irasurlitcrnje ili bolje reci uobra:ilja. no sliiatt nuiin,
mo:e intati predslare lttko s'tta:no ulisturte i poitntrli ih u toko poQtunoi s\:etlosti da
atle mogtt clelovati no unl na isli rtttiin koo ,{lo t:itte one ka.f e nant prtraju i'ulo, pam-
cenja ili ro:unt. Ali poito je tu.rpitattje t,e,ilaiki, a ne prirotlon u:rok i pe;Sto .su trjegctve

tnaksinrc ieslo strytralil€ t'Lt:tntLt, 7ta iak i sel:i sanint u ra:liiititrt t,t'emerrinw i nteslinta,

.f'ilozqfi'4a otudu nikitda ne pritrujt.t, premdo-fe u,sh,arrt{}sti ono.sttzr{curr> lse:ntalo na
i-t'luut lenk'lju tttn,ike i pont*,ljcrtja kuo i ntt,itr tunrn,aniq i: ttz'oka i iz 1tr:sledica (Hlunt.
1c)83: 11-1-114).

Dakle. H.iunr ne hi prihvatio ponudr-r Vile Istinovic. buduci da bi. u suprotnom. sva

n-iegova istinita t,erol'auja bila zasnorrarla na vestaikim. a rle nii prirodninr uzrocima.
Ilazlika izntcdu Vite i neuro-narrinika leli u torne ito nani Vila pruZa istina vcrL)-

vania kroz zarihilaien je naiih cioksastidkih sposotrnosti. dok nas l']euro-riauinik. kroz
ttsadivartic ispravne episteniiike rlaksirne/pravila u naiu s\rest. pret\ ara u heterononrne
epistcnricke suhiekte. Princip koiinr resuliicrro naia r.erovanla. a ko.ii narn.jc rreuro-
naucnik r.rsadio Lr s\,est. ne lrredstar l.ja nraksiurlr:'pral,ilo koie snro sami sebi propisali.
Dalilc-. Kant hi razoiarao rlerlro-naucnika na isti nadin na koji.ie razoiarao Vilu. Pri-
hvatau.icnr pouude rleurr'I-naucnika. izgubili bisnro autononrnost" bez ko.ie nema epi-
stenr i dke rlonlliltivllost i.

Iiao ito sarl1 u ;'rrclltodnom delu rada naveo. za H.juma op5ta prar ila predstar,lia.iu
prirodttu posledicu naiih kognitivnih kapaciteta. U siudaiu Viline ponudr'. porlrr'Iruti
kognitivni kapaciteri ne bi postr:.iali. nri ih ne bisrno koristiii. Posedovali bisnro istinita
vcro\:eqiii puliinr slui*jenr a ne nii osllovlr tose itt) sn:o ih lcx:rirali u skladu sa opitir;r
praviliina. lr{erlLrtim- neulo-nauinil, ne zat'bilazi naie rloksastiike sl.losolrnosti. napro-
1it'. ort nanr pruZa lrpita praviia ko.ia tri. sr,eiedno. 1;osto.iala u naioj s\,esti kau plirodna
posledica. Zaito Hjr-rnr ne bi prihvatio or,akvu ponudu'l BaS zboc toga Sto nalll neuro-
nauinik nijc uskratio liognitir ne kapacitete kao deo pogodbe. Ll slLrda.iu prihr,'acene
portude i dalie bisuo imeli na raspolaganlu hrnkciiu retleksiie. t)r'de clr na\,esti H.iLr-

1"no\,o shvatanie osedaja nutte odret/cttosti tuntt'.

[. J -4li um se n€:t]ttst{trlja orde ..ler', Ln,idiljucicla se avint sistt-ntortt npct:r$* im*
jedun clrrtsi ;S;ot,e:ttu trcn'ikom, ili. ako hocele, odrnsctm trroka ili trtosledicc, on tlti-
,sltn,lja du ret:molra njilnt'e pt"eclstave; pa kctl;o os€c{t da_je na trcki twiin nu:no txlre-
den da sagleCu ore trtojedittuine Stretlstovt, a da ttrn,ika ili odnrss, kojim je odreden.
ne dapuita tti ntrintuttjtr prontt'nu. ot't ih ohro:uje u jedan rtot,i sistetn /;oji islo luko
udostoj at,a tto:ivont slt,tu'nosli (Hiunr. 1 983 . I Oir).

Ifakle. ono ito nanl olnoguiava da lazlilniemo prirodne i r,eita(rke uzroke pred-
sta\Jl.ii] cisecaj nutte odredenosli unro da prerle sa-iedrre ideie na dlugr-r. L)r.u nuZnost
proizvodi relacila uzroinost. Kada se rradernc u okolnostima u lio.linra lcrmiralno
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vero\ianja na osrlovu slicr.rosti ili navil<e. overj osecaj nuinosii ne postoji. buduii da u

ovrxn slucaiu ne lbnnirarno ve[ovania rra osllovu relaciie uzrodnosti. Neuro-naudnik
nam _ie. za razlikLr od Vile, ostavio na raspolaganju naie kognitivne sposohnosti. LJpra-

rro zbog toga. IliLrn-r bi bio sl'estan <Ia pravilo na osr.lovu koieg I'ormira istinita verova-

da. a koj e nru-le u svest usadio nellro*riallcnik. ne proizvodi osecai nuZnosti kao 5to

bi to bio sludai sa pravilirna izvedenim iz relacije uzroinosti. Stoga. Vila ineuro-na-
udnil< ne bi bili zadovoljni susretilln sa Hjurnom i Kantorn.

Na kraju. Zeleo bih da ilaporxenem da su i Fljurn i Kant bili senszzs communis hla-
zofi. I{jum i Kant su smatrali da principi i rlaksime. na osno\/u l<ojih bi trebalo da
tbrrniramo verovanja. moraiu biti takvi da svi lllogll da iir usr,'oje. Ukoliko opita pravila
i epistemidke maksime nisu takvi da nale opaZairie i rasudivanje. zasnovano na r.iima,
re moZemo da podelimo sa svima. onda nisu univerzalni. A ako pravila i maksime
nisu univerzaini. onda ne moZemo da govoriulo o zasnivanju bilo kakrre nauke. fipravo
zbog serrsus cottlnlurirs pristupa lil<izofiii. Il-ium i Kant predstavliaju vllo znadajne
filozote, toiiko znadajne da. s pravonr. moien'lo da kaiemo da bez njiirovih uvida ne
hi doSlo do razr,oja savrerrene nauke.

Petar Nurhii
Institut za fi1ozofiju
Fiiozofski takriltet Linir,erziteta u Beosradu
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Petar Nurlric
Hutne's and Kant's Understanding of Epistemic Normatir,ity

(Strnunmi)

(]uestion (d) hou, rlo ue lirrnr belieli?. irnplies ciescript.i\/r iuls\\ers. On the other
hartr.i" the qr-lestion (rti htit'siroLild u e lorn: be liets'l. inrplies uonrlati\.e answers. Can
\\'c llrovide answcls tri (n ) qucsti(ins u'ilirrrut arls\r'ering (d1 questit:rrs? This 1n) - (d)
relati<xt can lle charactcrize d a^s cpistcrnic nonnativitl'. I-{urne and Kar:t provirie i}ns\\'ers
to hoth qucst;ons. I Iuntc is rnore inclined to ps.vchologize these ans\\'ers t}-lror.rgh arr

enrpirical apltroaclr to qucstions related to beliet.s" While Kar-rt is ntore inclir-rcd to
corlsi.Ier a priori conditirxrs of our reasoning. Tlrrough general rules iuld ellisteilic
tnarints. Hurne ai.rd Kii|lt provide nor']native gr-ridelines in accordance u,hich \\'e sllould
lolnt beliels. lJot,ever. in order to be able to talk about lronnetivil)'. at all. \\re need to
ans\r'et'questiolrs related to dor:rstic voiuntarisn-r. For Kant. the qLrestion olfi'eedonr
is. to soure e\terlt. ill1 ob\iious precondirion lbr his critiques (especialh, olthe pr:rctical
minrl). While rvith Ilume" preciselr: because of his enrpirical apllroilch to belieli and
riesires- tlie tlatter is nr<tre obscure. and it seerrs as if Ilunre adr.,ocates d<lrastic invci-
luntarism. In this papcr" I rvill tn, t() pl'eselir the similarities betu,een Hurne and Kant
in tenns of epistenric nonnativit\'. Wher'c it seeurs as if their viels ale incortrpatiblc"
I ri'ill tra' [o exanline *,ln' tltis is thc case. ] n'ill tbcus on Hunre's Tt'earise of Hwnutt
Nctlure atrcl Kant's Seconil ,4nolo91'. Jn the end" I rvill present a ccuple o1'thor-rght
e.rperinrenls and trv to "'test" Hunre and Kant. If I lranage to confirnr tlie initial
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ht,potheses, then this paper u'ill l;e a succcssfr,rl epistcrnic cndeavor. llorvc-r,er. if I foil
to flnd the expected sinrilarities betu,een F{urre's iurd Kant's Lrnderstandirtg ol'episte-
mic nonnativitr,, then this rvork c:rn Lre characterized as ir historical approach to the

nonl ativc liarneu,ork o I'''do qnurt ic s I unrbcr".
IitrywoRlfs: llurne, Kitnt. cpistenric nonnativitt'- dorastic volunt:irisr"rt. gettelal

rules. epistenric rnaxirns
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NORMAITV1E FORCE AND NORMATI\,IE FREEDOM:
HUME AND I'ANT, BUT NOT HUME I4ERSUS KA.NT

Peter Railton,

Abstract
Our notion of normativity appears to combine, in a way difficult
to understand but seemingly familiar from experience, elements
of force and freedom. On the one hand, a normative claim is
thought to have a kind of compelling authority; on the other
hand, if our respecting it is to be an appropriate species of respect,
it must not be coerced, automatic, or trivially guaranteed by defi-
nition. Both Hume and Kant, I argue, looked to 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
normativiry, but to a difference in their empirical psychological
theories - a difference we can readily spot in their accounts of
aesthetics.

Introduction

'Normati rity' 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. \&'e 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-wr-ong, .), or the one
hand, and the actual, possible, or usual, on the other. Ethics, aes-
thetics, epistemology, rationalitv. 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 looking for it or not.

I said 'for better or worse' because, while it is useful to bring
these various normative phenomena together, the term 'normativ-
ity' itself bears the stamp of but one aspect of such phenomena:
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NORIIATNTE FORCE AND NORN,{,{TNE FREEDOM 32L

norms - rules or standards. The etymology of the English term
norm traces it back to the Latin norma, a builder's square. The
term ruk also seems to come to us from the building trade - it
descends from the Latin regulu.s, a straight-edge or ruler. Now
anyone who has sawn a board or chiseled a stone recognizes what
it 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.i

Because tl:,e 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 a philosophical account of normativity. A
builder can consult his norrnato guide himself in making cuts and
to judge whether his work "measltres 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 still 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 a$ly? There is no special dif-
ficulty about sa)ang 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 norrna, 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 rs to be followeil 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 poinr we ask for

1 Moreover, we have an equally concrete way of illustrating part of what Kant had in
mind in insisting that the normative is a priori. A norma (or regulus) has its form "before
the fact", gving the builder a "standard of correctness" for the cut, but not staking a claim
as to how the cut will in fact be made. His subsequent cutting performance is "guided" trut
not "predicted" by it, so actual failure on his part to 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", forthcomine.
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another rule, a "rule of application", the threat of regress
emerges at once - for how to distinguish those cases in which the
rule of application itself normarively' applies among those in
which it merely formally applies?

we could block the regieis if there were a super-rule (rational-
ity?) that always normatively applies and that direcrs us regarding
the applicability of all other rules. Unforrunately, however, the
useful transparency of anlthing like the norma - or of such famil-
iar examples as rules of a game - is lost once we speak of super-
rules. For we can intelligibly ask when to use the norma- or whe.,
to play a game - and why. But somehow, a super-rule is supposed
to prevent such questions about itself from arising. Even uist o.rg
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).2 This is a
question about the normatiae applicability of "rules of reason", that
is, a question about the source of reason's normative 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, butlt 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".3 A sufficiently great actual force

2 Herein I will use the following abbreviations in citing work of Immanuel Kanu CJ
=_Critique of Jud,gment, trans. by Werner S. Pluhar (Inclianapolis: Hackett, 1987); CJ- l
Critique of Judgment trans. James Creed Meredith (Oxford: Clarendon, 1952); CPrR =
C!'ttryue of Practical Rea.tor?, trans. by Lewis White Beck (Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill, 1956);

lPrRm = Critique of Practical Rzason, trans. by Mary Gregoi lcamtrridge: Cambridge
Unviersity Press, 1996); G = Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Mmals, trans. ty H.J. paton,
3rd ed. (New York: Harper & Row, 1956); LoE = Lectures on Ethics, ed. by P.-Heath andJ.
B. Schneewind, trans. by P. Heath (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 7997); MM =
Maaphysics of Morak, ed. and trans. by Mary Gregor (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, f 996); OBS = Obsenations on the Feekng of the Beautiful ani Sublimr. trani. byJohn T.
Goldthwait (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1960); SRL = "On a Suppoied Right
to Lie from Philanthropy", in Immanuel Kant: Practical Philosophl, trans. Mary J. Gre[or
(Cambridge: Camtrridge University Press, 1996). All page numbers are ro the Acade"my
edition; Academy volume numbers are given only for the Lectures on Ethics.

3 
Jean-Jacques Rousseau, The Social Contracr, trans. Maurice Cranston (Baltimore:

Pengrrin, 1968), Bk. I, ch. 3,p.53.
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simply is 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.
ICPrR 87]

Clearly the must here is not the must of something irresistible -
the moral law is normatively, not actually, "inviolable". Since an
ought is to apply to us even when we fall short, its force (and
recognition thereof) must leave that option open. If "guidance by
norms" is to play a nontrivial 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 normativity, usually in con-
nection with physical or causal possibility. But it is no less impor-
tant to make room for the logical or conceptualpossibility of error.
It is 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 a 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
is no question of why Railton spelled 'correspondence' with an
'e' . Spelli,ng ts a normative concept - acts of spelling constitutive-
ly involve satis$ring the norms of spelling. So he couldn't have
spelled the word with an'a'- 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 that spelling is 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 correctly we rypically are not using the term in
this "normative sense". As you intended your question to your
colleague, my spelling 'correspondencb' with an 'e' was either a
huppy 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 normative guidance altogether by assimilating 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 attitudes (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.a
Kant, for example, distinguishes attitudes of love and reverence
(reuerentia), which are not directly subject to the will and cannot
strictly be objects of drty (MM 407-403), from attitudes that
accord to others a respectful observance (obseraantia) of their
rights or goals, which can be required of us as a duty (MM 449,
467-468; compare G 399).5 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-
tion 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-
tive 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 time the less voluntary attitudes and motives (such as

a PerhapsT2dgments 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 it. Although our judgment is supposed to guide our belief, our beliefs might in
fact prove recalcitrant. Thus we say: judgment is normatiue for atitudes like belief or feel-
ings like appreciation. For a seminal discussion of evaluation as normative for attitudes,
see Elizabeth Anderson, Value in Ethics and Economics (Cambridge: Harvard University
Press, 1993), ch. 2.

u I am grateful to Peter Vranas for bringing to my attention this discussion in Kant
of ranerentia vs. obseruantia.
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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 "fiot) 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 rs nry will make it (say)
a goodwill?

Reason and normativity

Kant tells us that reason's "highest practical function" is to enable
us to discover and "establish" the good win (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 u chain
of deliberation in accord with norms of good reasoning. In the
second sense, a rational choice is a choi ce appropriately responsiae
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 represenrs no deep ambiguity i,
our basic thinking about practical ration ahq. For it seems we
could, in principle, in a restrospective "context ofjustification",
glve 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 cogitation 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 combinbd. Perhaps we can under-
stand normative force on the model of appreciating the force of
argum,ent.

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-
ty.

At the same time, our response to the force of argument seems
appropriately free without being arbitrarily 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 constitutiue of belief as an attitude. - we do
not need to be subject to some further coercion or external sanc-
tion 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 epistemic 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 'rational choice' would never lead to genuinely divided

6 For discussion, see David Velleman, 'The Guise of the Good," Nous26 (i992): 3
26, and "on the Possibility of Practical Reason", Ethics 106 (I9gG): Gg4726; also, p.
Railton, "On the Hypothetical and Non-Hypothetical in Reasoning abour Belief and
Action", in G. Cullity and B. Gaut (eds.) , Ethics and Practical fuason (Oxford: Clarendon,
1e97).
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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, Fro|n
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 oflheoretical 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 justifying 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 is 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 questions 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-
cation 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 is 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"
relationship linking justified belief to inductive argument by a
simple formula: a belief that hof strength risjustified in epistemic
context Cif h 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 e1 at t Z
I have experience e2 at t-2.
I have experience e3 at t-l.
I have experien ce e4 at t.
Experiences e1-e4 exhibit coherence and continuity.
I therefore conclude (with strength r) that I am self-
identically me throughout the time interval (t-3) to t.

Yet it is clear that this argument simply presuffoses self-identiry
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-
tive legitimacy. We now have a conclusion about Peter Railton, but
it tells me nothing yet about my identtcy. That is, it does not yet su$
tain a conclusion licensing a de se self-identity ascription on my
part.7 It does not tell me that'Peter Railton' refers to me.

If experiential 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 sensa of being me (and here, and now) in part from some-
thing like what has been called proprioceptiue 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 Se", in his Philosophical Papers, vol. I
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1983).
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propositional content.t Now, if we dismiss this as no more than
my "sense" of self-identiry and insist that we would need anidence
reconstructable in argumentative form in order to uarrant suclt a
conclusion, we will find ourselves cut off from any possible
avenue ofjustification. This could leave us stranded as theoreti-
cal reasoners, since without any entitlement to the 'I', how am I
ever to be responsive in my belief to the evidence / have? - A lot
of people have a lot of evidence, much of it conflicting, but
whose should weigh with me? To justi$ my beliefs I need to iden-
tifr 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]'g

He is at a loss to describe this feeling, or to explain it as based
upon principles. "[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.

8 There is some experimental evidence in the literature on autism that autistic indi-
viduals may experience deficits in developing a feeling for the self, much as individuals
can experience color deficits in ordinary perception. Autistic individuals, for example,
experience difficulty with first- vs. third-person as).rnmetries 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 lacking in some of the
'subjectivity,' the inwardness, that others seem to have.

From Mindblindness (Cambridge: MIT Press, 1995) , pp.742-743.
n Here are the abbreviations used in the text for F{ume's writings: Inq = Inquiry

Concerningthc Principlcs of Morak, ed. by C. W. Hendel (Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill, 7957);
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 OtherEssay bl Daai.d
Hume, ed. byJohn W. Lenz (Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill, 1965).
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Hume is describing the depths of the mental distress he reaches
as a result of art "intensr" commitment to following the rationalis-
tic maxim to restrict belief to those matters where we can give a
reasonedjustification. He finds that, as a result, he loses any enti-
tlement to confidence in induction, memory, external body, or
even deduction. Eventually he "cafi look upon no opinion even
as more probable or likely than another", and calls out in des-
peration, '1\rhere I am I, or what?" (T 269). Rigorous adherence
to the self-imposed 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 . . . atthe very time I cannot satis$r
myself concerning the reasonableness of so painful an appli-
cation, nor have any tolerable prospect of arriving by its means
at truth or certainty? Under what obligation do I lie . . . ? [T
2701

Hume remains concerned with reasonableness, truth, and
probability. He is, 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 to 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 I
auy influence, or who have arry influence on me? I am
confounded . . . and begin to fancy myself . . . utterly depriv'd
of the use of every member and faculty. [f 208-269]

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 remains no dis-
cernment concerning evidence or probabiliry no sense of any-
one's authoriry 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 reason in the "context of justification" about the relation-
ship between our beliefs and their grounds if we accord immedi-
ate experience no primafacie authority 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 ofjustification. But what to add? Belief,
we've noticed, is not a bare proposition, but an atti,tude toward
propositions. Hume puts it starkly: "belief is nothing but a peculiar

feeling, different from the simplz conception fof its object] " (T 624).If
we consider de sebelief, Flume's suggestion would seem to be that
this attitude is a feeling that is to be regulated (at least in part) by
"self-introducing" (*e might say "self-intimating") feelings. A
feeling regulating a feeling? Hume writes that "belief is more Prol,
erly an act of the sensiti,ae, than of the cogitatiae part of our naturei' lT
1811. Hume appears to apply this idea well beyond self-identi$,-
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 to 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 is a survival of a systematic project he
had undertaken on the nature of "criticism", to include morality
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as well.'o After observing that we cannot ground aesthetic distinc-
tions on "reasonings a priori" (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,
is 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. IST 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 MILION, or BUNY,\N 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 u "species of philosophy"
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

'o See David Fate Norton, "Introduction to Hume's Thought", in his edited collec-
1d.on, The Cambridge Companion to Hume (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, i993), 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
normative 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, i.e.,
attribute some normative force, and why would this count as
authority about beauty? Hume identifies two sources of authoriry
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 partialiry
ignorance, fashion, novelty, lack of sensory discrimination, or dis-
taste for (or perverse fascination with) the odd or d6class6. \Arhy
should this matter - isn't it up to us what we like? Yes, but when
we judge beaury we attribute something to an object or event,
not merely to ourselves; and we accord ourselves authority con-
cerning it. Partiality, 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 Flume's terminolosy) 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 beaury 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 engagemenr witir them seems reliably to yield expe-
riences we find intrinsically enjoyable, we seem to have (to that
extent) a candidate for beauty. 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 likinfs
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 I
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 orjudging such music who take hisjudgment
seriously. Our practices - including our patterns of normative
deference - reveal thatwe do have some idea of what itwould be
for a feeling (an appreciative delight) to be more or less atruned
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 sensations.

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 I 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 purs 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. IST 232-233]

A similar sort of authority, also related to an authority we
already accord ourselves, attaches to the "test of time". Hume
writes, concerning the relation "nature has put between form
and sentiment" which underlies beautv:
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We shall be able to ascertain its influence not so much from
the operation of each particular beaury 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 enr,y.

The same HOMER, who pleased at ATHENS and ROME
two thousand years zgo, 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. IST
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 "FImm, 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 practice, attributing some authority to our own
growing experience ("In the end, the proof of the pudding . . ."),
making recommendations and seeking confirmation in the opin-
ions of others ("Try it, you'll see for yourself'), and also showing
some deference to various external sources of autho.ity ("After
what I've heard about it, I'm eager to try this place"). Situated
within such a practice, which extends across societies and times
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:

rI A common standard of time and shared conventions about when to arrive for (say)
a noon engagement make it possible for me to be on time, but also late. In the case of good
- and bad - taste, 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 a multitude of people has taste and
who does not. [CJ 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 Flume'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 directly
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 is then called one's
happiness) constitute regard for oneself (solipsismzs). [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, it would be foolish to be scrupulous about the means
of getting it" (CJ 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 belianewas essentially self-regarding (solipsismus), and attuned to gratification
rather than objective conditions, truth, or evidence, then we would find genuine "epis
temic worth" only in a dutiful capacity to resist epistemic inclination and regulate belief
by epistemic principle alone. This would not make "epistemic dutifulness" into the "high-
est end" of epistemic activity - that would remain the marriage ofjustified belief with truth
that constitutes knowledge - , but into an indispensatrle 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 ii, 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 proponenr of egoistic hedonism,
Bentham: the only ground of discrimination would be quantity,
the "mass of agreeable sensation" (CJ 266) - and pushpin (or
Oriental massage) would indeed be deemed as good as poetry.

Moreover, Kant joined Hume in insisting that aesthetic jrdg-
ments purport to be "non-personal" and communicable to others
- in the sense not only of informing others concerning what we
like, but of reco?nn?,ending, 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 gratiffrg us through charm or emotion, then we
also must not require anyone elseto assent to an aestheticjrdg-
ment we rr,ake; for that sort of liking each person rightly con-
sults only his private sense. iCJ 2781

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" (QJ 269-270). To
the extent that the force of an example can be attributed to pur-
pose (e.9., 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 resulr 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. ICJ 2701

Therefore:

It seems, then, that we must not regard a judgment of taste as
egoistic. . . we must acknowledge it to be ajudgment that is 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) . . . Uludgments of raste
presuppose such a command, because they insist that our lik-
ing be connected d'irectl, *ith a presentarion. tCJ 2781
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If our judgment is to be attuned to the sources of aesthetic value
by u "liking" that is "connected directl.y 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, rs 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 reasoil",
can be understood in this light. But we must be careful, for such
demands of reason are not 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, that is to say, the supersensible sub.
strate of all the Subject's faculties (unattainable by any concept
of understanding) . . . . [CJ* 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 selfs 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 satis!, 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 reasoningself. Beauty is a
"*uy of presenting" that requires concepts, yet Kant recognizes
that aesthetic appreciation is not simply a matter of being
"brought to concepts" (CJ 266). If we were nothing but "pure
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intelligences", "we would not present in this way" and could not
see beauty (CJ 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 thar they be rational" (QI 210).r3

Despite the indispensable role of reason, then, in attuning us
to the beautiful, the normative force ofjudgments of beauty, even
for a rationalist aesthetic such as Kant's, is not the force of argu-
ment. We therefore cannot expect that we could reconstruct aes-
thetic justification in propositional terms. As in the case of de se
attitudes, an attitude (in this case, aesthetic appreciation) rrray
sland in a justified relationship to its proper object even rhough
this relationship is not mirrored in an argumentative relationshlp
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 andfree" (cJ 210). on
the other hand, we all know tt,e compelli,ng character of aesthetic
appreciation and good criticism: we find in our first-personal
experience of the object, as informed by the contributions of the
critic, something both likeable and convincing. "Ah, nowl see it,"
we think, thereby feeling the force of aesthetic authority: a force
of credible influence from the critic ("FIe 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 Mir6").

Wittgenstein, in his "Lectures on Aesthetics", gives as his
model of aesthetic appreciation an example of this process,
drawn from his own case:l4

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

13 Arcording to Kant, an appreciation of the sublimzalso depends upon a'way of pre-
senting", and so is not available to a pure intelligence (g 270). Howevei, 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 Barrett (ed.), L.
Wittgenstein: Lectures and Conaersations (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1966).
Hereinafter, l,A.
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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 particular way, intense-
ly, I smiled, said "This is grand", etc. But I might not have said
anything. The important fact is that I 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."
[I-A, +5]
Kant and Hume agree that, underlying aesthetic evaluation,

there must be some form of "liking" or "enjoyrnent". Moreover,
the liking in question must be sensorily-based, cognitively-engag-
ing, discerning, disinterested, and communicable. If Hume is
right, our essentially similar "internal fabric" - our empirical pry-
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 satisSzing
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, novelry
endearing schlock, ponderous "importance", snobbish over-
refinement, and so on. In Hume's account, as in Kant's, what pos-
sesses ultimate aesthetic authority is a qualified appreciatiae 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.ls

The normative authority of moral rules

Perhaps no one is 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

Iu For further discussion of Hume's aesthetic theory, see P. Railton, "Aesthetic Value,
Moral Value, and the Ambitions of Naturalism", inJerrold Levinson (ed.), Aesthetics and,
Ethics (Cambridge: 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 super-rule 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 classicusfor
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 is a super-rule, and it commands our obedience as a
rational obligation. But is it obvious that this is how hcunderstands
his own most basic approach to normativity? We are told to have
respect (rnermtia) for the moral law, but Kant observes:

Respect (ranerentia) 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. FoE such a duty, regarded as
a duty, could be represented to us only through tl:re respect we
have for it. A duty to have respect would thus amount to being
put under obligation to duties IMM 402-403]

So it seems we must look for "a feeling of a special kind", not
obligation, at the bottom of moral d.rty. 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 I 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. ICPrR 7G77; compare G 454]

What we perceive in this individual is not simply more severe duti-
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.16 What we perceive,

'u For a description of dutifulness of this kind, see David Schapiro, Autonomy and
Rigid Character (New York: Basic Books, 1981), pp. 8&86.
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according to Kant, is greater righteousnest 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 help feeling", even when it comes in the
face of interest. Kant writes:

DutylThou 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 . . . . ICPrR 86]

Now this impressive paean might suggest an intrinsic evaluation of
drrty. But, as Paul Guyer reminds us,'7 Kant continues, still
addressing "Duty":

. . what origin 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 themselves?

It cannot be less 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 unconditional practical
laws as the moral. ICPrR 8L87]

Notice that the practical laws of moraliry and even drrty itself, are
not self-subsistent sources of unconditional worth - their worth
arises from their "descent", which does secure the noble standing
of morality.18

At the bottom of morality's normative authoriry then, Kant

17 See Paul Guyer, "Kant's Moraliry of Law and Morality of Freedom", in R. M. Dancy
(ed.), Knnt and Critique (Dordrecht: Kluwer, 1993), p. 70.

'8 Guyer emphasizes the consistency with which Kant, over the course of his philo
sophical career, recognized that all evaluation presupposes some values-in-their-own-
right. The value Guyer identifres is the specialfreedom Kant attributes to human agents.
See his "Kant's Moraliw of Law and Moralitv of Freedom".
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speaks not of an analytic demand of consistency nor a willful
exercise of our capaciq to govern ourselves by rules, but of an
experienced synthetic demand and a fre'e 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. tCJ 1281

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 ("solipsisrnu,s", CPrR 73) rather
than non-personal and distinterested, and thus "human nature
does not of itself harmonize with the good" (CJ 27L). 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" (CJ
27I). 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. Moraljudgments
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 j*dg-
ment can be our empirical psychology, since it contains senti-
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 approbation tT
6181'e

Thanks to sympathy, among other sentiments, our sentiment of

'n A more contemporary psychological account would notice that Hume's sympathy
involves two elements: empathy (a direct internal simulation of the circumstances and
mental states of others) and sympathy (a direct positive 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" sentiments can attune us to
- "harm ortize" 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 trray 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 generations. 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) tLran
he could aesthetic attunement.20 And thus we arrive at Kant's
answer to the question why nature attached reason to will (which

m Contemporary empirical psychology on emotion, motivation, and moral develop
ment tends to favor a more Humean view. See for example, J. H. Barkow, L. Cosmides,
andJ. Tooby (eds.), The Adapted Mind (New York Oxford University Press, 1992); Baron-
Cohen, Mindblindnesg Antonio Damasio, Descartes' Error (New York: Putnam, 1994); N.
Eisenberg and J. Strayer (eds.), Empathy and its Dnelopment (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1987); N. Eisenberg and P. Mussen (eds.), The Roots of Prosocial Behauim
in Chil"d,ren (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1989);Joseph LeDoux, TheEmotional
Brain (New York Simon & Schuster, 1996); L. May, M. Friedman, andA. Clark (eds.),
Mind and Morak (Cambridge: MIT Press, 1996); and David G. Myers, The Pursuit of
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is, for Kant, also a liking 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., gbneral) 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 (mathematically 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 futile one . . tW] 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 exhibition about ohjectiuely.

. . . We cannot determine this idea of the supersensible any
further, and hence cannot cogniz,e 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 has 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. tQI 2681

Our mind, in its "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 use 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 cruelty com-
manded by authority. See Roy F. Baumeister, Eail: Inside Human Violcnu 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-
pathy.

If reason's functioning as a supersensible substrate for feeling
remains for Kant something of which he cannot give a positive
account, he nonetheless believes we can convince ourselves of its
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 drty performed in
spite of conditions of extreme "subjective limitation", has extra-
ordinary power to move us, yet cannot be attributed to empirical
sentiment. 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-
tfary.

To behold virtue in her proper shape is 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-
tive 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 lifeless approval, without any moving force or emotion"
(CJ 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 it to n?d" 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"
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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 that 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 recommendation,
and it 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

Drty 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 potential 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 difficulry. 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 conclusionsjustifiable
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 tFrannical
ruler.
. . . a people has a drrty 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
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resist, there would have to be a public law permitting it to
resist, that is, the highest legislation 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-contradicrory . . . . IMM 320)r,

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 characteristically 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 aduantagewe 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). '1Ve
must, therefore, proceed by general rules and regulate ourselves
by general interests" (T 555). But how is it possible for advantage-
based drrty to take on a life of its own?

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

Hume, political conservative that he was, has here a golden
opportunity to embrace a Kant-like 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
historyi 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

" I am grateful to Tamar schapiro for bringing this passage to my attention.
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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? \Arhat 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 fcommon] 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 tfranny 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", ?S 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 is 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.

It is important to see, however, that the sentiment is developed.
Self-love and rynnpathy alone do not yield any comprehension of
when a complex political system is abusive or when such abuses
have become too considerable.Jmtly and unjustly inflicted pun-
ishment alike look and feel painful;just and unjust war alike are
costly and terr$rg.An attunement to the general interest calls
for complex awareness of cause and effect, and of long- vs. short-
term, as well as ry/rnpathy for victims. Nonetheless, Hume's
account is, in the Kantian sense, heteronomous, since it gives sen-
timents an essential role, and moreover it yields no strict maxim
that individual's could legislate for themselves.z2

P The difficulty of formulating a decision rule to be used by individuals here may be
a difficulty in principlz. Whether it makes sense for you to disobey a Lyrznt, for example,
depends upon whether others will disobey, and their reasoning has a similar dependence
upon yours. Problems such as this may admit of general criteria for evaluation (such as a
standard of the general interest), but no decision rule or maxim that individuals can self-
legislate that would satis$, those criteria. For discussion, see Donald Regan, Utilitarianism

@ Blackwell Publishers Ltd. 1999



350 PETER RAILTON

But, stepping back from a model of autonomy as maxim-based
self-legislation, 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 faculties?

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, I 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 lead. 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 tFran-
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 r\ay 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 generallv, significant limitations of
decidability and computability arise for any attempt to give indir.iduals non-self-defeating
maxims to guide their conduct in collective settings requiring coordination "autonomous-
ly" (in the literal 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 frnd 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 multi-layered theory in prac-
tice, mediated by u defective empirical psychology. His applica-
tion may go \,!rong 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 t,,rannical 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 self-interest? 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, F{ume is right that our initial 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 drty never to lie to conceal the location of a friend,
is an impersonal and historical shudder. It arises from the full
range of Humean faculties, developed through experience: rea-
son, imagination, sense, rynnpathy, 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 Emilc, 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 experiment using Kant's own
division of the "three different relations that presentations have
to the feeling of pleasure", namely, the agreeabk, the beauttful, and
tlte good, to understand our reactions and their normative force
(CJ 210).

Suppose we had learned that Kant missed his afternoon walk
only once, but not to read Emil"e - 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 grati$ring to our sense of
ourselves that even Kant could be self-indulgent when it comes to
allowing oneself to side-step an awkward truth. This we would
find agreeabl,e, 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-
ifirrrg to view him as a cold, "clockwork" Prussian would be
taken a bit aback, and frnd 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,
intellect. And thus does the
force and freedom.23
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a kind of admiration for Kant as an
experience of normativity combine
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23 Many colleagues and friends have helped me in developing ideas contained in this
essay. Special thanks are due to Elizabeth Anderson, Paul Boghossian, Nomy Arpaly,
Stephen Darwall, Allan Gibbard, David Hills, MarkJohnston, David Lewis, Donald Reean,
Gideon Rosen, Michael Smith, David Velleman, and Kendall Walton, all whom have tried
hard on a number of occasions to straighten out my thinking about normativity. I owe a
particular debt to writings on normativity of Allan Gibbard and Christine Korsgaard, who
have set ouL from their own perspectives, much of the terrain I wander here. A long time
ago, Nicholas Sturgeon made me realize I had to rethink Hume. And David Hills and
Stephen Darwall deserve special thanks for patience in helping me to engage (insofar as
I have!) with Kant's thought. Paul Guyer's writings and correspondence helped me find
relevant passages in Kant. Jonathan Dancy gave me very useful comments on an earlier
draft, and he andJohn Cottingham have been exceptionally considerate editors.
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ABSTRACT

The main concern of this paper is whether Hume! account of belief has a normative di-
mension, especially concerning his account of general rules of reasoning in his lreatise of
Human Nature, and consequently, whether it is possible to offer an account of the norma-
tive force of those rules in spite of his naturalist framework. I conclude that there are many
normative elements in his conception of belief and reasoning, and that, as many authors
in recent studies of normativity have suggested, naturalism can sufficiently account for the
normative structures of our cognition and their normative authority. Such a view of the
normative dimension of belief in Hume's epistemology also shows an interesting and close
connection with the moral dimension of his thought, which I believe is of fundamental im-
portance for understanding his thought in general.
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RESUMO

O principal objetivo deste artigo 6 discutir se o relato da crenEa de Hume tem uma dimen-
s5o ,tormativa, especialmente no que se refere ao seu relato de regras gerais de racioclnio
em seu Tratado da Natureza Humana e, consequentemente, se 6 possivel explicar a forqa
normativa destas regras apesar de sua estrutura naturalista. Concluo que h5 muitos ele-
mentos normativos em sua concepESo de crenga e raciocinio e que, como muitos autores
de estudos recentes de normatividade sugeriram, o naturalismo pode explicar as estruturas
normativas de nossa cogniE6o e sua autoridade normativa. Esta visSo da dimensSo nor-
mativa da crenEa na epistemologia de Hume tamb6m mostra uma conexSo interessante
e pr6xima com a dimensSo moral de seu pensamento, que acredito ser de fundamental
import6ncia para a compreensSo de seu pensamento em geral.
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ln recent decades, Humei apparent concern flrr lorma,
tive issues in his philosophical writings has been of increas-
ing interest among scholars (see Hearn, 1970, 7976; Martin,
1993, Falkenstern, 19:17; i-r,ons, 2001; Se-arjeantson, 20C-5;

)v{orris, 200o; Schliesser, 2007). One oi'rlre main que-irr(rns
seems to be whether his account of general rules in his Trea-
tise and subsequent r,',ritings i-s an expression of normative
claims concerning episten-ric ar-rd moral judgment, or, on the
conti'ary ."r,hcther ap-.pe;rlrng to rules is nothing more than a

careless iise oinornative language rvithin a naturalisi frarne-
rvork, u,hich cannot provide a foundation for the normative
force of epistemic rules (see Lyons, 2007, p.270,273, n. 14;

Falken-qtein, 1 :.1_97, p. 30J.

Even from the verybeginning ofthe discussion one could
caU the ma[ter a "pseudc- problern" based on :n anachronism.
In fact, the concern u,ith rules was common throughout ear-
iy modern philosophy, at least since Descartes's Reguiac ,td
directiotrctn ingenir. and efeciall.v in earlv modern logicr (see

Easton, 1997; Serieantson, 200-5, p. 188), while normatn'iry is

itself a 20th-centlury concern of philo-sophers.
In this paper, I n,il1 be dealing widr some dificulties

concerning how to articulate a normative view of Humet
accollnt of gene::ai ruies. 1n or'.1er to .lo this, I wilL try to sup,
port the fojioning three chinrs: (i) Hume uses the concepr
of rules in at least three different wayt one of u.hich is nor-
mative- in a strong sense. To slrpDora this statement it tn:iil
be necess:rtv ro recall \^rhat a general luie is and t.. e-xarnrne

its relation to belief and normati\rity; (ii) If there is a source
of the normative force of general rules in Hume'-s thought,
then this means that the theorv is in it-self normative, e\.en
though neither the genelal .r[", no,' rheil normatir.ity are
explicit subjects ofanalysis in the Treatise, but instead serve
as operative concepts; and (iii) Hun.rei novel vien, of philos-
ophy and reason explain to sone extent the generation of
normatiye structures in his philosophv

Rules in Hurne's philosophy

That Hume's thought is concerned u'ith the prob-
lem of rules in its central parts has L.een lr'el1 icnor,r,n since
Hearni two papers on general rules from the 1970's, in
which he shor.r,s that general rul,es play a systematic role
rn the Treatise, being present in each of its three books
(Hearn, L970, p. 404-4063).In this paper. horveve::, I r.,",i11

be dealirrg oniv u,ith rhe problem of the normativiry of
general rules in Hume's epistemology, mostly in part 3 of
book 1 of tlte Treatrse. There we find for the first time an

Rutn lvlar:eia ispincsa

extensive exposition ofgeneral rules and their influence on
our judgment and belief

Generd r-u1es are, as described by Hume in T 1.3*, gen-
eralizations concerning the bel-ravior of a kind of phenome-
non of our experience that can be expressed bv prope5111qrn

in the lbrm "e..,en X isrthas the properry.l is preiicable-olYl
This kurrl oigenerd stater-irent aFlrears w,ithin the analysis of
probabilities, tor they iack the universality of mathernatical
and loqical pr opositions and they cannot be demonstlated (as

Hume understands the term, plobabiiities are both our be-
lieii oi matters crf fact, :rs rveli :rs the stltenlents ihemseives
that articulate such belieft). Instead, thev are conveyed by
the imaginationi tendency to generalizg based on past ex-
perience and custom. Nonetheless, not every generalization
has the same status, and this fact reinforces the distinction
commonly drau.n in the secondary literature between gen-
eral rules oi pre_jucLces (.ilso relerred to es ''exterxiye ger-rera1

rr-Jes") and the so-callerl corrective generaL rules.

The way in which general rules affect our judgment is
also addressed by Hume in his treatn.rent o{ probabilitT in the
Treatise since it also belongs to the topic ofbeliefand belief-{or-
mation mechanisms. According to Hume, a belief is a 'itrong
and steady conception ofan idea" that includes a claim to truth
and u.ith a number of different causes, such as memory Lmag-

ination, and cau-sai in6rence: 'we join belief to the conceptit n,

and are persw.aded of the truth of what we conceive" ('I 1.3.7;

SBN 9b-7 tootrlote). Hurne natural\, enclorses sor-ne of those
mechanisrns which are in rr better position to fui{ill thrat e-x-

pectation (see Loeb, 2002, p. 13) and prevent our idea-s from
beirg the mere "offspring of the imagination" (see T 7.3.9.4;

SBN 108). Besides, considering the probabiliq, of causes,Hume
hol& that our jud.gments take place by rnrtue of custom and
general rules (seeT 7.3.12.24; SBN 141), and that "custom can
lead us into false con.rpar.i-son of idea-s" (T 1.3.9.L7; SBN 116.

See aLo T 1.-1.13.2; SBN 143-144), e{recia1ly r.r4ren.w,er as a r€,
sult of tire imagination'-s propensity to generalize, fotn general,

rslz,s of thc {ollorving r;.*pr': i{n }nshnran carrlot have r.t,it, and
a Frenchman cannot have solidiqyl This kind ofjudgment is

ca-lled an "unphilosophical s!"ecies oipr6babilirr*'and 'is that
derivd from general mles, which rve ra-sh1y form to ourselves,

ani rvhich are the source oirrvhat rue properlv call pre-iudice" (T
1.3.L3.7; SBN 146; for another example see T 2.2.5.12-13; SBN
362). ThLs first kind ofgeneral rule leads to talse reasoning in
-so far a-s the ruie is caused bv the propensity of the imagination
to extend the scope of judgments fonned in one set of circum-
stances io ot.i-rer resemblirg but non,idenlicai cir-cumstances"
(Hearn, 1970,p.405).

'seeforexampleHutcheson,LogicaeCompendium(1756),Watts,Logic(1724)orArnauldetal.,LaLogiqueou!'artdepenser(20i1
I16621)- The latter works were probably very well known by Hume.
:'Hearn barely mentions the issue of the value of general esthetic jucigment, which Railton addresses (2000, p. 10-16)
o I cite Hume's A Treatise of Human Nature (T) according to the critical edition of Oxforcj Phitosophica! Texts by D. Norron ano M. Nor
ton, using the abbreviation T and four numbers (book, part, section, paragraph) and accorciing to the traditional edition of Seilby-Bi-
gge/Nidditch using the abbreviation SBN followed by the number of the page. In all quotatrons of Hume's work, I respect the original
orthography.
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Although everv judgment on probabiligr is a function
of custom, i.e. past experience and the projection of the
in'ragination, tl-rr: mrn.i is not c..ndernned to follol., its faulty
natuial teniencies. It is po55i$l6 to prevellt the rnini fiom
forming false beliefs founded on rules of preiudices and from
"the reposing any assurance in those momentary glimpses of
1ight, rvhich arise in the imasination from a feigr.rd resem-

blance andcor.rtiguitl,' (T 1.3.9.t ;SBN 110), by means of the
reflective mediation of second level judgn.rents.5 Thus, the
same propensity of the imagination to generalize can resuit
in "philosophical probability" n,hen it is mediated by reflec-

tion. Reflection is a pivotal element in Hume! account of
urental activir;., it expl:ir-rs some aipects oi'oul cogr-rition by
playing a nvofoid roll: trellstorming some instances of the
generalization tendency of the imagination into patterns of
adequate judgments, i.e. proper 'general rules"; but it also

distinguishes. by rrrean-s of correction, bent een those cases

that are in accordance rvith those ru1es. That is why Hume
s:rggests that mediation in judgment leads to the s.r-ca1ier.l

correciive general rr-Lles, ru1-rich are allorved 'to influence
their judgments <of men> er,en contrary to present obser-

vation ar.rd experience" (T 1.3.13.8; SBN 147, ciarification
added). In a verv central passage for- this invesrigation Flume
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 o{ our understanding, and on our ex-
perience of its operations in the judgments
we {orm concerning objects. By them we
learn to distinguish the accidental circum-
stances from the efficacious causes [...]The

Generai ruies and the norniative Ci:rensicn oi oeiiei in t'-lunre's episternoiogy

, general rule is attributecj to our judgment;

as being more extensive and constant6 (T
1.3.1 3.1 1; 58N 1 49, emphasis added).

Hume continues: "Sometimes the one, sornetimes the
other prevails, according to the disposition and character
of the pelson. The vulgal ale commonlv guided bv the first,
and rvise men by the second <kind of rules >" (T I.3.1,3.72;

SBN 150). It seems that the character of the beliefs a per-
son forms, that is, the lr.ay someol-re structures his or her
doxastic iife, reflects the extent to u,hich he or she is ac-

tua1lv influenced Lr,v epistemic nornrs, the extent ro u.4rich

his or her beliei-s e-tpress rationalitv or irrationelity.- Thus
fol Hume, the rational epistemic agent is the one who is

able to assume a critical phiiosophicai perspective. A u'ise

person is someone r,r.,host' L-eliet,i are reliabiv tbrmed due to
a r:eliable. disposition to judge reflectively, and.iusrified fbr
the sarne 1'eason (setting aside the problern of the critelra
forjustification ofbelief). This is because, according to the
correciive gerreral rules account, a rational belief not on\
expresses a heatthy mental attitude of a believeE but it is

also somehow related to the content of the be1iefs.6 Thus,

according to llume, more extensive and constant experi-
ence is "of a grosser and nrore smbborn rlature, less suir_iect

to accidents, and less influenced by whim and private fan-

cy" (Essayse 1. xIV p. lLZ; G&cG, p. 175).'0 An extended

and constant experience of the same phenomenon or kind
of phenomenon in t1.re light of certain evidence (copy plin-
ciple) is of a nature that can be expressed by ger-reral ruies:
"But horvever intricate they may seem, it is certain that
general principles, ifjust and sound, must always prevail in
the general course of things, though they may faii in par-
ticular cases; and it is the chief business of philosophers

t The first use of reflection in the Treatise concerns impressions. Thus Hume distinguishes between first order perceptions - also calied
impressions or ideas oi sensatlon, which are directiy relatec to sense percepiion - and secono order perceptions, that is, impressions
and ideas o{ reflection that resuk from the affection produced b,v the mino on itself. This kind o{ perception implicitly recalls some kind
o{ self-consciousness or seli-experience as a source of representations. This ciistinction seems similar to the one that Hume is accused
o{ making in his appeal to reflection at the level of iuogments. Those general statements thai the minc proceeds to fornn without any
mediation of reflection, anC w,hich can be false (the case of prejudices) or, and may also be sublect to a second order ludgment u,hrcrr
can oniy arise as a result of refiection. Wilson (2008, p. 416) grasps the chiei role of refiection in Hurne's thought, writing that for Hume
"the minci arrives at standards ,>f rationality throuqh a process of reflection upon the world as it is experienced anC, eqr,aily imoortantiy,
upon itself as it is experienceC".

'Constancy anci extensiveness are criteria {or justificaiions anci rationality of belie{. But these terms belong more properly to a cluster of
terms; frequency, stab;lity. and stubbornness are also to be mentioneci. (For the discussion of these criteria see Lyons, 2001; Loeb, 20C l;
Guerrero del Amo, 2005, for three different positions). These conceots are the fruii of reflection, in so far as they arise from the analvsis
and abstraction of properties of our experience. Furthermore, reflection is a topic of great relevancy in current discussions about beiie{
and normativity (Owens, 2000).

'This;s what Owens calls the problem of "doxastic control" (2003, p. 284). For a discussion o{ epistemic norms in Hume, see Lyons
(2001). He distinguishes between "criteria for epistemic norm correctness" and the "deiense o{ the criteria". This is an important drs-
tinction tha: is assumed rr tris paper.
t it appears that Hume's theory of justificat;on of belief inclucies an interesting confluence of different elements of reliabiiism, coherent-
ism and fundationalism.

' I quote both Eugen Miller edition (1985) and T.H. Green and T.H. Grosse (G&G) edition (1889): Essay pan 1, XIV: Of the Rise and Prog-
ress of the Arts and Sciences. Essay part 2, l: Ol Commerce.

'! I agree that there is a doctrinal cont;nuity between Hume's Treatise and the subsequent Essays. lmmerwahr (1991) shows the harmonic
continuity and coherence o{ both works, and moreoveq the complementing nature of both approaches to human nature and business.
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to regard the .elenerai course of things" (Essays 2.I, p. 254;
^^-\lltr6atr, l. 16, )

As we can see above, there is an underlyinr connectiLrn
between what can properly be an object of our knou'ledee
and tlre method that can leads ,,r rcasoner- to that knowledge;
a connection that we can rnake sense of onlv by appealing to
Hume's accourli of general ruies. Along this ;.3d1, 1 at.flte that
in order tc. full,v rur.lersiand ihe alorenrentioned connection,
rt i-* necessary to distinguish nor r\ro (as has been often .lote),
but three different categories r,r,it1-rin the concept of 'gener-

al rulel Firstiy there are extensive general ruies ofprejudice.
Secondl1,, drere are gtner"ri prhcipies, rr-hich are, so rc feak.
mate riallr,' detelmine d, for tl-rel e-rp ress .1re crfi c l.-ropertics Jr
cl-raractelistrcs of phenorrena (in physics, poiitics, econom-
ics, moral, for examl.le) and cc,rresp.rnd t.. the distin:tL..n
betn,een "what is ou,ing to chtt.r,cc, and r.r,hat proceeds fron-r
car.rse,s, (Essa1,s l. XI\i p. 111; G&G, p. 174; also T 1.j.11.12;
SBN 128-9) or, according to Hume, "betneen particular de,
liberation and generai reaslrnint" (Essays 2. 1 p. 254). The
conditions for the achievement of this kind of krc-,r.v1edge1:

- 'whiclr corresponds to Hrirne'-. /hiiosophiull probabiLity - are
"the greater refinement.s and improvements of human rea-
sori (Essavs 1. XI\l p. 118; G&G, p. 1S0). This also supports
Humei claim that politics, metaphysics and morals "form tl-re
nrost coltsiderable brancires oiscience. Mathematic-s and r-iat-

ural philosophy, rt,hrcfi l,n1y i-enraur. are rlot hriliso valuable^
(Essays 1. XI\i p. 126; G&Cl, p. 186). These first two kinds of
rules make space for dre thirci. the one 'rve have been calling
"corrective': These g..neral rules are'the iogrc" of probable rea-
soning ancl is required to achieve jusrrfied an.i r.eliable belie{
on ,'vhich al1 valuable sciences are br.ed. Correctir.'e qener.al

rules have therefore at least a threefold function: (1) they dis-
plev a n.rodel of reli,rble beliei'fbrmation and correctron; (2)
they can also correct,iridgn-rent produced bv the iirst kind oi'
general rules (T L.3.73.72.; SBN 149-50); and (3) they make it
possible tc returrl ir-reflective_iu.ltment or belief to its cognr-
tive sources and foundations and, thus, to identifl. false beiief
as such (see T 1.3.8.14; SBN 104-,5).

General r-ules for
causal reasoning

After developing 1'ris theory ol phiiosophical probabili-
ties and its dependency on causal inference, Hume outlined
his famous set of Raler l,^t which to 1u,lg cause! dn(l eTfects (T
1.3.i5; SBN 173). The1, are E criteria dlat allorl'us to dlstin-

R,r:r^ l'larceia Ispincsa

guish betlveen a lelati.rn of constanr conjunction that de-

scribes a causal nexus and an ayfarcri carsal relation. They
si-rould pern-ut r.rs io discern tlre correctness of inierences ;rnd
belieG based on causal reasoninq. Furthermore, Hume affirms
d-rat the 6 r'uies ,rre 'a11 the logic I thrnk proper to ernpLol. in
nry reasoning" (T ),.3.75.11 SBN 17-5). Tirey should rule our
cau-sJl rerscrning so rhat the.,, resemble ai rnuch as possibie ..he

ProEI:'horizon. The general rules for causal rea-soning are the
natural conciusion of Humei treatment of probabilities and
prolrable beliefin tire Treatise (and not cire skeptical conclu-
sion of T 1.4). This is not only because of tire plain fact that,
accordirg to lIume, every reasoning conceruinq matters of
{bct relies on causal inference, but also and mostly, because
c{espite t}ris reiiance 'dre lelation ofcause and eiiect has all the
opposite advantages" corrrpared to reasonrng basecl on'?iqnd
resembiarrce ar-rd contiguiry," since "the ob-iects it |r-esents are

flxt and unalterable" (T 7.3.9.7; SBN 11Ll). T'her.e are many
other principles that enlivened our ideas sin-rilar1y bringing us

to believe'and command our assent bevond what experience
u,ill -justifi; u'hich can proceed iiom r.rorhine beside the re-
serzrblance betr.r,een idea-. and flcts" (f 1.3.9.12; SBN 113),
for example, creduiiqy ("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 1f7). As a result, accura-
cv in the determination of causes is needed to avoid the "in-
accuracyl r.vhich is 'tontrary to true philosophy" (T 1.3.9.19
ibotn..te; SBN i17). The corrrecrive rrincipie-r fbr. caur,sal rea-
soning, N..hich are "a rrue $ecies of reasoning and the stror-r-

gest" (T 1.i.7 fbotnotel, are ali the logic nr.cessan, in orde r ttr
"recti.$, non philosophical probabilities into causal probabili-
ties" drus achieving a true philosophl,, upon rvhich, according
to Hume'-s project, depends the real possibilig, of reaching "a

system ofpr:oofsit" or in other u.ords: science.

As c:rn be seen, this set ol rllles has a unique ch:r.acter.
Siuce c:ru-se a.n.l etlbct is, pr'.rper1',, speaking. t}'re on1.,' relation
of matters of fact t1-rat results in reasoninq (T 1.3.2; SBN 7j)
- that ig drar.ving a conclusion fron-r giverl premises, or the
generation of nen,belieis h'om given ones - the rules forjuri-q,
ing cause and effect relatior-rs have to mediate this process of
forming beliels in ordel for that judement to be an expressiLrn

of an adequac,v betneen the natural tendencv of tire milrd
ancl the "stllbbLrrn narure" of ti-re .rb-ject oi its -juilgment, begl
of u4rich are necessalT for der.elolring science. Thel- rectif,
judgr-nenls in so far a-s thev evaluate if the_v are ".sub_ject to ac-

cidents ol influenced by ryhim and prir.ate fancy" (Essays 1.

XIYp. 112;G&G,p.17-<)

1'See also the followrng quotation from the lreatise "in order to establish a general rule, and extent ir beyond its proper bouncis, there
is requir'd a certain uniforrnity in our experience, and a grea.: superiority of those instances, which are conformabie to the rule, above
the contrary" (T 2-2.5.1243; SBN 362).
12 I am using the word rn its general sense and not speciiically in re{erence to the ciemonstrative scope of reasonrng.
13 For the meaning of this concept in Hume's thought see T 1.3.1 I.2; SBN 1 24.
1'Saltei (1999, p.44, the English translation is my own) "redresser ies probabilit6s non philosophiques en probabilites causales, ou en
systdme de preuves"-
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That is whv I ultimatel,v think Hume! account of cor-
rective teneriil rules, thouql ternunoloqically irkin to the use

of modern logic, is different in nature in so far as it is the result
ofan inquiry into the deep ns1u1g ofbelieving andjudeing.
Those rules are not mere recomfrencl.ations or simplv an in-
strument for reaching certainfi They lepresent instead the
structlire of a corrected naturri facultv of leir.solr: in odrer
words: a standard. Precisel,v on this point rests the orlgin of
their normativityls. I agree with Hearn! claim that "these rules
come for Hume to occupy a different status [...] the function
of the causal rules is to correct and stabiliz.e the sentrmerlt
ofbeliefwhich is generated by certain natural, causai factors"
(7976, p. ti5). Ir seern-. to be the case that co::rective gener:al

rules are normative rather than descriptive, that is, they are

prescriptions about hou'r^,'e ought to form anci correct states

oit belief Nor,,', thrs i-. still ir-rsuffcrenr to 1.161's that ger-rer:l

rules have normative force, indeed, someone could insist that
llun-re is just desclibir-rg the rv:v u,e fornr ntole stutrborn and
reliable beliefs, as he did r,,ith iiise be1ie6. Hence the impot-
ant issue here is to determine the extellt to which the account
ofgenerai rules belongs to this level ofdiscourse, that is to
say, whether the rules are meant to account for the doctrine
of natural causes of belief or if there is something else to say

about them.

General rules and the normative
dimension of belief

The question concen-ring the normative dimension of
belief runs into the intricate relationship between belief and
truth. 'I'his relationship can be cle-scribeC as follon's: t.r believe

that p is to believe that p is true. Thu5 !rir/i.a".f{lck., a correct
beliei drat is, one that tui611s that pretensior.r, is ultirnrte\, 3

true be1ief6. It foliorvs, tl'rerefore, tirat a rational agent -should

believe p if and only i{ there is er.rough evidence for the trudr
ot p. The same would app11'for the case of rule-s: if A, B and

C are principles for forming trur: belieii, it follor.r.s that in rea-

Generai ruies arc ihe normatrve d:n ensrcrr o{ oeiieJ rr, ii.rma s eclsle:iciogr

soning (conring ro 11 correct concllrsion-) u,e hsve to considei'

helieii tl-rat lre consister-rt ruith those ruies to be more reliebie

than ones that are not.1:

Yet bf itsel{ this rel;rtionship does not seem adequlte
to account for the source of normatir.in, of beliei In f;rct, ti-re

assur-nption outlined in the above p:rragr;rph is exactlr, ndrat

needs to be proved here. For even if belief airns at truth, t1-re

lbllon'ing naturahst objection cannot tre t'a.silv avoi.-led: "To

elevate this trir.iai fact to the status of a 'norm'is to transform
an innocent platitude into a pompous falsehood. For there is

nothing normative about believing: neither rve believe n ith
ar-r eye fixed on the horizon of an ideal of truth nor we obey

anv prescription to believe the truth" (Engel,2OO7, p.779)'8.
In other words, the relation that our beliefs have to truth can

be seen as a plain fact; it expresse-s the lact r,r,herein one be-

lieves p, rathel than a compulsory prescription rbout rvhat
to believe.

I rtor-rid like to drar.t, atienticn to the problem concern-
ing the scope of normativity as a first step to present mr. re-
sponse to the naturalist objection. Normativiry at ieast in a

phiiosophical sense, is not mere necessiw (logical or physi-
cal). Ratirer, it concerns r.t hat is not absoluteiy necessary and,
accordingly, it would be pointless to attach in any rvay nor-
mativity to a plain fact as breathing or sunshine. The proper
scope of normativit)', in the sense I am intcrested rn, is that
of practice (see, for enmlrle, Stenrnrer, 2008, p. 32; Reiiton
in Dancy, 2000, p. 4). If believing and breathing are not two
different kinds of phenomenon I would agree that there is

no point in ascribing normatil.ity to the realm of belief But
I think that there is certainly a difference between them, in
so far as belief is the result a rypical kind of agenc1,, namely,

epistemic agenqi rvhich involves other qypical components
of the reaLn of norrr;rtive facts, such as judgment, u'i11, epis-

temic Ileedom and, in shot, rationality. Non; the claim that
believir-rg is a s'.rbject oid-re *'ill is - ior er-.o.i reaion - .ontro-
velsial (see Or.r,ens, 2000). anil thcrugh I canr-rot adciress this
c.rntroversv i-rere, I r,,'i1i instea<i, aisur'lle a pcrsition vrrv close

to N{cDor.r'e1li 11:-196, p. 43+t') an.i O'Hagan,s (2C05, p. +5f),

rs Lyons rejects the cialm that the general ruies for causal reasoning are second order mental states, evident by their reflective character
(T 1.3.13.11; SBN 149), lnstead he holds that they are about objects (Lyons, 2001 , p.273, n. 13). I believe Lyons's claim is wrong since
according to Hume causat;on cannot be objectivel;, predicated on objects, but only as a projective function o{ the rntellectuai power o{
men. General rules are explicitly rules "to judge", thus, they refer to acts of tne mind rather than to objects- Nevertheless, i agree with
Lyons that they are reflective in the sense that they involve the idea of causation, which is an idea of reflection.

'u ln a deeper analysis this claim has to be qualifieC. Epistemic norms are in a sense standards of correctness o{ belief. Norms governing
belie{s are nonetheless st;ll related to their characteristic aim: truth. Nevertheless from the perspective of real epistemic agency, believ-
ing is not necessarily a matter o{ "ali or nothing", but 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.i3.2; SNB 143). For Hume, different degrees o{ evidence constitute important epistemic distinctions, as is the case, for example,
between probability and proof. For Hume there are some states of belief which are justifieci, and that justification is a function oi their
sources (if they are rellable or not), their stability and the disposrtions of the epistemic agent to believe
17 For further developments on this issue see, in particuiar, 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. 285-2Bq) and Engel Q0A7 , p. 182 tt).
18 The objection rs formulated by Engel, although he does not contend it. For a contrary position see O'Hagan (2005, p. 44) and Stem-
mer (2008). Basically, these authors will sustain a "constitutive argument" in the sense that, as Stemmer {or exarnple put it, "it appears
that the will-to-be-rational is an intrinsic goal of reasoning" ("Es kommt hinzu, dass das Rational-sein-wollen ein intrinsisches Telos cies
Uberlegens ist", Stemmel 2008, p. 60, the English translation is o{ my own).
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in the sense that even if belief is not ry*picaily t]'re resr"rit of our
deciding r.vha! to t eiieve, rts (r.culrencc :s inse1,er3516 .fi-61y1,

even constitutive oi the exercise of ludgment, u,hich cannot
take place outside ofthe space ofreasons.

Hence, in so far as freedom and rationalitv are involved
in how we structure our doxastic lives, there are prina 

_facte

good reasoru to assume that drere 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
beliet correction and tbrrnation leveai that belief is not a mere
mechanical response'e, but also a matter of rational deliber-
ation. Corrective general rules are nechanisms of reflective
thinking, directed to judgment and, therefore, standards of
rational thinking. Nou,, stanclarcis belong naturalll- to the
pr:rctice oi reasoning itseli, but they .rn1y lrecome explicit if we

assume a clitica,l oerspectivt anc-l pay attentioll to u.'hat uu-
dellies the mere possibilitl. of the pra.tice. Reflection shor,,s

that it is inherent to epistemic agency to be normative, and
this fact does not contradict in any measure the fact that real
epistemic agerlts are most of the ti1ne insensible to therr being
"responsive" to reasons.

Corrective general r.rles are calied upolt ro derermine ihe
star-r.lar<is of correctron of causal judgment. ar-rd r.vith it, tire
standard; of correction ofbeliei. A beiiei accor'.iingi1,, can be

more or less adequate, depending on the degree of evidence

and e.xperience avai1ablc.. Fur-thennore, ger-rerJ rules help to
deterrnine the level of adequacy, since those experiences that
can be captured (let themselves be explained) by general ru1es

are rvhat concelTrs science. It is important to keep this point
in mind. Given a statement, there are certain conditioru un-

der r,"hich it should or should not be believed, that is, raken a-s

tr-ue. Nonetheles-s, these conditions, according to m,r, reading of
Flume'.s epistemolog,, are deepl,r, relaterl to a demarcation cri-
terion, rnuch more than a truth theor1,. A belief can report dil
6rent levels of certainty, depending on its nearness to the poof
horizor-r. Irooii ale basicall-v beiiei.s tor which lhere hir. heen

no exception in experience, which is rvhat {eneral ruies try to
secure. We also know,that Hurne believes that those rules are
"very ea-w in their invention, but extremelv difficuit in their ap-

piication" (T 1.3.1-5.11; SBN 17,5). In my opir-rion, rhe account
ofgenerai rules is far 6'on-r bein-q about ho\\r to ensure that one's

belief Ls true, a-s is the case n'ith Descartes, for example; rather, it
concerns the condition-s r-rnder u,hich a doxastic item cal count
as knowledge in Humei "liberalized" non-ratior-ralistic serue,

rvhich -somer.r'hat' divorces questior-rs of j ustifi cation fi om ques,

tions of truth" (Lyons, 2001, p. 27Of .

A1l this hou'eve4 ioes not soh,e dre problenl ..f the nor-
mative force of episrenric lule-s, as guide of rlocesses of 1-.elief

Rutl lv'larcela Espinosa

forrnation and_lr:sti6cation, i.e., rt'hv should rte follort' these

rules, and rvhere does tl-reir normative constraint lie.

Normative fcrce

Cleneral nrles are con:ective, in so far as tire-y state tlre
standard of certain kr-ror,t4edge of causes. Furthermore, since

generalization i-s :r natural tenrleng:r", of tlie mir-r<i, rr ibllows ihat
general rules are the consurnmation, the telos, of such a natu-
ral tendency. In other r.r,orfu nobody expects or intetrds to faii
at reasoning (in the broad, Humean sense of the word), even

vr'hen the roots of dr:rt reasonirrq ar:e nol actual]y present to the

rlind. E,-ervone a-ssumes that he ol she re.:^sons correctlv - al
least a-spires tc reason correctly - and thereby, that the belef..
he or she fblms are corect, in the sarne sense that beiieying
p necessariiy involves beiieving its truth. Believing, as rvell as

reasoning, ain-r at truth as their intrinsic condition. Since causal

reasonirg (or causal interence or qeneralizationJ is inevitable,

ancl since it narurally involves d-re intention of rurh, it follows
that everyone must reason in accordance with general mles.

In other u,or&, "tle authority of reasons is found within the
pr:ctice ofreasoning itself \\.re re:soners are- bound bv ratlonal
standards becau^se to engage in reasoningji.rst is to be account-
able to rarional stand:ucls" (O'H.rgan, 2005, p. 43). Speciiical-

lyi since all matter oifbct re:r-soning is a car.ral reasorring, oue

ought to pay heed to tie 8 causal rules by which one mayjudge
cause and effect in order to avoid {alse belieG?l.

I clairr-L thar believir-rg an.i beliel formation bv probable
reasoning would constitute in themselves what Peter Stem-
rnel has called a "noi:nratir.e sitrLation' (Sremmer, 20LrE, $4),
that is, a situation in u,hich a normative ought-ness is implied,
even if that situaiion is nor epistemicaliy nresenr to the agent.

The situation can be described a^s a hypothetical statement:
"if r.ve u'ish to achieve correcr beiief.s, r,",e shoulcl reason ac-

colding to some G rulesl Ii rt e rvish the end, we are "norma-

tively" required to act - tlr reason - in a cer-tain r,t ay. The aim
!1r truth of beliel confiq.rres, so io Spe-ak, the nor'mative sLtii.t-

tion. Non', for general rule-s to have normative force, it nrust
1.re a conclition th:rt rtre rr,o lvrsh to Lrave correcr belieG, so tirat
they express not merely descriptrve va1ue, but also nolntative
alrtirorit)'. This lea<is to the iollo'winS questiLrn: nhi, should
we r+,ant to have true belieG l Whv should we be motivated to
reason according to general mles?

I thrnk Hun-re also ha-s an answer to thi-s question, a ques-

tion that i-s deeply cor-urected u,ith 1-ris naturaiist corlception
of hr-rr-rran rea-<oning: lve need to reason correctlv because a-.

agents we desire things, and in order to reach what we want, we

neei to idenri! the efficient means for obtaining them. Colrect
causal reasoning is a necessary condition for achieving the ends

" Hume is often taken as the paradagmatic case of an author who neglects the existence oi inteliectual {reedom. See, for erample, the
introduction of Owens' work (20C0).
2rButonlysomewhat,asManinhasnoted(1993,p.256).Bothauthorsusethesametextsassupport, seeT1.4.7.14;SBN272.
21 lndeed, the 8 rules are not the oniy epistemic norms of Hume's epistemology. Besides iogicai principies, the so-calieci copy prtnciple
deserves particuiar attention. See, for example, Schliesser (2007).
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rv'e desire; tJ'ru5 being responsible episternic agents by reasonrng
according to basic epistemic nonn-s is something \4/e must do in
order to satis{u our desire. This is also, according to Hume, the
primary reason for r.r,hy u'e engage in reasoning. Scier-rce and
truth are secondary targeL< of rea-soning, but certainh, not of
less importance; the first tar3e! horvever, is instrumer-rtal. This
conclusion shou's, moreover, hou, deeply Hume'-. episten-rologX,

is oriented to his Moral theorri and that an understanding of
Hume! accollnt of reasoning and general r-ules sheds iight on
those passages in book 2 and 3 rvhich ar first sight seem to con-
flict u,rth the "skeptical conclusion" of book 1 (see 6r example,
T 2.3.3.6/7;SBN 416, T 2.3.70.7; SBN 449, T 3.1.1; SBN 458-9.
In [he secotrdary literature see e jpecialh,'Winters, L97i]).

But since much of our causal reasoning i-s not conscior-us,

most people .1o not rnanaqe to i<rrow that tirey 1-rave io follol,"'
general mies in order to rerson cLrrrectil', fbr this aCtiyitlr is

already normative oriented. Er,,en if they recognize that they
have to re:rson careful\ and accorclir)g to general ruies, thev
may choose not to do it, because t1-rey are influenced by other
passion-s. But this is another matter, which has to do u.ith ra-
tional deliberations and rationai decisions.

Lvons (200i, p. 270J has arqued that'rhe norrnarn-iB' Ln

Hunle's epistemologr" lies in that "the philosophical n-rethod
derives its greater value 6om being a better means of satis-

|,ing curiosr!- (anC keeping it satisfied) rs r,yell as rreeting
othc4 daily, praSmatic ends'l I consider thi-s ro be correct, but
instead of under-valuating it as a case ofjust "instrumental-
1y-inspired' normatir.iqr, I believe, r.r,ith Stemmer (2008, p.

33-44), that the source of normative ought-ness is - in mosr
ca-ses, at lea-st - a relation of "necessary condition" to t'hich
is attaclred a wish/deste/u,ant that actualizes the norma,
tive force of the conditiont' ir., :Ls nuch as not fol1..rr-in( it,
necessariiy means not achieving what Ls desired. Here r.est,s

one of d-re nlost imporrant oiFlun-re'"r legacies: w,e are not atle
to <ieepiv understancl (even) our most abstractiys 5..gnitive
processes ll.itl'rout reference to the affective scope of human
nature. Ll otirer u,..rds, there is an active exchange betr,r,een

the "sensitive" and the "cogitative" part of our nature. This ex-
change also takes place in the constitution of tl;i: tl.jrnralive, as

described bv Fred Wilson: "Reflecting upon [...] experience
u,'e adopt go;r1s that are atteinible and means thai are ef&-
cient. Selireflectior: leads io stanCarcis ofprractice that de6re
the (cognitive) vitue of rarionalitl,; it leads to standards that
are attainable and ellicient. In orirer rvor'& self-reile_ction
leads tc, a reasonable stalldard of rationaliry. Or at least, it
does so if one is n ise" (2008, p. 416).

Conclusion

The rudimentary tools witl.r r,r,hich Hume'.s philosophy
and episternoioqy is equipperl nrake ig :ir iir..st sight, Iook very

General ruies anc the norrative dimension of beiie{ in i-lume's episre:rcicqy

unfit to be a contribution to the actual debate concerninq
eiristernic nonrtatil,rt)r Hor,r,eve4 his account oi corre;live
eeneral rules provides a more or less persuasive accor-rnt of the
sources of the normative dimension in belief formation and
coi'reatiorl, 1111j i1 a]5gr Pr.rvriles :r solution to the prclblem con-
cerning mot11'atioi1. Hurne'-. rdeas seem tc bc suppoltir-e oi
.eririin u,.lys of aridlessrng the issue of normativitv and epis-
temic agenc1,, name11, constitutive strategies. Reflection thu-s

uncovers the normative structure of belief itself and belief'-s

aimirrg at truth impiies a normative relation berween epi-.-

temic norms and doxastic rtems. That is the way I think we
have to understand Hume'.s claim that there are some general
|ules, by u,hich rr,e ougl'rr ro regulate lrur judgrnent coltcern-
ing causes and effects; and tircsc rules are -yonn'd or tht nttture
oi out tnderstatdinq, and ot otc etyerienc! af iis oyteraticn-< irt

t)rtc -ludqments t,'e iorm conccrnlng ch/erts: But also the oriein of
ti-reir norrnative force is uncovered as iying ultin-ratelv in the
inner usychoioEv of irtirnan nature, deeplv embe.l.led in the
facticirv of lifb. Fol Hr,rme, believing right\', rhat is, beheving
r.l'irat is "moie probably" true, rs tictermir-red sigr-rrficarrri1, bv
utility, and bv passions like the love o-f *uth and crio-<if",,. Now
as he stresses, "the questior-r is ait:eT siiay 111anwr this utilir^t antl
tmportance operate ulon us?" (T 2.3.10.4; SBN 450). Thi-s issue

i-s no longer a questron for epistemologl,, but instead for the
sciencc o-f man as a n'hoie. Natural disposition-s, psychological
mechanisms of the mind, and social and cultural construc-
tion: lre cr1,e.1 up.rn t::n.rr'el it.

A11 these nuances seern to con-fig.rre the nornrative di-
mension of Hume',s epistemology, which from the very nat-
ural qround of our "aiming at trutiri is oriented tonard the
improvement oi the understandin* and human cl-raradter
Its significance is not din-rinished because of the distance of
Hume! theorv frorn the question of an objective truth, for a-s

Owens (2003, p. 287) states: "Rational beiief is rareiv based
on conclusive evidence'lNonetheless, and from a certain tech-
11i cal persl.ectir.e, llume.s eiristernologrcel appr'.ogch is u'eak,
because relevant questions, such as hou, much evidence, be-
yond his very qeneral demalc;rtion criteria, is necessary tcr

cali e belief "tluel ale ne,,'cl settled. This lack of ticiiness .risc

shorvs that Hume'.s first concern rvas neither epistemoloeical
nor logica1, but rather moral in the broad sense of the word.
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ARTTcI-E

WHer rHE Wtsp OucHr BplrsvE: A Vor_uxrARrsr
IxrpnpRETATroN oF HuME,s GsxpRAL Rur-Bs

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 signiflcant problem in attempting to reconcile his
epistemic normativity, i.e. his claims about what we ought to believe.
with his iargely involuntarist theory of the mind. 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 to reconcile epistemic normativity with naturalism about the
mental.

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

A general rule is only a propensity: at the same time it is the great scourge of
propensities.

-John Passmore

1. INTRODUCTION

The task of this paper is 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

@ 2OI3 BSHP
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1131 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:
(i) belief is a manner of conception, characterizedby (ii) forceful and viva-
cious feeling. It is (iii) analogous to the feeiing of impressions,but also the
memories, and is (iv) capable of being transferred to other 'weaker' ideas 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 Hume, 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 primafacie evidence
for reading Hume as adoxastic 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 is, roughly, making one'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 accompiished.

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 it 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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WHAT THE WISE OUGHT BELIEVE 1135

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.l Nevertheless, I argue
here (in this section and the next) that the view of him as an involuntarist
is appropri ately, if problematically, ascribed.

Let us begin by de{inin g modal doxastic involuntarism as the view that
beliefs cannot be acquired as a resuit of determination by the witl. 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 irzvoluntarist, 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 se.parate 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 than the mere claim that beliefs
are in fact not held as the result of wiliing. The claim that I 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. Gtobal doxastic
involuntarism is 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 0, or some set of
beliefs Upe @, the particular beiief 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 Ne more or less within voiuntary 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 in 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 Hume was in those places addressing a more
general question than the one presently concerning 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 important to avoid being overhasty in attributing Hume a position. It would be perfectly
possible for a philosopher to be compatibilist with respect to flrst-order acts, yet remain uncon-
vinced that beliefs are appropriately construed as acts, and hence think belief inapt for similar
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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II36 RYAN HICKERSON

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 involuntarisru 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 contin gent 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 attributing a baseline view about dox-
astic involuntarism to Hume. There is a good deal of textual evidence for
interpreting Hume as a modal doxastic involuntarisr, 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 pieases; 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 6n)1

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 cannor 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 oniy bit of
textual evidence. Similar passages can be found throughout Hume's
work.3 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

2The source here is Hume, A Treatise of Hurnan Nctture 11739-/;0]. Hereafter abbreviated 'T'
and cited by book, part, section, and paragraph numbers. I also include the page number from
the traditional Selby-Bigge edition, revised by Nidditch, 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.
3See T 1.3.7.3, 1.3.'7.7, 1.3.9.2-1.3.9.3, 1.3.9. t7, t.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, 1.4.7.9-1.4.'/.10, 2.3.1.13-2.3.1.14, App. 2, Abstract
Abs.20-21 (SBN 95, 628-9, 107-8, 116, 120, 122-3,140-0t , 141, 183-4, I 92,214,218.
269-70, 404, 6234, 6534, respectively).
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WHAT THE WISE OUGHT BELIEVE 1137

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 andvivaci4r of belief and theforce andvivaci6,of presentimpressions.
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 cantxot forbear believing when we find ourselves in
the circumstances natural for belief.a This is just what I mean when I call
him a modal doxastic involuntarisr. 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

It has already been said, by schoiars 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.

...it is 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 is 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 into two classes. On the one hand, there are the beliefs
which have strong inductive support, based on a long experience of constant

'Since the classic work by Kemp Smith it is often claimed that Hume treated at least two
beliefs as having special epistemic status. Following Kemp Smith, these are now commonly
referred to as the natural beliefs (see Smith, The Philosoph-y of David Hume, 155). However, I
myself cannot {ind this doctrine in Hume, despite a relatively diligent search, so I do nol
follow Kemp Smith in identifying 'natural belief as a unique kind of belief, several in
number and with privileged epistemic status. As I use the phrase, all Humean beliefs are
'natural beliefs': my calling a belief 'natural' simply emphasizes Hume's naturalistic
account of its origination, e.g. in custom. Readers should beware my break with common
usage in this regard.
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1138 RYAN HICKERSON

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 hoid 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,23940)

According to Price, Hume was not only committed to doxastic involuntar-
ism, but also to treating beiiefs 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'.-t 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 suppofi 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 nol according to the determinations of their wills. So the core
of the inconsistency Price identified in Hume was Hume's supposed commit-
ment, despite his involuntarist remarks, to withholding assent.

Price has not been the only reader to find such a problem in Hume.6 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 is not merely, I think, because he has momentarily fallen into
the language of the vulgar; he has a picture in the back of his mind, a

-5whether 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 rubric of
custom.
6Though I frame it somewhat uniquely, discussion of what I call the 'Problem of Believing
Wisely', may also be found in McCormick, 'Why Should We Be Wise?' 3-19, Owen,
Hume's Reason, 213_23, Falkenstein, 'Naturalism, Normativity, and Scepticism', 59-62,
Passmore, Hume's Intentions, 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', 91-4, and perhaps many others besides.



ral

6l

h
CO

ra)

(.l

c.i

CS

(B

+r

aLo

D
d

U
z
7.;rrJ

o

o

o

WHAT THE WiSE OUGHT BELIEVE II39

picture which he cannot entirely expunge, of a human being's hesitating
between two alternative views, uncertain 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 invoiuntarists, like Hume, who would also appeal to normative episte-
mic distinctions, or otherwise deploy normative ianguage in advising us how
we ought to believe. Our contemporary literature in epistemology treats this
problem under the topic 'epistemic deontology'. But as a simple 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'.8 Wisdom was
supposed by Hume to be good. So 'wisdom' not only has an epistemic
valence, but also a normative one. Because wisdom is 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.e
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 Enquir) comes in the context of Hume's famous discussion of miracles:

A wise man, therefore, proportions his beiief 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 experience as a full
proof of the future existence of that event.

(EHU 10.4; SBN 110)10

7A revised version is Passmore, Hume's Intentions, 165. My discussion here is directly
indebted to Passmore.
6Here I have in mind particularly McCormick, 'Why Should We Be Wise?' 3-19. See her
survey of the 'Problem of Control'. 6-9.
eThe beginnings of a good list are provided by Falkenstein, 'Naturalism. Normativity, and
Scepticism', 62-3.
'0The source is Hume, An Enquiry Concerning Hurnan (Jnderstandirzg. Here and following
abbreviated'EHU'; citation is to section and paragraph numbers. I also include page
numbers from the traditional Selby-Bigge edition, revised by Nidditch, abbreviated 'SBN'.
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I140 RYAN HICKERSON

Hume here suggests the evidentialist principle that we ought to believe only
to the degree that we have evidence, i.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-iess regularity. How
could that conclusion be formulated, if not as a nornative epistemic claim?11

This passage about the wise person 'proportion[ing] beiief 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, 1 1). On the 'traditional conception' a distinc-
tive feature of human wisdom is our sensitivity to evidence, not insofar as we
naturaily believe, but insofar as we consciously assess evidence qua evi-
dence and come to decisions via deliberation, i.e. provisionally withhold
assent until all relevant data have been collected, evaluated, and then re.flec-
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 non-prejudicial assessment in a period of deliberation. The
history of the deep conceptual connection between the deiiberative 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 deliberation was supposed to end (in cases where
it did not degenerate into dithering) in self-conscious decision.'2 This
process was traditionally construed as 'rising above' the merely animal
instincts, inciuding, and perhaps especially, the epistemic ones. Judging
wisely meant coming to a 'cool-headed' decision guided by reason, itself tra-
ditionally construed as distinguishing homo sapiens from our merely sentient
brethren. Those who lacked the rational capacity or proclivity, i.e. who were
not deliberate tn 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 naturalistic
account of belief-formation, not only applicable to the 'subtility and reflne-
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.l3 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
normative language from the descriptive, see Garrett, Cognition and Commitment, 137-62.
t'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,3V
40.
r3In this point, I am merely following Stroud, Hume,16-7 andNorton, 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 cirticized the older theories as insffi-
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 ourselves
in relation to the world around us such that we wiil (otherwise naturally)
come to believe such-and-so?la

For example, try 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 (never 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 ttpon you immediately and 'natu-
rally', i.e. entirely outside the influence of your rational faculties,
traditionally construed as volitional. Hume's involuntarism here seems par-
ticularly good, i.e. when appiied to cases of belief based on immediate
sensory awareness. Nevertheless, you have at least some measure of
control over your belief that there is a tiger present. If not by being able to

laNot everyone thought that this is an important question. Cf. Smith, The Phitosophy of David
Hume,126.
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1142 RYAN HICKERSON

directly will it, then at least insofar as you are able to voluntarily take your-
self downtown to a zoological garden and enter the exhibit marked 'Great
Cats of the Amur Region'.

So here is a new question. Hume may have been a staunch doxastic invo-
luntarist, but did he leave room for at least this kind of, let us now call it
second-order doxastic voluntarism?15 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, i.e. by determining whether we will carefully attended to the scep-
tical arguments, or instead play a lively game of backgafilmon 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 to 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 particuiar 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 involuntarisl, i.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 control in the regulation of beliefs at
the second-order, e.g. even insofar as one could indirectly control one's
belief that there is a tiger by travelling to see one at a zoo. Thoroughgoing
involuntarisrs deny both the first-order and second-order doxastic voluntar-
ism; thoroughgoing mechanists need noq they need only provide a mechan-
istic account of each.

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

l5Many suggest that he did leave room for it. See, for examples: McCormick, 'Why Should
We be Wise?' 7; Owen, Hume's Reason, 2134; Falkenstein, 'Naturalism, Normativity.
and Scepticism', 33; Norton, David Hume: Comtnonsense Moralist, 236-8; Penelhum,
'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 least 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.'u

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 to take an even more radical step and treat his project as the mere
description of human nature, completely ignoring all its epistemic normativ-
ity. The Problem of Believing Wisely would not thereby be dissolved. Even
in that case there would remain the probiem of explaining how, were belief
nothing but the automatic result of witnessing more 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 I 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 justi.fied. But what I have
shown here is that the Problem of Believing Wisely is quite independent
of any consideration of warrant.l7 It raises not only the specter of inconsis-
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

'6H"r" is an opportunity to point out another bit of famous Humean normative language, not
merely that reason is slave, but that it 'ought only to be' (T 2.3.3.4; SBN 414).
rTIn this rcspect, I also follow Owen.
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1144 RYAN HICKERSON

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 immediate 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 his so-called General Rules.ls 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
simple one. It is because 'causal circumstances' can be complex that it is
no trivial business to track the regularities of nature. The foundation of
Hume's theory in this regard was, of course, custom (see T 1.3.13.9; SBN
t47). It is 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 probiem 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 effect in their presence,
even absent an actual cause. Mutatis 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

"So*e have denied Hume had an answer to this challenge. Cf. Pears, 'The Naturalism of
Book I' 114.
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WHAT THE WISE OUGHT BELIEVE II45

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 it 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 rich 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 ideas 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 learn to dis-
tinguish the accidental circumstances from the efficacious causes; and when
we flnd that an effect can be produc'd without the concurrence of any particu-
lar circumstance, we conclude that that circumstance makes not a part of the
efficacious 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 1.3.15.1 1; SBN 175) rheir full employment is
by no means guaranteed by nature. We shouid note, in particular, Hume'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), Hume clearly viewed the function of the General Rules as the aug-
mentation of custom in circumstances of compiex causal discrimination.
He says here: 'By them we learn to 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 ase 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 custom.

so whether we ought to use the General Rules, or not, Hume ciearly
thought that the wise have learned by them. However, it would be a
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1146 RYAN HICKERSON

mistake to think that the entire difference between the wise and the vulgar is
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 carries 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.t3.r2: 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 re-flection.Ie This has consequences, I will now argue, for our
reading of Hume. It entails, for example, that Hearn and Falkenstein
(and I) treat him as a second-order doxastic voluntarist.2o

Unlike 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, i.e. 'a "second" general rule... that condemns a
number of "first" ones' (Falkenstein, 'Naturalism, Normativity, and Scepti-
cism',48)." Instead the difference that Hume had in mind between the 'first'

tes"e Hea.n, "'General Rules" in Hume's Treatise', 410. Cf. the footnote to EHU 9.5 (SBN 107),
where Hume says the discrimination of causes requires 'great attention' . Cf. also T 1.3. I 0. 12 (SBN
630-3). The interpretation of the 'second influence' as the result of reflection is not uncommon in the
literature. Cf. Monis, 'Belief, kobability, Normativiry', 85-9; and Serjeantson, 'Hume's General
Rules', 195. Owen endorses it tn Hume's Reason, 149, 213ff. It is also argued for by Norton,
Hume: Common-Sertse Moralist, 208-21, Garrett, Cognition and Committnent, 2A5 and Traiger,
'Reason Unhinged', 100-11. Whether all would agree with my interpretation of such reflection
as volutfiary is considerably less likely. or clear.
2oFalkenstein is especially clear on this commitment. Cf. 'Naturalism, Normativity, and Scep-
ticism', 32-3.
2'Also 

see Heam, "'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 I prefer (on the same page) when he writes: '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 is 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 I am offer-
ing here it is because the first influence is unreflective, i.e. involuntary, that it
is also insufficient. Nevertheless, the appiication of such rules comes natu-
ral1y 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 refiectively
willed, i.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 I noted above, the reading of the 'second influence', as associated
with refiection is not uncommon. What I mean to contribute here is
greater clarity about the way that voluntarism sneaks back into Hume's
account, via that reflection. 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 its repeated application. Consider the important question of
when we ought to make an inductive generahzation. However natural
that ieap, 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
it would be wise for us to scrutinize ourselves in that manner. We ought
to do so. But there could be no normative question here, at least not of
the particular sort that Hume invoked, without the wiliing. Learning
when and how we ought to generalize (first by noticing the circumstances
in which generalization 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
sagaclty.""

An advantage of this account is that it makes sense of Hume's association
of the '{irst influence' of the General Rules with prejudice. Consider one
example of prejudice identified by Hume in the Treatise: 'An lrishman
cannot have wit, and a Frenchmarz cannot have soliditv.' Hume clearly

22Cf. Serieantson, 'Hume's General Rules, 206-:7. The account that I advocate here is also
close to the one articulated by Owen at the end of Hume's Reason.
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claimed that this 'fourth unphilosophical species of probability' is '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 ru1es '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 employed, 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.t3.12; SBN 149), rather than as a conflict between rules or sets

of rules with distinct contents. However, Martin does not treat this as a
matter of voluntary reflection, so much as a mechanical procedure of 'self-
correcting' (Martin, 'The Rational Warrant', 249).23 According to Martin,
just as the 'flrst influence' of the General Rules involves 'higher-order
custom' (Martin, 'The Rational Warrant', 254), 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 'flrst influence' are frequently false,
i.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 contrasted with the
account of them recently provided by Jack C. Lyons. I follow Lyons in
reading Hume's General rules as extensive, i.e. 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 in the rules themselves, i.e. no difference in their contents,
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

tt_--'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 imagining require willing. No
more, and no 1ess. I 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.la 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 noffns and can,be justified in Hume's epistemology. Reading
the same passages I have,25 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, seemed 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 superiority above the mere vulgar in their reason and ability,
as to give us any inclination to imitate them in delivering a long system of
rules and precepts to direct our judgment, in philosophy.

(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 I 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

:ocf. O,ren, Hume's Reason, 148-9.

"Lyonr cites T 1.3.10.12; SBN 632 and T 3.3.1.15; 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 beiieved (Lyons, 'General
Rules and Justification', 257). But I am not: I have argued that Hume
thought finer causal discrimination is precisely the benefit of yoluntary
refi"ection.

5. CONCLUSION

While a number of people have recognized a probiem 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 attributed to him by philosophers
like Price.to I am not unique in providing a defense in this regard; t 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 I 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 flrst. 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 philosophers 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 to 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.

26On this point, I simply follow atrwlblazed by others. See, for example, Owen, Hume's
Reason,213-6.
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WHAT THE WISE OUGHT BELIEVE 1151

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,
i.e. willed as the 'second influence' of those very same General Rules. I have
argued that Hume thereby denies global doxastic involuntarism, but I 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 its
(or their) believability? A candidate for such a $et, 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 I 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 mechanism 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 is 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 voluntarisl 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
itseif (which is not to rule out such reflection as a consequence of the
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process!), including a powedul memory and a rich imagination of possible
alternatives, and the true generality of causal knowledge that results.-'
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Abstract

ln the "Second Analogy," Kant argues that, unless mental

contents involve the concept of causation, they cannot

represent an objective temporal sequence. According to
Kant, deploying the concept of causation renders a certain

temporal ordering of representations necessary thus

enabling objective representational purport. One exegetical

question that remains controversial is this: how, and in
what sense, does deploying the concept of cause render

a certain ordering of representations necessary? I 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.

! I 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. ln particular, it remains controversial how, according to Kant, deploying the concept of causation renders

a certain subjective "orderof perceptions" "necessary" A793/8238) and with what kind of modalitythis subjective
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2 l wrlEY
order of perceptions becomes necessary. Building on existing scholarship, I argue that Kant's account turns on the

inferential role of the concept of causation. Moving beyond existing scholarship, I 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 th e Critique of Pure Reason

as fundamentally normative in character. Allison (2OO4) argues that it "involves a radical reconfiguration of epistemic

norms" and "seryes 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 (7989) holds that, for Kant, a "critique of pure reason" is a

"(quasi-)juridical or political task" (p. 9). McDowell (7994) 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 structuralsimilarities between Kant's project in KrVand his practical philosophy. O'Neillalso

cites Kant's general methodological statements in the motto and prefaces to KrVand in its "Doctrine of Method" as well

as his obscure doctrine that practical reason has "primacy" over theoretical reason (KpV 5:719). 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 (2077)

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. 64).

The problem with relying on such "big picture" consideration is that they leave indeterminate the scope of
normativity in Kant's projecl lllustrating this dramatically, these normative interpretations differ widely over the

breadth of normative import they find in KrV. O'Neill 17989) holds that only Kant's regulative principles and "maxims

of judgment" are normative in character (p. 19), a position also endorsed by Mudd (2076,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 intentional state, including intuitions. (Pollok l2117l appears also to hold that the "determination of sen-

sibility" is subject to normative constraint [pp. 19, 224],butthalthis activity is inseparable from judgmentlpp.79,226l.)

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 logic, 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 devil is likely to lie in the detail of any normative reading, so proponents of normative interpretations

must carefully 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 (7997) 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 (.2077), and Leech's (2077) 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. lt 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 orderihg of perceptions. Section 3 presents the two
major routes to explaining this notion-causal and conceptuol 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. I argue that, on Kant's

account, a subject who makes the presuppositions that Xs cause ABsl 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. ln contemporary parlance, the necessity of the "order of perceptions" is a

matter 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 I 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 t6 and perceives the melted snowman at t1, this mere successiveness is

insufficient for the representation of objective temporal sequence, because successiveness is ublquitous: "[t]he
apprehension of the manifold of appearance is always successive" (A789/8234).2 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 /8235, A792t./8237f.). 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.3 Kant emphasizes that it is the "arbitrariness" of the subjective
sequence that renders it insufficient to carry objective representational purporL "The subjective sequence [...] alone
proves nothing about the connection of the manifold in the object, because it is entirely arbitrary." (A193lB238) 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
temporol relations. This [i.e. the imogination] [...] con combine the two stotes in question in two
different waYs, so that either one or the other precedes in time. (8233, cf . A207/8246)

To illustrate, let's return to Jones. At tq, Jones has a perception of the snowman standing tall (A) and at t1 of the
melted snowman (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 t1, 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 sub.iective 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:

lf in the cose of an oppeorance that contoins o hoppening [i.e. an event] I call the preceding stote of

perception A and the following one B, then B con only follow A in apprehension, but the perception A

cannot follow but only precede B. (A192/8237)

Kant illustrates this with the example of "a ship driven downstream" (A792/8237). ln 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' (A196/8242; cf . A793/8238, A19B/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 to be

rendered necessary? What kind of mental operations are required, and how do they impose necessity on the

subjective order? Furthermore, what kind of necessity is thereby imposed? My aim is to provide detailed answers

to each of these questions.

Before proceeding, I 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 internally coherent

argument for the Causal Principle.

3 I CAUSAI VERSUS CONCEPTUAL INTERPRETATIONS OF THE
NECESSITATION OF A SUBJECTIVE ORDER

I now present the two families of interpretation that have dominated the literature, vis-a-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 relationship between perceiving particular events and discovering specific

causal laws (e.g., Buchdahl, 1969; Friedman, 7992) or whether Kant's conclusion has ontological or merely epistemo-

logical import (e.9., Guyer, 7987, ch.10; Watkins,2O05, 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 cousal 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 among causal 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, entails that, whenever we perceive an event, the subjective order of perceptions is causally necessary.a

However, he holds that the only way to get from this result to the Causal Principle is via a "non-sequitur 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 charge of non sequitur is found in the cousol

readings of Loveloy (1906), Pritchard (7909, pp.288-97), Broad (1978, p. 168), and Walker (1978, p. 100). ln

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) cousal reading seeks to avoid saddling Kant with a non sequitur. Beck argues that we must

postulate causal connections between observed events, notjust 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 recognizes

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] is [AB]-irreversiblyi' (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 problem 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 to the right).6 Perhaps

Beck's reading can be rescued by reading A and B as referring to event-tokens rather than -types. lt seems doubt-

ful that this could be Kant's meaning given his frequent insistence that what is required is a causal "rule" (e.g.,

A793/8238). Moreover, there are further Interpretative problems that this would not fix. Beck's reconstruction

centres 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, 7987, p. 240). Therefore, we should

not be satisfied with Beck's reconstruction.

Van Cleve (7999, pp. 128-L32) 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 focto causal relationships, which imposes the required structure of necessity on the subjective order.

Therefore, Van Cleve in effect abandons the cousol reading in favour of a conceptuol approach.T

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 internally coherent argument for the

causal principle, despite repeated attempts.E This is in sharp contrast to conceptual readings, which have found much

to endorse in Kant's argument. According to conceptuol 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 necessitatiorr

of the acts of perceiving. lnstead, 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 conceptuol reading (Allison, 20O4, p.252; Longuenesse, 2005, p. 247) have converged on

a coherent reconstruction of Kant's argument for the Causal Principle:

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

For the subjective order of perceptions to be irreversible, they must be subsumed under the schema of causality.

1.

2.
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Therefore, application of the schema of causality is a necessary condition for the experience of an event.

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

This reconstruction is wellsupported textually. Longuenesse (2005, pp. 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 (2OO4) 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" (Osborne, 2006, p.420). Therefore, in what follows, I

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 I SUBJECTIVE NECESSITATION A5 INFERENTIAL NECESSITATION

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

4.7 I 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. ln

particular, the second and third expositions of the argumente provide more detail about how the mind operates in

cases where it succeeds in representing an event or objective sequence.

lf, therefore, we experience that something hoppens, then we alwoys presuppose fvoraussetzen] that

something else precedes it, which it follows in occordance with a rule. [...] [O]nlV under this

presupposition fVoraussetzungl alone is the experience of something that hoppens even possible.

(A19s/8240)

As soon as I perceive or presuppose lvoraus annehmen.J that there is in this sequence o relation to the

preceding stote, from which the representation follows in accordonce with a rule, I represent something

os on occurrence. (A798/8243)

ln both passages, Kant states that cases of successful event-representation are distinguished by the sub.iect making a

certain 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. lt
therefore consists in the succession of the manifold insofar as it is subject to a rule" (A744/8783). (Kant equates

the term "succession" with "change" (8233), which the "First Analogy" has shown to be equivalent to'ievent".) 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 rule (b) that Xs cause ABs.'o 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. lt 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. fl-his explains

Kant's phrasing, "perceive or presuppose," in the third exposition (A798/P.243).) But Kant also allows the possibility

that the subject does not know what state causes the event (A799/B2M), 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.11

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-

dental Dialectic" and the "lntroduction" 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 example, by preferring theories that describe a world governed by a smaller number of more

general causal laws (A650/8678: KU 5:1,82).12 Kant insists (A657/8679) that we do not antecedently perceive events

to which we try to fit our hypotheses. lnstead, the very process of converting sensory material into representations

of events must take place against a 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 1O).

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 I Causation and hypothetical inference

Some commentators have suggested that the inferential role of cause is what equips it to enable temporal represen-

tation. Melnick (7973) 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). Longuenesse (2005) espouses a

similar view, though some critics have found her proposal hard to decipher (Osborne, 20O6, p.420). 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 logical structure of the hypothetical conditional. ln his derivation of the "Table of the Catego-

ries" (A80/B105) from the "Table of -ludgments" (A7O/895), the pure concept of cause and effect corresponds to

the logical structure of the "hypothetical" proposition (A70lB95, A73/898). Kant's hypothetical conditional

expresses a non-truth-functional "connection lVerknilpfung)" between its antecedent and consequent, which Kant

calls "consequence [Consequenz)". When the antecedent holds, the consequent also holds, and the former is the

"ground lGrundl" of the latter (Log 9:705-706; cf. Longuenesse,2OO5, pp.236-238). According to Kant, causal

judgments are a species of hypothetical judgments. Therefore, to 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).

ln its schematized form, the concept of causation adds further spatio-temporal content to this logical structure.

Specifically, the antecedent is restricted to "the real" (A744/8183), that is, states of objects "in time" (A7a3/8782);

the consequent is restricted to temporal "successions" (A744/8783), 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 (A744/8783).13 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

causaljudgments and hypothetical judgments. Schematization merely adds extra content, which "restricts" the sphere
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of possibilia falling under the concept, while enabling the application of these pure concepts to objects of experience
(A746t./8785f .).

Given that causal judgments embody hypothetical conditionals, it follows that they support a kind of inference,

namely, the hypothetical syllogism. ln the Jrische 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/ 8301), that it is "required" for us to be able to "infer a consequence from
the existence of given determinations of things" (KpV 5:57, 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 form "becaLlse one thing A is posited, another thing B must also necessarily be posited" (KpV 5:53).1a

Commenting on the Prolegomeno 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, "lf, in a

hypothetical syllogism, the antecedent is posited, the consequent must alsb 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. ln particular, it supports an inference in modus ponensi if a 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 expositionls 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" (A2Ot/8246). 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 I lnferential necessitation of a subjective order of perceptions

ln the previous subsection, I 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 flJrteilel", while Kant's argument seems

to turn on the subdoxastic level of "perceptions lWohrnehmungen]". Kant holds that inferences always operate at the
level of judgments (LoS 9:774), so it is not obvious how the inferential role of these causal presuppositions could
relate to the level 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.
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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.l6 There is some support

for this approach: Kant's stated aim in the "Analogies of Experience" is to establish claims about "empirical cognition"

(8278-9: Prol 4:370), 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 (A792/8237); on the "subjective order of apprehension" and with the subjection of

apprehension to a rule (A193/8238; A795/8240; A2OO/8245). Moreover, Kant holds that the result of the "Second

Analogy'r is "the formal condition of all perception" (A799/8244). 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.17 Furthermore, a key conclusion of the "Transcendental Deduction" was that "all synthesis, through which

even perception itself becomes possible, stands under the categories" (8161). Accordingly, it is natural to expect

implications for the synthesis of apprehension within the "system of Principles."ls 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" (8218, cf. 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" (B165; cf . A5O/874).

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. ln 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." ln 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 (,498-103, 8151-6, B16Of.); and with Kant's repeated descriptions in the "Second Analogy" of a

"synthesis of apprehension" in which the "power of the imagination" "places" or "connects perceptions" (B.223)

in a certain "order" (8223; A193/B23q.te

Given that this activity of plocing the perception of A before the perception of B is required for the activity of
judging thot event AB occurs, it is intuitively plausible that any forms of necessity applying to the latter would also

apply to the former. lf a subject must judge thot 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 thot event AB occurs. There-

fore, it follows that making those presuppositions also makes it inferentially necessary for the subject to ploce the

perception of A before the perception ,f g.'o 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 stemming 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.

ln the next section, we look more closely at the central term in this account, namely, inferential necessitation.

5 I INFERENTIAL NECESSITATION IS NORMATIVE NECESSTTATION

ln what sense, for Kant, must a subject assent to the conclusion of a causal inference for which she believes the
premises? ln 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 epistemic 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"2l); so let me first pre-empt the worry that it is anachronistic to claim that normativity plays a central

role in the "Second Analogy." Normative facts or statements are those that deal in "oughts," "shoulds," reasons,

duties, and so on. ln 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 laws] as laws in accordance with which everything

ought to happen" (4:387t.). 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 concern the facts (quid focti)" (A84/8L1-6,

amended), that is, the distinction between the way we use certain concepts and the way that we would be "justified"

to use them (A84/8776). 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.

ls 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 alwoys to be found in the perception of that which hoppens, and it mokes the order of
perceptions that follow one another (in the apprehension of this appearance) necessory. I...1 lhis
connection must therefore consist in the order of the monifold of appearance in occordonce with which

the opprehension of one thing (thot which happens) follows that of the other (which precedes) in

occordance with a rule. Only thereby con I be justified in saying of the oppeoronce itself, and not

merely of my apprehension, thot a sequence is to be encountered in it, which is to say os much os thot
I connot orronge the apprehension otherwise than in exactly this sequence. (A793/8238, 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" in 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:

lf, therefore, we experience that something happens, then we alwoys presuppose that something else

precedes it, which it follows in accordonce with a rule. For without this I would not say of the object that it

follows, since the mere sequence in my apprehension, tf it is not, by means of o rule, determined in relation

to something preceding, does not justi{y any sequence in the object. (A795/8240, 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 a matter of what they "justify." These passages strongly support the cohclusion that the causal presuppositions'

"necessitation" of a particular ordering of perceptions is a matter of epistemic normativity.

The same conclusion is also supporled 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 governing the

hypothetical conditional. ln the Josche Logik,we find the following characterization of the rules of logic:

Logic is [...] o science of the correct use of the understanding and of reoson in generol, not subjectively,

however,i.e., not according to empirical (psychologicol) principles of how the understonding does think, but

objectively,i.e., according to principles o priori for how it ought to think. (9:76, amended, emphasis odded)

ln logic [...] the question is not obout [...] how we do think, but how we ought to think ... ln logic we do not

wont to know how the understanding is ond does think and how it has previously proceeded in thought,

but rather how it ought to proceed in thought. (9:14, emphasis added)

ln 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 concerns, 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[:]

Rules for how we think.

Rules for how we ought to think.

Sometimes we think completely wrong-heodedly. This use con never ogree with the rules.

This is the rnisuse of the understonding ond is excluded here. Logic teoches the latter [i.e. rules for how we

ought to thinkl, namely, how to use the objective rules of our understonding. {Y-Lo/Wiener 24:791,

amended)22

Logicol rules ore not ones according to which we think, but occording 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 link this normative conception of logic with his notion of "critique":

7.
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[Logic] is useful and indispensable os o critique of cognition, however, or for possing judgment on common

os well as on speculative reoson, not in order to teach it, but only to make it correct ond in ogreement with

itself. (Loe 9:20, Kant's emphosis; cf. Log 9:15, Log 9:16,Y-LolWiener 24:792, V-Lo/Dohna 24:694f.)

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 a 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.23 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"

(A53/B77,Log9:78). 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" (LoS 9:'J,4).

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. lt 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 I OBJECTION: NORMATIVITY AND THE POSSIBILITY OF DEVIATION

We found ample textual evidence that inferential necessity is normative. However, Tolley (2O06) argues that we cannot

coherently attribute to Kant the claim that logical rules are normative. This section deals withTolley's objection.

Tolley argues that Kant is committed to the following claims:

For a rule to be normative for a subject, it must be possible for the subject to deviate from that rule.

It is not posslble 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. I will not question Kant's commitment to (7),24 but will argue that Tolley 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. lf Kant holds that it is possible for thinkers to make invalid inferences, then he is not committed to (2).

ls there evidence that Kant thinks that it is possible to make an invalid inference? Kant's discussion of "logical

illusion" in KrV clearly 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" (M96/P,353). Consequently, one

7.
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of the tasks of formal logic is to "discover false illusion in the form of syllogisms' (4333/B390). Similarly, at least some

of the errors Kant identifies in the "Dialectic" arise from fallacious inference-the "Paralogisms" are the result of
making a "fallacious inference lFehlschluss)" due to an ambiguous term in the premises (A34118399); 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":

ln regard to truth, the syllogismus is divided into true, ond erroneous or false. An inference can be false, in

such a woy thot the error lies either in materia or in forma. The inference suffers from an error [...] in
forma if the consequentia is drawn falsely from true premises. (V-Lo/Hechsel, lV 2:455)

The propositions in an inference can be true, but the inference can nonetheless be false as to form,i.e., o

follocy. (V-Lo/Hechsel, LV 2:469)

Kant consistently endorses the possibility of deviating from the laws of valid inference, and hence denies (2) vis-d-vis
these rules. lndeed, the notion that humans are naturally driven to certain violations of the rules of correct inference
is central to his conception of reason. lt follows that there is no reason to think that Kant denies that the rules for
valid hypothetical syllogisms can be violated by thinkers.2s 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 (20O6) 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 moral laws (p.37a).ln 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 "Wrtlkilr-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-i-vis
causal inference, rather than reasoning in general. ls there a"Wkilr-correlate" in play in the domain of causal inference?

To answer this question, we need to understand what kind of "Willkilr-correlate" is required for normative con-
straint' Kant elucidates the term "choice [Willktir)' as "[t]he faculty of desire [...] [i]nsofar as it is joined with one's con-
sciousness of the ability to bring about its object by one's actions" (MS 6:273). 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
law. But in humans, "choice [Willknr] 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 forces"
(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)26 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 IKU 5:782: 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. lt 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" (4350f ./8294f .; cf .

Log 9:53f .). lndeed, Tolley (2006) accepts that his argument has no force for domains in which the understanding
works in tandem with other faculties such as sensibility (pp.374,399) and freely admits that logical rules may be nor-
mative when "applied" 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 I see
no reason for ruling this out. ln the context of causal inference, sensibility constitutes the "possibly obstructive force"
that makes deviation from logical rules possible and thereby qualifies them as normative.
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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

I 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. lf 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: lt 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, I 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. I have therefore found support for Pollok's

(2077) view that, for Kant, the "determination of sensibility" is subject to normative standards.

To f urther clarify this conclusion and to pre-empt misunderstandings, let me emphasize what this conclusion is not. I

have not argued that the Causal Principle is itself a normative principle. On the interpretation I have given, it is alethically

necessary that, for all events AB and all subjects S, AB is only perceptible to 5 if 5 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 l2OO4, p. xvi) and Pollok's

(.2077, p. 2) view that "synthetic judgments a priori" such as the Causal Principle serye as "norms" for cognition. On my

view, it is odherenceto the Causal Principle, notbeing asse.ssable with regard to it, that conditions the possibility of objec-

tive temporal contents, and hence of objectively valid judgments about events. ln this I agree with Pollok's (2077) claim

that adherence to such principles is constitutive of "objective validity" in theoretical cognition (p. 10, 1a0f.). However, I

see no reason to follow Pollok (2077) 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 I see it, neither the

"Transcendental Dialectic" nor Kant's positive account of rational faith bears out the claim that judgments can be shown

to be defective simply by pointing out their deviation from "principles of pure understanding" (which are in any case

restricted to the domain of appearances).27

Nevertheless, the interpretation for which I 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 mlnd's operations is required for objective representation and found that the

necessitation in question is provided by normative 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 attributed to Kant by McDowell(7994), according to which normative necessitation is

required for all kinds of objective content. The "Second Analogy" turns 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 a necessitation of the mind's activities. ln the 'lSecond Analogy,"

it is 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]" (4104), he means that all relation to

objects requires normative necessitation (cf. 4108, P.278t., A797/8236).2e On the other hand, it may be that only

syntheses of "connection lVerknilpfung, nexus]" and not of "composition lZusammensetzung, 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 lnicht willkilrlichl'i lf so, it would only be the representation of
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necessary connections (rather than contingent existences) that requires normative constraint.2e 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 normative guidance of the "synthesis of apprehension" is possible.
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EN DNOTES
1 I follow Burge (2010) in using underlining to denote mental contents.
2 ct.8233, A790/8235, A798/8243 and p;]A7/E.246.

3 I hereby adopt a semantic rather than epistemic reading of Kant's point, pace Beck (1978) and Guyer (1987). Watkins
(2005) argues that epistemic readings of the "Second Analogy" will inevitably result in circularity, a contention borne
out by Van Cleve's (1999, pp. 728-732) attempt to repair Beck's epistemic reading.

a 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).

5 I use the term "recognize" in order to gloss over the fact that Beck gives the argument an epistemic rather than semantic
reading. Cf. n.3.

6 Cf. Van Cleve (1999).

7 ln any case, Van Cleve argues that the argument as he reconstructs it is not cogent.
8 Further grounds for pessimism about 'causal necessitation' readings are provided by Van Cleve's 11973, pp. 84-87)

criticism of Dryer.
e Second exposition = A7941./E.239f.; third exposition = A798-207/8243-6. I follow Longuenesse's (2005) numbering

(pp. 253-258).
10 I set aside the fraught question of how Kant gets from causal rules to universal causal laws. ln my view, Kant holds that

the concept of causation analytically entails causation according to universal laws (85, A97/8724, G 4:446, KU 5:795,
RGV 6:35).

11 Must the subject's causal assumptions match the physical laws which Kant (in MAN) argues are transcendentally necessary?
ln 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).

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" (A644/8672) and that
"without ["the law of reason to seek unity"] we would have [...] no coherent use of the understanding" @657/8679).
ln other words, the drive towards unity is operative at the initial stage of forming causal hypctheses (examples of which
are given at A646/8674 and A662f ./8690f.), 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 (A2O2f-/8247-9).

1a Kannisto (2077, pp.570-2) 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).

1s Fourth exposition = MOlt./8246f.. Cf. note 9.
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16 For independent reasons, Allison (2004) takes this route (p. 230).
17 Commenting on Kant's use of the phrase "rule of apprehension" (A197/8236), Allison (2004) accuses Kant of being

"misleading" (p.234J. However, he seems to underestimate the frequency of passages that jar with his reading.

18 Thanks to an anonymous reviewer for this point.
1e 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 intuitions includes features which cannot be represented by concepts
(cf. Allais, 2009; Tolley, 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 a temporal
sequence by merely associative processes (cf. Hanna, 2005). However, I 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 Analogyi The account is therefore not entirely neutral about the relation
between sensibility and understanding: I 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 but the most extreme of non-
conceptualist positions.

20 lf inferential necessitation behaves like an alethic necessity operator, then this is a consequence of the Distribution
Axiom: rJ ("Judging AB is inferentially necessary."), -:(J - P) ("ln order to judge AB, one must place A before B."),

r(J -- P) - (nJ - r:P) (an instance of the Distribution Axiom) r cP ("Placing A before B is inferentially necessary").

Alternatively, if inferential necessitation behaves like a deontic obligation operator (as I will argue), then the same

follows by an analogue of the Hypothetical lmperative. One ought to judge AB. Placing A before B is a necessary means

to judging AB. lf one ought to rp, then one ought also to carry out the means necessary for e-ing. Therefore, one ought
to place A before B.

" KU 5:239; Log 9:75. See also Pollok (2017, p. 2).

22 lnstead of "Logic teaches the latter," Young has "Logic teaches this last" for "die Logik tehrt dos Letzte," thereby obscuring
Kant's meaning.

23 lt is this that explains Kant's insistence that pure logic is independent of the discoveries of empirical psychology. We will
return to the question of whether it is possible for the mind to deviate from these rules in Section 6.

2o Lu-Adler (2077, p.2O7) 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 I interpret inferential necessitation

as imperatival, I accept (1) for the purposes of discussion.
2s See Lu-Adler 12077, pp. 217-273) and Leech (2077, pp.356-363) for additional argument that Kant endorses the

possibility of illogical thought.
26 lt is beyond our scope to discuss whether the laws of the understanding are self-imposed in a similar 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 (2077, p.724\.

27 Thanks to an anonymous reviewer for pressing me to clarify this.
28 cf. cinsbore (2008, p. 73).
2e 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 natural
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, I show that they are in
fact regulated by one and the same norm, namely reason's de-
mand for autonomy. To support this claim, I begin by spelling out
the pragmatic nature of the human sciences. Insofar as they are
directed towards human cultivation, civilisation 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 itselt they help human beings realise their cognitive voca-
tion by promoting the conditions of good cognition. The second
section examines these conditions and shows in what sense they
constitute norrnative constraints upon belief. On the reading I
propose, they take the form of epistemic principles that should
guide our reflective attitude upon our cognitive activity. I then
turn to the question of whether given their theoretical 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
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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 I defend,
our actions and our thoughts are subject to the same rational
norm, for rationality expresses itself normatively through the
demand for autonomy in thought as well as in action. However,
crucially for my account, the prime locus of responsibiliry is not
over 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 Kantian picture according to which the only source of
normativity is our capacity for autonomy.

2. The human sciences as enterprises with a pragmatic
purpose

Kant begins his Anthropolog with an explicit reference to its
'pragmatic point of view'l: anthropology is 'the investigation of
what [the human being] as a free-acting being makes of himself, or

' fn*fr. 
"r 

the following works by Kant are cited frequently, I have identified
them by these abbreviations: A: Anthropology from a Pragmatic Point of View
(l{arlr, 20G?); CJ: Critique of the Power ofJudgement (Kant, 2000); CPR: Critique of
Pure Reason (Rani, lSrSSb); G: Groundwork for the Metaphysics of Morals (Karr,
i$$ga): IA: kctures on Anthropology (Kant, 2o12)i LL: l€ctures on Logic (Kant,
lala)2)i MM: Metaphysics of Morals (Kant, 1999a); WOT: What is Orientation in
Thinking? (lftnt,2001) For the ske ofclarity in the references to Kant's writings, I
have chosen to use titles rather than the authorldate system. I have also included a

citation to the Cambridge translation in parentheses, followed by a citation to the
G€rman text of the Prussian Academy edition (volume and page reference) in
brackets.

&ase,tite'ttis artide,ilr ptess as; Cohea" A- Kant on science and
doiorg/10-101 6/jshpsa2018.03.002
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can and should make of himself.lr The 'makes' points to the
descnptive part oF Kant's project - i.e., what human beings actually
make, or have made, of themselves. The 'can make' refers to the
realm of possibiliry - i.e., the scope and limits of human beings'
influence on themselves, whilst the 'should make' indicates the
prescriptive pan 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 tasks. First, it describes human beings'
behaviour relative to their purposes. 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, prudential 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 characteristic of his 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 himsell to civilize himsell and to moralize himself by
means of the arts and sciences.s

To accomplish this task, Kant focuses on knowledge 'of practical
relevance', that is to say knowledge that is useful to one's conduct
in tife.4 This knowledge has an extremely broad scope: it discloses
'the sources ofall the Ipractical] sciences, the science ofmorality, of
skill, of human intercourse, of the way to educate and govern hu-
man beings, and thus of everything that pertains to the pracrical'.5
The uniqueness of the human sciences' approach lies in their
commitment to investigating human phenomena for a practical
purpose.6

Yet the fact that the human sciences are practically oriented
does not entail that they do not have a theoretical dimension. On
my reading, the pragmatic intent of anthropology calls for a
descriptive and explanatory dimension since human beings need to

-' 

n z:t Iu,ttsl. As is now well-known, Kant calls his anthropology 'pragmatic'
rather than 'practical'. But in the context of the introduction to the Anrhropolos/,
the meanings ofthese terms coincide insofar as they both have to do with the realm
of action: 'anthropology is concemed with subjective, practical rules' (lEctures on
Ethics 42121:2a4)). Contrast this with the narrow meaning of'practical'as having to
do with free action (C 95 l :4481). tu is regularly noted by commenrarors, Kant
sometimes calls the prudential dimension ofhuman action'pragmatic'(e.g., L.udrn
i20(10;, pp. 69-70). For instance, he wrires: 'The first imperative could also be
called technical (belonging to art), the second pragmatic (belonging to welfare), the
third moral (belonging to free conduct as such, that is, to morals)'(C 69 [4:416-]71:
see also MM 565-6 l6:azk-61). However, far from entailing an inconsistency, this
merely implies that the word'pragmatic'can be understood in two distinct senses:
in a narow sense as'prudential', having to do with welfare and happiness, and in a
broad sense as 'practical', having to do with the field of action in general. My claim
is that when lGnt uses the tem'pragmatic' to describe his Anthropolosi, he uses
the tem in the latter rather than the fomer sense.

3 A42oI7:324).
I t2zz1l:tzz1.
5 Conespondence14l[10:145]-Thenotionof'knowledge'isofcourseproblematic

in this context since Kant does not mean to suggest that the knowledge at stake in
anthropology is of the sme kind as the knowledge in natural science. However, it
goes well beyond the remit of this paper to tackle this issue. Suffice to say that for
Kant, anthropological knowledge is based on empirical generalisation, induction
and interpretation. Fordiscussions ofthis question, see Lrhen i20flg), Sru.n1 i200q)
and lt"'ilsor 1200i1.).

6 As Lnuden has noted,'Kantian strial science ... is not value-free but morally
guided- We seek Weltkenntnb iD order to funher the goal of moralisation. Knowing
the world stands under the moral imperative of making the world better' ( Lcuden
l2ootlj, p.230).

understand their nature in order to be able to determine what they
are capable of and how they can achieve their purposes." This
theoretical part ofthe project includes the investigation ofnature'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 Anthropologt, 'Anthropology 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, in anthropology the realm of the
practical necessitates that of the theoretical.l{r It is on the basis of
theoretical observations about the human world that anthropology
can play the crucial role of providing a map for human beings to
orient themselves in it and realise their aims.lr

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.l2 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.l' In
its moral dimension, it examines the empirical helps and hin-
drances to moral agency - not any empirical helps and hindrances
but specifically'the subjective conditions in human nature'.r4 By
identifuing and recommending the means that help the realisation
of our duty and counseling against the hindrances to it, it makes us
more morally efficacious.l ' It is in this sense that Kant's anthro-
pological projea is a pragmatic project directed towards human
cultivation, civilisation and moralisation.

The practical orientation of the human sciences is often inter-
preted in contrast with the theoretical orientation of the natural
sciences. In the Preface of his Anthropolo$/, Kant himself distin-
guishes between the investigations 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 pragmatic
purpose'.rt'Thus there seems to be a prima Jacie contrast berween
theoretical and pragmatic sciences, a contrast that can further be
situated within the broader contrast berween the practical and the

' t n* auf"naed this claim in ailhel :,:()i)r.\',, pp.71-84.
8 Unfortunately, I cannot get into the details of the theoretical dimension of the

human sciences for Kant. For a discussion oF Kant's biological account of the human
species and nature's purposes for it, see Cr,rir1,, iroou,. For a discussion of his
psychologicl accountofhuman beings, see l:iiersol t201,1], pp. t-50.

s u +a 1zs:azr1.
10 For a version of the reverse claim that the theoretical standpoint necessitates

the practical standpoint, see C'l'hijl i 1!)Sail: ch. 3.
1r For an account of anthropology as a map-making venture, f()irpr (2il!!ij.
12 'IP]rudence ts the capacity to choose the best means to our happiness. Happi-

ness consists in the stisfaction of all of our inclinations' (1.A [25:413]). Reason
clearly indicates our moral destination, namely the realisation of the moral law:
'reason by itself and indep€ndently of all appearances commands what ought to
happen'(C 62 I4:4.O81)- For a defense of the claim that Kant's pragmatic anthro-
pology encompasses both prudential and moral dimensions, especially by contrast
with ti!.r1r{it il00l:92), see Cohrn,24091, pp.70-71.
r3 See Reflection [6:45n]. For a very clear account of prudence and prudential ends

in Kant's anthropology, see Knil: i 100-il.

'4 MM 372 [6:2171. Moral anthropology 'would deal with the development,
spreading, and strengthening of moral principles (in education in schools and in
popular instruction), and with other similar teachings and precepts based on
experience. lt cannot be dispensed with, but it must not precede a metaphysics of
morals or be mixed with it' (MM 372 16.2171).

1'5 The nature and extent of moral anthropology is the subject of numerous de-
bates in the literature. However, it falls beyond the remit of this paper to engage
with them. For helpful discussions, see {.,hen il009t: 89-'104, Frierson i2003) and
Lou{1en i200{}l in particular.
16 a zl 1z:us1.

fla&ciEfiis:.anicleinpresras:Cohen'funtonscienceand][smativity,StudiesinHistoryn"opm@
dolbrg/ l0.1ol 6/j.shpsa20 18.03.0O2
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theoretlcal standpoints spelt out in the Groundwork.lT However,
although ir rs not sufficiently acknowledged, pragmatic anthro-
pologl' cuts across these categories insofar as it encompasses rec-
ommendations that pertain ro the enterprise of theoretical science
and cognition in general - what Kant calls somewhat misleadingly
'applied logic'.r"

What I [Kant] call applied logic [...] is thus a represenration of
the undersunding 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
empirically.l-'

On my reading, the aim of applied logic and Kant'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 faculties when we form beliefs in order to
guide us on how to make the best use of them - Kant repeatedly
talks of'the use ofunderstanding and reason', the 'correct use ofthe
understanding' or the 'purposive use of Ithe faculty ofcognitionl'.20
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'.lr Crucially, note the parallel between
the role ofthe'various subjective obstacles and restrictions'and the
'contingent conditions of the subject' as they pertain to good
cognition in applied logic and the 'subjective conditions in human

'? As Kant notes, 'The concept of a world of understanding is thus only a stond-
point that reason sees itself constrained to take outside appearances in order to
think oJ itsef os proctical; (G I04 14:4581 ) For discussions of the rwo standpoints, see
for instance (] l.leill a 1li39 t, pp. 51.77 and ii.rss;axi l 19arb), p. 171ff.

1E fu Kant himself notes in the lecrures on togic, 'Applied logic really ought not to
be called logic'(LL 533 I9:l8l). ln this sense, applied logic rightly understmd is rhe
pragmatic dimension of Kant's account of cognition. The first part of Kant's ,4n-
thropologt,'On the Cognitive Faculty', which deals with cognition, its ralents, its
weaknesses and diseases, is in effect an extension of what Kant calls 'applied logic'
in the Critigue of Pure Recon and the kdures on Ingic. I would like to thank a
referee of this joumal for helping me clarifu my account on this point.
1e cpR 195 IA54-5/878-91.
20 Based on A 386-8 l7:2S8-9t1, tA 336 I25:1261 l, 106 J25:5451, 520 [25:j481],

LL 533 [9:18], 577 19:'741, CJ 175 [5:295]. For an overall accounr of Kanr's anrhrG
pology of cognition, see aoi].r a2lll4l.
2r CPR tg4 lA53lB77l. while Kant mentions psychology in this passge, note that

what he is talking about falls under the discipline of anthropology understood as
the investigation of the way human beings think and act. By contrast, pure general
logic is the 'pure doctrine of reason', which is properly scientinc, although brief and
dry, as the scholastically correct presentation of a docfine of the elements of the
understanding requires'(CPR 195 lA53-54/8781). For a detailed accounr of the
distinction between pure and applied logic, see '.u-Adicr l2t)1;1. For a discussion of
Kant's psychology in relation to his anthropology, see \!ilri:,r i2()tlliil and Frrr:rsrrrr
,20 i4 r.

22 [ s33 19:r81. cpR 19s lAs4-s/B7s-91, MM 372 l6:217].B cPR lga IA53/8771,195 tA54-5iB7S-91. Kanr's centrat claim ro rhis effecr is that
we can avoid error by withholding unwarranted judgments until we have reached
objective certainty:'lt is certainly really prudent, therefore, to know how to
withhold one's approval in most cases, until one has enough grounds for the thing'
(LL 126 124:1601). When evidence is wanting or we lack a sufficient degree of
certainty, we should suspend judgment until further evidence is available. There is
of course a distinction between cases in which 'approval does not arise immediately
through the nature of the human understanding and of human reason', and cases in
which it does (LL 125 I24:.158]). In the former cases, judgment is withheld and the
will is called upon to orient the inquiry. But in the lafter cases, not only is the will
not called upon, judgment is immediate and 'it is always very hard, if not utterly
impossible, to withhold one's approval'(tI l24 I24:1581). tn this sense, while Kant
does argue that judgment can be suspended, this claim should not be mistaken for
the claim that it is free to do so at will. As he notes, 'tn s6pe6io judicii there lies
some freedom' (lL 471 124:736)1 second emphasis mine). Contrary to what the
expression 'freedom ofjudgment' may suggest, judgment is not free as sucht in and
of itself, it has no power of choice over its operations- Rather, Kant's claim is that it
can be withheld if the epistemic environment necessary for certainty is absenl For
a defense of this claim, see Cohen i?!-)1:i j.

nature'as they pertain to good willing in moral anthropology.::rJust
as these subjecfive 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. lt is thus by identi-
fuing them and spelling out how to deal with them that Kant's
anthropology of cognition can contribute to the success of our
cognitive endeavours. For once we understand how error occurs,
we can prevent it.lr

While it falls beyond the remit of this paper to examine Kant's
account oferror, what is crucial for my present purpose is that there
are rules for the correct use ofour cognitive faculties, and that being
epistemically responsible consists in abiding by these rules. The
aim of the following section is to examine them in order to deter-
mine the kinds of normative constraints that apply to cognition.

3. Epistemic normativity

From his early lecfures on Logic to his Anthropologt from a
Pragmatic Point oJ View, I(ant identifi es three'principles of thinking'
that spell out the cognitive attitudes conducive to truth: first, to
think for oneself: second, to think in the place ofanother; and third,
to always think consistently with oneself.la These principles of
sensus communrs, as Kant calls them, should guide the epistemic
agent in the pursuit ofknowledge: 'the issue here is not the faculty
of cognition, but the way oJ thinking [Denkungsartl needed to make
a purposive use of it'. As '[u]niversal rules and conditions for
avoiding error', they are the principles according to which we ought
to think.2'r As second-order principles, they guide the reflective
attitude 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 I would like to call "epistemic maxims" to par-
allel the more familiar "moral maxims".lii In this sense, epistemic
responsibility is a mafter 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.

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,
wrongdoing occurs when we order our principles the wrong way
round. We subordinate the moral law to self-love by valuing the
incentives of our inclinations over those of moraliry. 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 self-love or self-love before morality? When our principles
are ordered the right way round, our commitment to morality ex-
presses itself through the decision to only act'in such a way that
[we] could also will that [ourl maxim should become a universal
Iaw'.2s By contrast, wrongdoing occurs when our principles are
ordered the wrong way round and we prioritise subjective values

24 lL 563*4 [9:57]. See also lA 520 [25:1480], CJ 174-5 15:294-51 and A 333 J7:
2281. I cannot discuss the content of these maxims here due to lack of space. but for
helpful discussions see ld.Pa:", Lterriil ,.:2rirl$), pp.988-91, \,!oo{! (20illl, p.103 and
O'Nei:l ,'i9!l3r: chs. 1-2.

'?s c1 tzs 1s:zos1.
26 For a helpful disossion of the role of the Categorical lmperative in Kant's ac-

count of muim formation, see C'\eill i llrsrll: ch. 5. I will retum to the parallel
between moral and epistemic milims in section j but in the meantime, note that
the epistemic muims I have in mind are of the sort "l will not ignore evidence in
cases when it falsifies a belief I desire to be true" or 'the degree of certainty of my
b€lief ought to be proportioned to the evidence I possess".
27 For a detailed discussion of the different ways of ordering value in a Kantian

context, see ltader i2015).
28 c sl 1l:loz1.

Please,cite.fllis article i* press as: Cohen, A, Kant on xi*nce and narmativity, Studies in History and Philosophy of Science (2018),
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over objedive ones, thereby acting on principles that cannot be
universalised.:e Kant expresses the wrong ordering of our princi-
ples in rerms of moral egoism.

[T]he moral egoist limits all ends to himself, sees no use in
anlthing except that which is useful to himsell and as a
eudaemonist puts the supreme determining ground of his will
simply in utility and his own happiness, not in the thought of
dury."'

The moral egoist makes his own happiness the ultimate value
and lurns it into a principle that overrides all others.

What I would like to suggest is that there is an episremic
counterpart 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 (citeium veritatb extemum)'.3i Just as the moral egoist
values the incentives ofinclinations over those ofmoraliry thereby
subordinating the moral law to his own satisfaction, the logical
egoist values his own judgment over and above everyone else,s,
thereby subordinating rhe inrerest oftruth to his subjective point of
view.ll 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 ofview over that
of others, and he does so at the expense of truth.3:: By contrast with
the logical egoist, the broad-minded thinker has what Kant calls an
'extended mode of thoughf : 'he sets himself apart from the subjec-
tive private conditions of the judgment... and reflects on his own

2s 'Hence the difference, wh€ther the human being is good or evil, must not lie in
the difference between the incentives that he incorporates into his maxim (not in
the material of the maxim) but in their subordination (in the form of the maxim):
which of the two he makes the condition of the other' (Religton within the
Boundaies of Mere Reuon 83 [6:36]). While I cannot get into the derails of Kant's
account here, note that the doctrine of radical evil is meant to explain how we
might freely decide to subordinate the moral law to self-love: the radically evil
person 'makes the incentives of self-love and their inclinations the condition of
compliance with the moral law' (ibid). For a helpful discussion of this claim, see
\,lilchnik.200!).
30 az+l 1t:tzo1.
31 l2l0 17:tZS-291. Iogical egoism can take one of rwo foms: either indifference

to others'judgment or arrogance about one's oM judgment. .Logical egoism is
eithet indifkrence toward the judgments of others, in thar I hold the judgments of
others to be unnecessary for passingjudgment on my ownjudgment, or it is conceit
and arrogance, where one allots it to himself alone to make a corect judgment
about a thing for all others' {1L3?3 l2a:87AD.
32 'Egoism can contain three kinds of presumption: the presumption of under-

standing, of taste, and of practical interest; that is, it can be logical, aesthetic, or
practical' (A 240 [7:128]).
33 I would like to thank Yoon Choi for pushing me on this poinl
v C) 17 5 I 5:295 l. Thus, a universal communiry of knowers is already presupposed

in the agent's testing of his maxims. Knowledge is in principle not a solitary en-
terprise: we 'desire to test Iour judgment] on the understanding of other men and
to investigate. Here one makes, as it were, an experiment and checks whether what
we think is universal, whether others accept it, or whether it is nor in agreement
with reason' (lL M1 12a.fi8D.
3s As Stevenson has noted, 'it has recently been common for philosophers writing

in English to use the word 'believe'(or'assent') in this wide sense, meaning any sort
of holding a proposition to be true, however confident or hesitant, rational or ir-
rational, justified or unjustified. It would thus be tempting to translate Kant.s verb
fiiruahrholten as'believe'. In thar usage, knowledge implies belief; and .mere'beliei
without any sufficientjustification, will then be the kind ofbeliefwhich does not
amount to knowledge' (Sreransrn iltll1 l: 97). See also Chi-{nell r2007irl, p. 34: .ln
contemporary discussions, the fundamental attitude is assumed to be beliel For
Kant (as for locke, Leibniz, and some others in the early modem tradition), the
attitude is Ftirwohrhalten - 'assent' or, lirerally, 'holding-for-true'_ Assenr for these
writers is the genus of which most other positive propositional attitudes (opining,
having faith in. knowing, and the like) are species. Kant doesn't have an exact
equivalent of our contemporary concept of belief, but if he did that concept would
also fit under the genus of assenL'

judgment flom auniversal standpoint'.34 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 tme' (filrwahrhalten) of a
proposition - a broader term encompassing what we now call
"beliefl'.35 It has different epistemic modes, 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 sufncient to note for present purposes that only objective
grounds provide reliable information about 'the constitution of the
object' or the state ofaffairs in question.iri They are grounded either
on experience or on reason, and typically consist of perceptions,
memories, introspections, as well as other beliefs we hold.]7 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'.38

The former arti objective criteria, which contain the ground for
why something is really true or false. The others, however, [are]
subjective criteria [,] which contain certain circumstances, by
means of which one is in a position to make a supposition about
the truth or the falsehood in a thing.3s

The nature of the grounds of a belief determines its epistemic
mode: knowledge (Wissen) is both subjectively and objectively
sufficient: opinion (Meinen) is subjectively as well as objectively
insufficient; and faith (Glauben) is only subjectively sufficient and
objectively insufficient.ao 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 faith. It is permissible
to hold opinions, but only explicitly quo opinion, 'with the con-
sciousness that it is' mere opinion.4l As long as we acknowledge the
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 not know whether they are merely subjective or
also objective'.o2 If we fail to reflect on the grounds of our beliefs,
error occurs.43

As a result, epistemic responsibiliry 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 of judgment we are making or are we
mistaking opinion for knowledge? On my account, this capacity to
reflect on our grounds is precisely the locus of epistemic re-
sponsibility. Although it falls beyond the remit of this paper to
defend this claim, I believe that the notion of common sense

36 cPR 68s tA821/88491.3' 574-5 19:70-t;.
38 cpn 685 IA82tlB849l. See also LL 9:66, CpR Al2}l8/,g. To formutare this

distinction slightly differently, one could say that subjective grounds show why
someone holds a proposition to be true whereas objective grounds show why a
belief is non-accidentally true. Since there is no space to develop Kant,s account of
the grounds of cognition here, see airir:r.11 (:lirura I for useful Jiscussions of this
issue.
3s tt 6z 1za:s8;.{ cPR 686 1A822/Bssol.
41 cPR 686 [482218850].
a2 wstals:t21.
a3 '1E1mor is the holding-to-be-true of falsehood. ... No error is unavoidable in

itself, because one simply need not judge about things of which one understands
nothing. ... With e[or ... we are ourselves always culpable, in that we are not
outious enough in venturing a judgment, for which we do not have enough
cognition' (LL 288 [24:832]).

fleag,<ite ,tlris:artidls ifl Fss as: Cohea, A- .lGntron $cience end ;
dota ,il3D161j-rhpsa20X&03-O02 ::.: , ,. ,. . ..
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(Gemeinsinn) that Kant discusses in the Cririque of Judgment is
central here.44

By'sensus communis.' however, must be understood the idea of a
communal sense, i.e., a faculty for judging that in its reflection
takes account ( a priori) of everyone else's way of representing in
thought, in order as it were to hold its judgment up to human
reason as a whole and thereby avoid the illusion which, from
subjective private conditions that could easily be held to be
objective, would have a detrimental influence on the judgmenl
(cJ 173-4 [s:2s3-a])

Exercising common sense consists in reflecting on the grounds
ofourjudgments. In the aesthetic case (common sense aestheticus),
which is most familiar to readers of Kant, common sense consists in
reflecting on the grounds of our judgment of beauty to determine
whether they are feelings of aesthetic pleasure.45 ln the cognitive
case (common 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 ofjudgment I make. It is 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 'from a universal standpoint'.46 The epistemic prin-
ciple according to which we should reflect on our beliefs from the
standpoint of others is intended to ensure that we don't hold them
to be true on the mere basis of our own subjective private
condition.

The touchstone of whether taking something to be true is
conviction (Uberzeugung) or mere persuasion (Ubenedung) is
therefore, externally, the possibility of communicating it and
finding it to 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 agree and through
which the truth of the judgment is proved.a?

Recall that as I have just shown, the objective grounds of belief
'are independent ofthe nature and interest ofthe subject', whereas
subjective grounds are not.48 This suggests that the 'subjective
private conditions of judgment' are not shareable and that only
objective grounds can be shared.as As Kant notes, 'a cognition is not
correct when it agrees with my private understanding but when it

agrees with the universal laws of the understanding of all men'.sil
Accordingly, first, we should only be epistemically 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, the only belief that is valid from a universal standpoint is
the assent to propositions whose grounds are objectively suffi-
cient:r As a result, knowing responsibly consists in ensuring the
universalisability of the grounds of our assent.

Given the nature of the norms that apply to our beliefs, one may
be tempted to think that insofar as they are oriented towards truth,
they are strictly speaking epistemic and thus radically different
from what we usually think of as practical norms, as discussed in
section I in the case of pragmatic anthropology. If so, it would turn
out that although both theoretical and practical enterprises are
normatively bounded, their norms differ from each other both in
ground and in content.s: However, the aim of the following section
is to argue that the central role of the adoption of a universal
standpoint in the foundation of the epistemic principles that
regulate our beliefs points to the opposite claim. Namely, our
theoretical and practical pursuits are ultimately regulated by the
same rational norm, reason's demand for autonomy.

4. The norm of rationalitlt: autonomy

To make sense of the claim that our theoretical and practical
enterprises are regulated by the same norm, Iet's go back once
again to the moral case. Famously for Kant, maxims of action are
only morally permissible if they pass a universalisability test. lts
function is to rule out any maxim that cannot become a universal
law: 'l ought never to act except in such a way that I could also will
that my maxim should become a universal law'.:;lr Testing the
universalisability of a maxim establishes whether it is permissible
by determining whether it can become a universal law without
generating contradictions. Thereby, the universalisability,test
stipulates what is morally wrong, obligatory, and permissible.)a In
the following passage, I believe that Kant suggests that epistemic
maxims should also pass a universalisabiliry test.

To make use of one's own reason means no more than to ask
oneself, whenever one is supposed to assume something,
whether one could find it feasible to make the ground or the rule
on which one assumes it into a universal principle for the use of
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

a 'One could designate taste as sens6 communb oestiericuJ, common human
understanding as seB6 communis logxcuJ.'(CJ 175 [5:29a-51).
4s 'tTlhe common sense, of whose judgment I here offer my judgment of taste as

an example and on account of which I ascribe exemplary validiry to it, is a merely
ideal nom, under the presupposition of which one could rightfully make a judg-
ment that agrees with it and the satisfaction in an object that is expressed in it into
a rule for everyone.'(CJ 123 [5:239]) For instance. when common sense reflects on
the grounds ofourjudgment ofbeauty, they could turn out to be agreeable feelings
instead and we may be mistaken about that. I have discussed this in {ol)ct: i:t0i3b t-

46 c1 t75 1s:zss1.
47 cPR 685 IA82o-21/8848-491.
48 tr 574 19:701.
4s c1 tzs 1s:2ss1.
m tI .t48 

f9:1871. In this case, I have conviction (0beneugung):'lf it is valid for
everyone merely as long as he has reason, then its ground is objectively sufficient,
and in that case taking something to be true is called convicaion'. Persuasion
(0berredung), on the other hand, is subjectively sufficient but not objecively suf-
ficient: it is 'mere semblance (Schein). since the ground of the judgment. which lies
solely in the subject, is held to be objective'(CPR 685 1A820/88481).

s1 The case of faith (Glaube) undoubtedly complicates this picture, alrhough there
is no space to disoss it here. fu Kant notes, in this case,'the convidion is nol
logiGl but moral certainty, and, since it depends on subjective grounds (of moral
disposition) I must not even say'lt is morally certain that there is a Cod,'etc., but
rather'l am morally certain,' etc.' (CPR 689 [4829/8857]). On my reading, the
grounds of faith are subjective and thus not shareable, which finds confirmation in
the fact that Kant makes a point of noting that in the case of faith by contrast with
knowledge, it is the individual subject alone that is certain (see LL 574 (9:70)). For
an interesting account of the epistemic grounds of faith, see Cilign.ll i:1007b), pp.
354-7. What is clear, however, is that in the case of knowledge (Wissen), share-
ability is limited to its objective grounds.
s2 For instance, as louden has noted,'moral norms and values mav well b€

indigenous to the practice ofscience itself (l,ouden i2tli4i, p.212).
s3 c sl p:no21.
v There is conroversy surounding the interpretation of Kant's universalisability

tesL See, for insrance, wltoc i1-q99):40-2, O'Neili i.1989], p.83 ff. and Sullivar
i1S89), pp.47-53. However, these debates are irrelevant to my argument, at
least as it is stated here.
ss wor 18 18:146fn1.
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believe except in such a way that I could also will that my maxim
should become a universal law.' I have defended this view else-
where and unfortunately, there is no space to 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 responsibiliry consists in ensuring that our epistemic
maxims pass a universalisability test. The function of this test is to
identifu and rule out maxims that produce unjustifred or false be-
liefs - 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: 'Prejgdice is a maxim of
judging objectively from subjective grounds'.5" On Kant's account,
there are three different ways our epistemic maxims can be prej-
udiced.ijs First, a maxim can ground beliefs on inclinations. Yet
since desires have no relationship to truth, 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
justifu the belief that they will remain the same in the future. Third,
a maxim can ground beliefs on imitation. Yet parroting another
person's beliefs fails to provide any insight into theirjustification.s!
These prejudiced epistemic maxims seem rather different, 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 imiration,
they are entirely dependent upon the nature and interest of the
subject, which limits their validiry to the private sphere. Insofar as
they are 'subjective conditions', as spelt out in the preceding sec-
tion, they are not shareable and thus cannot be used as objective
grounds of belief. Therefore all prejudiced epistemic maxims are
ruled out as impermissible.

To sum up, I have argued that for Kant, belief is subject to the
following norrnative constraints. First and negatively, epistemic
agents should not form beliefs based on mere subjective grounds.
Second and positively, the process of belief-formation should be
guided by epistemic maxims that are universalisable. I 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.io The first requirement, that we judge freely, indepen-
dently of our private condition, is in effect a freedom-from, a

negative freedom: the epistemic counterpart of practical freedom
in the moral case.'j' It is the capacity to ground our beliefs objec-
tively, independently of our subjective condition. The second
requirement, that we set our own epistemic principles, is a
freedom-to, a positive freedom: the epistemic counterpart of moral

* S"" foi,", i20i4irl for a defence of this view as well as an account of the
relationship b€tween maxims and beliefs. ln briel epistemic muims are second
order principles that constitute 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 mdims have been adopted, actual awareness of them and
conscious reflection upon them is not necessary for every single case of belief
acquisition: 'For common cognition it is not necessary that we be conscious of these
rules and reflect on them' (LL 15 124:271\.si tL 473 124:7371- See also LL 315-16 1241864-51 'The principal sources of
prejudices are subjectivc causes, accordingly, which are falsely held to be objective
grounds. They serue, as it were, in place of principles, because prejudices must be
principles-'
s8 'The principal sources of prejudices are above all imitation, custom, and incli-

nation'(LL 316 [25:865]). See also LL 579 [9:76]. For a useful discussion of prejudice.
see Frierson i20l4l, pp.190-7.
se Note that a different kind of imitation can be legitimate in an educational

contexl See, for instance, A 329 17:2251-m I would like to thank Eric Watkins for pressing me to address this poinl
61 Kant defines practical freedom as the capacity to determine the will 'inde

pendently of alien causes' (C 94 14:446-7)).

self-determination.6l Since 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 the 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'
(Denkungsart).

The opposite of egoism can only be pluralism, that is, the way of
thinking in which one is not concerned with oneself as the
whole world, but rather regards and conducts oneself as a mere
citizen of the world.6]

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
laws given by himself but still universal and that he is bound only
to act in conformity with his own will, which, however, in
accordance with nature's end is a will giving universal law'.i'a 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 moraliry. Our capacity
for self-legislation also underlies our cognitive activity: 'the po-
wer to judge autonomously - that is, freely (according to prin-
ciples of thought in general) - is calted reason'.o5 Just as we act
autonomously if we act according to moral principles we give
ourselves, we believe autonomously if we believe according to
epistemic principles we give ourselves.

IF]reedom 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.'

lnsofar as reason's only command is that we act and think
according to principles that can be shared by everyone, it

62 Although I am unable to defend this claim here. note that on my reading,
although there is a sense in which for Kant we legislate the laws of nature and
logical laws (i.e., what Kant calls'pure general logic'). this legislation is nor akin to
epistemic self-legislation as I have defined it here. For the selfJegislation I have in
mind is limited to the domain of epistemic maxims. In this sense, lwould argue that
the laws of the understanding, for instance, are not normative in the sense that I

believe our epistemic maxims are. For a defence of a similar claim with regards to
the status of the laws of logic, see 'i.rtle.,' i2iloii).
63 l,zlt-z1l:t301.
* C8214:432l.Seealso'theproposition,thewill isinallitsactionsalawtoitself,

indicates only the principle, to act on no other nraxim than that which can also have
as object itselfas a universal law'(c 94 [4:447i).
6s The conflict oJ the Foulties 2s5 17:.271.ffi WOT'16 18:1451. Kant's famous enlightenment motro fomulates the demand

for autonomy in the most striking way: 'Enlightenment is the humdn being's emer-
gence Jrom his self-incttned minoity. Minoity is inability to make use of one's own
understanding without direction from another. This minority is sef-incurred when
its cause lies not in lack of understanding but in lack of resolution and courage to
use it without direction from another Sopere aude! Have courage to make use of
your own understanding! is thus the motto of enlightenment'('What is Enlighte
ment?' 17 [8:35]).

Ple3se cite this article in.press as: ,Cshen, A- Ka*t on ,science end normativity, Sfudiss in History and Philosophy of Science lZotC|tnpsf i
doiorgl l0.l 016/j.shpsa20 18.03.002
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commands all, in the same way, and in all cases: 'Thinking ac- Referenges
cording to a commonly ruling maxim ... is only usingyour own

nse to moral or epistemic norms, both epistemic and moral l0'4;. cdinilrir:ile: cr*ri:rirlge l.irivri5jt]/ Prr!s..

normariviry are grounded on reason,s demand for autonomy.le |ll;iillij:i. i;l];ll. [:ll.;;,"i::l';.,$Jji;:![:]'li,;,i,i,ll;1l,l,r;i:!;;

5. Conclusion

This paper set out to show that for Kant, the human sciences
and the natural sciences are regulated by the same rational 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 theoretical
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 between our
position as agents and our position as cognizers. Our actions and
our beliefs function analogically in so far as they are subject to
the same rational norm. Of course a lot more needs to be said to
flesh out this claim. ln particular, is the analogy between belief
and action sufficiently sound to support the claim that we are
responsible for our beliefs just as we are responsible for our
actions? 6-u While it falls beyond the scope of this paper to
address this issue, I would like to conclude by drawing attention
to the fact that on my reading of Kant, his most valuable insight is
that the prime locus of responsibiliry is not over beliefs and ac-
tions themselves but rather over the principles that should
regulate them. It is in this respect that acquiring a belief is like
acting: they both ought to be guided by universalisable princi-
ples. Once we turn our aftention to the role of these principles in
regulating our activity, whether it is theoretical or practical, we
can make sense of the Kantian picture according to which the
only source of normativiry is our capacity for autonomy: we
ought to act and think 'only in accordance with that maxim
through which you can at the same time will that it become a
universal law'. "o
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Becgraciu Filozof'skog lakultcta (u dal-icrn rcksru: Oieljenie za fiiozofi.ju). zamcnicc

6lana Etidke komisije Univerziteta u Beogradu - Filozofskog fakultetar;

' Ptriia Ni;i"kiia. isti'aZir,aea-sai'adiiika sa lnsiiruta za lilozofiju Unii,ei'ziieta u Beogra,Ju -

Filozofskog fakulteta (u ciaijem teksr.-i: Institut za{:.lozatlj:u), izvrinog ulednika dasopisa

Bclgt'odt' Plriiosopitit'ui .lrtnuuiko.yi objaviju.je pcmenuti instirutr, kao i lrca kcje. plema

mojim saznanjima^ obavlja i kurirske posiove na Univerzitetu u Beogradu - Fiiozofskom

iakultetu (u daljem tekstu: Filozcfski fakultet) i administrativne pcslove na Institutu za

r-il^-^r;;,,lrrrrz(rruu.

Postoji osnovana surlnja da su gore rrnenovani poiinrfi plagijat u svcm zajed.nidkorx dlanku

"Epistemidki autoritet i retoridke strategije u kriznim okoinostima" (Prilog 1). Osnovne ideje i tvrdnje

izrresene u cvorn tekstu preuzete su bez navodenia izvora iz dlanka "R.hetoric of eplstemic authorib/:

Defending fieiri positions during the financial crisis". iiji su autori Riaz (Suhaib Riaz). Bjukenan (Sean

Buchanan) i Rubotorn (Tnsh Ruebcttcm) (Prilog 1)'. L-lanak Riaza, Biukenana i Rubctom se ne

pominje u ilanku Radenovi6 i Nurkiia. Stavi5e, Radenovii i Nurkid nigde ne navode nijedan tekst u

ko-iem je (ko)autor bar,jedan od tri koautora dlanka koji je plagiran.

U prilogu ovog zahteva dostavijam tekstove pomenutih dlanaka, u kojima su <ielovi tih tekstova

(receruce. Celc."'r redenica, nizovi reienica, tabele i slika) koji ukazulu na postojanje plagljata

podvudeni iobeleZeni istim brojevima. od I do 174. Dobar deo podvudenih delova teksta Radenovii i

.'=o;. -+ri-*-r.la-s;.ig';;pc,;ic;r;.;*o;;s;i+,pristupljeno 13.A1.202i.
:-r: ,.i,-;-,.,,:"t.1.f _:i,i:.;1:-.1, pristr_rpijeno 13.0L -2421.
U prilogu se nalazi online verzija datog dlanka (DOI: 10.117710018726715614-185), sa paginacdom 1-29. ViSe podataka

o ilaiiku moZe se vi,jei i na iuii:.:..'i,;,;r";1iti:.1!r,-'e :.:b t+r::,',jui. r '+ i i :?. i,'+ i i:l-+-l i -idj:ij;. prisrtrp[jenc I 3.01 .202 i .

i
1

3



Nurkiia sadrZi iste tvrdnje bez ikakvog navodenja odgovaraju6eg izvora (teksta Riaza, Bjukenana i

Rubotom), ponegde sa manjirn izmcnama. Te izmene se desto tidu uskladivanja tvrdnji s obzirom na

razlidite sludajeve na koje bi one trebalo da se odnose - Riaz, Bjukenan i Rubotom bave se svetskom

ekonornskom knzom 2007 * 2009, dok se Radenovii i Nurkii bave krizama izazvanim pandemijama

"svinjskog" gripa i korona-vimsa u Republici Srbiji. Takode, Radenovid i Nurkii desto upotrebljavaju

drugadiju tcrminologrju od one koju Riaz. Bjukenan i Rrlbotom koriste, kako bi izneli su5tinski iste

tvrdnje. Ova tri autora koriste pojmove poput "elite actors", "actors", "fleld", "field position" i

"organizational field", dok Radenovic i Nurkii umesto prethodnih koriste pojmove poput "eksperti",

"epistemidki ekspefii", "epistemi dki subj ekti" i "epistemidke mreZe".

Bitno je istaii da oba teksta imaju po dve tabele i jednu sliku. Tabele su identidne po formi i

svrsi, s tim da je sadriaj prilagoden razliditim sludajevima kriza kojima se autori bave. Slike su

identidne po formi, svrsi, sadriaju, pa dak i vizuelno. i u njima su prikazane centralne ideje pomoiu

kojih autori analiziraju date sludajeve kriza. Naime, u oba teksta tvrdi se da se za udvr5divanje

epistemidkog autoriteta koriste dve interno i dve eksterno uslnerene retoridke strategije. lnterno

usmerene strategije slule za opravdanje sopstvenog epistemidkog autoriteta. To su: a) racionalizacija

pruZenih garancija (uveravanje drugih u sopstvenu strudnost); b) izraiavanje sopstvenih normativnih

odgovomosti (sticanje poverenja pokazivanjem brige za druge). Eksterno usmerene strategije shtie za

dovodenje u pitanje epistemidkog autoriteta drugih. To su: a) osporavanje episternidkog autoriteta

drugih (dovodenje u pitanje strudnosti dmgih ukazivanjem na njihove nesupehe); b) izno5enje sumnji o

motivima drugih (dovodenje u pitanje poverenja koje bi trebalo imati u njih ukazivanjem na njihov

nedostatak brige za ostale).

Autori oba teksta ovaj pojmovni aparat predstavljaju kao svoj originalni doprinos datoj tematici,

i njegova neposredna primena na sludajeve kriza moi.e se naii na viBe mesta u oba tcksta. Nemoguie jc

da su dva originalna doprinosa ovoj tematici na ovakav nadin identidna. Ako se izuzme navodna

"originalnost" teksta Radenovii i Nurkida, onda se njihov doprinos sastoji samo u primeni vei

postojeieg pojmovnog aparata na nove sludajeve krize. To samo po sebi ne bi bio problem da su

Radenovii i Nurkii to jasno rekli, uz navodenje izvora iz kojeg su preuzeli dati pojmovni aparat.

Ovako, Radenovii i Nurki6 su kao svoj originalni doprinos predstavili ne(to Sto to odigiedno nije.

Jedirro je razumno pretpostaviti da i oni sami to znaju.

Pored navedenog, podudaraju se mnogi delovi tekstova koji se tidu opBte strukture rada,

metodologije, kori5ienja i preuzimanja rvrdnji iz druge literature, kao i pril-upljenih podataka u vidu



izjavaraznih udesnika analiziranih kriza.Takode, indikativno je to da oko 75o/onat(ne literature koju

Radenovii i Nurkrc navodc u bibliografiji, nc radunajuii medijskc izvore, navode i Riaz, Bjukenan i

Rubotom. Sve ovo dodatno potkrepljuje sumnju da je red o plagijatu. Ovi delovi teksta podwr)eni su

isprekidanom linijom. zarazllku od ostalih koji su podr,'udeni punom linijom.

Na kraju, prema mojim saznanjima, svi autori tekstova objavljenih u zborniku Etika i istina u

doba h.ize, koji je priredio upravnik i redovni profesor Odeljenja za{iozo{rju drNenad Cekii, dobili

su honorare od strane Filozofskog fakulteta. Time je, potencijalno, upotrebom plagiranog teksta steden

dodatni interes.

Prilozi:

(l) Radenovii, Lj, i Nurkii, P. (2021). "Epistemidki autoritet i retoridke strategije u kriznim

okolnostima", u N. Cekii (prir.), Etika i istina u doba krize (Beograd: Univerzitet u Beogradu -
Filozofski fakultct): 1 53- 1 80;

(2') Riaz, S., Buchanan, S. i Ruebottom, T. (2016). "Rhetoric of epistemic authority: Defending

fieid positions during the tinancial crisis", Humctn Relatiotts 69 (7): 1533-1561.

Podnosiiac zahteva: dr Filip eukljevii
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Radno mesto: Institut zafiozofiju
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fbumana Pagenonr,rh*

flerap Hypruh**

TODI4TeTa...l+7 .{eruprr pa3nr4qlrre, anr,{ MeDycooHo noBe3aHe peropl4qKe crpa-
rerrnjs-*elp-I*qr9-ry1t4-'rx"{*-cJ6j-exry-x*ojtr-[p--egqBq&4jy e-xc-tl_ep-.re y onpebeqr,{M Hayr{-
Hlrrrr AracquIrrHaMa InrlcrraTyrl]riarua freplrhvill gngj euuqrel.{r,{.{Er ayToprrel,
oapebyjy rlaY.I{-rre-Hg Xoje lle rbr{xqey erclleprl4qy q{Iait(qpI ApJUL.gIr*Ug:gtI:g,
gy6jexlqlru_yrn.rI H3 crenqu_[oespeiba rojr Aj]vlu enr,{crer\.{r{.{rrr _cv6ierrr{ r{N{aiy

IbI,TX. IKCIEPTI4 KODI'{CTC NBE I{ e, (1) n
uaatmev (2 COTTCTBCHEIADAHUMIC KO

EN I4 C TEMI4qKI4 AYTO P I4TET
r4 PETOPT{I{KE CTPATE| VIIE

Y KPI43HI4M OKOIIHO CTI4MA

Ancrparr: ! oeota p3ay" r4c-qurebsyg.xaxq*s.e_ql$r__e.PT4 onpe[qq4_4_-gg:ra,s1gryqav-

54I-Yp.91r.4,Ii:org!gL.y-9^5qrgo-:clw?"xpl{-*e.J!opxsr9h45p}-9gg_s4lyeqrgg-}3x3--Esrle }*iro grpysa-4*hrsG-S4&s]
sap4crq-pgrgpr'{Ke lfpar-eJlljl3-4-)H-sJllghuEarb-e r*o-Il-cfPeHor err,{creMr{r{Kor ay-

go)pMarrrBHe oAroB ,
oararuar, arrrar"rrrra, uYroprrar rpa-

xQ (3) ocnopae+qa.crp) {Hocru ApEux ercnepara u (4) ilsuoxre}bertr cVMrbra o

5

KmyvHe p eqr : EJ-r4! rgyr=t e Jp e)Se,_e ql,rg r e M 4:Xr4
garopgle r, prTopldgf e grp3r qyj L 6

1. Ynog

Y onorvr paAy ycpe[cpe[uheuo ce Ha yrrory rojy enrcreMrrqKrr
cy6jexrwl,r eKcneprw uuajy y oKBrdpy ogpeleHux errrrcreMuqKr4x Mpe-
;ra. KoHreKcr Kprrse y oKBnpy rojer hervro [ocMaTpaTr{ [oHarrrarbe

* Pe4oanu npoQecop, 1972, O4ereme sa Sxroso$lrjy, OunosoQcxlr Qarynrer, YHu-
Bepsr{rer y Beorpa4y, lradenovicT2@gmail.com

*>t I4crpaxrunav-rpr4upaBHr{r<, 1991, I[acruryr sa $unoso$ujy, @v'rroso$crn Saxyl-
rer, YHr,rnep3r4rer y Beorp a4y, petarnurkic9 1 @gmail. com

gKcrrg)rr4!, elg4 ger4r4rrrqt
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| Ibumana Pa4eHosrah, [Ierap Hypruh

'eMrIqKe Mpexe fipelcTaBrba crrwKa Kotv o [oMeHvTo

enrdcTeMrrqKrrx cy6jexara :syr:f.vr oBo r4cTpaxrrBarbe 3HatrajHrrM, KaKo

3a ycflocraB/barbe HopMrr KoMyHrdKarlrje r,rsMefy ercnepara y oKBr{py
Mpe)Ke, TaKo rd 3a rrHoopMrrcarbe rrrlrpe, HeeKcneprcKe jaBHocTrr o aAeK-
B arHr,rM lna'-i.vrr.vrv,a ryMarr erra vrgj aB a eflrr c reMrrr Krdx e Kcnep ar a. Kplr g
rlp eAc BB /b a Kqnr reKc rurB aB B aH_no fqb aj r4ya roj n p err4e le no q'lrojshy gp -
raH4sartriljy, xgt rsgrlnielgryrapJesg qgl'{creM.rrrrxg r"rpegle_(Hpffiuan,
L299L Y:cpusHuM crrryaqgl"o{1_rogf aBFql ce nrdrarba o nqgroiehr,rrvr

I{ H c r rr r LrI vr onanta e oB aH rr Mrr p aBurnuMa, Ho pAr ett'a eJ r p e r rI g!: r qE5 a144. tr

flgrahaiu xoiu ,rsasusajy Kpr,Ise uacrajy ]rcxg[ pasnr.rrdrrdx flpvlurse-
yrx Oarropa, pefvraropnrx upoueHa n vnquEeuara lrvreby xoie uo-
)KeMo cBpcrarr,r rd [pnpo4r. *"ru.ffi", a.r^orp.."
u raHgeMrja).
guilcretvrilqrff ercneprrf, uorvmaeajy [a Kpog pasHonpcHe axrffnHoc-
tr,r oA6paHe_r,rxr,r nogpate rerffrilrur4rer I4ucrurvqrroHalHr{x npaxcrr
roje cv ce Hamne y cpeA[urry cnopnnx Aorahaia roiN cv ilsassanu

4ary x_p_4qyo(lgrperson, L99_l)l ]eAaH o[ xnyyuux acnexara xprase yHy-
ta

opraHi43arlrr /raToprr, rrHB ec TrrToprI, Kopr,{cHrrrlrrl. r*w
nacraie xaAa cyJrcxogrr Heror Aorahaia v cvuporHocru ca o.rer#fialbra-
ya enlAcrelrnA{rx cy 6j e xar a lr xaAa_ enxclela4.rxil ggIrqpII!_H rrlla-J
crarlLla npeaysr{}. aKIII,{jy xojolu 6Ia qg6ernil Herelapue 4cxgAe Aarol

excnepru" nogpasy-
6uno na cy oHr{ Ha-

y,*rlr tryrtujw ce e[rrcreMr{rrK}'r ayroprirrer reMelbu Ha cneqnQuvHrM eKc-

neprcKr{M cnoco 6Hocrr,rMa vrnu Epy:ttrBeHo -[o/r yrru-rrKu peryrraropr,r ca

rrpldcryroM AoHorrrerby oAnyKa xoje Herrocpe[Ho yrr{qy Ha ynore ocrarrrdx
cy6jerara. IIoU repMrrHoM,,ertr{creMrrtKvr cy6jexrw" roApasyMenaheuo
rrrrpy janHocr norofeHy Kpr{3Hr{M oKo/rHocrvntawjy y/rory ogpefyjy og-
nyre xoje AoHoce excneprr,rl.

torahaia JSrol!, ZOO!. f,
Y xifie,,u_ pa4y, ro4 repMrlHoM ,,errrcreMwrtKyr

Mesaherdo r{eHTpanHe aKTepe Kpr{gHr{x oKo/rHocrr,r,

qfqBLe,6lle_u Dagt,t#- -
gPr{ x B arlb r4 By_ o rr r{ r4ly,

6erasaj)z peropn.rxurvr onpasAarbral,ra. 36or rora heuo r4crpoKrlBarbe
-i+

LLc rp ary,rn apa gr re1c a 3a-l.a ila reKo-14 rspr{3 g erilcreMilrrKr{ qylSj errr
npeqlajy ga cuarpajy 4errrr,{MHr4M rocrojeha rpaBr,{ra, HopMe I,f rperro-

enl{CT€MI,ITIKI{ eKCne

,,Euucreuuqru cy6jexr" npe[craBrr,a KpoBHrr nojau xoju ce oAHocr{ r Ha errucre-
MuqKor eKcnepra. flojrraonHrr'a pasAnajameu eKcrrepara y oAHocy na cy6jerre ugeH-
ruQnronaheMo I{eHrpanHe aKrepe yHyrap errrlcreMr4r{Ke Mpexe.

staUs qyo le lpgtcraB/ba

elr{creMr4.{xoi N,rpe)Ku uttaiv eflrrcreMr4.rxra cv6ierrr xoiu ioi norna-



Euncrelrn.rxrr ayropr{Ter r{ peropuqKe crpareruje y Kpr{3Hr4M oKo.rrHocr[Ma I rss

eKcreprrr w EbvrxoBa crpyqHocr Harra3e. Dirgxe pe.reHg, ycpeucpeqldhe-
rao ce Ha vnory roiv iesrrurl{a v o6&morarbv nepqenq}.rie [orahaia v
ApyrrrTByJao r,r rroKyruajrarraa elucTeMrdrrKrdx eKcrrepaTa 4a cavyeajy uilvr

"""pa* {EBeperbe ocrarrux errrcreMrrqKr{x cy6jexara y AaroM KoHreK-

cry. EUncreMn.rKrr l4qreprrr yq rwia
eIII{CT€MI4TIKI/IX M r4 Ha yqBpruhra-

y_e ry rgple,,lia g rr r gp os a rb a Koj ?:y fury!$ o pr up aj y o 9u o 99 6.1o cgya
e5c!9p&a$glrgryry"9_gyIeprner J:rrcre Ha creneH goygqHo c3w lt\t-
Oory qqrfr' pj e_Sxgnpry Ipy4qy,_ oggo rHo WpLy xgj gl_&_ .fqSg1t
rele-I$0opryA_Ilujg cl\,Igrp-arr,r roy3ggrr,rM r{ rocrynarr,r gpal4_npeggpy:

,Ka eKcne_pnra (Kryglanski, ep!,;J}A). 77

Q"l, U rr c rp oKrdB a rb eM r o Ky rrr uLgr g_ n3_ r{ crr r{r aMo gB t_-rl 9H 
r p.1r;a

grqam4r$a no.Ierry hel,ro ce rdg nepcnexruee ananlrlse eurrctel,Irr.IKI.Ix
-.- 2 

-

Mpexa oaBrITI4 TI4Me KaKO, y Kp}ISHI{M CrITvaIIr{laMa, e[ilCTeMI{rIKI/I eKC-

reg4g4lq qg!gp4l4, a He Kpo3 roKyruaje orryBarba nocrojehrx npaK-

SILJHEeP_MPgX( oBaKBI,IX reOpUiCXIAX heuo,
OKBI,IDV IIDBOI a/IHOr [L{Ta}ba, wcIIuTaTt ila iltl eKc

'opr4qKe cT ruje ga 6u C[II4CTCM],{TIKI4 AYT

u AaE'e AOnpI,Ine/Iil O.Iyrarby excueprcre ylOre, .{aruI raAa uOcrOiehe

B arbe corcrB eHor errrcreMrrrrKor av ropr[Te r aa, EryrSi &yqKr -ayropure r
r,rpeAcTqBrb*a [gBgpery qoje en4cr.r4"a""JydS"r ygypp r{pex( epMqy

Iparce srru€ uilcy rpr{xBarrbrrBe.- Ag6rreHrr p*y4rarrr oMq

-tJ

[a 3aK/byrlr4Mo Aa nu o[cTaHaK HeKe elr4cTeMr{qKe MpeN(e 3aBI{cI{ o[
O.rlzgarla uocroiehux npaxcll- I,I Hopl,rra rlnr,{ oA oqvna}ba yrore xoiv exc-

iacuuig.Nr carne[ararr)r Saxropa oA xoiux sanrc]r euucre]r[.rKra avropla-
lrora heuo v oxnupv [pyror qeurpannor nrrar+,a

rIepTI,I 3aY3I,IMalY YHYTap AqTe Mpe4S ocTaBKe o YcrloB/be-
HOCTI,{ C[II,{CTCMI4qKOT AVTODI4TCTA reruiaua

TET HCKOI CKCIIC

3}{t{X CU

tucrEfrrqror ayropfirera ra^aa y [uc-
SyHrrluon?rHoclr enucrerrar.{xu-I N,rpefa {g-ie*ce_ cyo.{anaiy qq 5pr4gr{qM

9yTy4ryyi9y.30

ycnur[sarra Ha.rrcr f]%. xoiil excnepu xoprlcre perop[.me crparer[je [a
6r rt{aur,ruvnacanu olronopnourh]r. Bnxxe pe.{eHo, llcqfirrlnaheN{o Kaxo

en[cTeMu.rx[ excnepud, [Yrer\a perop[.rxr{x crparermia, ycN{epar_jy_

oArosopHocr il r,rAeHr[ouxviv .rrH]roqe xoiil cv oArosopHr,r sa rpeuxe.ft$
Ha rpaiy heNto fiporoMeHrap[caril raro ]rnora euucreMr.xrx ercnepa-
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Hajnpe hervro npeAcrarnrn regplricry nosa[IaHv l,Icrpaxl,rBa]ba*.,
(ua ocro"yxoi.-El4q-rglrqir/rr rr.rrpuon 

'JIerlgSg ie egI,IqTeMrIy{

yHyrap lb4x, oqH.gc___p_erypn.i{yI g:plTglIie_I"Jgy1p?"l!_p-e -_o-p:llt1,1-.
saqnie Aare e[ffcreMrlqKe Mpexe u erwrcreMl{qxrl_g I,ITeT.- HaKOH

tora hqNro npelcraslatlt ellnupilicx], nosa[[H]r rlcrpax(ilsalbd,aMeroA

2. Teopwicxa r,.osailwna j5

2.1 . EttucreMr,rrrKe Mp e)Ke r[, errtrcr eMrrqKrr eKcneprr{

Enracreur,rqKe Mpe)Ke (unu erllrcreMrlqKrl oKBI{pr) npyxajy cpe4-
crBa 3a pa3yMeBarbe ognoca usrraefy errrrcreMr{rrKr{x cy6jerara (Zollman,
2007). Enracretvrra.{ril cy6jexru qrrne e/reMeHTe je4ue enrlcreMldrrKe
MpoKe. Oguoc rsrvrefy eflrrcreMrdrrKrdx cy6jerara ogpefeH je mrxonuu
BeIIITI{HaMa, BepOBaBrIMa Id BPe[HoCTI/tMa AIilI. ll eI]ICTeMI{qKI,IM [pa-
Btr,rruMa KoHTeKcra y xojerr ce Harra3e. EnracreurrrrKe Mpe)Ke ce 3acHI{-

najy ua KoMyHr{Kaquju vrsvefy eur,tcteMrlqK}rx cy6jexara,6vxo ga je oHa

nep6axHa, uenep6arrHa vrru Ha Apyrar{vrjw na,rutn yclocraB/beHa c[paM
o4pefeHr,rx e[ffcreMr{rrKr4x [paBrd/Ia cneqrQlt.rHldx 3a Aarld KoHTeKcr
(Zolman, 2010). Enrcrervrr,rrrKe Mpe)Ke npyNcajy yBuE y ogHoce rsrvrefy
errrcreMvrsKr{x eKc[epara w ocralnrrx efirIcreMl{rrKl{x cy6jexata. Ha oc-
HoBy ror yBrr[a Mor(eMo o6pasorarr MoAe/Ie rojN narra [oMaN(y y rtpe[-
rnlamy ucxo4a [aror KonreKcra (y Haurerra cnytajy Kpld3e ]r3a3BaHe rran-
gervrxjou) fiynota roje he erlrcreMrdvrcr cy6jeKrr{ HaKoH rora 3agp}Karvr
r{nrd rrpoMenvrru (Shaffer r,r Graesser, 2010; Shaffer et a1., 2009). Cueqn-

Suvun [H[r{Karopr{ eilrrcreMrrqKrrx Mpexa (uonyr qecro ynorpe6nana-
Hux uojrvroBa urw, y HarrreM crytajy, peroPr4qKr{x crparernja) yxasyjy
Ha ogpef eHe HarruHe KoMyHr{Kar1rj e rsue\y cy 6j exar a. WngvrKarop e Mo -

x(eMo Aa rpy[rrmeMo y efrr{creMr4qKe qBopone xoje HaKoH Tora Mo)r(eMo

Aa rpyrrmeMo y KoMyHrrKarlr4oHe o6pacqe (Bala r Goyal, 1998). Y.rec-
TalrocrurgHorrrerra peropurrKr{x rBp[rbvt y crre\rlQuvnurvr oKo/rHocrI,IMa

npe4craBrba je4aH raKaB o6pasaq.

3a uorpe6e MogenoBarLa HeKe errrrcreMrrqKe Mpe)Ke Heonxo[Ho je
ogpegrlrr{ jegvutr4y analrrrce (Krippend orff, 2004). Kaxo 6wcuo oApe-

ililrru jegvuwtly aHarrr43e norpe6uo je yeeru 6vno xoju geo KoMyHrrKa-

qrje nsrraefy enrcreMr,rqKux cy6jerara ,r pa3noxurw ta Ha cMrrc/IeHe

vr alaarrtr,3y rolaraKa^fla xpafy heMo npe[craB:'z,rv @
.ltSy/rrare r,rcrpilKr{B a7{a w rlry}KvrTvt ruroryhe cMepHrrlIe 3a [a/ba vrcrpa-

)(t[BatnA.74

-/?
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Ae/roBe (r,rHcraHrle). 3a norpe6e HarrreruIcrpaKrlBaba Kao jegwnuqy

ananwse usgnojuh ev.o p et Ltopw4Ke clltp ambtuj e roj e enrcreMldrrKrl eKc-

fleprrr Koprrcre rrpffnrrKoM KoMyHrrKaqvje ca ocrarlrlM enrIcreMIiIrrKrIM

cy6jexruua yHyrap Mpex(e. Onar<an npr{cryr HaM oMoryhasa [a o6-
pasyjerrao Moge/re pasrrvr.v.urr4x Bpcra o[Hoca yHyrap Mpex(e r y urrpeM
cMvrcfiy ,rcnrdraMo Ea rru ce ogpefeHr/r Harrr,rxr{ pasyMeBarba NH$op-
rrartruja - y oKBrirpy olroBopa roje eKcneprrd gajy ua nl{rarba ocranldx
errrcreMrrqKrrx cy6jexara w eKcrepara - roAy4apajy ca Ir3BopIdMa

nuQoprvra4wja wnw Be3aMa usrvrefy BepoBarba xoja cy6jexru Qoprvru-
pajy. IllraBr{rue, oHo rrrro j. oR sHavaja 3a Harrre ,IcrpilKlilBame jecre

Aa raKBa afiarrula Mo)r(e flpy)Krdrrd yBvril y ycnerrrHocr crpareruja xoje
eKcneprr[ Kopr{cre ga 6w yqBpcrrdnu cnoj err{creMrrqKl/t ayroprlTer -
Ha rprrMep, TBpErbe o roy3[aHocrrl r{3Bopa r,rH$oprr,taquja vrory 6vru
lprrnr{rrHo tpwnwjanHe (nonyr,,rl3r.rrega go6po") wnv coSncrrqupa-
Hrje (nonyr ,,Kopl{c'twru cy HayrlHrf ue:ro4"). Pasyuerabe errcreMl4q-
Krdx rrBopoBa o[HocHo crpareruja roje ercnepr]r Kopr{cre rpr/rr{KoM
KoMyHr{Kaquj e upyx< a yuvr1 y sHavaj ue ac[eKTe eflrrcreMrdrrKr,rx Mpe)Ka

roje 6ncrvro rporycrurru xaga 6ucuo ce ycpeilcpeqnrru rIcKrbyqrBo Ha

noy3AaHo cT r/r3B oP a un$oprvra \uja. Kaga [ocMaTp aMo KoMyH r,rca4vrjy
usnaefy errrcreMrqKrrx cy6jerara ynyrap Mpe)Ke 6nrso je g" rroKy-
rraMo il!6me [a pa3yMeMo KoHrercr roju yclroB/baBa ro4eny yrora
usuefy cy6jerara. Ha onaj Har{rrH 4o6njarvro yBuil y rIo3aAI/tHcKy Mo-

r:'z:,a4wjy KoMyHrrKaqrje usuefy excnepara v ocrarrxx errcreMvrrrKldx
cy6jexara. IIun oBaKBe aHarrrd3e j. R" pasyMeMo fiMpw xonrercr roju
ogpefyje ynore eKcrepara rojn npegcrasmajy r4sBop un$opuaquja ua
ocHoBy rojux cy6jerrw Qopunpajy cnoja errcreMr{rrKa onpege/be}ba.

O4xyre roje cy6jeKrrd AoHoce y olHocy Ha ,r3Bope uH$oprr,ra4uja, u
Haqr{H na rcojN KoHrlerrryanuzyjy c/roxeuocr rrdx raHQoprraaqnja, npe-
cyAHe cy 3a rrPeABrir[r4Bocr rdcxoAa ogpeleHe Kpr{3He crrryar\vrje. cro-
ra, ,{aKo je noys4aHocr nnQoprraaqnja noje eKcneprlr nnaa,rpajy 6urrta,
rrpeKoMepHo oc/ramarbe Ha raKo rpr svjanny e[]rcreMr4rrKy Ar{HaM}rKy
MoN(e npeycMepnrn $oryc Ha Marbe suavajne ac[eKTe e[r{creMr{qKr{x
Mpexa (Goldman, L999).

3a norpe6e uauer ,rcrpax(rrBarba yrorpe6uherrao cKyn o4roBopa
roje excneprw gajy Ha rrr,rrama ocrarr[x errr,rcreMrrrrKrdx cy6jerara l,I eKc-

fiepara rd Ha rbera rpr{MeHrrrvr KBarrvrrarr{BHy anarwr3y ca4pxraja (roja
je 4eQunrcaHa y rornaB/by Merog). Ha raj HaquH 4o6rhervro ogroBope
Ha r4crpax(r{BaqKa rrrrarba rocraB/beHa y yBoAHoM pa3MaTpaby paila rr

npogy6rur pa3yMeBarbe eflrrcreMr{rrKor ayropr{Tera eKcrrepara y Mpe-
xu t/L yrwTaja rojn ynora eKcrepr a vrMa Ha r{cxoAe KprrsHr{x cvryaquja.
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ry:9[1']-iP35%-rsf y'Il1-rysr9-9tq-B{{:-4-{P41qyvJr3r--s.95-e
9_Igj:s_Y4Y_{-e__YP9X9_99_o_I4gAg_fL :gr,{e*rrr]o xpr{34 rpeAcI4E&4_ A44S-

{9_- 5o grllllJlllI15
($plqq_.kbi _9t gl., J0Q9: ZSZJ.gflL.Tlo[go JcraHoB/r,eq_e rp*-aKcs_ ysylap
e-rrcreMr4rrKLx ype43 {_groD.!Hr4x Kp_rr3o*M yory [o]Kr,{Berr,{ "ggy-c_ne,_xe

I?KB_TX -pa34gp3 [-? e5_crgpr41,rq _neh e pwr11 eqra9f-eMyqK! \9!,il-g!Lt-
Bg A4 I{x*vr parbe o,qp5aB_4ly ul4_6p_ary9.}--------------4etlyrnu,pe5o}+Jryp-aqrja

l".f"iql ; 9 pI3"; u,fij . y"_y, ;p, p.;i't pso i: ; a 
-y-p 

e_I rby-! 9 -o ty -
B3t9 y-lole.-eqycre_Mrrr_Kor eKcrepra-(Hoffman,-_199.p; J_53)..,)_oxo4-
jlo_cr4M4 Kg43_e rg3[_*-err4cr9Mi!_rrKg eKcfrepre sJ [gcrSBrbg4r{_aan--gKg.
gJpjlxcr_ craH4ep_Ar{ 

=Her*o__rpe,q .g-gra4e e-q4cr,9Mr4-yxe cy6jex1e, Ylre;u

l? K Eg r gpr{ Ty,c K 3li KqILgp I4-n py1 er g_a ajy og 6gr n r gE o j n x y n o r afr_ enyyg

lgM_rr{Kor ty-rog,{rela KaKo 6n xourp -gru.c_?Lu 
,{qxgg.e 5-pr{3He cryy-

a.gwje.w EaKoH_ rorq 3axga/byjyhu yno3,r xojy cy_ycnerru 4a ovlrsajy-
Morir-r4 tla o6nuxy^jy Ho,!e y1-ilp\Kna1yy)e {opMg: r,rpaB.yrila r4-irpy,KrypJ

Upg_Tg (G.gffu e_t a1., 2013)jfleHlpg4MpgHocr err4cJeMr4qKr{x eKg--*
IICPATA YHYTAP M

eKcnepTr4Ma oMo
lpe[cTaB.]ba K/byqHr4 cT

Ba Aa )Ke flocroiehe u
r,{ oaK KOlr4

Pazxvt\wra Mc-
-. 

_ L 
-rp ax(I4 B a-la a ro Kglyj y_n a oqyB arb Uo grc1j ehrx enr4 c gs 

"g1rlftp1l c4

Jgy3p Mgexe ArP e KrH o 3 aB I{crr_!E APyIIIrB eH or EjlH :r}I ry{IgH 3llgr
t e/I g5aj g*errr{ c rglrl/r:Ird\ rKcrlggrr a (Maguirq r H ardy, *9g ; I{Itlgtt3
Z_\&shing!qAl20l3LoY:to,LrqrocMarpelvroeKenggJe_LK4y.reHg_y_Irt_
MeHXra g#pgll6.dirryfoj tlba Ea B tgpxrc ro croj ehe np. a!:cg:_lgoxqg_o
nPyrtgllrg ytre c r ar o r43 H orrrerb q :pp[Err o Korrq rr Hrr 3 Harb ag_creg o,q-

llocrl,_g,rq*Iojg--noc-9-gyjy., OB*IKBo.*caMo-rrpy_ywcryp?ibe_.grp-y_:H_gcrr4 r{},r1

?_a \ryrb ila ocrarui errr4creM{uxw cy6je_Krr,{ rrpr4xBare ryMarle}be Kpr43}.re

cny y aywj e 
-xoje_ 

e xcn ep rr4 HyA g ( L e s frud .u M gye r, 2 0 1 2\.Y_qu g.or*4glp"-

Er4palby_fi9lge_p3grvrglpur]{ylpagoor{g*cr4Tyagf tg:_ldj4-_q11-e-r*r.{S
I9-!4:5I-qyo9KT4-+f-rc*L99I9gLeL9gI*!-A1{9-r,r-.lt
r ggyl s 51 l! rr*c_Igy4:5 4I J5g[gp3t11 3 e _{glr_egglq !3I39!I aJ_!: :y:
Ugifd oA6p4He qBor 4v:Lo ao oArgBopa Ha oBa nper{crr,{rr{Ban,1.

Y_11tf"_t y___g5g4gg_gIr,rl{,?__qL4-glqyry-11ilt- _q_Sg!=_e?fr{=_r4glr_o--c.e-:p_e*Igpl-_{-_q{e

rrparb-g-E9r9_-rLes9:3pry3jy_rryJi9Mgr{"{y-1{3lyi"9-_5119^{y_L:B__p--
9T4Ir4ron9Js9g4_9ry_c_lgu4_ySI3ylgpus:.?{,

Plrqprxy_rvlo-4<e\4_o-re:f,;rH4car{=Kao-:gerrr. rwuyy6e$wBa-}b_aysno_rr,roh

-apryMeEraqr,rje, xoja lrlra 3a rlr4/r, ocrBapr{Ba}be r{HTepeca aKTepa rojr je
K op r,{ c r e ( Z a n oilf r Jan s s e ns, 2 0 0 4 : 5) . 

l":gpg*.{_{ g gp_1rgg1gILe;rSp -
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Eur,rcreur,rqrrr ayropr{rerur peropfirrKe crpareruje y KprrsHItM oKo/rHocrrlMa I rso

majy ropilcr:aH uHcrpyMenr sa oApehrsarle Ha.ruua ua roir he noie[rt-
IIITBCHIiI l/1, YIEeJe, 'rr HopMe 6uru o[DKaHrir o[

g1p,el*e-S1r4c-re-Mr.{qKrx cy6iexara(Warnick, 2000). Kpos rg>r3rh.gmg_pe;.....- ../ ..t- . _ -7")*_ _ _: _, _5,, _tat7*- - * - ^-'('-: -
Lgpr,{_yKr,rx crpareruja eKcneprlr_trpegcragnajy-oape_feue nocryrKe Kao

ppuHo IPrrxB arrbr{B e, HeorxoAHejJ3aj4MHo_ KgPycHe r4 par{I4oHanlle

sa qruby rplry e&HocHo_ cyQjerre y erucreMr{-qKoj upexu, pto ras,
rocl)rrqil gPyr4 rraoqt 6uru r-pllKa3aHlr _5go JgTeHrHrr, riepagyuuu:,r

\topaIHgI1erprdxB-arrbrry; (Yaarq3t al., 2006:794).-Ha oBai HaquH y3 ro-
ygh pg r.Ig il. *.., 

"p 
r r{,, Ko H c r pE *y-_^ TII, r ip* " 

*JI ;lL. r"I
ceH3yca y ggrnq4y nocryraKa roje np_gnarfpajy rao.(He)ngxBar/br{Be

[Y"t':j.\_y Ktin-e., 12?2).,PgI9Iy,r*L._91p1t9-Irj9_*qy9ly-helgy*fu_erysy_
L Ja . ,,

6-u.nnocr u fiptl. ogpefiln-airy rora mra ie ,,vrcrvrna" y ogHocy Ha cfle-

aTerr{le Kol

u40rtg9"-9494ts9sr9-y-tloll4r'ta r9-grr!t-c:9-ur:{r4-!rgisxtLE44egqi 
-9-p"1

Qnexcn6lannocr ce rerraenr Ha nosesrsarbJ rac{ycrapa y.noule[y rper-
TgAHgLcnu_:AgIIelS_b313_I jo!4plryy__F-a::_u,Ip_ggl4qtrqB,qr!g_Xp4g_q.
qrryaqwje. losuEarre Ha ru-1,{pq _callegaB_ a}-be omyaqrje*yxny-uyje_ cTp?-
-*=*51 

*- -
I9lr,rlg_Iory-rj)er-gpr4r{Kq"Ar,{co_qr.{)a\we s9la -4j44 3"-1" qr,rlb' npl4Kyglbq_Ile

r_gAprxKe sa cnerlNQrlqHo JyM-ar{e}be- KoHTeK-c,Ja xgj,e enugreMurrK}r eKc-

IISpT H_yAr{ (Gglaqt e!_41., 201_5),.fiocasqru_ga_149:pl5f_g3p_31y'!gK4q44:e

a1-qy--p--eJ9p4:159--cilrgrgr]4jeLqEareg-us:ery3M:-q0g$p+-gi-4g{9
E 1, gyJ_pg1 aB /b e q,[Ily_llq:g trg . u swe\y e KCrr ep ar a vr o cr arrvx er 14 c r e -

Mr{r{Kr,rx cy6jexara anu raxofe crtpana eKcrepara laefyco6uo (Qrged et

aJ.,290?; Hardy et-41., 200-0-). .;

2.3. Eltyc3e-y-fy-{It ay-I9-p-t4f9l f t

Ys5g_6rcI4 &eue*E-Jp*eJxpJir.ey
flouraB/by v 6ome

E[II{CTCMI,{I{KOT A

AOCTa r{

C[I/ICTCMI4IIK}{

BaEa Ha eII,ICTeMI{qKOI a
_qfu_+_Sla*_g!*tl4lglrre-,rcIrrqllotr4 j_eJlo_cJe jJ4

-rerg, {Lrgdans$,
L9q2,__2q02, M._by:r4y, g_a [g]p95e qp__or ygrp_A5r4B-q1lq ytpescp_eJr{h-S-

Ue cg_Ha _crYdqr{0r.rqy- ynqly xojy enr,rcreM-r{r{Kr4_ayropr.{rer_ sayg_4Ma-_y

o Ko.rrH o c r rr M l Ip rr tl JHy r ap - en rd€ r e Mrrrr K r. x_M.p.94ia6 
rE 

- r9I9 * r: 
" 
-lf

ropNrer ce reMerff ua Ha.rruv onilKarba crpy.rHocfiFu nosepe]by xoie
xru ruaiv v eKcrre

IIU.q.1l4_AgTg".g_Sqn_Hag!-{.,S[rcreur.rK4..ay.Iqpr4j1erj-e ylro_o-lre_u 6pojunu

ApyrIrlBe_111.{M.OryTgpr.{MA t o,4pefyje ygpy*y {qjoj-tte yn$-qpUagyjg_roje
e1(qrrqpr "U-pyxa 6ry:_y, cUgIp{Ue. loy-gAagllM 14 no4o65_oc1_eKcrrgpre A?_y
cg14i1HNu,-(yAyLrrra: o.l_(onHocr.r,{ML6y4g. r,rgnop=rH_$oprnrarlrajq ({ruglpsti
9! al., zQps). 

;.1

eKcreprr4 Kopr4cre y oKo/rHocrr{Mq Kpr{3e 641uo je onraqary SeHoueu
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flocroie ur[pu r,r vxu oxnnpfi vnyr:ap roj[x MoxeMo aHan[sffpa-
rrr errrrcreMur{Kr{ ayropr{re}, 4y_roprr.T pogrr.^a

IrvrKo cMo pennrrro3Hr{ aTa pa3HoBpcHe N(rlBoTHe oKo.rlHoc-

ru I,r cMarpaMo ra uoysAauN},r r,rssopoN,r r,ruoopMalll4ja raAa cY HaIvI no-
rpe6nff caserN ga cvo'Iagalbe ca lvlarbldl\t I,I eehnrt npenperalvla Ha Koie

_HardrragrdMo y cBaKo[HeBHor{ )KI{Borv. Ca fiDvre crDaHe, errilcreMr.{Ir
-oa '

alrropl,ITer crPyqrbaKa Kao rxro cv IIY/IMqIIo3I{, Bl4pvconosff ,r eflrrAe-
Nrlronosl,I Hldie nprIlvlelblds ra mldpor [oL4eH craroAHerHr,Ix )KilgorHl,I_x
proxHoctr,r neh na ecxneprcxe Aoraene nvnrvronorr,rie, s[pvcofloruje rd

greUuorrolgrg"
a Moxe Bap},lpa'fll r,{ npor{3Becr\I errvc'feM}{r{KY arMoc

uexu excnepru noceAviv nehu avropnTer uero.[pvrlr**O:"*re 
"f_tSeqxnia eu[creM[.{xor avropurera uocraie sHa.raiHa y drd6/rHocruNra xpl,t-

01 s9. E_fcuepru r<oir noqqgvi
nnqlr Aa npsrl npyxe tpaxeHe ,rH$op]vraq[ie ra Aa Ha rai Ha.{rrH Nruaiy

rrDl,z'orrrer rrpff o6nuronalLv HaqI Ha Ha roir he octaru e[rlcreMrlqKrI
cv6ierrff ona;raru oronnocru v xoifitvra ce ianaseroocuu rora, eLcflgp-

TW yTttrsy ,.ary" p:li:.p;gr"q 
"g-qlgngg n-oBep-.er+a_rygje Le cy6jexrr_rM4Tri y,.grpy_Ky, fao_l{ H.4 BepoEaT-

ry_hy _o-grBqp*qlb3*xerb_9_y_9r 49_xoA?. Ip{,3-Ie gflyeHr,rje crplM llp,ero_py-
yeqql rlgfrarlr_grb1-(B11, tg:2) . I i

! e r o p 4v 49. c g> a1 e_r4i-e rp eA c r qB /b 3jy__q au*o i. n qg" 9lI g_aq tr Ha H a_ Ko i I{
e5gr.-qprr4*o*cT3apjyeg-.l4cT,gM!r-r{K4_ayloprr1gr(f dmqnds_g-q,i984;NelSo_q
gt al- 1987).Met1ymnnt, sa norpe6e oBor rircrpaxr4Balba oHe cy aAeKBarHa
' tiljegwruwp d{anuze ryreM xoje heuo ucrrwrvrBarrl KaKo exQrgpTr4*?4Ig!l_-

yaiy n prs ureroe aHv nosgrlu i v xoi a r,{y*o^dorvh ae ? ualae rarbe co{clB gHor

ryMar{e}b1_{gylgs{cg4}*95,o-aqg_qry jp"ilqg yqyT4p eq4q!qyg:59__-up_959.! i
AryUr_qA,_fojy hgug go]Iy"AI_TLp?99r{pL4_F_A 5p-_ojrre-Ha:sHs_rr4_(ai-e ,gjl-
_qgpL4 gerpSasajy,{nrd- rolyru_anajy Aa roBparg_-q_rf,c:gglf":,f4 4ytqpgIg"T,
fwnqga ce pailu o HaMerarry errlrcreMrdqKrdx o6asesa oc144lrl!
ya ygyrS!*YP-959r"I-P-U*Y-9,yP"?y.y 9JII-o*B--oPII9--c-lr*Yr"vJ.9*vl 'ry,v APJltr
y_qer_crBeH4_q_ry49Te.)4lr*itf-yr-{p_9640r_{Iyf gI_4n_lIIAgo_Sf ryg3:lgtrl5glg
y_gH_q.ce. ,i-l

:.A4-e:ga-r 5

Qg efia4g-3J, rp_r{{JrrDeHIIx IL9AATaX_A {q_pr-qrr,(r1t cruro _(}a[r{T_arl4p-
Hr{ rpr{clJ/il 4Harrr,r3e_caApxgja.rBylitr_9r{_o rylpo_r{r{Ig Lcpggcpebe-F4
ge pg_rg"p4 {e.,gfpq.rer[iq cagp#d'He ,y ja-qHgryr U_3j?"g-3M4 e-!Ltrcr.qL,{rr:l-
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EgLergepSra, rpSLrefur crrrrrHe anarrvrs e uogojgh4x r4crp ax(rrB atba
(Brolgn *_?lJ0&*Erkama ra Yaata, 20_10, Green et a1.,;L00Jl#pr*.
cnryaqrje olaoryhasaiv je[I,rHcreeHy npunlr), sa npoy.ranaH$*)rnore
guucreMn.rx[x eKcnepara y peKoH0ilrypaqrrjrd enffctelurI.{rffx Mpex(a

ycn eA H o B o H ac r a/r r4 x o K o /r H o c r r{.+ 
ff 4o ! 

T 
q4 oJ o3r{ qp aryr yr o Le eac -

ggpila yJoKgpxga u3a3BaHnx!#gtervrrllaMa r.trhyca A hlq! n-tABS-
QV2 yepgAqppgvrrLer cv-o ce He_14 rJegrpa/rHrdx.aKJrepa_rruje cy ogny
re.JLeflo qpeAreJTrrllarre*-1ra o 6nr,mqE arre !_ae H or Mr4 rrr/belba r{ r4cxo[e

IpIr3H r{x oKo/rHo crr,r lilpr{oruL oI 20 09. f o2 0 1 0;oA}rHe i(5pxla .!)
Kao ILy ggpl,rgAy oA2qU. roxrHe A9_xpa1z 20?9. rosrHe (KpJga A.79
fia 6ucvro ce ycpelcpequnw caMo Ha aHarm.3y peropiltrKrrx crpareru]a
xoje excneprr{ Koprrcre y Uwmy oqyBarba Bnacr}rror ayropr,rrera rraK

vr KaEa nocrojehe [paKce Br,rlre :ancy flpr{xBarrbrdBe, Ba a:narrvtly cMo

oga6panw oHe goraf aje y xojurvra cy erncreMr{rrKr{ cy6jexrw. flpeucr'v-
TuBarru nocrojehe [paKce r,t og/ryKe errr{creMr/rqKr{x eKcrepara (raxo
roKa3aBrrrv ila ilpaKce y nrirrarby npecrajy Aa 6ypy frpr{xBar/bwve) w

rocMarPanrr Peropr4qKe crparerr,rje roje y roM cnyuajy eKcneprrd Ko-
prlcre. (axd4c\ao&rynrr_Ag_Ip4lguor Jqgp1q-Igj as a 4qig cy [aBa-
It eu.ylcr eMIiIqKrI e5creprl/t roxoM l(Plzr3 e,*Ep€{9egrny{Mo !95qJ0
KrbyqHilx. Aoralgfu y:lBupy {Be cryMegyJe Kprd3{r cryJgr\y):.erT{"--
na 1. ca4pxcrr nper/re[ rgeHa erryJeryr{.rKrrx eKcrepara ge_xglghey_o
cq_+ er(yc vrparr,r, vrmcrrrryryi s KEILMq ry ilpwilaprrr4 roxoM Kprr3Hr/rx

oKo/rHocrrr, A-olgbaje__@rye ryg{eHe y_ rqrlanrnrrv,a flpyrurnesn
KoHreKcr J - ApL*.r "q4 SgreK:f_2 : "o1l,rra 

rly.rec rB_oB anrr. Kno

,I rp eHy rH e__yn ole _Ig9 g- als Iu ajy.n 4 g.p=. f n r c reur,rge iylier( re)
ILaB etreHsJ-fb6 en u-!- c M ar p aM o reE {p 

" 
r 

" 
r4l4_ a5r ep}rr"rg -](gu r g r gMuq -

KrdM e Kcn erur"r a) s 6 or yror qSqj e. cy 3 aygl!:M anil Llryf: ap_uH c rrrlJlqgj a

( en-u c'r e1r4yK,r{_l4p eNca| xoirMe_gy_rpq a[Qnrr ro KoU r<Il4ggrlr_o I9I -
g-oeIaq+loMeHyre ynore cy oMoryhune eKcreprrlMa [a Herrocpe4no
yrl{tiy tfu r,rcxo4e Kpr{3H}rx oKorrHocrr{ Kao r4 Ha [ocrynKe n Soprvru-
parbe BepoBarba ocra/rux efi]rcreMrrqKr{x cy6jerara.
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Ilpegpai Kou

Epauucnae
Tuogopoauh

Touu4a
Munocaameeuh

Ceetunana
Byrcajnoauh

Cuumrca
Muneycuuh
Aquh

Bnaguuup
lpaaapa

)by6ouup
ilaeuheeuh

Ta[rjaua
llluDeDruh

Anerccaugap

Byuuh

3natuu6op
)Iouuap

Aua Bpua6uh

Epauutrup
Hectuopoauh

frapuja Kucuh
Teuaayeauh

Jbwmaaa PageHonuh, llerap Hyprrah

Ta6era 1.

Iiluc{tuity4uja rcojoj
upuuagajy:

Kpnsuu urra6 sa cys6uja*e
sapa3He 6otecru xorug-19

KpnsHn nrra6 sa cyi6,u1ax,e

3apa3ne !,.,. i,,*1L n't*

llorpajuucxu cexperaprj ar
3a 3ApaBcrBo

floufiiajuy aoxy
Kpuse y xoje cy

6unu

PagH, ryyq, z*,6_-*.$,,,.,$!, ';,: 
tt

nP orr,rB eulrgeL{}del Kpusnr,r
rura6 sa cye6ujarie iipasii
6orecrr.r ronu4-19

Pa4Ha rpyrra 3a 6op6y
rrporr{B erruaerruje I Kpusuu
uma6 sa cys6ujarre 3apa3He

6or-ecru xonu4-19
::

MuxucrapcrBo strpaBrba

P330
(Peny6nuvrr{ 3aBoA 3a

sgpaBcrBeHo ocrarypame)

Iyroxeuuja

-;,,1=_o=_.-. . =,.

AIIIIMC

:::::
flpe4cegH r,uureo Perry6nraxe

Cp6nje

MranracrapcrBo 3ApaB/r,a

Braga Peny6nike Cp1uje

Cp6uje

flensr,ronracan

::::

IleNi-ao.xri, =.-

Hnje nosuaro

BnacHur,,SINEKS

leuepanHn Ar{peKrop
rounaHnje ,Celtis
Pharm"

Cneqrajarucfa
oroFldr{onapr{HIo,I0ru}e':
y,,AJfa Medica'

,[upexropr<a
Oapr',raqeyrcKe KoMope

Cp6uje

np"EJ 6II].{;=

Mwwucrap 34paB/ba

Ilpe. Bragr'-'
Perry6nraxe Cp6raje

Cnetqwjatrucra
nyluonoruje n
anepronoruje y
YHunepsurercxoj 4evjoj
Knvmu\u,,Trapruona"

MuHucrapia sa pa4,
3anourr6aB€[bC, 6opavxa
w c ot\rq af tlla fr r{T a}rr a

floxpajrHcxu ceKperap
3a 3ApaBcrBo

flor##''"1=
flbiffi
flcraha}.ai
Ear$4,.6i

floralaj 1,

fioralaj 6;

goiabij'i;
,{ora$aj}

florafaj 3

flu:.€=

fioralaj 3

' : '.,a,

Eni&

florafaj 3

Nor$,*i,4;
frorafaj,7;
[or$aj.&

floralaj6

A.iabtj

t3

fiorafaj 4

go.rafi

fln_i .ai4goi 
=*

floralaj 5,

fioralaj 6
3opau fojrcoeuh

Eiluc[teuuttxu
eKcueputu:

Tpeuyiltua ynola:
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3.1. Knyrnu goraf ajv xpvrsa u geSwnucarbe pe/IeBaHrHor
oKBlltpa 3a y3opKoBalbe no[aTaKa

Kaxo 6u ce geSunucao cKyrr pe/IeBaHrHwx utjasa sa amalrusy cagp-
xcaja, najupe cy r{AenruQrxorauu onvr 4orafaju roju upe4ctarmajy
cropHe rpeHyrxe y rojr,rua err{creMr,ruxu cyfjel(rrl rpeilcnwryjy er}Icre-
MrrrrKe eKcrrepre, srdMe je HasHaueHo Aa nocrojehe upaKce enrIcreMI{tIKI/Ix
eKcnepara Ir rbrdxoBrdx r{Hcr}rryryuja vurue lr,ucy [plitxBarrbune. 3arru cy
nocMarpaue usjare xoje enrcreMr{rrKrr eKcneprrl gajy xao ogroBop Ha

oB aKB a rrpeffcfrrrTr{Barba.

&o_I^;1r", &srahgi xprr3e U:ffiBage* i1{pJcg A qeju}to
cgpxgcrganarb€_JroBepli_H@r{Lpalgyua_cgrsSlueg{ry_-0gl
Mar{eyrcKorvr xorranan4ioy--oHoBgprr,rc _-tufg*jg,rz1ggujc-n+ay3go"6<lBa[o
QErreKo_Erp_aEeps_u_gur4Ial-qac]ryIII*4B-:eEar,r-_&qryrb4_qeq!pq4q4x
UTe!,eJ Cu gr{rj ao, o r\4_TJXrr ngrrrrBy s a o pr aH I{B oB-aH rI_Ip xrvl1,rl1ql. Kou

QppS5qaly 3a rrrraMg1 o[Lx(.a]ry y np.ggg4ql{IrrJly Peny5rrxe Cp6uie
Z+. * "6pV 

yp12020 LoEr{He: cMarp.ayc, Kry1^Il4[Eolubq!, KprI: i Ij B a3 -

B-tHs_BxpygM!4R!-CoV-19*Puggot"bgy.p_oTon3o_je janHyy[pl-
gylo€ r, osy_g_ ryg rrr 3 

r( Ir ore p e tr L o4lIP lH e egf arux er rljlejgltrlKl{x
e5grepqll tsl{qlgfn pnparra oslrx sora!3ja, ytaQpanw c\to ryplroL y
fppjarry oM r'aecgqa,Bfr ll. Honeu6pa 20_09. xo 11. anrygrazqlL.oU-
He, 31 npu{E/balbe gq[}TaKa yEI,I ca Kp{loYl!3asBaHey,grulac5ltM]'

ryIrqy r4_gep4e[ y_]paptry a.-.__" 10 ryrgeer{ryF, 2! @pyqpu ?f.-. e"
24 nor,evr6ps l,IcTg-:re rg[rlHe, 3a nprl5Jr/barbe roAlaary qegl,t ca xPx-

9 elrilrg33 8_3II gll K gro) Hg_B 4pye o rv[. / u ap eg H a AB a rr o f /r aB/b a oilucar.w cy
[pyrrrrBeH, n orr.E " oui au"]b".*aHrHa BpeMeHcKa oKBrIpa, Kao II
cneqnSuuur 4orafajw y xojurvra cy r{eHTpafiHil efl]rcreMrdrrKr{ eKcleprrr
(ns Ta6ene 1.) yrecrBoBa/rrd.

j.l.1. fi,pyrutDaeuu rcouruerccu,t 1: KPu3a usa3^aHa BupycoM A hLnl

IlaHgeruuja rprrrra o3HaqeHor xao A hlnl, nosnarujer Kao cBI4rbcKI4

vtrrvr MeKcrrtrKr/r rprr, y Cp6ujvr je 200912010. ro4nse 6ura osHaqeHa

Kao IIeHTpaNHW 3ApaBcTBeHrI [poO/IeM. lIPBI,I CMPTHI{ crlY{a) I{3a3BaH

cBrdrLcKr{M rpuroM je ea6ene>res 21. oxro6pa, a 4o rpaja naH4eunje no-
npo6nerur. IIpnu ctrytaj r{3a3BaH

rrpleno je 137 cMprHrrx cryvajena. [o6uo je nasun ,,cBtr{rbcKrl" jep je y
rlrrpKynarlujy v,e\y rbyile [otuao HaKoH perorvr6rua4wje ca cBI,It6cKr/rMBfi-

pycoM, gor je Ha3rrB

rpBrr ctrytaj sapa3e.
,,MeKctr{r{Ku" go6wo ro Ap)r(aBr y rojoj je norepfeu

fiorafaj l: Meceq AaHa HaKoH rrrro je flapnaureHrapHa cKyrrrrrrrHa
Casera Enpone ycnojwa pesorryuujy y rojoj je uaauaveHo [a cy Cnet-
cKa 34paBcrBeHa opraHr{sarluja (C3O) u 4pyre eBporcKe 3gpaBcrBeHe
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Ibuma:aa Pa4enosrh, Ilerap Hypxuh

r{HcrrdTyrluj e uo4 yTrdrlaj eM saprvraqeyrcKr,rx KoMraHr{j a flpeyBen ul{;are
pacrpocrparbeHocr Bupyca (Wodarg, 2009), err{AeMrronor rlpeApar KoH

rosBao je rpafaue Aa ce BaKrlrrulruy nporrlB rprna A hlnl. Oraj nocry-
naK He 6w 6uo cnopaH Aa u caM KoH nrje [pr,r3Hao Aa je ,,oBo 6wna usy-
Berno 6tara nangerrauja" (PTC, 7. 6.2010.). Fberonoj orleHr{ trpilupy>Kulrw
cy cewMu:nucrap 34paB/ba Torrauqa Mr,rnocasnenuh fiqrar Pague rpyre
sa 6op6y rporrrB naHgerrrrje, Bpanrcxan Tuo4oporuh.

fiorafaj Z:llocne HeryHr{x Meceq AaHa BaKrlwnaqvje, seh 12. jarryapa
20L0. roAr{He, Bna4a Peny6xure Cp6wje AoHocr{ o[rryKy ga o6ycraBrd yBo3

rusajqapcxou QaprvraqeyrcKoM KOMIAH'IIOM
I

HOBT{X BaKr{rrHa, a yfoBop ca rrrBalrlapcKoM QapMar{eyTcKoM KoM[aHrIJoM

,,Honaprr,rc" pacKuHyr je y tpe6pyapy ucre ro[r,rHe. flpe4ce4uur Pagne
rpyre 3a rraHgeMv)y, ap flpegpar Kou, nogHeo je ocraBKy Ha ry Qynrqnjy
Ha roc/re[rbeM cacraHrry rpyrre ogpx(aHoM rpajervr jaruyapa, atu orra nvrje
npuxnaheHa. EnugeMrlo/ror je norryRro ocraBKy jep ce [o ror rpeHyrKa
BaKrtrrrHr{caflo caMo 148.000 oco6a, yMecro Mlr.rrwou Korrr{Ko je overrnao.

fioralaj 3: Toxorra nera20l1. rogrne y v.egujvlra cy ce nojaewe uru-

$opMal{rrje [a cy roqe/ra caclrfmaba s6or cyMrbrr Ha s/roynorpe6e npn-
/rr{KoM :aa6aexw BaKrIrrHa, ga 6u y cenrerta6py Cne4njarrHo ryxfinarrrrBo
3a opraHr{3oBaHrr KPr,rMr/rHan IIo[Heno ,r, KPrtrBu]s'ue npujane [poTr{B ocaM
oco6a. Ha raj HarrIiIH ,,IyroxelrrNja Qapuaquja" w,,,{etan", Kao [ocpe[H]r-
t\v y ua6an4w BaKrIr{Ha, npw6ar,trnv cy vrMoBr{HcKy Koprrcr og 855.600
eBpa, o4uocHo 420.000 eBpa r{ 15 rvruxuoHa [r{Hapa, [oK je 6yqer Cp6uje
oruteheH ta npw6nuxwo I.270.000 enpa. Y cenreu6py re ro[rirHe yxar-
rrreurd cy ra[arunDa AupeKTopKa Peuy6nuvKor 3aBo[a 3a 3[paBcrBeHo
ocrryparre (P33O) CnerxaHa Byrajnoeuh, 4rperropKa,,Iyroxeuraje"
roja ce 6aaunayBo3oM w gwcrpw6yqnjorvr BaKr{rrHa, Cuunxa MrreycHnh
A4uh, ArrpeKrop xovrnaHuj e,, Jyroxeur,rj a Qaprnra \vja" Bnagr,nvlrp lpar a-
pa, Kao Ir ArdpeKTop flocpegHrrqKe Qupr"re ,,[era[" /T,y6orvrup llaerhe-
euh. BehuHa r6r{x y rpr{rBopy je sa4pN<aHa Ao maja20l2. ro[rrHe, KaAa cy
y3 rono)Keny rayqnjy ryrrrreHu Ea ce 6paue ca cno6oge. Onaj cnytaj je
uajnpe ca Cnequja/rHor rpemao y Buure rylr(rirlrarrBo y Eeorpagy, ga 6vr

Ha[ocrreTKy Ty>Kfirraq olycTao oA cBrlx HaBo[a onTy)KHr{rle.

C3O je y aBrycry 2011. ro[rrHe rporracuxa xpaj naH4ervrrje rprra
A hlnl y3 KoHcraraqr,rjy ila cy ce roc/re[ilLle Br{pyca noKa3are 6naxuu
Hero rrrro ce crpaxoBarro. EplrraHcril ruocrraHvrr flor @rru (Paul Flyrn),
roju je sa Caner Erpone cacraBlbao usneurraj o raHAeMnjn, perao je sa
BBC na je C3O ,,HarrpaBr4rra crparrHy rperrrKy" wsaswnajyhv rraHrKy,
ruro je [oBeno [o orpoMHor r,r Henorpe6Hor rporlerba HoBr{a ga neKoBe l,r

BaKrIr{He, aru u Be/rrdKrrx 3apaAa y SapMarleyrcroj rHgycrprju. Ws C3O
cy o46aqu/rlr orrry)(6e ga cy o[nyKe Eonocwilu no[ yrnr{ajervr rvrohHrx

$ aprraaqey rcKr{x rotvruauuj a.
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3.1.2. fl,pytufieeuu rcouruerccfit 2: KPu3a u3a36aHa supycoM
SARS-CoV-2

IIaHAeMTIJa KoBI{[a-Iy Je IIaHAeMIl)a OoIIecTI4 KoJy KapaKrepIiIIIIy rIH-

$exqrja gwcajnux ryreBa KopoHa Br{pycoM u yfiarra nnyha. Enu4ervrrja
flaugervtrja xonr4a-19 je IaHAeMI,I]aia 1onecru xojY KapaKrepIiIIIIy

je upornarrreHa rroqerKoM ger4eu6pa 2019. y rpa[y Byxan y UeHrpanuoj
Kwsu. O6ornerre wsasvrBaBr{pyc ropo[rrqe Btrpyca KopoHa ro4 Ha3rdBoM

SARS-CoV-2, urro rpelcraBrba Apyro ruilperbe r,ru$errunne 6olecrr.r
u3 oBe rpyne Bvrpyca, HaKoH enr4elanje SARS-a 2002. u 2003. roArdHe.

Ilpenoc SARS-CoV-2 supyca ca qoBeKa Ha qoBeKa rorBpflr{na je Cner-
cKa 34paBcrBeHa opraHrrsarlvja 23. jawyapa 2020. ro[rrHe, a nangerrrrjy
je npouacuxa 11. laapra. IlaHgeuuja je saxnau,rna 185 og 193 (95,87o)

Ap)KaBa rulaHrlqa Yje4uneHwx naquja (yH) u o6e [px(aBe rocMarparre
IeHepanHe cKyrrurr{He YH (]HU, 2020).

IlaH4ervrrja KoBrl4a-l9 npourr,rpnrra ce yr Ha Cp6wjy 6. uapra 2020.
flpnr arytaj, y Eavroj Tonolr, norBp4rro je uunucrap s[paB/ba, Sna-
ru6op .IIoHvap (Reuters, 2020). llerHaecror Mapra 2020. rpornarrreHo
je sanpe4Ho crarbe Ha reprrropvrju 4ene Ap)r(aBe. 3arnopeHe cy rrrKone ,r
ynr{Bep3rrrerr[, ea6pamena MacoBHa oKy[rbarba, a rpvt AaHa KacHuje yee-
geH je nonvr4wjcKld qac, npBr{ ry/r Ha repuropnju Cp6uje rocre fipyror
cBercKor para. Mrnr,rcrap 3xaru6op /louvap je 20. Mapra 2020. rporna-
cuo err{AeMujy og neher errrd[eMrrororrrKor sna.raja. I/Ictor AaHa je sa6e-
/rex(eH npBr,r cMprHr4 crry.lr.;j (PTC, 2020).3a norpe6e s6purraBarba na-
qnjeuara cy SoprranpaHe 6pojue rprdBpeMeue 6onuuqe, yKrbfryjyhv w

oHe y o6jexrrrvra Kao rrrro cy EeorpancKrr il HoeocaAcKr{ cajarr, Beorpag-
cKa apeHa r,r CnoprcKrr r{eHrap 9anp. lllecror rvraja HapoAHa cKyruryrna
Peny6rme Cpluje yKuryrraje raHpeguo crarbe. Y crnony rrpornaruelba
enn4errrrje og noce6nor e[rrgeMrro/rorrrKor suavaja, roja nuje yKr/rHyra,
ocrarre cy BaHpeAHe Mepe roje cy [oHere y Uwmy cilperraBarba euugeuuje
y Perry6:lwaw Cp6ujrr, a HeKe Mepe he 6wrw y6naxceue y 3aBr,rcHocrr{ o[
eflrr[eMr{ororuKe cury aqwj e.

fiorafaj 4z 26. Qe6pyapa 2020. ro[r4He oAp)KaHa je rou$epeHqrja sa
rlrraMny y llpegce4Hr/rrrrrBy Peny6nure Cplwje roKoM xoje cy ilynMo/ror
Epauruup Hecroporuh, npegcegHrrK Cp1wje AnercaHgap Byvrh, errrr-

AeMl4orror llpe4par KoH m Ar{peKrop NHQexrunHe K.rrrrHrdxe Mujouup
flexeuuur, Eararrw cilopHe r,r HerpoBepeue ru$opuaquje (aa roje ce Kac-
ruwje wcnocraBr{/ro Ea cy ueravue) y Besr,r ca B}rpycou SARS-CoV-19.

fiora[aj 5: 16. Mapra 2020. rogrdHe, norpajrHcKr{ ceKperap 3a 3ApaB-
crBo,3opau lojxonrah, roKoM xoHQepeuquje sa rrrraMry r{3Hocrl (xaro ce
racHuje w.ctrocraByrlo) Heravne un$opvraquje o 6pojy [ocryrHrrx recro-
Ba 3a orKpr{B att e r,rH$exq uja F,wpy covr SARS - CoV- 1 9.
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fiora[aj 6z 31. Mapra rdcre ro4rrHe, Kpr,r3Hrr. rnra6 3a cys6wjarbe 3a-

pa3He 6onecru ronr4-19, [rarbe KopracHrdr{urvra o4peleHrdx Mo6rrlHrrx ole-
parepa ropyKy ca4pxaja: ,,Cmryuq,rja je 4pauatrrrHa. flpw6nwx<aBaMo ce

cqeHaprjy welfrarule r lllnanwje.Monuruo Bac Aa ocraHere Ko[ ryhel'

fiora$aj 7z L0. jywa 2020. ro4rdHe opranr,raonaHa je Syg6ancr<a yraK-
Mrirrla usrvrely flaprrsaHa r I-{prene 3rea4e rojoj je rpr{cycrBoBarro oKo
20.000 rt-yilil.

fiora$aj 8z 21. jyua wcre ro[rrHe rpe4ce4Hrim Peny6nwxe Cp6vrje,
Anercaugap Byruh, Aonoclr og/ryKy o pacfiucuBarby rapnaMeHrapHr{x
ws6opa.

flora$aj 9: 13. orro6pa 2020. ro4rrHe, HoBrtHaprr BI4PH-a orrpurajy
Aa cy e[rdgeMrrororrrKr{rba u.r.ilanvr\a Kpusuor urra6a, flapuja Kr,rcuh Te-
nar.rerilh, w npevrujepra Peuy6rwxe Cp6wje, Aua EpHa6wh, usrtocvte
(raro ce xacHrje rrcrocraBrrno) neravHe nogarKe o 6pojy rrpev.vrryxvrxvr
3apzDKeHI4x roKoM nan4ervruje xonr4-19. I4H$oplaaqr,rje roje cy rpeAcraB-
/beHe jannocrr :nwcy 6une r{AeHTrdr{He ca noAa\uMa y ra6enarraa raH$op-
Mar{rroHor c}rcreMa xonu4- 19.

fiora$aj l0z 2. Hoeerra6pa rrcre ro[uHe, q/raHr{r{a Kpr43Hor rura6a
(roja je y rtaelynpeMeHy [ocrarra Mr,rHr{crapKa sa pa[, Baflorrrlrarame, 6o-
paqKa w coqujaxHa nl,trarba) yvecrnyje y januoira orBaparry rpN(Hor rIeH-
tpa ,,lanepilja". J4cror Meceqa AosBo/beHo je opraHr{3oBarbe uaHu$ecra-
qrje ,,I{pnr,r uerax", y rpxmrlM rleHTprdMa rx}rpoM Cp6wje, HaKoH vera je
sa6erexeH BeIruKu flopacr 6poja 3apor(eHrirx KopoHa Br,rpycoM.

3.2. Ilpor{e4ypa y3opKoBa}ba ro[araKa

Igg{g ryi1r" y-ueg SL KpI{3HIIM oKo.rlnocrlega I{3agBaHrI-y gaH4g-
yg.jaMs rplrlyEibanr! cMo 4e JBEqpa r4sKTpoHcxux ryg4jg_lsopr(eBanz
c o zgjarg roje*gy naBarril eflucrelvrrryK4 eKgneparr_Lro5y_-22_ lrecerp rp_
Bor KprlsHor KoHreKcra r{ ToKog_1Q-}leqeqy npyrqr - KplrslI_o[ KoHrqK cJi,. b+
Ilocuatpa/IrI cMo wsjase cBr{x eKcrrepara HaBegeHrirx y Ta6env 1. y nesu ca
gorafajrua y roje cy 6wnw yKrbyqeHr{ a xojr cy rarofe HaBeAeHrr y vrcroj
ra6exvr. &Aarre r43 ,rsBopa e/reKrpoHcKrrx MeAr;1cul npfiKyr)ba/rr4 Ko-

pucr@,r au{5gu4js _Istinomer Prov-eri Me! r,r fAKE\EXfs_.gqgai-6pry
srp nexf .google-Eqjrgpxrge4a ugfoxyeuoi rounryia vr ryrgpHg: €:.pa-
gqy_ 4g.!Chggbog.*-H gIL_on Aorvrahux uenraj e_4gj_e cMo xoprlcr vtrrw sa

n-g rpe 6 e aHaIug e €E',UC ll,, En l,r4, 
"IIg/rUg &_l,Pfe d 5 li*ftauac ",

,,_892",r_,T"ngpgL, ,,.Ano!-]=Kypllp",_,.Bpeue'i ,,D'\,V' Gpr.*r)i"LB!_(.1.r-
cru)'l Herr,r og r,rHocrgaHr,rx USg"j{L"j-yg igq:4_v Besr{ ca xpgsIr4M
gKo /r H o c rrr M 1a Cp 6vj4 g QgI nH rrlr r qg[ eu uj ol,r au aru.r zW 3rrw cy_:,T! e
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r)

Ta6eta2.

I roz

Guardian',,, Bild",,, RZ B_pry-gr Zeitw{,Dgr.lpi$l'i C-n egygFo, gpr,{Ky-
rurnr cuo 1Qlp.n.perr"q_11e44igx1vnaHka rs xo_i4x cruo vsgpryEa/rlr
1_69 44perrnu4 rsj aBr aloj q g 

-cry 
Jrygzclgy4yKrr e{eugp14jrygre-

ruu y!a_6 yru "h #:iuuS_.ruo xacsnj e pgly{gg arru Ha T 3j exenaHTEerg 6_9r

rroHoB/beHr,rxftfiW^j^^uepufu pnux_1grfu roU{riac,#gog"joj9!{o
r(opr{crl4nul rpg{yrrrbarby no[aTaKq 6ryr .ry"=g{dg_ryr<" 6u :g,arua

aHarrw3a ryur3n1 ngrpe6gy*-rpnqy u xy 6wy.*ffaKrre, anarrusa cagptraj a
je npurena na $r.tranHoM cKyry og73 rsjaee ef,iftreuvrlrKlrx eKcrrepara.

4. P_egy nr ar yr_ucrp alKr4t a rr a 1 i
Y Ta6enu 2. uzgnojeHe cy peroprrrrKe crpareuje ercuepara Kao rI

no gBe penpe3eHTarrrBHe rBp[rre sa cBaKy oA crpareruja, jegua l,rs rpBe
KpI{3He cwryaqv\e (A hInl) a [pyra r{3 [pyre peneBaHrne Kpr{3ne cury-
aquje (SARS-CoV-19).

Peuropruxe

I4utuepuo ycuepeua
cfipafieluja 1:

Pa4uonanusa4uja
upyffeHux lapau4uja

Kpusa l: ,,Ja cara nurao oie ioju io 6ore sHajy o4 Bac r,r oA ueHe. fllrrao
cilM crpycrbaKe, erur4eMr4orrore r4 rarr$errolore y vojoj seMrE14, oHgr ctM
m.,rrao cr-pfrlbaKe Ha ceerciov Hrnoy, u can ue nr,l.. ura xohere Aa Kaxere,

Aa cMoe g'dne4l{ rorpeEi}ri{oryy 
--Ky 

aat-'ttxr1tnttua 1 Tor"oaaa

Kpr,rsa 2;,,Mu.ro rru-* j.aun nurru prq;orrrno. puurrrr^u*u
ya.i.p.u..agy,ra4arutcfu 'uMaxra,qosoru6'.tecrora.:Tpe6aAaceixaaru,
crBapHocr je raxni xirna jecre. Y rpeuyixy xaai npellsr,ruare Herrro nMare
ogpefleHu 6poj, ur,aaiC oapefen ru.rno sarurrrrHe orrpeMe. Bu caga Moxere
ga raaafere r{ Aa rq'Kare npeA Hapoflou: 'Henrau Hr,, recroBa, HeMaM Hr,{

sarururHe onpeuel lr{nra here 4,a uaa$ere r,r Aa KOKere: 'J4ruavo AoBo.rbHo

Aa oApanr4Mo jep,au uocao xojr,r hi iiicvrwxnnorel ro cMo wuypip^ni
14 aanpaewu cMo cr4creM xojr,r je o6es6efr.ao y roM repr4o4y, di npinae
Ha rf.rirMa vexajyhra ra sarurvrrny oupenay, vexajyhra r4 recroBe. Taj iuCieu
ra4a je oixpmao caMo oHe xojn cy wMarfi reruKe Sopirae 6orecru, uMauu
s\,ro npeKo 38 reruneparypa, [a je nyroBao, Na vMa KoHraKr, Aa MoKe ro
ema4erwaororxKr4 Aa ce yTBpAr4 l,r caMo cMo re TecTr/rpafir/r. Ta4a je 6ro
HanaA, Murc[]aM Harra4, npr4TucaK je 6uo, cBV cy xrenv ga ce rccrwpqy,
taf)y"r., uu4i 6wno recroBa. Ca 4pyre crpaHe cre ,{Marril xorrae rpe6a
ga@fasaurlslsa,.,oqpeMa; naxne onr{]!ra 4piu'cy uajnxure nanoxenm u
xojn he 6wru gwpexrHo yK,byqeHr{, raKo Aa cMo paqr4oHanHo nocr}rnann.
flojana 3aurrdrHe o[peMe lr nojana recroB4 sa uac xojm crrao y oeonae je
6ralo cnaceme. feguocrarHo je ro ucrurla!'3opaH lojrcoauh, Ilor.pajuucxu

Peupeseuruatuuauu Hanogu us uogautarca:

cel(perapld] aT sa.,sIp aBcTB o.

,Jbstova za virus korona ima sasvim no",2o2o)

ef
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Peilroputxe
cilpafreluie:

PeupeseruErautuaqu Hasogu us uogailtarca:

I[nfuepno ycruEena
cilpafreluja 2
Hatnatuaearue
HopMatuuBHux
ogioaopuocrau

I Xpusa l: ,jTa.rno je, je4na oA raqaKa gneBHor pe4a 6uxa je u uojaocraBKa.

I To, uefyrnM, Hrrcy npuxBaril-l.il qrraHoBrd Pa4He rpyue u ja ocrajeu ua

I Sy"nq"j" npeAcetrHr4Ka.I&aroje nnpyc rperryrHo rorrryHo Mr{paH y

lCp6uju, Mrn vr. Earbe r{MaMo cnopanr rHe crryr.rajere o6oneran a ,r, HoKa/rocr,

I 
cnrprne lrcxoA,e. Taro ga y raxnoj craryuTuju iroBeK He Moxe Aa ce floBf{e

I 
uaro rnron<na ro >renr,r, jep 6op6a rporlrB Bupyca xoju u Aarbe rg,rpKyrD{rrre

I 
npe4cranna 6op6y 3a xr{Bore myaul llpe4pa. Kou, Pa4ua rpyrra 3a 6op6y

Irporr4B 
naHAeMr,rJe

| (,Vakcinacija propala, a Kon ostaje'l 2010)
I

I 
Kpusa 2z ,,lahy aacHocrdM oAroBopHocr. lauucnuv.Aa rporr{B MeHe

I 
uocroju jegHo 150 KpuBWHr,D( upujana. Cnper'aan cirM ro cnaxoj Aa cHocr.rM

I o4ronopHocr. Cnpeuan caM na cHocrrM oAroBopHocr rronrrrr4qKy v cBaKy

! ruW s6or onora- ]e4nHo je BOKHo 4a nrara4a He cHoce oEoBopHocr

i raxonu rojlr usvrrru najy 6poj MprBr/D(, rriDKoBr/r xojra roeope Aa HeKo .qpxr4
1

I 
Mepe u nolr(qr{JcKrr car saro ruro Borrrr Aa npoBoAr{ [r4KraTrpy r{ Ja HeMaM

I npo6rerra Hu caryur. Moje cpegrre r{Me ce soBe oAroBopHocr. IzI o4 rora ue

| 6exrrra. [a 4oHocru najrexe o4/ryKe, a\u ilaucroBpeMeHo 6y4eru Kpr{B KaAa

I 
.j i"T- jecau xpno." Anercan4ap Byvnh, flpe4ce4nururno Peny6nl,r e

ILporye

! 1,,fot ij.ki ias od petkdi 2020)

Erccruepuo ycMepeHa

crupatueruja 1:

Ocuopaaaute
cutpytruoctuu gPylux
eiucweuuyrcux
eKcuePatua

Kplrsi l: ,,To cy HeKy, caA KaA Br4 KiDKere npBo Aa je ro eaxrryrua y xojoj
ce iatri.azi CxraneH rojn uaasura ayror4N{yHy 6onecr ja ro He 6ror laoma,.
suavra ja 6llx uorna can ii 4a nac ueasoner,r ga Ka)KeM AoKiDKnre uu ro, jep
aro ce Heruro nposr.{Ta Ha rlHrepHery wru aio nocroje pa:1r,rvr,rre npcre
HarIHr,rKa KoJr,r lrMa]y HeKy cBoJy rrpaKcy ura Mr4c/re I,r cBoJe Mr,{urberbe

vcKa3y)y nyreM JaBHor MHelba ro HE sna.ru Aa 14 oHa crpf"rHa npar<ca

ucro raKo Mr,tcllw.3navu, cKBa.rreH r<oju ce Ha.rra3r4 y oeoj eaxqr,nnr ji npos

AorcyMeHrarlujy norrpfeuo ga je 6"sd4* r{ Aa Moxe ga 6yve npuruerleHi'
farjaHa lllunenrh, AII I4MC

Kp *::!-'*CI4 nrro rpe6aga:'ce *ra je fayPerry6nuqlr Cp6ujr,l.raua rt:000
nexapi Konere xoje cy Aane nornr4c ua ogpebeHy vtjazy, rrpernocrar^an
4a ce pasyrvrejy i uuajy xonanereHrlr,rje KaAa cy y Ttrrair,y sapa3He 6o;recrra,
rr,ta4a naefy IbI{Ma HeMa n, ,qrnonora, u" 

"""a"n 
roroau Hu nderronora-

flpernocraenau na uuajy rounereuqraje r(a4a cy Earru 3anpaBo Aa r43Hecy

xpr,rrnxe", flapnja Kncuh Tenarqenilh, XpusHn urra6 sa cys6wjame sapasHe

(,,Xiiie Tepavtevii dovela u pitanie kompetentnost jSO lekara',2020)

Ercctuepuo ycwepeHa

ctupatueiuja 2:

J4suouteute cyMruu

y uoruuae gpytux
eiucuteuurtrcux
eKcuepaLua

Kprasa l: ,,,{a tw je cre oBo npeHalyBaHo, [a ma je Hexo Ha roMe sapafunao
- cne je uoryhe, cBaKa enr4[euvla je curyaquja y xojoj ce rl3Merrra MHoro
rora... To jewv,egwqwHa, rro/rtr{Tr{Ka,6u3rtuc, eronouuja, Ky/rryponornKr{,
cor+4onorrrKr,r npo6ner',r u y cnaxoj ermgevuju uero sapalyje, Ha BaKr{rrHaMa,

/reKoBI.rMa. Mefyrurra, ja uoparra pehra, uu cMo Mopanu 4a 6y4euo cnpeuHui'
Bpanucran Tno4oporuh, Pagna rpyna rporrrn nau4ervruje

(,,Pandemija i Srbijdl 20 10)



Peutoputrce
cutparueiuie:

Peilpesenntautueruu flasogu us uogaruaxa:

Ercctrtepno yovepeua
cu.tpatueluja 2:
I4snouterue cywtbu

y turotrtuse gPyIux
euucweuuqrcu)c

eKfuepauta

Kpusa 2z ,,IAsa usjane [paraua \utrucaBepoBarHo croju nauepa 4a
tlurpul;ramvrKy, nopy.ryjerra My [a He 6wrpe6ano Aa roBopu o 34paBcrBy,
jep o :rorrae He 3Ha H[rrrra. Ilornpe4ceguuqa Crpame cno6o4e r{ rpaBAe
Mapunuxa Teuuh Aorra3r{ r,rcrpeg Hone 6omrrqe y BarajHuqu,xoja je
peMeK-Ae/ro r{srpaArbe y urvre je4nor 4era rajxyna Aat+;WMa flpaB]r npo$nr,
raro 6u 3apailtnrlr. mygu xojw uavujajy sa ropouyl' 3raru6op llouvap,
MnuucrapcrBo 3ApaBrba

(,,Dilas ne bi trebalo da govori o zdravstvu'l 2021)

Euucreuu.rrrr ayrop[Terur peroprdrrKe crpareruje y Kpr43Hr,rM oKo.irHocrrrMa

cpeAcTaBa ,r cBolr4x cT Harla[IaBalba coil-

I roo

9r

4.1. Pat\yoaanusat\uja npyIe.Illx lapaHrlr4ja 
I )

Y_qry_ggI9pI9_ycNrepe4ol pS i i:pelq Igfg,_SgUgIgUI:r4
eJgsspIrl-lqwxSjy*p-e__qrt-9gall4g-qitde"_Iqpeeggle-5gi_e"-tl9.llp--c"_q.5q59_ 

_6-y y::
B,p.gr_riryy qoqqrBeHr{ errr4creMrdqKr,r ayropr4Ter,oSlrrdxe_-Le.{qHo: rrpy4aiy
orpaB-qarba cB oj-e ynore yHyrap err4 g reMrrqKe jfSXg.Iqo,r orp aBAarba

4gre_Lqly .Lbjt{9Eg_[{gI]4fy"r{Ug_34y--34ryr9.,Tf_-:ry9 1p_"o--3- I_o_B*g_%pqrye

clpt1rp_LlqaEe_g_qlr_9g9699ql4.,{eru jSf f-ef Sf f ir"ecroq\Locyq:
l!H9tr9blll-,:rP*IAe-1-qy)-e_.-y 44F--9L4-{1 *5"919- illPS-B-A9P-gI. [p--e.rIo-Allo
fe1@i{fcagl{ oAHqc_L{s p_qA9T.?pe__r{_ g_14&_e_pl[g_gTygillq eqr-{_9T,eryg{y-

54l-e59l9P1l3:"srUu.:S-tttjy*p"egIgge ry?.L\yi9-qpy5"eg4"r til3t1-r{yi1.9-y-9*^---7)
gs9ryr3lPgL5{Ko*59A_SSgggpnr3_:xlgly_r45glgyg4]g-!Le5I1BB9495p4
qy_Iq5g_I_pg..gggI_y111g qy nncrNryrgig gtIogr\[e ue*ralr,reHe Ir_o_q4SJg*Ug
gpqyjp*o5_oi_?lle- f_pl{3o_U..lJa nplarvrgp, _2009, rofltHe, rqxory.cyfen*a 36-0r

A-qpJ" ;16;;r.. "".rd{i; cu.r,u*ra 
-synu;rourt, 

6ru-u-grpeorqp"u
Pl_3O--,_5po9_ysjae_e*qa u9g4je Irg.Kyrirana je g1 paq4o_Hanwsyje r-rper1gg-

Ig_npf?Iey_g_rlpe1rl{J_% trol11!ajyly ce- !3 3a59]r o-n_a6as_xaMa 
_r4 

rpaB_r{-rr-

Ho_ cnpoB-e_geHoj leH4epcxoj nporlq4ypr,.-Ha ryrj ua1111H, Har.ranranajyhu

[IolJJroBlrrbe nperxo[Ho J_c,no!relB/6e_]_r.4] rp4p_r4lra_IHyr4p err{_creM4y.5-e
ype4g err,{creMr,{r{,Ktd eKcne,pl 11vep_ruhyje c-_ngj errrcreMr4qKr,{ ayropr,{re.!.!;-,.1

I!nt^-.tg 20_99. uau;, 3eMrby r_oroAyIra en*ra4elauja r.pr.{n1 opIrHr4,3-oBarra

cau jaury 1a6ae5y BaKrIr,{Hg npeKo Ko}1r,rcuj_e_ xoj3-je rpr{np€-Mana r.l o4o6p::a-
B-ana reH/tep,cKy [9](yMeuraqrajy,-xowlltuja,Glakso .Smit-*Klajn" ogygraila

i!-94 rr.-[1 y tigA.pvli sa-xreeira jg ialae 
"pg_.ouop-g 

. n4uggllu fueu
)rloBop HrlKaAa_He 6;rx nornncU.a jep*ig 6uo urreraH Io ApMnn ,rlyqoxe-
yyl^_ j.9 6yna yai6omu no5yba1, Hr,{caM r4},{3na H_r{KaKaB AoroBop _c_.rq4,gil-
gI4,M 

e.- -g 
B e $ n p u q,_K a A1 *c-a 

M E 14 A en a Aa h eyg u 
9_6*1 

B rd r r4 
_-B 

r4 ru e B_qI q r I q H e_I-o

mr o j e n o r gg-{u o.lq g n ng q lM Mr,{-H r,{ c rpy .slp qgn a, _-(r.$ fep.-yakc A{] Z O,!!) t l l_

I_{u q[ryun Har{r{H, rynMonor 5p_aHlrrra_up H*ecro-pongh, g:ax,q_u !no?-
ligx .4gjan_g*r4s,U_qlrrX u4*_11oH_Qepe,uqrjN €_ ru_Ia^qgy,-_[olry_q{eB4_A-a p_4-

t;g1oryurusy je Zr! H e qreH e l_pp4 fL_g o 
" 

B Up:ycy SA BS - Cq Y: ! 2 (u aj c1,r eryy rj n



t7o 
I

fbumasa Pa[enosilh, Ilerap Hypxrh

B_Ipy_c y ucrolwjr,\,*B:/Iprc roj4 ce ILe rP,_glroc4 qa xeHe ra crora-MorlAa
g_Iryl yiy- y_ -t! o.gr{ ql y W q lryjy\ "I ? Kg* uI I o olp a B [a B 4 -B 

e qy r. eu ef y 4 c ry -
pdh q ;L.p %; ;-; ; ry 

^ 
q -l [^ft j e 5e n-e-o tra *o cr s ap w. { n 

5

MU .Up ral.g6utuy Bpllo He3loguoj 9lffya\yjt .Mu raga HIlcMo Mo{:

4lltlyeeaeMo BaHpeAHo cralb_e, Olo rrTo 
_ce 

caga 4oraf1l pl4rbaya M.Ir IT
6r_cuo_rrornry_Ua r{94pxr4Mo_ raA-. MI-HI4cwrg^Qwyyr_7aA rpl4qpeM/b*eHll3-a Ig.
14rya44_9wo_Ip-r4 HeA-erbe A_Q ce *{pldnpgyr119. -fp_e6arole gllpg:}IIu.*naH_I,{-III
ggc-B_eKy*rI_q5y. legre 6u_ta Ugna, y,u j9_$utl man_e 3a-{1.{ur/b-gHa._Qam*.-4a

p-eraKgr,rpa rb-Jne. M_ra crrao.ycr,eril!-aa ag6ujeyo {t lpey_eny.y laue rleryy-g
qBq-Cr4IyalIlljeSgje*cyo rn_enan_u_- qr*ce 6y1y oKo roa/I€rl-lar'v_pa ft,y1y, y
o-5o 611llo qera Apyror._(rSalg-mgrotiv__su\oba o_ko toalet-papira', 2020). 

7,-4

Qgg ru-lo 6r,rlpp.5ang-Aa n-ocq/ilXg-rrJ4Mon-o*ta, q5ac,g4jqA:{&Ha l(plt9-

EoJ _ru*ga63-_qa 6-op6y gpoII{B sapgguq. _6o.r_e*c'rt{ _Kosug-I9, :/-r.w.Hl _pa\ug.
EgnHUy r4 orryBarneroR*err,rcTeMr4qKr,{ ayropr4re-r jecre nlpo4rya ya plU,H

Ip.r43HJ{x oKoriHoc'rr4 xojajs noc5DKi{.4e Kao gpeAcrBo_3a olJBapI{BjIr,e r[L{rr-a,

9{" o !" 9 cy s6wiyba: rraH r{ Ke ygby olTarr r{M_ errr4 creMrr{Kl{ M cy_6j exr r rr,t u. 4 t 5

a.2. !1*pallsr,*ay*g.3_o_pyll4jggloglg9opqg U** f t, t

Y--o.e9r--u*H"rqpllq-ycry9p-erpj-grpggrtjy--qr.uqry\4l4-rriil{qryquglru*ria-
pA r oB o pH o c r ll {g5o__ -6-r 

qle_{IL 
_g 

qEe -

lvnqn oAronapaiy nocrojehuu noprvraua r oAronopuocruua xoie ce

HAIIII'I CfICKT CfII{CTEMI4I{KI4X

e-nlrr&eMr4orror r4 .uraH PagHe rpJne ea 6og[y
pg_r {gH, y_,rsjae;aua 3a Me,qr4je ro5ou.a010:.rogrlHe y=Be3y= ca cropHoM_

naSas(on,r B_aKr{4Ha r{_.11gAoB_grb4yM -6pojeu n-45.qvrHurcarvrx,_.43pgxap?

corcrBeHe HoP*M-arr,{P.He oAfoBE)Hg-_crr4--r_rpeMa ocraIIr4_Y 9.11.{crqM_I4rr_K_I,{M

Ey6|gxrirrraa_1l Mpe4r4r..lllrtrur,t-e, _Ka,qa roBopr4 o ogroBopHocrl,IMa fl?erye
o cJanr4M_ cy6je-xrurrad bfi qqn o n4 cn ojy*noporyrly gnpr,rl g1e/be qI4Me_ [a-
UlaInS-Ea ry!,lqH],/l, _e.lv{ol{I4o!-a.rHl4, crereH oAroBopHo-crl,I KolI4 Ia o6an-esyje

IrlL r,{g pa-B. r19 rlo-cry,[a*s : 1 1 (
Ilpea cnqi_oM qopoAr_.{uou r4 rlpeogl?nuy upryiargltur.r-a crgjuura 4!tr,_e

Henoxgre6/br,{Bo v.1ra6--uluo*ca yLqpe},b-qM A4-je yp+.be{iegau, cjaj-a5 rle_qao y
{qMe cy 3(pgBcrBeHr,{ paAHr{IUI 6u\t1u93_uuc54 xgpoj[,_a !{raqg- ApJI]rJq_o
uSp6y-y,3a qBera A-ece!4_K ngga lre Mqlr{Ae xax<9 lq je cys6wnl qyr4er'r4jy
r,{ Aa gar{eKa c?_Mo Aa r{-c:!eKH_q..ppgye og 28 gaua 6es_.6ol9crr{__I,{ il_po{nacl.,I

ng$esy. (,,Kq! porqiio lLazovipqiiateljima'i 2020). 1 "t 
"1

Ka4a cy roKoM anprr/ra 2020. roAr{He noje4ruu wegwju KpI,IrIiIKo-

Barnt o[nyKy Bnage Cp6uje o yrolerny BaHpeAHor crarba r4 HeycraBHo

CfII/ICTCMIAqKI,{X ,Itrx9_Pe5s.H!,
qqr4 t4spq]qqq?iy_5pgry_g3 npy.q TA{o ryrq 3

LgEMg,
rpqIr4B_ rri Ilpga



EnncreMr,r.rKu ayropr,rrerur peropr{rrKe crpareruje y KpxsHrrM oKo/IHocrlIMa I ttt

yeoferre r.oxtttqttjcKor qaca, HeKr{ oA rrnaHoBa KprsHor mra6a cy rBp-

Avrrtur Aa raKBo r43BeurraBalbe yrpoxaBa 3[paB/be rpaf;aHa. Ygrgra a]
Upo4qMeflrapl(pe*noMglryrq_ HaBo[e, ynaH.-[pr-3-Hor _Il]ra6a BpaHrgl-?n

fto4 gp o e;4!r y g_g r p e 6 ra o j e p_e r o p Uy Ky ! Ip ar glrj y K_g j 9y H ar/I a r I I a B a c o r -
qP-eqg HopMarr,l-BHe _q,qroBop\ocTll:_ fi L

l a jre a u au*g4 r AISB 3-aK/byya K r o Jf oj [,_ Man_o__ cay_ ra s_y e1qb gE. Ane -

IrgM*Il c!g_pe-[lKrlnj.e 4a cxnaTg.]Ia gMo nocseh-eHl,{ 9,Apae_nylpsIlay_a, I4j
ro_cao ypaje ]!-car3 u-Ea cBrd nexapr{ n3gajy Ha Hoc Aa 639o y9rny At_ypa-
a g rytolion e.- lTio7o-rovic o_ gpt"zU,r n.i', 20n1. 1 lJ
Br ux<e p err eH o, err r4 A eMr4 oror Tu o 4 op o s nhj e l13r[Agl,t g_ 

-HopM 
arll qF e

oAloBppH qg w e\yc r,e-\4 r4q Kr,rx e Kc n ep ar a xoj 4_ npyn 4AalJ" m-e r qp oj _ u U-
c;yry_1prjvr.-oltgg-cHg_-grl4c_reMr,r,.r_roj ry1pexw. Ha 1aj gav-yH.je rspasr,r,o*u

c gr c rB e Hy ogr.oB oprr_o_c r IgeM a .g3rrrrllf f 3 [,paB /b-_? rp a! au a w . za6pwuy -

rocr 3a_o*crane_grrnc1eMr4qLe cy6j_exre u ca!4.r4M !4M yyBpcrr{o cqncr.B_e-

Er_enr4g1eMr4qKr{ ayropwrer. 'f / 7

4. 3. I cUgpgpgtug crpyqHo crr,{_ApJJg
gfr_r4_cf .et4r4:5I4}*-e5g_ggp9{3{15

3a pasrrxv__o Le-,-sgj_e-ly_Aup*9sL.

.ggJqUgpggg_g41r.1lpg+rrp-4tr_g*3yf9py-11e.:q*gylgll"Ils_Lrgrrrglbj_*gg9;r *o_-

99"11g1pe5ry.*ql1_9_gg6trgglgyra_=1,1_ qegliy_Xgtr-o.y_:+-_o*BJp_e.Ib_J:_enltgryy1.rxy-

9yrp14 Kqp49_lg*[*q5cte!H_o-J_9]vr9p_e;19- _c-1p41egl9_I15-q j11J:B_p9-II4l4

ggryfPgg]llyfgP_4lgf Ip9_3 o-c_r_oP?94Ee 9r-l4c.r9_ly1_4Y"qoJ3y-!p4"I9I3"APJ:
rux. j.upnoi ou me raKBe peropr,r.{Ke je erurcreMil.rKrl eK

-fl6-'---t-:--ce ytbtacpebyiy Ha Heycnexe trpyrrdx eKcrrepara raKo rrrro o6ecuwruma-

.u_gy_lu_g1ggg j_ocIJIXg14grply5ggT.*He_gf *q4:Irgogrrope-p_elI_X9-Il{_yl,I-

IrJ qge_Ib,l_Apy-Irdx, ery_91_gyrl_:Kyx e{g-nepara u yrwrty, Ha_roB_9pg9_:_Koje

lrpg_1AAq[ggTgy11-.r_{LgI0rII4_r*aTy,y*\yx;"pE9n9r"trSraAarrrrber
lll.{[r{crya.3ApaB/ba,-_Tou_1.r4e l4rrocanrseer{ha/f6xou 20_!9. LgArrri-e y
Bl_9r{.13 cnopHoM reHAep-gKoM -!porl9Aypo-y_ r{ cK/rara,}beryr_ yroBop_a ca

lge ai qap c*Lol.r fupuaqeyrcLqM xyhou._,, Hos aprlri np e{craBrba 
-J 

e43H

n-l4n xoprurherL__a oBe crparernje. 77,g

Elr.uy r4Mao _Hr{Kar(Be Bese_-ca c-npoqolellqM TgHA_elcKe npo*I{eAype y
!!"3O-_-oqSpeHIrKa ggnyx-e_*lnape 2.Ho_eery1lp*a, nar4o n-_speruraia P31Q o
grp oB e;4eH,9r\4 g r y_-g5y. I4 ia rao_lard H rd cr aL3,qp lEE a u Brarc 

- 
Cp 9rj " 

y-
Hr4rrr,{ cMo cne rrrrg je y.Hqryoi.llghr-Aa sarurr,{rrrMo rpafaue-9p64je, 4-g cg-,

3grryl Cnercxe sJIpaBCrB-erre op.ar-.ayije11crp_ytllbaKa us_Pa4Ire rpyn_e,

r-r4-aqlparb_gy r{ nocryggbeM Ir_pe r{.J__ro{LnaH_AeN{uj9*y xglgj jelrpro 140

riyru, 
_oA TgIg Aecjl rpyA{g xelqgr xl4/baAe /bJruu_neqeqo y"",{Ile}*qdBI}M

geraMa..r{ Ha_p.ecnr{-parop_4ya. Tq_-.. caryr*9a69p1Brb3*y sa*u_enapyjq,Mu.grr
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Lg*eoj_seN{n! 6k.Eg 6yW , r19tw1ryja, r4 ry-xrrnailrrBo, u cy4yje - yK/by-
.ryiy-ht4.,4 aKrye/rHor_Mt/Ltlu.crpa 3-npaB.rl1, Mel-yrnu,_x_ohy_+q n_e-pyj,_e-y_4a je
savcra*2011,--a- ue AeBeAecer r4 He{g. Bepyjer'r ga he rpa:B-ocynHl,{ opraH_I,I

ytBpAITy v9:!!y.Q_axo HeKa palu,I ceojg-ocao. -(Ziva-novi t, 20ll). 11 t1

Wcrvuyhw KaKo cBaKo rpg6g Allapg csoj no_cao-*Mlrlqgen4e.e;rh
oqggpnql errr4creMrlr{lq[ ayr_o,pr4lgr q5crgprr{Ma xol4 rq xpryrvxy1yr,p9;
ropaBalbe qrrr,{9reM4:Kol ayrgpr4rera Apyro1-eKcrrepra, rpeuyrnof-ftr,r-

Arrcrp3 sApaB/b-a, rpr4_cyryo je 1_Mwnocan_neer,rheBqM Tpph-e^Fy Ea 6vr

,,9p_tr._:, ra rl_aKrygryyw MmHttcr3lp 34pqBryl" >Kerrenli. Ea |y!y .yt_n91wr1wja,
y.- l y I(wryg llrrrB o w 

9y A\i e 4. WrtnnwtTtnp ajyhw Aa e r I4 c reMI4qKI,I e Kcrlep r
xojw sayzwMa ynory xojy jeoh HeKaAa 3ay3r4Mao He pagr4 cnoj nocao Hero

Aa ce 6aex upo6neMr4Ma aa xoje Huje 4ono/[,Ho crpyqan, Mrarocasft,ennh
yrr{qe Ha rroBepert,e roje ilpyttr, errr{creMrlvxr,r cy6jexrv wuajy y HoBor
MIl}IMCTpa 3ApaB/ba.

Qluq gq r gU€, lArd H r4-qr ap 3n p aB /b a, !"1aru.6 g p II*o*u v ap,_ o g 1o-n o p4 o j g

H,a r-U.Tarb-e--Foql4-Fapa-o Hepasjauryeu4_14 oKolrHogrr{Ma cMp-rHor r4cxolt4

ie[Hor og narlgjeHara rp-ril,ube]_qr y -(gwr4_f*oillaq\y, xopl,rcre_hr{JIp-?Bo

9*py p__e r op_y q5_y c lp_ar e1tr1)I. 
i i y

Qyurrnuqje 44 je r{oBeK Ito yq Her4H*Ba3r{BHoM pecnr{parop1 4ry1ao^je
calypjr_qujy-,96 !.r._ro je rpajano 4 gaua, 6uto 6u xp-l,rBi{:xe Aerro Aqje jtH-
ry6up-a nal{4jgIr ca raKlgy cl1lpag4l9u.-_3arrrro qq5o u_q6ir -{4o ga-pe-
clrypa:_oj,y 3rg uuare 34 c4g_6ogy_1-y ro!{Jpe-{yf.Ky! 3a cnax4:c-rry_vaj 549
c*e_noj1_ey cyypa, lgcroilHaA?gpr,-yBg.Llogr*oJrl Herrrro rrrro_Iog1poIylqg
ofr=o rrpEg rrrlq ce ypaAr4r no3BonrlTe-Aa Herrrro_Ma/ro Bl_,{ixe 3Hauo. Br "se

P3-3yM9le AoKyMeHTe,_arrw Hucre r,{3 MeAr,{qr{rrcKe crpyxe, Io P?3yMe}11 lll_4
Mg-paJIl4 6l!gre_A1 34gprl]l,Ure Wnr{_rp{r1yj-(,,Niko*.nije um1g zqlg !!o j9_ig\a_o

!_a re_Wrygloy",20lQ_). II 1

,I4ncvcrrypajy.hlr*gaTaKBo_-rrr,{-ra},bgrig_lvroly[4-My_rocraB-e__e11r{cJ,q-
UIr.{ {u cySj e xrr_ggj n, H e r o ggAyjy AoB o/b qL Kor4rrl,{Hy 3 H arb_a, -oA Hq g}ro
qrlr{ SEr{ [U,cy p;1Bprg.Lnr Megr,{qr.{Hy, .Il_onlg1l o,gIIopaEA err4creMrdqKr4

ay r o pn re TjT p y l,r x r,{ K o/r r4_r{ r,{ H y*rr o B epr }b a 
-Lo 

j y s Ac nJ}yj y._ K o plr ur [qm qy

.9I-9 cT-p*areyje e*frr4crqMr4rrKr,{ eKcreprr4 yr{Bpqrhyjy cegiy yILory yla{Eqj
Y9PI4 4_a__I,rM Aarrr*ayr .9f.wrglJo3Pg-PaPg 4a ryS- oIlgPope Ha rr4rarba fro-
cra-p/b€Ha o4*qrpa-gg enr4c.reMu-r{,Kr4x cy6jexap xoj4 He n.ocegyjy cnr4:raH

gllBo grpyqHqcrr,r. 1 l,-r.

a.4. Usrrq-.*e cy\a*a o Mgrr{g
gn.t{EIg}4U:KI4x ql(crep4r4 lt I

Y lpyroj eKcrepHo ycMepeHoj peropmuxoj crparerwjv envcreMr4rrKr,{

.q.K.ru_ o crr qperyiy erur c reMr{.rKrr



Euucretvrr.r.rru ayropvfler r{ peropr{trKe crparerr,rje y KpllsHuM oKo/rHocrr{Ma Ivz
" )g'_

EITe noqoAeir cYMlbL_l!41(eEe !{qfr,rEe. -

[eprxoiu!q!_-oIaB4_]vIgfLBegIyIU{y:rlllpgl1E-oMc_rt4l4q4JJ_.{qpryhIig
elbe Kole ocTa/rr{ e[r{cTeMrfrrKr{ EKT'I I,TMA

Ee rII 3 a rpr{ M gp o4loB oI npglwr,rj gp,re Peny 6nu xe

[ocrarKa pgcrzrpaloP". 1"Ifi

Qgo ur*_ro cgrnacxpa {gyac, LIIyTg_ryr- crpa-Hrrx aqqnqnjq, jeqle 6Ssovgg
rax r{ Hr{rrrra ApyI ceNt naxl! Heheuro Ao3Borrr,rrr4 alce 1Cp6yfu tEyje
v ila>Ke u A1 j9 cpq4ja yuu_xaea ca-lro r,{3 rreKr,{x rorr{rrlrqKr4x grsnora. (,,Ne

pg9.loji-osobg u Q1brli koja je preminula jer*nije b-tlq respiratora": 202!.). 
7 i 7

F" ouql Ha:IIH gpeugiepxa ocropaBa Morr,{Be Apl4u5y o_ggM_q-nf.
.igjy c:paun5*_rrae4iaj,a, 4_ Fe r_rppxLArlp_e5raH oAroBop H4 -nr-1am_e Eeh
ygeclg ro[g_Kop*r{crr,{_-peIgp]4_r{Ky crparerujlxo.j4 r-Uq gS \yrb-_[g_U-o-
BJarqg yrr,"BJcrr4 rolgpelbs xo;e qn_r{c1_eM1{vr<y- cy,6jeKru u,vrqy y fty ry tra
o:yB?_,yI_gry_en4cTeM4ql(ol ayrgpr4rera. .Ha crwl^an -Haqr.,rH _rrpeA.ceAHr{K
p=oyamq G 6,I% A4eica,r[a 

: 
ny* hiiil. *"p.,*q ;p"9" 

"r.- 
os-

Bepllo-c-1s_4_ger*gurToBalLe !peu_qpyq_eH]4-x =e_nl{AeMr4o/rorrrKr,{x Mqpa roKoM

XgH S3p e H r{ 4jg s a*ru r a rra rry_*r,{ o c n o p a B a M o-r r4 B e_ e rr;,r cr e y r,{ r{-K

xojn I4sHoc.e {pIITr4{g Ha par{yH raKBor nocryrrarba.; i1

rax cy6jerara

Ilq.rgyyo_c_TgJ.Irpa:Il,{lloxpuatrl,Aa rrprrxBarr4y,rp_e cB*era sQ_o,-l IpM-
Mep4LILe s6or rora ur1-o_clL?puo ua 6uro xojn*sarlrH qgfo{s ylpo)KaBaM,
jSp_ tittsory _HeJlpg2(tEgv{, rylAryLe 4g*no. c1o14-yglap ,r4 .no_-pa3-Maxa. !,yy,
Kag ruro cre_B*14_A_e4I,ollAe 9j!{ no+rao_glr MacKoy r,r vnr'r 6ygerur q_ap.pquq_q6-
peharce-gany*hy k,..Ja-pa3yysM u3ruy n_qrpeoy A4 y c*arioltlpegyrlly ygHg
3a Herrrro oKpLBuIg, H4caM npr,{Merfo Aa-q're c_e ra5g pe_nuocuo*6oryfiJ.l. pa
3 EL1B -{b- =qlbyn 

r{ S? A _gy y y} t? y y _C xyn un ra u y: r y5r 14 
_ _n 

o n r gy jy, r a! a n n ux
qry[a_je,Qur.g ja95g A?*!g r9-.Sur11npgpa_6yo4oxrKq-MeAr{rlr{HcKa 6ou-6a.

AZtg go{po jg tu-r, ro_rpajaHr,r u,rge. Alu npNxBara\,{ Barxj {prqxy,llaLqje
ol1q+qplair.g4 a He cylxr'r4Hcryl. J4_cavr.g_exq r(o 6u rpe6aro &r laje_rpuu-ep
p,y4r{ryp y-"_9pQyjvr*y salg hy_ce [gcrapaTr{.4a rr--Jo je r,agryhq Bume u ry
8.4:my L-ojpquayepqy 4A.,byJ*norry_Hocrr,r noruryjeu.Iclggrrl_.yie , 2020). 

11,

Kqp 4gf .Lr4 q qy _*p_ Tqpr,r t{ K y_-g_rp ate r fjy _Byv 4[r _o cr o p a B 4_Mo r r4 B e

Apyl4x,--l4pgH4:H_o*_l4x ua_s*lreajyh-U r,A'o*QpoHSMepHoM xerboM'l- O:ro lrro
Ag" .op" ,uu"rc-r, pgropt rng .ipuiiirj. :r,r, nupu,.rgl#fffr4
ecTe HeAocTaTaK Herr4 TOBOpHOCTI,I. KTHO

HOCT, efII4CTeMI,{qKI4 eKC[ I,{ I{CCTO HAI,)IAUIABA

ce ocephv Hajrroudre ocrar[x excnepara Aa 6r,r ]r.repcrr{xra cgncrseHr,{
el4creMrr.r4rr 3yIgprrTe r r o.rY

qi"jS Wa Ha rrrrrarba HoBrdrypa o HaBgqu4e_ y uojegrurrvr cTpanrrM
rrgg4r,rj 4 yr a o !p oj y..;g p eMvrry rrilx y ryB HA 6 onH rg 4u a y_Cp 6y1w y crr eF, He -

uorpe6Ho xa 6u ycrrerrrHo yrn\arrv Ha r,rcxotre Kpr{3Hrrx cutyauwia.13+
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r,{3trBOIr{MO Crre

Y oroM pa[]r noryurar[ cMo [a [cuuraMo raxo enffcrerax'rrr erc--

r-teprn xopr,rcre peroplrqxe crpar-e.:.Iaie sa y.rnpuhunjrlr,e eu,{creNr}r.rKor
avroplrreTa roKoM Kprr3Hrrx oKorrHocryr\.Harue ucrpaxuname yxasyje
,ru ,o A" .*..r.pr, *opr.r. i.ur* y opJ?6lEi7iEu o.ruor* .rrr.r.-

c rp) {Ho c rra s ao p ef yiy,. xoglr ctehz-rlcry44rrB @e l,rs o 6zgc r u-sow)an-'l\-t - -- --4g_n crxongf ujg_Xoj ylf dryr y ly* e rrr{ c r eM r4q Ke [r,r y @.r{j e_ r qB ep e rb a J
gpy.Iggcru (Kruglans\i_g! 4.- 2qq9\,, #ao r uera Hosnja r4crpor(uBarLa
ycpegcpef eHa Ha c/rrrqne gnrraensuj e'@amnj anovii, et al., 2020), ycfierr]r

r74 
|

Hnrepxo 1'clrepexe crparerxje
{cotcraeru e[rrcre:]rrrlrffr a.vroprrer)

Jbumasa Pa[enosrh, flerap Hypruh

IIKE CT eliIiICTeMI4rI-

yr excneprr_ FioJyrcre sa )r.{epmhrrs_a}be -e_+li,{crgN{ra:Igr ayropr{rer a. V-Lc,r'e

-,|'1')oBe crpareruje 6u.ne cy r,r3pax(eHe r4 y HaureM y3opKy usjana eilvcrelttiti'-
Kr4X eKcfrepaTa.

tgpl{r+_PgrgP]4l1KItcrp1Tglr{ia14A -qgr{9TglsltlKgl3ylo_pJIg:3,
gPgsSgyie gaApl€.i 14 cT "riapSu

firt eflucTeMl{qKr,r a enI4cTeMI,I.rXOi N{Oe)K[ O

xoHct[r:yr[nnruu euucreNtr.mlrM SaxropflN.ra. y4p

Cnr,rxa l.

tcrp)'""*, I I-k""""-" I lcry)-""", llrro."*-. I

r.r*^* r larrp*;' "p** r rc"lp*r$ r r c*poi r
F-sep*rare :plrgr I I lpr** | | He1-clecn rpvmr | | He,rocrarsr 6pure I
I Crnr: -{eaamaqxn I I ( r*.r: Hopnrarxsag I lCm: .4.aa.lornlsn I I xol :nrrnx I

louoopr, I loooopr,' I l+amopu: I lcrnr:'tiopuausax Illlscruntrie. I lEscrmsie- I l}-trtrcretttrqfia I la*xropg: I

l.rr.*n"**L I l"*-u*irri.o I lupexa. I lEnucrevruxarrp*al
I$iiems I l*_.oiems- | leuucreltxlxn I ltancrertrnrcs It- 

-J 
Fffi,"*/ Ery__J g="*__J

Excrepuo ),clrepeHe crpnrerlrje
{*'ropmer .tp1r lx}

I
,lu,enruje /
"rr"a"trrt*oa 

I
a\-ro,ItTeaa I

! 
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Peropu.rne I
*n*"r"U 

)

P*qroaarxraqxja
np"-l:*enxx rapaauoja

tr{:pa:rasax,e
COIICTBCllUX

EOPirIArrrsIlnI
o,trroBoprrocTrr

Ocnopasarre
eIIIIcT€inIIqICor
s)iTopEIera
4p!'rIIr

Iltromene c]:.tBx o
tr{ortrBrr}ra .IpYrrx



Euracreuu.rxn ayropr{rer r,r peroprryKe crpareruje y KpI,I3HI4M oKorIHocrI,IMa I rts

Ha ocsony reoprjcKe Eog
Aa cy efII4cTeMI,{rrKI4 eKCnepTrI, TOKOM 3HI{X O

}lI,{ HA rre croi AHCHA
[paKcrd. -fiouerue xrl[ore3e Harrrer ucrpa:xfiBataa 6une cy rrocraBlreHe*-f4L
y BWay ffiE qenrpanHa rnrarba. I-(opucrehn ananrsy caAp)Kaja r )rsop-
{oearbe penesaHrHr,{x no[araxa rs Me[raia, IoIIIru crrdo [o saxrbrfia [a
enncreMil.mr4 excneprr{ roxoN{ xpusa ugagnaHr,{x naIIAeIvIr{i alvla noxvua-
saiv [a ca]veajy vnole r ayroprrer yHyrap rrrpexe..Q5yBa]be tro rana vc-
,unou^.*rr* .,pun., npr.u* o i. .uiiiilffir7{JJilF**I

nocroiehrx
lpaKCI4. yHyTap e[rICTeMI,lrIKe Mpexe, KOpTICTTI Ce KaO pal{uOHa[}t34-
quia sa nperxoAHo upv;reue rapaHr{raie u Harnaruaearbe HopNIatrIsHIdx

oAronopnocr[ xoie eur,rcr,etvrr,r.rxu ercnepr rlr,ra'nperua ocrarl4l{ en[cte-
&rr,r.{rl4lu cy6ierr[Ma. Mebvrldel, Ha osai Ha.ruH,,o.ryrarbe nparcu" npeA-
cras/ba xoucrpyKrlr,riy peroprd.rxe crparerrrje xoja en[cTelard.KoNa exc-

ueprv ocurypana yxory xgiv savsupla yHvrap IuIpeN(e. Illranrrue, uouexaA

ce flo3rrBarbe Ha oqvBalbe [perxoAHo vcfio.cTaB/beHl,{x [paKcr{, HopM[

ctpareruje jep je enrcrelaruxr,r Her,rcunaryrep. Taras crv.raj rr\aar\ao xoA

erccrepuo vcuepenrx crpareruia rIe je 6oryc cranrses sa flp)rre enrcre-
Mf,r'IXe eXCUepfe, OAHOCHO IbI,IXOTY Crp\ {HOCT. f#f

Harue [crpax[narre nor<asvie Aa ieAau o[ Kny.{H[x pasnora sa He-

AOCTaTaK II Tap e[r4cTeMr4r{Ke Mpexe flpelcTaB]ba [oMI4HaHT-
go HacrQiarre excuepara [a oqvsaiv_concrseur{ aEroprrer il yroryr-Qqp-

"14 g'
ilITA
'11

N(aBarbe rro3rr eIIucTeMI,{r{Kof

ornopeHg.ie ra qeruhe usnoce Norurn,err,e o xpnsHffg oxonuocrr{Ma, xaAa

Ao rbr{x Aobe.- Kpgs ucrpaxrsan,e 6rrr cr.ro ycpeAcpeheHr{ Ha xprse

- 

t-1,-

n?yrt KoHTeKcr v xoieu ie nsctvryurroHanHa npoMeHa orexaHa ycnell

[orvrrnaHrnnx ynora roje excnepr]r saysrrvrajy yHyrap rbe. 
$95 

.. .rpy*-
TYpa oBaKo YcrocTaBrbeHrlx ell4cTeMr{rrKux Mpe)Ka, r4 y/rora yHYTap rbe,

ne pexoH$nryp[rue, 6Nro xaKea ]rHcrnrvqraouaftra npoMeHa 6lrhe sHa-

pI4TeT I,I y [epI4O[I,IMa KaAa He IOCTOIe KpI,I3He OKOnHOCTI,{. Tffi
B I{ trA CMO caMoflpr{[vcr[BaII"e EfII,{CTCMI{IIKOI aYTopr,{Tera v3-

BOlr \U Kao K/b Hr,[. pa3nol I,IOHaIIHOCTI4 eIII4CTeMI,IqKI{X

MDe)KaVcvoqaBa@oIIHocTI4Ma.[DaBaI{Aa/beIucTpa>Kl^-
-r/-l

Barba rpe6aro 6u ga 6yge ycrtaepeH Ka enr,rcreutfdrula rpor{eAypaua roje
e[rrcreM[vxr cy6jeKTrir Mory Kopucrr,fTr{ ToKoM Kpr{3e. Oee euucreMr,rq-
Ke npoqe[ype sacHilsane 6u ce Ha anarrwsv ca4pNcaja wsjana xoje enuc-
TeMrrqKlr eKcEepTr/r r43Hoce npeA efrr{cTeMr/r.me cy6jerre. Ys aAeKBaTHy
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vr$elJTvrbuKa\ujy cafipxaja vr crvrrroBa Koje eKcnepr]r KoPI4cre rprnl4KoM
KoMyHr,rKaqwje ca cy6jerrurraa, Moryhe je npeuosmarr/t peroPr4qKe crpare-
rurje 3a caMonpurr wctilBar+,e en]rcreMl,ItlKor ayropldrera,,ISNB ojurvt pene -

BaHTHe rd3Bope r,rHooPMaqrjaW OAMeprdrrd nocTyrrKe cnpaM rbrrx.

Ca gpyre crpaHe, Ealba IircrpiDKrIBaba 6v Moula la ilcrrvrrajy xoja
oA HaBeAeHr{x peroprrqKrdx crpareruja (6uno Aa ce patrw o lrHrepHo I,I

eKcrepHo ycMepeHrrM crparervrjava nru,r ueroj KouKperHoj crpaternjn
yHyrap rbrrx) rpeflcraBrba,,uajycnerunwjy". Ycueurnocr peropilqKe crpa-
reruje Kao cpe[crBa Ba yrnpurhnname e[]rcreMrrqKor ayrop]rrera rrper-
craB/6a snavajaH pecypc eKcreprrltMa xojr,r.3a llnrb uwrajy ycrocraB/barbe
opraHrr3aqvje ynyrap errrcreMrdqKe Mpe)Ke norofeue Kprd3oM. Crrqarre
rroBepeba errrcreMr,rqKr,rx cy6jexara je sna.rajno sa eKc[epre, jep wu je,
aaxnamyjyh[ [oBeperby, orraoryheHo [a yrrdrry Ha r{cxo[e Kpr{3Hr{x oKo/I-
Hocrrr. fla nu je roHrpofivrcana opraHr[3arluja upeNre roKoM KpI{3HrIx
oKo/rHocru AoBo/6Ha Heo[xoAHocT 4a 6ncrrao qrlTbeBe e[rIcTeM]IrIKr4x eKc-
nepara cMarpanu lrerrrrrrMHrrvr? OlroBop Ha ro rrI{TaBe MoxeMo go6wrvt
xpoe 6ygyha r4crpor(vrBatna peanr{3oBanay oKBrrp}.rMa eruKe n Sunoso-
$uje nonurrrKe.
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Abstract: In this paper we will examine how experts from certain epistemic net-
works behave in the circumstances of a crisis. Our main goal is to show rhetori-
cal strategies experts use to strengthen their own epistemic authoriry We will do
that by analysing experts' strategies used in two pandemics: the one caused by A
hlnl virus in 2A09 and the current pandemic caused by SARS-CoY-2. There are

four different, but interrelated, rhetorical strategies, that epistemic experts use to
consolidate their epistemic authority. Two are internally oriented and consist of
1) experts providing additional reasons for why the measures they propose in the
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which they (3) challenge the expertise of other experts and (4) raise doubts about
the motives of other epistemic experts.
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lntroduction
In opposition to early neo-institutional research that assumed institutions were self-
reproducing (&ppersort-129l;Lawreoce et a1., 2002; Scgtt.2!0D]lecently scholars

have argued that even the most'p"owerful 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 et al.,
2010; Lok and De Rond, 2Afi; Micelotta and Washington, 2013; Zilber,20A9). While
studies have examined the ongoing work involved in the maintenance of institutions in
periods of relative stability (Dacin et a1., 2010; Zllber,2009), an ernerging body of
research is focusiag on how actors maintain existing institutions following a'disruption'
(Maguire and Hardy, 2009). Qismpllot5 are eventsjhqldiglurL e{lstlng q{_raggegr gls 1g

organizational freldl ary! call intogu.rlio{, *Ilrting iqgliq{iorr3}ized ryles, noryl and

assgmpions (tlofuaq, 19-99).zs_fudies have examined, how
f.f f "*i"g ai.*pti.* il ri"g-#
and Hardy, 2009; Zietsma and Lawrence, 2010), regulatorv changes (Micelotta and

*fnilU"Ay"f*.*
.suggests that in times of disruption, actors will engage in a variety ofactivities that aim
to defend or repair the legitimacv of the contested practices.9

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, etc.),
precipitate action intende8'to avoid dramatic neeative outcomes'-i(Sine and Darid, ?90.3:

lj L85). Igf,.f&EideSliseg-exjg[ingprqg]llcrqlr-r&, ,r.*!-r"fu"ff;pligtr-gl9 no lonser
yigrygdjslsgrlimglgf gd$alpSo_fsrylgrge:i!_opgo!?@
nance work that foc{r'6es on defendins the leeitimacv of exi6?ine practices is not likely to
be a viable option following such a crisis, and rhetorical justifications may focus hstead
on social cateeories of actors and their competence (Lefsrud and Meyer, 2012)fillowever.
there is little research on how incumbent actors respond to {ield-wide crisestSnd 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 bankruptcies 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.

highlights the role of languaee in persuading others and shaping perceptions of social

1g,rB!ry (Moufahim et al., 2015; Scott, 1967; Sillince and Brown,2009; Zanoni and
"Janssens, 2004), and build on recent work that shows how rhetoriggrl strategies can

impact the institutional arrangements in a fieldlg.e. Brown et al., 2012; Creed et al.,
20i0; Green et al., 2009;suddaby una cil"n*offi,"zoos). @
ectors per,formed defensive institutional work followinq a field-wide crisis bv rhetori-
cally strengtheningtheir own epistemic authorityr*Ept.SniS_uulbogtffefus tq_the_pqr-

ElEd exErtise and trustwcrthiaesEof an actor. Ifit( social!, cgnsl!ryc,ted and determines*2r*'
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the_exQntJo-rvhich information pfovdelly tbe actor u'ill !e considered fqlUhlg_ ang

Actgd gpog*by _qthers (IkuglansE 19q9i Xigb4lkirt al ., N09. We found that four
rhetorical r,l,ere used b.r elite actors to their istemic authority in

field. ificallv. actors used two internall
guarantees and expressing normative responsibilities, andtwo extemally-directedstryle-
gies, critiquing judgments and questioning motives, which sought to strenglhen the;r
glistemic authority by lowering the epistemic authority of others..147

W"_o&rttrres central cggtribrutlgn_srfirst, our findings show that in times of field-
wid;;riG, ;"fe"ri"e i"stitutio*1;;(1
tion in an organizational field as oppssed to fighting for the legitimacy of existing
practiceq.o$pecifically, we show horv elite actors rhetorically strengthened their epis-
temic auttrErity, which helps to preserve the central position of these actors in orgatiza-
tionai fields even when existing institutionalized practices may no longer be viewed as

a new line of i into research on institutional
mai that institutions are not necessarily maintained by the preser-

Aation of practiceland norms, but by the psrsistence of dominant positions of actors in
our focus on the rhetorical construction of

-epistemic author.itv helps add richnEYs to this body of research by teasing out the factors
that contribute to field position and how they are constructed through rhetoricr*g-4tt.
Actors did not directly address blame towards themselves or the practices that f&ulted in
the crisis. Instead they used rhetorical strategies that praised their own expertise and
trustworthiqess, while explicitly placing blame on others to critique others'exper-tise and

.trustworthinesq.-gur findings highlight the recursive relationship befween the positions
.-fj--". thrt gfrert actors ttre right to rhetorically define situations and the rhetoric that
constructs the epistemic authorif necessary to maintain dominant field positions.
Finaily, our study reveals the role of elites in structuring outcomes in sontemporary soci-
tal systems 2012; ZaId ard. Lounsbury 2010). Specificallv, we suggest that thg

self-ascribinE-6f hi istemic authori8 is a fundamental reason for the lematic
self-seeking culture of this industry its strained relationship rvith society, and its cont{-
bution to dysfunctional socio-economic systerns*(e.g. Admati and Hellwig, 2013; Ho,
2009; Levitin, 2014; Riaz et al., 2011). )C

The rest of our article proceeds as follorvs.
from the key literatures that we draw maintenance and the i

9z
Follou,ing this, we dgscribe our empirical context and outline our research design and

_analysis,We then present our fu ll
ll

Ihegfgtica!_ backgqoqqd ; >

I nstituti o n o I m a i nte n o n ce

As neo-institutional theory has increasingly tumed its attention to the role of actors in pro-
cesses of institutional creation. maintenance and disruption (Lau,rence and Suddaby, 2006;
Larvrence et al., 2009,2013), an emerging body of research has begun to focus on horv
actors maintain institutions (Dacin et aI.,2010; Desai,2011; Heaphy,2013; Hirsch and

IJown,.rdcd arnm ir;rn- .rxp.:rf..r ,r i lNi\/ N-RpAqkA i lRpAplEs 
^n 

iriu ?o ?n16
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Bermiss, 2009; Lok and De Rond, 2AB; 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, 20ll;
Hoffinan, 1999),jolts (Meyer,1982), shocks (Fligstein, 2001) or discontinuities (Lorange
et al., 1986), these disruptions create challenges to institutionalizedpractices and may trig-
ger changes in fieldlevel institutions (Hoffinan,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 alegitimatin g orgarnzation (Association to Advance Collegiate
Schools of Business) used to pre-empt alternative legitimating organizations in a field
(university-based business education) under threat of change. Zietsma and Lawrence
(2010) found that actors in the coastal forestry industry worked to maintain existing
institutions by defending practices and bolstering boundaries during the institutional life-
cycle of innovation, conflict, stability and re-stablbzation. A few studies have explored
the role 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 highlight structural 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 (2011) also found that organizations similar to the
'stricken' firms are likely to engage in more defensive discourse to maintain institution-
alizedpractices. 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

crises are more severe in both th" irrt"n.ity of .hull.rg" *d ]6-

@tJlrqgy qgl_bepqr{eglltojefend-.[rem.JgadditrqL, such crises mglinvolyq 'rc.oon-
gery,,"""f *-ggr@4tq?l-[-"]dqdl#hrl4rGr,rratg"rd"U"hr"-19l1tr"E"r*t
1 

9P9_i 35!) and thereby plerce incumbent actors@eslly rU{"L LhrBLin-.1Qnq1oJ logjgg
their orygdominant positions in_-.!!e-tielc!-Secent research shows that elite actors are

Ug.+OgI. b" 
"rggt"qgitttglEter5dri, 

,m otrrgls arr,l-i,{iegdgoragEitggnllt
by various audiences,(Graffin et al., 2013LSuc[ac1g1s ryy there:[ors_feel prsrsqq to

pryserve tqr or /npdMtions of dominance,'ffhich couJqbterbe leveragedtowq{4s shap-
ing fututs field-level g{es, norms and qnderstandings, flowever, existing research has

given limited attention io tt ir urp..t-friJis surprislffi.uor. the importanee of domi-
nant positions has been acknowledged in extant research on both institutionai mainte-
nance and change (Battilana, 2006).

Scholars have argued that fields are 'arenas of power relations'(Brint and Karabel,
l99l:355) where struggles for dominaace among actors take place as they relate to each
other and struggie over authority, status and power (Emirbayer and Johnson, 2008). Field

n^u,hl^.dad fr^m h,'m c.^a^!,h ^^m rt I lNll\/ NtrepAerA I ltrAAaltrq ^^ Ir.\/ rn ,olA
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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 'dsminant' and 'dominated' actors in a field (Qo]qorth_r et al-,20Q: 7 8!)"1he
preservation of these dominant positions may be an important means of-perfortfliirg
defensive institutional work during a crisis. For e4amg!g, several studieshave found that
the social position of incumbents was a critical enabler in pg{oryng defensive wor! tE!
aimed to maintain practices (e.g. Maguire and Hardyl]00!\dicelotta and @shrngtgn,

aa,zltp' in Greenwood and Suddaby's (2006) s

j"g.]qn 14" u .i*ftur "" was related
to the soi6-political legitimacy of the activists involved. Maguire etal. (2004) described
how entrepreneurs 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 impoftance 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
National Health Sewice) involved creative acts of interpretation to enhance their own
elite status. Eocugng pn the djqcoqqe o;flelite actors in r-nqre detaill-efsrud epd Meygr

Wl2lsugggst that defensive institutional work_by Sugh ag!o$ _ln qelrtested{relds
included making claims about their eyn knowledgr to ensure that their vers.lon of.th"
truth sained acceotance.* L 4

extend this literature by considering that in situations where
versions of truth are hiA6lv contested (Hoffman. 1999). such as in fields

,crisqs (Desai. 2011), rhetorical claims made bv elites mav focqs on strenglheqiqgth ir
own dominant positions.

Rhetoric and organizing
4t

Rhetoric is define{as.1tht: 'art of persglioglhryug! ,lgU-.gt,od tWu*t.& 200!;50
Zano* arO lat sset s;Oq+: :9r;thetoric, particutarf-in tt e cofi*t of its impact on
i*titotioii, 

"un 
G r"o, ur distif,&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,
Z0l0: 17). Rhetoric has been found to be a critical tool for constructing soc
privileging particular ideas, perspectives and social arrangements (Moufahim et al.,
2015). Throggh;heto4lE '[p[articular thingq goqetoJgpqrtrayq4_es pgqltive,-beqgficlg!,

"gical, 
urylgrs@ndablq necessaly_gr othefwSg accepta[lq tq_lhgspqgificsglgruqlty_Ln

4lquestion. F_ontrasLothq thlggs_gee ponstructed as nsg4tiyg,-hagfu1. intolplablg,_At
for examplgr_.porally_lqrrehqqsible (Vaara 91a1.,2q06:193-l9D."In this rryay, rhetoric

"o,"rt*.ti 1*trr'1cq!g"t,"! u1-_201:L SESI,, 19il; Zq"rrw-ZooUd@Idili;U!9"rllt
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qround what is deemed accgrtable an$ right_..leerelman and Olbrechts-&cq_1969;
X/arnisk aud K_!ineJ9ge. Sj

Rhetorical strategies are the linguistic means used to persuade others (Moufahim
et a1., 2015).
inventiveness' in the way ideas are connected to previous or broader understandings
(Golant et a1.. 2015: 624).$ctorsraluse strategies such as rhetorical dissociation to
build suppqrt for new intgftretations of aj{u4lg! (qgla"J =! u!-?q!sjLerelman and

Olbrechts-Tyteca 19 69) or undermine competing views (Symon, 2005 ). 
)Alternatively,

rhetorical strategies that connect issues to specific identities can legitimize partiuiar
actors and their perspectives in a debate (Eee! eQtl.,)002; Hardy et al. ,409;Jpara and
Monin, 2010). Many of these rhetorical .trut"gio u...ma.rpinil.a by "lili8rtt"r style
of argumentation, such as logos, ethos or pathos in order to 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
gulgo_rygq oj_4Slgleq.,4l9x|9-_v_elysS4ltlow_y_qy_1rt1,e_-?be{_bqw_tqqhd19la]Lr.9 s*uqqd
by elite actors in to crises and what it entails in terms of defensive institutional

ry"
elite octors use rhetoric to perfonn defensive institutional work during afield+,ide cri-

"isp-i'luu e .uteryLdih ; ; ; c ia l
prft*1"gyTG.ut"r. to *t..p*ath" nature of the rhetoric used by Aite;tAJs during u
field-u,ide crisis.

Epiiteryg outltgrfy.,'t

Tlre concept of epistemic authority has a well-developed litergture in sgcial p-sJcholoey t i;

and reiated areas, b"! dSlpr.l. itlpotential for underslgldrlg dorninance in prgani?alrpiral
fields,.its application has net Vgl_beelr exlgn&4 to orryizurlional researchrppistemic
authority is based on the perceived expertise and trustworthiness of the actoP fi'rovidine

lnformation on a particular matter (Kruglanski et ai., 2009)rE, egthorilais social]y
constructed and determines the eglent tg_w[!g!r the inform<& pfqUded _by the sor,rce

actor will h9_gorrsrd"."d rgllablg3ndllrerefore_"rhetler_th4! egto$logl{br_.lrulqd 1o for
obtaiqinginformqlion (5ryglg"!8i,f982 rg"ele"& e!al- 200s.2009). Src\ guthe4ry

may be of a generalffitne encompassing various Aomainslof fifi"r "f$tp..in" naturg

lirnited to certain matters,
would transcend various 1?€ events and these sources may be turned to as a means of
lgsolving multiple types of minor or major issues that one faces (Kruglanski et al., 2009). g6
-In contrast, the epistemic authoritv- 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.,resgectivel), (Kruglanski et al.. 2009).6!

turther, epistemic authority of different actors on a matter can vary such that some

can have more authority than otherszT

Spistemic authoritv hierarchv (KruglXrYski et al., 2005).Actors can also self-ascribe a

@lves in th. hi.rur.hy iir*iil-.thi fTextemal sources (Kruglanski
et aL.,2005).

?re turned to earlier as a source of information, given priority in terms of how extensively



complex events (Brown, 2}O4),ponstructing shared cognition and commitment to par-
ti."tu.ffies(Brown,2004;Cartoneta1.,20l4;Go1antetal.,
2015; Jarzabkowski and Sillince, 20}7>.4.ccounts of eVents can be used to assisn blame

Riaz et ol.

the .Lnformation is processedJg*r.. orrerall higher confidenca,-aqg are more hlelrc
pqerate action in accordance with theirjnformatior-r. Individualsare willing tggryrnore
for infonaalioglfroqiiou[egs y{th higlgl epteqqlc qulhoqfy,gfroggly pre.fe1 seek[rg
i&rmdiqn ftqm gnd cbggle pqqdurl!! recommended_by those with hlgher_spistemic
guthority, slrd_glpo fee!-grealgr confidence in choices based on recglgngdatlgn!_frggr
thoservith higher_gpistemiczuthority-lQarr_!999;Kruglanski et al. 2002h#y implica-
tion, those actors with higher epistemic authority would have higher statuS hnd greater
influence in organizational fields.

Bhelgricistnerneans throughwhich actors rnake such aqlhorjtlclaims (Edmondson,
1984; Gusfiel d,J27 6$cCloskey 1 9 J5 ; Nglsql etil., t qU)x"I@

lenges. leaders are ideally positioned to construct and imp6&e their interpretations of

rown and 2000 others of I credibility and validi
1995), or construct certain actors as experts (Lefsrud and Meyer, 2012). These ideas are
relevant to the preservation of dominant positions in a f,reld-wide crisis and we accord-

and explain the nature of the rhetorical claims elite actors wi
tto ln our ical context. We return to this in our findings

and discussion section. '+

Method ?J

Empirical context

The giobal financial crisis that marked the first decade of the 21st century raised ques-
tions about the instiiutional structures underlying most modern capitalist economies
and is widely recognized as a field-wide crisis (Crotty, 2009; Davis, 2009;Kotz,20A9;
Lounsbury and Hirsch, 2010; P.:iaz, 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-prime
loans, credit default swaps, collateralized debt obligations and other banking practices.
The start of large-scale mortgage defaults in20A7 in the USA provided the trigger for
dramatic events in the banking industry and in the wider financial system. These events
included the bankrupicy of Lehman Brothers; the buyouts of Bear Stearns and Merrill
Lynch by JPMorgan Chase & Co. and Bank ofAmerica, respectively; the bankruptcy
of Washington Mutual and its buyout by Barlkof America; the change in structure of
investment banks Goldman Sachs and Morgan Stanley to deposit holding banks in
order to allow their bailout by goverament funds; and the bailout of Citigroup by gov-
ernment funds.

Banks were seen as closely intertwined with the financial system and elite bankers
became the center of scrutiny in the public realm (Hargie et al., 2AI0; Tourish and Hargie,
2012; Whittle and Mueller, 2012). tn 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 irnplicated in the crisis were publicly cross-examined. While
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the media accounts involving bankers in the US context were rich in joumalistic detail
(Sorkin, 2009; Taibbi, 2A09), there has been somewlat limited attention by institutional
theorists towards systematically analyzing these developments (Munir, 20ll). The finan-
cial crisis thus provides a context where the interests of actors in dominant positions are
likely to be challenged and there is an opportunity to observe how these actors respond
to the field-wide crisis.

Doto

Crises offer unique opportunities to studv the roles of elites in the alteration and recon-
fizuration of reeimes (Kerr and Robinson. 2012L(To observe the role of elite actors
gp"I"q*by-rh" q"* f-!lS !gnQwfr".t"l"4gr"
iggludgl theSy decisions made ba.lheir bankduring lbe @ci4_glryE_in theSears
2407-2009.,Tp_qgivs aLt-gur s@plg_gf theseCEOs. we followed de@!!gd n]g1lia acrAunts
gif,"y!@r""tyae US bmk. 3"ri!g!h"-".rtir€44 fgcm"A 

"" 
tfrg-LO ryi"Lg[banls

41f..tly-involve{lr these eventsltlre 'big five'pre-crisis standalone investment banks

1Cotar"u" Su.frilrtaoff" St".rf"ftQur"oltl tyrr.t, t"hrrru., Brothers, Bear Stearns) and
five universal/commercial banks (the 'big four'Citigroup, Bank ofAmerica, JPMorgan
Chase & Co., Wells Fargo, and the largest savings bank Washington Muhral, 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 qEQ; of these banks aloqgrl4llh a brief desc{p-
tion of the crisis-related gventg gf thqir ba$qrrWe considered these bank CEOs as 'elite
b*k"r.'arrq*lhgi.!"*4p"1glutryr"4g"r,rp*1[i",41gE;14€+glbrrkry9lg"l_
izationsfKerr and Robinson, zAn) and because they comprise the 'small number of

-q',exemplaffindividuals who combine all the properties and all the titles that confer mem-
bership rights' (Bourdieu, 1998: 3 16).

@cgrsi(ered the start o{p_blic hearings by t-hg Lineqgtarcqs:!_llgg1ry_Commlssion

@IC) Ujh"&y:,re4-!rl9l*g_qlcg1l9cli9g_qlp!!1ic_slalqmqn!s ma{q by CEOs.,The
FCIC Aefrneiiis.ff ut u Uipurti*r, commission that has been given u [iti.u$fro"-
partisan mission - to 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, 20ll). SFCIC started rtr-pr4t" hgrrjgs on 13 Jq4gqg1291l a5_.![is
ps the cmcl4l t@ wfuqthi[pueg_Egffoundlqgthe crisis es%latgqiq]|g aggio{pqb&

fr6go11tcgry 
,lgcor4ingb! rylclg1e ag_18-rngnth!9lo4,13 lanuary 2009-!3_Ju112010,

for our data collqction. This allowed us te coilect the public staleryqb!{giqg_Up 1o

te-crcu.nrqsq"t"lsl^tulb"@g!thehearing{ntFeiext
six months. Q.lL +_ UU

We collectq(p"blq statements fro:n two sourqg!_l G)the lranscriglqqf lgstirnLqglgs
gilzen by CEOr_qqLlg tlLFClq hgg{ings and (2) quotes in tt 

"gqqqgg1r1lElr olle
t!9 18-mo3t!pgtigdcl$e detailed testimonies to the FCIC ranged from three to 16 pages
and were obtained af transcribed text documents from the FCIC website. Six of the 11

CEOs in our Table 1 provided these testimonies and we included these in our data. For
the media datq, we condqcteg searches usiqg_..lhe_Fa_ctiyg_-4alghg,lercn the llcEoq-fn
Table 1 us_lng their first and last rye__q! Eryordr,- looking for media articles that
,ggt"d"q q.lg"l U, tft" C p O r f f, i. !qgd{ t drt, t".ld@ ry: o:-gb I iE4 ory ;gcfurr ry;-hT



Rioz et al.

Table l. Elite bankers during the financial crisis.

Bank CEOs and tenures Key crisis event(s)

Richard Fuld
(199,+-15 May 2009)

James Dimon
(31 Dec.
2005-Present)

James Cayne
( I 993-7 Jan. 2008)

AIan Schwarcz
(8 Jan. 200&-Mar.
2008)

Kenneth Lewis
(2001-31 Dec.2009)

John Thain
(14 Nov.2007-22
Jan. 2009)

Lloyd Blankfein
(31 May
2006-Present)

John Mack
(30June 2005-l Jan.
20r0)

Vikram Pandit
(l I Dec.2007-16
Oct. 2012)

Kerry Killinger
(199G€ Sept.2008)

John Stumpf
(27 June
2007-Present)

Lehman

Brothers

JPMorgan
Chase &
Co.

Bear Stearns

Bank of
America

Merrill Lynch

Goldman
Sachs

Morgan
Stanley

Citigroup

Washington
Mutual

Wells Fargo

Bankruptcy (15 Sept. 2008)

Acquired Bear Stearns
( l7 Mar. 2008)

Acquired byJPMorgan
Chase & Co. ( l7 rra*r.

2008)

Acquired Merrill Lynch
(15 Sept.2008)

Acquired by Bank of
America (15 Sept.
2008)

Converted to deposit
holding bank to accept

tovernment bailout (2 I

Sept 2008)

Converted to deposit
holding bank to accept
government bailout (2 I

Sept 2008)

Bailed out by government
funds (24 Nov. 2008)

Declared Bankruptcy and

acquired by JPMorgan
Chase & Co. (75-76
Sept.2008)

Acquired Wachovia
(ll-12 Oct.2008)

No known public
role

CEO of JP Morgan
Chase & Co.

No known public
role

Executive
of Guggenheim

Partners
Retired

CEO of CIT Group

Senior Advisory at
Morgan Stanley

CEO of TGG group

Principal of
Crescent
Capital
Associates

CEO of Wells
Fargo

tl

Sources: Financial Crisis lncuiry Commission and media reports.

ti
llgll ltreet,1o141'1tal, Financial Tirytes, The .Economist and Fortune. Orierail rye.. fognd
116 rg_l_qvgtt med14 a4icles.-[e rg3d tbloggh the qliclgs and identifiedZ39 direct quotes

by the CEOs^rvhich were later reduced i"1tO itrfo"gl-om,ging fgpoitia"s q-r-ir1g.lev-anta,- -' 
*

,r1![uptls. qrr f& sourcesif data taken toqg_ther_1hus-proviqe-q-us yithQe n9_9es1e-ry

b:eadth and depth_for ollanll)qs. .)i

Analytic process
,1 !

S& analyzgd*sur futa ttrrqugha quaiitatjye ra,rilti-step itg.atiye prace-ss] @ $".r&ul!
f,qqussd ol_!r_e r.[gtoric_coqlqtqqdtn thppub,fu statgllrentsr tb]lqyii1g_the work by 9i1llig
-qqt_rolq$ (e.g._Bro11,$ et d_., 1012_;!;kam?,Afid Y-?-QIa, Z9!-O; Gf-e-gn et ?1., _2!-09; Sud{a.by

n^u,61^6i^i t 
^a 

6,ta 6o^6^t,h 
^^F 

6+ I lf,ll\/ 
^IEDD 

CT

9

Current position
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\2
gnd Qerygod,?0ll'Examining rhetoric is of particular use in institutional analysis

because rhetoric highlights 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, 20ll;, Maguire and
Hardy,2009).

focusing on the most frequent themes in the data (Krippendorf, 2004). similar to rhetorical
analvses in related work (e.9. Brown et a1.. 2012: Suddabv and Greenwood. 2005). For the

fhetorical content. we followed a bottom-uo process to categorize the data using an open
cgding approach (Gioia et a1., 2013: Strauss and Corbin" 1998) rather than imposing top-

{gwn categories. We first read through each FCIC testimony and media quote, referring
to, the additional information in the media article to understand the information in the
quote where needed. We marked the statements using keyWords that identified pattems in
tbe rhetoric. We then collated these statements into more abstract and loqicallv connected
categories bv identifuing thematic distinctions (Krippendorff, 2004: 10n. As these the-

gratic categories emerged, we validated them by comparinq the cateqories to each other

?nd considering their categorical fidelitv emploving the approach of axial codinq (Gioia
et a1., 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

of an actor either by .efening to past/pre

aUo.ri tfr" l"t"r"sts of
$ome actor and claimed to be serving them. 'Failings ' consisted of statements in which the

,

included quotes that questioned the motives of other actors durinq the crisis. ///
To determine the rhetoricai style, we followed prior studies in looking for rhetorical

appeals of persuasion (pisteis) along the lines of the three classical appeals: logos

Grppeals to logic), ethos (appeals to characler and broader societal norms) and pathos
(apppals to emotion) (Brown et.al.. 2012; Suddabv and Greenwood, 2005). Through this

Analvsis, we ended up with two_dominant styles used in conjunction with each of the four -
cjrlqgories of content that we intemreted as 'analytical' and 'normative' stvles. Further.
we coded each statement based on the referenl of the rhetoric - that is. the actor that
bankers refer to in the statement. We usqd a botto_m-up approach that started with a long-

buok.is tiorrr."lo.r, buok. "li.rt, 
(of th.

iher the thematic categories ;,
the rhetorical content and rhetorical stvle of persuasiorr with the referents, we were able

to observe the rhetorical strategies employed by the eiite bankers. fy' {
_9ur second step took on a much more interpretive approach. in line with prior work

-in linguistic analysis (Moufahim et a1., 2015; Phillips and Hardy, 2002). This involved
extensive discussions among the authors as we iterated multiple times with theory often

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
t-he strategies in

n^rr,6l^-Aa^ L^m h, 'a 66^^-,,h ^^- -r , lf,ln/ f,IEDO   CV A I lbD A DlEe
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Authoritv 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?l theoretically (Gioia et al., 2013: 20)

?nd transition from the igductive to abductive theoretical realm (A.lvesson andKqn:grIen,*
2007 cificallv. we obseled that the rhetorical s ies were employed to either

il

blaim expertise or trustworthiness for elite bankers or to question ex or trustwor-
TEness of other referents. We accordingly interpreted these strategies in tenns of their
ilnplications for strengthening the epistemic authority of elite bankers as presented in the

next sectron. 4j 1-- lr I

Findings 9)

crisis. Due to the public nature of the statements, the stralegies
i,n the public do-main; however, thev dif-fer in other respects. Two- *ol the *strategies wg
desgnbe - providing ratiorrul guarqnt-ees wd expressittglgnLatiue respensibiliiies ale
intemally-directed str?tegies airled at q-trengthening their own epistemic aulhority', while

lbe qlhq!ag_&9l9Il9q!$1q1e-eier_ critiquing.iudgmertts aytd que;!iptu!tg-!tet&;::_ale -
.qxtematly-dir
tetnicauthoritt,ofotherreferents.Boththeirrterna1ande
abqq! e pe4iqq Aqd tfusltvq4hiqeq , but rlge- di e:ent referg_4ts pryL*expre_qlppBqsjug

ggntg& Tlrgjllalqgies are 4istinct but iqlgwovgn and are oftgn Uqeqlg"gglgUElio_1t_yilb
gach other to amplify_the differenge.rln Figqre 1, w'e outline lhe_Ibetoric4l strategies in
tenls of their content, style and'fdferents. and shorv horv these strategies work to

sllg!!g4 gp[!lg![]c authority.IU Table 2, we provide definitions and examples frorr the

data for each of the rt*G.Iif. rro* discuss each strategy in detail.

,.\ r
P_!_orE,re lgglg@lgritejls'; I

tr Jb,r!__,4!emally_-directed rhetorical sl&tegy, bairkgs_p1-o_vrd-e_rg!1qLLgq11lq1_el!_j_o

gla i ra e xpql1t!_e.io_Llh ery !9F, 9 vided assurances about themselves
s that connect means and ends in order to hiehlieht

for a means-ends relatio'nKhip between the actions of the bankers and the

S,qlr_dpqq4ol_9!tb_e bank...Tlds strqtqsyfys-s_rqqillIsllfobwed t_qry CE:O!_re!r9-s_q$J-

iagl3af'-:lei5?d-!-;1y1lidlhsffi.--re1t--as tbsle-Lepreqeslills-baqks thel-hl4 lqced
br$tyltqy, !grgxaryp1e,_$!chqg!_Ful_-{- 

qlg_heqdgd Lql1?raLBrotbpS fo-1qver_!! yqes
before its infa=rnous bankryptcy_ -_ admitted m*4$nggjstaEqq,-oniy-_t_o prol_ide asg_uraxc-e

upoqti[. Upnf.;qpGt-i*?r. t"15-.-u.-liorrr taf..r]"by tle-team, thgs claiming liiertisi, i;,i

In*retrospectlhere is nojuestion 152_inad3,_soup-3oq1ly tiqed business {ecisions and

i-lve-stmentq brrt,y"g addressed those mistakes_a+d go,t_ourse_[ps !4_ck to_A stqo4geqUily posilion
w11h a f19r I capital ratio of 1170. We_a-lso had financeatle co_llateral and.-s_olidly"pe{qrming

LU{""Utr. There-is nglhing aLout this nrofil*e thatrrculd indicate- a brnkrupt compqy. (LCLQ

testimony) -1,.,.r
't. i

and their
appeals showed evidence and drew on
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I nterna I ly-directed strategies
(claim for self)

Externa lly-directed strategies
(question others)

Providing rotional Expressing normoti,ite
guarontees responsibilities

Critiquing
judgments

Questioning Rhetorical

motives strategies

content: Core for others
Style: Normotive
Referent(s): Bon(
Clients, Society

Content: Fdilings
-Style: Analyticol
Referent(s): Morkel
Stote

Content: Lock of core
Style: Normative
Referent(s): Markef
Stote

.Figure l. Framework of rhetorical strategies for strengtle1ing epistemic authority.lt7

fuld gmphgq-ized_that the rnistakes were addressed, resulting in a 'strong equity- posi--
gpnl;nnarceabie co.Xatera_l and sQiiaty perfo*iry_bqU-n"q!.s,:,f+j gf"+.grq*,
4lu"Jgh*e,12, *.!g ran_Bear lle_amq Q1 only_.!,hree pront!; befo_ni'it was qgquged b: E
Iv!.org4p_Chase & C_q- hfhlight_qd his and coll*eagq-e5_] exp-qrlise: ,, i- tL)

\4y colleagues at Bear Stearns \\'ere arrorlg the finest groups of people I have ever been

{s:ociqJ-gd ryf,t ,+ql *itt ut""y, b" [_19u[ io'!*S-b"g_n pu@tfrq!_orrcliiari-on rlibgglrltt
the pzud Wirq" I_lElA these positior_rs, Be_91 Stea_ms' Ug+1gemglt ir1_my_-view attemptqi_to
ganage.the finn prudsntly to meet the,difficult financial conditions as it foresaw them. (FCIC
testimony) .^

+
Schwartz assured the audience that the management team 'foresarv'the difficuit condi-
tions and 'prudently' managed the finn. During crisis years (2009), James Dimon of
JPN{organ Chase & Co. described his bank, of which he had been CEO for about three
years going into the crisis, rather evocatively in rnilitary tenns 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 attributed to Dimon's obsession
with capital and a 'foftress balance sheet,' a phrase he's been usin-q for almost a decade. 'If you
have the 82nd Airbome, you're able to go to war and handle battle,' he says, referring to the
U.S. Army's most combat-ready military unit. (Media data)

He directly attributed their skilled actions to the positive outcomes for the bank:

Throughout the financial crisis, JPMorgan Chase never posted a quarlerly loss . . . As a result
of our steadfast focus on risk rnanagement and prudent lending, and our disciplined approach
to capiial and liquidity management, we were able to avoid the worst outcomes experienceci by
others in the industry/. GCIC testimony)

1fl
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Table 2. Representative data for the rhetorical strategies to strengthen epistemic authority of
bankers.

t3

Dimensions and
themes

Description Representative quotes from the data

9+

lnternally-directed
Providing
rational
guarantees

fupertise

Expressing
normative
responsibilities

Irustworthiness

strategies

Contene Provide
assurance to
highlight expertise
Style: Analytical
Referent Bank
and bankers

Content Project
care for others
Style: Normative
Referenc Bank,

clients and society

Content:
Place blame by
highlighting failings
Style: Analytical
Referenc Market,
state

Externally-di rected strategies

Critiquing
judgments

Expertrse

'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]

'l feel really good about the progress we've
made, about dur financial strength, and about all

the people at Citi who have worked extremely
hard.' Pandit, Citigroup [Media data]

'our entire team - including the firm's credit
officers, risk of{icers, 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 depositors,
worked closely with the federal government, and
remained an active lender to consumers, small
and large businesses, government entities and
not-for-profi t organ izations.' Dimon, J PMorgan
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 they 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 rumorc . . . All of this resulted
in a loss of confidence, which then undermined
the firm's strength and soundness. Thosasame
forces threatened the stabiliry 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]

n^-,^l^6i6i L^6 h,'- 6^.-^"h ^^- a+ I llll\/ NIEDDACTA I IDD DIEC
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Table 2. (Continued)

Dimensions and

themes
Description Representative quotes from the data

Questioning
motives

Irustworthiness

Content: Highlight
lack of care
Style: Normative
Referenc Market,
state

'as a result of these rumors, during the week of
March 10, 2008, brokerage customers withdrew
assets and counterparties refused to roll over
repo fucilities. These events resulted in a dramatic
loss of liquidity. The market's loss of confidence,
even though it was unjustified and irrational,
became a self-fulfilling prophecy.' Cayne, Bear

Stearns [Media data; longer excerpt in FCIC data]

'The company was excluded from hundreds
of meetings and telephone calls between
Wall Street executives and policy leaders that
ultimately determined the winners and losers in
this financial crisis . . . I believe thart Washington
Mutual's seizure \ /as unnecessary and the
company should have been given a chance
to work its way through the crisis.' Killinger,
Washington Mutual [Media data]

"'ln my heart I believe there was some stuff going
on," he said. "Can I prove it? lt'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 a result of ' their 'steadfast focus' and 'disciplined approach'
that the bank could 'avoid the w'orst outcomes'. h_"u.h of these e4lrmplesjhe._CEQs
offered me4ps-end ]ogic, comectin.g acti,o15i of-tlfe mAlgge4.qnt !_o th_e_-r_e-su111_ng pqsitil,e
p-osition- of tbq bank, ensuting_th4t ttqe-y_ poss_essed_the_necel_sary.*glp9_I1ise to hgtdJ_heir
qlitejos,itiq-4s ig {he fie_ld li i

Expressin g normotive responsibilities 1 i';
ln this internaii:y-directed rhetorical strategy, elite bankers express normative responsi-
b, iiities to claim selvesr$pecifically, they express care for

iBflro.r*drr"rporr.iuitltv tq e brgud tst
of stakeholders. Ihese included the shareholders of their own bank, their clients ii:rciud-

-4^A

ing average hou3Ulfold 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 e1ar4p.!e,&qg_s Dimon's assqryngg

about the bank discussed above is complemenle4_by_lb)scnbing_ho1r _he*?!d Els tggq_gf

h^-,nl^6i6i {.6n 6,,H 6i^6^'rh ^^m a+ I lNll\/ NltrDDAevA t IDDADIEQ ^6 ni-r, rh CnlA
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beltgls sgrye4 clieLts, to suggest that,Qey cggld be lg_lied upoq !9 do tlre rig-ht tllngg gd
ygre thgrqfore trustworthy. ,15 t

$to"C!"l1!19!e financial_crisis,_w_e contiLrled lg_lttppq{ o_qr clients' financingand li_qq_id-ity

rleeds.Tor example, up_help.e!_plovide state and local governrrylti financing to co_ver qash

U rlot!&iis . .- we h"lg"_d our*clients to_optimi,gtheir working capit-al, manage_their
collateral and help mitigate their r,isk. JPMorgan thase is a_lso at th-e forefront iq_4qi!g

Syqry,t *S *gjg, to bSIp familigg r"..q"t-!gl. mortgage ob-l.igutionr-.-.-, we e-+Jolie{-q90-,9-q-0

bgrroygl inpqymentllans -*flexible plans that heip borrowers who are experiengjng economic
challcnges. GCIC t"Jlirnoly) 

7i i

Drmqii e4qph4!ize{that_thoqq at the bznk wglked 'to ruppprl_o_-14 clients'_and_thos_e

lglpe{encfng ecogomi_c challenges', also pkngrvledging that the stakehqJdgrs a_re pgt
j_qqt clie_4ts, but 'families'rJirnilarly, John Mack explained hqy4lt4olgan Stanley has

Lelped.its clients: 7ll,

!!cr-eq! Stqnl-ey..[qs helped,its clielts raise over_$940 billio,n in de_bt and-e,quity to ip_v_es! in th-eir

businesses since the beginning oltlg fou4lr qua{gr ot' 2008_. _ln a4!itio-_n, Vlrgu, Stanley -
tllgrgh its residential loan servicing subsidiary Saxon Mort__qage Sg11icgg_, i!9. - has be.en an
active participant in the Administratio!'s Home Afforjjable Mortgage Program ('-HA!4P'I.:_.. .

fulo, l_lads a! parlicipating sen-icers in active trial modifications for eligible_bonow,ers u,iro
ae over 60 days delinqlent ._. . Saxon has parlnered u,ith HOPE NOW -_a natio_nally_known

borrower counseling grgrrp - in an effort to comrnunicate u.,ith borrorvers and help addrcs-s_their

individu.al Lrggds,.(FCIC testimorry) a r 
1

Ile po_tptqd to-.thg b4k s 'act1_ve p_anicipation' .iL3n affordable mortgage prog{am, a

parlnerqhip wilh a rharitable counselingplg4-{r.lzation,rnd ggpport for qlieglq no! able !:o

lAeet their firyqnci{ qlligqqon s._, in or{gr tq qlrow .gqre for clients. Vikram Pandit e_xpzn4gd

*"*hir_fg "*glui" Glgi*p'tiSrponiiuliltv to ttre*tira";Ir-;Jfib;las_ of r_ggGti*""1"
broadly in orqg to underscgre his-*clairns for trustworlhiness: 1? J-,, .t1;

Mr Pandit still acknou'lgdgcs_ la sig_qi!canl_responsibility' on,Citi'.s_part-!q hqltr1b_e-'an integlpl
purt of tn. A-"ri&n r.itu.ry.' fi" .'rt;d Citi;; "&rtr 

to trglgemerican hoqgo_wners qnd clg44-
card holders who are havlng trouble raaking thqir payments. Qfedia dat^) 1 1 )

This rhetorical strate-ey that projects care was often used in conjunction with providing
rational guarantees, as is seen in John Thain's assurance about Merrill Lynch, ivhich he
headed for less than two years before negotiating an acquisition by Bank of America to
survive the financial crisis:

'I havc received thousands of e-mails saying, "Thank you for saving our company".' And yet

[Thain] admitted that tire dccision to sell Menill 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 responsibility.'(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

l5
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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 is strongly highlighted in
statements by Lloyd Blankfein of Goldman Sachs, which he ied for two years going into
the crisis. Though the bank survived the crisis through an overnight conversion to a

deposit holding bank that could receive a government bailout, it faced a lot of public
scrutiny. In a specific example of projectingcare, Blankfein explained Goldman Sachs'
'social purpose':

We're very important. We help companies to growby helping them to raise capital. Companies
that grow create wealth. This, in tum, 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 furn leads to

Jobs', in order to suggest that bankers could be relied upon to fulfill their social purpose
and are therefore trustworthy. Overall, the claims of expertise and trustworthiness in
these two internally-directed rhetorical strategies attempt to strengthen the perception
tlat elite bankers hav e

financial crisis and that thev can be trusted and relied uoon bv others on these issues. 4xl
,,v

Critiquing judgmen*4l 5

i_!g"t.a!L-19_the firs!_ trvo strategies describ-ed above, rvhich aim to directly strengthen
gpfsleqrs_ggth_onty bv makirl.-q perso g4$ryls_.
.lttg bul-,kgtg -also*e3rployed @s_Eategies to stlggelbgLllr._U pyl epis."

t-emlgjuthgl1gjy c-ritiquing tlie expertisj g{lryt*,g1llrne5 9l_og9l:,In this firslgter-
nal strategy, elite bankers place blame on the failines of others using analytJcal appeals that
ggnnect 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-
g.gv, the bankers sought to place the market or state in a position where the referent's exper-
tise became suspect.,Ihe questioning of these referents by the bankers suggests it is elite
bankers alonervfro frllBtfr" r"qrir"ik rowledge and skills on the key issues related to the
financial crisis, thus implicitly strengthening their own claims to expertise.

lLq4ts wFere the claims for elite bankers are interspersed with their critiquins of others. Ik
There were many references that place blame on the 'market'by questioning its ability to
manage the situation, in contrast to the elite bankers'efforts at serving the bank along with
caring for their clients and society. TbS teslimqy !y_Joh" 1\&9k of Morgan Sta@/
furygd this rnlgtrpersion oJStrglegg!..Mack headed the bank for over four years and
made it the second bank to convert to I?&posit holding company overnight in order to
access government bailout funds during the crisis. Ig..!his statement, he c.lglqgl e)qpg{lle

Efo"&N{ggan ltan]sJ's superio.rpositrgn, w[ile critiquinglre gg>ertis_e.of thematket6
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Y95g1!tun1el,, was in a better po*sitior than ryny,ologr pe-e_rs to- weather the financi?].-story
. .__._th9_g.loba1 financial markets pltlg.d into an acute and sg-vere.9"1i_s,is o_lc_on-[!enc-9 .-.:::

Morgan Stanlcy and similar institutions experienced a classic 'rur1 on the bank,' as investors

lUt colfrAe4lgfryn4q491ar in;glglio,rr glia thg-qndrCinyg$t *41@rt ,a1gbUlUg*Il"-.i-el-9;.
un49r qryge . . This period was markq_{ !V fgpant -*o_ften_untru_e_--rum-o1s a1{_spe991atfo,n.

(FCIC tetlLony) 4 r)

gin1il*1y, heptojec!e,4 cq-q-!ow_a1{s therclients in ord-e-r to _cl?im t4rstwqlthing5s,wh-ile
slrLrlltaneogsly critiq}ing t\e judgment ol!_he rnarket:-,r -* 

{r,L

[T]he entire Morgan Stanley leadership team worked nonstop over the course of the following
r@ t9 pr"y@ informition to clients. the markeri, anq our e,npmyces ;'i orO-eJ io Oispel the

false rumors tEit were spreading tlgqugh the hnancial mg&Q and to provid_e_ inves-tors willr qn

rn&nlg4 bap_1q_.!o makc investrnent decisions. (FC_IQ teslmony) 17,i

Qver4l, Mac(gritrgued tbe market's,in'atiglal -44{uncsntro_!_able basep-for dgcisjon

Eg-kigg, cli,eractglizing it a_s_ a 'filancial sto_n-n' that iirvolvell 'rumors and speculStiolg'

1nd oper4les ,on '1?1se_rurlo_1s',, fhe metaphor of 'stom' that draws comparisons to natu-
ral disasters, and more generally 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 iqtersp_e_rsio_g of strategies is evident in Jarnes Cayne's statements regarding

Bear Steams, u'hich_onlv sun ir ed the financial crisis throughin aiquisition Uj leyoE-
Qhus. & Co. Cayry, wh.q hg$ed Bear [!_e-arnq for -oler ll;regrs bgfore;(lbalkfpptgy, 17L

ggvi(ed assxran-ces abqUl the bank tg*c_laim e-xpertise; simultaneo_usly-and s,ervilg As, a
pgint of contrast, the market is blamed fo_1 its incorrect judgrr-rents thereby-questioning*its
exDerlise: .,, ,

- i,:r

lTlhese developments gare rise_to rnarkel qncertainty about the fi1n. i[q bg1i9:gd,-!hq!!his
concemivas unjustifig4 and_tl.rat t!e f111 ha{31nplg_gapital-and_liquldity. {9y9{heless.11e
ryggke( qggressively to address the market's cgqc-crrls . . . These conc,ems were unfou-nded,*.-.

9rty u,t:y *q$!: aftgr-Bear !-tearn-9 collapsed, thg sapg market forceq caused_the 99_llap-;.-e

and near coliapse of much larger institutions . . J!e-effo$ we made to stren_gthenthe firm
W_qIe reasln4blq and prudent. (F_CIC tgttimony) -,71

flp bankerplUndidthe._s@atio11_'rvq$e{irggressively-to a{dres qon_qgr'ns'_witb- efforts
that 'were reasonable and p_rudent'. Yg! the rnarket'q 'cg4lerqs were__unjuqtifie_dl a-U.d

'ffio'*0"@uyn.', ,*".rior, Aian Schwalt-2, n'i-1o hg:adq5!Bear Stea-1ns fo.rju-st-th1gg

u}olths ]gqding_lfp tojq- bankruptcy__and takeover, did not depart from this line of
rletonc:12 2.

[U]nfounded rumors and attendant speculation began circulating that Bear Steams r.r,,as in the
rT stgl-a-liqffity ciisis pge to th_e siibssed condition of th_e credit rnarket as a wholi_and tlie
unprecedented speed at whicL mmors _and spe!_ulation, travel_and ec_ho tEough tLe modem

[nancial qedia environment, the ruq1gls and speculation co-ntinued,throughout the weekJhe
pmors thus becaryg a self-fulfilling proptecy: thgle was, simply put.a run gq th,e_ban!, eqIC
testirnony) .7 7 7

tk /
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Aggiqr-he describcd,rlarket decisions a.s*'speculation', bAlgd on_ruryqs'fr_om,!he lqlod-
9Ig q!-anglgl me_{a en_v_l1oru:]q9nt', which qe preggnJgl_gs tlg cqU-s-9 otg-_:lel(-tulf,rlling

.prophegy'. 
,l;J

!ryogldenounci4gthe failiges of the 1rl3L*rk9!. elite bankers_d_enounced thefailings_of
th-.gfs1alq. quqsjioning its e;rpertile and assuming th_e role_--of an e_4pertrvho_knows blggt
415! ne_qds to._tell the -state*v'rha_t_has*to be do4er,!or example, John Mack of Morgan
Stanley projected blame on the state to question ititxpertise:

frolnaloligypcrspgctivej{fina.nqial clisisl r4qQe cl-eqlhat regul?tors-:Unpf_qdq*t-Fav"g qg
togis or the autbority to_protegl thg l!_abrlily ol_{r-e figq_rlciql_gystem--as -11,hq!9 ._.., y9- nqgC g

$J{eryg ris ggulator w{b the abillly and resp,onsiblj.ly lo ensure that ex_cessive risk-,taLing
nwer agqin jqgpur4rZqS the_entire_,finarylal syqlgm. ltre cg4not:nd should not qke risk q{_o"f

lhe_syq!_ern -rhat's whal drir,,elthe elrginE_of ou! capitalist ,e_co,nomy. B.UL Ao f1g s[gld]e
co_nsid.ered 'too b_[ to Qii ' If 3 fim misman4ges ils_risks. rggulators nggd thq-aulhsrit)L-1o

ull,yi!ilil in a_yay Ihat mirilrizes insta_b_il!{y !q the,systeno. It is also c1e-4r that ilre qqqplexily
of finauckfunarkets - and frnanci4!pro{ggts - lrgs e4pfoded in recent yeels, bg! regulatlon.44d
qygsieht bq!'e not kept pacl @ClC tq$jrnqny) J; i

fhe rgulators lack oJ-'toolsl, 'authority',and 'o_versiglrt'were rlentloqe*d alfie q4qsq*gf

the financial crisis. At no point does Mack attempt to directly defend the plac_tic_es qsed

Et e-furlt qlL"t l"{Jo the crisis: lXryev_e1 neitLerjdoes he a_glnoyledgg*lh{f fu!l!-gr,,

!q1tea-d, he dilTuses $ame fu queq_tjoning the experlise of those_in !h-e role, of o_versiglrt.

Sl"ilqfly, Jqp_es D-iqron o_l JPNtqrgan Chase & Co., whose bank acquired _the bankrupt
Rear Steams, blamed_the st?te rvhileimplici,tly taking on the role of some.one vlho 1.rr.s
gxactly'what was wrong, He ac:\aory!9{geqpe '@l,uregllargq gl,obal financial colnpa-
nies' without defending the practices that led to their collaps.e, ard inslgad f,n$r cri_ti-

Gr1lre &ilinglo{th..1nuiutory system: ., *

The current ryguig1-ory lystem is poorly organized with overlapping responsibilities, and many
regulators did n_q!ha-v*e, the slatuto[y resolutio!=authority needed to address the failure of larg-e,

global financial compani., ". . . Extraordinary grorvth and high levera_ge oJ Fannie Mae and

Freddie \{ag were aiiowed u,!e_re the fundamental pre_mise_ of th_eir c-redii wis impliciflrp-fl*t
by_1he U.S. govemment. The abundance of pro-cyclical pglicies has proven harrnful in times of
Lclnonlrc distrcss. (FCIC testimonJ) r,/ j

Elargglng that the regulqlory sys!91ip__'poor!r oqg4nizgd', With jplo gy-cl1ggl p_o[q1es'

1"ha1have*'prw_en_harmful',_rvithqut !tr_e ne-cessa$/ 'qgth_qlty negdg_d to_ lddress the fail-
uge: Diqon-cjitiques t!_g_expsgtis_e_pf Qe slate. !oge-!her, the_CEOs juxtapos_e their o_wn

gp*grtjsqaLd_,care-with the.Qilingq oloth-9_1key- actors in the crisis. 1.,,

Qrestioning motives 'iJ 
5

In the second extemally-directed strategy elite bankers dengunce the qgtives of olh-e_q

usinejrppealq_tg qprmat:y_e_rg!po!!-i-b_l!1_tits to queotiqn the trlts!Uq4h!!g!S*ofjl4rLq!
lre questioning of these referents 

-by 
the bankers

implicitly strengthens their own claiffito trustryorthiness..It thus forms another exter-
--.^rr-- f,:---. ^L- a -.L---.L, --- -r--1 -- --Lt - ,1 . ,,'72V ,1 , ., . r.,
ru, , 4in
nally-directed strategy that questions the motives of othdff to suggest that it is elite
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bankers alone who can be trusted and relied upon. Eqt examplg-$ichard Fuld, CEO of
LelrmAD BrotheuJefe$_llo the_IepqIl-gf lhe state !,ankruptcy_cq-Ult in _thiq ma14S1: j ji

ILe exarniugr's repert distorled 11rs lglelrantJacts. -atrd Lhs pr-999, i4_tu41, disto{q_d the ex_4gfryqg's

report. The result is.that Lehman and its peopie hqyg bqen qnfai{y 
"tl!fiq_d. 

(Mgdia 4gta\ 1L.l

qlcleg]y 35)cuqgs tbg stglg examin_er because i1*'distorte{_facp t!g! lq{,to lfiq bqg\
bglg ',U"fuyly vilified'; in anolher nlace_he also:suggelts !b:4t plqpef fqedforclyas lvith-
held fromiri*_9, rsguhllgls lxbo perfoggle{ slrqrg, Q_sts_preceding !b_. Lu"Els collags_e:

'rlolonce_ did I_hear anyJeed_lqck@at led me tq believ_e tha! w-e-ryere d_e_flcientl..(media

dg!d, Wh{_e d_efending his qrvp bq!!, these remarks also em_phasize that_s-tate actors

4isplayed a lac\ of ggre qqg i"1i5t o-4_of tn.i. rror-,rrtive- responqlbikies,-ihus-raisj4g
qqgstiols abouttheir trustworlhiness.,i'r I,

Sj_Uilqdy, (qry_(i l llgEer,.*CEO- qf [4shington _]4utu-al, g_lgarly- de-nounc ed the

4qg!1veg_gf ry@t & cal_19$ tle_.linnqt_ cg,cfe' in saving itself, lrnplying a lack of
trustworthiness: , r ,

/)l

For those thalprq;rallgf tlre*inner cif.ql.-q a!C_yeIg*to-o*clqbby__1_o la!',.U1e bgndts_wsle
gbldo-gl="_Fqt}1.q.e qg{si{e*qf,the_club--the penqlty_was!eve_rq. (Media data) t;.,

And:

I qEg lgli.ue1!yalqnqll th_at Washingloq_.Mutlei was nolgive:r,tbgbq!9ft!_exl"9n(ed t9 a4d_

qq1!1on'.s t1.Lgn qn bell.4lf g! q_tbe,lnanclal s_grvices_co_mpaqteq ry4lriq*lap ol W4qhingllon

\4ytqql's reizgle. (M"d, {qta) ' ,

(llinggqleclAled-1trqllhg_favllltism was 'unfairl. eryli4g inlre seizure o,f Washington
Mutual, thus questioning the motives of decision makers. Alan Schrvafiz of Bear Stearrs
s@l r'. at ly qsln egge 

:ge@&!-o 
I thg fi ry" "G p Gt "e * Gr-ta. r r i, S tnel c ii o n s

of others: 'I think there was activity that rvas motivated by [a] profit motive to stafi
.g1""^:(-.du arlg[Uiry=gg*r*r. :i,rry C.y*, ,1." Utu,r.a -u*et rurnors, short
qgllgtrynd hsdge fulds thAt lganggd_up &r p_tg.,ptJatrng t!.q bank's-demise in 2O08, say-

$gthat hrs gqnip1qy y$ liie q:biglat€go;gl ygitlqg !p Le _qatqqlp aliv_-g'by_tts e.lg-
rlrigs_lngdla detel_P:po4,9fJB}4_oJgqg,Q!gr" & _Co qq&rly dgnor4ced the rnotlves
ol_t1yeslgls, whilej{so iniplicatiqg the failings of the lygte*, i i )

Ilygs-tpf"s q1uslg engrrnous.{q*.1 ,r.,! q_f tg bentdagaL4 cr-gdit sysi-grqjrs *thgy qollecti_v_9.}

aglqd inlheir ou,g_1elf-_intlerell In m-any-lqst4ncesJtr_glgqrfeglla14rn-4qahqye be_gn ab.le_to

pryveq! ,soltg qllhe_plqblem!-- . -Lt il_L!'rp-grltaryL to jxaqrine low -the ;ystem. qould !4ve
fu11cqgn94 b-qltei. (F,C-IC testimony) ,f j I

In summary, rvhile these prorninent 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 supporl, or changing to deposit
holding banks to accept government bailouts - their CEOs displayed remarkable
consistencyinusingthefourrhetoricalstrategies.

I9
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internally-directed strategies, providing rational guarantees and expressing normative
responsibilities, directlv claim qxpertise and trustwofthiness for the bankers thgmselyej;;
and the two externally-difected strateg ,

;ur h;.
qcsed a threat to them during the wider instability and public scrutinv accompanving the-

crisis, thus inLdirectly strengtEening tlreir claims to expertise and trustworthiness. 794-

Discussionl lJ
In this article we souqht to understand how elite actors use rhetoric to perform defensive

lnstitutional work following a field-wlde crisis
in an nizational

field
light olthelheoreticallirerature, we argue that these st arlgur{Io ?l1_over4ll !qnt-
egr qlstrengthguingjLhe'epiqtcnnic authaffy' olelite ]ankgrs, wh:is:h has becrr described
in the socla!_psJgbo&gy _lilelatrfg_4!_!lq!Qly _rqletedl=o sxp941qp, aq{ truslwarthitess

ug]gns,ti et ai.r!009)*Qur studv reveals the specific rhetorical strategies used to build
G .p"t.*i";tfr"riw'lJ B

In our sturiy, elite actors rhetoricallv constructed opposing depictions of self and oth-
eJs in order to maintain their dominant positions usine a specific type of the rhetoriqr_l
strategy, 'paired op ,4

to ihe rhetorical strateeies used jn the
opposing creation of heroes and villains to explain crises and failures (Hartz and Steget
?Q10; Ruebottom,2013; Whittle et al., 2009; Zilber,200/r)r@-
cAIlv constructed thernselves as irnportant actors in the/ffEld due to their expertise i!
lnanaging their organizations in a complex svsiem and their trustworthiness in terms of
caring for multipie stakeholders, while rendering the now illegitimate practices they
engaged in to the background of the.conversationrfi a
qlrestioned the motives of the state and market,rcfnstructing these others as'villains'.
ptl juxtaposition of rhetoric about self and others emphasized the opposing attributions
gf praise and Qiarne. The actors didn't try to directly absolve themselves of blame (i.e.
this wasn't our fault). Instead, they in -

f
eiperlise/untrustworthiness increased the difference between actor categories in the con-
tss_t foI poyer ard authority that took place following the fieid-wi isis;1hus the elite
actors aimed to rhetorically re the existine confi suration r and authori

in thefield (Brown et al., 2012; Foucauit, 1979; Zanoni and Janssens, 2004), even while
key practices were deemed illegitimate and indefensible. 14L

The importance of this defensive work can be understood through reflection on the
nature of the crisis. In the contestation over versions of truth in such a crisis, the judg-
ments of major social actors becoms 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 har,'e vis-a-vis the industry (e.g. Admati and Hellwig,2013; Cror"Jy, 2009; Davis,
2409: Kotz,2009; Marti and Scherer,2015). 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 a1.,20A5,2009).
Specifica1ly, 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 when it turns against their interests and subvert its potential to punish
excessive risks and inefhcient 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).In sum. the
claims made by elite bankers through the rhetorical strategies would help them preserye

thqir dominantpqsiti
threats emanating from the crisis. {tfJ

O.}J studv contributes to research on_institutional maintenance by addressing how
elite nsive institutional work following a freld-wide crisi

research thai emphasizes the i of defendins or
lEsitimacv of existinq practices following a disruption (Maguire and Hardy, 2009;

s

lg$ ineumbent actors to protect a+d reinforce their own position in an organizational
figl=d. Thi.s insight redirects research on defensive institutional work from the preserva-
tio_4 of institutionalized practices to'the preservation of field positio+s.f#:cifically, our
study suggests that preserving dominant positions in a field may be ffseful 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,2A06)- Yet, existing conceptions of field position
tend to be simplistic - only creating a broad distinction between 'central' and
'peripheral' actors (Greenwood and Suddaby, 2006; Leblebici et al., l99l;
Maguire and Hardy, 2AA9). Outside of sf-udies that argue that legitimacy is a central
contributor to field position (Maguire et a1., 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 capital that underlies an actor's
position in the field. Epistemic authority is related to knowledge, judgment and cred-
ibility of deeisions; it is thus more tacit than other forms of authority and

2l

the

Dnwnlnade.l frdm hrim crnFnrh 
^^m 

et I lNl\/ NtrRPASKA I lRPARltrq 
^n 

[ri\/ ?n ,nlA



22 Human Relotions

contestations over it are iikely 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 in a field (Bourdieu,
1989; Emirbayer and Johnson, 2008) and point to epistemic authority as the ultimate
'token of stafus' in this field (Schinkel and Noordegraaf, 2A11: 78). As stated by
Bourdieu, 'the power to impose upon other minds a vision, old or new, of social divi-
sions depends on the social authority acquired in previous struggles' (Bourdieu, 1989:
23).In a Bourdieusian sense, the struggie for epistemic authority is therefore a funda-
mental struggie 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 hiehliehts that. followinq a field-wide crisis-where the leeitimacv of practices

may be bevond repair the defensive institutional',rvork bv elite actors may be directed
inant positions (of authoritv- status or er) in the field. as

opposld to preserving the legitimacy of practices.l4f
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
fie1d 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 pab
ticularversion 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. It was the elite status and authority underpinning the symbolic capital
possessed by these bankers that ensured they were granted voice (Bourdieu, 1989;
Hariiy et a1., 2000) ro- create and share their rhetorical reconstruction of the events in
the crisis. And it r,vas 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.

internallV-directed and externallv-directed skategies. Thoush the rhetoric of both of
these strategies was directed at persuadinq others. the ultimate outcome of strengthen-
ing the self-qroup's epistemic allthority was sought through a iuxtaposition of svm-

Eetrical, yet opposing arguments of expertise and trustworthiness for self and others:
specifically, highlighting the extent of expertise/trustworr.hiness of the bankers (inter-

ually-directed) and the simultaneous iack of expertiseltrusfworthiness of others (exter-
nally-directed). While most institutional research has focused on the rhetorical
legitimation of practices as opposed to actors, a small bodv of research has also

acknowledged the importance of rhetoricallv portraying institutional actors as credible
'prld 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 elite 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 crisis. the elite bankers did not iust portrav their
own expertise, but also their trustworthiness, and this was constructed in contrast to the

Aon-expertise and non-trustworthiness of others. Defending positions therefore involved
the-use of rhetoric that simultaneouslv constructed field-relevant qualities in self while
qEgating these same qualities in others, thereby constructing the epistemic authoritv of
Ihe focal actors.4X+

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 a1., 20121, 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 directiy 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). Instead, creating a perception of logic and
responsibility was a more viable and less risky option for these elite actors, setting
the boundaries on their strategies for building epistemic authority. Our research
therefore indicates that certain rhetorical 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 eontemporary 'command posts' are constructed and to
what end they are employed (Reed, Z0l2;Zaldandlounsbury, 2010). Prior studies have
argued that occupational and professional elites attenrpt 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, 20ll: 432). Our study pro-
vides an example of ho.v elites strengthened their position in these command posts as a

way to continue having influence over the institutional system, providing the more criti-
cal reading of institutional processes that has been calied for by several institutional theo-
rists (Cooper et al., 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-ascribing 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 a1.,2A05,2009).
Under such closure, elite perspectives turn blind to the actual needs of societal stakehold-
ers and result in a self-seeking and entitlement culture that is inherently hard to change
(e.g. Admati andHellwig,2Al3; Ho, 2009;Levitin, 2014;Riaz,20L5). The societal dom-
inance of such self-seeking elites through unchallenged authority leads to the accumula-
tion of excessive rents by redistributing rewards from the economy in their own favor,
furthering the persistence of dysfunctional socio-economic systems (Piketty, 2A14;
Stiglitz,2AD).

23
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Conclusion

Our stydy shows that one of the major reasons for'the lack of change in the financial
indusl{y could be the continuing dominance of elite bankers in the field through their

Strenqthened episternic authority, M-a$taini4g their p
s3Ithan others on issues related lff-?he finan*cial industrv and its role in the esqnomv and

societv our study focused on the financial industry, the generai ment
's to 6ther contexts where institutional change may be Oimcutt aue to dominant

positions established by elite actor

ites towards ing them are

gontinue to be difflrcult, as borne out during the years after the financial crisisr,QUfStu4f
uncovered details of how elites rhetorically strenqthened their dominant ions of

the financial crisisope thereby *uffi
^!e crucial for changing contemporary dysfunctional socio-economic systems.{4!.q

at J
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