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LIBERALISM WITHOUT PERFECTION.
AN ENGAGEMENT WITH THE WORK OF JONATHAN QUONG

LIBERALIZAM BEZ SAVRSENSTVA.
SUSRET SA DELOM DZONATANA KVONGA

Elvio Baccarini (ed.)






Editor’s Preface
Rec priredivaca

The idea for publishing this collection of papers originated with Jona-
than Quong’s visit to the symposium dedicated to his book Liberalism
Without Perfection, held at the University of Rijeka, June 22" and 23",
2012. The collection comprises texts by Ivan Cerovac (whose paper in-
troduces the book to the reader perhaps not familiar with its subject),
Andrew Lister and Enrico Zoffoli, who very kindly accepted the invita-
tion for a contribution, along with Jonathan Quong’s replies, as well as
papers by Enes Kulenovi¢, Nebojsa Zeli¢ and Elvio Baccarini, all initially
presented at the symposium in Rijeka.

There is no need to remark on the importance of Liberalism Without
Perfection to the reader familiar with the current debates in political
philosophy. In a symposium dedicated to this book published in Philos-
ophy and Public Issues, Gerald Gaus wrote that Quong is “the leading
Rawlsian political philosopher of his generation” - a sentiment I full-
heartedly endorse. It is, therefore, a privilege and an honour to have the
possibility to discuss the book with him. In addition to his intellectual
merits, very well known in the world community of political philoso-
phers, Quong was engaged in the discussions with kindness, patience
and attentiveness in the symposium itself, and I would like to thank
him for his generous and engaging support for the project.

I am also very grateful to all the authors who accepted the invitation to
contribute to this symposium. It has been a great pleasure to cooperate
with them in this undertaking and it is a great honour to have edited
this collection of papers.

I would like to thank the editorial board of the Journal Filozofija i
drustvo / Philosophy and Society, who supported this project, in par-
ticular the editor-in-chief, Rastko Jovanov, as well as Petar Bojani¢, the
Director of the Institute for Philosophy and Social Theory of the Uni-
versity of Belgrade, the publisher of Filozofija i drustvo / Philosophy
and Society, who supported our initiative.
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Faculty of Philosophy
University of Rijeka

An Overview of Liberalism without Perfection

Summary Quong’s influential book probably represents the most sophi-
sticated defence of Rawlsian political liberalism. This review focuses on its
content and systematizes it by chapters, emphasizing its relevance both in
the first part, where the author puts the liberal perfectionist position under
critical scrutiny by advancing three major objections (regarding autonomy,
paternalism and political legitimacy), and the second, where the author pre-
sents and defends a distinctive version of political liberalism that clearly
differs from the one presented by Rawls in several important features. The
review also summarizes Quong’s innovative arguments regarding the nature
of an overlapping consensus, the structure of political justification, the idea
of public reason, and the status of unreasonable persons.

Keywords: Liberalism, Perfectionism, Public reason, Overlapping consensus,
Quong, Rawls, Raz

Quong’s Liberalism without Perfection (Quong, 2011) represents one
of the most sophisticated defences of Rawlsian political liberalism, al-
though the author’s position clearly differs from the one presented by
Rawls in several important features. The book itself has two main ob-
jectives; first, it builds a detailed critique of liberal perfectionism, and
second, it presents a new conception of political liberalism (i.e. internal
conception) and defends it from various objections.

This influential book begins with a description of the main differences
between varieties of liberalism; he distinguishes perfectionist and anti-
perfectionist form of liberalism, as well as its comprehensive and politi-
cal form. However, Quong focuses the detailed discussion to two forms:
comprehensive perfectionism (or liberal perfectionism), as presented
by Raz and Wall, and political antiperfectionism (or political liberal-
ism), presented by Rawls and Larmore. Quong’s intention is first to set
up a clear distinction between different forms of liberalism, and then to
argue against liberal perfectionism and in favor of political liberalism.

In the following chapters Quong presents three well developed argu-
ments against liberal perfectionism. His first objection targets famous
argument from autonomy put forward by Joseph Raz, according to
which the best way of justifying principles of liberal toleration is by
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appealing to the value of leading an autonomous life. Raz’s central claim
is that liberal state can, as least sometimes, legitimately promote or dis-
courage particular ways of life on grounds relating to their inherent or
intrinsic value. Raz believes that this idea is compatible with the harm
principle, since the liberal state can use means other than coercion (e.g.
conferring honors, giving grants, taxing some activities or products) to
protect autonomy and to promote valuable ways of life. Quong’s first
objection adopts Raz’s idea that autonomous choice cannot be achieved
unless persons are free from coercion and manipulation by others, but
points out that, since all non-coercive policies used by a perfectionist
liberal state are a form of a manipulation, liberal perfectionism in not
consistent with the conception of autonomous choice Raz adopts, not
with the perfectionist version of harm principle derived from it.

Second argument put forward by Quong points out that liberal perfec-
tionism is paternalistic and therefore pro tanto objectionable. Though
many perfectionists might endorse non-coercive methods to promote
a certain way of life, Quong underlines that even non-coercive actions
can be paternalistic when motivated by a negative judgment about the
ability of others to lead their own lives. Paternalism is than rejected be-
cause it denies one’s moral status of free and equal citizen, and since
even a non-coercive perfectionism is a form of paternalism, it is rejected
on the same grounds.

Quong’s final argument builds on A. J. Simmons’ distinction between
the justification and legitimacy of a political institution. While justi-
fication appeals to institution’s virtues and qualities, legitimation is
achieved only by the consent of the governed. Liberal perfectionism
claims that states that enable citizens to lead flourishing lives are justi-
fied, and since they are justified they are also (for the same reason) le-
gitimate. It thus fails Simmons’ Challenge since it is unable to construct
an account of state’s legitimacy without appealing to its justification.
Unfortunately Quong does not discuss Estlund’s influential idea of nor-
mative consent that can be used by liberal perfectionist to reconstruct
the link between justification and legitimacy.

Having displayed three convincing arguments against liberal perfection-
ism, Quong focuses on what he sees as a far more plausible alternative,
i.e. on political liberalism. This position is motivated by two notable ide-
as: first, a moral idea according to which states must, in order to right-
fully exercise power over citizens, be able to justify it to the citizens, and
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second, an assumption about the existence of pluralism. Quong points
out that we should, based on their interpretation of the second idea, dis-
tinguish two different conceptions of political liberalism. External con-
ception sees the fact of pluralism as a fact about the world to which lib-
eralism must accommodate itself (p. 138). Basic liberal principles and
institutions must thus be justified to actual citizens in existing liberal
societies, despite their differences. External conception of political liber-
alism recognizes that we owe public justification only to reasonable citi-
zens, but takes them in a real (non-idealized) form, drawing them from
public political culture of existing liberal democracies. Quong admits
that this is an important and praiseworthy goal, yet he doubts that it can
be achieved. Furthermore, he displays two important arguments against
this conception; it is political in the wrong way since it gives actual citi-
zens, despite prejudices they might have and irrationalities they might
display, a normative authority over what legitimacy requires. Second ar- 7
gument is based on an idea that liberal society needs the support of the
majority of citizens in order to be stable over time. However, since it is not
clear that the majority of people endorse liberal principles for the right
reasons, Quong concludes that the external conception fails because it
becomes dependant on too many empirical contingencies (p. 150).

Contrary to external conception that sees the fact of pluralism as some-
thing outside of political liberalism, internal conception understands
pluralism as a consequence of liberalism itself. It is more modest since
it does not aim to justify liberalism to non-liberals, but to construct
a model of political justification for those who already endorse liberal
values and commitments. Public justification is now owned to idealized
(reasonable) citizens, making the internal conception safe from the em-
pirical facts of our societies.

But why should we care about internal conception if it cannot solve nu-
merous political problems that contemporary liberal societies face?
Quong emphasizes that the goal of the internal conception is to show
that political liberalism can create its own support under ideal conditions,
and thus is not incoherent or unstable (p. 158). However, he also antici-
pates the next question; why do we need a coherent theory if it does not
address the problems we currently face? Quong points out several points
about the value of internal conception; it shows that political liberalism
in not a practically impossible ideal, that we should strive to bring our
own political behavior and institutions closer to ideal conditions, and fi-
nally, it allows a stronger account of legitimacy of our political principles.
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Having adopted the internal conception of political liberalism, in the
next few chapters Quong displays three important objections that have
been pressed against political liberalism. His argumentative strategy is
to show that these objections target only the external conception of po-
litical liberalism, remaining ineffective against his own position.

The first objection targets the traditional role of an overlapping consen-
sus; it is seen as a final stage of a full or public justification of justice.
This traditional conception holds that a justification is not complete
until we show that the principles within political conception can be the
subject of an overlapping consensus amongst all the reasonable com-
prehensive doctrines that might exist under liberal conditions (p. 162).
However, critics warn us that such idea of overlapping consensus is ei-
ther redundant to the justificatory process, playing no important role in
the theory (since reasonable people will, by definition, endorse the po-
litical conception), or the demand for consensus might make political
liberalism hostage to the claims of the unjust. Quong agrees that this
objection represents as important critique of external conception of po-
litical liberalism, and claims that this traditional (external) role of an
overlapping consensus should be modified. Instead of being a test that
a political conception of justice must pass in order to be fully justified,
the consensus should provide an initial common ground from which
any attempt at public justification needs to proceed. Quong’s alterna-
tive view places overlapping consensus in the beginning, not the end,
of political justification (p. 163). Quong also modifies the subject of the
public reason; it is no longer a conception of justice, but the fundamen-
tal idea of a society as a fair system of social cooperation amongst free
and equal people. This modification is necessary since public reason re-
quires citizens to have a fundamental stock of ideas they can draw on
when they deliberate on the disagreements about justice. By modifying
both the role and the subject of overlapping consensus Quong success-
fully dodges the first objection.

The second objection against political liberalism focuses on an asym-
metry between disagreements over the good life, and disagreements
over the principles of justice. Political liberalism distinguishes between
reasonable disagreements (disagreements about good life) that back up
the idea that claims about good life are illegitimate reasons for state ac-
tion, and (unreasonable) disagreements over justice, that back up the
idea that state can act on reasons of justice even when many people
do not accept these reasons. However, the problem is that reasonable
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people disagree on principles of justice just as they disagree on con-
ceptions of good life. It seems that this asymmetric approach, though
it plays so important role in liberal argumentation, does not seem de-
fensible (p. 192). To answer this objection, Quong introduces two differ-
ent types of reasonable disagreement: foundational disagreements are
characterized by the fact that the participants do not share any prem-
ises which can serve as a mutually acceptable standard of justification,
while justificatory disagreements occur when there are shared prem-
ises that can serve as a mutually acceptable standard of justification,
but participants still disagree on certain substantive conclusions. Ar-
guing from the perspective of internal conception of political liberal-
ism, Quong concludes that disagreements about justice are, by defini-
tion, justificatory disagreements, while disagreements about good life
represent foundational disagreements (p. 193). This distinction enables
Quong to justify and keep the asymmetric approach. 9

The third and final objection focuses on the fact that political liber-
alism does not refer to the concept of truth, but limits itself to pre-
senting political principles as reasonable. Many philosophers find this
move disturbing, and Quong summarizes their concerns in three sepa-
rate objections. The priority question raises a serious doubt when po-
litical liberalism asks us to refrain from referring to the (whole) truth;
why should one, when basic matters are at stake, appeal only to public
conception of justice, and refrain from appealing to the whole truth?
Two more objections rise from the first one; in order to answer the pri-
ority question political liberalism must admit either that there are some
metaphysical truths that support public justification (the truth objec-
tion), or adopt certain skepticism about people’s capacity to know the
truth about the good life (the skeptical objection). However, political
liberalism cannot embrace either of these answers since both rely on
controversial epistemology that political liberalism is trying to avoid.
These three objections together form a strong argument against politi-
cal liberalism; it seems that this position lacks the persuasive power to
convince other people, who do not accept basic liberal values and com-
mitments, to embrace them. It is clear that this objection targets the
external conception of political liberalism. Quong can thus conclude
that this objection misses his internal conception, since its ambition
was never to justify liberalism to non-liberals, but instead to answer
a question that is internal to liberal theory: what should be the struc-
ture and content of political justification amongst people who already



Ivan CerOVAC AN OVERVIEW OF LIBERALISM WITHOUT PERFECTION

embrace certain liberal values (p. 254). Following his argumentative
strategy based on the distinction between external and internal con-
ception of political liberalism, Quong has successfully defended his ver-
sion of political liberalism.

In the final two chapters Quong clarifies his position in detail, giving
additional attention to the scope and structure of public reason, as well
as to the rights of unreasonable citizens. This clarification can be ex-
tremely useful since Quong in a clear way simply places his position in
relation to ideas and theories of other influential public reason philoso-
phers: John Rawls and Gerald Gaus.

Having explained the idea of public reason and presented several ways
how this idea can be defended, Quong focuses on the scope of public
reason, i.e. to the set of political issues to which the idea is meant to ap-
10 ply. Unlike Rawls, who claims that the idea of public reason should be
applied only to constitutional essentials and maters of basic justice, and
not (or at least not necessary) to other democratic decisions, Quong ar-
gues that the idea should have a much broader scope - it should regu-
late all the political decisions in a liberal democratic society (p. 258).
He is aware that it will not always be possible to produce a public justi-
fication of every political decision, but in principle believes that all in-
stances where citizens exercise political power over one another should
be subject to the idea of public reason (p. 274). Quong also considers the
structure of public reason, i.e. the way in which we can justify a politi-
cal decision. Arguing against Gaus, who claims that public justification
can be accomplished by convergence on a political decision for different
non-public reasons, Quong argues that the structure of public reason
requires shared or public reasons. He develops an argument against the
convergence view which relies on the importance of sincerity in public
reasoning. Quong argues that, according to the convergence view, citi-
zens might use arguments they themselves do not find convincing in
order to persuade other citizens to adopt their conclusion. Such citizens
would not act sincerely (in fact, they would intentionally manipulate
other citizens), and Quong worries that such behavior cannot represent
an acceptable form of public reasoning amongst free and equal persons.

In the finishing chapter Quong discusses the position of unreasonable
citizens. He argues that unreasonable citizens should not be exclud-
ed from the benefits of citizenship, though they are rightfully excluded
from the constituency of public justification. Finally, he argues that the
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state can sometimes be justified in limiting or even denying the rights
of unreasonable citizens. Quong adopts the argument put forward by
Rawls (unreasonable citizens threaten the stability of liberal democ-
racies), but also argues that the right claims of unreasonable citizens
cease to be valid when they are used to pursue unreasonable objectives
(p. 291). He concludes with an idea that the state can legitimately exer-
cise political power over unreasonable citizens, even when such citizens
are not given arguments for the exercise of state power that they can
find acceptable.

Quong’s argumentation is rich and insightful; he thoroughly clarifies his
assumptions, presents in detail both his position and the arguments put
forward by critics, as well as of the authors that he criticizes, and re-
sourcefully anticipates many of the objections to his position. It would
be worthwhile to engage future debates in the attempt to clarify the exact
contribution the internal conception of political liberalism can have on
contemporary liberal democracies, as well as to specify the implications
of Quong’s position, from those regarding global and distributive jus-
tice to those regarding actual policy-making in liberal democratic states.

11
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Ivan Cerovac
Osvrt na knjigu Liberalizam bez savrsenstva

Apstrakt

Uticajna knjiga DZonatana Kvonga verovatno predstavlja najsofisticiraniju
odbranu Rolsovog politi¢kog liberalizma. Ovaj pregled se usmerava na njen
sadrzaj, koga sistematizuje po poglavljima, naglasavajuci istovremeno vaz-
nost prvog dela, u kojem autor kriticki sagledava poziciju liberalnog perfek-
cionizma i protiv nje izlaZe tri uticajna prigovora (vezano uz autonomiju,
paternalizam i politi¢ku legitimnost), kao i drugog, gde autor izlaZe i brani
posebnu verziju politickog liberalizma koja se jasno razlikuje od Rolsove u
nekoliko vaznih karakteristika. Pregled takode sazima Kvongove inovativne
argumente vezane uz prirodu preklapajuc¢eg konsenzusa, strukturu politi¢-
kog opravdanja, ideju javnog uma i status nerazloznih osoba.

Kljucnereci: Liberalizam, perfekcionizam, javni um, preklapaju¢i konsen-
zus, Quong, Rawls, Raz.
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Public Reason and Perfectionism:
Comments on Quong’s Liberalism Without Perfection

Abstract Liberalism Without Perfection elaborates a generally Rawlsian
conception of public justification in order to defend antiperfectionist libera-
lism. This critical response raises questions about the link between the two
parts of the project. On the hand, it is possible to reject that demand that re-
asons for political decisions pass a qualified acceptability requirement even
ifone is strictly opposed to paternalism. On the other hand, the commitment
to public justifiability does not rule out all perfectionism, if there are some
claims about the good that are not reasonably rejectable.

Keywords: liberalism, political liberalism, public reason, public justificati-
on, neutrality, perfectionism

1. Introduction

Jonathan Quong’s Liberalism Without Perfection has two connected
purposes: to reject perfectionism, and to defend a public-justification
model of political liberalism. Perfectionism, broadly speaking, is the
view that it is legitimate for us to exercise political power in order to
promote the leading of truly good lives. Perfectionism therefore rests on
claims about what constitutes human flourishing, beyond simply avoid-
ing death, pain, and other obvious evils. Perfectionism is not necessar-
ily antithetical to liberalism, for if one’s conception of flourishing gives
pride of place to values such as autonomy and individuality, one will like-
ly support familiar liberal rights (conscience, speech, education, etc.). It
is even possible, on the basis of a liberal conception of flourishing, to ar-
gue that the state ought not favour or disfavour other, more specific con-
ceptions of the good. Quong agrees with Thomas Hurka, George Sher,
Steven Wall and Joseph Chan, however, that attempts to ground neu-
trality on a liberal conception of the good don’t end up being fully neu-
tral, because they must permit gentle, pluralistic perfectionism.! Unlike
Hurka et. al., Quong maintains that this lack of neutrality is a problem.

1 Thomas Hurka, “Indirect Perfectionism: Kymlicka on Liberal Neutrality,” The
Journal of Political Philosophy 3 (1995): 36-57; George Sher, Beyond Neutrality: Per-
fectionism and Politics (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997); Steven Wall,
Liberalism, Perfectionism and Restraint (Cambridge, England ; New York: Cambridge
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Even if it doesn’t permit violations of basic rights and generally supports
neutrality, a liberalism grounded in a liberal conception of the good will
involve paternalism, and such paternalism is inconsistent with recog-
nition of one’s fellow citizens’ moral status as free and equal persons.?

The main alternative to a liberalism that begins from a liberal theory of
the good is some form of “political liberalism,” which rules out appeals
to controversial, i.e. reasonably contestable conceptions of the good as
the foundation for liberal principles. While acknowledging the exist-
ence of “modus vivendi” and “value pluralist” forms of political liberal-
ism, LWP defends a Rawlsian version of political liberalism based on the
idea of public justifiability. No one disputes that the exercise of political
power should have to be justified in public. The Rawlsian principle of
public justification is distinctive and controversial, however, because it
holds that the exercise of political power must be justifiable to all those
subject to that power, where “justifiable to A” means something like
“would be acceptable to A, if A took the necessary time to think about
it, without A having to give up the reasonable religious or philosophical
doctrine A currently espouses.” Justification to each of A, B, C... there-
fore involves a partly idealized unanimity standard, or what following
David Estlund I will refer to as a qualified acceptability requirement.?
The exercise of political power must be such as to receive unanimous ap-
proval on the part of all reasonable or otherwise qualified perspectives.

This idea of unanimous idealized acceptability may be met with scepti-
cism. Who is to say who counts as reasonable? Isn't it dubious to argue
that because you would agree with me if you were reasonable [ don’t have
to ask for your consent, and can simply impose my views? As Quong ar-
gues in Chapter 10 of LWP, such objections are wrong-headed, because
they misunderstand the scope and point of the principle. Of course eve-
ryone gets a say, reasonable or not; everyone gets to vote and run for
office. The idealized unanimity criterion is not a social decision pro-
cedure intended to replace ordinary democratic processes (based on a
franchise limited to card-carrying late-Rawlsians). It is a moral principle
that is meant to identify when and how the exercise of political power

University Press, 1998); Joseph Chan, “Legitimacy, Unanimity, and Perfectionism,”
Philosophy and Public Affairs 29, no. 1 (2000): 5-42.

2 Jonathan Quong, Liberalism Without Perfection (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2011), 23-6, 97-107. Henceforward I will refer to this work as “LWP”, with page
references in parentheses in the text.

3 David M. Estlund, Democratic Authority: A Philosophical Framework (Princeton,
NJ: Princeton University Press, 2008), 3-5, 40-65.
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is legitimate, a principle citizens themselves are meant to apply in de-
ciding how to exercise their democratic rights. Everyone is part of the
actual voting constituency, but only some are part of the “constituency
of public justification” (292), the “constituency of reasonable persons”
(143, 261) to whom the grounds of our political decisions must be unani-
mously acceptable. Perhaps some political liberals are guilty of drawing
the justificatory constituency too narrowly. Yet those who reject the re-
quirement of public justifiability cannot complain about this, for they
draw this constituency narrower still. Those who reject public justifi-
ability accept what Steven Wall calls a “correctness” standard of justifi-
cation.* Correctness justification can be viewed as a degenerate case of
public justification; it is simply public justification when the circle of
qualification (the justificatory constituency), is reduced to one. People
who think that reasons for political decisions don’t have to be acceptable
14 to any other points of view, just true, are not in a good position to com-
plain that political liberals require acceptability to too few points of view.

Quong’s version of public justification liberalism is generally Rawlsian,
but with some important differences. It is Rawlsian first because it re-
quires that political decisions be justifiable in terms of reasons that
pass the qualified acceptability requirement; it is not the principle that
state action must pass the qualified acceptability requirement other-
wise we default to inaction.’ In the latter formulation, as a constraint
on state action directly, the principle of public justification would per-
mit laws that are not justifiable on the balance of public reasons if the
total balance of reasons of each reasonable comprehensive doctrine fa-
voured the law (although such unanimous convergence is likely to be
rare). The direct application of the qualified acceptability requirement

4 Steven Wall, “Is Public Justification Self-Defeating?” American Philosophical
Quarterly 39, no. 4 (2002): 385-94. A correctness-based justification ‘demonstrates
that a conclusion is correct, irrespective of whether all persons can reasonably accept
it’ (386).

5 Here is how Quong put this point in an earlier article: “The standard of liberal
legitimacy, after all, is not (or should not be) reasonable rejection... Rawls’s standard
of liberal legitimacy asserts that the state should not act on grounds that citizens
cannot ‘reasonably be expected to endorse’. There is all the difference in the world
between these two conditions... As Rawls says, ‘Teasonable political conceptions of
justice do not always lead to the same conclusion, nor do citizens holding the same
conception always agree on particular issues. Yet the outcome of the vote is to be
seen as reasonable provided all citizens of a reasonably just constitutional regime
sincerely vote in accordance with the idea of public reason’;” Jonathan Quong, “Disa-
greement, Asymmetry, and Liberal Legitimacy,” Politics, Philosophy, Economics 4,
no. 3 (2005), 316; citing John Rawls, Political Liberalism (New York: Columbia Uni-
versity Press, 1996), lvi. The analogous passage in LWP does not contain this state-
ment, but I do not think Quong’s position has changed; see p.210 of LWP.
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to state action would also permit a negative total balance of reasons on
the part of just one reasonable comprehensive doctrine to trump a posi-
tive balance public reasons (a scenario that is more readily imaginable).
The idea of public justification via convergence without consensus has
recently been defended by Gerald Gaus and Kevin Vallier, but Quong
rejects this model, insisting on Rawls’s shared reasons requirement
(265-273).° The second Rawlsian aspect of Quong’s position is that or-
dinary citizens as well as designers of political institutions are to apply
the principle of public justification. It is conceivable, even if one might
think unlikely, that we could do better, in terms of the goal of enacting
publicly justifiable laws, by deliberating and voting on the basis of our
various comprehensive doctrines, within the context of institutions de-
signed to maximize public justifiability. Again, the model here would be
Gaus and Vallier’s indirect model of public justification. Quong sticks
with Rawls’ view that public justifiability is something we should all aim
for, not just something we should hope ends up happening.

Quong deviates from Rawls in two important respects. Rawls claimed
that that the principle applied only to (or at least in the first instance to)
so-called “constitutional essentials” and “matters of basic justice.” In
contrast, Quong believes that the principle applies to all exercises of po-
litical power (273-287). His political liberalism is therefore more broad-
ly antiperfectionist than Rawls’s. Also, the idea of “overlapping consen-
sus” plays a different role in Quong’s theory than it did in Rawls. For
Rawls, there were two stages of justification. First, we articulate a free-
standing defense of a political conception of justice, one meant to be
acceptable to all reasonable moral points of view. Then we check to see
if that conception might become the object of an overlapping consen-
sus of reasonable comprehensive doctrines. A number of Rawls’s critics
took issue with this two-fold structure of justification.® If the first stage

6 Gerald F. Gaus, and Kevin Vallier, “The Roles of Religious Conviction in a Publicly
Justified Polity: The Implications of Convergence, Asymmetry and Political Institu-
tions,” Philosophy and Social Criticism 35, no. 1-2 (2009): 51-76. For further discus-
sion of the differences between “convergence” and “consensus” modes of public jus-
tification, see Kevin Vallier, “Convergence and Consensus in Public Reason,” Public
Affairs Quarterly 25, no. 4 (20m): 261-80 and Andrew Lister, “Public Justification of
What? Coercion Vs. Decision as Competing Frames for the Basic Principle of Justifi-
catory Liberalism,” Public Affairs Quarterly 25, no. 4 (2011): 349-67.

7 As Quong notes, Rawls’ position is ambiguous; compare Rawls, Political Liberal-
ism, 215; John Rawls, and Erin Kelly, Justice as Fairness : A Restatement (Cambridge,
Mass.: Harvard University Press, 2001), 91, note 13.

8 See in particular Brian Barry, “John Rawls and the Search for Stability,” Ethics 105
(1995): 874-915; Jurgen Habermas, “Reconciliation Through the Public Use of Reason:
Remarks on John Rawls’s Liberalism,” Journal of Philosophy 92, no. 3 (1995): 109-31.
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argument is correct, all reasonable comprehensive doctrines ought to
accept the political conception of justice, or some similarly liberal po-
litical conception. Requiring that the political conception of justice (or
the liberal family of conceptions) receive support from doctrines that
reject this argument would seem to make the political conception hos-
tage to the unreasonable (167). Quong’s solution is to argue that over-
lapping consensus is the starting point for the freestanding argument,
not a second-stage test with independent justificatory force. By defi-
nition, reasonable comprehensive doctrines accept certain basic ideas:
that society is a fair scheme of cooperation, that there are burdens of
judgment, and thus a fact of reasonable pluralism, and that therefore
the exercise of political power ought to be publicly justifiable. This con-
vergence of reasonable doctrines on the fundamental elements of polit-
ical liberalism holds because acceptance of the ideas in question is one
16 of the criteria of reasonableness.

Quong therefore insists, rightly in my view, that political liberalism is
not a theory intended to justify liberalism to the non-liberal. Quong
distinguishes what he calls the “external” and the “internal” concep-
tions of political liberalism, and defends the latter (138-160). The main
difference between the two concerns the constituency of public justifi-
cation. The external conception holds that political principles, as well
as (decisions about) laws and policies, are justifiable to all when they
are acceptable to all of the real citizens in current societies who are rea-
sonable a weak sense, e.g. being willing and able to reason sincerely and
live cooperatively with others. Citizens who are reasonable in this sense
need not share any basic liberal commitments, let alone a commitment
to the principle of public justification. In contrast, the internal concep-
tion counts as qualified only those points of view that recognize the ex-
istence of burdens of judgment, accept the fact of reasonable pluralism,
(hence) conceive of society as a fair scheme of cooperation between free
and equal moral persons (summarizing 140 and 143-4). Fully reasona-
ble points of view also accept the principle of public justification (207),
a fact that will be important to Quong’s reponse to the so-called “asym-
metry” objection, discussed below. This more highly idealized standard
of qualification makes the internal view’s account of the justificatory
constituency more restrictive, and so makes the unanimity requirement
easier to satisfy than it would otherwise be. At the same time, the in-
ternal model requires acceptability to all possible views that meet these
criteria, not just the subset of qualified views currently existing in a par-
ticular society. This hypothetical aspect of the internal view broadens
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the justificatory constituency, making the unanimity standard harder
to satisfy than it would otherwise be. These differences in the two mod-
el’'s standards of qualification reflect deep differences about the purpose
or point of public justification, I believe. On the external conception,
with its weak conception of reasonableness and its focus on actually-
existing views, public justifiability is closely connected with stability.
On the internal conception, with its more strongly idealized and hypo-
thetical constituency, public justifiability is meant to be a consequence
of respect for persons’ equal moral status, and a way of constituting a
relationship in which this mutual respect is manifest.

In my comments, I want to focus on the connection between the two
sides of Quong’s argument, the critical and the positive. [ want to ques-
tion whether one needs the principle of public justification in order
to be a strict anti-perfectionist, and also whether if one does accept
the principle one will end up being as strictly anti-perfectionist as he
claims. In short, I want to suggest that public justification is neither
necessary nor sufficient for a strict anti-perfectionism. I will argue that
one could be firmly opposed to all perfectionism that involves paternal-
ism, but still reject the requirement of public justifiability, and also that
one could endorse public justification while permitting perfectionism
on the basis of claims about the good that are not reasonably rejectable.

2. Two (or more) Questions about the Good

Quong distinguishes two questions about the role of conceptions of the
good in (liberal) political philosophy:

“l) Must liberal political philosophy be based in some particular
ideal of what constitutes a valuable or worthwhile human life, or
other metaphysical beliefs?

2) Isit permissible fora liberal state to promote or discourage some
activities, ideals, or ways of life on grounds relating to their in-
herent or intrinsic value, or on the basis of other metaphysical
claims?” (12)

Question 1 distinguishes “comprehensive” from “political” theories,
while question 2 distinguishes “perfectionism” from “antiperfectionism’,
yielding four possible views. The two questions differ in their objects,
first of all: the principles that compose a political philosophy, for ques-
tion 1, as opposed to laws, policies and other state actions, in for question
2. They also differ in the role played by conceptions of the good: sources

17
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of justification, in question 1, as opposed to objects of promotion as well
as sources of justification, for question 2. And they differ finally in the
nature of the question being asked. Question 1 asks about possibility,
Question 2 about permissibility. According to Quong, political liberals
assert and comprehensive liberals deny that liberal principles can be de-
rived from nonliberal religious and philosophical doctrines, as well as
from liberal ones. I don't think that is the right way to draw the compre-
hensive-political contrast. One certainly hopes that political liberals are
right that it is possible to accept liberal political principles on the basis
of non-liberal religious and moral doctrines, that one does not have to
be a Millian or a Kantian to accept freedom of conscience, representa-
tive democracy, and other familiar liberal rights. However, there is no
reason for comprehensive liberals to deny that such broad liberal prin-
ciples are endorsable from multiple points of view. Comprehensive lib-
18 erals also hope that philosophical liberals and philosophical nonliberals
will converge on some general set of liberal rights and freedoms. There
will be disagreement about the specification and ranking of these free-
doms, as well as about which rights are included, and so too about the
laws, policies, and institutions they require or permit. The comprehen-
sive liberal maintains that in debating and deciding on these matters,
there is nothing wrong with making up one’s mind based on the full set
of reasons one accepts, including reasons based on what one takes to be
truths about human flourishing, even if reasonably contestable. In con-
trast, the political liberal maintains that there is something wrong with
making these decisions on nonpublic grounds. We all hope that generic
liberal principles can be accepted by people from diverse backgrounds.
But if we find ourselves disagreeing about political decisions because

9 Question 2 refers to promoting activities or ways of life on the grounds of their
inherent goodness, not just to promotion in general. There are two ways that we
could promote conceptions of the good without making any claim about their in-
herent goodness. First, we might promote a conception of the good because its
general adoption would have beneficial consequences unrelated to its goodness,
consequences such as social stability. Establishing a religion on grounds of avoiding
religious war would fit into this category. Establishing one religion to avoid civil con-
flict could in principle be an effective policy motivated by the familiar public consid-
eration of maintaining peace; Richard Arneson, “Neutrality and Utility,” Canadian
Journal of Philosophy 20, no. 2 (1990): 215-40; Alan Patten, “Liberal Neutrality: A Re-
interpretation and a Defence,” Journal of Political Philosophy 20, no. 3 (2012): 249-72.
Second, we might find ways of promoting human flourishing that don’t presuppose
any specific account of what flourishing consists in. One might argue that providing
education and requiring courses in world religions and philosophies would promote
the leading of good lives without making any particular claim about what the good
life is. However, views that answer “yes” to Question 2 permit the promotion of spe-
cific conceptions of the good on grounds of the claim that they are true.
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of religious or philosophical differences that lead us to accept different
principles of justice or different rights and duties, political liberals claim
that we must decide on public grounds, while comprehensive liberals
recognize no such duty of restraint on the part of citizens, nor any fun-
damental criterion of legitimacy involving qualified acceptability.

We could therefore modify Question 1 to focus on permissibility:

1b) May liberal political philosophy be based in some particular ide-
al of what constitutes a valuable or worthwhile human life, or
other metaphysical beliefs (i.e. is it permissible to base liberal
principles on a liberal conception of the good)?

This formula is not satisfactory either, because if it turns out that peo-
ple can converge on general liberal principles from diverse religious and
philosophical perspectives, there is clearly nothing wrong with their
doing so. When we talk about “basing” liberal principles on controver-
sial comprehensive doctrines, our concern is not with convergence on
shared principles (i.e. overlapping consensus), but with specifying prin-
ciples, and making decisions based on these principles, in the context
of disagreement. The question is what happens when citizens disagree
about the nature, meaning, scope, or implications of principles of jus-
tice. Is it permissible at that point to advocate and vote for policies that
one thinks justified according to the true principles, which are based on
one’s own distinctive conception of the good, even if others can reason-
ably reject these conceptions?

We might reformulate Question 1 so as to focus on political decisions:

1c) Is it permissible to base political decisions on some particular
ideal of what constitutes a valuable or worthwhile human life, or
other metaphysical beliefs?

Framed in this way, Questions 1and 2 would not be independent. If po-
litical decisions may never be based on conceptions of the good, then
the state may not promote conceptions of the good on the grounds of
their goodness. '©° We want to leave space for a negative answer to the
first question but a positive answer to the second, yielding political per-
fectionism in one of two forms. First, one might think that although

10 Comprehensive antiperfectionism would still be a possibility, so long as there
are ways that conceptions of the good can figure in the justification of decisions that
do not involve attempts to promote those conceptions, permitting us to answer “yes”
to Question 1c but “no” to Question 2.
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decisions about some class of basic political rules such as basic rights
and liberties must not draw upon conceptions of the good, it is per-
missible to promote conceptions of the good so long as one does so in
ways that do not violate these rules. Second, one might think that al-
though political decisions may not draw upon controversial concep-
tions of the good, they may draw upon claims about the good that are
not reasonably contestable. To allow for these positions, we should re-
formulate Question 1 so as to focus on decisions about basic matters,
and we should indicate that both questions can be asked with respect to
conceptions of the good in general, or just reasonably contestable ones.

1d) Isit permissible to base decisions about basic political rules (e.g.
basic liberties) on (reasonably contestable) claims about what
constitutes a valuable or worthwhile human life, or other (rea-

20 sonably contestable) metaphysical beliefs?

2b) Isit permissible fora liberal state to promote or discourage some
activities, ideals, or ways of life on (reasonably contestable)
grounds relating to their inherent or intrinsic value, or on the
basis of other (reasonably contestable) metaphysical claims?

Because each question now embeds two separate questions, depending
on whether or not one includes the “reasonably contestable” limitation,
there are now more than 4 possibilities, but for simplicity’s sake I will
persist in using a 2 x 2 framework. Taking into account these revisions,
clarifications, and simplifications, and allowing for some abbreviation,
we have the following possibilities:

Question 1: May decisions about basic policies be
based on (controversial) conceptions of the good?

Yes No

Question 2: May
the state promote
(controv.erSIal) Yes Comprghe.nswe Political Perfectionism
conceptions of the Perfectionism
good on the grounds
of their goodness?

No Comprehensive Political Antiperfectionism

Antiperfectionism (aka Political Liberalism)

With these modifications, the two questionsareonceagainindependent.
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3. Two Kinds of Comprehensive Antiperfectionism

With this exercise in classification out of the way, I want to turn to
Quong’s critique of comprehensive antiperfectionism (CAP). CAP
maintains (in my formulation) that decisions about our basic rights and
liberties may be based on a liberal conception of the good, but that the
state may not promote conceptions of the good (at least not on grounds
of their goodness). The tradition Quong has in mind here runs from
Mill through Dworkin to Kymlicka, particularly as Kymlicka is inter-
preted by Hurka. If autonomous individuality is crucial to leading a
good life, but otherwise there are lots of different good lives to lead,
concretely specified, and if the state must act via general rules backed
by coercion based on limited information, and if valuable activities
don’t make make someone’s life go better unless that person recognizes
and endorses their value', then the best rule of thumb for state action
may be a policy of neutrality with respect to conceptions of the good.
According to this way of thinking, the fundamental criterion for assess-
ing the exercise of political power is the promotion of human flourish-
ing, but because the truth about human flourishing is liberal, then, at
least as a general rule, we can best promote human flourishing by not
trying to. The state should remain neutral between specific conceptions
of the good, limiting itself to enforcing individual rights and securing
the other social conditions that permit people to formulate and pursue
their own view of the good life - and this, all because of the truth of the
liberal claim about the importance of autonomy and / or individuality.

21

Quong argues that comprehensive antiperfectionism cannot yield a
consistent antiperfectionism.”? He illustrates his case with the example
of Mike and Sara, who disagree about the value of recreational drug
use, and hence also about whether it should be legally permitted. Mike

11 Evenif theatre is better than monster trucks, my life isn’t improved by attending
the theatre if I just sleep or grumble my way through the show, without seeing the
point of it all. Kymlicka calls this the “endorsement constraint;” Will Kymlicka, Con-
temporary Political Philosophy : An Introduction (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1990),
203-04. It is a kind of feasibility constraint; use of coercion to promote ways of life
thatare truly valuable may be futile or backfire, because of the need for endorsement.
12 Quong says that he doesn’t directly confront comprehensive antiperfectionism,
apart from a few brief pages in Chapter1 (22-25). However, it seems to me that Chap-
ter 3’s critique of paternalism applies to comprehensive antiperfectionism as well
as to comprehensive perfectionism. Chapter 3 argues that all attempts to promote
conceptions of the good on the grounds of their goodness involve an objectionable
element of paternalism. If we assume that comprehensive antiperfectionism a la Mill
and Dworkin isn't strictly antiperfectionist, however, then Chapter 3’s argument that
perfectionism involves paternalism also applies to comprehensive antiperfectionism.
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thinks not, because he believes that seeking pleasure via intoxication is
a perversion of human nature. Sara believes drug use should be permit-
ted because she rejects Mike’s perfectionism. If she bases her rejection
of perfectionism on the value of autonomy, however, she runs into trou-
ble. If she says that the reason it is wrong to coerce someone for his own
good “has to do with autonomy, the importance of being the author of
your own decisions and your own life” (23), Mike will deny that auto-
nomy is so important that it always trumps other considerations. Sara
can insist that autonomy really is always more important, but Mike will
claim that she is drawing on a controversial view of the good, just like
he is. Since it is grounded in the goal of promoting a controversial liber-
al conception of human flourishing, comprehensive antiperfectionism
can’t coherently object to the perfectionism of views that aim to pro-
mote other conceptions of human flourishing; at best, it can claim that

22 they are promoting the wrong conception of the good. “Sara’s objection
to the criminalization of drug use is no less perfectionist than Mike’s
judgment in favour of criminalization,” Quong concludes.

Furthermore, even if Mike were persuaded that autonomy is more im-
portant, with respect to the legal permissibility of drug use, he would
insist that autonomy is not the only value state policy ought to promote.
Comprehensive antiperfectionism must permit pluralistic, non-coercive
promotion of good lives, since such promotion will not undermine peo-
ple’s autonomy (25). This kind of liberal perfectionism still involves ob-
jectionable paternalism, which Quong regards as involving disrespect
for people’s status as free and equal moral persons (100-6). The label
“comprehensive antiperfectionism” ends up being misleading, because
the state ends up acting for controversial perfectionist reasons anyway,
in so far as it is committed to autonomy, and it is permitted to act per-
fectionistically with respect to other aspects of the good, so long as it
does so in ways that don’t undermine autonomy;, e.g. via taxes and sub-
sidies. Quong acknowledges that his criticisms target a specific form of
CAP, not the family as a whole, but nonetheless concludes that his argu-
ment “suggests that comprehensive liberalism cannot yield a consistent
anti-perfectionism” (25). This is the first main claim [ want to challenge.

Quong effectively traces the limits of the consequentialist form of com-
prehensive liberalism. There is an alternate, deontological form of com-
prehensive liberalism, however. This kind of comprehensive liberalism
denies that it is ever just to use the state to promote one reasonably
contestable conception of the good over another simply on the grounds
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that the people who accept the correct conception will lead better lives.
Yet it insists that when it comes to determining what rights and du-
ties individuals have with respect to one another, as a matter of justice,
we may appeal to conceptions of human flourishing. Once someone
has passed a minimal threshold of cognitive and practical capacity, we
must respect the choices they make about how their own lives should
go, even when these choices are wrongheaded, rather than trying to sec-
ond-guess them, substituting our judgment for theirs about what is af-
ter all their life. However, when it comes to determining what we owe
each other - what rights and duties people have, how to define “harm,”
how to set the metric of distributive justice, or the boundaries of mor-
al status — we should aim at the truth full stop, without qualification or
limitation by any principle of unanimous reasonable acceptability. For
example, to identify an appropriate scheme of basic liberties, we would
normally make judgments about the relative importance of the different
opportunities that different schemes will make available, or preclude -
that is, we would do so if we were not restricted by a principle of public
justifiability. Similarly, to determine what the relevant metric of equal-
ity is, in debates about social justice, we would normally need to know
what resources are necessary for leading a good life. There is a crucial
difference between deciding what is just on the basis of views about
the good life, and deciding what is just so as to promote the adoption
of those views. Not only does the latter view involves an objectionable
form of paternalism, it subordinates the fundamental value of justice
to a quite different goal, which is maximizing aggregate human excel-
lence, or perfection. The suggestion that we should define “justice” to
as to produce the greatest amount of individual or aggregate excellence
involves treating the lives of some as mere tools for the achievement of
greatness on the part of others. Defining justice on the basis of relevant
claims about the content of human flourishing involves no such subor-
dination of justice to perfection, but simply the insistence that we ought
to figure out and enact true justice, even if in doing so we make reason-
ably contestable claims about the good.

To illustrate the possibility of deontological comprehensive liberalism,
let us return to the disagreement between Mike and Sara about recre-
ational drug use. Sara can argue that the reason it is wrong to coerce
someone for their own good is that it is paternalistic, and disrespects
another person’s autonomous agency. This reason “has to do with” auto-
nomy, but the claim is not that the state ought to act so as to promote
human flourishing (which happens to include autonomy as one of its
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central components). The claim is rather that once a person passes
some threshold of rational functioning, her choices about her own life
merit respect, even if they are mistaken and have the consequence that
her life will be less worthwhile or successful. It is her life, and she ought
to be able to make her own mistakes; I should not substitute my judg-
ment for hers even if [ am right that my judgment is better, because
her capacity for making choices is good enough such that her judg-
ment merits respect. The claim that Sara’s position is ‘no less perfec-
tionist’ than Mike’s rests on an equivocation between the promotional
and justificatory senses of perfectionism. Sara’s position is staunchly
antiperfectionist in the promotional sense, since she denies that it is
legitimate to use political power to promote controversial conceptions
of human flourishing, just because the people who end up adopting
these ways of life will thereby lead better lives. Sara is strongly opposed

24 to paternalism, particularly when coercive, but also when non-coercive
(for, as Quong rightly argues, paternalism can exist without limitation
of liberty).” Sara’s position is justified on the basis of reasonably reject-
able claims about the value of autonomy, however, and about the prop-
er form of our relationship to this value (respect, not promotion). This
second, merely justificatory sense of perfectionism does not necessarily
involve any taint of paternalism. Sara thinks that justice forbids pater-
nalism (once people pass the threshold of cognitive and psychological
capacity), but acknowledges that this claims depends upon controver-
sial claims about the good. Drawing on controvesial conceptions of the
good in this way, in order to identify and specify the rights and duties
we have as a matter of justice, does not in any way legitimate perfection-
ist imposition of controversial conceptions of the good. We identify jus-
tice based on claims about the good; we do not define “justice” so as to
promote the favoured conception.

Later Quong labels this kind of position as “perfectionist justice” (29;
see also 85)." He argues that theories of perfectionist justice cannot
“practically distinguish” themselves from non-perfectionist theories.

13 Quong offers the following example of an option-expanding but paternalistic
offer: “My girlfriend asks me whether I will finish that conference paper I am meant
to be working on this afternoon or succumb to temptation and watch the football
match instead? I assure her I am perfectly capable of applying myself to work this
afternoon, but she does not believe me, and so offers to take me out to my favourite
restaurant (which she dislikes and generally would not go to) as an incentive to make
sure I sue my afternoon appropriately” (75).

14 He calls perfectionist justice a “stronger” thesis, noting that contemporary
perfectionists are typically committed to the “weaker” thesis that regardless of
how principles of justice are derived, perfectionist reasoning constitutes legitimate
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He makes this argument with respect to principles of distributive jus-
tice. Quong provides two different statements of the perfectionist posi-
tion on distributive justice:

1) “[Th]e metric or currency of distributive justice must be defined
by reference to perfectionist considerations” (85).

2) “[E]ach person’s fair share of resources or advantage should be
determined by how much each person needs to flourish to the
appropriate degree, as specified by the correct conception of the
good life” (122).

The first defines perfectionism about distributive justice as the view
that the metric of distribution depends on reasonably rejectable claims
about human flourishing; the second adds that shares should depend
on individual needs, so as to achieve equal levels of flourishing. Quong
thus says that perfectionist justice “will distribute resources unequal-
ly in order to give each person the amount they need to achieve the
same level of flourishing, whereas the non-perfectionist theory mere-
ly aims at an equal distribution of resources (122-3). Equality of flour-
ishing must be both plausible and remain distinct from equality of re-
sources in its practical implications, Quong claims, if it is to constitute
a real alternative. Quong denies that it can be both (123-26). I agree
with Quong’s criticisms of the principle of equality of flourishing, but
don’t think they tell against perfectionism about justice. We ought to
set aside once and for all the sleight of hand Dworkin used to define
equality of resources. Those who reject neutrality and think that the
question of human flourishing is relevant to the principle of distribu-
tive justice do not believe in enforcing equality of flourishing regardless
of the choices people make, any more than Dworkin believed in equal-
ity of resources regardless of the choices people make.” Dworkin’s met-
ric was defined in terms of the total amount of resources devoted to a

grounds for political action (30). However it is not clear why one is stronger than the
other, as opposed to just being different.

15 Arneson argued that there are two independent distinctions: “(1) straight equal-
ity versus equal opportunity and (2) welfare versus resources as the appropriate basis
for measuring distributive shares.” I would simply add that we should also consider
human flourishing, objectively characterized, as well as effective functioning as a
citizen under question 2. Arneson goes on to point out that given his two binary
questions there are four positions to consider. “On the issue of whether an egalitar-
ian should regard welfare or resources as the appropriate standard of distributive
equality, it is important to compare like with like, rather than, for instance, just to
compare equal opportunity for resources with straight equality of welfare” Dwor-

)

kin’s “What is Equality?” is “marred,” Arneson says by “a failure to being these four
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person’s whole life, as determined by the prices generated by all of the
choices they and everyone else make in an ideal market.'® A more per-
spicuous formulation of his position would be “equal opportunity to
acquire resources as defined by everyone’s aggregate preferences.”” Per-
fectionists can agree that justice requires equal opportunity, not equal-
ity of outcome, but they believe that the relevant opportunity is oppor-
tunity to flourish, as defined by an objective account of well-being, not
equal opportunity to obtain resources as defined by average preferenc-
es. The fundamental question highlighted by the p.85 definition but not
the p.122 and 123 definitions is how we determine the metric of distribu-
tive justice: resources as identified by aggregate preferences (Dworkin),
resources necessary for exercise and development of capacities of free
and equal citizens (Rawls), or resources necessary for human flourish-
ing. The perfectionist position may be wrong, but it is a legitimate con-
26 tender, and it is practically distinct.

4. Political Perfectionism

According to political perfectionism, decisions about basic political
rules e.g. rights and liberties may not be based on reasonably contesta-
ble conceptions of the good life, but they may be made based on claims
about the good that are not reasonably contestable, and / or the state
may promote conceptions of the good even if reasonably contestable,
so long as it does so in ways that respect these basic rules, e.g. within
the scope permitted by basic liberties.® LWP offers two responses to

distinct positions clearly into focus” Richard Arneson, “Equality and Equal Oppor-
tunity for Welfare,” Philosophical Studies 56 (1989), 88.

16 R. M. Dworkin, “What is Equality? Part 2: Equality of Resources,” Philosophy
and Public Affairs 10, no. 4 (1981), 307, 310.

17 Elizabeth Anderson points out that the difference between welfare and resource
egalitarians does not consist in the fact that one attributes a role to subjective prefer-
ences and the other does not. “They differ only in that for welfare egalitarians, the
claims a person makes are dependent on her tastes, whereas for resource egalitar-
ians, they are a function of everyone’s tastes” Elizabeth Anderson, “What is the Point
of Equality?,” Ethics 109, no. 2 (1999), 295. On this account, Rawls would not count as
aresource egalitarian, since his social primary goods are not defined in terms of pref-
erences at all, but based on what is necessary to function as a free and equal citizen.
18 See, forexample, Taylor’s discussion of two kinds of liberalism in his essay “Shared
and Divergent Values,” Charles Taylor, Reconciling the Solitudes: Essays on Canadian
Federalism and Nationalism (Montréal: McGill-Queen’s University Press, 1993), 156-
86. Taylor distinguishes a bad, American form of liberalism based on neutrality, which
he associates with Dworkin, and then a good, capacious form of liberalism that per-
mits pursuit of collective (perfectionist) goals within the constraints of basic individ-
ual rights. If Taylor accepts that our basic rights and liberties must be identified and
justified based on a limited set of public reasons rather than on the basis of specific
religious doctrines, then the gap between Taylor and Rawls is very small.
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political perfectionism. First, even if some goods are reasonably non-re-
jectable, state promotion of them will involve paternalism and / or un-
equal treatment, and so will be wrong even if not a violation of any basic
liberty. That health and pleasure are good other things equal is not rea-
sonably rejectable, let’s assume; still, one might think that it would be
paternalistic for the state to discourage smoking on grounds that smok-
ers are making a mistake about the relative importance of health and
pleasure.” Quong’s discussion of paternalism merits a longer discus-
sion. Here, I want to limit myself to questioning the role that the prin-
ciple of public justification plays in this argument. Even if we accept
that it is paternalistic for the state to promote one ranking of reasona-
bly-non-rejectable goods over another simply because this is the correct
ranking and people’s lives would go better if they adopted this ranking,
it is not the principle of public justification that is doing the work in this
case. The problem with the policy of discouraging smoking on grounds
that health is more important than pleasure is not that it is animated
by non-public reasons, values or convictions that some people will not
unreasonably view as being fundamentally alien. The problem that the
policy is paternalistic.

To illustrate the fact that the demand for public justification goes be-
yond the rejection of paternalism, I would point out that not all an-
ti-smoking laws based on an assessment of the relative importance of
smoking and pleasure are paternalistic.”® Judgments about the relative
importance of health and pleasure can figure in justifications of deci-
sions about social policy in two ways: as the object of promotion, or as
the basis for determining the scope of the rights and duties we have as
a matter of justice. Consider the question of the boundaries of our duty
not to harm, in relation to second-hand smoke. On the one side of the
debate, we have the legitimate concern of protecting people’s health
from the harmful effects of other people’s smoking. On the other side
of the debate, we have the legitimate concern that others take pleasure
in smoking. If the latter did not count as a public reason, we could sim-
ply ban smoking across the board. That we do not do so suggests that

19 On this point, see Daniel Weinstock’s case for mildly coercive policies intended
to discourage smoking, and Gerald Gaus’ critical response Daniel M. Weinstock,
“Neutralizing Perfection: Hurka on Liberal Neutrality,” Dialogue 38 (1999), 55; Ger-
ald F. Gaus, “Liberal Neutrality: A Compelling and Radical Principle,” in Perfection-
ism and Neutrality: Essays in Liberal Theory, ed. Stephen Wall, and George Klosko
(New York: Rowman & Littlefield, Inc., 2003), 157-58.

20 This paragraph draws on Andrew Lister Public Reason and Political Community
(Bloomsbury, 2013), Chapter 2, Section 3.
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we think that the fact that some people like to smoke deserves some
weight, in our decision about where to draw the boundaries of the right
to smoke (airplanes? restaurants? doorways to buildings? patios?). Un-
less restricted in scope, the principle of public justification rules out ap-
peals to controversial conceptions of the good in decisions about such
policies, even though they are not paternalistic.

It might be said that the value on the other side of the equation is not
pleasure but simply liberty. Yet liberty as such, in the descriptive sense
(absence of moral obligation or legal duty to refrain from doing X) does
not have a fixed value, independent of what “X” is. Other things equal,
liberty should be the default, I grant. But if “X” = murdering my neigh-
bour, then this liberty has no moral value. Second-hand smoke is a long
way from murder, of course. But the the bare, pro tanto value of lack of
restriction is not going to answer the question of how important the lib-
erty to smoke is, when it comes at the expense of harm, or risk of harm,
to others. In setting the boundaries of people’s liberties, so as to make
them consistent, we must draw upon judgments about the urgency of
the various interests people have. Measurements of liberty will depend
on qualitative assessments of the significance of the opportunities peo-
ple have available to them, and will therefore normally depend upon
judgments about the good, unless reasonably contestable and hence ex-
cluded by the principle of public justifiability. The case for exclusion of
reasonably contestable conceptions of the good with respect to “per-
fectionist justice” cannot piggyback on the strength of the case against
paternalism.

28

Even if one can be an anti-paternalist without accepting public justi-
fication (as my earlier discussion of the deontological variant of com-
prehensive antiperfectionism was meant to show), it may be that the
principle of public justification provides a plausible reason for reject-
ing paternalism. If all or nearly all conceptions of the good are reason-
ably rejectable, public reason would by itself rule out all or nearly all
perfectionism (unless its scope of application were restricted). The idea
that no conceptions of the good will be agreed upon by all reasonable
persons is certainly true if one takes “conception of the good” to re-
fer to a body of evaluative or philosophical claims that forms a whole,
one whose adherents consciously identify it as a system, or in other
words a philosophy of life. Reasonable unanimity that one such sys-
tem is best is extremely unlikely. As Joseph Chan has argued, however,
it is more plausible to think that there can be reasonable unanimity on
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single, local judgments about the value of particular activities or rela-
tionships.? A life involving friends, family, and meaningful work is bet-
ter than a life of loneliness and drudgery. Such judgments might pass
the test of qualified acceptability, and thus constitute a legitimate basis
for political decision-making, it seems.

Quong offers a partial response to this objection in his answer to what
he calls the “asymmetry” objection, in Chapter 7. If reasonable disa-
greement about the good life makes conceptions of the good illegiti-
mate as reasons for state action, why does reasonable disagreement
about justice not make conceptions of justice illegitimate as the basis
for state action??? One answer would be that there is no reasonable dis-
agreement about justice, but the view that there is this sharp episte-
mological asymmetry between the right and the good is implausible.
Quong’s response is to distinguish fundamental from non-fundamental
or “justificatory” disagreement, and to argue that reasonable disagree-
ment about justice is necessarily justificatory, while disagreement about
the good life is “almost certainly” going to be foundational (193). To il-
lustrate the distinction, Quong contrasts Mike and Sara’s debate about
the morality of recreational drug use, which is foundational, with Sara’s
disagreement with Tony about discrimination, which is justificatory, or
non-foundational (205). The question at stake between Sara and Tony
is whether the Catholic Church should be allowed to hire only male
priests. Tony thinks it should, because it is a private, voluntary asso-
ciation. Sara believes that it should not, because private organizations
have to respect all kinds of laws, and nondiscrimination in hiring is just
one of these. This disagreement is non-foundational because Sara and
Tony accept a range of reasons that they agree are relevant to the case at
hand, but simply interpret or apply them differently. They conceive of
society as a fair scheme of cooperation between free and equal persons,
they recognize the burdens of judgment and reasonable pluralism, they
accept the principle of public justification, and so on. They arrive at dif-
ferent conclusions about the application of shared reasons in specific
(perhaps disputed) factual circumstances, but these judgments do not
count as non-public, in Quong’s (and Rawls’s) view. Public justifiability

21 Chan, “Legitimacy, Unanimity, and Perfectionism,” 13-14.

22 Many people have made this objection, but see in particular Michael Sandel,
Liberalism and the Limits of Justice, 2nd Edition (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1998), 202-10 and Simon Caney, “Liberal Legitimacy, Reasonable Disagree-
ment and Justice,” in Pluralism and Liberal Neutrality, ed. Richard Bellamy, and Mar-
tin Hollis (Illiford, Essex: Frank Cass Publishers, 1999).
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requires that we make political decisions based on public reasons, not
that the decision to put in place a common rule be invulnerable to rea-
sonable rejection. Thus if Sara thinks that the balance of public reasons
favours a broader antidiscrimination law and Tony a narrower antidis-
crimination law they may each advocate and vote for their preferred po-
sition, despite the fact that each conclusion (about where the balance
of public reasons lies) is reasonably rejectable. Quong is not applying
the idea of qualified acceptability to state action directly with a default
of inaction, but to general reasons for political decisions, with a default
of exclusion, and the stipulation that judgments about the application,
interpretation, and ranking of public reasons do not necessarily count
as non-public.

The main question about this argument is why reasonable disagree-
30 ments about the good life don’t get to qualify as justificatory in the same
way that reasonable disagreements about justice count as justificatory,
which is to say by definition. Reasonable disagreements about justice
are justificatory because if they weren't they wouldn’t count as reason-
able. To qualify as reasonable, disagreements about justice must be dis-
agreements between intellectual positions that accept the basic beliefs
or values that are criterial for reasonableness, and they must accept the
principle of public justifiability itself. Reasonable disagreements about
justice are non-foundational because if they were foundational, they
would involve appeal to non-public reasons, contrary to the principle
of public justifiability, acceptance of which is necessary for reasonable-
ness. Reasonable disagreements about justice are therefore necessarily
- by definition - disagreements about the interpretation, application,
and ranking of public reasons. Why can’t we make the same argument
about reasonable disagreements about the good? Reasonable points of
view share the commitment to public justification. Therefore any disa-
greements about the good that arise in the course of political delibera-
tion must be disagreements about the interpretation or application of
shared views about the good. Consider the case of Sara and Matthew.
Sara and Matthew agree that autonomy is an important aspect of the
good life. For this reason Sara thinks that recreational drug use should
be legal. Matthew disagrees, on the grounds that some recreational
drug use compromises autonomy, because it generates addiction, and
reduces people’s powers of reasoning. Matthew and Sara are not having
a foundational disagreement, it seems to me, but a justificatory disa-
greement - a non-foundational disagreement about the good.
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But autonomy is controversial, some will say; it is not invulnerable to
reasonable rejection, and it is not simply an interpretation of some
meaningfully shared higher-order value that is invulnerable to reason-
able rejection. For some definitions of autonomy, this is true. Suppose
I claim that what gives human beings their dignity, raising us above an-
imals and giving us a special place in the universe, is our ability to act
for reasons rather than on mere impulse, and that we must accept no
beliefs or commitments as valid reasons except those that we have sub-
jected to critical scrutiny, and that I must consider myself my own final
authority on what counts as a reason. I take it that many religious peo-
ple will reject this view. Yet if what is at stake is just the claim that it is
bad to become addicted to crack cocaine, because (among other things)
this undermines one’s ability to recognize and act on reasons, it seems
to me that there is no reasonable disagreement. To be sure, there is
disagreement about whether it is more important to respect or protect 31
/ promote autonomy, and about the importance of autonomy relative
to other values. But such disagreement could be seen as disagreement
about the interpretation and application of a shared value.

Autonomy in this weak sense is not the only value reasonable views
share. Friendship is good; music is good. I grant that it is not unreason-
able to be a hermit, who enjoys solitude and silence. Yet the reasona-
bleness of this choice doesn’t undermine the claim that it is unreason-
able to deny that friendship and music have value, and are pro tanto
goods (relationships or activities that make a life go better, in a consti-
tutive sense, other things equal). There are, I take it, lots of values one
could realize in one’s life. Yet no one can realize all values, and some
people can’t realize specific values, because of their emotional and psy-
chological make-up. Moreover, there may be values whose realization
precludes the realization of other values. These ethical commonplaces
mean that reasonable choice of one activity or way of life over anoth-
er need not involve any disagreement with the claim that other activi-
ties or ways of life are good, and have value. Perhaps there are special
states of consciousness available only to those who isolate themselves
from others in order to commune with nature; perhaps a commitment
to great art requires a single-minded devotion that is incompatible with
family and friendship. It would nonetheless be unreasonable to main-
tain that friendship is not a good.

In order to establish the necessary asymmetry between the right and
the good, Quong would have to argue that we have no way of knowing



ANDREW LISTER PUBLIC REASON AND PERFECTIONISM

for sure whether any particular claim about the good is not reasonably
rejectable, whereas we know for sure that some claims about justice are
not reasonably rejectable. The reason for this asymmetry is that the idea
of reasonableness is constructed out of specific kinds of ideas - that
of society as a scheme of cooperation between free and equal persons,
for example. Whether all reasonable persons agree that friendship is a
good is an empirical question, a question that can only be answered by
canvassing the beliefs of all reasonable points of view. But they neces-
sarily accept that persons are free and equal, because otherwise they
wouldn’t count as reasonable. Suppose all presently existing reasonable
doctrines accept that friendship is a good; still, we don’t know that all
must, not for sure, whereas we do know that all reasonable doctrines
accept free and equal citizenship, because we have made such accept-
ance one of the criteria for being counted as reasonable. The asymmetry

32 between the right and the good in political liberalism is definitional, a
matter of construction rather than a discovery, so to speak.

Whether or not the definitional nature of the asymmetry between
the right and the good is a problem for Quong’s political liberalism,
I am not sure. The issue depends on who we should count as reason-
able, or otherwise qualified, which in turn depends on why we should
care about qualified acceptability of our reasons for political decisions.
These kinds of question are always tricky to answer for a political liber-
al because ‘the’ justification of political liberalism must always at some
point rest on (convergent) non-public grounds, as Quong’s argument
about the internal conception and overlapping consensus shows. My
own view is that public justification makes possible a relationship of
civic friendship across deep moral disagreement. I don’t think Quong
would disagree, but he would I think insist that public justification is in
the first instance a condition of legitimacy or justice, not simply a mat-
ter of political community.

Primljeno: 2. oktobar 2013.
Prihvaceno: 15. februar 2014.
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Endrju Lister
Javni um i perfekcionizam:
komentari na Kvongovu knjigu Liberalizam bez savrienstva

Apstrakt

Liberalizam bez savrSenstva razraduje opste Rolsovsko shvatanje javnog
opravdanja sa svrhom odbrane antiperfekcionistickog liberalizma. Ovaj
kriti¢ki odgovor postavlja pitanja o vezi izmedu dva dela projekta. S jedne
strane, moguce je odbiti zahtev da razlozi za politicke odluke produ kvalifi-
kovani zahtev prihvatanja, ¢ak i ako je neko striktno protivan u odnosu na
paternalizam. S druge strane, zalaganje za javno opravdanje ne obara svaki
perfekcionizam, ako postoje neki zahtevi o dobru koji se ne mogu razloz-
no odbijati.

Kljucneredi: Liberalizam, politicki liberalizam, javni um, javno opravdanje,
neutralnost.
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Defending Perfectionism:
Some Comments on Quong'’s Liberalism without Perfection

Abstract The article offers a defense of liberal perfectionism in the light of
criticism of perfectionist politics stated in Jonathan Quong’s book Liberalism
without Perfection. It arques against Quong’s claims that perfectionism is
incompatible with demands of individual autonomy and non-paternalism as
requirements of liberal commitment of treating all persons as free and equal.
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Introduction

This paper offers a defense of perfectionist politics within a liberal frame-
work in opposition to Jonathan Quong’s main arguments presented in
his book Liberalism without Perfection. Quong’s argument is that per-
fectionism is not compatible with a core liberal presupposition of treat-
ing all persons as free and equal because it shows disregard for individ-
ual autonomy, entails paternalism and lacks true political legitimacy. In
this paper I will address first two issues — autonomy and paternalism.
My argument will be that perfectionist policies are not only compatible
with demand for autonomy, but in the context of unequal material dis-
tribution present in liberal societies today, are also welcomed. Also, I
will argue that policies promoting certain conceptions of good and ways
of life at the expense of others do not necessarily have to be paternalis-
tic, i.e. rest on an assumption that some citizens don’t know what is in
their own interest and, therefore, the state is justified in using coercion
or manipulation to promote their welfare. I will not address the third is-
sue of legitimacy for two reasons. First, the discussion between Quong
and his critics on that issue has already been published in some detail
(Chan 2012; Quong 2012b). Second, I believe that the claim of lack of le-
gitimacy of liberal perfectionism in most part rests on accepting argu-
ments about its paternalistic and disrespecting-autonomy character, ar-
guments which [ hope to put into question in what follows.

In short, Quong’s book Liberalism without Perfection is an impressive
work in a sense that it puts liberal perfectionism to tight scrutiny that
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has often been lacking in contemporary liberal theory. Additionally, it
convincingly points out some of the inconsistencies present in theo-
ries of most prominent advocates of perfectionism (most notably Jo-
seph Raz). However, I will argue that it fails in its main mission of show-
ing that liberalism and perfectionism can’t go hand in hand. Liberalism
without Perfection is persuasive when it comes to warning us about pos-
sible perfectionist hubris that can lead to illiberal policies, but it falls
short in demonstrating that perfectionist state is inevitably violating ba-
sic liberal ethos by refusing to treat its citizens as free and equal persons.

Autonomy

The argument that attempts to justify perfectionist policies on the basis
of autonomy is pretty straightforward. To lead an autonomous life, in-
dividuals need to have valuable options to choose from. If we agree that
one of the roles state has to play is to provide its citizens with a frame-
work for leading such a life, it makes sense to embrace perfectionism as
a way of promoting and sustaining valuable options through political
means'. We can ask ourselves what would happen if the state remained
neutral and refused to promote and subsidize these valuable options,
letting individuals themselves pay for those options they find valuable.
The answer is that many valuable options would either a) disappear or
b) be accessible only to chosen (richest) few. As Joseph Chan points out,
“the cost of” disallowing perfectionist state policies “is that people risk
losing the opportunities to experience valuable goods and worthwhile
ways of life” (Chan 2000: 34). Take one of Quong’s favorite examples: op-
era. If we remove the government subsidies out of the equation the only
way the opera could survive would be for it to be commercially sustaina-
ble. To make it profitable either a lot of people have to be ready to pay for
it (by buying tickets or donating money to opera-loving fund-raisers) or
a smaller amount of people have to be willing to pay a lot of money for it.
Both of these scenarios are problematic because nobody could convinc-
ingly argue that most profitable activities are also the most valuable and
worth maintaining (think Hollywood blockbusters, Dan Brown’s novels
or Lady Gaga) or that if you are unable to afford certain cultural activi-
ties such as opera it’s only fair that you are deprived of such experiences.

36

1 Part of perfectionist agenda can also be negative by banning or discouraging cer-
tain activities (gambling, prostitution, drug use, smoking, high-cholesterol diet,
etc.), but Quong’s argument mainly deals with positive perfectionism (promoting
certain activities, practices and goods) rather then with negative perfectionism, so
in my discussion I will also concentrate on positive perfectionism.
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This is where perfectionism comes in by using state power to maintain
those activities that are valuable but not profitable. If we ague that the
essential element of autonomous life is having a range of valuable ac-
tivities available to us and we are afraid that leaving the survival of these
options to market logic would lead to many of them dying out or acces-
sible only to the richest among us, then perfectionism seems like a rea-
sonable way to go. “Anti-perfectionism in practice”, Joseph Raz argues,
“would undermine the chances of survival of many cherished aspects
of our culture” (Raz 1986: 162). On this account, perfectionism plays a
corrective role of maintaining those valuable practices and goods that
would probably not survive in the context of unequal material distribu-
tion and market logic of supply and demand.

One could argue that if it is the variety of options that autonomous life
requires then any and every practice is worth saving. To use another
Quong’s example (this one borrowed from Hurka): why chose to subsi-
dize opera and not mudwrestling? This complaint only makes sense if
we presuppose a certain skepticism or subjectivism about making value
judgments when comparing different activities. Who is to say that opera
is more valuable than mudwrestling? Maybe pushpin is as good as po-
etry. If it’s the variety we need to live autonomously then the best option
would be to have opera, poetry, mudwrestling and pushpin. However,
if we can’t maintain all of these activities, which of them should sur-
vive - considering they are all mere preferences that have equal weight
- should be decided by how many individuals are ready to pursue (and
pay for) a specific activity. This line argument is not available to Quong
because he rejects such skepticism or subjectivism.

Some philosophers claim that we can never hold views about human
flourishing with any degree of certainty or confidence either because
such matters are too difficult, or more radically, because there are no
right or wrong answers about human flourishing, only preferences.
These objections are sometimes pressed against perfectionism in order
to defend political liberalism, but these arguments are deeply flawed

(Quong 2011: 33).

As rational and reasonable persons we are able to make valid judgments
on which options are valuable and which are less valuable or have no
value at all?. On this point Quong goes along with Raz and acknowledg-

2 Quong is right in pointing out that endorsing skepticism and subjectivism would
put the whole liberal project of public justification into question.
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es that it is not the variety of options, but a variety of valuable options
that matters.

Quong relies on a different strategy to show us what is wrong with in-
voking autonomy in the defense of perfectionism. His main target is
Joseph Raz and his understanding of autonomy. I want to avoid get-
ting entangled in scholastic-type argument here (interpreting Quong’s
interpretation of Raz), so I'll just assume that what Quong has to say
about Raz is correct. I do, however, want to argue that even if Quong’s
criticism of Raz is convincing, perfectionism doesn'’t stand or fall de-
pending on validity of Raz’s position. One doesn’t need to embrace
Raz’s understanding of autonomy to show that perfectionism as a set of
corrective policies makes sense if we want to ensure that citizens have
valuable options constitutive of autonomous life available to them’.

38 The core of Quong’s argument is that autonomy requires that we are
neither coerced nor manipulated in choosing between different op-
tions. Limiting his discussion on the issue of state subsidies, he argues
that, by offering financial incentives, the state is manipulating its citi-
zens in choosing some options over others. Quong does acknowledge
that “mere offers... need not be manipulative” (Quong 20m: 63), but
state subsidies are not mere offers because what the government is ac-
tually doing is taxing its citizens to pay for the activities — such as opera
- that citizens are not willing to pay for themselves. These kinds of poli-
cies are government’s attempt to “subject the will of citizens to its own
perfectionist judgment” (Quong 2011 66) and are, therefore, manipula-
tive and incompatible with the requirements of autonomy.

This, I want to argue, is a wrong way to look at what is happening when
state offers subsidies for activities such as opera. Quong’s view is that
“the aim of such subsidies is to make the subsidizes activity cheaper
and thus more attractive to citizens - presumably to get people to en-
gage in the activity when they would not be willing to do so at its mar-
ket cost” (Quong 2011: 61-62) and that “state intentionally acts to alter
the price of tickets with the aim of changing people’s options” (Quong
2011: 63). This is a very narrow view of the role of subsides as one of the
instruments of perfectionist government. The goal of such subsidies is
not to manipulate people into engaging with the activities they would

3 Quong admits that different understanding of autonomy than one endorsed by
Raz would be immune to the his criticism (Quong 20m: 60) and offers himself such
an alternative notion of autonomy (Quong 201: 58)
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otherwise not want to engage, but to maintain and keep open for every-
one valuable activities that are not profitable (or profitable at the price
that would exclude the majority of citizens from accessing them). Take
the example of opera again. First, it is highly unlikely that anyone who
dislikes opera or has not interest in it whatsoever would go to opera just
because the tickets are now made affordable by government subsidies
(I have failed numerous times in convincing my friends who think jazz
is just a noise to join me in going to jazz concerts even when I offered to
buy them tickets or the concert was free). Second, if the government’s
main goal was to get people to go to opera the best policy would be to
buy the tickets and give them out to citizens, not to make the tickets
cheaper. Also, perfectionist policies are not limited only to subsidies
that make paying for certain activities cheaper, but also grants which
are first and foremost directed to maintaining these activities and not
making them more finically attractive to potential audience (think of
grants to music schools where opera singers and musicians are trained
or grants to opera houses where performances are held).

Certainly, a perfectionist would hope that more people than not will
decide to engage in valuable activities such as opera once they had a
chance to experience it (and if enough people decide to do that then op-
era would become profitable, and therefore would not need to by sub-
sidized anymore), but that is not perfectionism’s main goal. It is not go-
ing to the opera that makes our lives more autonomous, but having an
option of going to the opera. One can live an autonomous life without
ever going to opera, but living in a society where only available activi-
ties are those that are profitable and many among those available only
to the richest among us would result in the loss of autonomy for many.

Paternalism

The second line of Quong’s attack is based on the argument that per-
fectionism “treats citizens as if they lack the ability to make effective
choices about their own lives” and, therefore, denies them the moral
status of free and equal persons. Treating people as if they are unable to
rationally pursue their own good is clearly paternalistic and if Quong’s
claim that “paternalism is... (almost) unavoidable part of perfection-
ism” (Quong 2011: 106) is right, then perfectionism is incompatible with
liberal ethos. The challenge he puts before us is the following: can per-
fectionism avoid paternalism?
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There are some clear cases where perfectionist non-coercive policies are
not paternalistic. Wall’'s example of nonhumanistic version of perfec-
tionism is one such case.

Not every kind of noncoercive state perfectionism is paternalistic,
however. Recall nonhumanistic versions of perfectionism. Those
who accept these views might favor state support for excellence in
science and art not because doing so will enable citizens to lead bet-
ter lives, but because the state ought to promote excellence. This de-
fense of noncoercive state paternalism does not presume that some
citizens are not good at making independent moral decisions about
how to lead their lives (Wall, internet).

Second example would be corrective perfectionism that I discussed in
the previous section. If perfectionist government is in the business of
providing valuable range of options for its citizens, rather than trying
to coerce or manipulate them in taking these options, then the gov-
ernment is not behaving paternalistically. State subsidies and grants
serve as a message that, as a political community, these are the practic-
es and goods we find valuable and, therefore, we want them to be avail-
able to all citizens. It is up to each individual citizen to decide which of
these practices and goods are an important part of his own conception
of good life.
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Quong’s criticism of perfectionism goes deeper than this. In the Précis
to the discussion on his book published in Philosophy and Public Issues
journal, he summarizes his argument in the following way:

Liberal perfectionists must explain why the state needs to enact per-
fectionist policies. Why not simply give each citizen their fair share
of resources and let them make their own decisions? The perfection-
ist answer must be, [ suggest, that people will not make the right de-
cisions if left to their own devices. But this means that perfection-
ist policies are justified by reference to paternalistic reasoning. The
perfectionist believes the state must act because she makes a nega-
tive judgement about citizens’ capacities to make effective decisions
about their own lives. This negative judgement, I claim, makes perfec-
tionist policies presumptively wrongful, since it fails to treat people in
accordance with their moral status as free and equal (Quong 2012a: 2).

The question “why not simply give each citizen their fair share of re-
sources and let them make their own decisions?” is crucial here, be-
cause it allows Quong to argue that even if corrective perfectionism
makes sense when we are faced with dramatically unequal distribution
of resources, in the context where citizens have enough resources to pay
for those practices and goods they find important, perfectionist policies
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become unavoidably paternalistic. In Liberalism without Perfection this
argument is stated even more clearly when Quong talks about non-jus-
tice-based perfectionism:
What this form of perfection must claim, in order to practically dis-
tinguish itself from theories such as Rawls), is that even if everyone
has been given their fair share of rights, liberties, opportunities, in-

come, and wealth, further perfectionist policies will be necessary
(Quong 2011: 85).

By imagining a certain liberal egalitarian utopia in which no one lacks

resources to pursue his or hers idea of good life, Quong makes the ap-

peal of corrective perfectionism redundant. Corrective perfectionism’s

role is to correct the injustices that would arise from the fact that many

people can’t afford valuable goods and practices and to ensure the sur-

vival of those goods and practices that are unprofitable. In the world

where everyone has enough income and wealth, there is no non-pater- 41
nalistic way to defended perfectionist policies®.

This argument is problematic in two ways. First, there is a bit of sleight
of hand going on: it is not very hard to argue that a certain theoretical
position - in this case perfectionism - is unconvincing if we can just im-
agine political and social context in which the problem that this theo-
retical position is trying to resolve doesn’t even exist.

Corrective perfectionism makes sense because there is unequal distri-
bution of income and wealth in liberal democracies. Removing the fact
of unequal distribution pulls the rug under the justification of perfec-
tionist policies. It’s like a critic of egalitarian liberalism arguing that if
we all lived in societies where there is perfectly just distribution of re-
sources we would have no need for egalitarianism and this, by itself, is a
proof enough that egalitarianism is a failed model. Actually, by resort-
ing to “egalitarian utopia” though experiment Quong implicitly admits
that in current, not ideally egalitarian context of liberal societies, cor-
rective perfectionism is a valid theoretical position. Second, for Quong’s
argument to work we would have to assume that every rational and rea-
sonable person in our society would have to embrace Rawlsian model
of distribution as the only just model, otherwise this egalitarian utopia
would become more oppressive, paternalistic and disrespectful of citi-
zens’ autonomy than any liberal perfectionist state could ever be. Most

4 Quong talks about five arguments used to defend non-justice based perfection-
ism and shows that they all reveal “liberal perfectionism’s true paternalistic colours”
(Quong 201: 86).
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liberals would have a hard time accepting that the price worth paying
for non-perfectionist state is to dismiss all those who do not accept
some kind of Rawlsian scheme from the process of public deliberation.

Nevertheless, it’s worth addressing the question that Quong possess
through his thought experiment: is there a way to defend perfection-
ist policies in a perfect egalitarian society without resorting to paternal-
ist argument? My answer is yes. Even if we lived in a society where all
citizens have enough resources to pursue those activities, practices and
goods that give meaning to their lives, there is still a danger we might
lose some of these activities, practices and goods if citizens are paying
for them directly and not through taxes. If everyone is paying only for
those activities and goods they are participating in or using, that would
not ensure the survival of many valuable activities and goods. Let me
give an example. Let’s assume that Amy is big fan of Bruce Springsteen’s
music and she is ready to pay for tickets for his concerts and for his CDs.
She doesn't like to listen to opera, so she never goes to opera concerts or
buys opera music CDs. However, Amy understands that this is her per-
sonal preference and that opera is equally important to many people, as
Springsteen’s music is to her. Both Springsteen and opera are valuable,
but she is ready to pay only to listen to Springsteen. Even if she didn’t
mind going to the opera sometimes, she doesn’t have time to go because
time is a limited resource and there is only limited amount of valuable
activities and goods that we can invest ourselves in°. To record or enjoy
first-rate opera in concerts is more or equally expensive as for Spring-
steen to record or perform, so more or equal amount of resources are
necessary to sustain opera as it is to sustain Springsteen’s music. Un-
fortunately, there are much less fans of opera than there are of Spring-
steen, so unless we presuppose a society where material resources are
not only equally distributed, but also unlimited, it is fair to assume that
if not enough people are willing to pay for opera concert tickets or CDs,
opera will die out. Even in egalitarian utopia, valuable practices, activi-
ties and goods would disappear. Possible counter-argument, suggested
by Quong himself, is that opera fans could appeal to Springsteen fans
like Amy who are not willing to listen to opera, but accept it as a valuable
practice, to donate money so that opera could survive. This would put
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5 Unless we take Quong’s though experiment one step further and assume that in
our egalitarian utopia time is an unlimited resource, but then we are not doing po-
litical theory anymore, but writing science fiction.

6 This counter-argument was proposed by Quong during our discussion at the sym-
posium dedicated to his book held at the University of Rijeka on 23rd of June, 2012.
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the survival of non-profitable practices not only at the mercy of possible
donators, but also entrepreneurial skills of fans of these non-profitable
activities. If opera fans in one generation are not very skilled at collect-
ing money from non-opera fans, future generations of possible opera-
lovers will never have chance to experience opera performed live.

There is, however, a deeper issue at stake. When discussing the free-
rider problem in relation to public goods Quong points out that perfec-
tionists have a valid claim in arguing that although we all have interest
in enjoying public gods, it is also in our selfish interest to benefit from
these goods without paying for them. If everyone reasons this was, no-
body will want to pay for public goods, so this is where the state should
step in. The problem is, Quong argues, that “subsidies usually called
for by perfectionist almost never involve genuine public goods” (Quong
2011: 89). Valuable goods that perfectionist most often want to subsidize
- goods like “performance art, art galleries, public parks, works of litera-
ture, sights of cultural significance, educational programs for adults, and
athletic events” - are not genuine public goods because “they lack the
essential feature of non-excludability” (Quong 2011: 89). Let us take the
example of public funding of parks. Parks do not qualify as strictly pub-
lic good: they are neither non-excludable (one can put a fence around
the park and charge the admission at the gate), nor non-rival (use of
park reduces its use for others)’. From Quong’s perspective, this means
that perfectionist argument about need for public funding of parks is
misguided. There is no justifiable perfectionist reason why parks should
be funded from taxes because those who find parks as important goods
can pay for them at the entrance®. In economic terms, Quong’s argu-
ment makes sense: let those who want to enjoy certain goods (in this
case, walks in the park) pay for them without taking money away from
those who do not want to enjoy these goods or are indifferent to them.

[ want to argue that there is more to goods such as parks than just their
economic value. When the government uses taxes to pay for upkeep
of parks it is doing so in the name of its citizens. Public funding is a
way of saying that citizens as equal members of political community
are ready to support certain goods - performance art, art galleries, pub-
lic parks, works of literature, sights of cultural significance, educational

7 Fresh air produced by the trees from the park is non-excludable and non-rival,
but we can leave that aside for now.

8 Of course, fencing off parks and guarding them from non-paying trespassers
would make visits to the parks mush more expensive for individual visitors then if
everyone paid taxes and they were left open to everyone.
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programs for adults, and athletic events - that are not public goods in
strict economic terms, but are common goods that should be available
to everyone and immune to market logic of profit. In Quong’s egalitar-
ian utopia where everyone has enough resources to pay for whatever
they deem important for living a good life, why do we need a state to tell
us what to pay for? The answer is that public funding also plays a sym-
bolic role by removing certain goods from the market and transforming
them into common goods. Even if everyone could afford these goods,
the fact that we pay for them as citizens through taxes and not as indi-
vidual consumers has an important political significance. By making
people pay individually at the entrance to the park we are turning citi-
zens into consumers and common goods into market goods®. This leads
to impoverished view of politics that eliminates the ideal of true citizen
- citoyen - participating in a common political project with his fellow

44 citizens and leaves us only with bearers of individual rights as consum-
ers — bourgeois - satisfying their personal preferences. It also leads to
impoverished view of the state where its role is nothing more than to
provide fair and equal playing field for each consumer to satisfy his or
her needs. State is no longer seen as a guardian of common goods, but a
company that charges us for the services it provides. If the state is driven
solely by market logic there is no reason why it should sustain the provi-
sion of those services that not enough people are ready to pay for or why
it shouldn’t privatize all these services.

Quong’s egalitarian state is more sophisticated then that because the
government would also have a role of making sure that through fair dis-
tribution everyone is able to pay for activities and good they find valua-
ble. Still, this doesn’t change the fact that in non-perfectionist state citi-
zens are mere consumers voicing their individual preferences through
their (now more or less equal) purchasing power. The appeal of perfec-
tionist state is that it invites its citizens to publicly debate which good
should be labeled as common goods and to offer public justification
why they should not be privately funded, but supported through taxes.
This ideal is a far cry from coercing or manipulating citizens into pay-
ing taxes for something - predetermined common goods designated as
such by political and cultural elites - they would otherwise never spend
money on.

9 For criticism of substituting social goods for market goods from the economic
perspective, see: Ariely 2008, Ch. 4. For more comprehensive criticism of allowing
market mechanisms to be the sole determining factor of maintaining practices, ac-
tivities and goods, see: Sandel 2012.
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Conclusion

Jonathan Quong in his book Liberalism without Perfection offers a well-
argued criticism of liberal perfectionist project. Where it succeeds is in
showing us that there always looming danger that perfectionist state
might violate the liberal ethos by disregarding individual autonomy and
turning paternalistic. It fails, however, in its main argument that liber-
al perfectionism is a contradiction in terms. One can consistently, I've
tried to argue, be both liberal and perfectionist. In the context of exist-
ing liberal societies with their growing social inequalities, it would be
self-defeating for liberals to abandon perfectionist policies. That would
only results in many valuable practices, activities and goods dying out or
surviving at the cost of being available only to the richest few. But even
in the context of egalitarian utopia where everyone is given their fair
share of rights, liberties, opportunities, income, and wealth we would
still have need for perfectionist intervention into the market. First,
such interventions would ensure the survival of many valuable, but less
popular goods for both this and for future generations. Second, perfec-
tionist state allows us to be more than just consumers, it ensures the
framework within which we act as true citizens involved in the common
project of determining what practices, activities and goods are valua-
ble enough to threat them as common goods that are worth sustaining.
There is a neat trick that political theorists can apply to any theoretical
model they are advocating: following John Stuart Mill we can ask our-
selves what would happen if all the elements of out theoretical model
came to life. In this particular case, the question is how many liber-
als would support Quong’s anti-perfectionist model coming to life? My
hunch is that the answer would be: not many.

Primljeno: 2. oktobar 2013.
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Enes Kulenovi¢
U odbranu perfekcionizma: kritika Kvongovog Liberalizma bez savrsenstva

Apstrakt

Clanak nudi odbranu liberalnog perfekcionizma u svetlu kritike perfekci-

onisti¢kih politika koju je izneo DZonatan Kvong u svojoj knjizi Liberali-
46 sm without Perfection. Clanak kriti¢ki pristupa Kvongovim tvrdnjama da je

perfekcionizam nekompaktibilan sa zahtevima za postovanje autonomije

pojedinca i za nepaternalizmom kao uslovima liberalnog stremljenja da se

sve osobe tretiraju kao slobodne i jednake.

Kljuénereci: Quong, perfekcionizam, autonomija, paternalizam, liberalizam.
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Abstract In this short paper I ask to what extent the sharp contrast betwe-
en the political and the comprehensive, on which political liberals such as
Rawls and Quong place primary emphasis, caters to a truly “political” con-
ception of liberalism. I argue that Quong’s own take on this point is more
distinctively “political” than Rawls’s, in that it assigns far less weight to ci-
tizens’ comprehensive doctrines. Indeed, I suggest that Quong’s exclusion
of comprehensive doctrines (exemplified by his worries about an “overlap-
ping consensus”) has more radical implications than Quong himself seems
to think. In doing so, I offer a streamlined version of Quong’s critique, which
encompasses two more or less direct criticisms of Rawls’s doctrine of the
overlapping consensus. I will call them the “sincerity objection” and the “li-
beral objection’.

Keywords: Comprehensive Doctrines; Overlapping Consensus; Political Li-
beralism; Public Reason; Rawls

1. Introduction

Political Liberalism, as Rawls and Rawlsians in general understand it,
hinges upon the crucial distinction between the political and the com-
prehensive. Very roughly, and despite the diversity of their specific
views, political liberals suggest focusing primarily on the shared “politi-
cal” ideas that are latent in liberal democracies, and to construct prin-
ciples of political association out of those ideas. Leaving aside the is-
sue of whether it is possible to draw a clear line between “political” and
“comprehensive” ideas,! an important question is how far political lib-
eralism should go in expunging comprehensive doctrines from the con-
struction of political principles. This question is spurred by Rawls’s own
worries about a purely “political” conception of liberalism, which, as
such, would eschew all appeals to citizens’ comprehensive doctrines.
For Rawls, the problem is that a liberal conception worked out exclu-
sively from shared political values might be not only unstable, but also
not “fully justified” (Rawls 2005: 386).2 To achieve stability and full jus-
tification, so Rawls’s thesis, such a conception should also be the focus
of an “overlapping consensus of reasonable comprehensive doctrines”

1 This line of criticism has been pursued by Gaus 2003: 177-204 and Habermas 1995.
2 Stability and full justification are actually two very different desiderata, as I stress
elsewhere. Cf. Zoffoli 2012.
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(Rawls 2005: 134). In short, Rawls’s own conception is only partially po-
litical, so to speak, as it makes the acceptability of a political conception
dependent upon the assent of reasonable comprehensive doctrines.

In his masterful overview of liberal conceptions, Jonathan Quong re-
jects Rawls’s suggestion, arguing from different angles that political
liberals should be wary of letting comprehensive doctrines shape the
structure of the political conception. In short, Quong suggests taking
a stance toward the justification of liberalism that is more distinctively
political than Rawls’s. In this paper [ do not mean to challenge Quong’s
elegant arguments, but only to invite those who are impressed by them
to think more carefully about their implications, which I think are more
radical than Quong himself seems to think. In doing so, I will also of-
fer a streamlined version of Quong’s critique, which encompasses two
more or less direct criticisms of Rawls’s doctrine of the overlapping con-
sensus. [ will call them the “sincerity objection” (§2) and the “liberal ob-
jection” (§3), respectively.

48

2. Quong’s sincerity objection

Instead of attacking the idea of an overlapping consensus directly,
Quong’s sincerity objection raises serious worries about the impact that
an overlapping consensus would have on public reason.

Rawls is explicit that overlapping consensus and public reason have two
different subjects: while the former is meant to support a political con-
ception in its entirety, the latter kicks in when it comes to assessing the
permissibility of certain laws and policies within a liberal constitution-
al framework. Still, as Quong himself notes, the overlapping consen-
sus does risk affecting the pool of reasons that citizens can legitimately
draw upon when reasoning publicly with one another. Suppose, for in-
stance, that Andy accepts liberalism mainly because it is consistent with
his utilitarian doctrine. In this case, an overlapping consensus (encom-
passing Andy’s utilitarian doctrine) would be crucial to gaining Andy’s
reasoned assent. Most probably, though, Andy’s utilitarian reasons for
accepting liberalism will resurface whenever Andy is asked to assess the
legitimacy of specific laws and policies. Because he accepts liberalism on
utilitarian grounds, Andy will probably withdraw his assent from laws
and policies that turn out to be inconsistent with his utilitarian convic-
tions. Conversely, and for pretty much the same reason, he will probably
demand a utilitarian justification for the laws he should be subjected to.
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The issue, however, is that by advocating his sheer comprehensive views
in public political advocacy, Andy would end up defying the ideal of
public reason as Rawls understands it, since according to Rawls public
reason requires reliance on shared “political” values, or at the very least
the sincere willingness to offer proper political reasons “in due course”
(Rawls 1999: 590-91). Some advocates of the overlapping consensus ac-
cept this implication, indeed wholeheartedly so, arguing that public
reason should in fact allow citizens to advocate their comprehensive
reasons when discussing the legitimacy of collectively binding politi-
cal proposals. Call this a “convergence” view of public reason.? Quong,
however, rejects this view, on the grounds that it would be at odds with
public reason’s sincerity requirement.

Quong thinks that a requirement of this kind is necessary to ensure that
attempts at public justification do not lapse into rhetorical manipula-
tion. Only when we are sincere with others, Quong argues, do we respect
them as free and equal fellow citizens, as “.. we acknowledge that every
citizen is to be treated as someone ... who is the source of moral claims
... someone over whom power cannot be exercised without appropri-
ate justification” (Quong 2o0m: 266). More specifically, Quong endorses
what he calls the “principle of justificatory sincerity” (hereafter: PJS):
Principle of Justificatory Sincerity (PJS): Andy can support proposal
X only if he reasonably believes that (a) he himself is justified in en-
dorsing X, that (b) Bea is/could reasonably be justified in endorsing
X and that (c) Bea is/could reasonably be justified in accepting the

arguments he has offered in support of X (and vice versa for Bea’s
proposals).

Quong thinks that PJS undermines the convergence view of public rea-
son, thereby providing an indirect case against Rawls’s doctrine of the
overlapping consensus. Quong has in mind the following scenario. Sup-
pose Andy accepts a given proposal X for some comprehensive reason
R,, while he argues that Bea has her own comprehensive reason R, to
endorse X. In this case, Andy would put forward what Gaus calls a “con-
vergence argument”, which seeks “to show that we have different reasons
for endorsing X, though we all have some reasons for endorsing it” (Gaus
2003: 190-91). Rawls himself admits of this kind of reasoning, which he

3 For a defense of the convergence view of public reason see Gaus 2011, Gaus and
Vallier 2009, Stout 2004 and Zoffoli 2013.

4 1 have slightly simplified Quong’s original formulation of PJS. Other principles
of sincerity, which are more or less in tune with Quong’s intuition, can be found in
Nagel 2003: 66, Gaus 1996: 139, Schwartzman 2011, Postema 1995 and Rawls 1999: 578.
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terms “reasoning from conjecture”. If we reason “from conjecture’, we
“argue from what we believe, or conjecture, are other people’s basic doc-
trines, religious or secular, and try to show them that, despite what they
might think, they can still endorse a reasonable political conception”
(Rawls 1999: 594). However, Quong is convinced that arguments of this
kind are a clear example of insincere justification. Consider again our
case. By stipulation, Andy “does not believe that R, justifies X", so how
could he sincerely say to Bea “R, is a reason for you to accept X”? Robert
Audi (1991: 47) makes a similar point when he asks: “Why should others
be moved if T am not?. . . [I]f the reason is adequate, why does it not
move me?” It thus seems that Andy’s convergence argument falls foul
of requirement (c) of PJS, since Andy does not think R, is a good rea-
son for Bea. Moreover, should Andy be unable to offer any further rea-
sons to Bea other than R, he would most probably violate requirement
50 (b) as well, since he could hardly think that X is justified to Bea after
all. Quong concludes that PJS bars the use of convergence arguments in
public reason; this, in turn, would provide an indirect case against the
idea that the political conception should be able to gain the assent of
reasonable comprehensive doctrines, for the reasons I hinted at above.

Elsewhere I examined in greater detail Quong’s sincerity objection (cf.
Zoffoli 2013: 162-193), but here I would just like to point out that, even
if it were sound, such an objection would not fully undermine the role
of comprehensive views within political liberalism. To see why, we must
note a peculiar feature of PJS, namely, that this principle of sincerity is
addressed exclusively to those who propose or support coercive laws.
Like most public reason liberals, Quong is concerned primarily with
the (sincere) justification of coercion - i.e., with the justification of laws
that limit citizens’ freedom by means of legal sanctions. This is prob-
ably the reason why Quong’s formulation makes it explicit that PJS ap-
plies only to those proposing pieces of coercive legislation, and not to
those opposing coercion.

The upshot is straightforward. Although PJS would, if Quong is right,
bar citizens from justifying or accepting coercion on sheer comprehen-
sive grounds, it would not prevent them from rejecting coercive pro-
posals by appeal to their comprehensive doctrines.” The worry here is

5 Although Quong repeatedly insists that PJS should lead us to reject convergence
views altogether, sometimes he seems to admit that an independent argument is
needed to explain why, contrary to the convergence view, comprehensive reasons
should not be allowed to defeat coercion. See Quong 2011: 265n.
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not only that citizens could reject coercive laws within public reason,
thus defeating a number of political proposals that might be support-
ed by political values. More problematically, the issue that comprehen-
sive doctrines might enjoy a “veto right” at the deeper level of the very
justification of the liberal conception which should be the subject of
the overlapping consensus. The obvious worry is that some reasonable
comprehensive doctrine could, at least in principle, refuse to endorse
liberal principles altogether, in which case the whole Rawlsian project
of political liberalism would either collapse, or, at the very least, be con-
stantly held captive by comprehensive doctrines.

3. Quong’s liberal objection

An obvious way of addressing this worry would be to argue that rea-
sonable comprehensive doctrines and citizens, being reasonable, would
not reject liberalism. In other words, one could claim that being com-
mitted to liberal principles is a necessary condition for being a reason-
able citizen. Now while Quong explicitly subscribes to this claim, he
insightfully notes that to assume a priori that reasonable citizens will
accept liberalism is to make the idea of an overlapping consensus ulti-
mately superfluous. What is the point of the overlapping consensus if
we already assume that such a consensus should be reached on pain of
unreasonableness? Why seek to show that all reasonable comprehen-
sive doctrines could converge on the liberal conception if we already
know that accepting that conception is a precondition for qualifying
as a reasonable doctrine? In Quong’s words, advocates of the overlap-
ping consensus face an inescapable “dilemma’ “.. (a) either the overlap-
ping consensus is superfluous within political liberalism ... (b) or peo-
ple could reject the political conception without being unreasonable”
(Quong 2011: 167). This dilemma constitutes what I call Quong’s liberal
objection to Rawls’s doctrine of the overlapping consensus.
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Now apparently Quong’s liberal objection aims to discard the idea of an
overlapping consensus altogether. Because Quong insists that political
liberals should not embrace the second horn of the dilemma, it seems
that they should willy-nilly endorse (a). In effect, I think this is the inevi-
table upshot of Quong’s own argument: if we agree with Quong that po-
litical liberalism faces the dilemma he describes, and if we further agree
that (b) is not a viable option, we are committed to embracing (a), thus
recognizing that the overlapping consensus serves no relevant function
within political liberalism. In this case, political liberalism would be
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genuinely, perhaps even radically “political’, in that its whole architec-
ture would be entirely independent of citizens’ comprehensive doctrines.

Interestingly, however, Quong does not think that political liberals
should accept (a), and hence do away completely with the idea of an
overlapping consensus of reasonable comprehensive doctrines. In fact,
he argues that the dilemma can be overcome, provided we deny the im-
plicit and almost universally accepted assumption that the subject of the
overlapping consensus should be the political conception. Contrary to
this widespread view, Quong maintains that the overlapping consen-
sus is necessary to justify the fundamental political values of freedom,
equality and fairness, on which the construction of the freestanding jus-
tificatory procedure is based, rather than the substantive liberal princi-
ples it yields. For Quong (2011: 182), then, it is only the conception of the
person as free and equal and the “fundamental idea of society as a fair
system of social cooperation between free and equal citizens ... which
should be the subject of the overlapping consensus”. By shifting the focus
of the overlapping consensus from the conception of justice to the ba-
sic political ideals of political liberalism, Quong tries to catch two birds
with one stone: on the one hand, he wants to safeguard liberal principles
by depriving comprehensive doctrines of the right to “veto” the politi-
cal conception; on the other hand, he seeks not to jettison the idea of an
overlapping consensus altogether, which, in turn, allows him to let rea-
sonable comprehensive doctrines play some role in political liberalism.
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[ am not sure, though, whether Quong’s move accomplishes much. The
obvious problem, I think, is that it is not clear why Quong’s novel view
about the subject of the overlapping consensus should not be vulnera-
ble to the same objection he levels against the common view. It seems to
me, in other words, that Quong’s view would be trapped in a strikingly
similar dilemma: (a) either reasonable citizens accept by definition the
fundamental ideals of freedom, equality and fairness, in which case the
overlapping consensus will be superfluous, or (b) reasonable citizens
can reject those ideals. Unsurprisingly, Quong discards (b), asserting
that reasonable comprehensive doctrines are committed to those ide-
als “by definition” (Quong 2011: 182). But then we are left with (a): the
overlapping consensus turns out to be superfluous. As Quong suggests,
the theorist must assume that all reasonable comprehensive doctrines
will endorse the fundamental liberal ideals by definition, and proceed
from that basis with the construction of liberal principles (cf. Quong
2011: 190-91). Again, though, if reasonable citizens are by definition
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committed to the subject of the overlapping consensus, then it is not
clear why such a consensus is relevant in the first place.

I do not mean to deny that Quong’s view about the subject of the over-
lapping consensus has some merits. For instance, it can offer a fresh so-
lution to the problem we mentioned in §2, namely, that the comprehen-
sive reasons that are meant to support the political conception could end
up playing a major role within public reason. Because Quong does not
allow comprehensive reasons to support directly the liberal conception,
he manages to rule out the possibility that citizens use those reasons
within public reason, to wit, when it comes to assessing the legitimacy
of specific laws and policies that should be consistent with the principles
supported by an overlapping consensus. In this way, Quong’s peculiar
doctrine of the overlapping consensus would not be open to the charge
of letting comprehensive reasons skew the ideal of public reason (as
Rawls understands it) - though of course Quong could still raise his sin-
cerity objection against convergence views of public reason. Still, Quong
could drive this point home only at the price of making the overlapping
consensus ultimately redundant, for the reasons I indicated above.

The same line of reasoning applies to another possible advantage of
Quong’s view, namely, that it suggests a viable solution to the well-
known problem of the moral foundations of liberalism. Political liber-
alism rests on the assumption that a just system of social cooperation
should be justified to all its addressees understood as free and equal
moral persons, who are committed to cooperating on fair terms. But
what is the justification of this commitment? Why should we view oth-
ers as free and equal moral persons who deserve equal respect? The lit-
erature offers several answers: some talk of a fundamental “right to jus-
tification” (Forst 2012); others argue, in slightly different ways, that the
commitment to justification among equals is already implicit in our eve-
ryday (communicative) practice (Habermas 1990; Gaus 2011); yet others
draw on the idea of “humanity” (Korsgaard 1996). However, political
liberals are wary, and reasonably so, of endorsing philosophical views of
this kind, which would in fact consort ill with political liberalism’s com-
mitment to remain neutral on controversial issues on which reasonable
citizens are most likely to disagree. Now one of the virtues of Quong’s
view is precisely that it does not purport to embark on a justification
of the fundamental values of liberalism: rather, it permits citizens to
choose the (comprehensive) justification (if any) that they find most
compelling. All these convergent justifications would thus constitute an
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overlapping consensus on the fundamental values of liberalism, which
Quong thinks should be the only subject of such a consensus.

Appealing though it may be, however, this view runs up against the
same sort of problem I have been stressing so far: in order to be part of
the “constituency of the overlapping consensus’, as Quong often calls
it, a citizen is committed by definition to endorsing the subject of the
overlapping consensus. So whether or not Andy accepts the fundamen-
tal liberal values on comprehensive grounds, he is committed to en-
dorsing them by definition on pain of unreasonableness. He can, to be
sure, find those comprehensive reasons, but the political liberal starts
from the assumption that, for whatever reasons, the subject of the over-
lapping consensus must be accepted by all reasonable citizens. Once
again, an overlapping consensus on the ideals of freedom, equality and
54 fairness would be irrelevant, for the same reason why it would be irrel-

evant if it were meant to support the liberal conception of justice.

4. Conclusion

Although it is primarily concerned with the importance of political val-
ues and ideals, Rawls’s political liberalism also assigns some weight to
reasonable comprehensive doctrines. Specifically, Rawls’s doctrine of
the overlapping consensus weakens the “political” character of his lib-
eralism in a twofold sense. First, it can lead, albeit indirectly, to permit
the use of sheer comprehensive reasons within public reason. Second,
it confers a potential “veto” right to “illiberal” comprehensive doctrines.
In his great book, Quong seeks to avoid these implications by weak-
ening the role of the overlapping consensus, which in his view should
cover only the fundamental elements of political liberalism, and not
the substantive liberal conception based on those values. In this way,
Quong defends a “more political” liberal conception, as it were, with-
out however doing away with the idea of an overlapping consensus alto-
gether. Despite its virtues, though, Quong’s solution looks hardly tena-
ble because, ironically enough, it is vulnerable to the very same problem
that leads Quong to abandon the traditional view concerning the sub-
ject of the overlapping consensus. More precisely, I argued that Quong
is committed by his own arguments to rejecting the very idea of a (non-
superfluous) overlapping consensus. This, in turn, commits him to en-
dorsing a more radically political conception of liberalism.

Primljeno: 2. oktobar 2013.
Prihvaceno: 15. februar 2014.
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Enriko Zofoli
Koliko je ,politicki” Kvongov politicki liberalizam?

Apstrakt

U ovom kratkom eseju postavljam pitanje do koje mere ostro suprotstavlja-
nje izmedu politickog i sveobuhvatnog, na kojemu politicki liberali po-
put Rolsa i Kvonga polazu primarni naglasak, snabdeva istinski ,politi¢-
ko“ shvatanje liberalizma. Dokazujem da je Kvongov pravac po tom pitanju
vise distinktivno ,politicki“ nego Rolsov, s obzirom da pridaje dosta manju
tezinu obuhvatnim doktrinama gradana. Stavise, sugeriS$em da Kvongo-
vo isklju¢enje obuhvatnih doktrina ($to je oprimereno njegovom brigom
o ,preklapaju¢em konsenzusu®) ima puno radikalnije implikacije nego $to
izgleda da sam Kvong smatra. Pri tome, nudim smer Kvongove kritike koja
obuhvata dve vige ili manje neposredne kritike Rolsovog u¢enja o preklapa-
ju¢em konsenzusu. Nazvacu ih ,prigovor iskrenosti“ i, liberalni prigovor*

Kljucne reci: Obuhvatne doktrine, preklapajuéi konsenzus, politi¢ki libe-
ralizam, javni um, Rawls.
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Abstract In his Liberalism without Perfection, Jonathan Quong argues for
internal conception of political liberalism which goal is to show that a libe-
ral well-ordered society is internally coherent ideal and that citizens who
would be raised in such society could endorse and support their own liberal
institutions and principles if those institutions and principles are justified in
particular way These institutions should be justified by particular concepti-
on of public reason which main feature is that overlapping consensus is the
first stage of its justificatory structure. So, public reasoning of citizens in
well-ordered society should be based solely on values and ideas inherent to
liberal conception of justice — freedom, equality, fair system of cooperation
and burdens of judgment. Another important feature of Quong’s conception
of public reason concerns its scope. Quong argues for a wide scope of public
reason which demands that all coercive or binding laws or public policies
should be justified (whenever possible) on basis of these values alone. Thus,
reasonable citizens in well-ordered society by definition accord deliberative
priority to public reasons over their other comprehensive or nonpublic be-
liefs whenever they exercise their collective political power over one another.
The problem I raise in this paper is that it is very likely that in well-ordered
society there will be a group of citizens that will not accord full deliberative
priority to political values, especially not at all levels of political deliberation.
On certain issues they will like to see their particular values being realized
through common political institutions. If our political theory excludes this
group from justificatory constituency on this particular issue or categorize
them as unreasonable it can easily undermine their general adherence to
liberal conception of justice and endanger stability of well-ordered society.
Thus, my point is that we need a further development of political liberalism
to solve such problems not as a part of non-ideal theory but as a part of its
ideal of well-ordered society.

Keywords: Quong, Rawls, political liberalism, public reason, reasonablene-
ss, sincerity, moral duty of civility

Itisagreat privilege to have the opportunity to discuss Jonathan Quong’s
Liberalism without Perfection. This book is one of finest accounts of po-
litical liberalism that will surely have wide impact on new generation of
political thinkers interested in liberal political theory. Perfectionist lib-
erals have good target to attack and political liberals have a great start-
ing point for further development of their theory. I agree with Quong’s
account of political liberalism, so the aim of this paper is not to raise
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critical points about his book. Rather, aim is to provoke Quong to elab-
orate more on certain problems concerning stability of well-ordered so-
ciety that can possibly go beyond his initial account.

Starting point in Quong’s thinking of political liberalism is to develop
an internal conception of political liberalism the goal of which is “to
show that a kind of citizens who would be raised in a society well-or-
dered by a liberal conception of justice could endorse and support their
own liberal institutions and principles if those institutions and princi-
ples are justified in particular way”.! The main feature of Quong’s inter-
nal conception of political liberalism is that the constituency of pub-
lic justification is made only of reasonable citizens that, by definition,
accept political values and always accord them deliberative priority in
reasoning about political rules that their common political institutions
should implement.? These political values - fairness, equality, freedom
and reasonable pluralism (characterized by burdens of judgment) -
are in the focus of overlapping consensus. Thus, overlapping consen-
sus is conceptualized as the first stage in the justificatory structure of a
political liberalism.”> We begin by asking what values or ideals citizens
in an ideally well-ordered liberal society would all accept, and then we
use those ideas as the basis for subsequent philosophical argument and
public reasoning about the content of liberal justice. So, political rea-
soning according to this picture is post — overlapping consensus reason-
ing (post-OC reasoning).

58

Further aspect of post-OC reasoning is that we have two kinds of disa-
greement — foundational reasonable disagreement (FRD) and justifica-
tory reasonable disagreement (JRD).* Former kind of disagreement is
characterized by the fact that there are no shared premises or frame-
works between the parties, latter kind of disagreement is characterized
by the fact that the parties share certain premises which frame their
dispute. First kind of disagreement is part of pre-OC reasoning, while
the latter is part of post- OC reasoning. So, there is a principled reason
for treating these two kinds of disagreements differently. Quong’s main
point is that there is asymmetry between these two kinds of disagree-
ment. FRD is disagreement about the good, and JRD is disagreement
about justice. Even in well-ordered society it would be implausible to

1 Quong (20n), p. 158
2 Ibid, ch.5
3 Ibid, ch. 6
4 1bid, ch. 7
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think that all reasonable citizens would give equal weight to same pub-
lic reasons and hold same particular law justified by these same reasons.
Citizens will differently weigh public reasons and they will disagree on
outcomes of their post-OC reasoning. But, the important thing is that
whatever decision is reached we can expect that all citizens can reason-
ably accept it, because it is based on shared political values, even if they
think that some other decision is more reasonable or more just.” Thus,
the criterion by which the law is just and legitimate is that it can be rea-
sonably accepted and not that it cannot be reasonably rejected.

The criterion of reasonable acceptance and not reasonable rejection is
in accordance with Rawls’ principle of liberal legitimacy which states
that “our exercise of political power is fully proper only when it is ex-
ercised in accordance with constitution the essentials of which all citi-
zens as free and equal may reasonably be expected to endorse in light of
principles and ideals acceptable to their common human reason”® In
this way we can see the link between justice and legitimacy. If liberal
theory of justice is based on political values that all citizens accept in
JRD and if they base their reasoning solely on these values then, even if
they reasonably disagree on which outcome is best, whatever decision
is reached will be reasonably just and legitimate.” Thus, our exercise of
political power over each other can be legitimate only if it is within the
range of liberal theory of justice, and we know that it is within this range
only if it is based on political values all reasonable citizens share. Soci-
ety for which internal conception of political liberalism is designed is
well-ordered liberal society and that is the reason we start from liberal
theory of justice.

Essential idea of political liberalism which refers to practice of political
justification is idea of public reason. Since idea of public reason refers
to question of legitimate exercise of our political power over each other
then it is evident that for Quong the idea of public reason is grounded
in the value of justice.?

This, I believe, can also be said for the moral duty of civility which refers
to moral demands that norms of public reason place on citizens and of-
ficials in their political behavior or, in other words, in their exercising

5 Ibid, p. 209-210
6 Rawls (1996), p. 137 (my italics)
7 On difference between reasonably just and perfectly just institutions see Quong

(20m), p. 133.
8 On different ways of grounding the idea of public reason see Quong (2013).
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their political power over each other in well-ordered society. Moral duty
of civility, similarly as liberal principle of legitimacy, requires from citi-
zens to “to be able to explain to one another on this fundamental ques-
tion how the principles and policies they advocate can be supported by
the political values of public reason”’ Moral duty of civility asks from
citizens to reason with each other only in terms of public reasons or
political values, at least when fundamental questions of justice are at
stake. As we will see below, Quong does not restrict public reason only
to fundamental questions of justice, but for now we can leave this prob-
lem aside. So, we have a moral, not legal, duty to restrain our reasoning
on political issues on post- OC reasoning. Where that duty does comes
from? [ believe that it is possible to ground that duty in more fundamen-
tal duty - natural duty of justice'®. Natural duty of justice “requires us
to support and comply with just institutions that exist and apply to us.
60 It also constrains us to further just arrangements not yet established, at
least when this can be done without too much cost to ourselves”! How
do citizens in well-ordered society fulfill their duty of justice? Since rea-
sonable pluralism is an internal fact about well-ordered society it would
be wrong to determine one true or perfect conception of justice backed
by comprehensive reasons and then demand from all citizens to com-
ply with it. Disputes about comprehensive doctrines are part of foun-
dational reasonable disagreement and any such proposal can be rea-
sonably rejected. Demands of justice are not demands to accept certain
comprehensive doctrine. Alternative approach is to define core politi-
cal values of very broad liberal theory of justice - freedom, equality,
fairness, cooperation and reasonable pluralism. Thus, if political deci-
sions are reached solely on these values they will be reasonably just and
therefore legitimate. When we as citizens exercise our political power
over each other we should rely solely on political values (moral duty of
civility) because this is the way how we support just institutions (natu-
ral duty of justice) in well-ordered society characterized by reasonable
pluralism. Also, if we respect moral duty of civility we can demand com-
pliance from other citizens on the basis of natural duty of justice even
though there will be reasonable disagreement about political outcomes.

Further aspect of public reason and moral duty of civility is sincerity re-
quirement. As Quong says — “We cannot, in other words, merely aim at

9 Rawls (1996), p. 217
10 Quong grounds principle of liberal legitimacy in the natural duty of justice. See
Quong(20m), p. 131-135
11 Rawls (1971), p. 99
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getting others to assent to our proposals, we must sincerely believe our
proposal can be justified to them”.> When we offer political proposals
or reasons for these proposals to others “we should sincerely think that
our view of the matter is based on political values that everyone can be
reasonably expected to endorse”.® The reason for sincerity requirement
is nicely stated by Quong:

“If we acted insincerely toward other citizens, if we offered arguments
we believed to be invalid, or which we believed others had no good rea-
son to accept, we would fail to respect their status as citizens who can
understand and respond to moral reasons, and are owed justifications
for the rules that regulate social cooperation”*

Quong formulates sincerity requirement as a principle of justificatory

sincerity (PJS). If we suppose we have political constituency of only two

persons, A and B, and they face a choice as to whether or not to endorse 61
proposal X, PJS “requires that A may only endorse X if the following are

true (and vice versa for B):

1) Areasonably believes he is justified in endorsing X.

2) Areasonably believes that B is justified in endorsing X.

Furthermore, following Rawls’s duty of civility,

3) A may only (in the political domain) offer arguments in favor
of X to B that he reasonably believes B would be justified in
accepting”.®

Itis clear that respecting PJS requires that our justification must be based
on shared reasons. These shared reasons as we already mentioned are
grounded in core political values of liberal theory of justice, so we can
once again find basis of public reason in value of justice. But, as Quong
notices, sincerity requirement has also further role - “it distinguishes
public reason from rhetoric and manipulation”'® This role is very impor-
tant in sustaining the value of civic friendship and respect.” It means
that by manifesting our adherence to public reason in our political

12 Quong (20u), p. 265
13 Rawls, (1996), p. 241
14 Quong (20m), p. 266
15 Ibidem
16 Quong (20u), p. 265
17 Ibidem
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behavior we constitute a valuable kind of relationship with our fellow
citizens. I believe that this kind of relationship is necessary for a just so-
ciety to be stable over time. Thus, it is not only that idea of public reason
plays important role to sustain justice in well-ordered society, but also it
plays important role to sustain stability in such society in terms of rela-
tion between citizens. Problem of stability will, I believe, confront inter-
nal conception of political liberalism with need for widening its scope
from post-OC reasoning to consider some issues of pre-OC reasoning.

To see this problem let us start with imagining a political community
we can name Political Liberal Expert State (PLES) with deliberative leg-
islative body such as parliament constituted by representatives and ju-
dicial body as Supreme Court constituted by experts. Further, let’s im-
agine that in parliament there are no constraints on reasons officials can
appeal to when they deliberate with each other on certain laws or pub-
lic policies. They simply propose a certain law and offer perfectionist or
comprehensive reasons of the group they represent. Of course, they de-
liberate with each other about these reasons arguing for or against cer-
tain comprehensive beliefs, they listen to each other, they respect each
other and they are willing to meet each other halfway by making com-
promises on certain laws. After certain time given for deliberation they
vote for proposed laws and law chosen by majority is passed on this level
of legislation. But, this level is not enough for law to be enacted. There is
also a second level that every elected law must pass - level of very active
Supreme Court that questions if this particular law can be justified by
public reason irrespectively of its prior justification it has got in parlia-
ment. In this body, Justices check if the law is in line with political val-
ues of freedom, equality and fairness and if it can be justified solely on
reasons that reasonable citizens can accept. If the law does not pass the
test of public reason then the issue it was supposed to regulate is again
discussed in parliament. There is another round of discussion and an-
other voting procedure and again elected law comes in front of the Jus-
tices. On the other hand, if the law is not in contrast to liberal political
values, if it can be justified by public reasons alone then Justices will
provide such justification and enact the law. Will this law be just and
legitimate? Well, there is no reason why it should not be. First, the con-
tent and rationale for the law is in line with liberal theory of justice. Sec-
ond, concerning legitimacy, Quong advocates duty-based conception of
legitimate authority: “One way to establish that a person has legitimate
authority over another person involves showing that the alleged subject

62



LIBERALISM WITHOUT PERFECTION

is likely better to fulfill the duties of justice he is under if he accepts the
directives of the alleged authority as authoritatively binding and tries to
follow them, rather than by trying to directly fulfill the duties he is un-
der himself” . So, by respecting the authority of our imagined Supreme
Court it is likely to be the best way to achieve what justice requires.

Will this law be publicly justified? I suppose it will if we stipulate that
in such society there are only reasonable citizens who by definition as-
cribe deliberative priority to political values and public reason. Thus,
even though citizens and public officials offer each other their compre-
hensive reasons for certain law because they ascribe priority to political
values, they accept when the law for which they voted is turned down by
Supreme Court even if they were in majority. On the other hand, minor-
ity can also accept the law they voted against because finally it is justi-
fied in terms of public reasons and by definition it is part of justificatory
reasonable disagreement, so they can reasonably accept such justifica-
tion for the law. So, the law finally is justified by the shared perspective
(given by Supreme Court) even though on the first step officials pre-
sented the case for the law in terms of their comprehensive or perfec-
tionist perspective. After the law is enacted everybody knows that oth-
ers accept the law and consider it justified either because they ascribe
priority to shared perspective and political values (minority group) or
because they consider it justified within their own comprehensive doc-
trine (majority group).

So, in a sense, ascribing deliberative priority to political values can be
seen as delegating to others — experts like Justices in the example above
- job of finding public reasons for certain rule and accepting the rule be-
cause shared perspective was found and legally explicated. The rule is
just, legitimate and enacted by procedure all reasonable citizens accept.
Also, important aspect of this example is that every group has equal
chance to be heard and to try to realize their values through common in-
stitutions, even though these values will be translated to public reasons.
We can say that no one is exposed to injustice in their political interac-
tion, they are all treated justly because they are treated in terms they all
find acceptable - everyone can pursue their own values and finally the
law and rationale for the law will be in terms they can reasonably accept.

But, there are certainly lots of things that are undesirable in our imag-
ined arrangement. Of course, many undesirable things are connected

18 Quong (20m), p. 128
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with disputes about value of democracy, but I will only mention prob-
lems from the point of idea of public reason.” I will mention three prob-
lems concerning the point of public reason, scope of public reason, and
idealization of reasonable citizens. First, as said above, public reason is
not only about justice and justification of political rules. It is also about
our political behavior in the role of public officials or citizens. It is about
our exercising political power over each other and not only about our
accepting political power that is exercised by some expert body. There
is something valuable in relationship in which citizens themselves of-
fer each other reasons they sincerely believe others can accept, and not
simply abiding by the rules that are reasonably justified by some agency
outside of their political cooperation. This is linked to the question of
stability. One important point of the idea of public reason is that it aims
at establishing inherent stability in plural democratic society. Inherent

64 stability means that there are forces within the system that can correct
deviations from justice in contrast to imposed stability that always im-
poses some agency out of cooperation that will correct deviations.* For
inherent stability it is not enough that overlapping consensus obtains
and that citizens endorse political values within their conceptions of
good but also that in their practice this fact is manifested and made
transparent. So, public reason can be grounded in justice in the sense of
relation of democratic governance to the citizens, but also its moral ba-
sis is relation between citizens themselves. It is not only important that
laws are justified to each of us, it is also important that citizens propose
to each other fair terms on which these laws should be justified. When
citizens in their political practice give priority to post-OC reasoning it
ensures stability that can not be generated by experts. Rawls was clear
on this problem:

LIt is important for the viability of a just democratic regime over time for
politically active citizens to understand those ideas. For in the long run,
the leading interpretations of constitutional essentials are settled po-
litically. A persistent majority, or an enduring alliance of strong enough
interests, can make of Constitution what it wants”?'

19 For example, one problem is that it can give wrong picture about democratic
politics. As Gaus notes:“To allow that principled deliberation is in some way the spe-
cial purview of the judiciary is to accept, and encourage, the corrupted understand-
ing of politics as a battle among interest groups, each claiming to impose its favored
policies on the rest with no better justification than it has marshaled the numbers to
do s0 Gaus(1996), p. 280

20 On this difference see Weithman (2010).

21 Rawls (1999), p. 496
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It is citizens that have the responsibility to maintain a stable and just
regime over time, and to do this they must have certain virtues for po-
litical cooperation. This surely gives republican flavor to liberalism but
Rawls himself was aware of this:

,Classical republicanism, on the other hand, is the view that the safety
of democratic liberties, including the liberties of nonpolitical life (the
liberties of the moderns), requires the active participation of citizens
who have the political virtues needed to sustain a constitutional regime.
The idea is that unless there is widespread participation in democratic
politics by vigorous and informed citizen body moved in good part by
a concern for political justice and public good, even the best-designed
political institutions will eventually fall into the hands of those who
hunger for power and military glory, or pursue narrow class interests,
to the exclusion of almost everything else. If we are to remain free and
equal citizens, we cannot afford a general retreat into private life”??

This requirement of citizens participating in political life on terms of
public reason becomes more important if we defend broad view of pub-
lic reason as Quong does. This is part of the second major problem with
PLES concerning the idea of public reason.

Second problem with PLES is that it supposes that Justices have certain
ex ante list of public reasons and then apply it in checking if the pro-
posed law can be justified by them. Also, we would need to have a list
of political issues that are amenable to public reason - should all laws
that can be interpreted as coercive be sent to Justices or some of them
should be solved solely by majority voting? How do we know which laws
should be supported simply by majority voting in the parliament or by
referendum and which should be send to Justices? One proposal is that
we can make a list of laws that concern only constitutional essentials
and matters of basic justice and only these laws should be the subject of
public reason. Quong rejects such view of public reason and argues for
a broad view of public reason according to which public reason should
include all decisions where citizens exercise collective power over one
another - all coercive or binding laws or public policies, and not only
constitutional essentials and matters of basic justice.* So, in principle,
whenever possible, we should justify our exercise of political power over
each other in terms of public reasons. As Quong writes: ,My main point

22 Rawls (2001), p. 144
23 Quong (201), p. 273-287.
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is this: whether or not these reasons do exist, and if they do, how much
weight they should carry in our political deliberations, can only be de-
termined ex post. In other words...we should try and adhere to the idea
of public reason when debating non-essential political issues to see if
they are resolvable on publicly acceptable grounds. If they are, then we
can ground a larger number of our political decisions in substantive rea-
sons that are suitably public’?* As I understand him on this point he
says two things. First, which issues can be solved by public reasons can-
not be known in advance, but rather only if citizens deliberate together
about these issues and try to find public reasons that can support politi-
cal decision. Second point is also important, it is not only that through
deliberation we can see which issues are appropriate subject of pub-
lic reason, but also through deliberation we can see which reasons are
suitably public, which refers to the content of public reason. Quong

66 writes that ,we should be open to the idea that the detailed content of
public reason can only be worked out as part of the process of public
reasoning”.® In Quong’s political liberalism there is no prior list of is-
sues that are subject of public reason and prior list of reasons that are
content of public reason like in PLES.

Third problem [ want to mention about PLES is that it has an overly ide-
alized picture of citizens. According to this picture citizens offer each
other their comprehensive views about desired rules and than simply
accept rules justified by public reasons given by experts because we sim-
ply stipulate that they ascribe priority to public reason. Problem is that
PLES only has idea of laws as they should be, but it does not take people
as they are. It only presents an answer (albeit not good one) to the ques-
tion how just society is possible in circumstances of reasonable plural-
ism, but is does not answer to the question how just and stable society
is possible in these circumstances? Namely, stability in political liberal-
ism depends on moral development of sense of justice of citizens grow-
ing in just society. It is unlikely that our Supreme Court will have such
profound and pervasive educative role. Simply, saying that citizens will
be the kind of persons that ascribe such priority to public reason even
though they try to win for their own particular values is illusory. It is
more likely that such situation will give rise to group polarization. As
Cass Sunstein notes “In brief, group polarization means that members
of a deliberating group predictably move to a more extreme point in

24 1bid, p. 285
25 Ibid, p. 289
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the direction indicated by the members’ predeliberation tendencies”.?

When citizens enter public forum without any constraints of public rea-
son it is more likely that they will deliberate within small groups of like-
minded people that will make their views more extreme moving them
further from other citizens and weakening their adherence to public
justification. Thus, we can say that picture of citizens in PLES is overly
idealized even for well-ordered society.

But, this problem of idealization of justificatory constituency also pre-
sents problem for stability in Quong’s idea of public reason and polit-
ical liberalism. By Quong’s definition reasonable persons are persons
who ascribe full deliberative priority to public reason when discussing
all political issues. So, reasonable citizens, according to Quong, are rea-
soning like experts in PLES on every political issue. In process of politi-
cal justification reasonable citizens ascribe priority to post-OC reason-
ing. It would be unfair to say that Quong’s society is utopian because
he is aware that in well-ordered society there will also be unreasonable
citizens. In well-ordered society political power is coercive power that
must sometimes be used to contain threats to justice. It is then clear
that institutions of well-ordered society will not generate its own sup-
port on behalf of all citizens living under them. There will always be
citizens who want to see values of their comprehensive doctrine be real-
ized on state level excluding interests of those citizens that do not share
their comprehensive view. But, if this is true than there will always in
well-ordered society be a number of citizens that generally do adhere to
liberal institutions and political values of public reason but on certain
political issues they want to see their values or good be realized through
common institutions. Thus, they do not ascribe full deliberative prior-
ity of public reason, especially not on all levels of political deliberation,
and they also do not definitely reject deliberative priority of public rea-
son. They are not reasonable citizens according to Quong’s definition,
but they are also not unreasonable citizens. So, maybe Quong’s group-
ing of citizens as reasonable and unreasonable does not exhaust all citi-
zens living in well-ordered society.

We can say that problem is that Quong takes as constituency of public
justification persons who are reasonable in a vey idealized way. The ide-
alization here is that they always accord deliberative priority to public
reasons over other values in their comprehensive conceptions of good

26 Sunstein (2001), p. 15
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at all levels of political deliberation. They always reason like experts in
PLES. Political domain of well-ordered society according to this idea
is always characterized by post-OC reasoning. But, such definition of
reasonable persons, because of this feature, is too idealized; it does not
take into account number of citizens who surely will populate well-or-
dered society.

It seems that Rawls himself was aware of problem of overly idealizing
reasonable citizens. According to Rawls reasonable citizens are citizens
whose conception of good or value system are most of the time ,either
congruent with or supportive of, or else not in conflict with, the val-
ues appropriate to the special domain of the political as specified by
a political conception of justice for a democratic regime”.*’ They ,nor-
mally outweigh whatever values are likely to conflict with them. “ But,
also these persons are deeply committed to some of their comprehen-
sive values and in certain cases they want to see them realized through
public rules and shared institutions. So, when these particular values
come into a conflict we have a disagreement, but I would still name it
disagreement among reasonable persons because it is among persons
whose value systems as whole are mostly reasonable. In this particular
case they do not pursue shared ends with others, and this conflict can
easily come to impasse endangering their future political cooperation
and stability of well - ordered society.

68

So, the problem Quong avoids, but that will likely occur in well-ordered
society is that foundational reasonable disagreement can easily become
value conflict which can end with a situation of impasse. In such situa-
tions it would be wrong to say simply that such persons are unreason-
able because this can move them further away from accepting priority
of public reason even in situations where they would otherwise give pri-
ority to public reason. Now, it seems likely that two situations can occur
- they can make deliberative enclaves with likely effect of group polari-
zation which can turn them into unreasonable citizens or they can be-
come resident aliens feeling alienated or ambivalent to liberal values or
shared institutions without striving to impose their values on others.

It seems that between ideally reasonable citizens and unreasonable cit-
izens there will always be a large group of non-ideally reasonable citi-
zens. And an important question for political liberalism then becomes
how is it possible for non-ideally reasonable citizens “to be wholehearted

27 Rawls (1996), p. 169
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members of a democratic society when they endorse an institutional
structure satisfying liberal conception of justice with its own intrinsic
political ideals and values, and when they are not simply going along
with it in view of the balance of political and social forces?”*

This problem of wholeheartedness becomes more serious if we have in
mind broad view of public reason. For narrow view this problem is not
so severe because they do not ask so much from citizens. Narrow view
only demands from citizens to ascribe full deliberative priority to public
reason only when they deliberate on issues concerning constitutional
essentials and matters of basic justice. It can also demand full delibera-
tive priority when they discuss democratic procedures through which
other political issues will be resolved. But, when these essentials and
procedures are settled then they can express their values and try to win
the day respecting constitutional and procedural constraints when oth-
er political issues are on the table. But, for the broad view of public rea-
son which demands that norms of public reason be applied to all levels
of deliberation where citizens exercise their political power over each
other problem of wholeheartedness can not be so easily avoided. Par-
ticularly, if we want well-ordered society to implement some democrat-
ic innovations that are open to wider citizen participation in democratic
decision-making like, for example, participative city budgeting.®

[ believe that it is plausible to imagine that in broad view of public rea-
son that includes some institutions for wider citizen participation in
political deliberation there will be more situations where non-ideally
reasonable persons will try to see their values realized through common
institutions. Can we then simply say as Quong does that although as
citizens we should try to reason with those citizens and persuade them
that they should give priority to public reasons but that political liberal-
ism qua political philosophy need not and should not aspire to resolve
such situations?*® Can we say that political liberalism simply passes the
buck to non-ideal citizens how to translate their reasons into public

28 Rawls (1996), p. xxxviii. In this quotation Rawls explicitly mentions citizens of
faith, but I put notion of non-ideally reasonable persons to cover wider range of
conceptions of good like, for example, ecocentric.

29 In participative city budgeting, citizens are through popular assemblies at a
neighborhood and district level participating in decisions about the distribution of
significant portions of the city’s budget. For more on this see Smith (2009). Here I
mention participative city budgeting because example given by Quong for broad
view of public reason - decision whether we should build an art gallery or football
stadium (p. 280) - is an issue suitable for such democratic procedure.

30 Quong (201), p. 189
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reasons and than deliberate together on terms of these reasons alone?
Well, if political liberalism is concerned with stability and not only with
justice, it seems to me that problem of wholeheartedness is a problem of
political liberalism qua political theory. Problems of non-ideal citizens
retreating to private life and becoming resident aliens or worse making
deliberative enclaves that can polarize citizens to become unreasonable
citizens are problems of political liberalism qua political theory.

It seems to me that political liberalism must have a certain account of
pre- overlapping consensus reasoning and not only account of post -
overlapping consensus reasoning. The problem of pre-OC reasoning is
how are we to reason with non-ideally reasonable persons in order for
them to become participants of post-OC reasoning. It is important to
note two things. First, pre-OC reasoning is not comprehensive reason-
ing. We do not reason with others in order to question the truth of their
comprehensive doctrine, this should not be part of political theory. Sec-
ond, aim of pre-OC reasoning is not to check if certain law can be justi-
fied on basis of comprehensive reasons citizens hold. Here I agree with
Quong that justification of laws or policies must be public in a sense
that it is based on shared public reasons. The point is not that we reason
with others to achieve that certain outcome (law or policy) is justified
according to their pre-OC reasons, but to reason with others to achieve
that they accept reasons that are suitably public for outcomes to be jus-
tified. As is already said, we do not demand that citizens accept whole-
heartedly outcomes, but only deliberative process and public reasons by
which this outcome is justified. I believe that this is also clear in Rawls’s
own example of pre-OC reasoning, reasoning from conjecture:

70

“We argue from what we believe, or conjecture, are other people’s basic
doctrines, religious or secular, and try to show them that, despite what
they might think, they can still endorse a reasonable political concep-
tion that can provide basis for public reasons. The ideal of public rea-
son is thereby strengthened. However, it is important that conjecture
be sincere and not manipulative. We must openly explain our inten-
tions and state that we do not assert the premises from which we argue,
but that we proceed as we do to clear up what we take to be a misunder-
standing on other’s part, and perhaps equally on ours.”™!

Thus, as I understand him, Rawls is not saying that in reasoning from
conjecture we try to show others that particular outcome is justified in

31 Rawls (1999), p. 594
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terms of their particular reasons but that they can still endorse political
conception that can provide basis for public reasons and then to enter
post-OC reasoning based on these reasons alone. Otherwise, we would
behave like experts in PLES, providing justification for a law from per-
spective of political values, but then explaining others how this law can
be justified to them on terms of their particular reasons. But, we already
saw that this is not idea of public reason we want to have in well-or-
dered society.

Thus, to have justice and justification we need moral duty of civility
with PJS in political justificatory domain where laws are finally being
justified. Justification of laws is domain of post-OC reasoning. But, hav-
ing in mind broad view of public reason and wider citizen’s political
participation we also need political deliberative domain where non- ide-
ally reasonable citizens will sometimes offer each other their compre-
hensive reasons. This will be the domain where pre-OC reasoning will
most likely occur. But, if moral duty of civility and PJS are only notions
of civility and sincerity that political liberalism qua political theory em-
ploys then it will not have its own resources how to deal with such situ-
ations because they are, by definition, elements of post-OC reasoning.
It is important to have notions of civility and sincerity on pre-OC level
also because we want to avoid manipulation, strategic reasoning and
bargaining - these things can endanger stability even if final outcome
will be suitably justified.
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Appropriate notion of sincerity at a level of pre-OC reasoning is nice-
ly captured in Principle of Sincerity proposed by Gaus. According to
Gaus’s principle of sincerity, “If we have two persons, A and B, and dif-
ferent reasons Ra and Rb, A can sincerely appeal to Rb (and vice versa)
only if A believes that (i) B would have sufficient reason to endorse Rb
and (ii) A could see this as intelligible and relevant, though he does not
endorse it”>

Let’s see Gaus’s own example of this principle:

“I believe that virtue theory is an erroneous account of basis of social
morality, and I believe that at some level of deliberation this can be
shown. Yet I believe that my colleagues who are virtue theorists have
considerable warrant for their beliefs. Now suppose that I am deliber-
ating with one of these colleagues about the proper rule governing, say,

32 Gaus (20m), p. 289
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property, and I point out that, on grounds of her virtue theory, rule x is
to be ranked as superior to rule y. I believe that she has sufficient war-
rant for her beliefs at this level of deliberation, and so for her endorse-
ment of x (over y). I have respected her moral autonomy and have ap-
preciated that on these difficult matters highly competent reasoners
have conflicting beliefs. No insincerity, manipulation, or deception is
involved in our relations: I treat her as a free and equal person with her
own store of warranted beliefs at this level of deliberation, which quite
properly guide her as a rational agent.”

Now, as already said, I do not agree with Gaus that we should justify par-
ticular rules or laws on reasons we hold unjustified.** But, if instead of
rules we put public reasons then I think this Principle of sincerity can be
appropriate as part of political liberalism for pre-OC reasoning. For ex-
ample, in debate about gay marriages there are many reasons that anti-
gay marriage group can offer. Reasons that heterosexual marriage is part
of tradition, that it has intrinsic spiritual value and reasons concerning
interests of children. So, if we can show to this group that according to
their comprehensive doctrine, that we do not hold justified, they should
rank reason concerning interests of children over other reasons, I think
that we should do it without behaving insincerely, even if we clearly vio-
late PJS. Interest of children is public reason, it should have deliberative
priority over tradition and spirituality, and it is appropriate reason for
justificatory domain irrespectively of the outcome itself.
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This kind of sincerity is essential part of our virtue of civility like PJS
is essential part of our moral duty of civility. Virtue of civility I have in
mind is one of political virtues that are ,specified as those qualities of
citizens’ moral character important in securing a just basic structure
over time“* Virtue of civility directs us how to approach non - ideally
reasonable persons when they see the threat to realization of their very
important values through public rules in certain situations. Saying that
this is their problem with which our theory is not concerned but unfor-
tunately they are not part of justificatory constituency on this issue can
make them feel exposed to injustice which can endanger stability of just

33 Gaus (20m), p. 291. Elvio Baccarini offers an attempt to reformulate the con-
vergence view in order to show that sincerity can be respected even by justification
related to convergence. Baccarini (2014).

34 It may be useful, here, to mention the importance in Gaus’s theory of balancing
the reasons that one has with the reasons that others have, in order to establish com-
mon moral demands with them. Cfr. Baccarini (2013).

35 Rawls (2001), p. 142
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basic structure. We act in accordance with our virtue of civility when we
listen to others and try to see things from the point of view of their con-
ception of good. In this way we do not only treat others in a tolerant and
respectful way, but we communicate in a tolerant and respectful way.*®
The place where this communication occurs is part of pre-OC reasoning
and its aim is to manifest readiness on our part and insurance on part
of others that in justification of particular political decision everyone
will respect moral duty of civility as essential part of post-OC reason-
ing. Finally, developing certain account of pre-OC reasoning that is part
of political liberalism can possibly be a first step for political liberals to
give directions how our actual societies can move more closely toward
the ideal of well-ordered society. In actual circumstances we are very far
from fulfilling moral duty of civility and principle of justificatory sincer-
ity, but I believe we can still cooperate together manifesting virtue of ci-
vility with its own notion of sincerity.

Thus, I can summarize my point in this paper by one question to Quong
— can political liberalism still be a coherent account of just and stable
society if it does not try to develop a certain account of pre-OC reason-
ing as part of political theory?

Primljeno: 2. oktobar 2013.
Prihvaceno: 15. februar 2014.
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Nebojsa Zeli¢
Da li je politickom liberalizmu potreban neki model rasudivanja
pre preklapajuceg konsenzusa?

Apstrakt

U svojoj knjizi Liberalism without Perfection, DZonatan Kvong zastupa unu-
trasnju koncepciju politickog liberalizma, ¢ija je namera da pokaze da je li-
beralno dobro uredeno drustvo unutrasnji koherentan ideal i da ¢e gradani
odgojeni u takvom drustvu mo¢i prihvatiti i podupreti svoje liberalne insti-
tucije i nacela ukoliko su te institucije i nacela odgovarajuée opravdani. Od-
govarajuce opravdanje podrazumeva posebnu koncepciju javnog uma, ¢ija
je glavna osobina to da je preklapajuéi konsenzus prvi stupanj opravdava-
lacke strukture. Dakle, javno rasudivanje gradana u dobro uredenom drus-
tvu treba se temeljiti samo na vrednostima i idejama inherentnim liberalnoj
koncepciji pravednosti - sloboda, jednakost, pravedan sistem kooperacije i
tereti sudenja. Druga vazna osobina Kvongove koncepcije javnog uma odno-
si se na njegov doseg. Kvong brani $iroki doseg javnog uma $to znaci da bi
svi obavezujuéi zakoni i javne politike treba da budu (kad god je to moguce)
opravdani samo na temelju spomenutih vrednosti. Dakle, razlozni gradani
u dobro uredenom drustvu po definiciji pridaju deliberativni prioritet jav-
nim razlozima nad njihovim drugim sveobuhvatnim verovanjima kad god
koriste svoju kolektivnu politicku mo¢ jedni nad drugima. Problem koji po-
stavljam u ¢lanku jeste da je vrlo verojatno da ¢e u dobro uredenom drustvu
postojati grupa gradana koja nece pridati potpuno deliberativno prvenstvo
politickim vrednostima, a posebno to nece ¢initi na svim nivoima politicke
deliberacije. Oko nekih pitanje sigurno ¢e hteti da vide svoje partikularne
vrednosti realizovane kroz zajednicke politicke institucije. Ukoliko nasa po-
liticka teorija iskljucuje tu grupu iz opravdanja oko nekog pojedinog proble-
ma ili ih odreduje kao nerazlozne, tada je verojatno da ¢e se narusiti njihova
opSta odanost liberalnoj koncepciji pravednosti i ugroziti stabilnost dobro
uredenog drustva. Dakle, ono Sto Zelim da istaknem jeste da nam treba dalje
razvijanje politickog liberalizma, kako bi mogao da se suoci sa pomenutim
problemima, ne kao deo ne-idealne teorije, ve¢ kao deo liberalnog idela do-
bro uredenog drustva.

Kljucne reci: Quong, Rawls, politi¢ki liberalizam, javni um, razloznost,
iskrenost, moralna duznost gradanstva.



UDK: 141.7 FILOZOFIJA | DRUSTVO XXV (1), 2014.

DOI: 10.2298/FID1401075B
Originalan nau¢ni rad

Elvio Baccarini
Faculty of Humanities and Social Sciences
University of Rijeka

Public Reason. The Consensus and the Convergence View

Abstract jonathan Quong proposes and defends the consensus, shared re-
asons, view of public reason. The proposal is opposed to the convergence
view, defended, among others, by Gerald Gaus. The strong argument that
Quong puts forward in opposition to the convergence view is represented by
the sincerity argument. The present paper offers an argument that embraces
a form of convergence and, at the same time, is engaged in respecting the
requirement of sincerity.
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1. Jonathan Quong’s Liberalism without Perfection is an impressive book
which will strongly influence debates in political philosophy, and espe-
cially in Rawlsian political philosophy, in the future. Together with Ger-
ald Gaus’s The Order of Public Reason, this is, in my opinion, the most
stimulating book in political philosophy written in recent years, and the
two books, as, in many senses, two poles in the debate on public reason,
will persistently be strongly influent in the future. It is a great occasion
to discuss Liberalism without Perfection with the author.

The fundamental distinctive aspect of Quong’s proposal in the context
of Rawlsian philosophy is that it defends the internal conception of po-
litical liberalism. According to such view, the main feature of public jus-
tification is that it is oriented to people who already endorse a liberal
point of view. It is not required to offer justification to people who do
not endorse the basic commitments of liberalism. Justification is meant
as justification based on such fundamental commitments. The issue of
pluralism does not regard pluralism external to liberalism, but plural-
ism that appears in a liberal society as a consequence of the free exer-
cise of human reason. As Quong says, “I do not believe liberal rights
and principles can be consistently justified to persons who do not al-
ready embrace certain liberal values (e.g. the moral ideal of persons as
free and equal, and of society as a fair system of cooperation). The in-
ternal conception’s more modest ambition - to work out a model of
political justification for liberals - is not an attempt to do the impos-
sible, and thus it avoids the difficulties that beset the external model”
(Quong 20m: 140). Liberalism without Perfection “represents the answer
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to a question that is internal to liberal theory, namely, what should the
structure and content of political justification be in a well-ordered soci-
ety, given the fact of reasonable pluralism? Given that we are committed
to certain liberal values, what does that imply about the nature of a just
and stable liberal regime?”. (Quong 2011: 137-160).

This fundamental aspect of Quong’s conception of political liberalism
has several consequences, and one of them regards his approach to pub-
lic reason, i.e. the justification of specific policies and political and pub-
lic decisions in the context of a political society based on basic liberal
commitments.' As regards the structure of public reason, Quong’s pro-
posal is mainly loyal to Rawls’s concept that relies on consensus and
shared reasons. On the opposed side there is the convergence interpre-
tation of the structure of public reason championed by Gerald Gaus.
Not only shared reasons, but all evaluative standards embraced by the
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members of society are relevant for public justification.

In the following part of the paper, I discuss Quong’s criticism and re-
fusal of the converge view of public reason and I try to offer an employ-
ment of justification from convergence that is different from Gaus’s. In
my view, the basic public justification relies on consensual shared rea-
sons, but convergence has a justificatory role, as well. In some sense my
claim is that both Quong and Gaus are right. But, on the other hand, I
try to show that both are wrong (not an easy task, they are the two lead-
ing public reason philosophers in actual debates!). Gaus, in my opinion,
is wrong because he refuses the shared reasons model and defends the
convergence view as basic. Quong, as I see it, is wrong in thinking that
justification by convergence must be totally dismissed.

The consensus view puts comparatively strong limits to the reasons that
may be employed in public reasoning: “First, there are the substantive
principles provided by the political conception of justice, or the fam-
ily of liberal conceptions, all of which agree on the three general prin-
ciples” (Quong 2011: 259) that (a) contains certain basic liberal rights
and freedoms, (b) assigns special priority to those rights, and (c) en-
sures that all citizens have the resources to make use of those freedoms”
(Quong 2011: 198). To this, Quong adds “that the content of public rea-
son must also include the more foundational idea of society as a fair
system of social cooperation between free and equal citizens, since this

1 Quong endorses the broad view of the scope of public reason, as opposed to
Rawls’s narrow view, focused on the constitutional essentials (Quong, 2011, 273-289).
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foundational idea will be necessary in order for citizens to publicly rea-
son about the interpretation, weight, and ranking of the general liberal
principles” (Quong 2011: 159 n. 10). We may not appeal to comprehen-
sive religious and philosophical doctrines. The reason is that they are
perennially controversial. A second important aspect of the content of
public reason is represented by the guidelines of inquiry that specify
ways of reasoning and the criteria for the rules of evidence in the public
political debate from the general political content represented by a po-
litical conception of justice to more specific conclusions.

For the converge view (championed by Gerald Gaus) a broader varie-
ty of reasons can be employed in public reasoning. In such a view, it is
required that all persons have a reason to accept a rule, but different
agents can base the justification on different reasons. A rule can be jus-
tified even if the reasons for acceptance of the rule for some persons are
derived only from their comprehensive doctrines. In brief, a rule must
bejustified to all people on whom it is applied, but it is not required that
the justification is based on a common set of reasons represented by
consensual political reasons; different persons can have different rea-
sons and the appeal to comprehensive doctrines is legitimate. The only
limit to the use of reasons is that they must be intelligible as moral rea-
sons (Gaus 2011: 279-283).

I defend the employment of convergence in the process of justification
of laws, but I take it as an additional resource and not as an alterna-
tive to the consensus model. The latter is basic. Because of the fact that
Quong fully embraces the consensus / shared reasons view, I avoid here
to show possible reasons to take it as basic. For Quong it is not only ba-
sic, but the only legitimate model of public reason. In virtue of this, in
this discussion 1 indicate why it is appropriate to employ the conver-
gence model as an additional resource.

2. The first reason for employing the convergence view is that the con-
tent of the consensual base may be too general to lead to precise results
- understanding and judgment may be required. Rawlsians are aware
of the problem of generality of principles (Quong 2011: 148) and Quong
tries to resolve it and the possibility of differences in their interpreta-
tion by relying on the understanding of the reasons behind them. This
is why Quong introduces the more foundational ideas of society as a fair
system of cooperation between free and equal citizens in the content of
public reason (Quong 2011: 161-191). But the problem is that these foun-
dational ideas are very general, as well, and there is a problem for their
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understanding. In cases of such disagreements, and the resulting diffi-
culties for justification from consensus, justification from convergence
can represent an additional resource. To be sure, Quong is confident
about the possibility of consensual resources to not be indeterminate
(not disposing of answers to relevant questions) in public justification
(Quong 2011: 281-289). In any case, even if public reason with the re-
sources conceded to it by Quong is not indeterminate, it is difficult to
think that it will not be rather frequently inconclusive (will not have
conclusive answers to many relevant questions). In order to resolve such
issues, voting is the only alternative to try to find solutions with justi-
fication from consensus. It is not immediately clear that in such cases
voting is a better resource than trying to make use of the resources of
convergence, as well. Moreover, I think that convergence, at least in
some cases, can be a preferable resource, because it indicates to all citi-
78 zens a more direct reason to fully embrace a decision.

Second, there is the question of unreasonable people, i.e. people who
do not endorse the ideas of reasonable pluralism and the related idea
of burdens of judgment, of society as a fair system of social cooperation
among free and equals, as well as one of the conceptions of justice that
(a) contains certain basic liberal rights and freedoms, (b) assigns spe-
cial priority to those rights, and (c) ensures that all citizens have the re-
sources to make use of those freedoms. There are at least four attitudes
that we can take toward them. The first is simply to enforce on them a
reasonable order. The second is to enlarge the constituency, i.e. the set
of people and views that can represent the content of public reason, for
example by changing the consensual ground, like Rawls does in the Law
of Peoples (Rawls 1999a). The third is to merely establish with them a
modus vivendi. My proposal is represented by the fourth attitude: to
not renounce to the consensual ground represented by the basic con-
tent of reasonableness as the basis of a just order, but not to simply en-
force this order and the consensual ground on unreasonable people, but
to try to develop arguments for unreasonable persons and justification
to them, whenever possible. In some cases, maybe, this will be possible,
but only through convergence with their comprehensive views.

[ find the issue of unreasonable people as particularly important for the
question of stability. I agree with the Rawlsian project, and with Quong
specifically, that gaining stability for the right reasons corresponds to
acquiring “the reasoned allegiance of citizens. It is crucial for a just con-
stitutional regime to generate its own support in order to avoid decay
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and decline” (Quong 2011: 300). I agree, as well, that “normative stabili-
ty requires an overlapping consensus to exist on the core political values
of freedom, equality and fairness. If enough people reject these politi-
cal values, then a normative stable democratic regime becomes impos-
sible. It is therefore essential that doctrines which deny the freedom
and equality of persons, or the idea of society as a fair system of coop-
eration, not become so prevalent that they threaten to undermine the
fundamental ideals of a well-ordered liberal regime” (Quong 2011: 300).

However, unreasonable people will always exist, and even a proper ide-
alization must take this in consideration. An important part of the strat-
egy toward unreasonable people is to try to convert part of them to the
core liberal commitments, or, at least, to avoid, or reduce, the presence of
unreasonable people who are strongly inimical to the liberal order. Rea-
soning with them on basis of reasons that may be specifically acceptable
to them, that are not strategic, but that look for convergence of various
moral reasons, may be a good attempt to try to develop a level of civic
friendship, or at least to reduce civic animosity with unreasonable peo-
ple. Justification from convergence may possibly help to convert some of
them gradually, by showing, case by case, in as much occasions as pos-
sible, that the liberal order is not inimical to their comprehensive views
(because there is a relevant field of convergence), or, at least, it may be
possible to show them that the liberal order is not inimical to them be-
cause it can converge on relevant parts of their comprehensive views (al-
though there are differences that impede unreasonable people to con-
vert to liberalism) and that, therefore, there is no reason for them to be
strongly inimical to the liberal order. At least, it might be possible to
show that adherents to the liberal conception of justice are not disre-
spectful toward their fellow citizens who do not adhere to the liberal con-
ception. Here I borrow the words of Christopher Eberle, although his
general intention is opposed to mine (i.e. he defends an overall legiti-
macy to pass laws even if based on non public reasons only): “There is,
of course, no alternative to the frustration engendered by losing out in a
fair and free political contest. But there is an alternative to losing out to
those who exhibit a callous indifference to one’s well-being and thereby
to the impact of their winning policies on one’s life prospects” (Eberle
2009: 169). Obviously, there may be some comprehensive views, or un-
reasonable people, so strongly inimical to the core liberal commitments
that attempts to find convergence with them does not make any sense.>

2 The last sentence similar to what Schwartzman says in relation to reasoning from
conjecture Schwarzman 2012: 521-544.
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The third reason to complement justification from consensus with jus-
tification from convergence is the broadening of the scope of public rea-
son. | agree with Quong that public reason must regard not only consti-
tutional essentials and basic justice, but wider laws and public policies,
aswell. It is correct to try to justify such laws and public policies through
consensus on reasonable political terms whenever possible, and some-
times we will find such public reasons during the process of justification
(Quong 2011: 281-289). But it is still to be shown that this will always be
the case. If the response will be negative, justification by convergence
can be an appropriate additional resource. We had a relevant example
of the helpfulness of employment of convergence in Croatia when we
had the referendum for joining EU, when the parallel appeal, for exam-
ple, to catholic arguments, to the historical tradition of Croatia, and
to the internalization of the solidarity of working class was important.

80 v I .
3. [ go now to Quong’s criticism of justification from convergence. He

mainly relies on the principle of sincerity. “Sincerity requires that we
not support or advocate laws when we do not sincerely believe they can
be justified to others, regardless of what those others may themselves
believe” (Quong, 2011a).” One of the reasons for supporting the sincerity
requirement, according to Quong, is that it distinguishes public justifi-
cation from rhetoric or manipulation. In the specification of the sinceri-
ty argument, Quong says that there is nothing uncontroversial in saying
“I don’t adhere to your doctrine myself, but I believe that your doctrine
clearly supports a commitment to rule X”, but the controversial point is
the claim “I believe your doctrine clearly supports a commitment to rule
X, and I believe you are justified in believing the relevant part of your
doctrine” (Quong, 2012a). If A is not able to endorse this claim, A can-
not sincerely believe that B’s endorsement of X satisfies the principle of
justificatory sincerity, i.e. A cannot sincerely believe that X is justified
to B. Here Quong is opposed to what Gaus says about justification, i.e.
that it is path-dependent and what is a defeater in A’s system of beliefs
is not a defeater in B’s system of beliefs. As a consequence of this con-
ception of justification, Gaus’s view is moderately relativistic. What can
be justified to one person, can be not justified to another person. More-
over, a crucial aspect of Gaus’s view on justification is that a standard
of justification can be a source of justification, without being justified

3 Among authors that basically endorse a consensus view of justification, Nebojsa
Zeli¢ appeals to the importance of sincerity and the duty of civility. Zeli¢ 2012, Zeli¢
forthcoming.
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itself (Gaus 1996; Gaus 20m1). This is refused by Quong in his opposition
to the convergence view. Only justified standards of justification can be
sources of justification.

Schematically, this is Quong’s basic argument:

“1) Convergent justifications amongst people adhering to different
comprehensive doctrines can only be made consistent with PJS
[principle of justificatory sincerity] provided each person in-
volved sincerely believes that the other people involved are jus-
tified in adhering to their different comprehensive doctrines.

2) The belief required in (1) is generally not possible unless citi-
zens accept certain epistemological or axiological doctrines (e.g.
Gaus’s).

3) The fact of reasonable pluralism means we cannot and should 81
not expect citizens in a liberal society to adhere to any particular
epistemological or axiological theory.

4) Therefore, as a general rule, we cannot expect convergent forms
of justification to be consistent with PJS in a liberal society”
(Quong 2011: 272).

Quong thinks that Gaus avoids the conclusion of this argument by re-
nouncing to the condition in (1), i.e. to the justification requirement,
and by substituting it with the intelligibility requirement. In my opin-
ion, Gaus has always followed the same concept of justification, as, for
example, in his book Justificatory Liberalism (Gaus 1996). In his episte-
mological view, some reasons may be not justified, but be justificatory
reasons at the same time. In order to serve as justificatory reasons, it
is sufficient that such basic standards of justification are intelligible as
justificatory reasons. But, says Quong, the appeal to such an epistemol-
ogy in public justification is not permitted in virtue of reasonable plu-
ralism: there are reasonable people who do not endorse this concept of
justification, like, for example, externalists. Insisting on justification by
convergence, as a consequence, has a high price. Either it is required to
renounce to PJS and be engaged in public justification with insincerity,
or it is needed to renounce to public justification and say that all views
are legitimate simply because they are intelligible, even when they are
not justified. In the latter case, as Quong says, Gaus renounces to his
commitment for an order of public reason and opts for an order of pub-
lic intelligibility (Quong forthcoming).



ELvio BACCARINI PUBLIC REASON. THE CONSENSUS AND THE CONVERGENCE VIEW

I think that it is possible to reformulate the use of justification from
converge in order to avoid Quong’s objection. In my answer, however, I
depart from Gaus’s formulation.

The important premise of my argument is that the context of the pre-
sent discussion is determined by the endorsement of the ideas of agents
as free and equal, of burdens of judgment and of reasonable pluralism.
In virtue of the burdens of judgment and of reasonable pluralism, it is
not to be expected that agents will have equal standards of justification.
Moreover, it is to be expected that they will be distinguished by plural
evaluative standards. But every person is entitled to follow her stand-
ards of justification, in so far (like I endorse from the consensus view)
as they do not conflict with what is justified by shared reasons relat-
ed to the foundational commitments of liberalism, i.e. to the common
standards of justification of reasonable citizens (the idea of society as
a fair system of cooperation among equals and reasonable pluralism,
as well as the three main principles of liberalism). As Samuel Freeman
remarks, it would be unreasonable to “not normally accept or tolerate
people’s affirming and acting on the particular beliefs that provide them
with reasons. Persons and principles of justice are unreasonable in so
far as they do not tolerate or accept that false beliefs can provide others
with good reasons for acting. [...] To insist that others cooperate with
you only on grounds and for reasons which you believe are true is the
paradigmatic case of an unreasonable person. [...] Respecting others as
persons and as citizens involves allowing them to non-coercively decide
their values and (within limits of justice) act on their chosen ways of
life. This moral requirement implies a duty to allow others to make their
own mistakes of judgment and action, and, within limits of justice, act
on their false beliefs as well” (Freeman 2004: 2037, 2042).*

82

So, it is possible for reasonable Betty to offer to unreasonable Alf this
justification:

(1) You are entitled to follow your standard of justification X in every case
when there is not a successful defeater for the reasons that it justifies.

This may be a common premise for Betty and Alf. Betty accepts such en-
titlement in virtue of her adherence to the fundamental liberal commit-
ments. Alf thinks that he is entitled to follow his standard of justifica-
tion %, otherwise it would not be possible to explain why he endorses X.

4 To be sure, Freeman’s quotation, in his paper, is not intended as part of a support
of any kind of justification from convergence.
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There are differences in the reasons why Alf and Betty endorse X, but I
think that this does not represent a problem. If the justificatory con-
sensus on premises would have to be so deep, there would be problems
with the justification of shared reasons among reasonable people, as
well. Even in their case, it is left to each individual to look by himself/
herself for his/her justification of the shared reasons. In fact, below, in
the discussion of the endorsement of the shared reasons, I try to show
that a weaker conception of justification than Quong’s is needed, but I
skip on the details here.

For the sake of sincerity, Betty must explicitly declare to Alf the quali-
fication that she thinks that he is entitled to follow his standard of jus-
tification X in every case when there is not a successful defeater for the
reasons that it justifies. Alf may think that there are no such defeaters if
he thinks that X provides indefeasible justification, but I do not see why
this is a reason for him to stop Betty’s argument at this point, and to not
let Betty to develop her argument and, if she wants so, to try to find a
defeater for some of the reasons sustained by X later. In the hypothetical
case that I describe, Alf expects that all such possible challenges will be
unsuccessful, but there are no reasons to debate about this at this point
of the argument.

(2) The standard of justification X sustains rule R.

As a hypothesis, in order to exemplify the argument from convergence.
(3) Ris justified to you if there is not a successful defeater for it.
Premise (3) follows from (1) and (2).

(4) There are no defeaters of R.

As a hypothesis, in order to exemplify the argument from convergence.
Alf can endorse (4) in the hypothetical case if he thinks that R is a pro
tanto rule and there are no available defeaters in his standards of justi-
fication, but in the case that he takes R as an absolute rule, as well, be-
cause in such a case for him the possible defeaters of R are an empty set.
Betty can endorse (4) because, in the hypothetical case, R converges
with the liberal standards of justification.

(5) R is overall justified to you.

This seems to me as a case of sincere justification, where no controver-
sial epistemology is implied.
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One may say that in my defense of justification from convergence as
an addition to justification from consensus I have simply reformulated
Rawls’s justification from conjecture (Rawls, 1999b: 155-156). Let it be.
The basic thing in my discussion is to show why a citizen, Betty, who
reasons with an unreasonable citizen, Alf, on the base of his evaluative
standard could be sincere. It appears to me that my explanation is sen-
sibly more concessive that what Quong admits in his position toward
reasoning from conjecture.

As he says, “reasoning from conjecture can be consistent with the PJS
[only] if Betty believes there are sufficient shared reasons for rule X, but
she also believes Alf’s unjustifiable comprehensive doctrine supports X,
then I think she can engage in sincere reasoning from conjecture with
Alf where she tries to show him his own doctrine commits him to X (but
she probably ought to publicly articulate the shared reasons too if we

84 believe in a strong publicity condition).” (Quong 2012a)

If T understand correctly him, Quong refers to cases like in his (Quong
2012) and Gaus’s (Gaus, 2012) dispute of cases where citizens endorse
shared reasons that support a rule R, but some of them (championed
by, let’s say, Alf) endorse additional reasons that speak against R. In
such a case, the reasonable citizen Betty, who endorses R on the base
of shared reasons, may engage in reasoning from conjecture with Alf,
in the attempt to show him that his basic evaluative standard commits
him to endorse R, exactly the rule that is sustained by shared reasons.

The condition of shared reasons put forward by Quong for the legiti-
macy of reasoning from conjecture is clearly exclusive in several cases
of reasoning from conjecture with unreasonable people. Only reason-
ing from conjecture with, let’s say, semi-unreasonable citizens (those
that share reasons with the reasonable, but don't think that they are al-
ways overriding) is saved. For the reasons indicated above, I think that
such exclusion is not supportive of the requirements of stability and I
hope that I have shown that there are no reasons based on PJS to en-
dorse such a restriction.

Maybe it is worth deserving to question whether Quong’s limited ac-
ceptance of reasoning from conjecture is exclusive in another case, i.e.
in the case of disagreements in the understanding of the content of pub-
lic reason (for example, in the understanding of the foundational ideas
of society as a fair system of cooperation between free and equal citi-
zens), or principles that protect some freedoms, which interpretation is
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inconclusive in virtue of their generality. I am not able to say whether,
for Quong, in the case of agreement on the general formulations about
freedom, equality and fair society, but disagreement on their under-
standing, there are sufficiently shared ideas in order for reasoning from
conjecture to be legitimate, or this condition is not present.

To be sure, the problem of limiting the resources of reasoning from con-
jecture that I am pressing here, in particular with unreasonable people,
is not immediately an issue for Quong, in virtue of his internal concep-
tion. But, as I have tried to show in virtue of the requirement of stabili-
ty, unreasonable people deserve specific care even in an idealized liberal
society, as that pictured by Quong.

4. I indicate now two concerns related to Quong’s four steps argument
that appeals to the strong concept of justification and the PJS. The two
issues that I indicate are meant to question whether Quong’s strong
concept of justification is appropriate for political liberalism, or it must
be replaced by a more permissive concept of justification. First, it ap-
pears to me that Quong’s sincerity argument could be a threat to the
proposals of several Rawlsians that endorse the shared reasons / con-
sensus view of public reason,’ as well as to Rawls’s himself.® As Rawls
says, the freestanding argument for principles of justice (the argument
related only to premises characteristic of public political culture of
democratic societies and free from controversial premises of compre-
hensive doctrines) is only pro tanto justified. In order to obtain full jus-
tification, each qualified person must put in coherence her view with
her comprehensive doctrines. Public justification is obtained when this
is done by all qualified persons (Rawls 1996: 386-388). This is, in fact,
a form of convergent justification and it is liable to the same objection
raised by Quong to Gausian convergence view.

I skip on the issue of how Rawls and various Rawlsians can deal with
this proposal and I will focus on Quong’s reply. In Quong’s view, no role
is played in public justification by comprehensive views.

But there is a problem, nonetheless. Quong says: “The alternative view
that I have offered [the internal conception] does not present the free-
standing argument - the move from the fundamental ideas to the general

5 For example, Stephen Macedo says that reasonable citizens will be ready to adjust
the freestanding justified conception of justice in order to render it acceptable to rea-
sonable fellow citizens who endorse various comprehensive doctrines Macedo, 2012.
6 One of the problems is raised by Micah Schartzman Schwartzman, 2012.
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liberal principles - as a pro tanto justification which then depends on an
overlapping consensus in order to achieve a full or public justification.
Because the freestanding argument builds on certain fundamental ideas
that are already assumed to be the subject of an overlapping consensus
amongst reasonable people, the conclusions of the freestanding argu-
ment should be taken as fully justified to all reasonable persons. Rea-
sonable persons are already assumed to have their own comprehensive
or otherwise non-public reasons for endorsing the fundamental ideas,
and thus the free standing argument requires no further justificatory
support” (Quong 2011: 186). The possible problem is that even if all citi-
zens rely in public reasoning on ideas and principles assumed to be the
subject of an overlapping consensus amongst reasonable people, some
of them endorse these ideas and principles by relying on what others
take as unsound justificatory reasons. As Quong accepts similarly to

86 Rawls, the comprehensive or otherwise non-public reasons, endorsed
by citizens, can be in an epistemological bad shape. This seems to me
as a possible problem, in accordance with the strong conception of jus-
tification that Quong endorses in his use of the PJS in opposition to the
convergence view. If we accept the strong view of justification, it appears
the same dilemma that Quong puts forward to Gaus’s convergence view:
either some qualified members of the constituency are not sincere to-
ward other members of the constituency (and think that others are not
justified in endorsing the fundamental liberal commitments), or they
endorse a controversial epistemology or theory of reasons. Everybody
participates in the project of building or sustaining a liberal society with
others in virtue of their common shared commitments, but here it ap-
pears to be an issue of sincerity, because some citizens do not see some
other citizens as justified in accepting such commitments.

A possible explanation that says that the fundamentals of liberalism are
self-justifying, will not work, because the foundationalist concept of
self-justifying beliefs or reasons represents a controversial epistemolog-
ical view, something that is defined as a problem by Quong. In another
reply, the fundamentals of liberalism may be taken as strong enough
to survive in a process of reflective equilibrium (Quong 2011: 155-156).
Their justification is obtained in reflective equilibrium. But, this, again,
would not do the work, because reflective equilibrium is itself a contro-
versial epistemological concept.

Quong’s reply is that “I think an essential part of PL’s strategy of epis-
temic abstinence involves taking it as given that all reasonable persons
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are justified in endorsing the fundamental political values, and accept-
ing the burdens of judgement. PL does not directly enquire into the
question of whether individuals are justified in accepting those values
in order to abstain from controversial epistemological theories over
which we assume reasonable people disagree. We just take the funda-
mental political values as given, and then can appeal to those shared
values in any instance of public justification and stipulate that in doing
S0, we can assume our starting premises are justified to reasonable per-
sons. Making good on that assumption is something political liberal-
ism as a theory remains silent about: we leave that up to individual citi-
zens as part of the background culture or comprehensive philosophy”
(Quong, 2012a).

I have still worries in relation to how it is possible to say this, in coher-
ence with the criticism of Gaus’s convergence view, based on the sincer-
ity argument. Quong requires to Betty to refrain from justification from
convergence of rule R to Alf because she does not believe that Alf is jus-
tified in endorsing his evaluative standard X. How is this different from
Betty, who is allowed to reason with Alf on the base of shared public rea-
sons SRs, although she does not believe that Alf'is justified in endorsing
them? One answer is that in the former case Betty needs to investigate
about Alf’s justification of R, while in the latter case she avoids to inves-
tigate about the justification of SRs, because she does not need to do
so. But is this really so? Betty may have a strong rationale to investigate
about why Alf endorses SRs. For example, she may want to know how
stable Alf’s endorsement of them is. If Alf’s endorsement is based, for
example, on a doctrine with contradictions, or too ambiguous formula-
tions, she may be wary of the stability of Alf’s endorsement.

In any case, an attitude of attribution of merits to a person related to
avoiding information about her merits appears as shallow. [ suppose
that every reasonable person would judge as regrettably shallow the sin-
cerity of a person in a relation with a spouse, or friends, if, for exam-
ple, she admires them, but she deliberately avoids knowing facts about
them. Isn’t it a regrettable shallow attitude to admire a husband for how
successfully he financially cares about the family, and neglect to get in-
formation about how he does so (perhaps he is a gangster). In a simi-
lar way, it appears to me that it is a regrettable shallow attitude to sin-
cerely engage in justification of public rules with my fellow citizens on
the base of some sustaining reasons, if I admit that justification may
be so defined that it is obtained only if one is justified in endorsing the
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sustaining reasons (which is exactly what Quong establishes about jus-
tification in his criticism of Gaus’s convergent justification), and I ne-
glect to know about my fellow citizens’ justification of the sustaining
reasons on which ground we are engaged in justification of public rules.

A further problem is that in order to obtain justification in a strong
sense, basing it on sound justificatory reasons is not sufficient. A per-
son must relate the justificatory reason R to the conclusion C with a
sound inference. As Quong says, “in order for decisions to be justified,
they must be grounded in sound reasons or arguments” (Quong, 2012a).
But, as it is well known, ordinary people are not very good in develop-
ing good arguments. They are subject to logical mistakes and rely on
heuristics (see, for example: Gaus 1996: 130-136). As a consequence, ei-
ther we must think that only epistemological elites can include quali-
fied members of the constituency, or we must renounce to the strong
idea of justification put forward by Quong in his criticism of Gaus. It
seems to me that the latter option is more congruent with the inten-
tions of public reason, i.e. not to exclude people as qualified members
of the constituency because of not being more than ordinarily rational
from the epistemological and logical point of view. It is true, as Quong
says, that “public justification does not aim at mere agreement or con-
sent — the aim is for political decisions to be justified to each person who
is bound by them” (Quong, 20ma).
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The problem, in my view, is that the conception of justification that
Quong associates with PJS is too strong. I just indicate the issue, here,
and leave a discussion of possible alternative conceptions of justifica-
tion for another occasion.

6. At the end of the paper I raise some doubts about the relevance of the
religious issues among supporters of the consensus and supporters of
the convergence view. Contenders on both sides show the divergences
on this question that derive from the employment of the justificatory
structure, but I think that the topic is worth-deserving of further anal-
ysis, in particular more focused on specific issues, before reaching this
conclusion.” The initial ground for such a thought is that in virtue of
the presumption of freedom, religious reasons can be efficaciously em-
ployed, for Gaus, only in the defense from coercion, not in support of

7 It may be important, as well, to direct the discussion among consensus and con-
vergence view to debate which of them is more able to oppose those views that admit
the legitimacy of coercive laws based on religious reasons only.
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requirements of coercion, while, on the other hand, the defense of reli-
gious rights is relevant for Rawlsians, as well. As Samuel Freeman says,
“Only the most compelling reasons of justice, those regarding the pro-
tection of others’ fundamental rights, should be allowed to outweigh
the freedom of religious doctrine, sacraments and liturgical practices”
(Freeman 2002: 24).8

However, the opponents in the debate do not share my intuition. Kevin
Vallier, for example, takes as one of the advantages of the convergence
view the possibility to offer a stronger support to religious freedoms
(Vallier 20m: 261-279). The main reason to which he appeals is that the
consensus view restricts the kind of reasons that citizens may use in or-
der to stop coercive laws. In order to support his thesis, he indicates an
education example, and he says that the convergence view, but not the
consensus view, allows parents to object on religious grounds to a policy
that organizes school curricula so that, in public schools, children are
thought only shared and accessible reasons.

The question is complicated. On one hand, as we see, for example, from
Freeman in the quotation above, the consensus view allows strong pro-
tection of religious rights. On the other hand, it is not so clear how ex-
tended protection of parents’ rights in the education of children the
convergence view offers. Let’s remember the teaching of J.S. Mill, who
distinguishes among the freedom of parents in relation to choices in
their life and choice in the lives of their children. The two questions are
frequently conflated. But this is wrong. Children are not the property of
their parents (Mill 1859/1977: 301-304). For this reason, there is a ques-
tion about, as Gaus would say, the jurisdictional rights in the education
of children. As Brian Barry wrote, there are good reasons for the legiti-
macy of the state to interfere in the education of children, specifically
in the context of school curricula, in order to protect their legitimate
interests. Barry certainly opposes the presumption of the right of par-
ents to block a school curriculum that teaches evolution, or the bases of
civic freedom (Barry 2001: 194-249). It seems to me that Vallier would be
ready to accept such entitlement for the parents by the same token by
which he defends the right of parents to block a school curriculum that
teaches only shared and accessible reason. If he is not ready to do so,
then he admits that parents do not have absolute jurisdictional rights
in the education of children. But, then, the issue about the entitlement

8 See also Freeman 2004: 2036-2037, 2042.
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to veto school curricula that teaches only shared and accessible reason
becomes an open question, even in the context of the convergence view.
In my opinion, there is a strong rationale for this, precisely the one ad-
dressed by Mill: children are not parents’ property.

Quong may complain on his side to the, let’s say, ecumenical view that
I show by expressing worries related to the clarity of the concept of co-
ercion. In his Three Disputes about Public Justification, he indicates dif-
ficulties by using an example that shows that the basic issue is not that
of an independent definition of coercion, but of what is just and what
is unjust. So, a possible problem might be that religious people can de-
fine what is just in accordance to their view and, consequently, define
the legitimacy of a law in accordance to their view, and, consequently,
again, enforce laws that override others’ evaluative standards in matters

90 of personal life.

But let’s remember that, for Gaus, it is possible to pass a law only if,
for each and every person, no regulation of the field is better than the
law regulation of this field by this law. This is a powerful tool to stop
religious regulations of the lives of non religious people. Think about
the (in many countries, like Croatia) controversial case of regulation of
marriage. Religious people frequently require a regulation that forbids
marriage among homosexuals. Gaus’s test is to see whether such a regu-
lation is better for all, than no regulation of this field. But for some ho-
mosexuals no regulation of marriage at all may be better than discrimi-
native regulation. Such a regulation is, therefore, defeated. On the other
hand, probably, even for religious people it is better to have a liberal
regulation of marriage than no regulation at all. As a consequence, the
liberal regulation of marriage is the appropriate space of convergence.

Quong, however, can still raise challenges to the legitimacy of employing
religious reasons in justifying public decisions, by appealing to the prob-
lem that this will cause hard divergences with the liberal concept of jus-
tice. So, similarly to Vallier, Quong shows that the justificatory structure
that he endorses is more suitable for protecting the fundamental ideas
of liberalism. Think about Quong’s example of Anna, a rather reasonable
citizen (Quong 2012a: 55). Anna accepts the core liberal commitments,
but she thinks that they have not absolute priority over the commitments
of her comprehensive view. In the balance of her political liberal and of
her comprehensive commitments, among else, she generally accepts an-
ti-discriminative rules, with only one exception. Her religion requires
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that only members of this religion (or, of any religion, which excludes
atheists and agnostics) can be hired in religious associations, and this
is the rule that she accepts as the best balance among all of her commit-
ments. Quong’s conclusion is that “if Anna is included in the constituen-
cy of public reason, then our theory will no longer be able to deliver what
I take is uncontroversially accepted as a liberal right” (Quong 2012a: 55).

The right to not be discriminated in employment policy is certainly a
very high ranked liberal right. But, perhaps, the employment policy en-
dorsed by Anna is not so clearly illiberal, at least in some of its inter-
pretations, and after having considered overall liberal values and prin-
ciples. First of all, there may be some kinds of occupations in religious
associations where the religious belonging of the employee is function-
al to the religion. For example, there are good egalitarian liberal argu-
ments to permit to catholic associations not to hire priests or nuns who
are not Catholics. Among others, a strongly committed egalitarian lib-
eral like Brian Barry offers even a reasonable argumentation for the
right of catholic institutions to limit the access of women to the role of
priest, or, more precisely, denies to the state the right of being the um-
pire in such an issue. As he says, by quoting one US court: “who will
preach from the pulpit of a church and who will occupy the parsonage”
is a purely ecclesiastical question” (Barry 2001: 175). Admitting here the
role of umpire to the state would simply mean to deny the autonomy
of catholic religion as such. Those unsatisfied with this rule can try to
change it from inside, or try to found a new religion that fits better with
their worldview (Barry, 2001: 176).
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A different issue is represented by jobs in religious associations that are
not religious in their essence. Think about the case of a janitor in a re-
ligious school. Is the school allowed to differentiate here on religious
grounds? In such a case, precisely the case of a janitor in a Mormon
school, Brian Barry refuses the right to the differentiation, because it is
not functional to the job. Being religious, or following religious rules, is
not a distinctive feature for being a good janitor (Barry 2001: 166). Here
Barry endorses a view similar to Quong’s: discriminating in the employ-
ment policy on religious grounds is not acceptable.

However, things can be more complicated. As Gaus says, “Entrepre-
neurship is itself a form of human flourishing. [...] Start-ups, innova-
tion, risk taking, organizing groups to resolve problems and implement
new ideas - all these are not simply ways to produce the stuff to be
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distributed according to ‘economic justice’: they are basic to evaluative
standards of some Members of the Public” (Gaus 2011: 379). It seems to
me a corollary of Gaus’s statement that entrepreneurship, and, in gener-
al, organizing associations can be more than a functional activity in the
sense of leading financially successful systems, or providing good edu-
cation, and that heading such activities can be related to a worldview, or
a broader value life project of a person or members of a group.

[ do not see as something that clearly must be outlawed leading an or-
ganization with, among else, an intention to show that “we Catholics,”
or “we Protestants’, etc. are able to do this in a successful way, in par-
ticular if the intention is to show the possibility to do so in conform-
ity with a strict conformity to the general system of values correlated
to the groups. In general, I do not feel sympathy for such kind of initia-
tives, but I feel, at the same time, a duty to be cautious in thinking that
egalitarian liberalism allows requiring that they be outlawed. In some
cases, I can find such initiatives as repugnant and I would boycott them
whenever this would be possible to me, like, for example, if they in-
clude only people that are traditionally privileged in a society, or if they
are inspired by hate for other groups. But, again, [ am cautious in think-
ing that egalitarian liberalism entitles to require that they be outlawed.
After all, coming back to the case of the Mormon school mentioned
above, the US Supreme court did not refused the decision of the school:
“All the justices united behind the rationale that it would be an interfer-
ence with the autonomy of religious organizations for the government
to decide which non-profit activities are religious and which are not”
(Rosenblum 2000: 90, quoted from Barry 2001: 167)
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However, there might be a particularly strong reason to outlaw such firms,
even in Gaus’s argumentative scheme. It is important to remark, as Barry
does, “that the effect of the decision [of the US Supreme court in relation
to the Mormon school case] was to give religious bodies extremely broad
scope for exercising job discrimination - so broad that it might be thought
to threaten religious liberty itself. For, as Rosenblum has said, “there is no
sharper deviation from liberalism than coercing belief by conditioning vi-
tal secular benefits on declarations of faith” ” (Barry, 2001: 167).

In conclusion, several things may be said in reply to Quong’s examples.
There may be good public reasons to support the decision of religious
organizations to hire only religious people, in some contexts. There
might be good resources, in other contexts, for the convergence view to
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rebut the proposal of a law that permits religious organizations to hire
only religious people, or only people who respect religious prescription,
because it might be reasonable to say that such a law threatens reli-
gious liberty itself. Gaus says that justification of public rules must re-
spect a structure of justification and that there are higher ranked issues
that put constraints on the justification of other issues (Gaus 2011). Re-
ligious freedom is a high ranked issue in the structure of justification
and, therefore, if it is threatened by a policy that admits employment of
only religious people in religious organizations, then there is a strong
case for rebutting such a policy.

The previous discussion was not intended to be a conclusive proof of the
thesis that the use of religious reasons in public justification is not a di-
visive issue with practical implications between the consensus and the
convergence view, but only an indication that it is not obvious that it is
so. Both Vallier’s, as well as Quong’s examples, deserve further discus-
sion in order to see what would be the outcomes of their discussion in
the context of a consensus, as well as a convergence view of justification.
Perhaps, it is not so clear that both examples represent clear counterex-
amples fora view of justification, instead of being disputable hard cases.’

Primljeno: 2. oktobar 2013.
Prihvaceno: 15. februar 2014.
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Elvio Bakarini
Javni um. Konsenzualno i konvergentno videnje

Apstrakt

DZonatan Kvong predlaZe i brani konsenzualno videnje javhoga uma ili vi-
denje zajednickih razloga. Predlog je suprotstavljen konvergentnom vide-
nju, koga brani, izmedu ostalih, Gerald Gaus. Snazan argument koji Kvong
suprotstavlja konvergentnom videnju jeste argument iskrenosti. Ovaj tekst
nudi argument koji prihvata oblik konvergencije, ali se istovremeno zalaze
za prihvatanje zahteva iskrenosti.

Kljucne reci: konsenzus, konvergencija, Gaus, javni um, Quong.

95



96

UDK: 141.7 FILOZOFIJA | DRUSTVO XXV (1), 2014.

DOI: 10.2298/FID1401096Q
Originalan nau¢ni rad

Jonathan Quong
School of Philosophy
University of Southern California

Liberalism Without Perfection: Replies to Lister, Kulenovi¢,
Zoffoli, Zeli¢, and Baccarini

[ would like to begin by thanking all the contributors to this symposi-
um, especially Elvio Baccarini, who hosted the conference at the Uni-
versity of Rijeka where several of the papers in this symposium were ini-
tially presented. I've learned a great deal from these essays, and I'm very
fortunate for my work to be the subject of such careful and perceptive
philosophical attention. Below I offer some replies to each contributor,
though I do not address all the important points raised in each paper.

Reply to Lister

In his wide-ranging and thoughtful essay, Andrew Lister focuses on the
relationship between the critical and constructive portions of my book,
Liberalism Without Perfection (hereafter LWP).! Lister defends two im-
portant claims. First, he contends, contra my suggestion in chapter 1 of
LWP, that a coherent and plausible form of comprehensive antiperfec-
tionism is possible. Second, he suggests that a modest form of perfec-
tionism is perfectly compatible with a commitment to public reason or
public justification (I will use these terms interchangeably here). I disa-
gree with Lister on both points, and in this brief reply I will try and ex-
plain why. But before doing so, a small amount of terminological clari-
fication will be useful.?

Comprehensive liberals, as I define them, are those who answer ‘yes’ to
the following question: must liberal political philosophy be based in
some particular ideal of what constitutes a valuable or worthwhile hu-
man life, or other metaphysical beliefs? Comprehensive liberals believe
there is a particular view of the good life, usually one that gives personal
autonomy a central role, which grounds or justifies our liberal principles

1 References in the main text are either to LWP, or else to the individual sympo-
sium contributions. All other references are provided in footnotes. For comments
and useful discussions about the issues raised in this reply, I am very grateful to Elvio
Baccarini, Rebecca Stone, and Nebojsa Zelic.

2 The next paragraph is taken from my “Liberalism Without Perfection: Replies to
Gaus, Colburn, Chan, and Bocchiola,” Philosophy & Public Issues 2 (2012), 58-59.
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and rights. Comprehensive liberals can be either perfectionists or anti-
perfectionists, that is, they can answer either ‘yes’ or ‘no’ to the follow-
ing further question: is it permissible for a liberal state to promote or
discourage some activities, ideals, or ways of life on grounds relating to
their inherent or intrinsic value, or on the basis of other metaphysical
claims? Comprehensive perfectionists answer yes: the state may permis-
sibly aim to promote the good life and discouraging citizens from mak-
ing disvaluable choices. Comprehensive antiperfectionists, by contrast,
believe that there is a distinct view of the good life that grounds a form
of liberalism in which the state is required to remain neutral between
competing conceptions of the good life or human flourishing.

Lister modifies these terms somewhat, but I do not believe these mod-
ifications bear on the central areas of disagreement between us. Al-
though chapters 2-4 of LWP are largely focused on developing reasons
to reject perfectionism, in chapter 1 I offer a brief argument intended to
illustrate the instability of comprehensive antiperfectionism. I present a
debate between a proponent of comprehensive antiperfectionism, Sara,
and Mike, who defends a perfectionist position. In the debate Mike fa-
vors criminalization of recreational drug use for perfectionist reasons,
whereas Sara favors the legal permissibility of recreational drug use by
appeal to the value of autonomy (LWP 23-26). I argue that while Sara
may be able to ground a commitment to various liberal rights and free-
doms in the value of leading an autonomous life, the value of autonomy
cannot yield a consistent form of antiperfectionism. The reason for this
is simple: when pushed by Mike to explain why recreational drug use
ought to be legal, Sara must say one of two things. Either she must de-
clare Mike’s perfectionist view about the use of recreational drugs to be
false, or else she must say that even if Mike’s claims about the disvalue
of drug use are true, they are decisively outweighed by the value of lead-
ing an autonomous life. But either response entails that Sara’s position
is no less perfectionist that Mike’s. She must appeal to controversial and
reasonably rejectable views about the good life in order to justify her po-
sition. As Lister notes, I do not claim to show that all versions of com-
prehensive antiperfectionism are vulnerable to this sort of objection.
However, I suspect the example is indicative of a general instability that
all such views face.

Lister disagrees. As I understand his argument, he claims that my ob-
jection only succeeds against consequentialist forms of comprehensive
antiperfectionism, but that it does not succeed against a deontological
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version of the view.> According to Lister, “this kind of comprehensive
liberalism denies that it is ever just to use the state to promote one rea-
sonably contestable conception of the good over another simply on the
grounds that the people who accept the correct conception will lead
better lives, but insists that when it comes to determining what rights
and duties individuals have with respect to one another, as a matter of
justice, we may appeal to conceptions of human flourishing” (p. 23).
If Sara endorses this version of comprehensive liberalism she “can ar-
gue that the reason it is wrong to coerce someone for their own good
is that it is paternalistic, and disrespects another person’s autonomous
agency”. But Sara’s position can be “staunchly antiperfectionist in the
promotional sense, since she denies that it is legitimate to use political
power to promote controversial conceptions of human flourishing, just
because the people who end up adopting these ways of life will there-

98 by lead better lives” (p. 24). Lister thinks it avoids being perfectionist
because, although it does depend on a controversial conception of the
good, it “does not in any way legitimate perfectionist imposition of con-
troversial conceptions of the good” (p. 25).

[ fail to see, however, how Sara’s position can avoid being perfection-
ist. Suppose those who share Mike’s substantive position on drug use
attempt to stop others from engaging in recreational drug use: let’s call
this group the Puritans. The Puritans try to steal some people’s drugs,
or use force to prevent others from taking drugs. Because Sara favors
the legal permissibility of recreational drug use, she must believe that
users should be protected from such illegitimate interference—she will
want the police to use appropriate measures to stop the Puritans. Thus,
the Puritans will be legally prevented from acting on their aims, and the
reason they will be prevented from doing so is (according to Sara’s re-
vised view) ultimately grounded in the value of personal autonomy. It
thus seems clear to me that the Puritans are subject to the legal imposi-
tion of a controversial view of the good.

Perhaps Lister might protest that no one imposes a conception of the
good on the Puritans; rather, the Puritans are merely prevented from
imposing their conception of the good on others. But this response

3 Note that Lister’s contrast between consequentialism and deontology, though
widely adopted, is unfortunate since the two concepts are not mutually exclusive.
My reply above does not rely on this fact, but for a more detailed explanation see
my, “Consequentialism, Deontology, Contractualism, and Equality, “ in The Oxford
Handbook of Distributive Justice, Serena Olsaretti ed. (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, forthcoming).
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cannot succeed for two reasons. First, this reply only appears to suc-
ceed by equivocating between moralized and non-moralized senses of
“imposition”. The moralized sense of imposition can be defined rough-
ly as follows: A imposes on B if and only if A prevents or otherwise in-
terferes with B’s efforts to do something that B ought to be permitted to
do. The non-moralized conception of “imposition”, on the other hand,
can be defined roughly as follows: A imposes on B if and only if A pre-
vents or otherwise interferes with B’s efforts to do anything. If we adopt
the moralized account of imposition, then it’s true that the state does
not impose a conception of the good on the Puritans when it defends
the drug users from their attempted interference (provided we endorse
Sara’s general position). But this is a hollow victory, since it will also be
true that the state does not impose a conception of the good on recrea-
tional drug users when it prevents them from taking recreational drugs
(provided we endorse Mike’s general position). Because the moralized
version makes imposition entirely dependent on which conception of
the good is adopted as the sound basis for individual rights and liber-
ties, it yields the conclusion that the use of legal sanctions and coercion
never qualifies as imposition provided it’s done in the name of the cor-
rect conception of the good. I assume this conception of imposition is
thus of no real use in defining a view as perfectionist or antiperfection-
ist. But if we adopt the non-moralized conception of imposition, then
it remains clear that the state does impose a conception of the good on
the Puritans when it prevents them from interfering with recreational
drug users.

Second, the mooted reply looks even less plausible when we shift our
attention to a different topic, for example, the topic of the treatment
of same-sex couples. Suppose Sara defends the view that shop owners
cannot be legally required to serve gays and lesbians because doing so
would pose an undue threat to the personal autonomy of shop owners
who have religious or ethical objections to homosexuality. If Sara’s view
isendorsed by the state, then gays and lesbians might be legally prevent-
ed from entering various shops, and this would be done in the name of a
controversial view about the good life. This surely constitutes the impo-
sition of a controversial conception of the good. But suppose Sara adopts
the opposite position: suppose she favors a law that requires shop owners
to serve gays and lesbians regardless of their religious or ethical views,
and again the basis for her position is the intrinsic value of personal au-
tonomy (though this time, focusing on the autonomy of gay and lesbian
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persons). Shop owners will then be legally forced to serve gay and lesbi-
an customers in the name of the intrinsic value of autonomy. Again, this
surely constitutes the imposition of a conception of the good. In sum, so
long as Sara grounds her support for certain legal rights and duties by
appeal to the intrinsic value of personal autonomy, I cannot see how her
comprehensive liberalism can remain resolutely antiperfectionist.

We can now turn to Lister’s second main claim: a commitment to public
reason or public justification does not preclude a modest form of per-
fectionism. Lister’s argument in favor of this conclusion echoes an argu-
ment advanced by Joseph Chan.* The idea is that while it may be true
that full-blown comprehensive doctrines or conceptions of the good
must be the subject of permanent reasonable disagreement, “there can
be reasonable unanimity on single, local judgments about the value of
particular activities or relationships” (p. 29). For example, “if what is
at stake is just the claim that it is bad to become addicted to crack co-
caine, because (among other things) this undermines one’s ability to
recognize and act on reasons, it seems to me that there is no reasonable
disagreement” (p. 31). If such local perfectionist judgments can be the
subject of reasonable agreement, then even if laws and other political
institutions must be publicly justifiably, they may still incorporate cer-
tain limited perfectionist judgments.

100

Whether this attempt to marry moderate perfectionism and public rea-
son succeeds depends on how the constituency of the reasonable is de-
fined. On the one hand, we might define the constituency of the rea-
sonable in such a way as to leave it open whether all reasonable people
could agree on limited perfectionist claims. On this view, let’s call it
the underdetermined account, the constituency of the reasonable is giv-
en partly by philosophical or definitional fiat (e.g. reasonable persons
must endorse the political values of freedom and equality), but the def-
inition allows some of the content of the reasonable to be supplied by
what actual persons in our society, who otherwise qualify as reasona-
ble, believe or endorse at some modest level of idealization. On another
view, call it the fully determined account, our philosophical account of
the reasonable provides an exhaustive account of those things that all
reasonable persons can be expected to endorse—anything not listed by
the philosophical account as a component of the reasonable is by defi-
nition a potential subject of reasonable disagreement.

4 Joseph Chan, “Legitimacy, Unanimity, and Perfectionism,” Philosophy & Public
Affairs 29 (2000), 5-42.



LIBERALISM WITHOUT PERFECTION

It should be clear that Lister’s proposed marriage of modest perfec-
tionism with public reason can only succeed in one of two ways: (i) by
adopting the underdetermined account and showing that, as a mat-
ter of empirical fact, all reasonable people (at some level of idealiza-
tion) do agree about certain perfectionist judgments or (ii) by adopt-
ing the fully determined account and including the relevant objects of
perfectionist agreement in the definition of the reasonable person. As
Lister notes, in section 7.5.2 of LWP I consider a challenge very similar
to the one he presses, and I consider both strategies described in the
preceding sentence. I continue to endorse the responses I offered in
that section of the book. In brief, with regard to the first strategy, this
would require an extraordinarily difficult empirical survey of all exist-
ing comprehensive doctrines, one that seems practically impossible to
carry out in a manner that will be both accurate and complete. More
seriously, I think the first strategy risks incoherence, since the motiva- 101
tion for finding out what actual citizens believe or endorse seems to
conflict with the motivation for constructing an idealized account of
the reasonable person whose authority is meant to be independent of
any actual agreement amongst real citizens. With regard to the second
strategy, I concede that I have no very well developed objection. Rath-
er, | cannot understand why a perfectionist would want to pursue this
strategy. Political liberals who take the fact of reasonable pluralism as
an essential premise in political philosophy have a clear rationale for
seeking to construct a freestanding conception of political justice that
could be the subject of agreement amongst an idealized constituency
of persons who agree only on some abstract political values. But it is
unclear what would motivate a perfectionist to pursue a contractualist
strategy of this sort. Once particular claims about what is intrinsically
valuable are assumed to be true and to be the legitimate source of polit-
ical reasons, the main impetus behind seeking a freestanding concep-
tion—the fact of reasonable pluralism—seems to have been jettisoned.
I don'’t see why such perfectionists wouldn’t simply prefer to make di-
rect appeals to what they take to be true claims about the good life or
human flourishing (which is, of course, what most contemporary per-
fectionists do).

In closing, though I disagree with two of the main claims Lister advanc-
es in his essay, we agree about much else, and I lack the space here to ad-
dress several of his other innovative claims about paternalism and the
relationship between perfectionism and distributive justice.
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Reply to Kulenovic¢

In his incisive contribution, Enes Kulenovic¢ seeks to defend liberal per-
fectionism from two of the main objections I press against it in LWP.
The first objection—developed in chapter 2—is that the ideal of per-
sonal autonomy; at least as the ideal is developed by Joseph Raz, cannot
both provide a justification for the harm principle, while also permitting
many of the non-coercive policies favored by liberal perfectionists. Two
of Raz’s central claims are:

Ri The harm principle, defined as the rule ‘coercion is generally not
permissible unless used to prevent harm, is justified (at least giv-
en current empirical conditions) as a means of promoting/pro-
tecting the value of personal autonomy.

R2 The harm principle referred to in Ri does not preclude certain
forms of non-coercive political perfectionism (e.g. sin taxes, sub-
102 sidies, and other forms of state incentives).

I argue (LWP 70-71) there is a deep tension between these two claims:

D1 The autonomous pursuit of the good is not possible unless the
condition of independence is met.

D2 Both coercion and manipulation undermine the independence of
persons.

D3 Non-coercive forms of political perfectionism such as sin taxes,
subsidies, and other forms of state incentives are manipulative
(the defense of this premise can be found on pp. 63-67 of LWP).

D4 Therefore, if Raz’s autonomy-based harm principle precludes coer-
cive forms of perfectionism, it must also preclude those non-coer-
cive forms of perfectionism referred to in R2. This renders Rz false.

I concede there is a way for Raz or those sympathetic to his view to avoid
the conclusion in D4 (I call it the diachronic defense), but I argue de-
ploying this defense entails that Ru is false.

Kulenovi¢ targets premise D3. He claims that “the goal of [at least some]
such subsidies is not to manipulate people into engaging with the ac-
tivities they would otherwise not want to engage, but to maintain and
keep open for everyone valuable activities that are not profitable (or
profitable at the price that would exclude the majority of citizens from
accessing them)” (pp. 38-39). And he goes on to say, with regard to the
example of a subsidy for the opera: “It is not going to the opera that
makes our lives more autonomous, but having an option of going to
the opera. One can live an autonomous life without ever going to opera,
but living in a society where only available activities are those that are
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profitable and many among those available only to the richest among us
would result in the loss of autonomy for many” (p. 39).

[ am not persuaded by this reply for several reasons. First, the state’s tax-
and-subsidize policy remains manipulative even when done with the
best of motives. I define manipulation (following Nozick, with some
modifications) as the attempt by one agent, A, to subject another agent,
B, to his will by placing B in a choice situation B would rationally dis-
prefer relative to a morally acceptable status quo (LWP 65-66). By tax-
ing citizens and using these tax dollars to subsidize particular activities,
the state puts citizens in a situation they must rationally disprefer rela-
tive to the otherwise morally acceptable status quo (the status quo be-
ing a world where citizens keep the money for themselves). The state
aims to shift each citizen from [having status quo level resources and a
choice to attend opera at market rates] to [having somewhat less than
status quo resources and a choice to attend opera at a price somewhat
lower than market rates]. By using the tax-and-subsidy scheme to shift
citizens from the former to the latter situation, the state intentionally
puts citizens in a situation they must rationally disprefer (since it re-
duces the range of ways citizens can spend their own resources). Even if
the state does so, as Kulenovi¢ argues, in order to make a commercially
non-viable or expensive option more widely available, and even if mere-
ly providing the option is intended to increase the autonomy of citizens,
this motive does not render the policy non-manipulative. Many forms
of manipulation may be done with the best of intentions. If my modi-
fied Nozickian view of manipulation is plausible—and Kulenovi¢ does
not challenge the account of what manipulation is—then the tax-and-
subsidize policy is manipulative and thus (following Raz) a threat to in-
dependence, and thereby a threat to autonomy.

The second objection that Kulenovi¢ focuses on is the charge—devel-
oped in chapter 3 of LWP—that most liberal perfectionist policies are
paternalistic. I define paternalism as follows (LWP 80):

1) Agent A attempts to improve the welfare, good, happiness,
needs, interests, or values of agent B with regard to a particular
decision or situation that B faces.

2) A’s act is motivated by a negative judgment about B’s ability (as-
suming B has the relevant information) to make the right decision
or manage the particular situation in a way that will effectively ad-
vance B’s welfare, good, happiness, needs, interests, or values.
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Almost all perfectionist policies are paternalistic, I argue, because al-
most all such policies are justified partly by appeal to the assumption
that individual citizens will not make the best choices about their own
lives when left to their own devices (e.g. they will not spend their time
or resources on appropriately valuable activities or pursuits).

Kulenovi¢ presents two purported counterexamples to this view. First,
there are what he calls (following Steven Wall) nonhumanistic perfec-
tionist policies, where the aim is not to improve the quality of individu-
als’ lives, but rather to promote excellence (e.g. artistic or intellectual
excellence) for its own sake. I concede such policies are not paternal-
istic, but since Kulenovi¢ does not concentrate on this category in his
reply, I will set it aside and focus on the second category he identifies:
corrective perfectionism. According to Kulenovi¢: “Corrective perfec-
tionism’s role is to correct the injustices that would arise from the fact
that many people can’t afford valuable goods and practices and to ensure
the survival of those goods and practices that are unprofitable... Correc-
tive perfectionism makes sense because there is unequal distribution of
income and wealth in liberal democracies” (p. 104). As he notes, I argue
that such corrective policies would seem to be unnecessary in a reason-
ably well-ordered society, one where there is no injustice in the distri-
bution of income and wealth. But this, he insists, is no objection to the
policies since we live in a non-ideal world where some people have been
unjustly deprived of the resources to which they are entitled.
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But, once we agree that we live in non-ideal conditions where income
and wealth is not justly distributed, we must decide what is the best way
of responding to this injustice, and which ways of combating this injus-
tice can avoid the charge of paternalism. As [ say:

Surely the most obvious remedy to this injustice would be a redistri-
bution of the resources to the unjustly disadvantaged group, rather
than the subsidy of activities that they do not currently enjoy? If the
state favors a scheme where current economic injustices are rectified
by state subsidies for valuable activities, rather than by a straightfor-
ward redistribution of wealth, that must be because the state does
not believe the citizens to whom the redistribution is owed would
spend their resources appropriately. In other words, the rationale for
redistributing resources to the economically disadvantaged in ser-
vices rather than in cash, would be a paternalistic one (LWP 93).

Kulenovi¢ does not, I think, directly respond to this point, though he
does offer an indirect response in his essay. He says “public finding is a
way of saying that citizens as equal members of political community



LIBERALISM WITHOUT PERFECTION

are ready to support certain goods - performance art, art galleries, pub-
lic parks, works of literature, sights of cultural significance, educational
programs for adults, and athletic events - that are not public goods in
strict economic terms, but are common goods that should be available
to everyone and immune to market logic of profit” (pp. 43-44).

But even if this is what is expressed, symbolically, by such public fund-
ing, this does not necessarily defuse the charge of paternalism. Such
public funding would only be needed, presumably, if the state judges
that the relevant activities or pursuits will not be readily available at
low cost if citizens are given their fair share of resources and allowed
to spend them as they see fit. And so it is difficult to see how even the
symbolic motivation described can avoid being premised on a negative
judgment about the choices citizens will make with their own resourc-
es. Of course Kulenovi¢ might insist such policies are not paternalistic
because the state is motivated entirely by the importance of the sym-
bolic gesture, and in no way motivated to try and improve the welfare
or wellbeing of its citizens. Such a position is possible, but it seems very
unlikely that many, if any perfectionists, advocate such policies without
any regard for improving the lives of citizens.

Kulenovi¢’s deepest objection to my brand of non-perfectionism is, I
think, more clearly revealed when he says; “non-perfectionist state citi-
zens are mere consumers voicing their individual preferences through
their (now more or less equal) purchasing power. The appeal of perfec-
tionist state is that it invites its citizens to publicly debate which good[s]
should be labeled as common goods and to offer public justification
why they should not be privately funded, but supported through taxes”
(p. 44). This passage raises several important issues that are too com-
plex to be adequately addressed here—I will make only the following
brief comment. Although I think there is a kernel of truth in the con-
trast he draws in the quoted passage, I think the contrast is exaggerated.
The citizens in a non-perfectionist state are not “mere consumers” since
they too will vigorously engage in deliberation and debate about justice
and the common good. It’s rather that, on my view, it is preferable to al-
low citizens to make their own decisions about which activities and pur-
suits have intrinsic value or are important for human flourishing, rather
than using the legal and political authority of the state to promote some
views about the good life in the name of the entire political communi-
ty. Doing so may, in one way, promote a valuable form of public debate
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about the common good, but it also entails a form of paternalism that
ought to be troubling to liberals.

Reply to Zoffoli

In his penetrating contribution to this symposium, Enrico Zoffoli en-
courages me to be more radical. Indeed, he claims that my own argu-
ments commit me to more radical conclusions that I acknowledge. In
his view, the account of political liberalism I develop in LWP is even
more “political” than Rawls’s since, unlike Rawls, my account precludes
comprehensive doctrines from playing any role in shaping the content
of political principles. More strongly, he thinks my account of political
liberalism must dispense with the notion of an overlapping consensus
altogether, despite what I say to the contrary in chapter 6 of the book.

106 My version of political liberalism, on Zoffoli’s reconstruction, has no
role for an overlapping consensus, and allows comprehensive doctrines
or perfectionist considerations to play no part at any stage in the justi-
ficatory structure of political liberalism. Although Zoffoli says that, in
this paper, he does not intend to challenge my arguments (p. 106), this
isn’t quite right. He does not merely try and draw out what he sees as the
more radical implications of my arguments; he also seeks to cast some
doubt on whether the position that emerges is really tenable.

Zoffoli focuses on two arguments in LWP: he calls the first the sincer-
ity argument and the second the liberal argument. I develop the sincer-
ity argument as an objection to what are known as convergence mod-
els of public justification. Convergence models declare that a law, L (or
other appropriate object of public justification), can be legitimate when
each member of the justificatory constituency is justified in endorsing
L for his or her own comprehensive reasons, even though there are no
shared or common reasons that all members of the constituency take
to be sufficient to justify L. Here is a simplified example of the conver-
gence model (LWP 266-267). Person A holds that rule X is justified for
non-shared reason Ra, whereas person B holds that X is justified for
non-shared reason Rb. Assume further that A rejects Rb, that is, he de-
nies it is a sound reason for X, and likewise B rejects Ra. Finally, assume
that there are no other relevant considerations that speak in favor of X:
the only possible justifications are the two that are separately held by A
and B. So we have the following (the — symbol denotes a justification
relationship):
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A believes Ra — X.
B believes Rb — X.
A does not believe Rb — X.

B does not believe Ra — X.

This is a pure version of the convergence view, where there are no shared
reasons in support of X, but nevertheless each member of the relevant
constituency believes X to be justified for his or her own non-shared
reasons. If the convergence model succeeds as an account of public rea-
son, this has dramatic implications for our moral and political practices.
Contra John Rawls and many other theorists of public reason, religious
and otherwise comprehensive reasons could play a central role in the
process of public reason, and citizens could deeply disagree on the un-
derlying rationale for a law, yet the law could still be publicly justified.

The sincerity objection to this model is roughly as follows (LWP 267-
273). Some rule, X, has not been publicly justified unless each member
of the constituency of justification sincerely believes that each other
member of the constituency has sufficient reasons to accept X. If this
sincerity requirement is not met, then some people would be making
moral demands on others that they do not believe those others have
reasons to accept. Now consider the example above. How can A sincere-
ly believe B is justified in endorsing X (or vice versa)? A can only believe
B is justified in endorsing X if A believes that B is justified in believing
Rb — X. But Rb is derived, we can assume, from an evaluative doctrine
that A rejects. Thus, in order for A to believe that B has a sufficient rea-
son to endorse X, A must believe that B can be justified in adhering to a
doctrine that A rejects. So unless A endorses some moderately relativist
philosophical thesis about reasons and justification, then A cannot sin-
cerely believe that B is really justified in accepting X. And if we believe,
following Rawls, that philosophical theories about reasons or episte-
mology are the subject of reasonable disagreement, then we cannot rea-
sonable expect A to adopt a moderately relativist account of reasons and
justification. It’s thus too much to expect convergence models of justi-
fication to succeed in societies where there is reasonable disagreement.

Zoffoli says that even if the sincerity argument were sound, it “would
not fully undermine the role of comprehensive views within political
liberalism”. This is true because the sincerity requirement “is addressed
exclusively to those who propose or support coercive laws. Like most
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public reason liberals, Quong is concerned primarily with the (sincere)
justification of coercion - i.e., with the justification of laws that limit
citizens’” freedom by means of legal sanctions” (p. 50). But—following
Gerald Gaus and Kevin Vallier—Zoffoli suggests that even if it is illegiti-
mate to favor imposing coercion on others by appeal purely to compre-
hensive or non-shared reasons, this does not preclude someone from ef-
fectively vetoing the imposition of a coercive law upon herself by appeal
to purely comprehensive or non-shared reasons. Put differently, there
can be comprehensive or religious defeaters of otherwise valid public
justifications: non-shared reasons that exempt an individual from be-
ing bound by otherwise justified rules. In appealing to such defeaters,
the individual in question does not seek to impose her religious or com-
prehensive views on others; she only seeks something like a religious ex-
emption from an otherwise applicable law.

1
o8 I do not, however, endorse the view that public reason or public justifi-

cation is only applicable to coercively imposed laws or rules. I concede
the text of LWP may be ambiguous or unclear about this,’ but in a more
recent essay I have tried to make my position clearer.® In my view, public
reason is the appropriate standard for regulating the terms of our inter-
actions with others with whom we share social, political, legal, and eco-
nomic institutions. These are the terms of cooperation among free and
equal persons, and as such, ought to be mutually acceptable to reason-
able persons regardless of whether those terms are coercively enforced or
not. As I say in the more recent essay: imagine a social world similar to
our own—one where laws are debated and decided democratically, and
where there is deep and sharp disagreement about which laws ought to
be passed—but which differs from our own in one crucial respect. Laws
are never coercively enforced because each citizen (or the vast majority)
obeys the law out of a sense of civic duty or obligation even when he or
she thinks the law is mistaken. In this world there is no political coer-
cion, but I think it’s clear that the idea of public reason should neverthe-
less regulate the basic structure of this imagined society.”

Once we reject the view that coercion stands uniquely in need of pub-
lic justification, the argument for comprehensive defeaters is seriously

5 Though see pp. 274 and 289 where I say public reason should apply to all our po-
litical decisions or exercises of political power, without qualifying this by reference
to coercion.

6 Jonathan Quong, “On the Idea of Public Reason,” in A Companion to Rawls, Jon
Mandle and David Reidy, eds. (Oxford: Wiley Blackwell, 2014), 271-273.

7 1bid., 272.
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undermined. Without the presumption that it is only the coercive impo-
sition of rules that must be justified by appeal to shared reasons, compet-
ing political proposals or demands have (absent some further explana-
tion) the same status regardless of whether they involve coercion or not.
Albert’s demand to be exempt from laws requiring him to serve gay and
lesbian customers in his store should be subject to the same standards of
sincere public reason as the proposed law from which he demands an ex-
emption. The debate is about the fair or legitimate terms of interaction
between members of the polity, and the arguments we offer in support
of our preferred terms should meet the principle of justificatory sincer-
ity regardless of whether we are seeking to coerce others or make our-
selves exempt from the coercion of others. Either way, we are seeking to
justify the fair terms of cooperation or interaction with others.

The second argument on which Zoffoli focuses is what he calls the lib-
eral argument. As he notes, one of the main ways I depart from Rawls’s
account of political liberalism is in the role I assign to the overlapping
consensus. As Rawls presents it, once we have constructed a freestand-
ing political conception of justice (for example, via a constructivist de-
vice like the original position), we must then check to see whether this
political conception could be the subject of an overlapping consensus
amongst reasonable comprehensive doctrines. Rawls says that if the po-
litical conception of justice cannot meet this second justificatory test,
“it is not a satisfactory political conception of justice and it must be in
some way revised”.® But, as many have pointed out, if this is the role
assigned to the overlapping consensus, it seems vulnerable to a fatal
dilemma: “(a) either the overlapping consensus is superfluous within
political liberalism, since reasonable people will be definition endorse
the (correct) political conception of justice...(b) or the overlapping con-
sensus is not superfluous, and people could (in the second justificato-
ry stage) reject the political conception without being unreasonable”
(LWP 167). But embracing the latter horn of the dilemma opens politi-
cal liberalism to the objection that it allows illiberal or unjust people to
effectively veto a liberal conception that has otherwise been impeccably
constructed via the freestanding argument.

My solution is to revise the role of the overlapping consensus. I sug-
gest that it should not represent a second justificatory stage or test that
a political conception needs to pass. Rather, it represents the very first

8 John Rawls, Political Liberalism (New York: Columbia University Press, 1996), 141.
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stage in the political liberal project. We begin by asking what funda-
mental ideas all reasonable persons must endorse (e.g. ideas of free-
dom, equality, and fairness), and then use this as the basis for our sub-
sequent reasoning about justice. The role of the overlapping consensus,
on this view, is to identify the common ground from which political jus-
tification in a well-ordered liberal society can proceed, but it does not
serve as any sort of justificatory test for the political conception, and so
avoids the dilemma described above.

Zoffoli doubts, however, that my proposed solution really does avoid the
dilemma. On my internal conception of political liberalism, it is true by
definition that reasonable persons endorse the fundamental ideas of a
liberal well-ordered society, and it will also be true that reasonable per-
sons will endorse the three general liberal principles that Rawls identi-
fies as common to all reasonable political conceptions of justice. Zoffoli
says of my revised view, “an overlapping consensus on the ideals of free-
dom, equality and fairness would be irrelevant, for the same reason why
it would be irrelevant if it were meant to support the liberal conception

of justice” (pp. 54).
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[ disagree. The overlapping consensus only seems superfluous or irrel-
evant if one assumes that the role or point of the overlapping consensus
is to justify political principles, or else to justify the more fundamental
ideas on which those principles are based. Zoffoli attributes this view to
me when he says, “Quong maintains that the overlapping consensus is
necessary to justify the fundamental political values of freedom, equal-
ity and fairness” (p. 52). But this is not my view. The political liberal phi-
losopher does not say that the fundamental values of freedom, equality,
and fairness are justified because they are the subject of an overlapping
consensus among reasonable people. “Reasonable persons”—at least on
my account—is a technical term used to denote those who accept these
fundamental ideas, and thus we cannot also appeal to the fact these
persons endorse the values as evidence of their justification. Rather, as
I make clear in chapter 8 of LWP, political liberalism does not take a
stand on why the fundamental liberal ideas are justified or true. It re-
mains silent on this question and leaves it to each individual citizen to
work out for herself, from within her own comprehensive doctrine, why
the fundamental ideas are justified and should be accorded deliberative
priority. On the internal conception of political liberalism that I favor,
liberal philosophy in a well-ordered society must abstain from offering
a justification of our most basic political values and their priority, since
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any attempt to do so will go beyond the boundaries of the political, and
as such, will not be acceptable to all reasonable citizens (see LWP 242).

But what, then, is the role of the overlapping consensus? Why don’t I, as
Zoffoli wonders, dispense with it entirely? I don’t dispense with it since
I think it plays an essential role: the overlapping consensus “identifies
what normative ideas citizens in an ideal, well-ordered liberal society
would share. The need to identify this common ground is driven by the
internal conception of political liberalism’s aim: to understand how the
public justification of political power can be made consistent with the
reasonable pluralism generated by liberal institutions” (LWP 191). As
Rawls famously tells us, justification typically proceeds from what par-
ties in dispute have in common.’ The role of the overlapping consensus
is to identify that common ground within a well-ordered liberal society.
Reply to Zeli¢ 1l
In his imaginative and challenging paper, Nebojsa Zeli¢ suggests that
my account of political liberalism may lack the theoretical resources to
address certain threats to the stability of a well-ordered liberal society.
The paper begins by asking us to imagine an apparently well-ordered
liberal society, but one that is unusual in several respects. Citizens and
legislators debate and vote on laws and political issues by appeal to the
full range of their comprehensive doctrines—there is no Rawlsian duty
of civility in this society. But once a proposal has been debated and
passed by the legislature, it must pass a further test before becoming
law: a panel of Supreme Court Justices must examine the law and deter-
mine whether it can be adequately justified purely by appeal to public
reasons, regardless of whatever comprehensive reasons may have been
offered in support of the proposal at the legislative stage. Only propos-
als which the Supreme Court deems justified by appeal to public reason
become law, and since all citizens accept this two-stage mechanism as
appropriate, the society is apparently well-ordered and governed by an
appropriate ideal of public reason or public justification. Zeli¢ calls this
the Political Liberal Expert State (PLES).

Zeli¢ suggests that there are at least three potential problems with the
PLES. First, it seems troubling that citizens and legislators do not direct-
ly take up the task of engaging in public justification with one another,

9 John Rawls, A Theory of Justice: Revised Edition (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1999), 508-09.
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rather they delegate this task to the experts on the Supreme Court. By
delegating this responsibility to others, citizens may not fully realize a
valuable form of civic relationship: the relationship of civic friendship
characterized by a certain form of reciprocity and mutual reason-giving.
Moreover, Zeli¢ appeals to the civic republican view that active partici-
pation in civic life by citizens is the best way to safeguard the political
liberty of one’s society, and in a society where crucial deliberative tasks
are delegated to experts, such civic virtue may be lacking. Second, Zeli¢
suggests that if, as I do, one endorses a broad conception of public rea-
son’s scope, it may be more difficult to understand how a Supreme Court
can be, ex post, tasked with determining whether a given law can be jus-
tified by appeal to public reasons. The difficulty is that, on the broad
view that I favor, there is no way to be confident, ex ante, what pub-
lic reasons may exist that are relevant to a given decision. And whether
112 a particular policy really can be justified by appeal to public reasons is
something that must be worked out via the process of democratic de-
liberation. I have a great deal of sympathy with what Zeli¢ has to say on
both these points, and so I will say nothing further about them here.

But Zeli¢ presents a third worry about the PLES that offers a more direct
challenge to my own view. He worries that the picture of citizens who
exist in the PLES is insufficiently realistic. Citizens in a well-ordered so-
ciety must come to endorse the fundamental liberal ideas on which the
society is based, and accord those political values deliberative priority
when deciding whether to comply with legitimate laws. But a society
where a panel of experts, rather than individual citizens and legisla-
tors, do the hard work of determining whether each proposed law re-
ally meets the test of public reason will be less likely to create a society
where citizens have this wholehearted commitment to fundamental lib-
eral ideas. Instead, Zeli¢ thinks it is more likely that a susbtantial num-
ber of citizens will be what he calls “non-ideally reasonable” (p. 68).
Non-ideally reasonable citizens endorse the public political values, but
“they do not ascribe full deliberative priority of public reason, especially
not at all levels of political deliberation” (p. 67). They will thus some-
times promote policies that are supported by their comprehensive doc-
trine, or by other perfectionist considerations, even when these policies
cannot be justified by appeal to public reasons. They believe in the im-
portance of public reason, but they are not fully committed to the ideal.

For Zeli¢, non-ideally reasonable citizens pose a general problem, not
one that is unique to the PLES. He thus thinks political liberalism, as a
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theory, must have something to say to such citizens in order to ensure
the long-terms stability of a well-ordered society. But my account has
very little to say to such citizens. In LWP I focus on an ideally well-or-
dered society, one where all reasonable persons are fully committed to
the ideal of public reason and are always willing to accord deliberative
priority to the requirements of liberal justice.

Zeli¢ thinks this model is too limited to secure long-term stability, and
so he favors an additional stage of public reason or public justification,
what he calls the pre-overlapping consensus (pre-OC) stage. As [ under-
stand his position, the aim of the pre-OC stage is to engage others in di-
alogue and persuade them to endorse the fundamental liberal ideas and
accord those ideas deliberative priority—in other words, to persuade
others to be wholehearted in their commitment to the political liberal
ideal. As he presents it, this process of dialogue or justification bears
some similarity to what Rawls calls “reasoning from conjecture” (p. 70).
Zeli¢ argues, however, that this pre-OC stage of justificaton must be
governed by different, less stringent standards. In particular he suggests
that the demanding conditions of civility and sincerity that I defend for
public reason in the post-overlapping consensus stage are too demand-
ing for the pre-OC stage. He suggests that Gerald Gaus’s recent, less de-
manding account of sincerity is better suited for the pre-OC stage.

Zeli¢’s idea of a pre-OC stage of public reason is intriguing, and though
he presents this as a challenge or at least a potential modification of my
own position, our views may not be that far apart. I'll make three brief
points about his proposal. First, with regard to those who may some-
times be tempted to act unreasonably, as the non-ideally reasonable cit-
izens are, I say the following in LWP:

As citizens we are, of course, at liberty to try and reason with those
other citizens who are struggling with these decisions, to persuade
them that they should remain committed to the core political values
of freedom, equality, and fairness, and jettison any beliefs that are
in conflict with those values...but political liberalism...need not and
should not aspire to resolve these problems of coherence that may
arise within a particular citizen’s set of beliefs (LWP 189).

The effort to justify to individual citizens why they ought to accord de-
liberative priority to liberal justice is not, I stress throughout, part of
the political liberal project, but is rather part of a comprehensive public
philosophy that must necessarily go beyond the limits of the political,
and make comprehensive claims about which political liberalism must
remain agnostic (LWP 242).
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My position on this remains unchanged. Political liberalism cannot, as
a theory, advance a particular comprehensive view regarding why citi-
zens ought to be ideally reasonable, since to do so would be to go be-
yond the limits of the strictly political. But this is entirely compatible
with an activity similar to the one Zeli¢ describes, where individuals de-
liberate with one another not as citizens, but as Catholics, or Jews, or
adherents of other doctrines. Rawls’s idea of reasoning from conjec-
ture—where we try and persuade adherents of other doctrines to be
more firmly committed to certain fundamental liberal ideas by appeal-
ing to features internal to the doctrines themselves—is one way to pur-
sue this activity. Provided one is explicit about one’s aims, I think this
can be a laudable activity. It’s just not an activity that constitutes part of
political liberalism as I understand it.

Second, we need to be clear about the aim of the pre-OC stage, and why
this aim would call for a different and weaker principle of justificatory
sincerity. On my account of political liberalism, the pre-OC stage is not
a part of public reason or public justification. On the internal concep-
tion of political liberalism we simply begin by assuming that all citi-
zens are reasonable and fully committed to the fundamental liberal ide-
as. Put differently, on the internal conception, the fundamental liberal
ideas do not stand in need of some prior justification, they are taken as
given—as the starting points for the political liberal project. If this is
the picture of political liberalism we adopt, then conditions that apply
to public reason—conditions like the principle of justificatory sinceri-
ty—are inapplicable to the pre-OC stage since, on the internal view, the
pre-OC stage is not a part of public reason, but rather a precondition for
it. To hold that the fundamental liberal ideas that form the basis of po-
litical liberalism stand in need of public justification is to adopt what I
call the external conception of political liberalism, a conception which
I believe is vulnerable to a series of fatal objections (LWP chapter 5). In
sum, provided one adopts the internal conception of political liberal-
ism, then one might go much further than Zeli¢ does: it’s not simply
that different and weaker standards of justificatory sincerity apply in the
pre-OC stage, it’s rather that standards of public reason do not apply at
all at this stage. Of course there might be other standards of interper-
sonal private morality that ought to regulate the way individuals reason
and deliberate with one another regarding their comprehensive beliefs,
but that’s not something about which I have well-developed views, and
it falls outside the project of political liberalism as I understand it.
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But—and this is my third and final comment about Zeli¢’s proposal—
suppose you endorse a different view of political liberalism. Suppose
you believe that the pre-OC stage forms an essential part of the justifi-
cation of political liberalism—that persuading the non-ideally reason-
able to be ideally reasonable is somehow necessary for the full justifi-
cation of a liberal conception of justice. If this is your view, should you
endorse Zeli¢’s suggestion that a weaker standard of justificatory sincer-
ity is appropriate for the pre-OC stage? Here is how he, following Gaus,
describes the view he favors: “If we have two persons, A and B, and dif-
ferent reasons Ra and Rb, A can sincerely appeal to Rb (and vice versa)
only if A believes that (i) B would have sufficient reason to endorse Rb
and (ii) A could see this as intelligible and relevant, though he does not
endorse it” (p. 71). The main difference between this view of sincerity
and the Principle of Justificatory Sincerity (PJS) I propose is the idea
that A need only view B’s reasons as intelligible and relevant, where this
seems to stand for something less than justificatory.

[ will have more to say about Gaus’s principle of sincerity in my response
to Baccarini, but for now I will just note that I do not see why intelligi-
bility and relevance should be sufficient at the pre-OC stage, once we
assume that that stage is an essential part of justifying a liberal concep-
tion of justice or family of liberal conceptions. It seems to me that the
same reasons why PJS is appropriate for regulating public reason at the
post-OC stage apply to the pre-OC stage if these two stages are both
part of the same overarching project of public justification. Why would
it be acceptable for A to invoke reasons which she does not think can
serve as justificatory for B in the pre-OC stage if it would be inappro-
priate for her to invoke such reasons in the post-OC stage? Zeli¢ says,
in defense of his proposal, that “we act in accordance with our virtue of
civility when we listen to others and try to see things from the point of
view of their conception of good. In this way we do not only treat oth-
ers in [a] tolerant and respectful way, but we communicate in [a] toler-
ant and respectful way” (p. 73). I agree that showing others that we are
trying to see things from their point of view can be an important way of
treating them respectfully and communicating that respect. But com-
municating our respect for others is one thing, and which reasons we
may sincerely appeal to when attempting to justify the use of political
power over others is another. If A does not think Rb is truly justificatory
for B, then it seems to me he may not sincerely think political power can
be legitimately exercised over B by appeal to Rb alone.
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Reply to Baccarini

Elvio Baccarini shares my view that public reason is a central part of an
ideal and well-ordered liberal society, and in his innovative contribu-
tion to this symposium he seeks a middle ground between my view of
public reason and Gerald Gaus’s account. In particular, Baccarini argues
that there is a greater role for the convergence model of public reason
than I allow, though he still allows it less of a role than Gaus would like.
The convergence model, recall, allows that a law or political principle,
L, can be justified to all members of the relevant constituency without
appeal to any shared reasons: provided each member of the constituen-
cy has his or her own sufficient non-shared reason to endorse L, then L
is publicly justified. The consensus model, on the other hand, requires
a law or political principle to be justified by appeal to shared reasons—
reasons that all members of the justificatory constituency can accept as
reasonable grounds for endorsing the law or principle.”” In LWP I pre-
sent an objection to the convergence model which is summarized as fol-
lows (LWP 274—also see my response to Zoffoli above):
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1) Convergent justifications amongst people adhering to different
comprehensive doctrines can only succeed provided each per-
son involved sincerely believes that the other people involved
are justified in adhering to their different doctrines.

2) The condition described in (1) will not be met unless people ac-
cept certain epistemological or axiological theories (e.g. Gaus’s).

3) The fact of reasonable pluralism means that we cannot and
should not expect individuals to adhere to any particular episte-
mological or axiological theory.

4) Therefore, as a general matter, we cannot expect convergent
forms of justification to succeed under conditions of reasonable
pluralism.

Baccarini believes this objection is not decisive against the convergence
model. He aims to defend the convergence model, however, in a way
that departs from Gaus’s view. Here are the key steps of Baccarini’s ar-
gument in support of convergence (pp. 82-83):

10 Note that, on the version of the consensus model that I favor, members of the
constituency need not all share the very same reasons for endorsing some law, L, in
order for L to count as publicly justified—it only needs to be the case that each mem-
ber of the constituency sincerely and reasonably believes that there is a justification
for L grounded in shared reasons (LWP 264).
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1) You are entitled to follow your standard of justification ¥ in eve-
ry case when there is not a successful defeater for the reasons
that it justifies.

2) The standard of justification X sustains rule R.
3) Risjustified to you if there is not a successful defeater for it.
4) There are no defeaters of R.

5) Ris overall justified to you.

In this argument the “standard of justification ¥” refers to your compre-
hensive doctrine or non-public evaluative standard. Baccarini’s argu-
ment has an apparent advantage over Gaus’s defense of the convergence
view because there is no appeal to a particular epistemological theory
over which reasonable persons are assumed to disagree. Instead Bacca-
rini relies, in premise (1), on something closer to a normative or mor-
al claim, one he suggests could be shared by people with diverse com-
prehensive doctrines. If we agree that individuals are entitled to follow
their own standard of justification—subject to some conditions—then
we need not take a position on whether they are justified in doing so,
rather we simply grant individuals the normative permission, as it were,
to take their own doctrines as given.

There is another feature of Baccarini’s argument that distinguishes his
position from Gaus’s. In his initial description of what it means to be
entitled to follow one’s standard of justification, Baccarini says the fol-
lowing: “but every person is entitled to follow her standards of justifi-
cation, in so far...as they do not conflict with what is justified by shared
reasons related to the foundational commitments of liberalism, i.e. to
the common standards of justification of reasonable citizens” (p. 82).
If Baccarini means that any individual’s private or comprehensive jus-
tification for f is always defeated whenever there is a public or shared
justification for - f, then the conclusions of convergence reasoning can
never conflict with whatever is justified by consensus or shared reason-
ing—this latter form of reasoning has lexical priority over the conver-
gence model. This feature of Baccarini’s argument ensures his account
avoids the most counterintuitive implications that would arise from
convergence reasoning—convergence reasoning can never justify laws
that would be unjust or illegitimate from the perspective of our shared
public political values.
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I do, however, think Baccarini’s argument is vulnerable to a serious wor-
ry: | think that it trades on an ambiguity regarding what it means to be
“entitled” to follow your standard of justification. On one interpreta-
tion of the first premise, it is a straightforward moral claim: Albert does
nothing morally wrong by believing his own standard of justification in
any given case (provided there is no successful defeater). When under-
stood this way, premise 1 looks very plausible, and I can see how, as Bac-
carini suggests, this premise might be endorsed by people from a vari-
ety of different perspectives." But this interpretation of premise (1) does
not, I think, support the conclusion that Baccarini wants to reach. Even
if Albert would do nothing morally wrong in believing the conclusions
of his own standard of evaluation, it does not follow that Betty may
permissibly appeal to this standard in justifying the exercise of politi-
cal power over Albert. Suppose Albert’s standard of evaluation is astrol-

118 ogy. Even if it is true that he does nothing morally wrong by believing
the conclusions of astrology, it does not follow that Betty does nothing
morally wrong by appealing to “astrological reasons” in justifying the
exercise of political power over Albert, assuming she does not believe
Albert is justified in believing astrology. If the law, L, that Betty favors
can only be “justified” to Albert by appeal to astrology—if there are no
considerations that Betty believes are genuinely justificatory for Albert
which also support L—then I think it is wrong for Betty to appeal to as-
trology in support of imposing L on Albert."

Suppose, however, we do not interpret premise (1) as a straightforward
moral claim, but rather as an epistemological or semi-epistemological
claim. On this interpretation, it has something like the following impli-
cation: “Albert’s beliefs are epistemically acceptable/respectable—i.e.
sufficient to be used as justificatory with regard to Albert—when he fol-
lows his standard of justification X in every case when there is not a suc-
cessful defeater”. Understood in this way, the premise can support the
convergence conclusion that Baccarini aims to defend. The difficulty,
however, is that premise (1) does not look nearly so plausible when in-
terpreted in this way. Albert’s beliefs are not epistemically acceptable or
respectable whenever he follows his standard of justification X in every

11 I don’t say that premise 1 is correct when interpreted in this way, only that it
seems very plausible. A full assessment of its truth would depend on several other
considerations that need not detain us here.

12 It is important to remember, in examples like this one, that we must not imag-
ine Albert consents or agrees to L. We must imagine he does not consent or agree,
but that he “should” endorse L given his astrological beliefs, and this is the basis on
which Betty might support the imposition of L on Albert.
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case when there is not a successful defeater. If, for example, Albert’s
standard of justification is astrology, and astrologically speaking, Al-
bert ought to believe f (within the framework of astrology there are no
defeaters for f), this is not sufficient to conclude that if Albert were to
believe f, this would be epistemically acceptable or respectable. Albert
may, after all, not be justified in believing astrology. The mere fact Al-
bert accepts astrology as his standard of justification does not mean he
is justified in doing so. And if he is not justified in doing so, then Betty
cannot sincerely appeal to astrological claims when justifying political
proposals to Albert, since in doing so, she would be appealing to con-
siderations which she does not sincerely think can serve as justifications
for Albert.

Of course Baccarini might follow Gaus’s position, as developed in The
Order of Public Reason, and insist that Betty need not sincerely believe
Albert is justified in adopting his framework, but rather she need only
view his framework as “as intelligible and relevant”” But if the stand-
ard for sincerity is this low—if we only need to see others’ non-shared
reasons as intelligible and relevant—then the argument succeeds at the
price of abandoning the project of public justification. Beliefs and ac-
tions can be perfectly intelligible without being justified. My friend’s
deep fear of spiders, for example, is perfectly intelligible, but it is not
justified.

I now want to set aside Baccarini’s argument in support of a limited
form of the convergence model, and move on to consider an impor-
tant objection he raises against my own position. He suggests that my
account of political liberalism may be vulnerable to the very same ob-
jection I press against the convergence model. As several of the sympo-
sium contributors note, my account of political liberalism depends on
a view in which the overlapping consensus constitutes the first stage of
political liberalism. Political liberalism begins by asking what values or
ideals reasonable persons in a well-ordered society would all share, and
then uses these points of consensus as the basis from which to begin
the project of the public justification of political power. But the over-
lapping consensus might be better described as a convergence model
of reasoning—adherents of different comprehensive doctrines all con-
verge on the shared political values (e.g. freedom, equality, and fair-
ness) for their own distinct comprehensive reasons—they find their

13 Gerald Gaus, The Order of Public Reason: A Theory of Freedom and Morality in
a Diverse and Bounded World (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2011), 289.
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own non-shared grounds for endorsing the fundamental liberal ideas.
But if so, then Baccarini says “the possible problem is that even if all cit-
izens rely in public reasoning on ideas and principles assumed to be the
subject of an overlapping consensus amongst reasonable people, some
of them endorse these ideas and principles by relying on what others
take as unsound justificatory reasons” (p. 86). Reasonable Catholic citi-
zens, for example, may view reasonable Muslim citizens as unjustified
in endorsing Islam, and thus believe reasonable Muslims are unjustified
when they take themselves to have sufficient reasons grounded in their
Islamic doctrine to endorse the fundamental political ideas of free-
dom, equality, and fairness (and vice versa). The same objection I press
against the convergence model—that it is inconsistent with the Princi-
ple of Justificatory Sincerity (PJS)—thus applies to my own account of
political liberalism.

12
0 This is a serious objection, but I believe it does not succeed. As I say in

LWP:

The same problem (the failure to be consistent with PJS) does not
afflict the Rawlsian consensus model of justification because (as I
agued in chapter 6) this model takes the fundamental ideas of the
overlapping consensus as given, that is, as the justified starting
points from which all reasonable public justifications can proceed.
All suitably public justifications thus necessarily begin from funda-
mental and shared political ideas that we sincerely assume all other
reasonable citizens are justified in accepting (LWP 271 n. 47).

AsTalso emphasized in my response to Zeli¢, on the internal conception
of political liberalism, the pre-OC stage—the reasoning that leads in-
dividuals to endorse the fundamental political values from within their
own comprehensive perspective—is not part of the process of public jus-
tification at all, and so the standards of public justification (like PJS) do
not apply to this stage. The comprehensive deliberations of citizens may
be a necessary precondition for a well-ordered liberal society to emerge
and for public justification to begin, but those deliberations are not sub-
ject to the same standards of sincerity and civility that apply when we
engage one another in public discussion in our roles as citizens.

The objection I press against the convergence model succeeds in part
because proponents of the convergence model—like Gaus—adopt a dif-
ferent picture of the public reason project. On Gaus’s account, there can
be no normative commitments that are taken as given—as beyond the
test of public justification. Rather, any normative claim that is alleged



LIBERALISM WITHOUT PERFECTION

to ground a demand on others must be subject to the test of public jus-
tification, and so it is always appropriate to ask, about any individual’s
normative commitments—even the most fundamental liberal values—
whether we sincerely believe the individual in question is justified in
endorsing those commitments.

My view of public reason is different. I begin with a puzzle that aris-
es for those who share certain moral commitments and aim to live to-
gether with others on just terms that can be reasonably and willingly
accepted by all, but who recognize that among those who share this
aim there is no agreed religious, moral, or philosophical framework that
can determine what justice requires. Individuals who share this aim,
and recognize this kind of disagreement, should realize that the terms
of justice will have to be grounded in public reasons: in reasons we all
share by virtue of our common normative commitments to the values of
freedom, equality, and fairness. Public reason is thus not, on my view,
as foundational to moral reasoning as it is on Gaus’s account. As I see
it, public reason is further downstream in the justificatory structure of
moral and political philosophy. It is essential in helping us to under-
stand what justice requires given a commitment to values such as free-
dom, equality, and fairness, but it cannot vindicate or undermine those
prior normative convictions. As a result, we do not worry about whether
individuals are justified in endorsing the fundamental liberal values—
those values or not up for debate—they are rather the grounds from
which we begin thinking about what political justification must look
like in a well-ordered liberal society.
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I have not managed to address all the points Baccarini raises in his fasci-
nating paper, but I will conclude here by thanking him again for organ-
izing this symposium and providing me with the opportunity to engage
with such a thoughtful and constructive group of philosophers.

Primljeno: 10. mart 2014.
Prihvaceno: 15. mart 2014.
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Editor’s Preface
Rec priredivaca

The 125" anniversary of Ludwig Wittgenstein’s birth provides the oc-
casion for the texts presented here. These articles, by mainly younger
researchers, are a modest contribution to this anniversary. Despite the
distance in time, if we judge according to Wittgenstein’s impact on con-
temporary philosophical production (his works span numerous sub-
jects including questions of the limits of philosophy, the foundations of
language and meaning, the problems of necessity, the existence of the
external world and the nature of the mind and the self, as well as ques-
tions of religion, ethics and the significance of human existence), he is
our contemporary and interlocutor maybe more than any other philos-
opher from the past. Wittgenstein’s thought is a subject of discussion
not only in philosophical circles, but in those of the theory of literature,
cognitive science, psychology, linguistics, anthropology, sociology and
cultural studies as well.

Wittgenstein’s” influence on 20™ century philosophy is immeasurable
and it continues unceasingly into the 21* century. The articles present-
ed here underwrite a continued interest in his philosophy manifested
not only in the exegesis and interpretation of his work, but, above all, in
scrutinizing the interconnections of Wittgenstein’s thought with rele-
vant endeavours in current philosophy. Ken Shigeta elaborates Kripke’s
skeptical argument in rule-following considerations as well as the pos-
sibility of its revision, which would make the argument compatible with
Wittgenstein’s understanding of the paradox of interpretation. Tama-
ra Dobler surveys the place of Wittgenstein’s understanding of the au-
tonomy of grammar in the dispute between externalism and internal-
ism. Finally, Michael O’Sullivan in his article analyses affiliations and
differences between Wittgenstein’s and Quine’s understanding of the
relation of language and meaning to the stimulus and the speaker’s
environment.
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Exposition of Two Forms of Semantic Skepticism:
Wittgenstein’s Paradox of Rule Following
and Kripke’s Semantic Paradox

Abstract Despite persistent attempts to defend Kripke’s argument (Kripke
1982), analyses of this argument seem to be reaching a consensus that it is
characterized by fatal flaws in both its interpretation of Wittgenstein and
its argument of meaning independent of interpretation. Most scholars who
do not agree with Kripke’s view have directly contrasted his understanding
of Wittgenstein (KW) with Wittgenstein’s own perspective (LW) in or after
Philosophical Investigations (PI). However, I believe that those who have
closely read both PI and Wittgenstein on Rules and Private Language with-
out any preconceptions have a different impression from the one that is gen-
erally accepted: that KW does not directly oppose LW. Indeed, KW seems to
present one aspect of LW with precision, although the impression that KW
deviates from LW in some respects remains unavoidable.

In this paper, I will attempt to elucidate the underpinnings of this impression
by formulating the paradoxes presented by Wittgenstein and Kripke and
revealing the complicated relation between the two forms of semantic par-
adoxes. I will then not only propose a new interpretation of the argument
about meaning contained in PI but also suggest a schema or condition for
semantics that I think holds by itself, independent from exegetical matters.

Keyword: Semantics, Skepticism, Rule-following Consideration, Later Witt-
genstein, Kripke

1. Introduction

Two lines of criticism of Kripke can be used to argue against his in-
terpretation of LW.! The first is based on PI §201. KW thinks that the
skeptical paradox about meaning constitutes the central problem of
PIL,> and he accepts this as a valid conclusion.? On the other hand, in
the second paragraph of §201, LW rejects the skeptical paradox as a

1 This paper is a greatly extended and revised version of another paper ((2012), “On
Semantic Skepticism: Wittgenstein’s Paradox of Rule Following and Kripke’s Seman-
tic Paradox,” in Proceedings of the 35th International Wittgenstein Symposium XX,
309-312). This work was supported by JSPS Grant-in-Aid for Scientific-Research (C)
Grant Number 26370017.

2 cf. Kripke, ibid, 7.

3 “Wittgenstein holds, with the sceptic, that there is no fact as ... or quus.” (Kripke,
ibid, 70-1)
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misunderstanding.* Therefore, if KW’s semantic paradox were essen-
tially identical to LW’s paradox of rule following, these thinkers would
disagree with each other regarding the paradox.

However, notwithstanding his own insistence, KW’s semantic paradox
is fundamentally different from LW’s paradox of rule following. If this
view were correct, LW’s denial of the latter paradox, based on the afore-
mentioned misunderstanding, would not entail his rejection of the for-
mer. In this case, criticism of Kripke’s interpretation based on PI §201
must be seen as missing the point. I illuminate the difference between
the two paradoxes by extracting the structure of LW’s paradox of rule
following in the next section.

The second line of argument for opposing KW against LW concerns
KW’s skeptical solution to the skeptical paradox. As many scholars have

128 pointed out,’ if the skeptical solution were inconsistent with LW’s view
of meaning and if the skeptical solution were integrated into KW'’s
skeptical paradox as a theory of meaning, then it would follow that LW
should not accept KW’s skeptical paradox as valid. Indeed, I think that
the skeptical solution is invalid both as an interpretation of LW and
as an independent argument that attempts to solve the skeptical para-
dox. I believe that KW diverges from LW most dramatically with regard
to the skeptical solution. However, according to my view, KW’s skepti-
cal paradox is separable from the skeptical solution. It seems possible
to provide another skeptical solution while maintaining the skeptical
paradox as a valid argument. I believe that another skeptical solution is
at least compatible with LW’s view about meaning, even if LW did not
propose it explicitly. In section 3, I will formulate KW’s semantic para-
dox and examine LW'’s possible response to it. I will then show that we
cannot help but confront an aporia regarding the interpretation of LW.
In section 4, [ will show that this aporia can be avoided by a new skep-
tical solution.

2. Formulation of Wittgenstein’s paradox
of rule following

[ will quote the first two paragraphs of PI §201 for the purpose of formu-
lating Wittgenstein’s paradox of rule following (WP).

4 cf. Baker & Hacker 1984, Malcom 1986, McDowell 1984, McGinn 1984.
5 cf. Wright 2001, Ch. 4, Harrison 1991.
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This was our paradox: no course of action could be determined by a
rule, because every course of action can be made out to accord with
the rule. The answer was that if everything can be made out to ac-
cord with the rule, then it can also be made out to conflict with it.
And so there would be neither accord nor conflict here.

It can be seen that there is a misunderstanding here from the mere
fact that in the course of our argument we give one interpretation
after another; as if each one contented us at least for a moment, un-
til we thought of yet another standing behind it. What this shews is
that there is a way of grasping a rule which is not an interpretation,
but which is exhibited in what we call “obeying the rule” and “going
against it” in actual cases.

Wittgenstein’s paradox (WP) is presented in the first paragraph. In the
second paragraph, LW describes how to dissolve it by pointing out a
misunderstanding in WP, namely “we give one interpretation after an-
other” when we follow a rule. In other words, he insists that WP arises
from the thought that “every act of grasping a rule is interpretation.”
Thus, if the thought that “every act of grasping a rule is interpretation”
were negated, WP could be dissolved as a disguised paradox. Of course,
some room exists for the interpretation of §201. However, in the context
of the aforementioned points and of the descriptions in PI that precede
§201, WP and the dissolution thereof can be formulated as follows:

[WP]
Premise 1: Every act of grasping a rule is interpretation.

Premise 2: [Fact-A] Whether a rule might be expressed as a picture
or an illustrated formula or sign (literal or phonetic) and whether it
might occur in one’s mind or stand explicitly outside of the mind, it
is always possible for us to interpret an application that differs from
the one that naturally strikes us. (cf. PI §86, 139-141, 146, 185)

Thus, an application that strikes me as natural on the occasion on which
I am going to apply the rule is equally valid as an interpretation of the
rule as are other applications that are logically consistent with past ap-
plications. For example, “1002, 1004, 1006, ..” may initially be thought
to be a correct interpretation about applying the rule “+2” after 1000.
However, this is only one of many possible interpretations of this rule;
other possibilities, such as “1004, 1008, 1012, ..., also exist. Even if I ap-
peal to “a rule for interpreting a rule” to justify the former interpreta-
tion, the meta-rule itself can be interpreted in various ways. Thus, the
process by which presentation of a rule opens possible interpretations
of it will continue without end. Therefore, like Buridan’s ass, I cannot
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help but keep confronting possible alternatives without being able to
select any one.

Conclusion: A rule cannot determine any course of action.

This conclusion is said to express the paradoxical situation that arises
in advance of applying a rule in that we cannot select a particular way
to apply it in a new circumstance. The question of PI §198 clearly dem-
onstrates this feature of WP: “But how can a rule shew me what I have
to do at this point? Whatever I do is, on some interpretation, in accord
with the rule”

However, a fallacy is evident in this inference because in the daily praxis
of language, “when I obey a rule, I do not choose,” “I obey the rule blind-
ly” (PI §219), and thus a rule can determine a course of action. This out-
right fact contradicts the conclusion of WP. To avoid this conclusion,
one of the premises must be denied. Premise 2 is the thesis that LW
draws from his preceding consideration of rule following (PI §86, §139,
etc.). Thus, premise 1 is supposed to be negated. It follows from it that
grasping a rule is not an interpretation. “A way of grasping a rule which
is not interpretation” can be said to be exhibited in our applying rules
or in our reference from a meta-level perspective to “obeying the rule”
or “going against it” in circumstances involving the praxis of language.
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Once WP is formulated in this way, it is not indispensable to show-
ing the essential difference between WP and Kripke’s semantic paradox
(KP) to formulate KP and compare it with WP. Indeed, it can be eas-
ily shown that WP can be dissolved within the schema of KP; in other
words, WP can be dissolved within the substantive efficacy of KP. Kripke
evidently admits that an individual who is separated from a communi-
ty and who therefore cannot be provided even with a skeptical solution
can apply a rule to new examples without hesitation.

[N]o one actually hesitates when asked to produce an answer to an

addition problem! Almost all of us unhesitatingly produce the an-

swer “125” when asked for the sum of 68 and 57, without any thought

to the theoretical possibility that a quus-like rule might have been
appropriate!®

A circumstance in which everyone unhesitatingly applies the rule to a
new example contradicts the conclusion of WP (that no one can se-
lect one among multiple alternatives when attempting to apply a rule in

6 Kripke, ibid, 87.



THE CONTEMPORARY SIGNIFICANCE OF WITTGENSTEIN’S LATER PHILOSOPHY

a new situation). Thus, following the same inference described above,
KW is also supposed to attain “a way of grasping a rule which is not an
interpretation.” One must be attentive to the fact that the individual
discussed here, who is isolated from a community, remains under the
influence of KP. Indeed, those individuals who are thought to be iso-
lated from a community are not admitted even of a skeptical solution.
Therefore, I can conclude that KP is fundamentally different from WP.

Of course, it does not follow from the fundamental difference between
KP and WP that LW is supposed to consider KP valid while rejecting
WP as a disguised paradox. It is conceivable that PI as a whole is incom-
patible with KP, even if LW does not directly argue KP.

3. Kripke’s semantic paradox

3-1. Formulation of KP 131
Let me formulate KP for the purpose of examining the relationship be-
tween LW and KP.

[KP]
Premise 1: No facts about meaning exist.

Premise 2: A semantic statement is true if and only if a fact about
meaning exists.’

Conclusion: Every sentence has no meaning.

Because KW does not formulate KP in this way, I will offer a few explan-
atory remarks. Needless to say, premise 1 is nothing but the conclusion
that KW draws in Part II of the book. To be precise, it is expressed in this
way: “There is no fact about me that distinguishes between my mean-
ing plus and my meaning quus” and “there is no fact about me that dis-
tinguishes between my meaning a definite function ... and my meaning
nothing at all.”® Premise 2 was not referenced explicitly when KW exam-
ined the counterargument to draw premise 1. It is not until the skepti-
cal solution is proposed that the existence of premise 2 is revealed. The
conclusion is drawn based on the following inference:’

1) ForanyS, p: [“S” means that p] is false.

7 According to Kripke, a picture of language based on truth conditions lies behind
this conditional. cf. Kripke, ibid, 74.

8 Kripke, ibid, 21.

9 The inference is basically based on Boghossian (Boghossian 1989: 523).
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This is the case because although a semantic statement [“S” means that
pl istrueiff a fact about meaning exists (premise 2), no such fact exists
(premise 1). Then, the disquotational properties of the truth predicate
guarantee that (1) entails the following:

2) Forany S: S has no meaning.

However, because (2) is supposed to apply to any sentence, a self-re-
futing consequence follows: the argument that draws (2) has no mean-
ing. No other option but to deny premise 2 exists if one is to avoid this
paradoxical consequence because KW has accepted premise 1 as valid.
Thus, by converting an understanding of language based on truth con-
ditions to one based on assertibility conditions, KW makes it possible
to distinguish “following a rule” from “thinking one is following a rule”
by resorting to the mutual confirmation of community members. As a
consequence, the condition under which semantic statements can be
considered as true is barely secured under the skeptical constraint that
all statements cannot be infallible.
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3-2. KW'’s deviance from LW

How is LW supposed to respond to KP when the latter is formulated in
this way? As indicated in section 1, despite defenses of Kripke’s interpre-
tation, I cannot help but conclude with many scholars that LW would
reject such a skeptical solution as that proposed by KW. First among
the most potent grounds for criticizing KW is that in PI §243, a solitary
language (individual language),”® which stands in contrast to a private
language that cannot be understood by anyone except the individual
who uses it, is explicitly admitted to be possible. Second, the insistence
corresponding to the communitarian theory of KW that “human agree-
ment decides what is true and what is false” is definitely denied in PI
8241. Third, the skeptical solution is thought to have its own deficien-
cy" as an independent argument that attempts to avoid the paradoxical
conclusion of KP. If the criticism of the skeptical solution were valid,
we would be compelled to believe that LW advocates such a defective
argument when the skeptical solution is attributed to LW. The third

10 For example, Goldfarb (Goldfarb 198s: 475) and McGinn (McGinn 1984: 79)
make it clear that the solitary language that KW thinks is impossible is essentially
different from the private language whose impossibility LW attempts to prove.

11 Blackburn (Blackburn 1984), Goldfarb (Goldfarb, ibid), and Boghossian (Bog-
hossian, ibid) are examples of criticisms about the skeptical solution that are framed
not in terms of the interpretation of LW but in terms of an independent argument.
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criticism, which has great significance for the following argument, can
be summarized as follows.

If the skeptical solution worked effectively, then each member of a com-
munity could confirm whether other members’ usage of a certain sign
agreed with her own. If this were possible, then she would have to be
able to compare her own present usage of a certain sign with her own
past usage of it. [t would then become possible for her to correct miscal-
culations, written mistakes, or speech errors made by her at any time in
the past. That is to say, if the skeptical solution worked effectively, then
it would imply that “following a rule” has already been distinguished
from “thinking that one follows a rule” in a solitary setting.

Conversely, if the distinction did not come into existence within a soli-

tary language, the skeptical solution could not work properly, because if

it did not, the conception of “following a rule correctly (or incorrectly)” 133
cannot come into existence.

3-3 Wittgenstein's acceptance of KSC

In the absence of LW’s proposing the skeptical solution that resorts to
the existence of community to negate premise 2, no other options seem
to exist save negating premise 1 to avoid the self-defeating conclusion of
KP. In other words, LW'’s refusal to accept the skeptical solution is sup-
posed to provide convincing grounds for his denial of premise 1.

For the purpose of providing the entire structure of KW’s argument, |
formulate KP as I did in section 3-1. Although this formulation might
prevent clarity in this regard, the crux of KP is, no doubt, premise 1.
This is because KW believes that we cannot help but accept the skepti-
cal conclusion with respect to meaning expressed by premise 1, whereas
we can at least avoid the self-defeating conclusion of KP, although in a
skeptical way. I will refer to premise 1 as “KSC” (Kripke’s skeptical con-
clusion) to avoid confusion with KP.

Although not attributing the skeptical solution to LW provides the
grounds for believing that LW negates KSC, as I have shown, does LW
really do this? Negation of KSC amounts to believing that it is possible
to provide a “straight solution” to KSC. Does LW present a straight so-
lution anywhere? I cannot reply in the affirmative. In my view, not only
can a straight solution not be found anywhere in PL" but also the very

12 Forexample, Wright (Wright 2001, Ch.7, 2007) provides a precise and persuasive
argument for this interpretation of PI.
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assumption that LW proposes such a straightforward solution is incom-
patible with the later views of Wittgenstein. Therefore, Kripke’s inter-
pretation that LW accepts KSC is certainly valid, at least in that respect.
Let me confirm the grounds for this conclusion.

Two candidates for the straight solution to KSC can be identified: 1) a
non-intentional, reductive fact (a variety of a dispositional view) and
2) an intentional, primitive fact.” Scholars who claim that LW provides
either of these solutions basically identify the grounds for this claim in
the fact that LW dissolves WP as a disguised paradox.” As described in
section 2, the fact that “we follow a rule blindly” in a normal situation
based on our natural disposition (non-intentional, reductive fact) is op-
posed against the paradoxical conclusion of WP that “a rule could not
determine any course of action.” Thus, reductio ad absurdum, the insist-
ence that our grasping a rule is not an interpretation follows. Grasping
arule in a way that is not an interpretation seems to indicate the exist-
ence of intentional, primitive facts about a meaning that can be grasped
only in a peculiar manner.
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Here however, the fact that WP differs fundamentally from KP, which
was pointed out in section 2, must be noted. In fact, KW begins to prove
KSC under the presupposition that WP can be dissolved as a disguised
paradox. The “I” who responds to the skeptical challenge is acknowl-
edged as immediately producing the answer “125” to the question “68 +
57 = ?” based on his natural disposition. Therefore, “a way of grasping a
rule which is not an interpretation” is exhibited in the answer “125.” Pre-
supposing this, he who is challenged by the semantic skeptic sets out
to provide a counterexample to a skeptical argument, but his attempts
ends in failure.

At this point, I can provide a more definite description of the differ-
ence between WP and KSC. WP represents the paradox that arises in
advance of applying the rule, namely that one cannot select any one
of the logically possible alternatives. On the other hand, KSC signifies
the paradox that you cannot prove afterword and retrospectively that
the application of the rule applied without hesitation (68 + 57 = 125)
accords with your previous intention. To be more exact, you cannot
prove that only the application that you have performed accords with

13 Soames (Soames 1998) provides this classification about straight solutions.
14 1canadduce that Horwich (Horwich, 1998) is one typical example of the former,
and McDowell (McDowell, ibid) is one typical example of the latter.
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your previous intention and that it is logically impossible that any oth-
er alternative accords with your previous intention. (It is evident that
KW’s argument begins under settings in which the justification for the
application that has already been executed is investigated retrospec-
tively.) Therefore, whereas WP can be dissolved only if the conditions
for blind obedience to a rule are satisfied, the skeptical doubt that leads
to KSC can be said to begin where WP is dissolved. Thus, I cannot help
but conclude that attempts to identify the argument that enables us to
dissolve WP as a disguised paradox with the rationale for negating KSC
misses the point completely.

I think a still more convincing rationale for endorsing LW’s acceptance
of KSC can be identified. For the sake of argument, let us assume that
LW negates KSC; that is, let us assume that Wittgenstein thinks that a
fact about meaning exists. Then, for example, the answer “125” that I
produce at t, (present) to the question “68 + 57 = ?” is justified by the
fact about meaning, “+,” at t, (past). Of all the possible alternatives, only
“125” is given the status of truth. However, is it conceivable that the per-
son who reaches such a conclusion goes on to persistently investigate
the certainty of a calculation (e.g., 12 x 12 = 144) (On Certainty (OC)
843, 447, 651, 653-4)? Alternately is it conceivable that the same person
states “even when the calculation is something fixed for me, this is only
a decision for a practical purpose” (OC §49) about such a calculation or
asks, “[w]ould the certainty really be greater for being checked twenty
times?” (OC §77) (For example, with respect to the latter question, it is
thought that the problem of whether the degree of certainty of a calcu-
lation depends on how many times recalculation is performed ought
not be investigated philosophically when the certainty is believed to be
conferred by a fact about meaning.) That is to say, the assumption that
LW negates KSC renders the ardent investigation of the certainty of an
elemental kind of arithmetical equation, which he undertook after PI,
totally incomprehensible.”
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4. An aporia of KP and another skeptical solution

Based on the grounds described above, I cannot help but agree with
Kripke that LW accepts KSC. However, under these circumstances, a se-
rious aporia about KP presumably arises. LW is not thought to accept

15 Wright (Wright 2004), who basically agrees with KW, at least in respect to LW'’s
acceptance of KSC, argues that LW’s consideration of certainty presupposes that LW
admits the revisability or non-infallibility of mathematical propositions.
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the self-refuting consequence of KP, namely, that every sentence has
no meaning. To avoid this consequence, one of the two premises must
be negated. Yet, neither negating premise 2 and attributing the skepti-
cal solution to LW nor negating premise 1 and attributing the straight-
forward solution against KSC to LW can be consistent with LW. It thus
seems to be impossible to avoid the self-refuting consequence of KP.
This is an aporia for LW regarding KP.

The interpretation that LW has remained under this aporia without be-
ing aware of the predicament is possible because it is not LW who explic-
itly formulated KP. Therefore, this inconsistency in LW can be revealed
only when the whole of LW’s arguments is seen from the perspective
provided by KP. But this is the worst interpretation of the subject. Given
this, how should we avoid adopting the worst interpretation?

136 The aporia of KP stems from the assumption that the negation of prem-
ise 2 implies the adoption of KW’s skeptical solution. However, it is
possible to negate premise 2 without adopting KW’s skeptical solution.
Thus, when the bi-conditional, “a semantic statement is true iff a fact
about meaning exists,” and the assertibility condition, which resorts
to the existence of community, are denied, what kind of condition is
possible? ¢

Let me clarify the conditions under which we will seek a solution of
the aporia. First, we have to accept premise 1 of KP (= KSC) as valid.
In short, we admit that no facts about meaning exist. Second, we are
forced to negate premise 2 to avoid KP. That is to say, we admit that it
is possible that sematic statements are established as true (or meaning-
ful), even under the condition that there exist no facts about meaning.
Finally, we reject Kripke’s skeptical solution, the communitarian view,
as an alternative that can make semantic statements true (meaningful).
Our task is to search for a way out of the aporia of KP under these three
conditions.

Before beginning this task, we must take several detours to elucidate the
features of semantic statements within Kripke’s argument. Indeed, the
settings under which Kripke develops his argument give them a peculiar

16 KW’s expression of a conversion of “a picture based on truth conditions to one
based on assertibility conditions” is also misleading because it seems to entail aban-
donment of the concept of truth. Although I cannot discuss this subject here, suf-
fice it to say that introducing two different types of concept truth, inflationary and
deflationary, is supposed to settle the problem.
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kind of complexity. For example, Kripke uses the following semantic
statement: “Jones means addition (quaddition) by ‘+.” 7 According to
him, because there is no fact that corresponds to the semantic state-
ments and makes them true, they have no sense. Conversely, under the
supposition that facts about meaning exist, they have sense and can
turn out to be true or false. What will follow from this supposition? To
clarify the comparison with the skeptical solution that we will present
in a following argument, let me confirm this.

Suppose that there existed a fact about the meaning of plus among the
inner (mental) or outer (physical) facts about Smith at time point t,,.
At t, he unhesitatingly calculates “57 + 68 = 125” using the number 57
for the first time. The result of this calculation could be justified abso-
lutely by the fact about meaning of plus at t,. All calculating formulas
that are incompatible with “57 + 68 = 125” such as “57 + 68 = 57 would be
completely denied as false. In this way, the equation “57 + 68 = 125” that
Smith produces would be infallible and absolutely certain.
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If the existence of a fact about the meaning of quus was assumed, the
same type of argument would hold for the equation “57 + 68 = 5” and
calculating formulas that are incompatible with it. If Smith produced
“57 + 68 = 125,” it would be denied as totally false by the fact of quus.

Then, if there were a condition that could render such semantic state-
ments true (or meaningful) under the premise that no fact about mean-
ing exists, what would it be? It is our task here to provide a convincing
answer to this question. According to my view, there can be no answer
to it other than the following. It is that a subject believes with some de-
gree of justification ®that a new sentence, which is constructed under
a new circumstance, is true and that any sentence that the constructor
believes to be incompatible with it is false. For example, Smith believes
that “57 + 68 = 125,” a statement he has constructed by using a number
that is equal to or larger than 57 for the first time, is true and that any
calculating formula that he believes to be incompatible with it (such as
“57 + 68 = 5”) is false. The essence of this proposal, a new skeptical so-
lution, consists in its individualism: that it is ultimately any individual’s

17 cf. Kripke, ibid, 77, etc.

18 By “with justification to some degree,” I mean justification that enables us to
distinguish a totally blind belief without any reason from a belief resting on some
reasonable reason that the believer herself is ready to present if required. In the fol-
lowing argument, I will use the term “believe” or “belief” to designate one with this
tacit condition.
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belief in a sentence that is constructed by using signs that can make se-
mantic statements meaningful (or true).

Although the proposal seems to offer little at present, I will elaborate
on its details to provide a certain degree of justification. For the sake of
clarity, I will formulate this proposal based on the example described
above.

[Cp -So]

«

“Smith means plus by ‘+” is true iff Smith believes that “68 + 57 =
125” is true and “68 + 57 = a,” which he believes to be incompatible
with “68 + 57 = 125,” is false.

a: any sign except 125’

This formulation is obviously insufficient, because it is not only “68+57=

138 125”7 but also other sentences including ‘+’ that Smith has used in the
past that contribute to the meaning of plus. Therefore, the set of sen-
tences that it is necessary for Smith to believe to be true must comprise
the formulas of addition that are produced by adding a pair of numbers
that are lower than 57 and that Smith believes to be true, such as “56
+ 39 = 95,” as well as the theoretical sentences including natural num-
bers and “+” that Smith believes to be true, such as “x +y =y + x” [ will
use the abbreviated notation “plus-T(x)” to represent such sentences.
Moreover, the set of sentences that it is necessary for Smith to believe to
be false must comprise every sentence that Smith believes to be incom-
patible with each member of plus-T(x), such as “56 + 39 = 5" and “x +y
#y +x.” [ will represent all of them with the abbreviated notation “plus-
F(x).” Then, [Cp-So] can be revised in the following way.

[Cp-S1]

«

“Smith means plus by ‘+” is true iff Smith believes that “68 + 57 =
125" is true, “x” is true, “68 + 57 =a,” which he believes to be incom-

«_»

patible with “68 + 57 = 125,” is false, and “y” is false.

{x| x e plus-T(x)}
{y I'y € plus-F(y)}”
a: any sign except “125”

Then the bi-conditional for “Smith means quus by ‘+” can be formulat-
ed in the following manner.

19 Here, “x” and “y” are used as variants that represent sentential compositions.
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[Cq-S1]

“Smith means quus by ‘+” is true iff Smith believes that “68 + 57 =5
is true, “x” is true, “68 + 57 = o,” which he believes to be incompatible

with “68 + 57 = 5” is false, and “y” is false.

”

{x | x e quus-T(x)}
{y |'y € quus-F(y)*}
a: any sign except “5”

At this point, we admit that there is no fact about meaning. Therefore,

any calculation that Smith performs using “+” is not infallible. Suppose

that Smith satisfies [Cp-S1]. However, at some point Smith’s belief in

“68 + 57 =125” may be converted to a belief in “68 + 57 = 5.” If he satisfies

[Cq-S1] along with this belief, then he is supposed to mean not “plus”

but “quus.” In this way, uncertainty persists in that Smith is not guaran-

teed unrevisability about which function he means by “+.” Because the 139

existence of a fact about meaning is negated, it is impossible for us to

evade such uncertainty.

However, semantic statements can be adequately meaningful even
under the skeptical constraint. For example, it is actually possible for
Smith to fulfill [Cp-S1]. Then, “Smith means plus by ‘+” is attributed
to him. Because he cannot satisfy [Cq-S1] at the same time, he does not
mean quus by “+” at this point. The contrary case can be supposed logi-
cally. In that case, the specific semantic statement, “Smith means quus
by ‘+” will be attributed to him. What is still more important is that
when he notices his own mistake, for instance, he finds not “68 + 57 =
125” but “68 + 57 = 5” to be true, satisfying not [Cp-S1] but [Cgq-S1], it be-
comes possible for him to say “I have believed that I mean plus by ‘+, but
now realize it is a mistake. In fact, [ have meant quus by ‘+”” Here, the
distinction between “to think one is obeying a rule” and “to obey a rule”
(PI§202) comes into existence although in a relative sense. In this situ-
ation, it seems to Smith that his past self only thought he was follow-
ing a rule (= meaning) for “+” This is because the past Smith followed a
feigned rule of “+” without knowing the correct rule (= meaning) of “+,
that is, quus. On the other hand, the present Smith can be said to follow

the rule (= meaning) of “+” (quus) without any such divergence.

However, thereisabizarre charactertothe formulations ([Cp-S1] [Cq-S1]).
If the new skeptical solution proposed here is to be individualistic in a

20 “quus-T(x)” and “quus-F(y)” are abbreviated notations that represent sets in the
assumed cases of quus that correspond to sets in the case of plus.
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genuine sense, all the conditions must be formulated from Smith’s per-
spective. When Smith satisfies the conditions of the right side of the bi-
conditional in [Cg-S1], the semantic statement “Smith means quus by

< o

+” will be attributed to him. Yet, Smith ought not attribute a semantic
statement such as “I (= Smith) means quus by ‘+” to himself. Indeed,
because he believes that the correct answer achieved by following a cor-
rect rule (meaning) for “+” is (not “68 + 57 = 125” but) “68 + 57 = 5,
he ought think that he does not mean an anomalistic meaning such as
quus but instead means a canonical meaning of plus even under this sit-
uation. Therefore, these conditions ([Cp-S1] [Cg-S1]) are thought to be

formulated from a perspective of third person other than Smith.

If this view is valid, the skeptical solution proposed here is nothing but
a communitarian variant, which is contrary to my initial intention be-
cause whether the meaning intended by any subject by any sign is ca-
nonical or anomalistic depends on the view of a third person (commu-
nity) in these formulations. They are reformulated by Smith’s viewpoint
to avoid this difficulty.

[CS]
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“Smith means plus by ‘+” is true iff Smith believes that “x” is true

“_»

and “y” is false.
{x | x e P-T(x)}
{y |yeP-F(y)}

Here, any member of the set that is composed of both of equations of
addition and sentences of the theory of natural numbers (“x +y =y +
x”), which Smith believes to be true at present, is supposed to be sub-
stituted for “x.” (This extended version of plus-T(x) will be named “P-
T(x)”). Any member of the set that is composed of sentences that Smith
believes are incompatible with each member of the set P-T(x) and are
false is substituted for “y.” (This extended version of plus-F(x) will be
called “P-F(x)”). Generalizing [CS] in terms of subject, sign, and mean-
ing, we can gain
(€]

”

For any s (subject), M (meaning): “s means M by ‘M”” is true iff s be-

«w » “«_»

lieves that “x” is true and “y” is false.
{x|xeM-T(x)}
{y Iy e M-F(y)}
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Any member of a set composed of beliefs that are specified by a given
subject (including Smith), a given meaning (including plus), and a giv-
en sign (including “+”) (M-T(x), M-F(y)) is substituted for “x” and “y” in
[C*]. The remarkable feature of [C*] is that the disquotational relation
between sign and meaning holds in the semantic statement (“s means
M by ‘M) in [C*]. Anomalistic kinds of semantic statements such as
“Smith means quus by ‘+” can be ruled out by this stipulation. Therefore,
it can be said that a third-person perspective, one other than that of the

subject(s) represented in [C*], does not tacitly creep into the formulation.

This individualistic condition for semantic statements restores the soli-
tary language, which is fundamentally distinguished from the private
language, which Kripke’s skeptical solution unjustifiably exiles from the
domain of language to a reasonable status as a legitimate language. It is
not the agreement with others or the community, but each individual’s
usage of signs and beliefs that enables semantic statements to become
true (or meaningful). According to my view, insofar as the meanings
that each subject understands generally coincide, a theoretically fatal
defect, such as that pointed out about Kripke’s skeptical solution, is not
produced by this solution.
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However, as this argument admits that no fact about meaning exists,
it is possible that a crucial and fundamental disagreement, such as that
between plus and quus, will arise. It is logically possible that complete
anarchy arises when the meaning attributed to a sign, such as ‘E’, differs
for all individuals. In such an anarchic situation, which meaning is or is
judged to be true?

My reply to this question is very clear. It is this | who determines which
meaning is correct or true in such anarchy. Indeed, if it were essentially
different from mine, I could not help but comprehend the meaning that
the other person accords a given sign as an anomalistic and deviant one.

However, which I is meant by “this I” in the previous paragraph? At this
phase, the individualism of the skeptical solution advocated in this pa-
per is forced to confront the problem of solipsism, which haunted Witt-
genstein for the whole of his life. Yet, I think that solipsism does not
pose a theoretical difficulty, at least against this new skeptical solution.
In short, solipsism can, at most, make the solution unable to identify
the condition for semantic statements in a general form. However, as
this issue requires an exceedingly cautious and exact approach, I must
address it in another paper.
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At any rate, it seems to me that there can be no alternative but the new
skeptical solution proposed above if the aporia of KP is to be avoided.
Although the proposal obviously requires considerable modification
and elaboration, I think that this paper elucidates one way to evade the
aporia and provide a certain degree of grounding for it.

By himself, LW does not formulate KP differently from WP. Therefore,
it is not the case that LW explicitly advocates this kind of skeptical solu-
tion. However, it seems to be the only interpretation that is consistent
with LW and that enables him to avoid the aporia of KP.

Primljeno: 15. mart 2014.
Prihvaceno: 10. april 2014.
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Ken Sigeta
ObrazloZenje problema dve forme semanti¢kog skepticizma:
Vitgenstajnov paradoks sledenja pravila i Kripkeov semanticki paradoks

Apstrakt

Bez obzira na uporne pokusaje odbrane Kripkeovog argumenta (Kripke
1982), ¢ini se da su analize ovog argumenta dosle do konsenzusa oko toga
da se on odlikuje kobnim nedostacima kako u interpretaciji Vitgenstajna,
tako i u argumentaciji povodom znacenja kao nezavisnog od interpretacije.
Vecina filozofa koji se ne slazu sa Kripkeovim gledistem direktno su upore-
divali razlike njegovog razumevanja Vitgenstajna (KW) sa samom Vitgen-
$tajnovom perpsektivom (LW) u Filozofskim istraZivanjima (PI) i nakon
njih. Ipak, smatram da su oni koji su pazljivo i bez predubedenja ¢itali kako
PI, tako i Kripkeovu knjigu Wittgenstein on Rules and Private Language,
stekli utisak drugaciji od onog koji je opsteprihvacen: da KW nije direktno
suprotstavljen LW. I zaista, ¢ini se da KW predstavlja jedan aspekt LW na
izo$tren nacin, mada neizbeZno ostaje utisak da KW u izvesnom pogledu
odstupa od LW.

U ovom ¢lanku pokusacu da razjasnim osnove ovog utiska tako $to ¢u for- 143
mulisati paradokse koje su izlozili Vitgenstajn i Kripke i ukazati na slozenu

relaciju izmedu ova dva oblika semanti¢kih paradoksa. Zatim ¢u predloziti

ne samo novu interpretaciju argumenta o znacenju koji se nalazi u PI, nego

i shemu ili uslove za semantiku koja, kako smatram, jeste samosvojna, ne-

zavisna od predmeta egzegeze.

Kljucne reci: Semantika, skepticizam, problem sledenja pravila, kasniji
Vitgenstajn, Kripke.
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The Autonomy of Grammar and Semantic Internalism

Abstract In his post-Tractatus work on natural language use, Wittgenstein
defended the notion of what he dubbed the autonomy of grammar. According
to this thought, grammar - or semantics, in a more recent idiom - is essen-
tially autonomous from metaphysical considerations, and is not answerable
to the nature of things. The argument has several related incarnations in
Wittgenstein’s post-Tractatus writings, and has given rise to a number of
important insights, both critical and constructive. In this paper I will argue
for a potential connection between Wittgenstein's autonomy argument and
some more recent internalist arguments for the autonomy of semantics. My
main motivation for establishing this connection comes from the fact that
the later Wittgenstein’s comments on grammar and meaning stand in oppo-
sition to some of the core assumptions of semantic externalism.

Keywords: Later Wittgenstein, grammar, autonomy, arbitrariness, meaning
as use, semantic internalism and externalism, reference, mentalism

1. Introduction

Wittgenstein’s later comments on meaning as use, with their emphasis
on the significance of social practices, activities, circumstances, con-
texts, occasions of use etc., are sometimes taken to lend support for
some form of semantic externalism. Thus, it is argued for instance, that
Wittgenstein’s contextualism about meaning entails semantic exter-
nalism, and that his views on meaning and grammar are perfectly con-
sistent with Putnam’s version of externalism (see Child 2010; Putnam
forthcoming). This is understandable given that Wittgenstein strongly
criticised mentalist accounts of meaning, which are typically of an in-
ternalist bent.

That said, however, in this paper [ want to focus on those aspects of the
later Wittgenstein’s arguments regarding meaning and grammar, which
are aimed directly against certain core externalist ideas; e.g. the idea
that the meaning of a word is the object to which the word refers, and
so that the objects to which words refer should play a key role in seman-
tic explanations.

My aim here is to show that there are important connections between
Wittgenstein’sargumentsagainst externalism and certain contemporary
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arguments for semantic internalism, where the latter are aimed at deny-
ing the kinds of metaphysical commitments brought about by an out-
look I shall refer to as mentalist referentialism. I shall argue that drawing
such a connection puts us in a position to maintain a strong opposition
to a certain form of mentalism without having to adopt standard exter-
nalist commitments.

The main focus on this paper will be on a particular post-Tractatus ar-
gument for the autonomy of grammar. The idea is that the grammar of
language, and in particular linguistic meaning, is constituted indepen-
dently of metaphysical considerations concerning the nature of things
that words are used to refer to. According to some commentators, the
argument regarding the autonomous grammar forms part of Wittgen-
stein’s critical response to the treatment of grammar in the Tractatus.!
For the purpose of this paper I will stay neutral as to whether the argu-
ment is aimed at the Tractatus or not; I shall assume that the target is a
certain generic form of externalism regardless of whether this is the po-
sition Wittgenstein adopted in the Tractatus.?
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The structure of the paper is as follows. Section 2 introduces and of-
fers an analysis of the later Wittgenstein’s argument for the autonomy
of grammar. To prepare the ground for a comparison with semantic in-
ternalism in later sections of the essay, I shall distinguish what I under-
stand to be the main critical import of Wittgenstein’s argument from
his constructive response to it. As we shall see, despite it motivating
a number of new positive assumptions about meaning, the argument
is still fundamentally negative. Section 3 turns to a contemporary de-
bate concerning the role that external objects play in the determina-
tion and explanation of linguistic meaning. I explain and distinguish
two different brands of semantic internalism according to which mean-
ings are internally individuated and found ‘in the head’ I argue that
there are some striking similarities between Wittgenstein and meth-
odological internalists, especially vis-a-vis their rejection of the refer-
entialist theory of meaning. Section 4 then examines Wittgenstein’s

1 Peter Hacker is the most prominent representative of this view. See e.g. Hacker
2000.

2 Tobesure, there are some important indications that the Tractatus is indeed com-
mitted to externalist semantics. For instance, the analysis of nonsensical sentences
makes reference to non-existing properties: “The reason why ‘Socrates is identical’
means nothing”, Wittgenstein maintains, “is that there is no property called ‘identi-
cal” (TLP 5.473). And even more patently, objects that constitute states of affairs in
the world are considered to be meanings (semantic or referential values) of lexical
items (TLP 3.203).
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anti-referentialism and his use conception of meaning in more detail.
In section 5, I critically discuss several notions all of which represent
Wittgenstein’s attempt to constructively respond to the autonomy argu-
ment: the conventionality of meaning, the arbitrariness thesis, and the
role of nature in the determination of meaning. Although these, on the
face of it, seem to be inconsistent with semantic internalism, a closer
scrutiny reveals that these notions do not seem to carry a lot of weight
in Wittgenstein’s account of grammar and meaning. Section 6 considers
and rejects two additional problems for drawing the parallel with inter-
nalism: Wittgenstein’s contextualism and his opposition to the mental-
ist account of meaning. Finally, section 7 concludes the discussion and
briefly lists several remaining points of disagreement between the later
Wittgenstein and methodological internalists.

146 2. The autonomy of grammar

In analysing Wittgenstein’s argument for the autonomy of grammar it is
helpful to differentiate its main critical import from Wittgenstein’s con-
structive responses to the argument. As a critical reaction against the
externalist construal of semantics by reference to the nature of things,
the argument aims to show what does not figure in the determination
of semantic facts. Its main purpose is to convince us that grammar (se-
mantics) doesn’t have any external source of determination but is, in-

stead, “self-contained and autonomous”?

Wittgenstein’s argument against the world-dependent grammar turns
on the idea that grammatical rules cannot be justified as correct by ref-
erence to the nature of the things represented. This is because, as part of
justification, we would need to mention how things are, or how things
are not, and “any such description already presupposes the grammati-
cal rules” (PR 9). Wittgenstein expresses the same point by saying that
“[one] cannot use language to get outside language” (PR 54). There are
different variants of the argument for autonomy that attempt to show
that the justification of grammatical rules is futile.*

We may have certain reservations about this particular argumentative
strategy, but the conclusion Wittgenstein reaches is important for pre-
sent purposes; namely that, in contrast to what the externalist would

3 “The connection between “language and reality” is made by definitions of words,
and these belong to grammar, so that language remains self-contained and autono-
mous.” (Wittgenstein 1974: 55)

4 For the discussion see Hacker 2000, 74ff.
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maintain, the grammar of language - i.e. the rules that assign meanings
to words and regulate how words are put together to form meaningful
sentences - is independent, and not answerable to the nature of exter-
nal objects and their combinatorial properties. In Wittgenstein’s words,
“grammar is not accountable to any reality” (Wittgenstein 1974:184; also
2005: 184). However, once grammar is shown to be autonomous, there
are some more positive suggestions as to what constitutes linguistic
meaning. First of all, Wittgenstein would now characterise the nature
of linguistic meaning as arbitrary rather than answerable to something
extra-linguistic. He writes, “[grammatical rules] are not answerable to
any meaning and to that extent are arbitrary” (Wittgenstein 1974: 184;
also 2005: 184). Another positive suggestion concerns the way in which
meaning is determined and explained once the idea that the external
objects play this role is rejected. It consists in the notion that grammar
and grammatical rules are constitutive of meaning.” Grammatical rules 147
are characterised as conventions®, and grammar is taken to consist of
conventions (Wittgenstein 1974: 190).

Wittgenstein does not discuss the idea of conventionality of meaning
in any great detail. So we are somewhat left wondering how we ought
to understand his positive proposal. It seems certain, however, that he
wants to say that the determination of meaning, which is governed by
rules understood as conventions, is in some sense “up to us’, and defi-
nitely not fixed by the way the world happens to be independent of hu-
man interests, activities, practices, etc. But does Wittgenstein’s notion
of conventionality exclude the determination of meaning by human na-
ture, or even the nature of the human mind? I shall return to this ques-
tion in section 5. Now I want to examine a more contemporary version
of the idea that grammar is not answerable to what there is.

3. Semantic Internalism

The main aim of this essay, as mentioned in the introduction, is to ar-
gue for a potentially interesting connection between Wittgenstein’s ar-
gument for the autonomy of grammar and some recent attempts to de-
fend the autonomy of semantics. However, the connection I want to

5 ‘It is grammatical rules that determine meaning (constitute it)’ (Wittgenstein
1974:184)

6 “We said that by “meaning” we meant what an explanation of meaning explains.
And an explanation of meaning is not an empirical proposition and not a causal
explanation, but a rule, a convention” (Wittgenstein 1974: 68).
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establish between these two philosophical positions concerning the
idea of autonomy applies only to a particular brand of internalism de-
fended by Chomsky (2000) and his supporters (e.g. Collins 2009, inter-
net; Pietroski 2003a, 2003b, 2005, 2006; McGilvray 1998) This internal-
ist position is known as the methodological internalism (MI). So, what is
MI and how does it differ from other versions of internalist semantics?

MI is a fairly thin version of internalism: “a very modest, metaphysi-
cally light-weight doctrine, which neither denies any first-order meta-
physical claims nor introduces a new internalist metaphysics” (Collins,
forthcoming). According to Collins, what characterises linguistic inter-
nalism is that “the explanations offered by successful linguistic theo-
ry neither presuppose nor entail externalia. There are externalia, but
they do not enter into the explanations of linguistics qua externalia.
Linguistics is methodologically solipsistic” (Collins, forthcoming). In
contrast, semantic externalism is a heavy-duty metaphysical doctrine
according to which semantic explanations essentially depend on the
nature of external objects and their ontological status, and ought to re-
flect how things are anyway. Semantic externalism thus makes seman-
tics fundamentally intertwined with metaphysics. As any other version
of internalism, MI takes linguistic meanings to be individuated inter-
nally rather than by reference to any external objects or properties that
expressions are used to refer to.
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However, there are versions of semantic internalism that are metaphysi-
cally more substantial. An example is Jackendoff’s brand of internalism,
which is, essentially, a form of idealism. Jackedoff (1983, 2002) main-
tains that the referents of words are internal, mental objects rather than
external objects. In this way he simply exchanges one variant of the ref-
erentialist theory of meaning (with all its difficulties) for another. But
a methodological brand of internalism, according to its advocates, has
no such commitments; the methodological internalist “is someone
who rejects the entwinement of semantics with general metaphysical
doctrines, including idealist ones” (Collins, forthcoming). The meth-
odological internalist, unlike an idealist, doesn’t deny the existence of
externalia, or that we refer to externalia when we communicate.

According to methodological internalists, the theory of meaning is not
a theory of reference and truth; the latter phenomena are not, strictly
speaking, semantic and are not scientifically intractable. As Pietroski
writes,



THE CONTEMPORARY SIGNIFICANCE OF WITTGENSTEIN’S LATER PHILOSOPHY

Sentences, as products of (largely innate and modular) language sys-
tems, have truth-conditions only by virtue of their relation to other
cognitive systems and the environments in which the sentences are
used. But sentences have their meanings by virtue of more local facts
concerning the psychology (and hence biology) of language-users.
So a semantics that makes the right theoretical cuts will not itself
associate sentences with truth-conditions. (Pietroski 2003a: 218)

On this view, semantic features, which are systematically tractable, su-
pervene on syntax, which is to say that semantics is basically a species
of syntax.” The kinds of semantic facts that for internalist semanticists
stand in need of explanation are, for instance, structural effects on in-
terpretation brought about by the meanings of lexical items?, other in-
terpretive effects recorded in alternations’, certain structurally based
semantic entailments', structural non-ambiguities", etc.

7 But, as Chomsky explains, there is an important difference between this concep- 149
tion of semantics and what is typically considered by this name. He writes, “Virtually
all work in syntax in the narrower sense has been intimately related to questions of
semantic (and of course phonetic) interpretation, and motivated by such questions.
The fact has often been misunderstood because many researchers have chosen to
call this work “syntax,” reserving the term “semantics” for relations of expressions
to something extra-linguistic. (Chomsky 2000: 174). As suggested here, for a MI like
Chomsky, semantics is importantly linked to the study of syntax rather than to the
study of the nature of extra-linguistic things.
8 The parade case is the contrast between eager and easy in the following construc-
tions:

(1) John is eager to please

(ii) John is easy to please

(iii) It is easy to please John

(iv) *It is eager to please John (on the intended interpretation; i.e. with pleonas-

tic ‘it’)

In (i) John is understood as the subject of eager, whilst in (ii), it is the object of easy.
This structural difference is confirmed by the fact that (ii) has a paraphrase formu-
lated in (iii), whilst (i) cannot be paraphrased as (iv) (here ‘it’ must be construed as
areferring expression rather than an expletive in order to preserve interpretability).
See Chomsky 2000, Pietroski 2006, Collins 2012
9 The parade case is the contrast between ergative and non-ergative verbs as re-
gards the THEME argument alternation:

(v) Bill broke the bed

(vi) The bed broke

(vii) Bill made the bed

(viii) *The bed made
So whereas ergative verbs admit of alternation of their THEME argument, non-er-
gative verbs don't, this being a result of their inherent lexical structure (see Levin
1993, Collins 20m).
10 Certain structurally founded relations of entailment are considered to be part
and parcel of an internalist semantic inquiry. Some examples in the literature are
relations between chase and follow, persuade and intend (Chomsky 2000), kill and
cause to die (Pietroski 2003b).
11 Pietroski (2005, 2006) calls attention to ‘negative facts’ (e.g. non-ambiguity)
about the interpretability of certain constructions that stand in need of explanation:
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There are some classic examples that internalists use in support of
their claim that semantics explanations are not answerable to the na-
ture of external, mind-independent things. Chomsky, for instance, asks
whether we must assume that there is a unique kind of object (or set of
objects) in the world that the word London or book refers to in the fol-
lowing examples:

(1) a. The book weighs five pounds
b. He wrote a book
c. He wrote a book and it weighs five pounds
d. London is polluted
e. London has a population of 8 million people

f. London is polluted and it has a population of 8 million people

We refer to objects such as books from various perspectives: as concrete
objects, from an abstract perspective, or from both perspectives simul-
taneously (cf. Chomsky 2000: 21). Similarly, London can be spoken of in
different ways: as a given portion of the atmosphere, as a population, or
as both. However, none of this warrants any ontological commitment to
the existence of a particular object, corresponding to the name London
that possesses all these properties at once.
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Collins (forthcoming) calls attention to some cases of inter-sentential co-
reference, which he also considers problematic for semantic externalists.
(2) a. [Barack Obama], has been damaged by the health care issue,

but he, remains hkely to achieve a second term.

b. [The average American], is optimistic no matter the setbacks
he, faces.

As Collins explains, the coherence of intra-sentential co-reference in
the examples of (2) remains invariant even though the way that Barack
Obama denotes seems radically different from the way that the average
American denotes.

Another kind of cases that can’t be successfully explained within a
standard externalist framework concerns the interpretation of generics.
Consider the following sentences:

(ix) The millionaire called the senator from Texas

(x) The millionaire called the senator, and the senator is from Texas

(xi) The millionaire called the senator, and the call was from Texas

(xii) #The millionaire called the senator, and the millionaire is from Texas
Clearly (ix) is ambiguous and can be interpreted either as (x) or (xi) but not as (xii).
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(3) a. Beavers are mammals

b. Beavers build dams

As Pietroski (2006) notes, whereas (3a) requires that all beavers are
mammals (3b) requires that only typical beavers build dams. External-
ist semantics that associates a standard semantic value with a lexical
item beaver is unable to explain this contrast.

Lastly, we might add to this list the cases of logical metonymy. Consider (4):

(4) Bill enjoyed the book

We typically interpret (4) as meaning that Bill enjoyed some event that

involves the book (some claim that this, by default, is the event of read-

ing the book). So, when combined with the verb enjoy, the noun book

doesn’t have its typical denotation (an individual) but rather it denotes

an event, or, more precisely, it has an ‘eventish’ construal. All these dif- 151
ferent examples are aimed at showing that subtle semantic differences

that affect interpretation are not properly captured by a referentialist

theory of meaning, which makes semantic explanations reliant on the

nature of external objects and their ontological status.

Those who defend methodological internalism about natural language
semantics are usually also committed to methodological naturalism
and methodological individualism. This basically means that scientifi-
cally tractable semantic features are considered to be part and parcel of
individual minds. Knowledge of language is individualistic and internal
to the human mind/brain, and this ‘I-language’ is treated as a proper
subject for a scientific study of natural languages. As Chomsky argues,
it is naturalistic inquiry of the human mind in particular that imposes
internalist, individualist limits: “if we are interested in accounting for
what people do, and why, insofar as that is possible through naturalis-
tic inquiry, the argument for keeping to these limits seems persuasive”
(Chomsky 2000: 32). On the first blush, this particular aspect of MI is
in a strong disagreement with the spirit of Wittgenstein’s later philos-
ophy. Still, although Wittgenstein is deeply skeptical of the science of
meaning, Chomsky, in fact, shares his skepticism. In other words, Witt-
genstein and Chomsky have a common enemy: the referentialist theory
of meaning. The latter represents an attempt to systematically explain
meaning by means of the objects referred to, and to reduce semantic
explanation to the procedure of assigning standard semantic values to
linguistic expressions.
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4. Wittgenstein’s anti-referentialism and
the use-conception of meaning

It is notable that Chomsky explicitly mentions Wittgenstein and Turing
as key forerunners to anti-externalism (cf. Chomsky 2000: 44-45). In his
opinion, Wittgenstein (like Turing) “does not adopt the standard exter-
nalist account”, and indeed, an “internalist perspective... seems suitable
to [his] intuitions” (ibid.). What brings Chomsky to view the later Witt-
genstein as a latent internalist?

In Philosophical Investigations Wittgenstein appears highly critical of
attempts to conceive of a word’s meaning in terms of objects, proper-
ties, relations, or processes referred to via uses of that word. The open-
ing discussion in Philosophical Investigations is set against “a particu-
lar picture of the essence of human language” according to which a

152 word’s meaning is the object for which the word stands (Wittgenstein
1953: §1). On this picture of linguistic meaning, naming worldly ob-
jects, activities, processes, etc. is “the foundation, the be all and end
all of language” (Wittgenstein 1974: 56). One reason the semanticists,
Wittgenstein maintains, think of words as labels for ‘things’ is that they
are inclined to take common nouns and proper names as paradigmat-
ic examples of linguistic items: one is “thinking primarily of nouns like
“table”, “chair”, “bread”, and of people’s names, and only secondarily of
the names of certain actions and properties; and of the remaining kinds
of word as something that will take care of itself” (ibid.).

The referentialist picture of meaning, Wittgenstein argues, oversimpli-
fies the ways we use language, and can lead to serious distortions of our
ordinary notion of names and their meaning. The paramount example
of how adherence to referentialism can create such distortions comes
from Russell’s theory of logically proper names, where a set of puta-
tively legitimate requirements stemming from the referentialist frame-
work led to the view that only demonstratives qualify as ‘real’ names.
Wittgenstein rejects this conclusion, arguing that it should lead us to
question referentialist assumptions and seek alternatives to the view
that the meaning of a name is its bearer (cf. Wittgenstein 1953: §40).
To facilitate this, his later work illustrates how our understanding of
the meanings of words is at least partially revealed in our ability to put
those words to different uses on different occasions - a thought sum-
marised in the slogan ‘the meaning of a word is its use in the language’
(Wittgenstein 1953: §43).
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Wittgenstein’s use-based conception of meaning emerged in the early
1930s in the context of discussions concerning the foundations of math-
ematics. Wittgenstein disagreed with the formalists that mathematics
is merely about signs, but he also disagrees with Frege who thinks that
there must be something corresponding with the mere signs which
gives them meaning:

Frege was right in objecting to the conception that the numbers of
arithmetic are signs. The sign ‘o), after all, does not have the prop-
erty of yielding the sign 1’ when it is added to the sign 1’ Frege was
right in this criticism. Only he did not see the other, justified side of
formalism, that the symbols of mathematics, although they are not
signs, lack a meaning. For Frege the alternative was this: either we
deal with strokes of ink on paper or these strokes of ink are signs of
something and their meaning is what they go proxy for. The game
of chess itself shows that these alternatives are wrongly conceived-
-although it is not the wooden chessmen we are dealing with, these
figures do not go proxy for anything, they have no meaning in Frege’s
sense. There is still a third possibility, the signs can be used the way
they are in the game. (Wittgenstein 1979: 105)

The central idea in this early version of the theory is that rules regulat-
ing the employment of expressions in sentential and extra-sentential
contexts determine their meaning. As we saw earlier, according to the
autonomy thesis, these rules are not answerable to the nature of things.
Pace Frege there need be nothing to which expressions correspond that
gives them meaning, if they have a use. If we compare language and its
use to a game like chess it is clear that the rules that govern the possi-
ble moves of particular pieces constitute their role, and not some object
they go proxy for. The actual playing of a game on a particular occasion
(namely, an act of communication by means of language) represents an
implementation of what is set forth in the rules for that game. Noth-
ing external to a sign is responsible for its having a particular meaning.

In Philosophical Investigations a more mature version of the use con-
ception of meaning is demonstrated in a number of examples, the key
point being that our language is analogous to a toolbox with different
types of tools that serve different functions and have different possi-
bilities of use. “The functions of words”, Wittgenstein stresses, “are as
diverse as the functions of [tools]” (Wittgenstein 1953: §11). Words fall
into different classes or parts of speech in accordance with the kind of
function they serve; there are number-words that generally serve (are
used for) for counting and calculating, colour-words that serve for dis-
tinguishing objects based on their colour, common nouns that serve
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for distinguishing and grouping objects based on their generic type,
and so on.

To sum up then, on adopting a use-based conception of meaning, we
come to the view that to understand the meaning of an expression is
just to understand how that expression might be employed in senten-
tial and extra-sentential contexts. This marks a significant departure
from the view that the meaning of an expression is some extra-linguis-
tic (mental or physical) entity that somehow corresponds to that ex-
pression.”? Both Wittgenstein and MI are in favour of characterising the
semantics of expressions in terms of their employment (broadly con-
strued) and they are equally opposed to views that characterise mean-
ing in terms of reference. But is this enough to establish the connec-
tion between these two positions? Doesn’'t Wittgenstein have qualms
regarding the mentalist construal of meaning? And doesn’t he think
that meaning is conventional and arbitrary? In the next two sections I
turn to these concerns.
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5. Reinforcing the connection: arbitrariness,
conventionality and human nature

I have argued that there seems to be an interesting connection between
Wittgenstein’s argument for the autonomy of grammar - in particular,
its critical part — and several arguments for the independence of seman-
tics from ontology recently put forward by semantic internalists. But
we have also seen that, for semantic internalists, all semantic facts, al-
though not derivable from, or answerable to, the external world, are still
a product of the human mind, and are, to that extent, certainly not ar-
bitrary. So, there seems to be an unquestionable conflict between Witt-
genstein’s and the internalist’s response to the autonomy argument. I
am ready to concede that a gap between these two positions cannot ever
be fully closed; however, I want to give a few reasons in favour of reduc-
ing the gap. In this section I examine a few potential problems that are
directly related to the autonomy thesis and in the next section two more
general problems are considered.

12 It is crucial that the methodological internalist doesn’t subscribe to a mentalist
variant of referentialism, which is what distinguishes this view from that of Katz
and Fodor’s (1963), Lakoff’s (1970, 1987), or Jackendoff’s (1997, 2002). As Pietroski
stresses, the MI proposal is not that “linguistic expressions have Bedeutungen that
are mental as opposed to environmental” (Pietroski 2005: 270). A similar point is
argued for in McGilvray (1999: 164ff.). I shall discuss this objection to MI in more
detail below.
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(i) Wittgenstein’s idea of arbitrariness
of grammar as merely negative

Wittgenstein calls grammatical rules arbitrary and this qualification
seems to imply that they are dispensable, alterable, or a matter of choice
or decision. However, Wittgenstein’s notion of arbitrariness is purely
negative and, therefore, very thin. So, to say that a rule of grammar is
arbitrary is merely to say that it cannot be justified by reference to the
nature of external objects: “the saying that the rules of grammar are ar-
bitrary is directed against the possibility of this justification, which is
constructed on the model of justifying a sentence by pointing to what
verifies it” (Wittgenstein 1967: 331). With such a thin notion of arbitrari-
ness Wittgenstein’s conception of grammar is definitely not up against
the idea that the meaning and use of words is constrained in a way that
is not easily alterable by an individual or social decision, and, to that ex-
tent, he is on the side of semantic internalists. Furthermore, in his ma-
ture work (Zettel, Remarks on the Philosophy of Psychology) he holds
that grammar is equally akin to what is arbitrary and what is non-arbi-
trary (Wittgenstein 1967: 358), and that grammatical systems, such as
the semantics of colours or numbers, “may ‘reside in our nature’ but cer-
tainly not in the nature of things (Wittgenstein 1967: 357)".
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(ii) Conventionality, choice and human nature

I finished off section 3 by asking the question: does Wittgenstein’s no-
tion of conventionality exclude the determination of meaning by hu-
man nature, or the nature of human mind? Insofar as conventionality
may imply some degree of choice then the answer should be affirmative
since the facts of nature cannot be easily tampered with. Certainly, Witt-
genstein sometimes compares the arbitrariness of grammatical rules to
the arbitrariness of the choice of the unit of measurement.” I can choose
to measure the length of a table in centimetres or in inches.* But who
chooses grammatical rules? And how? Can they be changed? Are there
some constrains on which grammatical rules we could choose to follow?

I noted earlier that Wittgenstein maintains that the rules cannot sim-
ply be altered or substituted. To be sure, one could attempt to change

13 He writes, “the rules of grammar are arbitrary in the same sense as the choice of
a unit of measurement” (Wittgenstein 1974: 184).

14 We should bear in mind that the choice of measurement is constrained by vari-
ous practical considerations. It wouldn'’t be at all practical to measure the length of a
shelf in light-years, for instance.
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a convention but this, Wittgenstein argues, would not be sufficient for
changing the use of a word, hence, also its meaning:

[...] If what gives a proposition sense is its agreement with grammat-
ical rules then let’s make just this rule, to permit the sentence “red
and green are both at this point at the same time”. Very well; but that
doesn't fix the grammar of the expression. Further stipulations have
yet to be made about how such a sentence is to be used; e.g. how it is
to be verified (Wittgenstein 1974: 127).

So, even though grammatical rules qua conventions are said to deter-
mine use, any modification of grammatical rules seems to be impor-
tantly constrained by the history of current use. But is this particular
history of use just a matter of our habituation? Wittgenstein’s answer
here is ‘no. In fact, in his more mature work Wittgenstein’s commit-
ment to the idea of arbitrariness of grammar is even more diluted. Now

156 he is prepared to admit the possibility that our colour grammar, for in-
stance, could even have a physical substrate, and, furthermore, the way
we use colour words or number words is not merely a matter of our ha-
bituation to the current colour or number concepts:

But doesn’t anything physical correspond to [the gap between red and
green]? I do not deny that. (And suppose it were merely our habitu-
ation to these concepts, to these language-games? But I am not say-
ing that it is so.) (Wittgenstein 1980: 424.) [Wittgenstein 1967: 355.]

It bears emphasis that, in his mature works, Wittgenstein’s view vis-
a-vis grammar does not relapse into referentialism: not for a moment
would he accept the view that grammar is after all answerable to the na-
ture of the objects referred to by words. As he stresses, “[we] have a col-
our system as we have a number system. Do the systems reside in our
nature or in the nature of things? [...] Not in the nature of numbers or
colours” (Wittgenstein 1967: 357). So semantic externalism is definitely
ruled out. But what we witness now is a reluctance to call grammar ar-
bitrary: insofar as grammar may ‘reside in our nature) it is akin both to
what is arbitrary and to what is not arbitrary (Wittgenstein 1967: 358).
That is, the grammar of some concepts (colours, numbers) seems to be
more hard-wired and thus more resistant to a change by stipulation,
whilst the grammar of other concepts (e.g. technical terms) seems to be
more arbitrary, flexible and open to modification. Or, more precisely,
some aspects of meaning are arbitrary and open to fluctuation whilst
some are fixed and constant.

The reference to ‘our nature’ as opposed to the nature of external ob-
jects, and the radical dilution of the arbitrariness thesis, brings the
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mature Wittgenstein’s views on grammar even closer to contempo-
rary semantic internalists. However, an important caveat is in order: al-
though both positions are in some sense naturalist, for Wittgenstein,
human nature, which gives rise to the systematicity that characterises
language use, is to a critical degree nurtured; in other words, it repre-
sents a result of training and experience:

If we teach a human being such-and-such a technique by means of

examples,--that he then proceeds like this and not like that in a par-

ticular new case, or that in this case he gets stuck, and thus that this

and not that is the ‘natural’ continuation for him: this of itself is an
extremely important fact of nature. (Wittgenstein 1980: 424)

Semantic internalists are devoted rationalists, and when they say that
semantics is answerable to human nature and to facts that are internal

to the human mind, this certainly doesn’t mean that they originate in

learning and experience, but are part and parcel of an innate biological 157
endowment of human beings. So where Wittgenstein would focus on

learning and training as a source of natural tendencies of human be-

ings, that is, those that are manifested in language use, an internalist

would tend to emphasise human innate capacities.”

6. Are Wittgenstein’s contextualism and anti-mentalism
fatal for establishing the connection with internalism?

The final two points I want to make concern two additional worries that
arise in connection with an attempt to associate the later Wittgenstein
with semantic internalism. The first obvious problem is Wittgenstein’s
widespread anti-mentalism, and the second is the special significance for
interpretation he assigns to contexts of use. I take these points in turn.

In The Blue and Brown Books, Philosophical Investigations, and other
later writings Wittgenstein argues against postulating hidden psycho-
logical mechanisms and processes as a method of explaining what we
mean by the words we use. The picture Wittgenstein tries to eschew is
one in which the act of using expressions must be accompanied by hid-
den mental processes or images that give those expressions the mean-
ings they have. Wittgenstein argues that use itself should be enough to
explain their meaning or significance. As he notes:

15 However, Wittgenstein's scepticism about learning language (in particular, what
individual words mean) by ostensive methods (PI 28-31) could be construed as some
sort of the poverty of stimulus argument, which would then lend support to the in-
nateness thesis, but this possibility can’t be explored here.
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The mistake we are liable to make could be expressed thus: We are
looking for the use of a sign, but we look for it as though it were an
object co-existing with the sign... [One] is tempted to imagine that
which gives the sentence life as something in an occult sphere, ac-
companying the sentence. (Wittgenstein 1958: 5)

One might rightly see a semantic internalist as succumbing to exact-
ly this temptation. However, it should be clear by now that the matter
is not all that simple. Wittgenstein’s target here seems to be a particu-
lar version of the psychological conception of meaning where words go
proxy for internal, mental referents (‘the objects co-existing with the
sign’) that are their meanings. However, we have seen earlier that, in
contrast to metaphysical internalists, methodological internalists, to
whose views Wittgenstein’s autonomy thesis was compared in this es-
say, do not defend this sort of naive, mentalist referentialism where the

158 only significant difference with the standard, externalist referential-
ism is replacing environmental Bedeutungen with their supposed men-
tal counterparts (see Pietroski 2005: 270). Methodological internalists,
like Wittgenstein, understand linguistic meaning as the potential to
use an expression in a certain (linguistic) context (i.e. its syntactic em-
ployment) rather than something that corresponds to the expression.
So, Wittgenstein’s opposition to internalism is restricted to a particular
kind of mentalist or internalist referentialism, which inherits the simi-
lar difficulties as the externalist referentialism. Furthermore, as empha-
sised in the Blue Book, Wittgenstein has nothing against the attempts to
scientifically explain certain aspects of language, and, moreover, noth-
ing against a psychological explanation of certain aspects of the mind,
where the internal basis for language use might be located. But, as he
clearly states, “this aspect of the mind does not interest us. The prob-
lems which it may set are psychological problems, and the method of
their solution is that of natural science” (Wittgenstein 1958: 6).

The second worry stems from Wittgenstein’s endorsement of radical
contextualism. Wittgenstein maintains that “[one knows] what a word
means in certain contexts” (Wittgenstein 1958: 9). Some authors, how-
ever, take for granted that contextualism inevitably supports semantic
externalism. Namely, they assume that insofar as the facts about particu-
lar contexts of language use play a role in the determination of meaning,
meaning is therefore determined by the facts that are external to an indi-
vidual mind/brain." There are three possible responses to this objection.

16 Child (2010) defends this view.
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First, there is a widespread confusion about what ‘internalism’ means.
So it is common to run internalism about the linguistic meaning and in-
ternalism about mental content together. However, these two positions
are importantly different in that former is restricted to the language fac-
ulty whilst the latter concerns the whole of mental operations. Thus, it
is possible to be an internalist about linguistic meaning (LMI) and an
externalist about mental content (MCE) (see Pietroski 2006), or both
an LMI and a mental content internalist (MCI). One could therefore
argue that Wittgenstein’s contextualism is compatible with LMI even
though he is an externalist about the mental content.

Second, an internalist (MCI) might argue that there is an important dif-
ference between a constitutive and epistemic (diagnostic) role of con-
text; on this view, context plays an important epistemic role for an in-
terpreter who needs to identify the thought expressed by an utterance;
context, however, has no constitutive role in determining the semantics
of the speaker’s utterance, which is achieved completely internally. So,
when Wittgenstein speaks about knowing what a word means in a cer-
tain context (as per the above quotation) what he has in mind is the in-
terpreter’s perspective and the epistemological role of context.
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Third, an internalist (MCI) might argue that insofar as the knowledge
and beliefs about context are formally represented in the mind, they
are also internally individuated. These formal internal mental/compu-
tational structures will not strictly ‘mean’ anything external like ‘shared
social practices’ (except by stipulation or for explanatory purposes) for
the reasons inherent in the MC internalism - these (and all mental
states) are not individuated in relation to the world in virtue of being,
by hypothesis, computations. An internalist can tell a causal story up to
a point as to how the particular formal states in the mind were formed,
but she can’t claim any external content for such states. Wittgenstein’s
contextualism, on this account, would be strictly speaking orthogonal
to the issues concerning the individuation of mental states.

7. Conclusion

In this paper I argued for a particular connection between Wittgen-
stein’s views regarding the autonomy of grammar and some more con-
temporary attempts to distinguish the study of meaning from consid-
erations concerning the ontological status of external objects. It should
be emphasised, however, that I do not intend to claim that this itself is
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sufficient to prove that Wittgenstein is an internalist. My argument cer-
tainly does not rule out other possible areas of disagreement and here I
want to briefly mention what I think these are.

First, the most prominent point of contrast between Wittgenstein and
semantic internalist lies in their radically different conceptions of lan-
guage. An essential mark of Chomsky’s ‘cognitive turn’ in linguistics is
his novel conception of language as an internal, psychological state of
an individual human organism. Language, in other words, is a psycho-
logical (biological) phenomenon, which we can put to use in various ac-
tivities: “a mental reality underlying actual behaviour” (Chomsky 1965:
3). What we learn by observing the use of language in the context of ac-
tivities represents a source of evidence for what makes such use possible
(i.e. grammatical competence). For Wittgenstein, by contrast, an essen-
tial thing about language is precisely that it is woven with activities and
practices, and its communal, practical nature, the fact that it is usable
and used. There is, moreover, nothing further that matters about lan-
guage apart from what one might observe by studying different social
practices and adopted techniques (i.e. language use). From that point
of view, the theorist’s appeals to individual psychologies as a way to ex-
plain meaning is seen as a kind of explanation that is not strictly speak-
ing linguistic, since it appeals to entities and processes that are out-
side the domain of language. For Chomsky, however, individual mental
states are exactly what counts as the proper domain of linguistics.
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Another area of disagreement worth highlighting concerns language
acquisition. As noted above, Chomsky’s generative linguistics is a spe-
cies of the rationalist theory of knowledge whereby vital linguistic
structures are considered innate. The role of experience is to stimulate
the acquisition of linguistic knowledge, rather than representing the
main source or origin of linguistic knowledge. The main motivation for
the nativist view comes from ‘the poverty of stimulus argument’, which
trades on the fact thata child typically acquires language in certain min-
imal environmental conditions, whereas a non-human animal doesn'’t.
On this view, the difference between us and other animals is due to the
fact that the child possesses a certain biological property that the ani-
mal lacks. Given that they focus on a radically different conception of
language, Wittgenstein’s views often seem to be geared towards some
form of empiricism rather than rationalism.” Hence, not infrequent-

17 See Chomsky (1969) for a critique of Wittgenstein's empiricist leanings in the
discussion of language learning.
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ly, he talks about language learning in terms of training or drilling, as
one trains an animal to react to certain stimuli. On Wittgenstein’s view,
a child acquires a language in the context of getting initiated into eve-
ryday practices (language games), and in the course of mastering tech-
niques of using signs within those practices. This process is essentially
normative in that there are correct and incorrect reactions to certain
prompts in teaching; a child normally learns to do things by using lan-
guage ‘as we do’ and it ‘comes naturally’ to the child to react to cer-
tain tasks as the rest of us do. Although Wittgenstein undoubtedly takes
teaching and initiation into practices to be the key aspect of a child’s
acquiring a language, he also seems to be aware that there is perhaps
more to this process than what the child may receive in the form of in-
structions by adults. This additional component he calls ‘the (very gen-
eral) facts of nature™®, however, the strictly conceptual character of his
philosophical project simply rules out any further interest in such facts. 161

This is not meant to be an exhaustive account of the potential contrasts
between the two positions but merely an illustration of the most obvi-
ous differences that might give us a good reason to pause before we de-
cide that Wittgenstein could be a semantic internalist. However, I hope
to have shown that in spite of such contrasts, there is a great deal that
unites these positions. In particular, both reject the prevailing external-
ist view that to investigate a language is just to investigate those relations
that supposedly hold between linguistic expressions and the extra-lin-
guistic world. Accordingly, there is no need to look to such relations as
constitutive of our notions of grammar and linguistic meaning.”
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Tamara Dobler
Autonomija gramatike i semanticki internalizam

Apstrakt

U svojim radovima o prirodnoj upotrebi jezika nakon Tractatusa Vitgen-
$tajn je branio pojam autonomije gramatike, kako ga je nazivao. Prema
ovom misljenju, gramatika - ili semantika, prema recentnijem idiomu -
sustinski je autonomna u odnosu na metafizi¢ka razmatranja i nije saobra-
zna prirodi stvari. Ovaj argument je imao nekoliko srodnih otelovljenja u
Vitgenstajnovim radovima nakon Tractatusa i doveo je do pojave brojnih
vaznih uvida, kako kriti¢kih, tako i konstruktivnih. U ovom radu zastupa- 163
¢u stav o potencijalnoj vezi izmedu Vitgenstajnovog argumenta autonomije
i ne$to recentnijih internalisti¢kih argumenata za autonomiju semantike.
Moj glavni podstrek za uspostavljanje ove veze potice iz ¢injenice da su ko-
mentari kasnijeg Vitgestajna o gramatici i znac¢enju protivstavljeni odrede-
nim sredi$njim postavkama semantickog eksternalizma.

Kljucnereci: Vitgenstajn, gramatika, autonomija, arbitrarnost, znac¢enje kao
upotreba, semanticki internalizam i eksternalizam, referencija, mentalizam.
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The Poverty of the Stimulus: Quine and Wittgenstein

Abstract Quine and Wittgenstein were dominant figures in philosophy in
the middle of the twentieth century. Many readers, like Quine himself, have
felt that there are deep similarities between the two thinkers, though those
similarities are difficult to articulate. I argue that they share the project of
understanding the meaning of utterances by reference to the environment of
the speaker, though they understand that environment in radically different
ways. In particular, Quine has a much thinner conception of the environ-
ment than does Wittgenstein. For Quine, the stimulus is impoverished in a
way that it is not for Wittgenstein. I also argue that they share a certain de-
flationary approach to ontology.

Keywords: Quine, Wittgenstein, meaning, empiricism, language games,
ontology

Introduction

W.V. Quine and Ludwig Wittgenstein have enjoyed and suffered sim-
ilar fates. Their voices were dominant in philosophy in the middle of
the twentieth century and for some time afterwards. Since then, their
influence has dwindled. The dwindlings have differed in nature. Witt-
genstein has a dedicated group of followers who labour both to inter-
pret his work and to apply his ideas, but these labours are often ignored
by philosophers outside the group. Quine has suffered an even crueller
fate: he has become an inspiration. He is routinely credited as a pioneer
of philosophy’s naturalistic turn, but it is becoming rare to find philoso-
phers engaging with the detail of his arguments.

Perhaps this is just and right; perhaps their reputations were inflated,
and philosophy was right to move out of their shadows. But it is also
possible that a reassessment is due. One way to reassess both thinkers
is to make them communicate with each other. This paper is meant as a
small contribution to that project.

There are obvious and massive differences between these two thinkers.!
Perhaps most obviously, Quine believed in integrating philosophy and

1 For scepticism about the possibility of a comparison such as I draw in this paper,
see Kripke (1982: 5-7) and Hintikka (1990: 167-9).
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science, whereas Wittgenstein’s tendency was to separate them almost en-
tirely. Nevertheless one has a vague feeling, in reading both authors, that
their thought is similar in ways that are difficult to capture. Quine him-
self felt this similarity, and said so, but he never expanded on the point.?

In section one I define a project in which, I claim, Quine and the later
Wittgenstein® were both engaged. In section two I discuss Quine’s ap-
proach to the project; in section three I turn to Wittgenstein. These sec-
tions together display the differences between these philosophers. In
section four I defend my view that beneath these important divergences
lies a deeper convergence.

In brief, the crucial difference lies in their conception of the environ-

ment which humans confront. For both, reference to this environment

explains the content of our thought and talk. But Wittgenstein’s con-

ception of the environment is much richer than Quine’s. As a slogan, [ 165
will say that for Quine the stimulus is impoverished, while for Wittgen-

stein it is not.

The convergence lies in a certain deflatory attitude to questions of on-
tology. But Wittgenstein carries out this project more thoroughly. [ shall
argue that it is precisely the poverty of the Quinean stimulus that pre-
vents Quine from going as far as Wittgenstein does in the deflation of
ontological questions.

§ 1. The project

Quine and Wittgenstein have an enemy in common. As Wittgenstein
puts it in the Blue Book, this enemy is the illusion of explanation that
arises when one attributes the meaningfulness of discourse to “some-
thing in the occult sphere” (1958: 5). What is the occult sphere, and how
does this illusion of explanation arise?

2 Quine remarks (1960: 76-7) on the connection between Wittgenstein’s dictum
that “understanding a sentence means understanding a language” and his own
theory of the indeterminacy of translation, making the intriguing but unspecified
suggestion that the latter “will have little air of paradox” for those familiar with Witt-
genstein’s later philosophy of language. He also connects (p. 260) his own and Witt-
genstein’s metaphilosophical views. Wittgenstein never mentions Quine in print;
neither, so far as I have been able to discover from published sources, did he ever
mention him in conversation. For comparisons of the two thinkers from a largely
Wittgensteinian perspective see the papers in Arrington and Glock 1996. The feeling
alluded to in the text is well captured by the title of Peter Hacker’s contribution to
the volume: “Proximity at great distance”. See also Heal 1989.

3 Our focus here will be on the Wittgenstein of the Blue Book, composed in 1933-4
and part one of the Philosophical Investigations, complete by 1945.
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Suppose that we are interested in understanding the meaningfulness
of some utterance, say the command “Shut the door!” How did this ut-
terance come to mean what it does? We notice that the command ex-
presses someone’s wish that the door be shut. Having noticed this, it is
tempting to suppose that the content of the utterance is explained by
the content of the wish that it expresses. On this view, what explains the
fact that “shut the door!” means what it does is the prior fact that the
speaker wishes that the door be shut.

This fact about the psychology of the speaker alone cannot do the ex-
planatory work, since the speaker could have that wish without having
even the means to express the wish in that work - the speaker might not
speak English, for example. So we have to postulate a further fact about
the speaker’s psychology: that something about that psychology maps

166 the content of the wish onto the words uttered.

This is the move to which Wittgenstein objects. His objection is not to
the appeal to psychology as such. Nothing in this passage suggests that
there is anything illegitimate about positing facts about psychology or
about the speaker’s mental life. He objects, rather, to the idea that mere
appeal to psychology helps in the particular task of explanation at hand.

The account supposes that an explanatorily relevant mapping between
content and words takes place in the speaker’s psychology. It assumes
that merely attributing the mapping to the psychological domain will
provide an explanation where one was lacking before. The mapping be-
tween content and words was what was to be explained in the first place.
We have attempted to do our explanatory work simply by moving the
mapping into the psychological sphere, without showing why a map-
ping in that sphere should be any less problematic than the mapping
with which we started. The explanation is illusory.

The illusion consists in supposing that mental states are, like sentences,
bearers of meaning, but unlike sentences are self-interpreting. Thus it
is supposed that thoughts, intentions and mental images are like self-
interpreting signs. It is this idea that strikes Wittgenstein as “occult”.

Quine, too, frequently complains of uncritical appeals to a mentalistic
domain of meanings, made when we think about language.* His project

)«

4 The criticism of such appeals is a theme of Quine’s “Two Dogmas of Empiri-
cism”. But the felt need to carry on both philosophy and linguistics without unex-
plained appeal to meanings motivates much of Quine’s work: see for example Quine
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can be understood as an attempt to construct an understanding of lan-
guage without reference to such a domain.

The project is a difficult one because of the many ways in which the no-
tion of meaning is presupposed in our ordinary thought and talk about
language. Let us take, as an example, the notion of synonymy. (This no-
tion is of crucial importance to Quine). Take two synonymous sentences:
the French sentence “mes pantalons sont vertes” and the English sentence
“my trousers are green”. What does this relation of synonymy consist in?

Clearly, we cannot explain the synonymy relation by appealing to the
fact that the two sentences have the same meaning. For two sentences
to be synonymous just is for them to be alike in meaning. Thus their
having a meaning is not explanatorily prior to their being synonymous.

Here a temptation similar to that with which Wittgenstein was con- 167
cerned arises. Given that the two sentences are synonymous, we may

infer that they both express the same thought: that my trousers are

green. So we may suppose that by referring to this thought, we can pro-

vide an explanation of the meaning of each sentence, and thus of their
synonymy.

But, once again, this line of thought can provide only an illusion of ex-
planation. In order for reference to thoughts to be explanatory we have
again to postulate mappings, on the part of speakers of both the French
and the English sentence, of content onto sentence. But, again, how one
content is mapped on to another was what was to be explained. If we are
dissatisfied with appealing to a mapping of sentence on to sentence di-
rectly, it has not been made clear why we should be any more satisfied
with a mapping of the same thought on to each sentence individually.

Both philosophers, then, oppose a style of explanation which, by look-
ing inward to a psychological domain of meaning and thought, yields
a mere illusion of the understanding of language. They both demand
something better. The direction in which they look for an alternative is
also similar. Both look in the direction of what might vaguely be called
external, public points of reference and modes of response: things with
which the discursive subject interacts. Just what this means will turn
out to be a very delicate matter - indeed, the crucial factor separating
these philosophers - but in both cases the drive is towards the outer.

1953¢: 48, where the danger of illusions of explanation is mentioned explicitly, and
1970: 1and throughout.
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§ 2. The drive to the outer: Quine

To understand Quine’s drive to the outer, it helps to understand a sim-
ilar drive on the part of the philosophical tradition which Quine both
absorbed and criticised - that of radical empiricism. In particular, it is
an empiricist account of the meanings of utterances in which we are
interested.

A simplified version of the empiricist account might run as follows. The
theorist takes certain utterances to be appropriate responses to cer-
tain environmental conditions.” The empiricist move is to identify the
meaning of the utterance outright with the environmental condition to
which it is an appropriate response.

Any empiricist approach of language must proceed on the basis of the

168 empirical evidence available to the linguist: the sounds made by speak-
ers and the environmental conditions under which those sounds are
made. The simple empiricist account just mentioned has the advantage
of making the job of empiricist linguistics - matching utterance to envi-
ronmental condition - identical with the job of giving a theory of mean-
ing for the language.

If we assume that our theory of meaning must preserve what we take
pre-theoretically to be the meanings of our utterances, then the simple
empirical approach will fail. Many utterances - for example, truisms -
are appropriate under any empirical conditions, but they do not all mean
the same thing. Thus the environment underdetermines their meaning.

It is, further, very plausible that the environment can overdetermine the
meanings of utterances. Some utterances depend for their appropriate-
ness on more than the environment: they depend, for example, on the
values of the speaker. Thus, plausibly, whether my utterance to the ef-
fect that the result of the horse race was a good one depends not only
on which horse won but also on which horse I wanted to win (perhaps,
which horse I had betted on).

One possible response is to attempt to develop empiricism such that
it provides an account of our pre-theoretical conception of meaning.
The logical positivists attempted to do so by providing independent

5 Carnap, Quine’s major influence in the empiricist tradition, took appropriateness
to consist in truth. But in putting things in this general way, I abstract from different
possible ways of understanding appropriateness. It is the general point in which we
are particularly interested.
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accounts of truisms (in terms of logical truths) and value judgements
(in terms of the expression of emotions).

Another possible response is to maintain the empiricist method as it
is, and replace our pre-theoretical conception of meaning for another
conception for which empiricism does provide a good theory. This is
Quine’s route.

It is often said that Quine rejects verificationist theories of meaning as
the “second dogma” of empiricism. This is true, but easily misconstrued
if one supposes that Quine replaces the verificatonist theory of mean-
ing with some other theory intended to carry out the same task. Instead
of adopting some other theory meant to account for the pre-theoretical
notion of meaning, Quine retains verificationism as the right method-
ology both for philosophy and for linguistics, and rejects the notion of
meaning. 169

He adopts verificationism as a theory of another notion - stimulus
meaning - which unlike our ordinary notion of meaning is, he consid-
ers, scientifically respectable, precisely because an empiricist theory of
it is possible. Thus, the notion of stimulus meaning is not meant to ap-
proximate the ordinary notion of meaning. It only does so for a limited
class of expressions (1960: 36-7). For many others, there is no approxi-
mation. Indeed, part of Quine’s point is that the scientifically respect-
able notion of stimulus meaning falls well short of the pre-theoretical
notion of meaning. The gap between the two notions is the measure of
the poverty of the stimulus.

The stimulus meaning of an expression is a class of stimulations: the
class consisting of those stimulations upon which assent to the expres-
sion would be elicited. In order to understand the notion of stimulus
meaning there are thus two further Quinean notions to be understood:
that of a stimulation and that of assent.

What, precisely, is a stimulation? Tentatively, Quine identifies it (in the
visual case) with a “pattern of chromatic irradiation of the eye” (1960:
31). There are two features of Quine’s choice which are of particular rel-
evance to us. First, stimulations are to be described in physical terms.
The notion of chromatic irradiation is drawn from physical theory. It is
based on what we know about the physiology of vision and its physical
basis. Second, the physically described features of the world chosen by
Quine are located at the surface of the subject’s body. They are proximal
rather than distal.
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Since they are to be described in physical terms, Quinean stimulations
are not private mental entities. It can be ascertained by a third party
just what stimulations a subject is undergoing. At least in principle, one
could ascertain this by examining the retina.

More importantly, one can without expertise in physiology or the use
of specialised technology empathise with the point of view of others by
the use of what one might call the geometric imagination. The differ-
ence in retinal pattern from subject to subject is a matter of angle and
distance from the objects of vision. Thus I can imagine how things look
to you by allowing for your location and point of view.

We might identify Quinean stimuli with perspectives on the world, pro-
vided we remember that these perspectives are not mental entities. This
is why Quinean stimuli are still external. In the relevant sense of “per-

170 spective” my perspective would be the same as yours if we were to stand
in the same place.

The choice of proximal over distal stimulations is also crucial. Retinal
patterns vary with the disposition of the subject as well as with the sub-
ject’s physical environment. Because they are proximal, Quinean stimu-
lations can vary independently of their distal cause. A physical object in
the dark or at a distance creates a different retinal pattern from the same
object in better visual conditions.

Further, distal objects can differ independently of stimulations. Dif-
ferent objects can create the same retinal pattern. This occurs when-
ever two different objects look alike from a given location under given
conditions. These variations can, in principle, be predicted and taken
account of by third parties.

Quine counts these features of retinal patterns as reasons for choos-
ing them over physical objects as candidates for the role of stimulation
(1960: 31). The reason is that a closer correlation can be made between
utterances, on the one hand, and stimulations, on the other, if the stim-
ulations in question are proximal. If I know not only what sort of physi-
cal environment a speaker inhabits, but also how that environment af-
fects the speaker’s sensory organs, [ will be in a better position to predict
the speaker’s utterances.

What of the notion of assent? For Quine, empiricism demands that as-
sent must be understood in purely behavioural terms, on a narrow con-
ception of behaviour (1960: 57-8). Assent must consist in the making of
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some sound, audibly distinguishable by a third party, or in some bodily
movement.

This notion of assent is far removed from our ordinary notion. To assent
to something is, roughly, to agree to it. Such agreement can be signalled
by sound or gesture, but does not in general consist in either. Once
again, this gap between the ordinary concept and the Quinean concept
is deliberate. Quinean assent is the form of assent that can be appealed
to in a theory of language, under empiricist principles.

To see why, suppose that we were to liberalise this conception of assent,

and say that a subject assents to an utterance whenever he or she ex-

presses agreement with it. This assent can then take the form of ex-

pressing what the utterance expresses. We are now appealing to our pri-

or knowledge of the equivalence of the contents of utterances - that is,

of their synonymy. But it is just this relation of synonymy which was to 171
be explained.

Let us suppose, optimistically, that for a given speaker a good theory
of stimulus meaning can be formulated. That is, we can predict with
some accuracy what utterances a speaker will assent to given certain
stimulations.

Quine’s thesis of the indeterminacy of translation is then as follows.
Such speaker-relative theories of stimulus meaning will not be suffi-
cient to determine a single scheme of translation between the utter-
ances of different speakers. But the notion of stimulus meaning is that
on which, on empiricist grounds, a theory of language must be based.
Since the notion of stimulus meaning is not sufficient to distinguish be-
tween systematically different schemes of translation nothing empiri-
cal can distinguish between them. The famous thesis of the indetermi-
nacy of translation is nothing more than empiricism plus a recognition
of the poverty of the stimulus.

§ 3. The drive to the outer: Wittgenstein

Wittgenstein’s drive to the outer is encapsulated, above all, in his no-
tion of use. According to the Blue Book, the “life of a sign”, what distin-
guishes a meaningful utterance from a mere sound, is best thought of as
the use of a sign, and not as an occult accompaniment of it (1958: 4-5).
The same idea is reflected in the slogan repeated throughout the Philo-
sophical Investigations, to the effect that for many expressions and in
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many contexts, the meaning of an expression can usefully be identified
outright with its use.

But the notion of use is itself in need of clarification. This is so not so
much because of any ambiguity in the word “use”. Rather, it is because
there are many ways to describe the use of a given expression. The con-
tent of the dictum that “meaning is use” will depend on what vocabu-
lary is available to describe how an expression is used.

An economic analogy may clarify matters here. Suppose I claim that

one five pound note, on the one hand, and five one pound coins, on the

other, are of equivalent value. Wherein does this equivalence consist?

It does not, of course, consist in the value of the materials out of which

the note and coins have been made. We are within reach of a better ex-

planation if we say that they are of equivalent value insofar as they can
172 be used for the same purposes.

But this will only be true if we restrict the range of uses which count as
relevant in this context. It is relevant to point out that they can be used
in exchange for the same goods and services. But other facts about pos-
sible uses are not relevant. The note can be used as a bookmark, for ex-
ample, whereas the coins cannot. Equally, the coins can be used to stop
the needle of a record player from jumping, by being laid on top of it,
whereas the note cannot. Such considerations should not lead us into
supposing that the note and coins differ in value.

Analogously, suppose that we ask of two expressions whether they have
the same meaning. Wittgenstein’s slogan suggests a criterion for an-
swering this question. The two expressions have the same meaning if
and only if they have the same use. In the Philosophical Investigations,
for example, Wittgenstein claims that the sentences “Bring me a slab”
and its elliptical form “Slab!” have the same meaning because a build-
er can use either for the purposes of acquiring a slab from his assistant,
and that the latter counts as elliptical merely in virtue of being shorter

(1953: § 20).

But such a criterion will only give us a general theory of synonymy if we
know, in general, what it is for two expression to have the same use. And
there will be a clear answer to that question only if our notion of what
counts as a use is narrow enough.®

6 On this point I am indebted to Goldfarb 1983.
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We could, for example, define the use of an expression as follows. The
use of an expression is to elicit a signal of assent — a sound or bodily
gesture — under certain environmental conditions. So two expressions
are equivalent in meaning if they elicit assent under the same condi-
tions. On this highly specialised notion of “use”, Wittgenstein’s criteri-
on would then simply reduce to Quine’s.

Though it is highly specialised, this is a perfectly legitimate notion of
“use”. However, it is obviously not the only one that is explicable to ex-
pressions. Wittgenstein, indeed, places great emphasis on the enor-
mous variety of uses to which expressions of a language can be put, and
gives a long list of such possible uses in the Philosophical Investigations
(1953: § 23). Some of the items on this list are:

Giving orders, and obeying them.

Describing the appearance of an object, or giving its measurements. ...
Reporting an event.

Speculating about an event. ...

Guessing riddles.

Making a joke; telling it. ...

Translating from one language into another.

Asking, thanking, cursing, greeting, praying.

Each of these activities, and many others, are called by Wittgenstein
“language games”. It bears emphasising that these games are meant as
the explanans and not as the explanandum of the meaningfulness of ut-
terances. When we try to understand what it is for two expressions to be
synonymous we appeal to their use, where to use an expression is to be
involved in activities of the sort mentioned in the list.

It is clear that, if these activities are to be understood as types of lan-
guage game, we must conceive of a language game as something more
than a game the rules of which enjoin the production of sounds under
defined environmental conditions, certainly if those conditions are un-
derstood in the narrowly visual way which Quine proposes.

The item which comes closest to the purely visual case is “describing
the appearance of an object”. But even in this case, there is no indica-
tion that a description of the appearance of an object is to be construed
as a response to a visual stimulus in Quine’s sense. To describe an ap-
pearance can be to respond to an object - a three-dimensional material
thing - and not to respond to a chromatic irradiation, or any other sort

173
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of physiological or mental event in the perceiving subject. That Witt-
genstein immediately afterwards mentions the giving of measurements
suggests that what he has in mind is indeed a response to an object and
not to anything like a sensory stimulation. Even in this case, then, the
Wittgensteinian stimulus is more enriched than the Quinean.

The other examples show an even richer conception of the environ-
ment in terms of which utterances are to be understood. To understand
an utterance as an instance of thanking, for example, one must already
understand the speaker’s environment as one in which there are other
agents who are candidates for gratitude.

Again, if praying is a type of language game, then to know what someone
is doing when they utter words one must, sometimes, know what it is to

pray, and in order to know what it is to pray one must know what God is.

174
The point is one which operates in two distinct directions. Wittgen-

stein’s conception of the speaker’s environment is richer than Quine’s.
And so is his conception of what speakers are doing when they use ex-
pressions. Thus both Wittgensteinian stimuli and Wittgensteinian be-
haviour are richer - require greater resources to describe — than their
Quinean counterparts.

It is unexceptionable to call greeting, cursing, praying and so on forms
of behaviour. But if we include these forms of behaviour in our descrip-
tions of the uses to which speakers put expressions, we have flouted the
empiricist restrictions observed by Quine. Wittgenstein differs from
Quine, then, in the much richer conception of behaviour which he ap-
peals to in the evaluation of the meanings of expressions.

Similar remarks apply to the description of the environmental condi-
tions of utterances. For Wittgenstein, no restriction is placed on the
way in which the environment is to be described. In particular, there is
no attempt to describe the environment in exclusively visual terms, let
alone in the rigorously perspectival terms of Quinean retinal patterns.

§ 4. Convergence

The discussion so far has emphasised a sharp divergence between
Quine and Wittgenstein in their approaches to their common problem.
They both advocate a drive to the outer in order to answer questions
about meaning. But they have contrasting conceptions of what the out-
er consists in.
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Despite this contrast, there is I believe a deeper convergence than we
have seen so far. The convergence I have in mind manifests itself in a
similar attitude to ontological questions. By ontological questions,
however, I have in mind nothing abstruse. I mean, simply, questions
about what things there are. By this criterion, if one were to ask how
many chairs there are in the world, one would be asking an ontological
question. With a little looseness, one could even admit into this catego-
ry questions about how many chairs there are in a given room.

In order to understand the convergence, I wish to turn first to some re-
marks Wittgenstein makes at Philosophical Investigations § 8o. I will
elaborate the scenario that is imagined in that section in a way that
suits our purposes. Wittgenstein imagines finding himself in a room
furnished with what is apparently a perfectly ordinary chair. It looks or-
dinary, and feels ordinary to the touch; sitting in it is like sitting in any

other chair. 175

But the chair disappears before his eyes. He pinches himself to make
sure he is awake. Perhaps the chair has been spirited away by some
trick, but no way in which this could have been done can be found. Per-
haps he was hallucinating the chair, but sustained, vivid multi-mod-
al hallucinations of this sort do not occur. Perhaps he is hallucinating
its absence now, but no explanation or evidence of such can be found.
What is more, he is assured by his friends that in this country it is the
way of chairs to appear and disappear.

Was there a chair in the room? It may be supposed that there was, for
after all Wittgenstein sat in one. It may be supposed that there was not,
for chairs are not the right sort of thing to disappear into thin air (as
rainbows are, say) so it must not have been a chair that Wittgenstein sat
in. It may be that there are further things we can find out about the situ-
ation which will provide an answer to the question. But this may not be
the case: even if the situation is fully described, it may not determine
either a “yes” or “no”.

Wittgenstein’s thought is that, in the latter circumstance, neither Eng-
lish nor German has sufficient resources to determine an answer to the
question “was there a chair in the room?” No doubt this is because those
languages are spoken in a world in which such things, as a matter of
fact, do not occur. Were our world different enough, then no doubt we
would speak a language in which we were not puzzled as to what to say,
given the circumstances.
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Now suppose that there is such a language, L. It is enough like English
that speakers are prepared to say the words “there is a chair in the room”,
but also enough unlike English that they are non-plussed by the chair’s
disappearance. It does not tempt them to withdraw their claim.

Is what they say true? No doubt it is, provided that the description giv-
en by Wittgenstein at § 8o holds of their environment. The description,
then, is in a sense all that need be said about chair-ontology, from the
point of view of speakers of L. Provided that L-speakers can read Eng-
lish, they will be able to read from Wittgenstein’s description whether
or not they would be prepared to assent to the sentence of L.

But, someone might insist, an ontological question still remains. Is
there a chair there? As English-speakers, confronted with this question,
how are we to proceed? It seems that are two courses of action which

176 are open to us. We can recount the story of § 8o, and allow ourselves to
be satisfied with it. We could, alternatively, investigate the conditions
under which chairs appear and disappear, as we never previously knew
they could, thus learning something new about the world. But neither
course of action, in itself, determines a “yes” or a “no” answer to the
question whether there is a chair in the room.

The difficulty is that (i) our English sentence ‘there is a chair’ is not
translatable into any sentence of L; and (ii) is not translatable into any
sentence of the theory we develop to explain the appearance and disap-
pearance of the chair. No doubt, were the scenario envisaged in § 8o to
become common, we would begin talking in ways that accommodated
the facts. The language we speak would change so that our question did
after all admit of a definitive answer.

But Wittgenstein’s point is that even in such a reformed language, “the
application of a word is not everywhere bounded by rules” (1953: § 84).
The reform would handle the situation we are discussing, but not every
possible situation.

Wittgenstein’s thought is this: we have not uncovered a flaw in English
when we discover that our knowledge of the language determines no
answer to ontological questions under the conditions described in § 8o.
In this sense, ontology is language-relative. A determinate answer is
available to the question how many chairs are there in this room, but it
need not be. If there were not, there would be no ontological task left to
us except to understand why there were not.
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My contention is that Quine’s attitude to ontological questions mirrors
Wittgenstein’s. Quine advocates approaching ontological questions
through a notion of ontological commitment.” What is in question is
the commitments of a particular discourse: what a given system of sen-
tences held true says there is in the world.

According to Quine, we can deduce the ontological commitments of
a discourse or theory by expressing it in a way that conforms to the re-
quirements of first order quantificational logic. The discourse is com-
mited to the existence of those things that the variables range over. The
appeal to the logic of quantifiers is thus meant as a criterion for onto-
logical commitment, to be applied to the utterances of speakers.

Ontological commitment is, on this understanding, language-relative.
What a speaker is commited to will depend on what language is being
spoken. Quine has not shown us how to go about the business of arriv-
ing at an ontology - an account of what there is in the world - until he
has told us what language we ought to carry out such an investigation
in. Is there, for Quine, such a privileged language?

It may seem that Quine believes there is, so that he is unable to fol-
low Wittgenstein into a deflation of ontological questions. What de-
bars him from doing so, according to the objection I have in mind, is his
physicalism. According to this doctrine, what exists is given by a physi-
cal description of the world, or at least will be given by a description of
the world in the terms of a completed physics.

If this were so, then for any ontological claim, in any language, we could
say that the claim is true if and only if it corresponds, when translated
into a purely physical language, into part of a purely physical descrip-
tion of the world.

The essential appeal this doctine makes to the notion of translation
should be enough to alert us to the fact that this cannot be Quine’s
view. According to Quine, any translation of a sentence of one language
into a sentence of another is at best correct relative to some translation
manual. Thus physicalism could only provide a criterion for settling on-
tological questions if it determined a translation manual: the mere pro-
vision of a physical description of the world would not be sufficient.
But Quine’s verificationism precisely rules out the possibility of a single
translation manual.

7 See Quine 1953a; Quine 1960: 238ff and - especially - 243n.
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Indeed, Quine’s reasons for accepting physicalism are pragmatic in na-
ture, in the sense that he does not recommend physical descriptions of
the world on the grounds that they are more correct than other sorts of
description. Physics is preferred, among the other ways of talking about
the world, for its high degree of predictive power and sensitivity to sub-
tle changes in the way the world is (see Quine 1978). The reason for
these advantages is, ultimately, that sentences about physical objects are
“fairly directly associated with sensory stimulation” (Quine 1960: 237).

Quine’s contention then, is that physics is the best means available to us
of describing the world. For the sake of argument, let us accept Quine’s
contention. It does not follow that claims made within other discours-
es should only be accepted insofar as they are translatable into a true
claim of physical discourse. The indeterminacy of translation rules out
this move. In particular, then, it is not the case that the question “is
there a chair in the room?” can be settled by translation into the terms
of physics.

178

There is however a tension in Quine’s thought. Certain aspects of his
approach militate against ontological deflation. As we have seen, Quin-
ean linguistics is committed to a privileged vocabulary in which to de-
scribe environmental stimuli. Such stimuli are to be described in physi-
cal terms: in the visual case, in terms of the “chromatic irradiation” of
the speaker’s eyes. Similarly, the speakers’ responses to that environ-
ment, whether spoken or gestured, are to be described in physiological
terms, as bodily movement and produced sound.

A form of physicalism is thus presupposed by Quine’s way of conceiving
the empirical constraints on our understanding of language. Since no
such constraint is presupposed by Wittgenstein’s drive to the outer, his
deflation of ontology is more thoroughgoing than Quine’s.

Primljeno: 15. februar 2014.
Prihvaceno: 20. april 2014.
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Majkl O’Saliven 179
Slabost stimulusa: Kvajn i Vitgenstajn

Apstrakt

Kvajn i Vitgenstajn su bile dominantne li¢nosti u filozofiji sredinom dvade-
setog veka. Brojni tumaci, kao i sam Kvajn, smatrali su da postoje duboke
sli¢nosti izmedu ova dva mislioca, iako ih je tegko artikulisati. Smatram da
je ovim autorima zajednicki projekat razumevanja znacenja iskaza pomocu
referencije na govornikovo okruzenje, iako oni ovo okruZenje razumevaju
na radikalno razli¢it nac¢in. Tako Kvajn ima znatno tanju koncepciju okru-
Zenja od Vitgenstajna. Kod Kvajna stimulus je oslabljen na nacin na koji to
nije kod Vitgenstajna. Takode, u ovom radu branim tezu da obojica autora
zastupaju odredeni deflacionisti¢ki pristup ontologiji.

Kljucne reci: Vitgenstajn, znacenje, empirizam, jezicke igre, ontologija.
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Seksualno i ontologija

Apstrakt Tekst ispituje neke kljucne filozofske, i posebno ontoloske, impli-
kacije psihoanaliticke teorije seksualnosti frojdovsko-lakanovske orijentaci-
je. Kao nesto $to se ne moZe svesti na razlicite seksualne prakse i sadrZaje,
pojam seksualnosti dobija pojmovnu teZinu koja ga ¢ini posebno znacajnim
za filozofsko ontolosko misljenje. Polazeci od hipoteze da je nesto u vezi sa
seksualnoscu na konstitutivan nacdin nesvesno - odnosno da postoji samo u
formi nesvesnog - tekst ukazuje na jedinstveni kratki spoj epistemoloske i
ontoloske ravni na delu u psihoanalitickoj teoriji, koji se ne moZe zanemariti
u filozofskom razmatranju odnosa znanja i bica.

Kljucnereci: filozofija, psihoanaliza, seksualnost, bice, znanje.

Kakve su implikacije nekih klju¢nih pojmovnih otkriéa psihoanalize po
filozofiju, i posebno po filozofsku ontologiju?' Ovo pitanje pruza opsti
okvir za specifi¢nu argumentaciju koja se nudi u ovom tekstu. Odmah
¢u izneti slede¢u temeljnu tezu: pojam nesvesnog - u svojoj intrinsi¢noj
i nesvodivoj vezi sa seksualno$c¢u - nije jednostavno pojam koji se odno-
si na neko tek otkriveno bice ili entitet, vec je pre rec¢ o otkri¢u singular-
nog, paradoksalnog entiteta koji niti je naprosto bice, niti je nebice. Vrlo
kratko receno: ako kazemo da je nesto u vezi sa seksualnoséu na kon-
stitutivan nacin nesvesno, to nas ne upucuje na neki odredeni seksualni
sadrzaj ili znacenje, ve¢ pre na neku temeljnu negativnost (,jaz*), im-
plicitnu seksualnosti koja, kao takva, daje svoju strukturu nesvesnom.

Nasuprot Jungu (Jung), Frojd (Freud) je insistirao na tome da seksu-
alna ,energija“ nije prosto neki element kojem pripada mesto u celi-
ni ljudskog Zivota; sredi$nja tacka Frojdovog otkri¢a odnosila se upra-
vo na to da nema ,,prirodnog"” ili unapred ustanovljenog mesta ljudske
seksualnosti, da je ona na konstitutivan na¢in izmestena (out-of-place),
fragmentirana i rasejana, da postoji samo u otklonima od sebe same
i od sopstvenog takozvanog prirodnog objekta, da najzad nije nista
drugo nego ,iz-mes$te-nost“ sopstvenog konstitutivnog uzitka. Dru-
gim re¢ima, Frojdov temeljni potez odnosi se na desupstancijalizaciju

1 Tekst predstavlja priredenu verziju izlaganja koje je odrzano u Rimskoj dvorani
Biblioteke grada Beograda 18. decembra 2013. godine u organizaciji Instituta za filo-
zofiju i drustvenu nauku.
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seksualnosti: seksualno nije supstancija koju treba podesno opisati i
odvojiti — ona je sama nemogucnost sopstvene omedenosti ili odvoje-
nosti. Ona se ne moze u potpunosti odvojiti od bioloskih, organskih po-
treba i funkcija, ali se ne moze ni naprosto svesti na njih. Seksualno nije
odvojeni domen ljudske aktivnosti ili Zivota, i zbog toga se moze naci u
svim domenima ljudskog Zivota. Takode bismo mogli da kazemo: sek-
sualnost je nesto $to postoji ,po sebi“ samo kao nesto drugo.

Ono $to u frojdovskom otkri¢u uznemirava i danas nije naprosto njego-
vo naglasavanje seksualnosti - ta vrsta otpora, indignacije nad psihoa-
nalitickom ,opsesijom opscenostima“ nikada nije bila tako jaka i ubrzo
ju je marginalizovao sve liberalniji seksualni moral. Teza koja je unosila
daleko vi$e nemira odnosila se na uvek problematic¢an i (ontologki) ne-
izvestan karakter same seksualnosti. Na viktorijansko podvriskivanje o
tome kako je ,seks prljav®, Frojd nije odgovorio - ,ne, nije prljav, seks je
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8 prirodan“ Njegov odgovor bi pre bio: ,Sta je taj seks’ o kojem govorite?*

Vratimo se, dakle, tezi prema kojoj je nesto u vezi sa seksualno$cu na
konstitutivan nacin nesvesno: rekla sam da nas to ne upucuje na odre-
deni seksualni sadrzaj ili znacenje, ve¢ pre na neku temeljnu negativ-
nost (,jaz"), implicitnu seksualnosti, na nesto $to tamo nedostaje a §to
ipak daje nesvesnom njegovu strukturu. U filmu Ninoc¢ka Ernsta Lubi-
¢a (Ernst Lubitsch) pojavljuje se izvrsna $ala koja nam moze pomo¢i da
bolje razumemo ovu naizgled paradoksalnu konfiguraciju.

Momak ulazi u restoran i kaze konobaru:_ ,Kafu bez slaga, molim*.

Konobar mu odgovara: ,Zao mi je, gospodine, ostali smo bez $laga.
Moze li kafa bez mleka?*

Ako se ¢ini da psihoanaliza nikako ne moze da nas ,usluzi“ bez seksu-
alnosti, to je zbog toga $to nema seksualnosti (nema prave seksualne
supstancije) kojom bi ona mogla da nas usluzi. U isto vreme, medutim
- ostajudi i dalje na logickom tragu ove sale - seksualnost je taj jedin-
stveni $lag Cije ga nebice ne svodi na puko nista. Jer, to nista se Sepuri
naokolo, pravi nevolje i ostavlja tragove.

Ako je ontologija diskurs gospodara, kako je govorio Lakan (Lacan), a
bice je uvek ,bic¢e-na-zapovest®, bilo bi odve¢ jednostavno razumeti to
u svetlu gospodarenja nad bi¢em, nad time $ta ¢e biti, a Sta nece. Ovde
je re¢ o neCemu malo sloZenijem, a navedena $ala ponovo moze da nam
pomogne da ukazemo na to. Ono $to obi¢no ostaje izgubljeno za onto-
logko misljenje, nije nesto (neko odredeno bice), ve¢ pre paradoksalna
vrsta ,nic¢eg” ili negativnosti, upravo ona dimenzija prema kojoj kafa
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,bez Slaga“ nije nuzno isto $to i kafa ,bez mleka“ Drugim re¢ima, pored
negativnosti koja upuéuje na prosto odsustvo ili nebice, postoji i jedna
temeljnija negativnost koja iskrivljuje, ,magnetizuje“ sam prostor bica,
diktira njegovu topologiju ili strukturu. (I to se obi¢no izgubi u ontolo-
giji, nauci o ,bi¢u-kao-bi¢u“) U onome $to sledi, predlozi¢u jedan mo-

U filmu DZona Hjustona (John Huston) Freud: The Secret Passion (Frojd:
tajna strast, 1962) postoji vrlo moc¢na scena u kojoj je Frojd prikazan
kako predstavlja svoju teoriju o deéjoj seksualnosti pred velikom publi-
kom obrazovanih musgkaraca. Njegovo kratko predstavljanje, prekidano
povicima posle gotovo svake recenice, do¢ekano je snaznim i bu¢nim
negodovanjem; nekoliko muskaraca je iz protesta napustilo izlaganje,
pljujudi na pod pored Frojda. U nekom trenutku, nastojeci da uspostavi
red, predsedavajuéi uzvikuje: ,Gospodo, nismo na politickom skupu!“

To je vrlo intrigantna opaska koja nas direktno upucuje u pravom sme-
ru: u pravcu ¢udnovate, iznenadujuce koincidencije izmedu politike i
(frojdovske teorije) seksualnosti. Kao da svaki put kada se ponovo po-
krene pitanje seksualnosti ra¢unamo s ne¢im $to pripada i redu poli-
tickog. To bi svakako moglo da vazi za politiku samog psihoanalitickog
pokreta i za razdore koje je u njemu proizvela. No, to bi moglo da bude
tacno i u nacelu uzev.? Time se dakako ne sugeriSe da je politika ne-
$to $to, u sopstvenim najdubljim dubinama, ima veze sa seksualnosc¢u.
Ovde nije re¢ o psiholoskoj ravni implicitnoj tvrdnjama o seksualnoj
motivaciji politike (ili politi¢ara). Re¢ je zapravo o borbi oko ontolo$-
kog statusa seksualnosti, $to implicira izvesnu odluku o njoj. Frojdov-
ska koncepcija seksualnosti odnosi se na to — ako nastojimo da je stavi-
mo u jednu formulu - da je seksualnost strukturirana oko karike koja
nedostaje u ontoloskom lancu njene sopstvene stvarnosti. Ona niti pro-
sto jeste, niti nije. A to se jasno suprotstavlja drugim shvatanjima seksu-
alnosti koja je uzimaju kao pozitivan entitet koji treba uociti, a potom
cati kao nesto sustinsko. Pitanje za Frojda nije da li seksualnost treba
smatrati vaznom ili ne: klju¢ je u tome da je ona vazna (da determinise
$ta postajemo) zato $to nikada naprosto nije nesto $to ,jeste”. Upravo u
ovom smislu se mozda moze ponoviti dobro poznati slogan ,seksualno
je politicko“ i moze mu se dati novo, radikalnije znacenje. ,Seksualno je

2 Iscrpan komentar o ovim pitanjima nudi Dolar 2007.
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politi¢ko“ moze se misliti ne kao sfera bi¢a gde se takode odigravaju po-
liticke borbe, nego kao naprslina u bi¢u, omaska bi¢a koje otvara jedin-
stveni ontoloski meduprostor, koji je takode i prostor politickog.

Dakle, vratimo li se nemiru koji je isprovociralo frojdovsko shvatanje
seksualnosti (koje uklju¢uje i de¢ju seksualnost) - iz danasnje perspek-
tive, veoma se lako moze dogoditi da propustimo $ta se tu ta¢no zbiva
i da pripiS§emo burnu reakciju viktorijanskom moralu Frojdovog doba.
Mi smo naudili da ,toleriSemo“ mnogo i da o seksualnosti govorimo
krajnje otvoreno, mi znamo da ,seksualnost nije nesto ¢ega bi se trebalo
stideti®, i da je ¢ak dobra za naSe (mentalno i fizi¢ko) zdravlje. Takode,
mislimo da su Frojdova otkri¢a o determinantnoj ulozi ,psihoseksual-
nog“ u nasem razvoju postala prili¢no integrisana u psihoanaliticke te-
rapijske prakse, iako u ponesto razblazenom obliku. Otud bi moglo da
bude veliko iznenadenje ako bi se pokazalo da je to daleko od istine. Sa-
lev i Jerusalmi (Shalev i Yerushalmi) su 2009. godine objavili zapanjuju-
¢u studiju o statusu seksualnosti medu savremenim terapeutima koji se
bave psihoanalitickom psihoterapijom. Rezultati ove studije nagnali su
Kaveha Zamanijana (Kaveha Zamanian) da objavi ¢lanak u kojem sumi-
ra neke rezultate te studije na sledeci nacin:
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Terapeuti u studiji Saleva i Jerusalmija uglavnom su verovali da sek-
sualnost sluzi kao odbrana od dubljih i tezih pitanja, poput onih
koja se odnose na intimnost i li¢ni identitet. [...] U stvari, seksual-
na pitanja su posmatrana kao prepreka da se pomogne pacijentima
da se prilagode svom okruzenju i funkcionisanju u celini. [...] Oni su
se fokusirali na seksualne susrete pre no na psihoseksualne aspek-
te razvoja. Zapanjujuce je da su dva terapeuta rekla da bi 'seksualna
pitanja trebalo da tretiraju seksolozi, a ne psihoterapeuti.. [...] Jedan
terapeut je zakljuc¢io da njegovi pacijenti retko govore o seksualnim
pitanjima’ i da njihove price o romanti¢nim vezama 'nikada nemaju
seksualne konotacije’. Cetvrti i finalni faktor, a za mene najproble-
maticniji, odnosi se na tendenciju terapeuta da izbegavaju seksualna
pitanja zbog nelagodnosti. Nekoliko terapeuta u ovoj studiji dozive-
lo je raspravu o seksualnim stvarima kao ‘oblik neprijateljstva koje je
upereno ka njima), osecajuci ¢ak da ih 'njihovi pacijenti zlostavljaju’.
Sokantno, jedna terapeutkinja je opisala jednog od svojih pacijenata
na sledeci nacin: 'On kao da je mislio - ovo je terapija, pa mogu da
pri¢am o ¢emu god hoc¢u’ (Zamanian 2011: 38).

Imajudi u vidu Frojdovu formulaciju jednog i jedinog pravila ili impera-
tiva u psihoanalitickom tretmanu, koji podrazumeva da se kaze apso-
lutno sve $to pada na um, koliko god nam delovalo nevazno ili nepri-
kladno, poslednja navedena recenica zapravo zvuci kao izvanredna
psihoanaliticka $ala.
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Ako je ovakvo stanje stvari u ,,psihoanalitickoj psihoterapiji‘, ne treba da
nas iznenadi da se generalni Stimmung u vezi sa seksualnos$c¢u ne razli-
kuje mnogo. Tome ni na koji na¢in ne protivreci blatantno medijsko izla-
ganje seksualnosti i nacin na koji se ona koristi u medijima. Nema pro-
tivre¢nosti jer je ovde na delu sistemati¢no svodenje pojma seksualnosti
- svodenje na (razli¢ite) ,seksualne prakse” koje su u osnovi ,seksualnih
odnosa“. To ocigledno vazi i za terapeute koji su bili ukljuceni u studiju
Saleva i Jerusalmija: seksualnost postaje nesto vise-manje bezobrazno,
$to se radi ili se ne radi, i ¢ime se na kraju moze zlostavljati vlastiti tera-
peut ili terapeutkinja. Ako se shvata na ovaj nadin, gotovo da se mozemo
sloziti s tvrdnjom da ,,seksualnost sluzi kao odbrana od dubljih i tezih pi-
tanja“ Ironija je, naravno, u tome $to je za Frojda seksualnost bila ,dublje
i teze pitanje” iza razli¢itih seksualnih praksi i navika - ne$to inherentno
problemati¢no, $to remeti identitete — jer ,samo mali deo nezadovoljenih
seksualnih tendencija... moze nadi izlaz u koitusu i drugim seksualnim
radnjama“ (Freud 1910: 137). Ono $to se ovde de$ava mozZe se opisati na
sledeci nacin: prvo, potpuno se odstupa od frojdovskog pojma seksualno-
sti, koji se svodi na ¢injeni¢ni opis izvesne vrste fenomena. Zatim, drugo,
otkriva se da je seksualnost upravo ono na sta je u prvom koraku svedena:
precenjeni epifenomen. Kad se, na primer, pretpostavi da psihoanaliza
tvrdi da svi nasi (neuroti¢ni) problemi poticu iz loSeg seksa ili otud $to ga
nema dovoljno, onda tu viSe nema prostora — za $ta? Pa, upravo za psiho-
analizu (Ibid). Sta je ono $to dve naizgled opre¢ne terapijske perspektive
(ona koja tvrdi da je seks odgovor na sva pitanja, i ona koja odbacuje seks
kao precenjen) imaju zajednic¢ko? Ni u jednoj od njih ne ostaje prosto-
ra za psihoanalizu i za ontolosku ravan njenog preispitivanja. Ne ostaje
prostora za psihoanalizu posto ona vidi nemoguc¢nost punog seksualnog
zadovoljstva - u odsustvu svih spoljnih prepreka - kao konstitutivan deo
nesvesne seksualnosti kao takve, kao deo njene problemati¢ne ontoloske
konstitucije, koja je upravo vezuje za pojam nesvesnog.

Medutim, ako je taj stav odista ,odbrana“ od neceg $to je ukljuceno u
frojdovsku teoriju seksualnosti, $ta je ta¢no to nesto? Jer, jedno je sigur-
no: moramo se odupreti iskusenju da odbranu od seksualnosti uzima-
mo kao nesto $to samo sebe objasnjava. Ne moze ,seks“ da objasni od-
branu, upravo suprotno, odbrana moze da osvetli ne$to inherentno
problemati¢no o prirodi seksualnosti — nesto $to nas, kako ¢emo videti,
nuzno vodi ka duboko metafizi¢kim pitanjima.

Osvrnimo se sada na sledece klju¢no pitanje: $ta je to Sto ¢ini nesto
u seksualnom konstitutivno nesvesnim (i na taj nadin povezanim s
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oznaciteljem i njegovim rezom)? Drugim re¢ima, $ta je to $to seksual-
nost ¢ini nesvesnom ¢ak i kada se javi prvi put, a ne usled naknadnog
potiskivanja? Sta je to u vezi sa seksualno$¢u $to se moze pojaviti samo
kao potisnuto? Implikacija ovog pitanja mora, naravno, biti sledeca: sta
je to u vezi sa seksualno$¢u $to se u stvarnosti registruje samo u formi
potiskivanja (a ne kao nesto $to prvo jeste, a potom je potisnuto)?* Veza
izmedu nesvesnog i seksualnosti nije veza izmedu nekog sadrzaja i nje-
govog skladista; seksualnost pripada samom tu-bicu nesvesnog u njego-
vom paradoksalnom ontoloskom statusu.

Pitanje ,$ta je to $to ¢ini ne$to u vezi sa seksualno$c¢u konstitutivno ne-
svesnim (unbewufSte)?" vodi pitanju o paradoksalnom kratkom spoju
seksualnosti i znanja (Wissen), objedinjenih u negativnosti koja im je
oboma zajednicka. Bez sumnje, nesvesno nije prost opozit znanju, nego
je ,znanje koje sebe ne zna“ (Lakan), i postoji samo u izme$tenim for-
mama (formacijama nesvesnog). Ovde se dogada jedinstveno zakrivlje-
nje ontoloskog prostora. Seksualnost i znanje se strukturiraju oko te-
meljne negativnosti, nedostatka koji ih ujedinjuje u tacki nesvesnog. Ili
mozda preciznije: psihoanaliti¢ki pojam nesvesnog je pojam inheren-
tne veze izmedu seksualnosti i znanja u samoj njihovoj negativnosti.
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Paradoksalni kratki spoj znanja i seksualnosti dobija, naravno, svoj prvi
i najepskiji prikaz u Bibliji. Cin ku$anja s drveta saznanja uvodi seksual-
nost u svet (i ¢ini je sramnom, ne¢im $to treba skrivati). A tu je i ¢inje-
nica da ,poznavati, u biblijskom smislu re¢i kao $to svi znamo, oznaca-
va seks. Ovaj odredeni nacin upucivanja na seksualni odnos ocigledno
nije iste vrste kao drugi Cesti eufemizmi za snosaj koje nalazimo u Bibli-
jiz ,udi ledi sa“i ,udi u” Ta klju¢na biblijska pri¢a koja prikazuje neod-
vojivost seksualnosti i znanja od scene prvobitnog greha, utoliko upu-
¢uje u pravom smeru. Ima neceg u vezi s (oznacuju¢im) znanjem §to je
na konstitutivan nac¢in uklju¢eno u postajanje seksualnim (,gre$nim®) u
seksualnosti. [ to nas, na mozda neocekivan nacin, vraca ravno Frojdu.
Prema Frojdu - bar prema jednom od izvora (npr. Freud 1908) - dedja
seksualnost postaje ,seksualna“ kada se ukrsti s (potragom za) znanjem,
$to se obi¢no organizuje oko ¢uvenog pitanja: ,Odakle dolaze deca?“

Osim u kontekstu svog klju¢nog i uopstenog pojma nesvesnog, Frojd
je razmatrao vezu znanja i seksualnosti kada je sugerisao da je upravo

3 Frojd se s ovom dimenzijom nesvesnog susreo vrlo rano; zbog toga se odlucio na
odbacivanje hipnoze kao prikladne tehnike pomocu koje se prvo ustanovljuje poti-
snut sadrzaj, da bi se potom obznanio analizandu. Posto to nije uspelo, Frojd je po-
¢eo da veruje da se nesvesno ne odnosi naprosto na ovaj ili onaj potisnuti sadrzaj.
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dedja seksualnost podrudje u kojem pocinje (opsta) potraga ili Zelja za
znanjem. Frojdovska genealogija strasti za znanjem je po sebi sloZena i
intrigantna, iako moze delovati izrazito jednostavno (Ibid). Ovo je njen
bazi¢ni okvir: kod ljudi ne postoji izvorni nagon za znanjem. On se po-
javljuje u trenucima egzistencijalnih poteskoca, na primer kada se deca
osecaju ugrozeno ¢injenicom (ili mogucno$cu) da ée dobiti brata ili se-
stru. (Prokreativna) seksualnost vrlo brzo postaje o¢igledni igra¢ u svim
pitanjima (tu)bivanja sobom i drugih. Ona na scenu stupa pitanjem o
bicu (,Kako mi postajemo?*), i na nju stupa kao negativnost, kao junak
koji ne zadovoljava nijedan moguci pozitivan odgovor. lako je oc¢igledno
da ucestvuje u postajanju bica, uprkos tome, seksualnost ne pruza ne-
$to za §ta se moZemo uhvatiti, ne pruza sidrite u objasnjenju bi¢a (kao
bica). Stavise, za ljubopitljivo dete seksualnost je takode vezana za pri-
Ce i mitove, sramotu i izbegavanje, ponekad ¢ak i za gadenje i kaznu.

Klju¢no je jo$ jednom ukazati na to da pravo pitanje pocinje tek ovde.
Stid od seksualnosti i njeno prikrivanje (koje dolazi od odraslih) ne bi
trebalo uzeti kao nesto $to je samom sebi objasnjenje, odnosno kao ne-
$to Sto se moze objasniti ,tradicionalnom® kulturnom zabranom sek-
sualnosti, ve¢ upravo obratno. Uzrok stida zbog seksualnosti nije u ne-
¢emu $to je tu, $to je njome izloZeno, vec¢ suprotno tome, u neéemu
§to nije tu, i ¢ega (u njoj) zapravo nema. Bajke kojima obja$njavamo
seksualnost deci ne sluze toliko da bi maskirale i izobli¢ile realisti¢no
objasnjenje, vec treba da zamaskiraju ¢injenicu da potpuno realisti¢nog
objasnjenja nema, ili, preciznije, da ¢ak i onim najiscrpnijim nau¢nim
objasnjenjima nedostaje oznacitelj, ,znanje®, koje bi objasnilo seksual-
no kao seksualno. Upravo se ovde dogada kratak spoj izmedu epistemo-
loskog i ontoloskog: jer je taj epistemoloski nedostatak istovremeno i
ontoloski. Drugim re¢ima, pitanje nedostatka se ne odnosi na odsut-
ni deo znanja o seksualnom (kao o potpunom entitetu po sebi), ve¢ na
seksualno kao ne-sasvim uspostavljeno bice (i otuda kao konstitutivno
nesvesno). Nesvesna seksualnost je kratak spoj izmedu epistemologke i
ontoloske ravni: ona nije nista drugo do oblik egzistencije negativnosti
u kojoj se te ravni preklapaju.

U tom smislu, kultura nije naprosto maska za seksualno, nego maska
ontoloske omaske ukljucene u seksuaciju; ona je dvojnik za nesto u sek-
sualnom koje ,nije* I upravo u tom (indirektnom) smislu kultura je -
prema klasi¢nom frojdovskom stanovistu — seksualno ,motivisana“. Nju
nagoni ne ono $to u seksualnom jeste, ve¢ pre ono $to nije ili nije u pot-
punosti (ono $to nije potpuno ontoloski konstituisano). Zakljucak koji
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mozemo izvesti iz svega ovoga bi stoga bio sledeci. Kada god dode do
drustvenog, kulturnog, religijskog prikrivanja seksualnosti, mozemo da
budemo sigurni da se nikada ne prikriva samo ono §to je tu (recimo,
polni organi), veé takode i neka temeljna dvosmislenost, omaska koja,
od samog pocetka, uvodi metafizicka pitanja. Drugim re¢ima: $to se vise
trudimo da mislimo seksualno kao seksualno (odnosno, $to se vise tru-
dimo da je mislimo samo kao ono ,$to ona jeste“), to se brze nalazimo u
sferi ¢iste i duboke metafizike.

Odli¢na i neposredna ilustracija ovoga moze da se nade u formi proble-
ma s kojim su se rani umetnici suocavali kada su slikali Adama i Evu.
Da li treba da ih predstave s pupkom ili bez njega? Adam je stvoren iz
blata, a Eva od Adamovog rebra. Nije ih rodila Zena, pa kako onda mogu
da imaju pupak? Medutim, bez njega bi izgledali ¢udno: oni su bili prvi
ljudi, pa je trebalo i da izgledaju kao (drugi) ljudi. Ali, ako su kao ljudi
oni stvoreni prema Bozjoj slici, onda i Bog mora imati pupak, $to stvara
nove pojmovne poteskoce... Umetnici su se dovijali tako $to su smokvi-
no lis¢e povecavali toliko da je ono pored polnih organa, pokrivalo i do-
nji stomak. Zar to uvec¢anje smokvinog lista koji treba da pokrije vise od
polnih organa nije savr$ena ilustracija argumenta koji ovde pokusava-
mo da razvijemo? Naime, prikrivanjem ,seksualnog®, uvek se takode - a
moZda i primarno? - prikriva jedna duboka dvosmislenost (nedostatak,
jaz) koja se od njega ne moze razdvojiti i koja se obi¢no otvara u prav-
cu metafizike. U tacki te negativnosti (jaza u bi¢u) nesvesno proizvodi
metonimijski lanac znacenja kojima se napaja uobicajena hermeneuti-
ka nesvesnog.
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Uvecani list smokve ne pokriva samo seksualno, nego i pupak kao iza-
branu figuru oziljka koji ostavlja omagka bic¢a - omaska bica uklju¢ena u
seksuaciju (i seksualnu reprodukciju). Ako se ¢ini da seksualnost posto-
ji samo na ontickom nivou i nema pravi ontoloski dignitet, razlog za to
nije $to ona ne odgovara ni¢emu na ontoloskom nivou, nego zato $to od-
govara jazu unutar tog ontologkog nivoa. A kad govorimo o pupku, nije
slu¢ajno da kod Frojda nalazimo ¢uveni, i neobican, izraz: der Nabel des
Traums, ,pupak sna‘, koji se ne odnosi na ono $to znamo, ve¢ na rupu u
samoj mrezi znanja koja se moze izneti tokom analitickog tumacenja.
Cak i u najtemeljnije protumacenim snovima, ¢esto postoji deo koji
mora da ostane neprohodan; i to zbog toga $to tokom interpretativ-
nog rada postajemo svesni da u toj tacki postoji zaplet misli-sna koje
ne mogu biti odgonetnute, i koji $taviSe ne dodaje nista nasem sa-

znanju o sadrZaju sna. To je pupak sna, tacka u kojoj se dopire do ne-
znanog (Freud 1991: 671).
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Sugerisala bih da se termin ,neznano” ne ¢ita kao da upucuje na nesto
$to je ,neznano nama“, ve¢ u snaznijem smislu, kao znanje koje izvor-
no nedostaje, koje ,,nedostaje u realnom? i koje je konstitutivno za ne-
svesno kao takvo. A ako je, za Frojda, nesvesno po definiciji seksualno,
onda to nije tako zato $to nesvesno uvek ima seksualni sadrzaj, nego
zato $to se ta prava ontoloska omaska, prelom ili ,pad“ prenosi jedino
seksualnos$c¢u. Termin ,prenosi® bi ovde trebalo razumeti takode u smi-
slu u kojem govorimo o prenosenju znanja (ili, u ovom slucaju, o preno-
$enju konstitutivne zapreke znanja).

Cuvena je re¢enica Ronalda Dejvida Lenga (Ronald David Laing): ,Zivot
je seksualno prenosiva bolest od koje se umire u sto posto slu¢ajeva‘
Mozda bismo ovo mogli da preformuliSemo u nase svrhe i da kazemo:
omaska u bicu je seksualno prenosiva bolest samog bica.
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Alenka Zupanci¢
The Sexual and Ontology

Summary

This paper explores some of the crucial ontological implications of the psy-
choanalytic theory of sexuality in its Freudo-Lacanian orientation. As irre-
ducible to different sexual practices and contents, the concept of sexuality
obtains conceptual weight that makes it particularly relevant for philo-
sophical ontological thinking. Starting from the hypothesis that something
about sexuality is constitutively unconscious - that is to say, existing only in
the form of the unconscious - the paper points at the singular short-circuit
of the epistemological and ontological level which is at work in psychoana-
lytic theory, and which cannot be neglected in philosophical examination
of the relation between knowledge and being.

Keywords: Philosophy, Psychoanalysis, Sexuality, Being, Knowledge
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O razlici izmedu Dijemove i Kvajnove holisticke teze

Apstrakt Iako izmedu Dijema i Kvajna postoje brojne sli¢nosti, ¢ini se da
postoje jaki argumenti u prilog tvrdenju da ono $to moZemo izolovati kao
Kvajnovu tezu, Dijem ne bi bio sklon da prihvati. Dijemova holisticka teza
zajednicka je obojici autora: empirijska tvrdenja su medusobno povezana
na nacin da ne moZemo govoriti o opovrgavanju ili potvrdivanju izolovanih
iskaza. Kako je, kao $to ¢emo u nastavku videti, Kvajnov holizam radikalni-
ji, njegova teza postaje tvrdenje da uvek moZemo zadrzati neki pojedinacni
iskaz tako Sto ¢emo izvrsiti izmene u drugim delovima sistema. Pokusacemo
da pokazemo, kako bismo Dijemu mogli s pravom da pripiSemo samo prvo
tvrdenje, da ove dve teze nisu identi¢ne i da nisu identi¢ne sa onim sto se u
literaturi naziva tezom subdeterminacije. Kao $to ¢emo videti u nastavku, ni
jedna ni druga teza ne govore o mogucnosti empirijski ekvivalentnih teorija.
One su pre svega holisticke teze koje uz neke, dodatne, pretpostavke povlace
tezu subdeterminacije.

Kljuéne reci: Dijemova teza, holizam, Kvajnova teza, subdeterminacija.

Kada se pomenu imena Dijema (P. Duhem) i Kvajna (V. V. O. Quine),
gotovo svakome je prva stvar na umu teza koja se u filozofskoj literaturi
naziva Dijem-Kvajnovom ili tezom subdeterminacije.' [ako izmedu Di-
jema i Kvajna postoje brojne sli¢nosti, ¢ini se da postoje jaki argumenti
u prilog tvrdenju da ono $to mozemo izolovati kao Kvajnovu tezu (u na-
stavku KT), Dijem ne bi bio sklon da prihvati. Dijemova holistic¢ka teza
(u nastavku DT) zajednicka je obojici autora: empirijska tvrdenja su
medusobno povezana na nac¢in da ne mozemo govoriti o opovrgavanju
ili potvrdivanju izolovanih iskaza. Kako je, kao $to ¢emo u nastavku vi-
deti, Kvajnov holizam radikalniji, njegova teza postaje tvrdenje da uvek
mozemo zadrzati neki pojedinac¢ni iskaz tako $to ¢emo izvrsiti izmene
u drugim delovima sistema.

Pokusac¢emo da pokazemo, kako bismo Dijemu mogli s pravom da pri-
pisemo samo prvo tvrdenje, da DT i KT nisu identi¢ne teze i da nisu
identi¢ne sa onim $to se u literaturi naziva tezom subdeterminacije. Sa-
drzaj ove teze mozemo predstaviti u vidu tvrdenja da su moguce empi-
rijski ekvivalentne, inkompatibilne teorije koje objasnjavaju i jednako

1 Ovaj ¢lanak je nastao u okviru projekta ,Dinamicki sistemi u prirodi i drustvu“
(179041), Instituta za filozofiju Filozofskog fakulteta u Beogradu, koji finansira Mini-
starstvo prosvete, nauke i tehnoloskog razvoja Republike Srbije.
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su potkrepljene istim skupom svedoc¢anstva. Svedo¢anstvo nam, otuda,
ne moze pomoci da odlu¢imo kojoj od njih da damo prednost. Kao $to
¢emo videti u nastavku, ni DT ni KT (kako Kvajn formuli$e u radu ,Dve
dogme empirizma“) ne govore o mogucnosti empirijski ekvivalentnih
teorija. One su pre svega holisticke teze koje uz neke, dodatne, pretpo-
stavke povlace tezu subdeterminacije.

U svom najznacajnijem delu Cilj i struktura fizicke teorije Dijem nasto-
ji da objasni, kako sam naslov dela govori, specifi¢nu strukturu, ulogu i
ciljeve fizicke teorije. Dijem je pre svega kriti¢ki razmatrao realizam koji
su mahom zastupali teoreti¢ari u drugoj polovini 19. veka. Ovaj reali-
zam se ogledao u ubedenju da nauka traga za istinom te da, iako teorija
ne moze da bude potvrdena, mozemo da se nadamo kako ¢emo elimi-
nacijom rivalskih hipoteza na kraju do¢i do one istinite. Ovakav postu-
pak, koji nam omogucava da jednu hipotezu odbacimo a drugu potvr-

194 . . o .
dimo, nazvan je krucijalni eksperiment.

Odbacujudi ovakve realisticke pretpostavke o stvarnosti koju bi teori-
ja trebalo da oslikava, Dijem se priklanja instrumentalistickom objas-
njenju teorije kao ekonomic¢nog predstavljanja fizickih zakona i njihove
klasifikacije (Dijem 2003: 37). Ako je jedini cilj fizi¢ke teorije prikaziva-
nje i klasifikacija eksperimentalnih zakona, onda je nacin na koji utvr-
dujemo dali je ona dobra ili losa poredenje posledica te teorije i onih ek-
sperimentalnih zakona koje ona predstavlja i klasifikuje. Nau¢ni zakoni
nisu ni istiniti ni lazni, ve¢ samo aproksimativni. Budu¢i da samo sim-
bolizuju prirodu, ne mozemo ocekivati da ¢e nam pruziti ta¢nu i konac-
nu sliku stvarnosti. Dijem je osim zahteva za empirijskom potvrdeno$cu
i jednostavnos$cu, zahtevao da teorija bude minimalisti¢ka tj. da se klo-
ni objasnjenja koja se ti¢u neopazljivih aspekata prirodnih fenomena.

Dijem modifikuje dva aspekta klasi¢nog empirizma (sli¢nu poziciju ka-
snije nalazimo i kod Kvajna) (Hesse 1976: 186-188): za razliku od tradi-
cionalnog empirizma, Dijem se okrece od pitanja empirijske osnove ka
pitanju teorijske interpretacije te osnove. On upravo napusta induktivi-
sticku sliku nauke karakteristi¢nu za taj period. Induktivisti su, na ¢elu
sa Njutnom, smatrali da nauka treba da odbaci hipoteze koje se ti¢u ne-
opazljivih entiteta i procesa i prihvati samo one zakone do kojih se do-
lazi induktivnim putem. Za Dijema je ovo neprihvatljiv opis onoga $to
naucnici treba da rade. Naime, iako postoje okolnosti u kojima se nauke
mogu drzati induktivhog metoda, te metode ne vaze za sve nauke i to,
pre svega, za fiziku.
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Dijem uvida da za nauku nije od primarnog pitanje precizne prirode
onoga $to direktno opazamo, vec¢ interpretacija koju dajemo onome $to
opazamo, tzv. teorijski termini, suprotstavljeni grubim datostima koje
su predstavljene onim $to direktno opazamo. Teorijski termini su nesa-
vren prevod onoga $to direktno opazamo. Stavise, relacija izmedu njih
nije jedan-na-jedan, budu¢i da bezbroj idealizacija moze manje ili vise
odgovarati istom objektu opazanja. Otuda, ukoliko pokusamo da odre-
dimo pojam temperature ili tezine, na primer, vide¢emo da nam je za to
neophodna izvesna teorijska interpretacija: samo iskustvo tu nece biti
dovoljno. Osnov nauke je, tako, skup teorijskih termina putem kojih in-
terpretiramo iskustvo. Kako njihova veza sa iskustvom nije u potpuno-
sti jasna, ne mozemo biti sigurni da pruzaju ¢vrstu empirijsku osnovu.

Unutar fizi¢kih teorija nalazimo termine za ¢ije referente ne mozemo
re¢i da su opazljivi: masa, temperatura i sl. Za ove termine se kaze da su
operacionalno definisani: nesto definiS$emo putem procesa kojim utvr-
dujemo njegovo postojanje, trajanje ili kvantitet. Tako, na primer, te-
zinu definiSemo na slede¢i nacin: teZina je broj koji se pojavljuje kada
predmet stavimo na vagu. Jasno je da njihovo znacenje zavisi od metoda
merenja, ali ono zavisi i od teorije o samim instrumentima. Oni su im-
plicitno definisani teorijom o mernim insturmentima. Svaka upotreba
instrumenta ukljucuyje i stipulativne i kauzalne elemente. Kauzalnost se
ogleda u tome $to prilikom svakog merenja pretpostavljamo da postoji
zakonolika veza izmedu svojstva koje se meri i svojstva kojim se meri, a
stipulativnost u tome $to svojstvo koje se meri nije direktno opazljivo.
(Giannoni 1976: 166) Ideje mase, temperature, pritiska nisu apstraktne,
one su simbolicke (teorijske): to su simboli koji dobijaju znacenje za-
hvaljujudi teoriji. Bududi da je pojam temperature takav da nikada ne
mozemo biti sigurni kako ta¢no reprezentuje nesto u stvarnosti, slo-
bodni smo da stipuliSemo kakvu god Zelimo vezu izmedu visine Zivi-
nog stuba i temperature. Ali ova veza je ujedno i kauzalna, bududi da
kao takva varira u zavisnosti od spoljasnjih uslova, od kojih su nam bar
neki nepoznati. Ovo je srz Dijemovog konvencionalizma koji se najbo-
lje ogleda u tvrdenju da postoje zakoni prirode koje moramo stipulisati
kao istinite. (Giannoni 1976: 167)

Dakle, teorijski termini se ne mogu operacionalno ili eksplicitno defini-
sati putem opservacionih termina, ve¢ se u nauku najc¢esce uvode pu-
tem samih teorija. Otuda su teorijski termini u veéini slu¢ajeva impli-
citno definisani teorijom. Usled toga $to iz teorije izvodimo tvrdenja
koja ne sadrze teorijske termine i koja nam sluZe za testiranje teorije, za
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teoriju se moze reci da ima empirijski sadrzaj i da je mozemo potvrditi
ili opovrgnuti. Medutim, budu¢i da teorijska tvrdenja sadrze i teorijske
termine koji su samo delimi¢no interpretirani putem iskustva, ona ne
mogu biti izolovano testirana. Dijemov zakljucak je da se teorije suoca-
vaju sa iskustvom kao celina.

Drugi aspekt u kojem se Dijemova (i kasnije Kvajnova) pozicija razli-
kuje od klasi¢ne empiristicke ogleda se u prihvatanju teorije koherenci-
je. Teorijska tvrdenja ne stoje sama za sebe, ve¢ su medusobno poveza-
ne unutar mreze zakona koji ¢ine potpunu matematic¢ku reprezentaciju
iskustva. Odatle sledi da se istinitost ili laznost takvih tvrdenja ne moze
odrediti nezavisno od ostatka sistema. U holistickoj slici nauke koju
Dijem i Kvajn prihvataju, jedinica empirijskog znacenja nisu termini ili
pojedinacni iskazi, ve¢ celokupne teorije. Kvajn je prihvatio oba aspek-
ta Dijemovog empirizma. Kada je re¢ o nau¢nim teorijama, Kvajn odba-
cuje realisti¢ka tvrdenja o stvarnosti koju bi teorija trebalo da oslikava i
teorijske entitete posmatra kao pozite koji imaju smisla samo ako ih po-
smatramo unutar okvira teorije koja ih postulira. S druge strane, Kvajn
takode zahteva da se nasa tvrdenja o spoljasnjem svetu suocavaju sa ¢ul-
nim iskustvom kao telo, nikada pojedina¢no. (Hesse 1976:188)
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Kada je re¢ o Dijemu, osnovni cilj koji je sebi postavio bio je da pokaze
kako izvodenje krucijalnog eksperimenta (kojim bi jednu hipotezu tre-
balo da opovrgnemo a drugu potvrdimo) zahteva ispunjenje dva uslo-
va: (1) da postoji nedovosmislena procedura opovrgavanja i (2) da na
nauc¢no zakljuc¢ivanje mozemo primeniti metod reductio ad absurdum.
On isti¢e da nijedan od ovih zahteva ne moZe biti ispunjen. (Laudan
1976: 155-156) Naime, svako predvidanje zasnovano je ne na jednoj ve¢
na nekoliko hipoteza i pretpostavki tako da nikada ne mozemo testirati
izolovanu hipotezu. Cak i kada bismo uspeli da opovrgnemo izolovanu
hipotezu (npr. da je priroda svetlosti korpuskularna), time ne bismo do-
kazali istinitost bilo koje alternativne hipoteze (da je njena priroda ta-
lasna). Jedino $to smo ustanovili opovrgavanjem hipoteze H jeste 1H, a
to nije neka odredena hipoteza veé potencijonalno beskona¢na disjunk-
cija hipoteza.

Razlog lezi u slede¢em. Izvodeci neki eksperiment fizicar implicitno
priznaje tacnost Citave grupe teorija bez kojih taj eksperiment ne bi ni
mogao da bude izveden, pa otuda u slu¢aju da se predvidanje ne ostvari
mozemo samo konstatovati da je pogresan neki od stavova koji su po-
sluzili za izvodenje predvidanja, a da pri tom ne znamo koji je to. Na
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pitanje koji je od tih stavova pogresan, krucijalni eksperiment ne pruza
odgovor. (Dijem 2003: 190)

Neka je H hipoteza ¢iju valjanost treba testirati. Hipoteza H sama po
sebi ne implicira nikakve opservacione iskaze. Da bismo dedukovali
njene opservacione posledice, moramo joj dodati neke pocetne uslove
A. Pored toga, kako hipoteza H naj¢esce ne predstavlja neki izolovani
sistem, moramo pretpostaviti i neku pozadinsku teoriju T. Pretposta-
vimo sada da H + A + T implicira opservacioni iskaz O. Pretpostavimo
dalje da nakon krucijalnog eksperimenta opazamo da je 10 slucaj. Da li
nam ovo omogucava da zaklju¢imo da je hipoteza H lazna?

Odgovor je negativan. Mozemo zakljuciti samo to da postoji bar jed-
no lazno tvrdenje unutar korpusa H + A + T, a ono nikako ne mora
biti upravo hipoteza H.? Ovo Dijema navodi na zakljuc¢ak da je ,fizicka
nauka sistem koji se mora uzimati kao celina“ (Dijem 2003: 192) te da se
sporedenje nuzno uspostavlja izmedu teorije kao celine i eksperimen-
talnih ¢injenica kao celine” (Dijem 2003: 211).

Tako, na primer, moZemo da postavimo pitanje’ kakva je struktura fizi¢-
kog prostora. Recimo, da li je on euklidski ili ne-euklidski? U prostoru
od tri dimenzije mozemo razlikovati tri klase geometrija konstantne za-
krivljenosti. Grubo receno, sve tri klase zasnivaju se na prva cetiri Eukli-
dova postulata, ali svaka koristi svoju verziju postulata paralelnosti. Ge-
ometriju nulte zakrivljenosti nazivamo euklidskom (ili paraboli¢kom)
geometrijom, dok se termin ,ne-euklidske geometrije“ odnosi na hiper-
boli¢ku i elipti¢ku geometriju.* Ve¢ smo pomenuli da se ne-euklidske

2 U nekim slu¢ajevima, 10 se ¢ak moze smatrati laznim. Uvek moZemo ponistiti
eksperimentalne rezultate, iako to ne bi trebalo da bude praksa nau¢nika.

3 Ovakvih primera ima mnogo. Takvo je pitanje da li je struktura vremena linearna
ili cikli¢na, ili pitanje interpretacije kvantnih fenomena. Kad je re¢ o kvantnoj me-
hanici, tvrdi se da alternativne interpretacije kvantnomehanic¢kog formalizma daju
empirijski ekvivalentne ali razli¢ite teorije, koje svet objagnjavaju polazeci od dru-
gacijih principa i mehanizama. Najoditija je suprotnost izmedu kopenhagenske in-
terpretacije, po kojoj Cestice ne mogu da imaju tacan polozaj i momentum u istom
vremenskom trenutku, i bomovske, po kojoj Cestice uvek imaju tacan polozaj i brzi-
nu, dakle vreme, ali se oni ne mogu istovremeno utvrditi. Naime, kvantni fenomeni
koji se mogu eksperimentalno opazati mogu se konzistentno i ta¢no objasniti uz
pomo¢ vise od jednog matematickog formalizma. Ortodoksni kvantni formalizam i
bomovska interpretacija dele neke zajednicke centralne pretpostavke: Sredingerovu
jednadinu i Bornovo pravilo (poznatnije kao kvantna hipoteza ekvilibrijuma). Ovo
¢ini empirijski sadrzaj (eksperimentalno opaZljive posledice) i osnov za opservacio-
nalnu nerazlucivost. O navedenom videti Belousek, 2005: 670.

4 Tvorac hiperbolicke geometrije jeste ruski matemati¢ar Nikolaj Lobacevski,
mada je pravi¢no reci da su do sli¢nih rezultata u gotovo isto vreme dosli i madar-
ski matematic¢ar Jano$ Boljaj kao i Karl Fridrih Gaus. Otkrice elipticke geometrije
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geometrije razlikuju od euklidske u pogledu petog Euklidovog postula-
ta. U hiperbolic¢koj geometriji ovaj postulat zamenjen je slede¢im:

Za proizvoljnu pravu l i tacku P koja se ne nalazi na njoj postoje bar
dve razlicite prave koje sadrze tacku P i ne seku >

U eliptickoj geometriji, pak, stoji:

Za datu pravu l i tacku P koja se ne nalazi na njoj, ne postoji prava
koja sadrzi datu tacku a sa datom pravom nema zajednickih tacaka.

Medutim, da bi se sacuvala konzistentnost sistema, moraju se posle do-
davanja ovog aksioma malo modifikovati i neki drugi aksiomi, na pr-
vom mestu aksiomi rasporeda.

Gde, dakle, pociva problem? Poenkareov (Henri Poincaré) primer je ve-
oma poucan. Poenkare je zami$ljao svet smesten u unutras$njost kru-
198 ga ¢, u kojem je brzina svetlosti u svakoj tacki obrnuto proporcionalna
udaljenosti te tacke od kruznice kruga c. U tako zamisljenom svetu sve-
tlosni zraci ¢e imati oblik kruznih lukova koji su na krajevima normal-
ni na kruznicu od ¢, $to naizgled pokazuje da je to svet u kojem vladaju
zakoni hiperbolicke geometrije. Ipak, umesto da posmatramo svetlosne
zrake kao ne-euklidske prave, moZzemo ih opisati kao euklidske krugove
normalne na c. U tom slu¢aju geometrija je euklidska. Dakle, ista fizicka
situacija moze da se opise razli¢itim geometrijama, pod uslovom da su
fizi¢ki entiteti (ovde svetlosni zraci) dovedeni u vezu sa razli¢itim poj-
movima geometrija koje ispitujemo. (up. Poenkare 1989: 37-72)

Sli¢no Poenkareu, Ajnstajn (A. Einstein) smatra da te dve razlidite ge-
ometrije mogu tvoriti sisteme koji su u operacionalnom skladu sa isk-
stvom. Pos$to su geometrija i fizika u tesnoj vezi, ni jedna ni druga izolo-
vano nisu podlozne empirijskom testu. Sama geometrija ne govori nista
o relacijama realnih stvari, to jedino moze uciniti ako joj se dodaju fi-
zi¢ki zakoni. (Sindeli¢ 2005: 124-125) Ali fizicke teorije se kao takve ne
izvode iz iskustva: njihovi stavovi se ve¢im delom slobodno biraju, pa se
zatim modifikacijom dovode u operacionalni sklad sa iskustvom. Ajn-
$tajn smatra da je moguce dati odgovor na pitanje kakva je geometrija

nedvosmisleno se pripisuje nemackom matemati¢aru Berhardu Rimanu, inace Ga-
usovom uceniku. Konzistentnost hiperbolicke geometrije dokazao je 1868. godine
italijanski matematicar Beltrami. On je pokazao da je hiperbolicka geometrija kon-
zistentna ako je konzistentna euklidska geometrija. No, kako u konzistentnost eu-
klidske geometrije niko nije ni sumnjao vise od dve hiljade godina, to je bio efikasan
nacin da se ove nove, ,¢udne” geometrije spasu daljih napada.

5 Naravno, prava [ i tacka P leZe u istoj ravni. Isti je slu¢aj i sa dolenavedenim aksi-
omom elipticke geometrije.
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fizickog sveta samo ako imamo odredeno kruto telo. Medutim, za odre-
divanje krutog tela moramo imati odredenu geometriju. Na ovaj nacin
se ulazi u neku vrstu rdavog kruga: merni $tap kao kruto telo ne moze
biti ¢ak ni definisan bez apriornog pretpostavljanja fizicke geometrije
sveta, jer je geometrija nuzno potrebna za izracunavanje korekcija bez
kojih merenje nije moguce. Time pitanje o realnoj geometriji sveta po-
staje empirijski besmisleno pitanje.

Ipak, situaciju mozZemo predstaviti i drugacije i pokazati da je opovrga-
vanje ponekad moguce, iako to, naravno, ne znaci da su odbacene teo-
rije zauvek napustene. Tako, na primer, mozemo uoc¢iti da 1543. godine
svedodanstvo nije bilo dovoljno jako da da prednost Kopernikovom (N.
Copernicus) sistemu u odnosu na Ptolomejev (C. Ptolomaeus). Empri-
rijska otkri¢a do kojih su kasnije dosli Tiho Brahe (T. Brahe) i Galilej (G.
Galilei) nisu se mogla pomiriti sa Ptolomejevim sistemom. Otkri¢em
zakona kretanja planeta Kepler (]J. Kepler) je dalje poboljsao Koperniko-
vu teoriju. Na kraju je Njutn (I. Newton) krunisao, pokazavsi da inercija
i gravitacija objasnjavaju elepti¢ne putanje planeta. (up. Weinert 2009:
68) Ovo pokazuje da je eliminacija moguca, bududi da teorije imaju ra-
zli¢ite vrste ogranicenja. Dostupne ¢injenice su samo jedno od ograni-
¢enja, tu su jos i koherencija, verovatnoca objasnjenja i sl.

U ovakvoj situaciji najvise sto bi Dijem bio spreman da tvrdi jeste da ne
postoji odlucivo opovrgavanje. Naime, on ne nastoji da dokaze nemo-
gucnost opovrgavanja, ve¢ neodlucivost opovrgavanja koju smatra po-
sledicom holizma: tvrdenja da fizi¢ar nikada ne moze testirati izolovanu
hipotezu. On ne govori o moguc¢nosti da se za svaku teoriju moze kon-
struisati alternativna teorija, jer to i nije praksa nau¢nika. U slu¢aju kada
imamo dve hipoteze (kod Dijema su to naj¢e$ce stara i nova teorija) koje
jednako dobro objasnjavaju rezultate eksperimenta, a logika ¢uti, zdrav
razum ce presuditi kojoj da se priklonimo. Neodlucivost izbora je, otu-
da, uvek samo privremeno obelezje nau¢ne prakse. Ontoloska pitanja,
ili ontoloske obaveze teorijskog diskursa, nisu predmet Dijemovih raz-
matranja. Ta¢nije, on ih unapred odbacuje kao neplodan i prolazan rad.

U skladu sa tim mozemo razlikovati dva oblika Dijemove teze

1) Logika opovrgavanja, kao i potvrdivanja, empirijske hipoteze H,
upucena je na mrezu hipoteza u kojima je H deo a ne izdvojena
celina koja se moze nezavisno testirati.

2) Nijedna hipoteza H ne moZe se izolovati iz ovakve mreZe hipo-
teza i pomoc¢nih pretpostavki zarad potvrdivanja i opovrgavanja.
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Kritikujudi Dijemovu tezu, Grinbaum (A. Grunbaum) istice dve stvari.
Naime, Dijemovo prvo tvrdenje izrazava elementarnu logi¢ku istinu da
ako je opservaciono tvrdenje O implicirano konjunkcijom hipoteze H
i pomo¢nih pretpostavki A, onda njegova neistinitost ne dozvoljava da
zaklju¢imo kako je H neistinito, ve¢ samo da H i A ne mogu oboje biti
istiniti: opovrgljivost H je neodluciva u smislu da laznost H ne sledi de-
duktivno iz premise [(HAA)—>O]ATO. Drugo tvrdenje je, po misljenju
Grinbauma, problemati¢no. Opservaciono tvrdenje 10 koje je inkom-
patibilno sa O, omogucava nam da tvrdimo da je H istinito a da je A laz-
no, zbog toga sto dozvoljava teoreti¢aru da zadrzi H i modifikuje A, tako
da H i modifikovana vrezija A, A’ zajedno povlace 10. Prvo tvrdenje,
iako ta¢no, nije dovoljno da pokaze da je opovrgljivost H uvek neodluci-
va. (Grunbaum 1976: 116-117) Ono ne moze da isklju¢i mogucnost neke
netrivijalne® verzije A’ koja ¢e zajedno sa H implicirati 10.

200 . s . .. .
Na osnovu toga, Grinbaum zakljucuje da je ova teza neodrziva u netri-

vijalnoj formi, tj. da teza o nepodloznosti hipoteze opovrgavanju nije ni
logicki ni nau¢no odrziva. Nasuprot tome, on smatra da su konkluzivni
opovrgavajudi eksperimenti moguci, kao i da su se krucijalni eksperi-
menti javljali u fizici.

Osnovno pitanje je zbog ¢ega smatramo da uvek postoji A’ pomocu ko-
jeg bismo spasili hipotezu? Naime, ukoliko nemamo dokaz da uvek po-
stoji neko netrivijano A’ za svako H i 10, onda ne moramo verovati da
je svako opovrgavanje neodlucivo. Naime, Dijem nikada nije tvrdio da

(H) (0) (3A’) (HAA)—> 10

Njegova pozicija je daleko umerenija i slabija. Odnosno, on ne tvrdi da
mozemo spasiti svaku hipotezu, ve¢ da ukoliko nije dokazano da ne mo-
Zemo da je spasimo, ne moZemo ni da je opovrgnemo. (Laudan 1976:
158) Na onima koji pori¢u H je teret dokaza da pokaZu da ne postoji A’
koje bi H u¢inilo kompatibilnim sa 10. U skladu sa tim Laudan (L. Lau-
dan) razlikuje dve forme DT: ja¢u, koju napada Grinbaum, i slabiju, za
koju smatra da je Dijem zastupa.

Ja¢a DT (tj. KT): Za svaku hipotezu i svako opservaciono tvrdenje postoji
skup netrivijanih pomo¢nih pretpostavki A} takvih da Hi A’ povlace 10.

6 Poseban problem je da se utvdi kada ¢emo A’ smatrati netrivijanom modifikaci-
jom. Bez ulaZenja u probleme koje ovo pitanje otvara, netrivijanom ¢emo smatrati
onu modifikaciju pomoc¢nih hipoteza A koja nije samo jezicka.
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Slabija DT: U nedostatku dokaza da postoje pomoc¢ne pretpostavke A’
10 ne predstavlja slucaj koji dovodi do odlucivog opovrgavanja H, ¢ak i
ako HAA—O. (Laudan 1976: 159)

Jaca teza koju Grinbaum kritikuje nije Dijemova ve¢ Kvajnova. Kvajn je
smatrao da je teoriju uvek moguce prilagoditi nepokornom svedocan-
stvu, tako $to ce se izvr§iti izmene u ostatku sistema (Kvajn 2007: 161), a
to bi u ovom kontekstu znacilo da uvek postoji grupa teorijskih pretpo-
stavki A’ Dijem medutim ne smatra da A’ uvek postoji: njegova teza je
slabija i njom se tvrdi da fizi¢ar nikada ne moze biti siguran da nijedno
takvo A’ ne postoji. (Wedeking 1976: 178-179)

Grinbaum je nastojao da pokaze da je DT ta¢na samo u trivijalnom smi-
slu u kojem se drasti¢ne promene na drugim mestima u sistemu mogu
sprovesti pomocu ad hoc izmene jezickih pravila. Otuda je po njemu
nuzan uslov netrivijalnosti DT da teorijski jezik bude semanti¢ki stabi- 201
lan u relevantnim aspektima. Grinbaum smatra da nam je neophodna
neka teorija izmene i zadrzavanja znacenja unutar mreze. Treba jos$ jed-
nom istaci da je teza koju Grinbaum pripisuje Dijemu u stvari Kvajnova.

Kvajnova dalja modifikacija DT ogleda se u slede¢em. Na prvom mestu,
za Kvajnovu poziciju karakteristi¢an je radikalniji oblik holizma. Kao
$to smo videli, Dijem je smatrao da fizicka teorija sacinjava povezanu
celinu i da ne moZemo proveravati izolovane hipoteze. Kvajn ovoj celini
dodaje i matematiku i logiku, $to onda znaci da kada proveravamo izve-
sne hipoteze, provera ukljucuje sve elemente celine. Jedinica empirij-
skog znacenja je, kao $to bi rekao Kvajn, celokupna nauka. (Kvajn 2007:
160) Za razliku od Kvajnove, DT ima istorijski karakter, ona poc¢iva i do-
bija utemeljenje unutar istorije nauke. Nasuprot tome, Kvajn zapocinje
i ostaje unutar danasnje, savremene, nauke i to pre svega fizike. Dijemo-
va teza ima ogranicen opseg, ona se ne tice na primer psihologije, dok se
Kvajnova ti¢e celokupnog znanja. (Vuillemin 1986: 599) Tako DT uklju-
Cuje u sebe i razgranicenje izmedu nauke koja se koristi matematickim
jezikom i prirodnog jezika koji pod nju ne potpada, dok se KT odnosi
i na prirodni jezik. Kao $to je poznato, Kvajn odbacuje razliku izmedu
analiti¢kih i sinteti¢kih iskaza, pa je matematika (koja je za Dijema ana-
liticka i kao takva nepodlozna proveri i opovrgavanju) samo jedan od
mitova koje smo stvorili i koji je, za razliku od Homerovih bogova, po-
kazao ve¢u pragmaticku vrednost.

Pored toga, Kvajn, za razliku od Dijema, ne ostaje na poziciji koja pri-
znaje da ne mozemo znati koje iskaze naSe teorije treba odbaciti u
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svetlu opovrgavajudeg iskustva — on ide korak dalje tvrdeci da poseduje-
mo izbor u pogledu nacina revizije nase teorije u ovoj situaciji jer ,svaki
iskaz se moze posmatrati kao istinit ukoliko na¢inimo dovoljno radikal-
ne izmene drugde u sistemu... I obratno... nijedan iskaz nije imun na
reviziju“ (Kvajn 2007: 161)

MozZemo ukazati na neke od teskoca sa kojima se ova interpretacija su-
ocava putem dva jednostavna primera. Neka T bude Ptolomejva teorija,
neka A bude nepromenljiva sublunarna sfera u Aristotelovoj kosmolo-
giji, neka H bude tvrdenje da ne postoje zvezde koje se ne okre¢u oko
Zemlje, tj. da Jupiter nema mesece, te neka 10 stoji za Galilejevo otkri-
¢e Jupiterovih meseca. Ovo Galilejevo otkrice, zajedno sa otkri¢em faza
Venere, kao i Braheovo posmatranje pojave supernove 1572, pokazuju
promenljivost (mutability) neba. Ovakva otkrica je tesko inkorporirati
u geocentri¢ni model, pa se ne vidi na koji bismo nac¢in mogli da pro-
menimo pozadinske pretpostavke da bismo objasnili empirijske rezul-
tate. Ako bismo A promenili u A’ kojom bismo tvrdili promenljivost
neba, time bismo ujedno urusili geocentri¢ni model. Mogli bismo pori-
cati Galilejevo otkrice, dokle god mozemo ignorisati svedoc¢anstvo. Me-
dutim, onda kada je svedo¢anstvo u dovoljnoj meri pouzdano, ovakva
strategija postaje dogmaticka.

202

S druge strane, ponekad je lako odbaciti pomoc¢ne pretpostavke. Neka
T bude Kopernikova astronomija, A pretpostavka o uniformnim, kruz-
nim orbitama sublunarne sfere, H hipoteza o kruznom kretanju planeta
oko centralnog sunca, te neka 10 stoji za Keplerovo otkrice elipti¢nih,
neuniformnih kretanja planeta. Kepler je odbacio A i zamenio sa A’ ko-
jom se izrazava neuniformno kretanje, bududi da je samu Koperniko-
vu teoriju smatrao ta¢nom. Ako bi odbacio Kopernikovu teoriju, to bi
znacilo povratak na neke od prethodnih koje nisu bile kompatibilne sa
opservacionim podacima. Dakle, on je izmenio pozadinske pretpostav-
ke tako da zajedno sa T povlace 10. Medutim, pitanje je da li je tu zaista
re¢ o spasavanju teorije po svaku cenu, bududi da je ova teorija po nje-
mu bila uspe$na teorija.

Ovo pokazuje da situacija nije uvek tako jednostavna kako to sugerise
pojednostavljena shema koju predlaze Kvajn. To, naravno, nisu jedini
problemi sa kojima se suocava. Tako je, na primer, Lakato$ (I. Lakatos)
isticao da ukoliko moZemo da se uzdrzimo od ma kog iskaza suoceni sa
opovrgavajudim iskustvom, time dovodimo u pitanje svaki pravi progres
u nauci, a sama nauka kolabira u konvencionalizam. Kvajn, medutim,
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ne sugerie da bi teoriju trebalo prilagodavati proizvoljno (uklju¢ujuci
tu i mogucénost odbacivanja samog opovrgavajuceg iskustva kao iluzor-
nog) da bi se ,sac¢uvali fenomeni“. On naprosto tvrdi da su ¢ak i navodno
analiti¢ki iskazi (uklju¢ujudéi iskaze logike i matematike) podloZni revi-
ziji, iako u razli¢itom stepenu, kao $to je slucaj sa empirijskim iskazima.
Tako je bilo predloga da se zakon iskljucenja treceg klasi¢ne logike od-
baci ne bi li se pojasnila kvantna mehanika, euklidska geometrija je za-
menjena Rimanovom u Ajnstajnovoj teoriji itd. Ukoliko su ova re$enja
opravdana, onda logic¢ka i matematicka tvrdenja nisu u onoj meri sa-
krosanktna kako se to obi¢no smatra, pa je moguce ocekivati i neke bu-
duce revizije na ovom polju. Stavise, Kvajn predlaZe i kriterijum koji bi
trebalo da rukovodi revizijama: revizije treba sprovoditi na takav nac¢in
da se ,celokupni sistem remeti $to je manje moguce®, (Kvajn 2007: 162)
lako se moze prigovoriti da ovaj kriterijum ne zadovoljava u potpuno-
sti (primera radi, mozZe se smatrati isuvi$e konzervativnim jer ocigled-
no favorizuje postojede etablirane teorije), on poseduje i tu prednost $to
stavlja van snage one interpretacije Kvajna koje mu pripisuju glediste da
se usvojena teorija mora braniti po svaku cenu.

Uprkos svemu, ¢ini se da je ova Kvajnova modifikacija DT relativno ne-
problemati¢na. Cesto se isti¢e da ona izrazava prostu logi¢ku ¢injenicu
primenjenu, u ovom slucaju, na nauku. Naime, modus tollens pokazu-
je jedino da je antecedens lazan, ali ne i koji njegov deo je za ovo odgo-
voran. (Lakatos 1978: 98) Ukoliko se sa Kvajnom sloZimo u odbacivanju
razlike izmedu analiti¢ih i sintetickih iskaza, iz ¢ega sledi da matema-
ticki i logicki iskazi imaju isti status kao i nau¢ni iskazi, njegova prva
modifikacija DT takode izgleda prihvatljivo. Medutim, ona je svakako
jacai sira od DT.

U kasnijim radovima Kvajn svoju tezu formulise kao tezu subdeter-
minacije i isti¢e da se ona ti¢e odnosa izmedu naucnih teorija i svedo-
¢anstva na kom te teorije pocivaju. Grubo govoreci, ona tvrdi da moze
postojati vise nesaglasnih teorija koje objasnjavaju isti korpus svedo-
¢anstva. Ukoliko su nam dostupna ista svedo¢anstva, moguce je kon-
struisati dve razlicite teorije koje ¢e ih podjednako dobro objasnjavati.

Jednostavan dokaz teze o subdeterminisanosti teorija mozemo formu-
lisati i na sledeéi nacin: ukoliko su dati hipoteza (H), skup iskaza koji
se odnose na svedocanstvo (P), kao i odredeni broj dodatnih iskaza koji
se ovima mogu pridodati kao pocetne hipoteze (Si, Sz, S3, ...) onda vazi
sledece:

203
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) H>P Hipoteza;

2) H&S, Hipoteza;

3) H Iz 2., eliminacija &;

4) P [z 1.1 3., eliminacija —;
5 (H&S)—>P Iz 2. i 4., uvodenje —>.

Pokazali smo da ukoliko teorija implicira neko svedocanstvo, onda mo-
zemo konstruisati ¢itav niz teorija koje to takode ¢ine. Drugim rec¢ima,
postoji beskona¢no mnogo teorija (H&S, H&S,, H&S,, ...) koje impli-
ciraju iste iskaze svedocanstva. Ovo je, u najkracem, ono $to Kvajn po-
drazumeva pod subdeterminacijom fizi¢kih teorija. Treba doduse imati
u vidu da ono $to smo upravo izlozili predstavlja najjednostavniji oblik

subdeterminacije.
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Kvajnova dalja modifikacija DT (koja se naziva jo$ i ,jakom interpretaci-

jom“ DT, o kojoj ¢emo u nastavku govoriti kao o tezi subdeterminacije),
naprotiv, bila je predmet kritika. Re¢ je o tezi o jednakosti kojom se tvrdi
sledece: svaka teorija je jednako dobro potvrdena svedoc¢anstvom, kao i
bilo koja njena konkurentkinja. Odnosno: bilo koja teorija moze se pomi-
riti sa bilo kojim nepokornim svedocanstvom, tako $to ¢e se naciniti pri-
kladna prilagodavanja u drugim pretpostavkama koje imamo o prirodi.”

Kao $to je receno, ako teorije povlace opservacione posledice samo uz
pomoc¢ dodatnih pretpostavki, onda je teoriju zajedno sa odgovarajué¢im
pomoc¢nim pretpostavkama uvek moguce prilagoditi bilo kojem svedo-
¢anstvu koje joj se protivi. Posledica toga jeste da za bilo koje svedo¢an-
stvo i bilo koje dve rivalske teorije, T'i T’, postoje odgovarajuc¢e pomoc-
ne pretpostavke A takve da ¢e T & A biti empirijski ekvivalentno T-u
(zajedno sa njenim pomoé¢nim pretpostavkama). Otuda, svedocanstvo
ne moze da odludi izmedu njih.

7 Kritikujudi Kvajna, Vulemin (J. Vuillemin) isti¢e da priroda dopusta stepene blo-
kova, gde pod ,blokovima“ podrazumeva ,kvazi-zatvorene i samodovoljne sisteme,
u velikoj meri nezavisne od spoljasnjeg uticaja.“ (Videti Vuillemin, 1986:608.) Upra-
vo se ovi blokovi podvrgavaju testovima falsifikacije i odredenim revizijama. Imajuci
ovo u vidu, naprosto nije ta¢no da se ma koji iskaz moze smatrati istinitim pod bilo
kojim okolnostima, pa je i holizam uopste znatno oslabljen. Kao odgovor na ovu pri-
medbu Kvajn istice da je ,blokovska podela‘, koju Vulemin navodi, kompatibilna sa
holizmom ukoliko primetimo da ,veze izmedu delova nauke veoma variraju u stepe-
nu bliskosti“ (Quine, 1986:620-621). Ta¢no je da naucnici proveravaju i opovrgavaju
pojedinacne hipoteze, ali treba imati u vidu da ovi blokovi i gradacije jesu stvar prak-
se pre nego stvar principa. Ukratko receno, pojedina¢ne hipoteze se zaista potvrduju
ili opovrgavaju u praksi ali samo zbog toga $to ih nau¢nici posmatraju kao relativno
izolovane sisteme ujedno pretpostavljajuci prihvatljivost pozadinske teorije.
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Protiv razlikovanja Dijemove od Kvajnove teze moZemo istaci ¢injeni-
cu da se Kvajn pozivao na DT kao premisu u izvodenju svoje teze sub-
determinacije. Naime, on je pretpostavljao da sve $to implicira DT jed-
nako implicira i teza subdeterminacije. Kao $to je receno, u tekstovima
,Dve dogme empirizma“ i ,Naturalisticka epistemologija“ Kvajn isti-
¢e da je celokupno polje nauke u toj meri subdeterminisano granic-
nim uslovima, iskustvom, da postoji izbor koje ¢emo iskaze menjati u
svetlu nepokornog iskustva. Ovde je Dijemov holizam izjednacen sa
subdeterminisanoscu.

Nasuprot tome, smatramo da ove teze nisu ekvivalentne, bududi da se
tezom o subdeterminisanosti ne govori o unutarteorijskoj zavisnosti
termina i recenica, kao $to to ¢ine DT i KT. DT, kao i slabija interpreta-
cija KT, tvrdi da konjunkcija zakona implicira opservacione posledice,
dok subdeterminaciju mozemo predstaviti kao tvrdenje da svedoc¢an-
stvo implicira razlicite teorije. Otuda su ove dve teze istinite za svaku te-
oriju, ¢ak i ako postoji samo jedna teorija. Da bismo imali slu¢aj subde-
terminisanosti neophodno je da budu ispunjena dva uslova: (a) moraju
da postoje bar dve empirijski ekvivalentne teorije i (b) te teorije mora-
ju biti logic¢ki inkompatibilne i ne mogu se naciniti kompatibilnim re-
konstruisanjem predikata. (Roth 1986: 437) Dijemova i Kvajnova teza su
konzistentne bilo sa istinito$c¢u bilo sa laznoscu teze subdeterminacije,
one se ticu istinitosnih uslova pojedinac¢nih teorijskih tvrdenja. Odno-
sno, ¢ak i ako subdeterminacije nema, one ne prestaju da vaze.

Mozemo zakljuciti da postoje razlike izmedu ove dve teze, kao i da
Kvajn modifikuje DT kako bi doSao do svoje teze o subdeterminaciji.
Poenta Kvajnovih argumenata nije da sama DT implicira subdetermina-
ciju. Da bismo dobili subdeterminaciju potrebne su nam dodatne pret-
postavke: moramo imati rivalske, empirijski ekvivalentne i logicki in-
kompatibilne teorije.

Dakle, mozemo tvrditi da su DT i KT dve razlicite teze. KT je jaca teza
kako iz razloga sto nije ograni¢ena na fizicke teorije, tako i usled Kvaj-
novog odbacivanja distinkciije analiticko/sinteti¢ko. Kvajnova teza u
sebe ukljucuje ono $to smo na pocetku oznacili kao DT, ali kako DT ne
tvrdi ni$ta o matematickim i logi¢kim istinama, njen je opseg $iri. One
nisu identi¢ne bududi da DT nista ne tvrdi o izmenama u sistemu zarad
spasavanja pojedina¢nih tvrdenja. DT je u osnovi teza holizma kojom se
tvrdi da ne moZemo proveravati izolovane delove sistema, a kako je si-
stem takav da u sebe ukljucuje pored teorije i pozadinske pretpostavke,
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ne mozemo u sluc¢aju neostvarenih predvidanja lokalizovati izvor gre-
gke. KT je u svom slabijem obliku bliska DT ali, kao $to smo videli, jaca.
U svom jakom obliku, u kom je moZemo ¢itati kao tezu subdetermina-
cije, ona tvrdi nesto vise i od onoga sto je Dijem pisao o krucijalnom ek-
sperimentu, kao i od onoga $to smo oznacili kao KT.

Dijem je pokazao zbog ¢ega su krucijalni eksperimenti u nauci nemogu-
¢i: usled holizma ne moze se govoriti o nedvosmislenoj proceduri opovr-
gavanja i potvrdivanja. Kada imamo dve rivalske teorije, ¢ak i ako bismo
uspeli jednu od njih da opovrgnemo, time ne bismo dokazali istini-
tost druge. Kvajnova teza subdeterminacije ima, pak, drugadiji sadrzaj.
Njome se uvodi mogucénost konstruisanja alternativnih, inkompatibil-
nih teorija, pa je moZemo shvatiti kao algoritam za stvaranje empirijski
ekvivalentnih teorija. Iako je Kvajn u kasnijim radovima odustao od ova-
ko shvacene teze subdeterminisanosti, treba imati na umu da ¢ak i bla-
Zi oblici subdeterminisanosti koje je smatrao prihvatljivim, nisu ekviva-
lentni sa Dijemovom i Kvajnovom holistickom tezom. Naime, one vaze
cak i ako subdeterminisanosti nema. S druge strane, subdeterminacija je
fenomen koji nije iskljuciva posledica holizma, ve¢, pre svega, nesavrse-
nosti svake ljudske konceptualizacije stvarnosti, ograni¢enosti modela
kojima se sluzimo, jednom recju, ¢injenice da nase teorije uvek preva-
zilaze ono $to predstavlja empirijsko svedocanstvo. Otuda, iako je ho-
lizam moZda nuzna pretpostavka subdeterminisanosti, nije i dovoljna.
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Aleksandra Zori¢
On the Difference Between Duhem and Quine's Theses

Abstract

Although there are numerous similarities between Duhem and Quine,
there are strong arguments which suggest that what can be isolated as
Quine’s thesis would be unacceptable to Duhem. On the other hand, they
both share Duhem’s holistic thesis: empirical statements are interconnect-
ed in such a way that they cannot be confirmed or refuted taken in isolation.
Since Quine’s holism is more radical, as we shall show, his thesis claims that
we can always keep a statement by making necessary adjustments some-
where else in the system. We will try to show that only the first thesis can
be rightfully ascribed to Duhem, that these two thesis are not identical, and
that they are both different from what is usually called the theses of under-
determination. As we shall see, neither of them speaks about the possibil-
ity of empirically equivalent theories. They are, first and foremost, holistic
theses which, under certain additional assumptions, have the thesis of un-
derdetermination as their consequence.

Keywords: Duhem’s thesis, holism, Quine’s thesis, underdetermination.
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Politicka teologija: o mogucnosti poredenja
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Apstrakt Razmotrena je saznajna vrednost pojma politicka teologija u tana-
topolitici i zakljuceno da kod tumacdenja politi¢ke upotrebe smrti ovaj pojam
moZe biti koristan. Ne samo otuda Sto je granica izmedu politike i teologije
nejasna, nego i zbog opstije, dublje drustvenointegrativne srodnosti politike
i teologije i raznovrsnih proslih i savremenih politizacija onostranog spa-
senja. Iako tumacenje smrti u politickoj teologiji ima drugaciju ulogu nego
u svetovnim ideologijama, kod svake politicke teologije je poslusnost vlasti
uslov spasenja. U njenom idejnom sredi$tu proZimaju se podele na javnog
prijatelja i neprijatelja iz ovostranog politickog sa slicnim podelama iz ono-
stranog sveta. Osim uticaja teologije na politiku razmotrene su i neke ana-
logije izmedu teologije i svetovnog pravosuda.

Kljuéne reci: politicka teologija, onostrano spasenje, pravda, greh, krivica.

Bilo bi preterano re¢i da je kontroverzni pravnik Karl Smit (Schmitt)
otkrio pojam politicka teologija, ali ga je sasvim izvesno prvi jasno i
provokativno formulisao u istoimenoj knjizi iz 1922. re¢ima: ,Svi pre-
gnantni pojmovi modernog ucenja o drzavi su sekularizovani teoloski
pojmovi. Ne samo zbog svog istorijskog razvoja, zato sto su iz teologije
preneti u u¢enje o drzavi, pa je npr. svemoguci Bog postao svevlasni za-
konodavac, nego i zbog svoje sistematske strukture, ¢ija su saznanja ne-
ophodna za sociolosko razmatranje ovih pojmova“ (Schmitt, 2004: 43).!
Drugim re¢ima, novovekovno pravo tesko se moze razumeti bez teolo-
gije. Ovde se nede ulaziti u $ire razmatranje niti u kritiku ove Smitove
makroistorijske teze, nego se treba samo pozabaviti pitanjem da li i ko-
liko kod tumacenja politicke upotrebe smrti moze biti koristan pristup
u ¢ijem je srediS$tu pojam politicka teologija?

Cak i ako se na samom pocetku sloZimo da je ovaj pojam prili¢no ra-
stegljiv i da se koristi najc¢esce za obelezavanje onih stanja gde je gra-
nica izmedu politike i religije nejasna, to niposto ne znaci da ga treba
ignorisati. Naprotiv, zasluZuje svaku paznju. U $irem smislu, sintagma

1 Clanak je nastao u okviru rada na projektu , Drustveni akteri i drustvene promene
u Srbiji 1990-2010° br.149005 koji finansira Ministarstvo prosvete, nauke i tehnolos-
kog razvoja Republike Srbije.
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politic¢ka teologija obuhvata mnostvo pojmova iz politike koji su prozeti
teologijom i pokazuje koliko je religije potrebno drzavi i koliko je para-
drzavnih elemenata potrebno religiji. Ova spona politike i teologije nije,
doduse, centrirana oko upotrebe smrti nego oko opstije, dublje drustve-
nointegrativne srodnosti politike i teologije, $to, naravno, ne umanjuje
njenu tanatopoliticku vaznost. Ako se ima na umu da se politicka teo-
logija bavi uzajamnim uticanjem politi¢kog poretka i religijske zajedni-
ce, tj. politizacijom onostranog spasenja, onda je jasno da je i ovde re¢ o
upotrebi smrti. Radi se, dakle, podjednako o domisljanju teoloskih im-
plikacija politi¢kog i o razvijanju politickih strana teoloskog. Najposle,
kod oba pokusaja prisutan je Bog kao krajnji arbitar postmortalne sud-
bine. Istrazivaci religije nisu na isti na¢in koristili ovaj pojam niti su ga
uvek vezivali za isti predmet. Dok ga je Karl Smit iskljucivo vezivao za
katolicizam, Jan Asman (Assmann) i Maks Veber (Weber) su isti pro-
blem istrazivali i kod drugih religija i politicku teologiju shvatali kao
manje ili viSe razvijenu dogmatiku odnosa vlasti i spasenja sa raznovr-
snim religijskim, antropologkim, kulturnim i institucionalnim osobe-
nostima. Uprkos razlikama, kod svake politicke teologije je poslusnost
vlasti uslov spasenja. U njenom idejnom sredi$tu prozimaju se podele
na javnog prijatelja i neprijatelja iz ovostranog politi¢kog sa sli¢nim po-
delama iz onostranog sveta. Gledista se razilaze oko toga koja je pode-
la izvornija. Za razliku od K. Smita, J. Asman tvrdi da su neki sredi$nji
pojmovi teologije zapravo ,teologizovani politicki pojmovi®i da je reli-
gija rodena iz duha politike (u Izraelu i u Atini), a ne obrnuto. Ako su,
kako misli J. Asman, fundamentalni pojmovi i vrednosti (pravda, mo¢ i
krivica), nastali u politici i tek potom preneti u teologiju (cit. prema A.
Schmitt 2001) i ako je re¢ o teologizaciji istorije i teologiji volje (Asman
2011: 258-260), onda je i figuru spasenja hri¢anstvu nametnula antic¢ka
politika. Drugim re¢ima, tek bozja pravda ispunjava dogadaje smislom
i to je proces koji Asman naziva ,semiotizacija teologizacijom” (Asman
2011: 243). Ovo mi§ljenje nije usamljeno. Francuski istori¢ar Le Gof tvrdi
da je u 13. veku teologija bila projekcija vrlo sloZzenog svetovnog mislje-
nja o pravdi i sudstvu (Le Gof 1992: 11). Pozivajuéi se na Sokrata i Plato-
na, Lj.Tadi¢ tvrdi da je paganski svet anticipirao Stragni sud (Tadi¢ 2003:
31). Nice, medutim, nije mislio da je u tom pogledu evropska antika od-
govorna, jer je na hris$¢anstvo gledao kao na prodor Orijenta u Evropu.
Bog na krstu, po njemu, nije antika, nego, naprotiv, uvreda njenog uku-
sa. Filozof Leo Straus (Strauss) je simboliku iste napetosti izmedu Evro-
pe i Orijenta markirao kao suprotnost Atine i Jerusalima, tj. kao razliku
izmedu samoodredujuce filozofije liSene transcendentnog autoriteta s

209



Topor Kuuii¢ POLITICKA TEOLOGIJA

jedne i zivota koji pociva na veri o otkrovenju s druge strane. Ne tre-
ba zaboraviti ni Marksovu (Marx) socijalnu ocenu da je religijska beda
izraz stvarne bede i protest protiv stvarne bede preusmeren u iracional-
no. Dakle, politi¢ka teologija je kod svih navedenih ocena religije po-
djednako prisutna, ali je razlic¢ito akcentovana.

Ovde ne treba ulaziti u raspravu oko problema istorijskog primata po-
litickog ili teoloskog misljenja u raznim istorijskim fazama, nego samo
konstatovati njihovu snaznu i postojanu vezu. O politickoj teologiji je
re¢ svuda gde se teoloski sadrzaji sistematski koriste zarad (1) podvlaséi-
vanja, ili (2) odrzanja drustvene integracije. Raznovrsne ideologizacija
ove vrste polaze od bozanske apsolutne istine otkrovenja i od spirituali-
stickog tumacenja materijalnih procesa, a tumacenje smrti u politi¢koj
teologiji ima drugaciju ulogu nego u svetovnim ideologijama. O ¢emu
seradi? Politika ideologizuje smrt kao dogadaj (prekid Zivota), dok reli-
gija viSe koristi smrt kao stanje (nakon prekida Zivota). U oba slucaja se
manipulativno koristi fizicka nepovratnost kao komponenta smrti, ali i
kao ulog u simboli¢ku povratnost i neunistivost. I za politiku i za religi-
juvazi da sve ono $to se moze moralizovati moze se i politicki iskoristiti:
uzviSena smrt, se¢anje na zrtvu i blaZzeno onostrano stanje. Neke tana-
topoliticke razlike ipak postoje. U religiji je strah od smrti kao fizickog
nestanka tesno vezan za strah od kaznjivog greha na drugom svetu i ova
okolnost se na sasvim drugi nacin ideologizuje nego kod idejnih tvore-
vina gde nema zaprecenosti onostranim mukama. Osim toga, ni pretnja
paklom zbog greha, ni teoloska upotreba smrti uopste, ne mogu se ra-
zumeti ako se nema na umu temeljni religijski antropoloski pesimizam.
Covek je slab i veliki je gresnik i u to ga treba i ubediti. Zadatak je crkve
kao ustanove spasenja da neguje strah od greha. Hri$¢anska pedagogija
ide jo$ dublje i udi da je greh praroditeljski jer izvire iz nepokoravanja
bogu (Adamov greh), a Isus je Zrtvovao sebe za nase grehove. Na dru-
goj strani je Milosrdni Svemogudi Bog koji je i okrutan. Ruku okrutnog
boga osetio je njegov sin jedinac, Isus. U njega je Bog stavio sve grehe
i svu osvetu, pisao je francuski katoli¢ki teolog Zak Bosije (Bossuet) u
17. veku, a isto su ponavljali i jezuiti (Delimo, 1986 I: 447-448). Isus je,
dakle, zrtvovan zbog ljudskih grehova. Vazno je uociti da bez postu-
lata o gresnoj ljudskoj prirodi nema isticanja Hristove Zrtve ni njego-
vog spasiteljstva, ali ni legitimnosti kontrolora iskupljenja - hri§c¢anske
crkve. I jos vise od toga, bez antropoloskog pesimizma nema hris¢anske
tanatopolitike. Bez postulativne vizije gresne, loSe i povodljive ljudske
prirode, koja se ne moze bitno popravljati ni prevaspitavati nego samo
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poducavati skrusenosti, nema ni ucenja o spasenju i o milosti boZjoj.
Tome nasuprot, da je covek dobar, ove mere bile bi izliSne, a samim tim
i ustanove koje se staraju o njihovom sprovodenju. Upravo u tome se sa
teolozima slazu politi¢ki konzervativci raznih boja.

Kod kritike ovih postulata ne treba polaziti od opre¢nog, takode isklju-
¢ivog, antropoloskog optimizma, tj. od stava o u osnovi dobroj i pleme-
nitoj ljudskoj prirodi. Odmerenije je imati na umu jednostranosti oba
apriorizma. Covek jeste optereéen i slabostima i vrlinama, ali je vazno
istacdi da je kadar da bez vere ili predrasude uspostavi racionalan odnos
prema iskustvu. Dakle, moze se vaspitanjem popraviti. Tome nasuprot,
videnje sveta kao doline suza je duboko pesimisti¢no. Kada crkva tvr-
di da je covek sklon grehu, onda se smrt preko kategorije smrtnog gre-
ha uvladi u krivicu. Ako je, hegelovski gledano, kazna pravo zloc¢inca,
onda je ispastanje pravo gresnika. To $to je ova analogija u osnovi for-
malna, jer se svetovni sud sustinski razlikuje od Stragnog suda i krivica
od greha, ne znaci da je i neumesna. U sledeéem izlaganju treba nave-
sti jo$ nekoliko sli¢nih poredenja. Greh je prekrsaj bozanskog, crkvenog
ili gradanskog zakona sa snaznom dodatnom komponentom moralne
osude. U katolickoj i protestantskoj teologiji gresi se dele na smrtne i
na lake, a na ispovesti se mogu priznati svi smrtni gresi. U pravoslavlju
toga nema iako su i ovde gre$ni na Strasnom sudu osudeni na oganj vec-
ni (vladika Nikolaj Omilije). Analogno tome, laki gresi se razre$avaju u
parnici (na ispovedi), a smrtni su predmet krivi¢ara (inkvizicije). Jedan
od smrtnih grehova je huljenje boga ili jeres, koji zasluzuje beskrajnu
muku - pakao. Dok u pravosudu drzava goni okrivljenog, u teologiji je
gre$nik duznik bogu. Priznanje jeste donekle sli¢no ispovedi, ali se in-
stance isledivanja razlikuju po normativnoj strukturi. U prvom slucaju
okrivljenog samo drzava moze pomilovati, u drugom, gre$niku samo
bog moze oprostiti. Bez odsluZene kazne nema priznate resocijalizacije,
a bez okajanog greha nema spasenja. Samo se gresni, dakle, svi izuzev
Boga, i spasavaju, kao $to se samo okrivljeni mogu osloboditi.
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Upravo na pretecoj upotrebi ove neupitne hijerarhizacije izmedu spa-
sitelja i spasenih, pocivaju raznovrsni konzervativizmi. Da u njihovom
antroposkom pesimizmu nema vizije paternalisticke boZje pomodi, tj.
onog aksioma da pojedinac ne moze izgraditi samostalan odnos pre-
ma svetu zasnovan na racionalnom odnosu prema kraju Zivota, moglo
bi se bar uslovno govoriti o nekoj toleranciji kod konzervativizma. To-
lerancije, medutim, nema tamo gde su nesamostalni upuceni na Bozju
pomo¢ i gde nevidljivi svemoguci arbitar pomaze pravdom, miloscu i
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osvetom? Teolozi kazu da beskrajno dobri i strogi bog svima odreduje
sudbinu, a gre$ne izvodi na Strasni sud. Religijska vertikala greh-kaja-
nje-ispastanje-iskupljenje moze se uslovno porediti sa slicnom svetov-
nom vezom izmedu krivi¢nog dela, priznanja, izdrzavanja kazne i oslo-
bodenja. Ova podudarnost nije niposto slucajna ako se ima na umu ve¢
pomenuta Smitova odredba o vezi teologije i svetovnog zakonodavstva i
njegova izridita tvrdnja: ,, Vanredno stanje ima za jurisprudenciju sli¢an
znadaj kao $to ga ima ¢udo za teologiju“ (C. Schmitt, 2004: 43). Nije re¢
o pukom poredenju vanrednog stanja sa biblijskom zamisli ¢uda, nego
i o realnom stanju u 17. veku gde je monarh u drzavi izjednacavan sa
bogom i imao istu ulogu koju je bog imao u kartezijanskoj slici sveta. I
ovde je suveren postuliran kao tvorac u krajnjoj liniji (C. Schmitt, 2004:
51). Tek se u 19. veku uklanjaju teisti¢ke i transcendentne naslage drzav-
ne legitimnosti i republika lagano odmice od bozje milosti. Pomenu-

212 te analogije nisu potpuno formalne, jer se mesto smrti moze potpunije
shvatiti tek ako se ima na umu teoloski ili lai¢ki kvalifikovana ustanova
koja donosi odluku o kaznjavanju pre ili nakon prekida Zivota. Narav-
no da se realno vesanje na trgu ne moze porediti sa fiktivnim mukama u
pakluy, ali $to se dublje ide u proslost, to je sli¢niji smisao zaprecene ka-
zne ves$anjem ili paklom, a i strah od ovih kazni.

Nije bez znacaja ni podsecanje da su tek radikalne promene s kraja 18.
veka otvorile put i onom saznanju da se politicka teologija ne da ra-
zumeti bez metodske srodnosti teologije i jurisprudencije, na koju je,
osim K. Smita, ukazivao i Hans Kelsen (Kelsen). O ¢emu se radi? Lako
je uvideti da, formalno gledano, i kod Boga i kod sudstva postoji pret-
postavka o svevide¢em arbitru koji regulise ili greh ili krivicu. To $to je
u prvom slucaju autoritet iracionalnog sudije fiktivan i iskonstruisan,
ne umanjuje u normativnom pogledu vaznost ove imaginarne instance.
Premda je slava Boga srazmerna koli¢ini prokletih, bozja instanca, po-
red zastrasivanja, sluzi i redukciji nepregledne i nelagodne slozenosti
drustva. Uz bozju volju, koja kontroliSe pravdu, milost i osvetu, izgleda-
ju mnogo jasniji uzroci protivre¢nih i haoti¢nih zbivanja, sukoba i nasi-
lja. I danas bi bez Boga u svesti mnogih vernika nastao haos i pometnja.
Dakle, ako se ima na umu nelagoda haosa, koju je u svesti neobrazo-
vanog sveta u proslosti svladavala bozja volja, onda je i njena politicka
upotreba shvatljivija. Naravno da je i sama misterija Zivota nakon smrti
uz pomo¢ boga kao reduktora slozenosti manje zagonetna. Verska ta-
natopolitika je najpre mistifikovala gre$no bice, a zatim redukovala nje-
govo nastajanje i nestajanje uz pomo¢ bozje volje. U proceduralnom
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pogledu, ispoved je sasluanje, a oprost i ispastanje su moguce presude.
Analogno tome, distiliste je neka vrsta pritvora, a pakao zatvor. Nisu ni
na zemlji svi jednaki. Mnogo je pozvanih (koje Bog $titi), a malo izabra-
nih (koji koriste dodeljenu milost) (Delimo 1986: II 639). Da pri tome
teologija nije uvela milost, kaznu, greh i bogougodne vrline, manje bi
se radilo o politici, a vi$e o mistici. Ali bududi da je uvela posmrtno na-
gradivanje i kaznjavanje, i uz sve to jasno razgranicila javnog prijatelja
od javnog neprijatelja (boga i sotonu), teologija je nuzno morala postati
politicka teologija. Unutar politicke teologije sredi$nje mesto zauzima
upotreba smrti kao sudnjeg dana (ro¢ista) odnosno manipulacija pret-
njom od onostrane kazne ili obe¢anjem isto tako onostranog blagosta-
nja koje moze biti shvaceno kao blazenstvo ili kao zemlja Dembelija.
Mastovita geografija drugog sveta nije samo pretila paklom nego i apo-
kalipsom: ,Sotona c¢e biti pustena s lanca“ Sluzila se, naravno, i rajem,
obedanim vrtom naslada i zabranom lisenim smrti, bola, zla i, $to je
mozda i bilo najvaznije, obec¢avala je stanje bez straha.

Strah od stanja nakon smrti razgorevao se opisima postmortalnog ka-
Znjavanja prilikom kojih se politicka teologija obilno sluzila dramati-
zacijom. Propovednici su isticali ,prozdiru¢i plamen i ve¢nu jaru pa-
kla“ ve¢ne muke kojima se najlakse moze uzburkati dusa, izazvati strah
od Gospoda i podstaci na pokajanje (Sveti Kiril Aleksandrijski). Narav-
no da propovedanje nije puko nabrajanje, nego vise od toga — dram-
ski strukturisana pretnja koja aktivno utice na stvaranje moralne sve-
sti. Dosledno tome, svestenici sa predikaonice redukuju neukima haos
i nejasnoce, tumace proslost i buduénost dramatizovanim, a ne suvo-
parnim besedama, obec¢anjima blazenstva i pretnjama sotonom, i na taj
nadin spajaju preko kategorija spasenja i greha pojedinca sa kolektivom.
Vesta svestenicka retorika, kao ona N. Velimirovica, virtuoza fikcije, su-
gestivno namece politi¢ka i moralna uputstva (vladika Nikolaj Omili-
je). Kao u svakoj politi¢koj propagandi, i u tanatopolitici su vrlo vazna
usmena vestina ubedivanja, skladno pripovedacko povezivanje desa-
vanja i sracunata dramatizacija. Narocito su uverljive metafore o paklu
uvek ostavljale prostor za mastovitu pretecu pri¢u. Muke koje trpe pro-
kleti predstavljane su kao duhovne, telesne i ve¢ne. Kod opisa pakla nije
se radilo o metaforama, nego o sugerisanju realnog mesta ve¢ne patnje
gde gori vatra, vije se gust dim, a prokleti se kuvaju u usijanom kotlu sa
kipu¢im uljem i u uzarenoj peci sa rastopljenim olovom. Neki teolozi su
crkvenoj besedi o ve¢noj muci u paklu prigovarali to §to Bog ve¢nom ka-
znom kaznjava greh. Odgovor je bio vrlo sholasticki - da je i dusa koja je
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gresila bila besmrtna, pa joj je otuda i potrebna muka prema njenoj pri-
rodi (Delimo 1986: 1I 582). VaZnija od ovog odgovora bila je neiscrpna
masta zastrasivanja paklom u politi¢koj teologiji.

Uostalom, i ¢itava Biblija je sugestivna i dramski vesto oblikovana prica
o zrtvi, trpljenju, gresima, smrti i vaskrsenju. Neukima se ne prilazi te-
orijom nego pri¢om. Pri tome narativni sadrzaji direktno ili indirektno
moraliziraju i kroje smisao Zivotu i smrti. Kao u svim ve$tinama ubedi-
vanja, i u crkvenoj retorici najpre treba konstruisati kontekst, pa unutar
njega o$tro markirati polove. Osnovna binarna suprotnost nije konstru-
isana izmedu Zivota i smrti, nego izmedu spasenja i prokletstva, jer se
ova druga napetost lakSe moralizuje nego prva. Vaskrs, andeli i sotona
su samo pomocne retoricke figure.

Na bozjem sudu krivica se ne sastoji samo u krsenju zakona, nego i mo-

214 rala. Da bi se razni gresi izbegli, nuZna je pokornost Bogu i caru. Greh je
zavist, ali pre svega prema bogatima, jer ova rada bune, pohlepu za vla-
$¢u i mrznju, pa je gora i od smrti, pisao je Toma Akvinski. Pakao ¢eka
okrivljene za taj greh (cit. prema Delimo 1986 I: 318). Crkva je upozora-
vala da se na zemlji ne vredi buniti protiv nepravde, pa je i kaznjavanje
nepravednih bogata$a ostavljala za strasni Sud, gde ¢e zle kazniti Sve-
mogudi. Do tada se valjalo naoruzati strpljenjem (Delimo 1986: II 628).
»Blazeni siromasi‘, propovedali su svestenici, a Bosije je govorio o ,,uzvi-
$enom dostojanstvu siromaha“ (Delimo 1986: II 657). Ove cini¢ne poru-
ke crkve uokviravane su Isusovim zavetom ,Caru carevo’, koji je teoloski
direktno propisivao politi¢ku pokornost i poslusnost.

Premda ovde nije tesko prepoznati ogoljenu tanatopoliticku apologi-
ju pokornosti vladaju¢im snagama feudalnog poretka, bilo bi uprosce-
no tumacditi je samo u ideolosko-kritickom smislu. Treba, naime, uvek
imati na umu da se hri$c¢anska teoloska kazuistika, a naro¢ito moralisa-
nje smrti, katkada gubila u spekulativhim domisljanjima smrti koja su
izvirala iz autohtone strepnje od nestanka kod nepismenog naroda, ali
i kod samih svestenika. Sve do danasnjeg dana, ove dve bojazni su se u
raznim fazama manje ili viSe preplitale ili suprotstavljale. Utoliko tre-
ba priznati da nije politicki kori¢en samo strah od smrti sirotinje, nego
i ista strepnja bogatih. Ne treba zaboraviti da su duhovni strahovi od
Svemoguceg i od Sotone (iskugenja) i prokletstva zahvatali i sve§ten-
stvo. To $to je i vrh katolickog klera nekada prozivljavao stravu od smr-
ti (Delimo 1983 I 491; II, 513-514), a verovatno i danas, samo pokazuje
da, uprkos raznim pripisivanjima, strepnja od smrti ostaje antropoloska
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konstanta. Ako su se i popovi bojali smrti, nije li religija bila i za njih
opijum, a ne samo za narod?

Ili se mozda, ako se ode korak dalje, moze ¢ak tvrditi da opsta rasirenost
ove strepnje svedoci o tome da je teologizacija smrti bila klasno neutral-
na? Nikako, i to ne samo otuda $to je ovozemaljski Zivot bio u klasnom
pogledu vrlo razli¢it, nego i stoga $to je i samo svladavanje straha od
smrti bilo u klasnom pogledu drugacije. Vladari su bili kadri da se brane
od zaborava verskim zaduzbinama, donacijama i impresivnim spome-
nicima kao zalogom ve¢nog pamcenja. Svestenstvo je zaborav svladava-
lo razli¢itim unutarcrkvenim rangiranjem zasluznih podviznika. Javni
zaborav stizao je samo podvlaséene cije su vrline ostajale u privatnom
krugu porodice. Re¢ju, dominacija je pamcena, trpljenje je zaboravlja-
no, a empatije nije bilo. Uostalom, tako Bog miluje. Selektivnu bozju
milost ostro je prozreo Nice, kada je razlazu¢i podloznost i trpljenje
veri konstatovao da ,bogovi svakako na nas mogu gledati nemilostivo
zbog srece, a milostivo zbog naseg trpljenja - nikako ne sapatnicki® i
dodao: ,milostivo zato $to ih prizor ljudskog trpljenja dovodi u dobro
raspoloZenje i daje im osec¢anje mo¢i“ (Nice 1979: 21). Nifeova ironija se
ovde, naravno, odnosi na svestenstvo, a za njega je teologija pre svega
strahopostovanje.

Niceova kritika religije je odve¢ otvorena da bi je trebalo domisljati.
Ovde su neke njegove ocene navedene da bi se izbeglo relativisticko tu-
macenje smrti u teologiji i jasno definisale opre¢ne sastavnice politicke
teologije. Simbolika same Isusove smrti jeste svakako klju¢na teoloska
metafora spasenja kroz trpljenje i mogla je svakoj vlasti biti korisna. Ali
ne treba smetnuti s uma ne manje politicki korisno pomeranje i izvrta-
nje smisla u rastegljivim biblijskim metaforama o smrti i o vaskrsu mo-
ralizovane Zrtve. Nema nikakve sumnje da je Biblija katkada sluzila i
sprecavanju nepravdi, nudeci kao naknadu pravednima, doduse, masto-
vita misti¢na prastanja nakon smrti. Doduse, i u svakoj politici se razna
trpljenja pravednika pravdaju ,vi$im“ Zivotom i gipkom misti¢nom ve-
zom sa raznim politickim kolektivima. Ovde samo treba dodati da ute-
he raznih propovednika o tome da $to se vise strada u ovom Zivotu, to ¢e
manje imati da se pati u onom drugom, mozda i mogu smirivati napa-
cene, ali su uvek u temelju politicke, jer pozivaju na pokornost poretku.

Uprkos prikazanim srodnostima, verska obecanja ipak nisu isto sto i
politicka. Dok politika obecava ve¢no pamcenje hrabrima, dotle reli-
gija nagraduje i smerno trpljenje. Crkva nudi nesto drugaciju utehu i
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surogat istinskog posmrtnog Zivota, i to ne samo hrabrima nego i boja-
zljivima koji zivot dozivljavaju kao strah od smrti. Dosledno re¢enom,
ne mogu se iracionalna crkvena podgrevanja strepnje od kazne nakon
smrti i razna zastrasivanja u cilju podsticanja trpljenja tumaciti u istom
smislu kao i politicke pretnje. Naime, nikakvoj emancipaciji ne dopri-
nose razna obezvredivanja li¢nosti, zastrasivanje Sudnjim danom, niti
girenje straha od ve¢nog prokletstva koji podstice pripremu za smrt. Jo§
manje pojedinca oslobada podsticanje straha od svetogrda i nudenje
crkvenog odresenja. Kako moze oslobadati retorika politicke teologi-
je koja velica trpljenje? Nikako. Uprkos osobenosti teoloskog diskursa,
ipak nije nimalo slucajno $to je pomenute strepnje, strahove, melan-
holije i malodusnosti koje je podsticala crkva, na sli¢an nac¢in manje ili
vise koristila i politika. Strah od Strasnog suda, osecanje gresnosti i Zed
za ponizno$c¢u pred sudbinom nisu nikakve autenti¢ne ljudske potrebe.

216 Naprotiv, poducavanje skrusenosti i smernosti prema raznim autorite-
tima koje Bog miluje (ocu, popu i monarhu) jesu klasi¢na konzervativ-
na sredstva podvlascivanja.

Utoliko je potrebnije podvuci da je antropoloski pesimizam jezgro sva-
ke tanatopolitike koja preti kaznom nakon smrti. Sa istog razloga je poj-
mljivo zasto je teologija uzor svim konzervativcima. Lek je vera, krstenje
i pokajanje i sve one vrline koje garantuju pokornost Bogu i njegovim
slugama. Ispovest je vrlo vazan ritual. Delimo ide ¢ak dotle, da tvrdi da
su odluka o obaveznom ispovedanju doneta na IV lateralnom koncilu
1215. i njena kazuistika duboko promenile mentalitet civilizacije (Deli-
mo 1986 I: 316). Crkveno tumacdenje smrti je u krajnjoj liniji iracionalno.
Na pitanje: ,Zasto Bog dopusta smrt nevinih?¢ italijanski dominikanac
Bartolomeo Spina (Spina) odgovara 1523: ,To ¢ini s pravom. Jer, ako i ne
umiru zbog grehova koje su sami po¢inili, oni umiru uvek gresni zbog
prvobitnog greha“ (Delimo 1986 I: 366). Dijalektika greha i spasenja je
mastovita i cini¢na. Prvobitni greh Adamov sto je jeo voca sa drveta sa-
znanja doveo je do nereda i greha, ali zahvaljujudi Zrtvi na krstu, ponu-
deni su nada i spasenje. Da nada nije bila nada u onostrano, mozda bi i
bila autenti¢na.

Hrisc¢anske crkve i danas svuda i neprekidno suocavaju pastvu sa gre-
hom i kaznom. Pakao i Strasni sud su postmortalna mesta svodenja
kona¢nog ra¢una. Najmuc¢nija od svih patnji koju duse trpe u ¢istilistu
jeste neizvesnost u pogledu njihovog spasa. Da na strahu od kazne ne
pociva i postovanje svetovnog prava, srodnost teologije sa jurispruden-
cijom bila bi svakako slucajnija. Ali nije tako. Ne svedo¢i samo distiliste,
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fiktivno sudiliste, o tome da je veza politike i teologije sloZena, nego i
¢itav niz savremenih klerikalizovanih politickih stanja gde je granica iz-
medu politike i religije nejasna, ali stabilna. Premda su heroji pretezno
Zrtve za ideologiju, a mucdenici za veru, savremena dobrovoljna Zrtvova-
nja poc¢ivaju na razli¢itim vizijama spasenja i onostranog. S obzirom na
to da zanose i ekstaze ideologizovanih heroja i bozanstvom nadahnu-
tih mucenika vezuje ekstati¢na uzvi$ena smrt, tanatopoliti¢ko porede-
nje ovih stanja se samo po sebi namece. Ako se uz re¢eno ima na umu
da pravda povezuje sfere prava, religije i morala (Asman 2011: 241), ve¢
time je i poredenje upotrebe smrti u teologiji i politici smislenije. Upra-
vo otuda istori¢no definisan pojam politicke teologije moze pomoci kod
poredenja onih sklopova koji su manje ili vi$e iracionalno teoloski ili ra-
cionalno tanatopoliti¢ki akcentovani.

Primljeno: 29. januar 2014.
Prihvac¢eno: 10. april 2014.
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Todor Kulji¢
Political theology: possibility of comparison
of the usage of death in theology and politics

Abstract

This paper considers the epistemological value of the concept of political
theology in thanatopolitics. The concept can be useful if one wants to in-
terpret political usage of death. In addition to blurred boundaries between
politics and theology, there is a more general and deeper socially integra-
tive affinity between the two. In addition, there have been various politici-
zations of salvation in the past and in the present. Every political theology
accentuates obedience as an immanent condition of salvation, although in-
terpretation of death in political theology has a different function than in
secular ideologies. In the centre of politically theological ideas one can find
crosscutting of the divisions between public friend and public enemy from
political world with similar divisions from religious world. Finally, beside
the theological influence on politics, this paper considers some analogies
between theology and the secular judiciary.

218 Keywords: political theology, salvation, justice, sin, guilt.
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Onom najboljem $to je kao misao socijali-
sticki pokret u juznoslovenskim zemljama
iznedrio, od Svetozara Markovic¢a do Vase
Pelagica, od Skerlica i Dimitrija Mitrinovi-
¢a do Gaje Petrovi¢a i Dobrice Cosiéa, pri-
pada i opus Ljubomira Tadica. Veliki deo
toga misaonog toka u proslom veku preki-
nula je Staljinova Celi¢na pesnica i tiranija
dogme koju je vaspostavio u Trecoj Inter-
nacionali (Sima Markovi¢, Filip Filipovi¢,
Kosta Novakovi¢, Milan Gorki¢, i drugi), a
njegovi naslednici i sledbenici u Jugoslavi-
ji takode su dali svoj dopinos fizickoj i du-
hovnoj likvidaciji svega $to je mislilo u tom
pokretu (setimo se samo spiska ,izdajni-
ka“ u zvani¢nom organu KPJ ,Proleter” iz
maja 1939. i Brozovog ¢lanka u njemu pod
naslovom ,Trockizam i njegovi pomagadi®,
LJUBOMIR TADIC - ’'HOMME REVOLTE slucaja Kerestinec iz 1941, sudbine Augu- 221
sta Cesareca, Price, AdZije, Rihtmana, Ker-
$ovanija, Maslese, Zivojina Pavlovi¢a, La-
Trivo Indi¢ buda Kusovca, itd). U vreme vlasti Josipa
Broza zatiranje istinski leve, socijalistic-
ke kriticke inteligencije bilo je ugradeno
u sam politicki sistem jedne partije i jed-
nog vode i opste cenzure pod zakonskom
etiketom, moralno-politi¢ke podobnosti‘

Institut za evropske studije

Beograd

Ljubomir Tadic¢ je roden 1925. u Smrije¢nu,
na hudom i posnom pivljanskom nebotic-
niku (Staroj Hercegovini), u porodici do-
kazanih rebela i rodoljuba, na planinama
koje su, prema Cviji¢u i Jasi Prodanovicu,
u nasem dinarskom civilizacijskom krugu
bile ¢uvari kulturne i nacionalne osobeno-
stiidemokratskih ideala plemenskog drus-
tva odrzavanog sve do sredine proslog veka.
Sa Sesnaest godina, Tadi¢ je 1941. iz niksi¢-
ke gimnazije oti$ao u partizane, prezivev-
$i ratnu epopeju oslobodilacke borbe, ali i
gorko iskustvo tragi¢nih razdora i nespo-
razuma medu samim antifasistima, koje
su svojim zivotima platili i ¢lanovi njegove
najblize porodice.

Studirao je pravne nauke u Sarajevu i Beo-
gradu, a doktorirao u Ljubljani 1959. sa te-
zom o Hansu Kelsenu i teoriji , ¢istog prava“
Bio je profesor Pravnog fakulteta u Saraje-
vudo 1962, a onda prelazi u Beograd gde je,
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prvo, upravnik Odeljenja za pravne nauke
Instituta drustvenih nauka, a od 1965. re-
dovni profesor Odeljenja za filozofiju i so-
ciologiju Filozofskog fakulteta, za predmet
Sociologija politike i prava. Na zahtev Josi-
pa Broza, u januaru 1975. Skupstina Srbije
donosi odluku o isklju¢enju osam profeso-
ra Filozofskog fakulteta u Beogradu iz rad-
nog odnosa, zbog politicke nepodobnosti.
Medu njima je bio i Ljubomir Tadi¢.

Kada je knjaz Nikola pozvao u Biljardu sve
glavare da utvrde naslednost prestola, tj.
njegovu dinastiju, tadasnji upravitelj na-
rodnih $kola, Vasa Pelagi¢ (proteran iz Sr-
bije, pa zatrazio utodite u Crnoj Gori),
izjasnio se za republikanski izborni sistem
i protiv ambicije knjazeve. ,Za 24 ure da te
moje oko nije videlo na Cetinju!‘, uzviknuo
je knjaz. Tako je, u logici despotije, prosao i
Ljubomir Tadi¢, kadaje, kao savetnik komi-
sije za izradu novog jugoslovenskog ustava,
pocetkom Sezdesetih, izjavljivao da je de-
mokratskiji ustav u kome je predsednik re-
publike li¢nost sa ograni¢enim mandatom,
a ne (kako ¢e biti zapisano) ,bez ogranice-
nog mandata“ To mu Broz nikad nije opro-
stio, pa je najuren iz komisije, iz Saveza ko-
munista, ali i sa univerziteta.

Jedan je od osnivaca jugoslovenske intelek-
tualne zajednice poznate kao Grupa Praxis
(1964), koja je razvila snaznu teorijsku kri-
tiku tadasnjeg vladajudeg drzavnog, auto-
ritarnog socijalizma i u prakti¢noj politici
branila pravo na ljudske i gradanske slo-
bode, pravo na dijalog i slobodu pojedinca
kao uslov slobode za sve, demokratski plu-
ralizam i pravnu drzavu. Obnavljajuéi Mar-
ksovo nacelo ,bespostedne kritike svega
postojeceg’, razvijajuc¢i naslede Roze Luk-
semburg (Luxemburg - ,Nema socijaliz-
ma bez demokratije®), Gramsija (Gramsci),
kriti¢ke teorije Frankfurtskog kruga i dru-
gih radikalno levih alternativa, ova grupa je
usla u sukob sa oficijelnom dogmom u ta-
dasnjoj Jugoslaviji, i zbog toga su njena de-
latnost, objavljivanje ¢asopisa Praxis i rad
njene medunarodne letnje $kole (Kor¢u-
lanska $kola) 1974. godine bili zabranjeni.

LJUBOMIR TADIC - 'HOMME REVOLTE

Deo ove grupe, u kojoj je bio i Tadi¢, nasta-
vio je da izdaje ¢asopis u Londonu, na en-
gleskom jeziku, kao medunarodno izdanje.

Tadi¢ je jedan od najaktivnijih i najradi-
kalnijih politickih analiti¢ara ove grupe, o
¢emu svedoce njegovi brojni tekstovi i pre-
ko dvadeset knjiga koje je napisao, a medu
kojima su i one koje je Brozov rezim sud-
skim zabranama uklanjao jo$ i pre izlaska
iz Stamparije. Bio je i glavni urednik beo-
gradskog Casopisa Filosofija koji je, takode,
zabranjivan i na kraju ukinut odlukom vla-
sti. Sa Dobricom Cosi¢em u oktobru 1980.
pokrenuo je nezavisni levi ¢asopis Javnost,
ali vlasti nisu dozvolile njegovo objavljiva-
nje. Sa Cosi¢em je, takode, 1984. osnovao
Odbor za odbranu slobode misli i izrazava-
nja, koji je §titio prava na nezavisno mislje-
nje svih onih koji su u Jugoslaviji dolazili u
sukob sa rezimom. Bio je gostujuci profesor
na mnogim univerzitetima u svetu, a nje-
govi radovi prevodeni su na strane jezike.

Njegova izabrana dela objavljena su u Be-
ogradu 2008. godine u sedam tomova. To
su knjige izuzetne erudicije, jasne misli i
pitkog stila, u sazvezdu najboljeg $to je na-
pisano kod nas u oblasti drustvenih i hu-
manisti¢kih nauka. Svaka njegova knjiga je
bila ¢in slobode koji sluzi slobodi, prihva-
¢ena od mladih generacija i pre juna 1968,
kada je sa pobunjenim studentima na no-
vobeogradskom Podvoznjaku osetio pen-
dreke Brozove policije.

Posedovao je enormnu snagu razuma i spo-
sobnost dubokog promisljanja: opazao je i
uocavao mnogo i $iroko, uvek lu¢io dobro
od zla, pravdu od nepravde, istinu od lazi
i mudrost od lukavsta i pritvorstva. Ras-
polagao je merilima znanja kojima se mo-
glo verovati. Takvi ljudi su, rekao bih, ,so
soli“ Zemljine. Ispovedao je javno sumnju,
nevericu u red i poredak zasnovan na li¢-
nim privilegijama, uzurpaciji vlasti, soci-
jalnim razlikama i paragrafskoj pravdi, i u
takvom svetu video ,otrovnu klicu narod-
nih nesrec¢a i beda, omraza i svakovrsnih
rdavstina, religioznih i nacionalnih lazarija



ieksploatatorskih nedjela“( Pelagic). Nepo-
verljiv prema svakom poretku, sem poret-
ka slobode, gnusao se rezima utemeljenih
na nasilju, zatiranju dijaloga i upotrebi sile.

U dusi je ostao komunar, mislju i ponasa-
njem liberterski socijalist, koji se najrade
identifikovao kao sledbenik one $kole mi-
$ljenja koju olicava Roza Luksemburg. I
kasnije, kada su se mnogi saborci iz 1968.
razi$li i preobratili u profesionalne funkci-
onere novoutemeljene demokratije, Tadi¢
je ostao gde je bio - van rezimske politike
i milosti, radikalni republikanac, neprila-
godljiv, nepotkupljiv, svojeglav, van proto-
kola, van unosnih poslova i titula, plebejac
koji deli sudbinu svoga naroda. Nikad mu
nije pala na pamet misao da bi mogao ne-
kim dominirati. Uvek se klonio $efovanja u
svim ustanovama u kojima je radio ili mo-
rao da se prihvati poslova predvodnika. Mr-
zeoje, kao §tore¢e Kropotkin (Kpororkun)
za Reklija, i najmanji znak duha Zeljnog do-
minacije. Verovao je da ¢ovek moze bolje
Ziveti a da ne tezi vladati drugim, i tako se
ponasao.

Nauku o politici tumacio je kao potragu za
spregom borbe za opste dobro, istinu i slo-
bodu. Rehabilitujuéi prakti¢nu filosofiju u
Aristotelovom znadenju, posebno u dome-
nu politike i prava, Tadi¢ je stvorio osobenu
kriti¢ku teoriju slobode i demokratije, na
fonu li¢nog iskustva sa dva totalitarna si-
stema dvadesetog veka: fagizma i staljiniz-
ma. Shvatajudi politiku kao ucenje o oslo-
bodenju i kao permanentni zahtev za vi§im
slobodama, ljudskim dostojanstvom i od-
branom stvaralackih potencijala slobodnih
i jednakih pojedinaca u zajednici, Tadic je
porekao svaku vrednosnu neutralnost na-
uke, pragmatizam realpolitike i ambiciju
da se apologetikom ukloni svaka intencija
ka promeni, revolucionisanju postojeceg,
izopacenog sveta. Ovo razumevanje politi-
ke kao sinteze teorijskog i delatnog, prak-
ti¢nog Zivota, odbacuje ideju politike kao
tehnike vladanja i eti¢ke ravnodus$nosti. Di-
lema poredak ili sloboda prevazilazi se Ta-
di¢evim nastojanjima da koncipira poredak
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slobode (Ordo libertatis) oko koga ¢e gravi-
tirati sva njegova teorijska istraZzivanja, ali i
li¢na sudbina.

Zato gaje kritika volje za mo¢, za dominaci-
jom, usmerila da nauku o politici koncipira
kaojednu teoriju oslobodenja ili emancipa-
cije, odlu¢no odbijajudi da se ona pretvori
u slugu vlasti, apologiju datog poretka, tj.
ustoli¢i kao metafizika porobljavanja. Onje
bitno doprineo renesansi Marksove (Marx)
misli u vreme kada je ta misao u jednom
delu sveta bila poricana kao ideologija sub-
verzivnih snaga, a u drugom (,real-socijali-
stickom") bila pretvorena u drzavnu religi-
ju ¢iji je vrhovni Zrec bio Staljin. Politiku i
pravo nikada nije lucio od etike, nije ih vi-
deo lisene sudova vrednosti, pori¢uci tako
pozitivizam i ,,¢istu nauku“ kao ornament
moralne ravnodu$nosti prema uzurpaciji i
tiraniji vlasti. Tadi¢eva misao kritike uvek
je denuncirala poslu$ne ,realiste“ i intelek-
tualce ,gradanskog reda“ i, mirnog zivota“
nalazedi da je u prakti¢noj i umnoj negaci-
ji $ansa za prevlast slobode nad sudbinom,
ljudskog dostojanstva nad poniZenjem i
ugnjetavanjem c¢oveka, istine nad lazi i
pravde nad nepravdom (kako je govorio u
pristupnoj akademskoj besedi u SANU).

Pravnik po obrazovanju, filosof po vokaciji,
Tadi¢ je svoje osnovno uverenje u tim na-
izgled razmedenim disciplinama objasnio
pozivajudi se na Kantov (Kant) stav da se
pravnik, koji po svom moralu nije istovre-
meno i filosof, nalazi u najve¢em iskuse-
nju, jer mu je duznost samo da primenju-
je postojece zakone, a ne da ispituje treba
li te zakone usavrsiti: ,Jer kako njihov po-
sao nije da sami mudruju o zakonodavstvu,
nego da sprovode postojeca naredenja ze-
maljskog prava, to im uvek mora izgleda-
ti najbolje ono zakonsko uredenje koje
upravo postoji ili, kada ono bude izmenje-
no sa najviseg mesta, ono sledece, i tako je
sve u svom odgovaraju¢em mehani¢kom
redu.“ Od ove Kantove osude pravnog po-
zitivizma, Tadi¢ ¢e i samu filosofiju prava
stricto sensu, kao disciplinu, odrediti kao
¢edo nemackog klasi¢nog idealizma, i pri
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tome udiniti korak ka Hegelu (Hegel) koji
je Kantovu emancipaciju volje od prirode,
kao slobodnu (ili mislec¢u) volju pretoc¢io u
supstanciju i odredenje prava, proglasivsi
pri tome pravni sistem carstvom ostvarene
slobode (Hegel: Filosofija prava). Smesta-
juci svoju misao u toplu struju evropskog
liberterskog nasleda (posebno od Rusoa pa
nadalje, preko mislilaca i prakse Francuske
revolucije), nije nikakvo iznenadenje §to se
ona, usvom izboru po srodnosti, prepozna-
la u Hegelovom projektu prava kao ograni-
¢avanja ne sloboda nego samovolje. Reha-
bilituju¢i Hegelovo uverenje da je sloboda
supstancija prava, a da su sila i prinuda,
yapstaktno uzevsi‘, nesto neprihvatljivo, tj.
da je filosofija prava filosofija slobode, Ta-
di¢ ce se pridruziti onima koji smatraju da
je humanitet osnov svakog prava, da je do-
stojanstvo ¢oveka izraz priznanja prava na
samoodredenje i prava na slobodnu egzi-
stenciju pojedinca, da je (prizivajuéi Paska-
la) pravda bez sile nemoc¢na, a sila bez prav-
de nasilnicka.

Citava Tadiceva filosofija prava utemeljena
je na negaciji sile i prinude zaodenutih u
ruho prava. Zato se on posebno koncentri-
sao na kritiku pravnog pozitivizma, koji je
kao pravo priznao i svaku uzurpaciju i sa-
movolju ukoliko je efikasna, tj. ukoliko uspe
da nametne svoje ,vazenje*, ukoliko ,fizi¢-
ko nasilje u¢ini legitimnim. Ako se pravo
redukuje na pozitivne, vazece zakone i sud-
ske odluke, ako se tvrdi da onaj ko moze da
sprovede pravo time dokazujeidaje pozvan
da postavlja pravo, ako se time brise razlika
izmedu pravnog poretka i poretka uzurpa-
cije (,Pravedno je ono $to koristi jakome*“~
citira Tadi¢ sofistu Trazimaha), onda dobi-
jamo ,pravnu nauku bez prava“ U nasem
veku - piSe Tadi¢ misledi na 20. vek - u veku
teroristickih orgija nacifasizma i staljini-
stickog bolj$evizma, formulisane su prav-
no-pozitivisticke teorije koje su priznava-
le pravni karakter i despotskim rezimima,
opravdavajudi takav stav toboznjom nauc-
nom objektivno$¢éu i ideoloskom nepri-
strasnos$cu. Ako bi se drzava definisala kao
monopol fizickog nasilja ili kao ,,monopol
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legitimnog fizickog nasilja‘, onda bi se kao
ultima ratio svake politicke organizacije
proglasila pretnja i primena nasilja, odno-
sno iracionalnost prinudivanja. Lucedi po-
liticke i eticke pojmove, podvajajudi pravo i
pravdu i pripisujuci prvom objektivnost, a
drugom subjektivnost (subjektivni oseéaj),
pravni pozitivizam - kaze Tadi¢ - smatra
da niko ne moZe definisati pojam pravde
i pravednog. Odbacujuéi pravni pozitivi-
zam, Tadi¢ je pravdu smatrao kritickom
instancom vaZeceg prava, ,nekom vrstom
apelacione instance®, sinonimom za pravo-
mernost i nepristrasnost koje pocivaju na
priznavanju jednakosti medu ljudima. Zato
je Tadi¢ filosofiju prava prihvatao kao istra-
Zivanje smisla prava i pravde u ljudskom
svetu i njen zadatak video u ispitivanju kri-
terijuma pravde u dru$tvenom Zivotu, naj-
te$nje povezanom sa ispitivanjem kriteriju-
ma slobode, pri tome se stalno pozivajuci
na onaj Marksov zahtev, ili kategoricki im-
perativ ,da se sruse svi odnosi u kojima je
¢ovek ponizeno, prezreno, porobljeno i na-
pusteno biée“ To je, dakle, znacilo da uzur-
pacija i ,pravo jacega“ ne mogu biti prizna-
ti kao principi - govorio je Tadi¢ - a upravo
ljudsko dostojanstvo jeste i mora biti genu-
ini princip svakog umnog prava.

Insistirajudi na tesnoj vezi morala i politike,
prava i pravde, etike i delatnog Zivota u za-
jednici, kao pouzdanom sredstvu za prepo-
znavanje i kritiku izopacenih oblika drzave
i politike uopste, Tadiceva kriticka nauka o
politici i pravu prihvata dijalog kao sredi-
ste filosofije politike i umetnosti politi¢kog
Zivota, kao volju za razumevanjem ucesni-
ka, postovanje njihove slobode i nepovre-
divosti, tj. jednakosti i uzajamnosti. Otuda
i Tadic¢eva obnova retorike, retori¢kog ago-
na kao argumentativnog misljenja. Odnos
uma i slobode i problem racionalnog delo-
vanja, Tadi¢ reSava zahtevom da se ne od-
vaja teorija od prakse, sloboda od stvarnog
Zivota i njegovih ustanova. Zato je kritika
instrumentalnog uma i modernog poziti-
vizma, posebno ,nau¢ne politike i pravnog
pozitivizma, bitan doprinos nau¢nog dela
Ljubomira Tadi¢a.



Duh slobode, bratstva i jednakosti $irio je
gde god je radio ili u bilo kom drustvu se
nalazio. Tako je postupao i u godinama ras-
pada druge, brionske Jugoslavije, kada su
njeni narodi usli u krvave gradanske i ver-
ske sukobe, uveren kako je tzv. nacional-
no pitanje (o kome je takode mnogo pisao)
uvek bilo i ostalo pitanje o demokratiji i
ustanovama slobode i mogu¢nostima indi-
viduuma da u potpunosti, u zajednici slo-
bodnih i jednakih, lisenoj, dakle, svakog
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etnocentrizma, verskog fanatizma i Sovi-
nizma, razvije svoje ljudske potencijale. Sto
je trazio za druge, to je trazio i za Srbe, sve-
stan vrednosti i ogranic¢enja vlastitog etni¢-
kog i kulturnog identiteta.

On je ostvario sebe, ali je formirao i druge,
pruzao je i davao nesebi¢no i zato bio vo-

ljen i cenjen ne samo od svojih sledbenika.

Slava mu i hvala!
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LJUBOMIR TADIC ILI POSVECENOST
PRINCIPU SLOBODE

Slobodan Divjak
Tredi program Radio Beograda

Beograd

Cast je, aliivelika odgovornost, pisati o stva-
ralastvuijavnomangazmanu Ljubomira Ta-
di¢a, jedne od najznacajnijih li¢nosti nase
drustvene teorije i javnog Zivota posle Dru-
gog svetskog rata. Iza njega stoji ogroman
stvaralacki opus, koji, po svome znacaju,
prevazilazi granice nase zemlje, ali i bogata
moralna biografija koja svedoc¢i o kontinui-
ranoj privrzenosti kulturi otpora svakoj re-
presivnoj logici, pa i onoj koja se vr$i u ime
uzvi$enih humanistickih ideala. Ako bismo
na najsazetiji nacin hteli odrediti temeljni
unutrasnji spiritus movens njegove teorijske
i praktic¢ke delatnosti, onda bi se bez ikakvih
zazora i rezervi moglo reci da je to bio mo-
tiv slobode. Jer traganje za poretkom koji ¢e
omoguciti zajednicki Zivot ljudi, uz najveci
mogudi stepen individualnih sloboda - to je
bilo ono $to je obeleZilo ¢itav njegov teorij-
ski i javno-politicki angazman. Ovo insisti-
ranje na unutra$njoj vezi izmedu poretka i
individualne slobode on je, na najapstrak-
tnijem nivou, najeksplicitnije iskazao u svo-
joj knjizi Poredak i sloboda u kojoj je sin-
tetisao oba pojma u stavu da nema slobode
bez poretka. Tim stavom on se, s jedne stra-
ne, suprotstavio koncepcijama po kojima su
moguce neograni¢ene individualne slobo-
de, svestan ¢injenice da je sistem apsolutnih
individualnih sloboda samopotirudi sistem,
jer bi nuzno, posto mu je imanentna logika
prava jacega, doveo do uspostavljanja tira-
nije najjacega ili najjacih, tj. do dominaci-
je modi i sile nad individualnim pravima. S
druge strane, on je tim pristupom odbacio i
koncepcije ,poretka neslobode®, u kojem se
individualna prava instrumentalizuju i Zr-
tvuju u ime visih ciljeva ili drzavnog razlo-
ga. Drugim re¢ima, on je poredak slobode
uvek pretpostavljao slobodi poretka. Glav-
ni razlog zbog kojeg se on u svom mlada-
lackom periodu priklonio marksizmu bilo je
njegovo ubedenje da je Marks (Marx) misli-
lac slobode i ljudskog samooslobodenja: ,,...
marksizmu se ve$tacki oduzima problema-
tika slobode, a na njeno mesto etablira ideja
etatizma i kolektivizma, koja pomaze pro-
duzenje vladavine otudenja u drustvu... Ali
kao misao i praksa slobode, on moze da zivi
i razvija se samo u takvom poretku u kojem
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sloboda zajednice nije nadredena kao ap-
solut slobodi njenih ¢lanova“ (Tadi¢ 1967:
72-73). Voden idejom slobode, on je, moz-
da najvise od svih nasih mislilaca u navede-
nom periodu, ispoljavao odvaznost izricanja
u kontekstu teorijskog i politickog delanja.

Pripadao je stradalnickoj, ali i ,zlatnoj i
slavnoj generaciji“ srpske filozofije, tzv.
praxis grupaciji, ¢ije su vodece li¢nosti, u
koje je i sam spadao, bile izbacene sa Beo-
gradskog univerziteta za vreme Titove vla-
davine. Dakako, iz sadasnje perspektive, za
»filozofiju prakse“ bi se moglo reci da su joj
bila imanentna mnoga ograni¢enja (pri-
vrzenost neposrednoj, neparlamentarnoj
demokratiji, dru$tvenoj svojini, radikalno
kriti¢ki odnos prema robnoj proizvodnji
i sli¢no), ali je nesporno da je ona, ukoli-
ko se situira u tadasnji drustveno-istorijski
kontekst, pomerala granice slobode i u¢ini-
la nasu filozofiju svetski relevantnom. Nje-
na istorijska zasluga sastojala se u tome $to
se upravo zahvaljujuéi njoj u nas poceo for-
mirati intelektualni sloj koji ¢e biti kritic¢-
ki usmeren kako prema apologetskoj inte-
ligenciji, tako i prema socijalisti¢koj praksi
i prema vrhu politi¢kog establi$menta, koji
je nastojao da usmerava tu praksu. Zahva-
ljujuci ovim kritickim impulsima, u nas se
pocela $iriti emancipatorska kultura, kul-
tura ,uspravnog misljenja i hoda“ koja je
insistirala na fundamentalnom znacaju in-
dividualnih sloboda i autonomije li¢nosti.
1z ove kulture nastajalo je tendencijski ono
$to bih nazvao unutarkomunisti¢kim ospo-
ravanjem komunizma, koje ¢e uvreme radi-
kalne krize ,realnog socijalizma“ poprimiti
oblik dovodenja u pitanje samih komuni-
sti¢kih ideala i, u krajnjoj liniji, samog ko-
munizma. Puka je iluzija misliti da je u vre-
me dok su komunisticka ideologija i njoj
saobrazan sistem bili jaki, ne samo u nasoj
zemlji nego i u svetu, delatna intelektualna
kritika mogla dobiti oblik drugaciji od onog
koji sam nazvao unutarkomunisti¢kim os-
poravanjem komunizma. Da je zaista tako,
belodano svedod¢i i ¢injenica da je disident-
ska struja unutar ,isto¢nog socijalistickog
bloka“, posebno ona u Poljskoj, okupljena
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oko pokreta Solidarnost, jednopartijskoj
diktaturi dugo suprotstavljala ne visepar-
tijski, ve¢ nepartijski pluralizam.

U vreme svoje ¢vrste uverenosti u istorijsko-
-epohalnu snagu i oslobodila¢ku funkciju
autenti¢nog marksizma, Ljubomir Tadic se,
oslanjajuéi se na Marksove humanisticke
zahteve za kritikom svih drustvenih odnosa
u kojima je ¢ovek poniZeno i prezreno bice,
suprotstavljao svakoj metafizici poroblja-
vanja, ustajao protiv gusenja stvaralackih
sloboda, protiv ugrozavanja i gazenja ele-
mentarnih ljudskih prava, podrzavajudéi pri
tome svaki oblik samoorganizovanja grada-
na, radnika i studenata koji je bio u funkciji
korigovanja o¢iglednih drustvenih nepravdi
i odbrane ljudskog dostojanstva. Sami nje-
govi najblizi ,saborci“ iz tog vremena pri-
¢ali su da je Ljubomir Tadi¢ bio najsmeliji i
najkonsekventniji u kritici suptilnih mani-
pulativnih mehanizama ondasnje politicke
vlasti, usmerenih na ,glajhsaltovanje“ ma-
sovne svesti i na integrisanje tacaka otpora
u tada postojeci sistem. O verodostojno-
sti tih ocena svedodi i ¢injenica da je Ta-
di¢ otvoreno istupio protiv odredbe a u
ustavu po kojoj se Titu dodeljuje doZivotni
predsednic¢ki mandat, ocenjujuci da takva
odredba ima antidemokratski karakter i da
je protivna samoj prirodi ustava.

Jedan od klju¢nih momenata tadasnje Ta-
dic¢eve marksistic¢ke koncepcije bila je ideja
gradanske neposlusnosti, koja svoje izvori-
$te ima u liberalisti¢koj prirodno-pravnoj
koncepciji, ta¢nije u Lokovoj (Locke) tezi o
pravu naroda na pobunu protiv vlasti koja
je izigrala njegovo poverenje pretvorivsi
se u arbitrarnu vlast: ,Jer ko ¢e biti sudija
o tome da li njegov poverenik ili poslanik
radi pravilno ili u skladu sa ovlag¢enjem -
do onaj koji ga je odaslao i ko mora, posto
ga je odaslao, da jo$ raspolaze vlas¢u da ga
odbaci kada prenebregne svoje ovlascenje...
Narod ¢e biti sudija... Kad god zakonodav-
ci pokusaju da oduzmu ili razore svojinu
naroda ili da ga dovedu do ropstva pod ar-
bitrarnom vlasc¢u, oni sebe stavljaju u sta-
nje rata sa narodom koji je odmah razresen



svake dalje poslusnosti..“ (Lok 2002, para-
grafi 2401 222). Tadiéeva kritika liberalizma
nikada nije bila njegova apstraktna negaci-
ja i stoga njegov marksizam nije nikada bio
antiliberalizam. On je odbacivao svaku pa-
u$alnu ocenu liberalizma koja ne uzima u
obziri njegova univerzalno vazeca, civiliza-
cijska dostignuda, tj. koja oznacava liberali-
zam kao ,trulu’, ,mlitavu“ ideologiju, zala-
7udi se istovremeno za antiliberalnu ,jaku
drzavu“, ,Takva ocena, isti¢e on, ,libera-
lizmu suprotstavlja obnovljenu ideologiju
apsolutizma, makar i u razli¢itim njegovim
varijantama. Ovaj poslednjivid kritike libe-
ralizma nosi u sebi snazne naboje ne samo
antiliberalne ve¢ i antidemokratske politi-
ke, kojom se podastire legitimnost decizi-
onistickom totalitarizmu na kojem pociva
ne samo fasizam, ve¢ i ‘socijalisticki’ apso-
lutizam staljinisti¢ke provenijencije. Ako je
osnovni politi¢ki princip liberalizma podi-
vao u pravno (zakonski) ograni¢enoj drzav-
noj vlasti, princip neoapsolutizma ili totali-
tarizma zalaze se za obnovu apsolutisticke
vlasti koja nije ograni¢ena nikakvim usta-
vom, zakonom ili pravnim poretkom, a ¢ija
samovolja posebno rusi liberalna nacela u
krivicnom pravu i izvrgava svakog grada-
nina stvarnoj ili potencijalnoj represiji tzv.
politicke justicije“ (Tadi¢ 1985: 150).

Tadi¢ marksizam nije intepretirao kao od-
bacivanje negativnih sloboda kao glavne
tekovine liberalizma, ve¢ kao njihovo do-
punjavanje i prevazilazenje pozitivnim
slobodama: ,Marksisticka sloboda je pri-
marno pozitivna sloboda, ljudska praksa,
sloboda za nesto. Medutim, da bi slobodno
delovanje bilo iole moguce, potrebno je da
postoji i negativna sloboda, sloboda od pri-
tiska i nasilja. Nema ljudskog dostojanstva
bez ukidanja bede, nema ljudske srece bez
ukidanja ponizenja. Covec¢nost i praved-
nost nisu, kako je to isticao Engels, juri-
sti¢ke iluzije) ve¢ termini socijalne i prirod-
no-pravne utopije“(Tadic¢ 1967: 100).

Knjige Ljubomira Tadica iz socijalistickog
perioda, posebno Poredak i sloboda i Tra-
dicija i revolucija, mogu se oznaditi kao
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kultne knjige naSe disidentske literature
jer je u njima, sa marksistickog stanovista,
podrivena dotadasnja idili¢na slika socijali-
stickog fakticiteta.

Kao antidogmatski usmereni mislilac koji
ne robuje shemama doktrinarnog rigoriz-
ma, Tadi¢ je nastojao da ideale ne unosi
spolja u istoriju, ve¢ da ih izvodi iz imanen-
cije samog istorijskog toka, te otuda nije ni-
kakvo ¢udo $to se on medu prvima u nas,
u vreme agonije realno postojecih socijali-
zama, otvorio prema ideji parlamentarnog
sistema i $to je u skladu sa tim bio jedan
od osnivaca Demokratske stranke. Iz nje-
ga je i tada progovorio onaj mladalacki im-
puls koji ga nikada nije napustao, jerjetou
stvari bilo njegovo klju¢no egzistencijalno
opredeljenje - motiv slobode koji je uvek
zasvoden egzistencijalnim rizikom.

Medutim, otvarajudi se, pod pritiskom na-
loga istorijske realnosti, prema parlamen-
tarnoj republici kao modelu liberalne dr-
Zave, prema podeli vlasti i vladavini prava,
Ljubomir Tadi¢ se nije, za razliku od mno-
gih nasih intelektualaca, priklonio pro-
povedanju nove ,liberalne utopije“ koja
je nekriticki velicala smitovsku ,nevidlji-
vu ruku” trzi$nog samotoka i glorifikovala
i mitologizovala mo¢ prava, jer je bio sve-
stan permanentne napetosti koja postoji
izmedu kapitalizma i demokratije, trzista
isocijalne pravde, prava i mo¢i. Posebno su
bila uputna njegova upozorenja dau uslovi-
ma neravnoteze moci na globalno-politi¢-
kom planu postoji tendencija pretvaranja
medunarodnog prava u instrument veli-
kih sila koje, u takvim okolnostima, teze
da upraznjavaju ono $to je Kant (Kant) na-
zivao ,varvarskim slobodama®, slobodama
koje nisu ogranic¢ene nikakvim pravnim i
moralnim stegama.

Ma koliko da je napustio ideju o socijaliz-
mu kao sistemu, Ljubomir Tadi¢ je ostao
otvoren za dosadasnja postignuca socija-
listickog demokratskog pokreta (socijalna
drzava, socijalna pravda, kritika nereguli-
sanog ,lesefer” trzista, oblici neposredne

229



SLoBoDAN Diviak

230

demokratije unutar parlamentarnog siste-
ma i sli¢no), ali i za odredene forme mar-
ksistickog utopijskog misljenja koje mogu
biti u funkciji kritike svakog poretka, po-
$to nijedan poredak, u nacelu gledano, ne
moze biti idealan.

U ovakvom tipu teksta, u kojem se tematizu-
je istorijski znacaj dela Ljubomira Tadica,
nemoguce je ne istaci pionirsku ulogu ovo-
gaautora u konstituisanju savremene srpske
i jugoslovenske filozofije prava, jer je njegov
doprinos u tom pogledu svakakao najveci
- on je utemeljitelj nase filozofije prava. Za
ovu problematuku on je ispoljio interesova-
nje ve¢ na samim pocecima svoga teorijskog
rada, koje je obelezila njegova knjiga Filo-
zofske osnove pravne teorije Hansa Kelsena
koja je objavljena u Sarajevu 1962. Naravno
da je u njoj Ljubomir Tadi¢, kao marksistic¢-
ki orijentisan mislilac, izloZio kritici tzv. ¢i-
stu teoriju prava po kojoj je pravo, buduci
da nema svoje utemeljenje u vanpravnoj sfe-
ri, zatvoreni sistem u kojem je sadrzaj sva-
ke pravne norme izveden iz sadrzaja druge
norme, te je otuda pravo lanac normi na ¢i-
jem pocetku nije vlast svih vlasti ve¢ norma
svih normi, bazi¢na norma, Grundnorm, tj.
ustav. Naime, na$ autor je tada nastojao da
pokaze da i moderno pravo, odnosno prav-
na drzava, ima svoj koren u drustvenim od-
nosima, ili, jos preciznije, u kapitalistickim
dru$tvenim odnosima. Ali, na¢in na koji je
on pokusao da demonstrira drustvenu ute-
meljenost prava bio je originalan, i to ne
samo u tadasnjem jugoslovenskom kontek-
stu. Originalnost njegove kritike ¢istog pra-
va bila je, izmedu ostaloga, i rezultat nje-
govih dubokih uvida u delo J. B. Pasukanisa
(Mawykanuc), ¢ija se knjiga Opsta teorija
prava i marksizma na srpskom jeziku po-
javila u njegovom prevodu 1958. Vazno je
imati na umu da je ova rasprava Ljubomira
Tadi¢a o karakteru modernog univerzalizo-
vanog prava, objavljena pre velike i ¢uvene
nemacke debate o izvodenju oblika i funk-
cija drzave u kontekstu kapitalisti¢ke drus-
tvene reprodukcije, koja je takode bila inspi-
risana Pasukanisovim delom. Konkretnije
refeno, centralni predmet i jedne i druge
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rasprave bilo je u sustini pitanje koje je pre-
gnantno formulisao Pasukanis: ,Zasto do-
minacija klase nije ono $to jeste - tj. podre-
divanje jednog dela stanovnistva drugom
delu? Zasto ona poprima oblik javne drzav-
nevladavine ili, $to je isto, zasto mehanizam
drzavnih ograni¢enja nije stvoren kao pri-
vatni mehanizam dominantne klase? Zasto
je on odvojen od dominantne klase i uzima
oblik bezli¢nog mehanizma javne vlasti koji
je odvojen od drustva?“ Drugim re¢ima, su-
$tinsko pitanje je bilo zasto u doba kapita-
lizma dolazi do odvajanja pravne drzave u
zasebnu instancu koja, zajedno sa svojim
aparatom sile, stoji izvan i pored drustva i
proizvodnog procesa. Odgovor na to pita-
nje svodio se i ujednoj i u drugoj raspravi na
tezu da sam proces kapitalisticke proizvod-
nje, po samoj svojoj unutra$njoj prirodi, za-
hteva institucionalno razdvajanje ekonom-
ske i pravno-politicke sfere. Posto, naime,
akumulacija kapitala kao prisvajanje tudeg
rada bez razmene, koje se zbiva u proizvod-
nji, mora poprimiti oblik ekvivalentne raz-
mene izmedu slobodnih i medusobno ne-
zavisnih proizvodaca, onda i pravo i odnosi
prinude moraju poprimiti oblik depersona-
lizovane, klasno neutralne instance, odvoje-
ne od procesa proizvodnje i njegovih glavnih
drustvenih aktera. Dakle, u samom obli-
ku kapitalistickog prisvajanja viska rada, u
kojem se potrebni rad (rad za sebe) i visak
rada (rad za drugoga) poklapaju u vremenu
i prostoru, sadrzana je nuznost ,depolitiza-
cije“ ekonomije, tj. oslobadanja ekonomije
od tradicionalnih oblika kontrole odnosno
apstrahovanja odnosa sile iz neposrednog
procesa proizvodnje i njihovog smestanja u
zasebnu instancu koja uzima oblik garan-
ta opstih interesa, odnosno garanta opstih i
eksternih uslova robno-kapitalisti¢ke proi-
zvodnje. Kao $to odnos eksploatacije uzima
oblik ekvivalentne razmene izmedu medu-
sobno jednakih i nezavisnih robnih proi-
zvodaca, tako i odnos klasne vladavine uzi-
ma oblik vlade res publica-e (anonimizacija
klasne vladavine).

Stajudi na stanoviste da sama robna proi-
zvodnja, po svojoj prirodi, zahteva da se



odnosiizmedu robnih proizvodacaregulisu
ne neposrednom primenom sile u samom
procesu proizvodnje, ve¢ pomod¢u novca i
zakona, tj. prava, Ljubomir Tadi¢ je na na-
$im prostorima prvi na sistematic¢an nacin
izvrs$io, oslanjajudi se na centralne pojmove
Marksovog Kapitala, kritiku vulgarno-mar-
ksiti¢kih shvatanja po kojima su gradanske
slobode, individualna prava i pravna drza-
va tretirani kao puki privid, kao ,juristi¢ka
iluzija“ Posmatrano iz ondasnje perspekti-
ve, to je bio ogroman iskorak iz antiliberal-
no interpretiranog marksizma, zahvalju-
juci kojem su kod nas postavljeni temelji
filozofije prava sa marksistickog stanovista.
Autor ovih redova je i sam u svojoj marksi-
sti¢koj fazi pokusao, inspirisan Tadi¢evim i
Pasukanisovim analizama, da u knjizi Roba
i revolucija izvede pojam pravne drzave iz
robnog oblika. Ma koliko da sam se kasnije
priklonio, pod uticajem prirodno-pravnih
koncepcija, pre svega Kantove, ¢istoj teoriji
prava, ne mogu a da ne istaknem ¢injenicu
da je Ljubomir Tadi¢ utemeljiva¢ savreme-
ne filozofije prava kod nas i da je u toj obla-
sti on neosporno najveci autoritet.

Valja redi i to da je Ljubomir Tadié¢ po svo-
joj Zivotnoj vokaciji intelektualac u ¢ijoj lic-
nosti su sintetisani briljantni logi¢ki um i
izuzetan dar za spekulativno misljenje. Kao
takav, on je kriti¢ku funkciju intelektualca
uvek pretpostavljao politici kao profesio-
nalnoj delatnosti. Za razliku od mnogih
nasih teoreticara koji su u visepartijskom
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sistemu, vodeni politickom strasc¢u i voljom
za modi, Zrtvovali svoju intelektualnu kari-
jeru zarad karijere profesionalnog politica-
ra, Tadi¢ je ostao veran svome intelektual-
nom pozivu: u teznji da doprinese rusenju
ypartijske drzave® i autoritarne vladavine,
on se aktivno ukljucio u proces partijsko-
politickih borbi, tj. u profesionalnu poli-
tiku, ali kada je taj posao obavljen, on se
prakti¢no vratio svome intelektualnom po-
zivu, demonstrirajudi na taj nadin visoku
moralnu privrZzenost pojmu kriti¢kog in-
telektualca, nezavisnog od centara politi¢-
ke modi.

Zbog svegaredenog, izrazavam svoje najdu-
blje postovanje prema velikoj intelektual-
noj i ¢asnoj moralnoj biografiji jednog od
korifeja nase drustvene teorije, koji je to-
kom celokupnog svoga stvaralalackog veka
tragao za principom slobode. Srbija treba
da bude ponosna na to §to je iznedrila teo-
reti¢ara evropskog formata kakav je Ljubo-
mir Tadi¢, koji je mnogim generacijama bio
intelektualni i moralni uzor i U¢itelj.
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U obimnom teorijskom opusu Ljubomira
Tadica nista nije tako uocljivo kao njegova
konsekventna zaokupljenost idejom istin-
ske slobode ¢oveka kao pojedinca, odno-
sno kao pripadnika klase, nacije, gradani-
na. Cak i Tadic¢eva bezbroj puta potvrdena
privrZzenost Marksovoj teoriji proletarijata
ne moze biti niposto shvacena kao njego-
va iluzorna vera u neposrednu emancipa-
torsku mo¢ empirijski date radnicke klase.
Naprotiv, ono ¢ime je Tadi¢ impresioniran
jeste Marksova (Marx) ideja proletarijata
data u istorijskoj perspektivi kao filozofi-
ja definitivhe emancipacije, kako drustve-
ne celine tako i svakog pojedinca. U tom
smislu, vladavina proletarijata mora biti
u funkciji postepene emancipacije ¢ove-
ka kao pojedinca u njegovoj neposrednoj
empirijskoj datosti. Otuda vladavina pro-
letarijata nije nista drugo do negacija svih
vidova sustinske neslobode ¢oveka kapita-
listickog sistema dru$tvenih odnosa, koju
sazima - upravo vladavina burzoazije. Ti vi-
dovi neslobode u Marksovom delu dati su
u filozofskim i sociolo$kim terminima: vla-
davina otudenja, postvarenja, novca, naja-
mnog rada, formalizma gradanskih slobo-
da i demokratskih prava i dr.

Imajuci u vidu upravo tako shvacdenu ide-
ju proleterijata i Marksovu filozofiju opste-
ljudske emancipacije u istorijskoj perspek-
tivi, Tadi¢ se na viSe mesta sa sledbeni¢kom
stra$c¢u poziva na Marksov stav iz njegovih
Ranih radova: ,Proletarijat je apsolutna stra-
na drustva’, jer je u njegovom poloZaju (tj.
polozaju radnicke klase) sazeta sva beda ka-
pitalistickih drustvenih odnosa. Buduc¢idau
tom drustvu, sa stanovista istinske slobode,
niko nije stvarno slobodan, ,ni rob ni gos-
podar, ni radnik ni poslodavac, ni gradanin
ni vlastodrzac, uprkos svim formalno zaga-
rantovanim gradanskim i politickim slobo-
dama, Marks ¢e bit toga drustva saZeto izreci
u svom poznatom dijalekti¢kom aforizmu -
‘emancipovano ropstvo™. Stoga proletarijat
»oslobadajudi sebe, oslobada ¢itavo drustvo®.

Tadi¢u ¢e navedeni aforizam biti stalna in-
spiracijazakriti¢kiobrac¢unsasvimvidovima

233



JAGOS DURETIC

234

formalizma politickih sloboda sa kojima se
u svom Zivotu suocavao, i kao filozof i kao
gradanin. Na tom tragu, mada izbegavaju-
¢i rigorizam Marksovih istorijsko-materi-
jalistickih zakonomernosti, on ¢e u svojim
poznatim obra¢unima sa Lenjinovim avan-
gardizmom, ,boljSevickom gvozdenom vo-
ljom"“ i nasiljem Oktobarske revolucije nad
istorijom, i tim povodima, na ubedljivnac¢in
samo potvrditi visok nivo svojih filozofskih
uvida, ukazujudéi jo$ jednom na istori¢nost
Marksove ideje proletarijata, i jasno razli-
kovati idealitet od neposredno date stvar-
nosti, odnosno idealitet slobode kao stalne
kriticke pozicije spram te neposredno date
stvarnosti.

U tom smislu, filozof marksisti¢ke prove-
nijencije nikada ne moze biti apologetski
odusevljen postojecom drustvenom stvar-
no$¢u, ma kakva da je, a kamoli onom u
boljsevickoj, odnosno staljinisti¢koj verziji.
Ta okolnost je izuzetno vazna za razumeva-
nje ¢itavog teorijskog opusa, pa¢akiZivotne
biografije Ljubomira Tadica. S druge strane,
uzimajudi u obzir duh celine njegovog dela
(onog teorijskog, kao i same Zivotne biogra-
fije) tesko je izbeci zakljuc¢ak da je upravo
ta i tako shvacena Marksova ideja slobode,
ako ne jedini, a ono klju¢ni razlog Tadice-
ve trajne privrzenosti Marksovom ucenju.
Stoga nije ni ¢udno ni slucajno $to je sve
drustvene promene koje su se dogadale u
jugoslovenskom drustvu (¢ak i one koje je,
u principu, s odobravanjem pozdravljao),
podvrgavajudi ih analizi, s gledista slobode,
ocenjivao gotovo redovno - negativno, zah-
tevajudi pritom doslednost umesto polovi¢-
nosti, sustinu umesto privida, istinu ume-
sto lazi, pravdu umesto nepravde, stvarnu
umesto formalne jednakosti, istinsku ume-
sto formalne demokratije, itd.

U tom smislu, on ¢e pozdraviti Oktobarsku
revoluciju kao nacelno mogudi ¢in razre-
$avanja dubokih i nepomirljivih drustve-
nih protivre¢nosti, ali ¢e odmah primetiti
da rusko drustvo nije dovoljno zrelo za is-
punjenje zadataka jednog istinskog soci-
jalistickog dru$tvenog prevrata, pa nije ni
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¢udno $to je uspostavljanje socijalistickog
drustvenog poretka proteklo u znaku naj-
mracnijeg moguceg terora pod okriljem
svedrzavlja, a da se ni u jednom trenutku
nije naslo u ,drustvu slobode®.

Tadi¢ je pozdravio ideju radnickog upra-
vljanja preduzeéima i uspostavljanja samo-
upravnog drustvenog poretka u Jugoslaviji,
ali ¢e vrlo brzo sintagmom ,socijalizam u
drzavnom omotacu“ skrenuti paznju na ¢i-
njenicu da se dogodila samo formalna ra-
dikalna promena, budud¢i da je vlastodrzac
u skrivenoj formi ostavio odlu¢ujucu ulo-
gu drzavne birokratije u svim institucija-
ma i teku¢em dru$tvenom Zivotu. Na isti
nadin je negativno ocenio i transformaci-
ju KPJ u SK]J, ¢ime je trebalo da drustvene
institucije budu oslobodene monopartij-
skog tutorstva, kao korak blize bespartij-
skom sistemu, dezideologizaciji i beskla-
snom drustvuy, ali je zadrzavanje svih iole
bitnih funkcija drustvenih institucija u ru-
kama komunista organizovanih na prin-
cipima demokratskog centralizma ucinilo
ceo taj ,obrt“ beznadeZno sterilnim, goto-
vo besmislenim.

Ta strasna volja jugoslovenskog politickog
vrhada, sjedne strane uspostavi ,,originalni
socijalisticki sistem” kao sistem oZivotvore-
ne demokratije islobode, asdruge da, zadr-
zavanjem svih poluga vlasti, usmerava sve
drustvene procese i restriktivno kontrolie
upotrebu svih prava i sloboda, neizbezno je
reprodukovala samo ,originalne drustve-
ne protivurec¢nosti - izvesne slobode, kao
npr. slobode javnog govora i drustvene kri-
tike, zakonom su zaista bile zagarantovane,
ali ¢im bi ih gradani shvatili kao kona¢no
steeno pravo, podvrgavajudi kritici neke
rezimske svetinje, posebno neprikosnove-
nog vodu, suocavali bi se s gotovo nepod-
nosljivim posledicama. Sistem se tako izvr-
gao u specifi¢an vid autoritarnog politi¢kog
sistema sa jakim primesama totalitarizma
u kome je voda mogao lako i bezgresno,
Stavise, uz plebiscitarnu podrsku da bude
izabran za dozivotnog predsednika drza-
ve. Za svest, dostojanstvo i moral ¢oveka,



intelektualca i borca, kakav je bio profe-
sor Ljubomir Tadi¢, to je bio suvise veliki
izazov, pa je, u ime poniZenih gradana ¢i-
tavog jugoslovenskog drustva, to ,ustolice-
nje” podvrgao ostroj kritici, rizikujuci svoju
materijalnu egzistenciju i egzistenciju svo-
je porodice.

Uostalom, Ljubomir Tadi¢ nije bio inte-
lektualac koji je svoja politicka opredelje-
nja trazio i nalazio sa kalkulatorom u ruci
na tezgama tzv. slobodne politicke pijace,
kako to ¢ine, u okolnostima savremene vla-
davine novca, mnogi politi¢ki perspektivni
intelektualci. Tadi¢ je, naprotiv, svoja po-
liti¢cka opredeljenja izvodio iz sopstvenog
ukupnog dela, i svesti o totallitetu drustve-
nih protivre¢nosti, protivre¢nosti ¢oveko-
vog bica i istorijske perspektive ¢ovekovog
osvajanja slobode.

Danasnja ,kriti¢ka inteligencija“ koju naj-
¢e$c¢e nadahnjuje neoliberalisticka ideolo-
gija i kojoj pritom, po pravilu, nisu strane
ni licne politicke ambicije, de facto smatra
da Tadiéev opus, kao i teorijski i politic¢ki
ucinak ¢itave njegove generacije, nema $ta
da kaze i porudi njima kao nosiocima pre-
vratnic¢kih zadataka danasnjeg doba, budu-
¢i da se kriticki u¢inak te generacije svodi
na puko prepravljanje, zapravo uc¢vr$civa-
nje postojeceg sistema drustvenih odnosa,
umesto na njegovo radikalno negiranje i ru-
$enje. Kako, dakle, ta kritika, kao u sustini
prorezimska, deli sudbinu propalog siste-
ma kome je sluzila, njihov zadatak pocinje
ab ovo i bez oslonca na uc¢inak prethodnih
generacija.

Tac¢no je, medutim, samo to da su za ove po-
liticki ambiciozne borce, u odsustvu svesti
o0 stvarnoj istori¢nosti ovih ili onih vaznih
dogadanja, prave tacke savremenog svet-
sko-istorijskog obrta - pad Berlinskog zida
i Peti oktobar - prva u svetu, druga u Srbiji.

To bi moglo biti ta¢no, da se gromoglasno
najavljene sloboda, jednakost i demokrati-
ja za sve narode fakti¢ki nisu svele na puku
preraspodelu vojno-politi¢ke i ekonomske

IN MEMORIAM - LJUBOMIR TADIC (1925-2013)

mod¢i u medunarodnom prostoru, s op-
$tom, neposredno iznudenom i apokalip-
ticki opasnom trkom u naoruzavanju: i da
novouspostavljena medunarodna hijerar-
hija mo¢i u velikoj meri i sve viSe ne usme-
rava distribuciju medunarodne pravde, na-
cionalne nezavisnosti, svetskog bogatstva,
politi¢kog uticaja u medunarodnim odno-
sima, itd. To bi takode moglo biti ta¢no,
da se gromoglasna najava socijalne pravde,
gradanskih i ljudskih prava i blagostanja za
svakog pojedinca, uskladus principima ne-
oliberalisti¢ke ideologije, nije svela na pre-
lazak materijalnog bogatstva na nacional-
nom nivou u najmanji broj ruku u ljudskoj
istoriji, odnosno da redi: ,tranzicija“, ,nera-
zvijeni®, ,demokratizacija‘, ,liberalizacija“,
yslobodno trziste’, ,ekonomska pomoc*
i dr. danas ne svedoce o pukom povrat-
ku materijalne bede i politi¢ke neslobode
koje je davno demaskirala Marksova kritika
otudenja, postvarenja, eksploatacije i naja-
mnog rada, nejednakosti, formalizma poli-
ti¢kih i ekonomskih sloboda, i sve to samo
u zaostrenijoj formi. Stoga bi se pre moglo
redi da je zadatak nove generacije politicke
i intelektualne elite da zaustavi drustvenu
regresiju, postujudi iskustva istinskih pro-
tagonista slobode i pravde iz prethodnih
generacija.

Jugoslovenska zajednica kriticke inteligen-
cije kojoj je Ljubomir Tadi¢ pripadao je
najpre, u skladu sa svojom primarnom od-
govorno$cu, a zatim i neposrednim politic-
kim angazovanjem u smislu svoje gradan-
ske odgovornosti, nastojala da se afirmise
kao vazan faktor u demokratizaciji jugoslo-
venskog drustva. Tadic¢ je bez sumnje pri-
padao najuzem, vodecem krugu te zajed-
nice koja je hrabro postavljala filozofske i
teorijske temelje za razaranje marksisti¢-
kih i kvazimarksisti¢kih dogmi i prosirenje
prostora politickih sloboda u jugosloven-
skom drustvu, ¢iji su manjak gradani, po-
sebno inteligencija, osecali ja¢e nego ma-
njak hleba.

Ta intelektualna zajednica je svoj program
ostvarivala preko mnogih istorijski vaznih

235



JAGOS DURETIC

236

skupova, pocev od Bleda, preko Vrnjacke
Banje, Dubrovnika i narocito Kor¢ulanske
filozofske skole, koja je svojim znacajem
daleko prevazi$la jugoslovenske granice,
a zatim preko ¢asopisa: Perspektive, Nase
teme, Gledista, Filozofija i, najzad, Praxis
koji je brzo okupio i $irok krug najznacaj-
nijih inostranih mislilaca toga doba.

Ali, prostor slobode osvojen u mislima nije
sloboda; to je tek spekulativha sloboda
koja ¢eka da u ,Zivom Zivotu“ i neposred-
noj stvarnosti bude obistinjena. Istina, ta
tekovina koju je jugoslovenska kriti¢ka in-
teligencija stekla na tragu izvorne Markso-
ve misli, predstavljala je veliki izazov za sve
one kojima je do istinske slobode stalo. Tre-
balo je u uslovima monopartijske vladajuce
ideologije i totalitarnih ogranic¢enja slobo-
de delati na nacin slobode, a to ¢e reci - sa
rizikom i po visokoj ceni koja za prekorace-
nje tih granica mora da se plati da bi uslove
izborene slobode uzivala drustvena celina i
svaki njen pojedinac.

Ako je Zagreb bio pretezni centar onog fi-
lozofskog misljenja slobode, Beograd je sa
svojom relativno dugom tradicijom borbe
za osvajanje prakticnih gradanskih slobo-
da, bio centar odakle su kretale gotovo sve
inicijative, svi rizi¢ni pokreti i sve prakti¢ne
borbe za to realno prosirenje prostora slo-
bode. Toje bila skupa i riskantna borba, ¢iju
visoko pla¢enu cenu Zive genercije pamte.

Pamti se, dakako, i to da je Ljubomir Tadi¢
na javnim tribinama redju i, gde god mu se
ukazala prilika, perom, svojim slusaocima
i ¢itaocima, hrabro i beskompromisno, na
nacin koji nije bio dozvoljen, ukazivao na
puteve prakti¢ne borbe za osvajanje stvar-
nih prava i sloboda. Pamti se, naravno, i to
da je prof. Tadi¢, braneci od rezimskog po-
licijskog nasilja svoje studente u njihovoj
politi¢koj liberterskoj pobuni 1968. godine,
izlozio sebe konkretnim policijskim bati-
nama, da bi najzad, zajedno sa jos pet svojih
kolega i saboraca, bio isteran s Filozofskog

SLOBODA, IDEALITET | STVARNOST: LJUBOMIR TADIC - | MISLILAC | BORAC

fakulteta na ulicu, bez posla i bez elemen-
tarnih uslova za egzistencijalni opstanak.

Raznovrsnimteorijamanau¢nogiumetnic-
kog, odnosno intelektualnog stvaralastva,
nije nepoznata ¢injenica Ceste, ponekad i
zjapec¢e nepodudarnosti izmedu poruka
koje sa humanistic¢kog stanovista $alje jed-
no veliko delo i onih poruka koje emituje
empirijska li¢nost i Zivotna biografija au-
tora tog dela. Poznato je da u suocenjima
sa iskusenjima i dramati¢nim izazovima
drustvenog i politickog Zivota, empirijska
licnost ¢esto popusti, negirajuci sebe kao
autora. U biografiama mnogih poznatih
umetnika i pisaca veoma Cesto ¢emo naci
potvrdu tog tesko objasnjivog iskustva.
Hajdegerov sluc¢aj medu filozofima je ¢ak
neka vrsta razocaravajuce ,klasike".

Medutim, u profesionalnoj, teorijskoj i po-
litickoj biografiji Ljubomira Tadic¢a takve
nesaglasnosti nema. Tadi¢ je, van svake
sumnje, autor koji je bio istinski odan svo-
jim filozofskim, eti¢kim i politickim uve-
renjima i sasvim sigurno je smatrao da je
moralna norma nesto $to se mora u celosti
postovati i u Zivotu aktivno slediti. Slobo-
du i dostojanstvo koje je kroz sva zivotna
iskusenja branio i traZio za sebe, u jedna-
koj meri i uz sve rizike, traZio je i za druge.
Trazio je pravo na zivot u slobodi i dosto-
janstvu uopste, i tome je bez ikakve dvojbe
posveceno ¢itavo njegovo delo i svaki poje-
dinac¢ni njegov redak. U tom smislu, bi¢u
slobodan da zaklju¢im ovaj napis onim
istim re¢ima kojima sam zakljucio i priredi-
vacku re¢ za knjigu Ljubomir Tadi¢ — misli-
lac slobode, koja je objavljena za njegovog
Zivota, pre nepune dve godine: ,Tadi¢evo
delo, budu¢i zaokupljeno kritickom vizi-
jom globalnog ¢ovecanstva, na tragu Blo-
hovog (Bloch) misljenja, snazno sugerise,
podrzava i ohrabruje, pa ako je to, s gledi-
$ta kona¢nog mirenja istorije, tek utopijska
nada, ona je sasvim sigurno ona strana ¢o-
vekovog lika koja ljudski Zivot ¢ini smisle-
nim, stavaralackim i aktivno odupiru¢im®
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NEBOJSA GRUBOR: LEPO, NADAHNUCE
| UMETNOST PODRAZAVANJA, PLATO,
BEOGRAD 2012.

Igor Cvejic

Kada pred sobom imamo jednu knjigu o
Platonovom shvatanju pojmova koji danas
ocigledno pripadaju razmatranjima esteti-
ke, uobicajeno bi bilo ocekivati jedno isto-
rijsko razmatranje. Medutim, vec¢ prva stra-
na autorovog predgovora jasno nas odvodi
sa tog puta, ukazujuci da je interes ove knji-
ge ,pre svega problemsko-estetski“ (str. 5).
Sama knjiga podeljena je u cetiri poglavlja
od kojih poslednja tri predstavljaju spe-
cifiénu tematizaciju estetskih oblasti: le-
pog, nadahnuca i podrazavanja u Platono-
voj filozofiji, dok je prvo u izvesnom smislu
uvodno i odreduje zadatak ove knjige dvo-
strukim okvirom. S jedne strane, rad je uo-
kviren Snedelbahovim (Herbert Schnidel-
bach) razlikovanjem tri osnovne filozofske
paradigme: ontoloske, mentalisticke i lin-
gvisticke. U tom smislu, rad je neminovno
istorijski uokviren, uzimajuc¢i Platona kao
predstavnika ontoloske paradigme. Pogre-
$no bi bilo, ipak, na $ta ovaj okvir moze da
zavede, shvatiti da prikaz Platonove este-
tike ovde ima za cilj da pokaze (istorijsko)
specificno pristupanje estetici u okviru
ontoloske paradigme. Drugi okvir knjige
predstavlja shvatanje filozofske estetike
Marije Rajher (Maria Reicher). U tom smi-
slu, knjigu treba razumeti kao pokusaj da
se pokaze na koji nacin Platon ,utemeljuje”
(str. 5) savremene poglede filozofske este-
tike, na koji nacin Platonovo postavljanje
pitanje odgovara metodi pitanja savremene
filozofske estetike, i najzad, na koji nac¢in
Platonova estetika, uprkos relativno razli-
¢itim predmetima ispitivanja, moze biti od
znacaja za savremenu filozofsku estetiku.

Herbert Snedelbah u svojim ¢lancima ,Uz
savremeni polozaj filozofije“ i ,Filozofija“
razlikuje tri osnovne filozofske paradigme:
ontologku, mentalisticku i lingvisti¢ku. On-
toloskom paradigmom oznacavase, pre sve-
ga, klasi¢na anticka filozofija koja polazi od
predmeta (to on) i pitanja ,$ta jeste?; men-
talistickom moZemo oznaditi period od De-
karta do jezi¢kog obrta, u kome se polazi

1 Oba clanka objavljena su u E. Martens, H.
Schnadelbach (prir.), Philosophie. Ein Grudnkurs,
Band 1. Reinbek bei Hamburg: Rowohlts, 1998.
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od sumnje i pitanja izvesnosti: ,$§ta mogu da
znam?, dok sa jezi¢kim obrtom ulazimo u
lingvisticku paradigmu i pitanje ,$ta mogu
da razumem?“ Knjiga o Platonovoj esteti-
ci u izvesnom smislu nadopunjuje projekat
autora prema kome je ve¢ objavljen jedan
tekst o estetici u lingvisti¢koj paradigmi
pod naslovom ,Vitgenstajn i lingvisticka
paradigma u filozofiji i filozofskoj estetici“?
i najavljen rad na Kantovoj estetici, kao
predstavniku estetike u mentalisti¢koj pa-
radigmi (7). U tom smislu, Platonova esteti-
ka, ovde zaista zauzima mesto predstavnika
ontoloske paradigme, ali kao $to je ve¢ na-
pomenuto, znacaj ovog dela nikako ne tre-
ba meriti prema tome koliko svoj predmet
predstavlja kao istorijski odreden, uslovljen
ontoloskom paradigmom. Naprotiv, celo
ispitivanje postavlja teZi zadatak: da Plato-
nova razmatranja, koja po sebi pripadaju
ontoloskoj paradigmi, pokaze kao znacajna
za savremena, od ontoloske paradigme vrlo
udaljena, pitanja filozofske estetike.

Da bi objasnio $ta je filozofska estetika, au-
tor koristi Uvod u filozofsku estetiku Mari-
je Rajher®. Nacin na koji se filozofska este-
tika razgrani¢ava od estetike (kao predmeta
empirijskih nauka) pokazace se klju¢nim u
smislu transparentnog prikazivanja znaca-
ja Platonove estetike za savremena razma-
tranja. Filozofsku estetiku od estetike kao
predmeta empirijskih nauka (na primer
sociologije, psihologije, antropologije) tre-
ba razlikovati po metodu pristupa. Filozof-
ski metod, kojim pristupamo predmetima
estetike, pre svega je pojmovna analiza. Fi-
lozofija se ne bavi posmatranjem ili ekspe-
rimentom, njeno pitanje je uvek ,$ta je x?“
pri¢emuje ,x“neki pojam, a odgovor naovo
pitanje je definicija (56). Odbacujudéi lek-
sicke i stipulativne definicije, kao odgovor
ostaju eksplikacije, odnosno objasnjavalac-
ke definicije - ,definicije kojima se razjas-
njava neki, prethodno ve¢ poznati pojam*.

2 N. Grubor, ,Vitgenstajn i lingvisticka para-
digma u filozofiji i filozofskoj estetici, Arhe 11:
33-46, 1998.

3 M. Reicher (2005), Einfiihrung in die philosop-
hische Asthetik. Darmstadt: Buchgesellschaft.
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(57) Takve definicije razjagnjavaju pojam o
kome ve¢ imamo nekakvo prethodno sta-
noviste (Vorverstindnis). Adekvatnost
ovih definicija odreduje se prema kriteri-
jumu da one ne smeju biti ni presiroke ni
preuske (60), §to ¢e reci, da ukljucuju sve
ili makar veliki deo onoga sto se pod tim
pojmom podrazumeva, i da isklju¢uju ono
$to se ne podrazumeva (ibid). Poseban pro-
blem ovog postupka u filozofiji je ambiva-
lencija filozofskih pojmova koja se sastoji
u tome §to s jedne strane ,refleksija putem
pojmova mora da se odnosi na nase uobica-
jeno, svakodnevno odno$enje sa stvarima“
(61), dok se s druge strane ,podrazumeva
da filozofski pojmovi moraju da odstupa-
ju od svakodnevnog i obi¢nog jezika, jer
samo na taj nacin, svojom distancirano$¢u
i neobi¢noscu, filozofski pojmovi omogu-
¢avaju artikulaciju i formulaciju onoga $to
je netransparentno i tamno, a ipak se nala-
zi u osnovi i struktuira samorazumevanje
¢oveka“ (str. 61 — 62). Ovakav stav moze se
objasniti i poznatim Hajdegerovim razliko-
vanjem ontickog i ontoloskog nivoa pita-
nja, pri ¢emu je tubitak sebi onticki najbli-
zi, ali ontoloski najdalji.* Autor taj problem
predstavlja na sledeéi nacin: ,Problem se
sastoji u tome $to nam je sopstveni Zivot s
obzirom na njegovo jednostavno bivstvova-
nje poznat i uobicajen, ali je s obzirom na
principijelne strukture tog bivstvovanja, s
obzirom na ono §to je Zivot nacelno i $to
ga u celini prozima i struktuira, odnosno
upravo s obzirom na ono $to bi u filozofskoj
analizi trebalo da se eksplicira, fakticki Zi-
vot sam sebi taman i neproziran“ (str. 61).
Shodno ovom problemu, odreduje se i za-
datak filozofiranja, a prema tome i specific-
nost filozofske estetike: ,Filozofija, dakle,
predstavlja proces usmeren da se na$e pret-
hodno, implicitno razumevanje sveta oko
nas ucini pojmovno artikulisanim i ekspli-
citnim* (str. 63); ,(Z)adatak filozofske poj-
movne eksplikacije, koji sadrzi jezgro me-
todoloskog problema filozofije, sastoji (se)
u ekspliciranju predteorijskih razumevanja
odnosno predteorijskih intuicija“ (str. 64).

4 M. Heidegger (1967), Sein und Zeit. Tiibin-
gen: Max Niemeyer Verlag, str. 15.



Postavlja se onda pitanje da li se Platonov
metod pristupa moze smatrati filozofskom
estetikom, i autor na to pitanje odgovara
kroz tri poglavlja knjige: ,Platonova esteti-
ka lepog", ,Rapsodska vestina izmedu zna-
nja i nadahnuc¢a“ i ,Umetnost podrazava-
nja“. Sledi jos$ teZe pitanje: da li kao takva,
Platonova filozofska estetika moze imati
znadaja za probleme savremene filozofske
estetike? Pozitivan odgovor na ovo pitanje
omogucen je samim prethodnim oznacava-
njem filozofske metode i osobenostima ek-
splikacija u filozofiji, koje je oznacila Marija
Rajher, a koje ¢emo ovde navesti: (1) ekspli-
kativne definicije nisu istinite ili lazne nego
manje ili vi$e adekvatne, (2) eksplikativne
definicije ne bi trebalo razumeti kao tvrd-
nje nego kao predloge, (3) uvodenje nove
definicije umesto stare u filozofiji ne zna-
¢i da je stara definicija bezvredna, (4) de-
finicija koju neko iz odredenih razloga ne
prihvata, moZe da sadrzi vredne uvide, (5)
cilj definicije nije (...) propisivanje nacina
na koji bi trebalo da se razumeju i upotre-
bljavaju neke filozofski ili filozofsko-este-
ticki znacajne reci i pojmovi kao $to su reci
sestetika“ ili re¢ ,umetnost’, ,lepo itd., (6)
u eksplikativnim definicijama se u prvom
redu radio o tome da se nesto nauci o samoj
stvari, radi se o pokusajima da se formulise
sustina neke stvari®, (str. 65)°

Platonova estetika lepog. Autor Platonova
razmatranja ideje lepog rasc¢lanjuje pomo-
¢u dve razli¢ite metode pristupa: dijalektic-
koj (u dijalogu Hipija vedi) i anamnestickoj
(udijalozima Gozba i Fedar). U dijalogu Hi-
pija veci Platon izlaze razli¢ite definicije le-
pog, aporeti¢nog zavrsetka, ne uspevajudi
da nade odgovarajucu. Autor navodi jednu
karakteristiku Platonovog pristupa, koji,
takode, odstupa od ¢iste eksplikacije: ,,(m)
oze se rec¢i da osnovni pravac Platonovog
filozofiranja nije toliko eksplikacija onoga
$to ve¢ prethodno razumemo, ve¢ pre kon-
strukcija onoga kako bi nesto trebalo da ra-
zumemo® (str. 68). Upravo u toj tacki Pla-
tonova estetika se na izvestan nac¢in moze
izdvojiti od svoje proste istori¢nosti, kao

5 Prema Reicher, op. cit., 30-31.

da iskazuje nesto ,nadljudsko, ,nasuprot-
ljudsko® (ibid). Zajedno sa izlaganjem ana-
mnesti¢ke metode, i funkcije ideje lepog u
njoj, autor dolazi do centralne veze Plato-
novih razmatranja i savremene filozofsko-
estetske problematike, a to je ambivalenci-
ja pojma lepote, §to je ,za nas i danas “ (str.
100) centralni problem. Radi se o proble-
mu da li estetska kategorija lepog poseduje
potpunu autonomnost u odnosu na druge
osnovne pojmove, kao $to su dobro i istina,
ili se treba posmatrati u odnosu sa njima.
Pravo meta-pitanje u odnosu na ovo je za-
pravo da li treba prihvatiti ovu alternativu
ili je prikazati kao neispravnu i ukazati na
ambivalentnost lepog (str. 74). To je upra-
vo put kojim se Platon krece, oznacavaju-
¢i posebnost ideje lepog i njenu funkciju u
odnosu na druge ideje: ,Anamnesticko sa-
znanje lepog ujedno je lepotom posredova-
no anamnesticko saznanje pravednog, raz-
boritog i dobrog* (str. 104).

Rapsodska vestina izmedu znanja i nadah-
nuca. Ovaj problem autor razmatra uz po-
mo¢ dijaloga Jjon, ukazujuéi na uvodenje
tri vazna estetic¢ka problema. Prvi je herme-
neuticki problem, odnosno pitanje pravog
smisla tumacenja i razumevanja umetnic-
kih dela, i ujedno njegovog odnosa prema
znanju (str. 112). Drugi je problem koji pro-
izilazi iz ljonovog odgovora na pitanje da li
je rapsodska vestina znanje ili nadahnuce,
koje ukazuje na ,paradoksalnost estetskog
iskustva, jer je ono istovremeno i prepusta-
nje i zadrzavanje distance (str. 121). Autor,
takode, ukazuje na jednu mogucnost raz-
matranja ovog pitanja koja je u dijalogu na-
znadena, ali nije vi$e razmatrana, da se radi
o znanju forme, ne sadrZaja (str. 120). Treci
problem takode izri¢e Tjon, o pitanju obi-
ma rapsodskog znanja, ukazujuc¢i na mo-
gucnost da rapsod ne poseduje sva moguca
znanja i kompetencije, nego, na drugi na-
¢in, znanje o ,C¢oveku kao ¢oveku‘, ne kao
¢oveku ove ili one vestine (str. 120).

Umetnost podrazavanja. Razmatrajuéi di-
jalog Sofist i 11, 111 i X knjigu Drzave, autor
pokusava da pokaze da se Platonova teorija
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podrazavanja ne moze shvatiti kao naivna
teorija kopiranja, ve¢ se radi o ,relaciji sfere
postojanja onoga Sto se predstavlja i sfere
postojanja onoga putem ¢ega se predstavlja
odnosno podrazava.“ (str. 154) Autor, tako-
de, naglasava Platonovo razlikovanje ver-
nog podrazavanja postojecih stvari i fan-
tazije, naglasavajuc¢i da Platon ucenje o
fantaziji nikada nije izveo kao sposobnost
predstavljanja ideja, kako je kasnija likov-
na umetnost samorazumevala, niti je ta-
kvo u¢enje moguce uskladiti sa Platonovim
ucenjem o idejama (Grubor 2012: 153), veé
je fantazija pre podredena vernom predsta-
vljanju (str. 154). Platonovo prepoznavanje
uticaja umetnosti na emocije, a zatim i na
obrazovanje, na koje Platon odgovara radi-
kalnom kritikom pesnistva u DrZavi, pred-
stavlja izazov za one koji hoce o pesnistvu
da govore pohvalno; izazov koji je ve¢ Ari-
stotel prihvatio (str. 155).

Uz jedno precizno i iscrpno izlaganje Pla-
tonovog razmatranja i danas aktuelnih
estetickih pojmova, koje pokazuje da je
Platonova metoda takode odgovarala filo-
zofskoj - estetici, knjiga se zavrSava na-
izgled paradoksalnom re¢enicom: ,upravo
zbog toga $to njegovi teorijsko-umetnicki
stavovi odudaraju od savremenih estetic-
kih intuicija, oni predstavljaju nezamenlji-
vo sredstvo razjasnjavanja nasih sopstvenih
esteti¢kih pojmova“ (str. 155). Tome treba
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dodati i da autor jasno navodi odstupanje
starogrékih pojmova od danasnjih (str. 67
- 68). Ovaj problem treba razumeti pomo-
¢u odredenja filozofske estetike iz uvodnog
dela knjige. Ako se setimo da je njen zada-
tak eksplikacija pojmova, a da eksplikativne
definicije nisu istinite ili lazne, nego manje
ili viSe adekvatne, da ih ne treba razumeti
kao tvrdnje nego kao predloge, da uvodenje
nove definicije ne znadi da je stara bezvred-
na, a pre svega se u eksplikaciji radi o tome
da se ,,0 stvari ne$to nauci“ (str. 65), onda
se jasno vidi na kom osnovu se moze tvrditi
da, iako Platonove definicije ne odgovaraju
savremenim esteti¢kim shvatanjima, upra-
vo zato $to predmet razmatraju na drugadi-
ji nadin, pro$iruju nase razumevanje samih
problema. Drugi momenat koji osvetlja-
va ovaj odnos je ontoloska pozadina me-
toda filozofske estetike koji je u ovoj knji-
zi izloZen, koja se sastoji u tome $to nam
je svakodnevni Zivot poznat, ali po svojoj
strukturi koja ga prozima taman i nepro-
ziran (str. 61). Platonova estetika mogla bi
se onda shvatiti, s obzirom da ona s jedne
strane predstavlja utemeljenje savremenih
umetnickih teorija i shvatanja lepog (str.
165), a s druge strane odudara od savreme-
nih intuicija o ovim pojmovima, kao upravo
ono sredstvo kojim moZemo dati vise odgo-
vora o onom tamnom i nejasnom koje ,na-
¢elno struktuira“ nase svakodnevne intui-
cije o estetici.



STVARANJE SPOSOBNOSTI:
TEORIJA O LJUDSKOM RAZVOJU

Martha C. Nussbaum, Creating
Capabilities: The Human Development
Approach, The Belknap Press of Harvard
University Press, Cambridge MA and
London UK, 2011

Marko Konjovi¢

Marta Nusbaum (Martha Nussbaum) jedna
je od najplodnijih filozofa danasnjice. Ona
u svojim delima o$troumno preispituje i da-
lje razvija, izmedu ostalog, teorije o oseca-
njima, drustvenoj pravdi i knjiZevnosti, fe-
ministi¢ke uvide, ideje o ulozi obrazovanja
u liberalnim demokratijama, kao i klju¢ne
ideje anticke greke i rimske filozofije. Nje-
na knjiga Creating Capabilities: The Human
Development Approach (Stvaranje sposob-
nosti: Teorija o ljudskom razvoju), medu-
tim, ima malo drugacdiji zadatak. U ovoj
publici novu teorijsku paradigmu o kvali-
tetu zivota i o drustvenoj pravdi, poznatu u
filozofskoj literaturi kao teorija o ljudskom
razvoju (Human Development Approach) ili
kao teorija o sposobnostima (the Capabiliti-
es Approach). Ovo svakako nije lak zadatak,
imajudi u vidu kako interdisciplinarni ka-
rakter teorije, tako i ¢injenicu da je Nusba-
um, u saradnji sa ekonomistom Amartjom
Senom (Amartya Sen), vise od jedne dece-
nije razvijala ovaj alternativni pristup. Ipak,
svojim prijemcivim stilom i bogatstvom pri-
mera iz stvarnog zivota, ona uspeva u ovom
zadatku. Stoga knjiga Creating Capabilites
predstavlja izuzetan uvod u teoriju o spo-
sobnostima, te uspeva da podstakne ¢itaoca
na razmisljanje o slede¢im pitanjima: Sta je
potrebno da bismo jedno drustvo smatra-
li pravednim? Na koji nacin treba da orga-
nizujemo drustvene institucije ne bismo li
ideal pravednog drustva dostigli?

Nusbaum opisuje teoriju o sposobnostima
kao novu teorijsku strukturu koja postavlja
jednostavno, ali zanemareno, pitanje: sta
su ljudi zaista sposobni da rade i da budu?
(str.18). Postulirajuci ovo pitanje kao osnov-
no pitanje pravde, teorija o sposobnostima
ostro se suprotstavlja postoje¢im modeli-
ma koji su tradicionalno problem drustve-
ne pravde posmatrali kao problem preras-
podele materijalnih resursa.

U svom karakteristi¢nom stilu, autorka za-
pocinje knjigu snaznom i uznemiruju¢om
pri¢om o Zivotu Vasanti, siromasne Indijke,
koja je zarobljena u ,u nasilnickom braku*
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jer je suprug tuce, bez sopstvenog novca i
imovine. Vasantina pric¢a trenutno zaoku-
plja ¢itaocevu paznju, pruzajudi istovreme-
no intuitivan uvid u glavne pretpostavke te-
orije o sposobnostima. U drugom poglavlju
Nusbaum daje detaljniji opis teorije, gde
eksplicitno podvlac¢i distinkciju izmedu
sopstvene verzije pristupa sa jedne strane i
Senove verzije sa druge. Mozda najznacaj-
ni deo drugog poglavlja predstavlja defini-
sanje klju¢nih pojmova teorije. Zamislimo
dve osobe, poziva nas Nusbaum, pri ¢emu
jedna od njih gladuje jer nema dovoljno hra-
ne, dok druga posti iz religijskih razloga.
lako obe osobe imaju isto ,funkcionisanje”
(functioning), odnosno isti nivo uhranjeno-
sti, one imaju razli¢ite ,sposobnosti* (capa-
bility), jer dok druga osoba ima sposobnost,
odnosno moguénost, da dostigne neophod-
ni nivo uhranjenosti, prva osoba tu sposob-
nost nema. Teorija o sposobnostima, kako i
sam naziv otkriva, nastoji da prikaZze upra-
vo ovu distinkciju, te da dokaze da pravedna
drzava treba da obrati paznju na razvijanje
minimalnih ljudskih sposobnosti (str. 20-
28). Kao $to je poznato iz njenih prethodnih
radova, Nusbaum razvija teoriju univerzal-
nih i osnovnih politi¢kih prava koja su de-
taljno, ali neodredeno, predstavljena kroz
listu deset centralnih sposobnosti: (i) Zivot,
(ii) telesno zdravlje, (iii) telesni integritet,
(iv) ¢ula, masta i misao, (v) osecanja, (vi)
prakti¢ni razum, (vii) pripadnost, (viii) dru-
ge vrste, (ix) igra, i (x) kontrola nad sredi-
nom. Nazalost, autorka u ovoj knjizi ne nudi
argument u prilog svoje liste; umesto toga,
plauzibilnost liste Nusbaum brani tako $to
tvrdi da je ovih deset ljudskih sposobnosti
intuitivno prisutno u pojmu ljudskog dosto-
janstva, kao i dasu deset ljudskih sposobno-
sti koje ona identifikuje sposobnosti koje bi
razumni gradani mogli da zele.

Trece poglavlje, naslovljeno ,Neophodna
protiv-teorija“ (“A Necessary Counter-The-
ory”), saZeto isti¢e sli¢nosti i razlike izmedu
teorije o sposobnostima i drugih preovla-
dujucih teorija. Ta¢nije, u ovom poglavlju
autorka ukratko predstavlja debatu sa DZo-
nom Rolsom (John Rawls). Sli¢no tome,
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autorka nudi i utilitaristi¢ko tumacenje BDP
(bruto domaci proizvod) pristupa ekonom-
skom razvoju, te istie znac¢ajne mane ova-
kvog pristupa pitanju drustvene pravde. Ovo
poglavlje sadrzi i kratko poredenje teorije o
sposobnostima sa dominantnom teorijom
o ljudskim pravima.

U cetvrtom poglavlju, autorka nas vodi na
vrtoglavo putovanje kroz nekoliko klju¢nih
filozofskih pitanja: (i) kako mozemo da iza-
beremo relevantne sposobnosti, (ii) koja je
razlika izmedu teorije o sposobnostimai te-
orija drustvenog ugovora, (iii) da li teoriju o
sposobnostima treba da shvatimo kao de-
ontologku ili kao konsekvencijalisticku te-
oriju? Ovo su vrlo interesantna filozofska
pitanja koja zahtevaju detaljnu analizu; no
filozofska publika verovatno nece biti zado-
voljna njihovim sazetim i nedovoljno razvi-
jenim spominjanjem. Imajuci u vidu Rolso-
vu pretpostavku o postojanju ,razumnog
pluralizma*“ (reasonable pluralism), odabir
klju¢nih politi¢kih principa nije nimalo lak
zadatak koji se moze sazeti u svega nekoli-
ko stranica. Sli¢no tome, i teorija o sposob-
nostima i teorije drustvenog ugovora imaju
bogatu iraznovrsnu istorijsku podlogu; sto-
ga, poredenje ove dve tradicije zahteva da-
leko opsezniju analizu. Filozofi se mogu za-
pitati, najzad, da li teorija o sposobnostima
uops$te moZe i treba da se tumadi ili kao de-
ontoloska ili kao konsekvencijalisti¢ka teo-
rija. Odnosno, filozofi se mogu zapitati da
li su ove dve tradicije jedine paradigme koje
zasluzuju da se razmotre. Moguce je, na pri-
mer, da teorija o sposobnostima predstavlja
kombinaciju ove dve dominantne porodi-
ce, ili pak, da teorija o sposobnostima deli
mnogo karakteristika sa etikom vrlina. Isto-
vremeno, ovo su pitanja koja verovatno nece
biti od narodite zanimljivosti za ne-filozof-
sku publiku, koja se lako moze izgubiti u
mnostvu specijalizovanih termina, pozna-
tih i nepoznatih imena, kao i u skokovima
iz jedne istorijske epohe u drugu.

U narednim poglavljima, autorka obrazlaze
niz problema koji su u dosta detalja raspra-
vljani u filozofskoj literaturi. Tema petog



poglavlja jeste analiza pitanja postovanja
kulturne raznolikosti, kao i prigovora o kul-
turnom imperijalizmu teorije, dok je tema
$estog poglavlja progirivanje teorije o spo-
sobnostima na podrudje globalne pravde.
U narednom, sedmom poglavlju, Nusbaum
nas vodi na jo$ jedno zanimljivo putovanje:
na putovanje kroz istoriju filozofije. Na dva-
desetak stranica, autorka daje obrise onih fi-
lozofskih ideja, tradicija i mislilaca koji su
inspirisali stvaranje teorije o sposobnosti-
ma. Problem sa ovim poglavljem, medu-
tim, isti je kao problem sa ¢etvrtim pogla-
vljem. Sa jedne strane, neki filozofi (barem
oni koji su zainteresovani za istorijski pri-
stup) doZivece ovo poglavlje kao zanimljivo
i podsticajno, dok ¢e ga drugi doziveti kao
zbrzano i zbunjujuce. Sa druge strane, ne-
filozofi ¢e se ponovo naci u ¢udu kada iz pa-
ragrafa u paragraf budu ¢itali neke od ideja
Aristotela, Cicerona, Seneke, Adama Smita
(Adam Smith), Tomasa Pejna (Thomas Pai-
ne), DZona Stjuarta Mila (John Stuart Mill)
i Tomasa Grina (T. H. Green).

Osmo poglavlje ukratko predstavlja broj-
na pitanja kojima se bave novija istraziva-
nja inspirisana teorijom o sposobnostima.
Neka od tih pitanja su: (i) problemi nepo-
voljnog polozaja marginalizovanih grupa u
razvijenim dru$tvima, (ii) problemi rodne
neravnopravnosti (pogotovo poloZaj Zenau
mnogim dru$tvima), (iii) problemi ukljuci-
vanja (fizickih i mentalnih) invalida i bo-
lesnih, (iv) uloga obrazovanja u liberalnim
demokratijama, (v) prava Zivotinja, i naj-
zad, (vi) briga o prirodnoj okolini.

Knjiga se sastoji, povrh svega, i od dva do-
datka koji su, svaki na svoj osoben nacin,
od narocite zanimljivosti za filozofe. Doda-
tak A, nazvan ,Hekman o sposobnostima“
(“Heckman on Capabilities”), hvali dopri-
nos ekonomiste DZejmsa Hekmana (James
Heckman) teoriji o sposobnostima. Ovim
dodatkom Nusbaum ujedno sugeri$e da fi-
lozofi ove tradicije treba da aktivno istra-
Zuju doprinose ostalih teoreticara, $to sva-
kako ne deluje neuobicajeno. Ono $to jeste
neuobicajeno, medutim, upravo je izbor

teoreti¢ara za kojeg autorka smatra da u
znacdajnoj meri doprinosi razvoju teorije.
Hekman, ipak, koristi ideju o sposobnosti-
ma na krajnje ograni¢en nadin: u njegovim
delima, naime, sposobnosti predstavljaju
iskljucivo vestine, talente, karakterne oso-
bine i li¢ne potencijale za razvoj. Ovakvim
uskim shvatanjem sposobnosti, Hekman
zanemaruje jednu od klju¢nih briga koju
Sen i Nusbaum uporno isti¢u: ne smemo
zanemariti niti dru$tveni uticaj niti pro-
zimajuce drustvene implikacije odredenih
prirodnih karakteristika. Njihov pozna-
ti primer je nemoguc¢nost osobe koja je fi-
zi¢ki hendikepirana da bude u potpunosti
pokretna. Razlog za tu nemogucnost nije
njena prirodna karakteristika (fizi¢ka hen-
dikepiranost), ve¢ nepostojanje adekvatne
infrastrukture (rampe, posebna vozila, po-
sebna parking mesta i tome sli¢no) koja bi
je osposobila da se nesmetano krece. Sto-
ga, ¢ini se da bi bilo daleko korisnije da se
filozofi koji rade u paradigmi sposobnosti
uklju¢e u konstruktivan dijalog sa onim
teoreticarima koji istraZuju iste probleme,
iako koriste drugacije termine. Istaknuti
primer jesu zacetnici etike razvoja (deve-
lopment ethics).

Dodatak B, suprotno ovome, sazeto pred-
stavlja debatu izmedu dva idejna tvorca
teorije o sposobnostima: same autorke i
Amartje Sena. U ovom delu knjige Nusba-
um ostro kritikuje Senovu distinkciju izme-
duljudske delatnosti (agency) i blagostanja
(well-being). ,Distinkcija je nejasna‘,pise
Nusbaum, ,i nimalo korisna za sve one koji
su, poput Sena, odbili (sa dobrim razlozi-
ma) utilitaristi¢cke pojmove blagostanja“
(str. 200). Nasuprot Senu, autorka tvrdi da
su dovoljne dve stvari kako bi se shvatila di-
stinkcija koju Sen uvodi: (i) insistiranje na
razvijanju ljudskih sposobnosti, a ne funk-
cionisanja, i (ii) sposobnost prakti¢nog ra-
zuma, koja zauzima jednu od klju¢nih pozi-
cijanalisti centralnih ljudskih sposobnosti.
Ovaj argument ubedljiv je, medutim, samo
za one koji, zajedno sa autorkom, podrza-
vaju formiranje jedne konkretne, ali neo-
dredene, liste ljudskih sposobnosti, poput
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liste koju sama autorka predlaze. Sen je po-
znat, pak, po tome $to odbija da podrzi bilo
kakvu listu ljudskih sposobnosti, te smatra
da proces stvaranja liste treba prepustiti sa-
mim ¢lanovima drustva koji bi se kroz javne
rasprave i ,atinske agore” slozili oko kljuc-
nih sposobnosti za to konkretno drustvo.
Senovo odbijanje, kao i njegov argument za
takvu poziciju, nisu narocito ubedljivi. Sen
u svojim delima, najpre, neprekidno spo-
minje vaznost adekvatne zdravstvene nege,
obrazovanja, kao i politickih sloboda, su-
geri$uci time da su sposobnosti, barem one
koje su zastupljene u njegovim delima, do-
voljno vazne da bi bile institucionalno za-
$ticene. Drugo, neke sposobnosti previse su
znadajne i krhke da bismo njihov izbor pre-
pustili diktatu kulturnih tradicija, jer kul-
turne vrednosti predstavljaju odraz onih
vrednosti koje najmocniji ¢lanovi drustva
cene. Najzad, ukoliko je jedini liberalni na-
¢in da se izaberu relevantne sposobnosti
putem javnih diskusija, Sen ve¢ pretpostav-
lja sposobnost prakti¢nog razuma koju Nu-
sbaum istice, kao i sposobnost drustvenog
i politickog ucestvovanja. Senov argument
je, dakle, nekonzistentan i cirkularan.

U knjizi od 203 stranice (dodajmo tome
uvod, bogatu bibliografiju i indeks), neop-
hodno je istadi, prisutna je jedna dvoznac-
nost: Nusbaum isti¢e da teorija o sposobno-
stima moze da se razume kao komparativna
analiza kvaliteta Zivota sa jedne, i kao deli-
mic¢na teorija pravde, sa druge strane. Prvo
tumacenje teorije najbolje je predstavlje-
no u delima Amartje Sena, dok Nusbaum
nastoji da ovu teoriju predstavi kao teori-
ju o drustvenoj pravdi. Ovaj donekle dru-
gaciji razvoj jedne ideje predstavlja ujedno
i najvedi izazov koji autorka ne resava na
najbolji nac¢in u knjizi koja treba da bude
uvodnog karaktera. Naime, Senova verzija
teorije kao komparativne analize kvaliteta
ljudskog Zivota u znacajnoj meri je zapo-
stavljena, te je naglasak upravo na verzi-
ji pristupa kao teorije o drustvenoj pravdi.

Ovo nije naivan previd, sobzirom natodaje
Sen razvio ideju o ljudskim sposobnostima
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kao reakciju na duboko ukorenjene teorije
koje su analizirale kvalitet Zivota tako $to su
posmatrale ekonomski razvoj, meren kao
bruto domaci proizvod (BDP) po glavi sta-
novnika. BDP po glavi stanovnika, medu-
tim, samo je prosek. Zamislivo je, a i prisut-
no u odredenim drustvima, da neka drzava
ima visok BDP, a da pritom ne znamo na
koji nacin je bogatstvo rasporedeno, niti ko
ga kontrolise. Takode, BDP pristup u pot-
punosti zanemaruje ostale ¢inioce koji su
vazni za merenje kvaliteta Zivota: tacnije,
BDP pristup ne govori nam nista o zdravlju,
nivou obrazovanja, mogucnostima, niti o
slobodama gradana. Dakle, imajuc¢i u vidu
daje cilj knjige predstavljanje teorije o spo-
sobnostima $iroj publici, bilo bi prikladno
da je Nusbaum u vise detalja objasnila Se-
novu verziju pristupa. Opisujudi teoriju o
sposobnostima ili kao teoriju pravde ili kao
komparativnu teoriju o kvalitetu Zivota, au-
torka pravi jo$ jedan znacajan previd: ova-
kav dualisticki opis daje utisak da se teo-
rija o sposobnostima moze tumaciti samo
na jedan od ova dva ponudena nadina. Mo-
guce je, pak, opisati teoriju o sposobnosti-
ma na apstraktniji nadin, te je koristiti kao
osnov za obrazovanje moralne teorije, ili
kao osnov za razlidita socioloska, antropo-
loska, psiholoska, i rodna istrazivanja.

Vazno je jo$ napomenuti da bi filozofi mo-
gli biti iznenadeni ¢injenicom koliko ¢esto
Nusbaum naglasava da odredena pitanja i
problemi zahtevaju dodatnu analizu. Ova-
kva strategija mozZe se protumaciti, medu-
tim, kao poziv i ohrabrenje da se filozofi
aktivnije ukljuce u analizu teorije o spo-
sobnostima kroz druga dela, kako same
autorke, tako i ostalih mislilaca. Zaista, Nu-
sbaum u zaklju¢ku primecuje da su upravo
Citaoci knjige ,autori sledeceg poglavlja u
prici o ljudskom razvoju“ (str. 187), te isti-
Ce postojanje Asocijacije za ljudski razvoj
i sposobnosti (The Human Development
and Capability Association) koja broji pre-
ko 700 ¢lanova.

Poputautorke, i jase nadam da ¢e se filozofi,
kao i $ira publika, u budu¢nosti podrobnije



baviti analizom teorije o sposobnostima, s
obzirom na to da ovakav pristup problemi-
ma drustvene pravde obec¢ava plodne rezul-
tate i privla¢ne zakljucke. Teorija o sposob-
nostima, takode, privukla je paznju mnogih
medunarodnih organizacija, poput Ujedi-
njenih nacija, te ima potencijal da izade iz
relativno uskih filozofskih okvira i da zna-
¢ajno doprinese pravednijem razvoju mno-
gih drustava.

Uprkos njenim nedostacima, knjiga Crea-
ting Capabilities predstavlja dasak svezine

u moru usko specijalizovanih knjiga o pro-
blemima drustvene pravde. Napisana u ¢i-
tljivom stilu, karakteristi¢cnom za autorku,
obogadena mnostvom Zivopisnih primera
koji podsti¢u na razmisljanje o klju¢nim
problemima danasnjice, knjiga Creating
Capabilities pogodna je za ne-filozofsku
publiku koja ¢e se mozda, inspirisana ubed-
ljivim argumentima, pridruziti borbi protiv
nepravde; istovremeno, knjiga predstavlja
izuzetan uvod u teoriju o sposobnostima za
one filozofe koji uvidaju neke od mana du-
boko ukorenjenih teorija pravde.
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ni teoloski i politicki koncept neprijate-
lja u srpskoj tradiciji‘, sreda, 20. februar;

Jwmutpuii Yanauep, ,Jleno Tlyccn Paiior’
1 0COGEHHOCTH POCCHICKOTO TIOCTCe-
kymsipuama“ / , The Pussy Riot and Pecu-
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Cetvrtak, 21. februar;
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troverze o feminizmu Isidore Sekuli¢‘, po-
nedeljak, 25. februar;

Razgovoro knjigama Bioetika i Horizont bio-
etike: moral u doba tehnicke reprodukci-
je Zivota. Govore: Vojin Raki¢, Predrag
Krsti¢, Aleksandar Dobrijevi¢, sreda, 27.
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Dragoljub Kaurin, ,Profesionalno obrazo-
vanje u Srbiji u postsocijalizmu’, sreda,
27. februar;
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memories?‘, Tuesday, March 5;
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davanje ,Sta je filozofija?“. Govore: Zivan
Lazovi¢, Vojislav Bozickovi¢, Sasa Krnic,
autor Boran Ber¢ié, sreda, 27. mart;

Andreas Poltermann, ,Medically Assisted
Dignified Death’, Wednesday, March 27;

APRIL

Sandra Radenovi¢, ,Bioeticka edukacija i
smanjenje etnickih stereotipija i predra-
suda - primer posete romskim nehigijen-
skim naseljima®“| sreda, 3. april;

Mirko Blagojevi¢, ,Revitalizacija religije i
religioznosti u Srbiji: stvarnost ili mit?*
sreda, 3. april;

Prezentacija knjige Veselina Mitrovica, Isko-
rak bioetike: Nove biotehnologije i drustve-
ni aspekti ,poboljsanja“ zdravih. Govore:
Vojin Raki¢, Marija Bogdanovi¢, Nada Se-
kuli¢, Jovan Babi¢, autor Veselin Mitrovié,
sreda, 10. april;
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Michal Sladecek, ,Istorija i kolektivno se-
¢anje: kontinuitet i diskontinuitet*, sre-
da, 10. april;

Aleksandar Damjanovié, ,O filozofiji samo-
ubistva: pogled jednog psihijatra‘, sreda,
17. april;

Radmila Radi¢, ,Monastvo u Srpskoj pravo-
slavnoj crkvi: istorijski razvoj i savremeno
stanje’, sreda, 17. april;

Razgovori o knjizi Bozidara Jaksica Misljenje
kao diverzija. Govore: Lino Veljak, Slobo-
dan Gavrilovi¢, Nebojsa Popov, Predrag
Milidrag, ¢etvrtak, 25. april;

Jack Knight, ,Democratic Experimentalism’,
Tuesday, April 30;

MAJ

Predstavljanje knjiga Sretena Mari¢a o likov-
noj umetnosti. Govore: Slobodan Gavri-
lovié, Migko Suvakovi¢, Dugan Bogkovié,
sreda, 8. maj;

Davor Dzalto, ,Nacionalizam, etatizam i pra-
voslavlje, sreda, 8. maj;

Paul Mojzes, ,Religija i religioznost u Ame-
rici; sreda, 15. maj;

Petar Bojanici Sanja Todorovi¢, ,Vise od pri-
mera: dug (Schuld) u Kantovom spisu Po-
kus$aj uvodenja pojma negativne veli¢ine
u filozofiju (1763) sreda, 22. maj;

Milanko Govedarica, ,,Habermasova filozo-
fija psihoanalize, sreda, 29. maj;

Dvapredavanja o Hegelu. Birgit Sandkaulen,
,Bildung bei Hegel - Entfremdung oder
Versohnung"; Walter Jaeschke, , Zur Ges-
chichtsphilosophie Hegels®, Donnerstag
30. Mai (predavanja odrzana u Goethe-
Institutu, Beograd);

JUN

Robert M. Hayden, , Antagonistic Tolerance:
Competitive Sharing of Religious Sites",
Monday, June 3;

Razgovor o knjizi Milorada Belancic¢a Bele
stranice istorije. Govore: Zagorka Golu-
bovi¢, Branko Romcdevié, Vladimir Mi-
lisavljevi¢, autor Milorad Belancié, sre-
da, 5. jun;

Aleksandra Mirovi¢, , O gradanskoj nepo-
slusnosti: za redefiniciju kontekstualnog
okvira’ sreda, 5. jun;

Predrag Krsti¢, Etika - sto Sesnaesta epizoda
serijala Zvezdane staze: sledeca generaci-
ja, sreda, 12. jun;

Novica Mili¢, ,Zoran Pindi¢ i njegova filo-
zofska bibliografija‘, sreda, 12. jun;

Promocija knjige PRAXIS. Drustvena kritika
i humanisticki socijalizam. Govore: Dra-
gomir Olyji¢ Oluja, Krunoslav Stojakovic,
Bozidar Jaksi¢, Lino Veljak, sreda, 12. jun;

Nebojsa Vukovi¢, ,Uvodenje u geopolitiku
- prilog pokusaju njenog odredenja’, sre-
da, 19. jun;

JUL

Rosamond Rhodes, ,Hobbes’s Fifth Law of
Natureand its Implications®, Wednesday,
July 10;

AVGUST

William McBride, ,The World Philosophy
Community Today*, Saturday, August 13;

Angela McBride, ,The Changing Face of Le-
adership‘, Saturday, August 13;

SEPTEMBAR

Dusan Boskovi¢, ,Finalna razmatranja o li-
kovnoj umetnosti i Sretenu Maric¢u®, sreda,
25. septembar;

Velizar Mirc¢ov, ,Odnosdrzave i crkve u Evro-
pi‘ sreda, 25. septembar;

OKTOBAR

David Tombs, ,Images of an Execution: News
Media, Sexualised Violence and Theo-
logy*, Thursday, October 3;

Srdan Sremac, ,O moguc¢nosti dijaloga izme-
du (empirijske) teologije i drustvenih na-
uka: primer drustvene konstrukcije kon-
verzije‘, Cetvrtak, 3. oktobar;

Igor Cveji¢, ,Nice: tragedijai teleologija’, sre-
da, 9. oktobar;

Jelena Vasiljevi¢, ,Ljudska prava i kulturna
prava - neki problemi pravnog uokvirava-
njadrustvenih praksi‘, sreda, 16. oktobar;

Marinko Lolié, ,Kantova kritika i novo ute-
meljenje drustvenog ugovora’, sreda, 23.
oktobar;

TRIBINE



Guillaume Sibertin-Blanc, ,,Causes mineu-
res: bilan-programme sur le sujet de la
politique®, Mercredi, 23 Octobre;

Lev Kreft, ,Radikalna kritika sporta‘, ¢etvr-
tak, 24. oktobar;

Slavisa Rakovi¢, ,Svetovi posveéenih pravo-
slavnih vernika u Srbiji: potreba za etno-
grafijom’, sreda, 30. oktobar;

Jelena Duri¢, ,Postsekularnost kao povra-
tak volje za smislom’, sreda, 30. oktobar;

NOVEMBAR

Rasprava povodom knjige Slobodana Divjaka
Teror uma ili teror nad umom. Karl Smit
- ikona postmodernizma. Govore: Alek-
sandar Ili¢, Milenko Bodin, Jovan Babi¢,
Nenad Dakovi¢, Vladimir Cvetkovic¢, Dra-
gan Prole, Porde Vukadinovi¢, Ljubomir
Kljaki¢, Rade Kalik, Trivo Indi¢, autor Slo-
bodan Divjak, sreda 6. novembar;

Jelena Miji¢, ,Feministi¢ki empirizam i na-
turalisti¢ka epistemologija‘ sreda, 13. no-
vembar;

Milan M. Cirkovi¢, ,,Posmatracki selekcioni
efekti i globalni rizici®, ¢etvrtak, 14. no-
vembar;

Vladimir Milisavljevi¢, ,Platon i izmisljanje
autohtonosti® sreda, 20. novembar;

Srdan Prodanovi¢, ,Spor oko teorijskog sta-
tusa zdravog razuma u klasi¢nom pra-
gmatizmu i sociologiji: Dirkem vs. Djui®,
sreda, 20. novembar;

Graham Ward & Davor Dzalto, ,Religion in
the Contemporary World*, Saturday, No-
vember 23;

1Z RADA INSTITUTA

Stranacki pluralizam ili monizam - tride-
set godina posle. O prvom izdanju knji-
ge Vojislava Kostunice i Koste Cavoskog
govore: Nebojsa Popov, Aleksandar lIli¢,
Mom¢ilo Pavlovi¢, Nikola Popovié, Ca-
slav Koprivica Slobodan Samardzi¢, au-
tori Vojislav Ko$tunica i Kosta Cavoski,
moderator Mile Savi¢; uvodneredi Dusan
Boskovic¢ i Aleksandar Nikitovi¢, sreda,
27. novembar;

DECEMBAR

Jelena Simi¢, ,Rodne varijacije - u susret
priznavanja pravnih posledica ‘promene
pola’ u Srbiji‘, ponedeljak, 2. decembar;

Marjan Ivkovi¢, ,, Dve ‘paradigme’ savremene
kriticke teorije drustva: izmedu ’socijal-
no-filozofske’ i deontoloske kritike domi-
nacije‘, sreda, 4. decembar;

Aleksandar Nikitovi¢, ,Neogranic¢ena vlast
monarhije i vladavina zakona“, sreda, 4.
decembar;

Alenka Zupanci¢, ,Seksualno i ontologija‘
utorak, 17. decembar (predavanje odrZa-
no u Rimskoj dvorani Biblioteke grada
Beograda);

Alenka Zupanci¢, ,,Hegel i Frojd‘ sreda, 18.
decembar;

Danilo Mandié¢, ,, Drustveni pokreti i separa-
tizam", sreda, 18. decembar;

Predrag Milidrag i Marinko Loli¢, ,Uticaj
jezuita na formiranje moderne evropske
intelektualne zajednice: nau¢ni, filozofski
i pedagoskiaspekti® sreda, 25. decembar.
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KONFERENCIJE

5-7. MART

Erérterung grundlegender Fragen zum Verhdil-
tnis von Biopolitik und Institutionen / Razma-
tranje temeljnih pitanja odnosa biopolitike i
institucija

Dienstag / Utorak 5. 3.

Gesprdche (iber Lehre und Zusammenarbeit /
Razgovori o nastavi i saradnji

Christoph Hubig (Darmstadt), , Die biotech-
nische Herausforderung - Zwei Optionen
machttheoretischer Modellierung® / ,Bio-
tehnicki izazov - dvije opcije modeliranja u
okviru teorije mo¢i*

Zeljko Radinkovi¢ (Belgrad), ,(Bio-) Macht
-eine transzendentalphilosophische Frage?*
/ ,(Bio-) mo¢ - transcendentalnofilozofsko
pitanje?”

Mittwoch / Sreda 6. 3.

Jan Miller (Darmstadt), ,Biopolitik als Po-
litik der Gewalt? Vom Vitalismus zur Insti-
tutionenkritik” / ,Biopolitika kao politika
nasilja? Od vitalizma do kritike institucija“

Markus Manojlovi¢ (Banja Luka), ,Die Gren-
ze - biopolitische Aspekte” / ,Biopoliticki
aspekti granice®

Petra Gehring (Darmstadt), ,Bioethik als
Form von Biopolitik® / ,Bioetika kao forma
biopolitike*

Igor Cveji¢ (Belgrad), ,Asthetik der Schuld*
/ ,Estetika duga“

Petar Bojani¢ (Belgrad), ,Biopolitiken und
Institution® / ,Biopolitike i institucija“

Kaja Tulatz (Darmstadt), ,Biomacht des Em-
pire? Dersouveranitatstheoretische Riickfall
hinter Foucault” / ,Biomo¢ imperija? Pad
teorije suvereniteta iza pozicija Fukoa*

Milijana Sladojevic (Banja Luka), ,Foucaults
Verstandnis der Freiheit / ,,Fukoovo poima-
nje slobode”
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Michael Nerurkar (Darmstadt), ,Reflexion
der Modalitat. Macht als Instanz bedingter
Moglichkeit / ,Refleksija modaliteta. Mo¢
kao instanca uslovljene mogué¢nosti®

Maja Mandi¢ (Banja Luka), ,Biopolitik fiir
Kulturwissenschaften/,Biopolitika za kul-
turoloske studije”

Rastko Jovanov (Belgrad), ,Krieg, Politik,
(Bio-) Macht: Verhaltnis und Stategie” /
»Rat, politika, (bio-) mo¢: odnosi strategija“

Donnerstag / Cetvrtak 7. 3.

Philipp Richter (Darmstadt), ,Dynamik der
Macht. Vom logischen Raum zum Handlun-
gsraum”/ ,Dinamika mo¢i. Od logi¢kog pro-
stora ka prostoru delanja“

Klaus Wiegerling (Darmstadt), ,Zur Nor-
mierung des Gesundheitsverstindnisses in
Zeiten der technischen Aufriistung des men-
schlichen Kérpers®/,,O normiranju razume-
vanja zdravlja u doba tehni¢kog opremanja
ljudskog tela“

Zeljko Sari¢ (Banja Luka), ,Biopolitik und
die Ideologie der Menschenrechte / ,Bio-
politika i ideologija ljudskih prava“

Lekttrekurs: Hardt, Michael/Negri, Anto-
nio:’Empire. Die neue Weltordnung’ / Lekti-
ra: Hardt, Michael/Negri, Antonio: 'Imperij.
Novi svetski poredak’

Lekttirekurs: Giorgio Agamben: "'Homo
Saccer’ / Lektira: Giorgio Agamben: 'Homo
saccer’

* ok x

8-9. MART

Democracy, Identity, European Integration /De-
mokratija, identitet, evropske integracije

Friday 8t / Petak, 8. 3.

Chandran Kukathas (London School of Eco-
nomics), ,Antipolis®

Ivan Mladenovi¢ (University of Belgra-
de), ,On the Priority of (Deliberative) De-
mocracy*

KONFERENCIJE

Emanuela Ceva (University of Pavia), , Tole-
ration, Respect, and the Cultural Defense”

Michal Sladec¢ek (University of Belgrade),
»The European Memory and Identity as Re-
conciliation with the Past*

Fabienne Peter (University of Warwick),
»Epistemic Circumstances of Democracy*

Snjezana Priji¢-Samarzija (University of
Rijeka), ,Epistemology and Democracy.
Epistemological Benefits of Democratic
Procedures®

Saturday 9*" / Subota, 9. 3.
Symposium on J. Wolff’s Ethics and Public Po-
licy. A Philosophical Inquiry

Jonathan Wolff (University College, Lon-
don), ,Précis to Ethics and Public Policy. A
Philosophical Inquiry*

Enes Kulenovi¢ (University of Zagreb),
,Political Philosophy and Public Policy: Six
Models*

Nebojsa Zeli¢ (University of Rijeka), ,The
Role of Ideal Theory in Public Policy Making*

Elvio Baccarini (University of Rijeka), , Ethics
and Public Policy. The Role of Public Reason"

David Owen (University of Southampton),
»,Demos problems in the European Union*

Miriam Ronzoni (Technical University of
Darmstadt), ,Republicanism, Democracy,
and the European Union*

* kK

18-20. APRIL
Mind the Gap — Family Socialisation and Gender

Thursday 18t

Mihailo Pukié, ,Presentation of RRPP We-
stern Balkans programme*

Sanja Milutinovi¢ Bojani¢ and Jelena Ceri-
man (CELAP), Documentary Film Projecti-
on ,Parents on parenting”



Women, Gender and Social Environment

Nada Sekuli¢ (University of Belgrade), ,Mo-
therhood as a social construct*

Katerina Kolozova (Institute of Social Scien-
cesand Humanities, Skopje), ,The Cutof the
Real“-apresentation of a forthcoming book
on feminist philosophy published by Colum-
bia University Press, supported by RRPP

Andrea Racles (European Centre for Mino-
rity Issues, Flensburg), ,Mother-Daughter
Relationships among Roma from Romania:
Value-transmitting Domestic Activities*

Elidiana Shkira (University of New York, Ti-
rana), ,Critical Approach in Children’s So-
cial and Educational Progress in Albania.
Consequences of the Family Problems and
Education System Mistakes*

Natalia Skoczylas (University of Maria Curie
Sklodowska in Lublin), ,City with a Gender*

Representation and Acceptance of Different
Gender Identities and Gender Roles in Family
and Society

Manfred Zentner (Institute for Youth Cultu-
re Research, Vienna), ,,Creation of Self-per-
ception in the Families and Social Groups:
Lifestyle or Destiny*

Rada Drezgi¢ (University of Belgrade), ,Fa-
mily Values: The Role of Culture and Cultu-
ral Policy in Contemporary Serbia“

Jelena Durié¢ (University of Belgrade), ,Fa-
mily Values and Modern Identities*

Mirjana Popovi¢ (Faculty of Philosophy Nik-
§i¢), ,Feminism and gender studies - the
beginnings of school women education in
Montenegro*

Marina Matejevic, Jelisaveta Todorovié, Dra-
gana Jovanovi¢ (Faculty of Philosophy, Uni-
versity of Ni§), ,Traditionallyand Contempo-
rary in Assessments of Family Relationships
of Students of the University of Nis“

1Z RADA INSTITUTA

Friday 19

From Traditional to Modern and Postmodern
Concepts of the Family and Gender Roles

Marija Todorovi¢ Tatar (University of Belgra-
de), ,Benevolent Sexism in Family and Ro-
mantic Relationships: Subtle and Effici-
ent Mechanism of Persistent of Modern
Patriarchy*

Zorica Mrsevi¢ (University of Belgrade),
,LGBT children in their parental families - di-
smissal instead of solidarity and protection”

lIoanna Fokou (National and Kapodistrian
University of Athens), ,How are women pre-
sented? What messages do they communi-
cate through the role of women in adverti-
sements?*

Ozhan Hancilar (Pamukkale University in
Denizli), Women in the PKK*

Ivana Aritonovi¢ (Institute for Serbian Cultu-
re, Pritina-Leposavi¢), ,Women in Northern
Kosovo - Daily Life in Between Social and
Political Division*

Gender research

Verica Pavi¢ Zentner (CELAP), ,Semiotic
Analysis: Presentation of Gender Roles in
a Family-Oriented Online Media in Serbi-
an Language®

Oana Ivan (University of Kent), ,On Touri-
sm, Tradition, Family and Gender in South-
Eastern European Fishing Village*

Ewa Cukrowska (University of Warsaw),
»,Measuring Gender Inequality: Gender
sensitive indicators and Aggregate Indexes:
What stories do they tell?*

Staga Lu¢ic¢ (University of Belgrade), ,Repre-
sentation of Divorce: TV Series and Movies
in 1980s in Serbia“

Snezana Gruji¢ and Jelena Petrovi¢-Desnica
(University of Belgrade), ,Genderand Visual
Arts in the Sumadia Region®
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Workshop Gender and Family in Theory and
Praxis (Moderator Verica Pavi¢ Zentner, CE-
LAP; Workshop in BHS language, other par-
ticipants are free)

Saturday 20t

Challenges of Gender Mainstreaming in Law,
Policy-Making Processes and Client-Oriented
Professions

Verica Pavié¢ Zentner (CELAP), ,Presentation
of the workshop results. Discussion round
on workshop results*

Zorana Antonijevi¢ (PhD candidate, Uni-
versity of Novi Sad), ,Influencing Policies -
Emerging Paths in Mainstreaming Gender
in National Policy Frameworks. Challenges
of Gender Mainstreaming in Public Polici-
es in Serbia*“

Amanda Orza (European Policy Centre,
Belgrade), ,Gender Mainstreaming in the
Serbian Policy-Making Process. What are
the Odds?*

SnjeZana Vasiljevi¢ (University of Zagreb),
,Challenges of the Modern Anti-Discrimi-
nation Law and Policies - Light at the End
of the Tunnel“

* k%

29-30. APRIL

Ontologie et politique des institutions / Onto-
logy and Politics of Institutions / Ontologija i
politika institucija

Lundi 29 / Monday 29* / Ponedeljak, 29. 4.

Massimo La Torre (Universidad de Catan-
zaro, Italy), ,Natural Law, Legal Positivism,
and the Place of Law as Institution®

Caroula Argyriadis-Kervegan (Université
de Cergy-Pontois, France), ,La théorie de
I'institution et la doctrine allemande a la fin
du 19éme et au début du 20eme siecle”

Jack Knight (Duke University School of Law,
USA), , Explaining the Rise of Neoliberalism:
A Case Study in the Mechanisms of Institu-
tional Change*

KONFERENCIJE

* % %

14-16. MAY

Enhancement: Cognitive, Moral and Mood /
Poboljsanje: kognitivno, moralno i poboljsa-
nje raspoloZenja

Tuesday 14 / Utorak, 14. 5.

Discussion of the thesis ,Moral Enhance-
ment should not be pursued because it is
a threat to Freedom® Papers: Julian Savu-
lescu (Oxford University), Negative; John
Harris (University of Manchester) Affirmati-
ve. Discussant: Peter Singer (Princeton Uni-
versity) / Julian Savulescu (Oxford Univer-
sity), pobijanje teze i John Harris (University
of Manchester), potvrdivanje teze: ,Moral-
no poboljsanje ne treba vrsiti jer predstav-
lja pretnju Slobodi“; diskutant Peter Singer
(Princeton University)

Moral Bioenhancement: Can it Offer Anyt-
hing Valuable in the Future? / Moralno bio-po-
boljsanje: moZe li da ponudi bilo sta vredno u
buducnosti?

Ingmar Persson (Goteborg University and
Oxford University), ,,Autarchy and enhan-
cement” / ,, Autarkija i poboljsanje”

Nicholas Agar (University of Wellington),
»Against moral bioenhancement” / ,Protiv
moralnog bio-pobolj$anja“

Vojin Raki¢ (University of Belgrade), ,Volun-
tary moral bioenhancement and the creati-
on of post-persons” / ,Dobrovoljno moral-
no bio-poboljsanje i stvaranje post-osoba“

Moral Enhancement and Virtues /Moralno po-
boljSanje i vrline

Stefan Sorgner (University of Erfurt), ,Mo-
ral enhancement as obstacle to the good
life: Only prisoners and ’saints’ might love
it“ / ,Moralno poboljsanje kao prepreka za
ostvarivanje dobrog zivota: Samo zatvorenici
i’Sveci’ mogu da ga vole*

James Hughes (Trinity College, Hartford,
Connecticut), ,Enhanced moral character
requires multiple virtues“ / ,Pobolj$ani mo-
ralni karakter zahteva visestruke vrline“



Wednesday 15 / Sreda, 15. 5.

Peter Singer (Princeton University), ,What
areacceptable ways of making people better
and happier?“ / ,Koji su prihvatljivi na¢ini
stvaranja boljih i sre¢nijih ljudi?*

Nicholas Agar (University of Wellington),
Discussion keynote speech / Komentari na
uvodno izlaganje

Towards a New Culture of Enhancing Humans
and Human Reproduction / U susret novoj kul-
turi poboljsanja ljudi i ljudske reprodukcije

Tom Douglas (Oxford University), ,Neuroe-
nhancements in Crime Prevention“ / ,Neu-
ro-pobolj$anje u prevenciji kriminala“

Katrien Devolder (Ghent University), ,,Pro-
creative altruism: Beyond individualism in
reproductiveselection®/ ,Prokreativni altru-
izam: Vise od individualizma u reproduktiv-
nom izboru“

Rob Sparrow (Monash University), , Egalita-
rianism and Moral Enhancement” / ,Egali-
tarizam i moralno poboljsanje*

Mima Fazlagi¢ (Cryo Save Belgrade), ,Stem
cells and regenerative medicine in the ser-
vice of enhancement of the quality of life
and health” / ,Mati¢ne celije i regenerativ-
na medicina u sluzbi poboljsanja kvaliteta
Zivota i zdravlja“

Bennett Foddy (Oxford University), ,The
right and wrong of growing old“ / ,Dobro
izlo u starenju”

Enhancement: General Concepts/Poboljsanje:
opsti pojmovi

Jovan Babi¢ (University of Belgrade), ,En-
hancement and Freedom“ / ,Pobolj$anje i
sloboda“

Ayesha Ahmad (University College of Lon-
don), ,Distinctions of "artificialness’ in moral
enhancementand theirimpact for the future
of human culture/s” / ,Razlike u ‘arteficijal-
nosti’ umoralnom poboljanju i njihov uticaj
na buduénost ljudske kulture/a“

1Z RADA INSTITUTA

Sarah Chan (University of Manchester), ,Co-
gnitive enhancement, creative beneficence
and the cross-species problem* / , Kogni-
tivno poboljsanje, kreativno dobro¢instvo i
problem medu vrstama“

Michael Barilan (Tel Aviv University), ,Why
it is impossible to enhance human beings
and how is this impossibility relevant to the
‘enhancement’ debate?“ / ,Zasto je nemo-
guce poboljsati ljudska bica i zbog cega je
ova nemoguénost relevantna za raspravu o
"poboljsanju’?*

Jonathan Pugh (Oxford University), ,Enhan-
cing autonomy through the use of cognitive
enhancements“ / ,Pobolj$anje autonomi-
je kroz upotrebu kognitivnih poboljsanja“

Thursday 16 / Cetvrtak, 16. 5.

Regional Bioethics 1: ,Integrative Bioethics”/
Regionalna bioetika 1:,Integrativna bioetika”

Tomislav Bracanovi¢ (University of Zagreb),
,Integrative Bioethics: Handle with care® /
,Integrativna bioetika: pazljivo rukovati®

Aleksandar Dobrijevi¢ (University of Belgra-
de), ,Skepticism about Integrative Bioeot-
hics“ / ,Skepticizam prema integrativnoj
bioetici®

Regional Bioethics 1: ,Integrative Bioethics”
(continuation) / Regionalna bioetika 1: ,Inte-
grativna bioetika” (nastavak)

Tomislav Janovi¢ (University of Zagreb), ,The
strange fate of academic ethics in Croatia:
From Marxian disintegration of ethics to In-
tegrative Bioethics® / ,Cudna sudbina aka-
demske etike u Hrvatskoj: od marksisticke
dezintegracije etike do integrativne bioetike"

Nenad Ceki¢ (University of Belgrade), TBA
/ Naslov izlaganja bic¢e naknadno prijavljen
(govorio)

(New) Perspectives on Moral Enhancement /
(Nove) perspektive u moralnom poboljSanju

Maartje Schermer (Erasmus University) and
Farah Foqueart (Ghent University), ,Moral
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enhancement: do means matter morally“ /
»2Moralno poboljsanje: da li su sredstva mo-
ralno relevantna?“

Veselin Mitrovi¢ (University of Belgrade),
,Moral Enhancement: Back to the Future?” /
»2Moralno pobolj$anje: povratak u buducnost?*

Hannah Maslen (Oxford University), ,Ne-
uro-interventions, altruism and enhancing
morality” / ,Neuro-intervencije, altruizam i
poboljsanje moralnosti*

(New) Perspectives on Moral Enhancement
(continuation) / (Nove) perspektive u moral-
nom poboljsanju (nastavak)

Owen Schaefer (Oxford University), ,Indi-
rect Moral Enhancement”/ , Indirektno mo-
ralno pobolj$anje”

Chris Gyngell (Australian National Univer-
sity), ,Cognitive Diversity and Moral Enhan-
cement” /,Kognitivnaraznolikost i moralno
poboljsanje”

Ivan Mladenovi¢ (University of Belgrade),
,The Enhancement Debate and Deliberati-
ve Democracy” / ,Rasprava o pobolj$anju i
deliberativna demokratija“

Cognition, Morality and Mood in Psychiatry /
Kognicija, moralnostiraspoloZenje u psihijatriji

Aleksandar Damjanovi¢, Srdan Milovano-
vi¢ an Aleksandra Damjanovi¢ (University
of Belgrade), , Ethical challenges of modern
psycho-pharmacotherapy*/ , Eti¢ki i filozof-
ski izazovi savremene psiho-farmakoterapije*

Aleksandar Fati¢ (University of Belgrade),
»Theintentionality of madness: checking the
cognitive issues in DSM-based diagnosis“ /
yIntencionalnost ludila: provera kognitivnih
problemau DSM-zasnovanim dijagnozama*“

Regional Bioethics 2: Variae / Regionalna bio-
etika 2: Razno

Zoran Todorovi¢ (University of Belgrade),
,Cognitive enhancement: ‘of miceand men™
/ ,Kognitivno poboljsanje: ‘miseva i ljudi™

KONFERENCIJE

Dusanka Krajnovié¢, Andrijana Milosevi¢
(University of Belgrade), ,Do ethics com-
mittees contribute to a morally enhanced
health care system in Serbia?“ / ,Da li eticki
odbori doprinose moralno poboljsanom si-
stemu zdravstvene nege u Srbiji?*

Milijana DPeric¢ (University of Belgrade), , Eu-
thanasia in Serbia: in need of enhanced de-
bate and regulation“ / , Eutanazija u Srbiji:
potrebno je poboljsanje debate i regulacije”

* Kk Kk

MAJUS 20/20. MAJ

A magyar filozéfia napja - Fenomenoldgia és
tdrsadalom / Dan madarske filozofije — Feno-
menologija i drustvo

Hétfo6 20 / Ponedeljak, 20. 5.

Bagi Zsolt, ,Fenomenoldgia és tarsadalom-
filozofia. A fenomenoldgiai kozosség” / , Fe-
nomenologija i filozofija drustva. Fenome-
noloska zajednica“

Petar Bojani¢, ,Mi (Wir; Wirsein): O uslovi-
ma institucionalnog delovanja kod Heideg-
gera“ / ,Mi (Wir; Wirsein): Az intézményi
cselekvés feltételeirél Heideggernél®

Losoncz Alpar, ,Toretlen és megszakitott
interszubjektivitas: Merleau-Ponty és Sar-
tre tarsadalomfilozéfidja“ / Alpar Losonc,
,Neprekidnaiizlomljena intersubjektivnost:
filozofija drustva Merlo-Pontija i Sartra“

Takdcs Addm, JInterszubjektivitas, tarsadal-
mivilag és objektivacio: egy egyiranyt feno-
menoldgiai viszony?“ / , Intersubjektivnost,
drustveni svet i objektivacija - da li je re¢ o
jednosmernom fenomenoloskom odnosu?“

Losoncz Mark, ,Az aru hiperfenomeno-
logidja“ / ,Hiperfenomenologija robe*

Farkas Henrik, , El6itélet, elnyomas, ellenal-
las“ / ,Predrasuda, represija, otpor

Pavlovits Tamas, , A francia fenomenoldgia te-
ologiai fordulata és a végtelen idedja Descar-
tes-nal“ / ,Teolo$ki preokret francuske feno-
menologijeiidejabeskona¢nog kod Dekarta“



Sanja Todorovi¢, ,Odnos logike i vremena
u (ranom) Deridinom tumacenju Huserla*“
/ »A logika és az id6 viszony a korai Derrida
Husserl-értelmezésében”

* k Kk

7-8.JUN
Svetozar Stojanovic - licnost i delo

Petak, 7. 6.

Slobodan Divjak, ,Svetozar Stojanovi¢ —
od disidentskog marksiste do socijal-eko-
-demokrate“

Dragoljub Mic¢unovié, JZivotni put i idejni
razvoj Svetozara Stojanovic¢a*“

Jovan Babi¢, ,Tri klju¢na momenta u inte-
lektualnoj biografiji Svetozara Stojanovica“

Bogoljub Sijakovi¢, ,Svetozar Stojanovi¢ian-
tropologke osnove filozofije politike*

Ljubomir Kljaki¢, ,Poredak i alternativa -
uzorni slucaj srpskog mislioca Svetozara
Stojanovica“

Jagos Dureti¢, ,Svetozar Sveta Stojanovic:
filozof, homo politicus, ¢ovek®

Milos KnezZevi¢, , Svetozar Stojanovié¢ kao pri-
padnik Praxis grupe*

Jovica Trkulja, ,Svetozar Stojanovic kao kri-
ti¢ar marksizma“

Mirjana Radojici¢, ,Svetozar Stojanovié kao
tumac raspada/razbijanja SFR Jugoslavije*

Vucdina Vasovi¢, ,Stojanoviéeva eti¢ko-poli-
ti¢ka ortopedija“

Aleksandar Nikitovi¢, ,Jedan pogled na poli-

ti¢ki angazman Svetozara Stojanovica“

Subota, 8. 6.
Marinko Loli¢, ,Svetozar Stojanovic kao no-
vinar®

Aleksandar Dobrijevi¢, ,Stojanovicevo tu-
macenje Ri¢arda Mervina Hera"

1Z RADA INSTITUTA

Voin Milevski, ,Stojanoviceva analiza eti¢-
kog naturalizma*“

vosevi¢, ,Filoz vladinoj -
Zoran Ivosevi¢, ,Filozof u nevladinoj orga
nizaciji“

Zoran Kindi¢, ,Zivot i nacela - preispitiva-
nje odnosa“

* % %

27.SEPTEMBAR
Rodiobrazovanje u osnovnoj skoli (Okruglisto)

Petak, 27.9.

Verica Pavi¢ Centner, , Principi i praksarodne
inkluzije u osnovnom obrazovanju u Evro-
pi“ (izvestaj). Moderacija Sanja Milutinovié
Bojani¢, a odredene panele su vodile Jelena
Ceriman, Nada Duhadek i Melita Randelovié.

* k%

OCTOBRE 22/22. OKTOBAR

Analyse philosophique et économique de la
dette / Filozofska i ekonomska analiza duga

Mardi 22 / Utorak, 22. 10.

Maurizio Lazzarato (Paris), ,La dette infinie“
/ ,Beskona¢ni dug”

Mark Losoncz (Beograd/Novi Sad) et Alek-
sandar Stojanovi¢ (Beograd), , Historisation
de ladette et les stratégies de la résistance” /
Llstorizacija duga i strategije otpora“

Petar Bojani¢ et Sanja Todorovic (Beograd),
,La dette: l'ambiguité du négatif“ / ,Dug:
dvosmislenost negativnog*

Entre dette et liberté

Guillaume Sibertin-Blanc (Paris), ,La dette
souveraine, anthropologie et politique“ /
»Suvereni dug: antropologija i politika“

Elettra Stimilli (Rome), ,The Cult of Debt*“
/ ,Kult Duga“

Igor Krtolica (Beograd/Lion), ,La dette et la
critique de la dette (le probléme de la con-
fiance)“ / ,Dug i kritika duga (poteskoca sa
poverenjem)*
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Maurizio Lazzarato (Paris), ,Povodom knji-
ge: La Fabrique de "homme endetté. Essai sur
la condition néolibérale, Paris, 201“ / ,Proi-
zvodnja zaduZenog ¢oveka. Eseji o neolibe-
ralnom stanju”

* Kk x

NOVEMBER 22 /22. NOVEMBAR

Sacred and Social/Political Freedom. The Poli-
tical Dimension of Religion

Friday 22 / Petak, 22. 11.
Keynote speakers

Ingeborg Gabriel (Faculty of Catholic The-
ology, University of Vienna), ,In the World
but not of the World (John 18.36) Reflections
on the Public Role of the Church in Plura-
listic Societies

Graham Ward (University of Oxford), ,Chur-
chand State: Sovereignty and Competence*

Panel on Religion, tolerance and justice

Boris Begovi¢ (University of Belgrade), ,Re-
ligion and Social Justice: Is Therea Room for
Social Engagement of the Church?“

Miroslava Hukelova (University of Liverpool),
,The Politics of Tolerance: Minority Religio-
us Groups in Secular Society - the Case of
Muslim Communities in Europe®

Marko Vekovié¢ (University of Belgrade), ,Re-
ligion, Politicsand Tolerance-Experiences of
Roman Catholicism, Orthodox Christianity
and Islam"“

Tea Jankovi¢ (University of Freibourg), ,The
Sacred and the Political: Serbian Orthodoxy
in Church-State Relations*

Panel on Political and Metaphysical Freedom

Nikola KneZevi¢ (Faculty of Protestant The-
ology in Novi Sad), ,From Contested Chri-
stianity to Contested Freedom: Political
Transformation of Christianity and Con-
temporary Implications®

KONFERENCIJE

Aleksandar Fati¢ (University of Belgrade),
,The Politics of Tolerance and the Idea of
Christian Character

Vlada Stankovi¢ (University of Belgrade),
,Political Power and Social Role of Auto-
cephalous Orthodox Churches in the Midd-
le Ages and Today: The Case of Cyprus and
Serbia“

Davor Dzalto (University of Belgrade), , Truth
and Freedom: An Orthodox Approach tothe
Problem of Pluralism*

* * %

6-8. DECEMBAR
Uvod u kritiku politicke ekonomije

Petak, 6. 12.
Aleksandar Stojanovic, ,Cemu sluZi i ¢emu
ne sluzi kritika politi¢ke ekonomije*

Mislav Zitko, ,Novac, kamata i akumulacija
kapitala: Marx i suvremene interpretacije*

Subota, 7. 12.
Saso Furlan, ,Marx’s theory of crisis and the
law of the tendency of therate of profit to fall*

Luka Mesec, , Posleratni kapitalizam*

Primoz Kra$ovec, ,Transformacije rada u
neoliberalizmu*

Nedelja, 8. 12.

Darko Vesi¢, ,Drzava i kapital - marksistic-
ko shvatanje problema forme i funkcije ka-
pitalisticke drzave*

Andrea Jovanovi¢, ,Sta feminizam duguje
Marksu, a $ta marksizam duguje feminizmu?*

Anej Korsika, ,Basics of Marxism through
the reading of Communist Manifesto*
* % %

11. DECEMBAR

(Post)sekularni obrt: religijske, moralne i dru-
Stveno-politicke vrednosti studenata u Srbiji



Sreda, 11.12.

Mupko Bnarojesuh, ,, Pennrujcke umopante
BpegHocTH cTygeHaray Cp6uju - CaBpeme-
Ha PeJIMTHO3HOCT CTy/leHaTa 1 JjleceKy/IapH-
3aliMja CPIICKOT JpyIuTBa‘

Jparana PagucasmpeBuh-hunapusosuh,
,PenuruosHocr crygenara y Cp6uju u cTas
npema EY*

Juckycuja 3oprua Ky6ypuh (Yausepaurer
y HoBom Cagy), [lparan Togoposuh (Yuu-
Bepauretr y Huury)

1Z RADA INSTITUTA

Jepuna Bacuh, ,/IpymirBeHO-nonMUTHYKe
BpesHOCTH cTyAeHaTay Cpouju — Bepcku u
HallMOHA/IHA UJIEHTUTET MJIaZiX UHTe/leK-
Tyanauay Cpouju”

Tujana Bajosuh, ,[TocTkoHGIMKTHA AEMO-
KpaTHja: HOJMTHYKA Ky/ITypa CTyfleHaTa Y
Cp6uju”

Juckycuja JoBo Bakuh (YHuBepsurer y
Beorpany)

* k kk k%

Otvoreni razgovori (skupovi mladih) odrza-
ni su 19. januara, 1. marta i 30. aprila 2013.
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UPUTSTVO ZA AUTORE

Pri pisanju tekstova za Filozofiju i drustvo
autorisuuobavezidasedrzesledecih pravila,
uglavnom vezanih za citiranje. Standardiza-
cijaje propisana Aktom o uredivanju nauc¢nih
Casopisa Ministarstva za prosvetu i nauku
Republike Srbije iz 2009. U Filozofiji i dru-
Stvubibliografskejedinice citirajuse uskladu
s uputstvom Harvard Style Manual. U ovom
uputstvu naveden je nadin citiranja najée$c¢ih
bibliografskih jedinica; informacije o na¢inu
citiranja redih mogu se naci na internetu.

1. VELICINA TEKSTA

Do dva autorska tabaka (60.000 karaktera)
s apstraktom, klju¢nim re¢ima i literatu-
rom; napomene se ne racunaju.

2. APSTRAKT

Na srpskom (hrvatskom, bosanskom, crno-
gorskom...) ijednom stranom jeziku, izme-
du 100 i 250 redi.

3. KLJUCNE RECI
Do deset.

4. PODACI O TEKSTU

Relevantni podaci o tekstu, broj projekta na
kojem je raden i sli¢no, navode se u fusnoti
broj 1 koja se stavlja na kraju prve recenice
teksta. Fusnota ne sme biti zvezdica, niti
stajati uz naslov teksta.

5. AFILUJACIJA
Puna afilijacija autora, odeljenje i fakultet,
institut i sli¢no.

6. INOSTRANA IMENA

Sva inostrana imena (osim u bibliografskim
jedinicama) fonetski se transkribuju u skla-
du s pravilima pravopisa, a prilikom prvog
javljanja u zagradi se navodi njihov izvorni
oblik. Imena geografskih i sli¢nih odrednica
takode se fonetski transkribuju bez poseb-
nog navodenja originala u zagradama, osim
ukoliko autor smatra da je neophodno.

7.CRTA | CRTICA

Kada se navode stranice, od jedne do neke
druge, ili kada se to ¢ini za godine, izmedu
brojeva stoji crta, ne crtica.

Primer:
33-44, 1978-1988; ne: 33-44, 1978-1988.
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8. KNJIGE

U spisku literature: prezime, ime, u zagradi
godina izdanja, naslov knjige, mesto izda-
nja, izdavac. U tekstu: u zagradi prezime
autora, godina izdanja, dvotacka, stranica.
U napomeni: prezime autora, godina izda-
nja, dvotacka, stranica. U napomenama,
knjiga se citira isklju¢ivo na skraceni nacin.

Primer:
U literaturi: Haug, Volfgang Fric (1981), Kri-
tika robne estetike, Beograd: IIC SSO Srbije.

U tekstu: (Haug 1981: 33).
U napomeni: Haug 1981: 33.

9. CLANCI

U spisku literature: prezime, ime, u zagradi
godina izdanja, naslov teksta pod navodni-
cima, naslov ¢asopisa u italiku, godiste ¢a-
sopisa, u zagradi broj sveske u godistu uko-
liko paginacija nije jedinstvena za ceo tom,
dvotacka i broj stranice. U tekstu: u zagra-
di prezime autora, godina izdanja, dvotac-
ka, stranica. U napomeni: prezime autora,
godina izdanja, dvotacka, stranica. Ne sta-
vljaju se skradenice ,str ,vol, ,tom ,br*
i sli¢ne. U napomenama, ¢lanci se citiraju
isklju¢ivo na skracéeni nacin.

Primeri:

U literaturi: Miller, Johns Roger (1926), ,The
Ideas as Thoughts of God, Classical Philo-
logy 21: 317-326.

Hartman, Nikolaj (1980) ,O metodi istorije
filozofije*, Gledista 21 (6): 101-120.

U tekstu: (Hartman 1980: 108).

U napomeni: Hartman 1980: 108

10. ZBORNICI

U spisku literature: prezime i ime priredi-
vaca, u zagradi skracenica ,prir, u zagradi
godina izdanja, naslov zbornika u italiku,
mesto izdanja, izdavac i strana po potrebi.
U tekstu: u zagradi prezime autora, godina
izdanja, dvotacka, stranica. U napomeni:
prezime autora, godina izdanja, dvotacka,
stranica. U napomenama, zbornici se citi-
raju iskljucivo na skraceni nacin.

Primer:
U literaturi: Espozito, DZon (prir.) (2002),
Oksfordska istorija islama, Beograd: Clio.

U tekstu: (Espozito 2002)

U napomeni: Espozito 2002.

11.TEKSTOVI 1Z ZBORNIKA

U spisku literature: prezime, ime autora, u
zagradi godina, naslov teksta pod navodni-
cima, slovo ,,u“ (u zborniku), ime i prezime
priredivaca zbornika, u zagradi ,prir, na-
slov zbornika u italiku, mesto izdanja, izda-
vacd, dvotacka i broj stranice (ako je potreb-
no). U tekstu: u zagradi prezime autora,
godina izdanja, dvotacka, stranica. U napo-
meni: prezime autora, godina izdanja, dvo-
tacka, stranica. Skradenica ,str“ dopustena
je samo u spisku literature.

Primer:

U literaturi: Nizbet, Robert (1999), ,Jedi-
ni¢ne ideje sociologije, u A. Mimica (prir.),
Tekst i kontekst, Beograd: Zavod za udzbe-
nike i nastavna sredstva, str. 31-48.

U tekstu: (Nizbet 1999: 33).
U napomeni: Nizbet 1999: 33.

12. CLANAK IZ NOVINA

U spisku literature: prezime, ime, u zagra-
di godina, naslov ¢lanka pod navodnicima,
naslov novina u italiku, datum, stranica.

Primer:
U literaturi: Logar, Gordana (2009), ,Zemlja
bez fajronta“, Danas, 2. avgust, str. 12.

U tekstu: (Logar 2009: 12).

U napomeni: Logar 2009: 12.

13.INTERNET

Prilikom citiranja tekstova s interneta, osim
internet-adrese sajta na kojem se tekst na-
lazi i naslova samog teksta, navesti i datum
posete toj stranici, kao i dodatna odredenja
ukoliko sudostupna (godina, poglavljeisl.).

Primer:

U literaturi: Ross, Kelley R., ,Ontological
Undecidability, (internet) dostupno na:
http://www.friesian.com/undecd-1.htm
(pristupljeno 2. aprila 2009).

U tekstu: (Ross, internet).

U napomeni: Ross, internet.



SUBMISSION INSTRUCTIONS

All submissions to Filozofija i drustvo must
conform to the following rules, mostly re-
garding citations. The Referencing Guide
is the modified Harvard in-text referenc-
ing style. In this system within the text, the
author’s name is given first followed by the
publication date and the page number/s for
the source. The list of references or bibliog-
raphy at the end of the document contains
the full details listed in alphabetical order
for all the in-text citations.

1. LENGTH OF TEXT

Up to two double sheets (60.000 charac-
tersincluding spaces), abstracts, keywords,
without comments.

2. ABSTRACT
Between 100 and 250 words.

3. KEY WORDS
Up to 10.

4. AFFILIATION
Full affiliation of the author, department,
faculty, university, institute, etc.

5.BOOKS

In the bibliography: last name, first name,
year of publication in parentheses, book ti-
tle, place of publication, publisher. In the
text: last name in parentheses, year of pub-
lication, colon, page number. In a com-
ment: last name, year of publication, colon,
page number. Books are cited in a short-
ened form only in comments.

Example:
In the bibliography: Moriarty, Michael
(2003), Early Modern French Thought. The
Age of Suspicion. Oxford: Oxford Univer-
sity Press.

In the text: (Moriarty 2003: 33)

In a comment: Moriarty 2003: 33

6. ARTICLES

In the bibliography: last name, first name,
yearof publication, title in quotation marks,
name of publication in italic, year of issue,
in parentheses the volume number within
year if the pagination is not uniform, co-
lon and page number. In the text: last name
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in parentheses, year of publication, colon,
page number. Inacomment: last name, year
of publication, colon, page number. Do not
put abbreviations such as ‘p., ‘vol., ‘tome,
‘no. etc. Articlesare cited in shortened form

only in comments.

Example:

In the bibliography: Miller, Johns Roger
(1926), “The Ideas as Thoughts of God’,
Classical Philology 21: 317-326.

In the text: (Miller 1926: 320)

In a comment: Miller 1926: 320

7.EDITED BOOKS

In the bibliography: last and first name of
editor, abbreviation ‘ed’ in parentheses,
year of publication in parentheses, title of
collection in italic, place of publication,
publisher and page number if needed. In
the text: last name in parentheses, year of
publication, colon, page number. In a com-
ment: last name, year of publication, colon,
page number. Collectionsare cited in short-
ened form only in comments.

Example:
In the bibliography: Harris, John (ed.)
(2001), Bioethics, Oxford: Oxford Univer-
sity Press

In the text: (Harris 2001)

In a comment: Harris 2001

8. ARTICLES/CHAPTERS IN BOOK

In the bibliography: last name, first name,
year of publication in parentheses, text title
in quotation marks, the word ‘in’ (in col-
lection), first and last name of editor, the
abbreviation ‘ed. in parentheses, title of
collection in italic, place of publication,
publisher, colon, page number (if need-
ed). In the text: Last name of author in pa-
rentheses, year of publication, colon, page

number. In a comment: last name of au-
thor, year of publication, colon, page num-
ber. The abbreviation ‘p. is allowed only in
the bibliography.

Example:

In the bibliography: Anscombe, Gertrude
Elizabeth Margaret (1981), “You can have
Sex without Children: Christianity and the
New Offer”, in The Collected Philosophical
Papers of G.E.M. Anscombe, Ethics, Reli-
gion and Politics, Oxford: Basil Blackwell,
pp. 82-96.

In the text: (Anscombe 1981:82)

In a comment: Anscombe 1981:82

9. NEWSPAPER AND MAGAZINES ARTICLE
In the bibliography: last name, first name,
year in parentheses, title of article in quo-
tation marks, name of newspaper in italic,
date, page.

Example:
In the bibliography: Logar, Gordana (2009),
“Zemljabez fajronta,” Danas, 2 August, p. 12.

In the text: (Logar 2009: 12)

In a comment: Logar 2009: 12

10. WEB DOCUMENTS

When quoting an online text, apart from
the web address of the site with the textand
the text’s title, cite the date of viewing the
page, aswell as further markings if available
(year, chapter, etc.).

Example:

In the bibliography: Ross, Kelley R., “Onto-
logical Undecidability”, (internet) available
at: http://www.friesian.com/undecd-1.htm
(viewed 2 April, 2009).

In the text: (Ross, internet).

In a comment: Ross, internet.
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