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INTRODUCTION

The statement everyone wants to live a fulfilled and happy life may
seem simple, self-evident, and even trivial at first glance. However, upon
closer philosophical analysis, can we unequivocally assert that people are
truly focused on well-being? Assuming they are, the question becomes:
what guidelines should be followed and how should one behave in or-
der to achieve true well-being and attain their goals? One popular view-
point is that cultivating moral virtues and personal qualities is essential
for a life of “true” well-being, rather than mere pleasure. This perspective
is not particularly original, as it was advocated quite clearly by Aristotle.
However, we must ask: what guarantees that virtue will lead to well-being?
Can we really ignore the common-sense doubt that virtue (and moral
life), as Kant points out, may not be rewarded with any form of well-being
or “happiness” in the broadest sense during our earthly existence? How
might we address this doubt?

If questions about the relationship between happiness and virtue have
been asked since ancient times, why don’t we have definitive answers yet?
Perhaps there is something wrong with the questions themselves, as is of-
ten the case in philosophy. Views on this relationship have influenced the
modification of theories that philosophers have put forth in order to pro-
vide satisfactory answers. One such theory is the renewed and modern-
ized ethics of virtue, which places the greatest emphasis on building an
individual’s moral character, assuming that Aristotelian character virtues
such as courage, honesty, generosity, prudence, self-control, and compas-
sion will enable us to lead a happy and fulfilling life.

“Virtues” refer to a wide range of “excellences” or activities that in-
dividuals can use to perfect themselves. For example, an ordinary person
might accept that courage can make their life more fulfilling, but it's im-
portant to recognize that virtues cannot be acquired overnight. Further-
more, many people believe that virtues are innate qualities that one either
possesses or lacks. In contrast, ethics of virtue provides guidance and in-
structions for developing virtues over extended periods of time, as well
as for continuously “practicing” the development of moral characteristics
that will make us better individuals. The central and most significant con-
cept in ethics of virtue is the golden mean, which can be interpreted in
various ways. Essentially, ethics of virtue offers a path to a life filled with
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pleasure, harmony, and virtuous action. However, this collection of essays,
Virtues and Vices: Between Ethics and Epistemology, is not exclusively con-
cerned with virtues or ethics. Knowledge, as well as the processes of belief
formation and justification of those beliefs, are also essential to ethics of
virtue. Going back to the systematic Greek philosopher and his teacher,
we can emphasize that virtues and knowledge are inseparable. Without
the epistemology of virtues, even a thematic collection like this one would
be incomplete.

The Epistemology of Virtue is a relatively new branch of philosophy
that has emerged as a response to questions about the value-neutrality of
science. For a long time, the separation of values and scientific inquiry has
been viewed as the correct methodological approach. However, it is clear
that every scientist is also a human being with their own virtues and flaws.
It is naive to assume that a scientist can leave their values and moral quali-
ties outside the laboratory and treat their colleagues in the team differently
than they would treat other people in their everyday life. Taking this into
account, we can notice that Epistemology of Virtue is a theory that exam-
ines the influence of virtues on the processes of acquiring knowledge.

Epistemic virtues refer to qualities that enable individuals to acquire
knowledge and make reliable judgments. These virtues include traits such
as openness to diverse testimonies and arguments, critical thinking, a ten-
dency to question one’s own assumptions, and the ability to identify errors
in one’s own thought processes. Just like in virtue ethics, the Epistemology
of Virtue raises the question of how we can cultivate the necessary virtues
and how these virtues can have a positive impact on both individuals and
society. The field also explores how epistemic virtues can be put into prac-
tice, such as in educational settings, scientific research, and various social
activities. Finally, we turn to a topic that is often overlooked in philosophy
— human flaws. While ethics typically views flaws as the opposite of vir-
tues, requiring correction both individually and socially, the Epistemology
of Virtue questions what happens when flaws occur in knowledge-related
qualities. Do these flaws also need to be eliminated, or are they an inher-
ent part of the process of acquiring knowledge and making judgments?

At first glance, prejudices, stereotypes, dogmatism, conformism,
closed-mindedness towards arguments and evidence, as well as uncritical
acceptance of authority, can all hinder our ability to acquire knowledge.
Epistemologists view these qualities as vices, rather than flaws like ethi-
cists do. The Epistemology of Vices is the newest of the three branches of
philosophy covered in this thematic collection, and it examines the ways
in which false and untrue beliefs develop and persist in society. This area
of study seeks to answer questions about how people form delusions and
whether it is possible to overcome them.
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On the other hand, the Epistemology of Virtue is like the “older
brother” that supervises these vices. It contributes to the investigation and
overcoming of vices by developing virtues that enable individuals to more
accurately assess the truthfulness of their beliefs. However, even though
vices can have a destructive impact on knowledge acquisition, the ques-
tion remains: are vices always detrimental in every context? Conversely,
can virtues be detrimental? For example, does a virtue like solidarity
sometimes hinder the efficient formation of true beliefs in time-sensitive
situations such as finding a vaccine to combat a virus pandemic? Can vic-
es be useful? Can stubbornness and uncooperativeness sometimes help a
research team by allowing two sides to reach the same goal through dif-
ferent paths? Within this collection, some of these questions will receive
answers, some of which may confirm existing impressions, while others
may surprise readers.

The thematic collection, Virtues and Vices: Between Ethics and Epis-
temology, consists of four interesting chapters and 21 papers that cover
the selected topic through the prism of philosophical disciplines such as
ethics, epistemology, the history of philosophy, philosophy of mind, po-
litical philosophy, and philosophy of science. In this introduction, we will
not discuss the contents of the articles so as not to disrupt the intended
integral approach to reading the collection. A significant feature of this
collection is the continuity that extends from one paper to another, from
topic to topic, and from problem to problem.

Lastly, we would like to express our gratitude to the Faculty of Phi-
losophy at the University of Belgrade for their support in realizing this
collection, as well as to our colleagues from the Department and Institute
of Philosophy who have made this collection a relevant and significant
achievement with their contributions. We are also thankful to the review-
ers of the collection as a whole, as well as to the referees of individual
articles, who have provided us with detailed comments and remarks that
have made this collection clearer and more comprehensive. We owe a spe-
cial thanks to our colleagues from Zagreb, Rijeka, and Maribor, whose ex-
ceptional papers have contributed to making this collection an unabashed
international contribution to debates about the ethics and epistemology of
virtues and vices.

Editor






UVODNA REC

Svi zele da zive ispunjenim i sre¢nim Zivotom! Ova recenica deluje
jednostavno, samorazumljivo, pa ¢ak i trivijalno. Medutim, $ta se krije iza
nje? Da li se, posle filozofske analize, zaista moze bez rezerve tvrditi da
su ljudi zaista jasno usredsredeni na blagostanje? Pretpostavimo, rasprave
radi, da jesu. Ako ljudi teze blagostanju, kakva to uputstva treba pratiti i
kako se ponasati da bismo do njega stigli da bismo te ciljeve i ostvarili? Je-
dan od trenutno pomodnih stavova glasi da za zivot ,,pravog” blagostanja
(a ne tek pukog zadovoljstva) treba da razvijemo moralne vrline i poseb-
ne karakteristike. U takvom pristupu nema mnogo originalnosti jer ga je
zastupao, i to vrlo jasno, jo§ Aristotel. Medutim, zasto bi vrlina garanto-
vala blagostanje? Zasto preskociti zdravorazumsku sumnju u to da vrlina
(i moralni zivot), na $ta i Kant ukazuje, u ovozemaljskom Zivotu ne mora
da bude nagradena nikakvim blagostanjem ili ,,srecom” u naj$irem smislu.
Sta bismo na tu sumnju mogli da odgovorimo?

Ako se pitanja o sre¢i i vrlini postavljaju jo$ od antike, kako to da na
pitanja o njihovom odnosu jo§ nemamo kona¢ne odgovore? Mozda nesto
nije u redu sa samim pitanjima? To je, kao i $to je u filozofiji uobicaje-
no, donekle i ta¢no. Naime, gledi$ta o odnosu srece i vrlina uticala su i
na izmenu teorija kojima su filozofi nastojali da ponude zadovoljavajuce
odgovore. Jedna takva teorija je i obnovljena, osavremenjena — etika vrli-
na. U etici vrlina najvi$e paznje se poklanja izgradnji moralnog karaktera
pojedinca, sa pretpostavkom da ¢e nam aristotelovske karakterne vrline
poput hrabrosti, postenja, velikodu$nosti, razboritosti, samokontrole i sa-
osecanja omogucditi sre¢an i ispunjen Zivot.

wvrline” su raznovrsne ,izvrsnosti’, aktivnosti u kojima ¢ovek moze
da se usavrsava. Obican ¢ovek bi mozda bez primedbi mogao da prihvati
da ¢e, recimo, hrabrost uciniti njegov zivot ispunjenijim. Ali hrabrost se
ne sti¢e preko nodi. Stavise, vecina ljudi smatra da su vrline nesto $to se
ima-ili-nema, pa ¢ak i da su one urodene. Etika vrlina, za razliku od ne-
kih drugih eti¢kih teorija, daje savete i uputstva za razvijanje vrlina tokom
(ponekad mukotrpno dugog) vremena, kao i za kontinuirano ,vezbanje”
razvijanja moralnih karakteristika koje ¢e nas uciniti ,,dobrim” osobama.
Sredi$nji i najznacajniji koncept etike vrlina je zlatna sredina, koja se, to je
istina, interpretira na razli¢ite nacine. Ukratko, etika vrlina navodno nudi
put ka Zivotu ispunjenom zadovoljstvom, harmonijom i valjanim dela-
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njem. Zbornik Vrline i poroci: izmedu etike i epistemologije o¢igledno se ne
bavi samo vrlinama, a ni isklju¢ivo etikom. Saznanje, kao i procesi formi-
ranja verovanja i pruzanja opravdanja tih verovanja imaju veliki znacaj za
etiku vrlina. Vrativsi se na sistematicnog Grka, i njegovog ucitelja, moze-
mo da istaknemo da su vrline i znanje ¢ak neodvojivi. Bez epistemologije
vrlina ni ovaj tematski zbornik ne bi bio potpuna zbirka tekstova.

Epistemologija vrlina je novija grana filozofije koja se pojavila kao
odgovor na pitanja o vrednosnoj neutralnosti nauke. Razdvojenost vred-
nosti i nau¢nog istrazivanja dugo je preporucivana kao ispravan metodo-
loski pristup. Ipak, potpuno je jasno da je svaki nauc¢nik takode i sasvim
obi¢na osoba sa sebi svojstvenim vrlinama i manama. Zamisao da ¢e na-
u¢nik vrednosti do kojih drzi i sopstvene moralne osobine ostaviti ispred
laboratorije, a da ¢e se, tokom svog istrazivanja, prema kolegama u timu
odnositi sasvim drugacije nego prema drugim osobama u svakodnevnom
zivotu - naivna je. Kad to uzmemo u obzir, vide¢emo i $ta je epistemologi-
ja vrlina. Ona je teorija o uticaju vrlina na procese sticanja znanja.

Epistemicke vrline su osobine koje pojedince ¢ine sposobnim za sti-
canje znanja i donosenje pouzdanih sudova. Takve osobine podrazume-
vaju (na primer) otvorenost prema razli¢itim svedoc¢anstvima i argumen-
tima, kriticko misljenje, sklonost preispitivanju sopstvenih pretpostavki i
sposobnost uo¢avanja gresaka u vlastitom misljenju.

Poput etike vrlina, i u ovoj grani filozofije postavljamo pitanje kako
mozemo da razvijemo potrebne vrline i na koji na¢in one mogu pozitivno
da uti¢u i na pojedinaca i na drustvo. Takode, epistemolozi vrlina ispitu-
ju kako epistemicke vrline mozemo da primenimo u praksi, uklju¢ujudi
kontekste obrazovanja, nau¢nog istrazivanja i Sirokog spektra drustvenih
aktivnosti.

Kona¢no, dolazimo do teme o kojoj se, ¢ak i u filozofiji, najnevoljnije
govori — do ljudskih mana. Etika je uglavnom jasno postavljena prema
manama, posmatra ih kao suprotnost vrlinama i osobine koje bi trebalo
ispraviti i na pojedina¢nom i na drustvenom planu. Medutim, $ta se desa-
va sa manama u epistemologiji? Da li su mane u pogledu saznanja osobine
koje se moraju eliminisati, kao $to je to slucaj u etici?

Na prvi pogled, predrasude, stereotipi, dogmatizam, konformizam,
zatvorenost prema argumentima i evidenciji i nekriticko prihvatanje au-
toriteta predstavljaju razorne osobine po sticanje saznanja. Epistemolozi
ne posmatraju mane kao $to to eticari ¢ine, zato ih drugacije i nazivaju
- porocima. Epistemologija poroka je najnovija od sve tri grane filozofije
kojima se bavimo u ovom tematskom zborniku. Ona se bavi ispitivanjem
nacina na koje se pogres$na i neistinita uverenja razvijaju i zadrzavaju u
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drustvu. Epistemologija poroka odgovara na pitanja o nac¢inima na koje
ljudi formiraju zablude i da li ih je i kako moguce uspesno prevazici.

Epistemologija vrlina je ,stariji brat” koji nadzire razuzdane poroke.
Ona doprinosi ispitivanju i prevladavanju poroka razvijanjem vrlina koje
omogucavaju pojedincima da ispravnije procenjuju istinitost svojih vero-
vanja. Medutim, pitanje koje smo postavili je, uprkos ociglednosti razor-
nog uticaja poroka na sticanje saznanja, i dalje relevantno. Da li su poroci
u svakom kontekstu pogubni? S druge strane, da li vrline mogu biti po-
gubne? Da li vrlina poput solidarnosti nekada usporava efikasno formi-
ranje istinitih verovanja u vremenskim osetljivim okolnostima kao $to je
hitnost pronalazenja vakcine zarad suzbijanja pandemije virusa? Da li po-
roci mogu biti korisni? Da li tvrdoglavost i nesaradljivost ponekad mogu
da pomognu istrazivackom timu jer omoguc¢avaju da dve strane razli¢itim
putevima stignu do istog cilja? U ovom zborniku neka od tih pitanja dobi-
¢e poneke odgovore. Neki od njih ¢e potvrditi ve¢ postojece utiske, dok ¢e
vas neki verovatno sasvim iznenaditi.

Tematski zbornik Vrline i poroci: izmedu etike i epistemologije sastoji
se od Cetiri interesantna poglavlja i 21 rada koji pokrivaju odabranu temu
kroz prizmu filozofskih disciplina poput etike, epistemologije, istorije fi-
lozofije, filozofije duha, filozofije politike i filozofije nauke. O sadrzaju
samih radova ne¢emo govoriti u Uvodnoj rec¢i da ne bismo narusili pred-
videni integralni pristup njihovom ¢itanju. Bitna odlika ovog zbornika je
kontinuitet koji se nastavlja iz rada u rad, iz teme u temu i iz problema u
problem.

Na kraju, zelimo da se zahvalimo Filozofskom fakultetu Univerziteta
u Beogradu na podrsci u realizaciji ovog zbornika i kolegama sa Odelje-
nja i Instituta za filozofiju koji su svojim doprinosima ucinili ovaj zbor-
nik relevantnim i znacajnim postignu¢em. Zahvalni smo i recenzentima
celokupnog zbornika i recenzentima pojedina¢nih radova, koji su svojim
detaljnim komentarima i primedbama ovaj zbornik u¢inili jasnijim i obu-
hvatnijim. Posebnu zahvalnost dugujemo kolegama iz Zagreba, Rijeke i
Maribora, koji su svojim izuzetnim radovima doprineli tome da ovaj zbor-
nik bez ustru¢avanja mozemo da smatramo medunarodnim doprinosom
debatama o etici i epistemologiji vrlina i poroka.

Priredivac






[. TO KNOW OR NOT TO KNOW?
EXPLORATION OF VIRTUES AND
VICES IN EPISTEMOLOGY






Zivan Lazovi¢*

LUIS ,ZNA” T ,SVAKA”
ILI
KAKO IZBECI ,,STENU FALIBILIZMA” I
SWRTLOG SKEPTICIZMA”

Apstrakt: U svom poznatom ¢lanku ,,Elusive Knowledge” (1996) Dejvid Luis je
izlozio verziju epistemickog kontekstualizma koja se oslanja na ideju o relevan-
tnim alternativama. Osnovna kontekstualisticka teza je da je semanticki sadrzaj
predikata ,,zna” i redenica oblika ,,S zna da p” osetljiv na konverzacioni kontekst
govornih lica koja ih koriste za pripisivanje znanja. Da bi razjasnili semantiku gla-
gola ,,znati’, kontekstualisti su se obi¢no pozivali na analogije sa naizgled nespor-
nim kontekstualno osetljivim izrazima kao $to su kaplanovski indeksikali, kom-
parativni pridevi i re¢i koje se u obi¢nom jeziku upotrebljavaju za kvantifikaciju.
Luisu se obi¢no pripisuje poslednji od ta tri semanti¢ka modela. Iako je ukazivao
na vezu izmedu upotrebe ,,zna” i univerzalnog kvantifikatora ,,svi’, sadrzanog u
infalibilistickom uslovu otklanjanja svake mogucnosti pogreske, u ovom ¢lanku
se zastupa stav da je Luis kontekstualnu zavisnost ,,zna” izveo iz semanticke oset-
ljivosti prideva ,relevantna’, koja se ispoljava u kontekstualnom variranju skupa
relevantnih alternativa ¢ije je isklju¢enje neophodno za znanje.

Klju¢ne reci: ,,znati’, ,svaka’, relevantne alternative, konverzacioni kontekst, se-
manticka osetljivost

U svom poznatom ¢lanku ,Nepostojano znanje” (1996) Dejvid Luis
je izlozio verziju epistemickog kontekstualizma, ¢ija je osnovna postavka
da je pojam znanja, izrazen glagolom ,znati” u recenicama oblika ,,S zna
da p”, semanticki osetljiv na promenu konverzacionih faktora kao $to su
namere, potrebe ili interesi govornih lica. Ve¢ina komentatora smatra da
je Luis kontekstualnu zavisnost znanja objasnjavao time $to je u standar-
dnoj infalibilistickoj definiciji tog pojma, prema kojoj znanje nekog iskaza

* Odeljenje za filozofiju, Filozofski fakultet Univerziteta u Beogradu, zlazovic@f.bg.ac.rs.
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iziskuje isklju¢enje svake mogucnosti pogreske, sadrzana opsta pridevska
zamenica ,svaka’, koja se, kao i njen pandan ,,svi’, u svakodnevnom jeziku
koristi za univerzalnu kvantifikaciju.! Iako je sam Luis isticanjem nekih
analogija pruzio osnov za takvo tumacenje, on nije nameravao da kon-
tekstualnu zavisnost glagola ,,znati” izvodi iz semanticke osetljivosti kvan-
tifikatora ,,svi” ve¢, u duhu teorije relevantnih alternativa koju u ovom
¢lanku zastupa, iz prideva ,relevantna” U najsvedenijem obliku prikazan,
njegov stav je da prilikom procene da li subjekt S u datim okolnostima zna
iskaz p, infalibilisticki zahtev ograni¢avamo na alternative koje su u tim
okolnostima relevantne, dok su kontekstualne varijacije u znacenju predi-
kata ,,zna” i recenica ,,S zna da p” posledica promene skupa relevantnih al-
ternativa, na koju delom mogu da uti¢u subjektivni konverzacioni faktori
kao $to su obracanje paznje na pojedine mogucnosti pogreske ili isticanje
sli¢nosti izmedu njih.

Pre nego $to se upustimo u nesto detaljnije razmatranje tog Luisovog
gledista, izdvojicemo nekoliko opstih mesta.

Osnovna kontekstualisticka teza je metalingvisticka, ti¢e se znacenja
glagola ,,znati” (upotrebljenog u predikatskoj funkciji) i semanti¢kog sa-
drzaja (istinosnih uslova) recenica oblika ,,S zna da p” koje se koriste za
pripisivanje ili odricanje znanja. Kontekstualisti kao $to su Koen (Cohen),
Dirouz (DeRose), Luis i drugi tvrde: (i) da je predikat ,,zna” semanticki
osetljiv na kontekst upotrebe u tom smislu §to se promenom konteksta
mogu promeniti i njegovo znacenje i, posledi¢no, istinosni uslovi rec¢enice
»S zna da p”; (ii) da na izmenu semantic¢kog sadrzaja predikata ,,zna” bar
delom uti¢u neki konverzacioni faktori kao §to su namere, potrebe ili inte-
resi govornih lica (pripisivaca znanja). Ako je (i) tacno, to znaci da jedna
ista saznajna tvrdnja ,,S zna da p” u jednom kontekstu moze biti istinita, a
u nekom drugom lazna; za to je, prema misljenju kontekstualista, moguce
naci lingvisticku potvrdu u svakodnevnom govoru o znanju. Takode, kao
$to (ii) pokazuje, kontekstualisti znacenje pojma znanja dovode u vezu sa
konverzacionim kontekstom pripisiva¢a znanja.?

1 Tako Sejfer pie da Luis tvrdi da ,kontekstualna zavisnost [‘zna’] proistice iz kontek-
stualne zavisnosti domene povezanog sa ‘svaki’ (...)” (Schaffer 2015: 475), a I¢ikava
da je ,Dejvid Luis (1996) artikulisao kontekstualisticki pristup znanju po modelu
kontekstualno osetljivih ograni¢enja domena kvantifikatora” (Ichikawa 2011: 383). U
knjizi Jezik, kontekst i znanje, koja bi trebalo uskoro da bude objavljena u elektron-
skom izdanju, provizorno sam prihvatio to tumacenje kako bih izlozio i razmotrio
kvantifikacioni model za semantiku glagola ,,znati”

2 Cf. Cohen 1986, DeRose 1992.
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Sta se uopsteno uzev podrazumeva pod semantickom osetljivoscéu je-
zickih izraza na kontekst njihove upotrebe? Nesporan primer su indeksic-
ke re¢i,® koje svoj semanticki sadrzaj (objekt referencije) menjaju sa pro-
menom konteksta: zamenice ,,ja’, ,,on, ,ovo” i sli¢ne, prilozi ,,sada’, ,ovde”
i drugi, te iz njih izvedeni pridevi kao §to su ,,sadasnji’, ,,ovdasnji” i sl.* U
tu grupu obi¢no se svrstavaju jo$ neke kategorije reci kao $to su kompara-
tivni pridevi ,visok’, ,bogat” i drugi i re¢i ,,svi’, ,,neki’, ,nijedan” i sli¢ne,
koje u svakodnevnom jeziku koristimo za kvantifikaciju. Bez upustanja
u detaljniju analizu, njihovu zajednic¢ku karakteristiku mozemo izdvojiti
tako $to ¢emo reci da je, posmatrano izvan konteksta upotrebe, njihov se-
manticki sadrzaj nepotpun i u govoru biva kompletiran izvesnim kontek-
stualnim obelezjima. Shematski, to njihovu semanticko obelezje mozemo
da prikazemo tako $to ¢emo uz takav izraz stavljati prazno mesto ,,[...]”
rezervisano za odgovaraju¢u dopunu; ono moze da se interpretira kao po-
zicija argumenta funkcije koju zauzima slobodna promenljiva ¢iju vred-
nost dodeljuje kontekst. Kada se kontekstualno uslovljen izraz javlja u re-
¢enici, to prazno mesto ¢ini fonoloski neartikulisan deo njene sintaksicke
strukture (sintaksic¢ku elipsu). Posebna pitanja za razne leksicke kategorije
indeksickih izraza jesu gde je to mesto u sintaksickoj strukturi recenice,
koje semanticke vrednosti im kontekst dodeljuje, kako to ¢ini itd.” Ta pita-
nja mozemo da razvrstamo u dve grupe. Na deskriptivnom planu, glavno
pitanje je $ta se desava sa pomenutom sintaksi¢kom elipsom i koja obelez-
ja konteksta upotpunjuju znacenje odredenog semanticki osetljivog izraza;
na eksplanatornom planu, pitanje je kako i zasto se semanticka vrednost
pojedinih indeksic¢kih izraza menja od konteksta do konteksta.

Gledano iz ugla konverzacionog kontekstualizma koji i Luis zastupa,
bitno je ista¢i da za neke kontekstualno zavisne re¢i (na primer, kapla-
novske ciste indeksikale kao $to su ,,ja’, ,ti, ,sada” ili ,,ovde”) lingvisticka
pravila unapred diktiraju dopunu odgovaraju¢im nekonverzacionim kon-

3 Atribut ,indeksicki” ti izrazi su dobili u kaplanovskoj analizi konteksta kao indeksa,
pod kojim se podrazumeva stanje stvari u odnosu na koje procenjujemo istinitost
nekog iskaza. Okolnosti procene minimalno uklju¢uju vreme i moguéi svet odnosno
par [t, w], ali kada su indeksicki izrazi u pitanju, posto oni svoj sadrzaj kompletiraju
u kontekstu izricanja, indeks ukljucuje bar jos jednog subjekta i lokaciju [¢, I, w, s].
Kaplan (Kaplan 1989) je lingvisticko znacenje indeksickih izraza nazvao njihovim
karakterom, zamigljajuci ga kao funkciju od konteksta do njihovog sadrzaja (vred-
nosti koju im kontekst dodeljuje).

4 Pojam semanticke osetljivosti je $iri: indeksi¢nost je osobina pojedina¢nih re¢i (,,ja’
»sada” i dr.), dok se semanti¢ka osetljivost odnosi i na sloZenije izraze ¢iji su one deo
(npr. ,Ovo je knjiga koju sam Zeleo da procitam”).

5  Razni autori na njih nude razli¢ite odgovore. Za stupnjevite prideve vid. Ludlow
2005, Kennedy and McNally 2005; za kvantifikatore Gauker 2010, Heim 1982, Stan-
ley and Szabé 2005.
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tekstualnim faktorima (ko izgovara ,ja’, kome se govorno lice obraca sa
»ti, vreme za ,sada’ i mesto izricanja za ,ovde”). Za ve¢inu indeksickih
izraza lingvisticka pravila tu ulogu dodeljuju i konverzacionim faktorima,
pre svega jezickim namerama govornih lica: ,,on [osoba na koju govorno
lice ukazuje sa namerom da na nju referira]”; ,,ovo [objekat na koji govor-
no lice pokazuje sa namerom da na njega referiral; ,,svi [objekti koji imaju
neko zajednicko svojstvo po kojem ih govorno lice izdvaja]”, ,bogat [u od-
nosu na neku klasu poredenja ili standard bogatstva]” i s.°

Posto je predmet nase paznje Luisovo dovodenje u vezu kontekstu-
alne zavisnosti ,,zna” i ,svaki’, pogledajmo $ta se deSava sa re¢ima koje
u svakodnevnom jeziku koristimo za kvantifikaciju. Prema uobicajenoj
interpretaciji,” one spadaju u semanticki osetljive izraze ¢ija se kontekstu-
alna dopuna sastoji u preciziranju (ograni¢avanju) domena primene. Tu
svoju kontekstualnu zavisnost kvantifikatori prenose na slozZenije jezicke
sklopove u kojima se javljaju. Tako, na primer, da bismo mogli da proceni-
mo istinosnu vrednost recenica koje sadrze jedan ili vide kvantifikacionih
izraza, moramo prvo da utvrdimo na koji se domen objekata oni u datom
kontekstu izricanja odnose.® Ponekad se taj domen eksplicitno specifikuje
odgovaraju¢im imenic¢nim ili deskriptivnim izrazom, ali se ¢e§ce izostav-
lja, pre¢utno podrazumeva i kontekstualno odreduje. U takvim slucajevi-
ma, sintaksicki gledano, kvantifikujudi izraz u recenicu unosi pomenuto
prazno mesto rezervisano za tzv. prikriveni indeksikal (hidden indexical)®,
neizgovoren deskriptivni uslov izrazen jednomesnim predikatom koji ima
ulogu da ogranic¢i domen kvantifikacije. Tako recenica ,,Svi studenti su
dosli na ¢as”, kojom profesor zapocinje ¢as, sadrzi kvantifikuju¢u imenic-
nu frazu iza koje je sintaksicka elipsa ,svi studenti [...]” namenjena jed-
nomesnom predikatu koji u datom kontekstu ograni¢ava domen kvanti-
tikacije, recimo ,,Svi studenti koji su F su dosli na ¢as”. Kada je izostavljen
imeni¢ni dodatak - ,,Svi su dosli” - kontekst bi trebalo i njega da odredi.
U oba slucaja, profesor u datom kontekstu upotrebljava kvantifikator ,,svi”
tako da ne govori o svim studentima u univerzumu ili na univerzitetu ve¢

6  Zavisno od toga da li jezicke namere udestvuju u dodeljivanju semanticke vrednosti,
Kaplan razlikuje ¢iste indeksikale i prave demonstrative (Kaplan 1989). Tu razliku
je preciznije formulisao Peri, nazivaju¢i prve automatskim a druge diskrecionim in-
deksikalima (Perry 1997).

7 Cf. Stanley and Williamson 1995, Stanley and Szabo 2000.

8  Stanley and Williamson 1995: 291.

9  Posebno je pitanje gde ta¢no smestiti tu prazninu u sintaksickoj strukturi recenice.
Stenli i Sabo (Stanley and Szab6 2000) dovode je u vezu sa imeni¢nim dodatkom
koji prati kvanitifikujudi izraz (,,Svi [studenti...]”). Neki drugi autori, na primer West-
erstahl (1985), tvrde da sintaksicka elipsa ide uz kvantifikator (,,Svi [...]”). Gauker
(Gauker 2010) nudi resenje bez praznog mesta i prikrivenih indeksikala. Ovde usva-
jamo re$enje koje nude Stenli i Sabo.
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samo o studentima koji pohadaju njegov kurs. Promenom konteksta moze
se promeniti i domen - reenicom ,,Svi su dosli, mozemo da po¢nemo”
predsedavajuc¢i moze da otvori sednicu odbora, ali ¢e tada na prazno me-
sto iza ,svi” do¢i neartikulisani deskriptivni uslov osobe koje su clanovi
odbora.1?

Pomenuc¢emo jo§ dva momenta koja se ticu semanticke osetljivosti
kvantifikacionih izraza. Prvo, u odredenim segmentima razgovora ili re-
¢eni¢nim sklopovima promenljiva na poziciji argumenta u sintaksickoj
elipsi moze da se javlja vezano; to je, recimo, slucaj sa tzv. kvantifikovanim
kontekstima, kao u recenici ,,Na svakoj polici u mom kabinetu svaka knji-
ga je na svom mestu”!!, u kojoj prva kvantifikaciona fraza (,svaka polica
u mom kabinetu”) vezuje promenljivu na mestu iza fraze ,,svaka knjiga”
Drugi, za nasa zaklju¢na razmatranja jo§ vazniji momenat, ogleda se u
tome $to se isti semanticki efekat upotpunjavanja sadrzaja recenice tipa
»Svi su dosli” najce$¢e moze postic¢i razli¢itim deskriptivnim uslovima —
»studenti filozofije koji pohadaju kurs iz epistemologije’, ,,studenti koji su
upisali drugu godinu studija filozofije” itd.; Stavise, moguci su i konteksti
u kojima se recenica dopunjuje nabrajanjem (prozivka) ili nekim never-
balnim sredstvom kao $to je gest pokazivanja na objekte ili individue koje
ulaze u domen.

2.

Kada tvrde da predikat ,,zna” spada u indeksicke izraze,'? kontekstu-
alisti nude razli¢ite odgovore i na deskriptivno i na eksplanatorno pitanje.
Na deskriptivhom planu oni se slazu da ,,zna” iziskuje kontekstualnu se-
manticku dopunu, ali se razlikuju u tumacenju prirode te uslovljenosti,
odnosno u opisu sta se u kontekstu upotrebe ,zna” desava sa praznim
mestom rezervisanim za neartikulisanu indeksicku komponentu. Dok se
vec¢ina kontekstualista poziva na analogiju sa komparativnim pridevima,
Luis se naizgled oslanja na model kvantifikuju¢ih izraza. Na eksplanator-
nom planu, u objadnjenju kako semanticki sadrzaj ,zna” varira od kon-
teksta do konteksta, razlike su jo$ upadljivije,'* ali se u njih ovde neéemo

10  I¢ikava (Ichikawa 2017: 252) smatra da bi to ogranicenje trebalo da se uzme kao in-
tenzionalno, zato §to skup objekata ili individua koje u njega ulaze moze da se menja
od konteksta do konteksta (u nasem primeru skup studenata razlikuje se od gene-
racije do generacije).

11  Stanley and Szabo 2000: 242.

12 Upor. Cohen 1988: 97.

13 Medu kontekstualistima nema pune saglasnosti u obja$njenju kontekstualnih vari-
jacija. Dirouz se poziva na Nozikov uslov osetljivosti kao mehanizam pomo¢u kojeg
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upustati ve¢ ¢emo se ograniciti samo na Luisov odgovor. Njegovu verziju
kontekstualizma (iz 1996) prikaza¢emo samo u osnovnim crtama.

Luis usvaja infalibilisticku pretpostavku da je znanje nespojivo sa mo-
guénosc¢u pogreske i formulise slede¢u pocetnu definiciju znanja:'*

(D1) Subjekt S zna propoziciju p akko S-ova evidencija otklanja svaku
mogu¢nost u kojoj je ne-p.

Nevolja sa infalibilistickim zahtevom je u tome $to on direktno vodi
u skepticizam.!> Luis ne bi Zeleo da od njega potpuno odustane ali smatra
da se, kako to slikovito opisuje, moze provudi izmedu ,stene falibilizma”
i ,vrtloga skepticizma” (1996: 566) zahvaljuju¢i indeksi¢nosti kvantifiku-
juce sintagme ,svaka ne-p mogucnost”. S obzirom na taj manevar, stice
se utisak da je klju¢ni korak u njegovoj odbrani kontekstualne zavisnosti
sadrzaja predikata ,,zna” i istinosnih uslova recenica oblika ,,S zna da p”
u indeksi¢nosti kvantifikatora ,svaka” Takav utisak naizgled potkrepljuju
slede¢a njegova zapazanja:

,»Sta znadi re¢i da je svaka moguénost u kojoj je ne-P eliminisana? Go-
vor koji uklju¢uje kvantifikaciju poput ‘svaka’ po pravilu je ograni¢en na
neki omeden domen. Ako kazem da je svaka ¢asa prazna i da je zato trenu-
tak za slede¢u turu, moji sagovornici i ja besumnje ignori$emo vec¢inu svih
¢asa u celokupnom svetu i svim vremenima. One su izvan domena. One su
irelevantne za istinitost recenice koju sam izrekao.

Sli¢no tome, ako kazem da je svaka neotklonjena moguénost moguc-
nost u kojoj P jeste slucaj, ili nesto $to ima to znacenje, besumnje ignoriem
neke od svih postoje¢ih neotklonjenih alternativnih moguénosti. One su
izvan domena, one su irelevantne za ono $to sam rekao.” (1996: 553)

Luis se ocigledno drzi uobic¢ajenog tumacenja kvantifikatora kao izraza
koji iziskuju kontekstualnu semanticku dopunu. Kao i u drugim indeksic-
kim izrazima,!¢ lingvisti¢ko znacenje re¢i ,svaka” (,,svi”) predstavlja funk-
ciju od konteksta upotrebe do njihovog semantickog sadrzaja (objekti na
koje se referira). Osim mozda u nekim posebnim okolnostima - recimo,
kada Zelimo da navedemo primer gramaticki ispravne re¢enice — tvrdnju
»Sve ¢ade su prazne” necemo izre¢i sa namerom da se odnosi na sve ¢ase u
univerzumu ve¢ samo na (pre¢utno) omeden domen objekata. Tako u Lu-

pripisivac¢i znanja variraju zahtev u pogledu snage subjektovog saznajnog polozaja,
Koen smatra da je glavni mehanizam isticanje mogucénosti pogreske, dok Luis navodi
ukupno sedam pravila relevantnosti alternativa.

14 Vid. Lewis 1996: 549, 551. Luisova definicija sadrzi dve formulacije definiensa; ovde
navodimo samo drugu.

15 Vid. Unger 1971; Cohen 1988.

16  To je Kaplan (Kaplan 1989) pokazao na primeru pomenutih ¢istih indeksikala (,,ja’,
»sada’, ,ovde” i sl.) i pravih demonstrativa (,0v0’, ,onaj” i dr.).
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isovom primeru recenica ,,Sve ¢ase su prazne” sadrzi sintaksicku elipsu iza
kvantifikujuce sintagme ,,sve ¢ade” rezervisanu za objekte koji ispunjavaju
neartikulisanu indeksicku komponentu preciziranu deskriptivnim uslo-
vom case koje su na nasem stolu ili case iz kojih pijemo ili nekim slicnim.

Uopsteno gledano, dakle, odgovor na deskriptivno pitanje o kontek-
stualnoj osetljivosti kvantifikacionih izraza bio bi da lingvisticka pravila
njihove upotrebe iziskuju odgovarajuce, obi¢no fonoloski neartikulisane
jednomesne predikate pomocu kojih govorna lica ograni¢avaju domen
kvantifikujuce fraze i na taj nacin upotpunjuju semanticki sadrzaj izgovo-
renih recenica.!” U skladu sa tim odgovorom Luis interpretira i upotrebu
kvantifikatora ,svaka” u definiensu (D1): u svakodnevnom govoru, kada
za neku osobu tvrdimo da zna propoziciju p, ne podrazumevamo da ona
raspolaze evidencijom koja otklanja apsolutno sve ne-p moguénosti ve¢
samo one koje u datom kontekstu uklju¢ujemo u domen kvantifikatora
»svaka”; ostale ne-p mogucnosti ignoriSemo kao irelevantne za tacnost
nase saznajne tvrdnje. Uzimajudi to u obzir, Luis nudi novu formulaciju
definicije znanja u kojoj uvodi sotto voce ogranicenje i nagovestava pret-
postavljenu kontekstualnu zavisnost tog pojma:

(D2) Subjekt S zna propoziciju p akko S-ova evidencija otklanja svaku
mogu¢nost u kojoj je ne-p — Psst! — osim onih moguénosti koje s pravom
ignori§emo.

Definicija (D2) u stvari predstavlja klju¢ni korak ka primeni ideje o re-
levantnim alternativama.' Sintagma ,one ne-p moguc¢nosti koje imamo
pravo da ignorisemo” upotrebljena je u znacenju u kojem se te mogucnosti
mogu okvalifikovati kao irelevantne alternative, dok je domen onih ne-p
mogucnosti koje nemamo pravo da ignori$emo kontekstualno omeden
imeni¢nom frazom ,relevantne alternative”. Pridev ,relevantno” ocigled-
no sluzi za kontekstualno ograni¢avanje domena ,,svaki” kojim dopunjuje
semanticki sadrzaj predikata ,,zna’, odnosno istinosne uslove recenice ,,S
zna da p”.

Takav Luisov odgovor nam otkriva deskriptivni uslov pod kojim al-
ternative ulaze u kontekstualno omeden domen fraze ,svaka alternativa’,

17 Dopuna moze da se interpretira i pragmaticki: uzeta u doslovnom znacenju, re¢enica
se zaista odnosi na sve ¢a$e u univerzumu, ali se u kontekstu upotrebe domen kvan-
tifikacije ograni¢ava nekim grajsovskim mehanizmom (speaker’s meaning). Na
nedostatke pragmaticke i prednosti semanticke interpretacije ukazali su Stenli i Sabo
(Stanley and Szab¢ 2000).

18  Vid. Lewis 1996: 553.

19 Iako se ve¢ na sledecoj strani (554) poziva na Angera, ideja je u stvari Dreckeova
(ranu verziju nalazimo kod Ostina), s tim §$to je Drecke uticaj kontekstualnih ¢inilaca
ogranicio na pragmaticku dimenziju znanja.
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ali nam jo$ uvek nedostaje odgovor na eksplanatorno pitanje zasto su to
bag te-i-te a ne neke druge alternative. Specifikovanje domena kvantifika-
cionih izraza u situacijama kao $to je kafanski govor o ,,svim ¢asama” po
svoj prilici je potpuno arbitrarno i zavisno samo od namera govornih lica
koja izri¢u reCenicu ,,Sve ¢ase su prazne” — u razgovoru za kafanskim sto-
lom ni$ta me ne sprecava da govorim i o ¢asama na drugim stolovima, ¢a-
$ama na pultu i policama, ¢asama u drugim prostorijama, ¢asama koje su
mi ostale kod kuce na trpezarijskom stolu i sl. Epistemicki kontekst i go-
vor o znanju ipak namecu izvesna ogranicenja. Ako nista drugo, nije nam
dopusteno da po svojoj volji biramo koje ¢emo ne-p mogu¢nosti ignorisati
a koje ne - u protivnom, uvek bismo sa lako¢om mogli da ispunimo (D2)
zahtev za znanje!

Upravo to Luis ima u vidu kada u definiensu (D2) dodaje ,,s pravom
ignoridemo”. On je, naime, svestan toga da su nam u epistemickim kontek-
stima neophodni neki objektivni ili bar intersubjektivni kriterijumi rele-
vantnosti alternativa. Prema njegovom misljenju, da li je neka alternativa
u datom kontekstu relevantna ili ne, regulisano je odredenim pravilima
o ¢ijoj primeni sagovornici moraju da vode racuna kada jedni drugima
pripisuju ili odri¢u znanje — od njih zavisi da li ¢emo u datom kontekstu
imati pravo da ignoriSemo neku ne-p mogucénost. Luis navodi ukupno se-
dam takvih pravila, od kojih su ¢etiri prohibitivna (nalazu nam koje alter-
native nemamo pravo da ignoriemo), dok su tri permisivna (daju nam za
pravo da ignoriemo neke alternative). Iako se vecina tih pravila odnosi
na objektivne kontekstualne ¢inioce (aktualne okolnosti i saznajni polozaj
subjekta znanja), bar neka od njih otvaraju prostor za uticaj konverzacio-
nih faktora na semanticki sadrzaj predikata ,,zna” i recenica oblika ,,S zna
da p”%° Konkretno, to ¢ine dva Luisova pravila: pravilo paZnje i pravilo
(upadljive) sli¢nosti. Prvo pravilo nam nalaze da ne ignoriSemo nijednu
ne-p mogucénost koja je postala predmet nase paznje,?! dok nam drugo
kaze da, kada ve¢ postoji neka ne-p mogucnost koju shodno drugim pra-
vilima nemamo pravo da zanemarimo, ne bi trebalo da ignori§emo ni bilo
koju drugu ne-p mogucnost koja joj je upadljivo sli¢na.

20  Neki autori su prednost davali objektivnim kriterijumima relevantnosti kao $to su,
na primer, realna mogu¢nost i objektivna verovatno¢a da je alternativa ostvarena u
datim okolnostima (Dretske 1981; Goldman 1976). Stenli ih je, pak, doveo u vezu sa
prakti¢nim interesima subjekta znanja (Stanley 2005).

21  Sotto voce ogranicenje u (D2) posredno ukazuje na znacaj koji Luis daje pravilu
paznje. Ono igra glavnu ulogu u Luisovom odgovoru skeptiku jer objasnjava kako i
najbizarnije skepticke alternative tipa ,mozgovi u posudi” mogu postati relevantne.
Ipak, kao glavni ,krivac” za eluzivnost znanja, ono je jedna od naslabijih tacaka
Luisove verzije kontekstualizma i s razlogom je bilo predmet kritike (vid. Williams
2004).



Luis, “zna” i “svaka” ili kako izbe¢i “stenu falibilizma” i “vrtlog skepticizma” | 25

Ovaj kratak prikaz Luisove verzije kontekstualizma sasvim je dovoljan
za potrebe nase glavne teme. Mislim da je I¢ikava nacelno u pravu kada
primecuje da su pozivanje na kontekstualnu zavisnost ,,svaka” i artikula-
cija pravila relevantnosti dva nezavisna projekta.?? U svakom slucaju, oni
se uzajamno nadopunjuju kao odgovori na deskriptivno i eksplanatorno
pitanje o pretpostavljenoj indeksi¢nosti glagola ,,znati”. Stavise, moglo bi
se re¢i da je za glediste konverzacionog kontekstualizma koje Luis zastupa
vazniji odgovor na drugo, eksplanatorno pitanje. Cak i ako su neka od
pravila koje Luis nudi sporna - najé¢e$c¢e su predmet kritike upravo pravila
u kojima se uzima u obzir konverzacioni kontekst pripisivaca znanja, pra-
vilo paznje i pravilo sli¢nosti — za zastupnike tog gledista neophodno je da
pokazu da neki konverzacioni faktori uticu na kompletiranje semantickog
sadrzaja predikata ,,zna” i recenica ,,S zna da p”.

Ovde ¢emo ipak ostaviti po strani probleme koji se mogu javiti u vezi
sa pojedinim pravilima relevantnosti. Bavicemo se pre svega deskriptiv-
nim pitanjem i odgovorom koji se obi¢no pripisuje Luisu: da ,,zna” svoju
pretpostavljenu kontekstualnu zavisnost duguje kvantifikatoru ,,svaka” i to
tako $to na naznaceno prazno mesto iza ,,zna’ u re¢enicama oblika ,,S zna
da p” dolazi uslov iskljucenja svih onih alternativa koje su relevantne u
kontekstu njihovog izricanja.

Jednostavnosti radi, prvo ¢emo preformulisati Luisove definicije.
Posto je pojam alternative jednoznac¢no i akontekstualno odreden - neki
iskaz g je alternativa iskazu p akko g i p ne mogu da budu istovremeno
istiniti - umesto ,,ne-p moguc¢nost” pisa¢emo ,alternativa’, a pridev ,rele-
vantna” doda¢emo kao odrednicu za one alternative koje, izrazeno Luiso-
vom terminologijom, u datom kontekstu nemamo pravo da ignoriemo:*

(DT’) Subjekt S zna propoziciju p akko S-ova evidencija otklanja svaku
alternativu.

(D2”) Subjekt S zna propoziciju p akko S-ova evidencija otklanja svaku
alternativu — Psst! — osim onih alternativa koje su irelevantne.

Na prvi pogled, ¢ini se kao da je u (D2’) napravljen prilicno grub pre-
vid. Naime, posto je sotto voce ograni¢enjem skup svih alternativa sveden
na podskup onih koje su relevantne, izgleda kao da definiens izlaze samo

22 Vid. Ichikawa 2011. Za I¢ikavu problematic¢an je drugi, a prihvatljiv prvi projekat koji
razvija u: Ichikawa 2017.

23 I sam Luis kasnije u tekstu Cesto termin ,,alternativa” koristi kao zamenu za ,,ne-p
mogucénost”.
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nuzan uslov istinitosti recenice ,,S zna da p” i da bi izmedu njega i defini-
enduma umesto ,akko”, kao veznika ekvivalencije, trebalo da stoji ,,ako”
Prema jednom od pravila relevantnosti na koje se Luis poziva, formulacija
ipak nije pogresna. U pitanju je pravilo aktualnosti, koje nalaze da ni u
jednom kontekstu nemamo pravo da ignoriSemo onu alternativu koja je
aktualizovana. U svetlu tog pravila, za tacnost ,,S zna da p” irelevantna je
i s pravom ignorisana svaka alternativa q koja de facto nije aktualizovana
(da jeste, p ne bi bilo ta¢no). Samim tim, to $to q ne ulazi u domen rele-
vantnih alternativa ujedno znaci da u datom kontekstu ona nije aktualizo-
vana; u protivnom, posto Luisovo pravilo aktualnosti nalaze da aktualnost
ne sme biti ignorisana, ona bi morala da bude relevantna.?*

Uvodenje pojma relevantne alternative omogucuje jo$ jednostavniju
formulaciju definicije (D2’) i ekspliciranje glavne postavke teorije relevan-
tnih alternativa:

(D3) S zna p akko S-ova evidencija otklanja svaku relevantnu alterna-
tivu q.

Kao i prethodne, i ova definicija je formulisana neformalno, u objekt
jeziku. Uostalom, Luis je celokupan svoj tekst napisao u tom obliku, za-
kljucivsi ga sledecom porukom:

»Mogao sam veoma pazljivo da razlikujem (1) jezik koji koristim za go-
vor o znanju, ili bilo ¢emu sli¢nom, i (2) drugi jezik koji koristim za govor
o semantic¢kim i pragmatickim aspektima prvog jezika. Ako Zelite da cujete
moju pricu ispri¢anu na taj nacin, onda ste verovatno ve¢ dovoljno upuceni
da taj posao i sami obavite” (1996: 567)

Poslusa¢emo ovu Luisovu poruku pa ¢emo posao ekspliciranja kon-
tekstualne zavisnosti definienduma i definiensa u (D3) obaviti sami tako
§to ¢emo je formulisati metalingvisticki:

(D4) ,,S zna da p” je istinito u K akko je ,,S-ova evidencija isklju¢uje
svaku relevantnu alternativu” istinito u K.2°

Kao $to vidimo, analogija sa ponasanjem univerzalnog kvantifikatora ,,svi”
Luisu je posluzila da se provuce izmedu ,,stene falibilizma” i ,vrtloga skep-
ticizma’, pri ¢emu je uvodenjem sotto voce ogranic¢enja pocetnu infalibili-

24  Utisak je da pojedini komentatori to gube iz vida. Sejfer na primer Luisovu definiciju
formuli$e metalingvisticki ,Recenica oblika ‘S zna da p’ istinita je u kontekstu K akko
S-ova evidencija otklanja svaku ne-p mogucnost koja je relevantna u K” (2015: 475),
ali za ,,akko” tu nema mesta bez naznake da se iz nekog razloga istinitost p ve¢ pod-
razumeva.

25  Ova metalingvisti¢ka formulacija ima dodatnu prednost $to je neutralna u pogledu
tradicionalnog (invarijantistickog) i kontekstualistickog (varijantistickog) tumacenja
znanja (upor. Schaffer 2015: 475).
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sticku definiciju pojma znanja de facto pretvorio u falibilisticku. Drugim
recima, premda od nas trazi da iz pojmovnih razloga nacelno prihvatimo
infalibilizam, Luis priznaje da smo prakti¢no, to jest u primeni pojma zna-
nja falibilisti.

Pretpostavimo da je teza konverzacionog kontekstualizma ta¢na, da
Luis tu tezu povezuje sa idejom o relevantnim alternativama i da, ukazu-
juci na kontekstualnu zavisnost izraza ,svaka alternativa” koji figurira u
definiensu (D1), objasnjava zasto je i glagol ,,znati” semanticki osetljiv na
kontekst upotrebe. Da li je to dovoljno da zaklju¢imo da je Luis kontekstu-
alnu zavisnost ,,znati” objasnjavao prema modelu univerzalnog kvantifi-
katora ,,svi’? Da li tako shvacena kontekstualizacija pojma znanja proizla-
zi iz sintagme ,,svaka alternativa” sadrzane u definiensima (D1’) i (D2’)?

Prvo, ako bi to bio slucaj, glagol ,znati” bi morao da preuzme bar
neka vaznija semanticka i sintaksicka obelezja karakteristicna za kvanti-
fikacione reci kao $to je ,,svi”. To, medutim, nije slu¢aj. Na neke znacajne
razlike ukazao je Dzejson Stenli u svojoj lingvistickoj kritici kontekstu-
alizma. Kao §to smo na pocetku naveli, on spada u autore koji smatraju
da je Luis kontekstualnu zavisnost predikata ,,zna” izvodio iz univerzalne
kvantifikacije sadrzane u definiciji pojma znanja:

»Prema Luisu, semantika re¢i zna’ uklju¢uje univerzalnu kvantifikaciju
nad mogu¢nostima. (...) Kontekstualizam u pogledu zna’ Luis, dakle, izvodi
iz, prvo, tvrdnje da zna’ uklju¢uje univerzalnu kvantifikaciju nad mogu¢no-
stima i, drugo, iz ¢injenice da je kvantifikacija u prirodnom jeziku po pravilu
ograni¢ena”” (Stanley 2005: 61)

Ipak, jedna od karakteristika ve¢ine tipi¢nih indeksic¢kih izraza, uklju-
¢ujudi i kvantifikatore kao $to je ,,svi’, jeste fleksibilnost njihove upotrebe.
Naime, konverzacioni kontekst u kojem ih koristimo obi¢no ne namece
neka posebna ogranicenja u sadrzaju (referencijama) koji im govorna lica
dodeljuju, tako da se moze desiti da u relativno kratkom segmentu razgo-
vora, pa ¢ak i u istoj recenici jednu istu semanticki osetljivu re¢ ili frazu
smisleno i razumljivo upotrebimo dva ili viSe puta sa razli¢itim semantic-
kim sadrzajem.?¢ Ilustrativan je slede¢i Stenlijev primer kratkog dijaloga
izmedu osoba A i B:

26 To je obelezje i kvantifikatora kao $to je ,svi” i vecine tipi¢nih indeksickih izraza
(cf. Stanley 2005: 58). Izuzetak su donekle kaplanovski ¢isti indeksikali kao ,ja’, ,ti’
»ovde” i sli¢ni, a njihov objekt referencije fiksiran je nekim vanjezickim obelezjem
konteksta u skladu sa odgovaraju¢im lingvistickim pravilom.
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A: Svaka Van Gogova slika nalazi se u holandskom Nacionalnom mu-
zeju.

B: Doslo je, znadi, do promene. Kada sam poslednji put posetio Na-
cionalni muzej, video sam svaku Van Gogovu sliku, ali su neke definitivno
nedostajale.?’

I sagovornicima i nama kao posmatra¢ima sa strane potpuno je razumlji-
vo da je kvantifikaciona fraza ,svaka Van Gogova slika” u prvoj recenici
upotrebljena tako da se odnosi na sve Van Gogove slike, dok osoba B go-
vori o svim Van Gogovim slikama koje su bile izloZene u trenutku kada je
ona posetila muzej.

Sli¢nu situaciju imamo i u slede¢em Stenlijevom primeru: ,,U Atlanti
ima mnogo serijskih ubica, ali nema mnogo nezaposlenih ljudi’, gde nam
je jasno da se kvantifikaciono upotrebljena re¢ ,mnogo” u dva javljanja
odnosi na razli¢ite domene.?® Mozda bi jo$ ilustrativniji primer bio izve-
$taj sportskog komentatora sa pocetka utakmice: ,,Igraci oba tima istrcali
su na teren i svako se pozdravio sa svakim’, u kojem nam je oc¢igledno da
se re¢ ,svaki” u prvom javljanju odnosi na igrace jednog, a u drugom na
igrace drugog tima.

Ako bi svoju kontekstualnu zavisnost dugovao kvantifikatoru ,,svi’,
i predikat ,,zna” bi trebalo da ispoljava sli¢nu fleksibilnost, §to znaci da
bismo mogli u istom konverzacionom kontekstu da ga upotrebljavamo
tako da precutno referiramo na razli¢ite skupove relevantnih alternativa.
Izgleda, ipak, da epistemicki konverzacioni kontekst to ne dopusta. Nai-
me, takva slobodna upotreba predikata ,,zna” sobom donosi opasnost od
zapadanja u protivre¢nost. Najjednostavniji primer su konjunktivne for-
mulacije koje su ve¢ na prvi pogled neprihvatljive, kao $to bi bilo sledece
zapazanje: ,On zna da se svaka Van Gogova slika nalazi u holandskom
Nacionalnom muzeju, ali ne zna da neke od njih nedostaju” ili implikacija
Dreckeovog i Nozikovog resenja problema skepticizma koje poric¢e deduk-
tivhu zatvorenost znanja: ,On zna da ima ruke, premda [on] ne zna da
nije bestelesni mozak u posudi”. U oba slucaja je ocigledno da se drugim
¢lanom konjunkcije negira semanticka implikacija koju sobom nosi prvi
¢lan konjunkcije.?®

Posto takve receni¢ne konstrukcije izgledaju nedopustive, Stenli za-
klju¢uje da je semanticka analiza predikata ,,zna” po uzoru na kvantifi-
kator ,,svi” neodrziva.®® Taj zaklju¢ak mozemo dodatno da potkrepimo

27  Ibid.: 65.

28 Ibid.: 67.

29 Iz tog razloga je Dirouz (DeRose 1995) takve konjunkcije okvalifikovao kao
nepodnosljive (abominable).

30 Stenlijev zakljuc¢ak naizgled vazi samo za pokus$aj da se semantika glagola ,znati”
tumaci prema modelu kvantifikacionih reci koje se upotrebljavaju sa ograni¢enim
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ukazivanjem na neke sintaksicke razlike izmedu te dve re¢i. Istakli smo na
pocetku da kvantifikatori, poput ostalih semanti¢ki nepotpunih indeksi¢-
kih izraza, u slozenije jezicke sklopove unose sintaksicku elipsu rezervi-
sanu za argument funkcije kojoj kontekst dodeljuje vrednost; u razli¢itim
kontekstima govornim licima su na raspolaganju brojni imeni¢ni izrazi
i jednomesni predikati (¢ak i neverbalna sredstva) pomoc¢u kojih mogu
da ekspliciraju domen kvantifikacije. Sa ,,znati” to naizgled nije slucaj. Na
pretpostavljeno prazno mesto iza ,,zna” u re¢enicama oblika ,,S zna [...] da
p” ne moze da stupi bilo koji od neogranicenog broja odredujucih izraza.
Naprotiv, kao s$to definicija (D3) pokazuje, ako je ,zna” uopste indeksicki
izraz, onda njime prilikom upotrebe, odnosno izricanja recenice ,,S zna da
P’ govorna lica precutno referiraju na skup koji je odreden samo jednim
jednomesnim predikatom - na alternative koje su shodno odgovaraju¢im
pravilima (Luisovim ili nekim drugim) u datom kontekstu stekle svojstvo
relevantnosti.

Ilustrujmo to na Luisovom primeru recenice ,Sve ¢ase su prazne”
izre¢ene u kontekstu u kojem je njen upotpunjen sadrzaj ,,Sve ¢ase na na-
Sem stolu su prazne”. Sintaksicka struktura te re¢enice moze da se prikaze
u obliku ,,Za svako o u [¢asa, F(i)], o je prazno, u kojem je sintaksicka
elipsa rezervisana za objekte o koji ulaze u domen kvantifikacije omeden
jednomesnim predikatom F Taj predikat ¢e, medutim, moc¢i gotovo neo-
graniceno da varira: za recenicu ,Sve ¢aSe koje su F su prazne” u jednom
kontekstu ¢e to biti ¢ase koje su na kafanskom stolu za kojim sagovornici
sede, u drugom ce to biti ¢ase koje su na sanku uz koji oni stoje, u trecem
¢ase na koje govorno lice pokazuje itd. Paralelno sa tim, pretpostavimo da
tvrdimo da je ispunjen uslov iz (D1) ,,Sve alternative su eliminisane”. Od-
govarajuca sintaksicka struktura trebalo bi da bude ,,Za svako o u [alter-
nativa, F(i)], o je eliminisano” Kada bi postojala analogija u semanti¢koj
osetljivosti izmedu ,,zna” i ,,svi’, deskriptivni uslov F bi i u toj konstrukciji
mogao neograniceno da varira: u jednom kontekstu bi to mogle da budu
alternative na koje smo obratili paznju, u drugom alternative koje su zabav-
ne, u tre¢em alternative koje su napisane na tabli itd. Teorija relevantnih
alternativa, medutim, namece jedinstven deskriptivni uslov ekspliciran u
definiensu (D3) - neophodno je iskljuciti relevantne alternative. Jednome-
sni predikat ,relevantna” ostaje isti u svakom kontekstu pripisivanja zna-

domenom (D-kvantifikatori). Ima autora koji tvrde da je taj zaklju¢ak prestrog i da
»zna” u nekim kontekstima ispoljava izvestan stepen fleksibilnosti (Ludlow 2005:
36-37; Baumann 2016: 178-181; Ichikawa 2011). Takode, Sejfer i Sabo su ponudili
semanticki model adverbijalnih kvantifikatora (A-kvantifikatori) kao $to je ,uvek’,
koji su sli¢niji kaplanovskim ¢istim indeksikalima i sa kojima, prema njihovom
misljenju, ,,zna” deli obelezje nefleksibilnosti (Schaffer and Szabé 2014). Neki noviji
kontekstualisti opredeljuju se za to resenje (Ichikawa 2017, Blome Tillman 2022).
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nja. Promenom konteksta ne menja se atribut relevantnosti — kriterijumi
relevantnosti su fiksirani pravilima — menja se jedino skup alternativa cije
je isklju¢enje nuzan i dovoljan uslov istinitosti recenice ,,S zna da p”. Prema
tome, ako je tacno da je ,,S zna da p” kontekstualno zavisno zbog toga sto
infalibilisticki zahtev ,,S-ova evidencija elimini$e svaku alternativu” podvr-
gavamo sotfo voce ogranicenju i primenjujemo u obliku ,,S-ova evidencija
elimini$e svaku relevantnu alternativu’, izbegavaju¢i tako ,,stenu falibiliz-
ma” i ,vrtlog skepticizma’, izvor semanticke osetljivosti predikata ,,zna” nije
u indeksi¢nosti kvantifikatora ,,svi” ve¢ u kontekstualnoj zavisnosti prideva
»relevantna” sadrzanog u imeni¢noj frazi ,relevantna alternativa”

Uostalom, sadrzinski gledano ne gubimo nista ako u definiensu me-
talingvisticke formulacije (D4) izostavimo kvantifikator ,,svaka” a zadrzi-
mo pridev ,relevantna” jer je on dovoljan za specifikaciju domena alterna-
tiva ¢ija je eliminacija uslov istinitosti recenice ,,S zna da p”:

(D5): ,,S zna da p” je istinito u K akko je ,S-ova evidencija isklju¢uje

2

relevantne alternative” istinito u K.

Naravno, dodavanje univerzalnog kvantifikatora ,sve” moglo bi da se
pravda ¢isto formalnim razlozima, ali je sadrzinski (D5) i bez njega sasvim
u redu s obzirom na to kako u neformalnoj prezentaciji na eksplanator-
nom planu funkcioni$u Luisova pravila relevantnosti: kombinovanom pri-
menom u K ona fiksiraju skup relevantnih alternativa, a nuzan i dovoljan
uslov istinitosti tvrdnje ,,S zna da p” izrecene u K jeste da S-ova evidencija
te alternative isklju¢uje. Ako je ta¢no da je predikat ,,zna” semanticki oset-
ljiv na kontekst upotrebe i da kao takav u sintaksicku strukturu recenice
»S zna da p” unosi prazno mesto rezervisano za slobodnu promenljivu
kojoj kontekst dodeljuje odgovaraju¢u vrednost, tu prazninu uvek i jedino
popunjava skup kontekstualno relevantnih alternativa: S zna u odnosu na
alternative (a) koje su relevantne (R) u kontekstu K da p, odnosno ,,S zna
[Ra, K] da p”3! Drugim re¢ima, dok je kvantifikator ,,svi” indeksi¢ki izraz
nezavisno od imeni¢nog dodatka sa kojim formira kvantifikujucu frazu,
kada se uvede sotto voce ogranic¢enje u (D2), predikat ,zna” svoju pret-
postavljenu kontekstualnu zavisnost dobija od atributa ,relevantna” kao
sastavnog dela imenicne fraze ,relevantna alternativa”?

31 Zahtev za isklju¢enjem skupa alternativa moZe da se prikaze i kao epistemicki stan-
dard koji pripisivaci znanja primenjuju u datom kontekstu: ,,S zna [u odnosu na K-
standard] da p”. Vid. Ludlow 2005.

32 Ako su ta nasa zapazanja na mestu, Luis izbegava Stenlijev prigovor i nedopusti-
ve konjunkcije. Naime, posto kontekstualnu zavisnost predikata ,,zna” ne izvodi iz
kontekstualne zavisnosti re¢i ,svaka’, on nije obavezan da dozvoli slobodno javljanje
»zna’ i formulacije tipa ,,S zna da ima ruke, ali S ne zna da nije bestelesni mozak u
posudi”
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Zivan Lazovi¢

LEWIS, ,KNOWS” AND ,,EVERY,
OR HOW TO AVOID ,THE ROCK OF FALLIBILISM”
AND ,THE WHIRPOLL OF SCEPTICISM”

Summary: In his influential article ,Elusive Knowledge” (1996), David Lewis
presented a version of epistemic contextualism that relies on the idea of relevant
alternatives. The basic contextualist thesis is that the semantic content of the
predicate ,,knows” and the sentence of the form ,,S knows that p” is sensitive to
the conversational context of speakers who use them to attribute knowledge. In
order to clarify the semantics of the verb ,to know”, contextualists have usually
appealed to analogies with seemingly indisputable context-sensitive expressions
such as Kaplan’s indexicals, comparative adjectives and words used in ordinary
language for quantification. Lewis is usually credited with the last of these three
semantic models. Although he pointed to the connection between the use of
»knows” and the universal quantifier ,,every”, contained in the infallible require-
ment of eliminating all possibility of error, this paper aims to show that Lewis
derived the contextual dependence of ,knows” from the semantic sensitivity of
the adjective ,,relevant” which is manifested in the contextual variation of a set of
relevant alternatives whose exclusion is necessary for knowledge.

Keywords: ,knows”, ,every’, relevant alternatives, conversational context, se-
mantic sensitivity
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PROVIDING KNOWLEDGE
AND VIRTUE TO OTHERS:
THE THIRD RESPONSIBILITY

Abstract: As is well known among epistemologists and those interested in the
field, one of the main approaches in virtue epistemology is virtue responsibilism,
which in a nutshell claims that epistemic agents are responsible for acquiring vir-
tuous character traits which allow them to obtain knowledge. The notion of re-
sponsibility widens once epistemic vices are introduced into the knowing game,
and Cassam (2019) defines two types of responsibility that pertain to the latter,
i.e., acquisition responsibility and revision responsibility. However, one may some-
times not be held responsible for acquisition, and revision may often, as we will
show in this article, be next to impossible, or the opportunity for revision might
arrive insanely late and take a lamentable moral toll. We argue that there is a need
for preventing the need for vice revision, and that that can be only achieved if we
are to somehow to improve our virtue acquisition. The latter seems like a gargan-
tuan task to undertake but might not be so if we withdraw from the subpersonal
approach to virtue and vice and instead look at the whole epistemological pro-
cess, from obtaining virtue, to gathering knowledge, all the way to revising vice,
as a social process. I will attempt to defend this view and introduce a new kind
of responsibility, one that requires that people provide virtue to each other, and
analyse several ways in which that may be achieved, as well as elaborate on how
that reduces need for revision and what outstanding issues still remain.

Keywords: virtue epistemology, vice epistemology, responsibilism, acquisition,
revision, provision

1. Introduction to Virtue and Vice

Epistemic virtue is a concept derived from Aristotelean conception
of virtues, albeit with a number of modifications. Aristotle conceived of
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virtues as manners of conduct that are neither exaggerated nor lacking
— in context of moral virtue, an example would be the virtues of generos-
ity and frugality, which are both situated between two extremes; wasteful-
ness (being the extreme of generosity) and stinginess (being the extreme
of frugality). Even though his virtues are often considered fundamentally
ethical, Aristotle did not restrain himself to morality and also accounted
for virtues of the mind, which, differing from virtues of the soul that lead,
when exercised, to moral good, pertain mostly to intellectual or cogni-
tive conduct that when exercised leads to epistemic good (Nichomachean
Ethics VII).

This is the strand of virtues that was picked up by epistemologists
in the second half of the previous century, and thus contemporary vir-
tue epistemology started filling the pages of journals. The first important
definition of virtues in epistemology was authored by Ernest Sosa (1991),
who took what is called the reliabilist (see also Greco, 1999) stance to-
wards these virtues. He claimed that the latter are certain cognitive and
sensory faculties that must be correctly developed and function reliably in
order for their holder to obtain knowledge. Later, an approached named
the AAA Model, which argues that epistemic performances must be ac-
curate (achieve their goal), adroit (competent in using faculties required
to achieve that goal) and apt (accurate because of being adroit), of relia-
bilist virtue was constructed (see Sosa, 2007). This model, we would ar-
gue, paves the way for a compatibilist view of reliabilism with the next
approach we will describe, responsibilism (although that possible compat-
ibility falls outside the scope of this article).

Responsibilism can be traced back to Montmarquet (1992), who
pointed out that knowledge is obtained by intentional and voluntary pur-
suit of truth, which is done through virtuous intellectual conduct. The ap-
proach was named and refined by Linda Zagzebski (1996), who argued
that virtues are knowledge-conductive character traits, and that an epis-
temic agent is responsible for developing such traits throughout her epis-
temic pursuits. Zagzebski claimed that reliabilist approach fails to account
for the link between epistemic and moral virtue, and that regarding virtues
as reliable faculties tends to discriminate against those who are, due to
congenital or other medical conditions, unable to develop such faculties;
it cannot be a failure on their part, they cannot be considered responsible.

This view allowed the conception of epistemic vices as virtues’ nega-
tive counterparts, that is, initially, as character traits that inhibit one’s abil-
ity to obtain knowledge. In what is perhaps the most important work in
vice epistemology to date, Cassam (2019) defines epistemic vice as “intel-
lectual defects that get in the way of knowledge” (ibid, ix), which is not
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to say they should be defect in a reliabilist sense, but rather intellectual
conducts that are defective even while subsisting on reliable “hardware”.
Further, he asserts that knowledge is true belief in which we have to be
reasonably confident - we are vicious when we foster a belief (true or
not) that we are confident in for the wrong reasons, or our confidence
is supported by faulty evidence. The author splits these vices into three
categories: character traits, attitudes and postures, and ways of thinking.
Character traits are the most high-fidelity of the three, meaning that they
are expressed in all or near-all epistemic processes the agent undertakes,
with examples of them being intellectual/epistemic hubris, arrogance,
close-mindedness, and such. Attitudes and postures usually apply to one
particular context or field that the agent is biased towards in a certain way
— it is worth noting that attitudes are considered involuntary, while pos-
tures are voluntary. An example of an attitude might be epistemic insouci-
ance, where one ignores truth-value of their belief entirely because doing
so benefits them, while an example of a posture is epistemic malevolence,
where one intentionally hides or twists the truth. Ways of thinking as the
third type of vice according to Cassam have the lowest fidelity; that is to
say they might appear only in one instance in a person who is otherwise
epistemically virtuous — such are certain conspiratorial thoughts and false
presuppositions.

2. Responsibilities

We will derive our further account and problematisation of virtue
and vice related responsibilities from Cassam’s work as well, starting with
his notions of reprehensibility and blameworthiness. Cassam claims that
all vices are reprehensible because of their nature and epistemic conse-
quence, but he maintains that not all vices are blameworthy;, i.e., that not
all vicious agents are to blame for their vices. It is easy to see why that is;
if someone is not aware of their own viciousness — say that a person was
raised dogmatically and is therefore unaware of her own dogmatism be-
cause she lacks the notion of something being dogmatic - they cannot be
blamed for possessing that vice. The vice itself, however, still is reprehen-
sible and should be done away with if at all possible. This is where respon-
sibility first comes in: when an agent becomes aware of their viciousness,
as well as aware that this viciousness is epistemically bad for her, she is
obligated to stop exercising the vice in question. Cassam calls this revision
responsibility — the responsibility to revise a vice once aware of its pres-
ence. This goes for all vices that are exercised involuntarily and without
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agent’s awareness. However, for voluntary vices that the agent is aware of,
and that are blameworthy, the agent is also acquisition responsible - re-
sponsible for having them in the first place — which is the condition for
their being blameworthy.

However, revision responsibility, according to Cassam, seemingly
arises only when one becomes aware of her vicious conduct, and that may
well never happen - if it does happen, it may come too late. When we
say it may come too late, we are referring to Cassam’s solutions for self-
improvement, which demand problematic circumstances such as catalep-
tic experiences, exposure to intellectual authority, etc., and we will delve
into that further in subsection 2.1. Furthermore, if one is not acquisition
responsible and does not become aware of her viciousness then she may
well die a vicious person, and if one is acquisition responsible, then she
may never have any sort of need or want to revise her epistemic behav-
iour. Where then, does any kind of responsibility lie, and by what means
can we stop or prevent epistemically vicious conduct?

In the rest of this section, we will overview why and how acquisition
fails, and why relying on revision when that happens is overly optimistic.
In section 3 we will go on to argue there is an important aspect of epis-
temic process that is vasty undervalued or even entirely ignored by many
philosophers dealing with virtue and vice.

2.1. Issues of Acquisition and Revision
2.1.1. Acquisition-blocking Factors

Foremostly, the main reason acquisition of virtue fails and vice is ac-
quired instead is some form of epistemic bad luck. Battaly (2017) defines
bad luck as “constitutive or environmental factors that are beyond her
[agent’s] control” She speaks of the notion in context of testimonial injus-
tice, drawing on Fricker (2007) to point out two cases, that of the jury in To
Kill a Mockingbird, and that of Greenleaf in The Talented Mr. Ripley. In the
former case, the all-white jury fails to consider evidence in favour of Afri-
can-American defendant Tom Robinson, or in fact consider Mr. Robinson
himself a reliable witness or, ultimately, a plausibly innocent man, because
of racial prejudice. Similarly, in the latter case, Herbert Greenleaf fails to
acknowledge Marge Sherwood as a potential source of knowledge because
of gender prejudice. While Battaly and Fricker both argue in their respective
works that Greenleaf did not have an opportunity to know better because
of historical social context and the jury somehow did (possibly because the
white lawyer, Atticus, did, etc.), that point of view is difficult to defend. To
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Kill a Mockingbird is set in the early 1930s when discrimination against ra-
cial minorities was just as rampant and engrained in society as discrimina-
tion against women was in the early 1950s when The Talented Mr. Ripley
takes place. It can be argued that both Herbert Greenleaf and the members
of the jury had the possibility to look beyond socially-embedded vice and
act virtuously, but failed to do so, or argued that none of them had that pos-
sibility precisely because how deeply embedded those prejudicial percep-
tions were in their respective historical environments; however, it is difticult
to defend the position that one had the opportunity to do so but failed while
the other had no such opportunity at all. The actions of both Greenleaf and
the jury are still reprehensible, but none of them can be considered blame-
worthy or responsible for having acquired their vicious attitude, while both
can be regarded as having been revision responsible.

In fact, it is possible to pinpoint numerous cases when epistemic bad
luck is responsible for the formation of a vice. For example, if a child grows
up in a strictly religious community, she is more than likely to develop
the vicious character trait of dogmatism, provided there are no or very
few strong external influences that could prevent her from conforming to
epistemic conduct prevalent in her social context. Similarly, a child who is
being taught school materials in an outdated manner involving memoris-
ing facts (or “facts”) without being provided an explanation or evidence
will later expect that she can disseminate those or other similarly obtained
facts without being required to provide explanation or evidence as well,
which leads to intellectual arrogance (Paul, 2000).

2.1.2. Catastrophic Moral Consequences

Even though Cassam classifies stealthy vices as a separate category,
but it can be argued that all vices that are not voluntary are also stealthy
as those who exercise them are usually unaware that their conduct is vi-
cious and require some sort of a trigger that causes the epistemic agent to
become aware of her viciousness. Some of these triggers are problematic
in and of themselves, such as traumatic experiences, cataleptic experi-
ences and epiphanies, while some such as testimony of others seem to
present no issue. Nevertheless, even such testimony requires that a vice is
made readily apparent to others who subsequently provide the testimony,
or in the case of cognitive therapy and retrospective analysis, vice must
be expressed in a way that allows the epistemic agent and her peers to
perceive it.

Let us briefly review several of Cassam’s main examples. One is the
Iraq fiasco example, where Donald Rumsfeld, due to vicious traits of ar-
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rogance and closed-mindedness, chose to disregard military analysts’ es-
timates about how many troops will be required for a maximally peace-
ful takeover of Iraq, which resulted in nearly nine years of war, with the
middle eastern country still suffering consequences of the conflict. Similar
example is that of the Yom Kippur invasion when Eli Zeira ignored intelli-
gence reports of Egyptian activity near the Israeli border, in turn failing to
prepare his country for an invasion that took thousands of lives. Another
example is that of the trial of Birmingham Six, when the judges failed to
acknowledge evidence showing that confessions of the defendants were
obtained through police violence, because of a momentary disposition
that led them to fail at accepting the notion that police could be so cor-
rupt — this resulted in the six defendants serving sentences despite being
innocent.

In all of the above examples we can note that the behaviour of epis-
temic agents could not have been construed as vicious before the practical
outcome of their decisions came about. Rumsfeld would have been con-
sidered a wise senior if the Iraq invasion had gone well and was probably
considered as such by many who supported his decision to occupy Iraq
with such-and-such number of troops. Likewise, had the Yom Kippur in-
vasion of 1973 never happened, Zeira would have been considered either
as having “known better” than the intelligence officers, or his decisions
would not have been discussed at all. Should the Birmingham Six turn out
to be indeed guilty and allegations of police violence refuted, the judges
on the case would have been congratulated on not taking such wild ac-
cusations seriously.

However, this was not the case. What we are trying to point out here
is that in all of these (and many more possible) examples, the attention
to the responsible epistemic agents’ viciousness was brought about by
the consequences of their intellectual conduct, and not by that conduct
itself. These consequences, in and of themselves, hold no epistemic or
intellectual value, but a moral one - the outcomes of all these agents’
conducts was morally disastrous, leading to lives lost and lives ruined.
While the agents may have become aware of their vicious conduct after
the consequences of their decisions came to light, and while they may
or may not have revised such conduct in the future, mass casualties or
wrongful imprisonments are hardly a trigger that could be considered
morally acceptable for vice revision. In such cases, to avoid such conse-
quences, the vice should not have been present in the first place; there-
fore, something should have been done to prevent its acquisition in the
first place.
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2.1.3. Transformative Experiences

Another way that Cassam suggests can bring about awareness of one’s
own viciousness and serve as a trigger for revision are several types of
transformative experiences that apply mostly to epistemic postures. The
first of those is traumatic experience, which is precisely what its name
suggests: in order to be motivated to revise her vice, the agent must ex-
perience a traumatic consequence of her vicious agency. Cassam himself
states that one such example is the experience of the Yom Kippur inva-
sion. We have already argued why this is problematic - traumatic expe-
rience demands severe moral consequences that are not acceptable as a
regularly occurring scenario.

The next one is called simply ‘transformative experience’ and is de-
fined as a radical new acquisition, such as the example of Mary in the
Black-and-White Room in the famous thought experiment. The issue here
is not any moral toll this kind of experience would demand, but rather
that such experiences seem to be phenomenally rare. In fact, it is dif-
ficult to even imagine a practical example in which one would acquire
some new knowledge or belief so radical it would cause a revision of her
belief-acquiring faculties themselves. Typical transformative experiences
in a Joe Average’s life are, for example, childbirth, religious conversion,
or major medical procedures (Paul, 2014), but they seem to not be quite
radical enough to cause vice revision. Say one converts to Buddhism -
such conversion does cause her system of beliefs to change, but it does not
necessarily change the intellectual faculties or character traits by which
she arrives to those beliefs. In fact, it is more than likely that the agent
converted to Buddhism precisely because her existing means of acquiring
beliefs (may they be virtuous or vicious) led her to acquire beliefs that are
better suited to Buddhism than whatever religion she subscribed to be-
forehand. She might also convert, say from the Orthodox church to Prot-
estantism, in order to be accepted by a community or to enter wedlock
with a member of Protestant church, but in that case such conversion may
be purely pragmatic and not alter any belief at all. In undergoing serious
medical procedures, one may certainly change some beliefs — say someone
undergoes heart surgery due to cardiovascular disease caused by eating
unhealthily; it seems plausible that she knew, even before the surgery, that
her life-style was unhealthy and now decided to change it, but that means
that neither her belief nor her manner of acquiring beliefs had changed,
it was merely a shift in her everyday habits. Similarly, we may observe
during the Covid-19 pandemic, that oftentimes when conspiracy theorists
about the pandemic become ill with the virus, their vicious conspiratorial
thinking does not change due to this often-serious illness. Instead, they
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tend to shift their belief from say “the virus does not exist” to “the virus
was made on purpose to hurt people like me,” while retaining the same
vicious conduct that led them to the former as well as the latter belief. In
short, regular transformative experiences tend to cause changes in belief,
but not in belief-acquiring mechanisms, while irregular transformative
experiences that are radical enough to be able to cause a shift in agents’
intellectual conducts are rare enough to be an exceptional circumstance
indeed, and not something that could be considered a common or reliable
revision trigger.

Similar can be argued about quantum change, a transformative pro-
cess featuring breakthrough or epiphany. Cassam offers the example of
Ebenezer Scrooge, which again brings forward the question of how likely
such an event is outside of fictional scenarios. That is, while epiphany
seems to be a sure way of changing one’s core beliefs to the point of chang-
ing conducts that lead to those beliefs, the problem lies in whether epipha-
ny in traditional or Joycean sense of a sudden recognition of an important
truth that shakes the foundations of the experiencer’s beliefs, indeed hap-
pens or is it simply a literary figure derived from a concept of mystical or
religious epiphany. Another type of epiphany, however, is making a break-
through, usually a scientific one. In this sense one may claim that Archi-
medes” Eureka moment might be a moment of some kind of epiphany, or
that Newton’s observation of a falling apple was one as well. Yet again we
are faced with the same issue as above: when Archimedes stepped into his
tub and realised the volume of the water displaced is equal to the volume
of object immersed, he already had in place notions of volume and dis-
placement, he already had, as a scientist, virtuous qualities such as open-
mindedness, curiosity, conceivably a fair level of intellectual humility, etc.
Same goes for Newton who probably possessed most of these qualities,
quite certainly already knew that things fall when dropped from a height,
and simply at that point realised that this must be a universal law. While
these are both important scientific breakthroughs, both of them simply
added a new element (equality of relevant volumes; universality of falling)
to their respective agents” systems of belief but did not change in any way
the qualities by which these agents acquire belief. It is difficult to explain
how an epiphany would trigger the revision of those same mechanisms
that led to the epiphany, unless we are introducing a new kind of epiphany
with negative consequences, in which case we can further argue that we
have regressed back to traumatic experience. This is also the case with
cataleptic experiences, or emotional self-realisations, which Cassam offers
along with other transformations that could lead to acknowledgement of
own vice and revision. The problem is, again, that something emotional
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that would lead us to need to revise something about ourselves cannot be
positive, it has to be emotional in a negative sense, sense of regret, grief,
etc. That is to say it has to be, in a sense, traumatic. I will not venture
further into this particular argument on this occasion, but suffice it to say
that most triggers for revision that fall into this bundle present an issue
either because they a) require seriously problematic moral consequences
that bring about awareness of epistemic vice, b) change beliefs but not in-
tellectual or epistemic conducts that lead to the formation of beliefs, or c)
are extremely uncommon or unlikely to be radical enough to trigger vice
revision.

2.1.4. Invulnerability to Epistemic Influence

Lastly, we will glance at what is likely the most optimistic self-im-
provement mechanism that Cassam suggests, and that is exposure to epis-
temic authority. He argues that vicious character traits can be done away
with by exposing the vicious agent to epistemic authority. It is a mighty
strange notion, seen as the most common vicious traits seem to be close-
mindedness, epistemic arrogance, epistemic hubris, and such. It is an in-
tegral quality of those intellectually or epistemically arrogant that they
consistently fail to recognise others as intellectual or epistemic authority
on one particular matter, or oftentimes in all matters they consider them-
selves qualified in.

Let us take the example of the former president of the United States,
Donald Trump Jr. To illustrate our point, we will again invoke a case re-
lated to the Covid-19 pandemic - the case of how at the time president
Trump handled the pandemic. There was outright denial of the existence
of virus, there was blaming China of releasing the virus purposefully, and
then there was denying that restrictions like masks and social distancing
work. President Trump was exposed to all epistemic authorities possible,
from regular doctors to emissaries of the World Health Organisation, to,
perhaps most notably, NIAID director, immunologist Anthony Fauci, all
of whom failed to make the slightest of progresses even with Trump’s pur-
ported beliefs, much less with his vicious character traits.

This is partially because Trump is likely to have been epistemically
malevolent in addition to those vices and furthered his agenda despite
knowing better than what he was pushing in public, and partially because
if on€’s vice involves not recognising epistemic authorities, then it is very
unlikely that it can be revised by exposing them to epistemic authorities.

Donald Trump is not an isolated case by far, Boris Johnson’s insouci-
ant attitude towards all objective information regarding the consequences
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of Brexit was also quite obviously impervious to any voice of epistemic
authority. Conspiracy theories about Flat Earth and about the moon land-
ing being fake also cannot be disproved by epistemic authorities as those
holding conspiratorial thinking as a high-fidelity trait do not consider
those authorities actual authorities but presuppose that those authorities
are being epistemically malevolent.

Numerous vicious traits possess this common property; agents who
exercise these vicious traits tend to disregard epistemic authority as au-
thority, and therefore it is difficult to expose them to epistemic authority
with any degree of success, for either they do not regard it as authority,
or it has to be “their” authority, i.e., a higher-ranking person holding the
same faulty beliefs and vices.

2.1.5. Revision of Virtue

Another peril we are facing when considering revision of vice is its
exact opposite — revision of virtue. This is a concept that has not been
discussed much, perhaps at all, in virtue and vice epistemology, but still
does seem to be an everyday occurrence. If revising vice means becoming
aware of one’s vicious conduct and working on replacing that vice with a
corresponding virtue, revising virtue is a more accidental process. In re-
vising virtue, an agent wrongly recognises one of her virtues as a vice and
revises it with what she considers virtue and is actually a vice.

This is quite commonly seen when people make a “return to nature”
or start engaging in self-care. These latter concepts are often associated
with spiritualism, astrology, and various other kinds of pseudo-science.
Individuals can then commonly become convinced that their reasonable
confidence in scientific knowledge is dogmatic and begin to revise it in fa-
vour of gullibility or naiveness. In context of Covid-19 pandemic we have
seen numerous cases of individuals who were, before the Covid vaccine
controversy, supporters of vaccines or at least had nothing against them,
turning into anti-vaxxers. We can observe that in this process, they began
to consider their trust in medical professionals, which is completely justi-
fied trust in proper epistemic authority, as naive and replaced it with con-
spiratorial thinking that they misperceived as curiosity, open-mindedness,
or even some form of epistemic courage.

The underlaying phenomenon is that people who revise virtue in fa-
vour of vice in this sense tend to do so because they accepted false epis-
temic authority as proper one, say a writer of a spirituality-based self-help
book when a proper authority would have been an acknowledged psy-
chotherapist, or an article written about vaccines by a concerned stay-at-
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home mother when they should have trusted an immunologist. Another
common occurrence of this is when people who agree with certain subset
of usually moderate principles of a politician start revising their beliefs
and intellectual conduct to accommodate the whole set of even the most
radical principle of said politician, if they begin considering them an epis-
temic authority. Once such a revision is made, revising the newly acquired
vice again in favour of virtue is at least as difficult as revising any vice in
the first place.

3. Knowing as a Social Process

We can see above that in acquisition, as well as in most proposed pro-
cesses that lead to revision, the agent doing the acquiring or revising has
to rely on others in some shape or form; when acquiring, it is important
what kind of virtue or vice her inner social circles tend to exercise, how
she receives beliefs and knowledge (in a virtuous or vicious manner) —
when triggering a revision, testimonies of others play a major role, the
way others are perceived (as an authority or not) is important as well, and
lastly, it is also relevant how an agent’s decisions affect others around her,
as that is what ultimately triggers traumatic and other transformative ex-
periences. The latter seems a bit far-fetched, but even Ebenezer Scrooge,
even when utterly selfish, is partially influenced by consequences of his
actions for others, like the potential death of Tiny Tim and the grief of his
family.

This leads us to a not exactly new but often disregarded idea that
knowing is a social process. Grasswick (2019) goes so far as to argue that
it is in fact deeply social, as we are, as social agents, constantly relying on
testimonies of others, may they be epistemic authorities or merely peers,
possess different background assumptions depending on our social cir-
cles, and abide by different standards of evidence depending on those
background assumptions. As mentioned earlier, if an epistemic agent is
raised in a traditional, religiously dogmatic household, her standards of
evidence and background assumptions are going to be vastly different that
from someone who grew up with, say, atheist scientists.

Indeed, some go so far as to say that certain groups of people can
be considered epistemic agents themselves. For example, Lahroodi (2007)
proposes a view of this called summativism, that states that a group A can
be said to have property P, if most of its members have property P. Thus,
for a family that supports and teaches open-mindedness and where most
if not all members are open-minded, we can say that the family is open-
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minded. In such groups, the property P gets transferred between members
of the group, observably mainly from senior to junior members. This may
end in the majority of the members of the group internalising the prop-
erty as a sub-personal value, in our context virtue or vice, or it may lead to
some interesting fringe cases akin to the Abilene Paradox.

In the Abilene Paradox a family decides to visit the town of Abilene
for lunch, undertaking a 50-mile one way drive in scorching heat of sum-
mer to do so; the father who proposes the idea would rather not go, but
proposes it because he believe the other family members are bored, while
the others accept the suggestion because they believe that the father (and
the other members of the family) wishes to go to Abilene, while all of
them do not wish to go - they choose to go because they believe it is
what the other members of their family want (Harvey, 1974). Similarly, in
a group that is an epistemic agent with the property P, members might act
accordingly with the property P because it is supposed to be their group’s
property, while less than a majority or even only very few members of the
group actually hold P.

Such fringe cases are possible but are generally avoided by exercis-
ing virtues such as honesty and truthfulness, which Kawall (2002) dubs
“other-regarding” virtues, i.e., virtues that help others obtain knowledge
through one’s truthful and honest testimony. It is, of course, possible
that an agent acting virtuously in this “other-regarding” aspect is vicious
in ways she obtained knowledge in the first place (but oblivious to that
viciousness), and unintentionally spreading untrue or unjustified beliefs
unto the peers in her group. However, if she is acting virtuously in ac-
quisition of knowledge, as well as in dissemination of said knowledge,
she assures that the knowledge the others then possess is justified via
her own virtuousness.

It seems possible that this notion can be extended to virtues them-
selves, and that one can, in acting virtuously towards others, instil into
those others similar virtuous conduct. If we consider Cassam’s view that
virtues and vices are sub-personal, this seems to be somewhat implausible,
but we must note here that we are not discussing the nature of virtue and
vice as ways of arriving at or obstructing access to knowledge respectively,
we are discussing the mechanisms of acquisition of vice in social context.
While we may agree with Cassam’s claim that virtues and vices are sub-
personal and largely socially and structurally independent once acquired,
the processes of acquiring and revising them are not, and are, given what
we summarised above about knowing as a social process and transfer of
epistemic properties within groups as epistemic agents, largely socially
conditioned.
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4. Provision Responsibility

We have discussed, in section 2, why acquisition of virtue is often
obstructed due to social and environmental factors, why revision often
fails, and how triggering the need for revision tends to involve morally
unfavourable outcomes of epistemically vicious conduct that should be
avoided. In section 3 we have hinted that triggers of the need for revi-
sion also have a notable social component and that indeed the process
of obtaining knowledge, and thus of acquiring virtue and vice, is deeply
social and that methods of obtaining knowledge largely depend on our
social environment, in other words, on the epistemic group we of which
we are a part and from whose other members we receive example and
testimonies.

If we are attempting to avoid, as we argued we should, the need for
revision as well as to prevent epistemic bad luck in acquisition, we may
rely on those social mechanisms to do so. Since we cannot blame the epis-
temic agent herself for acquiring a vice because that vice is commonplace
in other agents in her environment of origin, or for acquiring a vice di-
rectly from an epistemic authority (subjective one from her point of view,
such as parent, teacher, etc.) who exercised that vice, where do we assign
blame and responsibility? The answer is to those other persons in her en-
vironment. A third party can be blamed for an epistemic agent’s involun-
tary acquisition of vice, and in turn has a responsibility towards providing
virtue to the agent.

We call that third type of responsibility provision responsibility and
will now dedicate to it the core of this paper. First, it is most obvious
that parents present an epistemic authority to their children, especial-
ly when the latter are still developing, as well as do teachers and other
adults present in their upbringing, as people develop in relation to others
(Grasswick, 2019; Baier, 1985). These we will call the primary (parents)
and secondary (educational and other authorities) level of acquisition,
or both together the developmental level of acquisition. There is also
a tertiary level of acquisition, which we can also call constitutive level
(Grasswick, 2019; Baier, 1985) of acquisition, where provision respon-
sibility falls on other figures of epistemic authority such as scientists,
politicians, leaders, bosses, etc., who may influence adult (developed)
epistemic agents. This last level’s function is mostly preventing revision
of virtue by providing virtue and avoiding displaying vice that could re-
place another’s virtue. We have outlined three types of provision that
falls under provision responsibility, which we will explain in some detail
in following subsections.
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4.1. Active (Explanatory) Knowledge Provision

The first manner of provision is the Active (Explanatory) Knowledge
Provision (A(E)KP), which demands that when in position of epistemic
authority of some kind - that can mean a parent, a teacher, a public-lec-
turing scientist, or even a peer with a higher level of knowledge on a par-
ticular topic — an epistemic agent should always provide only knowledge,
in the sense where knowledge is justified true belief that fulfils Cassam’s
condition that one should have reasonable confidence as to whether their
knowledge is indeed knowledge. Additionally, the A(E)KP demands there
to be an explanatory component, in line with the notion of Paul (2000)
we have mentioned earlier that superficial learning of bare “facts” without
being provided an explanation as to why they are true and how they are
justified leads to intellectual arrogance in a variety of ways.

This requirement prohibits various types of “because we said so” sce-
narios. We maintain that there is nothing wrong with justifying a rule or
a sanction in a “because we said so” manner to a child who is, by a rea-
sonable estimate of the parent or teacher, too young to understand the
justifications if provided. However, we argue that failing to properly justify
decisions to an older child or a young teenager, for example, can be epis-
temically harmful. Say, should a parent prohibit their child from attending
a peer activity or an event, they have to provide sufficient reason why that
is so (state any presentable dangers, risks, etc.) in a non-dogmatic fashion
(should not, for example, prohibit a teenage child from going to a concert
due to risk of drug consumption when there is no concrete justification
of such risk). This is relevant for the development of justified decision-
making about self and others by the child in question.

More concretely pertaining to knowledge; any and all knowledge giv-
en by an epistemic authority should be given with proper explanation of
what justifies it as knowledge, and not simply from a position of authority
presenting as unquestionable. If a physics teacher is attempting to teach
her students about the function of gravity, she should be expected to ex-
plain the observations that led to the first formulation of the concept by
Newton, how we can know the principle to be universal, and so forth,
instead of, as it is unfortunately often done, merely describing the con-
cept briefly and demanding the students to memorise its constants and
relevant formulae. Prior to such, if a parent wishes a child to be respectful
and tolerant to those different from her, it does not suffice, however mor-
ally good the goal, to tautologically say “because it is the right thing to do’,
or something along those lines. Rather, it is expected that the parent will
explain why there is nothing about those people that would make them
inferior, the challenges they may be facing, and how her own child can
relate to them even though they may be different.
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Extending that to what we call the tertiary or constitutive level is
somewhat more difficult, as it is difficult to justify why someone with a
doctoral degree in immunology should have to explain details of a vac-
cine to a firm conspiracy theorist. The answer is that they do not have
to do so, individually, but such details should be made publicly available
without prejudice. The real provision responsibility lies with those who
contradict such scientific materials, and who should be able to explain in
careful detail with proper justification why they are contradicting estab-
lished fact. Here, we must note that such provision of explanation is un-
likely to occur as those that practice the vice of, say, conspiratorial think-
ing, have acquired it at an earlier stage, or acquired it from someone who
had acquired it at an earlier stage. On the tertiary level, the A(E)KP is
mostly relevant for politicians and other figures with broad public influ-
ence, who should refrain from sensationalistic statements on affairs not
immediately political (science, ethics, etc.), but instead, should they make
statements on these affairs at all, support them with explanations of how
they are justified as true, or at the very least support them by reference to
an appropriate authority (scientists and scholars) who can provide such
explanations if necessary.

For the most part, all of the above applies to a junior agent’s acquisi-
tion of knowledge, and not directly to acquisition of virtue, but it does
also offer a mechanism by which the junior agent can establish how beliefs
she wishes to convey should be justified and that she should refrain from
conveying them if she is unable to justify them in such way.

4.2. Passive Virtue Provision (PVP)

Another way for the Passive Virtue Provision may be provision of
virtue by example. As we noted before (by Grasswick, 2019; Baier, 1985)
people develop in relation to others and never independently. This means
that being actively provided knowledge does not adequately help one de-
velop her faculties, similarly as Mary in the black-and-white room has
something new to learn upon seeing a red object despite knowing eve-
rything about redness in theory. By that we mean, if Mary’s friend Jane
was in another room, one where things are in colour, but where she has
no contact with other people and no video or audio materials portraying
interpersonal relations, yet she is provided all sorts of encyclopaedias on a
variety of topics, including sociology and psychology, she would still learn
plenty when eventually released into the world where she would observe
people actually interacting and where she would be expected to interact
with them as well.
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Indeed, people seem to learn more from observing senior agents” ac-
tions than they do from being told how to act, and that applies also to
moral as well as epistemic agency. For example, it is known that experi-
encing abuse as a child will likely lead to the adoption of similar abusive
behaviour. Likewise, if a parent is acting openly intolerant to minorities,
the child will likely adopt the same intolerance, unless she observes tol-
erant behaviour by other senior agents sufficiently often and sufficiently
early in her development. There is no reason to claim that epistemic con-
duct would be learned any differently, thus we might surmise that observ-
ing virtuous behaviour in senior agents leads to adoption of virtue in jun-
ior agent, as does observing vice lead to adoption of vice.

This leads to a responsibility to act virtuously and refrain from act-
ing viciously when observed by those who regard one as an epistemic au-
thority. Mainly this applies to primary and secondary levels of acquisition,
wherein parents and teachers should be expected to ‘practice what they
preach, employing open-mindedness, intellectual humility, critical think-
ing, and other virtuous faculties in the presence of children.

On the tertiary level of acquisition, the PVP takes on a somewhat dif-
ferent form as well. Again, epistemic authorities such as politicians, em-
ployers, scientists, and a number of others are to be expected to act virtu-
ously, but not because it may cause such passive adoption of vice. Rather
it is because certain agents may value epistemic authorities’ conduct over
their own, thus adopting it purposely or semi-purposely, leading to virtue
revision. Another possibility is that someone in a position of epistemic
authority may preach virtue, but practice vice, in which case she may be
regarded as hypocritical and have her professed virtue ignored due to vi-
cious conduct; or some may misconstrue her virtuous words as vicious
due to the vicious conduct and elect to act in contradiction with them,
resulting in viciousness. The latter case may be seen in some politicians
during the Covid-19 pandemic; certain politicians who have been, in gen-
eral, acting viciously in the sense of practicing corruption, violations of
rights, etc., have chosen to take the virtuous stance of being pro-vaccina-
tion. However, because of their general viciousness, many have assumed
their latest stance must be vicious as well, choosing consequently to take
the opposite, indeed vicious stance, while the former would have been vir-
tuous, and while it is likely they would have taken the former in other
circumstances.

4.3. Active (Theoretical) Virtue Provision (A(T)VP)

The last variety of provision pertains to direct teaching of what epis-
temic virtues and vices are, how they are acquired, what characterises
them, how to recognise them, revise them, and so forth.
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The starting point of this is the necessity expressed by some to teach
critical thinking as a tool for building virtue. Kilby (2004) for example
considers teaching of critical thinking as a gateway to open-mindedness,
claiming that the ability to think critically is fundamental to overcom-
ing social obstacles; someone who is adroit in critical thinking will, when
faced a situation in which she is expected or even preconditioned to react
in a certain way, recognise faults in such reaction and consider whether
such reaction is appropriate prior to reacting. This is applicable to situa-
tions where epistemic engagement is required; somebody versed in critical
thinking will be quicker to question information given to her by others,
asking herself whether it is indeed knowledge and how it is justified. Fur-
thermore, she is more likely to question intellectual behaviour of herself
and others in a similar way, being able to recognise, if not in so many
words, virtuous and vicious conduct.

However, this does continue towards teaching the theory of epistemic
virtue and vice itself, and there is a direct requirement for teaching such
theory to the general population (Battaly, 2016; Curren, 2019). Awareness
of the existence of the concepts of epistemic vice, epistemic virtue, and
how they function, raises awareness of an agent’s own virtuous and vicious
conduct, as well as of such conducts present in others. Moreover it pro-
vides phronesis, the practical wisdom responsible for emerging virtuous
conducts without external influence, which Zagzebski at some point de-
scribes as “the excellence in deciding what to do” (Zagzebski, 2019; Cur-
ren, 2019; Wright, 2019).

For example, if an epistemic agent is aware that, as per Cassam (2019),
conspiratorial thinking can be both vicious and virtuous - virtuous in
conspiracy-poor and vicious in conspiracy-rich environments — she is well
predisposed to critically reflect on her own thinking in light of her cur-
rent environment and can ‘catch herself’ thinking in line with a common
conspiracy, which she can then revise, or can on the other hand observe
her thinking, albeit conspiratorial in nature, to be unique to herself and
pursue it further with due caution. In addition to self-reflection, phronesis
developed through theoretical knowledge of virtue and vice significantly
improves one’s ability to determine which epistemic authority is proper
and which is not, as well as the ability to distinguish valid evidence and
justifications from invalid ones.

Needless to say, this A(T)VP is entirely inapplicable to the primary
level of acquisition, and most prominently applicable in the second or
educational level, mainly on higher levels of education when the students
have already developed suitable formal thinking. However, it can also be
argued that A(T)VP can be conducted on the tertiary level through adult
classes, workshops, and other means of raising awareness.
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Conclusions

There are two major issues that remain unaddressed and unan-
swered by the notion of provision responsibility as outlined in this pa-
per. The first of these is the problem of voluntary vices, such as epistemic
corruption; so far it seems that no amount of education, good examples
and theoretical knowledge can prevent an agent from voluntarily exer-
cising an epistemic vice, knowing full well her conduct is vicious, for
her personal gain or due to some other motivation. The second one is
that there is no distinct starting point to provision responsibility. There
do not seem to be any epistemically perfect agents, although each indi-
vidual person is differently distant to the concept. A parent or a teacher
unaware of her own virtuousness cannot be held acquisition or revision
responsible, thus cannot be expected to be provision responsible, and so
goes the cycle. One possibility is to suggest starting at A(T)VP at tertiary
level, targeting primarily educators, then expanding that to parents, em-
phasising, through A(T)VP the importance of PVP and A(E)KP, and so
forth. It is also possible that this issue is where a philosopher's job stops
and a pedagogue's begins, but I shall not attempt to clear this up on the
spot, as it is too demanding a task.

Outside of outstanding issues, we conclude here that accepting the
notion of provision responsibility provides a reasonable answer to the
question of where the responsibility for reprehensible vices lies when the
agent cannot be acquisition responsible because of involuntariness of the
acquisition and at the same time cannot be revision responsible because of
continued obliviousness of her own viciousness.

Further, successfully implementing knowledge and virtue provision
at primary and secondary levels of acquisition can guarantee proper ac-
quisition of epistemically and intellectually virtuous conduct, which pre-
vents the need for vice revision later on, while implementing A(E)KP and
PVP on the tertiary level may prevent virtue revision, and implementing
A(T)VP on all levels provides one with uninhibited reflective thinking on
knowledge and her own virtuousness/viciousness, which in turn enables
self-reflection to the point when the need for revision can be identified
and revision can be undertaken without any morally catastrophic, perso-
nally traumatic, or other adversely-natured triggers.
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ULOGA MISAONIH EKSPERIMENATA U
RESAVANJU KRIZA

Sazetak: U prvom delu ¢lanka analizirane su neke od filozofskih osnova progra-
ma stru¢nog usavrsavanja nastavnika ,,Primena misaonih eksperimenata u nasta-
vi’, koji je autor drzao u $kolama. IzloZena je skica prirode i motivacije misaonih
eksperimenata, sa naglaskom na ulozi imaginacije. Imaginacija u misaonim ek-
sperimentima izuzetno je vazna komponenta razre$avanja ekonomskih i politi¢-
kih kriza. Imaginacija ima klju¢nu ulogu u fenomenu koji sam nazvao uvidanjem.
Uvidanje je heterogen fenomen i njegovi razli¢iti vidovi su rasc¢lanjeni u tekstu.
Tema centralnog dela teksta su nacini na koje uvidanje u raznim oblicima dovodi
do novog znanja i, $to je jo$ znacajnije, do razumevanja prirodnih i drustvenih
pojava koje omogucava reSenje drustvenih kriza. Misaoni eksperimenti dovode
do uvidanja i novog znanja bez novog iskustva. Uvidanje je preovladujudi episte-
micki cilj misaonih eksperimenata u procesu re$avanja kriza.

Kljucne reci: misaoni eksperimenti, reSavanje kriza, imaginacija, uvidanje, znanje

Pandemija virusa korona prekinula je program stru¢nog usavr$avanja
nastavnika ,,Primena misaonih eksperimenata u nastavi’, koji je akredito-
vao Zavod za unapredenje obrazovanja i vaspitanja. Kolega Ivan Umelji¢
iz Centra za promociju nauke i ja odrzali smo u Beogradu i jo$ desetak
gradova u Srbiji, u osnovnim i srednjim $kolama i u lokalnim centrima za
stru¢no usavr$avanje obuku za najsiri profil nastavnika. Njen cilj je bilo
osposobljavanje za kori§¢enje metoda misaone eksperimentacije u izlaga-
nju i savladanju gradiva iz razli¢itih predmeta i nastavnih jedinica.

Za realizaciju tog programa stru¢nog usavr$avanja nastavnika od ve-
like koristi bila je okolnost da je Centar za promociju nauke izdao prevod
knjige A sta ako... Peg Titl (Tittle) (Titl 2018), tako da su polaznici na

* Odeljenje za filozofiju, Filozofski fakultet Univerziteta u Beogradu, mbogdanl@f.
bg.ac.rs.
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raspolaganju imali literaturu iz koje su mogli da se upoznaju sa ,sabra-
nim misaonim eksperimentima u filozofiji’, kako glasi podnaslov te knjige
koju je preveo autor ovog teksta. Filozofija je ,,rodno mesto” misaonih ek-
sperimenata, a misaona eksperimentacija i prouc¢avanje prirode misaonih
eksperimenata spadaju u domen filozofije, iako je bez misaonih eksperi-
menata ocigledno nemoguce razumeti, na primer, gradivo ¢ak i elemen-
tarne, a kamoli napredne fizike. Tokom ,obucavanja’ nastavnika trudili
smo se da pokazemo koliko misaoni eksperimenti mogu da budu korisni
u savladanju nastavnih jedinica iz biologije, istorije, stranog jezika, socio-
logije ili gradanskog vaspitanja, dakle i u prirodnim i u drustvenim nau-
kama. Filozofija i knjizevnost se, svaka na svoj nacin, sastoje od misaonih
eksperimenata.

Umesto da zalazim u posebna pitanja pojedinih nastavnih jedini-
ca iz $kolskih predmeta, ¢emu ovde nije mesto, svoje izlaganje ¢u poceti
objasnjenjem nekih filozofskih pretpostavki na kojima je na$ program za-
snovan. To su klasi¢na filozofska stanovista, oblikovana uglavnom ranom
modernom filozofijom jer nije bilo potrebe da ulazimo u problematizaciju
ili savremenu filozofsku kritiku tih stanovista. Ona su sasvim dovoljna da
misaoni eksperimenti obave svoju nastavnu funkciju. Takav pristup po-
drazumeva izvesna pojednostavljenja filozofskih eksplikacija misaonih
eksperimenata. Naime, iz te perspektive, misaoni eksperimenti zadrza-
vaju sve karakteristike koje imaju ,,pravi” eksperimenti, koji se izvode u
»Stvarnosti’, samo $to su ovi smesteni u laboratoriju ljudskog uma, od-
vijaju se u nasoj glavi. U skladu s tim, naj¢eS¢a motivacija za izvodenje
misaonog eksperimenta jeste nemoguc¢nost da bude izveden u stvarnosti,
bilo u doslovnom smislu fizicke nemoguénosti, bilo zato $to bi neko mo-
rao da bude povreden ili da mu se nanese neprihvatljiva $teta. Misaoni
eksperimenti mogu da opovrgavaju odredene hipoteze i stvaraju potrebu
za formulisanjem novih teorija, ¢ime doprinose rastu ljudskog znanja, ako
znanje shvatimo kumulativisti¢ki. Ishod neke zamisljene situacije ili do-
gadaja moze ozbiljno da uzdrma neka uverenja kojih se ¢vrsto drzimo.
Sli¢no tome, misaoni eksperiment preispituje i sadrzaje nasih pojmova.
ZamiSljeni objekat, stanje stvari ili proces govori nam $ta ulazi, a $ta ne
ulazi u sadrzaj pojma koji pokusavamo da odredimo, tako $to nam govori
koja obelezja ulaze, a koja ne ulaze u odredeni pojam.

Imaginacija je mentalna sposobnost koja nam omogucava da misa-
onim eksperimentima ostvarimo takve rezultate. Pokazalo se da polazni-
ci kurseva najlak$e razumeju u kom smislu ovde govorimo o imaginaciji
kada razmotrimo pitanje $ta su granice imaginacije. Na njih ¢emo naici u
onome $to filozofi nazivaju analitickim sudovima. U savremenijoj verzi-
ji kantovske distinkcije izmedu analitickog i sintetickog, analiticki sudovi
su oni koji su istiniti samo na osnovu svog znacenja. Epistemoloski po-
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smatrano, mozemo da znamo da su ti sudovi istiniti isklju¢ivo na osno-
vu znanja njihovog znacenja. Znam da je iskaz ,,Svi becari su neoZenjeni
ljudi” istinit jer znam $ta termin becar znaci, a kada to ne bih znao, ne
bih znao ni znacenje te recenice, pa u skladu s tim ne bih mogao da odre-
dim ni istinosnu vrednost odgovarajuceg iskaza. Ako znam §ta znaci re¢
»becar’, onda ne mogu da zamislim da taj iskaz nije istinit. To je granica
moje imaginacije. Ne mogu da zamislim da su becari oZenjeni, ne mogu
da zamislim moguc¢i svet ili protiv¢injenicku situaciju u kojoj su becari
oZenjeni ljudi. Stavise, kada bih pretpostavio da taj iskaz nije istinit, pret-
postavio bih nesto samoprotivre¢no. Recenica ,,Svi becari su neoZenjeni
ljudi” istinita je u svim moguéim svetovima jer njena istinitost ne zavisi od
¢injenica. Kada govorimo o ¢injenicama u hjumovskom smislu, o onome
$to uvek mozemo da zamislimo da je drugacije, uvek mozemo da zamisli-
mo negaciju odgovarajuceg iskaza. Istinitost iskaza ,Becari vode neuredan
zivot” ne mozemo da znamo iskljuc¢ivo na osnovu znacenja tog iskaza, ma
koliko nam se on ¢inio prihvatljiv i ubedljiv. Treba da znamo neke ¢inje-
nice o be¢arima. Uvek mozemo da zamislimo protiv¢injenicku situaciju ili
moguci svet u kojem becari vode uredne Zivote. Nema nic¢eg samoproti-
vre¢nog u tome da becari ne vode neuredan Zivot, da imaju sasvim uredne
Zivote.

Zamislivost o kojoj ovde govorim moze se pronaci u klasi¢nim Krip-
keovim radovima o semantici mogu¢ih svetova (Kripke 1980). O mogu-
¢im svetovima ne govorimo kao o udaljenim planetama ve¢ zamisljamo
protivéinjenicke situacije, svetove koji su veoma sli¢ni nasem, ali se ra-
zlikuju u nekom specificnom relevantnom pogledu. Relevantnost te po-
sebne razlike tice se nacina na koji takav moguci svet, u okviru misaonog
eksperimenta koji se sastoji od uvodenja takve razlike, moze da podrzi ili
opovrgne neko stanoviste ili verovanje. Misaoni eksperiment, na taj nacin,
predstavlja zamisljanje moguceg sveta koji se od naseg, aktuelnog sveta,
razlikuje samo u relevantnim aspektima. Izbegavanje da se upustim u sup-
tilnosti Kripkeove analize pojmovnih parova a priori — nuzno i a posteriori
- kontingentno sasvim je namerno. Ono bi nepotrebno iskomplikovalo
ovu pojednostavljenu sliku koju smo imali u vidu kada smo pristupali
misaonim eksperimentima u kontekstu nastave. Medutim, morali smo da
upozorimo polaznike da u nastavi filozofije postoji misaoni eksperiment
koji kréi to pravilo relevantnosti. Naime, Dekartov misaoni eksperiment
sa Zlim demonom podrazumeva upotrebu imaginacije u svrhu konstrui-
sanja najradikalnijeg misaonog eksperimenta, zamisljanja moguceg sveta
koji je u svim aspektima razli¢it od naseg. Zamisljamo mogucnost da se
varamo u svim verovanjima koja imamo o aktuelnom svetu usled delova-
nja najmo¢nijeg moguceg obmanjivaca, Zlog demona, koji je sposoban da
nas vara u bilo kojem nasem verovanju, ali i svim uzetim zajedno. Ako je
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tako nesto moguce, da li onda mozemo da zaklju¢imo da ni o ¢emu nika-
da ni$ta ne mozemo da znamo? To je jedan od fundamentalnih misaonih
eksperimenata u filozofiji i predstavlja izuzetak i odstupanje od modela
relevantnih razlika.

Istorijskofilozofski posmatrano, znacajna posledica Kripkeovih istra-
zivanja bila je da misaoni eksperimenti mogu da podrze i esencijalisticke
intuicije o tome $ta sacinjava su$tinska svojstva neke stvari. Imam jaku
intuiciju da radijator, koji koristim za dogrevanje u doba energetske krize
i lose snabdevenosti toplana gorivom, nije mogao da bude napravljen od
leda. I to ne zato $to bi se topio ili prosto zato $to takav uredaj ne bismo
mogli da napravimo od leda. MoZemo da zamislimo da je takve poteskoce
moguce tehnoloski prevazici. Stavise, mozda ¢u jednog dana moé¢i da ku-
pim i na isto mesto stavim nesto tako bizarno kao $to je ledeni radijator.
Stvar je zapravo u tome da mi moje intuicije govore da, kada bi bio na-
pravljen od leda, to ne bi bio ovaj ovde radijator. Ne postoji moguci svet
u kojem je ovaj ovde radijator napravljen od leda. U tom mogucem svetu
bio bi to neki drugi radijator. Mogao bi da se zapali i eksplodira i tako
potpuno promeni svoj izgled, ali bi u tim mogu¢im svetovima i dalje bio
ovaj radijator. Medutim, u trenutku kada je napravljen, ovaj ovde radijator
nije napravljen od leda.

Veca poteskoca sa takvim misaonim eksperimentima je to §to je onda
matematika potpuno izolovana od potencijalnih podruc¢ja na kojima se
sprovode misaoni eksperimenti. Ukoliko su oni ograni¢eni na podrudje
¢injenickog, aposteriornog i kontingentnog, na podrucje onoga $to uvek
moze da bude drugacije i to je istinito na osnovu ¢injenica, a ne na osno-
vu znacenja, onda matematika ostaje s druge strane granice eksperimen-
tatorske imaginacije. Matematika je (sem za Kanta i kantovce) analiticka,
apriorna i nuzna, bar u ovoj simplifikovanoj filozofskoj geografiji pojmo-
va. Ipak, odmah nam se namecu neki najopstiji i najtemeljniji misaoni ek-
sperimenti, kao $to bi bilo zamisljanje susreta sa inteligentnim bi¢ima koja
imaju matematiku radikalno razli¢itu od nase. Svakako ne bi trebalo da se
slepo drzimo nekog modela i tamo gde postoje ocigledni protivprimeri,
a matematika, kao apriorna intelektualna disciplina, ionako je izuzetak u
$kolskom programu.

Na kraju krajeva ni sam ne verujem da je fundamentalna distinkcija u
ovoj slici filozofskih osnova misaonih eksperimenata odrziva, a to je dis-
tinkcija izmedu analitickih i sintetickih sudova. Na tragu Kvajna, smatram
da ne postoje iskazi koji su imuni na reviziju, da su svi iskazi manje ili vise
sinteticki i da ne postoje oni ¢ija je empirijska komponenta ravna nuli.
Medutim, upustanje u odbranu takvog stanovista je irelevantno za ovu
raspravu. Tako pojednostavljeno shvatanje filozofske pozadine misaonih
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eksperimenata ne menja ni$ta u njihovom pedagoskom efektu. U samoj
upotrebi misaonih eksperimenata pokazuje se jo$ jednom da su filozofske
suptilnosti irelevantne za odredene prakti¢ne svrhe.

O ulozi misaonih eksperimenata u obrazovanju govorim zbog toga
§to je uloga misaonih eksperimenata u re§avanju kriza tesno povezana
sa na¢inom na koji oni dovode do novog znanja u obrazovnom procesu.
Kada posmatramo epistemolosku literaturu o misaonim eksperimentima,
vidimo da je ona usredsredena na pitanje kako misaoni eksperimenti proi-
zvode novo empirijsko znanje bez novog iskustva. Sprovode¢i misaoni ek-
speriment, ne raspolazemo novim iskustvom ve¢ rekombinujemo staro, ali
on svejedno proizvodi novo empirijsko znanje. Reprezentativan primer ta-
kvog pristupa je knjiga Tamar Gendler (Gendler 2000), koja je inspirisala
mnostvo radova na ovu temu u 21. veku. Povrh toga, bave¢i se pomenutim
pitanjem o tome kako misaoni eksperimenti proizvode novo znanje bez
novog iskustva, nekoliko poznatih epistemologa, kao §to su Ketrin (Cathe-
rine) Elgin (Elgin 2006), Dzonatan (Jonathan) Kvanvig (Kvanvig 2009) i
Dankan (Dunkan) Pri¢ard (Pritchard 2010) s punim pravom su istakli da
je neophodno fokusirati se na fenomen koji ¢u nazvati uvidanjem i za koji
smatram da igra klju¢nu ulogu u procesu resavanja kriznih situacija. U
stvari, uvidanje je preovladujudi epistemicki cilj misaonih eksperimenata
u procesu resavanja kriza.

Iz njihovog doprinosa ovoj problematici izdvoji¢u nekoliko klju¢nih
aspekata koji ¢e mi omoguciti da istrazim funkciju uvidanja u re$avanju
kriza. Naime, najupadljivija odlika takvih eksperimenata je da ilustruju
neko resenje ili neku znacajnu tezu iz tog resenja. Mnoge intuicije koje
imaju tvorci resenja kriznih situacija na taj nacin postaju pristupacnije za
$iru javnost. Stavise, misaoni eksperimenti pruzaju hipoteticka obja$njenja
koja nam omogucavaju da uvidimo na koji nacin rivalska resenja dovode
do razli¢itih ishoda i pomazu nam da se opredelimo izmedu rivalskih re-
$enja. U slucaju krize izazvane pandemijom virusa korona, kao gradani
koji manje ili vi$e uti¢u na politicke odluke, mogli smo da razmatramo
dva hipoteticka scenarija. U jednom bi se reSenje sastojalo u strogom za-
tvaranju, pa ¢ak i uvodenju policijskog ¢asa. Njime bi se, u takvom mogu-
¢em svetu koji zamisljamo, radikalno smanjili kontakti izmedu ljudi i tako
presekli putevi kojima se virus $iri. Na samom pocetku pandemije nismo
raspolagali empirijskom evidencijom i preciznijim podacima o tome u
kojoj meri se takvim zatvaranjem zaista smanjuje broj zarazenih virusom
korona. Pretpostavka o smanjenju tog broja zasnivala se na zamisljanju
situacije u kojoj prekid kontakata dovodi do prekida u lancu zarazavanja.

S druge strane, na raspolaganju nam je bila raznolikost zamisljenih
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sti i bez promena u svakodnevnom zivotu, uklju¢ujuéi mozda i izostanak
standardnih epidemioloskih higijenskih zahteva kao $to su nosenje maske
i odrzavanje distance. Misaono eksperimentisanje sa raznim stepenima
otvorenosti bilo je privlacno, izmedu ostalog, i na osnovu naseg pozadin-
skog znanja o tome da prokuzenost stanovnistva moze da proizvede kolek-
tivni imunitet u okolnostima u kojima je vakcinacija nedostupna. Razra-
du tog scenarija, medutim, pratila je zabrinutost da ¢e bolnicki kapaciteti
biti nedovoljni za ogroman broj zarazenih koji bi se u takvim okolnostima
pojavio. Da se zadrzim samo na najpoznatijim primerima, ni prvi sce-
nario nije bio liSen problema. Zatvaranje u sopstvene domove i rad kod
kuc¢e moze da izazove mnoge druge zdravstvene probleme, uklju¢ujuéi i
psiholoske, da ne pominjem ekonomske poteskoce koje takav zamisljeni
model re$enja proizvodi. Grubo pominjanje poteskoca koje sagledavamo
na osnovu zamisljanja re$enja otkriva nam nacin na koji mozemo da go-
vorimo o ne¢emu §$to bi predstavljalo kvalitet naseg saznajnog odnosa sa
svetom, a misaoni eksperimenti bi bili nesto $to poboljsava kvalitet tog
odnosa sa svetom, i to bez povecavanja broja iskaza koje znamo.

Kada govorim o pukom ilustrovanju resenja krize o kojoj je ovde re¢,
moram da naglasim da ilustrovanje nije isto §to i opravdanje tog resenja i
ni na koji nacin ne bi trebalo da nas navodi na zaklju¢ak da je to stvarno
efikasno resenje. Ona je samo ilustracija, a moze i samo da skrece paznju
na nesto. Iako ne pori¢em da iz misaonih eksperimenata Cesto proistice
novo znanje, ovde mi je vazno da ukazem na epistemicki potencijal misa-
onih eksperimenata koji je lako prevideti i na to da u njima postoji nesto
$to prethodi proizvodenju znanja i $to moze da bude nezavisno od njega,
a $to nazivam uvidanjem.

Podela uvidanja bi ovde mogla da bude od velike koristi. Kao prvo,
mozemo da govorimo o eksplanatornom uvidanju (Pritchard 2010: 74),
koje vodi objasnjenju zbog cega je nesto slucaj. Izraz ,,zasto je nesto slucaj”
moze da navede na pogresan trag da se eksplanatorno uvidanje odnosi
samo na iskaze, da je ono iskljucivo propozicionalno. Medutim, kako upo-
zorava Grim (Grimm 2006: 531), u eksplanatornom uvidanju mozemo da
razlikujemo podvrstu ostenzivnog uvidanja, kao kada bi mi, na primer,
neko pokazivao pretrpane bolnice da bi mi objasnio zasto otvaranje u pri-
meru epidemije virusa korona ne funkcioni$e. Drugo, nasuprot eksplana-
tornom, mogli bismo da razlikujemo objektno uvidanje, kao razumevanje
sustinskih karakteristika neke stvari, nac¢ina na koji je povezan skup nekih
stvari ili uvidanje u ¢emu se sastoji predmet nekog istrazivanja. Objektno
uvidanje je sagledavanje relacija koje neki slozeni skup informacija ¢ine
koherentnim i, u skladu s tim,sklonosti ka prihvatanju odredenog re$enja
krizne situacije. Da bismo shvatili o ¢emu je tu re¢, moram da upozorim
na to da se razumevanje neke cinjenice, tehnike, zakona ili otkri¢a u ve-
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likoj meri sastoji od uvidanja kako se oni uklapaju i kako funkcioni$u u
mrezi verovanja koja sa¢injavaju prihva¢enu nauku. Baumberger (Baum-
berger 2011: 77) daje odli¢an primer resavanja kriza izazvanih klimatskim
promenama i globalnim zagrevanjem. Ono uklju¢uje uvidanje kakve po-
sledice po prirodne i drustvene sisteme ima globalno zagrevanje, kako je
povezano sa seCcom $uma i sagorevanjem fosilnih goriva i u kakvom je od-
nosu sa njihovim posledicama, kao $to je unistavanje ozona u stratosferi.
Povrh toga, u taj splet fenomena ukljucene su i emisije gasova koji stvaraju
efekat staklene baste i rast prose¢nih vrednosti temperatura u budu¢nosti.
Dakle, prekid nekih praksi, kao $to su sagorevanje fosilnih goriva, emito-
vanje gasova koji proizvode staklenu bastu i se¢a Suma, doprinosi resava-
nju problema klimatskih promena.

Vidimo da, osim o objektnom i eksplanatornom uvidanju, mozemo
da govorimo i o prakti¢nom uvidanju. Baumberger je dao ovde izlozenu
ilustraciju poku$avajuc¢i da svede objektno i eksplanatorno uvidanje na
prakti¢no uvidanje. Medutim, kada kazemo da smo, na primer, tokom
pandemije virusa korona naucili dete kako da pravilno pere ruke, ima-
mo pocetnu intuiciju da je to posebna, prakti¢na vrsta uvidanja, koja nije
svodljiva na druge dve. Ono nije objektno uvidanje jer se ne tice objekata
ve¢ tehnika i vodi ,,znanju kako” Takode, nije ni eksplanatorno uvidanje
da tehnika pranja ruku ne zavisi ni od kakvog teorijskog objasnjenja o
prirodi virusa i bakterija i dete ne mora da bude u stanju da objasni vezu
izmedu pranja ruku i prevencije zarazavanja da bi vladalo tom tehnikom.

Ako pogledamo $ta bi o eksplanatornom uvidanju mogla da nam kaze
najkoriscenija literatura iz filozofije nauke, vide¢emo da Van Frasen (van
Fraassen 1980), na primer, u svojoj analizi pojma objasnjenja govori o nje-
mu kao ne¢emu ¢ime odgovaramo na pitanja ,,zasto?” tako $to izlazemo
kontrastnu klasu. Prikazivanje kontrastne klase znac¢i da odgovaramo na
pitanje zasto se nesto dogada a ne nesto drugo, zasto se nesto desava nasu-
prot ne¢emu drugom. Misaono eksperimentisanje sa razli¢itim pristupima
pandemiji virusa korona dobar je primer takvog postupka. Objasnjenje
zbog Cega se u odredenom zamisljenom scenariju smanjuje broj zaraze-
nih sastoji se u kontrastiranju sa scenarijima koji ne dovode do Zeljenog
rezultata. Tako je insistiranje na strogom zatvaranju tokom pandemije bilo
utemeljeno na misaonim eksperimentima koji su spekulisali o rezultatima
razlic¢itih stepena otvorenosti, uobic¢ajenog ponasanja gradana i veceg bro-
ja meduljudskih kontakata. U obzir su uzimane i razli¢ite situacije: da li
se ti kontakti odvijaju na otvorenom ili zatvorenom prostoru, koliko vre-
mena ljudi provode zajedno i slicne. To objasnjenje je sli¢cno poznatom
primeru iz istorije nauke, kada je Galilej eksperimentisao sa ubrzanjem
tela u slobodnom padu. Objasnjenje zasto sva tela padaju istom brzinom
pociva na kontrastu sa zamisljenim scenariom u kojem ubrzanje i, shodno
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tome, brzina pada tela zavise od njihove mase, to jest u kojem je ubrzanje
direktno proporcionalno njihovoj masi.

Protiv¢injenicki iskazi, kada ih shvatimo kao uzro¢ne protiv¢inje-
nicke iskaze, ¢ine misaone eksperimente nezaobilaznim u objadnjenjima
zato §to su nam oni neophodni da bismo uopste procenjivali protivcinje-
nicke iskaze. Vilijamson (Williamson 2004) navodi da su misaoni ekspe-
rimenti zbog toga glavni metod u istrazivanju protivcinjenickih tvrdnji o
medusobnoj zavisnosti pojava i stanja, a time i za odgovaranje na pitanja
»a $ta ako..” iz naslova knjige Peg Titl. Takav zakljucak se savr$eno ukla-
pa sa stanovistem Greka (Greco 2014) i Hilsa (Hills 2015) da je dolazak
do dobrog objasnjenja posredstvom misaonih eksperimenata prakti¢no
jednak onome $to sam ovde nazvao eksplanatornim uvidanjem. To se
najbolje vidi na primeru sagledavanja uzroka politickih kriza. Da bismo
istrazili medusobnu povezanost dogadaja koji su uzrokovali konflikt,
formulisemo protiv¢injenicke iskaze o alternativnim tokovima istorije.
»A $ta ako..” postaje neizbezno pitanje koje od misaonog eksperimenta
pravi nezaobilazan metod za dolazenje do odgovora o pitanju nastanka
odredene politicke krize.

Objektno uvidanje testiramo u situacijama u kojima od neke oso-
be zahtevamo da definiSe neki termin, da nesto izrazi svojim re¢ima ili
da popuni neke praznine u recenicama. Te situacije mogu doslovno da
predstavljaju testove, ali mogu da budu shvacene krajnje metafori¢no ili u
naj$irem smislu kao provere kompetencija osoba koje pretenduju da pose-
duju znanje relevantno za prevazilazenje neke krizne situacije. Neka osoba
prolazi takvu vrstu testa ako je formirala semanticke veze izmedu neke
ideje koja je deo sadrzaja tog znanja i drugih verovanja, pojmova i spo-
sobnosti. Stavige, te veze ¢ine datu ideju smislenom. Jo$ je Koare (Koyré
1968) ukazivao na to da misaoni eksperimenti daju smisao pojmovima
tako $to ih povezuju sa nadim iskustvom te omogucavaju nau¢nicima da
misaonom eksperimentacijom premoste jaz izmedu teorijskih pojmova i
empirijskih ¢injenica, pruzajuci empirijski semanticki sadrzaj za odrede-
ne delove teorija. Na taj na¢in nam omogucavaju da stvorimo semanticke
veze izmedu novih modela re§avanja kriza, s jedne strane, i iskustava koja
smo ve¢ imali ili ¢emo ih tek imati, kao i postojecih znanja i sposobnosti,
s druge strane.

Misaoni eksperimenti doprinose i plodnosti. Naime, misaoni ekspe-
riment omogucava novi uvid ako posle izvrsenja tog eksperimenta moze-
mo da uradimo nesto $to nismo mogli ranije; da napravimo predvidanje,
dodemo do objasnjenja, koristimo neki model resenja ili prosto izvedemo
neki zakljucak (Velentzas, Halkia 2013). Na taj nacin, povecanjem plodno-
sti, misaoni eksperimenti doprinose prakti¢cnom uvidanju.
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Znacaj mastovitosti, kao mentalne sposobnosti, za imaginaciju u mi-
saonim eksperimentima, na kojoj sam od pocetka toliko insistirao, ukla-
pa se u citavu jednu tradiciju razmisljanja o masti kao izuzetno vaznoj
komponenti razresavanja politickih kriza. Na taj nacin imaginacija u mi-
saonim eksperimentima moze da ima i politicku dimenziju, koja prevazi-
lazi uobicajeno razmisljanje o njoj u specifi¢cno emancipatorskom smislu
sredstva za razbijanje predrasuda i rudenje dogmi. Pritom ne mislim na
klasi¢ne misaone eksperimente u politi¢koj filozofiji, kao $to su Rolsov sa
velom neznanja, zatvorenikova dilema ili Lokov sa Zirovima i jabukama,
da navedem samo neke primere. Imaginacija je ovde predstavljena kao
zamis$ljanje mogucih svetova, a to moze da bude i zamisljanje svetova u
kojima se prevazilaze situacije i razvoji dogadaja koji izazivaju potcinje-
nost, diskriminaciju i nepravdu. Naravno, zajedno sa tim zamisljanjem
ide i zamiSljanje $ta bi moglo da krene naopako u odgovaraju¢em misao-
nom socijalnom eksperimentu. Neuspesi velikih socijalnih eksperimena-
ta u pokusajima da se rese velike drustvene krize namecu dodatni znacaj
razvijenim imaginativhim moc¢ima u ovom drugom smislu. To je smisao
u kojem bih govorio o ,konzervativnoj imaginaciji”. Mo¢ konzervativne
imaginacije je mo¢ sagledavanja stranputica u koje nas mogu odvesti radi-
kalni zahvati koji su, pak, posledica izuzetne i hvale vredne mastovitosti u
procesu resavanja kriza. Zbog toga poznati misaoni eksperimenti u kojima
sebe stavljamo pred izbor da li ¢emo skrenuti pomahnitali tramvaj i time
usmrtiti jednu osobu, spasivsi na taj nacin sigurne smrti pet drugih osoba
na pruzi (ili da li ¢emo, mozda, baciti debelog ¢oveka sa mosti¢a i tako
zaustaviti tramvaj) ne igraju isklju¢ivo podsticajnu ili stimulativnu ulogu
za bavljenje apstraktnim filozofskim pitanjima kao $to je odluka izmedu
utilitaristickih i deontoloskih politickih teorija. Mnogo viSe od toga, oni
nam pokazuju kako se resenja kriznih situacija mogu sastojati (i obi¢no se
sastoje) od kontroverznih poteza, ¢iju nam prirodu moze razotkriti samo
postupak misaonog eksperimentisanja.

Bez imalo $ale, misaoni eksperimenti mogu da imaju spasonosnu
ulogu u vremenima velikih finansijskih kriza. Raderford (Rutherford) je,
zahvaljujudi izvesnoj slavi koju je vremenom stekao i kreiranju ¢uvenog
modela atoma, mogao da racuna na velika finansijska sredstva za svoja
eksperimentalna istrazivanja. Medutim, taj novac je u jednom trenutku
presusio i njegova laboratorija se nasla u nezavidnom polozaju. U tom
momentu, Raderford je uskliknuo: ,Gospodo, ostali smo bez para, vreme
je da po¢nemo da mislimo!” (Jones 1962). Na slican nacin ¢emo mozda i
u srpskom $kolstvu, koje permanentno kuburi sa ucilima i sredstvima za
modernizaciju nastave, ponekad morati da pribegnemo misaonom ekspe-
rimentisanju kao jedinom odrzivom obliku nastave. Ovaj tekst pruza bar
jedan razlog zbog kojeg to i nije toliko lose.
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The Role of Thought Experiments
in Crises Resolutions

Summary: In the first part, the article analyzes some of the philosophical under-
pinnings of the teacher training program ,, Application of thought experiments in
teaching”, which the author held in schools. An outline of the nature and motiva-
tion of thought experiments is presented, with an emphasis on the role of imagi-
nation. Imagination in thought experiments is a particularly significant compo-
nent of resolving economic and political crises. Imagination plays a key role in
the phenomenon I have called insight. Insight is a heterogeneous phenomenon
and its various aspects are analyzed in the text. The central part of the text deals
with the ways in which various forms of insight yield new knowledge and, even
more importantly, the understanding of natural and social phenomena that ena-
bles the resolution of social crises. Thought experiments lead to insight and new
knowledge without new experience. Insight is the predominant epistemic goal of
thought experiments in the process of crisis resolution.

Keywords: thought experiments, crisis resolution, imagination, insight, knowl-
edge
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NUDGING AND DELIBERATION:
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EPISTEMIC VICES AND VIRTUES~

Abstract: Recent findings on cognitive deficits and motivational-cognitive bi-
ases in human behavior and decision-making are well confirmed. There are
different approaches for solving the problems these deficiencies lead to in
decision-making. Since there is a growing worldwide trend of using behavio-
ral sciences to inform public policy decisions, this paper aims to consider and
critically review two strategies for improving people’s behavior and decision-
making in public space: nudging and public deliberation. Should policymakers
develop mechanisms for guiding the choices of their citizens or support and
encourage them to make better decisions by themselves? In other words, the
question is whether governments can influence people to make better decisions
without violating their freedom and autonomy. The debate about “libertarian
paternalism” has raised many questions about the possibility of reconciling
the basic assumptions of these two concepts into one. This position entails the
creation of public policies by using nudging to help people make better deci-
sions (related to health, wealth, and happiness) without limiting their freedom
of choice. We will consider the arguments for and against this intervention, its
consequences for personal autonomy, and the development of epistemic vices.
Following the fundamental values of modern democracies, we will argue that
although nudging can serve as a tool for changing people’s behavior for the bet-
ter, public deliberation is a better long-term strategy. When applied to public
policy, the nudge strategy risks ignoring or diminishing the personal abilities
and institutional requirements necessary for the fruitful exercise of democratic
citizenship. Alternatively, public deliberation can improve decision-making by
successfully addressing cognitive deficits while promoting civic virtues with-
out violating liberty. It can also preserve personal autonomy and develop epis-
temic virtues. Finally, we will argue that, regardless of this general conclusion,

*  Department of Philosophy, Faculty of Philosophy, University of Belgrade, ivana.
jankovic@f.bg.ac.rs

**  The paper is based on research conducted within research project Man and Society in
the Time of Crisis, financed by the Faculty of Philosophy, University of Belgrade.
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a nudging strategy can be morally permissible in crises, when quick solutions
are needed.

Keywords: nudge, deliberation, decision-making, deliberative democracy, indi-
vidual autonomy, epistemic vices, epistemic virtues

In the last three decades, cognitive science, behavioral economics,
and social epistemology have unequivocally confirmed deviations from
the classical model of rationality. The model starts from the image of man
as a perfect homo economicus — an ideal, omniscient decision-maker, en-
dowed with perfect rationality, unlimited cognitive capacity, perfect access
to information, an invariable set of preferences, and consistent, self-in-
terested goals. In reality, far from this ideal, human decision-making and
behavior are biased by what is considered to be - from the perspective
of rationality - irrelevant features of the decision-making context. There
is convincing evidence in today’s dominant approaches to the study of
decision-making, judgment, and inference (dual process theories) of the
existence of cognitive limitations and numerous errors. What is more im-
portant is that those errors are systematic, identical, and predictable for
most members of the human race. The deviations of actual behavior from
the normative model are too widespread to be ignored, too systematic to
be dismissed as random error, and too fundamental to be accommodated
by relaxing the normative system (Tversky & Kahneman, 1988, p. 167).
These deviations are called cognitive illusions or biases, and at the basis
of their manifestation are individual heuristics, mental encapsulated algo-
rithms that are faster and cognitively “cheaper” but also riskier in terms
of outcomes (Tversky & Kahneman, 1974; Kahneman, Slovic & Tversky,
1982; Kahneman, 2011).

The phrase bounded rationality, which refers both to limitations in
knowledge and to human capacities for data processing, describes today’s
unquestionable fact about numerous “mistakes” in our cognitive function-
ing (Simon, 1990). These insights into ways people make decisions show
us how irrelevant characteristics can lead us to fail to achieve what we
want (or would want if we were well-informed and perfectly rational). In
other words, empirical findings show that the widely held thesis about the
perfect rationality of homo economicus is unjustified and give us a more
realistic picture of how human beings truly behave and think.

The findings of behavioral economics and psychology on the exist-
ence of cognitive limitations and biases in human reasoning had a great
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impact on other areas and contexts of human decision-making.! Ignoring
these findings and proceeding (and sticking to the previously established
economic assumptions about equality in power and consumer sovereign-
ty) can lead us astray in understanding the political and social reality in
which we live. These insights show us how these constraints can system-
atically lead us to deviate from what would be consistent with our desired
goals and intentions if they were well-informed and perfectly rational.

Paying more attention to cognitive biases, the imperfection of human
judgment, and the bad decisions that result from them would help pro-
vide the key to effectively dealing with important social challenges (such
as global warming, the coronavirus pandemic, obesity epidemic) and poor
economic decision-making. People make systematic errors that cannot be
ignored. The bad, predictable and irrational behavior then leads to the
conclusion that it is necessary to introduce some paternalistic and epis-
temic interventions that aim at changing human behavior, which would
then lead to better decisions. In other words, since human behavior is not
always rational, people could benefit from some external, paternalistic in-
tervention.

1. Nudging as a solution to the problem of the
imperfection of human decision-making

People too often make poor decisions and behave in harmful ways for
themselves, their families, friends, and society, even when the precondi-
tions for rational decision-making exist. Therefore, external intervention
may be desirable in certain situations. Richard Thaller and Cass Sunstein
are the most famous advocates of one type of intervention - the nudging
strategy. In their renowned book Nudge: Improving decisions about Health,
Wealth and Happiness, these two authors consider many examples of suc-
cessful nudging in various areas of human activity. Their illustrations of
nudging promote the desired behavior change in various fields such as
health care, financial structures, pension plan making, environment pro-
tection, and reducing air pollution. They also cite successful strategies for
mass organ donation, increasing healthier food consumption in cafeterias,

1 In the domain of political reasoning, some authors consider the incompetence of
ordinary citizens concerning the biases, information, and knowledge they (do not)
possess as one of the strongest findings that social science has produced (see, for
example, Carpini & Keeter, (1996), What Americans Know about Politics and why it
Matters, Yale University Press; Caplan, (2011) The myth of the rational voter: Why de-
mocracies choose bad policies, Princeton University Press; Brennan, J. (2017) Against
Democracy, Princeton University Press).
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wiser investment in pension funds, and improvements in school choice de-
cisions. According to their definition, a nudge is “any aspect of the choice
architecture that alters people’s behavior in a predictable way without for-
bidding any options or significantly changing their economic incentives”
(Thaller & Sunstein, 2008, p. 6). These statements are not directives or
dramatic incentives, but, as these authors state, simple and easy interven-
tions (with low costs and simple implementation) that we can easily ig-
nore. They do not ban anything. All the previous options remain available
to the persons whose behavior is being directed to guide them toward a
more beneficial outcome gently. What essentially separates nudging from
prohibition is that the initial set of available options remains unchanged.
“Putting the fruit at eye level counts as a nudge. Banning junk food does
not” (Thaller & Sunstein, 2008, p. 6) In other words, they define nudges as
gentle pushes in a particular direction, which preserve freedom of choice
while still influencing individual behavior.

Nudge, as a type of epistemic intervention, presents one of the most
famous forms of epistemic paternalism.? Epistemic paternalism refers to
the practice of interfering with the inquiry of another, without prior con-
sultation with him, for the sake of his own epistemic good (Ahlstrom-Vij,
2013). Thus, the practice of nudging is one of the ways someone interferes
with an individual’s ability to conduct their own research. It influences
someone’s behavior without giving them a reason for it or using force.
Given the imperfection of human cognitive functioning, the nudges con-
sidered and defended by Thaller and Sunstein shape people’s choices for
their benefit. In order to be successful, well-designed nudging must start
from known cognitive patterns and predictable errors.®> The goal of those
who regulate the context of our choices is, therefore, to promote behavior
that is in our best interest and the best interest of the entire society.

According to defenders of the nudge strategy, it is possible to solve
many social problems and improve people’s lives. Insisting that such inter-
ventions, which are relatively weak, cheap, and practical, are not restric-
tive concerning the initial set of options (and thus do not limit freedom
of choice) leads Thaller and Sunstein to label this type of intervention

2 The difference between ordinary and epistemic paternalism is that generally speak-
ing, first represents the limitation of the freedom of an individual due to the interfer-
ence of the state or other individuals, against her will and for the sake of her good
(see Dworkin, G (2020). “Paternalism”. Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, Zalta,
E.N.ed).

3 Thaller and Sunstein discuss this in terms of dual process theories of human psy-
chology. They cite many errors in human reasoning, such as unrealistic optimism in
scheduling commitments, status quo bias, power of inertia, overconfidence, anchor-
ing, confirmation, framing effects, and loss aversion.
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as “libertarian paternalism.” The first part of the phrase refers to the ab-
sence of obstacles for any individual to choose what she prefers — nudges
leave the set of possible options intact. It implies a lack of restrictions on
freedom of choice, the non-imposition of inconvenience, and costs con-
cerning the time that needs to be invested in the decision-making. The
attribute “paternalistic” indicates an attempt to influence the choices of
individuals in a way that will make their lives better, healthier, and longer
(Thaller & Sunstein, 2008).

The example Thaller and Sunstein use to illustrate what they have in
mind when they talk about this specific type of paternalism is the one that
shows how the placement of food in a cafeteria affects the choices peo-
ple make. Caroline, a nutritionist and the person in charge of food in the
school system, is responsible for the thousands of children who eat in her
cafeterias daily. One day, an idea for an experiment comes to her mind.
Without making the slightest change in the menu, she rearranges the food
available to the children. She wanted to test whether the way the food was
arranged would influence the children’s choices. She set food differently
in different schools: in some cafeterias, dessert was the first in line and
within easy reach; in others, fruits, somewhere sweets were placed further
or were served at the end, somewhere in separate rows. The results of her
intervention were dramatic (with this procedure, she was able to increase
or decrease the consumption of some foods by 25%). Choices made by the
children were greatly influenced by how the food was served. Caroline,
the designer and creator of the food arrangement, by simply moving the
food (without changing the menu!), significantly influences the students’
choices and encourages them to make healthier choices (Thaller & Sun-
stein, 2008, pp. 1-4). This type of intervention is “paternalistic” because
there is a conscious intention to influence the behavior of school children
in their best interest without prior consultation. At the same time, it is
considered “libertarian” since the freedom of choice regarding food is still
being maintained - those with junk food preferences can still choose to
eat fries and sweets.

In addition to this example, Thaller and Sunstein give many others
that show how the government nudges its citizens and produce desired
forms of behavior — a state that uses human inertia and procrastination
to automatically register adults as organ donors* (2008:175-183); simply
changing the size and shape of the plates helps to reduce the calories that

4 Default is presumed consent, and then there is an option to change it if you disagree;
instead, the default option can be that they are not organ donors, and then to have
the option to round off if they want to be. The first strategy results in more organ
donors than the second, even though the options are the same.
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people consume when they pour food onto those plates (2008: 44,82);
carving a picture of houseflies into public urinals will contribute to clean-
er public toilets and less urine spilling out of the urinals® (2008:4); there
are countless opportunities to improve people’s health through the fram-
ing of the risk that the doctor presents to the patient — people are more
likely to go for a preventive check-up if the doctor presents them with an
increased risk of disease if they do not than if he tells them how much
they can reduce their health risk if they do they go to preventive examina-
tions on time (2008:157)°.

2. Critique of the nudging strategy:
personal autonomy and epistemic vices

We saw that the behavior guidance strategy relies heavily on psycho-
logical research of the decision-making process, using the imperfections
of human decision-making abilities to influence people to make better
decisions without limiting their freedom of choice. Thaller and Sunstein,
therefore, claim that “libertarian paternalism” is not an oxymoron (al-
though it seems so at first glance!) and that it is possible to guide people in
the direction of better decision-making and, at the same time, preserve the
freedom of choice they had before. Another important fact is that what at
first appears to be an insignificant detail in creating the context of choice
(e.g., the order and manner in which food is served in the canteen) in
social situations has a significant effect on people’s behavior and how they
make their choices. “Choice architecture, both good and bad, is pervasive
and unavoidable, and it greatly affects our decisions” (Thaller & Sunstein,
2008, p. 252). Additionally, Thaller and Sunstein argue that our choices are
always context-sensitive and are never neutral. Having that in mind, their
proposed strategy can only help us find more creative and better ways of
making decisions in today’s highly polarized modern democracies. These
authors support nudging, which presents a beneficial strategy to people
and serves as a general-purpose tool for reaching sound decisions. They
argue that with institutional help, it should be present and used in today’s

5  Males typically do not focus on where they are urinating, which can often lead to a
mess. However, they are much more accurate if they see a specific target.

6  Four years after the publication of Thaller and Sunstein’s book, the nudging strategy
was widely used in American and English democracies. Sunstein was an adviser to
US President Barack Obama, and Thaller was an adviser to the Prime Minister of
Great Britain, David Cameron, in the Nudge Unit, which works in partnership with
national, regional, and local authorities to improve the lives of people and communi-
ties. (Hansen & Jespersen, 2013, p. 4)
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societies. However, even when successful, the nudging strategy has been
subject to various criticisms from the start (Bovens, 2009; Hausman &
Welch, 2010; Hansen & Jespersen, 2013; Barton & Griine-Yanoff, 2015;
Riley, 2017; Meehan, 2020).

2.1. Epistemic justice, autonomy and individual freedom

One of the first questions is whether the strategy of nudging, con-
sidering how it works (even when it is gently implemented and benefits
people), is generally morally acceptable in our world. This issue is of great
importance for interventions carried out by the government and public
sector (primarily because the question of morality and the determined
limit of persuasive strategies are challenging to apply to the private sector).
Riley (2017) believes that guiding behavior, even when it brings accurate
information to the individual on whom the intervention is performed, is
not designed as an invitation to careful critical consideration and reason-
ing. Such interventions aim to direct people’s behavior, without coercion,
in a particular direction (even if it is beneficial to them and the entire so-
ciety) but not to engage their critical capacities of a higher order by invit-
ing them to open deliberation and rational persuasion. In that case, they
can be considered manipulations that carry the risk of epistemic injustice
(Riley, 2017, p. 600). Critical capacities and the possibility of reasoned dis-
cussion are not something that is given to us and is something we are
born with. They are developed and nurtured. Riley believes that denying
opportunities, means, and support for developing these capacities through
the exercise of other strategies that prevent or hinder the development
of these higher epistemic capacities necessary for the development of an
epistemically mature person is simply unjust.

The question for libertarian paternalism, as well as for the practice
of nudging, is whether this kind of intervention respects the person’s au-
tonomy and whether it respects the right of the individual to make his
own decisions. If we understand autonomy in a sense given in the example
of the school cafeteria — as the freedom to choose options or preferences
(without additional inconveniences, social sanctions, or investing more
time and energy than before) — then the answer is positive. On the other
hand, if we understand autonomy and liberty in the broader sense as an
independent capacity for critical and open practical reasoning, then the
answer is not so obvious. “Their freedom, in the sense of what alternatives
can be chosen, is virtually unaffected, but when this “pushing” does not
take the form of rational persuasion, their autonomy—the extent to which
they have control over their evaluations and deliberation—is diminished”
(Hausman & Welch, 2010, p. 128). In other words, when people are not
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allowed to be rationally persuaded by others but only pushed in some di-
rection of action, their freedom to choose is reduced.

Suppose, therefore, autonomy requires the ability to actively think
critically about one’s various goals, attitudes, desires, and beliefs, but also
the possibility of exercising these capacities and the existence of a person’s
authority concerning these beliefs, attitudes, desires, and one’s life and
character. In that case, the question is whether nudging violates personal
autonomy (Riley, 2017, p. 606). Nudging practice does not aim to engage
these critical capacities. It is not so by accident but with the clear intention
of exploiting imperfections in our cognitive functioning and correcting
“mistakes” in human reasoning by using “shortcuts” (an efficient, quick
way that does not require the effort and time of those whose behavior
is being directed). Having that in mind, it is clear why nudging fails to
develop and nurture the capacity for proper judgment. In this light, Ri-
ley claims that, in general (not in every individual case), nudging tends
to violate epistemic justice and the personal autonomy of the person on
whom the nudging intervention is performed. Although freedom, under-
stood in the narrow sense of the options they can choose, is not limited
(no intervention was made regarding the set of alternatives available to
individuals), personal autonomy, understood as having control over the
evaluation of alternatives and reasoning about them and the direction of
further action, is reduced.

If nudging does not inform people and does not use “rational per-
suasion” (which implies careful thinking and discussion when making
decisions) but instead takes the form of “pushing” in a particular direc-
tion, perhaps a more precise term for this type of intervention is manip-
ulation (Bovens, 2009; Hausman & Welch, 2010). “Paternalistic actions
either coerce people or use imperfections in their deliberative abilities
to shape their choices” (Hausman & Welch, 2010, p. 129) Authors such
as Hausman and Welch emphasize that there is a significant difference
when someone tries to convince us using only valid arguments and facts
and when, for example, he tries to convince us using our inattention or
one of the well-known and widespread biases. “To the extent that they
are attempts to undermine that individual’s control over her own delib-
eration, as well as her ability to assess for herself her alternatives, they
are prima facie as threatening to liberty, broadly understood, as is overt
coercion.” (Hausman & Welch 2010:131) These authors even underline
that some types of state-led paternalistic interventions (e.g., mandatory
seat belt laws), even with a reduced set of available options 7, are less of
a threat to freedom from what Thaller and Sunstein refer to as a weak

7 There is no longer a legitimate option for an individual not to wear a seat belt.
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and unobtrusive type of paternalism®. This is so because this kind of
paternalism implies interventions whose effects on behavior people are
not aware of.

Thaller and Sunstein’s point is that citizens are always influenced
by some decision-making context. Keeping that in mind, they state that
nudging is compatible with preserving freedom and acceptable if guided
by libertarian paternalism and Rawls’ publicity principle (Rawls, 1971).
This principle is essential because it makes a clear distinction between a
real threat to citizens’ freedom through manipulation means such as sub-
liminal messages and the nudges they favor. The first is morally objec-
tionable precisely because the government would be unable or unwilling
to defend such actions to its citizens publicly. Subliminal messages un-
doubtedly count as manipulations precisely because they are invisible,
and we have no control over them (Thaller & Sunstein, 2008, pp. 244,
245). However, the problem with the “publicity principle” is that it does
not fundamentally resolve the complaint about the violation of individual
freedom, understood in a broader sense. Additionally, the nudging effect
would most likely disappear if this intervention were transparent (Bovens,
2009, p. 219). Furthermore, the government could use subliminal messag-
es and, at the same time, inform the people that it will use them as a means
to achieve specific (beneficial) ends and thereby defend them. However,
Thaller and Sunstein reject the justification of such interventions. That
means that more than the publicity principle is required. In that case, it
needs to be clarified what the difference is, given that such interventions
are very effective, do not limit the possible alternatives available to people,
nor do they require higher costs in material resources or time (Hausman
& Welch, 2010, p. 132).

As already stated, Thaller and Sunstein often emphasize that external
factors constantly shape our choices. There is no such thing as a “neutral
design” - the cafeteria managers have to arrange the food in a particular
order, the doctor has to present alternative treatments to the patient in
some way, and those who design the ballots have to sort the candidates
in some order, and so on (Thaller & Sunstein, 2008, p. 3). However, there
is a significant difference between whether this “shaping” is intentional.
The order of options must always be of some sort, and something must be
the starting position. Some choice of architecture will inevitably be estab-
lished. It is essential whether it is carried out on purpose.® If the latter is

8 It is so because we consciously accepted that choice due to the force of a coercive,
binding law.

9  Thaller and Sunstein argue that the context always influences our choices and that
they can be directed in more manipulative and subtle ways (i.e. marketing).
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the case, such an intervention must be morally justified. “Even when un-
shaped choices would have been just as strongly influenced by deliberative
flaws, calculated shaping of choices still imposes the will of one agent on
another” (Hausman & Welch, 2010, p. 133) It seems that the democratic
system and the values on which it rests stand in opposition to the idea
that democratic government should influence the choices of their citizens.
That is so at least to the extent that nudging strategies do not use tech-
niques based on public, open, reasoned, and strictly rational persuasion.

2.2. Epistemic vices

We know that human cognition and human behavior are far from
perfect. When an individual finds herself in everyday life situations, forced
to make various decisions, she relies on a series of prejudices, biases, false
beliefs, misinformation, and stereotypes rather than facts and logic. From
an epistemological point of view, epistemic (intellectual) vices deserve as
much attention as epistemic virtues. Those are the subject of a relatively
new discipline within social epistemology called vice epistemology. With-
in this discipline, the focus is no longer on the truth value of statements
but on the subjects epistemic vices. Epistemic vices include, e.g. credu-
lity, intellectual arrogance, dogmatism, prejudice, closed-mindedness, and
carelessness. Epistemic vices are character traits that systematically hinder
the acquisition, transmission, and retention of knowledge (Cassam, 2019,
p. 1).1% Epistemology of vices focuses on “the nature, identity, and episte-
mological significance of intellectual vices” (Cassam, 2016, p. 160). These
intellectual epistemic vices hinder knowledge acquisition and rational ac-
tion following that knowledge.

As in nudge strategy, vice epistemology aims to guide and direct
human inquiry. Alvin Goldman states, “if we wish to raise our intellec-
tual performance, it behooves us to identify those traits which are most
in need of improvement” (Goldman, 1978, p. 511). Overcoming certain
weaknesses in deficiencies in human reasoning (and, consequently, deci-
sion-making) is the point of intersection between nudging and vice epis-
temology. If the nudge strategy “fixes” epistemic vices, then it can be con-
sidered a useful tool from the point of view of vice epistemology. If this
is not the case, or if it additionally causes some epistemic vices, then this
is a problem for this strategy. Suppose epistemic vices are strongly rooted
in social circumstances and/or deep psychological dispositions (Cassam,
2019). In that case, the nudge strategy does not help untangle or mitigate

10 Unlike cognitive biases, which tell us how the human brain operates, epistemic vices
refer to character traits that operate on a personal level.
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them but merely masks them. The vase has the disposition of fragility, and
“by protecting the vase with bubble wrap, we have not vitiated its fragility”
(Meehan, 2020, p. 256). In other words, the disposition is only disguised.
Likewise, nudging does not “correct” and does not remove epistemic vices
in the long run, just as bubble wrap did not eliminate the fragility of the
vase. Nudging works at the time of its intervention but does not fix or
solve any long-term problem with human reasoning. When there is no
nudging, people go back to their old behavior.

Another problem observed by vice epistemologists, critics of epistem-
ic paternalism and nudge strategy, is the problem of epistemic laziness that
these practices can produce in the long run (Kidd, 2017; Kidd, Battaly &
Cassam, 2020). Epistemic laziness occurs when something does not allow
us to practice and exercise our epistemic capacities. The practice of nudg-
ing acts as such activity and can guide these epistemic vice. Therefore, this
non-use of one’s epistemic capacities occurs when people too often rely on
this kind of epistemic strategy in a large number of situations. As we saw
in the previous chapter, an autonomous person with fully developed epis-
temic capacities must possess and exercise capacities for rational reason-
ing and critical thinking. If something prevents the development of these
capacities, or when they already exist, discourages them from their us-
age, it leads to the emergence of epistemic vices such as epistemic laziness
(Meehan, 2020, p. 257). And so, even when in certain situations nudging
leads to (epistemically) better outcomes, it does so in a superficial and
short-term way, thus reducing the individual’s capacity to develop good
epistemic traits, which in the long run would enable the disappearance or
reduction of epistemic vices.

Practices that support epistemic laziness and uncritical thinking fail to
treat people as rational beings capable of reasoning and actively and criti-
cally considering their options. Making people dependent on the practice of
nudging over time leads to the atrophy of specific epistemic capacities (Mee-
han, 2020). In other words, if epistemic laziness and uncritical thinking are
systematically developed rather than undermined, people are not treated as
reasonable human beings. Healthy, mature human beings can play an active
role in developing their own mental life. When people manage and con-
trol aspects of their mental lives, including their epistemic virtues and vices,
they are actively involved with the relevant feature of their own mental life
to promote development towards some desired goal!! (Debus, 2016).

11 Someone’s active involvement with their mental life is often directed towards a goal.
For example, if someone wants to become better at remembering things, they will
actively try to improve their memory by practicing things like memory games or
mnemonic devices.
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3. Deliberation as a strategy for improving
decision making

Citizens today live in a complex world characterized by deep disa-
greement, the complexity of social problems and political decision-mak-
ing. Given their cognitive limitations and capacities, limited informa-
tion and time available to process a great deal of information, they use
different social signals that help them decide what to do. We have seen
that nudging is one strategy that a government can use to change the
behavior of its citizens and the problems it can produce. Nevertheless,
nudging is one of many strategies to help make better decisions. Lib-
ertarians question the government’s authority to nudge citizens in any
direction, even if policymakers believe it is in the individual’s best inter-
est. They believe that this behavior manipulation is a form of govern-
ment overreach. However, libertarians cannot provide a full critique of
nudging or an alternative vision of addressing collective action problems
because they do not consider the possible effects of nudging on citizens
or the democratic conditions needed for legitimate governance. If gov-
ernments and other public institutions want to understand how citizens
think, encourage them to change their behavior, and come to decisions
that would be better for them and society, organizing public debates and
deliberations can be a successful strategy that avoids previously men-
tioned problems.

Deliberative democrats advocate wider public engagement of citizens
in the decision-making process. They claim that if citizens had a chance
to become better informed, and had enough time and appropriate context,
they would come to what is best for them and their community (Fishkin
& Lushkin, 2005; Gray 2009). This can be achieved through the develop-
ment and implementation of institutions designed to override cognitive
and emotional biases and to bring about the outcomes that theorists of
deliberative democracy and their creators predict and strive for (Warren,
Pearse 2008; Siu 2009; Mercier, Landemore 2012; Gerber et al. 2018).

In recent years, public deliberation has received increasing attention
as a means to improve the quality of decision-making in public and pri-
vate institutions. The basic idea is that it is possible to bring together dif-
ferent interested parties to discuss problems and possible solutions with
mutual respect, which will then lead them to better decisions (Cohen,
1989; Gutmann, Thompson, 1996; Dryzek, 2000; Béchtiger et al. ., eds.,
2018). Proponents of this strategy argue that it is possible to get citizens to
think about complex and complicated issues related to their lives and the
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life of the community in an innovative way that allows taking into account
different opinions, information, evidence, and perspectives of all involved
in the decision-making process, which results in better outcomes. They
think that citizens can identify, frame, and address public problems to-
gether with other diverse actors with the help of innovative institutions.
Unlike nudging, which represents a non-educational strategy (by chang-
ing the way choices are presented, making the default choice something
more likely to lead to the desired outcome or other similar methods), de-
liberation relies on a strongly educative approach. Through developing
new skills and providing information, deliberation aims to make citizens
more competent decision-makers. Both strategies present different ways
of coping with bounded rationality.

The idea of civic capacity refers to both individual competence and
virtues and institutional conditions that allow for communication and de-
cision-making with others in a civic-minded way. These essential aspects
of political life could be overlooked or bypassed if we rely too heavily on
the expert-led nudging strategy. Nudge, as a form of paternalism, relies
on the top-down, expert-led approach to decision-making. This kind
of decision-making is at odds with the ideals of deliberative democracy.
Any epistemic paternalism presupposes that there is a single correct way
to view the world and that those in positions of power should use their
knowledge to guide others toward this correct way of thinking. This idea
contrasts the deliberative democratic ideal, which holds that collective
decision-making should be based on open and reasoned debate between
equals. Critics of the nudge strategy argue that nudging is a form of ma-
nipulation that infringes on people’s freedom to make choices (Mitchell,
2004; Hausman & Welch, 2010). They are, as we previously said, con-
cerned about attempts to manipulate people’s behavior without engaging
their reflective, conscious thought, which, as we saw, leads to a loss of lib-
erty and autonomy. On the other side, in deliberative democracy, citizens
are empowered to make decisions based on reasoned deliberation rather
than being nudged into a particular course by those in a position of pow-
er. This idea applies to conceptions of personal autonomy, freedom, and
epistemic virtues, as well as widely accepted democratic values, principles,
and practices. It means that the ability of a society to self-govern demo-
cratically relies on the civic capacities of its citizens. If the conditions for
direct public deliberation exist, the full development of each person’s ca-
pacity for participation in political life and self-management is ensured
(Dryzek, 2009).

The claim that freedom of choice is maintained to “mere” nudges is
of great importance to the defenders of libertarian paternalism. This claim
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means that even though the government may be changing people’s be-
havior by slightly pushing them in a certain direction, those people still
have the freedom to choose what they want to do. However, this is a non-
political, private kind of freedom that cannot satisty political freedom and
democratic principles of consent and legitimacy (Button, 2018). What de-
liberative democrats claim is that for freedom to be meaningful, people
should have equal opportunity to participate in the decisions that affect
them and reflect freely on their political preferences (Dryzek, 2009; Mans-
bridge et al., 2010).

The difference between designing behavior (as in the case of the
nudge strategy) and developing civic and deliberative capacities is the
difference between a focus on external mechanisms and one focused on
civic (toleration, mutual respect, reciprocity, practical reasoning) and
ethical virtues. Deliberative democracy is a way of making decisions,
promoting the ability to make thoughtful choices. The aim is to create
a space where people can come together and openly, critically, and re-
spectfully discuss the issues that matter to them. Since deliberative de-
mocracy relies on the participation of autonomous individuals who are
willing to engage in open and respectful dialogue, autonomy is only pos-
sible when we have a say in the decisions that affect our lives.!? In a
collective decision, our choices will affect others. Therefore, we must be
able to justify our choices to others in order to respect their agency and
autonomy. Deliberative democracy can cultivate autonomy by encourag-
ing participants to make their reasoning public, increasing the availabil-
ity of information, and by ensuring all opinions are included and heard
by all (Elstub, 2008).

As we said, deliberative democrats aim at powering citizens to deter-
mine - collectively and publicly — what they consider desirable in terms
of policy responses to pressing social and political challenges. However,
sometimes it can be difficult for people to participate because it costs
them time and energy. Nevertheless, there are ways to reduce these costs
so that more people can participate. It can be achieved by designing ef-
fective democratic deliberative practices and institutions that compen-
sate for well-known cognitive and emotional biases, manage and reduce
information costs for participants'® and give effects that are in line with
theory assumptions, as intended by their designers (Fishkin et al., 2005;
Warren, Pearse 2008; Mercier, Landemore 2012; List et al., 2012; Gerber
et al., 2018).

12 For deliberative democracy and autonomy, see Cohen 1989, Richardson, 2002;
Christman, 2005.

13 This can be done with policy guides, expert witnesses, online modules, and other
tools.
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3.1. Personal autonomy and epistemic virtues

Liberal tradition and Mill’s conception of personal autonomy defines
a sovereign individual’s domain as the one that includes all the activities
that he or she can do without negatively impacting others (Mill, 1988).
Therefore, honoring an individual’s autonomy is respecting her right to
make choices about their actions as long as they do not hurt others. In
other words, autonomy is about individuals being in control of their own
decisions, beliefs, and actions. However, it also presupposes the mental
capacity to understand the consequences of their choices (Raz, 1986, p.
369). It is about self-determination and self-government. “If individual
decisions require private deliberation in order to be autonomous, then
collective decisions require collective deliberation, including the sharing
of information and reasons through public debate” (Elstub, 2008, p. 4).

Public deliberation has many benefits, including transforming citizens’
preferences and promoting their betterment (Elster, 1998). It has educative
and community generative power and increases the epistemic quality of
the outcome (Cooke, 2000). If we define personal autonomy as the ability to
make choices about one’s life without interference from others, then delib-
eration, as the process of thoughtfully considering the options and making
a well-reasoned decision, can be seen as a strategy that enables the pref-
erences of the participants to become more autonomous. These processes
require a commitment to making the best possible decision. They result
in decisions everyone can agree on and respect everyone’s ability to make
their own choices. Additionally, it requires critical thinking and people to
give reasons for their preferences, which encourages them to think about
the opinions and needs of others. It means that people have to explain their
opinions to others, better understand their opinions and interests, help to
increase the availability of relevant information, and allow participants to
express themselves freely, which cultivates both hearer and speaker auton-
omy. All this creates an atmosphere where people see each other as au-
tonomous individuals with equal importance. “In collective decisions, our
choices will affect others and, therefore, must be justified to others in order
to respect their agency and autonomy. Individual decisions require rational
deliberation to form intentions and, consequently, collective decisions re-
quire collective deliberation to form collective intentions” (Elstub, 2008, p.
58). Deliberative democracy also increases the availability of information
and allows people to express themselves openly. That is important for per-
sonal autonomy because it supports people in developing their own opin-
ions and values. When people are forced to make decisions without care-
fully considering all the options, they are more likely to accept the values
of those in authority.
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Furthermore, through discussion and debate, a group can generate
an idea that none of the individuals would have thought of on their own.
Under deliberative conditions, individuals can expand their limited and
fallible perspectives and information by relying on others’ knowledge,
potential, and experiences. Thus, “democratic deliberation has the capac-
ity to lessen the problem of bounded rationality — the fact that our im-
aginations and calculating abilities are limited and fallible” (Fearon, 1998,
p- 49). This is because reasoning works best within the group (Mercier
& Landemore, 2012). It also involves epistemic standards that help judge
whether a given deliberative process produces better or worse outcomes
and allows us to focus on the substance of the process rather than purely
on the procedure. Although in politics we may never be entirely sure if
we have found the right political decision'4, and can never be sure if the
political decisions we make are the right ones, that does not mean we
should not try to make them as good as possible. Just as there are better
and worse answers to logical questions, there are also better and worse
answers to political questions.

Some authors even argue that reasoning evolved for a specific func-
tion - argumentation (Mercier & Landemore, 2012). This view implies
that reasoning does not have an exclusively individual function but a so-
cial one, more precisely, a polemical function (Mercier & Sperber, 2011).
The primary goal of reasoning is to find and evaluate arguments to con-
vince others and be convinced when appropriate. These authors claim that
one of its functions is to produce epistemic improvement through delib-
eration. Suppose someone is not truly listening to the arguments being
made by others (reasoning from one’s own opinion only without consider-
ing other opinions or reasoning with like-minded people!®), and is instead
only preparing counter-arguments. In that case, that person is not engag-
ing in genuine deliberation. Furthermore, people do not blindly believe
what other people say. They use their cognitive abilities to evaluate the
information communicated to them. Communication is crucial because it
allows us to exchange information and ideas and helps us to make better
decisions as a group.

14 We can usually reveal that in the future, using, for example, different standards such
as GDP growth, inflation, or unemployment rate

15 On the individual level, reasoning alone and reasoning in a group of like-minded
people can increase confirmation bias and overconfidence or produce more polariza-
tion — more extreme attitudes than before deliberation (Mercier & Landemore, 2012).
Suppose the group is made up of people who share the same opinion. In that case,
they will be less likely to use reasoning to examine the arguments put forward by
other discussants critically.
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However, it can also be dangerous if the information exchanged is
wrong or if it is deliberately manipulated. To protect ourselves from these
dangers, humans have developed the ability to be epistemically vigilant
(Sperberg et al., 2010). It means we can register and eliminate potentially
threatening information in the communicative process through argumen-
tation or polemic. In other words, all cognitive biases and illusions (to
which we as a species, and as already said, are systematically prone) come
as a result of the use of reason in isolation, outside of the social practice
and needs. People rely on what is close to them, deepening their (false)
beliefs and biases. These biases interfere with reasoning and decision-
making. However, communication with people with different perspec-
tives can help reveal and correct mistakes (Mercier & Landemore, 2012).
When we use reasoning in its normal conditions - in a deliberation - it
can be expected to lead to better outcomes, consistently allowing deliber-
ating groups to reach epistemically superior outcomes and improve their
epistemic status. Instead of making people better at reasoning, we should
focus on changing the situations and environment to provide more ideal
conditions for deliberation. We should make these changes at the level of
institutions, not individuals.

The approach that claims that in addition to political, democracy
also has epistemic values defends the concept of democracy which pre-
supposes that besides accepted procedural values, democratic collective
decision-making also has some significant epistemic values and produces
epistemic good (Cohen, 1986; Estlund, 2009; Landemore 2012). It means
that democracy, to be justified, cannot be reduced to its procedural val-
ues but also epistemically justified by the beliefs, decisions, and solu-
tions it produces. Epistemic good here presupposes not only knowledge
and forming true and avoiding false beliefs (Goldman, 1986; Vij, 2013)
but also developing epistemic virtues/understanding (Pritchard, 2013)'6.
This broader understanding does not focus on knowledge or truth but
on epistemic virtues such as intellectual curiosity, open-mindedness, (em-
pathetic) understanding of others, critical thinking, truthfulness, honesty,
objectivity, and impartiality. Thus, epistemic virtues are characteristics
that promote intellectual flourishing or cultivate character traits (Zagzeb-
ski, 1997). Those are epistemic goods that are valuable in themselves, not
only as a means to come to truth. Development of these specific epistemic
virtues, which, as we already said, can be accomplished through genuine
deliberation, increases personal autonomy. If autonomy means being both

16  Although epistemic democracy is usually characterized in terms of “aiming at truth’,
epistemic value does not say that these epistemic good must be reducible to true belief.
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self-governing and able to make rational choices!’, then it requires above-
listed virtues.

3.2. Nudging vs. deliberation

As we saw, nudging is a way for governments to change people’s be-
havior by taking advantage of how people usually think and make deci-
sions. It differs from other methods like taxes or bans, which change peo-
ple’s behavior by making it more expensive or difficult to do. Nudging is
low cost, individuals do not need to cooperate, and it is more effective
than those other methods. According to its proponents, it does not take
away people’s freedom to choose. It works with people’s natural biases in-
stead of against them. It accepts citizens as they are and turns them from
their path or course of action to make better decisions. On the one hand,
nudges can be seen as a means for paternalistically correcting people’s
choices, leading them away from errors or bad decisions.

On the other hand, we can see nudges as incompatible with respect
for autonomy. People have a right to make their own choices, even if those
choices are not in their own best interests. Nudges interfere with people’s
ability to make choices, so they disrespect people’s autonomy. This means
that nudges can also be seen as interventions that take advantage of our
cognitive and motivational deficiencies to achieve a goal. It leads to the
conclusion that policymakers are incentivized not to fix these deficiencies,
as doing so would make nudges less effective. The nudge strategy is based
on the belief that the state knows what is best for citizens and that policy-
makers should act as experts to steer them in the right direction. The goal
is to make changes that will benefit the individual and society without the
individual even being aware of it.

Deliberation, as defined by proponents of deliberative democracy
theorists, has the potential to help to create a more informed and virtu-
ous citizenry. It can increase epistemic virtues and personal autonomy
by encouraging citizens to engage in thoughtful and respectful discus-
sions with one another. The deliberation strategy assumes that people can
change their beliefs, better understand the issues at hand, and think more
critically about the arguments and decisions being made. In addition,
deliberation can help to create a more open, more aware, and inclusive
public sphere where people from diverse backgrounds can come together
and share their perspectives. By working together and with the help of

17 See Feinberg, J. (1989) The moral limits of the criminal law: volume 3: harm to self.
Oxford University Press.
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the right institutional design, they can find better solutions. This strategy
leads to a greater exchange of ideas and a more robust deliberation pro-
cess. On the other side, it is a more demanding and more costly strategy. It
asks us to invest in acquiring information and then debating with others,
often in a particular context, away from our typical environments (John et
al. 2009). However, “these costs (of time, effort, and opportunity) are in-
deed a practical constraint on democratic deliberation but they are not as
prohibitively costly or devoid of proven means of remediation as to war-
rant the retrenchment of bounded human rationality (for the many) and
the further empowerment of a technocratic elite few” (Button, 2018, p.
1040). This tells us that it is expensive and challenging to make decisions
democratically, but it is still possible and worth doing.

Nudge is about affecting individual choices, like in classical econom-
ics. Deliberation, by definition, cannot happen alone, even though indi-
viduals have a significant role in the process. In the first strategy, state
action is focused on getting the messages right and providing low-level
incentives to get the desired behavior, while the role of the policy-maker
is to be an expert who designs interventions that achieve these goals (John
et al., 2009). The deliberative strategy requires the state to provide institu-
tions to help citizens deliberate and follow up on emerging recommen-
dations. Despite being a more expensive and demanding strategy, delib-
eration is, as we have seen, more fruitful in the long term for developing
epistemic virtues, critical thinking, and strengthening personal autonomy.
On the other hand, although costless, quickest, and effortless, the nudge
strategy leads, in the long run, to epistemic vice such as epistemic laziness
and loss of autonomy. In other words, even though nudging may get peo-
ple to change their behavior in the short term, it could have unfavorable
effects in the long term by making people less capable of making their
own decisions. Policy-makers are the most competent persons whose role
is to develop the best course of action and design interventions to achieve
goals. This asymmetric relation between what people know and what the
state knows, gives power to the state to make decisions for people. In that
sense, state manipulation of citizens™ choices appears to be at odds with
the democratic ideals of free exercise of choice, deliberation, and public
dialogue. On the other side, although the deliberative approach does not
deny that expertise is relevant and that not everyone in the political arena
is equal in knowledge, it emphasizes that the thesis of limited rationality
and cognitive biases applies to an expert’s mind as well.

We already said that according to the argumentative theory of rea-
soning, group decision-making could compensate for individual decision-



84 | Ivana Jankovié¢

making, judging, and reasoning limitations. Their model indicates that
during public deliberation, when discussing diverse opinions, group rea-
soning outweighs the individual, no matter who that individual is. Delib-
erative democracy is an effective way of giving ordinary citizens a say in
the political process. Studies have shown that when citizens are allowed
to become better informed through public deliberation!8, they can genu-
inely contribute to finding solutions. Thus, according to this approach, it
is questionable whether the experts alone are the best avenue for attain-
ing knowledge and solving problems. Group deliberation between diverse
people can (under certain conditions) improve the reliability of individual
judgments due to the combination of different perspectives, interpreta-
tions, evidence, experiences, and the like (Page, 2008; Landemore, 2013).
When individuals with different perspectives and knowledge come to-
gether to deliberate, they can learn from one another and generate new in-
sights. This cognitive diversity can lead to more effective decision-making
and a deeper understanding of the issue. In addition, cognitive diversity
can help to challenge assumptions and uncover new perspectives. It means
it can be a good tool for fighting epistemic vices and cognitive biases and
developing epistemic virtues. This strategy can be especially beneficial
when addressing complex problems that require creative thinking. By
bringing together individuals with different ways of thinking, the chances
of finding innovative solutions increase. It can lead to more meaningful
exchanges of ideas and, ultimately, better decisions.

3.2.1. Is nudging ever desirable strategy
for changing civic behavior?

We showed in previous sections why the nudges strategy, used in the
public space, is generally at odds with democratic values, principles, and
practice, as well as why they carry the risk of epistemic injustice, violation
of personal autonomy, and, in the long run, the development of epistemic
vices. On the other side, people are not perfectly rational beings. We have
limited time, information, and cognitive abilities. This is compounded by
cognitive biases and mental shortcuts that often lead us astray and make
irrational judgments. In other words, people often make suboptimal deci-
sions, even when trying to make the best choice. Concerning all this, the
role of the government in shaping our choices is complex and controver-

18  This is evident when comparing the pre-deliberative and post-deliberative survey re-
sults, as it is clear that in the deliberation process, citizens become more informed
about the discussed political issues and more confident about their own political
opinions (Fishkin & Lushkin, 2005)
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sial. Some authors, like Thaller and Sunstein, argue that the government
should have a role in shaping the choices of its citizens to secure better
decision-making for individuals and society as a whole. They point out
that the government can use nudges to influence its citizens” behavior in
a less constraining way than passing a law requiring the behavior. Others
argue that the government should not have a role in shaping the choices of
its citizens. Nudges can be manipulative and take away people’s autonomy
to make their own choices, and it is not the role of the government to tell
people what to do. The government should only provide information and
education so people can make informed decisions.

However, there are situations where quick and efficient solutions are
needed. If by the autonomous person, we understand a sovereign indi-
vidual that includes all the activities that she can do without negatively
impacting others, but also one who can reason correctly and has the abil-
ity to make rational decisions and responsibility (toward himself and
others).! In that case, the nudge strategy can be justified when these
abilities are severely restricted and the losses enormous. In times of cri-
sis, when fear and uncertainty rise, the problems caused by cognitive
biases, uncritical thinking, and misinformation become more significant
and more potent than usual. When a crisis occurs, people are more ex-
posed to pseudoscience information, fake news, and unverified content
(this is especially true due to social media presence). The paradigmatic
example is the recent COVID crisis (climate crises can also be a good
example). The COVID-19 pandemic was full of false claims, half-backed
conspiracy theories, and pseudoscientific therapies regarding the virus’s
diagnosis, treatment, prevention, origin, and spread. Fake news was
widespread on social media. Some were benign, while others were very
harmful and dangerous for the individual and the people around him.
That put public health and human lives at risk. Because of this, it may be
necessary to take protective measures in a crisis. Along with the protec-
tive measures suggested by the government and state institutions, nudg-
ing could be a powerful tool.

As a regular strategy for changing human behavior, nudging risks
epistemic injustice, violation of personal autonomy, and, in the long run,
the development of epistemic vices. In a crisis, there is no “in the long
run” and thus no fear of developing epistemic laziness. Also, the nudg-
ing can still be respectful of a person’s autonomy, even if it is not in line

19  For more about what autonomous person implies see Croce, M. (2020). “Epistemic
Paternalism, Personal Sovereignty, and One’s Own Good” in Epistemic Paternalism:
Conceptions, Justifications and Implications.
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with their current choices or beliefs. It can act as a reminder or prompt
to help them better reflect on their desired choices or commitments to
themselves and others, especially when cognitive biases, uncritical think-
ing, and misinformation flourish. As long as the nudgers (in this case,
healthcare workers, scientists, and governments) genuinely believe that
the nudge will serve human well-being, not have any reason to doubt
its effectiveness, work for the public and not for private interests, the
presumption is that the nudge is morally permissible. The justification
for such a practice rests on a comparison of overall benefits to the loss
of autonomy (in the sense of respecting the right of individuals to make
their own decisions, e.g., not to wear masks, not to wash hands, not to
get vaccinated) and not, as Thaller and Sunstein suggest, on the view
that nudges are costless. Although shaping people’s choices for their own
benefit seems to be alarmingly intrusive and undermines a person’s in-
dividuality, it seems too much to argue that this kind of intervention is
not permissible in cases where someone needs to be denied access to (or
not allowed to act on) misleading or harmful information, (Ahlstrom-
Vij, 2013, p. 89). It does not exclude the practice of public deliberation
and promotion of sound judgment and rational decision-making that
would lead, in the long run, to increased trust in science and relevant
expertise and enable a better response from the state and citizens in the
next crisis and everyday decisions. The need to foster and secure the
conditions for widespread critical reflection, both individually and col-
lectively, is always necessary. It just means that sometimes we have no
time and need an immediate solution, so forced to promote the desired
behavior at a lower cost. Sometimes biases are powerful, and stakes are
high and dangerous, so using rational persuasion to influence people’s
behavior may not give the desired results immediately. When there are
strong reasons to get citizens to behave in a certain way, shaping people’s
choices may be more efficient and less constraining than limiting what
they can choose by introducing mandatory law requiring specific behav-
ior, for example. Nudge can sometimes be a good strategy that does not
always violate autonomy. However, as we saw, it is very problematic as a
policy that we should generally declare morally desirable.
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Ivana Jankovié

Usmeravanje ponasanja (nudge) i deliberacija:
individualna autonomija, epistemicke mane i vrline

Apstrakt: Skora$nji nalazi o kognitivnim nedostacima i motivaciono-kognitivnim
pristrasnostima u donosenju odluka i pona$anja danas su dobro potvrdeni. Po-
stoje razliciti pristupi re§avanju problema do kojih ovi nedostaci vode u kontekstu
donogenja odluka. S obzirom na rastuc¢u trend kori$¢enja bihejvioralnih nauka za
informisanje odluka u domenu javnih politika $irom sveta, ovaj rad ima za cilj da
razmotri i kriticki preispitaja dve strategija za pobolj$anje ponasanja ljudi i dono-
$enja odluka u javnoj sferi: usmeravanje ponasanja (navodenje) i deliberaciju. Da
li kreatori javnih politika treba da razvijanju mehanizme za usmeravanje izbora
svojih gradana ili bi trebalo da ih podrze i podstaknu da sami zajednic¢ki dodju do
boljih odluka? Da li vlade mogu da uti¢u na to da ljudi donose bolje odluke, a da
u isto vreme ne naruse njihovu slobodu i autonomiju? Debata o ,libertarijanskom
paternalizmu” iznedrila je mnoga pitanja o mogu¢nosti pomirenja i objedinje-
nja ova dva pojma u jedan. Ova pozicija podrazumeva kreiranje javnih politika
kroz specifi¢nu vrstu navodenja ljudi da donose bolje odluke vezane za zdravlje,
bogatstvo i srecu, a da se time istovremeno ne ogranic¢i njihova sloboda izbora.
Razmotri¢emo argumente za i protiv ove vrste intervencija i njene posledice za
licnu autonomiju i razvoj epistemickih mana. Iako je evidentno da usmeravanje
ponasanja zaista moze da sluzi kao efikasno sredstvo za dolazenje do boljih odlu-
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ka, tvrdi¢emo da je, u skladu sa osnovnim vrednostima savremenih demokratija,
javna deliberacija dugoro¢no bolja strategija. Kada se primeni na javne politike,
strategija usmeravanje pona$anja nosi sa sobom rizik da u potpunosti zanemari
kapacitete gradana i institucionalne prakse neophodne za plodno razvijanje de-
mokratskog gradanstva. S’ druge strane, javna deliberacija moze poboljsati dono-
$enje odluka uspe$nim resavanjem kognitivnih nedostataka uz promovisanje gra-
danskih vrlina bez krienja slobode. Na kraju ¢emo tvrditi da, bez obzira na ovaj
opsti zakljucak, strategija usmeravanja ponasanja moze biti moralno dozvoljena u
krizama, kada su neophodna brza i efikasna resenja.

Klju¢ne re¢i: usmeravanje ponasanja, deliberacija, donosenje odluka, delibera-
tiva demokratija, individualna autonomija, epistemicke mane, epi-
stemicke vrline
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Abstract: The longstanding tension between the procedural and instrumental
justification of democracy has been challenged by the theories that try to com-
bine both approaches. These theories portray epistemic features of democracy
in an instrumental framework and then try to reconcile them with procedural
values. In this paper, I argue that it is possible to incorporate an epistemic di-
mension into a justification of democracy, without resorting to instrumental-
ism. On the view that I advance, Peircean epistemology, when combined with
intrinsically valued epistemic virtues, constitutes a purely procedural argument
for democracy.
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Epistemology and democracy are often thought of as being at odds
with one another. Democracy tends to simultaneously embrace and vio-
late certain epistemic ideals. Institutions of equality, free press, and fair
elections should pave the way for well-informed, deliberate, and reasoned
decision-making processes. Yet, the very same institutions can become
a breeding ground for propaganda groups (Stanley, 2015), demagogues
(Roberts-Miller, 2017), or strategically minded voters (Moser & Scheiner,
2009), who nullify the epistemic benefits of public opinion. However, even
the authors who attempt to provide a non-epistemic justification of de-
mocracy (cf. Richardson, 2003; Shapiro, 2016) agree that epistemic ideals
are an important factor in democratic legitimacy - or, at the very least,

*  Institute for Philosophy, Faculty of Philosophy, University of Belgrade, miljan.
vasic@f.bg.ac.rs

**  The paper is based on research conducted within research project Man and Society
in the Time of Crisis, financed by the Faculty of Philosophy, University of Belgrade.



92 | Miljan Vasi¢

they do not try to claim that uninformed and incompetent citizens will
benefit democracy (Talisse, 2019).

Despite this apparent tension, a growing amount of literature suggests
that the reconciliation between epistemology and democracy is both pos-
sible and desirable. My paper is another small step towards that goal. It is
divided into three parts. In the first part, I describe the central debate in
democratic theory, the one between proceduralism and instrumentalism.
Each of these conceptions, taken in a strict sense, faces its own problems,
which is why some authors opt for a middle way between them. I will pre-
sent two such views: David Estlund’s epistemic proceduralism (Estlund,
2008) and Elizabeth Anderson’s experimentalist model (Anderson, 2006),
as well as their critiques of these two opposing conceptions. I will claim
that, although most of their criticisms are in place, neither Estlund nor
Anderson manages to successfully mediate between the two opposed lines
of argumentation, and that both of their accounts are leaning towards in-
strumentalism. In the second part of the paper, I will present a tripartite
argument against instrumentalism which (more or less) directly affects
Estlund’s and Anderson’s views as well. Here, I will draw heavily on the
criticisms put forward by Fabienne Peter (2008). The purpose of this argu-
ment is to show that the epistemic benefits of democracy, when placed in-
side an instrumentalist framework, are either untenable or become a dan-
gerous tool for anti-democratic arguments. In the third part, I will present
a procedural way of incorporating the epistemic dimension into a justi-
fication of democracy. This view combines three theoretical approaches:
Peter’s pure epistemic proceduralism, Peircean epistemology, and the idea
of intrinsically valuable epistemic virtues.

1. Walking a Tightrope: Between Proceduralism and
Instrumentalism

Main results of the social choice theory (Arrow, 1963), and the sub-
sequent interpretations that these results show that collective decision-
making is essentially devoid of meaning (Riker, 1982) posed a challenge to
democratic theorists of all persuasions. Ever since these results appeared
in the literature, advocates of democracy have been looking for suitable
counterarguments. The current trends of deliberative and epistemic theo-
ries of democracy emerged partially as a response to this challenge. Two
distinct lines of argumentation became prominent in the literature. Au-
thors who start from the central assumption of social choice theory - that
voting is the expression of individual preferences — have several strate-
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gies at their disposal: they can try to weaken the rationality conditions
presupposed by Arrow’s impossibility theorem (Black, 1998 [1958], pp.
363-367); they can use the results of descriptive social choice theory to
show that these negative consequences are rarely (if ever) practically real-
ized (Regenwetter, et al., 2009); or, they can advance the view that vot-
ing should be replaced or complemented by public deliberation (Cohen,
1989).! Other authors chose to abandon this starting assumption, and en-
dorse the view that, in democratic decision-making, citizens express their
beliefs about which option is the best one, according to some procedure-
independent criterion (Cohen, 1986; Goodin & Spiekermann, 2018).

These two approaches shaped the debate between two different ways
of justifying democracy - procedural and instrumental. While authors on
both sides of this debate claim that democratic governments are superior
to non-democratic ones, they disagree about why this is so. According
to proceduralism, the political outcomes are supposed to be fair, while
in the instrumentalist view they ought to be right (List & Goodin, 2001).
The central claim behind the proceduralist approach is that democracy
is justified intrinsically, that is, without appealing to any external criteria
by which we judge political outcomes. Substantive claims are to be made
about procedures themselves, rather than their outcomes. If the proce-
dural standards are met, any possible outcome is equally desirable - at
least according to proceduralism. Instrumentalism claims the opposite: an
advantageous feature of democracy is that it shows a tendency to produce
better outcomes when compared to alternative ways of political decision-
making. However, whether we should consider the outcome to be good
or bad depends on the external standards which are independent of the
decision-making procedure.?

1 It is, of course, possible to combine all of these approaches (e.g., Mackie, 2001, 2003,
2011).

2 A short note on terminology. The same central distinction is sometimes made be-
tween epistemic and procedural justification of democracy (cf. List & Goodin,
2001). Although epistemic democracy is traditionally framed in instrumental terms
(Schwartzberg, 2015), I believe that equating “instrumentalism” with “epistemic de-
mocracy” is not feasible, especially after Estlund’s theory of “epistemic procedural-
ism” gained prominence. Such terminology is even more misleading when we take
into account positions like Peter’s, which are resolutely non-instrumental, yet epis-
temic at the same time. For this reason, some recent papers (cf. Fuerstein, 2019) refer
to these opposed lines of argumentation as “pure epistemic” and “pure procedural”
conceptions of democracy. Instrumentalism, for its part, sometimes entails a broader
conception of democracy, where both democratic procedures and some additional
institutions contribute to the correctness of outcomes (Mladenovi¢, 2020, p. 4). The
upshot is that neither every epistemic theory of democracy has to be instrumental,
nor do instrumental approaches have to appeal to epistemic standards. In this paper,
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However, the two views are not as mutually exclusive as they may
seem. Many ways of justifying democracy include both procedural and
instrumental merits, although in different proportions. In fact, theories
of democracy form a spectrum in terms of epistemic demands that they
put before the citizens.> On one end of this spectrum are the theories that
attach little or no importance to the correctness of individual judgments.
Here, the social choice theory is a prime example. On the opposite end
of the spectrum are Condorcetian theories (e.g., Goodin & Spiekermann,
2018) and what Estlund calls correctness theories. These theories claim
that democracy is a mostly or completely reliable method of arriving at
the correct outcomes, and they count on the epistemic prowess of indi-
vidual citizens (Kelly, 2012).

Between those opposing ends are various theories that lean towards
the procedural or instrumental side of the spectrum, without being fully
committed to either approach. Some theorists, however, claim that nei-
ther purely instrumental nor purely procedural justification of democracy
is plausible and that it is possible to justify democracy on both grounds
simultaneously. In this section of the paper, I will present two such theo-
ries, Estlund’s epistemic proceduralism and Anderson’s Deweyan model
of democracy. My aim is to explore how each of these theories finds its
way between the two opposing ends of the spectrum. Although I accept
the idea that justification of democracy must include both procedural and
epistemic components, I will conclude that, despite their promising and
influential approach, neither of the two theories manages to position itself
on the middle of this spectrum.

Estlund’s Epistemic Proceduralism

Estlund presents the conflict between proceduralism and instru-
mentalism in the form of the Euthyphro dilemma: are good democratic
decisions good because they are democratically made, or are they demo-
cratically made because they are good? Criticizing the first horn of the
dilemma - a view that the value of democratic decisions lies in the mere
fact that they are democratic — Estlund claims that a common feature of
all forms of proceduralism is the “flight from substance” (Estlund, 2008,

by “instrumentalism” I mean those epistemic conceptions of democracy that presup-
pose a procedure-independent standard of correctness. This technically makes it a
case of epistemic instrumentalism (Peter, 2016, p. 138); but since I will not take into
account any broader notion of it, just “instrumentalism” will suffice.

3 Jamie Terrence Kelly (2012) is the first to propose the term “spectrum of epistemic
demands”, but the general idea was introduced by Estlund (1997, p. 182).
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p. 65), i.e., the idea that democratic procedures have an intrinsic value,
independent of any substantive standards that lie beyond the procedure
itself. Estlund distinguishes between three variants of this view — fair pro-
ceduralism, normative social choice theory, and (procedural account of)
deliberative democracy - and offers a series of criticisms aimed to show
why such a flight is impossible.

Firstly, Estlund is critical of insistence on majority rule as a fair proce-
dure that gives all citizens an equal right to vote. If that is enough to make
a procedure fair, he claims, it would be equally fair to choose between the
possible options by tossing a coin, since that procedure would also give
everyone the same amount of say (Estlund, 2008, p. 82). Estlund, how-
ever, points out that this is an absurd proposal in a political context; and
one that would hardly be acceptable to the theorists of proceduralism who
would nevertheless insist that voting is a preferable way to make decisions.
But in that case, their position no longer flees from substance, as they
acknowledge that fair proceduralism must include some non-procedural
values that make voting fundamentally different from random selection
(Estlund, 2008, pp. 82-83). Estlund admits that this is a very “thin” ver-
sion of proceduralism that is easy to refute, but he finds it important to
immediately lay bare what a theory that completely rejects procedure-in-
dependent standards look like (Estlund, 2008, p. 83).

Estlund subjects the social choice theory to a similar line of criticism.
The crucial aspect of this theory is what Estlund calls the condition of ag-
gregativity: if a collection of individual preferences (understood in a broad
sense as a set of ends, aims, or choices) leads to some procedural outcome,
then individual changes in preferences should result in a change of the fi-
nal outcome (Estlund, 2008, p. 73). It is intuitively clear how majority vot-
ing fulfills the condition of aggregativity - if some citizens had voted dif-
ferently, the outcome could have been different. Random selection, on the
other hand, violates this condition. Estlund, however, makes an interest-
ing point here: the aggregativity condition says nothing about whether the
correlation between individual preferences and the final outcome should
be positive or negative. If we imagine a situation in which an option gains
popularity among individual voters, but then scores poorer in the elec-
tions, the condition of aggregativity is still met. Moreover, the normative
social choice theory is often aimed precisely at studying and interpreting
such cases. Claiming that the correlation should be positive requires addi-
tional non-procedural reasons. Thus, Estlund concludes, although nomi-
nally focused on procedural conditions, the social choice theory includes
additional substantive standards independent of the procedure itself (Est-
lund, 2008, pp. 74-75).



9% | Miljan Vasi¢

When criticizing the deliberative theory of democracy, Estlund com-
bines the previous two arguments. He distinguishes between two proce-
duralist forms of deliberative democracy: deep deliberative democracy
and fair deliberative proceduralism.* Deep deliberative democracy arises
with the rejection of the basic assumptions of social choice theory. So-
cial choice theory revolves around the idea that it is possible to aggregate
individual preferences into a coherent choice of an entire group but ig-
nores the fact that preferences themselves can arise as a product of false
information and manipulation. Therefore, deep deliberative democracy
focuses on idealized hypothetical procedures of public deliberation, but it
(presumably) rejects any standards independent from the procedure, just
as social choice theory does (Estlund, 2008, p. 88). However, as Estlund
believes, this theory runs into the same problem as a social choice the-
ory - by asserting that there is a correspondence between outcomes and
ideally understood individual interests, deep deliberative democracy can-
not avoid invoking any substantive standard (Estlund, 2008, p. 92). Fair
deliberative proceduralism (which Estlund considers an unstable hybrid
theory), in turn, rests on the view that the advantage of public deliberation
is that it allows a large number of people to express their views, whatever
they may be. This theory claims that it puts no emphasis on the epistemic
value of deliberation, just on a fair representation of citizens” views. Est-
lund, however, considers this claim to be unsustainable: if the purpose of
deliberation is to transform brute preferences into informed ones, then it
plays an epistemic role nevertheless (Estlund, 2008, p. 94). Although this is
a different kind of epistemic role when compared with theories that claim
that deliberation allows better outcomes (from a procedure-independent
point of view), Estlund still regards this as a substantive claim. Otherwise,
fair deliberative proceduralism, just like its non-deliberative counterpart,
could not explain why deliberation is a superior tool for decision-making
when compared with randomly chosen outcomes (Estlund, 2008, pp. 94-
95). Therefore, in Estlund’s view, all standard forms of proceduralism are
incoherent. Although proceduralism calls for a flight from substance, pro-
cedural accounts of democracy either explicitly make substantive claims
or cannot explain why democracy does better than a coin toss without
resorting to substantive claims.’

4 Although the deliberative theory emphasizes the social process by which individual
attitudes are formed (in contrast to the social choice theory which takes preferenc-
es as simply given), Estlund posits that it is still strictly proceduralist in its original
forms (Estlund, 2008, p. 87).

5  The continuing problem with Estlund’s analysis of proceduralism is his failure to
distinguish between two different notions of proceduralism. Ivan Mladenovi¢ argues
that proceduralism can be understood in a narrower and wider sense. A narrow sense
of proceduralism deals with the normative conditions that a democratic decision-
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The second horn of Eutyphro dilemma presupposes non-procedur-
alist epistemic approaches to democracy which Estlund calls correctness
theories. According to them, political decisions are legitimate only if they
are correct by some procedure-independent standard, and democratic
procedures are considered sufficiently accurate to make collective deci-
sions correct (Estlund, 2008, p. 102). Here the locus classicus is Rousseau’s
notion of general will. For Rousseau, outcomes are legitimate because they
are correct — and when they are incorrect, they are illegitimate - but this
legitimacy has nothing to do with any procedural reason; it is the general
will that gives legitimacy to political decisions. Estlund does not object to
Rousseau’s view that the outcomes should be obeyed. What he finds prob-
lematic in Rousseau’s theory is the claim that those who are in minority
must admit that they were wrong and that their notion of general will was
a faulty one. This is what Estlund calls “the problem of deference”, and it
is his main reason for rejecting correctness theories (Estlund, 2008, pp.
103-104).

Estlund introduces epistemic proceduralism as an alternative to both
(purely) procedural and instrumental justification of democracy. It is the
theory that combines some elements of both lines of argumentation. Epis-
temic proceduralism is epistemic since it asserts that democracy tends
to produce correct decisions (Estlund, 2008, p. 8); but it is at the same
time procedural since it claims that legitimacy (its coercive power) and
authoritativeness (its moral commitments) of democracy stems from the
fact that democratic procedures are acceptable to all qualified points of
view (Estlund, 2008, pp. 41-42). Correctness theories have a too strong
epistemic claim: every legitimate decision must be correct. According to
epistemic proceduralism, the outcome is legitimate even if it is incorrect,
given that procedural reasons are met.

Epistemic proceduralism does not face the problem of deference,
since it does not claim that the democratic outcome constitutes a rea-

making procedure should satisfy to be considered justified. The broader understand-
ing of proceduralism takes a decision-making procedure in a general sense as the ba-
sis of the justification of democracy (Mladenovi¢, 2019, pp. 166-167). Some authors,
like Riker (1982), may use procedural claims in a narrow sense to draw broader con-
clusions about the procedural justification of democracy, but we must keep in mind
that two senses of proceduralism deal with different normative problems. With that
distinction in mind, we can see that substantive standards which Estlund attributes
to proceduralists are procedural claims in a narrow sense which he interprets as a
broader claim about the justification of democracy (Mladenovi¢, 2019, p. 175). Fur-
thermore, Estlund thereby undermines his own position: if epistemic proceduralism
is, as Estlund claims, a form of proceduralism, then it too must deal with normative
conditions that the decision-making procedure must satisfy (Mladenovi¢, 2019, pp.
179-180).
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son for a belief about the correctness of the said outcome. According to
Estlund, democracy gives its citizens moral reasons to comply instead of
epistemic reasons to believe (Estlund, 2008, p. 106). Thus, epistemic pro-
ceduralism can generate more legitimacy with less demanding epistemic
claims. It is important to note that epistemic proceduralism differs from
fair proceduralism only in cases where there are independent moral stand-
ards (more on this later) according to which some outcome is correct. In
such cases, epistemic proceduralism is the view that democracy can be
procedurally impartial among citizens” opinions, and tend to produce cor-
rect decisions at a better-than-random rate (Estlund, 2008, p. 107-108).
Therefore, Estlund believes that epistemic proceduralism occupies a per-
fect place between the theories that are not epistemic enough (since they
ignore moral standards even when they should not be ignored), and those
that are too epistemic (and thus face the problem of deference) (Estlund,
2008, p. 102).

Anderson’s Experimentalist Model

Just like Estlund, Anderson is not satisfied with the prevailing dichot-
omy between proceduralism and instrumentalism. She claims that such
dichotomy is neither desirable nor plausible. Proceduralism, in her view,
merely requires that the decision-making process is fair for democracy to
be justified. However, if fairness is the only standard we should adhere
to, we cannot draw a meaningful difference between a coin flip and other
decision-making procedures. Justification of democracy needs more than
that: we believe that citizens confer legitimacy to a certain decision with
their very participation in decision-making, thus proclaiming that a given
problem is of public interest. However, we are thereby complying with ex-
ternal criteria (Anderson, 2006, pp. 9-10). On the other hand, whether a
particular problem is of public interest or not becomes clear only when
citizens (or their representatives) put it into consideration through pro-
cedurally fair decision-making, which is determined internally. So, as
Anderson concludes, an adequate conception of democracy must include
both internal and external criteria (Anderson, 2006, p. 10).

Anderson views democracy as a process of collective problem-solving,
the success of which depends on the criteria stated above. Additionally,
the satisfactory model of democracy has to incorporate three constitutive
features of democracy. It needs to take advantage of the epistemic diver-
sity of individuals; it must model discussion as an epistemically productive
process; and it must be dynamic, which means that it must provide feed-
back mechanisms for improving its epistemic results; I call this the DDD
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conception of democracy. Anderson aims to determine the most adequate
account of democracy by comparing three competing models of epistemic
democracy: Condorcet’s jury theorem (CJT), the diversity-trumps-ability
(DTA) model by Lu Hong and Scott Page, and Dewey’s experimentalist
model.

CJT fails to satisty any of the three components of DDD conception.
Firstly, the main result of CJT holds regardless of the group’s internal di-
versity. What is more, Condorcet’s original formulation of the theorem
(1976 [1785]) presupposes homogenous groups. While having diverse
groups will not necessarily harm the theorem’s optimistic result (Grofman,
et al., 1983), diversity plays no role in CJT whatsoever. Secondly, CJT sup-
poses that group members vote independently of one another. As with
diversity, there are extensions of CJT that claim that pre-voting discus-
sion is not necessarily harmful to the theorem (Goodin & Spiekermann,
2018, pp. 67-73). However, Anderson rightly points out that it is unclear
whether CJT holds under the actual modern democratic practices, where
free press and public discussions are constitutive, and not merely acciden-
tal features of democracy. Lastly, CJT cannot capture the dynamic features
of democracy. Since this model suggests that the majority of voters are
(nearly) infallible from the start, there is no need to revise any of the pre-
vious decisions (Anderson, 2006, pp. 11-12).

Things look brighter with the DTA model. In Hong and Page’s (2004)
computational experiment, diversity plays a crucial role in collective prob-
lem-solving. Additionally, Anderson claims that this model presents dis-
cussion, not as a hindrance, but as an epistemically productive factor. She
finds this approach much more promising in comparison to the limited
assumptions of CJT. The DTA model explicitly states that the problems
agents are trying to solve are complex, which is important for the demo-
cratic interpretation of the model. As Anderson notes, one of the short-
comings of autocratic regimes is that they can solve only the simplest of
problems - like catching a murderer - but perform far worse than demo-
cratic governments when the problem is politically complex. Nevertheless,
the DTA model cannot comply with the last element of DDD conception
— dynamics. Just like CJT, the model does not support any feedback mech-
anisms that could alter the decisions regardless of their consequences
(Anderson, 2006, pp. 12-13).

Anderson claims that the only model of democracy which succeeds
in grasping all three components of the DDD conception is Deweyan ex-
perimentalist account of democracy. According to this view, deliberation
should be conceived as a type of thought experiment which aims to pre-
dict the consequences of implementing proposed solutions (Anderson,
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2006, p. 13; Dewey, 1922). When citizens reach a decision, they act upon
the agreed solution to see its actual consequences. If the results are unfa-
vorable (e.g., the problem was not solved, or its solution produced some
additional problems that could not be foreseen), the implemented solu-
tion is refuted, as in science, and the problem-solving process returns to
the deliberative phase. Anderson asserts that Deweyan model is the only
one that manages to provide a satisfactory feedback mechanism: its dy-
namism encourages the institutions of regular elections, free media, peti-
tions, protests, and public reaction to proposed legislation. Moreover, this
model envisages that diversity and discussion are fostered through insti-
tutions of civil society where members of certain social groups can work
collectively to address common concerns (cf. Dewey, 1946, pp. 206-210)
and those institutions are parties and civic associations (Anderson, 2006,
p. 14). The Deweyan account is, therefore, a model of democracy that,
according to Anderson, manages to fulfill both procedural and instru-
mental criteria.

The Persisting Dichotomy

Previously, I have introduced a view that different theories of democ-
racy can be presented as particular positions on the spectrum of epistemic
demands. On this view, the social choice theory is the least epistemically
demanding account of democracy, while the correctness theories sit on the
other end of the spectrum. The question is not whether one can endorse a
theory that is positioned close to the middle of this spectrum. Such theo-
ries are well known (two of them are outlined above) and, I believe, are
more plausible than any of the “extremes” The real issue is whether any
theory of democracy can claim that it has found its place precisely on the
middle of this spectrum.

However, two now-classical theories that I have presented claim ex-
actly that. Despite the differences in their approaches, Estlund’s and An-
derson’s views share some general assumptions. As both authors remark,
the accounts of democracy on either end of the spectrum are unsatisfac-
tory, which is why they try to reconcile the two approaches, and I consider
that a remarkable endeavor. But they consequently endorse the view that
the dichotomy between proceduralism and instrumentalism cannot be
sustained, and this is where I disagree.

A justification of democracy that combines procedural and epistem-
ic elements is superior to those which are, as Peter puts it, monistic. The
instrumentalist approaches that reduce democratic legitimacy to a single
dimension of correctness are monistic; but equally monistic are the proce-
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duralist views that reduce democratic legitimacy to the dimension of po-
litical fairness (Peter, 2008, p. 35). Neither Estlund’s nor Anderson’s theory
is monistic in this sense, which makes them much more appealing. Hence,
I accept that both procedural and epistemic components are necessary for
a robust justification of democracy. Nevertheless, I believe that any par-
ticular line of justification must fall into one of the two general categories.

To put it bluntly, I do not believe that it is possible to walk this tight-
rope without falling to either side of the chasm. The threshold is this: a
justification of democracy either makes an appeal to procedure-independ-
ent standards or it does not. If it does, it is instrumental — even though
its instrumentalism may vary in degrees. Estlund believes that the “gray
area” between proceduralism and instrumentalism is big enough to fit an
entire theory there; but any theory that accepts that democratic outcomes
should be (fully or partially) judged according to some external stand-
ard of correctness is, at its crux, instrumental. Thus, despite being labeled
“proceduralism’”, I consider Estlund’s theory to be a moderate form of in-
strumentalism.® For Estlund, democracy is still (at least in certain cases)
a truth-tracking process.

In Anderson’s view, democracy is not a truth-tracking, but a problem-
solving process. On the Deweyan account that she endorses, we cannot
know things as they exist independently of our inquiry. This view is thus
not veritistic, unlike Estlund’s. But it is, nevertheless, equally consequen-
tialist, since it assumes some shared goals that direct the problem-solving
process and gives judgment about the consequences of different proposals
(Peter, 2008, pp. 42-45). Thus, Anderson’s theory is also a form of weak
instrumentalism since democratic outcomes are subject to external crite-
ria of evaluation.

Even if, as Anderson believes, every internalist justification of democ-
racy must include some external criteria and vice versa, it does not fol-
low that dichotomy itself is non-existing or misleading. Justifications of
democracy can include internal and external criteria in varying degrees,
in such a way that every particular theory is either (slightly) more proce-
dural or instrumental. The latter is the case with Estlund’s and Anderson’s
theories. I consider this their biggest weakness, which I will address in the
second part.

6 Of course, there are commenters (cf. Priji¢ SamarZija, 2020, p. 58) who claim that,
despite being called “epistemic’, epistemic proceduralism is still a form of proce-
duralism. While I disagree with that particular verdict, such comments nevertheless
show just how close Estlund’s theory is to the demarcation line between procedural
and instrumental accounts. But it also speaks in favor of my view that the middle
ground is practically unattainable.
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2. A Gorgian Argument against Instrumentalism

In this section of the paper, I present what I call a Gorgian argument’
against instrumentalism. It is not a conclusive argument by any means;
but it is a set of objections that, when taken together, I consider sufficient
for rejecting epistemic instrumentalism. This sort of argument is primar-
ily aimed against fully-fledged instrumentalists like Robert Goodin and
Kai Spiekermann (2018) who defend epistemic democracy in the CJT
framework, or Héléne Landemore (2013) who makes use of a wider vari-
ety of such models. However, I believe that it consequently compromises
Estlund’s and Anderson’s positions, since they are committed to the very
same basic assumptions. The argument goes as follows:

1. There is no procedure-independent standard of correctness.

2. Even if there is such a standard, we cannot distinguish between
correct and incorrect decisions.

3. Even if we can make that distinction, what decisions are correct is
known only by a select few.

1) In denying the existence of any independent standard of correctness,
one ostensibly invokes the old objection that has its roots in Hume’s sharp
division between facts and values (2011 [1748]). According to this notion,
value judgments (that form the core of religious, aesthetical, ethical, and,
presumably, political views) cannot be true in the same sense as scientific
facts are. In the context of democratic decision-making, the very same ob-
jection was raised by social choice theorists (Black, 1998 [1958], p. 196;
Little, 1952, p. 427). Delving too deep into this problem exceeds the aims
and scope of this paper.® I believe, however, that one can reasonably deny
that there is an independent standard without full commitment to this
dichotomy.

While commenting on the fact/value dichotomy (2018, pp. 39-42),
Goodin and Spiekermann introduce the idea of moral majoritarianism
(which they tend to reject). According to this view, political statements
can neither be true nor false according to any external standard. Instead,

7 Ancient Greek sophist Gorgias famously defended skepticism with a tripartite argu-
ment. He claimed that 1) nothing exists; 2) even if something exists, it cannot be
comprehended by anybody; 3) even if it is comprehensible, it is still incapable of
being communicated to others (DK 82B3). By “Gorgian” here I mean the argument
which shares the general form with this type of reasoning. Even if we accept some
questionable statement to be true (for the sake of argument), it just opens another
difficulty for the position we are arguing against. Thus, to defend against criticisms,
one must address all of these objections concurrently.

8 See Putnam (2002) for an exhaustive discussion.
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different people hold different values within the community, and thus
different answers are “correct” from these different points of view. If a
solution is to be adopted for the community, this view holds that from
a democratic standpoint it should be the one that is “correct” from the
perspective of the larger segment of the people (Goodin & Spiekermann,
2018, pp. 41-42). While I personally find this outlook promising’, Goo-
din and Spiekermann are right to claim that it is not very suitable within
the CJT framework. Instead, they simply opt for views like moral realism
or moral conventionalism. This is tantamount to what Peter calls “naive
instrumentalism”, which is the assumption that there is a way of identify-
ing the ideal outcome that does not require any democratic participation.
Deweyan account of democracy, which emphasizes the constructive func-
tions of democracy, does better in this regard, but Estlund’s theory is on
the brink of being naively instrumental too (Peter, 2008, p. 37).

Similar to Goodin and Spiekermann, Estlund asserts that there are
true procedure-independent standards by which we judge political out-
comes and claims that this position is very difficult to deny (2008, pp.
30-31).!° Those who nevertheless claim that there are no (even minimal)
standards, Estlund accuses of political nihilism. A nihilist stance is dan-
gerous, he maintains, because it calls into question any kind of political
activism (Estlund, p. 25-26). However, I believe that the morally major-
itarian view does not entail political nihilism (nor the claim that value
judgments cannot be true), while it still rejects procedure-independent
standards. I think that procedurally inclined citizens may nonetheless be
very politically active. For example, protestors who claim that an election
was rigged are not necessarily appealing to any procedure-independent
standard; their attitude about political life is far from nihilistic, and yet
they may still reject any such standard.!!

Let us, however, assume that naive instrumentalism is right and that
there is a procedure-independent standard of correctness. It is one thing

9  There is the obvious concern that this view might entail tyranny of the majority.
However, most of the potential issues (like putting to vote who should have the right
to vote, or depriving certain minority groups of their rights) can be countered on
purely procedural grounds, for they undermine the very idea of political participa-
tion.

10 Here, Estlund introduces the idea of a “minimal” kind of moral truth, where “x is F”
is true in at least the minimal sense if x is indeed F (2008, pp. 5; 25). Gerald Gaus
objects that by this implicit committing to redundancy theory of truth, Estlund does
not solve any problems, since this definition of truth is either too broad or too nar-
row for the purposes it is supposed to fulfill (2011, pp. 275-276).

11 This is another instance of Estlund failure to distinguish between two senses of pro-
ceduralism (see footnote 7).
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to assert that such a standard exists in principle, but it is a completely dif-
ferent feat to put your finger on what it is. Whether this standard is con-
ceived as general will (Cohen, 1986), public reason (Estlund, 2008), or
truth (Priji¢ Samarzija, 2020), there is bound to be a disagreement about
what outcomes are supposed to be considered “correct” Liberal argues
that the priority is to avoid coercion; Marxist argues that the priority is
to eliminate structural injustices in the economy; pacifist argues that cor-
rectness means avoiding war no matter what, etc. There is simply no way
to apply a correctness standard without giving priority to a certain set of
moral commitments, which themselves are legitimately contested (Fuer-
stein, 2019, p. 381).

For Peter, this is the biggest drawback of instrumentalism.!> She
claims that instrumentalism fails to respect Rawlsian “fact of reasonable
pluralism” (Rawls, 1996, pp. 66-67). Instrumentalists, however, do not
deny this fact - they choose to ignore it, hoping against hope that it will
not come back to haunt them. Nonetheless, it matters not how deep the
pluralism of values is; the real issue with instrumentalism is its inability
to recognize that the respect of reasonable pluralism implies that people’s
possibility to participate in deciding between alternative social states is a
constitutive part of democratic legitimacy (Peter, 2008, p. 36).!?

Estlund’s response to this type of objection is a strong one. By focus-
ing on the list of “primary bads”!* (an inversion of the Rawlsian theory of
primary goods) Estlund reconciles the value pluralism with the general
instrumentalist approach. He limits the situations where the correctness
standard may be applied to a short list of (presumably) universally ac-
cepted beliefs. By defining the standard negatively, he avoids any positive
claims about standards of justice or public goods, thereby respecting the
pluralist argument (Estlund, 2008, p. 163-165).

That being said, I am not entirely convinced that Estlund’s endeavor
is successful. First, it is surprising that, after claiming that democratic le-
gitimacy lies in the fact that democracy achieves correct answers at better

12 “Here is why I think that we ought to reject instrumentalism. First, I take it as a
premise that the interests and perspectives of the members of the democratic con-
stituency inevitably diverge and that they have different views - with good reasons
- about what social state is best” (Peter, 2008, p. 36).

13 Peter also claims (and I agree) that Estlund’s theory is not guilty of this misconcep-
tion. He explicitly denies that a decision has to be correct in order to be legitimate
(this is the feature of correctness theories). Thus, Estlund’s theory can explain why
procedures are constitutive for legitimacy (Peter, 2008, p. 40). It is Anderson’s Dew-
eyan approach that fails in this regard (Peter, 2008, p. 45).

14 The list goes as follows: “war, famine, economic collapse, political collapse, epidemic,
and genocide” (Estlund, 2008, p. 163).
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than random rate (Estlund, 2008, p. 98), Estlund admits that the core of
the shared goals is simply avoiding bad outcomes (Gaus, 2011, p. 293).
This is not a very encouraging outlook, since it tells us nothing about
everyday political decisions that do not entail wars or famines; here we
are supposed to fall back to purely procedural grounds (Estlund, 2008, p.
107). Second, even if such a list is possible it is bound to cause disagree-
ment about a) which primary bads are to be included and b) avoidance of
what bads has a lexical priority over avoidance of others. Estlund is aware
that sometimes even primary bad must be allowed for the sake of avoid-
ing even greater evil (2008, p. 163). This hierarchical relationship between
primary bads opens up a second objection that I address in this argument.

2) Let us assume that there is a procedure-independent standard of cor-
rectness and that we can unambiguously determine what that standard is.
How do we apply such a standard to judge the actual decisions and label
them to be “correct” or “incorrect”? Since the correctness is determined
externally, it cannot depend on the outcome. Yet, in one important aspect,
I will argue, it must be either determined internally, or not determined at
all, and both readings are undesirable from an instrumentalist point of
view.

Whether we think of democracy as a (moral) truth-tracking (Estlund,
2008; Goodin & Spiekermann, 2018) or a collective problem-solving (An-
derson, 2006; Landemore, 2013), we are obliged to claim that some op-
tions/decisions/solutions are better than others in that particular regard.
The question is: what others? Is any conceivable option/decision/solution a
subject of a comparison, or only those existing on the agenda?!® To illus-
trate my point, I will use the following imaginary case of decision-making.
Suppose the voters!® are considering two options, A and B, where B is the
correct one according to the independent standard. Now imagine that a
third option is added to the agenda, but everything else remains the same.
The new option, call it C, represents an even more superior candidate/pol-
icy/social state according to the very same standard. Would, in the revised
scenario, option B still be the correct choice? There are two possibilities,
and in my view both are untenable.

Possibility 1: B is the correct option in both scenarios. According to this
view, the correctness of an option is completely exogenous, and cannot
depend on the correctness of any other option. In this case, we must admit
that there is some kind of “threshold of correctness” that options either

15  Similar objections are raised in: Gaus, 2011; Fuerstein, 2019.
16  For simplicity’s sake, I will presume the case of majority voting; however, any stan-
dard decision-making procedure faces the same issue.



106 | Miljan Vasi¢

pass or not. There are two issues with such an interpretation. First, who
determines where the threshold is? Suppose that, in terms of correctness,
option A is as far from option B as option B from option C. What are the
reasons for the threshold being placed between one pair of options rather
than the other? It follows that if an independent standard determines the
relative “correctness” of two options, it requires yet another standard for
distinguishing correct options from those that are incorrect.

Second, what if all available options are above, or they are all below
the threshold of correctness?!” While the first case might sound like the
best scenario ever, it faces us with the unpleasant Orwellian conclusion:
all options are correct, but some are more correct than others. And if the
threshold of correctness is comparably low, then instrumentalism is, well,
instrumental only in a very limited number of cases. But wherever the
threshold is, there are no guarantees that the correct answer will ever be
present on the agenda. Thus, it is much likelier that we might face a pes-
simistic case, where all the options are incorrect. In that case, we must ei-
ther accept that no good decision is available, or we are forced to treat the
“least incorrect” option as “the correct one”!8. But, if we follow that line,
we are abandoning the first possibility.

Possibility 2: B was the correct option in the first scenario, but not in the
second. In this case, the correctness of an option depends on the entire set
of options it is compared with. In other words, correctness is agenda-sen-
sitive and there is no exogenous threshold of correctness. Yet, this makes
correctness the subject of internal evaluation. In that case, we can always
visualize a scenario where another (slightly) more correct option is added
to the agenda, rendering the previously correct option incorrect. If we fol-
low this interpretation, we are forced to admit that, strictly speaking, there
are no correct options.!” Agenda-sensitive correctness thus gives rise to
a sorites paradox that can only be resolved by a fixed threshold; but in

17 There is also a third undesirable possibility, and that is the case when there are mul-
tiple correct options, and only one (or significantly smaller number of) incorrect.
This is especially troublesome for Condorcetian framework of Goodin and Spieker-
mann. In such case, the “competent” voters may spread their votes among the correct
options, thereby allowing incompetent voters to win the day. The counterargument
offered by the authors is that this scenario is unlikely since “there are usually a great
many more ways to be wrong than to be right” (2018, p. 45), but they admit that this
is not much of a solution.

18  Goodin and Spiekermann argue for this strategy: “[TThe object of the CJT exercise
is not really one of finding the needle in the haystack of the ‘one truly correct option
out there in the world’ Rather, the object of the exercise is then to select the best
alternative among the alternatives offered for choice” (2018, p. 44)

19 Perhaps the very usage of the terms “correct” and “incorrect” entails that the correct-
ness, in the strict sense, is unattainable (cf. Unger, 1971).
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that case, we are going back to the first possibility.?’ Thus, whatever the
supposed procedure-independent standard of correctness is, it cannot be
used to determine the (in)correctness of any particular decision. It mat-
ters not if we are talking about different policies, social states, or simply
electoral candidates; it is also irrelevant what particular decision-making
procedure we have in mind, be it voting or public deliberation - the re-
sult is the same: correctness is not a binary case. Instead, it comes in a
gradable form; and with it come several tangled issues, none of which is
satisfactorily resolved.

3) Even if we grant that there is a reliable method of resolving these issues
and that there are indeed undeniably correct decisions, one glaring prob-
lem remains. What if the correctness of a decision is better discerned by
a small number of citizens who possess the necessary knowledge? In that
case, good outcomes will be achieved more reliably if we concede politi-
cal decision-making to those citizens. This makes democracy inferior to
“epistocracy’, i.e., the rule of the experts. Epistocrats can (and do) use the
general results of models like the CJT or the DTA and turn their results
upside-down (Brennan, 2016). The mere fact that these models come with
a built-in peculiarity that they, whenever interpreted as a mechanism of
democracy, simultaneously become a mechanism of epistocracy, speaks
for itself. 2! This is the unavoidable consequence of the uncomfortable re-
ality: epistocracy and epistemic instrumentalism share the same commit-
ment to correctness standards.

Estlund, who coined the term “epistocracy”, agrees that both epistoc-
racy and his account of democracy begin with this same basic assumption
(2018, p. 30). Yet, at the same time, he holds that the alleged authorita-

20 It may seem that Estlund’s view is compatible with the first possibility. For Estlund,
the threshold is avoiding primary bads. Thus, if we are facing multiple decisions
where none entails any of the primary bads, then the epistemic approach can only
get us so far. From there on, we must appeal to procedural values. But at the same
time, Estlund admits that there must be some kind of hierarchy between primary
bads: “For example, famine, epidemic, and genocide are evidently always great disas-
ters. On the other hand, I assume that war, economic collapse, and political collapse
might be necessary evils in some extreme cases” (2008, p. 163). Let us return to my
hypothetical example and suppose that the options relate to the primary bads in the
following way: A — entails greater primary bad; B - entails lesser primary bad; C -
entails no primary bad. In that case, Estlund would be compelled to admit that B is
correct in the original, but incorrect in the revised scenario.

21  The belief that the CJT can easily lead to pessimistic results if we allow mass partici-
pation was held by Condorcet himself. Some experiments show that if we try to apply
the DTA model in a less abstract sense (precisely in order to capture the notion of ex-
pertise which is supposedly beaten by diversity) the results might prove the opposite;
that, in fact, the ability that trumps diversity (Grim et al., 2019).
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tiveness of epistocracy can be refuted on epistemic grounds. While dis-
cussing Mill's epistocratic proposal of plural voting (2001 [1861], pp.
174-183), Estlund offers the demographic objection towards such policy.??
This objection states that the educated citizens may nevertheless pos-
sess epistemically damaging features which disproportionately affect the
epistemic benefits of education. Education was (and still is) the privilege
of certain demographic groups. Giving extra votes to those groups gives
them more leeway to act on their biases, thereby damaging the epistemic
quality of political decisions (Estlund, 2008, p. 215).2* Estlund could have
easily made a similar counterclaim on moral grounds, or by pleading to
procedural fairness. Yet, he insists that the demographic objection is an
epistemic argument against epistocracy. Since he realizes that his partially
instrumental approach favors epistocracy (at least) as much as democracy,
a relevant epistemic advantage of democracy must be put forward.

However, I believe that with epistemically framed demographic ob-
jection Estlund confuses correlation with causation. Cyril Hédoin objects
that the “epistemically damaging features” that Estlund writes about have
nothing to do with epistocracy as such.?* Epistocratic institutions (such as
plural voting) only reflect the preexistent social injustices and non-legiti-
mate domination relationships within the society (Hédoin, 2021, p. 510).
Since those institutions are not a cause of those injustices, they may still be
preferable from a purely epistemic perspective. In other words, they can-
not make an already bleak situation any worse, from an epistemic point of
view. Thus, demographic objection, understood as an epistemic objection,
completely misses its intended mark.

22 Before he introduces a demographic objection, Estlund considers the deference ob-
jection, that is, the claim that people might reasonably refuse to submit to the rule
of the educated. Yet, Estlund realizes the threat that such a claim might simultane-
ously undermine the view that a good education promotes wise rule in a democracy.
He concludes that: “If Mill’s plural voting loses on these grounds, perhaps the whole
epistemic dimension of political argumentation loses, too” (2008, p. 213). I whole-
heartedly agree that this and similar epistemic attacks on epistocracy backfire dread-
fully. However, I disagree with the verdict that the whole epistemic dimension is lost.
It is only its instrumental component that comes under fire.

23 Note that Estlund does not claim that diversity per se is desirable for instrumental
reasons (cf. Landemore, 2018). He only suggests that the lack of it may be epistemi-
cally harmful: “Exactly what is meant by bias here, and how it leads to increased
collective error, would need more careful explanation, but I accept this as a powerful
objection” (2008, p. 215).

24 Hédoin claims that mechanisms of epistemic avoidance and epistemic domination
are the actual threat that Estlund alludes to. Epistemic avoidance refers to the fact
that persons who belong to socially advantaged groups (willingly or unwillingly)
avoid engaging with the problems of socially less-advantaged groups (2021, p. 509).
This circumstance may lead to epistemic dominance, where the policies that favor
disadvantaged groups are mostly ignored.
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This is just one example of a general viewpoint that I subscribe to.
The viewpoint is this: all instrumental arguments for democracy are im-
plicit arguments for epistocracy (Gunn, 2019), and all epistemic argu-
ments against epistocracy are inevitably arguments against (instrumental-
ly devised) epistemic democracy. To avoid falling into this trap, we should
always make a case against epistocracy on moral/political grounds (Hé-
doin, 2021). Estlund’s theory, for the most part, does exactly that. But its
unfortunate commitment to independent standard causes this particular
argument against epistocracy to fail.

The purpose of a Gorgian argument was to offer what I believe are
compelling reasons for rejecting (both naive and not-so-naive) instru-
mentalism. Proceduralism, however, comes through all these objections
unscathed. Since it presupposes no procedure-independent standard, it is
compatible with the fact of reasonable pluralism and does not turn the po-
litical arena into a breeding ground for epistocracy. As for the particular
theories of Estlund and Anderson, I consider Estlund’s epistemic proce-
duralism to be a step in the right direction, as I believe that an adequate
theory of democracy must include both epistemic and procedural values.
It is, however, a step too long, since it also included some problematic
instrumental claims which made this theory, to use Estlund’s own words,
“an unstable hybrid”. A Gorgian argument also affects the last “D” of An-
derson’s DDD conception, since the dynamism of a Deweyan account
rests solely on its consequentialist outlook which does not acknowledge
the fact of reasonable pluralism. In the next section, I will offer a different
justification of democracy which does better in this regard.

3. Drawing the Target around the Arrow

So far, my paper has been mostly critical of the classical account of
epistemic democracy which seemingly always includes at least some in-
strumental claims. In this section, I put forward an alternative way of rec-
onciling procedural and epistemic features of democracy. This view rests
on the idea that epistemic virtues have procedural epistemic value, in con-
trast to instrumental value that is usually ascribed to them (e.g., Lande-
more, 2018).

If we reject instrumental justification of democracy, but at the same
time wish to retain the view that democracy must be (at least partially)
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justified on epistemic grounds, we are left with some form of “pure epis-
temic proceduralism”, which is a position that Peter advances (2008, 2013,
2016). Although Estlund sometimes (quite misleadingly) calls his concep-
tion “purely procedural” (Estlund, 2008, p. 116), it should be noted that in
Rawlsian terminology, a pure proceduralist conception is one that makes
no reference to procedure-independent standards (Rawls, 1999 [1971],
p. 75). In the case of Estlund’s epistemic proceduralism, these standards
play their part in the selection of the legitimacy-generating procedure. As
such, his conception has the structure of imperfect proceduralism? (Pe-
ter, 2008, p. 39). Since epistemic proceduralism claims that citizens may
rationally believe that majority is mistaken but must nevertheless obey the
mistaken law, Estlund makes an analogy to the judicial system: citizens
obey the verdict of a fair trial, not because it necessarily produces correct
decision, but because it shows a tendency to do so (2008, p. 108). How-
ever, this is the very Rawlsian example of an imperfect procedure (Rawls,
1999 [1971], pp. 76-77), which indicates that Estlund’s position is far from
purely procedural. Peter develops an alternative to Estlund’s view, which
she calls (for reasons just stated) pure epistemic proceduralism. For Peter,
public deliberation has a procedural epistemic value, not because it leads
to more or less accurate beliefs, but because it fosters mutual accountabil-
ity among participants, provided that deliberation is properly conducted
(Peter, 2013). In contrast to veritist or consequentialist views, procedur-
alist political epistemology drops the idea that procedure-independent
standards are necessary to judge the quality of political decisions (Peter,
2008, p. 45).2° Pure epistemic proceduralism differs from purely proce-
dural non-epistemic accounts for it includes criteria of epistemic fairness.
It also differs from Estlund’s view, and that of correctness theories, be-
cause it excludes the veritistic quality of outcomes (Peter, 2008, pp. 49-
50). Finally, despite sharing multiple focal points with Anderson’s theory
(like insistence on diversity and discussion), pure epistemic procedural-
ism diverges from Deweyan account by putting the process of deliberative
inquiry in the center, rather than its outcomes (Peter, 2008, p. 51). Thus,
on Peter’s view, deliberative democratic decision-making has epistemic
value even in those cases where its effect diminishes the accuracy of the
participants’ beliefs (Peter, 2016, p. 142).

25  Unlike correctness theories which, on this account, are an instance of perfect proce-
duralism.

26  Peter’s view relies on Helen Longino’s social epistemology which emphasizes the so-
cially-realized criteria for scientific objectivity (Longino, 1990, pp. 76-79). On this
view, knowledge-producing is a social practice and has no relation to procedure-in-
dependent ideas of truth. Peter expands on this theory and presents public delibera-
tion as analogous to Longino’s account of scientific inquiry.
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I believe that Peter’s account of democracy successfully reconciles
epistemic and procedural claims in justification of democracy, and at the
same time avoids the biggest pitfalls of instrumentalism. However, since
it focuses on knowledge-producing practices of public deliberation, pure
epistemic proceduralism may still be vulnerable to some epistocratic
counterarguments. That is, even if we abandon the veritistic view in favor
of epistemic fairness as Peter suggests, the quality of deliberative inquiry
may still vary, despite not being assessed by its truth-tracking potential.
Thus, one may argue that a small community of experts is in a better place
to arrive at high-quality decisions through their own internal delibera-
tions (Fuerstein, 2019, p. 383). To address this last concern, I will propose,
not an alternative, but what I consider to be an extension of Peter’s view.
This extension is based on two different sources: 1) Peircean justification
of democracy advocated by Cheryl Misak (1999, 2008, 2009) and Robert
Talisse (2005, 2011a, 2011b) and 2) James Montmarquet’s intrinsic evalua-
tion of epistemic virtues (1987).

Peircean pragmatist epistemic argument for democracy can be re-
constructed in the following way: i) few fundamental epistemic principles
cannot be denied and they ii) entail several epistemic commitments which
iii) justify democracy in a deliberative sense (Erman & Moller, 2016). In
line with Peter’s view, Talisse claims that the biggest drawback of Dew-
eyan democracy is its incompatibility with Rawlsian idea of reasonable
pluralism (Talisse, 2011b, pp. 558-562). Due to its consequentialist and
perfectionist nature, Deweyan democracy not only allows but entails state
coercion in order to foster those values and attitudes that are deemed nec-
essary for human flourishing. Talisse also remarks that Anderson chooses
to gloss over the less pleasant parts of Dewey’s theory, and instead adopts a
restrained view of it; so restrained that it is questionable whether it should
even be called Deweyan (Talisse, 2011a, pp. 518-519).

Talisse believes that Peircean justification of democracy permits
the fact of reasonable pluralism while remaining distinctively pragma-
tist (2011a, p. 519).%” Drawing on Peirce’s methods of fixing beliefs (CP
5.377-5.387), he presents a set of norms that are internal to our beliefs.?8
In Peircean account, it is believing itself which motivates one to engage

27  Talisse is not bothered by the fact that Peirce never wrote anything on political the-
ory. He believes that certain political claims are implicitly present in his writings;
Misak adopts a similar view (Misak, 2008, p. 94).

28  Talisse’s list of basic epistemic principles goes as follows:

(1) To believe p is to hold that p is true.
(2) To hold that p is true is to hold that p would be able to withstand the challenge of
ongoing scrutiny as new reasons, arguments and evidence are brought to bear.
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in inquiry. Thus, these cognitive norms are not imposed externally but
are instead an articulation of cognitive commitments that “we already en-
dorse, regardless of the content of our beliefs” (Talisse, 2011a, p. 520; origi-
nal emphasis).

The crucial point is that, in Peircean view, any knowledge-seeking
process requires the notion of community (CP 5.311). Yet, this commu-
nity lives in an ever-evolving world; and even though a process of inquiry
must necessarily converge on a specific point, that point is always just
provisional. For Peirce, aiming for truth is not shooting at a fixed target,
but a moving one (Burch, 2022, §4). Thus, in Peircean outlook, epistemic
commitments must always be interpersonal. Talisse and Misak take this
to mean that believers must be committed to different epistemic virtues,
such as honesty, modesty, charity, integrity (Talisse, 2005, pp. 112-113),
as well as open-mindedness, courage, willingness to listen to the others’
views, etc. (Misak, 2008, p. 103). Those who want their beliefs to be gov-
erned by reasons are required to expose their beliefs to different perspec-
tives and arguments (Misak, 1999, p. 106). From here, an adherence to
democracy follows naturally: if we are to live up to our epistemic commit-
ments, we must endorse the only political order which allows us to do so.
Thus, the Peircean process of inquiry requires the institutions of equality,
free speech, freedom of information, open debate, and access to decision-
making (Talisse, 2011a, p. 520).

Once deliberation is understood in terms of epistemic virtues, it can
complement Peter’s view and overcome the possible epistocratic counter-
argument. Since everybody is a potential contributor to political delib-
eration, there is no identifiable pool of epistemic experts. There may be
people who are better at exchanging reasons, but it is not obvious that any
special education could make somebody trained to do so (Misak, 2009,
p. 35). In other words, there is no epistocracy of the virtuous. Yet, at the
same time, Misak’s justification of democratic legitimacy is distinctly in-
strumentalist: “Democratically produced decisions are legitimate because
they are produced by a procedure with a tendency to get things right”
(Misak, 2008, p. 95).% She endorses a reliabilist virtue epistemology, where
virtue is justified if it is a constituent part of a reliable method that is likely
to lead us to a true belief (Misak, 2009, p. 36). This strikes me as a step in

(3) To hold that a belief would meet such challenges is to commit to the project of
justifying one’s belief, what Peirce called ‘inquiry’
(4) The project of squaring one’s beliefs with reasons and evidence is an ongoing
social endeavor that requires participation in a community of inquiry (Talisse, 2011a,
p. 519-520).

29  However, she does not necessarily ascribe truthiness to the outcomes, only legitimacy
(Misak, 1999, p. 7), which makes her view very close to Estlundss.
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the wrong direction, but one which has an easy remedy. Instead of sneak-
ing instrumentalism in through the back door, I will adopt Montmarquet’s
account of intrinsically valued epistemic virtues.

Montmarquet accepts the view that the commitment to truth is the
supreme epistemic virtue, yet at the same time explicitly denies that epis-
temic virtues require reliability. To defend this claim, he imagines a Car-
tesian evil demon who, without our knowledge, made our world in such
a way that the truth is best achieved by demonstrating a wide variety of
epistemic vices, such as dogmatism or epistemic laziness. Montmarquet’s
view is that traits like open-mindedness would still be considered virtues,
even in a demonic world. Conversely, if the words of a mad prophet sud-
denly turned out to be completely true, that would not make those who
blindly followed him epistemically virtuous (Montmarquet, 1987, p. 482-
485). Thus, according to Montmarquet, some epistemic trait should be re-
garded as a virtue, not for its reliability, but because it is desirable for those
who want the truth. Thus, the virtues are not valuable as instruments for
attaining truths, but because the very motivation for the truth has an in-
trinsic value (Battaly, 2008, p. 649).

I believe that Montmarquet’s account of epistemic virtues is a much
better supplement to Peircean argument for democracy than a reliabilist
view - it is the last piece of the proceduralist puzzle. To summarize, the
most adequate way of defending democratic legitimacy is the position of
pure epistemic proceduralism, where deliberative procedures are entailed
by the set of intrinsically valued epistemic virtues. According to this view,
democracy is neither a truth-tracking nor a problem-solving process. It is,
in fact, a process of truth-seeking. On this interpretation, citizens are like
archers who shoot, not even at a moving target, but at an empty wall. And
whenever the arrow successfully lands, we can call it bullseye and draw
the target around it. Thus, truth is both the source and the aim of our
democratic concerns, and not just an elusive superficial entity.

The last major point of Peircean view is the fact that it invokes no
moral claims. People can have all sorts of beliefs about the good life, or the
meaning of human existence, or the value of community - but they will
all have a reason to endorse a democracy simply because they hold some
beliefs.® This is why Peircean version of pragmatist democracy, unlike
Deweyan, acknowledges the fact of reasonable pluralism (Talisse, 2011a,

30 I believe that, on Peircean account, moral disagreements can be settled on the
grounds of a morally majoritarian view without abandoning the notion of moral
truthiness. It is Peirce’s rejection of the correspondence theory of truth (CP 5.416)
which, I believe, recommends his epistemology to a non-procedural justification of
democracy.
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p. 521).3! Because of this, Peircean model of democracy is the superior
one according to Anderson’s DDD conception. It embraces both epistemic
diversity and the value of discussion. A Peircean believer has an epistemic
motivation to actively seek out partners in inquiry who advocate different
views from her own. And, on this account, to say “I believe that p, but
have discussed the matter with no one” reveals an epistemic deficiency.
But, most importantly, it can model the dynamism of democracy, since
Peircean epistemology sees inquiry as an ever-ongoing process. Thus, de-
mocracy based on this model requires that channels of dissent and feed-
back are open after any collective decision is reached (Talise, 2011a, pp.
522-523).32

* % %

The ongoing trends in democratic theory reveal the prevailing view
that epistemic justifications of democracy are superior to non-epistemic
ones. However, most epistemic justifications tend to (fully or partly) jus-
tify democracy on instrumental grounds. This approach entails several
theoretical problems and also makes an implicit claim for epistocratic
governments. I, too, have advanced the view that the epistemic compo-
nent is not only important but mandatory for an adequate justification of
democracy, as the lack of such a component could only deepen the tense
relationship between epistemology and democracy. Instead of an instru-
mentalist outlook, however, I have argued for a procedural justification
of democracy. My view was that a virtue-oriented account of deliberative

31 One may argue that Peircean political epistemology is still monistic since it empha-
sizes the truth as the one and only epistemic good, while, in fact, the truth may be
just one of the many epistemic goods that we want to be promoted by our politi-
cal system. For example, we may prefer procedures that have the “ease of delibera-
tive use” over those which foster the search for truth (Lever & Chin, 2017, p. 2). In
that case, the problem of reasonable pluralism can be applied to epistemology quite
as much as to morality (Lever & Chin, 2017, p. 3). However, this objection misses
its mark since the epistemic virtues that make the core of Peircean democracy do
not constitute any distinct comprehensive epistemology. They are instead, as Talisse
points out, the commitments of any well-developed epistemology (Talisse, 2011a, p.
522).

32 Critics may object that, even if we accept that the epistemically virtuous process of
truth-seeking requires some kind of democratic practice, it still does not entitle the
citizens to participate in the process of political decision-making (Erman & Moller,
2019). I do not consider this objection to be particularly strong. First, as I aimed
to defend a procedural and not purely epistemic view of democracy, I think that
Peircean account of democracy can be accompanied by usual procedural appeals to
fairness. Second, it seems to me that this objection rests on a superfluous distinction;
a Peircean democrat can simply adopt a neutrally monistic view - for all intents and
purposes, truth-seeking is decision-making.
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democracy can overcome most of the problems that more traditional ver-
sions of epistemic democracy face. On this account, epistemic virtues that
are valued for their truth-seeking instead of truth-producing potential are
the required epistemic component that makes democracy intrinsically jus-
tified.
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Miljan Vasi¢

Proceduralna vrednost epistemickih vrlina

Apstrakt: Dugo prisutna tenzija izmedu proceduralnog i instrumentalnog oprav-
danja demokratije dovedena je u pitanje pojavom teorija koje poku$avaju da
objedine oba pristupa. Ove teorije predstavljaju epistemicke odlike demokratije
u instrumentalnom okviru, a potom pokusavaju da ih pomire sa proceduralnim
vrednostima. U ovom tekstu tvrdim da je mogucée ukljuciti epistemi¢ku dimen-
ziju u opravdanje demokratije bez obavezivanja na instrumentalizam. Prema gle-
distu koje zastupam, persovska epistemologija spojena sa epistemickim vrlinama
kojima se pripisuje intrinsi¢na vrednost daje ¢isto proceduralni argument u pri-
log demokratije.

Klju¢ne redi: proceduralizam, instrumentalizam, demokratija, epistemicka de-
mokratija, epistemicke vrline, pragmatizam.
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Mirjana Soki¢’

IS HAPPINESS IN THE HEAD?

Abstract: This paper examines the philosophical implications of Nozick’s thought
experiment, specifically focusing on the assumption that most people would not
want to be plugged into the experience machine. I present an “inverted” experi-
ence machine scenario in order to argue that this assumption is incorrect and that
the scenario raises important philosophical questions about our purported un-
willingness to be plugged in. The paper concludes that the “inverted” experience
machine scenario is compatible with the central thesis of hedonism and other
internalist theories of well-being, and provides strong support for the idea that
happiness is truly in the head.

Keywords: NozicK’s thought experiment, anti-hedonistic argument, experience
machine, internalist theories of well-being, subjective aspect of expe-
rience

1. Introduction

Robert Nozick’s experience machine thought experiment, which ap-
pears in his book Anarchy, State and Utopia (1974), was originally intend-
ed to make a point about the morally unacceptable treatment of animals
(Weijers 2011a).! However, shortly after the book was published, many
philosophers took Nozicks thought experiment as one of the strongest
objections to hedonism, and possibly to all positions that view our well-
being or welfare as exclusively dependent on the subjective aspect of expe-
rience. According to this popular opinion, Nozick’s thought experiment

*  The Institute for Philosophy, Faculty of Philosophy University of Belgrade, mirjana-
sokic19@gmail.com

1 Nozick argues that until we can explain why most people would not want to be
plugged into the experience machine and show that the same reasons do not apply to
animals, we cannot claim that only the conscious experiences of animals determine
the limits of acceptable behaviour towards them (Nozick 1974: 43). His point is in-
tended to refute the common argument against ethical veganism, which suggests that
an animal’s pleasant life justifies its mutilation, restriction of freedom, and eventual
killing. For a defence of this anti-vegan argument, see Zangwill (2021).
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raises important questions about the nature of happiness, the value of
our experiences, and the limits of hedonism.? It suggests that many peo-
ple, despite the allure of the experience machine, would not choose to be
plugged in, because they value something more than their own subjec-
tive experiences.® This challenges the hedonist view that all that matters is
how our lives feel from the inside, and implies that there are other factors
that contribute to our well-being. To better understand the philosophical
implications of this thought experiment, let us consider it in its entirety:

Suppose there were an experience machine that would give you any
experience you desired. Superduper neuropsychologists could stimu-
late your brain so that you would think and feel you were writing a great
novel, or making a friend, or reading an interesting book. All the time
you would be floating in a tank, with electrodes attached to your brain.
Should you plug into this machine for life, preprogramming your life’s ex-
periences? If you are worried about missing out on desirable experiences,
we can suppose that business enterprises have researched thoroughly the
lives of many others. You can pick and choose from their large library or
smorgasbord of such experiences, selecting your life’s experiences for, say,
the next two years. After two years have passed, you will have ten min-
utes or ten hours out of the tank, to select the experiences of your next
two years. Of course, while in the tank you won't know that you're there;
you'll think it’s all actually happening. Others can also plug in to have the
experiences they want, so there’s no need to stay unplugged to serve them.
(Ignore problems such as who will service the machines if everyone plugs
in.) Would you plug in? What else can matter to us, other than how our
lives feel from the inside? (Nozick 1974: 42-43)*

As we can see, Nozick describes a fantastic scenario in which the read-
er is asked to imagine that they are given the choice to be plugged into an
“experience machine” that would provide them with any experiences they
desire, without any negative consequences or limitations. The machine
would allow them to live out their wildest dreams, have the most thrilling
experiences, and achieve all their goals, without any effort or risk. The only

2 The term “hedonism” is somewhat ambiguous (see, Weijers 2011b), but the experi-
ence machine thought experiment is typically used to challenge the generic version
of this view, which holds that pleasure (hédoné [ dovr|]) and only pleasure intrin-
sically contributes positively to well-being (Weijers 2014: 514). For more informa-
tion on other objections that have been raised against hedonism, see Shafer-Landau
(2018).

3 In the relevant literature, positions that hold that subjective experience is the only
thing that has intrinsic value are often referred to as “the internalist mental state the-
ories of well-being” (Weijers 2014).

4 For an updated version of this scenario, see Nozick (1989: 104).
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catch is that all their experiences would be artificially created and simu-
lated. Nozick asks the reader whether they would choose to be plugged in
or prefer to live a “real” life, with all its challenges and hardships.

Nozick’s answer to the questions at the end of the paragraph is that
people’s intuitive reaction to the presented dilemma would be to stay
unplugged (see, De Brigard 2010: 43), and that, more importantly, the
fact that the vast majority of people would want to stay in reality — even
though this reality might turn out to be less pleasurable for them - shows
that, contrary to the central thesis of hedonism, there are other things that
matter to us in addition to our experiences or, to use Nozick’s phrase, how
our lives feel from the inside. Yet, despite the influence that the quoted
paragraph has on the philosophical debate about the plausibility of hedon-
ism, numerous authors now reject Nozick’s conclusion (see, Linn 2016:
315-316). Thus, for example, Harriet Baber (2008: 133-8), Matthew Sil-
verstein (2000: 279-300), Jason Kawall (1999: 381-87), Sharon Hewitt
(2010: 331-49), Alex Barber (2011: 271), Torbjorn Téannsjo (2007), and
many others, maintain that Nozick’s thought experiment does not make
a compelling case against hedonism. The primary goal of this paper is to
provide insight into how to resolve this debate.

I will introduce and analyse recent formulations of Nozick’s anti-he-
donistic argument in the relevant philosophical literature. This analysis
will reveal that the main weakness of the thought experiment is the as-
sumption that most, if not all, people would not want to plug into the
experience machine. By presenting the “inverted” experience machine
scenario, I will demonstrate that this assumption is incorrect. In the con-
clusion, I will argue that the “inverted” experience machine scenario rais-
es important philosophical questions about our purported unwillingness
to plug into the experience machine, and that it is compatible with the
central thesis of hedonism and other internalist theories of well-being that
view the subjective aspect of experience as the only thing with intrinsic
value. I will thus conclude that the “inverted” experience machine scenar-
io provides strong support for the idea that happiness is truly in the head.

2. Formulations of Nozick’s argument
against hedonism

As previously mentioned, many philosophers believe that Nozick’s
thought experiment provides a powerful and persuasive argument against
hedonism and other internalist theories of well-being. However, it should
be noted that pleasure and well-being were not explicitly mentioned in
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the original formulation of the scenario. This means that in order for the
thought experiment to refute hedonism, it must be restated appropriately.
In this section, I will examine some versions of Nozick’s anti-hedonistic
argument that have been put forward in recent literature. One simple ver-
sion of the argument is presented by Ben Bramble (2016: 137):

[A] Plugging in would not be best for one.
[B]Hedonism entails that plugging in would be best for one.
[C] Therefore, hedonism is false.

In order to see where this argument goes wrong, we should recall
that, strictly speaking, Nozick nowhere suggests that plugging into the
experience machine ‘would not be best for one’ - as is stated in prem-
ise [A] - but rather makes an assumption that the intuitive reaction of
most people would be to stay in reality, even if plugging in would turn
out to be significantly more pleasurable. As Bramble explains, a possible
rationale for premise [A] emerges from the following reasoning: the psy-
chological fact that, given the option, most if not all people would decide
not to plug into the experience machine represents the most reliable in-
dicator that plugging in would not be best for them (see, Bramble 2016:
137). Notwithstanding the initial plausibility of this reasoning, the point
to keep in mind is that to identify the content of people’s wants or choices
with what is good for them is problematic to say the least (see e.g., Kawall
1999; Silverstein 2000; Hewitt 2010). At any rate, without some additional
and conceptually independent elaboration on how we can identify what is
desired with what is desirable, the question-begging character of this argu-
ment is evident (see, Baber 2010). Given this difficulty, I think we should
sidestep the entire debate about whether Nozick, in fact, incorporates a
claim similar to premise [A] in the original version of his scenario, by
considering what I take to be a significantly superior formulation of Noz-
ick’s anti-hedonistic argument. The formulation in question was proposed
by Dan Weijers (2011a: 229-231), and it runs as follows:

1. Plugging into an Experience Machine would make the rest of your
life dramatically more pleasurable and less painful than it would
otherwise have been (stipulated in thought experiment).

2. Given the choice to plug into an Experience Machine for the rest
of your life, ignoring any responsibilities you might have to others,
you would decline (appeal to readers’ judgment).

3. If, ignoring any responsibilities you might have to others, you wo-
uld decline the chance to plug into an Experience Machine for the
rest of your life, then pleasure and pain are not the only things of
intrinsic value (or disvalue) in a life.
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4. Pleasure and pain are not the only things of intrinsic value (or di-
svalue) in a life (modus ponens, [2], [3]).

5. If hedonism is true, then pleasure and pain are the only things of
intrinsic value (or disvalue) in a life.

6. Hedonism is false (modus tollens, [4], [5]).

A great deal could be said about this argument. First, there is no doubt
that it is valid, for the premises adequately support the conclusion. Moreo-
ver, observe that premise [3] successfully avoids all of the problems that
we have encountered with the previous argument; namely, it does not say
that plugging in is not best for people; rather, it is a conditional according
to which if it truly is the case that, when presented with Nozick’s scenario,
people would decide not to plug in - i.e., if they would choose not to
abandon their current life in reality in favour of a much more pleasant
virtual life — then pleasure could not be the only thing that is valuable in
itself, as hedonists argue. The question that remains here, on the other
hand, is whether the antecedent is true. In the following section, I intend
to examine if Nozick was correct in assuming that most people would re-
fuse to plug into the experience machine.

3. “Real” pleasure and “illusory” displeasure

As we have seen, the biggest challenge with Nozick’s anti-hedonistic
argument is the assumption that people’s intuitive response to the op-
portunity to plug into the experience machine would be to stay in reality.
Some philosophers believe that this response is due to confusions about
the concept of reality, as well as misunderstandings about the implica-
tions of the perfect illusion that the experience machine is supposed to
create. However, most authors argue that the negative response to Nozick’s
scenario is due to the so-called status quo bias, which is “an inappropri-
ate preference for things to remain the same” (Weijers 2014: 530; see also
Bostrom & Ord 2006; De Brigard 2010: 44). This bias typically manifests
as a preference for the source of one’s experiences to remain the same,
regardless of whether those experiences are virtual or real. To overcome
the problem posed by the status quo bias, Weijers created a scenario in
which neither reality nor the experience machine is presented as the status
quo (Weijers 2014: 252). In addition, unlike in the original Nozick sce-
nario, the purpose of Weijers’s version of the experience machine thought
experiment is to determine people’s intuition about whether it would be
best for someone else, named Boris, to plug into the experience machine
for the rest of their life. Interestingly, Weijers found that 55% of 77 partici-
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pants said that the best option for Boris would be to plug into the experi-
ence machine for the rest of his life. These results indicate that Nozick’s
assumption in premise [2] - that the vast majority of people would prefer
to remain in reality - is factually incorrect.

Weijers’s scenario with Boris, while involving a decision about some-
one else rather than oneself, shares an important similarity with Nozick’s
scenario. Namely, Eden Lin (2015) notes that one of the most problematic
aspects of Nozick’s scenarios is that they typically involve a life within the
experience machine that is hedonically superior to real life. In contrast,
Lin proposes testing hedonism by considering two lives that are “experi-
entially and thus hedonically identical” (2015: 320). Lin asks us to com-
pare the life of Adam, who lives in the real world, with the life of Bill,
who was plugged into an experience machine immediately after birth. Lin
stipulates that the lives of Adam and Bill are identical “with respect to
the qualitative features, durations, and temporal distribution of the pleas-
ures and pains they contain” (2015: 321), which should mean that they
are equal in welfare as well. However, when comparing these two lives, we
may feel that there is something pitiful about Bill’s life, but not Adams.
This suggests that Bill’s life is somehow lower in welfare than Adam’s, de-
spite being hedonically identical. In short, Lin’s example shows that if we
feel bad for Bill, it can only be because Adams life is higher in total welfare
than Bill’s, and since their lives contain the same amount of pleasure, we
can conclude that the central thesis of hedonism must be incorrect. Yet,
it is possible to object that many people believe that there is something
pitiful about Bill’s life because they have a conceptual confusion and bias
towards the concept of “reality”. They tend to believe that if something
is real, it is more valuable than something that is virtual, even if the vir-
tual thing provides the same experiences. This line of thinking becomes
clear when we ask why people would feel bad for someone who has a life
filled with pleasant experiences, but those experiences are part of a per-
fect simulation within an experience machine. The answer, that the ex-
periences are not real and therefore less valuable, only begs the question
against hedonism. So, where do people get the idea that a perfect illusion
or simulation of reality is in any way worse than a real experience that is
indistinguishable from the illusion?

The answer to this question can be found in Bart Engelen’s interest-
ing paper, in which he discusses the philosophical implications of Noz-
ick’s thought experiment and uses the film Open Your Eyes (Abre los Ojos
1997), directed by Alejandro Amendbar, as a reference. Engelen provides
a thorough and insightful analysis of the thought experiment and its rel-
evance to debates about the nature of reality and our experiences. The
movie tells the story of César, a wealthy and handsome young man who
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is disfigured in a car crash. He has a series of horrifying experiences and
eventually learns that he committed suicide after the crash, but signed a
contract with Life Extension to be cryogenically preserved until technology
could revive him and attach him to a machine that would replace some of
his memories. This machine, just like Nozick’s experience machine, would
allow him to live a virtual life of his choosing. However, César’s machine is
not functioning properly, leading to a nightmare-like existence.> The only
way to disconnect from the machine is to commit suicide, which César
eventually does.

In addition to its impressive cinematic qualities, Open Your Eyes
raises serious questions relevant to Nozick’s thought experiment. Engelen
points out that the perfect illusion created by the experience machine is
indistinguishable from reality. This leads us to ask: are someone’s horrify-
ing experiences less dreadful and disturbing because they are not happen-
ing independently or outside of their experiential perspective? A modified
version of Lin’s example with Adam and Bill can help answer this ques-
tion. Suppose that Adam and Bill both have lives filled with horrors, trag-
edies, and unpleasantness, and the only difference is that Adam lives in
reality while Bill's conscious experiences are the result of being plugged
into the experience machine. In this case, we would feel bad for Adam,
but the key question here is whether Bill’s life would warrant less pity since
his experiences are not real. I admit that it is notoriously difficult to pro-
vide a definitive answer to the question of whether the person connected
to the experience machine, inside of which she suffers from virtual de-
pression, is better off than the person suffering from depression that has
natural or real causes. However, based on the fact that the perfect illusion
is indistinguishable from reality, I am inclined to think that the answer to
this question is negative.

To further support this point, let us consider a scenario in which two
people, person A and person B, experience the same tragic event. After
the tragedy, person A passes away without any additional complications,
while person B suffers from severe depression. Despite all objective fac-
tors and circumstances being the same for both people, it is hard to deny
that person B’s life is worse than person A’s, as depression is a factor that
we take into account when evaluating the quality of someone’s life, even
though its effects are limited to the individual’s subjective experience.
Now, consider a hypothetical individual, C, who experiences the same
situation as individuals A and B, but who is immediately connected to
an experience machine that provides her with the same experiences as
individual B, with the only difference being that person B’s depression

5  Engelen notes that Amenabar wrote the script for the film Open Your Eyes after experi-
encing a series of unpleasant hallucinations due to a high fever (Engelen 2010: 44, note 1).
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was natural, while person C’s was the result of the experience machine.
Is it accurate to assert that person C’s circumstances are “better” — in the
sense of deserving less pity — than those of person B? I personally tend
to answer this question with a resounding no, but it would be interesting
to see if most people’s common-sense intuitions agree with this answer.
This thought experiment illustrates how our evaluation of the quality of
someone’s life is not solely based on objective factors, but also takes into
account the individual’s subjective experiences.

4. The reversed scenario: Neo’s dilemma

Adam Kolber’s thought experiment modifies one aspect of Nozick’s
scenario while keeping the other aspects consistent and focusing on the
same issue (Kolber 1994: 15). In his scenario, the reader is already hooked
up to an experience machine and is asked if they would like to remain
connected or go to reality. Kolber argues that more people would choose
to stay connected to the experience machine in his reversed scenario than
would agree to be hooked up in NozicK’s original scenario (1994: 15). This
thought experiment explores the implications of being in an experience
machine and the choices we might make if given the option to remain in it
or leave. One way to present this reversed scenario is as follows:

Imagine that you are currently hooked up to an experience machine.
All the beings you have interacted with so far, including your family,
friends, acquaintances, and pets, are part of the perfect illusion created by
the machine. Your entire life, which you thought was real, is actually just a
carefully designed program. If you disconnect from the machine, you will
meet real people, form real friendships, find real partners and pets, and
so on. However, you have been warned that if you disconnect from the
machine, you will permanently lose contact with all the people and things
you believed to be real while you were hooked up. Given this information,
would you choose to disconnect from the experience machine?

This thought experiment raises questions about the nature of reality,
our relationships and experiences, and the value we place on them. It also
challenges our assumptions about what it means to be “real” and whether
the reality we perceive is the only one that matters. The dilemma faced
by Neo in The Matrix (1999) is similar to the dilemma presented in the
above hypothetical scenario. Neo finds out that his previous life was an il-
lusion created by a computer program, and he must choose between taking
the red pill and leaving the illusory world for a real life, or taking the blue
pill and continuing to live in ignorance in the illusory world. In the mov-
ie, Neos life is shown to be very unfulfilling, and there is no information
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about his relationships with others. This presentation of his life justifies his
decision to take the red pill, which is consistent with Nozick’s conclusion.

However, it is worth considering whether we would act like Neo in
this situation. In other words, with Engelen’s assertion that the perfect il-
lusion is phenomenologically indistinguishable from reality in mind, it is
questionable whether we would choose to abandon our previous lives (in-
cluding friends, family, partners, and pets) if we were told that these enti-
ties do not actually exist independently of the experiences created in us by
a computer program. This thought experiment challenges us to consider
the extent to which our relationships and experiences are valuable to us,
and whether we would be willing to give them up for the sake of “reality”.
This raises further questions about the value and meaning of our relation-
ships, experiences, and emotions, and whether they are ultimately based
on a real or an illusory reality. It also prompts us to think about what it
means to be “real” and whether the reality that we perceive is the only
one that matters. In Nozick’s thought experiment, the reader is presented
with the dilemma of choosing between a life in reality or a life in a per-
fect illusion created by an experience machine. While Nozick argues that
most people would choose to remain in reality, we have seen that many
philosophers have criticized this assumption and pointed out that people’s
decisions in such scenarios may be influenced by irrational factors, such
as the desire to maintain the status quo and the continuity of their expe-
riential identity. Despite the potential problems with Nozick’s thought ex-
periment, it still raises important philosophical questions about the value
of our experiential perspective and the role of reality in determining the
quality of our lives.

5. Concluding remarks

The results of this paper indicate that our understanding of the con-
cept of reality and the role of our experiential perspective is fraught with
confusing intuitions.® As technology continues to advance and the devel-

6  Philosophical discussions often involve confused intuitions about the concept of re-
ality and the role of our experiential perspective. For instance, Derek Parfit’s (1984)
thought experiment with teleportation challenges our everyday understanding of
personal identity. Imagine a situation in which scientists have developed a telepor-
tation machine that can scan a person’s entire body (destroying it in the process),
transmit the information to a distant location (such as Mars), and recreate a new,
qualitatively identical body from the same particles. The question posed is whether
this procedure allows a person to travel at the speed of light, or whether it simply
kills one person and creates another, qualitatively identical one at the destination.
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opment of virtual reality becomes increasingly possible, scenarios like No-
zicK’s thought experiment become not only a theoretical possibility but a
potential reality. In order to properly evaluate the value of our experien-
tial perspective in relation to what is considered “real’, it is necessary to
examine how variations of the experience machine thought experiment
affect human intuition and determine whether these intuitions are influ-
enced by irrational or extraneous factors.” In conclusion, my final answer
to the central question of this paper — “Is happiness in the head?” - is
that happiness appears to be in the head, at least in the sense that people’s
experiential perspectives and conscious experiences play a crucial role in
determining the quality of their lives and the overall amount of welfare.
This answer aligns with the fact that no one would agree that a person
leads a happy life based solely on objective circumstances, while ignoring
the person’s own subjective experiences and overall situation. This is true
regardless of whether those experiences are the product of an experience
machine or are real.

Also, we have seen that NozicK’s assumption that people would have
a negative intuitive response to being plugged into an experience machine
is largely accurate, but only in the sense that, due to various irrational
factors such as conceptual confusions, irrational fears, and the status quo
bias, people do not always choose happiness. While Nozick’s scenario may
seem to be against hedonism, the question remains whether it poses a
conclusive challenge to the philosophy, considering that the most com-
mon reason people give for refusing to plug into the experience machine
is based on irrational and irrelevant considerations, as well as confusion
regarding key concepts such as happiness and reality. It is, thus, reasonable
to adopt Feldman’s conclusion that, even if most people would refuse to
plug into the experience machine, Nozick’s position against hedonism and
other internalist theories of well-being does not hold (see, Feldman 2011:
67-70). While I recognize that such a “hybrid” solution — which attempts
to reconcile various viewpoints and theses (despite their popularity and
increasing prevalence in contemporary philosophical literature) - is not

Many people tend to view the described procedure as a kind of advanced killing,
distinct from regular killing in that it creates a person who is qualitatively the same
as the one who was killed. Even if we are confident that the teleportation machine
will work perfectly, would we be willing to let our loved ones “travel” in this way,
knowing that their original body will be destroyed and replaced with a numerically
different one? Parfit believes that any opposition to such a procedure is irrational and
based on our prejudices regarding numerical identity.

7 Something similar is the case with the famous philosophical problem known as “the
trolley problem”. This problem has many different variants and formulations that are
used to examine which factors determine our reactions. For more on this issue, see
Edmonds (2014) and Kamm (2015).
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particularly satisfactory, it is currently the only solution that appears to
me to consistently and philosophically accurately consider all of the ar-
guments and objections made in recent decades to Nozick’s views in his
well-known passage.
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Nenad Ceki¢*

KANT NA RASKRSCU
DUZNOSTI I VRLINE? NE.

Apstrakt: Autor u ovom radu pokusava da reinterpretira Kantovu filozofiju mo-
rala u duhu savremene etike vrline. Analiza tih poku$aja pocinje iznoSenjem
glavnih stavova pobornika etike vrline, koja se karakteri$e i kao ,etika zasnovana
na delatniku” (,,agent-based”), ,etika zasnovana na motivima (,,motive-based”) i
»etika zasnovana na karakternim crtama” (,,trait-based”). Autor potom prelazi na
ekspoziciju ,minimuma Kantove ortodoksije” kako bi pokazao granice koje ne
sme da prede bilo koja reinterpretacija. Glavno pitanje glasi: ,,Sta to eti¢ari vrline
u Kantovoj filozofiji pokusavaju da pronadu?” Autor pokazuje da pobornici etike
vrline koja je ,,zasnovana na delatniku i motivima” pokusavaju da u pojmovima
moralnog delatnika i odredenja same vrline pronadu sli¢nosti koje ih povezuju sa
Kantom. Takvi napori, prema autorovom sudu, nisu plodotvorni jer se Kantova
etika, zasnovana na potpuno formalnom kriterijumu ,kategorickog imperativa’,
ne moze dovoljno pribliZiti etici koja u svoj centar stavlja empirijski (,,sadrzin-
ski”) odredenog moralnog delatnika.

Kljucne reci: moralni delatnik, motivi, vrlina, etika vrline, kategoricki imperativ

Literatura o Kantu je Sarolika i, slobodno se moze re¢i, nepregled-
na. Zbog toga su se interpretacije Kantove etike tokom istorije menjale u
skladu sa odredenim obrascima koji su ,,u trenutnoj modi”. Vrlo dugo je
$kolska i siroko prihvacena interpretacija Kantove etike bila prevashod-
no zasnovana na osnovnim idejama iz njegovog temeljnog etickog spisa
Zasnivanje metafizike morala. Kritika praktickog uma je vise tretirana kao
dopuna celovite Kantove zamisli ,,kritike” svekolikog saznanja i ideja izne-
tih u Zasnivanju nego kao spis koji bi mogao da sluzi kao polazna inter-
pretacija Kantovih osnovnih eti¢kih zamisli. I tu se manje-vise ,,ortodok-
sna” interpretacija Kantove etike zavrsavala.

*  Odeljenje za filozofiju, Filozofski fakultet Univerziteta u Beogradu, ncekic@f.bg.ac.rs.
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Do pojave savremene etike vrline, ,etike koja je zasnovana ili fokusi-
rana na delatniku”, malo ko je bio spreman da Kantovo razmatranje vrline
koje se u razvijenijem (mada i prili¢no opskurnom) obliku pojavljuje tek u
njegovom poznom spisu, Metafizici morala,' razmatra kao bilo $ta drugo
sem kao egzoti¢ni dodatak ,ortodoksiji” iz Zasnivanja metafizike i njego-
ve druge Kritike. Medutim, savremeni eticari vrline nastoje da pokazu da
supstancijalno odredeni delatnik na osnovu vrline ba$ na osnovu ,,U¢enja
o vrlini’, drugog dela Metafizike morala, moze dobiti bitniju ulogu u mo-
ralnim procenama i tako ublaziti opsti Kantov formalizam koji moralnu
vrednost pripisuje isklju¢ivo ,,bezli¢noj” vrednosti postupka.

1. Savremena etika vrline: fokusiranje na delatnika i (ne)
odredenost postupaka

Da bismo razumeli za ¢ime to eticari vrline tragaju u Kantovim de-
lima, treba bar donekle razjasniti $ta sama ,etika vrline” u savremenoj
filozofiji morala podrazumeva. Pobornici etike vrline svoj pristup cesto
deklari$u kao ,etiku motiva”. Takvo odredenje je donekle nejasno jer se ne
vidi $ta ta¢no termin ,motiv” (sve) podrazumeva, a moze biti i teorijski
pristrasno. Naime, u savremenoj terminologiji etike vrline termin ,, motiv”
je, bez posebnih obrazlozZenja, suzen na emotivnu ili afektivhu stranu de-
latnikove prirode. Mogudi razlog takvog pojednostavljenja je rasprostra-
njena prihvacenost tzv. hjumovske teorije motivacije. U toj teoriji, kojoj su
posebno skloni uticajni naturalisticki orijentisani eticari, zaista se tvrdi da
je razum u delanju potpuno inertan. Stoga bi rezervisanje termina ,,mo-
tiv’ za emocije i afekte (Hjum kaze ,strasti”) za pobornike te teorije bilo
sasvim opravdano.? Medutim, teorijska popularnost Hjumovog stava ne
bi smela da ima bilo kakve veze sa znacenjem opsteg i netehnickog termi-
na ,,motiv’”. Etimoloski, re¢ ,motiv” upuc¢uje na nekakvog ,pokretaca’”, bez
posebnih specifikacija. Dakle, znacenjski gledano, termin ,,motiv”’ ni¢im
nije ,,privezan” za emotivnost ili ¢ulnost. On je, naprosto, oznaka svega $to

1 Metafiziku morala, kao Kantov pozniji spis (napisan 1797. godine), treba razlikovati
od mnogo ranije napisanog Zasnivanja metafizike morala iz 1785. godine. Kantovi
radovi Ce se citirati kako je to uobicajeno u literaturi o Kantu - na osnovu rednog
broja toma i strane u Kantovim Sabranim delima Pruske akademije nauka (Kant’s ge-
sammelte Schriften, vid. bibliografiju). Reference su date u zagradama, a slova ispred
broja stranice upucuju na naslov citiranog dela u nemackom i srpskom izdanju. Ko-
ri$¢eni su i srpski prevodi Kantovih dela navedeni u bibliografiji.

2 Vid. D. Hume, A Treatise of Human Nature, [1740], Merchant Books, La Verge, TN
USA, 2011, Bk. II, Part III, Sect. III, 305-306. Up. N. Ceki¢, Metaetika: problemi i
tradicije, Akademska knjiga, Novi Sad 2013, 116-118.
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¢oveka moze da pokrene na delanje. U motive se, bez ikakve opasnosti od
jezicke konfuzije, mogu svrstati i racionalni razlozi za delanje.

I kod Kanta, koga bi savremeni eti¢ari vrline rado videli u svom tabo-
ru, sasvim se komotno moze govoriti o ,moralnoj motivaciji”. Medutim,
nasuprot eticarima vrline, on vrednom smatra samo racionalnu ili, nje-
govim re¢nikom receno, ,,umsku” motivaciju, a ne emotivne pokretace,
navikom stvorene nastrojenosti (,moralne dispozicije”) ili druge ,,materi-
jalne” podsticaje. Centralni Kantov pojam - pojam duznosti - moze se sa-
gledati iskljucivo kao racionalni razlog za delanje, a ne kao pojam izveden
iz osobina ¢oveka kao prirodnog bi¢a, ma koliko nam se te osobine ¢inile
dobrim. Zato nije pogres$no re¢i da je Kantova ,etika duznosti” zapravo
~etika racionalne motivacije”. S druge strane, danasnja etika vrline ne samo
da se ne moze svesti na racionalnost ve¢ ona moralnu vrednost nastoji da
zasnuje na ,valjanim emocijama” i sustinski empirijskim karakteristika-
ma delatnika. Naime, sami njeni pobornici etiku vrline ne smatraju samo
etikom motiva ve¢ i ,etikom zasnovanom na karakternim crtama” (de-
latnika). To bi znacilo da ,dobro” izgradene deskriptivne osobine ¢oveka
kao afektivnog bica (Sto su ,vrline” u uobi¢ajenom smislu) u moralu imaju
presudnu ulogu.

Opet nasuprot Kantu, eticari vrline, paradoksalno Zele¢i da ga pri-
svoje, u osnovi tvrde i da vrednost postupka ne moze biti samosvojna ve¢
je derivativna: ,,Pristup etike vrline koji je zasnovan na delatniku (agent-
based) tretira moralni ili eticki status postupaka kao potpuno derivativan
iz nezavisnih i fundamentalno aretickih® (kao suprotnost deonti¢kim)*
etickih karakterizacija motiva, karakternih crta ili pojedinaca” Kad se to
pomalo nejasno odredenje rastumaci, onda dobijamo stav da bi ispravni
postupci bili postupci ta¢no odredene vrste ljudi sa tacno odredenim mo-
tivima, u smislu odgovaraju¢ih emotivnih reakcija. To bi opet znacilo da
u pogledu morala zavisimo od empirijskih svojstava ¢oveka i situacija u
kojima se on zatice, koje, bas zato $to su iskustvene, moraju imati odrede-
nu vrstu nasumicnosti. Klju¢ za razumevanje morala leZi i u specificnim
»moralnim emocijama” i dispozicijama. Medutim, one se, kako to i kaze
eticki ,,antiteoreti¢ar”® Bernard Vilijams (Bernard Williams), naprosto ne
mogu propisati na osnovu bilo kakve eticke teorije koja obuhvata objektiv-
nu proceduru odlucivanja.” Ako je to dobra slika morala i moralnog delat-

3 sVrlinskih” - poteklih iz vrline. Namerno smo iskoristili oblik ,,areti¢ki’, a ne ,aretaicki’”
,Duznosnih” - poteklih iz duznosti.

5 M. Slote, Agent based virtue ethics, in: R. Crisp, M. Slote, Virtue Ethics, 1997, Oxford
University Press, Oxford 239-262.

6  Savremeni ,antiteoreticari” bliski su eti¢arima vrline jer smatraju da su emocije u
moralu presudne. Medutim, ba$ zbog toga sistematska eticka teorija nije ni moguca.

7 Vid. B. Williams, Moral Luck, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge (UK) 1981,
Preface, x.
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nika, onda za valjano moralno delanje treba ,imati moralne srece (luck)”
Taj stav ne odgovara Kantovom aprioristickom videnju morala, koje po-
drazumeva da ¢ovek uvek bar nacelno moze da zna $ta mu je ¢initi i da
na osnovu toga, nasuprot ,sklonostima” (derivatima Zelja i emocija), moze
slobodno odluciti da postupi moralno.

Kao $to je receno, za Kanta su postupci nosioci moralne vrednosti, a
oni svoju vrednost imaju isklju¢ivo na osnovu racionalne motivacije koja
se ogleda u izboru valjanih principa (maksima) delanja. Nasuprot tome,
eticari vrline smatraju da postupci zapravo nisu samostalni nosioci mo-
ralne vrednosti ve¢ da njihova vrednost proistice iz vrednosti samog de-
latnika. U tom duhu, na primer, poznati savremeni eticar vrline Majkl Slot
(Michael Slote) kaze da standardi i zahtevi koji se stavljaju pred postupke
»delaju i obavezuju iznutra”® To bi znacilo da ispravnost delanja izvire iz
vrline kao svojstva samog delatnika. Slot nudi primer benevolentne osobe,
pa kaZe: ,,... benevolentna osoba moze, kao sredstvo, da odredi da li je neki
postupak dozvoljen ili ga treba izvesti, razmatrati da li je njegov postupak
motivisan benevolencijom... jer se u okviru moralnosti koja je zasnovana
na delatniku, kako bi utvrdio da li neki postupak treba izvesti, vrli delatnik
moze pozvati na ono $to postupak ¢ini ispravnim”’

Do sada je sve relativno jasno. Komplikacije nastaju kada Slot dalje
kaze da teorija zasnovana na delatniku ,,dozvoljava da razlozi za postupke
obuhvataju same ¢injenice koje postupak ¢ine plemenitim, zadivljuju¢im ili
ispravnim”! Ta dva razli¢ita odredenja izvora vrednosti postupka - ,,iznu-
tra” (motivi i vrednost samog delatnika) i ,,spolja” (¢injenice koje postupke
¢ine vrednim) — ne deluju uskladeno. Cini se zato da je Slotovo obrazloZe-
nje vrednovanja postupaka putem aretickih pojmova nejasno, ako ne i kon-
fuzno. Uostalom, ¢ak i sam Slot dalje kaZe da nije dovoljno samo re¢i da je
postupak ispravan jer ga je ucinio ,vrli” ¢ovek. U njima postoji ,,nesto $to
ih ¢ini ispravnim” Medutim, ako delatnik mora da se zapita $ta to postupak
¢ini ispravnim, onda vrlina nije izvor vrednosti postupka.

Te nedoumice moZzemo ostaviti samim eti¢arima vrline, pa nastaviti
dalje. Pojednostavljeno receno, osnovni stav etic¢ara vrline sastoji se u su-
gestiji da moralna ispravnost postupaka nekako ,,izvire” iz ,vrlog delatni-
ka”, to jest njegovog karaktera kao skupa vrlina. Takav stav je pomalo ne-
jasan jer se suprotstavlja zdravorazumskoj moralnosti koja podrazumeva
da ¢ak i zlikovci ponekada mogu uciniti nesto $to je ispravno ili dobro. Na
to jasno ukazuje i sam Kant (V. G 4.454, ZMM 114). Medutim, pred ta-

8 M. Slote, 244.

9 M. Baron, Ph. Petit, M. Slote, Three Methods of Ethics, Blackwell, 1997, 272-273. Citat
je iz dela knjige koji je napisao Slot.

10 Posebno je pitanje koliko ,ispravno” bez razja$njenja ide uz ,,zadivljujuce”
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kvom koncepcijom ,,derivativnosti” vrednosti postupka iz vrline ili karak-
tera stoji jedan mnogo veci problem, na koji, pozivajuci se na Mila (Mill),
ukazuje poznati interpretator Kantove etike Alen Vud (Allen Wood). On
»problem derivativnosti” (postupaka iz vrline) formuli$e na slede¢i nacin:
»Pretpostavimo da nekog slavnog ¢oveka smatramo osobom velike hra-
brosti, moralne mudrosti i dobronamernosti - jednim od heroja doba u
kojem Zivimo. Medutim, potom doznajemo da je on plagirao neke od svo-
jih akademskih radova i da je vi$e puta bio neveran svojoj zeni. Jo§ uvek
ga moZemo smatrati vrlim koliko to ljudsko bi¢e ikada moze biti, ali nase
istrajavanje na tom sudu ne treba da nas vodi zaklju¢ku da su njegovi po-
stupci plagiranja i preljube moralno ispravni”!!

Slot smatra da bi se, na izneti ,,milovski” prigovor moglo odgovoriti
da delatnik uopsteno moze biti ¢ovek od vrline, iako ponekada postupa
rdavo. Navodno, samo je potrebno dovoljno paznje obratiti na motivaciju:
»Postupci ¢e se smatrati pogre$nim ili suprotnim obavezama ako poka-
zuju lo$u ili manjkavu motivaciju”!? Pod ,motivacijom’, Slot ovde podra-
zumeva valjan emotivni stav. Naravno, sledilo bi pitanje na osnovu cega
se, bez pozivanja na postupke koji su po pretpostavci ,izvedeni’, motivi
uopste mogu zasebno procenjivati. Nacelni odgovor bi glasio da ,etika za-
snovana na delatniku” nije doslovno zasnovana na delatniku, ve¢ je ona
pre etika zasnovana na karakternim crtama” (trait-based). Medutim, to
znacajno komplikuje procene intuitivno ocigledne vrednosti postupaka
kao §to je to, recimo, Kantov omiljeni primer zabrane (moralne osude)
davanja laznog obecanja.

2. Minimum Kantove ortodoksije

Vrlo je tesko Kantovo ucenje prilagodavati bilo kojoj drugoj etickoj
tradiciji. Razlog pre svega lezi u ¢injenici da je ,ortodoksija” Kantovog
ucenja, obuhvata mnostvo medusobno suptilno ukrstenih pojmova i spe-
cifi¢cnu terminologiju koja je neprevodiva na jezik vrline ili, recimo, jezik
utilitaristicke korisnosti.!* Zato ¢emo ovde skicirati nekoliko osnovnih
Kantovih teza sa kojima svako ko Zeli da ,,prisvoji” delove Kantove etike,
pa bio to i eticar vrline, mora da se teoretski izbori.

11 A. Wood, Kant and agent-oriented ethics. In: L. Jost, . Wuerth (eds.), Perfecting Vir-
tue: New Essays on Kantian Ethics and Virtue Ethics, Cambridge University Press,
Cambridge 2011, 62.

12 M. Slote, Agent-based virtue ethics. In: R. Crisp, M. Slote (eds.), Virtue Ethics, Oxford
University Press, Oxford 1997, 62.

13 Podrazumevamo da je citalac saglasan sa uobicajenim stavom da normativna etika
ima tri glavne tradicije, a to su etika vrline, kantovstvo i konsekvecijalizam (utilitari-
zam u Sirokom smislu).



138 | Nenad Ceki¢

2.1. Moral je forma

Moglo bi se re¢i da je za Kanta moralno znanje analogno logici, a ne
empirijskoj nauci. Kant u objasnjenju morala krece od jedne jednostav-
ne intuicije koju prepoznaje u ,,obi¢cnom moralnom saznanju”. Najkrace
re¢eno: moralni principe zamisljamo kao univerzalne jer moral, kakvim
ga mi dozivljavamo, jednostavno ne trpi izuzetke. Ova intuicija ima jednu
na prvi pogled nevidljivu pretpostavku. Naime, striktno logicki gledano,
»univerzalno” moze biti samo ono §to nema sadrzaj. Saroliki svakodnev-
ni iskustveni sadrzaji na kojima se temelje kantovski ¢ulni ,,podsticaji” i
»sklonosti” ne garantuju nikakvu opstost i nuznost svog pojavljivanja. To
dalje znaci da celokupno saznanje o moralu ne moze imati ,,sadrzaj” ve¢
je kantovski ,,¢isto”, to jest neiskustveno ili apriorno (G 4.391, ZMM 9).14

Kako ovo shvatiti? Recimo, logicki zakon nekontradikcije zabranjuje
sve iskaze tipa koji imaju opsti oblik (formu) ,,p i ne-p”. Medutim, on u
sebi ne sadrzi niSta ,materijalno” (iskustveno, empirijsko). Mi ne mora-
mo znati §ta je ,,p” iako sigurno znamo da nije moguce da vazi ,,p i ne-p”.
Kako onda znamo da ,,nikada nije slucaj da p i ne-p”? Tako $to se Kantov
Um moze zamisliti kao logicka (,,formalna”) masinerija ¢iji je osnov zakon
nekontradikcije (vid. npr. A 151/B 191). Um ,,zabranjuje” kontradikcije pa
zato znamo da ,,nikada nije slu¢aj da p i ne-p”. Moralna pravila su analo-
gna logi¢kim jer takode podlezu zahtevima Uma. Stavise, sam ,,prakticki
um” nije posebna mo¢ ve¢ samo ,,¢isti um u praktickoj upotrebi”. To znaci
da i sam moralni zakon mora da ima istu formu kao i prirodni zakoni - a
to je forma opstosti i nuznosti, odnosno univerzalnosti. Um po sopstvenoj
prirodi ima univerzalno pravo ,veta” na sve principe koji generisu kontra-
dikcije, pa i na one koje se ti¢u praktickog delanja.l>

2.2. Sloboda je uslov moralnosti i svakog delanja

Iako Kant to nigde ne kaze tako eksplicitno, on podrazumeva da po-
jam morala, analiticki sagledano, obuhvata pojam slobode. Stavise, bez
slobode ne bi bilo nikakvog (pa ni moralnog) delanja ve¢ bi na ,,svetskoj
sceni” bila jedino bezli¢na fizicki nuzna ,zbivanja” Zato Kant i kaze da je
sloboda ratio essendi (sustinski preduslov, sustinska pretpostavka) moral-
nog zakona. S druge strane, covek biva svestan slobode uvek kada (mo-
ralno) odlucuje. Kant ovde na umu ima svoju zamisao da se sloboda kao

14 O Kantovom shvatanju moralnog saznanja, vise w: N. Ceki¢, Sta pokazuje Kantov
»kompas’?, Theoria 4, 2020, 17-35.

15 J. B. Schneewind, Autonomy, obligations and virtue: An overview of Kant’s moral
philosophy. In: Gayer, P. (ed.), The Cambridge Companion To Kant, Cambridge Uni-
versity Press, Cambridge (UK) 1992, 323.
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efektivna mo¢ moze suprotstaviti culnim podsticajima kao manifestaci-
jama prirodne nuznosti. Ako mozZemo da obuzdamo sklonosti, onda smo
svesni i toga da jesmo slobodni. Stoga je moralni zakon ratio cognoscendi
(uslov svesti o..., uslov saznanja) slobode (KPV 5.5, KPU 26). Naravno, ta
svest o slobodi ipak nije ,,pravo” ve¢ prakticko saznanje jer nam je nepo-
znat mehanizam funkcionisanja slobode kao uzro¢nosti koja se ,nadme-
¢e” sa fizickom.

U Zasnivanju metafizike morala, Kant slobodu karakteriSe pre svega
kao ,,autonomiju”. Ideja autonomije ima dva aspekta. Prva je da delatnik
moze biti slobodan i od podsticaja ¢ulnosti. To je negativna sloboda. Me-
dutim, sama ,,sloboda od” nije garant moguénosti moralnog delanja. Co-
vek liSen uticaja sklonosti moze biti inertan. Zato Kant smatra da ¢ovek
moze i da utvrduje sopstvene razloge (,predstave zakona”) na osnovu ko-
jih dela. Covek ne samo da moZe da se oslobodi uticaja sklonosti ve¢ i da
pozitivno odredi principe svog delanja.

Jedini nacin da zaista pokazemo sopstvenu slobodu (autonomiju kao
samoodredenje'®) jeste slobodno podvrgavanje moralnom zakonu. U su-
protnom, zarobljeni smo u prirodnoj kauzalnosti. Nasa volja tada nije auto-
nomna vec heteronomna? jer njen ,,zakon” ne odredujem ja ve¢ nesto dru-
g0 — podsticaji i sklonosti koji su deo prirodnog lanca uzroka i posledica.
Distinkcijom autonomija-heteronomija Kant zasebno ukazuje na nuznost
etickog formalizma: ukoliko bi moralni zakon morao da ima neki sadrzaj,
taj sadrzaj bi dolazio iz ¢ula. Ono §to dolazi iz ¢ula je ,raznovrsnost” kojom
vladaju empirijski zakoni, a ne ,,zakon slobode”. To znaci da svi ,,sadrzajni”
eticki principi (npr. hedonizam) nuzno vode u heteronomiju.

Kant jasno stavlja do znanja da sloboda nije isto $to i proizvoljnost.
Istina, jedan deo slobode volje (,mo¢ izbora’, Willkiir, arbitrum)!® sastoji
se ba$ u tome $to mozemo da ¢inimo $ta god da nam se prohte. Medutim,
nije podudarna sa slobodom iz Zasnivanja koja podrazumeva postovanje
moralnog zakona. Ipak, ovde stvari ne treba mistifikovati jer je Kantova
ideja u osnovi jednostavna: da bismo mogli da delamo moralno, mi mora-
mo biti u stanju i da delamo nemoralno, $to je stvar ,mo¢i izbora”. U su-
protnom bismo bili nepogresivi ,moralni automati” (u sustini neka vrsta
stvari, a ne licnosti) ili bismo imali nepogresivu ,,svetu volju”. Svetu volju
mogu imati samo bica koja nemaju nikakve sklonosti ili bilo $ta analogno
»Culnim podsticajima”. Bi¢a sa svetom voljom ne mogu moralno da zastra-
ne. S druge strane, ¢ovek koji je izlozen podsticajima culnosti pogresiv je.

16  Od gr¢. autos - ja, licno i nomos — zakon.

17 Od gr¢. heteros — drugi, razliciti i nomos — zakon.

18  ,Mo¢ izbora” iz Metafizike morala je termin koji Kant koristi u tom delu, ali ne i u
Zasnivanju. Razlog je verovatno to §to je neophodno razlikovati moralnu slobodu od
puke mo¢i da se uradi $ta god se pozeli.
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2.3. ,Postupak” podrazumeva postojanje principa delanja
(,,maksima”)

Potreba za delanjem do volje stize pomo¢u tzv. maksima. Sta oznacava
taj Kantov tehnicki termin? Maksima je, kratko receno, specifican (mozda
je bolje reci specifikovan) subjektivni racionalni princip postupanja.'® Na-
ime, Kant naprosto podrazumeva da je racionalno delanje uvek delanje
prema nekom principu. Nasi postupci, iako nisu uvek preduzeti iz dobrih
razloga, uvek su preduzeti na osnovu nekih razloga. Istina, postoje i empi-
rijska ,ponasanja’, poput emotivnih reakcija, koja imaju fizicki uzrok, ali
ne i ,razlog” ili ,,princip’?® Takvo shvatanje ljudskog delanja ocigledno se
ne moze neposredno pomiriti sa delanjem na osnovu vrline kao stecene
vestine. U moralu nema ,,navika” ve¢ samo i uvek ,,odluka”.

Maksime kao subjektivni (sadrzinski) principi jesu li¢ni planovi po-
stupanja koji obuhvataju delatnikove razloge za postupke, uklopljenost u
okolnosti i dovoljno indikacija na koje nas to postupke Um poziva. One
su ponekada ,.elipticne” i u odredenom smislu elasti¢ne. Ta elasti¢nost se
ne odnosi na formu ve¢ na okolnosti postupanja. Medutim, maksime, ¢ak
i u elipticnom obliku, uvek specifikuju i materijalnu svrhu delanja: ,,Puna
maksima naprosto ovo ¢ini eksplicitnim”?! Kratko re¢eno, kantovski shva-
¢ena maksima treba da pruzi jasan nacelan i opsti odgovor na pitanje: ,A
$ta ti to (nameravas$ da) (u)radi$ i zasto?” Maksima pritom sadrzi i infor-
maciju o subjektivnom ,,stanju delatnika” - ¢esto i o njegovim neznanju i
sklonostima (G 4.421n, ZMM 60n).??

Da bi neki postupak bio ispravan, nije dovoljno da bude u skladu sa
moralnim zakonom ve¢ i da bar deo delatnikove motivacije bude postova-
nje zakona. Da bi imao moralnu vrednost, postupak mora biti u¢injen ,,iz
duznosti’, a ne samo ,,shodno duznosti” U Metafizici morala Kant doda-
je da ,slaganje jedne radnje sa zakonom duznosti jeste legalitet (legalitas),
a slaganje maksime radnje sa zakonom njena moralnost (moralitas)” (MS
6.225, MM 27).2 Da bismo doznali da li je nesto ucinjeno iz duznosti’,
neophodan je uvid u motivaciju delatnika. Ali, ona nije dostupna spolj-
njem posmatracu (ponekada ni samom delatniku), pa je ,legalitet” jedini
kriterijum koji se moze primeniti ,,spolja”. ,,Iz sklonosti”, ako ne postupamo

19  ,Maksima” je za Kanta ,,subjektivni princip htenja” (G 4.401; ZMM 27), ali i ,,subjek-
tivni princip postupka” (G 4.421, 425, 429; ZMM 60, 68, 73).

20 Barbara Herman to Kantovo glediste razjagnjava stavom da su ljudski postupci ,,od
vrha do dna” odredeni razlozima koji su po definiciji op$ti. Vid. B. Herman, The
Practice of Moral Judgment, Harvard University Press, Cambridge (MA), 229

21 J. B. Schneewind, 319.

22 Up. N. Ceki¢, Sta pokazuje Kantov kompas?, 28-29.

23 Tarazlika je sasvim paralelna razlici legalno-moralno, ali se ti termini pojavljuju tek
u Metafizici morala, a ne u Zasnivanju.
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nemoralno, mozemo postupati jedino legalno, to jest ne kr$e¢i moralni za-
kon, $to je dozvoljeno ali nema moralnu vrednost. Ipak, za pravu moral-
nost je nuzno postovanje zakona bez obzira na sklonosti ili uprkos njima.
To je razlog zbog kojeg Kant kaze da je za vrlinu kao snagu volje koja stre-
mi ispunjenju duznosti nuzna ,,apatija” (MS 408-409, MM 209-210).

2.4. Moralni princip je zakon koji zapoveda kategoricki

Hedonizam i etika vrline koji su istorijski prethodnici Kantovoj eti¢-
koj teoriji, svako na svoj nacin, fokusirani su na pojam ,intrinsi¢ne vred-
nosti” (nekog ,,dobra”) koja lezi van domena slobode. Intrinsi¢na vrednost
zahteva hipoteticku moralnost jer se moralna procena svodi na relaciju
sredstvo—cilj. Princip je jednostavan: ,,Ako hoce$ da postignes dobro, tre-
ba da udinis to i to” S druge strane, Kant je ubeden da se mi, u susretu sa
duznostima, neposredno uveravamo da moralni zahtev nije hipoteti¢an.
Duznost (= ispravnost postupka), kakvom je dozivljavamo, sama po sebi
je neposredan i presudan razlog za delanje. To bi znacilo da nikakvo ,,do-
bro” ne prethodi ispravnom kao njegov osnov.

Kad zademo u Kantovu tehnicku terminologiju, onda mozemo reci
da on razaznaje dva modusa ¢ovekove racionalnosti (,umnosti”’) u dela-
nju. Volja, koja obuhvata i ,,mo¢ izbora’, moze da nesto ,hoce” hipoteticki
i kategoricki. Oba htenja se izrazavaju recju ,treba”. Svako ,treba’, smatra
Kant, ukazuje na neku vrstu ,,imperativa”. Hipoteti¢cki imperativ se odno-
si na postupke koji su uslovljeni nekim pozeljnim (materijalnim, empirij-
skim) ,,svrhama’, medu koje se mogu svrstati i zahtevi sadrZinski odredene
vrline. Princip hipotetickog imperativa osnov je instrumentalne racional-
nosti i glasi: ,Ko hoce cilj, on hoce i sredstvo koje se... nalazi u njegovoj
vlasti” (G 4.417, ZMM 54). Dakle, za hipoteticke imperative nije dovoljno
samo mastati o nekom cilju. Naprotiv, hipoteticki imperativ kaze da se
mora hteti i sve $to je potrebno da se do njega dode. Ako delatnik nece
sredstva ili hoce neostvarljiv cilj (za cije ostvarenje ne postoje sredstva),
onda je on prakticki iracionalan.

Kada bi moral bio ,hipoteticki’, isti postupci bi, zavisno od cilja, u
jednoj situaciji mogli biti ispravni, a neispravni u drugoj. Kant to smatra i
o¢iglednim i neprihvatljivim. Zato on smatra da osnov morala lezi u ne-
kom ,,treba” koje ne zavisi od cilja (svrhe) delanja. Sledi da imperativ mo-
ralnosti ne sme biti uslovljen ,,svrhom”, odnosno da on mora vaziti ,,bezu-
slovno”. Takav imperativ se naziva ,,kategorickim”. Taj imperativ odgovara
predstavi o moralu koji ,,ne dopusta izuzetke”, koji vazi univerzalno. Iako
se to mozda ne vidi na prvi pogled, taj stav podrazumeva da imperativ
moralnosti mora biti ¢isto formalan jer ,kategori¢no” (tj. bezuslovno i uni-
verzalno) moze vaziti samo princip koji nije oslonjen na empirijski pro-
menljiv ,,sadrzaj”.
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»Kategori¢nost” morala Kant neposredno ilustruje primerom negativ-
nih duznosti koje se javljaju u formi zabrane. Na nemoralne ,,maksime”
(subjektivne principe delanja) reakcija, da pozajmimo taj Kantov izraz,
»obi¢nog ljudskog razuma” bila bi jednostavna: ,,Ne, ti to ne moze$ hteti!”
Zasto? Zato $to nas takav postupak uvek upli¢e u kontradikcije. Kratko
re¢eno, sam razum, odnosno razumevanje pojma morala, nam kaze: ,,...
ja nikada ne treba da postupam drukcije nego tako da mogu takode hteti
da moja maksima treba da postane jedan opsti zakon” (G 4.401, ZMM 29).
To je u literaturi prili¢no zapostavljena ,,negativna” formula kategorickog
imperativa kao moralnog zakona. Ona je zapravo nali¢je najpoznatije ,,for-
mule univerzalnog zakona™: ,,Postupaj samo prema onoj maksimi za koju
istovremeno moze$ hteti?* da postane jedan opsti [univerzalni]?® zakon”
(G 4.421, ZMM 60).%6

»Formulu opsteg zakona” Kant proglasava ,,kanonskim” oblikom je-
dinstvenog kategorickog imperativa.?’ Izrazeno ,moze hteti” u formuli
opsteg zakona pokazuje da prilikom izbora maksime treba voditi racuna
o konzistenciji nasih maksima i u logickom i u praktickom smislu. Sasvim
je o¢igledno da taj ,,kanon” ne podrazumeva bilo kakvu procenu delatnika
ili njegovih ciljeva. Moralni kriterijjum se odnosi iskljuc¢ivo i neposredno
na formu principa (maksime) njegovog postupanja.

2.5. Centralni pojam Kantove etike je duznost — ,,ispravnost
postupka”

Ve¢ smo sugerisali da Kant vrednost pripisuje samim postupcima, i
to u vrlo specificnom smislu racionalne motivacije. Vrednost imaju samo
postupci ucinjeni ,,iz duznosti”. Samu duznost Kant vrlo opskurno odre-
duje kao nuznost jedne radnje [postupka) iz postovanja prema zakonu (G
4.400, ZMM 27). Pogledajmo $ta Kant zapravo hoce da kaze.

U praktickom postupanju, o kome se u Kantovoj definiciji duznosti
i govori, ,,nuznost” se ne odnosi na neizbezan kauzalitet prirode ve¢ na
»prakticku, neuslovljenu nuznost radnje [postupka]” (G 4.425, ZMM 67).
Sam pojam ,duznosti’ ukazuje na umsku prinudnost morala jer ¢ulne
sklonosti uvek mogu da zavedu na pogresan trag. Autor brojnih radova iz
oblasti istorije etike DZerom Snivind taj stav razja$njava na slede¢i nacin:

24 U srpskom prevodu pogresno stoji ,,zeleti”. ,Hteti” i ,htenje” su sinonimi za ,volju”, a
ne za ,,zeleti” i ,,zelju”

25 Univerzalni je ovde bolji prevod nego samo ,,0psti” jer spaja ,,opstost” i ,nuznost’, §to
jeste Kantova ideja. ,Univerzalno” je ono §to nipo$to ne dopusta izuzetke.

26 Up. N. Ceki¢, Sta pokazuje Kantov ,,kompas”?, 19-20.

27  Kant kaze: ,,Mora da se moze hteti da svaka maksima nasih radnji postane jedan opsti
zakon; to je kanon moralnog ocenjivanja nasih maksima uopste” (G 4.424; ZMM 65).
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»Kada govorimo o svojoj duznosti da u¢inimo nesto, mi mislimo na nuz-
nost tog postupka, bez specifikacije koji je to postupak nuzan, nazvati neki
postupak duzno$cu isto je $to i rec¢i da je to postupak koji je obavezan*
Duznosti nisu plod generalizacije iz iskustva ve¢ su apriorne, to jest neem-
pirijske ili ,,¢iste” (V. G. 4.419, G 4.391, ZMM 8-9, ZMM 57-58). Moralne
obaveze, zato §to u svom pojmu obuhvataju logicku zabranu izuzetaka,
jesu, kako je i naglaseno, univerzalne.

Moral nam se kao ,,nuznost” i jezi¢ki javlja na poseban nacin - u izra-
zu ,,(ne) treba”. Prema Kantovom uverenju, izraz ,treba” u nasem moral-
nom re¢niku zauzima centralno mesto jer je bas napetost izmedu slobod-
nog Uma i empirijskih sklonosti i podsticaja (Zelja, emocija i sl.) centralna
za na$e moralno iskustvo.?’ Taj izraz, sam po sebi, znacenjem nadilazi
neko puko (fizicki nuzno) ,jeste”. To znaci da duznosti kao izraze ,prak-
ticke nuznosti” ne moramo da postujemo vec¢ da treba da ih postujemo.
Slobodno birajuci ,prakticku nuznost” (umsku prinudu!) morala, poni-
$tavamo fizi¢ku nuznost koja nas navodi da delamo shodno sklonostima.
Um kao vrhovni princip reda nalaze nam da delamo prema principima
(»predstavama”) koje mogu da vaze kao zakoni, a ne nasumic¢no. Takvo
»uvodenje logickog reda” aktivnost je samog Uma, sam Um ,,na delu”. Mo-
ral je, dakle, ,prinudan’, ali ne fizicki. On je samoprinuda koju namece
slobodni Um.

3. Sta savremeni eticari vrline traze
u Kantovom ucenju?

Savremeni kantovci cesto naglaavaju da razlicita Kantova dela treba
tumaciti oprezno. Obi¢no se naglasava potreba da se ne pobrkaju ,,funda-
cionalna” (,,zasnivacka”) pitanja sa praktickim normativnim problemima.
Jedno je etiku utemeljiti, drugo je ,zasnovane principe” primeniti. Zasto
bi za eticare vrline to moglo biti vazno? Zato §to Zasnivanje jeste bas to
— teorijski temelj koji treba da drzi celu konstrukciju Kantove filozofije
morala. Kada se temelj uc¢vrsti, onda se navodno moze pre¢i na konkretni-
ja moralna pitanja koja su prilagodenija realnim situacijama. Cinjenica je
tako da u ,,Uéenju o vrlini” iz Metafizike morala kategoricki imperativ, po-
gotovo u Zasnivanju naglasavana formula opsteg zakona, gotovo nestaje sa
vidika. To je, uvereni su pobornici projekta ,,zblizavanja” Kantove etike sa
etikom vrline, znak da se Kantova ,,primenljiva” etika nalazi ba$ u ,,Uce-
nju o vrlini’, a ne u Zasnivanju. Zaboravljenim marksistickim re¢nikom

28 J. B. Schneewind, 318.
29 Ibid., 317.
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receno, u celokupnoj Kantovoj teoriji morala Zasnivanje i druga Kritika
¢ine ,bazu’, a Metafizika morala ,nadgradnju” te teorije. To je vrlo smela
teza koja odmah povlaci pitanje: ,Moze li se ‘nadgradnja’ ikako odvojiti
od ‘baze’ koju ¢ini ve¢ izlozena Kantova ‘ortodoksija’?”

Kako bi uopste izgledalo to ,uranjanje” krutog okvira Zasnivanja u
»moralnu stvarnost”? Interpretatorka Kantove etike Barbara Herman
(Barbara Herman) smatra da pojmovi ,,svrhe koje su duznosti” i ,,duznosti
vrline” koji se pojavljuje u ,Ucenju o vrlini” mogu da nas navedu na po-
misao da je Kantova etika ipak ,etika ciljeva’*® Alen Vud, koji je takode
kantovac, u slicnom maniru dodaje: ,,Pretpostavimo da u obzir uzmemo
mogucnost... ¢injenicu da su Zasnivanje, pa i Kritika praktickog uma samo
radovi na zasnivanju etike, a ne izlaganje same Kantove eticke teorije.
Onda bismo mogli da iza ovih radova bacimo pogled na Metafiziku mo-
rala koja bi nam rekla kakva bi eticka teorija mogla biti. U tom slucaju,
otkrili bismo da su osnovni pojmovi: duznosti (uske i Siroke, savrSene i
nesvr$ene, duznosti postovanja i duznosti ljubavi, ciljevi (obavezni ciljevi,
a to su sopstveno savrsenstvo i tuda sreca) i mozda iznad svega vrlina, za-
misljena naravno na kantovski nacin, kao moralna snaga karaktera, ja¢ina
dobrih maksima da se obezbedi postovanje duznosti... Kant bi ¢ak dozvo-
lio pluralitet vrlina kojem odgovaraju i pluralitet ciljeva i pluralitet maksi-
ma duznosti”! Iako ovo nabrajanje nekih Kantovih pojmova naizgled ide
u prilog eti¢arima vrline, ono zapravo ne afirmi$e njihove reinterpretacije.
Naime, sam Vud jasno naglasava da, i pored svih navedenih ,,zavodljivih
pojmova’, nastojanje da se Kant ,,pretvori” u eti¢ara vrline nema utemelje-
nja. Bazi¢ni formalizam Kantove etike to ne dopusta.

Jo$ uvek nije sasvim jasno za ¢im sve to u Kantovim delima savreme-
ni eti¢ari vrline konkretno tragaju. Postoje stvari koje su manje-vise jasne.
Pre svega, iako Kant naglasava nuznu formalnost moralnog zakona, eti¢ari
vrline tragaju za nekakvim ,sadrzajem” koji bi navodno ispunio prazni-
nu etickog formalizma. Iz mnostva predloga, izdvajamo zamisli sadrzinski
odredenog delatnika (tip karaktera) i samu vrlinu kao deskriptivno svoj-
stvo moralnog delatnika.

3.1. ,Vrli” delatnik i Kantova ,,dobra volja”

Kantovski orijentisana MarSa Baron (Marcia Baron) smatra da ,vr-
log delatnika” treba potraziti u Kantovom pojmu ,,dobre volje”. Podsetimo
se, u Zasnivanju je ,dobra volja® okarakterisana kao ,,dobra bez ograni-
¢enja”. Taj zavodljivi izraz Cesto sluzi kao osnov za tezu da Kant sustinski

30 B. Herman, The difference that ends make. In: Perfecting Virtue, str. 95.
31 A. Wood, Kant and agent-oriented ethics, 59
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razmatra i vrstu moralnog delatnika, a ne, kako on sam cesto naglasava,
isklju¢ivo vrednost postupaka.>? Kada bi ta teza bila ta¢na, fokus etike bi
se donekle mogao pomeriti sa vrednosti postupaka na vrednost delatnika.
Ipak, malo je osnova za tvrdnju da pojam dobre volje upucuje na bilo ka-
kvu deskriptivno odredenu vrstu delatnika ili karaktera. Naime, Kantova
»dobra volja” se mora posmatrati pre svega kao tehnicki termin.

Pogledajmo prvo $ta Kant ta¢no kaze o volji uopste: ,Volja se zamislja
kao sposobnost da se sami od sebe odlu¢ujemo na delanje shodno pred-
stavi izvesnih zakona” (G 4.427, ZMM 71). ,Predstave zakona nisu nista
drugo nego ‘principi. Stoga je volja zapravo isto $to i upotreba (praktickog)
uma i izvodenje principa iz njega” (V. G 4.412, ZMM 46-47). Kant suge-
riSe da slobodan ¢ovek zapravo nikada ne bira pojedina¢ne postupke ve¢
uvek principe delanja, istina ,,subjektivne”, odnosno ,,maksime”. Postupak,
da bi bio postupak a ne ,fizicko zbivanje”, mora da ima neki razlog koji je
uvek opsti ili moze da bude opsti.

Sta bi onda bila ,,dobra volja”? Pre svega, treba naglasiti da, i pored
Kantovih poeti¢nih pohvala, ,,dobra volja” nije ¢ak ni bazi¢ni pojam nje-
gove teorije. Naime, pojam dobre volje ve¢ je ugraden u nedvosmisleno te-
meljni pojam duznosti koji ,obuhvata pojam dobre volje, mada pod izve-
snim subjektivnim ogranicenijima i preprekama” (G 4.397, ZMM 21-22).
Pojednostavljeno rec¢eno, dobra volja se razotkriva onda kada neko postu-
pa prema onome §to smatra ispravnim ili obaveznim, a to ¢ini samo zato
§to to smatra ispravnim ili obaveznim, bez obzira na empirijska svojstva
delatnika ili izazvane posledice.’® Zato ,dobra volja” nije isto $to i empi-
rijski motivisana ljubaznost ili velikodu$nost. Ona uopste nije ,,dobra” u
smislu nekakvih ,,dobrih” karakteristika delatnika ve¢ predstavlja ,,isprav-
nu nastrojenost volje”, koja se prakticki ogleda u ,ispravnom postupanju’,
to jest ispunjenju duznosti (V. ZMM 36, G 4.406).>* , Dobra volja” je na-
prosto akt usvajanja ,,dobrih” (= ispravnih) maksima. To, na kraju krajeva,
znaci da taj specifi¢an Kantov izraz odnosi se isklju¢ivo na moralno dela-
nje, a ne na vrstu moralnog delatnika obdarenog vrlinom.

Da dodamo jos i ovo. U tumacenju Kantovog shvatanja (dobre) volje
treba na umu imati tri razli¢ita izraza: ,volja’, ,dobra volja” i ,,sveta vo-
lja”. Status samog moralnog delatnika kao nuzno razapetog izmedu ¢ulnih
»partikularija” i umskog naloga univerzalnosti principa moze se ilustrova-
ti poredenjem ,,dobre volje” sa ,,svetom voljom”. ,,Sveta volja” je volja koja
ne bi mogla moralno da zgresi. (Zamisljena ,,sveta bi¢a” po svom odrede-

32 M. Baron, Ph. Petit, M. Slote, 39-40.

33 J. B. Schneewind, 325.

34 Ona je ,dobra” po sopstvenoj usmerenosti (,htenju”) (G 4.394, ZMM 17). U delanju
»iz duznosti” Um mora da bude ,odredujudi razlog volje™
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nju nemaju pogresive culne opazaje ve¢ nepogresive intelektualne opazaje.)
Pomoc¢u pojma svete volje moze se dalje rasvetliti Kantova ideja duzno-
sti kao ,nuznosti”. Na postojanje duznosti ovde signalizira izraz ,treba”
Duznost se u razjasnjenju (kategorickog) ,treba” moze odrediti i tako $to
¢emo reci da $ta god da bi sveta volja ili savrSeno racionalna volja uradila,
mi kao pogresivi moralni delatnici treba da uradimo (G 4.413, ZMM 49;
KPV 5.125, KPU 144; MS 6.394-395, MM 196-197). To zna¢i da ,,Covek
dobre volje” nije empirijsko bi¢e naviknuto da radi ,dobre stvari”. ,,Dobra
volja” je produkt Uma koji uvek ima novi zadatak da savlada sklonosti, a
ne uvezbana navika.

3.2. Dva dela morala?

Ovde moramo zastati jer stizemo do pojmova i objasnjenja koji se
nalaze samo u Metafizici morala, ali ne i u ostalim Kantovim eti¢kim spi-
sima. Kada u ,,U¢enju o vrlini” iz Metafizike morala Kant govori o ,,duz-
nostima vrline”, on misli na jednu vrstu duznosti, tzv. nesavrsene ili $iroke
duznosti iz ranijih spisa. U tom spisu se pojavljuje podela koje nema u
ranijim Kantovim etickim spisima. Celokupni ,,moral” obuhvata i ,,pravo”
[Recht] 3 i ,vrlinu”. Za dva odvojena dela opsteg u¢enja o moralu karak-
teristine su dve vrste duznosti - juridicke, koje su ,uske”® i usmerene
prema drugima, i ,,duznosti vrline”, koje su ,,8iroke”>”

Domen zakona i prava obuhvata se pre svega maksime koje katego-
ri¢ki imperativ logicki zabranjuje. Striktna prava drugih ljudi su ,nali¢je”
juridic¢kih duznosti. Ta prava se mogu iznuditi opravdanom prisilom. Tako
mi ne smemo ometati ostvarenje dozvoljenih li¢nih ciljeva drugih ljudi, ne
mozemo im oduzimati imovinu itd. Novost u ,,U¢enju o pravu” je Kantov
eksplicitan stav da se u oblasti prava direktno zabranjuju i sami postupci, a
ne tek maksime. Ipak, ovde ne treba tragati za skrivenim namerama. Nai-
me, maksime koje su protivne pravu primeri su kr§enja ,,uskih” (striktnih,
u Zasnivanju ,savr$enih”) duznosti. Njih je najbolje zamisliti kao striktne

35 Pojam ,prava’ Kant uobicajeno koristi na dvosmislen nacin - i kao oblast ,,spoljnjeg
zakonodavstva’, u kojem postoji i ,ovlaséenje prinude’, i u smislu individualnih pra-
va, to jest prava na nesto.

36 U Zasnivanju tu vrstu duznosti naziva i ,savr§enom’, ali nije jasno da li je Kant u
»U&enju o vrlini” zapravo donekle rekonfigurisao podelu duznosti iz Zasnivanja,ili je
¢ak potpuno izmenio.

37 Nesavr$ene iz podele koja je navedena u Zasnivanju. Nije sasvim jasno da li su ,,savr-
$ene” ili ,,uske” duznosti prema drugima uvek i nuZno juridi¢ke. Takode nije sasvim
jasno da li su $iroke duznosti obavezno i duznosti vrline. Kr$enje savr$enih duznosti
vodi u logicke kontradikcije. ,,Siroke” ili ,,savrsene” duznosti nisu predmet logicke
zabrane ve¢ se u maksimama koje podrazumevaju njihovo zanemarivanje javlja pro-
tivre¢nost u volji.
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zabrane koje ne dozvoljavaju nikakvu ,$irinu” delanja.’® Zbog toga se ju-
ridicke zabrane mogu odnositi i na jasno odredene postupke. Ipak, da ne
bude zabune, i ispunjenje juridickih duznosti deo je morala. Naime, sa-
svim je sigurno da je krSenje pravnih obaveza — nemoralno.

»Duznosti vrline” Kant naziva i ,,svrhama koje su ujedno duznost”.
To su ,vlastito savrSenstvo” i ,,tuda sreéa”. Jako u tom smislu ima mnostvo
pokusaja, ,duznosti vrline” koje su ,,svrhe koje su ujedno duznost” ne daju
mnogo prostora za razradivanje argumenata kojima se pobija teza da su te
svrhe ,materijalne”, odnosno da se Kantova etika moze pretvoriti i u etiku
ciljeva (V. MS 391-394, MM 193-196).

Medutim, ¢ini se da je bitno da uvodenjem ,svrha koje su duznosti”
Kant prili¢no neodredeno redefinise ,,nesavrSene duznosti” iz Zasnivanja
u nesto Sto bi moglo da se shvati kao ,.cilj”> Mozda iznenadujuce, on to ne
¢ini u skladu sa idejom ,Covestva kao svrhe po sebi’, koja igra znacajnu
ulogu u Zasnivanju. Humanitet je u Zasnivanju samo limitiraju¢i faktor
delanja i ne odnosi se ni na $ta empirijsko. U ,,U¢enju o vrlini” pojavljuje
se (tuda) ,sreca’, koja je, da podsetimo, za ¢oveka uopste prirodna (ali ne
i moralna) svrha. Medutim, vrednost naizgled empirijskih ciljeva (vlastito
savr$enstvo, tuda sreca) nije ,intrinsi¢na” ve¢ je zasnovana na vrednosti
(nesavrsenih) duznosti koja je na njih usmerena. Uostalom, Kant nigde ne
porice vrednost ciljeva, ¢ak ni empirijskih. On samo istrajava na stavu da
ciljevi nisu izvor moralne vrednosti.

Cesta je zabluda da Kant dopusta izuzetke od nesavrsenih duZnosti
»u korist sklonosti”, odnosno da dozvoljava narusavanje formalizma. Ta
zabluda je nastala na osnovu jedne nejasno formulisane fusnote iz Zasni-
vanja i, kasnije, jedne primedbe iz Metafizike morala. U njoj izgleda da
samo savr$ene duznosti zabranjuju izuzetke ,u korist sklonosti”. Iz toga
navodno sledi da nesavrsene to dopustaju. Medutim, kasnija razjasnjenja
iz Metafizike morala obesmisljavaju takve interpretacije. Ako sklonost i
ima neku ulogu, onda se ona odnosi samo na to na koji ¢u nacin (nesa-
vr$enu) duznost obaviti, a ne da od nje mogu ,,u korist sklonosti” neka-
ko utedi. ,,Ako zakon moze da naredi samo maksimu radnje, a ne same
radnje, onda je to znak da on u sledenju (pokoravanju) ostavlja prostor
(latitudo) za slobodan izbor, tj. ne moze odredeno da navede kako i ko-
liko treba delati za svrhu koja je ujedno i duznost. Medutim, pod Siro-
kom duzno$¢u ne podrazumeva se dopustenje za izuzetke od maksime
radnji, nego samo ogranicenje jedne maksime drugom (npr. opsta ljubav

38 Treba imati na umu i to da u pravu, koje jeste (,spoljasnji”) deo moralnosti uopste,
nemamo isklju¢ivo posla sa zabranama. Na primer, ba§ umsko ,pravo veta’ na
nepostovanje zakona koje ima kategoricki imperativ nalaze mi da ipak uradim nesto
pozitivno - da platim porez.
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prema bliznjem roditeljskom ljubavlju” On samo ukazuje na to da se, bu-
du¢i da delatniku na raspolaganju stoji spektar moguc¢nosti ispunjenja tih
duznosti, neke savr§ene duznosti mogu ,,specifikovati’ na osnovu drugih
nesavr$enih duznosti, na primer, opsta [prakticka] ljubav prema bliZznjem
roditeljskom ljubavlju (MS 6.390, MM 192; Up. G 4.421, ZMM 61). To
znadi da delatnik ima odredenu slobodu kada i kako Ce ispuniti nesavrse-
ne duznosti, ali nikako ne zna¢i da je moralni nalog u slu¢aju nesavrsenih
duznosti ,,slabiji”. U Kantovoj etici zapravo nema mesta ,,stepenovanju” ili
kvantifikaciji moralnosti, iako eti¢ari vrline ba$ to nastoje u svojim rein-
terpretacijama Kanta.

I ispunjenju svih duznosti moralno je vredno samo to $to je Um, a ne
sklonosti ili empirijske osobine delatnika, presudni ,,motivator”. U ispu-
njenju duznosti, pa i u ispunjenju Sirokih ,,duznosti vrline”, Um se uvek
potencijalno bori sa podsticajima i trajnijim ,sklonostima” koji ¢oveka
mogu da odvrate od moralnosti. Takav stav se eticarima vrline ne dopa-
da. Zato oni kazu: ,,Postupati iz vrline nije, kako Kant misli, postupanje
suprotno sklonostima. Ona je delanje iz sklonosti koje su stvorene kulti-
vacijom vrlina”?*

3.3. Vrlina kao dispozicija?

Eticari vrline u traganju za Kantovom ,etikom vrline” samu vrlinu
sagledavaju kao Aristotelovu karakternu vrlinu, to jest kao moralnu dispo-
ziciju, uvezbanu vestinu adekvatnog afektivnog reagovanja i delanja.®® Sa-
vremenom tehni¢kom terminologijom receno, vrlina bi morala biti ,,dispo-
zicionalno svojstvo”. To znaci da je ona izdrzljiva delatnikova tendencija da
oseca i dela na odreden nacin. Da li se ta ideja moze prepoznati kod Kanta?

Kant zaista pominje ,dispozicije’, i to na dva razlic¢ita nacina.

Prvi pojam su opste ,,moralne dispozicije”, kao empirijske subjektivne
sklonosti. One ne pogoduju smislu za kojim eticari vrline tragaju. Naime,
kantovske ,,moralne dispozicije” nisu nuzno povezane sa vrlinom. Dispozi-
cija (,naklonjenost”), kao empirijska stvar, moze biti pogresiva pa voditi vr-
lini ili nasuprot njoj (KPV 5.84; KPU 104-105). Nasuprot tome, sama vrlina
je »¢vrsto utemeljen stav da se duznost ispuni striktno” (REL 6.23, R 23).

Na drugom mestu, Kant samu vrlinu ipak opisuje i kao ,moralnu
dispoziciju”, ali ,u borbi” (im Kampfe, KPV 5.84; KPU 105). Ta nejasna
zamisao donekle se moze rasvetliti Kantovim opisom vrline kao prirod-
no stecene dispozicije volje koja nije sveta (KPV 5.33, KPU 56-57). To

39 A. Maclntyre, After Virtue [1981], 2" ed., University of Notre Dam Press, Notre Dam
(IN) 1984, 149.
40  Loc. cit.
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bi znacilo da je vrlina zapravo vanmoralna delatna sposobnost koja se is-
poljava dok borba sa sklonostima traje. Ona sama po sebi nije motiv, ali
jeste ,ispomo¢” u ispunjenju duznosti. ,Vrlina” pritom nije automatizova-
na ve$tina. Zato Kant u svojoj Antropologiji kaze: ,,Mi ne mozemo vrlinu
definisati kao stecenu sklonost ka slobodnim zakonitim postupcima jer bi
onda ona bila puki mehanizam upotrebe nasih mo¢i. Naprotiv, vrlina je
moralna snaga u ispunjenju nasih duznosti, koja nikad nece postati [pri-
rodna] navika ve¢ uvek treba da proistice, uvek nova i originalna, iz naseg
nacina misljenja” (A 7.147).*! Mi name¢emo moralni zakon sami sebi, a
zakon ¢ini nuZnim obavezu, nuznost da se dela na odredene nacine. Da-
kle, moralnost ne proistice iz ,vrlih dispozicija” ili navika koje nas (na pri-
mer) teraju da pozelimo da pomazemo drugima.*? I sasvim ravnodusan i
,heutreniran” ¢ovek mozZe biti moralan.

3.4. Vrlina, moral i duznost

Nije moguce shvatiti §ta Kant pod vrlinom podrazumeva bez njenog
dovodenja u vezu sa pojmom duznosti. Pre svega, treba imati u vidu da
Kant na raznim mestima varira ideju duznosti kao prisile. Taj stav se cesto
naglagava tvrdnjom da ljudska volja nije ,,sveta”. Covekova ,,ne-sveta” volja
je suocena sa izazovima ¢ulnosti (sklonostima i podsticajima) kojih ,,nad-
ljudsko” bi¢e nema. To je razlog zbog kojeg se moral ¢oveku pojavljuje kao
prisila. U Metafizici morala, ¢ini se, (samo)prisila se posebno naglasava i
gotovo izjednacava sa vrlinom. Naime, tu i nalazimo odredenje da je vr-
lina ,, moralna prisila putem ¢ovekovog sopstvenog zakonodavnog uma,
ukoliko sam um konstitui$e silu koja sprovodi zakon” (MS 6.405, MM
206). 1z toga bismo mogli zakljuciti da Um ne samo da zabranjuje nemo-
ralne maksime ve¢ i delatno podstice na moralno delanje. Medutim, i dalje
nije jasno kako vrlina kao ,,sprovodenje zakona” zapravo funkcionise. Sta
je vrlina u odnosu na duznost koja je osnov morala?

Nije naodmet vratiti se malo unazad. Moze delovati iznenadujuce to
§to se jo$ u Zasnivanju moze pronaci jedno malo pominjano odredenje
vrline koje vrlinu gotovo da izjednacava sa samim moralom: ,,Ugledati vr-
linu u njenom pravom obliku ne znaci nita drugo nego predstaviti moral
u njegovoj potpunoj Cistoti, to jest kao lienog svake primese culnosti i
svakog laznog ukrasavanja nagradivanjem ili lifenog svake primese samo-
ljublja” (G 4.426, ZMM 69n). Budu¢i da se moral za Kanta nedvosmisleno
svodi na ispunjenje duznosti, ne vidi se po ¢emu bi se vrlina kao samo-
prisilno (ali slobodno) ispunjenje duznosti uopste razlikovala od samog

41  Up. M. Baron, Kantian Ethics almost without Apology, Cornell University Press, Itha-
ca (NY) 1995, 79.
42 Vid. ]. B. Schneewind, 310.
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moralnog delanja. Uostalom, moral je, to ve¢ iz Zasnivanja znamo, i au-
tonomija, to jest ,,samozakonodavstvo’, koje prinudno sputava sklonosti i
¢ulne podsticaje. Sta je u ,,prisilnosti” vrline iz Metafizike morala u odno-
su na ,prisilnost” same duznosti iz Zasnivanja zapravo novo ili razliito,
ne vidi se ta¢no.

Nesto jasniju sliku vrline moZemo pronadi u njenom odredenju kao
»moralne snage volje”, tj. ,moralne snage coveka u ispunjenju njegove
duznosti”** Ovde bismo duznost mogli da vidimo kao potencijal za isprav-
no postupanje, a vrlinu kao snagu koja taj potencijal realizuje. Medutim, ta
snaga nije nikakav kontinuitet navike (dispozicija) jer, da bi postupak bio
moralan, delatnik uvek mora biti slobodan da odlucuje, pa i da pogresi. U
tom smislu, vrlina bi se i ovde mozda mogla shvatiti kao nekakva empirij-
ska pomo¢ u ispunjenju duznosti, ali nije jasno kako bi ta pomo¢ uopste
bila moralno relevantna. Jedini izvor moralne vrednosti je slobodno umsko
odredenje volje, a ono se uopste ne odvija u sferi empirijskog. Samo bi u
empirijskoj realnosti navike ili svojstva delatnika mogla biti relevantna, ali
moralno odlucivanje (,,odredivanje volje”) nije empirijsko zbivanje.

3.5. Vrlina kao ,,snaga maksime”

Jo$ uvek ima vrlo uticajnih interpretatora koji jasno sugeri$u da je
Kant u Metafizici morala odstupio od minimalizma koje je sugerisano u
Zasnivanju. Argument je slede¢i. Domen prava i domen vrline razlikuju
se po tome $to delanje iz vrline podrazumeva da ili delam u korist drugih
ili radi sopstvenog usavrsavanja. U domenu prava nije bitno $ta ja radim,
sve dok ne naru$im prava drugih. U domenu prava nema moralne zaslu-
ge, a delatnik moze biti prinuden da obavi duznost. Cini se da Kant ovde
podrazumeva da su sve savrSene (striktne, uske) duznosti prema drugima
zapravo ,juridicke’, to jest podlozne spoljnom propisivanju. Na njihovo
ispunjenje mogu biti prinuden.** U oblasti prava, ispunjavaju¢i duznost
»samo ne prljam ruke”. S druge strane, u domenu vrline duznost nas ,,na-
vodi na svrhe”, ali ni na $ta ne mogu biti ,,spolja” prinuden (MS 6.381,
MM 183). Mi autonomno biramo ,,svrhe koje su duznosti” kojima odgo-
varaju ,,duznosti vrline”. Zbog toga je ispunjenje ,,duznosti vrline” zasluga.

43 Pregled svih Kantovih razli¢itih odredenja vrlina moze se na¢i u A. Wood, Kant and
agent-oriented ethics, 69.

44 U Metafizici morala postoji zbunjuju¢ detalj. Duznost da se ne laZe i na njoj druge
zasnovane duznosti u Zasnivanju i Kritici praktickog uma koris¢ene su kao paradi-
gmaticni primeri ,,savr$enih duznosti prema drugima” (vid. npr. G 4.420-422, ZMM
61-63). Na ovom mestu Kant najavljuje jasnije razvrstavanje duznosti koje ostavlja za
buduc¢u Metafiziku morala. Medutim, u Metafizici morala zabrana laganja se pojav-
ljuje kao ,,potpuna (= savrSena) duznost prema sebi” (MS 6.429-431, MM 229-231) .
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Zato se te duznosti nazivaju (uz ostala imena) i ,,zasluznim”. Medutim, to
ne znaci da je ispunjenje juridickih duznosti na osnovu umske motivacije
bezvredno. Bududi da je striktno odredeno, da je odredeno na jedinstven
nacin, ono se samo ne moze stepenovati prema tezini savladanih prepre-
ka, odnosno ,,zasluga”

Sada treba imati na umu da su duznosti vrline (,,svrhe koje su duzno-
sti” — vlastito savr$enstvo i tuda sreéa) ,,nesavrSene”. To znadi samo to da
se one mogu ispunjavati na vise razli¢itih nacina. Prema kome i kako treba
biti dobrotvor, ne moze se unapred utvrditi. Takode, nije moguce utvrditi
dokle se i kako moze napredovati u sopstvenom samousavr$avanju. Na
primer, prilikom usavr$avanja sopstvenih talenata treba uzeti u obzir i to
da neko moze imati viSe talenata, viSe nacina za usavrsavanje, vide prilika i
sl. (up. MS 6.392, MM 194). Ovde bi se moglo na¢i mesta za zamisao da je
vrlina zapravo svojstvo izabrane maksime. Naime, budu¢i da se ,,duznosti
vrline” mogu ispunjavati na nebrojeno mnogo razli¢itih nacina, medu nji-
ma se mogu naci laksi i tezi putevi. U vecitoj borbi sa sklonostima, izabrati
tezi put (zahtevniju maksimu) znaci pokazati vrlinu.

Ovde stizemo do odredenja da vrlina zapravo nije dispozicionalno
svojstvo delatnika. Ona postaje ,,svojstvo principa (maksime) na osno-
vu koje delatnik postupa (ili delatnikovog podsticaja u delanju shod-
no njemu), ¢ak i onda kada delatnik postupa iznenadno i izuzetno
nekarakteristi¢no”*> Takvo shvatanje vrline kao konkretne ,,ja¢ine” slobod-
no odabranog principa, podrazumeva da ona ne moze sama po sebi da
bude deo duznosti pa, samim tim, ni morala. Uostalom, i sam Kant kaze:
»Ona [vrlina] sama, ili imati je, nije duznost, zato $to bi onda moralo po-
stojati obavezivanje na duznost. Nego, ona zapoveda i prati svoju zapovest
moralnom (prema zakonima unutra$nje slobode mogu¢om) prinudom.
Alj, budu¢i da ona treba da bude neodoljiva, za to je potrebna snaga koja
se moze proceniti samo na osnovu stepena veli¢ine prepreka koje ¢ovek
svojim sklonostima sam sebi stvara. [...] Poroci jesu... cudovista protiv
kojih se treba boriti” (MS 406, MM 206). Ba$ u borbi sa porocima koji
su plod strasti vrlina se pokazuje kao snaga i u tom smislu je jedinstvena
— borba protiv poroka ne zavisi od vrste poroka ve¢ od snage delatnika.
»Moralna snaga’, kaze dalje Kant, u saglasnosti je sa antickom tradicijom,
ujedno je i hrabrost i mudrost.*® Ako se ona zamisli kao dovrsena, $to je
empirijski nemoguce, onda ,,¢ovek ne bi posedovao vrlinu, ve¢ vrlina ¢o-
veka” (MS 407, MM 207). Ovo bi se moglo rastumaciti kao stav da je vrli-
na ideal snage volje u borbi sa nemoralnim sklonostima.*’

45 A. Wood, 61.

46  Kant ovde verovatno misli na Aristotelovu ,,prakticku mudrost’, gré. phronesis.

47  Nisu sve sklonosti za Kanta rdave. One jednostavno nisu osnov morala. Stavise, sre¢a,
koja je izvor podsticaja i sklonosti, jeste i ,,prirodna svrha” koja sama po sebi nije ni
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Posedovati vrlinu, dakle, uopste nije duznost jer je samo na osnovu
nekog stepena vrline moguce staviti sebe pod samoprinudu duznosti (MS
6.405, MM 206). Vud te Kantove re¢i tumaci tako $to kaze da, ba$ kao
§to nemate striktnu (,,usku’, ,strogu’, ,,savr$enu”) duznost da imate vrlinu
u §to veéem stepenu, nemate ni striktnu (,savrSenu”) duznost da cinite
zasluzne postupke koji su predmet ,,duznosti vrline”*® Ispunjenje tih duz-
nosti je stvar slobode.

Kant dozvoljava da se govori o stepenovanju vrline, iako sam moral
zapravo stepenovanje ne dozvoljava. Srz Kantove etike sastoji se u stavu
da neki postupak jeste ili nije moralan (istina, moze biti i moralno irele-
vantan), ali sustinski nema smisla re¢i da je jedan postupak ,,moralniji” od
drugog. Kad Um odredi volju - postupak ima moralnu vrednost. S druge
strane, ,ve¢a” vrlina je usavrSavanje volje (koja je podlozna i sklonosti-
ma), pa zato postoji Siroka ili zasluzna duznost da se u tom pogledu usa-
vr$avamo (MS 6.446, MM 247). Medutim, nema nikakve striktne (,,uske”)
duznosti da se postigne bilo koji specifi¢an stepen vrline. Sve to je zapra-
vo naznaka shvatanja vrline kao empirijskog ,,pomo¢nika” morala u vidu
ispunjenja duznosti. Da bi se postupilo moralno, nije nuzno prethodno
se uvezbavati u vrlini, iako to moze biti od koristi za samog delatnika.
Stavise, ako bi se delatnik oslonio samo na vrlinu shva¢enu kao empirijska
navika, onda njegov postupak ne bi imao moralnu vrednost (mada ne bi
bio nemoralan) jer bi bio sustinski heteronoman.

Vrlina je, videli smo, i ,samoprinuda” na osnovu slobodne izabrane
valjane maksime. Sta to ta¢no znaci? Covek je, za razliku od Boga, po-
gresivo bice. Zato se moral pojavljuje u obliku obaveze, to jest slobodne
prisile na delanje. ,,Sveta volja” po svojoj prirodi ne moze ni da pogresi, pa
zato ne moZe imati ,vrlinu” jer za prisilu mesta nema. Pogresivo ljudsko
bi¢e moze pokazivati samo vrlinu kao snagu u borbi sa strastima. Za to je
potrebna ,apatija’, odnosno ,bezafektivnost”. Vrlina je uvek ,napredova-
nje’, ali, budu¢i da Um u moralu mora biti zakonodavac, ona ne pocinje
od zatecenog ve¢ uvek ,pocinje ispocetka” (MS 405-407, MM 206-208).
Zato nas Snivind i upozorava: ,Samo bi¢a koja smatraju da je biti mora-
lan tesko i koja razviju otpornost u borbi sa izazovima mogu imati vrlinu.
Mi kao konac¢na bi¢a nikada ne¢emo sti¢i do tacke u kojoj nam nece biti
potrebna snaga kako bismo se oduprli Zeljama. Mi nismo ni andeli ni Zi-

votinje. Vrlina je nase pravo mesto unutar univerzuma.”*

moralna ni nemoralna (MS 6. 389, MM 190). Kant se tog stava dosledno drzi u svim
svojim glavnim etickim spisima (V. G 4.415, 4.430; ZMM 51, 76; KPV 5.25; KPU
47-48).

48 Vid. A. Wood, How a Kantian decides what to do. In: M. C. Altman (ed.), The Palgra-
ve Kant Handbook, Palgrave Macmillan, Ellensburg (WA) 2018, 273.

49 J. B. Schneewind, 318. (vid. MS 6.405-9)
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4. Umesto zakljucka: Kant i Aristotel

Mnogo je razli¢itih nac¢ina na koje su razni filozofi pokusali da ,,dovu-
ku” Kanta u svoj tabor. ,, Konsekvencijalizaciju” Kantove etike pokusao je
jo$ Mil,*® potom i neki savremeni konsekvencijalisti. Eti¢ari vrline imaju
sli¢cnu nameru. Pa ipak, Kantova izvorna etika naprosto ne popusta pred
takvim pokusajima. Da bi se Kant pretvorio u nesto drugo, neophodno
bi bilo prebrisati sve $to je on napisao o ,sadrzinskim” etikama, u koje se
mogu ubrojati i klasi¢ni utilitarizam i savremena etika vrline. Selektivno
biranje pojmova nije dobar metod interpretacije. Reinterpretatori Kantove
etike, ma kako nastrojeni, uvek mogu nai¢i na iznenadenja. Primera radi,
eticarima vrline o kojima smo govorili tesko pada Kantov stav da, iako po-
stoje duznosti vrline, niko nema obavezu da poseduje samu vrlinu. Tako
je i sa drugima pojmovima koji navodno vode ka centralnosti vrline. Alen
Vud nas zato i upozorava: ,,Bez sumnje... htenje, dobra volja, maksime i
moralna dispozicija jesu moralno relevantna svojstva delatnika; ali, nijed-
na od njih sama po sebi nije vrsta svojstva za koju je etika vrline obi¢no
zainteresovana.®! Razlog za to je ¢injenica da Kant nigde ne povezuje
teznju ka moralnom savrSenstvu sa empirijskim delatnicima. Savr$enstvo
se ne nalazi u empirijskom delatniku ve¢ u principu koji glasi: ,Najvece
moralno savrsenstvo ¢oveka jeste: ¢ini svoju duznost i to iz duznosti” (MS
392, MM 194). To je linija argumentacije koja prati argumente iznesene u
Zasnivanju, u kojem se jasno razlikuju postupci izvedeni ,,iz duznosti” i
postupci koji su samo ,,u skladu sa duznoscéu”

Mozda najjaci argument za odbacivanje mogucnosti pretvaranja Kan-
ta u eticara vrline leZi u ¢injenici da je on sam odbacio moguénost pri-
blizavanja Aristotelu, koga njegovi savremeni tumaci ujedno i prisvajaju
i reinterpretiraju. Istina, postoje delovi Metafizike morala u kojima Kant
zvudi aristotelovski. Moze se, primera radi, uciniti da Kant u svom krat-
kom osvrtu na Aristotela dozvoljava da vrlina ne mora biti samo ,,stvar
principa” ve¢ i ,,stvar delatnika”. On, na primer, kaze: ,Moralna vrlina kao
vestina [i navika] (habitus) jeste lakoca delanja i subjektivno savrsenstvo
mocdi izbora” (MS 6.407, MM 208). Ta recenica sasvim podseca na Ari-
stotelove pasaze u kojima se (karakterna) vrlina shvata kao vrsta navikom
steknute vestine (teznje, dispozicije, gré. hexis).>? Veca vrlina podrazume-
va ve¢u unutra$nju snagu delatnika u odupiranju izazovima sklonosti koje
ga zavode na kr$enje duznosti. Zato ,stanju vrline ono $to je inace tesko

50 Vid. J. S. Mill [1862], Utilitarianism, Hackett, Idianapolis (IN) 2001, 4 (poglavlje i
pasus 1.4.)

51 A. Wood, 61.

52 Aristotel, Nikomahova etika, 1103a-1105.
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postaje lako” Medutim, Kant dodaje i da vrlina nije ,,puka navika” u smislu
~jednoobraznosti delanja koje je postalo nuznost> pomoéu ponavljanja’
(MS 6.407, MM 208). Vrlina je uvek i snaga, a snaga se meri sposobnosc¢u
savladavanja otpora. ,Postupati moralno po navici bio bi gubitak jer bi
bio gubitak slobode” (MS 409, MM 210). Ako je, kako Aristotel to smatra,
vezbom stecena ,,navika’, onda je ona, insistira Kant, slobodna navika.

Ni sam Aristotel karakternu vrlinu ne vidi kao puku naviku. Zapravo,
i Kant i Aristotel smatraju da se vrlina razotkriva u racionalnim postup-
cima koji su preduzeti jer se procenjuju kao sami po sebi vredni.** Kod
Aristotela, za karakternu vrlinu potrebno je i dejstvo posebne saznajne vr-
line, prakticke mudrosti (gré. phronesis) kao racionalne moc¢i procene. S
druge strane, Kant sasvim odbacuje ¢ulnost kao izvor morala. (Ona mu
samo stavlja prepreke.) Za Aristotela vrlina mora podrazumevati posto-
janje neke Zelje za ostvarenjem valjanih svrha, koju prati zadovoljstvo ili
bol.>> Kod Kanta takve motivacije nema. Kantova vrlina je snaga u bor-
bi sa sklonostima. Medutim, re¢ je o borbi sa sklonostima koje se opiru
duznosti. Stavige, Kant ne kaze da vrlina nikada ne obuhvata i delanje iz
simpatetickih sklonosti jer neke od njih uvecavaju na$ kapacitet da ispu-
njavamo duznosti, pa pripadaju ili bar pripomazu vrlini u njenoj ,,borbi”
(vid. MS 6.456, MM 258). Pohvaljive su i vrlina i ,dobre” dispozicije i ka-
rakterne crte, ali ne u moralnom smislu jer mi nismo odgovorni za svoj
prirodni karakter. Medutim, Kant je potpuno siguran u to da mi jesmo
slobodni. Zato je do nas, kako to kaze Marsa Baron, da delamo, a ne da
menjamo sebe.>®
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Kant at the crossroads of duty and virtue? No.

Abstract: This paper deals with some attempts to reinterpret Kant’s moral phi-
losophy in the spirit of modern virtue ethics. The analysis begins with the presen-
tation of the central claims of the supporters of virtue ethics, which is also char-
acterized as ,agent-based,” ,motive-based,” and ,trait-based” ethics. The author
then exposes the ,,minimum of Kant’s orthodoxy” to show boundaries that any
reinterpretation must not exceed. The main question is: ,What are virtue ethi-
cists in Kant’s philosophy trying to find?” The author shows that protagonists of
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the ,,agent-based” (or ,motive-based”) based virtue ethics in the notions of the
moral agent and the definition of virtue seek similarities between Kantian ethics
and their own approach. Such efforts, according to the author’s judgment, are not
fruitful because Kant’s ethics, based on the utterly formal criterion of the ,cat-
egorical imperative,” cannot be made sufficiently close to the ethics that put at
their center an empirically determined (,,material”) moral agent.

Keywords: moral agent, motives, virtue, virtue ethics, the categorical imperative
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MARTHA NUSSBAUM
AND VIRTUE ETHICS

Abstract: Martha Nussbaum argues that the current tendency to teach that there
is any single approach such as “virtue ethics” is a big mistake. This is, first of all,
a category error of an elementary kind, given that many people write and think
about virtue within the Kantian and utilitarian traditions. Virtue ethics cannot,
therefore, be an alternative to these traditions.

Keywords: Martha Nussbaum, Aristotle, Kant, utilitarianism, virtue ethics

Introduction

Martha (Craven) Nussbaum (b. 1947) is the Ernst Freund Distin-
guished Service Professor of Law and Ethics, appointed in the Philosophy
Department and the Law School of the University of Chicago. In 2015,
she was awarded the Inamori Ethics Award for exemplary ethical leader-
ship. It is an award that pays tribute to outstanding international ethical
leaders whose actions and influence have greatly improved the condition
of humanity. She has received both the 2016 Kyoto Prize in Arts and Phi-
losophy, regarded as the most prestigious award available in fields not eli-
gible for a Nobel, and the 2017 Don M. Randel Award for Achievement in
the Humanities from American Academy of Arts and Sciences. In 2018,
she received the Berggruen Prize for Philosophy and Culture, an award to
thinkers whose ideas have deeply shaped human self-understanding and
progress in a rapidly changing world. Motivated by the desire to under-
stand the conditions for wellbeing in light of the complexity of human
existence, she has used the power of literature to reveal and explore the
central place of the emotions: vulnerability, anger and fear in moral and
political life (“Berggruen Prize’, internet). In 2021, she was awarded the
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Holberg Prize for her groundbreaking contribution to research in philoso-
phy, law and related fields. The Holberg Prize is awarded annually to a
scientist who has made an outstanding contribution to research in the hu-
manities, social sciences, law or theology (either in one of these fields or
through interdisciplinary work).

Nussbaum is an American philosopher and legal scholar known for
her wide-ranging work in ancient Greek and Roman philosophy, the phi-
losophy of law, moral psychology, ethics, philosophical feminism, political
philosophy, the philosophy of education, and aesthetics and for her phil-
osophically informed contributions to contemporary debates on human
rights, social and transnational justice, economic development, political
feminism and women’s rights, LGBTQ rights, economic inequality, mul-
ticulturalism, the value of education in the liberal arts or humanities, and
animal rights (Duignan, internet).

Nussbaum has written dozens of books, including The Fragility of
Goodness: Luck and Ethics in Greek Tragedy and Philosophy (1986, updat-
ed edition 2000), Loves Knowledge (1990), Sex and Social Justice (1999),
Upheavals of Thought: The Intelligence of Emotions (2001), Hiding From
Humanity: Disgust, Shame, and the Law (2004), Not For Profit: Why De-
mocracy Needs the Humanities (2010), Anger and Forgiveness: Resentment,
Generosity, Justice (2016), and Aging Thoughtfully: Conversations about Re-
tirement, Romance, Wrinkles, and Regret (with Saul Levmore, 2017), The
Monarchy of Fear: A Philosopher Looks at Our Political Crisis (2018).

She believes that the purpose of philosophy is to give a concrete con-
tribution and applicable answers to the questions and challenges that citi-
zens, ordinary people, face in their daily lives. She tries to achieve this
in her philosophy as well, and the fact that she has been recognized by
society is evidenced by the many awards she has been given outside of
academia.

The Kantian approach vs the Utilitarian approach

Nussbaum is one of many contemporary philosophers who endeavor
to reanimate the Aristotelian idea of virtues.! She is very critical of the

1 Whoever deals with Aristotle’s theory of virtues cannot neglect Martha Nussbaum as
one of the most authoritative interpreters of Aristotle. For Aristotle, each of the vir-
tues is an organized way of cherishing a particular end that has intrinsic value. Taken
together, the virtues, and their orderly arrangement, represent a set of commitments
to cherish all the valuable things, and to organize them all together, insofar as one
can. Courage, justice, moderation - all these virtues deal with our need for externals;
that is why, as Aristotle said, we cannot imagine needless gods having the virtues
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modern project of Enlightenment especially promoted by Immanuel Kant
(Adiprasetya, 2016: 2). In her article Virtue ethics: a misleading category?
— what will be the basis of this content — she writes that virtue ethics is
standardly taught and discussed as a distinctive approach to the major
questions of ethics, a third major position alongside Utilitarian and Kan-
tian ethics. She argues that this taxonomy is a confusion because both
Utilitarianism and Kantianism contain treatments of virtue. Hence, virtue
ethics cannot possibly be a separate approach contrasted with those ap-
proaches (Nussbaum, 1999: 163).

One group of modern virtue-theorists, Nussbaum argues, are primar-
ily anti-Utilitarians, concerned with the plurality of value and the suscep-
tibility of passions to social cultivation. These theorists want to enlarge the
place of reason in ethics. They hold that reason can deliberate about ends
as well as means, and that reason can modify the passions themselves. An-
other group of virtue theorists are primarily anti-Kantians. They believe
that reason plays too dominant a role in most philosophical accounts of
ethics, and that a larger place should be given to sentiments and passions
- which they typically construe in a less reason-based way than does the
first group (Nussbaum, 1999: 163).

Philosophy, or better yet ethics is turning from an ethics based on En-
lightenment ideals of universality to an ethics based on tradition and par-
ticularity; from an ethics based on principle to an ethics based on virtue;
from an ethics dedicated to the elaboration of systematic theories to an
ethics suspicious of theory and respectful of the wisdom embodied in lo-
cal practices; from an ethics based on the individual to an ethics based on
affiliation and care; from an ahistorical detached ethics to an ethics rooted
in the particularity of historical communities (Nussbaum, 1999: 164).

Nussbaum claims that “virtue ethics” is regularly presented as a major
genus of ethical approach. In the typical class in medical ethics in the US,
for example, young doctors learn that there are three approaches to decid-
ing an ethical question: the Kantian? approach, the Utilitarian approach,
and the “virtue ethics” approach. A similar trichotomy increasingly makes

(Nussbaum 2001:373). Aristotle objected that in the ideal city, where there was no
private ownership and therefore no inequality of property, there would be no room
for the moral virtue of generosity. Against this idea, Kant’s point is a forceful one:
what need do we have for these moral virtues themselves, if their role in human life is
simply to correct a bad state of affairs and if we can and should correct the bad state
of affairs antecedently, by means of laws? (Nussbaum 2001: 404). Aristotle exercises
surveillance over every aspect of life, whereas Kant lets the passions go, so long as
they don’t interfere with the will.

2 Kant thought that virtue must always be a matter of strength, as the will learns to
keep a lid on inappropriate inclinations, rather like a good cook holding down the
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its appearance in high-level works of academic moral philosophy (Nuss-
baum, 1999: 164). She expressly claims that this increasingly popular way
of talking is an obvious category mistake. Immanuel Kant has a theory of
virtue, and devotes a great deal of attention to its exposition. Although
The Doctrine of Virtue was at one time a relatively neglected part of Kant’s
moral philosophy, read only by specialists, it is now widely discussed, and
widely recognized as central. Nobody can any longer think of Kant’s view
as obsessed with duty and principle to the exclusion of character-forma-
tion and the training of the passions. We are well aware that he offers a
general account of virtue, in terms of the strength of the will in overcom-
ing wayward and selfish inclinations; that he offers detailed analyses of
standard virtues such as courage and self-control, and of vices, such as
avarice, mendacity, servility, and pride; that, although in general he por-
trays inclination as inimical to virtue, he also recognizes that sympathetic
inclinations offer crucial support to virtue, and urges their deliberate cul-
tivation. In short, his account of virtue covers most of the same topics as
do classical Greek accounts. Although the substance of his theory of virtue
differs from the Greek theories, particularly in its non-cognitive account
of passion, it is a theory about the same things, and it bears sustained
comparison with those theories. Moreover, the rediscovery of Kant’s the-
ory of virtue has also led to serious reevaluation of the substantive posi-
tions of his other ethical writings, as scholars depict a Kant who is less
rigorist and more flexible, less concerned with abstract principle and more
concerned with the exercise of moral judgment, than the Kant of previous
generations (Nussbaum, 1999: 165).

As for the British Utilitarians (Henry Sidgwick’s The Methods of Ethics
(1907), Jeremy Bentham’s The Principles of Morals and Legislation (1780),
John Stuart Mill's The Subjection of Women (1869)), they do not neglect
the virtues either: virtue is among its primary topics. Thinking about
Utilitarianism is ultimately the best way of understanding the common
notions of virtue. Within the Utilitarian tradition there were extensive
discussion of the extent to which Utilitarians should teach the Utilitarian
principle to the young, as opposed to the (closely related) principles of
common-sense virtue. It would be quite implausible to oppose virtue eth-
ics to Utilitarianism, given the fact that two of the three major Utilitarian
thinkers set themselves squarely in the ancient Greek virtue-theoretic tra-
dition, and owe a considerable positive debt to earlier analyses of virtue,
in both cases using these analyses to propose improvements in the social
thinking of their time.

lid on a boiling pot rather like a good cook holding down the lid on a boiling pot
(Nussbaum 2001:172).
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How, then, could “virtue ethics” be a thing on its own, opposed to
Kantianism and Utilitarianism, when it is so obviously an important ele-
ment of both of those ethical theories, as it is also a department inside
other ethical theories, such as those of Thomas Aquinas and Aristotle?
(Nussbaum 1999: 166).

“Virtue ethics”

What, if anything at all, “virtue ethics™ is? Nussbaum* argues that
there is some genuine unity to the set of concerns that led all these thinkers,
and many others, to take an interest in the category of virtue, and to turn
to the Greeks, as many have, for illumination on this topic. But this area of
agreement, though philosophically significant, is thin. It does not demar-
cate a distinctive approach that can usefully be contrasted with Kantian and
Utilitarian ethics (Nussbaum, 1999: 168). Many of the major defenders of a
return to virtue have quarrels with either Kantian or Utilitarian ethics - in
a few cases with both. They see a turn to Greek conceptions of virtue as
helping them to solve the problems that they find in these Enlightenment
moral theories. Nussbaum points out that some “virtue theorists” are best
understood as motivated by a dissatisfaction with Utilitarianism. In particu-
lar, they question its neglect of the plurality of goods; its narrowly techni-
cal conception of reason, which holds that reason can deliberate only about
means and not about ends; and the non-cognitive conception of emotion
and desire that has frequently been taken for granted in Utilitarian thought
both in philosophy and, even more obviously, in economics. These “virtue
theorists” are friends of reason. On the whole they want to give reason and
deliberation a larger role in our moral and political life than Utilitarians
usually concede it. They are keen on the criticism of entrenched satisfac-
tions and habits. They like the idea that not only our beliefs, but also our
passions and desires, can be enlightened by the critical work of practical
reason. These “virtue theorists” are likely to turn to Aristotle®, or a certain

3 Concepts such as belief and consciousness, virtue and justice, look far more difficult
to specify in any interestingly unified way. And yet this has not stopped philosophers
from investigating commonalities and saying things that are genuinely illuminating
as a result (Nussbaum 2001:9).

She draws her examples from the Anglo-American debate.

5  In the Nicomachean Ethics, Aristotle discusses how virtue (courage, generosity) is a
matter of feeling the right thing. A brave individual, therefore, is neither fearless nor
overwhelmed by fear in a dangerous situation. He further argues that we can shape
our emotions through education and habit. The entirety of the Nicomachean Ethics
is an extended example of rational deliberation about ultimate ends. In Rhetoric, he
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reading of Aristotle, to elaborate their picture of a deliberative political life.
They are not hostile to Kant, and they may even desire a synthesis of Aristo-
tle and Kant. They value Aristotle’s theoretical ambitions, and they see these
as inseparable from the critical work of philosophy. They are likely to be
universalist and anti-relativist.

Other “virtue theorists”, by contrast, begin from a dissatisfaction with
Kantian ethics. They question the dominant role Kant gives to reason in
human affairs, and the type of Kantian rationalism that they judge to be
dominant in contemporary ethical theory. They also question Kantian
universalism, together with Kant’s idea that practical judgment should
be based on principles that abstract from particular local features of the
agent’s situation. These theorists want more recognition of “non-rational”
elements in our makeup, and they take emotions and desires to be such
elements. On the whole, they believe that our social life would go bet-
ter if it were less deliberative and less critical, more the outgrowth of en-
trenched habits of desire and entrenched features of social position. They
are hostile to universal theorizing in ethics, and they are likely to have
some sympathy with cultural relativism, although they do not all endorse
it (Nussbaum, 1999: 168-169).

The anti-Utilitarian group needs further demarcation in Nussbaum’s
opinion. It contains a group of thinkers who focus on moral awareness
and are relatively indifferent to politics; and it contains a group of critical
political thinkers. It also contains different views about the moral work
involved in perfecting our emotions and desires. The anti-Kantian group
contains different positions with regard to the possibility of ethical theo-
rizing, and its relation to political theorizing.

The Common Ground

Nussbaum claims that if there is a common denominator among de-
fenders of “virtue ethics™, it can be reduced to the following three claims:

points out that what characterizes many emotions is a strong moral conviction about
how others should behave. The circumstances of situations, namely, do not look the
same to people who love and to those who hate, the perspectives of an angry person
or a person of a mild nature are completely different. Since he advocated the idea
that every virtue lies between two extremes, Aristotle was an advocate of moderation
in emotions as well as in action. The Aristotelian agents entire personality can be
enlightened by reason. Virtue is a mean concerning both passion and action, because
Aristotle expects that the passions, as well as choice, can be crafted by reason until
they themselves embody virtue.

6  Reasoning is, according to Nussbaum, an ability in virtue of which we commit our-
selves to a view of the way things really are (Nussbaum 2001:35).
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1. Moral philosophy should be concerned with the agent, as well as
with choice and action.

2. Moral philosophy should therefore concern itself with motive and
intention, emotion and desire: in general, with the character of the
inner moral life, and with settled patterns of motive, emotion, and
reasoning that lead us to call someone a person of a certain sort
(courageous, generous, moderate, just, etc.).

3. Moral philosophy should focus not only on isolated acts of choice,
but also, and more importantly, on the whole course of the agent’s
moral life, its patterns of commitment, conduct, and also passion
(Nussbaum, 1999: 170).

In the sixties of the 20th century the competing normative theories com-
peted to give the best account of how one ought to choose in a complex
situation, and the competing metaethical theories vied to give the best ac-
count of what ethical discourse and reasoning aimed at choice really were.
Little or nothing was said about reliable patterns of motivation and choice
that might or might not be present in the agent. Little was said about the
agent’s emotions and desires, and virtually nothing about alternative anal-
yses of what emotion and desire are. And, given the focus on the context
of choice, little was said about the overall ethical life of the agent, the way
in which choice both expresses and builds traits of character that have a
complex connection with overall ethical and personal goals (Nussbaum,
1999: 171).

There was much, so Nussbaum, to be criticized. Even though a con-
cern for motive, intention, character, and the whole course of life was not
in principle alien to Kantian and Utilitarian philosophy, it was certainly al-
ien to most British and American Kantians and Utilitarians of the period.
Not surprisingly, scholars in Greek philosophy, often moral philosophers
of distinction themselves, were in a position to make a valuable contribu-
tion. What these virtue thinkers did was to insist that we cannot adequate-
ly assess the ethical performance of the agent without knowing quite a lot
about the agent’s moral life, both in and outside of the immediate context
of choice. In the immediate context, we need to know with what motives
and intentions the agent chooses and acts; with what quality of delibera-
tion and reflection; and with what reactive emotions. Does he/she do the
just action for its own sake, or for gain? Does he/she think about it, mak-
ing it her own, or just do what parents and teachers have taught him/her?
And does he/she do it with strain, as if it goes against the grain, or easily,
as if her whole personality approves of this action? Outside the immedi-
ate context, we need to ask how the choice fits into patterns of choice and
response that this person has (or has not) cultivated. Does her life in gen-
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eral how a commitment to justice, or is this act an isolated performance?
(Nussbaum, 1999: 173).

One further element in the rise of virtue ethics should now be men-
tioned. It is the rise of feminism, together with the entry of significant
numbers of women into the profession. It is in retrospect hardly surpris-
ing that among the major defenders of virtue ethics a substantial number
have been women: Murdoch, Foot, Elizabeth Anscombe Diamond, Baier,
Annas, Sherman, Homiak, Nussbaum, and others. Nussbaum thinks that
women’s” experiences have sometimes suggested questions and emphases
that have been lacking from the dominant male tradition of moral phi-
losophy (Nussbaum, 1999: 175-176).

Womens typical lives, in short, led them to want to investigate the
role of reason in charting the whole course of life, and the problems rea-
son encounters when values are plural and the world makes it difficult to
organize them. This is the common ground. It does not imply the rejec-
tion of moral theory. Indeed, partisans of virtue ethics frequently notice
that all its major proponents in the ancient Greco-Roman® world were
strongly pro-theory. Nor does the common ground imply the rejection of
universality in ethics, asking us to cling to local norms and traditions. Nor
does the common ground imply a rejection of the guidance of rules. Rules
are different from theories: theories give overall explanations, showing the
point and purpose of a prescription, whereas rules are frequently obtuse.
But that does not mean that rules are not frequently valuable in the agent’s
deliberations. Nor, finally, does the common ground imply that we should
rely less on reason and more on non-rational sources of guidance, such as
emotion and desire (if we should construe them as non-rational), and hab-
it, and tradition. The thing one should notice about these ancient thinkers

7 Itis not very surprising that women have been in the forefront of the move to make
moral psychology and the study of emotion and desire central in philosophy. One
reason for this emphasis is reactive: women have frequently been denigrated on ac-
count of their allegedly greater emotional nature, so one way of responding to that
would be to understand these elements of the personality better — and, for example,
to argue that they are not brutish but highly discerning, not devoid of thought but
infused with thought. Another reason for the emphasis is that on balance women
have more often been encouraged by society to attend to, cultivate, and label their
emotions. This means that they are often better placed to undertake such an inquiry.
Finally, women have often spent more time than men caring for young children, an
occupation that both confronts one every day with a tremendous range of emotions,
both in the child and in oneself, and requires one to deal with these responsibly and
perceptively (Nussbaum 1999:176).

8  The way those ancient thinkers typically defended the value of philosophy as against
other pursuits that claimed to produce virtue was to emphasize the central impor-
tance of reflection and theory in planning a virtuous life.
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is that they live in a culture suffused with talk of the virtues. What they
offer as philosophers is a specific conception of what it is to pursue the life
of virtue, and instruction in that conception (Nussbaum 1999: 177-178).

Among the dissident virtue theorists, then, one can identify one large
group that is motivated, above all, by a dissatisfaction with Utilitarianism,
especially as formulated in the social sciences and public policy. These
thinkers in general wish to give reason a larger role in human affairs than
the instrumental and merely technical role given it in versions of neoclas-
sical economics that see preferences as exogenous and impervious to rea-
soning. They tend to share the following four views:

1. The goods that human beings pursue are plural and qualitatively
heterogeneous; it is a distortion to represent them as simply diffe-
rent quantities of the same thing.

2. Because the goods are plural and because they need to be both
harmonized with one another and further specified, reason plays
a central role not only in choosing means to ends, but also in deli-
berating about the ends themselves of a human life, which ones to
include with which other ones, and what specification of a given
end is the best.

3. Emotion and desire are not simply mindless pushes, but complex
forms of intentionality infused with object-directed thought; they
can be significantly shaped by reasoning about the good.

4. Existing social ideas about the good form defective passions and
judgments; we should criticize these deficiencies, and this rational
critique can be expected to inform the passions themselves (Nu-
ssbaum 1999: 180).

Conclusion

Martha C. Nussbaum, philosopher, classicist, political theorist, and
public intellectual. For her, philosophy is a tool that brings clarity to peo-
ple, not only in the academic community, but also to “ordinary” citizens
related to numerous questions, difficulties, challenges they face both in
their professional and personal lives. She believes that philosophy ena-
bles respect and appreciation of another person, his/her dignity, his/her
rationality, even when she represents completely different views, pointing
out that his view of philosophy is Socratic and democratic (Nussbaum
2012:3). By means of philosophical arguments, but also through the right
to contribute to the discussion of every topic and area to which she de-
votes himself. Nussbaum believes that all those who deal with philosophy
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should give their concrete contribution to socially current issues and en-
courage citizens to reflect and form their own critical attitude.

Nussbaum agrees with Aristotle that the philosopher must be some-
one who’ attentive to and almost humble before the variety of human
life and its great richness. But at the same time one who is committed to
giving explanations, one who is committed to mapping that richness in a
perspicuous way. In every area Aristotle strikes a kind of balance: between
oversimplifying theorizing that takes philosophy too far from the richness
and complexity and even messiness of ordinary discourse and ordinary
life, and, on the other hand, a kind of negative or deflationary philoso-
phizing that says theorizing is all houses of cards and there’s no point in
asking for and giving explanations. Aristotle’ has found the right balance,
and has probably the best conception of the philosophical task that one
can give to a student (Magee 1987:54).

The current tendency to teach that there is any such unitary approach
as “virtue ethics” is a big mistake, so Nussbaum. It is, first of all, a category
mistake of an elementary kind, given that lots of people are, and have long
been, writing and thinking about virtue within the Kantian and Utilitarian
traditions. Virtue ethics cannot, then, be an alternative to those traditions.

What Nussbaum has called the “common ground” is significant: but
it can be pursued within Kantianism, within Utilitarianism, and within
neo-Aristotelian and neo-Humean projects of many different sorts. She
proposes that we do away with the category of “virtue ethics” in teaching
and writing. If we need to have some categories we should speak of Neo-
Humeans and Neo-Aristotelians, of anti-Utilitarians and anti-Kantians
(Nussbaum 1999: 200-201).

Nussbaum’s cognitive view, by including a developmental dimension,
makes room for the mysterious and ungoverned aspects of the emotion-
al life in a way that many such views do not. This has consequences, as
well, for the picture of character the view will support. All cognitive views
of emotion entail that emotions can be modified by a change in the way
one evaluates objects. This means that for such views virtue need not be
construed (as Kant construes it) as a matter of strength, the will simply
holding down the brutish impulsive elements of the personality. Instead,
we can imagine reason extending all the way down into the personality,
enlightening it through and through. If a person harbors misogynistic an-

9  Aristotelianism focuses on the worldly conditions for a good human life. Virtue can
be realized in connection with material conditions as well as with education. Often
these conditions are beyond the individual’s control. Aristotle asks politics to provide
essential conditions for people so that everyone, just everyone, can live a good, fruit-
ful life.
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ger and hatred, the hope is held out that a change in thought will lead
to changes not just in behavior but also in emotion itself, since emotion
is a value-laden way of seeing. Clearly this view has important implica-
tions for moral education, in the area, for example, of emotions toward
members of other races and religions: we can hope to foster good ways
of seeing that will simply prevent hatred from arising, and we don't have
to rely on the idea that we must at all times suppress an innate aggressive
tendency (Nussbaum 2001:232-233).

Nussbaum maintains that the main and necessary condition of a min-
imally just society is to protect a set of central human possibilities to some
appropriate level. She believes that political justice, at the same time, offers
a thorough transformation of moral emotions (both in the personal and
in the public sphere). In the political realm, the primary virtue, according
to Nussbaum, is impartial justice - it is a benevolent virtue that looks to
the common good. That would, first of all, be a virtue of the institution,
but also a virtue of the people who support the institutions.

It is very hard it is, even with the best intentions, to live a virtuous life.

Bibliography:

“Berggruen Prize”, (internet) available at https://www.berggruen.org/prize/
(viewed December 2, 2022).

Adiprasetya, Joas (2016), “Alasdair Macintyre and Martha Nussbaum on Virtue
Ethics”, Diskurs 15: 1-22.

Duignan, Brian, “Martha Nussbaum’, (internet) available at: https://www.britan-
nica.com/biography/Martha-Nussbaum (viewed December 3, 2022).

Magee, Bryan (2000), The great philosophers: an introduction to Western philoso-
phy. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Nussbaum, Martha (1999), “Virtue Ethics: A Misleading Category?”, The Journal
of Ethics 3:163-201.

Nussbaum, Martha C. (2001), Upheavals of Thought: The Intelligence of Emotions.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Nussbaum, Martha C. (2012), Philosophical Interventions: Reviews 1986-2011.
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Nussbaum, Martha C. (2016), Anger and Forgiveness: Resentment, Generosity, Jus-
tice. Oxford: Oxford University Press.






| 169

Monika Jovanovi¢
Andrija So¢™

VRLINA T INTEGRITET
U KANTOVOJ ETICI

Apstrakt: U ovom radu cilj nam je da osvetlimo i medusobno povezemo Kan-
tove teze o vrlini koje on iznosi u svojoj Metafizici morala. Vodeéi se Kantovim
tekstom, usredsredi¢emo se na odnos vrline i sklonosti, i odnos vrline i duznosti.
Tvrdi¢emo da pojmu vrline, kako je Kant shvata, odgovara savremeni pojam mo-
ralnog integriteta i nastojacemo da pokazemo da Kantovo implicitno shvatanje
integriteta moze parirati nekim danas$njim shvatanjima.

Kljucne reci: Kant, vrlina, sklonost, duznost, integritet

Uvod

Da li u Kantovoj etici pojam vrline ima supstantivan znacaj? 1z ugla
Zasnivanja metafizike morala i Kritike prakticnog uma, dva glavna spisa
Kantove etike, jezgro Kantovog stanovista ¢ine pojmovi duznosti, kate-
gori¢ckog imperativa i po$tovanja moralnog zakona.! S obzirom na to, ne
¢udi $to se Kantova etika tradicionalno smatrala deontoloskom.? Pa ipak,
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u literaturi nailazimo i na relativizacije ovog, dominantnog shvatanja.
Barbara Herman, tako, istice: ,,Ovakva slika Kantove etike ima osnova u
onome $to Kant kaze, ali delovi teksta koji se uzimaju kao potvrda deonto-
logkog ¢itanja Cesto nemaju znacaj koji im se pridaje, niti igraju ulogu koja
im je pripisana” (Herman 1993, vii) i potom dodaje (1993, x) da pojmovi
vrline i karaktera nisu periferni u Kantovoj etici. Gajer ide i dalje od toga,
tvrde¢i da bi ,Kanta, mozda pre nego bilo koga drugog, trebalo smatrati
najboljim modelom za etiku vrline” (Guyer 2011, 214).

Koliko su ovakve opaske, koje afirmi$u ulogu vrline u Kantovoj etici,
zaista utemeljene? Znacaj vrline u Kantovoj filozofiji morala ispita¢emo
tako $to ¢emo osvetliti na koji nacin se vrlina, kako je Kant shvata, odnosi
prema drugim elemenatima njegove etike i kako je Kantova doktrina vrine
relevantna za jednu, jo$ uvek aktuelnu eticku debatu. U prvom delu rada
razmotri¢emo kako Kant u svoju etiku uvodi pojam vrline i zasto klju¢nu
ulogu u tom kontekstu igraju sklonosti. U drugom delu rada govori¢emo
o odnosu pojma vrline i pojma duznosti. Vide¢emo da Kant vrlinu defi-
ni$e dvojako, formalno i materijalno. U tre¢em delu rada pokusacemo da
pokazemo na koji nac¢in se Kantova doktrina vrline (pre svega Kantovo
formalno shvatanje vrline) moze dovesti u vezu sa savremenim shvatanji-
ma moralnog integriteta.

Vrlina i sklonosti

Kant o vrlini najdetaljnije govori u Metafizici morala, u drugom delu
knjige, koji nosi naziv ,,U¢enje o vrlini”. Na samom pocetku tog odeljka
Kant govori o vrlini kao o ne¢emu §to ¢oveku treba da omoguci da ,,savla-
da sklonosti iz kojih se radaju poroci” (Kant 1996¢, 6: 376). ,Snaga se”, kako
Kant pronicljivo primecuje, ,zahteva u stepenu koji se moze meriti isklju-
¢ivo veli¢inom prepreka koje ljudsko bice samo sebi postavlja preko svojih
sklonosti” (Kant 1996¢, 6: 405). Da bismo razumeli ulogu vrline u Kantovoj
etici, potrebno je, po svemu sude¢i, razumeti kako Kant shvata sklonosti.
On smatra da ljudska bi¢a imaju prirodne sklonosti, koje ih ,,mogu navesti
da prekr$e moralni zakon, ¢ak i onda kada prepoznaju njegov autoritet’, i u
nastavku dodaje da ,¢ak i kada se povinuju zakonu, to ¢ine nevoljno (upr-
kos protivljenju sopstvenih sklonosti)” (Kant 1996c¢, 6: 380).

Postojanje sklonosti koje idu nasuprot zapovesti moralnog zakona
moguce je zahvaljujudi ¢injenici da ljudska bi¢a nemaju svetu ve¢ ¢istu vo-
lju, $to je distinkcija koja igra vaznu ulogu u drugoj Kritici. Za Kanta, sve-
ta volja ,,nije sposobna da formulise bilo koju maksimu koja bi bila u su-
kobu sa moralnim zakonom” (Kant 1996b, 5: 32). Za razliku od bi¢a koje
ima svetu volju, ljudska bica su aficirana ,,potrebama i ¢ulnim motivima”:
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Moralni zakon je, stoga, za njih imperativ koji zapoveda katego-
ricki posto je zakon bezuslovan; odnos takve volje prema zakonu je
zavisnost pod imenom obaveze koja, iako samo putem uma i njego-
vog objektivnog zakona, oznac¢ava nuznost postupka koji se zove duz-
nost posto je izbor patoloski aficiran (iako ne time determinisan, te je
dakle i dalje slobodan) i sa sobom nosi zelju koja proistice iz subjek-
tivnih uzroka (Kant 1996b, 5: 32).

Na tom mestu Kant, ¢ini se, zastupa stav da ljudska motivacija nije
isklju¢ivo racionalna, ako se pod time podrazumeva moralno postu-
panje u kojem sklonosti ne igraju ba$ nikakvu ulogu. Cak i kada ¢ovek
postupa i u skladu s duzno$¢u i iz duznosti, u njegovoj motivaciji izgleda
moraju da postoje ,patoloski” elementi. Pred kraj citiranog pasusa, Kant
govori o vezi izmedu tog shvatanja i uloge koju vrlina ima u moralnom
postupanju:

Svetost volje je ipak jedna prakticka ideja, koja nuzno mora posluziti
kao model kojem se sva kona¢na umna bi¢a mogu samo priblizavati u be-
skraj, i koju ¢ist moralni zakon, koji se sam smatra svetim zbog toga, ne-
prestano i ispravno drzi pred svojim odima; najviSe $to konacan prakti¢ni
um moze postici je da osigura da ovaj progres nasih maksima u pravcu tog
modela bude konstantan, da, drugim re¢ima osigura vrlinu; a vrlina sama,
zauzvrat, bar kao prirodno ste¢ena sposobnost, ne moze se nikada ispuniti,
jer sigurnost u ovakvom sluc¢aju nikada ne postaje apodikti¢ka izvesnost, a
kao ubedenje je veoma opasna (Kant 1996b, 5: 33).

U ovom pasusu, koji dolazi na kraju sedmog paragrafa Kritike prakticnog
uma, Kant upotrebljava pojam vrline u kontekstu moralnog progresa koji
ljudska bica treba da pokusaju da naprave kako bi se, u svom moralnom
postupanju, priblizila svetosti volje. Vrlina se, kao §to vidimo, izjednaca-
va sa konstantnim nastojanjem da se ¢ovek oslobodi patoloskih, odnosno
afektivnih elemenata u moralnom domenu.

U Metafizici morala Kant tu tezu razvija tvrdeci da se prirodni impul-
si ponekad direktno suprotstavljaju duznostima:

[Covek] mora prosuditi da je sposoban da se odupre [ovim silama] i da
ih pokori ne nekad u buduénosti ve¢ odmah (u trenutku kada razmislja o
duznosti): on mora prosuditi da moze da u¢ini ono $to mu zakon bezuslovno
govori da treba da ucini. Sposobnost i promisljena odluc¢nost da se izdrzi
jak ali nepravedan protivnik je snaga (fortitudo) i, s obzirom na ono §to se
u nama sukobljava sa moralnom dispozicijom, jeste vrlina (virtus, fortitudo
moralis). (Kant 1996¢, 6:380)

3 Kantiu Predavanjima iz etike vrlinu dovodi u vezu sa postojanjem prepreka moral-
nom postupanju. Vid. Kant 1997, 27: 27.
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Na ovom mestu se jasno vidi kako Kant shvata ulogu vrline. Ona,
naime, predstavlja snagu u odupiranju sklonostima i ukoliko je ta snaga
dovoljna, ¢ovek ¢e, uprkos konstantnom postojanju afektivnih elemenata
u moralnom odludivanju, ipak postupati i u skladu sa duzno$cu i iz duz-
nosti. Premda bi moglo delovati da je takvo shvatanje vrline nalik onom
iz druge Kritike, nije sasvim tako. Naime, u prethodno navedenom pasusu
Kant je govorio o vrlini kao o sposobnosti ¢ije je posedovanje neophodno
za napredak ka postepenom oslobadanju od sklonosti. U Metafizici mora-
la vrlina je, kao $to smo videli, mera snage karaktera da se u svakom poje-
dina¢nom slucaju moralnog postupanja aktivno odupre sklonostima koje
otezavaju postupanje u skladu s duznos$cu i da se osigura da se ucini ono
$to kategoricki imperativ nalaze. Sli¢an stav se nalazi i u Predavanjima iz
etike, gde Kant tvrdi sledece:

Kada je re¢ o prirodnoj sklonosti, trebalo bi, ipak, primetiti da $to se
vi$e borimo sa njom, utoliko viSe zasluzujemo pohvalu; stoga se vrlina vise
moze pripisati nama nego andelima, jer oni nemaju toliko prepreka kao mi
(Kant 1997, 27: 292).

Kao $to vidimo, mera uspe$nog suprotstavljanja sklonostima za Kanta je
mera vrline koju poseduju ljudska bi¢a.* Pa ipak, za potpuno razume-
vanje Kantovog shvatanja vrline, pored ovog, uslovno re¢eno, negativnog
odredenja pojma vrline, potrebno je, ni$ta manje, uzeti u obzir i Kantovo
pozitivno odredenje prema kojem je vrlina karakterna ¢vrstina u ,,ispunja-
vanju sopstvenih duznosti” (Kant 1996c, 6: 394).

Vrlina i duznosti

U Zasnivanju metafizike morala duznost se definie kao ,,nuznost jed-
ne radnje iz postovanja prema zakonu” (Kant 1996a, 4: 400). Duznosti se
dalje dele na savriene i nesavr$ene, duznosti prema sebi i duznosti prema
drugima (Kant 1996a, 4: 421).> U Metafizici morala Kant daje nesto dru-
gaciju podelu duznosti:

Svakoj duznosti odgovara neko pravo u smislu dopustenja da se nesto
udini; ali nije slucaj da svakoj duznosti odgovara necije pravo da nekog pri-
mora. Takve duznosti se, specifi¢no, zovu duznosti prava. Sli¢no tome, sva-
koj eti¢koj obavezi odgovara pojam vrline, ali nisu sve eti¢ke duznosti samim
tim duznosti vrline. One duznosti koje nisu toliko povezane sa odredenom
svrthom (materijom, predmetom izbora) koliko sa onim s$to je formalno u

Uporedi: Kant 1996c¢, 6: 405.
5  Detaljnije o ovoj podeli, kao i mestu koje centralni eti¢cki pojmovi imaju u Kantovom
sistemu, vid., na primer, u So¢ 2021, gl. 5.
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moralnom odredenju volje (to jest, da radnja u¢injena u skladu sa duzno$c¢u
mora takode biti ucinjena iz duznosti) nisu duznosti vrline. Samo svrha koja
je takode duznost se moze zvati duznosc¢u vrline (Kant 1996¢, 6: 383).

Ovako shvacene duznosti vrline predstavljaju meru unutra$njeg samoo-
granicavanja koje je neophodno, kako Kant ubrzo posle navedenog pa-
susa istice, zato $to ljudi nisu sveta bi¢a (Kant 1996c, ibid.). Vrlina igra
integralnu ulogu u moralnom postupanju jer bi ljudska bi¢a bez nje bila
preslaba da se odupru uticaju sklonosti. Vrlina ima eti¢ku dimenziju koja
se ne javlja ni u odgovoru na pitanje $ta je moralno, ni u odgovoru na
pitanje $ta nas pokrece na moralno delanje. Mozemo biti veoma motivi-
sani da postupimo moralno, pa da ipak to ne u¢inimo: mozda su nas nase
sklonosti odvukle na suprotnu stranu, mozda smo pomislili da je u datim
okolnostima moralan postupak nesto $to bi bilo suvise tesko uciniti. Kada
se to desi, treba odgovoriti na pitanje zasto se to dogodilo, odnosno zbog
¢ega, i pored ispravnog sagledavanja toga koji postupak je moralno ispra-
van, i pored postojanja motivacije da datu stvar u¢inimo, to ipak nismo
ucinili. Kantov odgovor je da je to slucaj zato $to nismo posedovali vrlinu.
(Kant 1996¢, 6:380)

Kant izdvaja dve duznosti vrline: sopstveno savr$enstvo i sre¢u dru-
gih (Kant 1996c, 6: 386). Te duznosti kao da odgovaraju nesavr$enim duz-
nostima o kojima Kant govori u Zasnivanju metafizike morala: ,kao raci-
onalno bice, nuzno ¢emo hteti da sve nase sposobnosti budu razvijene, jer
nam one sluZe i date su nam za razne moguce svrhe” (Kant 1996a, 4: 423).
Kako Kant u nastavku dodaje, nemoguce je hteti da princip po kojem nam
nije stalo do tudeg blagostanja ni do toga da ljudima pomognemo u nevo-
lji postane opsti zakon.® To $to su te duznosti nesavr$ene za Kanta napro-
sto znaci da, iako ne postoji ,,unutragnja nemoguénost” formulisanja mak-
sima u skladu sa opstim prirodnim zakonom (kao u slu¢aju samoubistva
ili laganja), ipak je nemoguce hteti univerzalnost maksime po kojoj svoje
talente ne bismo razvijali, odnosno po kojoj ne bismo hteli da pomazemo
drugima (Kant 1996a, 4: 424): za nesavr$ene duznosti Kant kaze da su $i-
roke, premda na tom mestu ne elaborira $ta pod time podrazumeva.

Podela duznosti na uske i $iroke ima klju¢nu vaznost za razumevanje
dve duznosti vrline o kojima Kant govori u Metafizici morala. Kako Kant
istice u naslovu sedmog poglavlja ,,U¢enja o vrlini” (Kant 1996c, 6: 390),
eticke duznosti su duznosti ,,§iroke obaveze” (za razliku od duznosti prava
koje imaju usku obavezu). Osnov te distinkcije lezi u tome $to se, smatra
Kant, u pravu propisuju postupci, dok se u moralu propisuju samo mak-
sime postupaka (Kant 1996¢, 6: 389). To znaci da postoji $irok prostor za
ispunjenje etickih duznosti (i specifi¢no, duznosti vrline) te da je izbor

6 Vid. Kant 1996a, 4: 423-424.



174 | Monika Jovanovi¢, Andrija So¢

u nacinu na koji ¢e nasi postupci biti u skladu sa moralnim zakonom na
nama. Povezujudi distinkciju ,,usko/siroko” sa distinkcijom ,savr§eno/ne-
savrSeno’, Kant istice:

Sto je $ira duZnost, to je nesavrienija nasa obaveza da postupi-
mo na odreden nacin; ipak, kako se maksimama kojima se saglasa-
vamo sa $irokom duznos¢u (u dispoziciji) priblizavamo uskoj duzno-
sti (duznosti prava), u toj meri je savr$eniji na$ vrli postupak (Kant
1996¢, 6: 390).”

Kant o vrlini govori na dva nacina: formalno i sadrzinski. Odredenje vr-
line kao snage karaktera je formalno, dok je odredenje vrline pozivanjem
na duznosti vrline materijalno odnosno sadrzinsko (Kant 1996c, 6: 395).
U kakvom su ta¢no odnosu ta dva odredenja? Kako bismo svako od njih
mogli dovesti u vezu sa razli¢itim vrlinama kao $to su hrabrost, dostojan-
stvo, zahvalnost (o kojima Kant govori na vise mesta u Ucenju o vrlini,
Antropologiji i drugim spisima)?

Kada Kant vrlinu defini$e kao ,,snagu karaktera’? re¢ je o formalnom
shvatanju vrline. Posedovanje tako shvacene vrline ¢oveka ¢ini sposobnim
da dela moralno, uspes$no prevazilazedi izazove prirodnih sklonosti. Slede-
¢a ravan razmatranja vrline je materijalna; u njoj se nudi odgovor na pita-
nje koje duznosti ima ¢ovek koji poseduje formalno shvacenu vrlinu. Kao
$to smo videli, postoje dve takve duznosti — unapredenje sopstvenih talena-
ta (duznost prema sebi) i negovanje tude sre¢e (duznost prema drugima).
U Kantovom tekstu postoji i treca ravan razmatranja: ona koja se tice kon-
kretnih karakternih crta koje figuri$u u pojedina¢nim postupcima. Naime,
kako se za Kanta vrlina ti¢e svrha koje sebi postavljamo, posto postoji vise
razlic¢itih svrha, mora postojati i vide vrlina (Kant 1996c¢, 6: 395).

Bududi da za Kanta vrlina, po svemu sudedi, nije karakterna crta, kao
§to je u istoriji etike prakti¢no uvek bilo sucaj, postavlja se pitanje $ta je
ona sustinski. Premda Kant ne daje konkretan odgovor na to pitanje, ¢ini
se da na ovom mestu mozemo, drzeci se njegovog shvatanja, primeniti po-
jam koji je postojao u Kantovo vreme, ali je postao prominentan deo etike
u proteklih nekoliko decenija. Re¢ je, naime, o pojmu integriteta. Polazec¢i
od Kantovog shvatanja vrline, izgleda da bi se moglo tvrditi da je vrlina za
njega zapravo integritet: posedovanje vrline u Kantovom smislu bi se tako

7 Vid. takode Sherman 1997, 331-332; Timmons 2021, 103-109.

8  Kant daje vise sli¢nih odredenja: ,moralna snaga ljudskog bi¢a” (Kant 1996¢, 6: 405 i
6: 393), ,dusevna snaga” (6: 384), ,,snaga odlu¢nosti” (6: 390), ,snaga u sprovodenju
maksima” (6: 394), ,samoograni¢avanje u skladu sa principom unutra$nje slobode”
(6: 394). Premda postoje i druge interpretacije (Merritt 2018) prema kojima je vrlina
za Kanta zapravo vestina, iz navedenih pasusa je, ¢ini se, jasno da je vrlina za njega
pre svega odlika karaktera.
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moglo izjednaliti sa posedovanjem integriteta u savremenom smislu.” U
narednom odeljku proba¢emo da pokazemo kako, ako kantovsku vrlinu
shvatimo kao integritet, njegovu etiku mozemo uciniti relevantnom i za
savremena razmatranja integriteta.

Vrlina kao integritet

Da bismo razumeli zasto je Kantovo implicitno shvatanje integriteta
jos uvek relevantno, pogledajmo neke od vodecih teorija integriteta, ona-
ko kako ih klasifikuju Koks, La Kaz i Levin (Cox, La Caze and Levine
2021). Prema jednoj grupi shvatanja, integritet se posmatra kao ,,samoin-
tegracija’, odnosno kao ,,integrisanje razlicitih strana li¢nosti u harmonic-
nu, netaknutu celinu”. Tom stanovistu je bliska teorija ,samokonstitucije”
Za tu teoriju je specifi¢no to $to se ,integritet ne shvata toliko kao uslov
izvrsnosti kojoj tezimo, koliko kao preduslov da uopste budemo delatnici”
(Cox, La Caze and Levine 2021, gl. 3). Stavovi Kristin Korsgard se u toj
klasifikaciji svrstavaju u ovu drugu grupu stanovista. Medutim, u slede-
¢em citatu pomenuti autori sugeri$u da je njeno shvatanje bolje tumaciti
kao kombinaciju ta dva videnja: ,Svoje [neprikladne Zelje] moramo po-
tisnuti kako bismo bili jedno, bili objedinjeni, bili celoviti... i osoba koja
uspe u tome je dobra — ne zato $to tezi da bude dobra, nego zato $to tezi
da bude objedinjena, da bude celovita” (Korsgaard 2009, 26). Integritet se
ponekad razume i kao stvar o¢uvanja identiteta, odnosno ,,nepokolebljivo
delanje u skladu sa svojim stavovima” (Cox, La Caze and Levine, gl. 2).

Zajednicko za ta gledista je, primecuju Koks, La Kaz i Levin, to $to
se njihovi zastupnici usredsreduju na individualni aspekt integriteta, to
jest na ono $to se tice samog moralnog delatnika, zanemaruju¢i njegov
drustveni aspekt, koji se tice delatnikovog odnosa prema drugim ljudima
(Cox, La Caze and Levine, gl. 4). Jo$ vi$e upada u o¢i ¢injenica da su nave-
dena shvatanja primarno psiholoska, pa ¢ak i metafizicka, a tek sekundar-
no eticka, dok je eticka dimenzija integriteta kod Kanta u prvom planu.

Prema Kantovom implicitnom shvatanju, integritet podrazumeva
istrajnost u postupanju i vernost osnovnim principima na kojima pociva
njegova etika, kao $to su delanje iz duznosti, postovanje moralnog zakona,
autonomija i tretiranje drugih ljudi kao svrhe po sebi. Takvo, kantovsko
shvatanje integriteta je obuhvatno jer kao relevantne uzima i unutrasnje

9  Ovom tezom ne tvrdimo da je integritet jedna od karakternih odnosno moralnih vr-
lina. Takva teza bi se mogla razviti polaze¢i od nekog eti¢kog stanovista koje pripada
etici vrline. O jednom takvom shvatanju, teoriji vrline Rozalind Hersthaus, vid. vi§e u
Jovanovi¢ 2011.
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principe delatnikovog postupanja i nacin na koji se on odnosi prema dru-
gima; eticka dimenzija je naglaSena. Intuitivno gledano, svako adekvatno
shvatanje integriteta bi, bar u odredenoj meri, trebalo da sadrzi obe pome-
nute komponente integriteta. Ali, to je vazno i iz teorijskih razloga.

Jedan od gavnih izazova za shvatanje integriteta tice se pitanja da li
postoje slucajevi u kojima se moze reci da je neka osoba imala integritet,
ali da njeno postupanje nije bilo moralno. Iako se u odredenim shvata-
njima integriteta eksplicitno naglagava moralna komponenta integriteta,°
ako je objasnjenje koje se pritom daje suvise apstraktno ili formalno, otva-
ra se moguc¢nost da to shvatanje bude u skladu sa razli¢itim problema-
ti¢nim stavovima o tome §ta je moralno, $to je intuitivno neprihvatljivo
buduc¢i da pojam integriteta ima pozitivnu vrednosnu konotaciju.

Za razliku od vrednosno neutralnih stanovista koja su izlozena ovoj
kritici, Kantovo obuhvatno shvatanje integriteta ima nedvosmisleno po-
zitivhu vrednosnu polarnost i vrlo odredenu sadrzinsku komponentu. Ta
komponenta se ogleda u njegovom ucenju o duznostima vrline: duznosti
samousavr$avanja i duznosti unapredenja tude srece. Takvo shvatanje od-
nosa vrline i duznosti utemeljeno je u Kantovoj formulaciji kategorickog
imperativa, prema kojoj treba ,delati tako da ¢ovestvo kako u sebi, tako i
u drugima posmatramo uvek i kao cilj, a nikada samo kao sredstvo” (Kant
19964, 4: 429). Pa ipak, tek kada formalne elemente Kantovog shvatanja
dovedemo u vezu sa sadrzinskim, Kantovo implicitno shvatanje integriteta
dobija pravu eksplanatornu snagu.

To je zato $to tri elementa svakog adekvatnog shvatanja integriteta —
obuhvatnost, vrednosni karakter i sadrzinska komponenta - kod Kanta
padaju ujedno. Da bi nam se mogao pripisati integritet, nije dovoljno biti
dosledan sebi ili svojim principima i nepokolebljiv u odnosu prema dru-
gima ve¢ postupci, motivi i moralna nacela moraju biti jasno vrednosno
odredeni. Negovanje sopstvenih talenata, kao i unapredenje tude srece, u
¢emu ni sebe ni druge necemo tretirati kao puka sredstva, onemogucava
bilo kakvu fanati¢nost ili doslednost nemoralnim principima koje bi neko
mogao smatrati moralno ispravnim. Nezavisno od toga kako bi se takvo
shvatanje integriteta moglo kritikovati, ono, kao $to vidimo, moze dopri-
neti savremenim debatama.

Pa ipak, izgleda da se neki, a mozda i mnogi autori ne bi slozili sa
glavnim tezama iznetim u ovom radu. Stavie, &ini se da je medu inter-
pretatorima prisutan, pa ¢ak i dominantan stav da se ne moze plauzibilno
govoriti o Kantovom shvatanju integriteta buduci da on relativno malo
paznje posvecuje vrlini i karakteru:

10 Vid., na primer, McFall 1987.
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Jedna znacajna i uticajna linija argumentacije, koju je prvo razvio Ber-
nard Vilijams, nastoji da pokaze da odredene morane teorije ne uzimaju do-
voljno u obzir integritet moralnih delatnika. (Vid. Williams 1973 & 1981.)
Ovo je postao znacajan tip kritike modernih moranih teorija. (Vid., na pri-
mer, Scheffler 1993 i Lomasky 1987.) Moderne moralne teorije, ¢iji su naj-
prominentniji predstavnici utilitarizam i kantovska moralna teorija, ne bave
se direktno vrlinom i karakterom. Umesto toga, one se primarno bave opi-
som moralno ispravnog postupka. (Cox, La Caze i Levine 2021, gl. 8)

Na jednom mestu Vilijams o tome tvrdi sledece:

Jednom kada razmislimo o tome $ta podrazumeva posedovanje ka-
raktera, moZemo videti da to §to Kantovci izostavljaju karakter predstavlja
uslov njihovog krajnjeg insistiranja na zahtevima nepristrasne moralnosti, a
to je i razlog iz kog je njihovo objasnjenje individue neadekvatno (Williams
1981, 14).

Stav da se Kantu ne moze pripisati nikakvo, pa ¢ak ni implicitno shvata-
nje integritata, ¢ini se, pociva na dve pretpostavke. Prema prvoj, pojam
moranog integriteta podrazumeva odredeno shvatanje karaktera.!’ Prema
drugoj, Kant u svojoj etici ne pridaje odgovarajuci znacaj karakteru. Dok
je prva pretpostavka nesumnjivo ispravna, druga je ocigledno pogresna.
Karakter je za Kanta relevantan, i kada je re¢ o moralnoj motivaciji, i kada
je re¢ o pojmu covestva (koji ima sredis$nji znacaj u jednoj od formulacija
kategorickog imperativa). Povrh toga, vrlina predstavlja znacajan faktor
u opisu moralnih delatnika jer, osim samog postupka (koji mora biti u
skladu s duznos¢u) i motivacije moralnog delatnika (koji treba da postupa
motivisan samom duzno$¢u odnosno postovanjem prema zakonu), mora
postojati nesto Sto ¢e delatniku dati snagu da se suprotstavi sklonostima
koje ga mogu odvu¢i na suprotnu stranu. U tom smislu, druga pretpostav-
ka Kantovih kriti¢ara je pogresna, a utoliko i njihova kritika Kanta.

Mada neki autori, kao $to su Barbara Herman i Hening Jensen (Her-
man 1983/1993, Jensen 1989), Kanta brane od kriticara kao sto je Vili-
jams, oni nedovoljno isticu da je nacin na koji Kant shvata vrlinu i mesto
koje joj daje klju¢ni za odbranu i od kritike da u njegovoj etici nema mesta
za razmatranje karaktera i integriteta. Rasprava izmedu onih koji (poput
Vilijamsa) kritikuju Kanta i onih koji ga brane (kao $to to ¢ine Herman
i Jensen) tice se pitanja da li su za Kanta postupci iz duznosti motivisani
emocijama ponekad preferabilniji od postupaka koji su motivisani isklju-
¢ivo postovanjem zakona (kao $to tvrde Herman i Jensen) ili to nikada

11  Hening Jensen, na primer, govoreci o Vilijamsovoj kritici, sugerise da: ,Bernard Vili-
jams [...] tvrdi da je to $to Kant preferira [postupke ucinjene iz duznosti u odnosu na
postupke ucinjene iz motiva kao $to su ljubav ili saose¢anje] dokaz da odbacuje licne
aspekte moralne reakcije, kao i ulogu integriteta”. (Jensen 1993, 193)



178 | Monika Jovanovi¢, Andrija So¢

nije slucaj (tu tezu zastupa Vilijams i na osnovu nje kritikuje Kanta). Oni
pokusavaju da pokazu da kod Kanta ima mesta za eticka razmatranja koja
se ticu karaktera, ali ne uzimaju u obzir klju¢nu ulogu koju u opisu moral-
nog delatnika igra Kantovo shvatanje vrline i njegovo implicitno shvatanje
integriteta.

Zakljucak

U ovom radu cilj nam je bio da osvetlimo i medusobno povezemo
Kantove teze o vrlini koje on iznosi u svojoj Metafizici morala. Vode(i se
Kantovim tekstom, akcenat smo stavili, s jedne strane, na odnos vrline i
sklonosti, a sa druge, na odnos vrline i duznosti. Tvrdili smo da pojmu vr-
line, kako je Kant shvata, odgovara savremeni pojam moralnog integriteta
i nastojali da pokazemo da njegovo implicitno shvatanje integriteta moze
parirati nekim danasnjim shvatanjima.

Shvatanje integriteta koje se moze is¢itati iz Kantovog teksta, ¢ak i u
nerazvijenoj i implicitnoj formi, ima inherentne prednosti u odnosu na
danas prominentna shvatanja, i to zahvaljujuci svojoj (1) obuhvatnosti,
(2) vrednosnom karakteru i (3) sadrzajnosti. Zahvaljujudi tim odlikama,
ono moze da odgovori na pitanje kako objasniti sluc¢ajeve u kojima se od-
govaraju¢im subjektima pripisuje integritet iako im se ne moze pripisati
moralnost.

Kantovo shvatanje je obuhvatno: ono se podjednako ti¢e unutrasnje
(individualne) i spoljasnje (drustvene) strane ljudske moralnosti. Ono je,
$taviSe, obuhvatno i na drugi nacin: vrlina je, za Kanta, neka vrsta mo-
ralne ¢vrstine, to jest vernosti moralu (pozitivna teza), ali i sposobnost
odupiranja patoloskim sklonostima (negativna teza). Ako vrlinu shvatimo
kao integritet, Kantovo implicitno shvatanje integriteta teSko da moze biti
vrednosno neutralno (bar ako vrlinu ne shvatimo kao vestinu, $to retko
ko ¢ini).!? Sadrzajnost Kantovog stanovista ogleda se u njegovom ucenju
o duznostima vrline. Pomalo paradoksalno, s obzirom na njegovu kritiku
sadrzinskih etika,!?* Kant ovde insistira na konkretnim svrhama i vredno-
stima kao $to su samousavrsavanje i sreca drugih ljudi.

Za razliku od nekih shvatanja koja smo pominjali, Kantovo implicit-
no shvatanje integriteta je sasvim na liniji leksickih odredenja tog pojma.
Tako, na primer, ako pogledamo American Heritage, vide¢emo da se in-
tegritet na prvom mestu definiSe kao ,,nepokolebljivo sledenje striktnog
moralnog ili etickog kodeksa”, dok se u Meriam-Vebster-u, sli¢no, integri-

12 Vid, na primer, Merritt 2018.
13 Osnov za tu kritiku mozemo videti, na primer, u: Kant 1996a, 4: 390.
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tet odreduje kao ,,¢vrsto pridrzavanje kodeksa prevashodno moralnih ili
umetnickih vrednosti”.

Postoji nekoliko razloga da Kantovo shvatanje vrline razumemo kao
deo jezgra njegove etike. Osim toga §to za to nalazimo tekstualno pot-
krepljenje u ,,Uenju o vrlini’, takav pristup nam omogucava da Kanta
odbranimo od kriti¢ara koji tvrde da je njegova etika suvie apstraktna i
formalisti¢ka.!* Drugo, on nam omogucava da Kantovu etiku posmatramo
kao danas relevantnu onako kako se obi¢no ne ¢ini. Treée, kada osvetlimo
mesto vrline (odnosno integriteta) u Kantovoj etici, mo¢i ¢emo bolje da
razumemo razli¢ite implikacije Kantovih stavova u etici i da, u krajnjoj li-
niji, bolje sagledamo u kakvoj je vezi Kantovo shvatanje morala i moralnih
delatnika sa drugim aspektima njegovog sistema, kao $to su, na primer,
religija, politika'®, umetnost i istorija.
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Virtue and Integrity in Kant’s Ethics

Summary: Our goal in this paper is to shed light on and elaborate upon the con-
nections between Kant’s theses on virtue, which he discusses in his Metaphysics
of Morals. Leaning on Kant’s text, we will focus on the relation between virtue
and inclination, and the relation between virtue and duty. We will claim that the
concept of virtue, as viewed by Kant, corresponds to the contemporary concept of
moral integrity, and we will attempt to show that Kant’s implicit view on integrity
can rival some of today’s views.

Keywords: Kant, virtue, inclination, duty, integrity
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Stefan Miéi¢*

SENTIMENTALISTICKO SHVATANJE VRLINE:
HJUM, HACESON, SLOT

Apstrakt: Cilj ovoga rada je da se ispita kako shvataju vrlinu oni koje smatramo
paradigmatskim predstavnicima sentimentalizma u filozofiji morala. Sentimen-
talizam je pravac koji u centar istraZivanja morala stavlja posebnu vrstu osecanja
koja proisti¢u iz onoga §to su njegovi predstavnici nazivali moralnim ¢ulima. U
ovom radu bavi¢emo se Dejvidom Hjumom, Fransisom Hadesonom i Majklom
Slotom da bismo ukazali na najvaznija obelezja moralnog sentimentalizma i da
bismo ispitali da li i na koji na¢in emocije mogu da budu konstitutivne u izgrad-
nji normativne teorije.

Klju¢ne reci: moralni sentimentalizam, vrlina, empatija, moralno ¢ulo, Hjum,
Haceson, Slot

U filozofiji morala sentimentalizam se povezuje prvenstveno sa bri-
tanskim moralistima 18. veka, a kao teorijski pravac u savremenim raspra-
vama zauzima malo ili gotovo nikakvo mesto. Ipak, ideje sentimentalizma
se — vise ili manje implicitno - javljaju i kod savremenih autora. U raspra-
vama o moralnom sentimentalizmu ili teoriji moralnih ¢ula, kako se taj
pravac jo$ i naziva, danas se raspravlja o etici vrline, u nekim verzijama o
»etici brige”, ili se one prosto beleze kao deo pregleda istorije etike.

Upravo zbog svega toga, poce¢emo od ispitivanja $ta se u etici podra-
zumeva pod sentimentalizmom.

Etimologija reci ,sentimentalizam” (lat. sentimentum) upucuje da je
re¢ o pravcu koji u sredi$te moralnog delanja i moralne motivacije stav-
lja osecanja (emocije). U potrazi za normativhom teorijom - principima
koji konstituisu moralna nacela — sentimentalisti kre¢u empirijski, to jest
empirijski istrazuju $ta ljude navodi da prihvataju moralne norme koje
prihvataju. Sentimentalisti time na neki nacin pocinju tamo gde su raci-

*  Filozofski fakultet Univerziteta u Beogradu, stefan.micic@f.bg.ac.rs.
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onalisti stali. Naime, racionalisti¢ki filozofi prvo konstruiSu normativne
teorije koje imaju svoje razumsko poreklo, pa tek onda ispituju kako se
u obi¢nom ljudskom zivotu delatnici podvrgavaju autoritetu moralnih
nacela koja prihvataju. Za sentimentaliste, pak, norme su izrazi moralnih
osecanja, §to ne znaci da sentimentalisti ,,operiSu” na ¢isto deskriptivnom
nivou:

Nacin razvoja nase moralne psihologije nikada ne bi mogao da, sam po
sebi, opravda nase moralne obaveze. Verovati u suprotno znaci brkati em-
pirijsko objasnjenje porekla obaveznosti koju nam vrednosti namec¢u sa de-
monstracijom istinskog normativnog autoriteta... Ipak, kada prihvatimo sen-
timentalisticko objasnjenje nase psihologije morala — ono koje nase moralne
obaveze vidi kao refleksivne izdanke bazi¢nih ljudskih emocija koje svi mi iz
sveg srca odobravamo - predstavlja nam se distinktivno sentimentalisticki
metod normativnog opravdanja te obaveznosti (Frazer 2010, 8).

Kao $to smo vec naveli, taj pravac se, istorijski, najvise povezuje sa bri-
tanskim filozofima prosvetiteljstva — Erlom od Saftsberija (Anthony As-
hley Cooper, Third Earl of Shaftesbury), Fransisom Hacesonom (Fran-
ces Hutcheson), Dejvidom Hjumom (David Hume) i Adamom Smitom
(Adam Smith). Nage istrazivanje ¢e se fokusirati na tri predstavnika senti-
mentalizma - Fransisa Hacesona, Dejvida Hjuma i Majkla Slota (Michael
Slote).

Koji je kriterijum presudio da izaberemo ta tri autora? Majkl Slot
je svakako najpoznatiji i najuticajniji savremeni predstavnik moralnog
sentimentalizma; Dejvid Hjum je najpoznatiji i najuticajniji predstavnik
moralnog sentimentalizma koji nije ograni¢en odrednicama vremenskog
razdoblja u kome je Ziveo i stvarao; Fransis Haceson je, pak, autor koji
nije mnogo poznat $iroj ¢italackoj publici, ali su njegove ideje imale veliki
uticaj i na Hjuma i na Slota, a time i na ukupan pravac razvoja moralnog
sentimentalizma.

Iako se sentimentalizam najviSe povezuje sa Dejvidom Hjumom, on
nije zacetnik toga pravca, ali jeste najpoznatiji. Njegovo filozofsko zave-
$tanje u pogledu moralnog sentimentalizma ogleda se, izmedu ostalog, u
tome $to je napravio otklon, za razliku od svojih prethodnika, od teolos-
kih osnova sentimentalizma - iako je teoloska tradicija 17. i 18. veka na
njega snazno uticala (up. Burton 1848, 114). To se najbolje vidi u tezi da
sve §to je prirodno jeste normativno jer je prirodno ono §to Bog hoce da
radimo (up. Lind 1993, 136). Uticajni anglikanski biskup i autor 17. veka
Dzozef Batler (Joseph Butler) je, primera radi, smatrao:

[A]ko prava Priroda bilo kog stvorenja (to jest, ono $to je stvarno pri-
rodno tom stvorenju) vodi to stvorenje i prilagodena je samo odredenim svr-
hama viSe nego bilo ¢emu drugome, onda je to razlog da se veruje da je krea-
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tor te Prirode nju namenio samo za te svrhe (Butler 1749, sec. 211). Hjum je
pokusavao da de-teologizuje prirodno, to jest, Zeleo je da sa¢uva normativnu
snagu prirodnog, ali time $to ¢e to da uradi bez Boga (Lind 1993, 136).

Kada je re¢ o Hjumu i njegovom shvatanju prirode normativnosti,
treba imati u vidu sledece:

1. Verovanja ne mogu da nas navedu na delanje.

2. Vrednosni sudovi ne mogu se ispravno izvesti iz ¢isto ¢injenickih
propozicija.

3. Moralni sudovi su samo izrazi osecanja i nemaju istinosnu vred-
nost (Cohon 2008, 2).

Cuvena je Hjumova teza da ,,razum jeste i treba da bude samo rob strasti-
ma, i nikada ne moze pretendovati na bilo koju drugu ulogu osim da im
se pokorava i sluzi” (Hume 2011, 306). Filipa Fut smatra da je Hjum poku-
$avao da ,identifikuje postupak ili kvalitet kao vrle u kontekstu posebnog
osecanja” (Foot 1978, 76). U svojoj filozofiji morala, Hjum, kao i mnogi
drugi autori, polazi od opstijeg pogleda na ljudsku prirodu i ljudsko zna-
nje. On smatra da je ljudski um prepun utisaka i ideja, a da je svaka ideja
kopija nekog utiska; afekcije ili strasti (tj. emocije, ose¢anja) jesu utisci i
neposredno su dostupni svesti (up. Ceki¢ 2013, 115; Cohon 2008, 4).

Kada govori o moralnosti, Hjum krec¢e od ,opsteg pogleda” (Hume
2009, 581). ,,Opsti pogled” na moralne sudove gleda kao na proizvod ose-
¢anja koja nas navode da odobravamo ili ne odobravamo neki postupak.
Nakon toga, a na osnovu toga, dolazimo do procene karaktera neke osobe.
Kada procenjujemo karakter neke osobe, to ¢inimo iz perspektive ,,prvog
lica”, a na osnovu osecanja koja su u nama izazvana. Kod Hjuma je karak-
teristicno to $to mi moralnu procenu dajemo na osnovu ocekivanja koje
¢e emocije u nama ta osoba izazvati. Na koji na¢in? Hjum polazi od dobro
poznate ¢injenice da se svi ljudi nalaze u nekom odnosu, koji on naziva
»uzim krugom” (Hume 2009, 602), u koji spadaju porodica, prijatelji, ko-
méije. Sud o osobi mi dajemo na osnovu emocija koje ta osoba u nama
izaziva, kao $to smo ve¢ naveli. Dalje, mi sud o osobi dajemo na osnovu
njenog karaktera i osecanja koja se obi¢no povezuju s tim karakternim
crtama, svrstavajuci ih u odnosu na ocekivani efekat u odredenoj situaciji,
pre nego na osnovu stvarnih posledica. Hjum to naziva ,opstim pravili-
ma” (Hume 2009, 585).

Tom tezom Hjum pokusava da obezbedi opstost moralnih sudova.
Ideja koja stoji u osnovi jeste da su ljudi koji imaju hvale vredne kvalite-
te — ponosni $to te kvalitete imaju, dok ljudi kojima ti kvaliteti nedostaju
osecaju stid zbog toga. Hjum dakle smatra da su karakterne crte sposobne
da stvore moralne sentimente koje karakterisemo kao vrle ili lo$e, zavisno
od toga da li proizvode zadovoljstvo ili ne.



184 | Stefan Mici¢

Kada je re¢ o karakteru, Hjum smatra da je o njemu moguce govoriti
na dva nacina: u uzem smislu, s obzirom na konkretne karakterne crte
(kao $to su hrabrost, postenje itd.), dok u $irem smislu Hjum o karakteru
govori kao o skupu karakteristika koje pojedinac poseduje (Hume 2009,
575). Jasno je, pritom: kada govori o vrlinama, on govori o odredenim
karakternim crtama za koje kaze da su ,trajni principi uma” (Hume 2009,
575). Prema Hjumovom shvatanju, za filozofiju morala je najvaznije da su
nasa dela indikativna trajnim kvalitetima uma da bi osoba mogla da za
njih bude odgovorna (Russell 2013, 96).

Dejvid Hjum dalje naglasava da niko ne bi mogao ozbiljno da postavi
pitanje da li viSe Zelimo da se nama ili ljudima koji nas okruzuju dive ili da
nas mrze (Hume 2006, 280). Prirodno je da Zelimo da pove¢amo osecanje
zadovoljstva a smanjimo stid, te ¢emo teziti da negujemo vrline a izbega-
vamo poroke. Vidimo, dakle, da je za Hjuma moralna osoba ona osoba
koja dela u skladu sa prirodnom inklinacijom da se ponasa moralno.

Moglo bi da se postavi pitanje $ta se deSava kada osobi nedostaje
motivacija za moralnost i kada je ta osoba toga nedostatka svesna. I sam
Hjum je bio svestan moguc¢nosti takvog prigovora. U tom slucaju, kaze
on, osoba moze da bude vodena duzno$¢u da neko delo izvrsi, bez motiva
(Hume 2009, 479). Da bi mogao da objasni taj nedostatak motivacije kod
delatnika, Hjumu je bilo potrebno da uvede pojam ,vestackih vrlina”. Pri-
mera radi, pravda je vestacka vrlina i samo osec¢anje duznosti jeste motivi-
$uce za odredeno delanje u skladu sa tom vrlinom. Moralna obaveza pre-
ma pravdi stvara se u odnosu na osecanje odobravanja ili neodobravanja
u odnosu na pravdu, to jest u odnosu na nepravdu. Ovde bi trebalo biti na
oprezu. Naime, Hjum smatra da osecanje odobravanja samo po sebi nije
direktan pokretac za delanje jer, kako dalje navodi, ono je samo motiv, a
ne i ,spoljasnja izvedba” (Hume 2009, 478).

Hjum, dakle, vrline deli na prirodne i vestacke. Vestacke vrline su
stvar konvencije i odnose se prvenstveno na imovinu i obecanja, ¢ime se
uspostavljaju osnovna pravila i isti¢e obaveznost pravde (Russell 2013, 98).

Jedina razlika izmedu prirodne vrline i pravednosti lezi u tome $to se
dobro koje proizlazi iz prvog, javlja iz svakog pojedina¢nog dela, i objekat je
neke prirodne strasti, dok bi neko pravedno delo, posmatrano samo po sebi,
¢esto moglo biti u suprotnosti sa javnim dobrom (Russell 2013, 100).

Prema Hjumovom misljenju, i kada je re¢ o nedostatku neposredne
motivacije da se postupa na odredeni nacin, naposletku se postupanje i u
takvim slucajevima oslanja na osecanje slaganja ili korisnosti. On smatra
da je li¢ni interes osnovni interes koji nas navodi da ucestvujemo u ,,sis-
temu pravde”. Naime, pravednost, kao vestacka vrlina, postoji u ,,sistemu
pravde”. Da bi taj sistem mogao da funkcionise, potrebna je spona izmedu
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pravednih dela pojedinca i sistema, a ta spona je simpatija. Simpatija je
osecanje zahvaljuju¢i kome Zelimo da ocuvamo taj sistem i zbog cega
osudujemo sva dela koja uru$avaju njegovo funkcionisanje (Hume 2009,
500). Za Hjuma,

[Imati osecaj za vrlinu nije nista drugo do osecanje zadovoljstva po-
sebne vrste, koje proistice iz kontemplacije karaktera. Samo ose¢anje proi-
zvodi nagu pohvalu ili divljenje. Ne idemo dalje, niti dalje istrazujemo uzrok
toga zadovoljstva. Mi ne zaklju¢ujemo da je karakter vrl jer stvara zadovolj-
stvo, ve¢ u osecanju zadovoljstva posle odredenog postupanja mi posledi¢no
ose¢amo da je vrl (Shaw 1993, 45).

Hjum ovde Zzeli da naglasi da ne moramo da ulazimo u mehanizme ljud-
ske prirode koji nas navode da se ose¢camo kako se ose¢camo povodom
odredenog postupka. Dovoljno je da (odnosno to §to) to ose¢anje imamo.

Savremeni zastupnici sentimentalizma empatiju stavljaju u centar
svojih istrazivanja, smatraju¢i da ona koja konstituie moralno odobra-
vanje ili neodobravanje. Prema re¢cima Majkla Slota, empatija je posebno
moralno ¢ulo, o kome je govorio ve¢ Haceson (up. Slote 2007; Slote 2010).
Ako se Slot, jedan od najpoznatijih zastupnika sentimentalizma danasnji-
ce, poziva na definiciju empatije iz 18. veka, nasa je obaveza da ispitamo
$ta je Fransis Haceson pod tim pojmom podrazumevao.

Haceson u sustini Zeli da pokaze na koji nacin se dolazi do moralnog
odobravanja koje se oslanja na nesebice afekcije. Njegov pogled na ¢oveka
ne polazi iz perspektive korisnosti, nema voluntaristicki karakter u bilo
kom obliku niti umski odredene principe. Njegovo uverenje se oslanja na
ono $to on shvata kao ¢injenicu o ljudskoj prirodi: imamo moralno ¢ulo
koje direktno objasnjava osecanje odobravanja. Za Hacesona moralno
¢ulo je - za refleksivne akte odobravanja — najverovatnija

Hipoteza za obja$njenje moralnog iskustva, i zadaje sebi mnogo muke
da ga opravda, pomocu svakakvih analogija, na osnovu celokupne ljudske
nastrojenosti. Ali kolebanje i protivre¢nost njegovog nacina izrazavanja, koje
izgleda da je protiv jedva izabrane oznake ‘¢ulo’ odmah ponovo primoran
da protestuje, primetno ukazuje na te$koc¢u koja se nalazi u samoj stvari: da
se ta¢nije odredi sustina i nac¢in delovanja ove sposobnosti koja se nalazi na
sredini izmedu osec¢anja i uma (Jodl 1963: 203).

Fransis Haceson prepoznaje znacaj li¢nog interesa u izborima koji nas
usmeravaju u vodenju Zivota u skladu sa vrlinom. Vrli Zivot dovodi do do-
bra za delatnika ali, prema Hacesonu, tu se ne iscrpljuje zasto bi trebalo da
budemo vrli. Naime, osim dobra za samog delatnika, postoji i intrinzi¢na
moralna obaveza da postupamo u skladu sa vrlinom. Moralno ¢ulo nas
intrinzi¢no obavezuje na moralnost. Na koji na¢in?
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Haceson kaze:

Ako pod obavezom podrazumevamo motiv iz interesa, dovoljan da
odredi sve one koji ga razmatraju, i koji mudro idu ka svojoj koristi putem
odredenog delanja, mi mozemo da imamo ¢ulo takve obaveze time $to vrsi-
mo refleksiju o toj determinaciji nae prirode da odobri vrlinu, da budemo
zadovoljni i sre¢ni kada vr$imo refleksiju o tome da smo ucinili vrlo delo,
a da, kada se ne ose¢amo lagodno, jesmo svesni da smo udinili suprotno i,
takode, koliko vi$e cenimo sre¢u vrline u odnosu na bilo koje drugo uzivanje
(Hutcheson 2008: 178).

Vidimo da Haceson razlikuje dva smisla u kojima smo obavezani da
budemo benevolentni. S jedne strane, benevolenciju odobravamo nezavi-
sno od interesa, dok, s druge strane, benevolenciju odobravamo na osno-
vu interesa. Savremeni interpretator Hacesona Majkl ValSots (Michaels
Walschots) tu drugu vrstu (iz interesa) dalje ras¢lanjuje na dve podvrste:

1. benevolencija omoguc¢uje da dozivimo posebnu vrstu ‘prateceg’ za-
dovoljstva kada delamo - zadovoljstva moralnog ¢ula, i 2. benevolencija je
najpouzdaniji nacin da se donese prirodno dobro ili zadovoljstvo, kako sebi
tako i drugima (Walschots 2022).

Vidimo da Haceson odbacuje primat uma zarad moralnog ¢ula. MoZemo
zato reci da, za Hacesona, mesto uma u moralu od konstitutivnog postaje
regulativno. Uloga uma je da koordinira i rasporeduje nase ¢ulne utiske i
osecajne afekcije (up. Hutcheson 2014, poglavlje 2, paragraf V).

Sada treba pogledati $ta je vrlina za savremenog sentimentalistu. Re-
¢ima Majkla Slota, ,vrlina je briznost”. Slot dalje ukazuje na direktnu vezu
izmedu vrline i empatije, pojma koji zauzima centralno mesto u njegovom
izlaganju ideje moralnog sentimentalizma.

1. Moralna vrlina... je svojstvo pojedinaca ili njihovih stavova ili de-
lanja, koje mi shvatamo putem empatije kao osecaj topline.

2. Jedino svojstvo koje putem empatije moze da se primeti kao topli-
na jeste toplina briznosti.

3. Dakle, moralna vrlina sastoji se od pruzanja tople briznosti (Kaup-
pinen 2017: 871).

Za Majkla Slota se, dakle, vrlina sastoji u spoljnom pokazivanju odrede-
nog svojstva karaktera, koju pojedinac poseduje. To svojstvo se oslanja na
empatiju, ali se manifestuje toplinom u medusobnom odnosu. Iz toga mo-
zemo da zaklju¢imo da je za Slota nuzan (ostaje nejasno da li je i dovoljan)
uslov moralnosti osecanje empatije koje mora da bude vidljivo i drugim
delatnicima.

Osvrnimo se ukratko na to $ta normativne teorije uzimaju za pred-
met moralne ocene:
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[U] uobi¢ajenom (ne-tehni¢kom) smislu podrazumeva se da predmet
moralne (pr)ocene, gledano kroz istoriju eti¢kih teorija, nesumnjivo ¢ine: 1)
karakter (sacinjen od specifi¢nih osobina - ‘vrlina’) i nacin zivota moralnog
delatnika, 2) postupci (radnje), i 3) posledice postupaka (Ceki¢ 2023).

Slot, kao eti¢ar vrline u Sirem smislu, a sentimentalista u uzem, kao osnov-
ni kriterijum moralnosti vidi karakternu crtu empatiju, uz dodatak da ta
karakterna crta treba da bude jasno vidljiva i drugima.

Pobornici moralnog sentimentalizma analiziraju na koji nacin funkci-
oniSe empatija u stvaranju moralnog odobravanja ili neodobravanja. Kada
analiziramo tezu da je empatija moralno ¢ulo, $ta ona zapravo sadrzi?
Zastupnici te teze Zele da kazu da putem empatije saznajemo toplinu (ili
nedostatak topline) delatnikovih motiva. Dalje, moralna dobrota ili vrlina
znaci da delatnik bude toplog srca (warm-hearted person). Nasuprot tome,
zloba se sastoji od toga da smo indiferentni prema drugima ili, re¢ima
sentimentalista, da smo hladnog srca (cold-hearted) u odnosu sa drugim
ljudima. Naposletku, mozemo da zaklju¢imo da putem empatije saznamo
vrlinu ili (karakterne) mane drugih.

Majkl Slot smatra da je jedini ,nacin na koji mozemo da pokazemo
kako referisanje moralnih pojmova kao $to je ‘moralno dobro’ ili ‘isprav-
no jeste fiksirano, taj da mozemo reci da je apriori jasno da moralno do-
bro (ili ispravno) jeste bilo koje osecanje ili toplina usmerena ka delatni-
cima i ispostavljena mehanizmima empatije koja ih je uzrokovala” (Slote
2010, 61). Slot tvrdi da empati¢na osecanja fiksiraju referenciju moralnih
pojmova, §to, kada je re¢ o ,moralnom dobru’, to znaci da se tvrdi ,,stvar
koja izaziva toplinu i empati¢na osecanja prema delatnicima” (Kauppinen
2017, 869). Moralni sentimentalisti u centar moralnog procenjivanja stav-
ljaju ,,direktnu brigu za druge ljude, za ono $to bismo mogli da nazovemo
prirodnom vrlinom briznosti. Ako empatija uti¢e na ljude da se suzdrze
od nanos$enja bola ili ubijanja (ili da to dozvole), onda mnogima sa razvi-
jenom empatijom u vecini slu¢ajeva nisu potrebni moralni principi da im
kazu da je pogresno ubiti” (Slote 2010, 94). Kao $to mozemo videti, Slot (u
knjizi Moralni sentimentalizam) pokusava da uspostavi kriterijum isprav-
nosti postupanja koje moralnost izvodi iz toga da se jasno vidi da postu-
pak u sebi sadrzi empatiju ili empati¢nu brigu za druge. U suprotnom,
nedostatak vidljive empatije znaci da je postupak nemoralan.

Anti Kaupinen (Antti Kauppinen), autor koji se bavio moralnim sen-
timentalizmom, naveo je i nekoliko primedbi koje bi mogle da se upute
~empati¢cnom odobravanju”:

a) Moguce je da odobravamo / ne odobravamo nesto bez verovanja
da je to moralno dobro / lose ili pogresno.
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b) Moralno odobravanje je stav sa intencionalnim sadrzajem - uklju-
¢uje razumevanje nekog H kao dobro ili lose (ili, moguce, na neki
povezani ne-konceptualni nacin).

c) Postoji razlika u midljenju da je nesto dobro i da je nesto ispravno
(da moze da bude dozvoljeno).

d) Ako mislite da je ne$to moralno ispravno ili pogresno, nije vas bri-
ga kako drugi ljudi na to reaguju.

e) Normalno, moralno neodobravanje necega motivise da se to izbe-
gava.

f) Barem neke forme moralnog neodobravanja zahtevaju odgovor
(Kauppinen 2017, 875).

Vrlina za moralne sentimentaliste, kao $to smo mogli da vidimo, znaci
delanje u skladu sa ose¢anjima koja imamo. Priroda normativnih principa
je takva da moraju da pretenduju na univerzalnost. Osim toga, moglo bi
se re¢i da moralni principi imaju prinudni karakter: sasvim je prirodno da
ako ne$to moralno odobravamo, zelimo da se i drugi slazu sa nasim (mo-
ralnim) odobravanjem toga (up. Blackburn 1998). Preferencije u pogledu,
na primer, ukusa sladoleda ne uti¢u na nasu ocenu karaktera osobe koja
ima ukus drugaciji od naseg. Ali, odnos delatnika prema laganju svakako
¢e biti bitan deo nase procene njegovog karaktera.

Jasno je da se ovde ne uspostavlja jasan kriterijum koji bi mogao da
se upotrebi u proceni i oceni moralnosti odredenog postupka, §to znaci da
se suo¢avamo sa nekoliko problema. Sta se desava kada delatnik prosto ne
oseca empatiju prema odredenom postupku ili, ¢ak, klasi postupaka? Po-
stoji moguc¢nost da neko zaista ne oseca emaptiju, pa se postavlja pitanje
da li treba da je indukujemo vestacki. Sta bi to, onda, ta¢no znacilo?

Setimo se da smo nesto sli¢cno mogli da vidimo ve¢ na primeru ve-
$tackih vrlina kod Hjuma. Indukovanje empatije bi unelo kognitivni ele-
ment u odlucivanje o delanju, $to bi znacilo da delatnik zna da je nesto
dobro i da bi trebalo da postupa u skladu s tim. Nije pritom jasno zasto
nam je uopste potrebna briznost prema nekom drugom da bismo postu-
pali moralno. Ako ve¢ u nekoj instanci znamo da je nesto ispravno, onda
se ¢ini redundantnim uvoditi empatiju kao nesto $to, ocigledno, nije nije
definiguc¢i kriterijum moralnosti.

Sve u svemu, ¢ini se da empatija moze da bude deo morala, ali ne i
osnov neke posebne normativne teorije. Ponekad se ¢ak ¢ini da je uloga
osecanja da samo olaksaju delatnikove izbore, niSta vise od toga. Ostaje,
dakle, da moralni sentimentalisti pokazu na koji nac¢in bi moralni sen-
timentalizam mogao da postane normativna teorija. Za sada se ¢ini da
argumenti u prilog tome nisu ubedljivi.
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Milica Smajevi¢ Rolji¢*

CONVERSATIONS WITH KANT:
ON THE RIGHT TO REVOLUTION

Abstract: It is often argued that Kant’s understanding of the right to revolution
is contradictory. On the one hand, he expresses enthusiasm for the French Revo-
lution and the ideas on which it rests, while on the other, he openly denies the
existence of a legal right to revolution. This paper aims to make Kant’s position
plausible by showing that he does not deny the right to revolution in all states,
but only in those that fulfill the purpose for which they were created, which is to
protect the rights and freedoms of all citizens.

Keywords: state, legal right, rebellion, reform, public use of reason, freedom,
state of nature.

Immanuel Kant is considered one of the greatest sympathizers of the
French Revolution (see: Beiser 1992:36), the father of liberalism and the
Enlightenment movement, a fighter for the autonomy of each individual,
and a philosopher who placed the problem of human freedom at the core
of his teaching. He openly writes about the enthusiasm that the French
Revolution generated among its observers, attributing it to the “moral pre-
disposition in the human race” (SF 7:85).! At the same time, Kant un-
equivocally and vehemently rejects the right to revolution in many of his
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1 The following abbreviations have been used: MS: Die Metaphysik der Sitten; RGV:
Die Religion innerhalb der Grenzen der bloffen Vernunft; SF: Der Streit der Fakultdten;
TP: Uber den Gemeinspruch: Das mag in der Theorie richtig sein, taugt aber nicht fiir
die Praxis; WA: Beantwortung der Frage: Was ist Aufklirung?; ZeF: Zum ewigen Frie-
den; Refl: Reflexionen. The numbers refer to volume and page in the Prussian Acad-
emy edition. Translations are from Immanuel Kant: Practical Philosophy. Ed. Mary J.
Gregor, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996., Immanuel Kant: Religion and
Rational Theology. Ed. Allen Wood, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996.,



192 | Milica Smajevi¢ Rolji¢

published works (see: MS 6:320, ZeF 8:381, TP 8:302). He condemns all
forms of rebellion?, even those directed against an unjust ruler who vio-
lates the rights of citizens (see: TP 8:300).

Kant’s views on revolution seem paradoxical and confusing to his
readers and scholars, who have been trying for decades to find a solution
that will make Kant’s position consistent. His contradictory claims have
raised and continue to raise a number of questions, such as: “If revolu-
tion is always wrong, how can the spectators of the French Revolution,
including Kant himself, justify this feeling of enthusiasm?” (Surprenant
2005:151); “How are we to reconcile Kant’s denial of the right to resist the
sovereign with what appears to be an endorsement of the French Revolu-
tion in his essay “The Conflict of the Faculties’?” (Zreik 2018:197); How
can the human right to freedom, which Kant believed belonged to every
human being (see: MS 6:238), be reconciled with the denial of the right to
resist an unjust sovereign?

Various attempts have been made by Kant scholars to resolve these
contradictions, but no consensus has yet been reached. Some authors sug-
gest that Kant betrayed the basic principles of his practical philosophy and
that the condemnation of the revolution in his published works was out
of fear of Prussian censorship (see: Maliks 2014:113, Beiser 1992:52-53),
while others have tried to reconstruct “what they take to be a more con-
sistent Kantian view, where his basic principles would support a right of
resistance” (Maliks 2014:113). Understanding his position is made even
more challenging by the fact that Kant did not write a systematic and
comprehensive work on revolution, and that his views were presented in
several books and articles published at different times.

This text seeks to make Kant’s position plausible by arguing that he
believed there was no right to revolution as long as the state fulfilled its

and Immanuel Kant: Notes on Metaphysics. Ed. Paul Guyer, Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2005.

2 In Metaphysics of Morals, Kant mentions various types of civil disobedience, such as
resistance, rebellion, and revolution (MS 6:320), but he never explains the difference
between these terms. Peter Nicholson believes that the terms used by Kant can be
roughly divided into three categories. The term “resistance” has the widest scope and
refers to civil disobedience in the broadest sense; “rebellion” has a narrower mean-
ing and presumably refers to armed resistance by which the sovereign is forced to
act in a certain way or to abdicate power; and “revolution” refers to a special kind of
rebellion and has the narrowest meaning of these three terms (Nicholson 1976:215).
Although Nicholson’s terminological explanations may be correct and useful in some
cases, reading Kant’s text reveals that he did not attempt to make precise distinctions
between these terms, especially not between “rebellion” and “revolution” which he
uses interchangeably (Nicholson 1976:216). Therefore, all of the above-mentioned
terms will be treated as synonyms in this paper.
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purpose: the preservation of the rights and freedoms of its citizens. How-
ever, if the state does not perform its primary function, it resembles the
state of nature, and citizens have no duty to respect it, but rather to fight
for a new civil society by all available means, even violent. In this way, we
will show that Kant’s understanding of revolution is inconsistent only at
first glance, until we become acquainted with his political philosophy. In
the first part of the paper, we will see on what grounds Kant rejected the
right to revolt (even against imperfect rulers), as well as why he believed
that returning to the state of nature is always worse than respecting the
current government. The second part emphasizes the importance of the
public use of reason and reform in Kant’s political philosophy. According
to Kant, as long as these elements are present in the state, the government
should be obeyed because there is a possibility of changing and improv-
ing existing laws that citizens consider unjust. In the third part of the text,
we will quote passages from Kant’s works to show that he believed that
in cases when the government does not respect basic human rights and
freedoms, it loses legitimacy and the people have the right to revolt. In
this way, we will show how, relying primarily on Kant’s own words, his
understanding of the revolution can be made plausible.

Is there a (legal) right to revolution?

Suppose we live in a state where the government is corrupt and the
sovereign is unjust.> More and more citizens are dissatisfied with the rul-
ing regime and plan to organize a rebellion against it. Let us also imagine
that Kant is one of our fellow citizens, and several of our compatriots ask
him to join in organizing the revolution. Kant’s answer would probably be
the following:

“Any resistance to the supreme legislative power, any incitement to have
the subjects’ dissatisfaction become active, any insurrection that breaks out
in rebellion, is the highest and most punishable crime within a commonwe-
alth, because it destroys its foundation. And this prohibition is unconditio-
nal, so that even if that power or its agent, the head of state, has gone so far
as to violate the original contract and has thereby, according to the subjects’
concept, forfeited the right to be legislator inasmuch as he has empowered
the government to proceed quite violently (tyrannically), a subject is still not
permitted any resistance by way of counteracting force” (TP 8:300).

3 This assumption raises old dilemmas. Even the Roman philosopher Seneca, in his
treatise On Leisure (De Otio), argued that a wise man should not participate in any
government that is corrupt (see: Pleca & Nisavi¢ 2022).
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Kant would, therefore, unequivocally refuse to join the revolution and
would reject any possibility of a legal right to resist the ruler. His argu-
ment is based on the claim that positive legislation cannot contain a law
that would allow its destruction (see: MS 6:321). The constitution can-
not contain any article that allows resistance to the sovereign, because if
any opposition to absolute and supreme power were allowed, that power
would be neither absolute nor supreme, which would create contradic-
tions. Therefore, no legal institution based on the principles that lead to its
dissolution is possible (see: MS 6:372). Revolution denies established laws
and implies a return to the state of nature, which is why positive legisla-
tion unequivocally condemns it. Beck argues that we should not be sur-
prised by Kant’s argument, as is it clear, obvious, and simple. “Revolution
abrogates positive law; therefore, positive law and its system condemn
revolution” (Beck 1971:414). Hence, there is no legal right to rebel against
a legitimate government. The ban on raising a revolution is unconditional
and no exceptions are allowed.

Although we can agree with Beck that Kant’s legal argument is ob-
vious?, it is very likely that Kants fellow citizens would be dissatisfied
with the offered answer and insist on additional explanations. Even if they
agreed that the constitution could not contain a basis for its own abolition,
they would probably ask: “Isn’t even a return to the state of nature better
than living in an unjust society?”

To understand why Kant believed that a return to the state of nature
is inadmissible and that any government is better than a state of power-
lessness (see: TP 8:300), we must briefly recall the basic elements of his
political philosophy and explain the relationship between Kant’s under-
standing of justice and the state. Basic human rights cannot be guaranteed
in a hypothetical state of nature, which represents a state of powerlessness,
which is why it is necessary to abandon it and form an orderly civil so-
ciety.” By remaining in the state of nature, an individual cannot protect
their property and their rights, which in those circumstances are only pro-
visional (see: MS 6:257), because there is no contract “in which we recip-
rocally commit ourselves to guaranteeing each other’s rights” (Korsgaard

4 Inaddition to the provided legal argument against the right to revolution, Kant offers
at least two other arguments against the right to revolt in his works: the argument
based on publicity (see: ZeF 8:381) and the argument based on the principle of hap-
piness (see: ZEF 8:379). An analysis of these arguments exceeds the scope of this
paper.

5 According to Kant, the state of nature is just a hypothetical, transcendental idea,
which allows us to see the importance of the existence of social institutions, not a
historical state that once existed and in which people lived without the rule of law
and protection of their rights (see: Korsgaard 1997:303; Smajevi¢ 2020:208).
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1997:302). The state of nature is always a state of injustice, or at least “a
state devoid of justice (status iustitia vacuus), in which when rights are in
dispute (ius controversum), there is no judge competent to render a verdict
having rightful force” (MS 6:312). That is why Kant contended that each
individual has the right to “impel the other by force to leave this state and
enter into a rightful condition” (MS 6:312) in which institutions for a fair
trial and the realization of each individual’s personal freedom will be es-
tablished. A legal condition can only exist within political society.

The state and justice are inextricably linked because justice can only
exist in the state; the state is the source of justice. Citizens must obey the
state to which they belong. The duty to form a state, as well as the duty
not to resist the sovereign, is based on the need for a clear and solid legal
framework that ensures the freedom and autonomy of all citizens. From
all the above, we understand why Kant believed that maintaining the ex-
isting civil society (no matter how deficient it may be) was always better
than returning to the state of nature. By entering civil society, the peo-
ple unite under a general legislative will, embodied in government and
sovereign, which has the task of protecting the rights and freedoms of all
citizens. Even if the current government is corrupt and does not complete
its task in the best possible way, it is still better than a state of complete
anarchy and powerlessness with no legitimate judge to resolve ongoing
disputes. Korsgaard stresses that “the imperfections of the actual state of
affairs are no excuse for revolution - if they were, revolution would always
be in order” (Korsgaard 1997:319).

Reform instead of revolution?

After hearing Kant’s explanation, the fellow citizens who invited him
to join them in their rebellion against the current government would most
likely feel hopeless: even if they adopted Kant’s argument, they would still
believe that they live in an unjust society that restricts their freedom, vio-
lates their rights, and makes them unhappy. They would probably con-
clude that Kant believes that citizens never have the right to fight for a
more just and egalitarian society, and that the established laws, however
flawed, can never be changed by legal means.

However, this is by no means Kant’s view. His compatriots would be
surprised if Kant told them that every citizen “has complete freedom and
is even called upon to communicate to the public all his carefully exam-
ined and well-intentioned thoughts about what is erroneous” (WA 8:38)
and thereby incite changes in society. As Surprenant puts it: “Kant’s posi-
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tion is not that laws in a state are unable to be changed, but rather the
legitimate mechanism for change is internal, coming from the legisla-
tors themselves, not the citizens - at least not through the use of coercive
force. The method available for citizens to incite change in the policies
of the government is through non-coercive means, through speech and
writing for example” (Surprenant 2005:156). Although he does not justify
revolution, Kant believes that every individual that sees the unfairness of
the political system is called upon to speak about it publicly and thereby
contribute to the necessary changes.

To explain when and where citizens can publicly express their opin-
ion, Kant introduces a distinction between private and public use of rea-
son, where the former must be “narrowly restricted,” while the latter “must
always be free” (WA 8:37). “What I call the private use of reason is that
which one may make of it in a certain civil post or office with which he
is entrusted” (WA 8:37). Whether a teacher, professor, clergyman, or sol-
dier, every citizen is obliged to show obedience to the state and perform
their service as prescribed by law. While performing their duty, no citizen
may question the correctness of the orders received from the state. Kant
says “it would be ruinous if an officer, receiving an order from his supe-
riors, wanted while on duty to engage openly in subtle reasoning about
its appropriateness or utility; he must obey” (WA 8:37). Here again we
see Kant’s view that the state’s established legal system must be respected
without exception.

However, although no citizen has the right to refuse or question their
performance of official duties, every citizen, as a scholar, has not only the
right but also an obligation to “publicly expresses his thoughts about the
inappropriateness or even injustice” (WA 8:38) of state decrees. In Kant’s
words:

“A citizen must have, with the approval of the ruler himself, the authori-
zation to make known publicly his opinions about what it is in the ruler’s ar-
rangements that seems to him to be a wrong against the commonwealth. For,
to assume that the head of state could never err or be ignorant of something
would be to represent him as favored with divine inspiration and raised
above humanity. Thus, freedom of the pen is the sole palladium of the peo-
ple’s rights” (TP 8:304).

If the state encourages freedom of thought, speech, and writing, the re-
form of the existing system and the progress of society are highly prob-
able (see: MS 6:355). The sovereign, as a human being, is fallible and the
principles on which they act may be unjust and sometimes even cruel.
That is why every individual must have the right to draw attention to laws
and principles that they consider incorrect, which should compel the sov-
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ereign to implement reforms and amend existing laws. The reform cannot
be carried out by anyone other than the holder of the legislative power,
because it is the only legitimate way to achieve a just socio-political sys-
tem (see: MS 6:321-322). Reform leads to progress and restoration of the
state, while revolution returns us to a state of lawlessness. Kant concludes
that he, unlike Hobbes, believes that “the people too has its inalienable
rights against the head of state, although these cannot be coercive rights”
(TP 8:304).

Therefore, although Kant would not join his fellow citizens in resist-
ing legitimate authority and would instead draw their attention to the ille-
gitimacy of such an act, he would not advise them to be passive and suffer
injustice but rather give them clear instructions on how to try to solve
the problem. He would invite them to speak and write publicly about the
injustices present in society, while also drawing their attention to the fact
that they must not do so in their workplace where they have the duty
to respect state orders. Listening and reading the citizens’ observations
should make the sovereign understand the importance and necessity of
changes and their implementation. “If these reforms are necessary, it is
a duty for the government to undertake them, as it is the only legitimate
way of realizing the highest political good” (Reiss 1956:186). Kant firmly
believed that social progress can be achieved in this way, while revolution
would only lead to chaos and lawlessness. However, it should be noted
that “reforms can be brought about only within a considerable interval
of time” (Reiss 1956:186), not in a day, week, or month. That is why Kant
would probably advise his fellow citizens to be patient and persistent.

What if the government does not undertake reforms?

While publicly criticizing existing laws and/or their application is al-
lowed in some states (according to Kant, most often in those with or as-
piring to a republican system [see: ZeF 8:350]), in others it is prohibited or
does not lead to the desired result: the implementation of reforms by the
ruler. Public use of reason can be a good way to incite change in the first
type of state, while in the second type public speaking is either prohibited
or ineffective. If we imagine that Kant lived in a state where “freedom of
the pen” is encouraged, then we can say that he gave good advice to his
fellow citizens when he recommended public criticism of the government
rather than revolution. However, if we assume that Kant and his compa-
triots lived in a society where public speech and writing were subject to
censorship, then the public use of reason cannot bring about the desired
changes and the formation of a new, more just order.
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If Kant’s fellow citizens said that they tried to publicly expose all the
injustices of the existing system but were prevented from doing so due
to the harsh censorship present in public life, how would Kant respond?
Would he allow the right to revolution and on what grounds? Or would he
offer another solution? We have reason to believe that Kant would allow
the right to revolution at this point.® Several (often overlooked) passages
in Kant’s writings indicate that he believed that citizens were not obliged
to obey the government under all circumstances. For example, in Religion
Within the Boundaries of Mere Reason, he says that “when human beings
command something that is evil in itself (directly opposed to the ethical
law), we may not, and ought not, obey them” (RGV 6:100). Then, in Re-
flections, he claims that “the people cannot rebel except in the cases which
cannot at all come forward in a civil union, e.g., the enforcement of a re-
ligion, compulsion to unnatural sins, assassination, etc.” (Refl 19:594-595,
see: Beck 1971:412).

While the first passage justifies passive disobedience, the second in-
dicates the conditions under which resistance is justified. Kant seems to
think that certain acts of the sovereign do not befit the so-called state or
civil order. In other words, when the state prohibits its citizens from pub-
licly expressing their religious, political, moral and other views, and when
it imposes immoral and unjust demands upon them, the possibility of jus-
tified resistance to the ruler arises. In recent decades, Kant’s scholars have
begun arguing that Kant does not reject the right to revolution in all states
but only within constitutional ones (see: Maliks 2013:33). The argument
goes roughly as follows:

“Although revolution is always prima facie wrong, it is not wrong to
revolt against a civil state when it has failed to create or maintain a condi-
tion of civil society” (Surprenant 2005:161). In other words, revolution is
always wrong when directed against the unconditional duty to preserve

6  Some authors believe that Kant would allow the right to revolt in situations other
than when basic human freedoms are not respected. For example, Byrd and Hr-
uschka (2010) believe that there is the right to rebel against any government that is
not republican because Kant argued that “the civil constitution in every state shall
be republican” (ZeF 8:350). As Maliks rightly observes, this view is very difficult to
defend, primarily because it is inconsistent with Kant’s claim that we ought to obey
even an imperfect ruler (TP 8:300, Maliks 2013:33). Other interpreters, such as Rip-
stein, believe that the right to revolution exists when the state does not respect fun-
damental human rights. “Nazi Germany is the clearest example. These are cases of
human rights violation so fundamental that they undermine the organization that
commits them” (Ripstein 2009:337). Then, some authors argue that the right to rebel
exists only when the state has already been dissolved (see: Maliks 2013:34). All of
these authors recognize that Kant allows the right to revolution in certain cases.
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civil order (see: Surprenant 2005:163) but it is not wrong if we do not live
in a civil society. Citizens enter civil society to form institutions that pro-
tect their rights and freedoms and they may even use force to achieve this
goal. However, if the ruling regime does not fulfill “the end for which the
state exists” (Maliks 2013:29), that is, if there is no constitutional regime
protecting the rights and freedoms of citizens, then the current situation
resembles the state of nature and citizens have the right and obligation to
fight for the formation of the state even by force.

If we follow this line of interpretation’, we can conclude that Kant
would only allow the possibility of a rebellion in the absence of basic free-
doms in society. The state was created to protect our rights and freedoms,
and it cannot be called a state if it does not fulfill this. In such a situation,
we have the right to assume that Kant would have advised his fellow citi-
zens to revolt.

“If there is no civil society, then there is no civil law and we may use
violence to establish it” (Axinn 1971:426). “Individuals have an obligation to
resist the institutions of a civil state when the de facto holders of power in
that civil state have either returned them to the state of nature or kept them
in a state of nature condition” (Surprenant 2005:164).

The above quotations help us understand Kants enthusiasm for the
French Revolution. Dieter Henrich underlines that for Kant this was not
a revolution in the conventional sense because there was no resistance
to a legitimate ruler (see: Henrich 1996). He argues that Kant believed
Louis XVI “abdicated [his sovereignty] and simultaneously returned the
Estates to the state of nature” (Henrich 1996:111, Surprenant 2005:152).
In other words, at the start of the revolution, Louis XVI was not the le-
gitimate holder of state power but rather a former ruler who abdicated his
sovereignty.® Kant’s approval of the French Revolution can therefore be
interpreted as support to the people to leave the state of nature and form a
civil society, which ceased to exist with the ruler’s abdication.

We can conclude that in his published works, Kant clearly and un-
equivocally rejects the right to revolution in all cases, except when the
rights and freedoms of citizens are threatened to the point that the society
they live in can no longer be called a state. When the existing state turns

7 Reidar Maliks emphasizes that “Jeremy Waldron (2006), Arthur Ripstein (2009) and
B. Sharon Byrd and Joachim Hruschka (2010) have maintained the view” (Maliks
2013:30).

8  Chris Surprenant claims that “Kant’s position on the French Revolution clearly suf-
fers from historical inaccuracies” (Surprenant 2005:152), which does not change the
fact that Kant believed that Louis XVI had illegitimately abdicated (see: MS 6:341)
and does not affect the above argument.
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into a state of nature’, the citizens have the right, but also the obligation,
to use all available means to fight for the establishment of a new state or-
der. A state that does not respect the basic rights of its citizens is not a
state at all.

Concluding remarks

This paper set out to investigate whether there is a contradiction in
the fact that Kant decisively rejected the right to revolution in his juridi-
cal-political writings on the one hand, while openly showing enthusiasm
for the French Revolution on the other. First, we showed that Kant’s legal
argument against revolution is based on the claim that no constitution can
contain articles that permit its own destruction. Every state was formed
as a guarantor of human rights and freedoms, and therefore an attack on
it would represent an attack on the freedom of each of its citizens. As a
result, from a legal perspective, citizens living in a civil society never have
the right to revolution. Later we showed that Kant was aware that govern-
ments often make imperfect and unjust decisions. A perfect government
in which the ideals of enlightenment, education, and eternal peace are re-
alized is a goal that has not been attained in reality.!® For that reason, Kant
encourages citizens to, through the public use of reason, point out exist-
ing injustices in society to the ruler, thereby initiating the implementation
of reforms. Finally, we provided arguments in support of the thesis that
Kant allows the right to revolution only in cases where the ruler does not
implement reforms and the state no longer fulfills the purpose for which
it was created - the protection of the rights and freedoms of its citizens.
Kant believed that the French Revolution was an example of such a revo-
lution, and therefore his enthusiasm for this event did not contradict his
rejection of the legal right to revolt.

In an attempt to show the plausibility of Kant’s understanding of rev-
olution, we have only dealt with the legal aspects of the argumentation.
However, it is important to note that this is only one possible defense of
Kant’s position. Among the scholars who have sought to make Kant’s posi-

9  Although it is difficult to determine “where exactly should the line be drawn be-
tween a highly imperfect regime that is still entitled to obedience, and a regime
that has crossed the line and is no longer to count as a juridical condition” (Maliks
2013:36), in this paper we have suggested that the “distinction will revolve around”
two questions: “whether reform of the present regime is possible” (Maliks 2013:36)
and whether the basic rights and freedoms of citizens are respected.

10 For more on the process of achieving these goals, especially those related to educa-
tion, see Smajevi¢ Rolji¢ (2021).
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tion consistent are those who believed that the key to the solution lies in
the separation of the legal right to rebellion from the natural (see: Haensel
1926; Maliks 2014), moral (see: Korsgaard 1997), or philosophical-histori-
cal (see: Beck 1971) rights. We leave the consideration of these possibili-
ties for future research.

References:

Axinn, Sidney (1971), “Kant, Authority, and the French Revolution”, Journal of the
History of Ideas 32 (3): 423-432.

Beck, Lewis (1971), “Kant and the Right of Revolution”, Journal of the History of
Ideas 32 (3): 411-422.

Beiser, Frederick (1992), Enlightenment, Revolution, and Romanticism: The Gen-
esis of Modern German Political Thought, Cambridge, MA: Harvard Uni-
versity Press.

Byrd, Sharon and Hruschka, Joachim (2010), Kant’s Doctrine of Right: A Com-
mentary, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Dieter, Henrich (1996), “On the Meaning of Rational Action in the State”, in Kant
and Political Philosophy: The Contemporary Legacy, ed. by Ronald Beiner
and William James Booth, New Haven: Yale University Press.

Kant, Immanuel (1996), Practical Philosophy, trans. and ed. by Mary J. Gregor,
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Kant, Immanuel (1996), Religion within the Boundaries of Mere Reason, in Re-
ligion and Rational Theology, trans. and ed. by Allen Wood, Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Kant, Immanuel (2005), Notes on Metaphysics, trans. and ed. by Paul Guyer, Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press.

Korsgaard, Christine (1997), “Taking the Law into Our Own Hands: Kant on the
Right to Revolution’, in Reclaiming the History of Ethics. Essays for John
Rawls, Reath Andrews, Herman Barbara, Korsgaard Christine (eds.),
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 297-328.

Maliks, Reidar (2013), “Kant, the State, and Revolution”, Kantian Review 18 (1):
29-47.

Maliks, Reidar (2014), Kant’s Politics in Context, Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Nicholson, Peter (1976), “Kant on the Duty Never to Resist the Sovereign”, Ethics
86 (3): 214-230.

Ple¢as, Tamara & Nisavi¢, Ivan (2022), ,Rimski stoici Seneka i Epiktet o epikure-
jskom hedonizmu i drustvenim ulogama filozofa’, Theoria 65 (3): 5-19.

Reiss, H.S. (1956), “Kant and the Right of Rebellion’, Journal of the History of
Ideas 17 (2): 179-192.

Ripstein, Arthur (2009), Force and Freedom: Kant’s Legal and Political Philosophy,
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.



202 | Milica Smajevi¢ Rolji¢

Smajevi¢ Rolji¢, Milica (2021), “An Interpretation of the Educational Process
from the Perspective of Kant’s Philosophy of History and Legal-Political
Theory”, in Liberating Education: What from, What for?, Cveji¢ Igor, Krsti¢
Predrag, Lackovi¢ Nataga, Nikoli¢ Olga (eds.), Beograd: Institut za filozo-
fiju i drustvenu teoriju: 83-100.

Smajevi¢, Milica (2020), ,Prosveéenost u Kantovoj misli - metodoloske pret-
postavke i aktuelnost u savremenoj filozofiji’, in Nauka i savremeni uni-
verzitet 9, Saranac Stamenkovi¢ Jasmina, Skrobi¢ Ljiljana, Ili¢ Mirjana,
Kali¢anin Milena (eds.), Ni$: Univerzitet u Nisu, Filozofski fakultet: 205~
215.

Surprenant, Chris (2005), “A Reconciliation of Kants Views on Revolution”, Inter-
pretation 32 (2): 151-169.

Zreik, Raef (2018), “Kant on Time and Revolution”, Graduate Faculty Philosophy
Journal 39 (1): 197-225.

Milica Smajevi¢ Rolji¢

Razgovori sa Kantom: o pravu na revoluciju

Apstrakt: Cesto se tvrdi da je Kantovo shvatanje prava na revoluciju kontradik-
torno. Sa jedne strane, on izrazava entuzijazam prema Francuskoj revoluciji i
idejama na kojima ona pociva, dok sa druge strane otvoreno negira postojanje
legalnog prava na revoluciju. Cilj ovog teksta je da se Kantova pozicija u¢ini pla-
uzibilnom tako $to ¢e se pokazati da Kant ne negira pravo na revoluciju u svim
drzavama, ve¢ samo u onim koje ispunjavaju svrhu zbog koje su nastale, a to je
zadtita prava i sloboda svih gradana.

Klju¢ne reci: drzava, legalno pravo, pobuna, reforma, javna upotreba uma, slo-
boda, prirodno stanje.
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Drago Duric¢*

IGNORANCE AND THE GOOD LIFE:
CARNEADES, SEXTUS EMPIRICUS,
AND BLAISE PASCAL

Abstract: It is usually considered that our good and happy life depends on our
knowledge. This paper explores theories according to which our beliefs and
knowledge are unreliable and, therefore, can have a bad effect on some aspects of
our practical life. The paper discusses the relationship between ignorance and the
good life among ancient skeptics (Carneades, Sextus Empiricus) and Pascal. The
presentation begins by citing the earliest thinkers who doubted the possibility of
unquestionable and irrefutable knowledge. Then, on the subject of the limitations
of our knowledge, the viewpoints of other classical Greek thinkers are briefly pre-
sented. The greatest attention was paid to the academic and Pyrrhonian skeptics,
and above all to Carneades and Sextus Empiricus. In the end, the view of Sextus
Empiricus is connected with Pascal’s consideration of the so-called bets on god’s
existence.

Keywords: Carneades, Sextus Empiricus, Blais Pascal, ignorance, good life.

Introduction

I begin the paper by briefly discussing views on knowledge and sci-
ence in ancient Greece. Some of the earliest thinkers held that we can
have conclusive and irrefutable empirical knowledge. Others, for various
reasons, concluded our knowledge of the world has a limited character.
Still others defended the thesis that we cannot know anything for sure,
while some argued we cannot even know whether we do not know that
we do not know. Based on their individual views on knowledge, they all
had an answer to the question of a good life. I will pay more attention to
two skeptics, Carneades and Sextus Empiricus, and their understanding
of practical action, as it rests on the impossibility of theoretical knowl-

*  Department of Philosophy, Faculty of Philosophy, University of Belgrade, drago.
djuric@f.bg.ac.rs
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edge and thus on the impossibility of prediction. I will also refer to the
question of the relationship between ignorance and religiosity in Sextus
Empiricus and Blaise Pascal, under the conditions of the impossibility of
knowledge about God’s existence or non-existence. I will say something
about how they practically solve the problem of the balance of knowledge
or ignorance about God’s existence and how they defend the thesis that
piety leads to a better life, regardless of whether God exists. Based on this
latter consideration, I will defend the thesis that agnosticism does not nec-
essarily have a position that would exclude theism and atheism, and its
outcome can be theistic and atheistic fideism.

Pre-Socratics

Many ancient authors were aware that their theories were not con-
clusively justified. For example, according to the testimony of Demetrius
Phaleron, the Milesian historian Hecataeus characterized his work in the
following way:

I write these things as they seem to me to be true. For the tales told
by the Greeks are, as it appears to me, many and absurd /ridiculous/ (tade
Ypagw, &g pot Sokel aAnBéa eivar: oi yap EAAvewv Adyor moAdoi Te kal
yehoiol, &g épol gaivovtay, eiotv).!

Although the majority of ancient Greek thinkers aspired to irrefutable
knowledge and believed it could be achieved, some thought it was im-
possible. The context of Hecataeus™ claim is not preserved, and thus we
have no contextual explanation of his comment, but it seems clear that
he considered his claim to be more convincing than the claims of other
Greeks. It is also natural to assume that he came to his conclusion because
he doubted the “many and ridiculous” stories of other Greeks.

Let me give one more example. According to Plutarch’s testimony,
Xenophanes said the following about one of his claims or of his claims
more generally: “Let’s look at this as if it was originally like that /as if it
were true/ (tadta 8edofdobw pev ¢owdta Toig étvpotot)”? The basis for
this claim can be found in other fragments of the preserved teachings
of Xenophanes. Sextus Empiricus says Xenophanes also belongs among

1 Roberts, R. W (ed.). 1902. Demetrius On style /De elocutione/. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1.12. Collected fragments of Hecateus’ teaching see in: Giussepe, N.
(ed.). 1954. Hecataei Milesii Fragmenta. Firenze: La nouva Italia.

2 Plutarch. 1892. Moralia 4. Gregorius N. Bernardakis (ed.). Leipzig: Teubner, 746b.
DK 21B35 (DK = Diels, H./Kranz, W. 1985. Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker, Zurich/
Hildesheim: Weidmann).
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those who think that there is no criterion for truth, because, according to
some, he argued “All things ... are non-apprehensible /akatainmta/”, and
this could be concluded, he believed, based on his thoughts:

Neither ever was nor ever will be a man who would have undoubted/
true (cagég) knowledge (eidwg) of the gods as well as of all that I speak of.
For even if he were to happen to say [something that is true], he himself
would still not know it (a0t0g Spwg odk o0ide): for all is swayed by opining
(86koc & émi maot TétukTar).>

If we have the classic Platonic definition of knowledge in mind, we
could assume Xenophanes believed that merely stated statements can be
true, but we cannot know this unless we have undoubted, i.e., incorrigible
and irrefutable, justification. But he believed we cannot attain such know-
ledge and therefore concluded that we can only arrive at opinions.* Yet
it seems Xenophanes also believed in the advancement of investigation,
saying the following in one fragment:

Certainly, the gods did not reveal everything to mortals from the be-
ginning, but [people themselves], searching over time, saw better (oOtot &’
apxiig mavta Beot Bvnroig védeEav, AL xpOvw (TodvTeg ¢pevpiokovoty
dpevov).

Xenophanes seems to have believed that although people can only reach
opinions, they can still advance cognitively through those opinions.®

Although it follows implicitly from Xenophanes’ assertions, Parme-
nides makes the boundary between truth or knowledge and opinion ex-
plicitly impassable. None of the cosmological theories of his predecessors
can satisfy his strict criterion of truth. All cosmological and cosmogonic
theories belong to what he calls the opinions of mortals. If, according to
his criterion, it is not possible to speak truthfully about coming-to-be and
passing-away, past or future, changes, or multitude, and this is necessary
for every cosmological theory, then such theories can only represent opin-
ions. Although they offer some argumentation for their theories, he be-

3 Sexstus Empiricus. 1976. Adversus Mathematicos. ed. G. R. Bury. Cambridge, Mass.:
Harvard University Press / London: William Heinemann, 7.1.49. DK. 21B34.

4 And Sextus believes that Xenophanes under cagég thinks “what is true and known”
(Sexstus Empiricus. Advesus Mathematicos 7.1.50).

5 Hereen, H. L. A. (ed.). 1742. Ioannis Stobaeus Eclogarum Phisicarum et Ethicarum.
Gottingae: Vandenhoek et Ruprecht. 1.9.2. DK. 21B18. In DK, it says 1.8.2 incor-
rectly, and this error is almost regularly inherited in the literature.

6 See more about it in: Tulin, A. 1993. “Xenophanes Fr. 18 D.-K. and the Origins of the
Idea of Progress”. Hermes vol. 121. 129-138. and Lesher, J. H. 1991. “Xenophanes on
Inquiry and Discovery: an Alternative to the ‘Hymn to Progress’ Reading of F. 18"
Ancient Philosophy vol. 11. 229-248.
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lieves these theorists do not have built-in criteria for truth; instead, they
indulge their senses and their senses lead them astray. Accordingly, Zeno
of Elea, the defender of Parmenides, strictly opposes logical-mathematical
argumentation of opinions based on phenomena accessible to our senses,
trying to convince us that the implications of those opinions lead to para-
doxical conclusions.

The so-called causal pluralists similarly insist on a difference between
the real and the apparent nature of the world. However, they try to reach
conclusions about the real nature of the phenomena available to our sens-
es, starting from those phenomena and trying to explain them in terms of
their real nature. In all these cases, the essential nature of the world is not
immediately accessible to our senses.

Plato and Aristotle

Plato argues that the real world, that is, the intelligible world, which
for him is the unchanging world of ideas, about which we can have certain
and irrefutable knowledge, is strictly separated from the sense-appearing
world, about which we can only have opinions. Investigations of the world
of appearance in Platos dialogues often begin with Socrates’ interlocutor
tirst expressing an opinion about the phenomenon being examined then,
Socrates and the interlocutor progress together through the dialogue. The
consideration of these questions is related to our sensory world and can
only be used to arrive at something that has the character of likely argu-
ment/claim (gikdg Aoyog) or likely story (eikog pd0og). The possibility of
acquiring certain knowledge is reserved for the timeless and unchanging
world of ideas. Plato believes that by considering sensory phenomena, we
cannot reach irrefutable knowledge, knowledge that is “completely con-
sistent and fully precise”;” we can only reach opinions. The obstacle in
our way is that “we have human nature (¢vowv avBpwmnivnv €xopev)”, and
the subject of research, the sensory world, is changeable or unstable.® We
can only reach “accounts no less likely (gikotag) than any other”?

7 Plato. 1960. Timaeus, Critias, Cleitophon, Menexenus, Epistles. Cambridge, MA: Har-
vard University Press, 1960, 29¢ 6.

8  Proclus claims something similar in his commentary on Timaeus. He says it this way:
“Timaeus has recounted that the lack of reliability and precision in the case of the
account on nature has two sources, (1) the essential nature of the realities themselves
... (2) the lack of power on the part of those carrying out the investigation” (Proclus.
2008. ed. and transl. T. D. Runia and M. Share. Commentary on the Platos Timaeus.
Cambridge: Cambridge Univesity Press. 351.20-27).

9  Plato. Timaeus 29c 7.
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Aristotle, unlike Plato, thinks that through our research we can, even
when starting from sensory experience, arrive at irrefutable knowledge
about the nature of things. Moreover, he believes our investigation of na-
ture must start from what the majority of people or the majority of scien-
tists think about it,!? i.e., from their opinions based on sensory phenomena,
and that during our investigation, sooner or later, we can arrive at what is
first in nature, or as Aristotle puts it in his Physics, we can move “from
what is more obscure by nature, but clearer to us, towards what is more
clear and more knowable by nature (¢k T@V doageotépwy UEV TN PUOEL
Huiv 8¢ cageoTtépwy €M T& cagéotepa Tf POoEL Kal yvwpipwtepa)”t!

Hellenism

The central question of Epicureans, Stoics, and skeptics is the ques-
tion of a good or happy life. This is basically a practical question, but the
answer to it cannot be arrived at without considering physics, psychology,
and above all, epistemology. In short, the question of a good life depends
on our knowledge of nature. We will not, for example, be afraid of death
if we come to know that after it, we cease to exist, so, in fact, there is no
one to be afraid of, not even the gods - that is, if we agree with the Epi-
cureans’ conclusion that their causal connection with the world is not in
accordance with God’s attribute of bliss or perfect happiness. And if we
agree with the Stoics, we will not be disturbed by the fact that we cannot
do something if we know, based on the study of nature, that it is not pos-
sible to do it by nature. In the same way, if we accept what the skeptics say,
we will not be disturbed by the fact that we do not know something if,
through research, we come to the conclusion that nothing can be known
for certain.

As the Epicureans saw it, we owe all our knowledge to our senses, just
as all our theories must be in accordance with them. They were atomistic
reductionists; as such, they believed the impressions made on our senses
are caused by matter coming from the things themselves. The fact that we
sometimes have the wrong impression was explained by the Epicureans as
a consequence of the interference of the body that appears between us and
the things themselves, such as air or sunlight. However, these distractions

10  Aristotle. Topics 100b 22-101a 4. (= Aristotle. 1960. Posterior Analytics. Topica. Cam-
bridge, MA: Harvard University Press).

11 Aristotle Physics. 184a17-184a21 (=Aristotle. 1968. Physics. Cambridge, MA: Har-
vard University Press), Aristotle. 1999. introd. and transl. T. Irwin Nicomachean Eth-
ics. Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing Company. 1095b 1-4.



210 | Drago Duri¢

can be removed by further repeated observations, so that we can always
reach unquestionable knowledge. The Epicureans investigated nature, but
for them, physical science had no goal of its own. In this understanding,
theoretical research aims to free us for practical reasons from the preju-
dices that fuel human fears, since they disturb us and make us unhappy.
They are, therefore, a main obstacle to a happy life. Rather, if we get to
know nature, we will also remove those fears: first and foremost, the fear
of death and the fear of the gods.

The Stoics believed we can reach unquestionable, reliable know-
ledge through apprehensible impressions or representations (pavtacia
katalentikny). We are talking about such impressions when we establish
through research that an impression can only come from a very specit-
ic object. Unlike the Epicureans, who rejected the detailed investigation
of logic, considering that, simply put, we should not exhaust ourselves
by dealing with judgments, but with the things themselves,'? the Stoics
made a significant contribution to logical research. For them, dealing
with “things” was an indispensable prerequisite for exploring nature and
progressing towards wisdom. Getting to know nature also had a practical
purpose for the Stoics. In order to achieve an undisturbed or happy life,
we must, through research, find out what is “up to us” and what is “not up
to us’, that is, what we can and cannot do, by nature. A sage, who, for ex-
ample, knows stronger sunlight is accompanied by stronger heat, will not
be disturbed by the fact that the two cannot be separated. The one who,
like a child, does not know this, may be unhappy because we are not able
to satisfy his request that the sunlight be maximum and the temperature
be moderate.

If we can characterize the Epicureans and Stoics as epistemological
optimists, perhaps we can consider the skeptics to be epistemological pes-
simists. Skeptics could say that the epistemological optimism of the Epi-
cureans and Stoics is unfounded; hence, they would conclude that their
considerations, as well as those of most of their predecessors, are dogmat-
ic. Teachings are based on the basic views of the teachers, and followers
are obliged to adhere to them and defend them.!*> What gives these teach-

12 According to Sextus Empiricus cyrenaics “are thought by some to embrace the ethical
division only, and to dismiss physics and logic as contributing nothing to the happi-
ness of life” (Sextus Empiricus. Advesus Mathematicos 7.1. 11). This extreme point of
view was rejected by the stoics; they believed that both physics and logic are neces-
sary for a happy life. The epicureans thought physics is more important, and they
replaced logic with their canonic.

13 Cicero. Academica 2.8. (=Cicero. 1967. De natura deorum/Academica. Cambridge,
MA: Harvard University Press).
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ings confidence is their criterion of truth. Skeptics disputed this.'* Mu-
tual criticism of dogmatic teachings is a consequence, among other things,
of the change, diversity, and unreliability of criterion. Based on the fate of
dogmatic teachings, it should not be difficult to conclude that in research,
we cannot arrive at final and irrefutable knowledge.

If this is so, we are left with a worry: studying nature does not con-
tribute to the conditions for a happy life. This is why skeptics claimed
doubts about the truth of theories do not have to make us unhappy: we
just need to free ourselves from pretensions to wisdom and refrain from
judgment on all questions of nature.

The Stoics objected to this by arguing we cannot then make decisions
about our actions, and such a view will lead to inactivity (ampagia). Ac-
cording to the Stoics, we base our decisions about what we will do on
knowledge, so if knowledge is not possible, then action is not possible ei-
ther. If our actions are not the result of knowing what we can and cannot
do, then we will be unhappy because we will try to do what is impossible
to do. This will also result in redundant or unnecessary actions. If we sus-
pend judgment, for example, about whether someone who is claimed to
have died really died, we could prepare a lunch for her, which she will not
come to, or buy her clothes, which she will not wear.

Carneades and Sextus Empiricus

Pyrrhonist and academic skeptics responded differently to the remark
that skepticism leads to inaction. The views of academic skeptics changed
significantly from Arcesilaus to Antiochus. Here, to distinguish them
from the Pyrrhonists and to point out the specific viewpoint of the New
Academy, I will briefly present Carneades’ teaching.!> Carneades’ skeptic-
al attitude that nothing can be known reliably and without doubt does not

14  For a detailed critique of the criterion of truth in Greek philosophy, see: Sextus Em-
piricus. Advesus Mathematicos 7.29-446. The first book of Empiricus’ work Against
the Logicians (the seventh and eighth part of the extensive work Advesus Matemati-
cos) is almost entirely devoted to that question.

15 Carneades was, by all accounts, an emblematic example of academic skepticism, and
for that reason, I will briefly present his teaching. However, some believe the basic
ideas he defended were already developed by Arcesilaus. What makes it difficult to
contribute to the consideration of this topic is the fact that neither left written traces
of his learning. For an instructive discussion of this thematic complex, see: Striker, G.
1996. Assays on Hellenistic Epistemology and Ethics, Cambridge: Cambridge Univer-
suty Press, p. 92-115, and: Thorsrud, H. 2010. Arcesilaus and Carneades, in: Bett, R.
ed. Cambridge Companion to Ancient Scepticism. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press. 58-80.
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lead, testifies Sextus, to a complete abandonment of the fact that the study
of nature has influence on practical life. Although Carneades believed
we cannot prove that we have apprehensible impressions, we can divide
non-apprehensible (dxatdAnmta) impressions into “persuasive (mBavog)
and unpersuasive (&mBdvovg)’!® and based on those that are persuasive,
we will make decisions about our actions in practical life.!”

According to Sextus, Carneades’ persuasive impressions fur-
ther divide into simply persuasive (mBavog), persuasive and tested
(Stefwdevpevag), and persuasive, tested, and undeniable (without distrac-
tion, anepionaotovg). He says Carneades ranked these degrees of persua-
siveness and considered they should be the criteria for making decisions
about our actions. If an impression about something is persuasive, tested,
and undeniable, then we must base our actions on it, and not on the im-
pression that is simply persuasive or on the one that is persuasive and test-
ed. Sextus tries, not quite successfully, to explain this division with exam-
ples. His example of determining the identity of a coil lying in a dark room
explains the difference between simply persuasive and persuasive and test-
ed impressions quite well, but the example with which he explains the dif-
ference between these and persuasive, tested, and undeniable impressions
is based on a mythological story and is not as clear as it might be.!®

Referring to Clitomachus, Cicero claims Carneades held there are no
apprehensible impressions, but there are some of which we can approve.!
However, although we can approve of many persuasive impressions, we
must always keep in mind the dictum that there is no such thing as an
apprehensible impression, and the possibility of the appearance of some
other impressions of equal strength about the same thing, that cannot be
distinguished from it, is never excluded. Therefore, in practical action, we
should rely on a persuasive impression until some other impression ap-
pears that would call its persuasiveness into question.?’ Arguably because
of this, Cicero does not even mention undeniable impressions. Therefore,
it could be said that, unlike Sextus, Cicero thinks Carneades believes that

16  For a more detailed account of the history that led to this point of view, see: Quin-
tero, G. C. 2022. Academic Scepticism in Hume and Kant: A Ciceronian Critique of
Metaphysics. Cham:Springer. p. 13-49.

17 Sextus Empiricus. Pyr. 1.227. (=Sextus Empiricus. 1976. Outlines of Pyrrhonism /Pyr-
rhoniae Hypotyposes/. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press).

18  Sextus Empiricus. Pyr. 1.228-229). We need a better example to more clearly dis-
tinguish between the Stoics’ apprehensible impressions and Carneades’ persuasive,
tested, and undeniable impressions. A somewhat better example, but still not entirely
clear, is given by Sextus in: Advesus Mathematicos 7.176-177.

19 Cicero. Academica 2.99.

20  Cicero. Academica 2.99.
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a wise person in practical life will always rely on deniable persuasive?!
impressions, and undeniable impressions are impossible for him.??

Sextus especially insists on the difference between the skepticism of
the New Academy, or, as he characterizes it, negative dogmatism, and
Pyrrhonian skepticism, presenting himself as a faithful Pyrrhonist. Ac-
cording to him, academics are not real skeptics, but negative dogmatists;
they claim nothing can be known with certainty, but real skeptics, such as
Sextus himself, would think it cannot even be known. In this context, we
could use, as an interpretative model, the modern KKp principle, which
claims we cannot know that p if we do not know that we know that p.
Then, we could argue that Carneades accepts the principle in a negative
form: if we do not know that p, then we know that we don’t know that
p- In this interpretive framework, Sextus should defend the principle: we
don’t know if we don't know that p.

Sextus believes that when they are distinguishing between good and
bad in terms of practical action, academics, like Carneades, start from im-
pressions; based on these, they consider impressions according to their
degree of persuasiveness, and then make decisions about action. But this
leads, he thinks, to the abandonment of the original skepticism. A Pyr-
rhonist, a true skeptic, behaves differently:

[W]hen we describe a thing as good or bad we do not add it as our
opinion that what we assert is persuasive (mBavov), but simply conform to
life undogmatically that we may not be precluded from activity.?3

Sextus is a bit more specific on this issue:

Furthermore, as regards the end [or aim of life] we differ from the New
Academy; for whereas the men who profess to conform to its doctrine use
persuasiveness as the guide of life, we live in an undogmatic way by follow-
ing the laws, customs, and natural affections (guokoig mdBeorv).?*

Many questions remain open here, and readers are deprived of a detailed
explanation. In fact, it seems as if Sextus is looking for an excuse. The Pyr-
rhonists, he suggests, by suspending judgment, remain consistent skeptics

21 It seems Cicero translated the word “miBavov’, used by Carneades, as “probable” and
“veri simile” (see, for example, Cicero. Academica 2.32). For a detailed discussion of
the meaning of these and similar words in Greek and Latin antiquity, see: Glucker, J.
1995. Probabile, Veri simile, and Related Terms. in: J. G. P. Powell (ed. and introd.)
Cicero the Philosopher: Twelve Papers. Oxford: Clarendon Press. p. 115-144.

22 If this is so, his point of view in this context would correspond to Karl Popper’s
concept of refutability of scientific theory. This would imply that, according to Car-
neades, impressions can be more or less persuasive, but not irrefutable.

23 Sextus Empiricus. Pyr. 1.226-227.

24 Sextus Empiricus. Pyr. 1.231.
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about sense impressions, while Carneades, by introducing an imbalance
in the weighing of impressions, abandoned the original skepticism, and
thus made a concession to dogmatism. However, he implicitly, without
suspension of judgment, accepts practical action in accordance with in-
herited laws and customs. Although in both statements, he claims such
an approach to actions in the practical sphere is adoCaotw¢ (undogmatic,
without any special opinion or doctrine), it might seem that conformist
behavior in accordance with the prevailing laws and customs is dogmatic:
such an attitude could be considered to be his doctrine. If we bear in mind
that laws and customs differ among different peoples, this would imply
that the Pyrrhonists, if they moved to live elsewhere, would accept the
laws and customs of those people without hesitation. This could certainly
be interpreted as a kind of suspension of judgment.

But what does it mean to “live ... by following ... puoikoig tdBeov”?
The Greek word mdBog means not only affection, but also, among other
things, “that which happens to a person or thing” or “what one has ex-
perienced, good or bad, experience”®, and in some cases, “condition”. At
the beginning of Outlines of Pyrrhonism, Sextus says the skeptic indulges
in phenomena in practical life which are unintentional and present in-
dependently of his or her will, and without knowing whether these phe-
nomena are a true apprehension of things:

Following phenomena, we live spontaneously according to life experi-
ence, adoxastically (&do&daotwg), since we cannot remain completely in-
active. And it would seem that this regulation of life is fourfold, and that
one part of it lies in the guidance of nature, another in the constraint of
the passions, another in the tradition of laws and customs, another in the
instruction of the arts.?

By “the guidance of nature”, he means “that by which we are naturally
capable of sensation and thought”; by “constraint of the passions”, he has
in mind “that whereby hunger drives us to food and thirst to drink”;
by “the tradition of laws and customs”, he thinks “that whereby we re-
gard piety in the conduct of life as good, but impiety as evil”; finally, by
“the instruction of the arts”, he means “that whereby we are not inactive
in such arts as we adopt”. After all this clarification, Sextus concludes
by saying: “But we say all these adoxastically (tabta 8¢ mavta @apév
ddotdotwe) %

25  See the entry mdBog: Liddell, George H., Robert Scott, and H.S. Jones. A Greek and
English Lexicon, Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1940.

26  Sextus Empiricus. Pyr. 1.23.

27  Sextus Empiricus. Pyr. 1.24.
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The exposition in 1.23-24 begins and ends with the assertion that the
skeptic obeys everything said d8o&§dotwg. In the rest of his presentation,
Sextus tries to strengthen this by asserting that obedience to phenomena
in practical life is aljtnrtog, that is, without investigation, afovAntog, that
is, unconscious, spontaneous or without intention, and olv mpooexovrteg,
or without paying attention. If we keep in mind the fact that these are all
tips for a relaxed, undisturbed, and happy life, their listed negative quali-
fications seem unconvincing, almost becoming rhetorical disclaimers of
what the tips actually claim.

A question now arises: what is the essential difference between Car-
neades and Sextus? Sextus actually reproaches Carneades for not adhering
to strict skepticism by ranking phenomena in terms of their persuasive-
ness, and then making decisions in the practical sphere relying on these
differences. However, if we keep in mind the above, we can conclude that
Sextus, regardless of all the disclaimers, must also make a distinction be-
tween phenomena. It is true, for example, that “hunger drives us to food
and thirst to drink’, but we must, if not know, at least have some opin-
ion about what food is, and what liquid can satisfy our thirst. Therefore,
we cannot do it and stay ado&aotwe, alritnrog, afovAntog, or do it obv
TIPOOEXOVTEG.

Sextus Empiricus and Pascal’s Wager

In his Thoughts, Pascal presents a problem about the question of God’s
existence. He is skeptical about the possibility of knowing whether God
exists or does not exist. We are equally unable to prove one or the other.
In such situations, skeptics would advise suspension of judgment (emoxn),
and this, according to them, would lead us to indifference or tranquil-
ity (&tapa&io). We can remain agnostic as far as theoretical knowledge is
concerned. It would follow that there is no reason to be either a theist or
an atheist. However, Pascal thinks this cannot be the case among those
familiar with Christian teaching. An integral part of this teaching is the
belief that there is this world and the afterlife, and the eternal afterlife de-
pends on whether we are believers in this life or not. The decision about
whether or not we will be believers is a practical one. It does not concern
the knowledge of whether God exists or not; rather, it concerns the practi-
cal consequences of one or the other possibility.

Pascal’s calculation of the probability of the expected outcome, which
we will not present here, indicates it is better to be a Christian believ-
er than a skeptic or atheist. It is the result of a rational calculation. But
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Pascal thinks this is not enough and assumes we will practically behave
as if the rationality of that calculation does not concern us. To reap the
fruits of that account and avoid the risks associated with the afterlife, we
must embrace Christianity and really act as Christians: we must truly be-
come believers. Pascal suggests a practical technique by which this may be
achieved:

Endeavour then to convince yourself, not by increase of proofs of God,
but by the abatement of your passions ... Learn of those who have been
bound like you ... Follow the way by which they began; by acting as if they
believe, taking the holy water, having masses said, &c. Even this will natural-
ly make you believe.?8

Pascal believes this it will have an effect, assuming that we can’t pretend
to follow Christian customs and rituals for a long time and be pure ag-
nostics or atheists. Sextus, as we have seen, suggests embracing “the tra-
dition of laws and customs” as one of the conditions for a happy life, by
which he also means that practicing piety in life is good and practicing
impiety is evil.

Sextus, like Pascal, believes we cannot investigate God’s existence. In
the first book of Against the Physicist, he extensively presents the reasons
given by his predecessors for religiosity, both their theistic and their athe-
istic arguments. He then explains his suspension of judgment by referring
to different understandings of God and opposing arguments of theists and
atheists:

Well then, such are the opposing arguments alleged by the Dogmatic
philosophers in favour of the existence and of the non-existence of gods. As
a result of these the Skeptics’ suspension of judgement is introduced, espe-
cially since they are supplemented by the divergency of the views of ordinary
folk about the gods. For different people have different and discordant no-
tions about them, so that neither are all of these notions to be trusted because
of their inconsistency, nor some of them because of their equipollence (wote
wTe Tdoag sivan ToTAG Sid TNV pdyny piTe TIvag Sid tnv IoooBevetav).?

Does suspension of judgment on God’s existence implies impiety? On the
contrary. Sextus is, as Thorsrud says, “intentionally provocative”® when
he claims that the firm belief in God’s existence leads to impiety. His argu-

28  Pascal, B. 1910. Thoughts. transl. Trotter, F. W. New York: P. E. Collier & Son Corpo-
ration, & 233.

29  Sextus Empiricus. Advesus Mathematicos 9.191-192. This presentation is one of the
most important sources of the reasons given by his predecessors for religiosity; it
provides evidence of their theistic and atheistic arguments.

30 Thorsrud, H. 2011. Sextus Empiricus on skeptical piety. Machuca, E. D. (ed.), New
Essays on Ancient Pyrrhonism. Leiden: Brill. p. 95.
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mentation rests on the consideration of the problem of evil. Namely, the
one who believes there are gods and who trusts in their divine providence
would have to conclude that “either that the gods are malign or that they
are weak - and anyone who says this is clearly impious™!. It is difficult
to explain the existence of evil in the world in any other way, except by
attributing the responsibility for its existence to the gods.

Is it a requirement for a skeptic to be pious without believing in God’s
existence? In fact, Sextus says that the skeptic, in a practical sense, believes
both in God’s existence and in divine providence. “We Pyrrhonists,” writes
Sextus, “following the ordinary life ... say without opinions (ado&dotwg)
that God exists and we are pious towards the gods and say that they are
provident”3? Researching the question of God’s existence leads us in the
theoretical sphere to the suspension of judgment or to agnosticism. How-
ever, the goal of the Pyrrhonist is a happy life. In order to maintain a state
of tranquility, we passively, without intention and with spontaneity, rely
on phenomena and on the inherited customs and rules to which most
people adhere.

The same applies to religious customs and rules. We might think that
this is enough for a happy, conflict-free or relaxed life. We would not be
in a state of tranquility if we were “self-centered or anti-social’,*® because
if we were, we would come into conflict with the customs practiced by
the vast majority of people and thus into conflict with those people. But
it seems Sextus thinks this conflict cannot be avoided without accepting
customs and rules and, therefore, without accepting belief in God’s exist-
ence and providence. Pascal, as we have seen, thinks that only the holding
of, to use the words of Sextus, the “customs and rules” of Christian believ-
ers should lead to belief in God’s existence. Regardless of this difference,
it could be said that both Sextus and Pascal are agnostics in terms of the
possibility of certain knowledge about God. But in terms of beliefs, they
are, in practical life, some kind of fideist. Therefore, we could say that
both are agnostic (theistic) fideists.**

31  Sextus Empiricus. Pyr. 3.12.

32 Sextus Empiricus. Pyr. 3.2; Adversus matematicos 9.49.

33 Bett, R. 2021. Introduction. In: Bett, R. (selec. transl. and introd.) How to keep open
Mind: An Ancient Guide to Thinking like a Skeptik (Sextus Empiricus). Princeton and
Oxford: Princeton University Press. p. 12.

34 If we look at the question of agnosticism in this way, it would not exclude either the-
ism or atheism; we could talk about theistic, but also atheistic fideists. A man who in
the time of Sextus wanted to be a Pyrrhonist would be obliged to be a theistic fideist,
since it was the custom to believe in the existence of God. But it is not difficult to
imagine the existence of an atheistic fideist, who, for his atheism, would not need any
knowledge about the non-existence of God.
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Pyrrhonist skeptics in the last instance would think the suspension of
judgment will spontaneously lead to a happy life or to tranquility. The vice
or the flaw of dogmatists is that they too quickly come to their dogmas
or doctrines, that is, to a judgment about how things really are. Because
they themselves may come to the conclusion that their theories are not
entirely convincing, they may become upset or even despair and therefore
be unhappy. The cure is suspension of judgment, and the way to get there
is to oppose any impression or theory with another impression or theory.
However, in skeptical consideration, it is necessary to ensure that the ar-
guments in support of opposing theories are of equal strength.

There are two problems with this. First, how do we know that the
arguments in support of opposing theories are of equal strength? Al-
though some criteria may immediately come to mind, the Pyrrhonists
would not allow any talk of criteria. Second, the claim that dogmatists
arrive at their conclusions “rashly”®® is problematic. Such a qualification
implies that valid theory could be achieved over time, during a longer in-
vestigation. However, if this were the case, we might expect that some ex-
tensive investigation, the investigation that would not be rash, would lead
to the breaking of the equilibrium between opposing viewpoints. But this
would not support the idea of suspension of judgment, which is a condi-
tion for a happy life, and, as we know, a happy life is the goal of Pyrrhonist
theory. Longer research could perhaps increase or refine the arguments
in support of opposing views, but for a consistent Pyrrhonist, everything
would have to end with arguments of equal strength, and, accordingly,
with suspension of judgment. It could only be a tool in a polemic in which
someone disturbs the argumentative equilibrium by offering new argu-
ments in support of one of the opposing theses; this person would have to
be countered with arguments in support of the other thesis and thus show
that the arguments in support of that thesis are equally strong.

It seems that in this case, the Pyrrhonist would not be able to suspend
judgment and remain carefree. According to the above argumentation, he
would accept the obligation to be constantly on guard in order to re-es-
tablish the equilibrium, but he would still be safer (ao@aléotepog) than
dogmatists who reach their conclusions rashly, because he would be less
exposed to objections.?¢

35  See, for example, “mpomnéteia” (rashess) in Pyr. 3.2 and “mpomnetevopevog” in Advesus
Mathematicos 9.49, as characteristics of the dogmatic way of investigation.

36  Bett, for example, writes that the word “safe (do@alng)” for Sextus “is referring sim-
ply to intellectual safety; if you make no definite commitments, you are just less likely
to be mistaken (with or without the element of worry) than if you do - in fact, you
are guaranteed not to be mistaken” (Bett, R. 2015. God: M 9.13-194. in K. Algra and
K. Ierodiakonou (ed.) Sextus Empiricus and Ancient Physics. Cambridge: Cambridge
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Pascal’s reasoning, by all accounts, implicitly assumes such an obli-
gation. His initial assertions about the equal impossibility of defending
theism and atheism assumes the knowledge of all previous arguments
in favor of one or the other. However, if someone appeared with a new
argument and claimed that it weakened his equilibrium, and if he wanted
to defend the conditions for his bet, he would have to refute it. The one
who would make the above remarks to Sextus and Pascal, and who would
thereby worry them with the obligation to defend the equilibrium, could
say that they came to it rashly.?”

Contrary to the initial claim, according to which the acceptance of
Christian customs and rules, if God does not exist, would mean sacrific-
ing a carefree life in this world, Pascal finally concludes this would not be
the case, saying:

You will be faithful, honest, humble, grateful, generous, a sincere friend,
truthful. Certainly you will not have those poisonous pleasures, glory and
luxury ... T will tell you will thereby gain in this life ... you will see so great
certainly of gain, so much in what you risk.>8

Everything that, according to Pascal, would devolve upon the person who
accepts Christian customs and rules would also make him conflict-free
and desirable in the community. According to Sextus, this would make his
life carefree. In order to achieve a good life, it would be enough, in both
cases, to adhere to religious customs and rules and to believe in God’s ex-
istence, regardless of whether God exists or not.
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JACQUES MARITAIN ON FREEDOM
AND FREE WILL

Abstract: Freedom is one of the biggest and perhaps the main topic of (political)
philosophy. On the other hand, one of the main tasks of philosophy is to give
definitions and to make distinctions between things and concepts. In this sense,
the author in this paper discusses the problem of freedom and the important dif-
ference between free will (freedom of choice) and freedom as such, but also the
difference between natural and transnatural aspirations of human person. The
author does that by presenting a mosaic of passages of Jacques Maritain (1882-
1973) who was a French Christian philosopher and one of the leading Thomists,
the main author of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights from 1948 and
one of the most influential figures of the 20th century.

Keywords: Freedom, free will, freedom of choice, emancipation, autonomy, nat-
ural and supernatural aspirations, person, Jacques Maritain

It’s always refreshing to hear a philosophical questions about freedom.
What it means to be truly free? Is it possible to be free in prison? How we
conquer the freedom? Are we born free or do we become free? Who is re-
ally a free man? Can a people (mankind) be free or is only an individual
free? Political and economic freedom? Religious freedom? Spiritual free-
dom? Freedom from and freedom for?

So the topic of freedom is one of the biggest and perhaps even the
main topic of (political) philosophy. On the other hand, one of the main
tasks of philosophy is to give definitions and to make good distinctions
between things and concepts. In this sense, I understand and presume
here (as a very important) distinction between freedom and free will,
but also between natural and transnatural aspirations of human person. I

* Faculty of Philosophy and Religious Studies, University of Zagreb, Sveu¢iliste u Za-
grebu, Fakultet filozofije i religijskih znanosti, dan_djakovic@ffrz.hr



222 | Dan Dakovi¢

want to say something about this topic by presenting a mosaic of passages
of Jacques Maritain (1882-1973). He was a French Christian philosopher
and the main author of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights from
1948; one of the leading Thomists (personalists) and one of the most in-
fluential figures of the 20th century.! I see his thoughts as an important
help also in the current debate against transhumanism understood as self-
deification.

When discussing freedom, Maritain notes that he is not primarily
concerned with free will or freedom of choice. The existence and value of
that kind of freedom, however, he implies in everything he says. The free-
dom he deals with is the freedom of independence and exaltation, which
can also be called the freedom of autonomy, or even the freedom of ex-
pansion, of the human person.? It presupposes the existence of freedom
of choice, but it is substantially different from it (see Maritain 1944: 13).}

A philosophical theory that falsifies the second operation of the mind
by which it knows itself explicitly, can suppress and paralyze the first, pri-
mary and natural operation of spontaneous consciousness. As long as we
are not victims of this accident, as Maritain claims, each of us knows very
well that we have the freedom of choice. This means that all our actions
are what they are only because we have included our personality in them
and thus arranged them to be this rather than that. But each of us knows
very little in what freedom of choice consists.

According to Maritain, this uncertainty of spontaneous conscious-
ness, which is incapable of anything more than implicit knowledge about
this problem, enables philosophers, but also those who philosophize with-
out even realizing it, to often ask this question (see Maritain 1944: 14).

Intellectualism is a term used to mark a philosophical position that
gives priority to the mind over volitional, intuitive or emotional factors.
For example ethical intellectualism is the name for Socrates’ position on
the connection between knowledge and virtue, according to which a wise
man knows what is right, so he will act wisely, i.e. good, which means
that no one will actually do evil knowingly. Those who promote absolute
intellectualism cannot understand the existence of free will, notes Marit-
ain, because for them the intellect (mind) not only precedes the will, but
precedes it as a separate divinity, which would influence the will without
being at the same time under any influence of the will and without re-
ceiving from it any qualifying motion. Therefore, the domain of formal

1 About Maritain and this topic I also wrote in my dissertation. See: Pakovi¢ 2021.

2 In Paulinian, not Kantian, sense. Maritain writes about the human person in many
places, but here I especially recommend this place: Maritain 1989: 42-49.

3 Seealso: Maritain 2011: 118-144.



Jacques Maritain on freedom and free will | 223

or specifying determinations (the so-called ordo specificationis) can never
itself depend intrinsically upon the domain of efficiency or existential ef-
fectuating (the so-called ordo exercitii), and the will is reduced to a func-
tion by which the mind will realize ideas that, based on of the mere object
they represent, would appear the best to the subject. This was the position
of the great metaphysicians of the classical era (see Maritain 1944:14).

As Maritain thinks, pure empiricists also cannot understand the ex-
istence of free will, because, recognizing only sequences knowable by the
senses, the idea of causality, exercised by a spirit upon itself, has no mean-
ing for them. When they express an opinion on a question which, like
this one about free will, is essentially of the ontological order, they cannot
fail to interpret the empirical results of the observational sciences in the
framework of classical mechanism inherited from Spinoza. They cannot
fail, without knowing what they are doing, surrendering to the most naive
extrapolations.* In proportion to the scientific discoveries of dynamic
elements that work in our psychical activity, they see in the very existence
of these elements the proof that they operate deterministically, i.e. that our
actions are predetermined, and this is precisely what remains to be proved
(see Maritain 1940: 632).

It is probably Freud who offers this empiricist pseudo-metaphysics
the greatest opportunities for illusion. At the same time, Maritain notes
that a clear distinction must be made between the psychoanalytic method,
which opened up new and very important paths for the research of the
unconscious, and the philosophy that Freud, leaving the field of his com-
petence and giving complete trust to his dreams, sought in extreme em-
piricism (see Maritain 1944: 15). The fact, discovered in psychoanalysis,
that there are unconscious motivations that the subject follows without
being aware of them, is in no way a sufficient argument against free will,
because free will begins with rational reasoning and awareness.’

To the extent that these unconscious motivations prompt us to act
automatically, it is not a matter of free will at all; and to the extent that
they give or encourage conscious judgment, it is a question of knowing
whether they in themselves shape or do not shape that judgment, or they
are made decisively motivated by that judgment - and that means through
free choice (see Maritain 1940: 632-633). A parallel can be drawn with an
automatic rifle, which, although it has automatic mechanisms, ultimately

4 Extrapolation here means a type of induction, i.e. reasoning by which one concludes
from a known order of reality to a higher one, i.e. making conclusions starting from
a very limited number of experimental facts and extending the law established in a
narrower area to a wider area.

5  See also: Maritain 2011: 147-153.
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fires only at the will of the soldier. In other words, the question is whether
unconscious motivations necessarily determine our actions or only direct
them, and it is clear that the mere fact that they exist is not enough to
make a final judgment on the matter.

Free will does not exclude, but rather presupposes the enormous and
complex dynamism of instincts, tendencies, psychophysical dispositions,
acquired habits and inherited weaknesses, and on the top of all that is the
point where this complex dynamism merges with the spirit world where
freedom of choice is exercised - to give or not to give a decisive role to
the tendencies and drives of nature. From this it follows that freedom of
choice, as well as responsibility, implies in us a multitude of degrees or lay-
ers of which the Author of being is the sole judge. It does not follow that
freedom of choice does not exist — quite the opposite! Maritain concludes
quite logically - if it implies layers and degrees, then it must exist (see
Maritain 1944: 16).

At the same time, he points out that the efforts of some scientists to
connect our natural belief in free will with the non-deterministic theo-
ries of modern physics can be very significant and thought-provoking
and effective in eliminating many prejudices, but he thinks that the strict
evidence which gives that belief an undeniably intelligible basis cannot be
found in that direction. The direction to go, for Maritain, is, of course, the
metaphysical one. He leads us towards formulations like those of Bergson:
,Our motives are what we make of them”; or ,,Our motives determined
us only at the moment when they became decisive, that is, at the moment
when the act was almost done.” But such formulations acquire both their
full meaning and their demonstrative value, not by a philosophy of pure
becoming, but only by a philosophy of being and intelligence, such as the
philosophy of St. Thomas Aquinas (see Maritain 1940: 633-634).6

As he says further, spirit as such implies a kind of infinity; his ability
to desire comes out of himself and goes towards the good that completely
satisfies him, that means towards the good without limits, and we cannot
desire anything but the desire for happiness. But as soon as reflection takes
place, our mind, faced with goods that are not Good, and judging them
as such, brings into actuality the radical indeterminacy that our desire for
happiness possesses with regard to everything that is not happiness itself.
The effective motivation of a intelligent being can only be practical judg-
ment. And that judgment is effective only because of the will; it is the will
which, acting according to its unpredictable initiative towards the good

6  In a strictly philosophical sense, for Maritain, in his formative years, it was decisive
his departure from Bergson and the introduction and acceptance of the philosophy
of Thomism.
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presented to it by such a judgment, gives that judgment the power to ef-
fectively direct the will (see Maritain 1940: 634; also Maritain 2011: 151).

The free act, in which the mind and the will involve and embrace
each other, is therefore like a momentary flash in which the active and
dominant indeterminacy of the will is performed with respect to the very
judgment that determines it. The will can do nothing without the judg-
ment of the mind. It is the will that determines itself by the judgment of
the mind, and it does it by this judgment rather than by any other. Far
from being just a simple function of reason, by which he would under-
stand ideas which by their mere object prove to be the best, the will is
the original spiritual energy of unlimited capacity which has control over
reason and its judgments with respect to practical choice, and it does what
here and now proves to be best. What, for Maritain, is the real mystery of
free will is that, although it essentially needs reasoning and specification
of reason, the exercise of will takes precedence over this reasoning and
specification and holds it under its active and dominating indeterminacy;,
because only will can give it existential efficacy (see Maritain 1944: 18).

For the entire personalistic tradition, the human person is a great met-
aphysical mystery. An essential mark of civilization, if it wants to be worthy
of that name, is the feeling and respect for the dignity of the human per-
son. There is even an imperative to be ready to make the ultimate sacrifice
to defend the rights of the human person and to defend freedom. What
are these values that deserve such a sacrifice, encompassed in the person
of man? What exactly do we mean when we talk about a human person? -
asks Maritain. When we say that a man is a person, we don’t just mean that
he is an individual, in the sense that an atom, a blade of grass, a fly or an
elephant are individuals. Man is an individual who somehow holds himself
in his hand.” He does not exist only in a physical way. He possesses spirit-
ual super-existence through knowledge and love. He is, in a way, a universe
within himself, a microcosm, in which the great cosmos in its entirety can
be encompassed through knowledge (see Maritain 1944: 19).

Through love, he can give himself completely to beings who are, in a
way, his second self. It is a relationship for which there is no equivalent in
the physical world. The human person possesses, according to Maritain,
these characteristics because, ultimately, man’s body, which is animated
and set in motion by divine fire, exist precisely because of the existence
of his soul, which dominates over time and death. Spirit is the root and
foundation of a person. The idea of a person thus includes the idea of
wholeness and independence. This is a particularly important aspect in
the context of the inalienability of human dignity, which is actually the

7 Of course, he does this by reason and free will.
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central theme of personalism. No matter how humiliated it is, a person as
such always remains a whole and exists independently of any human will.
To say that man is a person means to say that in the depths of his being
he is more whole than part and more independent than subjected (see
Maritain 1940: 635).

When we say that a man is a person, we mean that he is a small frag-
ment of matter that is at the same time the entire universe. Maritain ex-
presses it poetically - man is a beggar who communicates with absolute
being, mortal flesh whose value is eternal, a piece of straw into which
heaven enters. This is the metaphysical mystery that religious thought
points to when it says that a person is the image of God. The value of a
person, his dignity and his rights belong to the order of naturally sacred
things that bear the imprint of the Creator of being and that have the end
and purpose of their existence in Him. Spontaneity is a very important
word here. The freedom of spontaneity is not, like free will, the power of
choice that transcends all necessity and all determinism. It does not imply
the absence of necessity, but only the absence of restrictions and coercion.
It is the power to act in accordance with one€’s inner inclination and with-
out coercion imposed by any external factor (see Maritain 1944: 21 and
Maritain 2011: 126).

According to Maritain, this type of freedom admits all kinds of de-
grees, from the spontaneity of an electron that revolves around the nu-
cleus ,freely’, i.e. it is not diverted from its path by the intervention of
a foreign particle, to the spontaneity of the grass in the field that grows
»freely” or a bird that flies ,freely”, i.e. respecting only the internal ne-
cessities of its own nature. When the freedom of spontaneity crosses the
threshold of the kingdom of the spirit, when it is spontaneity of a spiritual
nature, it becomes, properly speaking, the freedom of independence.® To
that extent, as Maritain says, it does not consist only in following natural
inclinations, but rather in actively making someone the sufficient princi-
ple of his own action. In other words, it consists in possessing, perfecting
and expressing oneself as an indivisible whole in the act performed by the
subject. This is why the freedom of independence can only exist in beings
that have free will, and it presupposes the (correct) use of free will in order
to reach one’s own end or purpose (see Maritain 1940: 636). Correct use
of free will means to live according to truth and morality. Thus the most
moral man is also the most free among us.

It should not be understood that an independent being must also be
an uncaused being, i.e. a being without a cause. It is more precise to say

8  We can also recall here the well-known distinction between freedom from and free-
dom for.
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that it is a being who is the master or manager of himself. If the true mark
of a personality consists in the fact that it is free and that it is a whole, even
if imperfect, it is clear that the person and the freedom of independence
are in a relationship and are inseparable. On the scale of being they grow
together. At the top of that scale is God - a person in pure act and free-
dom of independence in pure act (actus purus). God is so much a person
that His existence is His knowledge and love. He is so independent that,
although He is the cause of all things, He Himself is absolutely uncaused.
(see Maritain 1940: 637). The term absolute actually means that which
is independent, uncaused, unlimited, unbound, freed from any necessary
relationship, and this all refers to God, i.e. the Being. The essence of His
being is His very existence. His essence is to be. He himself is the Being.

In fact, as Maritain reminds us, in each man personality and free-
dom of independence grow together. Because man is a being in motion, in
creation. If he does not improve and grow, he has nothing and even loses
what he had; he must conquer his own being (existence). The whole his-
tory of his misery and his greatness is the history of his efforts to win and
conquer the freedom of independence along with his personality. He is
called to the conquest of freedom!

Maritain points out two fundamental truths here. The first is that a
human being, although it is a person and therefore independent because
it is spirit, by nature it is at the lowest level of personality and independ-
ence, because it is spirit that is one in substance with matter and is in-
exorably bound to bodily conditions. Another truth is that, regardless of
how miserable, how poor, how captive or humiliated a person may be, the
aspirations of a person remain inviolable; and as such they strive, in the
life of each person as well as in the life of the human species, towards the
conquest of freedom (see Maritain 1940: 637).

In the context of a person’s dignity, we usually speak about inviolabil-
ity, but maybe it is more accurate to talk about the indestructibility and
inalienability of dignity, which can still be violated to the extent that it
is not respected or is trampled on. So, no matter how much a person’s
dignity is denied or trampled on, it, although violated, in its essence can
never be completely destroyed or alienated.

When talking about a person’s aspirations, Maritain highlights two
types. On the one hand, aspirations come from the human person as hu-
man, i.e. constituted in such a (human) species. We can say that they are
then innate (connatural) to man and specifically human. On the other
hand, aspirations come from the human person so far as he is a person,
that is, so far as he participates in that transcendental perfection which
is a personality and which is realized in God infinitely better than in us.
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Maritain says that in that case they are supernatural (transnatural) and
metaphysical (see Maritain 1940: 637).

The connatural aspirations strive for relative freedom compatible
with the conditions here on earth, and the burden of material nature
brings them serious defeat and failure from the very beginning, because
no animal is born poorer and less free than man. If the transcendental
dimension of man is ignored, then he is actually just a prematurely born
or failed animal.

The struggle to win freedom for the purpose of social life, as Maritain
says, aims precisely to correct the defeat and failures mentioned above.
The metaphysical aspirations of the person in us strive for superhuman
freedom, freedom pure and simple. And to whom does such a freedom
belong by nature, if not to God himself, who is the freedom of independ-
ence itself, subsisting by itself. Man has no right to the freedom proper
to God. When he strives for this freedom with a supernatural desire, he
strives for it in an ineffective way, without even knowing what it consists
of. Divine transcendence thus imposes from the very beginning the ad-
mission of a profound defeat of such metaphysical aspirations of the per-
son within us. However, that defeat is not irreparable, at least if the victor
descends to the aid of the vanquished. The movement to win freedom
with the purpose of spiritual life aims precisely at repairing this defeat (see
Maritain 1940: 638).°

Maritain warns that this point, reached here by considering freedom,
is crucial for the human being. Even the smallest mistake costs a lot here.
At this crucial point, capital errors, mortal for human society and the hu-
man soul, are mixed with capital truths to which the life of the soul and
that of society are bound. We need to be extremely careful here in order to
distinguish the truths from the errors. Namely, there is a false conquest of
freedom which is illusory and homicidal. Fortunately, there is also the true
conquest of freedom, which is truth and life for man. In order to briefly
describe both types of the conquest of freedom, Maritain states that the
misunderstanding of the conquest of freedom is rooted in a philosophy
that, in technical language, he calls univocalist and immanentist. In such
a philosophy, the concept of independence and freedom admits neither
internal variety nor degrees; and, on the other hand, God is conceived as
a physical agent raised to the infinity. So, either He is considered a trans-
cendent being and His existence is denied, because a transcendent being
would be a sort of heavenly Tyrant imposing restrictions and violence on
everything other than Himself; or His existence is affirmed and His tran-
scendence is denied - in other words, everything that exists is considered,

9 Cf. Maritain 1944: 19-20.
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in the manner of Spinoza or Hegel, as modes or phases of His realization
(see Maritain 1940: 638).

According to this view freedom or autonomy exists only if no rule
or objective measure is received from any being other than oneself.. Here
the human person claims divine freedom for himself, whether man takes,
in atheistic forms of thought and culture, the place of the God he denies,
or whether he tries to realize in act, in pantheistic forms, his identity of
nature with the God he conceives. To these views, Maritain opposes the
understanding of the conquest of freedom, which is based on the philoso-
phy of the analogy of being!® and the philosophy of divine transcendence.
According to this philosophy, independence and freedom are realized,
on the different levels of being, in ways which are essentially different.
In God it is realized in an absolute way, and therefore He, transcending
all things, is the supreme (or deepest) interiority, of which every existing
being is a participation (see Maritain 1940: 639). In us it is realized in a
relative way, and thanks to the privileges of the spirit which, regardless of
the state of dependence to which it is subjected by the nature of things,
makes itself independent by its own activity when it interiorizes within
itself, by knowledge and love, the law which it respects and which it obeys.
For this philosophy, divine transcendence does not impose violence and
limitations upon creatures, but rather infuses them all with goodness and
spontaneity and is more intimately present and closer to them than they
are to themselves.!!

According to Maritain, the autonomy of a rational being does not
consist in its receiving no rules or objective measures from any other be-
ing than itself. Rather, it consists in its voluntarily conforming to such
rules and measures, because it recognizes them as just and true, and be-
cause of a love for truth and justice. This is true human freedom to which
the person tends as to a connatural perfection. And if a person also aspires
to superhuman freedom, this thirst for transnatural perfection, whose sat-
isfaction is not due to us, will be completely quenched only if the per-
son receives more than he desires, and thanks to a transforming union
with Uncreated Nature. God is free, from all eternity; more precisely, He
is (subsisting) Freedom in and by Himself. Man is not born free, Maritain
claims, except in the sense of the fundamental powers and basic poten-
cies of his being. Man becomes free, fighting with himself (and against
himself) and enduring many difficulties. Through the effort of the spirit
and virtue, by exercising his free will (correctly!), he gradually wins his
freedom, so that, in the end, a freedom he is given is better than the one

10 Analogia entis.
11 In the words of St. Augustine: interior intimo meo et superior summo meo (Confes-
sions 111, 6, 11).
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he expected. From beginning to end, it is the truth which liberates him
(see Maritain 1940: 640-641).12

In this spirit and in this sense we can consider political and economic
emancipation as well as the deification of man. On the trail of this phi-
losophy we can properly distinguish true from false emancipation, and
even more importantly — true from false deification of man.

Fortunately there is a true deification of man. Maritain reminds us of
a psalm: Ego dixi: dii estis (Ps 81,6). This is called eternal life, but it begins
as in a mirror already here on earth. It is fatal to renounce perfect libera-
tion as well as to try to reach it by wrong ways, that is, by human forces
alone. Here the supernatural aspirations are fulfilled supernaturally and
by a gift that surpasses anything we can imagine. What is grace if not a
formal participation in the Divine Nature, in other words, a deifying life
received from God? The mystery and paradox is that the supreme free-
dom and independence of man are won by the supreme spiritual realiza-
tion of his dependence - of his dependence on the Being which, being
Life itself, vivifies, and, being Freedom itself, liberates all that participate
in His essence. This kind of dependence is not some eternal constraint, as
in the case of a physical being with regard to another physical being. The
more man realizes this dependence, the more he participates in the nature
of the Absolute...

Men who have achieved some of that, participate in the freedom of
the One who cannot be contained by anything. In losing themselves they
have won a mysterious and disappropriated personality, which makes
them act in virtue of that which they are eternally in the Uncreated Es-
sence. Born of the spirit, they are free like it. Properly speaking, they didn't
win anything, they have received everything! While they were fighting to
win freedom, it gave itself to them. The true conquest of supreme and
absolute freedom is to be made free, freely consenting to it, by Subsisting
Freedom. The true deification of man consists in his opening himself to
the gift which the Absolute makes of Himself, and to the descent of divine
plenitude into the intelligent creature (see Maritain 1944: 39-40).

What Maritain wants to say is that it is all a work of love. The law!?
protects freedom and educates us to be free. When love follows the path
of the law, it leads us through the law to emancipation from all slavery,
even from servitude of the law.!* The following fragment from the Summa

12 See also Maritain 1944: 21-23.

13 This refers only to the law that is just, i.e. in accordance with the natural law, and in
the religious sense it, of course, refers to God’s law. Cf. Maritain 1992: 90-98.

14  We can say that it’s a triple jump - from slavery to evil and sin, through slavery to the
law, to true freedom.



Jacques Maritain on freedom and free will | 231

Contra Gentiles, where St. Thomas Aquinas comments St. Paul, is very fa-
mous, and Maritain considers it one of the greatest texts absolutely funda-
mental for the spiritual constitution of true humanity:

»We must observe that the sons of God are led by the divine Spirit, not
as slaves, but as free. For, since to be free is to be cause of one’s own actions,
we are said to do freely what we do of ourselves. This is what we do willin-
gly: and what we do unwillingly, we do, not freely, but under compulsion.
This compulsion can be absolute, when the cause is wholly extraneous, and
the patient contributes nothing to the action, for example, when a man is
compelled to move by force; or it may be partly voluntary, as when a man is
willing to do or suffer that which is less opposed to his will, in order to avoid
that which is more opposed thereto. The sanctifying Spirit inclines us to act,
in such a way as to make us act willingly, inasmuch as He causes us to love
God. Therefore, the sons of God are led by the Holy Ghost to act freely and
for love, not slavishly and out of fear. That is why the Apostle says: You have
not received the spirit of bondage again to fear; but you have received the Spirit
of adoption of sons (Rom 8,15). The will is by its essence directed towards
what is truly good: so that when, either through passion or bad habit or dis-
position, a man turns from what is truly good, he acts as a slave, in so far as
he is led by something extraneous, if we consider the natural direction of the
will. But, if we consider the act of the will, as inclined here and now towards
an apparent good, he acts freely when he follows passion or an evil habit, but
he acts as a slave if, while his will remains the same, he refrains from what
he desires through fear of the law which forbids the fulfillment of his desire.
Therefore, when the divine Spirit by love inclines the will to the true good
to which it is naturally directed, He removes both - the servitude (hetero-
nomy) whereby a man, the slave of passion and sin, acts against the order
of the will, and the slavery whereby a man acts against the inclination of his
will, and in obedience to the law, as the slave and not the friend of the law.
Wherefore the Apostle says: Where the Spirit of the Lord is, there is liberty (2
Cor 3,17); and:

If you are led by the Spirit, you are not under the Law (Gal, 5,18)” -
(Summa Contra Gentiles, IV, 22).1>

According to Maritain, there is a big difference between the imperfect
liberation whereby the highest techniques of natural spirituality'® oblige
nature to satisfy in some way the transnatural aspirations of the human
person, and the perfect freedom whereby the supernatural gift (!), that
the Divine Personality makes of itself to created personality, far more than
tulfills these aspirations and gives much more than what was asked for
and expected. While leaving intact the distinction of natures, love, which

15  Quoted according to Maritain 1940: 648.
16  He probably thinks mostly on Eastern spiritualities and techniques, but not only on
them.
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at the end of spiritual growth creates this perfect freedom, truly makes
man a god by participation. At the same time, far from enclosing itself
in an altogether intellectual contemplation that would abolish action, the
freedom in question lives on a contemplation which, since it proceeds
from love, superabounds in action and penetrates into the most hidden
structures of the world. The heroism it implies does not retreat into the
sacred; it spills over into the profane and sanctifies it. Detached from per-
fection in perfection itself, because it thinks of loving more than of being
itself without fault (!), it gradually awakens goodwill and brotherly love
(see Maritain 1940: 648-649).17

Emphasizing the distinction between the political or socio-temporal
and the spiritual, between the things that are Caesar’s and the things that
are God’s, Maritain concludes that if the false deification of man results
in the confusion of the temporal and the spiritual and the perverse ado-
ration of the social and of temporal relativities elevated to the absolute,
then the true deification of man, on the contrary, and precisely because it
is perfected by the grace of the Incarnation and draws to itself all that is
human, asks of divine things to descend into the most profound depths of
the human. It asks that the social and political order, remaining essentially
different from the spiritual, be pervaded and intrinsically superelevated by
the sap which flows into souls from the Absolute. In the degree, small as it
may be in fact, that things are this way, in that degree the historical march
of civilization towards the conquest of relative freedom, which answers to
the connatural aspirations of human personality, is in accord and mutual
cooperation with the suprahistorical movement of the soul towards the
conquest of absolute freedom, which corresponds, though transcending
them divinely, to the transnatural aspirations of the person as person (see
Maritain 1944: 42).

Finally, we can conclude that in order to understand Maritain’s con-
cept of freedom, we should first distinguish between freedom and free
will, then between created and uncreated will, and finally, between the
natural and supernatural aspirations of the person. These wills and aspi-
rations can and should be in a synergistic and synchronous relationship.
In other words, the only true freedom is won by finetuning created and
uncreated free will, and natural and supernatural aspirations of human
person. In the end, Maritain, remaining a philosopher - but taking into
account the theological data of the Christian faith, thought and believed
that uncreated free will was revealed to men through (by) nature, but also
from above as a pure divine gift.

17 This may even be a key passage for understanding Maritain’s concept of freedom. Cf.
Maritain 2011: 171-211.
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Visnja Knezevic¢’

FILOZOFIJA U DOBA PANDEMIJE
JEDAN PRIMER IZ ANTICKE ISTORIJE

Apstrakt: Strah od smrti jedna je od temeljnih ljudskih emocija, koja posebno dolazi
do izrazaja u kriznim situacijama kao $to su pandemije i ratovi. Iskustvo sa zarazom
virusom SARS-CoV-2 to nam je jos§ jednom potvrdilo. Moze li filozofija da bude od
pomodi? I na koji na¢in? Vracajuéi se u antiku, pokusavamo da odgovorimo na to
pitanje usredsredujudi se na pandemiju kuge, koja je zahvatila Atinu za vreme Pelo-
poneskog rata. Posebno izdvajamo Tukididov opis raspolozenja i pona$anja Atinjana
u to vreme i nastojimo da ga protumacimo u kontekstu straha od smrti. Istovremeno,
tome suprotstavljamo primer Sokratovog ponasanja, koje se ni u situaciji neposredne
egistencijalne ugrozenosti od zaraze i ratne pogibije — kao ni kasnije, u i§¢ekivanju
smrtne kazne — ni po ¢emu nije razlikovalo od njegovog uobicajenog drzanja. Taj fe-
nomen objasnjavamo Sokratovim sistemom verovanja u vezi sa smr¢u, za koji tvrdi-
mo da je velikim delom posledica uloge filozofije u njegovom Zzivotu.

Kljucne reci: strah od smrti, pandemija (kuga), Peloponeski rat, Sokrat, racional-
nost verovanja, filozofija.

Pandemija SARS-CoV-2 jo§ uvek traje, ali se ¢ini da smo tek sada u
stanju da smirenije promislimo o okolnostima i zapitamo se $ta nam je
dalje ¢initi. Filozofija, u tom smislu, moze da bude od odlu¢ujuc¢e pomo¢i.
Da bismo to pokazali, osvrnu¢emo se na jedan drugi, istorijski cuveni slu-
¢aj pandemije i pokusati, na njegovom primeru, da pokazemo individual-
nu, socijalnu i egzistencijalnu dobrobit koju filozofsko promisljanje ima u
sudaru sa apsurdom. Naime, iako imaju svoj nau¢no objasnjiv kauzalitet,
u momentu kada se pojavljuju i kada jo§ uvek za njih nema leka, pande-
mije smrtonosnih bolesti nas postavljaju u egzistencijalni apsurd utoliko
§to nas suocavaju sa mogu¢nos$cu smrti — bliske, a mozda i bolne. Upravo
u takvoj situaciji nasli su se gradani Atine u leto 430. godine stare ere.!

* Institut za filozofiju, Filozofski fakultet Univerziteta u Beogradu, visnja.d.knezevic@

gmail.com.
1 Sve godine pomenute u radu odnose se na staru eru.
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Nesto vise od godinu dana po izbijanju Peloponeskog rata zadesila ih je
tzv. kuga. To je bila bolest sa vrlo teSkom klini¢kom slikom?, o ¢emu sve-
do¢i Tukidid (2.49-50 ff.), koja je usmrtila do 100.000 ljudi, to jest cetvr-
tinu atinskog stanovnistva (ukljucujuci i pridoslice iz provincije — Littman
2009: 456). Pri tome, ,nijedan organizam, bio on snazan ili slab, nije sam
po sebi [bio] dovoljan da se odupre, nego je kuga sve odnosila, pa i one
kojima je ukazivana sva moguc¢a nega” (Thuc., 2.51).

Povrh opisa simptoma i toka bolesti koju je i sam prelezao, Tukidid
opisuje i njene posledice po mentalno stanje gradana i po celokupno drus-
tvo. Kuga je obolele dovodila do emocionalnog distresa pracenog depre-
sivnim afektom, a u Atini je zavladalo i ,veliko bezakonje” (2.51, 53).> Da
bi se razumeli razlozi u osnovi te socijalne situacije, nave$¢emo, a potom i
analizovati, pasaz iz Peloponeskog rata koji to ilustruje:

Pritisnuti nesre¢om, ljudi nisu znali §ta ¢e se sa njima dogoditi,
pa su postajali ravnodu$ni prema zakonoma, i profanim i svetim. [...]
A i inace, sa ovom bolestinom pocelo je u Atini i veliko bezakonje
[...]. Ljudi su videli kako je sre¢a promenljiva [...]. I tako su se odlucili
da potraze trenutna uzivanja i da zadovolje svoje strasti, smatrajuci
prolaznim i svoja tela i svoja imanja. A unapred se muciti za nesto
$to se smatralo licnim ugledom, za to niko nije bio raspolozen, jer je

2 Pokusaji da se utvrdi koja bolest je ta¢no u pitanju traju ve¢ dugo. U poslednje vreme,
primenom matematickog modelovanja i ukljuc¢ivanjem epidemioloskog uz standard-
ni, klini¢ki model, moguca oboljenja su svedena na dve glavne grupe. U prvu spada-
ju tifusna oboljenja i kuga, a u drugu velike boginje. Primena ovog, kompleksnijeg
modela eliminisala je male boginje i oboljenja izazvana bakterijama Staphylococci. Za
vise o tome, vid. Littman 2009.

3 Tukidid navodi (2.51) da je bolesnike hvatalo ,,0¢ajanje’, ,,¢im bi osetili da su oboleli”,
da im je ,duse [...] obuzimala beznadeznost, pa su se mnogo vise predavali bolesti
nego §to su joj se odupirali”. Od depresivnih poremecaja koje DSM-5TM prepoznaje
(APA 2013: 155-188), a koji bi se mogli dovesti u vezu sa Tukididovim opisom, tzv.
poremecaj prilagodavanja sa depresivnim afektom (Adjustment disorder with de-
pressed mood) €ini se najprikladnijim. Taj poremedaj je diferencijalna dijagnoza za
tzv. veliki depresivni poremecaj i veliku depresivnu epizodu (Major depressive disor-
der, major depressive episode), (APA 2013: 168). Veliki depresivni poremecaj (MDD)
dijagnostifikuje se pri pojavi diskretnih epizoda u trajanju od minimum dve nedelje,
koje uklju¢uju jasne promene afekata, kognicija i neurovegetativnih funkcija, kao i
remisije izmedu samih epizoda (APA 2013: 155). Na prvi pogled, ¢ini se da Tukidi-
dov opis zadovoljava dijagnosticki kriterijum za MDD - naravno, pod pretpostavkom
da oboleli nisu umirali u roku kra¢em od dve nedelje. Medutim, dijagnostikovanje
MDD zahteva da depresivne epizode ne mogu biti uzrokovane drugim medicins-
kim stanjem, a to se u slucaju koji Tukidid opisuje ne moze iskljuéiti. Naprotiv, u
poremecaju prilagodavanja sa depresivnim afektom depresivno raspolozenje se javlja
kao direktan ,,odgovor” na ¢injenicu da je osoba obolelela od kuge, to jest kuga ovde
funkcioni$e kao psihosocijalni stresor, koji ima za posledicu depresivni afekt (opet u
trajanju od minimum dve nedelje). Zahvaljujem se Mariji Kusi¢ na ovoj primedbi.
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svako mislio da je neizvesno da li ¢e, pre nego $to se sve to postigne,
umreti. A ono §to je u svemu predstavljalo trenutno zadovoljstvo i $to
je vodilo uzivanju, ¢inilo im se lepim i korisnim. Nije ih mogao obuz-
dati ni strah od bogova, ni ljudski zakon; i posto su videli da svi ljudi
podjednako propadaju, smatrali su da i pobozbost i bezboZnost izlaze
na isto; i niko se nije nadao da ¢e toliko dugo ziveti da bi za svoje
pogreske mogao iskusiti kaznu, ve¢ je smatrao da mu nad glavom visi
mnogo veca i ve¢ presudena kazna i da je pravo da jo$ malo uziva u
Zivotu pre nego $to ga ta kazna stigne (Peloponeski rat, 2.52-53, prev.
D. Obradovi¢, podvukla V. K.).

U ovom pasazu se otkriva kompleksan sistem verovanja Atinjana u vre-
me pandemije, na osnovu kojeg Tukidid objasnjava njihovo ponasanje. Taj
sistem sadrzi implicitna verovanja o ljudskoj prirodi i utilitaristicki ori-
jentisanoj etici, a eksplicitno — odnos prema smrti. Ovde ¢emo se usred-
srediti na poslednje. Tvrdimo, naime, da je odnos prema smrti centralna i
»heuralgicka” oblast tog sistema verovanja, koja se pak konstituise oko tri
slede¢a fundamentalna stava: 1) smrt je nesto lose — dolazi kao ,,ve¢ presu-
dena kazna’, i to mnogo vec¢a od ma koje zakonske kazne za neko krivi¢no
delo; 2) materijalisticka metafizika — u doba pandemije, Atinjani su poceli
da smatraju ,,prolaznim i svoja tela i svoja imanja”; 3) poboznost i bezboz-
nost su izjedacene po svojim posledicama, odakle sledi logicki pogresan,
eticki zakljuc¢ak da i jedna i druga ,,izadu na isto’, te da je, dakle, 4) dozvo-
ljeno, lepo, dobro i korisno ¢initi zlo¢ine.

Prvi stav nije obrazlozen, ali se moze pretpostaviti da je zasnovan na
shvatanju smrti kao kraja Zivota te na hipotezi da je kraj zivota nesto po
sebi lose (cf. Dereti¢ 2020: 38). Kada je re¢ o drugom stavu, izgleda da
se verovanje u materijalisticku metafiziku, ako ve¢ ne pre, pojavilo kao
posledica uvida u visoku stopu smrtnosti od kuge. Inace, ta metafizika
je implicitna u pominjanju prolaznosti tela i imanja, ali u nepominjanju
duse. Treci stav, da smrt ¢eka i pobozne i nepobozne, ukazuje, medutim,
na to da su Atinjani smatrali da je re¢ ne samo o smrti tela ve¢ o totalnoj
smrti, odnosno da nema duse ili bar ne takve koja bi prezivela smrt tela.
Poboznost i bezboznost su, naime, svojstva duse, a ne tela. Oba pojma su
u vezi sa pojmom pravde, i to u najvisSem mogucem smislu — onoga $to je
hésion, to jest $to je u skladu sa bozanskim zakonom, ¢emu je podreden
pojam onoga $to je pravedno prema ljudskom zakonu ($to je, dakle, dikai-
on). Drugim re¢ima, stavovi Atinjana o smrti mogli bi se izloziti na sledeci
nacin: 1) tanatoloski — smrt je kraj zivota, a kraj zZivota je apsolutan, stra-
daju i telo i dusa; kraj Zivota je, uz to, kazna, odnosno nesto rdavo; 2) etic-
ki stavovi, posledica tanatoloskih - pravednost i nepravednost su svojstva
duse; posto ista kazna (smrt, nesto rdavo) sustiZe i pravedne i nepravedne
a dusa ne prezivljava, isto je biti pravedan i nepravedan.
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Najpre treba razumeti da u osnovi straha koji se javlja u pandemiji
kao $to je kuga, ili COVID-19 danas, lezi strah od smrti: ono cega se pla-
$imo nije zaraza virusom per se nego visok stepen verovatnosti smrtnog
ishoda. Posto uverenja o prirodi smrti u bitnoj meri odreduju i prirodu
naseg odnosenja prema ¢injenici smrti, ta ista uverenja ¢e odredivati i to
kako ¢emo se odnositi prema zarazi smrtonosnom boles¢u, ali i prema
zivotu samom, odnosno njegovim vrednostima. Depresivna i mani¢na
ponasanja Atinjana u doba kuge, koje Tukidid opisuje, ali i na bilo koji
drugi nacin ugrozeno mentalno zdravlje obolelih ili onih koji veruju da
¢e oboleti, u tom slucaju, nastaju kao rezultat straha od smrti neposredno,
a posredno - nasih verovanja o prirodi smrti. Kako, pak, strah od smrti
uti¢e na odnos$enje prema zZivotu samom i njegovim vrednostima, dobro je
ilustrovano logicki pogresnim, etickim zakljuckom koji su Atinjani izveli
u doba pandemije - da su, s obzirom na ¢injenicu smrti kao neminovnog
ishoda kuge, pravednost i nepravednost izjednacene.

Logicki pogresno rezonovanje Atinjana razlozi¢emo u redovima koji
slede. U prvom koraku, Atinjani su uocili da i pravedni i nepravedni gra-
dani umiru od kuge, $to se formalno moze predstaviti na slede¢i nacin:

Ix (Px A Sx), (1)
dx (=Px A Sx),

gde je x promenljiva koja oznacava ma kojeg gradanina, P predikat pra-
vednosti, =P predikat nepravednosti, a S predikat smrtnosti, koji u kon-
kretnom slucaju oznacava ¢injenicu umiranja od pandemije. Te dve pre-
mise izrazavaju istinite opazajne sudove Atinjana da neki pravedni i neki
nepravedni ljudi umiru od kuge (ma o kako velikom broju da se radilo, to
i dalje nisu svi pravedni i svi nepravedni gradani Atine). Takode, vazno je
ista¢i da se na osnovu pomenutih sudova nista ne moze zakljuciti o odnosu
predikata P i =P ni o tome kakvu ulogu oni imaju u drugim kontekstima.

Medutim, Tukididovi Atinjani upravo ovo ¢ine — oni, u drugom ko-
raku, vr§e pogre$nu generalizaciju da ¢e svi pravedni i svi nepravedni ljudi
umreti od pandemije, te da pravednost i nepravednost, kao takve, imaju
istu posledicu - smrt. Drugim rec¢ima, Atinjani veruju da

Vx(Px > Sx) A Vx(=Px > Sx). (2)

Konac¢no, u tre¢em koraku, na osnovu prethodnog, dedukuju, opet
logicki pogresno, identitet antecedenasa, to jest zakljucuju da su, s obrzi-
rom na posledicu smrti, pravednost i nepravednost jednake:

(Vx(Px > Sx) A Vx(=Px > Sx)) > Vx(Px <> -Px), (3)

§to je ne samo pogresan zakljucak, jer se na osnovu istog konsekvensa ne
moze zakljuciti identitet antecedenasa, ve¢ je formalno i kontradikcija.
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Stavi$e, na osnovu Tukididovog teksta — ,[...] i posto su videli da
svi ljudi podjednako propadaju, smatrali su da i poboznost i bezboznost
izlaze na isto” - moguce je da su Atinjani implicitno izveli jedan, jo$ jaci
zakljucak, a to je da su, s obzirom na ¢injenicu smrti, pravednost i ne-
pravednost iste u svim svojim posledicama, da imaju isto znacenje u svim
kontekstima. Odnosno, da vazi

Vx((Px > Qx) <> (7Px > Qx)), (3a)

gde je Q predikat koji oznacava proizvoljno svojstvo, na primer, ,,biti dobar
vernik” (tj. postovati bogove, kultove, religijske svecanosti, hramove, herme
itd.), ,,biti dobar sin’, ,,biti dobar roditelj’, ,,biti dobar prijatelj”, ,,biti dobar
gradanin” itd. Zakljucak ne sledi jer, kao $to je ve¢ re¢eno, na osnovu (1) ne
moze se zakljuciti nidta o tome kakvu ulogu P i =P imaju u drugim kontek-
stima, ¢ak ni s obzirom na ¢injenicu smrti. (3a) je jaci sud od (3), a razlika
izmedu ta dva suda ima svoje poreklo u mogucnosti dvojakog tumacenja
reci ,isto” u recenici: ,,[...] i posto su videli da svi ljudi podjednako propada-
ju, smatrali su da i poboznost i bezboznost izlaze na isto” U prvom slucaju,
(3), isto se razume kao neizbezna smrt od kuge, a u drugom, (3a), isto po-
drazumeva sve posledice Qx koje slede iz Px, odnosno iz ~Px, s obzirom na
¢injenicu neizbezne smrti. Oba rezultata su logicki neodrziva.

Zasto su prose¢no dobro obrazovani Atinjani rezonovali tako pogres-
no? Na ovom mestu ne mozemo ulaziti u background teorijske razloge nji-
hovog izbora, koji se ti¢u Tukididovih uverenja o ljudskoj prirodi*, niti
su ti razlozi presudno znacajni za na$ argument. Za nase svrhe dovoljno
je prihvatiti hipotezu da su misljenje i ponasanje Atinjana u doba rata i
pandemije u znac¢ajnoj meri bili determinisani strahom od smrti i dvoma
uverenjima na kojima je taj strah pocivao - prvo, temeljnim uverenjem
da je smrt, kao takva, rdava i, drugo, induktivnim zaklju¢ckom, dovoljno
potkrepljenim empirijskom evidencijom - da je s obzirom na prirodu i
tok pandemije verovatno da ¢e ih smrt ubrzo sti¢i. Potonje je racionalno
zasnovano uverenje, ali ono nije primarni motivator, mada jeste katali-
zator straha gradana Atine u doba kuge. Primarni uzrocnik je uverenje
da smrt po sebi predstavlja zlo. Polaze¢i od tog uverenja, strah od smrti
se posledi¢no javlja kao najjaci ekstralogicki razlog, koji i najobrazovanije
ljude motivise da pocine logicke greske koje im se, inace, verovatno ne bi
tako lako ,,potkrale”. Pa posto su izveli pogresan zaklju¢ak da je, s obzirom
na ishod smrti, isto (u bilo kojem od dva ili u oba navedena smisla) biti
pobozan i biti bezbozan, odnosno ¢initi pravdu i nepravdu, gradani Atine
su se predali nepravdi, koja im se ¢inila dobrom i korisnom.

Dakle, i samo okretanje zlo¢inu u tom slucaju treba sagledati u svetlu
straha od smrti, a ne bolesti; to pak, na koncu, znaci da ga treba sagledati

4 Vise o tome, vid. Salins 2014; Jordovi¢ 2009.
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u svetlu pogre$nog uverenja da je kraj zivota nesto rdavo. Atinjani su se,
naime, okrenuli bezakonju u doba kuge zato $to su zaklju¢ili da e, ako se
razbole, verovatno umreti i zato $to su verovali da je smrt neko zlo. Mate-
rijalisticka metafizika implicitno, a strah od smrti, koju su pak izjednacili
sa najve¢im zlom, eksplicitno, naveli su Atinjane i na logicke pogreske i na
to da bez stida ¢ine zlodine.”

Ostavljaju¢i materijalisticku metafiziku po strani, usredsredujemo se
na verovanje da je smrt nesto po sebi lode. Nisu svi Atinjani tako mislili,
odnosno znamo da bar jedan nije. Sokrat, naime, nije verovao da je smrt
per se lo$a i smatrao je strah od smrti racionalno neopravdanim. Prema
njegovom shvatanju, plasiti se smrti znacilo je ,nista drugo do drzati se
mudrim, a ne biti mudar. To znac¢i misliti da ¢ovek zna ono $to ne zna” (PL
Ap., 29a6-8). Niko, naime, ne zna da li je smrt nesto dobro ili zlo posto se
niko nije vratio iz mrtvih da bi nam to kazao (c¢f. 29b5-6). Sokrat odbacuje
strah od smrti kao na neznanju i na neistinitom verovanju zasnovan strah.
Neistinito, naime, verujemo da je smrt lo$a jer to niti znamo niti mozemo
znati. Sokratov pristup strahu od smrti je kognitivisticki i intelektualisticki,
on je smatrao ne samo da u osnovu emocije straha pociva kognicija, (po-
gre$no) verovanje o prirodi smrti nego, $tavise, da je to $to inace nazivamo
emocijom straha od smrti isto $to i verovanje da je smrt nesto lose (PL. Prt.,
358d6-7; Dereti¢ 2020: 25 et pass.; cf. Dereti¢ & Smith 2021).

U tom smislu, moglo bi se re¢i da je Sokrat anticipirao prve hipoteze
onoga $to danas poznajemo kao kognitivno bihevioralni pristup u psiho-
terapiji.® Znacajna odlika tog pristupa je usredsredivanje na sistem (klijen-
tovih) verovanja, uz ispitivanje njihove opravdanosti i racionalne zasnova-
nosti. Verovanja koja ne izdrze tu vrstu provere uklanjaju se iz kognitivnog
sistema ili, ukoliko to nije moguce (a Cesto nije), nastoji se da se raskine
kauzalna veza doti¢nih verovanja i akcija (Dryden & David, 2008). Racio-
nalno neosnovana verovanja, drugim rec¢ima, prestaju da imaju ulogu mo-

5  Na ovom mestu uputno je setiti se Platonovog mita o Eru iz X knjige DrZave. Taj
eshatologki mit trebalo je da pokaze da je pravednost, osim po sebi, dobra i po svo-
jim posledicama. Mrtvim du$ama, koje preZivljavaju smrt tela, sudi se za praved-
nost, odnosno nepravednost. Duse koje su za zivota (u telu) bile nepravedne sustize
pravedna kazna, koja kod Platona ima korektivnu, a ne retributivnu funkciju. Sli¢no
je i u eshatoloskom mitu o sudenju du$ama iz dijaloga Gorgija. Jasno je da takva
verovanja nisu postojala u dusama Atinjana u trenutku pandemije, sve i da su u njih
(ili u neka sli¢na) verovali pre pandemije.

6  Istina, osniva¢ REBT (Rational emotive behaviour therapy) A. Elis i osniva¢ CBT
(Cognitive behavioural therapy) kao kiSobrana za sve kognitivno bihejvioralne tera-
pije A. Bek pozivali su se na stoicizam (posebno Epikteta) kao na filozofski osnov
i prete¢u respektivnih pristupa terapiji (Robertson, 2016; Still & Dryden, 1999).
Medutim, s obzirom na to da je stoi¢ka etika zapravo u biti sokratovska, ne¢emo
pogresiti ukoliko Sokrata proglasimo prvim koji je anticipirao osnovne hipoteze po-
menutih savremenih psihoterapijskih pristupa; tim pre $to je prvi eksplicitno zastu-
pao kognitivisticko razumevanje emocija.
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tivatora ponasanja, ili se tome bar tezi. Iako je ovo objasnjenje znatno po-
jednostavljeno, za nase svrhe je dovoljno: verovanja uzrokuju ponasanja,
pa pogresna ili iracionalna verovanja izazivaju neadekvatna, destruktivna
ponasanja (kako po sebe, tako i po drustvo) - ili, najjednostavnije receno,
ljudsku patnju i rdava dela. Vracajudi se, dakle, Atinjanima u doba kuge,
rekli bismo da su njihovo bezakonje i o¢ajanje neodgovaraju¢a ponasanja,
koja proisti¢u iz jednog neistinitog i racionalno neutemeljenog verovanja
- verovanja da je smrt neko zlo, kazna itd.

Bududi da je Sokrat istraZivao to pitanje, pa je nakon istrazivanja za-
kljucio da nije opravdano verovati da je smrt neko zlo, neadekvatna pona-
$anja su kod njega izostala. Na drugoj strani, tvrdio je da pouzdano zna
(oida) da je ,rdavo i sramotno ¢initi nepravdu” (Ap., 29b6) i krsiti zakone
(Brickhouse & Smith 1994: 144). Sokrat se, naime, smrti nije plasio, ali se
plasio da slu¢ajno ne pocini nepravdu. Za to da je re¢ o znanju, a ne o isti-
nitom verovanju, navodio je dva argumenta: 1) neposredno svedocanstvo,
intenzivno apotrepticko iskustvo u saglasnosti sa racionalnim razlozima
— tzv. daimonion (Dereti¢ 2020: 43, 48); 2) stav da je vrlina ekvivalentna
znanju, a porok neznanju. Ne mozemo ulaziti u detalje sokratovske etike i
tanatologije, koje su kompleksnije no $to ih ovde predstavljamo, te nacelno
udaljene od materijalisticke metafizike, a u pojedinim, znac¢ajnim elemen-
tima divergiraju i od kognitivno bihevioralne paradigme. Ipak, mozemo
re¢i da je Sokrat svoje znanje da je rdavo i sramno ¢inti nepravdu zasnivao
na argumentaciji koja je pocivala ili na racionalnim razlozima ili je bila u
saglasnosti sa njima, a isto vazi i za njegovo verovanje da smrt nije po sebi
rdava. U osnovi i jednog i drugog bili su istrazivanje i promisljanje.”

Sokratova ,filozofija Zivota” bi glasila da je dobar Zivot - Zivot istra-
zivanja. Naime, filozof je tvrdio da, za ¢oveka, neistrazen zivot nije vredan
zivljenja (ho dé anexétastos bios ou biotos anthropoi — PL. Ap., 38a4), $to se
prevashodno odnosilo na odbacivanje nekritickog odnosa prema stvari-
ma. Otuda, kada je tvrdio da je strah od smrti lazno verovanje da je smrt
neko zlo ili da pouzdano zna da je rdavo i sramno ¢initi nepravdu, Sokrat
je to ¢inio tek posto je ta pitanja kriticki preispitao. Zivedi Zivot posvecen
istrazivanju, ne zanemarujuéi pritom svoje duznosti atinskog gradanina8,
Sokrat se drzao smireno i hrabro, $to se posebno moglo primetiti u doba

7 Cakje i njegovo apotrepti¢ko iskustvo ukljucivalo istrazivanje. Naime, iako je bezus-
lovno verovao svom daimonionu, Sokrat je taj boZanski glas naknadno reflektovao,
to jest pitao se o razlozima za$to mu se daimonion javlja tada kada mu se javlja i
za$to mu porucuje ba$ to §to mu porucuje (cf. Pl. Euth., 272¢3). Na taj nacin je utvr-
dio da je daimonion uvek u saglasnosti sa razumom, ¢ak i ako ne poti¢e od razuma:
daimonion nikada Sokrata nije odvratio od toga da ucini nesto $to bi inace bilo ra-
zumno i dobro.

8  Prema vlastitom svedocenju na sudu (Ap., 28el-2), Sokrat je ucestvovao u dve, za
Atinu izuzetno politi¢ki znacajne kampanje: na Potideju i na Delij i Amfipolis. Vise o
znacaju Sokratovog politicko ratnog angazmana, uz filozofski: ¢f. Anderson (2005).



242 | Visnja Knezevi¢

rata i pandemije. Alkibijad svedoc¢i (PL. Symp., 219e3-220b5) da je za vre-
me kampanje na Potideju® Sokrat ,,prevazilazio u vojni¢kim naporima ne
samo mene (sc. Alkibijada) nego i ostale”, bio otporan na zimu i nedo-
statak hrane i nikada ga niko nije napio. Alkibijad, takode, tvrdi da ga je
Sokrat spasio od izvesne smrti na bojnom polju (220el f.)!, kao $to je
kasnije spasio ranjenog mladi¢a Ksenofonta, prilikom povlacenja vojske iz
Delija 424 . godine (221al ff).

Za nas je ovde vaznije, medutim, to $to kada se, tokom kampanje na
Potideju, mnogo atinskih vojnika zarazilo kugom, Sokrata nisu spopa-
li kukavi¢luk, malodusnost i oc¢ajanje nego je nastavio da ¢ini ono $to je
oduvek ¢inio - da zivi zivot istrazivanja. Utonuo je, naime, u misli, po svoj
prilici kriti¢ki ispitujuci nesto:

Zamislio se u ne$to u ranu zoru i stajao je onde na istom mestu raz-
misljajuci, i kad mu nije polazilo za rukom da to resi, nije s mesta odlazio,
nego je i dalje stajao ispitujuci. I ve¢ je bilo podne, i ljudi su to prime¢ivali i
u ¢udu jedan drugome kazivali da Sokrat od rane zore onde stoji i 0 ne¢emu
razmiSlja. Na posletku, kad je bilo ve¢ po veceri, neki Jonjani izneli su svoje
prostirace napolje, jer je tada bilo leto: i jedni su spavali u hladovini, a drugi
su pazili na njega hoce li i preko nodi stajati. A on je stajao dok je zora sva-

nula i sunce granulo, zatim se pomolio suncu i oti$ao (Gozba, 220c3-220d3,
prev. M. N. Duri¢).

Na osnovu ovog kratkog pasaza mozemo videti da ¢ak ni u situaciji ne-
posredne egzistencijalne ugrozenosti od zdruzenih rata i kuge, Sokrat nije
prestao da se bavi istrazivanjem niti je na bilo koji na¢in promenio svo-
je uobicajeno (ekscentri¢no) ponasanje. Tvrdimo da je takva smirenost i
ovde posledica njegovog odnosa prema smrti, koji je usvojio posle reflek-
sije, posto je ustanovio da sud da je smrt po sebi losa nema racionalnog
opravdanja. Za razliku od Tukididovih Atinjana, kod Sokrata se tokom

9  Kampanja na Potideju, odnosno opsada Potideje, trajala je tri godine (432-429). U
kontekstu sukoba izmedu Korkire i Korinta, bila je jedan od povoda za Peloponeski
rat (Thuc., 1.24 ff,, posebno 1.56 ff). Bila je posebno surova jer su, ne uspevajuci
da je pokore, Atinjani stanovnike Potideje u drugoj godini opsade zatvorili u grad,
gde su ih drzali sve dok ovi nisu, dve godine kasnije, ostali potpuno bez hrane i ¢ak
pribegavali kanibalizmu. Tako je Potideja i kapitulirala (2.70). Sokratovo ucesce u
opsadi je nesporno, ali nije sasvim jasno kada se ukljucio i u kojim je bitkama ta¢no
udestvovao. Naucnici danas smatraju ili da je Sokrat ucestvovao u opsadi Potideje
od samoga pocetka (Anderson 2005: 279, beleska 11) ili da je pak do$ao u okviru
kontingenta koji su Perikleove kolege, stratezi Hagnon i Kleomp, poveli iz Atine na
Trakiju i Potideju u leto 430. godine, kada je, zajedno sa njima, u vojsku stigla i kuga
(Planeaux 1999; cf. Thuc. 2.58).

10  Bitka o kojoj govori Alkibijad ili nije bitka o kojoj Platonov Sokrat svedoci u Harmi-
du (153al-d1), (Planeaux 1999: 75) ili nije ¢uvena Potidejska bitka, koja se odigrala
u pozno leto 432. godine nego bitka u okviru kampanje na Potideju, a kod Spartola,
koja se odigrala u maju 429. godine (Anderson 2005: 278-279, beleska 11).
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pandemije nisu javljala depresivna raspolozenja, anksioznost ili bilo kakav
mentalni poremecaj, a nema svedocanstva ni da je logicki sled njegovih
rasudivanja na bilo koji nacin bio ugrozen. Naprotiv, sva svedocanstva
tvrde suprotno: u situaciji u kojoj bi vecina ljudi bila uzdrmana, Sokratu
se to ne desava. Verujemo da je razlog upravo u njegovoj opredeljenosti
za Zzivot istrazivanja. Sokrat, tako, svojim Zivotom posvecenim istraziva-
nju pokazuje dobrobit koju filozofija ima u kriznim situacijama. Ta do-
brobit je, kako smo na pocetku sugerisali, individualna, egzistencijalna i
socijalna. Za vreme pandemije, taj filozof nijednog momenta nije prestao
da se ponasa kao politicki individuum, odnosno kao gradanin (polités),
nije zanemario svoje duznosti prema polisu i zajednici, $to se ne bi moglo
reci za njegove sugradane. Bio je u stanju da reflektuje, potpuno smireno,
¢injenicu smrti, uprkos tome $to je to klju¢na determinanta ljudske egzi-
stencije. Ve¢ sama po sebi, ¢injenica smrti je fundamentalni uzrok ljudske
anksioznosti. Istrazivacki Zivot, odnosno bavljenje filozofijom, omogucio
je Sokratu da napravi kriticki otklon i od toga. Kona¢no, istrazivanje i re-
flektovanje smrti omogucéilo mu je da ne izgubi emociju koja ima sustinski
znacaj u vremenima teskih kriza, a posebno takvih kao $to su rat i pan-
demija — Sokrat, naime, ni za vreme kuge nije izgubio empatiju, kao $to
za svoje sugradane nije prestao da brine ¢ak ni kada je osuden na smrt.
Mozemo se samo pitati koliko bi velika Atina dobila da su se i ostali njeni
gradani u vecoj meri posvetili kritickom istrazivanju. Koliko je izgubila
time $to nisu - to ve¢ znamo.
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Visnja Knezevic¢

Philosophy in times of pandemic
A case study from antiquity

Summary: Fear of death is one of the fundamental human emotions. Today’s
experience with the SARS-CoV-2 virus pandemic is probably the most novel
confirmation of this plain and simple truth. Can philosophy be of help in such
situations? If it can, in what way? I attempt to answer by providing a historical
distance, i.e., analysing the critical situation of 430 BC when the plague struck
Athens. I scrutinise the Athenians’ mood and behaviour, as described by Thucy-
dides, in the context of the fear of death, to which I then contrast Socrates’s con-
duct at the time. Even in the situation of immediate existential threat from in-
fection and death in war, Socrates did not act any different than he usually did,
which - T argue - is to be explained by his belief system concerning death, but
more importantly, is mainly due to the role philosophy had in his life.

Keywords: fear of death, pandemic (plague), Peloponnesian War, Socrates, the
rationality of beliefs, philosophy
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THE APPLIED ETHICS OF COLLEGIALITY:
CORPORATE ATONEMENT
AND THE ACCOUNTABILITY
FOR COMPLIANCE
IN THE WORLD WAR II

Abstract: Recently, I have proposed an extension of the framework of the ethics of
collegiality (Berber & Suboti¢, forthcoming). By incorporating an anti-individual
perspective and the notion of epistemic competence, this framework can reveal the
epistemic virtue/vice relativism, which, in turn, charts the tension between being
a good colleague and an efficient, loyal employee. In this paper, however, I want
to sketch how the ethics of collegiality could be applied to practical domains, such
as the historical accountability and atonement of corporations that participated in
the anti-Semitic policies of the Third Reich and contributed to the Holocaust by
using slave or forced labor. New studies suggest that corporations ought to en-
gage in deeper historical reflection and ethical dialogue between Shoah survivors
and top managers to address the issue of industrial compliance (Federman 2021),
whereas most of the work on this topic traditionally focused on the issue of repa-
rations litigation (Kelly 2016, Neuborne 2003). Through the notions of collective
institutional epistemic vice and institutional ethos (Fricker 2021), the upshot is to
assess whether it is feasible for corporations to be genuinely repentant regarding
their role in the Holocaust thanks to the ethics of collegiality instead of merely
offering compensation. I will argue that instead of emphasizing ethical leadership
and the top-down approach to the (re-)implementation of values in corporate
conduct, the spotlights should be on the bottom-up approach grounded in col-
legial solidarity among all employees.

Keywords: Corporate Accountability, Corporate Atonement, Corporate Ethos,
Epistemic Vice, Ethics of Collegiality, Holocaust.
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1. Introduction

Primo Levi, a twentysomething Italian chemist, who turned partisan,
found himself in the notorious Auschwitz Birkenau concentration and
extermination camp (Konzentrationslager) in February 1944. There he
got a tattoo on his arm - he was no longer Primo, but Hiftlige 174517
(Levi 1959: 22). Primo was among the few lucky ones who survived long
enough to see the camp liberated by the Soviet Red Army in January 1945
— one of the 20 Italian Jews who were once part of the cohort of 650 liv-
ing souls that were transported in cattle trucks. His expertise helped him
to get around Monowitz, a labor camp (Arbeitslager) that was part of the
deadly system of subcamps that constituted Auschwitz.

The peculiar thing about the Monowitz is that it was built and envis-
aged by the executives of IG Farben (Interessengemeinschaft Farbenindus-
trie AG), a German chemical and pharmaceutical company that was one
of the largest conglomerates in the world back then.! IG Farben invested
700 million Reichsmark? in establishing a factory for the production of
synthetic rubber in Monowitz, namely Buna Werke, for exploiting slave
labor (Borkin 1978). Primo was among the 35,000 inmates who worked
in Buna, thanks to his previous education as a chemist. He described the
everyday routine in Buna in his memoir If This is a Man:

The hours of work vary with the season. All hours of light are working
hours: so that from a minimum winter working day (8-12 a. m. and 12.30-
4 p.m.) one rises to a maximum summer one (6.30-12 a.m. and 1-6 p.m.).
Under no excuse are the Hiftlinge allowed to be at work during the hours of
darkness or when there is a thick fog, but they work regularly even if it rains
or snows or (as occurs quite frequently) if the fierce wind of the Carpathians
blows; the reason being that the darkness or fog might provide opportunities to
escape. (Levi 1959: 32)

The SS (Schutzstaffel) charged three Reichsmarks for unskilled workers,
four Reichsmarks for skilled ones like Primo, and around one for children

1 IG Farben was formed in the 1920s when six chemical companies - BASF, Bayer,
Hoechst, Agfa, Chemische Fabrik Griesheim-Elektron, and Chemische Fabrik vorm -
decided to merge. Among industrial chemists employed in the company there were
three Nobel laureates (Carl Bosch, Friedrich Bergius, and Gerhard Domagk). Inter-
estingly enough, at first, the company had been denounced by the Nazi party as be-
ing capitalist and Jewish, but had come a long way to become the main government
contractor and Nazi party donor during the World War II. The employees, chief sci-
entists and physicians working for Bayer, even participated in medical experimen-
tation on humans in Auschwitz Birkenau and Mauthausen by deliberately infecting
inmates with diseases. Think about this next time you go to the nearest pharmacy
and ask for Bayer’s aspirin.

2 To get a more vivid picture, that would be more than 3 billion (inflated) euros.
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workers (Sofsky 1996: 175). The life expectancy was three to four months
(Sofsky 1996: 182) - the inmates would die out of weariness, exhaustion,
diseases such as scarlet fever, starvation, beatings from the assigned Kapo,
or they would be gassed if deemed unfit for further exploitation. Around
10,000 people lost their lives in Monowitz, and the top management of IG
Farben approved any method that would enforce inmates’ productivity, as
stated in reports sent from and to Frankfurt am Main, where the head-
quarters of the company were located.?

All major German companies, such as BMW, Volkswagen, Siemens,
AEG-Telefunken, Daimler-Benz, IG Farben, Deutsches Bank, Krupp, and
Bosch, were parts of the military economy and industry and relied on the
slave labor force (Hayes 1995: 68). Specifically, IG Farben supplied the
Third Reich with synthetic fuel and nitrile rubber thereby facilitating war
efforts of Wehrmacht and was included in the production and distribution
chain of Zyklon B - used for murdering more than million people, mostly
European Jews, in gas chambers - along with another company, namely
Degussa (Deutsche Gold- und Silber- Scheideanstalt vormals Roessler).
This company acquired 25 Jewish firms and parcels of the real state (this
was called the Aryanization of Jewish business), as well as rights to pro-
cess gold and silver plundered from Jewish families sent to concentration
and death camps (Rosenbloom & Althaus 2010: 185). They also used slave
laborers to build new facilities. For some construction sites, slave laborers
represented a horrific majority — or 76% of the total workforce (Rosen-
bloom & Althaus 2010: 186). In the 1920s, Degussa and IG Farben each
acquired 42,5% of Degesch (Deutsche Gesellschaft fur Schadlingsbekamp-
fung) shares. Degussa retained managerial control of the company dur-
ing the war, while IG Farben had placed its directors as members of the
Degesch executive board. Degesch developed the use of a pesticide that
releases hydrogen cyanide in specific conditions and owned brand rights
when it comes to the name Zyklon, whereas Degussa possessed the chemi-
cal formula (Hayes 2004: 275).

In September 2002, Degussa AG received a request for a bid to supply
graffiti-resistant coating for the Memorial to the Murdered Jews of Eu-
rope in Germany’s capital Berlin. The two main symbols of the Holocaust
are Zyklon B and deportations via cattle trucks and trains. In this sense,
the Holocaust legacy of Degussa and German corporate history play a sig-
nificant role in ethical decision-making on the institutional and govern-
mental levels. Similarly, in France, the role of the French National Railway

3 As stated in the educational material on the official page of Auschwitz Birkenau
Museum: https://www.auschwitz.org/en/history/auschwitz-iii/living-conditions-and-
number-of-victims/
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(Société Nationale de Chemins de Fer Francais — SNCF) in World War 11
came under scrutiny when a group of Shoah survivors in France and the
United States requested that SNCF takes responsibility for organizing and
participating in the transportations of 76,000 Jews to the German border,
from where they were directly taken to concentration and extermination
camps (Federman 2021: 410). This resulted in the Holocaust Rail Justice
Act of 2013. The impetus for this was, again, bidding. SNCF aimed to sign
lucrative commuter, regional, and high-speed rail contracts with the US
government.

The questions that emerge are whether the top management and the
employees of the corporations knew what was happening to the unfortu-
nate and persecuted European Jewry during World War II and whether
there was a way to remain profitable without being compliant with the
Nazi regime and its nefarious policies. Moreover, do current CEOs and
employees feel the burden of notorious corporate history? Every year,
there are fewer and fewer Shoah survivors to tell their stories and to help
us navigate the moral, social, and political waters so that Holocaust never
happens again. It, thus, seems pertinent to discuss what constitutes ethi-
cal leadership and the genuine atonement of companies since commercial
settlements and strategic re-branding do not seem to address the real issue
— how was it possible for “ordinary men” to turn a blind eye to increase in
Zyklon B turnover which went as high as 13.4 short tons?* in 1943, or to
horrific conditions in cattle cars where packed deportees died in signifi-
cant number from asphyxiation, hypothermia, or thirst?

I will approach the issue from a somewhat unusual collectivistic per-
spective by analyzing corporate accountability and atonement through the
intertwined frameworks of the ethics of collegiality and vice epistemology. 1
will start by introducing the said frameworks (Sect. 2), especially its point
of intersection - the notion of corporate ethos. I will then present legal as-
pects of dealing with the IG Farben, Degussa, and SNCF cases (Sect. 3) in
order to show that atonement must come from a deep reflection on cor-
porate history and critical dialogue through which a company would real-
ize what values constitute its ethical core (Sect. 4). In a nutshell, financial
and legal accountability are hollow without moral, epistemic and histori-
cal accountability which would allow corporations to rebuild its deterio-
rated set of values, i.e., ethos, that should have a socially integrative role
within work collectives forming corporations. Collegial solidarity should
represent a solid ground for such efforts.

4 Keep in mind that 1 ton was sufficient for murdering around 300,000 people. In
1943, Degesch earned as much as 544,000 Reichsmark for selling Zyklon B to concen-
tration and extermination camps (Hayes 2004).
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2. From Anti-Individualism in the Ethics
of Collegiality to Corporate (Counter-)Ethos

Normative ethics has seen a new development in the work of Monika
Betzler and Jorg Loschke (2021), who proposed the inauguration of the
ethics of collegiality as a new subfield between friendship and family eth-
ics on the one side and business ethics on the other side. As authors right-
ly notice, given the extent to which collegial relations can impact our lives
in terms of well-being and the sense of belonging to a particular work col-
lective, it is quite odd that philosophers have not thought it through much
earlier. Anyhow, let me start by introducing you to the framework.

Betzler & Loschke (2021) hold that collegial relationships should be
regarded as intrinsically valuable iff two features are present — collegial rec-
ognition and collegial solidarity. This means that you will deem person X
as a good colleague only if X is performing her job well, i.e., she is compe-
tent and if she is willing to help you. What matters here is the assumption
that you and X are peers, and by virtue of being peers, you can assess each
other’s contribution to the company. To be labeled as peers, you and X
should fulfill at least one of the following criteria: (i) You share the same
domain of activity, (ii) You share the same affiliation, i.e., work for the
same company or institution, (iii) You match when it comes to the work
purpose, (iv) You have the same level of responsibility. To sum up, ac-
cording to this framework, if you are bad at your job and you are system-
atically mistreating your co-workers, nobody will think of you as being a
good colleague. Simple as that.

However, in a recent paper, my co-author and I proposed the exten-
sion of the initial framework so that it could be plausibly applied to re-
al-world cases (Berber & Suboti¢, forthcoming). Although we think that
Betzler & Loschke can rest on their laurels, given that they inaugurated
a novel and important subfield in normative ethics, our view is that the
natural next step for the ethics of collegiality is to turn towards anti-in-
dividualism. In other words, the current framework is focused on what it
takes for an individual to be a good colleague, whereas we want to point
out that the individual is always embedded in the work collective within
a company, and the collectivistic perspective may dictate different norms
for being considered a good colleague. Betzler & Loschke insinuated that
the tension between being a good colleague and a loyal employee could
easily be imagined: sometimes, corporate ethos will require that we owe
our loyalties to the employer rather than our team or individual colleague.
This is the borderline case that I will be examining through the prism of
World War II-related atonement debates pertaining to the legacy of com-
panies such as IG Farben, Degussa, and SNCF.
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The first part of the framework extension has to do with the notion of
epistemic competence. Not only do you (and should) care about the skills
and corpus of knowledge of colleague X, but X’s epistemic character mat-
ters as well for performing the job. Her epistemic character is constituted
by a mash of epistemic virtues and epistemic vices. Virtue and vice epis-
temology were predominantly individualistic at the beginning (see Zag-
zebski 1996 and Cassam 2016), as is the case with the ethics of collegial-
ity now. Nonetheless, in the past decade, the anti-individualistic turn has
changed virtue and vice epistemology to their core (see Smart 2018). The
key point of anti-individualism in the virtue and vice epistemology is that
groups can be considered as independent epistemic agents having an epis-
temic character in the same manner as individuals have it.

Miranda Fricker has recently proposed - per analogiam with the
epistemic character of individuals - that institutions have an ethos that
“(...) includes collective motivational dispositions and evaluative attitudes,
whereas good or bad ends orientate the actions based on the ethos” (Fric-
ker 2021: 91). In other words, we can dissect the values, virtues, and vices
of institutional bodies thanks to their professed ethos: the absence or pres-
ence of particular values and virtues helps us understand and evaluate
epistemic outcomes of such bodies.® This is similar to our idea that work
collectives also have epistemic character per analogiam with the epistemic
character of colleagues and co-workers constituting it; the difference is
merely in the size of the chunk that is being analyzed. For the purpose of
this paper, I will take Fricker’s institutional ethos as a synonym for corpo-
rate ethos.

Collegial relations contribute to the corporate ethos and are an inte-
gral part of it as long as good colleagues are also loyal employees. As we
have argued in Berber & Suboti¢ (2021), the assessment of what makes
one a good colleague heavily depends on one’s contribution to the team
or work collective: sometimes, individual epistemic vice may bring about
a positive pattern of epistemic conduct of the collective and, conversely,
individual epistemic virtue may hinder the positive epistemic outcome. In
this sense, a good colleague need not be epistemically virtuous at all costs,
but rather his position should be evaluated within a broader network of
co-workers such as her team. This was a bottom-up approach. Here, how-
ever, I intend to use the top-down approach, i.e., I want to examine how
companies, through the professed set of values, influence teams, and in-
dividuals.

5  In Sikimi¢ et al. (2021), my co-authors and I offer an empirical in-depth analysis of
the ethos of scientists comprising scientific institutional bodies with respect to the
influence of their political attitudes on their epistemic atittutes.
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Of course, the idea that companies can and do incorporate specific
values is not new. Pruzan (2001), who even designed workshops in busi-
ness ethics for CEOs in large multinational companies, argues that no
company can be described as successful and visionary without the imple-
mentation of core values since legal and financial liability is hollow with-
out accounting for the social and ethical aspects of corporate activities.
Moreover, as he points out, there is a non-symmetric relationship between
the decision-makers and decision-receivers — the management has a social
responsibility that extends beyond maximizing profits, i.e., to create a set
of values that should be shared among other employees and stakeholders.
How to make sense of collectives and corporations sharing values, though?

You can choose to be a summativist, non-summativist, or the propo-
nent of the joint-commitment model regarding group phenomena, be they
belief, intentionality, conduct, or epistemic character. Summativists (e.g.,
Wray 2007) hold that groups cannot be endowed with epistemic charac-
ter but rather an aggregation of individual employees’ epistemic virtues
or vices. If all co-workers in a team are intellectually humble, then the
whole team must be intellectually humble. Non-summativists (e.g., Lah-
roodi 2007) claim something completely different - your co-workers
may, in fact, lack intellectual humbleness, but that does not mean that the
team cannot exhibit intellectual humbleness. Finally, in Margaret Gilbert’s
(2013) joint commitment model, groups are plural subjects, not mere ag-
gregations or emergent entities. This means that groups are bonded by
shared values, i.e., corporate ethos. If there is no such joint commitment,
then corporate ethos deteriorates. Like Pruzan, Fricker (2021: 94) notices
that, at first, there can be a mismatch between the newly committed values
at the executive level and their implementation at the level of employees,
but if such values are not professed among those who are in top positions
we ought to doubt the viability of such ethos.

Arguably, only temporally and counter-factually stable values can be
part of the ethos. This point is crucial for determining whether lapses of
judgment were a one-time thing or whether the deterioration of values
suggests that the ethos has crumbled. For instance, does the overt anti-
Semitism and compliance with the Nazi regime’s atrocities count as a one-
time thing or serve as proof of crumbled corporate ethos during the time
of crisis? As both Fricker and Gilbert argue, becoming a party to joint
commitments, i.e., corporate ethos, has genuine normative pressure, which,
sometimes, may not serve good ends. In this sense, one could claim that
the employees of SNCF, Degussa, or IG Farben were jointly committed to
the anti-Semitic policies endorsed by their managers and company direc-
tors. Their adherence to such policies would make them loyal employees,
and conversely, were they opposed to it, they would be violating some-
thing to which they pledged, i.e., corporate ethos.
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Moreover, we could go as far as to say that these companies had their
own counter-ethos — collective motivational dispositions and evaluative at-
titudes that are easy to condemn from the contemporary perspective but
that were gradually implemented in employees once the top managers and
directors realized that it was the most rational way to be profitable during
the war. After all, they all have to bring bread to the table, right? Social and
ethical aspects of corporate actions could be further redeemed by pointing
out how many families were sustained through the war. Turning a blind
eye here and there, i.e., when cheminot working for SNCF notices that his
former Jewish colleague’s family is in a cattle car, but refrains from doing
anything, only means that cheminot is loyal to the company in the kairotic
moments when loyalty is a rare gem. Counter-ethos could be seen as a set
of binding commitments which would allow some of the values to become
suspended or vices endorsed and vindicated for the purpose of surviving
in times of crisis, similarly as some national constitutions presume that in
such times president takes charge, whereas other democratic institutions,
e.g., people’s assembly, are temporarily dismissed.

Would the endorsement of counter-ethos make corporations bul-
letproof when it comes to their culpability once the crisis has ended? In
other words, would the conduct of corporations be irreproachable in that
case? Legal accountability of corporations (and persons) is what remains
stable across the periods of peacetime and wartime - this is what allows
us to try those who have transgressed during the war. Thus, any fleeting
lapse of judgment of corporations is still under the auspices of transitional
justice.

3. Lex Paciferat: Redeeming Corporate Ethos through
Trials and Compensations?

Recall the pertinent question posed in the Introduction: did the
CEOs and employees of companies such as IG Farben, Degussa, and SNCF
know what was going on with their Jewish neighbors, acquaintances,
and co-citizens? If they did know, why did they not do something? As
I have sketched in Sect. 2, adherence to the counter-ethos and loyalty to
the company in times of crisis may be possible answers. Nonetheless, this
does not strip one of the legal culpability. Thus, one more question can be
added here: were the CEOs punished in any way for compliance with the
regime that brought about the mass atrocity unheard of in modern Euro-
pean history?
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Upon the liberation of Auschwitz and the capitulation of the Third
Reich, The Allied forces organized the Nuremberg Trials between 1945
and 1949. Corporate entities did not face trials®, but directors, board
members, and CEOs of IG Farben and Degesch, besides several other com-
panies that fueled the war efforts of Nazi Germany, were held accountable
for committing crimes against humanity by using slave labor and support-
ing deportations to concentration camps, albeit nobody has served more
than 8 years in prison (Federman 2021: 408). In fact, many of those who
stood trial were acquitted and resumed their positions at Bayer. The di-
rector of Degesch was sentenced to only 5 years in prison, but neither the
Nuremberg trials nor post-war investigations could disprove the testimo-
ny of Degussa’s leaders that they did not know that Zyklon B was used
for the extermination of Jews in extermination camps (Rosenbloom & Al-
thaus 2010: 187). Degussa initially dismissed members of the former Nazi
party from management, board, and production in 1945. Unfortunately,
however, the company rehired many of them in the years to come.

Interestingly enough, as Wiesen (2001) points out, the industrialists
who stood trial wanted to deny compliance in war crimes and, simultane-
ously, to portray themselves as pragmatic and principled businesspeople
who acted in accordance with corporate (counter-) ethos, which made
them spend a pretty penny on newspaper articles, PR statements, pam-
phlets, and apologies. Maintaining profitability, caring for workers and
their families, and sticking to high-quality manufacturing even amidst the
war were the often pointed-out excuses by the industrialists. When faced
with accusations of forced and slave labor, the answer was that corpora-
tions, in fact, saved the inmates from a much worse fate.” The industrials

6 According to historian Jonathan Wiesen (1999), the American prosecutors were care-
ful to blame individuals rather than corporations so that they could vindicate the
image of market economy. Moreover, as the Cold War heated the relationship be-
tween the Allies and Soviet Union, ipso facto between Western and Eastern Germany,
the views of business complicity obtained an ideological shade: whereas Marxist and
communist voices saw a link between nazism/fascism and market economy due to
the role of German businesses in the World War II, the Western capitalist countries
mostly lost interest in this issue the moment the reparations were ensued (Wiesen
1999: 4-5). The Cold War period was also cleverly used by the German industrial-
ists who sought to wash their hands: they portrayed their pre-1933 role as saving the
country from communism at all costs, which resonated with Western stakeholders
(Wiesen 2001: 72).

7 The cynism of this line of argumentation could be refuted by relatively undemanding
fact checking. Indeed, there were industrialists who actually did save inmates from
much worse fate, and these efforts definitely did not include slave labor - take only a
wildly popular example of Oskar Schindler. Moreover, historians Bernd Wagner and
Piotr Setkiewicz found archival evidence that managers in IG Farben discussed labor
conditions in Auschwitz and the ratio between SS and Kapo brutality and inmates



254 | Vanja Suboti¢

were, at the same time, victims of Nazism, virtuous Christians, devoted
workers, loyal citizens, and apolitical patriots (Wiesen 2001: 70). Thus,
the attorneys who worked for IG Farben argued the following about Karl
Krauch, one of the directors:

“[1]nstead of being an ambitious and ruthless industrial magnate, Dr.
Krauch is an honorable Christian, a simple man, a research-worker and sci-
entist, conscious of his responsibilities, who never committed an offence but
devoted his whole life to technical and scientific progress” (cited in Wiesen
2001: 69).

Moreover, the industrialists went far to prove that they did not violate the
intrinsic values constituting the corporate (counter-) ethos, such as adher-
ence to Anti-semitism: many resisted the Aryanization and de-Judaization
of companies from 1933 to 1938. For instance, Degussa didn't have any
members of NSDAP (Nationalsozialistische Deutsche Arbeiterpartei) on
the Board but several converts to Judaism were part of it (at least until
1938), and one of the last family members associated with the company,
Walter Roessler, did not support the Aryanization (Rosenbloom & Al-
thaus 2010: 185). However, the Kristallnacht in 1938 and further Anti-
semitic policies such as the First Ordinance on the Exclusion of Jews from
German Economic Life brought about the situation in which industrialists
acted upon simple cost-benefit analysis — in the name of the company’s
overall interest, no resistance to governmental policies should be indicted
(Wiesen 2001: 65-66). This is where the counter-ethos came to the scene
— desperate times call for desperate measures such as the Aryanization of
Jewish business and the usage of slave labor in order to save the ordinary
German people struggling in the war-struck Vaterland.

The survivors’ demands for reparations and compensation were met
with varying success (Neuborne 2003, Kelly 2016). IG Farben failed to
pay any money to Shoah survivors, and representatives blamed the legal
disputes for not being able to put the company into liquidation (Borkin
1978). The company did, however, join the German Companies Founda-
tion Initiative: Remembrance, Responsibility, and the Future in 2000, along
with other 5000 corporate entities, including Degussa. Nonetheless, the
fund struggled to obtain 10 billion Deutschmark for the ultimate com-
pensation to former forced and slave laborers and came up with the total
amount only after much international pressure (Wiesen 2001: 79, n. 2).
Degussa’s sins were largely put to rest, and, recall, the company even pro-
duced anti-graffiti paint for the Memorial to the Murdered Jews in Europe
in Berlin, although a considerable public controversy ensued when the

greater efficiency, whereas it is a widely known fact that Siemens used slave women
labor in Ravensbriick concentration camp (Wiesen 2001).
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company had submitted a bid (Rosenbloom & Althaus 2010: 183). In any
case, the financial and legal aspects were taken as proof that the corporate
ethos has been re-implemented in repentant German companies - the
debt is paid, whereas moral responsibility and epistemic blameworthiness
are now part of the history that should remain confined to archives. After
all, it will never happen again, right?

SNCF, on the other hand, had a completely different historical tra-
jectory being in the occupied zone rather than in the occupying country.
An enterprise with a hybrid public-private identity was temporarily placed
under German control in 1940, but the SNCF managed to handle its daily
operations independently and billed Germans for all the provided services
(transportation of soldiers, livestock, armaments, etc.). Moreover, French
railway workers —cheminots— carried railroad sabotages during the war,
which increased in intensity and number from 1943 onwards. Germans
were never pleased with the lack of enthusiasm SNCF showed towards
their requests (Federman 2017: 19). And yet, the employees and execu-
tives of SNCF organized the deportation of French Jewry to the border
with Germany, from where they were taken to concentration and extermi-
nation camps. As Sarah Federman rightly notices, even if the employees
were ignorant about the final destination of more than seventy convoys?,
the very conditions, and manner of deportation — witnessed by cheminots
and bystanders alike - represented the violation of human rights:

‘I saw a train pass by (...) Then, came the cattle cars packed. The skinny
arms of children clinging to the bars. A hand outside flapping like a leaf in the
storm. When the train stopped, voices cried ‘Momma!” (cited in Federman
2017: 20).

Allegedly Germans ordered both deportations and conditions, whereas
the task of the SNCF was to carry the orders. In post-war France, this epi-
sode was banished away from the collective memory due to the company’s
alleged role in the Résistance. Furthermore, in the 2000s, the company be-
came an international player with worldwide revenue that is measured in
billions of dollars (Federman 2017: 21). Holding such a company liable
for its role in the Holocaust proved to be Sisyphus’ job. First, in France, it
was impossible to sue the state for policies imposed by the collaboration-

8  And, in any case, if the employees were ignorant about it, the “big shots” were not.
In 1942, SS-Obersturmbannfiihrer Adolf Eichmann, who planned and overlooked de-
portations, held a meeting in Berlin with those who were in charge of deportations
in The Netherlands, Belgium, and France. The technicians from the SNCF as well as
officials from the Vichy government were present and developed a deportation plan
which was later passed on to SNCF general director, workers, local French prefec-
tures, and police (Federman 2021: 415).
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ist Vichy regime until the early 2000s. Second, survivors who decided to
launch suits generally did not manage to obtain financial compensation,
and the cases mostly outlived them (for a comprehensive list of lawsuits
against the SNCE see Federman 2017: 24-25). SNCF is a public company
operating within private law, which essentially means that if there are no
individual employees alive to be tried in criminal court (and, needless to
say, there aren’t any), then the company cannot bear any legal liability. The
decisive ending of French Holocaust litigation came about in 2009. The
ultimate result was social rather than legal or financial. SNCF started to
take the Holocaust legacy on its shoulders: the company opened archives,
had numerous exhibitions on deportations, took part in Holocaust com-
memorations, etc. (Wieviorka 2007).

However, in the USA, once the SNCF started bidding for rail con-
tracts, especially in Maryland, the survivors engaged in lobbying and legal
complaints, which brought about bad press. As opposed to France, the US
public is sensitive to survivors’ horrific experiences during the Shoah, and
“a foreign, faceless, multi-national train company becomes all too easy to
hate” (Federman 2017: 27). Moreover, rarely something conveys the sym-
bolic of Shoah as trains since it would not be possible to proceed with me-
thodical industrial killings without railroads and meticulous timetables. In
2014, after much pressure, France and the USA signed a settlement agree-
ment to compensate the remaining survivors, and SNCF agreed to invest
5 million dollars in Holocaust research, commemorations, and similar
educational projects (Federman 2021: 419). For instance, SNCF became
one of the leading sponsors of the Fondation pour la Mémoire de la Shoah
located in Paris and donated the land in Bobigny (the place from where
most convoys departed) to the French Jewish community.

4. Applying the Ethics of Collegiality:
Corporate Atonement through Ethical Leadership or
Collegial Solidarity?

I have shown in the previous section how the legal and financial ac-
countability of German corporations and French SNCF for their role in
the Holocaust may be approached from the perspective of the shift from
the crisis-induced counter-ethos to the re-establishment of ethos once
the crisis has ended. The important moment here is whether the dete-
rioration of intrinsic values and human rights, such as anti-racism and
anti-discriminatory treatment of employees and stakeholders belonging to
ethnic minorities, can be simply resumed and re-enacted through com-
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pensations. For this reason, I will reiterate the issue of culpability in this
Section so that I can propose a different and more effective type of atone-
ment by applying the ethics of collegiality. My point will be that instead of
focusing on a top-down approach, i.e., the culpability of top management
and creating ethical leadership, one should turn to a bottom-up approach,
i.e., the epistemic and ethical characters of employees constituting work
collectives and collegial relations.

Recall Miranda Fricker’s (2021) notion of institutional ethos that I
used to account for corporate ethos and counter-ethos. She also argues
that there are two distinct domains of potential culpability of institutions,
namely the inner ethos (whether institutions are endowed with stable mo-
tives and values) and the outer performance (whether institutions achieved
the ends of those motives). Thus, when assessing the culpability of institu-
tions, one should pay attention to the violation and betrayal of intrinsic
values or ends that should have been achieved through values. Specifically,
when it comes to corporations, accountability refers to the amends a mar-
ket actor must attempt in the aftermath of human rights violations (Feder-
man 2017: 13). Regardless of the financial and legal accountability, Fric-
ker’s two types of culpability may be taken to show that corporations can
be endowed with social and historical accountability as well. Take, first,
the inner ethos - it is something that should survive the trials of the time
and counterfactual situations. In this sense, crumbling inner ethos points
out the historical accountability of specific companies: intrinsic values and
core ideology of companies cannot be put on hold during the crisis. Once
the values have been betrayed, there is no easy way back. The re-establish-
ment of the inner ethos must be based on a deep and honest reflection on
what went wrong in corporate history.

On the other hand, when it comes to outer performance, it is clear
that the consequences of corporate conduct always have a bearing on the
stakeholders. The post-war German industrialists were quite aware of it,
so they spent a considerable amount of money to bleach the image and
the brand of their companies so that they could regain the trust of both
ordinary German folk and people who suffered heavily because of the
Nazi regime. They sensed that the betrayal of inner ethos (regardless of
the narratives that counter-ethos was indispensable for protecting Ger-
man businesses and families) meant that the companies underperformed
despite remaining profitable. Moreover, precisely because of the profitabil-
ity, their outer performance was put under scrutiny.

Fricker (2021: 99) defines institutional epistemic vice as “a matter of
culpable epistemic bad habits, where the culpable lapses might be in ethos
or in implementation, or both,” which allows for putting all pieces to-
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gether. Corporations such as IG Farben, Degussa, Degesch, and SNCF were
all guilty of culpable lapses in both inner ethos and outer performance,
which made them epistemically vicious at the level of corporate epistem-
ic character. Their betrayal of intrinsic values happened deliberately and
consciously, which was further witnessed by their post-war conduct. The
institutional or corporate epistemic vice in this regard forms the basis of
their multifaceted accountability - legal, financial, social, and historical.
Besides the usual charges of moral responsibility of corporations, here we
can see that the notion of epistemic blameworthiness would be more use-
ful. Both the employers and employees knew that they were taking part
in something that went against the core values of their companies and of-
fered different justifications to account for such lapses of good judgment.
But, nonetheless, the employees were loyal to employers, and employers
were committed to profit.

Take SNCE for example. Instead of denying its participation in the
process of organizing convoys, SNCF executives chose a strategy of vic-
timization under German occupation: they emphasized plundering of
assets, threats to employees and their families, Gestapo interrogations,
etc.” Moreover, employers and employees “acted like the average French
person; tired, afraid, and more concerned with their own survival than
with the deportation of neighbors” (Federman 2021: 413). Can you blame
anyone for being the average citizen amidst the occupation in war-torn
France? Ludivine Broch (2014), the historian of the Vichy France, ana-
lyzed the relations within SNCF and suggested that they represented a
complex web of advancement, hierarchy, and loyalty that resembled sub-
servience: the cheminot were professionals, loyal to each other and to the
company, who were ready to set aside any issues regarding human rights
in order to perform their jobs competently. Only one (!) cheminot was
honored as Righteous Amongst the Nations for rescuing his Jewish neigh-
bors during the Shoah.

In the contemporary business ethics literature, the notions of ethical
leadership and corporate social responsibility gained prominence in the
21% century (for an excellent review based on big data, see Liu et al. 2019).
However, these analyses do not take into account the historical conduct of
corporations but rather focus on mending the present consequences and
forging trust with the idealized stakeholders who are living in the here
and now. On the other hand, analyses such as Sarah Federman’s (2021) do

9  TIronically, though, SNCF’s general director Robert Le Besnerais reported his own em-
ployees to Gestapo for the carried out and planned attempts of diversion (Federman
2021: 413). The employees were then deported to concentration camps.
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take into account corporate history but still frame the issues around the
same notions. According to this framework — let me label it as a top-down
approach - the top management struggling with the Holocaust legacy of
companies should provide their companies with ethical guidelines and
communicate them to their employees instead of offering financial settle-
ments, which ultimately amount to settlements of conscience.

However, the top-down approach does not seem to deal straightfor-
wardly with the ésprit de famille that characterized work collectives in
SNCF. The employees were true-blue patriots and genuinely cared for the
company and its trains. Moreover, they themselves felt victimized by the
German occupation. Communicating intrinsic values to such a collective
would amount to endorsing counter-ethos through which top manage-
ment would find excuses for complicity rather than fighting the institu-
tional vice. In this sense, SNCF would not be any different from overtly
anti-Semitic corporations such as IG Farben, Degussa, and Degesch. In
other words, relying on the top-down approach shows only how values
can be fickle instead of temporally and counterfactually stable - the big
shots can make a sales pitch out of any kind of guidelines if the employ-
ees are only to be passive recipients. What needs to be implemented is a
participative process (Pruzan 2001). The process would include developing
a dialogue between the employees and management in such a way that
values must serve a socially integrative function as opposed to discrimina-
tory and racist policies that were justified by values constituting counter-
ethos. In a nutshell, the corporations grappling with the Holocaust legacy
need to, in fact, re-invent their ethos - specifically, their ésprit de famille.
This could be done through a bottom-up approach.

Let me briefly remind you of the core features of the ethics of colle-
giality. The relation of collegiality is intrinsically valuable due to collegial
recognition and collegial solidarity. Collegial recognition has to do with
one’s competence, including epistemic competence. Collectives may profit
from an individual’s unfavorable epistemic character in such a way that
this brings positive epistemic output on the collective level. Conversely,
an individual’s favorable epistemic character may have adverse effects, i.e.,
negative epistemic output on the collective level. As we could witness in
the case of IG Farben, Degussa, Degesch, and SNCF, individual’s loyalties
and dedication to producing high-quality goods or services had negative
epistemic output on the collective level — the corporate ethos crumbled in
times of crisis and distorted into counter-ethos due to individual’s tunnel-
view which resulted in the willingness to avoid facing the devastating con-
sequences of counter-ethos endorsement such as deportations to concen-
tration camps where people would be worked to their death.
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This is, of course, not to say that loyalty should be a red flag. Rather,
what went wrong is the omission of collegial solidarity from the equation.
In a similar manner, as collegial recognition was extended in Berber &
Subotié (forthcoming) to include epistemic competence as means of evalu-
ating one’s co-workers, here, the collegial solidarity should be extended
to include the ones suffering the consequences of corporate conduct. Not
only that one owes solidarity and empathy to colleagues and work collec-
tives — after all, the most successful and visionary corporations harness
ésprit de famille (cf. Pruzan 2001) - but one should discern institutional
vice of inaction and indifference from intrinsic values and virtues that
keep one from realizing the responsibility towards the end-users, consum-
ers, or stakeholders. The values constituting corporate ethos must be ac-
tively shared within work collectives in such a manner that the corporate
history serves as — pardon the cliché —a teacher of anti-discriminatory and
anti-racist conduct. Without encouraging individual employees to express
their solidarity and to be critical of the historical baggage of their com-
panies, any donation to Shoah education or commemorations is hollow
since the top management has not cultivated their own garden. Addition-
ally, without the active participation of all employees in crafting the novel
identity of the company, any litigation and financial compensation to sur-
vivors is more of a PR ruse than genuine atonement.

5. Conclusion

The upshot of this paper was to show one possible and important do-
main for the application of the ethics of collegiality, namely the historical
and social accountability of companies as collective agents and means of
their atonement. One of the darkest episodes of corporate history is the
role of companies in the Holocaust. I have tackled the conduct of a neg-
ligent number of them - four (three German and one French) companies
that were compliant with anti-Semitic policies of varying levels of human
rights violation. Thus, IG Farben and Degussa were guilty of using slave la-
bor in concentration and death camps; Degesch provided such camps with
means to carry out mass atrocities, namely Zyklon B for gas chambers,
whereas SNCF took part in the deportation of French Jewry to camps to
meet their end there.

The similarity uniting these examples is the attempt to wash their
hands in the post-war period by building idealized images of corporate
conduct — German companies were trying to remain profitable to sustain
ordinary German families, whereas the French company was itself the vic-
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tim of German occupiers. As I have argued, such images can be taken to
advance the argument that companies behaved in accordance with their
counter-ethos, a set of values that emerge in times of crisis and are justi-
fied by such unfortunate and pitiful circumstances. I further argued that
this is essentially a bad argument - values being temporally and coun-
terfactually stable cannot simply be put on a halt due to both conceptual
reasons and historical evidence that people knew that the deterioration of
values is morally and epistemically reprehensible.

Contemporary business ethics has shown laudable interest in these is-
sues albeit from the top-down perspective. The need for ethical leadership
was emphasized at the expense of fine-grained analysis of regular employ-
ees’ behavior and endorsed values. I proposed a bottom-up perspective
through which one can apply the framework of the ethics of collegiality.
The solidarity of colleagues constituting work collectives should be un-
derstood as extending beyond such collectives, and the values embodied
in anti-discriminatory and anti-racist policies should be shared and co-
created by all employees to ensure that never again one’s whole being gets
determined by the inscription Arbeit Macht Frei.
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Abstract: Since political polarization significantly impacts contemporary politics
and democracy, much of the research in the social sciences is dedicated to this
topic. In recent times, philosophers joined the discussion related to the research
on political polarization, primarily in the fields of political philosophy and politi-
cal epistemology. The main aim of this paper is philosophical analysis of some
dominant explanations of political polarization, but also to propose solutions for
a way out of political polarization from the perspective of political philosophy. In
a nutshell, to find solutions for a way out of political polarization, I will be look-
ing in the direction of boosting epistemic rationality and fostering communica-
tion in conditions of tolerance and equality.
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Introduction

Since political polarization significantly impacts contemporary poli-
tics and democracy, much of the research in the social sciences is dedicat-
ed to this topic. In recent times, philosophers joined the discussion related
to the research on political polarization, primarily in the fields of political
philosophy and political epistemology. Robert Talisse’s definition of po-
litical polarization will be used as a starting point: “Political polarization
denotes a family of phenomena having to do with what might be called
the political distance between political opponents and the consequent dis-
solution of common ground between them.” (Talisse 2021: 209). The main
aim of this paper is philosophical analysis of some dominant explana-
tions of political polarization, but also to propose solutions for a way out

*

Department of Philosophy, Faculty of Philosophy, University of Belgrade, ivan.
mladenovic@f.bg.ac.rs



266 | Ivan Mladenovié¢

of political polarization from the perspective of political philosophy. In
a nutshell, to find solutions for a way out of political polarization, I will
be looking in the direction of boosting epistemic rationality and fostering
communication in conditions of tolerance and equality.

There is a scientific consensus among environmental scientists that
climate change is happening and is caused by anthropogenic factors
(Oreskes 2004, Cook et al 2016). Taking into account the scientific consen-
sus, it may appear surprising that a significant number of people who do
not engage in science reject the evidence on climate change.! The sim-
plest explanation would be that people who reject the scientific consensus
are not sufficiently informed about climate change. However, research has
shown that among people who reject scientific knowledge about climate
change there is a significant number of those who are well-informed and
clearly understand the conclusions reached by science (Kahan et al 2012).
This opens a question how could one understand a tendency to reject and
deny scientific knowledge on climate change, given that the facts and the
conclusions reached by science are accessible to those who reject them.

Rejection of scientific knowledge on climate change is just one exam-
ple of a recent phenomenon of rejection on the part of the general public
of some scientific theories or of science as a whole. This phenomenon is
also a subject of numerous topical research, primarily in the fields of psy-
chology and other social sciences. This research goes into two directions.
One is identification of psychological mechanisms which can explain the
phenomenon, and the other concerns identification of political factors im-
pacting rejection of science. In fact, even though they represent two dif-
ferent strands of research, they are often viewed as complementary parts
of a comprehensive explanation of the science denialism.

Recent review of the science denialism explanations in the field of
psychology points to motivated cognition characterized by the following
elements: reliance on heuristics, differential risk perception and a tenden-

1 The research on the rejection of environmental science usually refer to US data. These
data show that while until 1970s there existed a consensus regarding environmental
issues, polarization first occurred in the Congress, where by 1990s the gap has become
apparent as Republican Party representatives started voting against environmental leg-
islation. This political polarization was subsequently reflected in views of the general
public so that a significant change in attitudes occurred in a relatively short time period
- the difference between those supporting the Democrats and the Republicans regard-
ing climate change increased in the period from 2006 to 2016 from 25% to 46%. For
the aforementioned data see: Bayes and Druckman 2021: 27.
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cy towards believing in conspiracy theories (Lewandowsky and Oberauer
2016). Contemporary psychology offered a lot of evidence that people of-
ten do not make decisions on rational grounds (in line with the assump-
tions of rational choice theory and decision theory) and that they do it in
intuitive way, by using simple heuristics. Such heuristics can sometimes
be useful and lead to good solutions. For that reason, it is considered that
bounded rationality although may not lead to the best, may lead to suf-
ficiently good decisions and solutions. Moreover, relying on heuristics can
sometimes lead to better outcomes than decision-making in accordance
with the rules that are characteristic for rational choice theory and deci-
sion theory (Gigerenzer 2007). However, relying on certain heuristics may
also have adverse consequences, which is why it can be considered irra-
tional, given the deviation from the cannons of rationality (Ariely 2008).>

In their study, Lewandowsky and Oberauer seem to have in mind
the latter understanding of heuristics. Understood in this way, rejection
of scientific knowledge on climate change suggests that a person does not
take into account available evidence in a rational way. Motivated cogni-
tion implies that a person is inclined toward rejection of evidence and
scientific knowledge if such evidence and knowledge is not in line with
her prior attitudes and beliefs. So, when someone is rejecting climate sci-
ence, that person is under the influence of mechanisms that protect her
prior attitudes and beliefs from exposure to evidence that is not in line
with it. This is precisely the point where the political dimension of the
science denialism plays decisive role, given that the person engaging in
such rejection usually attempts to protect her own political attitudes and
beliefs. Motivation also affects a differential risk perception, so that those
who due to their political attitudes and beliefs reject evidence on climate
change usually underestimate its risks. In addition, Lewandowsky and his
colleagues in their research payed particular attention to the third element
of motivated cognition at work when rejecting science - the tendency to-
wards believing in conspiracy theories (Lewandowsky et al 2013).

Concerning political dimension of the science denialism, Lewan-
dowsky and Oberauer point out that although motivated cognition in-
dicates individual irrationality, there are certain political and economic
actors for which incentivizing such a relationship toward science is fully
rational because it furthers realization of their political or economic goals.’
They term this political aspect of the science denialism “institutionally or-

2 This can be explained by the fact that even though heuristics are adaptations, many
of them are adaptations to ways of life in which people found themselves in distant
past. On adaptive characteristics of heuristics see: Gigerenzer 2007: Chapter 4.

3 See also: Lewandowsky et al. 2018: 188-190.
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ganized denial” and conclude that “although the rejection of science may
be driven by a common set of cognitive processes, it is clear that political,
ideological, and economic factors are paramount” and that “the commu-
nication of contested science is therefore inextricably caught up in politi-
cal battles” (Lewandowsky and Oberauer 2016: 220).

In addition to predominantly psychological explanations, philosophi-
cal explanations of the rejection of science and scientific knowledge have
recently also been formulated. Relying on psychological research, Neil Levy
offered several additional explanations from the perspective of epistemol-
ogy (Levy 2019). We have seen that psychological explanations are largely
based on heuristics that may lead to rejection of evidence and scientific
knowledge. Levy explains that people’s inclination toward those heuris-
tics, even though it may individually lead to a path of acquiring a wrong
belief, can collectively be understood as a kind of adaptation for collective
deliberation.* Namely, acquiring and firm adherence to various beliefs,
even wrong beliefs, may actually contribute to the quality of collective de-
liberation because it brings in a larger number of perspectives, which ne-
cessitates arguing about which beliefs should be adopted and which ones
rejected. In the case of inexistence of a multitude of perspectives and the
consequent necessity to advocate one’s own belief, it would be much easier
for certain wrong beliefs to be adopted at the collective level.

Levy alternatively expresses this idea in terms of epistemic individ-
ualism (Levy 2019: 314). Epistemic individualism can be understood as
people’s inclination to give advantage to their own beliefs over the beliefs
of other people.®> The inclination toward epistemic individualism, even
though it can lead to acquiring and adhering to wrong beliefs at the in-
dividual level can be understood as an adaptation for collective delibera-
tion. Taking this into account, paradoxically, there are two tendencies that
appear to be relevant for explaining the phenomenon of rejecting science
and scientific knowledge. On the one hand, epistemic individualism ex-
plains why some people are inclined to reject results of collective delib-
eration arrived at, for example, by the scientific community. On the other
hand, given that epistemic individualism is an adaptation for collective
deliberation, people should also have an inclination to adhere to beliefs

4 In this regard, Levy relies on Mercier and Sperber’s research on reasoning and argu-
mentation: Mercier and Sperber 2011. I will discuss Mercier and Sperber’s theory in
more detail in the fourth section of this paper.

5  Michael Lynch points to a similar phenomenon that contributes to disagreement
among people which he terms intellectual arrogance: “Intellectual arrogance is the
psycho-social attitude that you have nothing to learn from anyone else about some
subject or subjects because you know it all already. This is the arrogance of the know-
it-all” (Lynch 2021: 252).
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that are collectively accepted on the basis of evidence and argumentation.
Why then all people do not believe in knowledge on climate change that is
the result of collective deliberation within the scientific community?

To answer this question, Levy also thinks that a part of the explana-
tion lies in political factors. However, he approaches the explanation from
an epistemic perspective. In order to understand why there is a rejection
of science and scientific knowledge, it should first be understood why
there is acceptance of scientific results by the general public. That is, why
people who are assumed to be epistemic individualists come to accept the
results of collective deliberation. Levy suggests that the development of
science from the 16th century onwards is not only a product of collec-
tive deliberation, but also of institutionalized collective deliberation (Levy
2019: 317). It means that a large portion of scientific success rests on insti-
tutional mechanisms which lead to reliable knowledge due to productive
disagreement (for example, through anonymous reviews before academic
findings are published, but also due to critical discussions within scientific
community once they have been published).

For scientific knowledge to be accepted by the general public, not only
the aspect of reliability but also the aspect of benevolence is important.
In this regard, Levy maintains that when explaining rejection of scientific
knowledge and testimony offered by scientific theories, political factors
should also be considered. Namely, in the case when science itself is politi-
cized, suspicion concerning its benevolence may lead to a rejection of its
reliability. Thus, according to Levy, an important part of the explanation
why a portion of the general public rejects scientific knowledge on climate
change is that this knowledge is politicized, i.e., understood as expressing
attitudes typical of a specific political viewpoint. So, those who reject it do
not reject it as scientific knowledge, but as political views that are opposed
to their political views.

In this section, I examined several explanations of the contemporary
phenomenon of rejecting science and scientific knowledge. I illustrated
this problem with a topical example of climate change, on which there is
a scientific consensus, but which a portion of the general public never-
theless rejects. I have considered some dominant explanations both from
the perspective of psychology and philosophy. Both types of explanations
point to psychological mechanisms and political factors that impact re-
jection of scientific knowledge. In this section, I have tackled a specific
example of rejecting scientific knowledge on climate change in the light
of general types of explanation of this phenomenon from the perspective
of psychology and philosophy. In the following two sections, I will tackle
more general phenomenon of political polarization, focusing on specific
mechanisms on which explanations of this phenomenon are based.
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2.

An explanation for political polarization offered by social psychologist
Jonathan Haidt is largely based on previously identified elements — moti-
vated cognition and political factors (Haidt 2013). An integral part of the
explanation is based on his empirical research concerning the foundations
of morality (and in particular, moral foundations of politics). His com-
prehensive explanation of political polarization consists therefore of three
parts. The first part of the explanation is characterized by Haidts view
that “intuitions come first, strategic reasoning second” (Haidt 2013: xiv).
This view implies that people often make decisions by relying on intuition
and heuristics. Haidt’s view suggests not only that intuition in temporal
sense precedes rational thinking and reasoning, but also that an exercise
of rational faculties can only be seen as a justification of previously given
intuitions a person has. In other words, people are mostly guided by their
intuitions that do not have rational grounds, while using rational reason-
ing mostly in order to justify intuitions they already have. The second part
of the explanation is characterized by the view that “there’s more to moral-
ity than harm and fairness” (Haidt 2013: xv). Haidt argues that political
polarization largely stems from differing foundations of morality people
rely on in order to ground their political (primarily ideological) views. Fi-
nally, the third part of the explanation is based on the view that “morality
binds and blinds”, referring to political significance of identification with a
specific group, for which Haidt finds sources within evolutionary theory,
more specifically a (recent) theory of group selection (Haidt 2013: xvi).

Haidt places particular emphasis on two psychological mechanisms
related to the view that “intuitions come first, reasoning second”, which are
particularly relevant for explaining political polarization. These psycho-
logical mechanisms are biased confirmation and motivated reasoning. In
regard to biased confirmation, Haidt refers to well-known studies within
psychology. For example, he points to a significance of the experiment
carried out by Wason regarding “the 2-4-6 problem” (Haidt 2013: 92). In
this experiment, the respondents were given a series of numbers “2-4-6"
and they were asked to provide other number series to the experimenter
in order to establish a pattern according to which the numbers had been
ordered. The experiment showed that the respondents mostly cited series
of numbers which confirmed the pattern they themselves assumed in ad-
vance, usually assuming that for any additional number one should add
“+2” which is wrong because the experimenter had assumed a pattern of
a series of numbers in which each successive number was greater than the
previous one. This research has shown that people usually search for in-
formation that confirms their previous beliefs or assumptions rather than
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the information that exposes their assumptions to being falsified. Given
that in those cases people exclusively seek the information or evidence
that confirms their previous beliefs and assumptions, this type of behavior
has been termed biased confirmation.®

Motivated reasoning is a similar psychological mechanism which dif-
fers from biased confirmation because once it is engaged in reasoning, a
person disregards or rejects the information not in line with her previous
attitudes or beliefs. Haidt illustrates the distinction in the following way.
In the case of biased confirmation, a person asks herself “Can I believe it?”
and replies “Yes” if she finds evidence or pseudo-evidence that confirms
her belief, while in the case of motivated reasoning, a person asks herself
“Must I believe it?” and rejects the belief if she finds any sort of informa-
tion that would undermine it (Haidt 2013: 98).

Ziva Kunda suggested, back in the 1990s, that the experimental evi-
dence from various fields of psychological research points into the direc-
tion of the unique mechanism of motivated reasoning (Kunda 1990).7
About the mechanism of motivated reasoning she says the following:

“I propose that people motivated to arrive at a particular conclusion
attempt to be rational and to construct a justification of their desired conclu-
sion that would persuade a dispassionate observer. They draw the desired
conclusion only if they can muster up the evidence necessary to support it...
In other words, they maintain an “illusion of objectivity”.. The objectivity
of this justification construction process is illusory because people do not
realize that the process is biased by their goals, that they are accessing only a
subset of their relevant knowledge, that they would probably access different
beliefs and rules in the presence of different directional goals, and that they
might even be capable of justifying opposite conclusions on different occasi-
ons.” (Kunda 1990: 486)

The formulation that in the course of motivated reasoning people ,at-
tempt to be rational“ should not be misunderstood. It merely means that
people use their rational faculties to justify their desired conclusion which
has already been determined in advance by their directional goals (previ-
ous attitudes and motivation). The reasoning process is therefore basically
irrational despite the use of rational faculties. For that reason, motivated
reasoning is one of the mechanisms which shows that, in Haidt’s words,
“intuitions come first, strategic reasoning second”. The workings of the

6  For numerous other experiments concerning biased confirmation see: Nickerson 1998.

7 For the sake of precision, it should be noted that her paper strives to identify even
more basic mechanisms found in the root of motivated reasoning that pertain to se-
lective approach to memory and construction of beliefs. In retrospect, it seems that
her paper has had a much larger influence regarding identification of the mechanism
of motivated reasoning rather than these more basic mechanisms.
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mechanism of motivated reasoning can be illustrated by the experiment
carried out by Lord, Ross and Lepper regarding different views on capital
punishment (Lord, Ross and Lepper 1979). In this experiment, the partici-
pants who opposed capital punishment as well as those in favor of capital
punishment were given articles to read that contained arguments for and
against capital punishment. The experiment showed that those who were
in favor of capital punishment saw the articles as an additional confirma-
tion of their prior views and vice versa.?

So, the first part of Haidt’s explanation of political polarization is
based on mechanisms of biased confirmation and motivated reasoning
which show that the process of reasoning does not necessarily lead to ra-
tionally-based conclusions and beliefs. The second part of the explanation
refers to different sources of moral intuitions people have. This part of the
explanation is based on Haidts research on foundations of morality and
their political implications. Namely, Haidt and his colleagues have tried
to identify modules behind various moral intuitions, building on insights
from evolutionary psychology. On the basis of their research, they came
to the conclusion that points to (at least) six sources of moral intuitions.
These are the following foundations of morality: care, fairness, liberty, au-
thority, loyalty and sanctity (Haidt 2013).

In what way are these foundations of morality relevant for under-
standing political polarization? The experiments conducted by Haidt and
his colleagues show that research on foundations of morality has clear po-
litical implications. The conclusion they reached is that people who have
liberal political views mostly ground their beliefs on three former founda-
tions of morality (care, fairness, liberty), while those who have conserv-
ative political views ground their political beliefs on all six foundations
of morality (although authority, loyalty and sanctity have crucial impor-
tance for them, while they interpret the former three in a way different
from people with liberal views). The divergence of moral intuitions that
have their political significance largely derives, in Haidt’s opinion, from
different moral foundations in which liberal and conservative views are
grounded. Thus, it is largely because of the differences in foundations of
morality of liberal and conservative views that people may end up in po-
litical polarization.’

However, the insight that “there’s more to morality than harm and fair-
ness”, according to Haidt, is still not sufficient to explain political polari-
zation. The third part of the explanation is also necessary, showing that

8  For numerous other experiments regarding motivated reasoning see: Kunda 1990.
9  Haidt notes that this ideological division is associated with the USA, where liberal
orientation includes left-wing ideological views (Haidt 2013: xvii).
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“morality binds and blinds”. This part of the explanation is based on evolu-
tionary biology, more specifically on multilevel selection. However, Haidt
focuses on only two levels, the collective level and the individual level. He
considers acceptable explanations of cooperation from the “selfish gene”
perspective by means of a mechanism of reciprocal altruism, rejecting
however the assumption that human cooperation can be explained only
from such an individualistic perspective. He argues that the most recent
findings on group selection also have to be taken into account. The point
is that morality appeared largely a result of group selection, i.e., morality
emerged due to the situations of conflict among groups. Given that coop-
eration has primarily developed within groups, it has led to parochial al-
truism which boosts cooperation within one’s own group. Hostile feelings
towards other groups can also be explained from this collective perspec-
tive. So, on Haidts view, “morality binds and blinds” because people are
bound primarily to members of their own group and beliefs they share.

This part of the explanation from the perspective of group selection
is, according to Haidt, crucially important for understanding the phenom-
enon of political polarization. Haidt says that, “these tribal instincts are a
kind of overlay, a set of groupish emotions and mental mechanisms laid
down over our older and more selfish primate nature. It may sound de-
pressing to think that our righteous minds are basically tribal minds, but
consider the alternative. Our tribal minds make it easy to divide us, but
without our long period of tribal living thered be nothing to divide in the
tirst place” (Haidt 2013: 246). So, political polarization does not emerge
only because “righteous minds” are based on different foundations of mo-
rality, but also because people are inclined to side and identify with their
own group, i.e., to consider views typical of the group they identify with
correct and the views of opposing groups wrong. Finally, given that “intui-
tions come first, reasoning second’, the sort of beliefs a person will accept
or reject largely depends on whether they are in accordance with convic-
tions of the group she identifies with.

Haidt thinks that realizing that there are foundations of morality on
which different political (primarily ideological) convictions and beliefs are
based may help not only explain, but also overcome political polarization.
The route to a way out of political polarization would consist of better
understanding of the reasons people have for different political views. But,
aside from pointing out that better understanding of different foundations
of morality may lead to better understanding of other people, subsequent-
ly leading to a realization of certain correct views in the political stand-
point of an opponent, Haidt does not offer any institutional mechanism of
political decision-making that would lead towards overcoming or at least
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reducing political polarization. Moreover, people may gain a better un-
derstanding of why other people have attitudes and beliefs they do, and
still continue to disagree with them. Better understanding of attitudes and
beliefs of other people, does not necessarily lead toward overcoming or
reducing political polarization. However, this is not to deny that it may be
an important step in that direction.

There is also another problem with Haidt’s explanation of political
polarization. Namely, Haidt’s emphasis on people being intuitive rather
than rational beings, his emphasis of authority, loyalty and sanctity as
foundations of morality, and on collective identity and collective values,
overlaps with some of the basic tenets of conservative political views.
This is problematic, because then research on political polarization be-
tween liberal and conservative views is largely based on prior acceptance
of conservative views, which at the same time purport to be the object
of analysis. Haidt himself admits that reading works of conservative po-
litical theorists has led him to realize this overlap with their views (Haidt
2013: 338). He also defends the conception of “Durkheimian utilitarian-
ism” acceding greater correctness to such collectivistic conservative views
inasmuch as they contribute to greater degree of happiness. The problem
is that Haidt’s views may lead to political polarization with respect to sci-
ence, which is contrary to any rapprochement of political standpoints he
allegedly advocates.

The explanatory framework extrapolated in the previous section has
recently been additionally specified inasmuch as politically motivated rea-
soning had been isolated as a basic psychological mechanism leading to
political polarization. For that reason, methodology and specific experi-
mental design that explore in what way politically motivated reasoning
leads to political polarization have been laid out. As a part of this ap-
proach, issues of rationality and irrationality of politically motivated rea-
soning have been investigated, as well as whether it is a phenomenon typi-
cal of specific (mostly conservative) ideological view or whether there is
a symmetry between different ideological orientations regarding political
polarization.

Kahan and his colleagues conducted a series of experiments which
demonstrate that politically motivated reasoning may be conceived as
the main psychological mechanism behind political polarization (Kahan
2016a). In his research, Kahan starts from the assumption that contempo-
rary political life is largely characterized by disagreement on factual mat-
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ters, for example, whether climate change is happening. Given that factual
issues are concerned, it is obvious that those who disagree do not do so on
the basis of evidence, but on the basis of values.

However, in any explanation of political polarization, according to
Kahan, a key role has to be played by specifically political and ideological
values on which group identity rests. When engaged in politically moti-
vated reasoning, people will be prone to reject evidence to the extent that
it contradicts the view of the group they identify with. On Kahan’s view,
an important characteristic of politically motivated reasoning is precisely
protection and defense of identity typical of the group with specific po-
litical and ideological values. Thus, politically motivated reasoning leads
to “identity-protective cognition” (Kahan 2017: 1). Kahan summarizes his
view on politically motivated reasoning in the following way:

“Where positions on some policy-relevant fact have assumed widespre-
ad recognition as a badge of membership within identity-defining affinity
groups, individuals can be expected to selectively credit all manner of in-
formation in patterns consistent with their respective groups’ positions. The
beliefs generated by this form of reasoning excite behavior that expresses in-
dividuals’ group identities. Such behavior protects their connection to others
with whom they share communal ties” (Kahan 2016a: 2)

And this leads, according to Kahan, to the following concequences:

“When individuals apprehend - largely unconsciously - that holding
one or another position is critical to conveying who they are and whose side
they are on, they engage information in a manner geared to generating iden-
tity-consistent rather than factually accurate beliefs” (Kahan 2017: 6)

The explanation of political polarization on factual matters therefore lies in
the way of reasoning individuals resort to in order to express and protect
their political identity that essentially boils down to an identity of a spe-
cific political group or a group sharing common ideological convictions.
Therefore, to the extent to which people reason in this way, they are prone
to reject evidence which questions the values of the group they identify
with. Kahan and his colleagues investigated this effect in the experiment
which largely addresses polarization on climate change that was discussed
in the first section of this paper (Kahan et al. 2011, Kahan 2016a).

In the experiment, respondents first read a short bio of a person they
are told was an expert in the field of climate change. This basic informa-
tion is such that on the basis of it, anyone could easily come to the con-
clusion that the person indeed was an expert in that field. However, after
this initial piece of information, the respondents in the second part of the
experiment are informed that the given person maintained that there was
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a high risk (and alternatively a low risk) regarding climate change. We
have seen in the first section that an important characteristic of motivat-
ed cognition regarding climate change was a differential risk perception.
Relatedly, the experiment demonstrated that the additional information
regarding climate change risk largely influenced the original assessment
whether the person was an expert on environmental issues. Namely, the
respondents of conservative ideological orientation were prone to believe
that the person was not an expert if they received additional information
about the person’s belief in the high climate change risk, while persons
of liberal political orientation regarded the same person as an expert in
the light of the same piece of information. What this experiment demon-
strates is that political and ideological factors may affect the judgement on
whether someone was a climate change expert; on the basis of these fac-
tors, evidence is rejected if it does not accord with political and ideologi-
cal views with which a person identifies, consequently leading to political
polarization.

In the second experiment on political polarization, Kahan tested
whether politically motivated reasoning can be considered rational or ir-
rational and whether there is an asymmetry or symmetry in the inclina-
tion of people who have different ideological views to rely on this psy-
chological mechanism (Kahan 2013). It is noteworthy that Kahan makes
a difference between Bayesian rationality, as a typical model of rationality
(where prior probability regarding an assumption or a hypothesis is ad-
equately revised in the light of new evidence), biased confirmation (where
prior probability regarding an assumption or a hypothesis directly deter-
mines the acceptability of evidence) and politically motivated reasoning
(where prior probability regarding an assumption or a hypothesis is deter-
mined by political identity, which directly affects acceptance or rejection
of evidence) (Kahan 2016a).

Kahan makes a difference among several approaches that generate
different predictions regarding the role of motivated reasoning in political
polarization. The first approach which is dominant within psychology of
reasoning and rationality, termed the dual process theory, makes a dif-
ference between System 1, which is intuitive, fast, simple and primarily
based on emotion, and System 2 which is reflexive, slow, requires analyti-
cal thinking and cognitive processes. According to Kahan, given the pri-
ority of intuitive system 1 when explaining motivated reasoning, the dual
process theory approach presupposes decisive influence of that system
for explanation of political polarization.! The second approach stresses

10 In the previous section, we have seen that Haidt’s explanation of political polarization
can also be understood in a similar way, because it is based on intuitive System 1.
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asymmetry regarding different ideological views in relation to political
polarization, assuming that people with right-wing and conservative ideo-
logical orientation are more prone to rely on intuition, and therefore more
prone to use motivated reasoning leading to political polarization. Finally,
Kahan advocates a third approach based on politically motivated reason-
ing. Quite contrary to previous approaches, this model envisages that Sys-
tem 2 has a greater effect on political polarization, but also that there is a
symmetry between people with different ideological views regarding an
inclination to politically motivated reasoning.

The design of the experiment is such that it consists of two parts.
Within the first part of the experiment, the respondents take the Cogni-
tive Reflection Test, a standard test on the basis of which it can be ascer-
tained to what extent the respondents rely on System 1 and on System 2
(which usually shows predominant relying on System 1). The second part
of the experiment consists of respondents being given a piece of infor-
mation which informs them that those who achieved good scores on the
Cognitive Reflection Test usually accept (or reject, respectively) evidence
regarding climate change, on the basis of which they are expected to assess
the validity of the test.

Kahan reports that the results of this experiment have shown that
predictions from the perspective of the model of politically motivated
reasoning are more accurate than predictions of alternative approaches.
Recall that the dual process theory and ideological asymmetry theory pre-
dict that intuitive reasoning typical of system 1 was the primary factor
for the explanation of political polarization. Quite the contrary, Kahan’s
experiment shows that persons scoring better at the Cognitive Reflection
Test (which is one of the indications for greater reliance on System 2) are
more inclined to rely on politically motivated assessment of the validity of
the test on the basis of additional piece of information regarding accept-
ance (or rejection) of evidence on climate change. Furthermore, Kahan
reports that this can equally be noticed among people who scored better
at the Cognitive Reflection Test, both among those who displayed liberal
views and those who displayed conservative views. In other words, the
results of Kahan’s experiment show not only that reliance on System 2 to a
larger extent led towards political polarization, but also that an inclination
to politically motivated reasoning was symmetrical in terms of different
ideological standpoints.

Relying on results of the experiment, Kahan concluded that politi-
cally motivated reasoning can be considered an adequate explanation of
political polarization, because in the light of additional information which
directly referred to political and ideological identity, political polarization
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was generated. In addition, Kahan drew two additional conclusions that
politically motivated reasoning can be considered rational and that there
was a symmetry in the inclination toward politically motivated reason-
ing regardless of ideological orientation. The first conclusion is somewhat
surprising given the previous discussion in this paper. Namely, as we have
seen, some dominant psychological explanations of political polarization
and the rejection of scientific knowledge emphasize significance of moti-
vated cognition, i.e., reliance on intuition and heuristics typical of System
1. In sharp contrast, Kahan emphasizes that “far from reflecting too little
rationality, then, politically motivated reasoning reflects too much” (Ka-
han 2016b: 4). Kahan finds evidence for this conclusion in the fact that
people who rely more on System 2 also have a greater inclination to politi-
cally motivated reasoning. He explains this in the following way:

“Given the social meanings that factual positions on these issues convey;,
however, failing to adopt the stance that signals who she is — whose side she is
on — could have devastating consequences for a person’s standing with others
whose support is vital to her well-being, emotional and material. Under the-
se conditions, it is a perfectly rational thing for one to attend to information
in a manner that promotes beliefs that express one’s identity correctly, regar-
dless whether such beliefs are factually correct... And if one is really good at
conscious, effortful information processing, then it pays to apply that reaso-
ning proficiency to give information exactly this effect” (Kahan 2016b: 4).

“Far from evincing irrationality, this pattern of reasoning promotes the
interests of individual members of the public, who have a bigger personal
stake in fitting in with important affinity groups than in forming correct
perceptions of scientific evidence” (Kahan 2017: 1)

However, there is an ambivalence in Kahan’s specification of rational-
ity. In order to see the problem, recall Kahan’s initial differentiation be-
tween Bayesian rationality, biased confirmation and politically motivated
reasoning. One of the key insights which Kahan reaches on the basis of
his experiments is that unlike Bayesian rationality which is truth con-
vergent, biased confirmation and politically motivated reasoning are not
truth convergent. What distinguishes biased confirmation from politically
motivated reasoning is that in relation to politically motivated reasoning
it is possible to formulate specific predictions on the basis of ideological
identity, which would not be possible with regard to biased confirmation.
For example, if people do not have any previous knowledge on nanotech-
nologies, from the perspective of biased confirmation it is difficult to have
any prediction what their views would be once they have been fed the
information of such kind. However, if one assumes general disinclination
towards new technologies as an important characteristic of an ideological
view, from the perspective of politically motivated reasoning clear predic-
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tions can be made regarding people’s views once they have been fed the
same type of information. Regardless of this difference, Kahan thinks that
both types of reasoning clearly differ from Bayesian rationality inasmuch
as evidence is not approached in a rational way.

We have seen that for Kahan politically motivated reasoning can be
considered as a rational way of thinking. But how can politically moti-
vated reasoning at the same time be rational and not be rational because it
deviates from Bayesian rationality? It is obvious that there is ambivalence
in Kahan’s specification of rationality. Given that he does not make any
turther clarification, this ambivalence to a great extent limits the scope
of his claim that relying on politically motivated reasoning is “perfectly
rational”. In other words, even if it is rational for a person to rely on po-
litically motivated reasoning in order to promote her own interests, this
cannot be rational in an epistemic sense of the term, because her way of
reasoning deviates from adequate consideration of evidence and revision
of degrees of belief.

Kahan’s second conclusion suggests that there is a symmetry in the
inclination toward politically motivated reasoning. Kahan thinks that his
experiment only shows that the issue must remain unresolved and open
for further research (Kahan 2016b: 5-6). In this regard, he actually com-
pares results he had arrived at on the basis of his experiment with results
of other experiments. However, when his symmetry thesis is viewed out-
side the lab context, it is obvious that the asymmetry thesis has a much
larger evidential support that political science had mustered.

We have seen in the first section that climate change denial has its
origin in conservative political beliefs and strategies adopted by the Re-
publican Party for the sake of its own political agenda, which led to an
emergence of public polarization on climate change (Bayes and Druck-
man 2021). Lewandowsky and Oberauer point out that this does not only
pertain to scientific knowledge regarding climate change: “the rejection
of specific scientific evidence across a range of issues, as well as general-
ized distrust in science, appears to be concentrated primarily among the
political right” (Lewandowsky and Oberauer 2016: 218). However, our
criticism of Kahan’s symmetry thesis should not be misunderstood. It does
not suggest that only conservatives are inclined toward politically moti-
vated reasoning. The experiments clearly show that anyone regardless of
ideological viewpoint can be subject to the politically motivated reason-
ing. The criticism merely suggests that in a situation when experimental
evidence does not provide sufficient reasons to decide in favour of the
symmetry thesis or the asymmetry thesis, additional evidence arrived at
within political science about functioning of contemporary political life
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can be relevant in this regard. And this evidence adds more weight to the
asymmetry thesis than to Kahan’s symmetry thesis.!!

So far I examined various explanations of political polarization. In
this section, I turn to the question in what way political polarization can
be overcome. At first glance, the very formulation of the question suggests
that political polarization is something necessarily bad. For that reason, I
would like to emphasize that one of the main tenets of democratic soci-
eties is the fact of disagreement. Taking into account that disagreement
may not be something necessarily bad, I will make a distinction between
epistemically positive political polarization and epistemically negative politi-
cal polarization. What is epistemically positive political polarization? The
dominant explanations of political polarization (including those we exam-
ined in the previous sections) view this phenomenon as the one in which
both sides are equally under the influence of unconscious psychological
mechanisms that lead them to a rejection of evidence which is contrary to
their political identity. However, one of the sides may have correct beliefs
that are based on evidence and the best scientific theories. In other words,
rather than concluding that in the process of political polarization both
sides are necessarily wrong due to the influence of psychological mecha-
nisms such as politically motivated reasoning, one of the sides may actu-
ally have correct beliefs in the sense that the beliefs of that side are sup-
ported by evidence and formed in a rational way. The insistence on truth
and correctness of belief because it is based on evidence is something that
may lead to belief polarization, and even to political polarization. How-
ever, in that case, we have an epistemically positive political polarization,
because it preserves knowledge and truth rather than political identity of
a specific group.

The main problem regarding political polarization, at least in the form
in which it emerges in contemporary societies is that it goes precisely in
the opposite direction - in the direction of epistemically negative politi-
cal polarization. Namely, a characteristic of epistemically negative political
polarization inheres in the aspiration to disseminate wrong beliefs and in-
cite irrational response towards available evidence, for the sake of achiev-
ing specific political and economic goals. The problem with epistemically
negative political polarization is precisely that it aspires to align people
into insular groups who share certain attitudes and beliefs and who view

11 On this point see also: Levitsky and Ziblatt 2019: Chapter 7.
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other people who do not share their attitudes and beliefs as enemies rather
than citizens who simply disagree with them. Such a kind of political po-
larization is harmful for democracy because it disrupts the ties of demo-
cratic citizenship that bind all citizens despite their different attitudes and
beliefs. It leads towards aspiring to impose beliefs characteristic of one in-
sular group on the entire society and guide society toward authoritarian
forms of rule in which opposite beliefs and views are not tolerated and are
moreover suppressed and considered undesirable. Therefore, the question
regarding a way out of political polarization primarily refers to this type of
epistemically negative political polarization that undermines democratic
society and normalizes authoritarian forms of rule and behavior.

The solutions for a way out of political polarization (understood in
the sense of epistemically negative political polarization) largely depend
on a series of factors which pertain to a degree of polarization, level of
development of democracy and democratic institutions, accessibility of
scientific knowledge etc. To be sure, interdisciplinary research by differ-
ent disciplines in social sciences and humanities can offer the best route
to find solutions for a way out of political polarization. In the rest of the
paper, I will suggest some routes from the perspective of political philoso-
phy. In that regard, I will make a distinction between individual and insti-
tutional solutions for political polarization.

We have seen in the previous section that a large part of explain-
ing political polarization refers to whether people approach evidence in
a rational way. I have pointed out that one of the dominant explanations
that adduces politically motivated reasoning is in fact ambivalent in that
regard. This problem, in my view, is related to what I have termed indi-
vidual solutions for a way out of political polarization. Gliier and Wikforss
point out that in Kahan’s view on politically motivated reasoning, no clear
distinction has been made between epistemic and practical rationality
(Gliter and Wikforss 2022: 38). In short, epistemic rationality refers to ra-
tional foundation of belief, while practical rationality refers to rationality
of reasons for action. Their criticism also points out that even if Kahan’s
explanation of rationality can be understood in terms of practical ration-
ality, it certainly cannot be understood in terms of epistemic rationality.
Glier and Wikforss suggest that for the phenomenon of “knowledge re-
sistance” which has emerged in contemporary societies is characteristic
“an irrational response to evidence” and that “it always includes irrational-
ity” (Gluer and Wikforss 2022: 37, 43).

Clear understanding of aspects which pertain to rationality and ir-
rationality is very important for individual solutions to find a way out of
political polarization. Namely, if it is clear that one of the main problems
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leading to political polarization is that individuals approach evidence in
irrational way, then solutions should be sought in the direction of boost-
ing epistemic rationality at the individual level. An objection could imme-
diately be made that individual solutions are overly (and even hopelessly)
optimistic if they expected individuals who in irrational way approach ev-
idence to be ready to realize and, moreover, rectify this way of approach-
ing evidence. However, this largely depends on various types of incentives
which presently largely go in favor of epistemic irrationality. But, incen-
tives in the direction of epistemic rationality originating from formal and
informal education, as well as public policy, may be significant for indi-
vidual solutions. The goal of this type of education and public policy is
merely to make widely available knowledge about possible ways individu-
als have to overcome epistemic irrationality. In any case, how this knowl-
edge will be used depends solely on individuals themselves. That these
ideas are not overly (or hopelessly) optimistic is suggested by a psycho-
logical approach that testifies about positive effects of boosting rationality
(Hertwig 2017).

I turn now to institutional solutions for political polarization. I al-
ready pointed out that institutional solutions pertaining to education and
public policies may contribute to individual solutions regarding political
polarization. However, the main institutional solution that I have in mind
is public deliberation, that is, a sort of public discussion within which
citizens in conditions of freedom and equality express their reasons for
the views they advocate and listen to arguments by fellow citizens. This
institutional solution and individual solutions are complementary in the
sense that precisely a discussion with other people and new information
acquired in that way may lead to boosting epistemic rationality. In the sec-
ond section, I agreed with Haidt’s view that confronting a contrary opin-
ion and an inclination to understand why other people advocate contrary
attitudes was an important step for overcoming political polarization, but
I have also then pointed out that institutional mechanisms were needed
for that purpose. Public deliberation is such a type of institutional mecha-
nism because it fosters communication with other people in conditions
that promote tolerance and equality. However, I emphasize that the pur-
pose of public deliberation as an institutional solution is precisely in the
provision of permanent institutional mechanism, not a one-off solution to
the problem of political polarization.

In the context of this institutional solution, an objection can be made
as well that it is an overly (and even hopelessly) optimistic expectation. In
order to answer that objection, I turn to Mercier and Sperber’s research on
the function of reasoning. Their research shows that psychological mech-
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anisms which lead to irrational way of reasoning at the individual level
from an evolutionary perspective can best be described as adaptations for
communication and collective reasoning (Mercier and Sperber 2011, Mer-
cier and Sperber 2012). In their view, “reasoning has evolved and persisted
mainly because it makes human communication more effective and ad-
vantageous” (Mercier and Sperber 2011: 60). Mercier and Sperber go on to
explain that biased confirmation and motivated reasoning have important
functions that are related to collective reasoning. Biased confirmation has
an important function of protecting one’s own standpoint in the course
of discussion with other people and motivated reasoning has a function
of not accepting lightly the views put forward by others. Thanks to those
mechanisms, according to Mercier and Sperber, people only through dis-
cussion with other people arrive at the best solutions, that is, realization
which reasons and arguments are the most convincing. They advocate the
view that the function of reasoning is primarily associated with a collec-
tive plan of communication and that therefore reasoning functions well in
that context.

Even though the main aim of Mercier and Sperber’s research is ex-
planation of reasoning in the light of evolutionary theory, Mercier and
Landemore connected the results of this research with democratic theory
pointing out its significance for understanding public deliberation and de-
liberative democracy (Mercier and Landemore 2012). They complement
earlier insight that individual reasoning does not function well outside
communication context with the view that it would not function well in
conditions of a discussion between like-minded people. The psychologi-
cal mechanisms such as biased confirmation and motivated reasoning in
the context of a discussion among like-minded people lead precisely to a
dynamic of group polarization. For that reason, they think that reasoning,
in addition to functioning well at the collective level of communication,
works best in conditions of mutual disagreement. And precisely commu-
nication with other people who initially disagree is a way to arrive at the
best solution or the best decision. Mercier and Landemore conclude that
Sfixing individual reasoning is not the solution”; instead, to improve rea-
soning, ,the changes should be made at the institutional rather than the
individual level” (Mercier and Landemore 2012: 254). However, although
I agree that institutional changes going in the direction of public delibera-
tion would be important for a way out of political polarization, I do not
fully agree with Mercier and Landemore’s conclusion that solutions should
not be sought at the individual level as well. Quite the contrary, I think
that individual and institutional solutions are complementary and both
important for a way out of political polarization.
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Some recent experiments on public deliberation which directly or
indirectly pertain to a possibility of reducing political polarization also
show that the proposed institutional solution is not overly optimistic.
One of the most important experiments regarding deliberative democracy
is deliberative poll. In this experiment, randomly selected representative
sample of citizens had an opportunity to discuss, in two days, working in
smaller groups as well as in bigger plenary sessions (within which experts
for a given area also took part), certain social and political issues. Before
and after these two days, they obtained an identical questionnaire which
pertained to the extent of their knowledge, as well as their preferences
regarding the topic of discussion. Numerous experiments with delibera-
tive polling have shown significant improvements in terms of the level of
knowledge after only two days of participating in the experiment, as well
as significant changes of preferences.

One of the criticisms of deliberative democracy has been that public
discussion (especially among like-minded people) may lead to group po-
larization (Sunstein 2002). On the basis of an analysis of ten previously
conducted experiments regarding deliberative polling, Fishkin and his
colleagues have reached a conclusion that public deliberation may actually
lead to depolarization (Luskin, Fishkin and Hahn 2007). These conclu-
sions have been made on the basis of deliberative polling experiments,
even though neither of experiments had been specifically designed to ad-
dress the issue. Unlike these previous experiments, a recently conducted
deliberative poll entitled America in One Room aimed precisely to establish
to what extent public deliberation may contribute to a reduction of politi-
cal polarization (Fishkin et al. 2021). The results show that owing to pub-
lic deliberation, it is possible to arrive at a significant reduction of political
polarization in two respects — regarding topics on which the citizens are
most polarized, and regarding affective aspect of polarization.!? In other
words, owing to public deliberation it is possible to come to a rapproche-
ment of attitudes, but also to a reduction of negative affects between polit-
ical opponents. The results of the experiment also show that these effects
do not merely occur among people who are moderately polarized, but also
those who are extremely polarized. Moreover, the experiment has shown
that when certain topics are concerned, two-way depolarization had oc-

12 Some recent experiments show that discussion can be particularly important for re-
ducing affective polarization (Santoro and Broockman 2022). The results of these
experiments have shown that affective depolarization can primarily be achieved in a
discussion of opponents regarding topics that are not the object of polarization of at-
titudes, but also that effects of discussion in this regard are short-term (around three
months) and that they may easily disappear if the discussion relates to topics that are
the object of political polarization.
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curred, but also a one-way depolarization (namely, rapprochement of at-
titudes due to greater changes among one of the polarized sides).

Recent research conducted by Mercier and Cladiére, even though it
does not tackle political polarization, indirectly concerns the institutional
solution we proposed in this section (Mercier and Cladiére 2021). These
authors proceed from the hypotheses that public discussion would con-
tribute to better knowledge and convergence of attitudes regarding fac-
tual issues. Even though the experiment directly addressed the ,wisdom
of crowds” when larger groups of people are concerned, it is indirectly
relevant for proposed institutional solution, given that it explores the pos-
sibility of convergence of attitudes regarding factual issues on the basis of
public discussion. The results of the experiment show that only 15 min-
utes of public discussion has made people give much more accurate an-
swers to questions regarding factual issues compared to their initial indi-
vidual responses.

Recently, an experiment has been conducted aiming to establish to
what extent citizens’ discussion within a smaller deliberative body or a
mini-public about the facts relevant for enactment of policies may affect
larger acceptance of evidence among the broader public (Mdr and Gastil
2020). This experiment is interesting in the present context because it
aimed to establish to what extent a report of a deliberative body would
affect motivated reasoning (given existing polarization regarding the topic
of GMO regulation that was the object of public deliberation) and to what
extent it would contribute to better realization of facts. The results of the
experiment have shown that an information regarding deliberation on the
given topic has actually among broader public led to a greater degree of
knowledge about factual issues, rather than to a rejection of evidence on
the basis of motivated reasoning. Moreover, the experiment has shown
that acceptance of evidence and better knowledge regarding factual issues
occurred even among people who had been most polarized on ideological
grounds. Considering that in this paper I have mostly dealt with political
polarization on factual issues, the results of aforementioned experiments
provide some evidential support for the expectation that public delibera-
tion may lead to depolarization on the questions of facts.

Conclusion

In this paper, I have focused on rejection of evidence as one of the
main characteristics of political polarization. This does not mean that I
consider the role of values less important for explanation of political po-
larization. On the contrary, as we have had a chance to see, values may
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precisely be the sources for rejection of evidence, and among the drivers
of epistemic irrationality. However, I focused on political polarization over
evidence for two reasons. The first reason is that polarization over facts
is surprising and requires additional explanation. If disagreement among
people regarding values is something that is expected, disagreement over
evidence certainly is not. The second reason is that the proposed solu-
tions for a way out of political polarization may play a role precisely in
this regard. Namely, the basic expectation from the proposed individual
and institutional solutions is not convergence of value-related attitudes,
but a possibility that people would approach evidence in a more rational
way. So, the expectation is that the way out of political polarization may
begin with the first step that pertains to a reduction of polarization over
evidence and factual issues.
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Iris Vidmar Jovanovi¢

VIRTUES AND VICES OF FICTIONAL
CHARACTERS: (WHY) DO THEY MATTER FOR
SPECTATORS’ MORAL SENSIBILITY?

Abstract: In this paper I explore the practical significance of the question of the
moral impact of narrative works of art, mainly serialized fiction, on our moral
agency. I address this question by analyzing the process of moral reasoning in
the spectator’s artistic experience, which may justify Plato’s worries regarding the
possibility of moral corruption through art. I counter those by suggesting some
of the benefits that engaging with immoral characters can have for spectators. My
ultimate aim however is to highlight the importance of conducting more research
on the topic of the (im)moral impact of works of art.

1. To Watch or Not to Watch:
The Challenge of Violent Fiction

Korean fiction serial The Squid Game became an overnight hit, but
as reviews came pouring in praising the show’ artistic elements — sur-
prising narrative twists, outstanding performances, its overall production,
to mention but few — educators, psychologists and teachers from all over
the world issued severe warnings regarding the negative impact of the se-
rial on children. Apparently, within a short period of time, children began
imitating the serial’s violent games and their behavior towards each other
became noticeably more aggressive.! The old Platonic worries regarding
the negative impact of certain works of art and entertainment have thus
reverberated once again, warning us to be cautious over the kind of works
our children, and possibly more mature spectators, are exposed to.

*

Department of Philosophy, University of Rijeka, ividmar@ffri.uniri.hr

1 https://edition.cnn.com/2021/10/24/entertainment/squid-game-children-netflix-
wellness-cec/index.html;  https://7news.com.au/lifestyle/parenting/concerns-over-
netflixs-squid-game-series-raised-by-childrens-mental-health-experts-c-4333696.
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The Squid Game might have pushed the boundaries of the kind and
extent of violence shown on television a bit further, but it is by no meas-
ures a unique or isolated phenomenon. From numerous ‘revenge movies’
of artistic masterminds such as Tarantino, to “extreme cinema” such as
the Saw franchise or Antichrist, to television works such as Breaking Bad
(AMC 2008 - 2013), The Sopranos (HBO 1999 - 2007) or Sons of Anar-
chy (FX 2008 - 2014), viewers have been exposed to all sorts of violence,
aggression, brutality and inhumanity for decades.? As several prominent
philosophers and media scholars argued (mostly in reference to the wide-
spread appearance of antiheroes, i.e. bad protagonists), the worry with
these shows is not only their extensive depiction of violence. Rather, the
concern is that such works encourage the spectators’ sympathetic respons-
es towards the protagonists who are morally blameworthy. Thus, it is not
only that the viewers might, via repeated exposure to violent and morally
dubious behavior, develop a kind of apathy with respect to such instances.
The problem is, because they like and/or sympathize with morally trou-
blesome characters, their moral sensibility may be marred. As Carl Plant-
inga wonders, it just might be the case that contemporary screen stories
“create ethical confusion and moral dumbfounding” (2018, 276). And if
that is the case, Plantinga argues, the worries regarding the impact of such
works on our ethical sensibility are justified.

Debating the question of the potential impact of art on individuals is
usually related to what Berys Gaut (2007) calls the “causal question”: the
one asking if exposure to works of art tends to affect us morally — morally
to improve or morally to corrupt us” A lot has been written on this issue
recently, with empirical psychologists joining forces with philosophers in
exploring how precisely artistic fictional works impact our moral and cog-
nitive sensibility; whether, in other words, our art engagements can boost
our skills of reasoning, our knowledge, moral capacities, empathy and
prosocial skills. Unfortunately, however, the question of art’s impact on
its consumers remains one of the hardest to crack, with research repeat-
edly showing contradictory results and scientists concluding that more re-
search is needed before we can have a definitive answer to understanding
the impact of art.?

Regardless of such inconsistency in results, and bracketing the skepti-
cal voices over the very possibility of exploring the question empirically,*
two views have recently emerged on this question. What I will call the ‘no
impact view’ summarizes the theories of those scholars who dismiss art’s

2 See Frey (2013) for an analysis of extreme cinema.
3 Maibom (2020); Winner (2019).
4 McGegor (2018).
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causal impact, claiming that art does not make substantial contribution to
our moral or cognitive agency. Lena Wimmer and her colleagues (2022)
for example argue that the results of various empirical studies failed to
reveal evidence for enhanced social or moral cognition with increasing
lifetime exposure to narrative fiction. Psychologist Ellen Winner defends
similar conclusions. While she does claim that “the arts offer a way of un-
derstanding unavailable in other disciplines” (2019, 187) she nevertheless
dismisses the causal relation between enhanced academic performance
and education in arts.> She is also rather dismissive of the capacity of
art to enhance those of our skills related to empathic understanding of
others. As she sees it, “People who read a great deal of fiction also have
high cognitive empathy skills. But there is no reliable evidence yet to al-
low us to choose whether the causal arrow flows from fiction reading to
empathy, from empathy to fiction reading, or in both directions. In terms
of compassionate empathy, we can conclude that people who read proso-
cial stories and who get transported into them are likely to behave more
prosocially immediately after reading, but thus far this has been shown
only for behaviors that involve little cost or sacrifice” (2019, 201). This
would imply that fiction does not make any significant, long-term contri-
bution to how we reason or behave; whatever virtues or vices we have or
do not have are barely affected by fictional characters’ virtuous or vicious
behavior. Different conclusion is voiced by those who argue in favor of
‘impact view, i.e. who claim that art can impact our cognitive and ethi-
cal agency. Echoing this view is James Young: “The recent psychological
literature provides empirical support for H, the hypothesis that reading
literary fiction makes people more virtuous” (2019, 105).

My intention here is not to solve these opposite views, but to pro-
vide an argument as to why the question itself matters, and why research
should continue until we come up with a more conclusive answer to it.
Overall, I concur with Plantinga and my aim in this paper is to accept
his invitation to continue the conversation on these matters. I do so by
examining some of the ways in which our moral reasoning is affected by
the narration. Regardless of some of the worries that this analysis triggers,
in the second part I provide a reason for not dismissing morally blurry
characters from our engagements. On the whole however, I do invite more
research on the topic, primarily in light of some practical consequences
of the question of art’s causal effect. Understanding why the question of
ethical impact of art matters practically, rather than solely theoretically, is
important within the society which is sensitive to the moral character of

5  As she argues, while the research shows correlation between artistic education and high
achievements, it is more probable that high achievers choose artistic education, than
that artistic education casually impacts their high academic scores (see Winner 2019).
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its citizens, and which holds art in high esteem.® I consider some such
practical consequences in the next part.

2. Art, Moral Education and Censorship

One of the traditional arguments in favor of the unique value that
art has in our civilization rests on its alleged cultural and educational val-
ue: art makes us cognitively and morally better, we learn more about the
world and other people, we develop our moral sensibility and become bet-
ter equipped to deal with morally blurry issues. The claim is that through
narrative engagements, we develop empathy, and in that way a lot of so-
cial injustice can be set right: racism, homophobia, mistreatment of im-
migrants, and the like. One of the most famous examples used to support
this view is Uncle Tom’s Cabin, which, as many indicated, did wonders in
establishing anti-slavery and changing the mindset of thousands of people
who came to sympathize with the slaves and called for their liberation. Un-
cle Tom’s Cabin is a telling example of the power of fictional work to bring
about significant moral change: as numerous critics, philosophers and lit-
erary scholars argue, its impact on abolishment of slavery can hardly be
overestimated. By depicting the slaves as loving and compassionate family
members, Beecher Stowe managed to invite a reconsideration of the moral
status of slaves in her contemporaries, and eventually to get them to form
and act upon a moral judgment that was based on their recognition of the
slave’s humanity.” Of course, the novel was not the only social force try-
ing to achieve such an impact, but its contribution to the development of
a different socio-political climate, one which eventually led to liberation of
slaves, should be acknowledged.

Now, if this view is correct and art indeed can have positive impact
on us, we have good reasons to insist that certain works of art - those that
are particularly well equipped to help us develop our moral sensibility —
be forced upon’ citizens so as to assist them in developing their moral

6 My claim here is meant to capture the fact that engagements with narrative works of
art (high and low) which will exclusively interest me here, is a wide-spread form of
artistic engagements for contemporary citizens. While most of my examples pertain
to serialized fiction, I presuppose the philosophical debate on the moral impact of art
that has been going on since Plato. I do not presuppose any particular definition of
art or fiction. I am aware however that artistic properties of a work of art may have a
significant role to play when it comes to the moral or cognitive impact of a work; that
however is a problem for another occasion. For some of the thoughts on the role of
artistic properties in this context see McGregor (2018) and Vidmar Jovanovi¢ (2020).

7 See Carroll (2014) and Wolterstorff (2015) for discussion on Beecher Stowe’s narra-
tive techniques.
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sensibility. Such works could be included on the school syllabi, available
on TV or staged in national theaters.® In other words, the view that art
can have a positive impact on people can justify subjecting art to the pur-
poses of moral education. Not everyone thinks this would be a proper
way to treat artistic works, arguing that instrumentalizing art in that way
diminishes its artistic value.”

The view that there is a moral impact that works of art can achieve
cannot ignore the possibility of the morally corruptive impact, as suggest-
ed by the Squid Game example. If art can impact our moral sensibility,
then those works which are in any way morally problematic could have
precisely such an impact: make us worse off from the moral perspective
than if we had not engaged with the work. Our moral sensibility would
deteriorate, in light of a work inspiring us to, for example, become more
violent or less tolerant. Margaret Mitchell's Gone with the Wind is certainly
one of the most famous examples of a work which, while held in high re-
gard by endless generations of readers, was primarily written with the in-
tention of inducing people not to recognize the humanity of Black people.
There is a sense in which moral sensibility of readers who accepted that
perspective was corrupted by the reading experience. Therefore, if works
of art can have such an impact, we might have a good reason to accept the
strict norms of Plato’s censorship.

Practical implications on how we understand the role and value of art
within the society follow also from the no impact view. If art does not in-
fluence our moral sensibility, the problem of immoral art disappears; we
can engage with various works that are morally problematic without the
fear of becoming corrupted. Censorship is not necessary and people do not
need protection, since there is nothing dangerous that might harm them.
Furthermore, we can engage with art for its own sake, since instrumental-
izing art for the purposes of moral education is no longer a viable option.
However, if art does not impact our morality, we lose those of its benefits
that were historically related to its positive contributions to our cognition
and moral development at least since Aristotle (1989) set out to refute Pla-
tos views. In that case, it might be hard to defend art’s value and the role it

8  See McGregor (2018) for a proposal along these lines with respect to works which
could potentially help reduce criminal inhumanity and eradicate social harm. For
some of the worries regarding his proposal, see Vidmar Jovanovi¢ 2020.

9  For example, Peter Lamarque and Stein Olsen (1994) argue that the value of literature
lies in its literary achievements, not in the potential benefits it can have for human
cognitive or ethical sensibility. While I do not see this as a form of instrumentaliza-
tion, on the condition that works used in the process of moral education are not
appreciated solely for their educational capacities, the argument against instrumen-
talization should keep us alert to the value of art which is distinct from its capacity to
educate.
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has within our society, primarily if we are not satisfied with the claim that
the ultimate value of art is its capacity to provide hedonic pleasure.

3. Violence on Screen

The question of the causal impact of art began with Plato’s strict rules
for censorship.!? Plato called for rejection of all works of art except for
those whose form and/or content could provide positive moral benefits.
His account of censorship was complex, and two worries in particular in-
terest us here: his belief that our artistic engagements leave us emotional
(perhaps even irrational) and that we identify with the characters. Various
ways in which we emotionally react to fictional characters can (as I discuss
below) interfere with our moral judgment of their deeds, and this might in
turn make us think that certain forms of immoral behavior are appropri-
ate. This is all the more evident in cases in which we identify with char-
acters: although more work is needed to properly understand the notion
of identification, it is not an exaggeration to say that sometimes we find
ourselves reflected in certain fictional protagonists (or vice versa), where
such identification can advance some of our (im)moral acts.!! So, if Plato
is right and we react emotionally and /or identify with fictional characters,
their moral virtues and vices might impact our moral development.

Strong empirical support for this claim comes from L. Rowell Hues-
mann and his colleagues, who conducted numerous research concerning
the impact of media violence on young spectators. As they argue, research
consistently supports the claim that children who see violent film behave
more aggressively toward each other. The underlying mechanism that ex-
plains this impact is mimesis — children imitate the actions they see, and if
they are repeatedly exposed to aggression, they will start to imitate aggres-
sive behavior — much like Plato feared they might. Huesmann repeatedly
stresses this kind of causal contribution of violent media, claiming that
»the evidence is already substantial that exposure to media violence is ...
long-term predisposing and short-term precipitating factor” (2003, 201)*2
which contributes to development of aggressive behavior.

Elaborating further on his findings, Huesmann enlists several man-
ners in which media violence can have negative impact on children. As
he argues, short-term effects include a child’s disposition to interpret a

10  Plato advances these arguments in his Republic.

11 Smith (1995) argues against identification and insists that moral evaluation of char-
acters is central to our experience of art. For the relation between media and self-
identity, see Cohen et.all. (2019).

12 See Huesmann et all (2003, 201); see also Bushman and Huesmann (2006).
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provocation as more severe than it is because the emotional response
stimulated by the previously observed violence is misattributed as being
due to the provocation; consequently, child may respond more violently to
an act s/he perceives as provocation, given that repeated exposure to vio-
lence may reduce the inhibiting mechanisms’ capacity (such as normative
beliefs about the wrongness of violence) to restrain aggression.

As Huesmann’s findings indicate, violent representations do not only
have short-term impact on behavior. Rather, they also impact children’s
cognitive economy in the long-run, in that through observational learning
one acquires three structures related to social cognition: schemas about a
hostile world, scripts for social problem solving that focus on aggression
and normative beliefs that aggression is acceptable. Somewhat simplified,
this means that a child who is repeatedly exposed to violence will come
to believe that the world is a hostile place to begin with; that one can ap-
ply violence in order to fix problems in such a world and that doing so
is morally acceptable. The reports on children’s behavior, following their
exposure to the Squid Game, offers reasons to believe that Huesmann’s
account correctly tracks the impact of art on children’s reasoning. Notice
that the underlying structure of how such impact takes place - i.e. how
one comes to form certain beliefs and act upon them - is aligned with
theoretical postulates of aesthetic cognitivism (the view that art imparts
knowledge) dating as far back as Aristotle’s Poetics, where the view was
originally formulated. According to Aristotle, and as argued by contem-
porary advocates of aesthetic cognitivism, our engagements with fiction
help us come up with certain perspectives on how the world is; they offer
possible ways in which to handle such a world and they inspire normative
beliefs in spectators. As Elisabeth Camp explains in her work on perspec-
tives, this happens because perspectives structure one’s way of thinking, so
that the person interprets the events (in the real world) in accordance with
a particular perspective. So, if a child repeatedly exposed to works such as
Sons of Anarchy comes to believe that an individual has a right to ignore
social norms, laws and rules of conduct for his own financial benefits, and
is excused for killing his rivals in doing so, he or she may start to behave
in such a way.!?

Huesmann’s research primarily concerns violent representations, but
it is not an exaggeration to suggest that pornographic content might have
the similar effect, in contributing to an individual’s coming up with mis-

13 Consider, as an example of a work eliciting a certain perspective, Vaage’s interpre-
tation of antihero series as inviting a negative perspective on domestic sphere and
femininity: ,, Increasingly, the antihero series has emphasized how the male can live a
transgressive and exciting life if only he breaks free from the home, restricted as it is
by a traditionally feminine sphere portrayed as boring. (2017, 154).
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representation of human sexuality. Numerous literary masterpieces were
throughout the history banned or destroyed for fear of what they might
cause their audiences to do.!* Certain forms of entertainment could
also have some corruptive impact: for example, the widespread presence
of sympathetic and likeable, yet morally shady characters, may motivate
spectators to form beliefs (and act upon those) about certain aspects of
human sexuality that may be detrimental to their wellbeing. The examples
I have in mind concern characters such as Two and a Half Men’s (CBS
2003 - 2015) Charlie Harper (Charlie Sheen), How I Met Your Mother’s
(CBS 2005 - 2014) Barney Stinson (Neil Patrick Harris) or Big Bang The-
ory’s (CBS 2007 - 2019) Penny (Kaley Cuoco). With the repeated empha-
sis on their promiscuity (and, in some cases, proneness to alcohol and/
or substance abuse), young spectators may get an impression that such a
life style is desirable, given that these characters are loveable and their he-
donic, visceral life style is for the most part presented as enjoyable. In light
of such positive perspective on promiscuity, spectators might feel they are
being actively encouraged to engage in such a behavior themselves.

4. Moral Reasoning in The Context of Fictional
Engagement

Someone may object to the view expressed above and argue that a
sort of misrepresentation of love and sexuality is the underlying premise
of the comedic aspect of these shows, one which a spectator is supposed
to understand if she is to enjoy the show, much like she has to be aware of
the generic norms of horror story or murder mystery in order to properly
respond to the movies pertaining to these genres.!> In other words, when
Barney explains cheating — “It’s not cheating if youre not the one who's
married. It’s not cheating if her name had two adjacent vowels, and it’s not
cheating if she’s from a different area code.” — viewers laugh precisely be-
cause they recognize that such reasoning is wrong and would not accept it
in nonfictional context. In other words, we know we are watching fiction
and, given that we are familiar with the norms of fiction watching, we sus-
pend our believes and make no inference from fictional to non-fictional
world. We enjoy the show because we know it is fiction.

14  For an overview, see Ladenson (2006).

15 The underlying assumption here is that the spectators take a fictive stance (Lamarque
and Olsen 1994) toward the content of representation and block inferences from the
fictional world into nonfictional reality. Roughly, this implies that the spectator is
aware, going into the story, that she should not take it as representing how things
actually are.
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This is an interesting proposal and it explains much of our behavior
as we engage with fiction: we do not call the police when someone is killed
and we do not shout to warn characters when they are in danger. Howev-
er, it is not necessary so that, even if spectators acknowledge the fictional
content and consider certain character traits and moral actions as pertain-
ing to the generic norms (rather than to the over-arching moral lesson
the work is to bestow upon them), that they do not incorporate beliefs
based on such representations into their conceptual framework.!® Some-
one indeed might come to believe that promiscuity is a desirable life style
and that intimate, monogamous relationship deprives one of adventurous
sexual experiences which can make life more enjoyable. In addition, con-
sidering that these shows are sitcoms, which the audience attends to with
their ‘moral radar’ shut down, and in pursuit of entertainment, it is highly
unlikely they give any serious thought to evaluating these characters’ life
choices. As Margrethe Bruun Vaage argues (2017), quoting a lot of empiri-
cal research, when it comes to fiction, viewers deliberately avoid making
moral judgments in order to maximize their enjoyment, processes known
as moral disengagement and fictional relief. Consequently, it might be
the case that spectators fail to rebuke certain behaviors which they would
rebuke in nonfictional circumstances. That in itself does not mean they
would necessarily develop those same habits or imitate immoral life style.
But more research is needed to understand the circumstances when the
spectators would or would not accept certain kinds of behavior they laugh
at in the fictional world as acceptable in nonfiction.

Such worries may be even more prominent with respect to the genre
that Plantinga is worried about, drama series. Given the omnipresence of
anti-heroes in popular culture (just consider Tony Soprano (James Gan-
dolfini), Jax Teller (Charlie Hunnam), Dexter Morgan (Michael C. Hall)
or Walter White (Bryan Cranston)), the worry about moral corruption in-
duced by media may not be without foundation. As Vaage (2017) shows,
various narrative strategies commonly employed by these shows make it
more likely for the viewers to bracket their moral judgment of certain indi-
viduals and to side with them, cheer for them and consider them morally
superior to others. What she has in mind are strategies like the one used in
the case of Walter White: because the pilot portrays him as an underdog,
unfulfilled genius repeatedly tormented by his wife Skyler (Anna Gunn),

16  Consider for example the research on the phenomenon of fictional persuasion, which
suggest that viewers do not necessarily consider the reliability of the representation
when forming beliefs about something (Steglich-Petersen, 2017; Sulliavn Bissett and
Bortoloti (2017). For additional worries regarding reasoning to what is true in the
fiction and what can viewers reasonably export from it see Matravers (2014), Abell
(2020), Vidmar Jovanovi¢ (forthcoming).
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ignored by his son, mocked by his students and dismissed as insignificant,
viewers are quick to develop sympathy for him even before they learn of
his terminal disease. Such sympathy excuses all of his crimes and misde-
meanors, none of which would likely be excused in nonfictional context
(or with the character who is less tormented by the other characters). Such
moral blindness on the part of the viewers is evident not only in their re-
peated support for Walter (as evident in numerous fan sites), but, more
worryingly, in the so called Internet hate-fest towards Skyler. As the actress
herself states, not only did some of the fans openly express their desire to
kill the character, seeing her as the “irredeemable bitch”, but the actress re-
ceived death threats due to the antipathy they felt for Skyler.!”

Another narrative strategy invoked to maintain viewers’ sympathy for
the bad characters is partiality: as Vaage shows, because the protagonist is
the focus of the story, viewers become familiar with him, and they even
start considering him as a ‘friend;, as someone close to them. Furthermore,
because the fictional world is organized around the protagonist, we know
more about him than about other characters, some of whom may be, ob-
jectively, morally preferable to the protagonist (as Skyler is, compared to
Walter). However, our focus on and interest in the protagonist makes it
hard for us to make an impartial judgment: we resent Skyler for mistreat-
ing Walter, and we go on resenting her regardless of Walter’s many trans-
gressions. Similarly, we forgive Dexter for killing a serial child molester
because we know the horrors he went through in his childhood, we know
‘what made him the way he is) as he puts it. But we do not know, because
the fictional world does not reveal it to us, what made his victims what
they are; consequently, we cheer for him and we feel a relief when he takes
down a killer or a rapist, often failing to consider the fact that he him-
self is no different. Even if we do acknowledge his moral failings, we are
nevertheless happy when other characters take the fall for him. We sacri-
fice, in other words, morality of the character for the aesthetic enjoyment
the show provides in light of that precise immorality.'"® In some cases of

17  See Vaage (2017, ch.6). Interestingly, Gunn attributed such reactions to widespread
misogyny; Vaage on the other hand argues that antipathy for Gunn is motivated and
sustained by the narration itself: ,she is holding her husband back from what the
audience perceive as enjoyable transgression” (151) and is repeatedly shown as ob-
sessive, cynical, dull, hypocritical. For more interesting examples of hate directed at
fictional characters, see https://screen-queens.com/2014/08/18/the-real-hated-house-
wives-of-tv/

18  Such reasoning is partly explained by our narrative (or work) desires: we want the
work to go on and it can only go on if the protagonist continues to do what he does.
This argument has a considerable force, but what matters here is the fact that not
many viewers express moral regret when, for example, Doax is mistaken for the Bay
Harbor Butcher, thus making it possible for Dexter to go on with his killings. Narra-
tive desires also do not explain the hatred for Skyler. I'll come back to this below.
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course the immorality can get a moral spin: when an antihero commits
murders we think are justified, as we usually do in the case of Dexter’s
killings, spectator’s satisfaction is not only aesthetic, it also has deep moral
roots.!” On the whole however, not every morally corrupted protago-
nist redeems himself through acts of kindness or benevolence and there
are many who remain appealing to the audience even when they miss all
chances of redemption (as I would suggest Don Draper (Jon Hamm) or
Jax Teller do).

5. Now What?

There are of course additional factors to consider before we con-
clude that all violent fiction is potentially morally corruptive: factors
relating to social status and viewing preferences of the viewers, social
background of the child, circumstances in which one experiences a
given representation, relation between artistic properties and moral di-
mension, and the like. As I argued elsewhere (2023), research into the
moral impact of art often fails to consider cognitive and moral agency
of spectators: perhaps the reason why people behave badly or aggres-
sively is not only due to their viewing experiences and accumulation of
violent screen stories, but also because they simply do not care about the
requirements of morality, or lack the psychological strength to change
their behavior, overcome prejudice or modify their behavior. In addi-
tion, it is often the case that immoral fiction contains precious epistemic
lessons, in light of which the work can provide insightful moral educa-
tion.?% For reasons of space I cannot develop this argument here, but in
many cases the morally murky characters themselves express their dis-
satisfaction with their life choices and can therefore serve as a sort of a
cautionary tale for those who think of imitating them.

More importantly, fictional worlds are psychologically complex and
that complexity enables the viewers to understand some of the causes of
immoral behavior, as well as some of the downfalls of such actions - this
is, after all, one of the reasons why the Squid Game represents a powerful
criticism of contemporary society, making the show more than an exer-

19  See Vaage (2017) for the appeal of immoral characters.

20  While McGregor (2018) does not discuss antihero stories or immoral characters, his
theory (narrative justice, as he calls it) is, I would suggest, an insightful example of
how fictional work which depicts morally troublesome actions ends up delivering
epistemic good: as he argues, criminological inquiry (as the one found in narratives)
identifies the cause or causes of particular crime, and understanding these causes can
contribute to reduction of crime.
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cise in brutality. Another telling example is the character of the fictional
detective Andy Sipowicz (Dennis Franz), whose positive moral qualities
(dedication to his work, bravery, willingness to sacrifice himself for those
in need, loyalty) barely trump his moral flaws. His drinking aside, Andy
repeatedly goes out of line in his racist and homophobe outbursts, insult-
ing and mistreating people of color and gay people. However, the show
(NYPD Blue, NBC 1993 - 2005) does a wonderful job in putting an edu-
cational spin on such immoral actions: not only does it enable the viewers
to recognize how racism manifests itself (where such behavior may not
always be recognized as racist by those who act in such ways) and how it
affects one’s private and professional domain, but also in trying to modify
such behavior. Because Andy is repeatedly challenged and reprimanded
for his racial outburst by his colleagues, partners, and people of color, he
manages to modify his behavior. Thus, for all of his immoral qualities, he
sets a positive moral example. The interesting question then becomes: will
a racist viewer modify her behavior in light of positive moral changes ex-
emplified by Sipowicz, or will she come to resent Andy his moral conver-
sion? And that of course is what this discussion is all about: the question
of moral impact of art is never just a question of the moral character of a
work or those who inhabit its fictional world. Many other factors need to
be considered if we are to understand moral impact of art.

As the example of Anna Gunn mentioned above shows, many of the
Breaking Bad spectators remain united in their hatred for her character,
and their animosity was often expressed by fans on social media. Emily
Nussbaum’s (2014) account of bad fans - roughly, those who take pleasure
in supporting morally problematic characters — shows that open support
for morally shady characters is a widespread phenomenon which is, in it-
self, a source of pleasure. The phenomenon of fandom shows how strong-
ly people unite in their aesthetic preferences; as numerous media studies
reveal, fans often consider themselves as part of a wider community in
light of their artistic choices, where such consideration is an important as-
pect of their identity and self-understanding. As Rebecca Williams (2015)
argues, such identification, and commitments to both, a particular work
and the wider community of fans, often functions as a kind of ontologi-
cal stability which safeguards one from existential worries and uncertain-
ties. If this is so — and numerous testimonies written by fans on various
platforms of social media give us strong reason to think that it is — then, I
suggest, we need to reconsider the implications of fans gathering around
morally problematic shows, celebrating their immoral characters.

As Vaage points out, with respect to most antihero fictions, and most
fans, at certain point in the narrative, it becomes obvious that the pro-
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tagonist has gone too far in his moral transgressions, at which point the
viewers” sympathies are no longer on his side. Such ‘reality checks’ as she
explains, “remind [the viewer] of the consequences of the [protagonist’s]
actions, had they been actions in the real world, not just a fictional one”
(2017, 25). It is at this point that the spectator snaps out of fictional relief
and is no longer disregarding the immorality of the character: the narra-
tive or work desire for the show to continue no longer comes at the price
of disregarding the immorality of the protagonist. Interestingly, Vaage
considers this to be a response of a properly engaged viewer, and believes
such a viewer would not be writing hate messages to Anna Gunn, or be a
bad fan. In other words, someone who appreciates the enjoyment of the
antihero’s immorality as pertaining only to the fictional world, but is fully
aware of the unacceptability of such immorality in any other contexts, is
a morally mature person who will not succumb to the appeal of immoral
portrayals in nonfictional context. That certainly seems right. However, it
does not explain all of our worries. Rather, it only generates more ques-
tions: does the phenomenon of the bad fan show that not everyone man-
ages to resist the allure of immorality, just like in the Andy Sipowicz ex-
ample, not everyone manages to pick up moral lessons? This seems right,
but it brings us back to Plato’s worries: people can be morally corrupted
through fiction. What we need to do is find the relevant factors that ex-
plain when and why that happens. On the other hand, perhaps the phe-
nomenon of bad fandom represents an aspect of human behavior that we
have yet to properly characterize and understand. But to do so, more re-
search is needed.

To conclude. To understand not only our moral and artistic engage-
ments with works of narrative art but also the very nature of our moral
reasoning, we need to see what makes a difference between those specta-
tors who fail to respond to reality checks and those who do not, or those
who respond to the moral lessons of a work and those who do not. Again,
more research is needed to do so. I imagine such research should also ad-
dress the relevance that our artistic engagements have for us, and should
shed some light on the process of identification with certain characters,
as well as the manner in which people balance moral assessment of works
and the hedonic enjoyment from works. Furthermore, we need to explore
the relation between ethical and aesthetic dimension of a work, and the
phenomenology of the spectators’ experience itself. My aim here was to
show why such research is important.?!

21  This work has been supported by the Croatian Science Foundation under the project
UIP-2020-02-1309.
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Miljana Milojevi¢

ONE HEALTH, EXTENDED HEALTH,
AND COVID-19

Abstract: The aim of this paper is to critically assess the One Health approach in
medical sciences and to contrast it with the alternative Extended Health approach.
The mentioned assessment is going to be conducted in line with different meth-
odological and ontological criteria, in order to evaluate whether the One Health
approach and which of its variants, can be proven as a fruitful and productive
paradigm in medical sciences. After the proposed evaluation, an argument for the
reconciliation of the particular kind of non-radical One Health approach with the
Extended Health one will be offered. To illustrate the utility of the defended posi-
tion, an analysis of the case of the COVID-19 pandemic will be given and it will
be shown how its management could have been greatly improved by joining these
alternative new approaches to medicine.

Keywords: One Health, Extended Health, COVID-19, Anti-Individualism

1. One Health

The general approach to health and disease in the 21* century is start-
ing to seriously take into account various factors external to primary af-
fected organisms in order to identify, treat, and prevent various illnesses.
External factors were, of course, trivially always considered when it comes
to various diseases, especially those caused by pathogens. Viruses, bacte-
ria, fungi, and parasites, but also chemical and mechanical injuries, con-
stitute the majority of causes of bodily harm and disease and they cer-
tainly originate outside of the affected organism. Except for genetic and
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immune disorders, diseases are most often caused by environmental and
biological factors that are external to the patient. Thus, when we say that
the 21 century medical approach started to seriously look into the fac-
tors external to the subject of disease we do not mean that medicine is
starting to look at the mere external immediate causes of disease. Rather,
we are pointing to a certain methodological shift towards a more holis-
tic approach in medical sciences that tries to meaningfully identify and
track complex dynamics of the human and animal populations together
with their changing environments, and with respect to the emergence of
new pathogens, paths of transmission and similar. This holistic paradigm
is now known under the name “One Health”

One Health is advocated in some form by all major health organi-
zations today, but its main tenets were recognized a long time ago. The
origin of the insight that human and animal health are complexly in-
tertwined with their environment can be tracked to ancient times, and
holistic methodology in medical sciences started to be explicitly advo-
cated in the 1800s. It was Rudolf Virchow, a German pathologist, who
was inspired by the works of Louis Pasteur and Robert Koch and his
own investigations into Trichinella spiralis, that found deeper connec-
tions between human and animal health and coined the term “zoonosis”
to designate an infectious disease passed between humans and animals
(Virchow 1859). The discovery of these tight linkages between animal
and human health prompted subsequent considerations of the connec-
tions between veterinary and human medicine. Nevertheless, it was not
before Calvin Schwabe and his 1964 Veterinary Medicine and Human
Health, that this paradigm of uniting the treatment of human and ani-
mal health in a single medical science got its own name and program.
Namely, Schwabe coined the term “One Medicine” and called for a uni-
fied medicine and a collaborative approach between practitioners of vet-
erinary and human medicine and epidemiology in order to effectively
prevent and treat zoonoses.

Although the concept of One Medicine existed in a fairly developed
form since the 1960s several decades needed to pass in order to make its
main principles recommended as an overall approach for understanding
health and, in particular, as providing general framework for controlling
infectious diseases. In 2008, One Medicine, now termed “One Health”, be-
came a global reality when International Ministerial Conference on Avian
and Pandemic Influenza in Sharm el-Sheikh, Egypt was held, after which
the One Health strategy was released in a form of a document named
“Contributing to One World, One Health™ — A Strategic Framework for
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Reducing Risks of Infectious Diseases at the Animal-Human-Ecosystems
Interface” The document was drafted by the experts of FAO (The Food
and Agriculture Organization), WHO (The World Health Organisation),
and WOAH (The World Organization for Animal Health) in collabora-
tion with UNICEE the World Band, and UNSIC (United Nations System
Influenza Coordination), and marks an important point in time in which
multiple global health agencies pledge to dedicate themselves to a unifying
holistic approach in preventing and fighting disease.

We can find the newest definition of “One Health” in the publication
of the One Health High-Level Expert Panel (Adisasmito, Almubhairi, Beh-
ravesh, Bilivogui, Bukachi, et al. 2022), in which they claim:

“One Health is an integrated, unifying approach that aims to sustaina-
bly balance and optimize the health of people, animals and ecosystems. It
recognizes that the health of humans, domestic and wild animals, plants, and
the wider environment (including ecosystems) are closely linked and inter-
dependent.

The approach mobilizes multiple sectors, disciplines and communities
at varying levels of society to work together to foster well-being and tackle
threats to health and ecosystems, while addressing the collective need for
clean water, energy and air, safe and nutritious food, taking action on clima-
te changes and contributing to sustainable development.”

A similar determination of One Health can be found on the CDC
website, where it is said that:

“One Health is a collaborative, multisectoral, and transdisciplinary ap-
proach — working at the local, regional, national, and global levels — with
the goal of achieving optimal health outcomes recognizing the interconnec-
tion between people, animals, plants, and their shared environment” (CDC
website)

On the WHO website, we find a time-relevant remark about the im-
portance of One Health approach for the management of the COVID-19
pandemic:

«

One Healtl' is an integrated, unifying approach to balance and opti-
mize the health of people, animals and the environment. It is particularly
important to prevent, predict, detect, and respond to global health threats
such as the COVID-19 pandemic” (WHO website, https://www.who.int/
news-room/questions-and-answers/item/one-health)

Putting forth the One Health approach in the occurrence of a global pan-
demic is no surprise, especially if we have in mind the plausible zoonotic
nature of COVID-19. Given that the discovery of zoonosis was one of
the main originators of the One Health approach, most of the efforts of
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One Health advocates are aimed at preventing and controlling diseases
of zoonotic origin®. Nevertheless, special attention to zoonoses of One
Health supporters is not only to be found in its past and its origins but
also in recognizing the fact that the majority of emerging diseases in the
past 50 years were of zoonotic origin. Some of them are HIV (AIDS),
Hemorrhagic fever from Hantavirus, Lassa fever, Marburg fever, Lyme
disease, Rift Valley fever, Ebola, Nipah disease, West Nile virus, Spongi-
form bovine encephalopathy, Avian influenza, Zika Gastroenteritis, and
Monkeypox. According to the One Health approach, the emergence of
new zoonotic diseases in turn asks for a holistic approach in which any-
thing from climate changes, habitat changes, social circumstances and
changing ways of living, availability of clean water, etc. has to be taken
into account to manage — prevent and control, the emergence of new
zoonoses.

2. Philosophy and One Health

Given the rising importance of the One Health approach in medi-
cal sciences and health management it is not surprising that a number
of philosophical articles appeared that analyze and critically assess this
new approach. In this paper, we are going to overview several arguments
against radical versions of the One Health approach and try to distill the
lessons they teach us. We will also try to make our own distinctions which
should hopefully further the discussion.

Sironi et al. (2022) differentiate between two main versions of the
One Health approach - the Prudential One Health Approach (POHA)
and the Radical One Health Approach (ROHA). The difference between
these two approaches is spelled out in terms of their subjects of attention.
Namely, POHA is centered on human well-being, while ROHA “considers
the overall balance of the living eco-system and the environment from a
broader perspective than the human one” (Sironi et al. 2022). Thus, POHA
is instrumental to human health, so we are not healing the planet or es-

2 Here it is said “zoonotic origin” as many of infectious diseases start as zoonoses
which are transmissible inter-species, but afterwards a pathogen mutates and adapts
in such a way that it affects only one species after the mutations. Example of such
cause of disease is, for instance, HIV. On the other hand, we have “full-fledged”
zoonoses such as rabies, West Nile virus, etc. As for COVID-19 as a disease caused
by one of the emerging coronaviruses (including SARS and MERS), there is much
supporting evidence that it is a case of zoonosis, though some authors demand that
COVID-19 should be classified as an “emerging infectious disease (EID) of probable
animal origin” (Haider, Rothman-Ostrow et al. 2020).
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tablishing a balance between species for its own sake, but to improve the
quality of life of our own species and to eradicate or manage illnesses that
affect humankind. On the other hand, ROHA can leave humans behind to
perish if it turns out that larger ecosystems suffer from our presence. They
can both be seen as valid standpoints, but with very different ethical as-
sumptions behind them, and very different practical and epistemological
implications in front of them.

If we look at the definitions of the One Health approach, we can eas-
ily observe that they do not incorporate the explicit focus on the health of
one group or the other, thus they are usually compatible with both POHA
and ROHA interpretation of the One Health approach. If One Health is
seen as an approach that originated and is still a part of human medicine,
then it can easily be read as POHA. On the other hand, by not singling
out human species in its manifesto and major definitions One Health can
be also interpreted as ROHA. The authors of the paper rightly empha-
size the importance of this distinction as it has vast implications on both
scientific approaches in health management as well as on policy making.
Also, the two versions of the One Health approach have gravely differ-
ent ethical and epistemological consequences — while the application of
POHA would certainly improve human condition, and it would be easier
to implement, ROHA requires a radical change in our ethics and faces
great epistemological challenges and ethical dilemmas.

If we look at the current practices that are put under the name of One
Health, like the management of the COVID-19 health crisis, we will find
that they are almost exclusively in line with POHA. Namely, in a holistic
treatment of the pandemic we can see that different environmental factors
are identified, but they are put into an equation with the distinct anthro-
pocentric perspective. Climate change as an environmental factor is seen
as having a causative effect on the changing habitat of some animal spe-
cies, in this instance bats. Nevertheless, this causative effect, namely the
migration of bats, is identified only because the bats were moving closer
to human habitats and the growing urbanization is destroying existing
buffer zones between the habitats of these two species. Thus, POHA “calls
for an important “broadening” of the factors considered without, however,
a real change in perspective, method and purpose of knowledge relating
to health, such as to configure a radical epistemological shift” (Sironi et
al. 2022). On the other hand, ROHA should not focus only on those ef-
fects that have a direct bearing on us as a species but should change and
broaden the very perspective on how we see health and interconnections
between species and their environment. For instance, an extinction of a
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species, any species, even human, due to a cyclical event such as climate
change can be seen as a natural phenomenon, one which is not to be in-
terfered with.

The difference between POHA and ROHA can also be seen as a dif-
ference in an adopted ontology - the ontology of health and relations
between species. Namely, adoption of ROHA could be a consequence of
adopting a global instead of individualistic ontology of health. It is a ques-
tion without a clear answer whether we should commit ourselves to a sin-
gle entity such as the health of a global ecosystem, or we should still focus
on individual entities that constitute this ecosystem. The non-existence
of the clear answer to this question relies on the normative nature of the
notion of “health” Namely, there is an underlying ethical question about
what should be healthy, or what should survive - is it a cell, an animal, a
species, human race, or an Earth’s ecosystem? Also, the interdependence
of different organisms and species blurs the boundaries of the proper sub-
ject of health, and it is questionable can we even speak of the health of
an individual without making a reference to other individuals, including
those from other species. Taking the interdependence of human organ-
isms and their microbiota into consideration, for instance, illustrates this
point, as it is not clear should we talk about the health of a human or a
health of a human+microbiota system.

Thus, evaluation of POHA vs. ROHA can be conducted according to
various criteria: ethical, epistemological, methodological, ontological, etc.
Nevertheless, in evaluating POHA and ROHA versions of the One Health
approach Sironi et. al take a practical stance. The main criterium for de-
ciding between anthropocentric individualistic POHA and non-anthropo-
centric holistic ROHA is realistic policy and decision making “in an at-
tempt to preserve the planet” (Sironi et. al 2022). Thus, although the more
eco-centric view is to be ethically preferred in their opinion, where moral
agency is attributed to other species and anthropocentrism is mitigated,
POHA and its inter-connectionism that presupposes the individuality of
entities seems as a more realistic option. The shift in perspective, which
does not have to go all the way to the extreme ends of the ROHA, is wel-
comed and a number of authors call for the environmental health which
is not merely instrumental to the human health (Lysaght et al. 2017). It is
pointed out that our efforts must take into account inextricable connec-
tions between animals and humans and that One Health has to take an
ethical stance which strives to improve the health of humans, animals, and
whole ecosystems (Capps and Lederman 2015). It is clear that such an ap-
proach prefers practicality and ethics to ontology or metaphysics.
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2.1 Assessing the ontological implications of One Health

In their 2018 paper Morar and Skorburg focus on ontological is-
sues surrounding the One Health approach. Sironi et al. (2022) notice
that POHA and ROHA would have different ontological implications
(we would say conversely that different ontologies can imply different
One Health approaches), but do not analyze them in detail. On the other
hand, Morar and Skorburg take One Health and similar approaches to be
challenging the dominant view that an individual organism is a bearer of
health and disease states. We should make a remark here. While Sironi et
al. make a difference between POHA and ROHA, by which they undoubt-
ably read at least one version of One Health as endorsing individualistic
ontology of health, namely POHA, which advocates the health of human
individuals as a function of broader systems; Morar and Skorburg seem
to read One Health as adopting anti-individualistic ontology in general
when they say that it “proposes a holistic conception of health and dis-
ease that extends beyond the traditional individual in order to account for
the intricate links between humans, wildlife, and environmental health”
(Morar and Skorburg 2018: 351). Thus, Morar and Skorburg’s reading of
ontological commitments of One Health can be seen as too strong. It can
be said that they are more in line with commitments of what was called
ROHA, but it is also important to notice that even ROHA was not defined
through its ontological commitments but through its priorities and prefer-
ences of methodological and ethical kind. In other words, ROHA would
follow from adopting global anti-individualistic ontology of health, as we
have already noticed, but the converse is not true. Namely, the radicalism
of ROHA is in shifting the priority which was on human health to health
of other/all species, and not in its radical holistic ontology. Thus, ROHA
can still adopt the individualistic ontology just with a shift of interests and
ethics to different kind of individuals. Nevertheless, there is, certainly, a
space for anti-individualistic ROHA, especially if we take into account all
those requests to take care of “the health of the planet”, and to introduce
balance between species. Thus, we can call this approach OROHA or On-
tologically Radical One Health Approach, one which asks for anti-individ-
ualistic ontology which transcends the health of individuals.

The ontological issues at hand and OROHA as an approach have to
be critically assessed. First, it is clear that One Health as a single approach
does not clearly specify its ontological commitments. Second, we can de-
tine versions of One Health which have specific ontological commitments,
like OROHA that employ extremely extended ontology of health. Third, it
is prudent to assume that at least some advocates of One Health implicitly
endorse something like OROHA when defending claims about the planet’s
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health and the overall mutually beneficial connections between species.
Thus, even if only some of the One Health variants accept that health can
be ascribed to large, weakly connected collectives, then the plausibility of
such implications needs to be analyzed.

Morar and Skorburg start from naturalistic assumptions advocated by
Boorse (1975, 1997) according to whom statements about diseases are val-
ue-neutral, and a matter of natural science. Without challenging the natu-
ralism about health and disease they continue to evaluate the statements
and implications about bearers of these states in different approaches to
health and medicine. They conclude that in the naturalist camp predomi-
nant view is that the relevant individual that bears the medically relevant
properties in question is a singular organism.

By briefly examining the assumptions of the opposite side — those
of normativist approaches to health and disease - they come to similar
conclusions. The normativists unlike naturalists do not focus only on the
physiological states, but instead emphasize that for making judgments
about health and illness we have to take into account “the ways in which
a patient experiences (or not) this condition as something to be avoided,
as an illness, along with the social norms that carve out her lived experi-
ence” (Morar and Skorburg 2018, cf. Ereshefsky 2009). If certain physi-
ological dysfunctions do not lead to unfavorable subjective, nor social,
conditions then it is at least unclear whether such a state should be treated
as a disease or an illness. Also, there are the opposite cases where there is
no existing physiological dysfunction, meaning all bodily systems are per-
forming their proper functions, but a certain state or behavior is treated as
a disease based on social perception and norms (one such case is homo-
sexuality which was treated as a disease until recently, or until the social
norms changed). It is an interesting question, but not the one to be dealt
in detail here, is how starting from a normative, usually social, identifica-
tion of an illness, still often asks for a naturalistic explanation of its origin.
Thus, seeing homosexualism as an illness, or advocating the inferiority
of certain ethnic groups, was almost always followed by series of experi-
ments intending to “prove” such claims empirically by identifying biologi-
cal defficiencies or malfunctions. So, we can say that even if the normativ-
ist approach identifies and defines disease and illness from an externalist
social and normative dimension it still seeks explanations on the physi-
ological and biological level. Also, it should be kept clear that we don’t see
normativism as a platform for advocating racism or bigotry, as it has also
clearly helped to see different physiological deficiencies as being “normal’,
healthy or non-diseased. Nevertheless, it should be noted that normativist
views on health are as “good” as our social norms are. As the health terms
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usually bear normative connotations in natural language, and we associate
) e

need for avoidance, disgust, fear, etc. with “disease’, “illness”, “sick’, etc. we
have to be careful in ascribing those attributes.

To get back to the main topic of this article — despite the clear inclu-
sion of external factors, such as social norms, into the individuation pro-
cess of a disease, illness, or health, normativists still adopt the individu-
alistic organism-centered stance toward the bearers of health and disease
states. To corroborate their claims Morar and Skorburg cite Engelhardt
(1975) and Goosens (1980) who purport that the appropriate subjects of
health and disease ascriptions are individuals whenever such subjects exist.

After surveying the standard individualistic approaches to bearers of
health and disease ascriptions, the authors turn to possible anti-individ-
ualistic hypotheses. First, they review the importance of the discovery of
the symbiotic relationship found in humans and their microbiota, as well
as “transactive goal dynamics” framework in psychology advocated by
Gréinne Fitzsimmons and colleagues?, to show cases in which individu-
alistic health models are challenged. After analyzing these potential cases
of extended or collective bearers of health and disease ascriptions, Morar
and Skorburg turn to the One Health approach as a possible framework
for an anti-individualistic treatment of certain health/disease states.

It is safe to say that Morar and Skorburg read the One Health ap-
proach in the OROHA way. They sharply contrast the One Health on-
tology with the individualistic ontology of more conservative approaches.
But as we have seen it is only the most radical OROHA, and not POHA,
or even ROHA without further specifications, which asks us for a radical
ontological revision. For simplicity we can call the latter two approaches
“OPOHA” or “Ontologically Prudential One Health Approach’, or the One
Health approach which adopts individualistic ontology. In context of the
debate about the 4E approaches in cognitive science, OROHA can be con-
nected by analogy to the Extended approaches to cognition which see the
bodily and environmental factors as constitutive of cognitive processes,
while OPOHA, can be connected by analogy to the Embedded approaches
which see environmental factors as highly influential on cognitive pro-
cesses and crucial in understanding their nature and dynamics, but not

3 The framework offered by Fitzsimmons et al. is built to deal with mechanisms of
“self-regulation” in a novel way. It is well known that a number of health issues di-
rectly depend on the ability to self-regulate such as obesity or addiction, but this
ability was usually conceptualized as an individual’s capability connected to the
ability to delay gratification. On the other hand Fitzsimmons et al. investigate how
close relationships influence goals and achivement of those goals of the partners and
claim that “self-regulatory systems become inextricably linked, part of a complex and
messy web of interdependence” (Fitzsimmons et al. 2015).
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at the same time as constitutive of them. In that way, OPOHA can also
be seen as sympathetic to normative approaches to health and disease in
which both physical and sociological environment are seen as necessary
for individuating the health/disease states, but on the other hand not as a
constitutive of those states. The imbalances in nature, for instance, could
be seen as descriptors of diseased states in certain species, but not at the
same time as (partial) bearers of those states themselves. OROHA on the
other hand asks us to ascribe the relevant health states to ecosystems and
potentially to all living beings making them, as a collective, a suitable
bearer of health/disease states.

2.2 Problems for OROHA

Morar and Skoburg frame the debate in terms of the narrowness of
individualistic approaches to health and the excessive wideness of the One
Health approach. Interpreting One Health as OROHA which asks for en-
tities that span biological, sociological and economical domain they ar-
gue that such an approach would be far too permissive. They too make a
comparison between the OROHA and the Extended Cognition approach
and offer argument against the former analogous to the one found in the
literature on Extended Cognition (ExCog). Namely, they refer to the argu-
ments for coupling-constitution fallacy and cognitive bloat.

We should briefly get acquainted with what is claimed by ExCog.
Clark and Chalmers now famously write in their 1998 paper “The Ex-
tended Mind” that:

“if, as we confront some task, a part of the world, functions as a process
which, were it done in the head, we would have no hesitation in recognizing
as part of the cognitive process, then that part of the world is (so we cla-
im) part of the cognitive process. Cognitive processes ain’t (all) in the head!”
(1998: 8)

By claiming this they, in fact, argue in favor of a non-chauvinistic ex-
tended ontology of cognitive processes, according to which there are no
a priori reasons to believe or claim that cognition must take place solely
within the boundaries of the skull or in a neural matter of a certain sub-
ject. The argument is based on functional assumptions about the mental
and the cognitive. If a cognitive process or a mental state is identified by
suitable functional roles there are no conceptual or theoretical limitations
on the realizers or the location of such states and processes. Thus, at least
hypothetically, extended, or partially externally realized cognitive process-
es and mental states, can exist. Examples of extended mental states could
be, for instance, dispositional beliefs stored in a notebook of an Alzhei-



One health, extended health and COVID-19 | 315

mer patient; and those of extended cognitive processes could be various
manipulations of external structures in order to facilitate epistemic tasks,
such as the spatial manipulation of shapes in a Tetris game by physical
manipulation of appropriate buttons in order to offload the task of mental
rotation of shapes onto the console itself.

Adams and Aizawa (2001; 2008) accuse proponents of ExCog of
making a “coupling-constitution fallacy”. They analyze a number of exam-
ples of extended processes found in the literature and claim that advocates
of such examples make “a long description of the causal connections be-
tween the brain and environment followed by the move to the view that
these causal loops constitute part of the cognitive process” (2008: 96). And
the move is constituted by observation of causal dependencies between the
environment and the cognizer and the conclusion that they jointly consti-
tute extended cognitive processes when it is only shown that they are only
causally connected and not coupled in a way that would constitute a new
extended entity (Adams and Aizawa 2008: 91). One such example is found
in Wilson (2004):

“We solve the problem by continually looking back to the board and
trying to figure out sequences of moves that will get us closer to our goal,
all the time exploiting the structure of the environment through continual
interaction with it. We look, we think, we move. But the thinking, the cog-
nitive part of solving the problem, is not squirreled away inside us, wedged
between the looking and the moving, but developed and made possible
through these interactions with the board” (Wilson 2004: 194; Adams &
Aizawa 2008: 93)

Accusations of coupling-constitution fallacy lead to the accusations of
producing cognitive bloat. Namely, by postulating constitutional claims
based on only causal dependencies advocates of ExCog risk to overextend
the constitutional base of cognition rendering the very notion of cognition
meaningless. The critics ask what stops us from considering our phones,
our laptops, or even the internet as parts of our cognitive systems that at
least partially constitute our cognitive processes. It could be said that in-
formation retrieved from the internet plays appropriate functional roles in
the causal web of my mental states and my behavior, that I regularly rely
on web searches in doing my research, and that I am causally connected
to the internet through the physical manipulation of my laptop. So, if this
is all that is needed for extension then it seems that our minds span over
almost all information-bearing artifacts in our environment which seems
implausible and detrimental to the research program of cognitive science.

In a similar vein, we could see OROHA as making the same mistake,
at least this is what Morar and Skorburg claim.
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“The analogous objection would be this. If we permit constitutive
connections among agents and their biological, social, political, economic,
and ecological contexts as One Health specifies, where do we draw the line?
If everything matters for health, then there is a sense in which nothing really
matters” (2018:19)

Also,

“The analogous concern is that by extending health and disease too far,
we will then be forced to admit all sorts of entities into the domain of me-
dical practice that are clearly outside the scope of realistic, effective medical
interventions.” (Ibid.)

Thus, these authors point out, in a similar fashion to Adams and Aizawa
in the case of ExCog, that having overextended cognitive/medical process-
es or bloated cognitive/medical ontologies would dilute the basic notions
of cognitive and medical sciences respectively. Medicine that deals with
overextended entities would become clinically inert.

But here we would like to assess some differences between ExCog
and OROHA in order to evaluate these arguments against them. First of
all, proponents of ExCog do not advocate overextension. Their claims are
limited to highly integrated body+artifact systems and they do not wish to
claim that their, my, or your mind extends to every book in our respective
libraries or similar. Critics then try to show that their arguments for these
smaller, tighter systems stretch to the cases of overextension too, so they
ask for more criteria — in the case of Adams and Aizawa, they ask for the
“mark of the cognitive”, or better specification of what makes a thing cog-
nitive in the first place, and what separates these tighter systems from the
overextended ones. On the other hand, proponents of OROHA (if they ex-
ist, because in the debate about One Health the ontological commitments
are not fully spelled out, so there are no authors who explicitly advocate
this position although we might say that it is implied by some of the defi-
nitions of One Health) would have to start from the claim that overex-
tended systems exist. This would be the foundational claim of OROHA.
So in this sense, OROHA proponents do not have to answer the cognitive
bloat argument because answering it would mean abandoning their posi-
tion, but they have to better establish their foundational claims and give us
reasons for considering these overextended systems as appropriate bearers
of health states. In that manner, the usual response of ExCog proponents
against this attack which is spelling out additional conditions of exten-
sion such as, for instance, the existence of feedback causal loops between
the parts of the system (these conditions should stop the overextension),
would not and could not work in case of OROHA proponents, because in
that case, they would advocate a completely different approach.
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This brings us to the second point, the issue of the practicality of
these overextensions and critics’ claims that medicine would become clin-
ically inert and meaningless, just like cognitive science will lose its proper
subject of investigation. In the case of cognitive overextension, we were
starting from individual subjects, and we were trying to find their physical
boundaries or boundaries of their minds. It is undoubtedly impractical
and meaningless to extend our minds to every possible available infor-
mation source. Clinical psychology would have no use for it, nor cogni-
tive science which searches for correct cognitive architectures which are
responsible for the occurrence of cognitive abilities, and which could be
potentially recreated in creating strong Al. But does this apply all the same
to OROHA? We think not. Because OROHA is a different program from
ExCog. OROHA is not starting from an individual human and her health
and then trying to define it in terms of global systems. OROHA if it is at
all advocated must be a claim about the health of a global system. Thus,
such a program is not a program of human medicine. In that sense, Morar
and Skoburg are right that human medicine would become clinically in-
ert if it adopts such an ontology, but they miss to notice what Sironi et
al. have recognized, and that is that ROHA in general asks for a radical
change of perspective and ethics. OROHA medicine would be something
completely different from our human medicine, and it also wouldn’t be
just a sum of botany, ecology, veterinary and medical sciences. It would be
a new science of global health.

But is there a viable ontology that could support such a discipline?
Perhaps a hypothesis about Gaia (Lovelock 1972, 1979) could be one con-
tender for providing such ontology. According to Gaia hypothesis living
beings and inanimate environments like climate systems are co-regulat-
ing, and the habitability of the planet, thus life itself, is depending on suc-
cessful feedback loops that connect all living beings and the inorganic en-
vironment. Proponents of Gaia also advocate that there is a single entity,
a life itself, that is comprised of all living beings having the same single
ancestor. Thus, if the Gaia hypothesis or a similar one can be successfully
defended then a medical science of a global entity can be established.

What we learned so far is that the One Health approach needs to be
more carefully defined if promoted as a new medical paradigm. Sironi et
al. focused on the primary goals of healthcare in this approach and iden-
tified POHA and ROHA as two basic forms which differ with respect to
the main subject of medical interest — humans or all living species equally.
They concluded that ROHA would ask for a too radical change which
is not achievable without a complete shift in perspective and ethics. For
these reasons, they advocate for anthropocentric POHA and additionally
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welcome a slight shift towards planetocentric ROHA. On the other hand,
Morar and Skorburg focused on the ontology of health and posited One
Health on the extreme end of what we called OROHA. As we saw ROHA
itself can keep the individualistic ontology by treating the health of all the
species equally but can also take a more radical stance which is in line
with the credo “heal the planet” which postulates super-extended entities
on a global level to which we can apply medical predicates. Similarly to
Sironi et al., Morar and Skorburg argued for the practicality of dispensing
with OROHA and its ontology, but this time not because of the feasibility
but because of the meaninglessness of medical concepts in this overex-
tended context.

In both camps, we can recognize the call for practicality and under-
standing the methodologically plausible One Health approach as human
oriented. This is not surprising if we recognize that the traditional subject
of medical sciences is humankind and it’s well-being. One Health in that
context is a move for recognizing that human health cannot exist in isola-
tion, but it is intricately connected to the health of other species and the
balance of environmental conditions. Thus, it would be prudent to frame
the One Health agenda in POHA individualistic terms, where reference
to the health of other species, and that of a planet is in the function of
human health. That way One Health is staying in a traditional framework
of medicine, which is now broadened and takes into account the most
diverse external factors. This means that One Health should be seen as
closer in methodology and commitments to Embedded approaches to
cognition, than to Extended ones. More radical versions of One Health
would constitute a different discipline, one which is different from “hu-
man” medicine, and which is closer to Earth sciences.

Nevertheless, we can still ask wether the ontology of traditional indi-
vidualistic medicine is still the proper one even if we reject the OROHA as
a contender. This brings us to our last section.

3. Extended Health

In section 2. ExCog was described as an analogous position in cogni-
tive science to One Health in medicine. Towards the end of section 2.2,
we have made a remark about the difference between these approaches
which is not based on their subject matter, but rather on their starting
methodological assumptions. Namely, it was argued that ExCog starts
from the traditional subject of cognitive science and then asks about its
physical boundaries in order to show that this subject is in fact sometimes
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extended, while OROHA starts from the “health of the planet” and thus
abandons the traditional subject of medicine and begins with the postula-
tion of a new global entity. We argued that as such OROHA should be bet-
ter seen as a program of a new discipline different from medicine, and not
as a corrective of an old program. Although ExCog is perhaps not the best
analogous approach to OROHA, it can still give inspiration for proposing
a new ontology for medical sciences.

Morar and Skorburg present Extended Health as an alternative anti-
individualistic ontology for medicine apart from OROHA. While the One
Health approach brings to focus the question of the complexity of envi-
ronmental and inter-species relations in understanding health and illness
and their management, as we saw previously this approach does not have
clear ontological commitments. It recognizes different dependencies be-
tween biological subjects and various external factors, but it treats those
dependencies equally. Thus, the two options for its ontology are tradi-
tional individualism or, as we have seen, an ontologically radical solution
which recognizes overextended globally stretched entities or one single
global entity which is the true bearer of health states. In other words, those
complex dependencies or relations can either be seen as non-constitutive,
or they are all constitutive. Extended Health is a middle ground between
those two options. It makes a difference between constitutive and non-
constitutive relations. The importance of this demarcation can be seen in
various examples, some of which are mentioned in this article. For in-
stance, the symbiosis between a human organism and its microbiota is of
such a kind that makes it impossible to talk about human health without
making a reference to the state of its microbiota. This could be seen as a
reason enough to explore a kind of anti-individualistic ontology for medi-
cine, one which is not over extensive and which can have useful implica-
tions for clinical practice. The question before us is how to carve nature
at its joints and how to separate constitutive from non-constitutive causal
connections between the individual organism and entities external to its
biological boundaries.

Answers to this question can be sourced in the literature about Ex-
Cog, and this is the route that Morar and Skorburg also explore. Miloje-
vic (2020) argues that arguments for ExCog must separately give criteria
for the integration and identification of appropriate extended processes or
states (for instance, functionalist criteria for extended cognitive process-
es). Fortunately, the literature on ExCog is bountiful with offers of such
criteria, although they are not always called this way. The problem of inte-
gration in this literature can be found in analyses of different notions such
as: “non-trivial causal spread”, “dynamical coupling”, “distributed func-
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tional decomposition”, “continuous reciprocal causation”, “glue and trust
conditions”, etc. (Clark 2008). These notions should facilitate understand-
ing why some interactions lead to creating integrated cognitive systems
which can be seen as single entities. One way of explaining integration
is by endorsing functionalism and employing the concept of distributed
functional decomposition.

“Distributed functional decomposition is a way of understanding the ca-
pacities of supersized mechanisms (ones created by the interactions of biologi-
cal brains with bodies and aspects of the local environment) in terms of the
flow and transformation of energy, information, control, and where applicable,
representations. The use of the term functional in distributed functional de-
composition is meant to remind us that even in these larger systems, it is the
roles played by various elements, and not the specific ways those elements are
realized, that do the explanatory work” (Clark 2008: 13-14)

Also, the causal connections between the parts of such systems are ex-
plained by concepts borrowed from dynamical systems theory. Thus, the
components of these systems will interact in an ongoing, reciprocal way;,
creating feedback loops, where a change in one part of the system pro-
duces change in the other part of the system which in turn affects the first
part. Such connections cannot be observed in the overextended “systems”
that we mentioned before. Although the information from the internet
can and does affect me, that information itself was neither affected by me
prior to this effect, nor does it make me affect it later. In the case of a note-
book and its user suffering from Alzheimer’s disease, the flow of informa-
tion between the human and the notebook is reciprocal. The information
in the notebook is stored by the human, it in turn affects the behavior of
its body and perception, which in turn affects the content of the notebook.

The integration of a cognitive system will also depend on a number
of dimensions, such as:

“the kind and intensity of information flow between agent and scaffold,
the accessibility of the scaffold, the durability of the coupling between
agent and scaffold, the amount of trust a user puts into the information the
scaffold provides, the degree of transparency-in-use, the ease with which the
information can be interpreted, amount of personalization, and the amount
of cognitive transformation” (Heersmink 2017: 433-4)

We can notice that described criteria of integration are tailor-made for
cognitive systems. Nevertheless, even if they make reference to notions
like “flow of information”, “representation’, “cognitive transformation’, etc.
which are higher-level processes and entities found at the cognitive level,

they also make use of lower-level processes and events like causal cou-
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pling, feedback loop, reciprocal causation, etc. in describing integration.
We can expect that we have to find these lower-level criteria satisfied in
every kind of extended physical system, including ones that instantiate ex-
tended medical states and processes. On the other hand, those systems
will have to have additional higher-level criteria satisfied, like joined met-
abolic processes, exchange of organic and inorganic matter, control of vital
processes, etc. If we look at the example of human microbiome, we find
the appropriate feedback loops and reciprocal causation. For instance, the
microbiota is responsible for synthesizing certain vitamins, like vitamin B,
and amino acids, breaking indigestible fibers, polysaccharides, and poly-
phenols (for which humans lack appropriate enzymes), producing short
chain fatty acids, regulating fat deposits, etc. which in turn enable the
host’s survival, which in turn provide nutrition for microbiota (Rowland
et al. 2018). These are only some of the many biological functions that
sustain the life and health of a human+microbiota system. Thus, we can
say that at least human+microbiota create an extended system to which
appropriate medical terms can be applied.

4. Medicine of Extended Health

We saw that different authors conclude that for practical reasons we
should prefer less radical and more prudent versions of the One Health
approach. This means that the feasible One Health approach will still be
focused on humans as their primary subject and it will not include any
new ontology, instead, it will keep the traditional individualistic approach
according to which the bearers of relevant medical states are individual or-
ganisms. As mentioned before that sort of approach is best compared with
Embedded approaches to cognition according to which cognitive systems
are deeply embedded in their environment and a proper understanding of
cognitive abilities and their development calls for investigating and taking
into consideration a variety of different external factors. Embedded ap-
proaches can be seen as calls for soft revolutions in science, which do not
change the subject matter of a specific discipline or its primary methods
and postulates, but point out the need to diversify and put its primary
subject in a global context. What separates POHA from old-fashioned
medicine is then the call for multidisciplinarity and greater collabora-
tion between botany, veterinary sciences, ecology, and human medicine.
With this widened interest One Health can certainly help in identifying
the sources of certain diseases, mitigating their prevalence, and devising
appropriate treatments.
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On the other hand, Extended Health calls for a shift in perspective
concerning the subjects of medical science. Unlike POHA which looks
at usually causally far-removed external factors such as, for instance, the
origins of zoonoses, Extended Health focuses on immediate causal fac-
tors that have a strong influence on an individual organism. Furthermore,
those immediate causal factors create feedback loops with the primary
system such that they become parts of thusly created new extended sys-
tems. Insisting on including the Extended Health perspective in medical
sciences is motivated by the need to put back the subject of health states
into the focus of clinical practice. While One Health approaches have the
merit of extending the scope of medical research onto environmental fac-
tors and, thus, enable a better understanding of the origins, development,
and spread of disease, they simultaneously affect medical practices in a
way that can be detrimental to primary subjects of health and disease.
Namely, by focusing on the disease One Health is losing perspective on
the diseased. This can be seen in the management of the COVID-19 pan-
demic and the employment of specific strategies. In the remainder of the
paper, we will briefly analyze a couple of examples that focus on a par-
ticular widely used strategy in fighting the COVID-19 pandemic - social
distancing, and how it fits with One Health approaches on one side, and
how Extended approaches might influence it.

While quarantining is a widely used and effective strategy in fight-
ing infectious disease, by isolating infectious or exposed individuals, one
of the main strategies in fighting the COVID-19 pandemic was isolating
healthy individuals, or at least non-infectious ones. Isolation and social
distancing of individuals was widespread and advocated on a global level
by national health institutions and international institutions like WHO.
It was carried out by closing public places of interest such as theaters and
cinemas, transferring school courses to online platforms, leaving all but
essential workers to work from home, employing a 1.5 or 2 m physical
distancing rule in public spaces, not allowing seniors to leave their homes
for several months, not allowing for larger gatherings at the privacy of a
person’s home, etc. This strategy was effective in slowing down the spread
of the SARS-CoV-2 virus among humans, but it also affected the health of
so isolated people in ways that could have been predicted, especially if the
Extended Health approach was employed. Namely, we can distinguish at
least three kinds of effects of the pandemic on the health of human indi-
viduals: 1) direct effect by infection with SARS-CoV-2, 2) indirect effect
on mental and physical health induced by fears of infection, fear of our
own death or death of close people, anxiety and stress of being infected
or spreading the infection, and 3) indirect effect on physical and men-
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tal health induced by strategies employed to “fight” the pandemic such
as isolation and social distancing. In the past couple of years, researchers
have identified a number of physical disorders induced by psychogenic
factors such as weight gain (Zachary et al. 2020), and numerous psycho-
logical disorders such as depression, anxiety, insomnia, and PTSD. Causes
of these disorders can be found also in group 2) of pandemic effects, nev-
ertheless, we are now interested in the effects of strategies for reducing
the spread of the coronavirus. This group of effects is identified by (Cenat
et al. 2022), which also add fears of losing a job, the anxiety produced by
financial insecurities, distress caused by media reports, etc.

Because the One Health approach focuses on the disease itself and its
paths of transmission, its interspecies trajectory, and ways to stop its global
spread, it is not at the same time too concerned of the effects its strategies
have on the individuals. On the other hand, Extended Health does just the
opposite. In the concrete case of the isolation of individuals during the
COVID-19 pandemic, we can identify several ways in which individuals’
health has been hindered. We'll briefly discuss Lyre’s shared intentionality
(2018), and Kosslyn’s (2006) hypothesis of social minds (both examples
are discussed in more detail in (Milojevic 2021)).

Lyre (2018) notices that cognitive extension does not have to be only
into the body of the cognitive subject or into her physical environment,
but it can also happen in a way that extends the original subject onto its
“informational”, and sometimes onto its social environment. As a case of
social extension Lyre analyzes “shared intentionality”. It is important to
note that Lyre is writing about the strong constitutive kind of cognitive
extension even in the cases of social extension, the same kind which Clark
and Chalmers defended (1998), and thus he is not defending a claim about
shared intentionality in group or collective minds but adopts and modi-
fies the individualistic model of Bratman (1993). According to this model,
an individual can have her own intention which is partially constituted of
intentions and plans of another individual, though that primary intention
cannot be ascribed to them together or jointly, nor to that other individu-
al. In such a case, the nervous system of a second individual is becoming
a constitutive part of the first’s individual cognitive system. Such coupling
can occur when both individuals intend to jointly accomplish a given ac-
tion in a cooperative way, and in the process both become extended on
the neural resources of another.

On the other hand, Kosslyn (2006) talks about social prosthetics and
uses arguments independent from Clark and Chalmers (1998). Kosslyn
sees social extensions of human cognitive systems as a natural consequence
of their limited neural resources. Humans evolve in highly structured en-
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vironments which reciprocally influence cognitive processes which are
primarily realized in a neurally plastic flexible brain. According to Kosslyn
the structure of our brains is not fully determined by our genes, but it
is also strongly influenced by the environment. Thus, because of limited
neural resources humans build a great number of tools that can be seen
as cognitive prosthetics. Some of these tools are language, different kinds
of notations, and some classical tools for navigation like compasses, etc.
Nevertheless, Kosslyn's main point is that we do not build only artifacts
to extend our resources, nor do we only structure our physical environ-
ment, but we also deeply rely on other people in performing cognitive and
emotional tasks to the point that our personal identity depends on the
people from our immediate surroundings. Others help us make decisions,
form intentions, judge options, etc. Cases in which humans borrow parts
of their cognitive resources from another human being in a transient or
more permanent arrangement Kosslyn calls Social Prosthetic Systems.

Taking into account these hypotheses about a cognitive extension by
social connections we can easily draw implications of social isolation of
individuals in the period of COVID-19 pandemic. Despite the frequent
claims that strategies for fighting COVID-19 pandemics were not employ-
ing social, but physical distancing and isolation, we claim that many social
interactions have a physical component and that keeping virtual commu-
nication while removing the physical connections between people is suf-
ficient for breaking many different social bonds. Cooperative endeavors
frequently assume shared physical space and environment which allows
for joint manipulation of task space. In that sense introducing physical
distancing directly affects our methods of problem-solving, and with ac-
ceptance of Socially Extended Cognition our cognitive processing, and
even our personal identity if we accept Kosslyn’s claim about Social Pros-
thetic Systems. Thus, strategies of isolation can be seen as influencing the
mental health of individuals not only by introducing negative external fac-
tors but also by influencing the integrity of the subjects themselves.

5. Concluding remarks

In this paper, we analyzed different methodological and ontological
commitments of the One Health approach and we have concluded that
they are not yet fully transparent in the offered formulations of this view.
Nevertheless, we can differentiate between different versions of the One
Health approach by explicitly employing the distinction between POHA
and ROHA as two methodologically different approaches with two dif-
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ferent aims, and OROHA and OPOHA as two ontologically different ap-
proaches that employ either radical anti-individualistic ontology or pru-
dential traditional individualistic ontology of medical sciences. We have
judged that OROHA is ontologically opposed to both traditional medical
approaches and to Extended Health approach. Morar and Skorburg argued
that Extended Health should be seen as an alternative anti-individualistic
approach to the One Health one, but with more careful implementation of
the introduced distinctions it is clear that this is true only for its radical on-
tological version. We have also argued that such a radical alternative would
ask for the constitution of a different scientific and health discipline dis-
tinct from human medicine. Instead, we argued for cooperation between
the prudential approaches of One Health which have practical, methodo-
logical, and ontological advantages, and Extended Health approaches. This
amalgam of approaches should improve current practices on two fronts
simultaneously: a) expanding the field of study and introducing multi-
disciplinarity which is needed for understanding the origins, spread and
development of diseases that cross species barriers or occur because of en-
vironmental imbalances, and b) keeping the focus on an individual and
her health by carefully examining the boundaries of systems to which we
should apply health properties. The case of strategies employed to fight the
COVID-19 pandemic showed that not introducing both approaches at the
same time can lead to detrimental practices which safeguard the health of
individuals on one front but negatively influence it on the other.
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THE VALUE LADENNESS
OF SCIENTIFIC PRACTICE: “COVIDIZATION”
OF RESEARCH AND TRUST IN SCIENCE

Abstract: In recent years, philosophers of science, including social epistemolo-
gists, have increasingly begun to focus on the role of value judgments in research
activities and their consequences on the epistemic integrity of scientific inquiry.
These considerations initiated a series of new practical and theoretical challenges,
and “revived” old descriptive and prescriptive disagreements over the form of the
relationship between values and scientific practice. In this article, we will attempt
to frame the way in which values in science are discussed today, point to concrete
examples that serve to illustrate the pervasiveness of value judgments in the sci-
entific endeavour, and consider the question of how it is possible to ensure cred-
ibility in science and protect its epistemic integrity in the light of a value-laden
framework.

Keywords: science, value-neutrality, the credibility of scientific results, public
knowledge

The claim that scientific practice is deeply influenced by values is
widely held and defended by philosophers of science today (Douglas,
2009: 15, Steel, 2015: 2; Elliott 2017: 8; Goldenberg, 2021: 100; Oreskes,
2019: 147-159 et al.).! However, this viewpoint has not always been ac-
cepted. For a time, it was believed that even though science has obvious
political, moral, and socio-economic repercussions, it can and should be
an enterprise that does not involve value judgments. This ideal of value-
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free science began to gain its dominance at the end of the 1950s. Although
at the time there were theorists who were ready to admit that such an
ideal is neither advisable nor realistic and warned that it is not possible to
understand the practice of the sciences without considering the specific
value judgments that are formed within it (Rudner 1953:6; Frank 1954:
143), discussions on values in science would almost completely fall silent
during the 1960s (see: Douglas, 2009: 50, 62-5).2 From the 1980s onwards,
there has been a growing body of literature that seeks to show that when
making decisions and providing answers to a number of questions that
fall under their domain, scientists make extensive use of value judgments.
But even today, when almost no one would be ready to deny that research
practice is strongly permeated with values, attitudes that value-neutrality
should be the goal of science are still present (Shrader-Frechette, 1991:
44; Ruphy 2006: 192; Koertge, 2000: 53). Such a belief is the result of re-
cent conflicting and complicated proposals on how we should understand
the nature, domain, and role of value in scientific work, as well as of an
old concern that more transparent attempts to articulate the idea of value-
laden science would damage the public’s trust in the reliability of its re-
sults (Du Bois, 1912, 1935; Compton 1936; Merton, 1938). Having that in
mind, significant literature in recent years has been developed with an aim
to provide a satisfactory analysis of scientific practice that will take into
account its strong interwovenness with values, but without unacceptable
consequences regarding its epistemic integrity and the reliability of sci-
entific results (Kitcher 2001; Douglas 2009; Elliot 2017; De Melo-Martin
& Intemann, 2018, etc.). In this article, we will present a framework for
understanding the way in which values in science are discussed today, fo-
cus on some concrete examples that highlight the range of ways in which
value judgments influence scientific work, and consider the question of
how it is possible to preserve trust in science and protect its integrity in
the light of a value-laden scientific framework.

IT

One way to approach the consideration of the relationship between
values and science is to point to situations in which value judgments can
enter research practice and interfere with scientific reasoning. Here, we
will offer four different contexts in light of which it is possible to identify

2 More on the specific historical episodes that preceded and accompanied the ideal of
value-free science, as well as on sporadic, marginalized and short-term deviations
from it, see: (Douglas 2009: §3).
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the relevance of value judgments to the researchers’ decisions.®> A clos-
er look at them should contribute to the clarification of the manners in
which values can influence the shaping of epistemic and organizational
processes of science, as well as to a clearer understanding of the sources of
conflict around the standards for assessing values’ epistemic desirability in
different stages of the scientific endeavor. In addition, the following exam-
ples will serve to summarize the main features of our viewpoint regarding
the role of values in scientific practice which, in turn, will pave the way for
addressing the concerns about public skepticism toward issues of scien-
tific expertise and its resistance to scientific claims.

i) Selection of research problems

Since there are far more lines of inquiry that can be implemented
in real-time, the selection of research problems and their corresponding
goals tend to be influenced by the value preferences of the members of the
scientific community. The extent to which normative-value frameworks
can influence research directions could be effectively captured by the re-
cent emergence of the covidization of research (Pai, 2020). This phenom-
enon is exemplified by the fact that in the period from January 1, 2020.
to August 1, 2021, more than one in six active members of the scientific
community decided to adapt or redirect their research activities to include
the study of various aspects of the coronavirus pandemic-induced crisis
(Ioannidis, et al., 2021). As a result of such a shift in research priorities,
the number of works related to the study of COVID-19 (210,863) reached
3.7% of the total number of scientific works (5,728,015) that were pub-
lished and indexed in Scopus (Ibid). Such a turn was, among other things,
supported by the financial considerations of researchers.* But regardless
of the extent to which researchers’ choice sets were motivated by ethical,
theoretical or financial reasons, they were manifestly not immune to so-
cial influences and were based on specific value judgments. In a similar
manner as in the example of covidization of research, value judgments play
an influential and important role in deciding which research topics we (as

3 In the literature, there are several different illustrations and classifications, see: (Ma-
chamer & Wolters 2004; Dorato 2004; Ward 2021; Elliot 2017) which include exam-
ples of how value-based choices and compromises affect model tuning (for example:
De Melo-Martin & Intemann, 2018: 121) or dissemination of research findings (El-
liot 2017); examples that we have not highlighted here.

4 Data show that by the end of June 2021, 14 billion dollars have been allocated for
research activities related to the coronavirus pandemic, often at the cost of canceling
or postponing the opening of regular invitations for research funding (Ioannidis, et
al. 2021; Pai, 2020).
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individuals) want to pursue, which areas of research are the most signifi-
cant or promising for us (as a society), and which directions of research,
given the limited resources for funding of science, should be prioritized.

ii) Establishing standards for performing responsible research

In addition to guiding our choice of research programs, value judg-
ments significantly influence the steering of research projects as well as
the decisions on whether they will be implemented at all. For example, the
implementation of programs that include methodological approaches not
in accordance with the informed consent of research subjects, those which
violate the confidentiality of information about research participants, or
those which propose experiments that would result in their physical (or
psychological) harm (that is, violation of the principle of primum non
nocere), cannot be allowed for obvious legal and moral reasons. In this
sense, value judgments that include social, moral, and legal considera-
tions, limit the range of means by which particular problems will be stud-
ied and shape the standards for the responsible conduct of research.

iii) Epistemic risk and loss function

As in choosing the subject of research and establishing standards for
its responsible performance, value judgments play a significant role in de-
termining how, within the framework of their statistical procedures - ac-
cepting or rejecting a statistical hypothesis — scientists deal with the risk of
making a mistake in their decisions. Empirical knowledge achieved by sci-
entists is beset with a variety of epistemic risks and in their procedures of
arriving at it, scientists always face the risk of making two types of errors:
accepting the wrong (type 2 error) or rejecting the true hypothesis (type 1
error). Since, taking a study design as given, these two errors are supple-
mentary — the probability of committing one can generally only be reduced
at the expense of increasing the probability of the other - the choice of how
to manage or balance between those errors can be described as a loss func-
tion. It is important to underline that there is no firm methodological rule
stating what the loss function should be i.e. what the acceptable balance
between the risks of committing the two types of error is. These decisions
are typically made in light of the interests and values which determine how
grave the consequences of going wrong in either direction are. The quick
sketch of an admittedly idealized context of medical research can illustrate
how the loss function is decided by invoking value judgments. Let’s con-
sider a group of scientists developing a drug for an already well-managed
disease that is somewhat superior to the existing treatments in terms of
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efficacy. In this situation, rejecting the null hypothesis would require ex-
tremely strong evidence (i.e., a very low probability of type 1 error), so the
process would be repeated many times in different populations under dif-
ferent circumstances, which would be followed for a long time to ensure
with high probability that the new drug is superior to the existing treat-
ment. Suppose, on the other hand, humanity is facing a progressive dis-
ease whose early clinical symptoms indicate certain fatal outcomes, against
which no existing treatment is at all effective. Under these circumstances,
a lower level of evidentiary support would be required to implement the
drug and, in this admittedly simplistic case, researchers’ relative tolerance
for committing type 1 and type 2 errors would shift significantly towards
the former. In other words, they would be more tolerant of providing a
drug that may turn out to be insufficiently effective (type 1 error), than risk
discarding one which may be effective (type 2 error).

Or, consider an example in economics. A central bank researcher is
trying to predict whether or not the coming year will be an inflationary
episode, and consequently whether interest rates should be raised. This, in
turn, has political consequences — for the distribution of wealth between
borrowers and savers, for example. Both the choice of the loss function
(which side to err on) and choice of a statistical model to use (usually
more than one is acceptable) come from values, and those have to do with
the view of the researcher of what the consequences of going wrong in ei-
ther direction might be. In other words, they risk having the end in mind
- an economist who strongly believes in the power of markets to self-cor-
rect, for example, might tend to require stronger evidentiary support that
inflation will occur than one who believes in government intervention to
reduce inflation, or she might select a statistical model which is less likely
to predict inflation next year. Drawing on examples like this, over the past
several years, philosophers of science have been increasingly exploring not
only how values influence the way scientists judge the output of their sta-
tistical test but also how value-laden determinations of loss function shape
the statistical choices the researchers make while designing and directing
their research programs.®

iv) Selection and definitions of variables

Formulating a statistical research problem inevitably involves a sim-
plification of the world in the sense that we are choosing to focus on a few
variables whose impact we want to measure. In macroeconomics, these

5  See: Zollman K., Values, Objectivity & Data Science — Philosophy of Data Science,
Link: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=9USkWtX-ydc
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variables are typically aggregated. Economists often formulate questions
in terms of the impact of a phenomenon on GDP, which is just the sum of
all income generated by domestic households and firms. But the decision
to focus on the sum is also a decision not to focus on the distribution of
income (between rich and poor workers, or between workers and capital
owners, etc.), which is a whole set of value judgments. Moreover, selecting
GDP as the outcome of choice is a value judgment that income is what is
good in an economy, but there are other indicators of economic and social
progress. A discussion of these can be found in Beyond GDP: Measuring
What Counts for Economic and Social Performance (2018), a book where
Joseph Stiglitz and others discuss the limitations of GDP and propose a
range of complementary measures of economic well-being, which include
measures of economic insecurity, wealth and income inequality, social
and environmental sustainability, trust in institutions and quality of life.
Including any of these indicators in a research proposal represents a value
judgment as to its importance.

A similar point emerges if we consider analyses of the concept of
mental disorder. Let’s restrict our attention to the definition of mental
disorders as “harmful dysfunction” While “dysfunction” can be under-
stood as the inability of an internal mental mechanism to perform a
specific function for which it was predestined by evolution, the question
of whether the dysfunction will have a detrimental effect on a person’s
well-being will depend on the social values (Wakefield, 1992: 385). For
example, brain dysfunctions that can interfere with reading would not
be considered “harmful” within the preliterate communities, while today
children and adults who have difficulties in reading are diagnosed with
dyslexia or decoding difficulty which is, along with dyscalculia and disor-
ders of written expression, classified as a learning disorder (Ustiin, Chat-
terji, & Andrews, 2002: 31; Snowling & Hulme 2012: 594). In a similar
vein, it is suggested that many other classifications of diseases incorpo-
rate value influences and that on the questions of whether something is
a medical disease or how it should be ‘correctly’ defined for purposes of
research and diagnosis, there is often no value-free way to provide an-
swers (Kukla, 2019).

So, from the decision to engage in science and that certain research
projects are worth pursuing, to the evaluation of the output of statisti-
cal tests, to selecting and defining variables, moral, social, political, etc.,
values play a significant role in research activities and are inherent in
scientific practice (cf. Rudner, 1953: 2; Douglas 2009: 112; Kitcher 2001:
63-82; Elliott 2017: 15, 166). In this regard, it should be emphasized that
the study of the influence of values on the selection of research programs
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and the formation of standards for their responsible performance (at least
until recently) was not a subject of special interest to philosophers of sci-
ence, since it was considered that value-laden decisions made in these
so-called “external” stages of scientific endeavors do not threaten the re-
liability of its epistemic procedures (more on this: Dorato 2004: 57; Ma-
chamer & Wolters 2004: 1-4; Douglas, 2009: 45, 98; Kitcher 2011: §1; De
Melo-Martin & Intemann, 2018:119). The polarization of opinion in the
literature on science and values mainly refers to the determination of the
kinds of values and the degree to which they should influence the devel-
opment of the “internal” phases of science, which include data characteri-
zation, assessment of available evidence, acceptance of hypotheses, model
development, etc. The first line of debate has argued that only those values
that are “epistemic” in nature (“scientific’, “internal” or “cognitive”) such
as the degree of evidentiary support, consistency, predictive and explana-
tory power, etc., can play a legitimate role in these processes, while the
influence of “non-epistemic” (“non-scientific”, “external” or “social”) val-
ues that include moral, legal, political and socio-economic considerations
must be eliminated or at least minimized (Shrader-Frechette 1994: 53). At
the other end of the spectrum is the understanding that “non-epistemic”
values should in some form “enter” all stages of scientific work since they
are necessary to provide guidance for scientist when making judgments
(Douglas, 2009: 112; De Melo-Martin & Intemann 2018: 119-22, Steel,
2015: 2), and that scientific communities which take that into account
will be more successful, both in achieving their epistemic goals and in
establishing a constructive relationship with the general public (De Melo-
Martin & Intemann 2018: 119; Goldenberg, 2021: 125; Elliott, 2017: 166;
Longino, 2004: 137).

Although launching into this discussion would go beyond the scope
of this paper, it should be noted that philosophers have started to use the
terms “epistemic” (scientific, internal, or cognitive) and “non-epistemic”
(non-scientific, external, or social) in a very confusing way, which has led
to the displacement and blurring of demarcation lines between these two
camps. Thus, while some authors point to the fragility of separation be-
tween epistemic and non-epistemic values (Machamer & Osbeck 2004),
others attempted to formulate a clearer demarcation criterion, trying to
work out the exact meaning of the terms. As a result, once coextensive
terms “epistemic” and “cognitive” (Lacey 1999: 221) began to diverge
(Laudan, 2004: 19; Douglas, 2009: §5), as is the case with the meanings of
the terms “non-epistemic’, “external”, “non-scientific” or “social” (Dorato,
2004: 53). Subsequently, others drew attention to examples in which non-
epistemic values can be interpreted or seen as epistemic (Douglas 2009:
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90; Wilholt 2006: 80). Still others indicated that there are values for which
it is not clear how they should be classified and that the lines of demarca-
tion are not easy to draw at all (Machamer & Wolters 2004: 3). As a result,
there is a growing body of literature that points out that the principled
difference between epistemic and non-epistemic values is not viable (see:
Longino 2004: 128; Douglas 2009: 90).

Indeed, if this is the case and we take into account the failure of pre-
vious attempts to single out one class of values that could play a norma-
tively acceptable role in scientific reasoning and on which the “protection”
of science from problematic value influences could be based, the ques-
tion arises: how to approach the fact that science is strongly imbued with
values and that many of its activities take place precisely on their back-
ground? Following the example of some recent proposals, we can suggest
that traditional attempts to classify values be replaced by approaches that
focus on more detailed considerations of the question: how, when, and
in what situations they “enter” scientific practice (Douglas 2009: 87) and
those that point to the necessity of precise articulation of their role in dif-
ferent research activities (Elliott, 2017: 73; De Melo-Martin & Intemann
2018: §9). That the active mapping of values and their more precise ar-
ticulation (focusing on individual local contexts, examining individual
examples, and analyzing their details) could play a significant role in at-
tempts to identify their potential adverse impact on science and the reli-
ability of its results, will be illustrated in the light of the aforementioned
emergence of covidization of research in the following section.

III

During the aforementioned covidization of research there has been a
tendency in parts of the scientific community to focus excessive attention
on efforts to understand the emergence of the coronavirus pandemic at
the expense of dealing with questions in scientists’ primary area of ex-
pertise (Pai, 2020). As some authors emphasize, while it is encouraging
to see the extent to which the scientific community can be motivated and
united in order to respond to existing social challenges, the question is
whether its response — the amount of resources and energy spent - is pro-
portional to the size of the existing crisis and what the real advantages of
such hyper production of works are (Ioannidis, et al. 2021: §4). Unfortu-
nately, existing analyzes suggest that much of the growing literature on
the coronavirus pandemic crisis is of poor quality (Khatter, et al. 2021;
Bagdasarian, Cross, and Fisher, 2020; Ioannidis, et al., 2021, 2022). Having
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that in mind, the question arises as to whether some theorists are cor-
rect to claim that the values which influence the choice of research prob-
lems play only a sporadic role in achieving the epistemic goals of science.
Namely, as already indicated, until recently the study of the influence of
values in this phase of the scientific process was not of immediate impor-
tance in the context of the discussion about values in science because it
was considered that they do not have an epistemically relevant character
and therefore no immediate effect on the reliability of scientific results.
And yet, it seems that the example of the covidization of research suggests
that value judgments should not be assigned with privileged status in the
“external” phase of the scientific process. Without pretending to go into
consideration what motives contributed to the covidization of research, it
seems quite reasonable to say that any decision of the members of the sci-
entific community - regardless of the stage or phase in which it was made
— based on the values that unjustifiably favor unidirectional research ac-
tivities or impede the acquisition of appropriate evidence, may have an
adverse effect on the epistemic engagement of science. In this regard, rely-
ing on strategies and approaches that propose constant monitoring and, if
possible, critical reviews of the role of values in different research domains
and from the perspectives of different stakeholders can contribute to pre-
venting, where possible, the future neglect of equally important research
projects as well as the lowering of epistemic standards in those ongoing.
In other words, transparent and active discussions regarding the determi-
nation of facts and the way in which values pervade scientific procedures
could be a useful set of tools for offering a more complete representation
of their epistemic consequences and determining more precisely which
value judgments (given a theoretical, social, technological, organizational,
etc. context) can be assigned with normatively acceptable roles.

However, another question related to the previous considerations
arises: would a transparent discussion of value-laden science lead to an
erosion of public trust in science and have a negative impact on the pub-
lic’s motivation to comply with recommendations based on scientific
judgments? Although even a partial review of numerous recent studies on
public trust in scientific claims would go beyond the scope of this paper,
what can be emphasized here is that they strongly indicate that the po-
litical and ideological orientations of individuals are a significant factor in
establishing and maintaining trust in scientific evidence (De Melo-Martin
& Intemann, 2018: 123; Elliot 2017:9).5 These findings correspond to re-
cent viewpoints that the problem of mistrust in science should primar-

6  See: (Pavli¢i¢, 2020 Pavli¢i¢, Petrovi¢ and Smajevi¢ Rolji¢, 2022) for a disscusion on
the issue of public mistrust of scientific authorities.
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ily be understood as a consequence of individuals’ beliefs that scientific
findings somehow threaten their values, religious convictions, political-
ideological orientations or economic interests (Oreskes, 2019: 147, Kitcher
2011: §1). Such views are often accompanied by insights that a skeptical
public “is better understood as a rejection of the values underlying the
scientific consensus” (Goldenberg, 2019: 22) rather than as a consequence
of the fact that the consensus includes values.

Does that mean that public trust in scientific results depends en-
tirely on whether scientists adopt the values that society set for research?
Although at the moment it is not possible to give a precise answer to
this question, it is worth noting that there is an increasing number of
examples that indicate that the failure of scientists to be transparent and
honest about the assumptions underlying their research activities has
contributed to the public’s concern that certain political interests were
prioritized over the search for scientific truth in their reports (see: De
Melo-Martin & Intemann 2018: 115). Indeed, if that is the case, some
authors are quite right to claim that scientists’ further resistance to speak
openly about value judgments would only worsen the situation by creat-
ing the impression that their values are somehow problematic and en-
dangering their knowledge-seeking engagement (Oreskes, 2019: 153).
Therefore, the scientific community should establish a more transpar-
ent and active dialogue on values-guided decisions between itself and
the public, and implement complementary strategies which promote
values that are inclusive and representative of the interests of different
stakeholders. While the inclusion of the broader public in the scientific
enterprise would contribute to determining research priorities and es-
tablishing more realistic expectations from science, open and critical
discussions would help to form informed and reflective judgments in the
light of which scientists themselves could identify the damaging impact
of their values on the reliability and the significance of their studies. Al-
though it is certainly necessary to conduct significant experimental re-
search in order to determine what concrete strategies and tactics would
enable an effective, acceptable, and quality institutional involvement of
public opinion in science, it is quite resonable to say that a fair relation-
ship between science and the public (their mutual understanding, co-
operation and maintaining trust in the scientific community) requires a
socially responsible science that strives to preserve its epistemic integrity
and is transparent about its goals.
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Vrednosno optereéena nauc¢na praksa:
»-Kovidizacija” istrazivanja i poverenje u nauku.

Apstrakt: U poslednjih nekoliko godina, radovi iz filozofije nauke i socijalne epi-
stemologije nauke su sve vi§e poceli da se fokusiraju na pitanja kakvi su status
i uloga vrednosnih sudova u sprovodenju nau¢nih aktivnosti i kakve posledice
njihova prisutnost moze imati u pogledu epistemickog integriteta nau¢nih istra-
zivanja. Ova razmatranja su inicirala niz novih teorijskih i prakti¢nih nedoumi-
ca i,0zivela” stara kako deskriptivna, tako i preskriptivna neslaganja u pogledu
poimanja odnosa izmedu vrednosti i nau¢noistrazivacke prakse. U ovom ¢lanku
tematizova¢emo nacin na koji se danas diskutuje o vrednostima u nauci, ukazati
na primere koji jasno svedoce o uplivu vrednosti u aktuelnu naucnoistrazivacku
praksu te razmotriti pitanje kako je moguce u svetlu pristupa koji uzima u obzir
vrednosnu opterecenost naucnoistrazivackog rada ocuvati poverenje u nauku i
zadtiti njen epistemicki integritet.

Klju¢ne reci: nauka, vrednosna neutralnost, kredibilitet nau¢nih rezultata, javno
mnjenje
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AFFORDING AUTISTIC PERSONS
EPISTEMIC JUSTICE

Abstract: Autism is a psychopathological condition around which there is still
much prejudice and stigma. The discrepancy between third-person and first-per-
son accounts of autistic behavior creates a chasm between autistic and neurotypi-
cal (non-autistic) people. Epistemic injustice suffered by these individuals is great,
and a fruitful strategy out of this predicament is much needed. I will propose that
through the appropriation and implementation of methods and concepts from
phenomenology and ecological-enactive cognitive science, we can acquire power-
tul tools to work towards greater epistemic justice for autistic individuals. I will
use the resources found in the skilled intentionality framework, integrated with
various phenomenological theories. From these approaches, we can view autistic
impairments and disability relationally and how epistemic enablement and dis-
ablement form. Phenomenology and its methods help us learn more about the
perceptual and social experiences of autistic individuals. The voices of the autis-
tics themselves will be of the greatest importance here. I will show that, through
restructuring our landscape of affordances and with a greater phenomenological
understanding of the autistic inner world, we can devise new strategies that afford
greater epistemic enablement and epistemic justice.

Keywords: autism spectrum disorder, epistemic injustice, phenomenology, en-
activism, ecological psychology, landscape of affordances

I stim, therefore I am
Melanie Yergeau

1. Introduction

Autistic people face many injustices. A recent horrifying event that
has befallen an autistic person testifies to the profound lack of people's
understanding of autistics. On May 20, 2020, a 32-year-old autistic Pales-

*  Janko Nesi¢, Institute of Social Sciences, Belgrade, jnesic@idn.org.rs
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tinian man, Eyad al-Hallag, after being mistaken for a terrorist, was shot
and killed by the Border Police on his way to a special needs school that
he attended in Jerusalem.!

Even when prejudices towards autistic people are not that extreme,
there seems to be a common belief that autistic people are inherently aso-
cial (lacking sociability). Autistics have raised their voices against such
qualifications (or prejudices). They have put forward the idea of the dou-
ble-empathy problem, claiming that the difficulties in social interaction
and communication between autistic and non-autistic (or neurotypical,
as some autistics call non-autistics) people are a two-way issue (Milton,
2012). These stem from autistic phenomenology. The novel ideas about
autism that come from autistic people themselves are integral to the neu-
rodiversity movement that has played a crucial part in changing the per-
ception of ASD in recent times. This raises the problem that autism is
misrepresented and shows a lack of autistic personal voices being heard
both in autism research and by the general public. These individuals are
thus victims of epistemic injustice, and their epistemic agency is being ne-
glected or thwarted.

In the current iteration of The Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of
Mental Disorders (DSM-5), autism (autism spectrum disorder or ASD)
is understood as a neurodevelopmental disorder which is characterized
by deficits in social interaction and social communication (i.e., deficits
in social-emotional reciprocity, nonverbal communicative behaviors) and
repetitive patterns of behavior, restricted interests and activities (i.e., ste-
reotyped or repetitive motor movements, insistence on sameness, highly
restricted, fixated interests, hyper- or hyporeactivity to sensory input)
(APA, 2013, p. 50). A common criticism of the DSM heard in modern
times seems to be especially appropriate in the case of autism spectrum
disorder. There is little or no mention of the first-person phenomenology
of autistic persons. The philosophical and psychiatric understanding of
ASD has changed since Kanner's and Asperger's time.?

Cognitivist models, like central coherence (agents give more atten-
tion to details than to global information, Happé, 1999; Happé & Frith,
1996) and mindblindness (autistic individuals fail to develop the capacity
to mind-read or “mentalize’, it is claimed, and lack the ability to under-
stand mental states, hence mindblind; Baron-Cohen, 1995; Frith, 2003)

1 More about this case study can be found in Bader & Fuchs (2022).

2 It was recently revealed (Sher & Gibson, 2021) that the Soviet-Russian psychiatrist
Grunya Efimovna Sukhareva gave the first clinical account of autistic children long
before Kanner and Asperger. Her descriptions of autistic traits in six boys (between 2
and 14 years of age) from the ‘hospital-school at the Psychoneurological Department
for Children in Moscow were published in a German journal in 1926.
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were the first. Enactive and embodied accounts revolutionized how we
understand cognition and autism (De Jaegher, 2013; Maiese, 2021; Krue-
ger, 2021; Krueger & Maiese, 2018). Contemporary phenomenological ac-
counts have emphasised that differences in autistic perception and inter-
action are to be sought on the pre-reflective level (Zahavi & Parnas, 2003;
Bizzari, 2018; Leon, 2019). Along the way, and in synthesis with enactive
approaches, predictive coding/processing explanations have also been put
forward (Van de Cruys et al., 2014; Schilbach, 2016; the dialectical misat-
tunement hypothesis, Bolis et al., 2017; Constant et al., 2018).

I will proceed in the following way. Section 2 will define epistemic
injustice and how different kinds of inequities are inflicted upon autistic
persons. In the same section, I thematize Catala et al.'s (2021) relational
account of epistemic agency based on enactivism (Section 3). I take this
approach as a starting point and extend it with the ecological perspective
to arrive at an account of epistemic injustice in ASD within the ecological-
enactive framework (Section 4). In Section 5, I discuss how to employ this
integrative framework, together with phenomenology, to study autistic ex-
perience and get a better understanding of the autistic style of interaction
and norms. In the end, these strategies could help fight epistemic injustice
in autism, I will argue.

2. Epistemic injustice in autism

The kind of injustice that is markedly epistemic in nature, epistemnic
injustice consists of “a wrong done to someone specifically in their capac-
ity as a knower” (Fricker, 2007, p. 1). These can refer to various mistreat-
ments “that relate to issues of knowledge, understanding, and participa-
tion in communicative practices” (Kidd, Medina & Pohlhaus, 2017, p. 1).
These unjust treatments of knowers can take the forms of exclusion, invis-
ibility, misrepresentation, being instrumentalized and marginalized, and
distrusted, to name just a few (Kidd, Medina & Pohlhaus, 2017). Miranda
Fricker has distinguished two kinds of epistemic injustice in her work: tes-
timonial injustice and hermeneutical injustice (Fricker, 2003, 2007). Tes-
timonial injustice is inflicted when a hearer, due to prejudice and bias,
reduces the credibility of the speaker's testimony. Hermeneutical injustice
comes on a more collective level (and at a prior stage) than testimonial
injustice concerning participation in the process of production of knowl-
edge. When there are “gaps in collective hermeneutical resources’, one is
disadvantaged in that her social experience will be hard to communicate
because of those gaps in the collective/mainstream hermeneutical re-
sources (Fricker, 2007, p. 1; Dinishak, 2021, p. 2).
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Dinishak argues that there is a distinct form of hermeneutical injus-
tice at work in the case of autism, one that concerns knowledge produc-
tion, i.e. autistic autobiographies. It appears that their own first-personal
accounts of autistic experience are being neglected in the formation of
concepts about such experience. Using Hacking’s work, she starts with
considerations of the difficulties both autistics and neurotypicals face
when they try to understand the behavior and experiences of one another.
Hacking (2009) calls it the lack of “Kéhler’s phenomena™ in the two-
way interaction and mutual understanding of autistics and neurotypicals.
That is, both groups lack non-inferential, unmediated access to the mental
states of the other (concept of direct perception in modern debates, Krue-
ger & Overgaard, 2012). The behavior of the autistic seems completely “al-
ien” to the observing neurotypical (and the same stands for autistic peo-
ple, for example, Temple Grandin calls herself an anthropologist on Mars).

Now, the neurotypical is an age-old language used to describe their
experiences, and the same could not be said about autistics; the language
that will adequately describe their experiences, helping autistics them-
selves understand their own experience and communicate these experi-
ences to neurotypicals, is still missing. That kind of language is now in the
making, and one way to contribute to this language creation is through
autistic autobiography. This is the crucial point at which autistics suffer
hermeneutical injustice and hermeneutical marginalization, as Dinishak
argues. Autistic people's contributions to language and concept formation
that describe their own experiences are still being neglected (Dinishak,
2021, p. 9). They are retooling and improving everyday language and
“expert” language used to explain autistic behavior. Autistic biographies
could help neurotypical people gain some insight into autistic experiences.
This way, glimpses into the social life of autistics and “neurodivergent in-
tersubjectivity” (Heasman & Gillespie, 2019) could be achieved.*

Now, focusing solely on autistic persons that are verbal and able to
express their experiences would exclude a wide population of non-verbal
autistics (many autistic children), which is something Dinishiak is aware
of and highlights in her paper (2021, p. 12). Falling to include autistic in-
dividuals with whom autism researchers do not “share a common verbal
mode of communication” and those who are nonspeaking would also be
a kind of epistemic injustice (Hens, Robeyns & Schaubroeck, 2018). Tes-
timonial and hermeneutical injustices again rear their ugly heads in these

3  Comes from Gestalt psychologist Wolfgang Koéhler who pointed out expressive
movements and practical behavior are, most of the time, “a good picture” of people's
inner life (Kohler, 1929, p. 250).

4 Victoria McGeer has pointed out that autistic testimonies are too often dismissed as
unreliable (Boldsen, 2022; McGeer, 2005).
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cases, particularly testimonial injustice. Now, the problem is how to get
insight into the autistic experience when it comes to those who only rely
on nonverbal modes of communication.

Lucienne Spencer, in a recent paper (Spencer, 2022), builds a case that
the current definition of testimonial (in)justice should be expanded to in-
clude other forms of communication, both verbal and nonverbal. Spoken
and written language difficulties are characteristic of neurocognitive dis-
orders - intellectual disabilities, according to DSM-5, such as autism and
late-stage dementia. Spencer argues that such individuals are subject to
epistemic harm in the form of testimonial injustice, although they com-
municate non-verbally. She names this non-verbal testimonial injustice and
uses dementia as a case study. Spencer adds autistic people (at least those
that are non-verbal) as a population vulnerable to this kind of epistemic
injustice (Spences, 2022, p. 6). Any ways of non-verbal communication
are usually overlooked and disregarded when it comes to autistic behav-
ior, and only close family members or carers see and understand such
attempts to communicate. An autistic child’s peculiar movements and
gestures could be trying to convey an emotion or a desire, but only the
parents would perhaps understand its meaning. Spencer employs a phe-
nomenological framework drawn from Merleau-Ponty's (2012) work to
argue that non-verbal expressions (embodied gestures) are a meaningful
form of communication. She broadens Miranda Fricker’s idea of “testimo-
nial sensibility” to “communicative sensibility” to include our ability to
register other people’s gestures as “epistemically loaded” (2022, p. 5).

Catala et al. warn that epistemic injustices to autistics are based on
neuronormativity and neurotypical ignorance, and from this comes a spe-
cific kind of oppression. They focus on epistemic injustice that autistic
people suffer from neuronormative/neurotypical biases about autistic so-
ciability. Persuasively they argue for connections between testimonial and
hermeneutical injustices and how they produce one another. Who appears
as a credible knower affects who will be involved in the meaning-making.
Who appears to be intelligible will influence who is viewed as credible, and
so on. To argue for this, they show that there is conceptual and expressive
hermeneutical injustice and find five types of epistemic injustices in this
regard: “systematic testimonial injustice; preemptive testimonial injustice
or quieting; testimonial smothering; contributory hermeneutical injustice;
and expressive hermeneutical injustice” (Catala, Faucher, & Poirier, 2021,
p- 9017). There are no adequate conceptual tools and proper terms to cap-
ture the experience of a certain group in the mainstream hermeneutical
resources, in this case, autistics, and their experience is unintelligible; they
cannot be understood. When conceptual and terminological develop-
ments have been made by a certain group (autistics have developed a new
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language and concepts suitable for their experience), but their contribu-
tion is neglected, they are subject to contributory hermeneutical injustice
(Dotson, 2012; Catala, Faucher, & Poirier, 2021, p. 9020).

In order to understand how epistemic injustice comes about and how
to deal with it, Catala et al. introduce an important idea (which comes
from an examination of autistic testimonials) that epistemic agency is a
“fundamentally dynamical and relational process” (2021, p. 9022) as op-
posed to the internalist picture. This process involves not just the indi-
vidual but other agents and the sociomaterial environment. According to
them, epistemic injustice comes from neuronormativity and neurotypical
ignorance. These types of identification force them to understand epis-
temic agency in this relational way. But the relational account of epistemic
agency can also help us find ways to achieve greater epistemic justice.

While tracing the historical origins of the idea that agency can be de-
pendent on the environment, authors eventually come to Varela, Thomp-
son and Rosch’s enactivism (The Embodied Mind, Varela et al., 1991). It is
no surprise that Catala et al. turn to a different understanding of cogni-
tion to support their idea of epistemic agency as relational. In the end,
they defend an enactive theory of epistemic agency that is in line with
autistic experiences (Catala, Faucher, & Poirier, 2021, p. 9025). Let us un-
pack what this means.

3. Enactive solution

Enactivism, as a research programme, came about under the influ-
ence of ideas from biology, cognitive science and phenomenology of
Merleau-Ponty (Thompson, 2007). Integrating these perspectives was the
goal from the beginning (e.g., neurophenomenology, Varela, 1996). As op-
posed to the doctrine of cognitivism (mind/consciousness operates much
like a computer with representations, and there is a clear divide between
the inner and the outer world), enactivism understands cognition as em-
bodied action that is not enclosed in the brain (or the organism that has
it). The organism and the environment are dynamically coupled, making
up a dynamical system. There is a “brain-body-environment” system to be
accounted for, and the organism produces meaning in the world through
the process of sense-making. Every live organism has consciousness, ac-
cording to enactivists (life-mind continuity thesis; Di Paolo, 2009; Thomp-
son, 2007). The organism’s environment is meaningful; it is its ecological
niche (nem. Umwelt; von Uexkiill, 1909). One of the main tenets of en-
activism is that sensory and motor processes are indivisible, entangled,
perception and action in a circle.
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Every type of cognition can be viewed through the enactivist lens,
not just perception but intersubjectivity or social cognition (Di Paolo &
De Jaegher, 2007), affectivity, and language, cognition of both the lower
and higher forms. In addition, enactivism has been applied to psychia-
try and psychopathology, de Haan, 2020; Maiese, 2016; for autism De
Jaegher, 2013; Klin, Jones, Schultz, & Volkmar, 2003; for schizophrenia
Kyselo, 2016).> The work of Saneke de Haan (2020) is of particular
importance, given she expounds the most detailed and worked-out form
of an enactive approach to psychiatry and understanding of psychiatric
disorders.

In their enactive account, Catala et al. include ideas and concepts
from the work of Rietveld and Kiverstein - the notions of the landscape
and field of affordances (Bruineberg & Rietveld, 2014), as well as that of
mental institutions (Krueger & Maiese, 2018). Both of these ideas heav-
ily rely on the concept of affordance from the ecological psychology of
Gibson (1979). Since the epistemic agency is relational, it would lead
us to understand autism not as an individualistic condition but as one
that comes about in the relationship between autistic people (and their
norms) and neurotypical people (and their norms). Catala et al. here
draw on Gallagher's and Krueger and Maiese's notion of neurotypical
mental institutions. Authors argue that such a mental institution with its
neurotypical “norm-governed practices, artefacts and traditions” (Krue-
ger & Maiese, 2018, p. 10) sets up its own affordance landscape that is
different from the affordance landscape of autistic people (the one they
skillfully engage in). Now, the problem comes from the mismatch be-
tween neurotypical and autistic landscapes (and corresponding “institu-
tions”). Autistics do not attune to neurotypical norms and the epistemic
disablement of autistic people comes from this, as Catala et al. (2021, p.
9026) argue.

4. Ecological-enactive remedy

Since the problem of epistemic injustice and disablement comes down
to the differences between neurotypical and autistic people that involve
the ecological aspect (affordance landscape), it seems only natural that the
enactivist account should be expanded with ecology (the famous fifth E
in 4E approaches). Therefore, I think the best framework to understand
epistemic injustice (and ASD more generally) is the ecological-enactive

5 I review the philosophical literature on enactive approaches to psychiatry and its
combinations with ecological psychology in a different paper, Nesi¢ (2022).
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framework. I will use a particular EE framework - the skilled intention-
ality framework or the SIF (Rietveld, Denys, & van Westen, 2018). SIF
combines embodied, enactive and ecological research programs and views
cognition as skilled engagement with affordances (possibilities for action)
in the sociomaterial environment, and this is how an individual tends to-
ward the optimal grip. Part of SIF is an ecological-enactive interpretation
of the free energy principle and predictive processing (Bruineberg & Ri-
etveld, 2014).

According to SIE, members of the same species are situated within the
same ecological niche, e.g., the human ecological niche. It is a rich land-
scape of affordances. These affordances correspond to the abilities available
in a particular form of life. Skilled intentionality is responsiveness to a
landscape of affordances (which are relational). The landscape contains
all the affordances that are available to a form of life in general (humans).
These include social affordances. On the other hand, the field of affordanc-
es “reflects the multiplicity of inviting possibilities for action for an indi-
vidual in a concrete situation” (Rietveld, Denys, & van Westen, 2018, p. 52;
de Haan et al., 2013). A field of affordances is an individual “subset” of the
whole landscape of affordances.

I find this delineation of totally separate landscapes of affordances
of neurotypicals and autistics troublesome. This will depend on how we
understand landscapes, but if we follow the ecological-enactive theory of
Kiverstein and Rietveld, I think it would be wrong to posit several land-
scapes of affordances — there is one landscape of the human species. That
said, the field of affordances of the autistic is different. Mental institutions
are a useful concept and could be located somewhere between the land-
scape and the field of affordances. Gallagher (2018) himself acknowledges
that his affordance space falls between field and landscape. Perhaps, when
these authors say there are different affordance landscapes, they are just
being imprecise.

Staying true to this distinction (field-landscape) and the claim that
there is one landscape, and following the ecological-enactive approach, I
find it useful to view autistic persons as having a different field of relevant
affordances. Given that there are three dimensions to the field of affor-
dances: width (“broadness of the scope of affordances”), depth (in terms
of temporality), height (salience or “intensity of the relevance”) (de Haan
et al., 2013; de Haan, 2020), it can be said that autistic people have narrow

6 Rietveld and Kiverstein (2014) follow the Wittgensteinian (1953) notion of affor-
dances. With the form of life they refer both to the kind of an animal (with an eco-
logical niche) and to the sociocultural practices.
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fields, with shallow temporal depth, and with great affective salience of
the affordances that solicit them in the field.”

Similarly to Gallagher’s notion of “disaffordances”, Catala et al. intro-
duce concepts of epistemic enablement and disablement. Epistemic disa-
blement comes from the interactionist model of disability, saying that the
disability stems from the discrepancy between the capacities of the indi-
vidual and environmental conditions that can be resources or obstacles
(Catala, Faucher, & Poirier, 2021, p. 9029). So factors or elements of the
environment can hinder or enable certain capacities and, thus, be enabling
or disabling (e.g. cultural norms). In their words, “epistemic disablement,
a process that effectively removes the possibility for an individual or a
group of individuals to engage in fair epistemic interactions and to suc-
cessfully make fruitful epistemic contributions” (2021, p. 9031).

This is in line with the enactivist approach, but since they want to
understand environmental influences, adding the ecological aspect to the
enactive perspective would make more sense, that is to view the prob-
lem from the ecological-enactive approach.® The SIF defenders also pro-
pose an ecological-enactive model of disability (Toro et al., 2020), which
emphasizes the role of a pragmatically structured sociomaterial environ-
ment in constraining and enabling behavior. Unlike the medical and so-
cial models, this model focuses on the experience of the lived body of the
disabled person.

Catala et al. view enactivism as an epistemic enabler. Other ways of
enabling include participatory research. The ecological-enactive approach
that builds on enactivism and phenomenology would bring even more
epistemic enablement. Epistemic enablement is needed to get to greater
epistemic justice. Catala et al. note that enactivism enables getting to the
cause of epistemic disablement, enabling greater epistemic injustice. I
think that a better fit is the ecological-enactive perspective since it explic-
itly and in a detailed manner considers the environmental aspects. So, I
defend an ecological-enactive account of epistemic injustice in ASD. From
the ecological-enactive framework, we have a better perspective on what
can be epistemically enabling for autistic individuals. Since the ecological-
enactive framework is integrative and connects enactivism, ecological psy-
chology and phenomenology, findings and strategies from all these disci-
plines can be of help.

7 I have developed an ecological-enactive account of autism in Nesi¢ (2023).

8  Integrating these two approaches to cognition is not an easy endeavour. While the
enactivist have criticised Gibson's ecological theory of perception as one-sided (on
the side of the environment), the ecologists pointed out that fot the enactivist envi-
ronment has no meaning. See more about this in (Toro et al., 2020, p. 2).
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5. Towards epistemic justice

In this section, I would like to discuss some strategies that can lead to
greater epistemic enablement and justice for autistic people, given all that
has been discussed so far. Spencer, in her work, has shown how phenom-
enology can be used to get a better understanding of non-verbal forms
of communication and how they might appear in disabled people. Phe-
nomenology can contribute to the debate surrounding epistemic injustices
by exploring autistics’ first-person and second-person experiences. So, in
order to arrive at some strategies for greater epistemic justice, phenom-
enology seems like an invaluable tool. Boldsen (2021) uses a phenomeno-
logical framework based on Merleau-Ponty, which encompasses material
objects and surroundings to analyze autistic social experiences and the
specificity of autistic intersubjectivity. These approaches are further nice-
ly aligned with ecological and enactive perspectives on autism. Boldsen
shows that in autism, we find a different kind of intersubjectivity in which
interactions include material spaces as well as bodies.

Catala et al. note similarly that in the case of non-verbal autistic per-
sons and children and those with other intellectual disabilities, the enac-
tivist approach can contribute to a deeper understanding of the move-
ments and expressions of those individuals and so to the illumination of
their experience (2021, p. 9034). I agree with this, and this is what partici-
patory research built on enactivist and phenomenological foundations has
been able to achieve.

For example, the psychiatric term “stereotypy” in DSM-5 designates
those repetitive motor movements, like hand-flapping, finger flicking, and
whole-body rocking movements (also called “self-stimulatory behaviors”).
These behaviors are deemed problematic and are up for suppression and
possible elimination in therapy. Now, autistics themselves have been out-
spokenly critical of how these types of behavior are seen and understood.
They use terms like “stims”/“stimming” and “loud hands” to describe such
behavior (Bascom, 2012; Kapp et al., 2019). Neurodiversity activists and
autistics oppose eliminating these types of non-harmful behavior and
point out that they can be seen in some instances as non-verbal means of
communication. Different ways of stimming can be expressive and com-
municative (Bascom, 2012).

The DSM-5 has brought with it the collapse of Asperger’s syndrome
and autism spectrum disorder®, and this had a negative impact on all peo-
ple who identified as “Aspies” and caused a ripple in the community sur-

9  DSM-5 (APA, 2013) diverges from the fourth iteration in that it integrates previously
separate categories of autistic disorder, Asperger syndrome, pervasive developmental
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rounding the diagnosis (Scrutton, 2017; Giles, 2014). The patients them-
selves (autistic people) have not been involved or participated in defining
their experience and their condition, so the diagnosis, once again, came
from a third-person perspective. First-person accounts have been neglect-
ed in this discriminatory distribution of epistemic credibility.

As Catala et al. (2021) note, participatory research furnishes epis-
temic enablement. Others (Leary and Donnellan, 2012, p. 51) have argued
that stims could be “effective ways of managing incoming sensory flows”
Autistic habits of mind like self-stims have a “norm-governed character”
(Krueger, 2021). De Jaegher has pointed out that there is evidence that ac-
tivities like repetitive behaviors (“autistic sensorimotor and affective par-
ticularities”) are connected to pleasure and well-being, though they may
be seen as socially unacceptable. They are “beloved activities apparently
associated with great positive valence” (Klin et al., 2007, p. 97; cited in De
Jaegher, 2013, p. 10). This can be witnessed in the qualitative interviews
conducted by Mercier et al. (2000; cited in De Jaegher, 2013). Such activi-
ties can have salience and relevance for autistic persons, which should be
considered when dealing with the behavior - there is a possibility of “con-
verting them into acceptable activities” rather than trying to extinguish
them altogether (Krueger & Maiese, 2018, p. 27; Boyd, McDonough, &
Bodfish, 2012).

Certainly, there are methodological problems with how to conduct
interviews with autistics. This would seem almost impossible in the case
of autistic children, who are often non-verbal. Methodological advances
from 4E cognitive science and phenomenology can be epistemically en-
abling. Participatory research and phenomenological, semi-structured
interviews provide for second-person methodologies and approaches to
autistic experience that can directly include autistic individuals in the pro-
cess of knowledge collection and production. Involving autistic persons in
interviews, the most direct and precise tools for phenomenological data
collection (see Henriksen et al., 2021), proves to be particularly difficult.
For autistics to properly engage with the interviewer and supply fruitful
feedback, the interview has to be set up to be conducted in special eco-
logical and dialogical circumstances.

Consider the work of Sofie Boldsen (2022). To investigate disturbanc-
es of social experience and social interaction in autism, she uses empirical,
phenomenological methods of the interview and participatory observa-
tion, working in groups with high-functioning autistics. These methods

disorder - not otherwise specified, and childhood disintegrative disorder into one
consolidated umbrella diagnosis of autism spectrum disorder.
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presuppose the use of the second-person perspective. Approaching the so-
cial experiences of autistics in this way and engaging with such experience
head-on in group interactions is an invaluable way to work towards great-
er epistemic justice for autistic people. Similarly, participatory research
conducted by enactivist such as Thomas Fuchs and Hanne de Jaegher (De
Jaegher et al., 2017), in practical or empirical phenomenology through the
PRISMA method (“the systematic unfolding of interactive experience”),
enables us to get a better understanding of interactive experience in au-
tism. Taking into account autistic first-person and second-person experi-
ence (as well as the second-person experience of those who engage with
autistic persons) is a good remedy for epistemic injustice.

Phenomenological and enactivist accounts have stressed that we need
to understand autism as a relational, “two-way phenomenon” (Krueger &
Maiese, 2018), that it is not just an individual's disorder but unfolds dia-
lectically between a person and her sociomaterial environment (Boldsen,
2022, p. 204). Among the phenomenological strategies which help in the
fight against epistemic injustice, we can now add those that come from the
ecological understanding of autism. From the perspective of the skilled
intentionality framework, which I find to be the most encompassing and
useful one, greater epistemic justice for autistic people can be brought
about through inclusive, relational changes in the landscape of affordanc-
es. Restructuring the landscape to include more appropriate affordances
for autistics would allow them to feel less disabled and be able to search
for and develop new skills. Since many problems for autistics come from
sensory overload in the environment, for example, we (the neurotypicals)
can make changes to the affordances in order to accommodate their field.
This way, autistic people would be in a position to attune better to our
norms and practices phenomenally.

We can get to greater enablement by designing more attractive land-
scapes of affordances that could promote actions from autistic people (e.g.,
with the arrangement of “place-affordances”). We can predict and reorder
the available affordances of a particular place (as if in an art installation)
to generate behavioral change in autistic subjects (see about the usefulness
of the notion of field of promoted actions, Reed & Bril, 1996; Bruineberg
et al., 2021, pp. 12834-36). The mismatch in norms between autistics and
non-autistics (neurotypicals) can lead to epistemic disablement, as Catala
et al. warn. However, since the disorder on the whole (and the disable-
ment that comes with it) is constituted relationally from our side, we can
work to make the sociomaterial environment more open and flexible for
attunement to autistic norms.
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6. Conclusion

Too often, autistic persons (especially children on the spectrum) are
prejudicially discounted by neurotypicals and characterized as “not know-
ing anything”, lacking any skills, and not being able to fit in the commu-
nity. In this paper, I tried to hint at possible strategies that would be help-
ful in fighting epistemic injustice in autism. I endeavoured to do this by
building on a recent account of epistemic injustice, that of Catala et al.
(2021). They develop a relational account of epistemic agency in enac-
tivist terms. In their account of epistemic agency, the epistemic injustice
comes from neuronormativity and neurotypical ignorance, but they tried
to show how enactive ways of epistemic enablement can be achieved. I
aimed to argue how this framework for understanding epistemic agency
and (in)justice can and should be extended by considering the ecologi-
cal aspect of cognition. The appropriate encompassing framework for the
task is an ecological-enactive one, the skilled intentionality, as I contend-
ed. With the ecological dimension of cognition added to the enactive one,
and through notions of the field and landscape of affordances, we could
see how disability (and epistemic disablement) can arise and be in a better
position to find new ways to support epistemic enablement. I then argued
that phenomenology, with its concepts and methods (interview and par-
ticipatory observation) and as an integral part of the ecological-enactive
framework, can be helpful in bringing epistemic justice to autistic peo-
ple. Both phenomenological and participatory research on autism could
contribute. These are all valuable strategies through which neurotypicals
can eliminate prejudice against autistic people and bring greater epistemic
justice for these individuals.
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WHAT ARE WE TALKING ABOUT
WHEN WE TALK ABOUT
SCIENTIFIC OBJECTIVITY?

Abstract: Philosophers of science often suggest that the key feature of scientific re-
search is striving for objectivity and that we should evaluate scientific practice by
whether it is objective or not. In this paper, we will analyze several definitions of
scientific objectivity to illustrate the complex meaning of this term and examine its
role in evaluating scientific practice. First, we will introduce Lorraine Daston and
Peter Galison’s standpoint concerning the historical connection between the genesis
and development of scientific objectivity and the practices of visual representation
in the research practice of the 19th and 20th centuries. We will accomplish that by
outlining the process of establishing scientific objectivity as an epistemic virtue and
a vital feature of the “scientific self”. Subsequently, using Heather Douglas and Mar-
ianne Janacks conceptual analysis of scientific objectivity, we will show that scien-
tific objectivity is characterized by an “irreducibility of meaning” and an “endemic
instability” caused by the overuse of metaphors in defining this concept. In the final
section, in light of contemporary problems such as the crisis of reproducibility, we
examine to what extent philosophical definitions help test the objectivity of scientif-
ic practice and point to an intriguing attempt to define “objectivity for the research
worker” using the model proposed by Noah van Dongen and Michat Sikorski.

Keywords: scientific objectivity, scientific self, conceptual analysis, scientific re-
search, reproducibility.

1. Introduction

Scientists are not isolated from society. In this sense, like all other
citizens, they should respect the rights and property of other people, not
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harm them, but aid them and comply with the law. As experts from a par-
ticular field, in addition to civic duties, scientists have specific obligations
because of their distinct roles in the broader community, which conse-
quently rewards them with a certain authority and autonomy. The broader
inventory includes a whole range of norms that should be fulfilled in dif-
ferent domains of professional, scientific practice: impartiality, honesty,
objectivity, openness, recognition of colleagues, respect for intellectual
property, respect for colleagues, competence, legitimacy, social responsi-
bility, efficient and responsible use of resources, verifiability, coherence,
empirical support, precision, economy, etc. (Resnik, 2006: 36).

As we can notice, some of the mentioned norms are moral in nature,
others come from law, and others are epistemic. Most frequently, objectiv-
ity stands out as the most important of all norms and is also the primary
feature of a scientific enterprise with a dual, moral, and epistemic charac-
ter (Daston & Galison, 2007: 42; Resnik, 2006: 45).

Objectivity is a trait of scientific conclusions, methods, and results
that excludes personal social, economic, and political biases from the pro-
cedures of experimental design, testing, analysis, review, and publication
(Reiss & Sprenger, 2017; Resnik, 2006: 35). Moreover, other moral and
epistemic norms, such as honesty, openness, empirical support, verifiabil-
ity, and precision, can be founded on different approaches to objectivity
(Resnik, 2006: 52). Furthermore, if we glance at things from a broader
perspective, objectivity is a normative ideal, like justice, virtue, or piety
(Ibid).

In this article, we will analyze from different angles the connection
between the epistemic authority of science and the concept of objectiv-
ity. First, we will consider some noteworthy philosophical definitions and
then examine whether philosophers have provided a satisfactory concep-
tualization of objectivity that might be of practical use to researchers to-
day. Given that objectivity is not only an incredibly vast topic but also a
somewhat controversial one, it should be stated that we have covered it
only partially. We have tried to provide a balanced and concise display of
some of the relevant viewpoints and discussions in the paper, but under-
standably we have yet to address many issues.

We begin our articulation with the central ideas introduced in the
most significant study of objectivity in this century, the book Objectiv-
ity by Lorraine Daston and Peter Galison, in which the authors present
the history of this epistemological concept.! Genre-wise, some authors

1 “This is a book for meditation and loaning to friends. It's a book prize for the best
undergrad in the class. The bounty of information, the charm of anecdote, the care
with which each sentence is composed, the elegance of illustration, the power of the
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assign this book to the history of science, others to historical epistemol-
ogy, and still others, such as Ian Hacking, believe that it is a work from
the field of meta-epistemology (Hacking, 2015: 19).? In any case, this
comprehensive study of the concept of objectivity, its use over the last two
centuries, and the associated practices is an indispensable reference for
any discussion of this topic. For that reason, in the following section, we
will take a closer look at the most significant insights and arguments re-
lated to it.

2. A brief history of scientific objectivity

Briefly, the central thesis that Daston and Galison advocate in their
book Objectivity is that the connotation of terms associated with “objec-
tivity” has varied considerably over the past two centuries (Daston & Gali-
son, 2007: 35). Since the 19th century, “objectivity has had its prophets,
philosophers, and preachers,” (Daston & Galison, 2007: 17) but its dis-
tinctiveness, as Daston and Galison point out, was most evident in the ex-
ample of a regular scientific practice — the production of images. For this
reason, the two renowned historians of science have chosen to portray
the history of objectivity through images from scientific atlases, or rather,
through selected assemblages of images that served to identify the major
research subjects in particular disciplines. Their comprehensive analysis
of naturalistic illustrations from the eighteenth century onward reveals,
as they state, three distinctive forms of objectivity— “truth to nature”, “me-
chanical objectivity” and “trained judgement” (Ibid).

Their analysis commences with the recognition that throughout most
of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, the process of constructing sci-
entific knowledge was in many ways analogous to the approach of creating
a work of art (Daston & Galison, 2007: 35; Ambrosio, 2015: 354). Namely,
as scientists of the time sought to “capture nature in its ideal form”, they

analysis, and the formidable structure of the whole”. With these words, Ian Hacking
began his talk at the Objectivity from a Historical Perspective roundtable dedicated
to this book. Hacking was followed by talks of Peter Dear, Matthew L. Jones, and
authors Lorraine Daston and Peter Galison (Dear, Hacking, Jones, et al. 2012: 17).

2 Historical epistemology is a collective term for several diverse approaches to studying
the history of epistemic concepts such as objectivity, observation, experimentation or
probability, as well as the historical trajectories of research subjects such as the elec-
tron, DNA, or the phlogiston. This term also refers to the primary research direction
of the Max Planck Institute for the History of Science in Berlin, founded in 1994 and
led by Lorraine Daston, who has contributed significantly to the popularity of this
approach among historians of science (Feest & Sturm, 2011: 286).
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paid attention to how they could depict a particular individual plant or
animal as a “representation” of that ideal when preparing illustrations for
atlases (Daston & Galison, 2007: 66). Objectivity, in this case, is defined by
its affinity to realism-what Daston and Galison anoint a “truth to nature”
perspective.

Pictures served the ideal of truth-and oftentimes, the ideal of beauty,
along with the truth. “Truth to nature” requires a thorough knowledge
of diversity and deviations in nature in order to “perfect” the individual
phenomena found around us (Daston & Galison, 2007: 104). The scien-
tists of the 18th and the first half of the 19th century had the “duty to
correct nature for the sake of truth” (Ambrosio, 2015: 354): Their illustra-
tions show that for them, representation was inseparable from the act of
discernment, which meant visualizing, not individual natural phenomena,
but their ideal manifestations.

The advent of photography brought about a radical change. Since
1839, when the first daguerreotype was displayed at the French Acade-
my of Sciences, the status of photography has been the subject of heated
debate. Initially, scientists believed it was the ultimate tool for achieving
accurate observation and measurement. Its mechanical and reproducible
character was the rationale for believing that the camera functioned as a
kind of “artificial retina”, devoid of subjective perspective (Daston & Gali-
son, 2007: 187; Ambrosio, 2015: 358). By the end of the 19th century, pho-
tography was also being utilized to observe phenomena that were other-
wise considered imperceptible. It also found its use to measure and obtain
experimental records. Daston and Galison associated the emergence of the
contemporary concept of scientific objectivity with photography’s advent.

Although the concept of “mechanical objectivity” extended to a
broader range of scientific instruments, they singled out photography as
the principal reason that led scientists to adopt a non-interventionist at-
titude toward the subject of their research. Mechanical reproducibility
contrasted sharply with the ideal of “truth to nature”, in which the willful
intervention of the researcher lends credibility and scientific status to the
pictures. In contrast, “mechanical objectivity” mandates the researcher to
adopt an ascetic attitude toward the object of scientific inquiry. Human in-
tervention is substituted by the procedural use of technologies that ensure
that the scientist’s judgment is truncated in the visualization process. This
form of objectivity went hand in hand with the increasing reliance of sci-
entists on recording and measuring instruments, which, like the camera,
promised to be able to thoroughly eliminate the human factor (Daston &
Galison, 2007: 122; Ambrosio, 2015: 358; Christin, 2016: 27).
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The increasingly frequent reliance on technologies in scientific prac-
tice has brought with it new moral and epistemic acuities.> As Daston and
Galison noted, the virtues attributed to machines were stressed as models
for humans to emulate, the most important being associated with dili-
gence and a dedicated and focused work ethic. In addition, machines had
the unique advantage of not comprehending theories and being unable to
think about them, which held them from the inevitable bias characteris-
tic of humans. Daston and Galison distinguish this widespread belief in
machines’ superior objectivity and quality as a paradigm of “mechanical
objectivity” (Daston & Galison, 2007: 123).4

Over time, however, researchers realized that adherence to “mechani-
cal objectivity” had its price: the machines registered only a small part
of the natural phenomena the scientists wanted to record or left their
imprints on objects that were not there. It turned out that the machine’s
photograph, imprint, or X-ray often required clarification and misled re-
searchers, mainly because it contained too much information which was
largely irrelevant or implausible.® In the late nineteenth and early twen-
tieth centuries, a new paradigm emerged, “trained reasoning’, in which
scientists again started to rely on their expertise and experience to add
their interpretation to the data provided by the machine, for example, by
adding complex color schemes or combining different images to obtain
composite vistas. For example, solar magnetogram require a trained ex-
pert to “extract” the correct signal from the data registered by the instru-
ments. Daston and Galison cite this example as an illustration of “trained
judgement” (Daston & Galison, 2007: 21).

3 For more on the ethical and epistemic challenges and complexities of relying on au-
tomation and mechanization in scientific practice, see Ku$i¢ & Nurki¢ (2019).

4 Stanford sociologist Angele Christin sees a contemporary version of the ideal of me-
chanical objectivity in viewpoints that describe algorithms as value-neutral tools of
rationalization and objectivity, as opposed to human individuals whose thoughts are
shaped by various biases rendered by class, race, gender, or political attitudes (Chris-
tin, 2016: 28). Christin points out that Big Data analysis, which has fundamentally
transformed practice in numerous scientific fields, is increasingly described “as the
cure for ‘broken’ systems shaped by long histories of bias, inefficiency, and discrimi-
nation” (Ibid). Christin aside, Galison himself has criticized the assertions that al-
gorithms managing artificial intelligence are more objective than human experts in
procedural, methodological, and value terms (Galison, 2019).

5  In her study, in which she converses about how the views of artistic photographers
influenced practices of visual representation in science, Chiara Ambrosio points out
how pictorialists looked with scorn at the widespread attitude among scientists about
the objective nature of photographs (Ambrosio, 2015: 359). A very frank polemic of-
ten had sarcastic undertones, as in a 1903 brief article entitled “Ye-Fakers,” in which
the pictorialist photographer Edward Jean Steichen explicitly ridiculed the asceticism
preached by advocates of mechanical objectivity (Steichen, 1903: 48).
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We conclude this brief review of the history of visual representation
in scientific atlases by noting that objectivity has permanently moved
along two tracks — one involving the development of the epistemology of
scientific practices and the other leading to the adoption of the distinc-
tive moral virtues that Daston and Galison refer to as the “scientific self”
(Daston & Galison, 2007: 229).°

Having sketched the unusual historical development of scientific ob-
jectivity, we discuss below several influential viewpoints that reveal the
tribulations we may encounter in attempting to define this concept. After
depicting the views of Heather Douglas, Marianne Janack, and Ian Hack-
ing, in the final part we will explore whether researchers can rely on and
apply an appropriate conceptualization of objectivity in practice.

3. Endemic instability

It is unnecessary to emphasize that some of the most important ques-
tions within the philosophy of science have to do with objectivity in one
way or another. We will only enumerate a few here: the problem of induc-
tion; the criteria for preferring a theory; the realism/anti-realism debate;
scientific explanation; experimentation; quantification; application of
statistics; the role of values in science; feminism. For instance, when ar-
ticulating “epistemic risks”, objectivity is viewed through the prism of the
problem of induction, the notion of “procedural objectivity” is associated
with experimentation, and “statistical objectivity” with the application of
statistics, and so on (Harding, 2015; Biddle & Kukla, 2017; Douglas, 2004;
Freese & Peterson, 2018). For a broader understanding of discussions of
objectivity in the philosophy of science, an overview of a range of addi-
tional issues is necessary beyond our article’s scope.

6  To illustrate, here is the opening paragraph of the first chapter of the book Objectiv-
ity, entitled “The Epistemologies of the Eye”. “Scientific objectivity has a history. Ob-
jectivity has not always defined science. Nor is objectivity the same as truth or cer-
tainty, and it is younger than both. Objectivity preserves the artifact or variation that
would have been erased in the name of truth; it scruples to filter out the noise that
undermines certainty. To be objective is to aspire to knowledge that bears no trace of
the knower — knowledge unmarked by prejudice or skill, fantasy or judgment, wish-
ing or striving. Objectivity is blind sight, seeing without inference, interpretation, or
intelligence. Only in the mid-nineteenth century did scientists begin to yearn for this
blind sight, the “objective view” that embraces accidents and asymmetries, Arthur
Worthington’s shattered splash-coronet. This book is about how and why objectivity
emerged as a new way of studying nature, and of being a scientist” (Daston & Gali-
son, 2007: 17).
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Before turning to some contemporary philosophical critiques of the
concept of objectivity, let us briefly consider the interpretations of some
of the most prominent philosophers of science of the 20th century. Un-
derlying the viewpoint advocated by the leading proponents of logical
empiricism is the conviction that facts are “out there somewhere” in the
external world and that it is the scientist’s mission to uncover, analyze and
systematize them. Objectivity is the measure of whether they have been
triumphant in this endeavor. In this sense, science is objective to the ex-
tent that it succeeds in discovering and generalizing facts and abstracting
them from the subjective perspective of the individual scientist (Reiss &
Sprenger, 2017).”

Robert Nozick equates objectivity with invariance and utilizes “objec-
tivity” as a modifier for “truth” and “fact” Invariance, according to Nozick,
is what remains when one abstracts from other properties of objectivity
— accessibility from different perspectives, possibilities of intersubjective
agreement, and the independence of a given truth or fact p from human
“beliefs, desires, hopes, and observations or measurements that p is” (No-
zick, 1998: 21). In contrast to Nozick, who focuses on the interactions
between man and the world in his account of objectivity as invariance,
Thomas Nagel refers to individual thought processes in his account of ob-
jectivity as aperspectivism, i.e., a “view from nowhere”, while Bernard Wil-
liams refers to objectivity as an absolute concept (Nagel, 1986; Williams,
1985).

Recently, one of the critical topics of debate on scientific objectivity
is the proliferation of meanings of this term (John, 2021: 4). Namely, its
semantic richness is reflected in the multitude of possible categorizations
and subdivisions, as Heather Douglas and Marianne Janack point out.

Although objectivity is one of the most prevalent concepts in the phi-
losophy of science and epistemology, Heather Douglas believes that we are
dealing with one of the most ill-defined terms. Douglas points out that
every time we reach for objectivity, we appeal to its rhetorical power and
say, “I endorse this and you should too” (Douglas, 2004: 453). In other
words, and a milder form, we should trust the outcome of the process that
objectivity produces. In exploring whether objectivity hauls with it some-
thing else besides this persuasive power and call to trust, Douglas was
able to articulate eight distinct, operationally accessible meanings. Unlike
many of her predecessors whose views we have mentioned, she concluded

7 Inhis book The Advancement of Science: Science Without Legend, Objectivity Without
Illusions (Oxford University Press, 1993), Philip Kitcher criticizes this view and ironi-
cally calls it the “Legend” of how successive generations of scientists have written the
entire true history of the world (Kitcher, 1993: 3).
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that none of these eight meanings could be strictly reduced to one anoth-
er, making objectivity an irreducibly complex concept (Douglas, 2004: 465).

Marianne Janack went a step further than Douglas. She noted the
striking tendency in philosophic attempts to define objectivity - relying
on the ideal of perspective in explaining something that is the opposite of
perspective (Janack, 2002: 274). JanacK’s critique is directed at the over-
use of metaphors in the conceptual analysis of the notion of objectivity.
Without denying the importance of metaphors as a heuristic tool for our
understanding of the world, she contends that in the case of defining ob-
jectivity, the problem is that perspectival metaphor is both a “cognitive
frame for the concept” and an “explanation of the concept” (Ibid). “The
‘frame”, as she states, “undermines the ‘target’ of the metaphor” because
“we use the idea of perspective to explicate the ideal of perspectiveless-
ness” (Janack, 2002: 275) - and so we get paradoxical definitions such as
“a view from nowhere” that is a perspective that is not a perspective at all
and the like, which is consistent with Lorraine Daston’s supposition that
the historical rise of scientific objectivity began precisely with the “escape
from a perspective” (Daston, 1992: 598).

Janack also assumes that metaphorical determinations of objectivity
are characterized by an endemic conceptual instability that she thinks is
inevitable.? To reinforce this, she itemizes no fewer than 13 diverse mean-
ings she has encountered in her inquiry of the relevant literature (Janack,
2002: 275):°

1. Objectivity as value neutrality;
2. Objectivity as lack of bias, with bias understood as including:
a) personal attachment;
b) political aims;
c) ideological commitments;
d) preferences;
e) desires;
f) interests;
g) emotion.
3. Objectivity as scientific method;
4. Objectivity as rationality;
5. Objectivity as an attitude of “psychological distance”;

8  For more information on other contexts of conceptual instability, see Nurki¢ (2022).

9  Janack verbatim states at one point, “philosophers and scientists writing on objec-
tivity seem to abandon themselves to this ‘drive to metaphorize’ with nary a blink”
(Janack, 2002: 274).
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Objectivity as “world-directedness”;
Objectivity as impersonality;
Objectivity as impartiality;
Objectivity as having to do with facts;

Y ® NN

Objectivity, as having to do with things as they are in themselves;
objectivity as universality;;

10. Objectivity as disinterestedness;

11. Objectivity as commensurability;

12. Objectivity as intersubjective agreement.

When we try to apprehend what is actually denoted by objectivity, we un-
dergo, as Janack suggests, “a dizzying array of different kinds of virtues,
ideals, metaphysical positions and psychological states” (Janack, 2002:
276), emphasizing that science is no exception in this regard. Not only is
the internal use of this term no more uniform in the domain of science
than in other fields, but her research has revealed that scientific back-and-
forths draw on all of the above meanings of objectivity. To make matters
more ominous, among the subcategories clustered around the second
connotation (“objectivity as lack of bias”) from Marianne Janak’s inven-
tory are terms from the domains of law and politics, which are often cited
as epistemic ideals in scientific discussions. In the following section, we
will return to this issue, considering the usefulness of the philosophical
conceptualization of objectivity for researchers. Before proceeding to the
analysis from the outlook of scientific practice, we will also mention an-
other engaging critique that starts from the meaning of the concept of
objectivity, put forward by Ian Hacking.

In one of his seminal books, Social construction of what?, Hacking
notes that words such as “fact”, “truth’, “reality”, or “knowledge” often op-
erate at a different level than words used to denote ideas or objects, as he
refers to them as “elevator words” (Hacking, 1999: 22). Support for this
is found in Willard van Orman Quine’s analysis of the terms mentioned
above, according to which they serve “semantic ascent”. Hacking argues
that “facts, truths, reality, and even knowledge are not objects in the
world, like periods of time or little children, fidgety behavior, or loving-
kindness.” (Ibid). “These terms are on a higher plane,” Hacking acknowl-
edges. He considers “objectivity” as one of them, which he asserts is not a
virtue but instead accentuates the absence of vice. Such notions, he points
out, lead to grandiose controversies that sound important but are empty
(Hacking, 2015: 24).1°

10  Hacking illustrates this with the following question, “Whose research in climate sci-
ence meets the standards of scientific objectivity?” (Hacking, 2015: 20).
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4. Objectivity in scientific reasoning

One of the strongest arguments in favor of scientific realism is that
the only satisfactory explanation for the success of scientific theories is
that they are true (or approximately accurate or proper in those respects
that account for their success). This point of view is sometimes called
the “ultimate argument for scientific realism” (Musgrave, 1988: 229).
Without going further into the quarrels between realists and relativists
in the philosophy of science, we would like to state at the beginning of
the final chapter that the success of science is indisputable and that this
is undoubtedly one of the main reasons why science is ascribed objec-
tive character and epistemic authority. We will also explore the extent
to which current philosophical conceptualizations can be helpful to re-
searchers and their practice, and draw attention to an interesting step
in this direction. In particular, we will present a recent attempt to make
the concept of objectivity advantageous for solving annoyances related
to the crisis of reproducibility of the results of scientific theories (van
Dongen & Sikorski, 2021: 2).

In recent years, as we know, numerous concerns in the scientific com-
munity have increasingly come to light, often labeled as unethical behav-
ior, albeit for various reasons. Some involve overt fraud (such as fabrica-
tion and plagiarism), while others are somewhat more subtle but generally
much more present and detrimental to the broader scientific community
(Ioannidis, 2005; Open Science Collaboration, 2015). The collective term
for this overall group of problems is the “crisis of reproducibility”, which
can be interpreted as being caused by a lack of scientific objectivity (van
Dongen & Sikorski, 2021: 2). Existing philosophical theories of objectivity
do not equip scientists with an appropriate conceptual framework to apply
and improve their practice and eradicate (or at least reduce the likelihood
of) the occurrence of this nuisance. One of the first and more substantial
steps in this direction was recently undertaken by Noah van Dongen and
Michal Sikorski to supply researchers with an empirically and methodo-
logically sound inventory of facets that undermine scientific practice in
their various domains (van Dongen & Sikorski, 2021: 8). They emphasize
the conceptual framework that highlights the methodological quality of
the research and the results obtained.

Van Dongen and Sikorski stress that their approach focuses on sci-
entific problems that result from concrete decisions and practical actions
by researchers. What exactly does this imply? Primarily the exclusion of
several factors that are not under the immediate control of scientists and
that have often been mentioned in eclectic definitions of objectivity. For
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example, Dongen and Sikorski ruled out issues of an ethical, financial,
and political nature, but also some specific external factors, such as lim-
ited access to samples, instruments, or the policy to which most scientific
journals are committed, namely to publish articles conveying experiments
with positive results (van Dongen & Sikorski, 2021: 9).!! The problems
mentioned are beyond the control of individual scientists. They concern
the position of science and the scientific community in the broader soci-
etal context rather than the verifiable practical procedures and decisions
of scientific workers.

Van Dongen and Sikorski focused on the specific decisions and ac-
tions of the researcher before, during, and after the research. Namely, be-
fore the research, the scientist can make a priori decisions about the design
of the experiment and the method of data collection, which can reduce/
increase the likelihood of an outcome and thus open the door to bias (van
Dongen & Sikorski, 2021: 8). After the research, a similar approach can be
taken to process and analyze the data by straining all combinations until
the desired (positive) result is achieved (van Dongen & Sikorski, 2021: 9).
Their presumption of objectivity for the research worker, which we briefly
conveyed, implies a verifiable conceptualization that would prevent the
emergence of intricate practices during research. Dongen and Sikorski
have furnished a model of this conceptualization that they hope will soon
grow into tangible protocols for verifying the objectivity of research in
various scientific fields (van Dongen & Sikorski, 2021: 19-22).

5. Conclusion

Objectivity is an epistemic virtue or norm that invokes moral val-
ues on the one hand and pragmatic efficiency in ensuring the acquisition
and verification of knowledge on the other. As Daston and Galison put it,
“epistemic virtues earn their right to be called virtues by molding the self,
and the ways they do so parallel and overlap with the ways epistemology
is translated into science” (Daston & Galison, 2007: 41). In the previous
part of our paper, we attempted to provide three possible answers to how
epistemology is translated into science. First, we approached the question
of what we are talking about when we speak of scientific objectivity from
a historical perspective, then from the angle of conceptual analysis, and
finally from the position of scientific practice. From there, we have drawn
several valuable conclusions.

11 This last type of bias can shut the door on authors describing experiments with nega-
tive results, influencing the skyrocketing publication rate of articles with false positives.
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Regarding the historical side of objectivity, we can conclude that eve-
ryone engaged in science evaluated their work to the extent that it fit the
distinctive kind of “scientific self” they cultivated. Conceptual analysis has
revealed that one of the key features of objectivity is conceptual instability
due to the fact that philosophers often resort to metaphors when trying
to define it. Finally, as far as scientific practice is concerned, it has been
ascertained that objectivity is not so manageable to verify and evaluate but
that there are exciting attempts in this direction that could contribute to
the solution of some accumulated tribulations that have burdened scien-
tists and the scientific community in recent years (van Dongen & Sikorski,
2021: 19-22). Finally, we would like to reiterate that objectivity is quite
an extensive and controversial topic. Although we have done our best to
make our analysis and the selection of topics we confer relevant and con-
gruous, it is understandable that we still need to address some issues.
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